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Although formal education in architectural conservation  
began after World War II, it had been an interest of volunteer 
groups and historical societies since the nineteenth century, when 
debates sparked by controversies connected with “restoration” of 
the minsters and other medieval buildings polarized opinion, 
prompting a discourse on conservation philosophy and tech-
nique. The debates centered on whether to “restore” or conserve as 
found. The restoration, or “scrape” approach—epitomized by the 
work of Eugène Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc—referred to the prin-
ciple of “unity of style,” achieved by removing changes to reveal 
the original design. The conservation, or “anti-scrape” approach, 
advocated by John Ruskin and William Morris in England, was to 
repair only and let the place tell its own history. Both arguments 
relied on close inspection and knowledge of traditional detailing 
and materials—and both encouraged education. 

Following an idea by Viollet-le-Duc, the École de Chaillot 
in Paris developed a program in maintenance and restoration 
work in 1887. This course—which became a means for the French  
department of historic monuments to train architects and tech-
nicians for repair of historic monuments—continues to this day. 

In England, the anti-scrape approach led to the formation of 

the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB) in 1877, 
which encouraged repair in the “conservative manner.” The society 
introduced training days in 1913 and longer training for architects 
in 1937 with the Lethaby Scholarship. The scholarship was modeled 
on the Compagnons du tour de France, with architectural students 
traveling the country, staying and working for six months with the 
architect-members of the society. The SPAB expanded the scholarship 
to include other professions, such as engineering, and in 1987 it intro-
duced the William Morris Craft Fellowship program for craftspeople.

Because work on buildings involves physical interventions, 
the line between education in the sense of theory and understand-
ing, and training in practical skills, is often blurred. The intention 
here is to describe the development of education in the knowledge 
of skills and approaches to conservation and preservation; training 
to implement work is merely touched upon. 

professionalization of  
architectural practice   
The beginning of the restoration/conservation debate coincided 
with the drive to professionalize architecture practice and create 
standardized education to ensure professional standards. The 

Education for architectural conservation has developed internationally  
in similar patterns. This is particularly true in anglophone nations, the  
focus of this article, where a common language and shared histories  
facilitated dialogue among advocates of architectural conservation  
education. Beginning around 1950, the creation of an appropriate model 
for hitherto unchartered specialist courses in architectural conservation 
became a subject of collaboration and debate within a widening circle.
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United States adopted licensing for architects in 1897, beginning 
with Illinois, and the National Council of Architectural Registra-
tion Boards was established in 1919. In Britain, the first Architects 
Registration Act was introduced in 1931 as a result of work by 
the Architects Registration Bill Committee, which began delib-
erations in 1889. What constituted an appropriate architectural 
education was—and remains—fiercely debated, but by the end of 
World War II the precepts of the Modern Movement were ascen-
dant in architectural education. 

A casualty of this ascendancy was the removal of traditional 
construction and the study of historical detail from the curricu-
lum. On the other hand, the modernist principle of social respon-
sibility encouraged interest in the care of buildings and places, 
which stimulated the growth of architectural conservation and, in 
turn, education in conservation as part of an architectural educa-
tion. These changes—and the physically destructive urban renew-
al following the war—resulted in efforts to teach “appropriate” 
methods, with the application of conservation as an alternative to 
replacement of the valued and familiar.

Those who developed and promoted architectural con-
servation courses were generally, but not exclusively, architects 

educated during the transition between traditional and modern 
educational methods, including James Marston Fitch (1909–
2000), William Arthur Eden (1906–1975), Charles Emil Peter-
son (1906–2004), Guglielmo De Angelis d’Ossat (1907–1992), 
Piero Gazzola (1908–1979), William Singleton (1916–1960),  
Stephen W. Jacobs (1919–1978), Sir Bernard Feilden (1919–2008),  
Raymond Lemaire (1921–1997), Barclay Gibbs Jones (1925–
1997), Sir Donald Insall (1926–), and Cevat Erder (1931–). They 
got to know each other through conferences and professional 
networks, such as the International Council on Monuments and 
Sites (ICOMOS) and the Council of Europe. Early courses in ar-
chitectural conservation reflected the influence of the education 
these architects received, coupled with the interaction among 
the educators involved. 

Eden and Singleton in the United Kingdom and Peterson in 
the United States were educated in the beaux arts tradition and 
advocated for survey and drawing, with the architect as team lead-
er. Insall and Feilden in the United Kingdom favored the mod-
ernist paradigm that science can solve technical issues and that 
architecture has a role in solving social problems. Insall had added 
to his education by undertaking the SPAB Lethaby Scholarship 

Participants in the 1966 course on architectural conservation at what was then known as the Rome Centre (today ICCROM). The Rome Centre was one 
of the first major institutions to develop and offer courses on architectural conservation. Photo: © ICCROM.
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Significant Meetings & Documents Related to Architectural Conservation 1931–2012
YEAR REPORT / EVENT LOCATION HOST / INSTIGATOR

La Conservation des monuments d’art et d’histoire 
Conference

Meeting of Experts on Sites and Monuments of Art and 
History

Congress of Architects and Specialists of 
Historic Buildings – Theme “Education and 
Interdisciplinary Co-operation”

Historic Preservation Today Conference

Principles and Guidelines for Historic Preservation  
in the United States Report

Second Congress of Architects and Specialists of 
Historic Buildings – Theme “Problems of Restoration  
of Historic Monuments in Modern Life”

Inaugural Meeting of ICOMOS

Historic Preservation Tomorrow Conference

Whitehill Report on Professional and Public Education 
for Historic Preservation

Meeting of International Experts on the Training 
of Architects, Restorers, and Technicians for the 
Conservation of Sites and Monuments

American Institute of Architects Committee on Historic 
Resources Survey

North American International Regional Conference

Training of Architects in Conservation Report

Historic Buildings Action to Maintain the Expertise  
for Their Care and Repair

European Architectural Heritage Year

Declaration of Amsterdam and European Charter  
of the Architectural Heritage

Historic Preservation and Higher Education:  
A Survey of Professional Opinion about the Education  
of Historic Preservationists – The Sprague Report

Guide to Degree Programs in Historic Preservation

Symposium on the Implications of the Doctrine of 
Integrated Conservation for the Specialised Training 
of Architects, Town Planners, Civil Engineers and 
Landscape Designers

Council of Europe Recommendation R(80) 16: 
Specialised Training of Architects, Town Planners,  
Civil Engineers, and Landscape Designers

ICOMOS Guidelines for Education and Training in the 
Conservation of Monuments, Ensembles, and Sites

Training Strategy in the Conservation of Cultural 
Heritage Sites

Workshop on Education in Conservation in Europe: 
State of the Art and Perspectives

Historic Preservation in Professional Architecture 
Education: An International Dialogue 

Teaching Conservation/Restoration of the Architectural 
Heritage: Goals, Contents, and Methods

Conservation Transformation

Preservation Education: Sharing Best Practices and 
Finding Common Ground Conference

International Museums Office (IMO)

UNESCO, chaired by Paulo de Berredo Carneiro

International Committee for Monuments and  
organized by the Company of Head Architects  
of Historic Monuments of France

National Trust for Historic Preservation

National Trust for Historic Preservation

International Committee for Monuments

International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS)

National Trust for Historic Preservation

National Trust for Historic Preservation

UNESCO

AIA Historic Resources Committee

National Trust for Historic Preservation

Council on Training in Architectural Conservation (COTAC) 
and Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA)

Donald Insall for the Council of Europe

Council of Europe

Council of Europe

Paul Sprague for the National Trust for Historic  
Preservation

Education Services Division of the National Trust  
for Historic Preservation

Council of Europe

Council of Europe

ICOMOS

ICCROM

European Association for Architectural Education and 
European Network of Heads of Schools of Architecture

Jointly organized by RIBA (UK) and the AIA’s Historic 
Resources Committee (USA) 

European Association for Architectural Education and 
European Network of Heads of Schools of Architecture

European Association for Architectural Education and 
European Network of Heads of Schools of Architecture

Roger Williams University

Athens, Greece

UNESCO 
Headquarters – 
Paris, France  

Palais de Chaillot – 
Paris, France   

Williamsburg, 
Virginia, USA

Venice, Italy

Warsaw and 
Kraków, Poland

Williamsburg, 
Virginia, USA

Pistoia, Italy

Williamsburg, 
Virginia, USA

Ravello, Italy

Leuven, Belgium

Bath, UK

Genoa, Italy

Dublin, Ireland

Providence,  
Rhode Island, USA

MEETINGS/CONFERENCES                      REPORTS OR OTHER DOCUMENTS
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in 1950 and brought with him a practical hands-on approach to 
building sites. Fitch in the United States, influenced by his unfin-
ished architectural education and his career as a journalist and 
activist, lobbied for the inclusion of other professions, as well as 
community advocates and tradespeople—before the principle of 
integrated conservation had achieved international consensus. 
Each contributed to the spread of architectural conservation 
education as a field of inquiry and practice.

Travel and conferences enabled not only connections in 
anglophone countries but also exposure to the strong European 
architect/engineer polytechnic approach of figures like De Angelis 
d’Ossat and Gazzola in Italy, and to art and architectural his-
torians such as Lemaire in Belgium. They also brought the en-
thusiasm and optimism of international cooperation generated  
by post–World War II reconstruction, along with a belief that  
collaboration ensured peace. 

postwar developments 1945–60   
Interest in the interface between the conservation of artifacts and 
that of buildings had prompted the 1931 Athens conference, La 
Conservation des monuments d’art et d’histoire, organized by the 
League of Nations’ Interna-
tional Museums Office. This in-
terest increased in the postwar  
era, stimulated by the reaction 
to places and objects damaged 
during World War II. A period 
of prosperity and growth suc-
ceeded postwar austerity, and 
by the mid-1950s the rate of 
change in the built environ-
ment was rapid in many parts 
of the world. The number of 
organizations advocating for 
conservation expanded, reflect-
ing a growing concern over 
what was being lost. 

The first formal university 
course was rooted in a beaux 
arts architectural curriculum 
and in the repair of medieval 
buildings. It was antimodernist and did not espouse the anti-
scrape philosophy advocated by the SPAB. Established in 1950, 
it was a Certificate in Preservation and Restoration of Historic 
Buildings at the Bartlett School of Architecture, University Col-
lege London. The course was “intended for qualified architects 
who wish to acquire specialized knowledge of the repair, preserva-
tion, and maintenance of historical buildings in the British Isles.”1 

In the United States, the first specific university-based course 
on preservation was part of an undergraduate architectural history 
program in the University of Virginia architecture department in 
1959. Developed by Frederick Doveton Nichols (1911–1995), the 
course—designed for architectural historians, not architects—

concentrated on preservation of the “pure form,” as demonstrated 
by Nichols’s success in having the 1895 Stanford White version 
of the Jefferson Rotunda (built after an 1895 fire) removed and 
replaced in 1976 by Jefferson’s original design.   

In 1957, twenty-six years after the Athens Congress, the First 
International Congress of Architects and Specialists of Historic 
Buildings was held in Paris. The theme was education and train-
ing, and, not surprisingly given the location, it focused primarily 
on the French system of educating architects to work on impor-
tant buildings. It was attended, however, by representatives from 
twenty-eight countries.

expansion of architectural  
conservation education 1960–80   
The first course closely related to what we understand today as an 
education in conservation or preservation awarded the diploma 
in Conservation of Historical Monuments at the Institute of  
Archaeology, London, established in 1960 by William Arthur Eden.  
Despite being housed in the Institute of Archaeology, a pro-
fessional qualification in architecture was a prerequisite. Like 
the Bartlett course and others that followed, it was designed to  

provide specialist education 
to architects on the technical 
repair of historic buildings. 
Both courses were a reaction 
to perceived deficiencies in 
the education of architects and 
did not address matters such as 
design, which were considered 
part of architectural education.

The Second International 
Congress of Architects and 
Specialists of Historic Build-
ings was held in Venice in 
1964. This meeting gave rise 
to the Venice Charter and 
the formation of ICOMOS 
(the International Council on 
Monuments and Sites). Eden 
presented information about 
the Institute of Archaeology 

course, and others addressed education. It was also a subset of the 
discussions about philosophy, promulgation of published mate-
rial, creating networks, and garnering support for what was then 
known as the Rome Centre (which became ICCROM in 1978). 

The Rome Centre initially focused on collecting and dis-
seminating scientific and technical information about conserva-
tion. However, a “worldwide survey” carried out by staff from 
1959 indicated that “training of specialists in all types of restora-
tion work”2 was urgently needed. In 1962 the Centre began teach-
ing in collaboration with the University of Rome, but by 1966 
it had taken sole responsibility for the courses. A science- and 
museum-based institution, therefore, took on an architecturally 

Professor James Marston Fitch (right) and instructor Theo Prudon  
(second from left) examining a joint thesis project by students in Columbia 
University’s historic preservation program, 1974. Photo: Michael A. Tomlan.
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based course, with a strong emphasis on material science and the 
technology of construction and repair.

In addition to attending conferences, pioneering educators 
visited each other and exchanged information. Visits and fact-
finding missions, such as a world tour that Fitch and Peterson 
undertook in 1963, established common ground among educa-
tors as they tried to determine the appropriate way to teach ar-
chitectural conservation. 

The established courses influenced and resembled each other. 
The interaction among their developers facilitated the dissemina-
tion of the different approaches that each brought to the table. 
They responded not only to international trends but also to lo-
cal history, construction, technology, and threats. The University of 
Manchester MA in Conservation, begun in 1967, focused on the 
British vernacular with a strong emphasis on materiality. Erder’s 
concentration on Turkish architecture in the MA in Conservation 
at Ankara METU in 1965 and Peterson’s development of the Tech-
nology of Early American Buildings program in Columbia Univer-
sity’s MS in Historic Preservation from 1968 were other examples 
of local focus. In the 1963–64 academic year, Cornell University 
broadened the field with the introduction of programs in preserva-
tion planning; that same year there was a strong planning emphasis 
in the course established at the Edinburgh College of Art. 

The frequency of conferences, meetings, and reports about 
architectural conservation education in the 1960s and 1970s was 
indicative of international interest in conservation. These inter-
actions promoted the inclusion of many disciplines within the 
conservation process, although the base assumption was that archi-
tecture still predominated. Meetings included a 1968 UNESCO-
supported gathering of experts in Pistoia, Italy. Reports included 
the Whitehill Report into education, also in 1968, of the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP), and Donald Insall’s His-
toric Buildings: Action to Maintain the Expertise for Their Care and  
Repair in 1974. The 1978 Sprague Report into Historic Preservation 
and Higher Education, commissioned by the NTHP, gave rise to 
the National Council for Preservation Education. The scarcity of 
architects equipped to work on historic buildings and the need for 
more education were recurring themes. Each discussion, however, 
largely repeated the same questions, and no substantive conclu-
sions were reached other than that something should be done. 
Not defined was what a postgraduate course was supposed to 
teach, who it was designed for, when it should be given, and what 
it should entail. That creativity and preservation were potentially 
at odds was also a recurring theme. The architect’s role as a cre-
ative influence on the future of historic buildings, while receiving 
occasional mention, was usually only discussed in relation to the 
potential conflict between conservation and “progress.”

Despite the participation of the American Institute of Archi-
tects, the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA), and the  
International Union of Architects (UIA) in the examination of 
the education of architects in conservation, these discussions were 
by no means mainstream within the architecture field. Feilden 
strongly influenced the establishment of a specialist course in 

York in 1971, and the European Architectural Heritage Year in 
1975 encouraged him to promote further action on courses with a 
strong link to the education of UK architects. This was facilitated 
by his position on the RIBA board and as chair of the Council on 
Training in Architectural Conservation (COTAC), as well as his 
association with Insall, an active member of the UIA. 

In 1971 COTAC and RIBA established a study group on the 
conservation education of architects. The COTAC/RIBA Study 
Group’s stated aim was to diffuse “conservation skills among gen-
eralists, not to train ‘specialists.’”3 The ensuing report resulted in an 
invitation to architecture schools to establish courses. This culmi-
nated in the establishment of courses at the Architectural Associa-
tion in London, Leicester Polytechnic, and Liverpool Polytechnic. 

Only two international training centers in architectural con-
servation were recorded by the Council of Europe steering com-
mittee for a 1978 symposium—ICCROM and what became the 
Lemaire Centre.4 In 1976 Raymond Lemaire founded the Centre 
for the Conservation of Historic Towns and Buildings as part of 
the College of Europe in Bruges, and by 1981–82 the Centre had 
moved to the University of Leuven, attached to the Department of 
Architecture; it was renamed the Raymond Lemaire Centre after 
his death in 1997. Lemaire, a strong advocate of a scientific ap-
proach, stated that “there is a need to stress and stress again that 
conservation is not just a question of taste and personal likes and 
dislikes.”5 This emphasis on scientific analysis is also evident at  
ICCROM, Columbia University, and Ankara METU, among others. 

post-1980 and the heritage professional   
In the 1970s and 1980s, publication of conservation theory and 
philosophy expanded. Charters and conventions increasingly 
defined the historic environment in more inclusive terms and 
pointed to intangible and spiritual dimensions, as well as the 
physical. By 1980 the Council of Europe was promoting “inte-
grated conservation” and the conservation of recent, as well as 
ancient, buildings and places. These concepts gained interna-
tional acceptance over time and were endorsed in 1993 in the 
ICOMOS Guidelines for Education and Training in the Conserva-
tion of Monuments, Ensembles, and Sites. Education now focused 
on interdisciplinary collaboration and finding common ground. 
Accompanying the expansion of ideas about heritage has been 
the international proliferation of courses from a variety of per-
spectives and disciplines. These had varying degrees of concen-
tration on technical issues, but the design aspects of architectural 
conservation received little attention.

Integrated conservation also encouraged development of a 
conservation or heritage generalist to manage conservation pro-
cesses. This prompted an increase in courses focused on heritage 
management, such as those at the Wildlife Institute (India) and 
Chulalongkorn University (Thailand); heritage tourism, with 
courses at the University of Salzburg (Austria) and the University 
of Mauritius; and cultural heritage studies at Deakin University 
(Australia) and the University of the Western Cape (South Africa), 
among many others. 
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Courses & Degree Programs 1950–1980
YEAR LOCATION COURSES & DEGREE PROGRAMS

Bartlett School of Architecture, University College London, 
London, UK

Faculty of Architecture, Scuola di Perfezionamento per lo 
Studio e il Restauro dei Monumenti, University of Rome, Italy

International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and 
Restoration of Cultural Property, Rome, Italy

Department of Architecture, University of Virginia, 
Charlottesville, Virginia, USA

Institute of Archaeology, London, UK

Université Laval, Québec City, Québec, Canada

International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and 
Restoration of Cultural Property, and University of Rome, 
Rome, Italy

Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, USA

Department of Architecture, University of Virginia, 
Charlottesville, Virginia, USA

School of Architecture and Planning, Columbia University, 
New York, New York, USA

Department for the Restoration and Preservation of Historic 
Monuments, Middle East Technical University (METU), 
Ankara, Turkey

International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and 
Restoration of Cultural Property, Rome, Italy

Department of Architecture, Manchester University, 
Manchester, UK

School of Architecture and Planning, Columbia University, 
New York, New York, USA

Edinburgh College of Art, Edinburgh, UK

School of Architecture, Manchester University, Manchester, UK

School of Architecture, University of Florida, Gainesville, 
Florida, USA

Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, USA

York University, York, UK

Columbia University, New York, New York, USA

Architectural Association (AA), London, UK

Department of Architecture, Leicester Polytechnic, Leicester, UK

Department of Architecture, Liverpool Polytechnic, Liverpool, UK

Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, USA

Goucher College, Towson, Maryland, USA

Centre for the Conservation of Historic Towns and Buildings, 
College of Europe, Bruges, Belgium

Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts, USA

Ball State University, Muncie, Indiana, USA

Colorado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado, USA

University of New South Wales, Sydney, Australia

University of Sydney, Sydney, Australia

Certificate in Preservation and Restoration of Historic Buildings

Diploma in Preservation and Restoration of Monuments

The Rome Centre opened. It became known as the International Centre  
for Conservation, or ICCROM, in 1978.

Preservation course as part of undergraduate curriculum in architectural  
history (degree course 1960)

Diploma in Conservation of Historical Monuments

Specialization in built heritage and historic preservation   
in Master of Architecture program

Two course streams were offered – one year for administrators and  
historians or two years for a degree as an architect-restorer

History of Architecture program seminar in preservation

Masters of Architectural History

Two-semester course in preservation

Masters in Restoration

Rome Centre takes over running of conservation courses from  
the University of Rome

MA in Conservation

MS in Historic Preservation

MSc in Conservation

MA in Conservation, Vernacular, and Historical Studies

Masters in Historic Preservation

Preservation Law

MA in Conservation

MS in Historic Preservation

Graduate Diploma in Conservation

MA in Conservation

Diploma in Architectural Conservation

MA in Preservation Planning

BA in History with concentration in historic preservation

Various courses offered. The Centre moved to Leuven in 1981/82  
and became known as the Raymond Lemaire Centre in 1997.

MA in Historic Preservation

Masters in Urban and Regional Planning

MA in History with concentration in historic preservation

Master of the Built Environment (Building Conservation)

Master of Heritage Conservation

                      DEGREE PROGRAMS                          COURSES / EVENTS
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Delegates to many meetings on conservation education de-
veloped a long list of aspirations, including the creation of text-
books, improved legislation, and the formalization of networks. 
But two questions that Eden raised at the 1964 Venice Congress 
are still unanswered (although they have been asked repeatedly). 
When in an architect’s training should specialization on historical 
monuments be introduced? And should there be a separate pro-
fessional organization for “Surveyors of Historical Monuments?”6 
In 1974 the COTAC/RIBA Study Group raised further questions 
about the form of training and experience required for architec-
tural conservation, the nature of an appropriate qualification, and 
a suitable title for someone qualified in architectural conservation. 
These questions remain under discussion, as highlighted by recent 
accreditation debates. 

It could be argued that Eden’s professional organization 
question has been answered with the number of associations that 
have appeared since 1964, but use of the term “professional” is still 
a sticking point. How to define a “conservation,” “preservation,” 
or “heritage” professional—and whether that person should have 
some form of separate qualification or accreditation—have been 
debated since the first courses appeared. What would, or should, 
accreditation look like? Who would control and determine who 
was accredited? Should it be an addition to a professional qualifi-
cation, or a separate qualification entirely?

Throughout the history of educational programs, advocates 
have largely preached to the converted, and the education of the 
architect in conservation has not significantly improved. The es-
tablishment of conservation networks, with varying foci, has exac-
erbated the divide between individual professions and disciplines 
and conservation practice. Irish architect and educator Loughlin 
Kealy has argued that “conservationists must not just think in 
terms of the future of education and training in respect to conser-
vation/restoration. It is essential that the question be asked what 
conservation/restoration can contribute to the ability of architec-
ture to address the future.”7

In architectural education, the divide between architecture 
and conservation was evident in the debates that occurred even 
with the first courses for architects. The resultant separation of 
conservation from standard architectural education and practice 
was exacerbated by the evolution of courses that acknowledged the 
many disciplines involved with conservation as well as the breadth of  
that involvement. Separate education grew from initial forays into 
providing information about working with historic monuments, 
to certificates and diplomas, then to degree courses with ever- 
widening parameters of what is considered worthy of protection.

Courses, by nature, are only introductory. They cannot an-
swer every need of conservation, from repair of specific details to 
interpretation strategies, policy formation, and museum conserva-
tion. Nor can they tackle complex questions, such as design within 
historical constraints, except at a most basic level. Architectural 
education, on the other hand, faces an ever-increasing range of 
subjects to be covered, further reducing focus on traditional mate-
rials and construction. This means that many architecture gradu-
ates lack the basic knowledge required for specialist instruction. 

The education of the architectural conservation team may 
have a common objective, but for the team to function, each 
member has a separate role in achieving that objective. This ac-
knowledgment is beginning to appear in international policy 
documents, such as the 2017 Delhi Declaration, which states that 
“specialized education is necessary for each heritage discipline and 
should not be reduced to a generalist approach.”8 For the architect, 
there are attempts to reconnect conservation with architectural 
education through initiatives such as dual degrees, but it is too 
early to say if these will succeed.

The rise of accreditation schemes suggests that two types of 
professional are being developed. However, whether a generalist 
historic environment professional will overtake the professional 
(such as an architect or engineer) with a conservation special-
ization or accreditation, remains to be seen. While accreditation 
schemes help a client determine if a person or firm has the appro-
priate knowledge, skills, and philosophy to undertake a project, 
they exacerbate the creation of “silos” and further separate conser-
vation from the creative act of design.

Architects concerned with built environment conservation 
must engage with architectural education. Understanding the past 
is vital in addressing the future of our historic environment. If, 
as argued by architect and educator Ernesto Rogers, “conserving 
and constructing are moments of a single act of conscience,”9 then 
it must be part of the architectural agenda. Conservation courses 
need participants who already have an understanding of place, 
and architecture students need to understand the historic context 
within which they work. 

Jacqui Goddard, an architect, teaches in the Master of Heritage Conser-
vation program at the University of Sydney and was a senior lecturer in 
architecture, conservation, and traditional construction at the Robert 
Gordon University in Aberdeen, Scotland.
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