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ADDRESS OF WELCOME 

by 

S.D. Clark, F . R .S .C. 

President of the Royal Society of Canada 

Your Excellency , Your Honor, Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen 

It is my privilege and very great pleasure as President 
of the Royal Society of Canada to welcome you to this opening 
session of the symposium on "Preserving the Canadian Heritage". 
I wish to extend a special welcome to His Excellency, the 
Governor-General of Canada and patron of our Society, who so 
greatly honours us by his presence here today, and who so kindly 
has arranged a reception for the participants in the symposium 
tomorrow afternoon. It is highly appropriate that the Royal 
Society should be the sponsor of this symposium. The Society is 
in the business of preserving the Canadian heritage, more 
particularly Canada's intellectual heritage. It is a precious 
heritage and one which calls for continuous diligence in its 
preservation. Untimely death can deprive society of the know
ledge built up in the mind of the scholar, knowledge not yet 
passed on to others, and this is a toll constantly being exacted 
upon scholarly activity. Much more disastrous, however, can be 
the effects of war, revolution, or social turmoil in destroying 
the conditions necessary for scholarly accomplishment or, 
indeed , in destroying the accumulations of past accomplishment. 

Scholarly activity in this Canada of ours may appear 
little threatened by such disasters. Historians of the future, 
however, may well look back to the decade of the nineteen sixties, 
and possibly as well the nineteen seventies, as marking a 
critical period in Canadian scholarship. This is not the place 
to enter into an examination of those widespread changes which 
have been occurring in the Canadian society over the past decade 
and a half. Nor, if such an examination were undertaken, could 
I as a social scientist deplore without qualification all of the 
consequences of the changes taking place . Man can only build for 
the future by ridding himself of some of the accumulations of the 
past . Such has always been the case , and no less so with respect 
to ideas and theories than with respect to other of man's 
accumulations. What can be deplored is the indiscriminate 
destroying of a society's intellectual heritage . 

Caught up in the forces of change, that heritage 
within our Canadian society has been threatened on three fronts. 
The first might be described as that of populism, the demand 
that intellectual activity be directed only to ends considered 
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relevant to present day needs and concerns. It is within our 
universities that populist forces have gathered such great 
strength, but demands made here have found an echo in the mass 
media and on the public platform. 

The second front on which intellectual activity has 
been threatened brings us close to the seats of power in this 
country. Scholarship can no longer be sustained without the 
support of government~ and governments tend to think of scholar
ship as being directed to practical and useful ends. Here 
the ethos of governmental bodies becomes reinforced by the 
ethos of populism; the definition of practical or useful is as 
treacherous as that of relevance and can end up meaning the 
same thing. 

Strengthening, in a paradoxical fashion, these two 
increasingly insistent demands upon scholarly activity has been 
the effort in recent years to politicize the very activity 
itself. The ends of such activity have come to be defined, 
where the effects o f the effort have made themselves felt, in 
purely ideological terms. The experience of many of the 
countries of South America offers a warning of the heavy price 
society as a whole pays when scholarship becomes distorted by 
political ideologies. 

In face of these destructive forces gathering strength 
in our society one cannot in my view too strongly . emphasize 
the importance of the role played by such bodies as the Royal 
Society of Canada dedicated to the cause of scholarly accomplish
ment. The many activities the Society engages in, not the 
least of which is the sponsoring of symposia such as the one 
beginning here today, offer testimony to that dedication. May 
I express the hope that some day soon the Society will take 
the lead, building upon its symposium programme, in sponsoring 
the establishment in Canada of a centre of advanced studies, 
bringing together over a shorter or longer period of time 
distinguished scholars and senior graduate students in all the 
various fields of learning to engage in the advancement of the 
world's store of knowledge. It is such a centre of excellence, 
an institution dedicated to the cause of scholarship at its 
highest level, that Canada today sorely needs. 
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OPENING REMARKS 

of the 

SYMPOSIUM CHAIRMAN, DR. R.H. HUBBARD, F.R.S.C. 

I must thank Dr. Clark most warmly for honouring this 
symposium with his presence and for hi~ address of welcome. 

The object of the symposium -- the first (I believe) 
of its particular kind in Canada -- is to contribute to a 
rationale for the conservation of the Canadian cultural heritage. 
The sponsor, the Royal Society of Canada, is an independent body 
embracing two languages, three academies and the whole spectrum 
of learning in Canada. In recent years it has enhanced its 
usefulness to the nation by holding free discussions of topics 
of broad concern to our country today. 

One of these topics is conservation, which has recently 
forced its way into the national consciousness. In the past few 
years a good number of public discussions have taken place on 
one aspect of it or another, but these have very largely been on 
specific problems and programmes, and of work in progress. Some, 
indeed, like the discussions of energy and natural resources, 
have been highly coloured by polemics. Our cultural resources 
are of course deeply affected by the exploitation of natural 
resources, and preservation is all the more urgent today if all 
that is distinctive is not to be lost in the welter of modern 
industrial "development" and communications. And so, of 
necessity, much discussion of conservation is pragmatic in 
nature . 

Nos musees et archives, bien entendu, a l'instigation 
de nos historiens et hommes de science, veillent, depuis presque 
un si~cle deja, a proteger cet heritage culturel. Leurs 
efforts, en ce sens, se sont meme intensifies ces dernieres 
annees, sous l'impulsion de nouveaux organismes, nationaux, 
provinciaux et municipaux, et d'organisations independantes, 
notamment Heritage Canada. 

Les membres de la Societe royale du Canada ne peuvent 
toutefois discerner chez eux aucune philosophie de base en 
mati~re de conservation. Sans principe directeur pour nous 
guider, nous risquons fort de commettre des erreurs et d'echouer 
cette entreprise. 

And so the Society's Committee on Symposia, under the 
Chairmanship of Professor Laidler - himself a chemist and, in 
the present context, an example of the interdisciplinary nature 
of the Society's efforts - has arranged the present symposium 
on "Preserving the Canadian Heritage", and has established an 
Organizing Committee. This committee has been at pains to 
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convoke a number of speakers who are authorities in their various 
fields. These we have very roughly grouped under the headings 
of the Visual Heritage, the Historical and Technological 
Heritage, and the Heritage of the Peoples - in order to try to 
establish principles and "directions'' for conservation in these 
fields. 

In this first and introductory session I have the 
pleasure of introducing two very distinguished scholars, Sir 
John Pope-Hennessy and Professor Northrop Frye. 

Sir John Pope-Hennessy, before arriving at his present 
post of preeminence as Director of the British Museum, had made 
himself a world authority on Italian art and in this capacity 
was appointed Keeper, then Director, of the Victoria and 
Albert Museum in London. From having known him and his work 
over a number of years, and recalling a splendid paper he 
delivered to the International Council of Museums some fe~ 
years ago, I know that he sees far beyond his own great Museum 
- beyond his own country and continent - in contemplating the 
world-wide problems of preservation today. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

There could have been no better choice than Professor 
Northrop Frye to discuss preservation in t he Canadian context ; 
and we are fortunate indeed to have engaged the interest of this 
distinguished Fellow of the Society, in view of the demands 
made on his time from many parts of the world. A literary 
critic of international stature, he is widely known for a great 
study of William Blake and for many othe r distinguished books 
and essays . But it is his deep concern for, and affectionate 
knowledge of, his own country, gained through his years of 
teaching at the University of Toronto, as President of Victoria 
College, and now as University Professor and Fellow of Massey 
College, that will be reflected in his paper: "Canada: New 
World without Revolution". 
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WHY PRESERVE THE HERITAGE? 

by 

SIR JOHN POPE-HENNESSY, C.B.E., F.B.A. 

Director of the British Museum 

I must immediately admit that, honoured though I am 
by the Royal Society's invitation, I feel something of an 
intruder in these discussions, first because I know so little 
about preservation problems in this country, and second because 
my main experience is in the museum field, where the principle 
of preservation is not discussed. The function of museums is 
to preserve. For them preservation of the past is an over
riding obligation, and in archaeological museums particularly 
it is assumed that nothing, absolutely nothing, of decent 
antiquity should be allowed to disappear. You will expect me 
to extrapolate from that, and assert that the same criteria 
apply to the preservation of the heritage. But that would be 
a fallacy. Objects in museums are objects destitute of function 
and withdrawn from life - almost the only thing they have in 
common is that none of them were intended to be shown in a 
museum - but the heritage, however academically we regard it, 
is a living entity. In discussing it, we must maintain an 
equilibrium between a whole series of competing obligations, 
between our duty to the past and our duty to the future, between 
our duty to develop and our duty to preserve. 

Perhaps I should begin on a cautionary note. The 
other day, before breakfast, I opened a copy of the London 
Times, and this is what I read:-

'Stonehouse railway station, a huge, early 
Victorian structure in Gloucestershire, designed 
by Brunel, will be closed by British Rail from 
October 6th because of a Department of the 
Environment order listing it as being of arch
itectural and historical interest . Announcing 
the closure yesterday, British Rail said that 
the extraordinary situation arose because the 
listing ruled out modernisation plans, and they 
were the only hope of making the station pay. 
Because of the closure, the station was likely 
to fall into disrepair anyway, British Rail 
said, although they had an obligation to keep 
it safe. ' 

It sounds like a passage from Evelyn Waugh, but, as I say, it 
does come from the Times, and it is a parable of the British 
conservation predicament. To explain it one has to go back a 
century and a quarter, to a time when other European countries, 
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Italy, Germany, above all France, were actively engaged in the 
rational protection of their monuments and cities and environ
ments. In Germany the story of the preservation of the heritage 
begins effectively with the Hesse-Darmstadt regulations of 1818, 
which provided for the making of an inventory of buildings 
"worthy of preservation on historical or artistic grounds" and 
for the taking of measures to ensure that those needing con
solidation were properly repaired. In France, after the 
destructive operation of free enterprise under Restoration -
Montalembert claimed that more damage was done during those 
fifteen years than in the whole period of the Revolution and the 
Empire - it was the 1830's that gave birth to the thinking that 
has underlain all subsequent development, that there was a 
national responsibility for what are loosely called historic 
monuments. In England, on the other hand, nothing was done. 
Throughout the industrial revolution no protective measures 
were proposed, and when the first preservation act was introduced 
in 1873 (and a very modest act it was; its effect was limited 
to a small number of early sites of archaeological s ignificance) 
it was attacked by the Conservative Opposition as "a measure of 
spoliation invading the rights of private property". So re
solute was the resistance of vested interests that it took 
nine years to get the measure through. This was an Ancient ' 
Monuments Act, and i .t was followed by further acts in 1913 and 
1931 and 1953. That sounds progressive enough. But I must 
add the gloss that the term Ancient Monuments, though claimed 
'potentially to include almost every building or structure of 
historic interest of any kind made or occupied by man from 
ancient to modern times', specifically excluded two classes 
of building which most people would consider of some consequence, 
inhabited houses and churches in ecclesiastical use. The 
concept of Ancient Monuments had, in other words, a bias towards 
archaeology. This was, remember, a world of landowners, well 
able to maintain houses in London and country seats, backed by 
a powerful established church. But to people gifted with more 
foresight it was obvious that economic pressures could not 
indefinitely be allowed to operate unchecked. The first 
articulate voices of the preservation conscience were those of 
two confirmed medievalists, Ruskin and William Morris, and the 
first effective action the foundation of the Society for the 
Protection of Ancient Buildings . But the threat against which 
ancient buildings were to be protected was initially that 
offered by restorers, not by developers. Only when the Wren 
churches in the city were threatened by the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners was the Society jolted forwards into accepting 
as the criterion of its operation not just antiquity but 
architectural excellence, and into resisting demolition, not 
simply restoration that was ill conceived . There followed in 
1895 the foundation of the National Trust, a non-governmental 
body protected by legislation, which was concerned initially 
with preservation of the countryside and rather later with 
buildings and their contents. But neither of these societ ies 
was capable of dealing with the threat to Georgian London, which 
became acute in the years between the wars, and this led to the 



creation of an invaluable propaganda body, the Georgian Group, 
which was followed in the nineteen fifties by the Victorian 
Society. In England, therefore, the preservation movement in 
the nineteenth and' first half of the twentieth centuries was 
bound up with the notion of periodicity. First a group concern
ed with no building after the reign of Queen Anne, then a group 
which . stopped short in 1837, and finally a society that operated 
up to 1900. And each body came into being as a result of the 
alarm caused by demolitions which had, up to that point, been 
unopposed and uncontrolled. 

But how, in what was still a largely private enter
prise society, were controls to be imposed? By a eat's cradle 
of successive planning regulations operating in a context of 
total planlessness. In 1947 the Town and Country Planning Act 
empowered local authorities as well as the Ministry of Housing 
to issue Building Preservation Orders, and when local authorities 
proved to be reluctant to use the powers they had received, 
two further acts were introduced, in 1962 a Town and Cou~ry 
Planning Act enabling the Minister to list buildings for 
protection against demolition, and in 1967 a Civic Amenities Act, 
which established the principle of Conservation Areas . Those 
acts were consolidated in the Town and Country Planning Act 
of 1971, and when this proved ineffective it was reinforced in 
1974 with a Town and Country Amenitie s Act . It had the effect 
of strengthening the powers of central government, which could 
designate conservation areas if the local authority (for reasons 
of self interest) did not elect to do so, and could require the 
owner of a neglected building to restore it. More important, 
it established that the value of a listed building was not its 
redevelopment value, but its actual value as a building. Too 
late, you will say, and so in almost every sense it was. 

I spoke at the beginning of my credentials, or rather 
of the lack of them, but the fact remains that in both of the 
museums that I have directed one repeatedly comes up against 
these issues in a concrete form. Walking daily through 
Bloomsbury, one is constantly brought face to face with the 
dichotomy between the buildings of the University of London and 
the Georgian environment into which they intrude. The modern 
buildings are of unequal merit - they range from the monolithic 
Senate House to Lasdun's fine library of the School of Oriental 
and African Studies in Woburn Square - but almost without 
exception they are discordant with the setting. Should they for 
that reason have been prohibited? My own answer would be 
emphatically no. They contribute very positively to the 
contemporary well-being and contemporary life, and it would 
have been wrong, if the matter had come up for general discussion 
instead of being treated piecemeal, to rule that the urbanistic 
character of the whole area had to be preserved in its integrity 
at their expense. What is important is that sufficient of this 
urban area should be preserved intact - some streets, some 
squares - to testify to the character and preserve the recollect
ion of the whole. But even that in practice is very difficult. 
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By far the finest section of the complex is Bedford Square -
its east side runs along the perimeter of the British Museum -
and the capital expenditure involved in reconditioning the houses 
for office use (this has been handled extremely well by a 
private company on the south side of the square) is very high. 
In the Victoria & Albert Museum one was reminded almost every 
day that practically the only thing surviving from Norfolk 
House, that masterpiece of English rococo interior decoration 
in St. James's Square, were three wall~ and the ceiling of a 
room in the Museum, and more important that, through the self
interest of landlords acting within their legal rights, but in 
opposition to the public interest, one of the most splendid 
urban complexes in London had been in great part destroyed. 
Under one aspect indeed the whole collection formed a melancholy 
record of houses that have been pulled down. But one was also 
conscious of the dangers of controls , which mortgage the future 
to the past. Perhaps you will allow me to take just one example 
of the kind of thing I have in mind . At the Victoria & Albert 
Museum pressure on space has, for the last quarter of a century, 
been very great, and it was generally agreed that only by one 
means could it be alleviated, and that was to take over a 
contiguous block belonging to the Imperial College of Science 
and Technology which was called the Huxley Building. It had 
been constructed at the same time as the earlier museum build
ings, in red brick of course, and there was an overwhelming 
case, on environmental as much as architectural grounds, for 
leaving its outer walls unchanged. Plans were, however, made 
to gut the whole of the inside, and to transfrom it into modern 
exhibition space. But when they were quite far advanced, some 
planner's conscience started to revolt, and the sticking point 
was an extremely undistinguished stone staircase just inside 
the entrance. If it was necessary to preserve the staircase, 
the interior elevations had to conform to the existing scheme, 
the building was useless for the function it was designed to 
serve, and an alternative and much less urgent use had therefore 
to be found for it. I think it is important to recognise that 
on many of these matters there can be an implicit conflict 
between commonsens~ and pedantry. 

But there is a good deal more to it than that. In 
England at the present time the threat to which the preservation· 
ist responds is posed not simply by developers but by social 
change. And one must ask oneself how far and on what grounds 
resistance to social change is justified . In London a great 
part of the preservation effort of local borough societies is 
concerned with houses which were once inhabited by single 
families which were fairly, but not necessarily very, well-to-do 
and were maintained by staffs of servants at a time when 
domestic labour was available and cheap . And of country houses, 
on a much larger scale, precisely the same thing is true. 

It goes without saying that in England there are 
numbers of major houses , which must imperatively be preserved, 
either for architectural reasons or because they represent, with 



their contents, a cultural unit which ought not to be disturbed. 
If houses like Houghton, or Holkham, or Harewood, or Wilton, or 
Kedleston were d~mol i shed, this would be an incalculable cult
ural loss. And the same thing might be claimed of smaller 
houses, Corsham for instance, which is architecturally on a 
lower level of distinction, but where the house, and the park 
around it, and the furnishings and the traditional collection 
it contains, combine to form a national possession of great 
consequence. If the furniture b y Cobb and the busts by Schee
makers were at South Kensington, and the Van Dy ckArre stof Christ 
were in the National Gallery in London, and the great Gains
borough portraits were here in Ottawa, they wo uld signify 
far less than they do in the setting in which they belong. 
Where a house and i t s contents form an aesthetic unity , the 
case for preservation is unassailable. One is fortified in 
thinking that by the immense numbers of visitors that they 
attract. 

But (and it is a big but) England is filled with 
country houses, civilised, carefully architected buildings of 
the kind one sees in the backgrounds of sporting paintings. 
They represent a way of life, are relics of a time when money 
was plentiful and service cheap. And thanks to the heroic 
efforts of their owners, many of them are still inhabited. It 
is, I think, necessary to distinguish very carefully between 
that part of our sympathy which extends to them as houses, 
and that part which is elicited by the way of life they 
represent. Building s can be preserved, but ways of life, when 
they are time-expired, just cannot be perpetuated. And it is 
this sense of nostalgia, this awareness of a superior and 
enormously congenial past about to slip away beyond recall, 
that lends this whole discussion an emotional edg e. About a 
year ago there was an exhibition at the Victoria & Albert 
Museum called 'The De struction of the Country House'. Its 
appeal was princ i pally to s e ntiment; it dealt with a qua ntity 
of country houses, which had been demolished, or a band one d, o r 
accidentally burned down. Some of them were ve r y large , lik e 
Clumber, and Eaten, and Lowt her, and Ravensworth, and had they 
had a future it could only have been institutional. Some o f 
them were comparatively small. But whatever their dimensions, 
they were of unequal merit, and for only some of them it would 
have been possible to state a case, on grounds of architectural 
excellence, f or preservation at the expense of the community. 
Luckily a large number of houses are vested in the National 
Trust, and hopefully the Trust (which is dependent on its own 
resources and does not receive state aid) will at some time in 
the future be so subsidised that it can maintain more worthily 
the vast wealth of works of art it holds, and can pursue a more 
than random policy in respect of the houses it preserves. At 
present it can accept only houses which are substantially 
endowed, and a great many houses of architectural significance 
which ought to be preserved are not endowed at all. The plain 
fact is that any comprehensive policy in respect of country 
houses involves forward planning, and the first step to planning 
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is, with appropriate safeguards against state intervention in 
policy, adequately to finance the National Trust. 

People often speak of the preservation of country 
houses as though it were an easy exercise, but I know from my 
own experience it is not. At the Victoria & Albert Museum I 
was responsible for two country houses outside London, Ham 
House and Osterley. In Ham House providentially almost all the 
contents were preserved, and though the pictures in it were 
undistinguished, it gave one a continuing sense of life in the 
late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. At Osterley what 
remained was the Adam interior decoration and the furnishings 
of the state rooms - the pictures which belonged there had been 
removed - and beautiful as the interior looks today it suffers 
from a prevailing lifelessness. Osterley, as some of you will 
know, is only a short distance off the motorway from Heathrow to 
London, and one was very conscious that its value depended on 
maintenance of its environment, on preserving the illusion of 
rural isolation in what in fact was a small enclave in a built
up zone. And of Ham House rather the same thing was true. 
There was premium on watchfulness. 

It would be futile if one were to speculate how London 
indeed how England, would not look had rational preservation 
planning been introduced in the middle of the nineteenth 
century. But there are, I believe, certain lessons of general 
application that can be drawn from the rather deplorable record 
I have described. The first is that owners of cultural prop
erty must be regarded as trustees for the nation at large, and 
not as proprietors in the full sense. Put like that it sounds 
a left-wing doctrine, but the society in which it originated 
was aggressively conservative. Already in 1624 owners of 
works of art in Rome were prohibited from selling them outside 
the papal state. It was a ferocious regulation, framed with 
reference to excavated sculptures - even the owner of the cart 
in which the sculpture was transported could be prosecuted. 
One hopes it is some consolation to the many people today, who 
fail to obtain export licences in Italy for works of art that 
they have bought or wish to buy, that the whole mechanism of 
restriction goes back three and a half centuries. Almost 
everywhere there were regulations which limited the rights of 
private owners over their own palaces, and the effect can still 
be seen today. One of the reasons why Lucca, for example, is 
specially well preserved is that there the restoration of 
monumental structures, even of those in private hands, was 
particularly rigidly controlled. I believe I am correct in 
saying that in France the ownership of a cultural property is 
likewise looked upon as a restricted form of ownership. 

The second lesson is that an effective preservation 
policy must be based on standards more stable and less capric
ious than contemporary taste. When you direct museums, you 
learn very rapidly that irrespective of your speciality there 
are qualitative standards that are applicable to the whole 



range of acquisitions. Of preservation the same thing is true. 
It is possible to stand back and isolate with a fair measure 
of precision those buildings and those aspects of town planning, 
even in the recent ·past, which, on their own merits, should be 
preserved from change. Without enthusiasts we should get 
nowhere, but if today the most powerful preservation lobby in 
Great Britain, the Victorian Society, were allowed its way, 
one would be living in an open-air museum. The standard should 
be qualitative and not art-historical, since the fact that 
works can be attributed, and dated, and (in a stylistic sense) 
explained, does not mean that they ought necessarily to be 
preserved. The criterion is what is likely to be of interest 
in the future, not what is of interest now. The third lesson 
is that one cannot atone for past neglect, for incoherent 
planning or no planning at all, by imposing a mesh of bureau
cratic controls. To do so creates a false, or at least an 
undesirable, antithesis between the forces of preservation, of 
no change, and the forces of development. The fourth lesson, 
and I think it is the most important, is that no useful 
preservation policy can be formulated or conducted in a vacuum. 
What we are legislating for is people's futures, and if change 
is to be moderated, it must be moderated for reasons that command 
people's sympathies and their support. 

Perhaps the concern with heritage is a misemphasis. 
The very term implies the passive safeguarding of something that 
has been handed down to us . The real topic for discussion is 
posterity, what part of our patrimony we pass on, and in what 
form and why. I say that because the patrimony of the future 
is something in whose formation we already are all of us involv
ed. Every architect who puts up a building, every industrialist 
who constructs a factor y , every planner who builds highways 
through the countryside, modifies it in some infinitesimal 
respect. Our view of it is necessarily governed by the kind of 
world we wish to build. I s it important that people in the 
future should have a sense of national and historical identity? 
Is it important that they should have some sense of contact 
with the past, and of the values b y which past societies have 
been inspired? Is it important that they should be conscious 
of the culture from which they spring? If you answer 'no' to 
all those questions, then preservation is obviously of no account. 
You will gladly acquiesce in the destruction of the past, in the 
belief that people in the future ought to stride off into the 
unknown with nothing but a rucksack on their backs. But if you 
answer 'yes', the whole matter is clearly of great social 
consequence. 

Nowhere is it accepted more firmly that the present 
is a continuum of the past than in those countries where there 
ii~ great historical divide between the two. Witness in 
Leningrad the careful surveillance of a whole historical 
environment, as a setting not for academic study but for life 
~ay. Witness the laborious reconstruction of Tsarskoye Seloe 
~d Pavlovskand Peterhof. Witness round Moscow the attentive 
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maintenance of houses like Ostankino. Witness in Poland the 
renewal of demolished palaces in Warsaw, the careful preservatia 
of Cracow, and the retention, as national monuments, of country 
houses and country palaces. Witness in East Germany the slow 
and conscientious restoration of Potsdam, not just of Sans 
Souci, but of the R~mischer B~der and the Charlottenhof and the 
Neues Palais and the ruins and the Orangerie, from which it 
derives its corporate historical significance. All this rests 
firmly on two propositions, first that historical monuments 
ought, on educational and social grounds alone,·to be preserved, 
and second that even buildings which owe their character to the 
conspicuous waste of some former ruling class are a legitimate 
source of national pride and represent a collective national 
achievement. One hesitates to say it, but this is an era where 
nationalism, the conscious cultivation of national pride, pays 
great dividends. And where local pride pays dividends as well. 
We all recognise instinctively that the historic character of 
cities is bound up with physical appearance, and the reason why 
so many areas in so many towns in Europe have, up to quite 
recently, been so well preserved, is that the sense of local 
identity has been so strong. 

This was the case in Italy. In 1811 the French pro
posed, for urbanistic reasons, to demolish the Palazzo di 
Venezia, but the violation was so vigorously contested that it 
was dropped. And as we all know, the centre of city after city 
has been frozen, while development has gone on outside its 
walls. One may resent the despoiling of the countryside, and 
anybody who remembers the view of Siena from the Osservanza 
as it was before the war, or the appearance of Perugia set on 
its almost virgin hill, will resent the settings of these towns 
as they look now. But this is no more than the price we pay 
(and the inhabitants pay too) for the fact that the interiors 
of the towns have been preserved practically intact. I doubt 
if many people living in them would wish it otherwise. 

Translated into other settings and other countries, 
this is the principle of the conservation area, or what in 
France is called the 'protected sector'. You will have noticed 
that areas in another hundred towns were designated in France 
as 'protected sectors' only the other day. Had the principle 
of the conservation area been applied many years ago to towns 
in England, the centres of a number of monumental towns would 
have been properly preserved. Cities like York, dominated by 
its splendid Minster, and Bath, which represents a system of 
ordered living that is of historical as well as of aesthetic 
interest today. The other day there appeared a first-rate 
report by the German UNESCO Commission on the treatment of 
historic town centres in Europe outside Germany. It dealt with 
Colmar and Tours, and Chester and Edinburgh, and Maastricht 
and Cracow and Bern, and it showed conclusively that in all 
these centres a broadly uniform philosophy of preservation is 
currently applied. Perhaps the most remarkable case is Bologna 
- remarkable because it is anything but a museum town - where 



a total plan for preservation was prepared in 1969 and presented 
for discussion at a free public exhibition, and has now been in 
part implement~d, through private, local and regional initiative. 

There is one argument one sometimes hears advanced in 
Europe for maintenance of the status quo which I mention here 
only because it seems to me so frivolous. It is that the re
placement building is almost certain to have fewer merits than 
the building which is destroyed. In practice that may fre
quently be so, but the opposite can also be the case. And one 
of the strongest arguments for the concept of the protected 
sector is that it encourages the development of heterogeneous 
towns, where the old and the fairly old and the new do not 
necessarily mingle but coexist, where there is a creative tension 
between preservation and development resulting from a vision 
in which old and new are juxtaposed. What must at all costs 
be avoided is the uniformity that is encouraged by modern design 
and building techniques, simply on the ground that if it is not 
checked, it will iron out the individuality of towns and cities 
and reduce each of them to the faceless condition of the next. 
All over the world public opinion in these matters is conserv
ative -- the impulse to change comes from planners and develop
ers, and the general public tends to support what it knows, the 
status quo -- and it is difficult to believe that a broad 
spectrum of opinion cannot be marshalled in favour of preserv
ation of those areas which ought rationally to be preserved, 
provided it is recognised that the concern of preservationists 
is with the totality of an environment. 

I was brought up in a world in which the p.ast was 
co~~only believed to have ended quite some time ago. Some 
people thought it ended about 1815 and others about 1850 and 
just a few people would have extended its limits into the later 
nineteenth century, but wherever the . limit was drawn, it was 
assumed that there was a kind of neutral area, a no man's land, 
which divided the past from the present day. Not long ago I 
was struck by the consequences of that thinking in the UNESCO 
deliberations about Venice, where one found it was tacitly 
assumed that historical monuments in Venice dated at latest from 
the early nineteenth century and that buildings of a later time, 
the houses in Castello · for example, could be disregarded for 
preservation purposes. Nowadays it would, I think, be generally 
agreed, in Canada and ·the United States at least, that the past 
ends yesterday. A great deal of the vigour of local conserva
tion movements in the United States derives from the effort to 
save Sullivan buildings and early houses by Frank Lloyd Wright. 
It is one of the peculiarities of uninformed public opinion 
that the greatest interest is excited by the demolition of 
buildings from the recent, not the remote, past. Concern is 
felt over issues which many preservationists would hold in 
contempt, picturesqueness, decoration, the interior architecture 
of a cinema. I remember that at the Victoria & Albert Museum 
we acquired the, to my mind, absolutely worthless marble decor
ation of the lobby of the Strand Palace Hotel and part of the 
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1920 elevator gates from Selfridge's store in Oxford Street, 
simply because they were things in respect of whose preservation 
people were agitating at the time . One can take two views 
about these things . One can say, ' Uninstructed opinion on these 
matters is worthless, and it would be wrong to pay it the 
smallest heed . '. Or one can say, 'The preservation of these 
things does not especially matter but Preservation with a big P 
does, and I am prepared to go along with this because it will 
encourage preservation-mindedness .'. it seems to me that the 
second judgement is expedient and correct. One can argue, 
certainly, that the preservation movement will only acquire 
popular momentum if the concept of the past is redefined and if 
the standards we apply are less academic and less pure than they 
are now. 

It is here that the whole movement designated as 
industrial archaeology is potentially of great significance . I 
must plead guilty to knowing absolutely nothing about industrial 
archaeology in Germany or the Low Countries of France, but in 
England in the area a good deal has been done . Grants are made 
centrally for the preservation of machinery and plant on much 
the same basis as the grants that are made centrally for the 
acquisition by regional museums of works of art, though the 
criteria are a little different since the intention is to 
preserve what is symptomatic, not what is singular, ideally 
where the plant belongs, or when that proves impossible in a 
technological open-air museum . There are two centres of 
particular importance, one in Durham at Beamish and the other 
in Shropshire at Coalbrookdale, where coalmining and ironfounding 
and brickmaking were prosecuted from the very early eighteenth 
century. There, at Coalbrookdale, the Ironbridge Gorge Museum 
Trust has established the Blists Hill Open Air Museum, with 
steam- blowing engines removed from threatened sites, and re
erected pitheads and iron furnaces and rolling mills. Achieve
ments like these are important in their own right - people can 
learn more about the industrial revolution from industrial 
archaeology than t h ey can from text- book s - and they are import
ant also for the r e sidual reason that they repre s ent an aspect 
of preservation which derives its strength from curios ity not 
culture. For many people in the world in which we live this 
is the easiest way in to preservation- mindedness. 

There are other areas , cultural areas of wide importance 
to which the architectural criter ia of preservation and archit
ectural thinking do not apply at all. Last summer, driving 
back from Hampton Court to London, I passed the house of 
Alexander Pope at Twickenham. It has been totally rebuilt, 
and is now a school run by nuns . But there is still preserved, 
in advanced decomposition, the grotto that Pope built and the 
mirrors in which he used to watch the traffic on the Thames, and 
behind , on the far side of the main road , is the garden in 
which he wrote so much of his verse . The garden (people who 
know about it know it from that admirable book The Garden and the 
City) is unrecognisable; most of the trees have been cut down, 



andit contains a hockey pitch. In another quarter of a century 
the grotto also will have disappeared. I remembered visits to 
the houses of Leopardi at Recnati and Mark Twain at Hartford, 
andlafka in Prague, · and Puccini at Terre del Lago, and Jordaens 
at Antwerp, knowledge of all of whom would have been docked of 
a dimension had they not been preserved. And I wondered in what 
other country this quiet act of sacrilege could have occurred. 

But in the last resort the future of preservation as 
a popular and a socially valuable moveme~t depends on the 
educational use to which the sites that are preserved are put. 
One thinks of the hordes of children trooping through the 
H~rmi tage and the palaces of Leningrad, the bus-loads of 
children driving from temple to temple in Japan, the classes 
of children in Museums in the United States, and one wishes that 
those aspects of our heritage that are preserved were all 
exploited in this vigorous and imaginative way . For only if 
it is inculcated at the point does the concept of preservation 
of the heritage become really meaningful. One of the countries 
which is least well-known for this kind of education is Italy, 
but I was very much impressed last summer to find that in the 
Uffizi gallery in Florence there is now an e nergetic education 
department that is geared to instruction not just about the 
pictures in the gallery , but about the whole problem of the 
heritage they represent. Parties of children are encouraged to 
investigate their own towns and villages, to determine for 
themselves what is worth preserving and what is currently in 
need of conservation, in other words to feel that the future 
of the past is their responsibility. 

Finally, I should say this. If this conference were 
held in Europe, there would be a backs-to-the-wall sense behind 
all of the discussions. It would be generally conceded that 
almost everywhere the action that was taken was too little and 
too late. Wherever one looked there would be evidence of loss 
that was grave and was preventible. But Heritage Canada is a 
movement that can afford to look confidently at the future and 
need not shed tears over the past, and it offers possibility for 
the really creative, really systematic, preservation planning 
~at has been so deficient in every older heritage. 
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