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ABSTRACT 
This project proposes to produce a series of analyses of the consequences of 

leading theories for the practice of historic preservation. Two methodologies are 

currently employed in the practice of historic preservation as a profession. There exists 

a problem, however, as the two methodologies exist at odds with one another. 

The problem may be solved with the development of a single core ethic to 

provide the professional in the field with a basis for practice that may be applied 

unilaterally. This project will offer a single, sustainable, pragmatic ethic. 

The project begins with an identification and analysis of the two 

methodologies and identifies the flaws present in both. The preservation of a built or 

natural environment requires a professional to make a value judgment of the subject 

proposed for preservation. This judgment should be based on recognized standards in 

the field, such as the degree of remaining historical authenticity, rarity, and perhaps 

most importantly, community interest for the preservation of the subject. More often, 

however, the judgment is affected by the driving powers behind preservation in the 

modern era, defined in this project as ego, politics, and economics. Professional 

judgment is subject to the two existing methodologies of preservation that, as 

mentioned, oppose one another in application. 

Research continues with a literary basis providing substance for the proposed 

ethic. A logical argument will be offered that will support the validity of the ethic, and 

discussion will follow that will outline the application of the ethic in practice. A 

conclusion will be offered with recommendations concerning how the ethic may be 

employed in practice. The superiority of a guiding ethic over the application of one of 
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the two methodologies will be evident. Pertinent contemporary examples will be 

provided as well as an application example.
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND CONCEPTUAL SUPPORT 
 

The central question addressed in this research is: Why does the profession of 

historic preservation practice subscribe to two guiding methodologies that 

erroneously guide the practice of historic preservation in a contradictory manner? 

Initial inquiry led to the belief that the answer was simply one of pedagogy. 

However, research has shown that both extant methodologies are offered to practitioners 

in the field with one being offered as the ideal in certain instances while the other is 

offered as the pragmatic choice in other cases. It would seem to even the most casual of 

observers that any method that is employed as the grounds for practice in a field should 

have at its core a single, unified underlying ethic rather than two different methodologies 

that are susceptible to serious differences in application. 

At its most basic level, an answer to the question above should provide the 

professional in the field of historic preservation a prescription for the gnawing issue that 

plagues practitioners in every profession. How does one “do” one’s profession? In the 

example examined in this project, the professional historic preservationist is first 

educated in architectural history, then given practice in the preparation of preservation 

plans, provided minimal exposure to the two methodologies mentioned, sent forth to ply 

the trade, and then made to personally answer at which instance to apply which method to 

achieve the goals set forth in the preservation plan. 
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Historic preservation, whether practiced in a natural or a built environment, shares 

three common terms that often have overlapping meanings. The terms can also have 

meanings that directly oppose one another while practicing the profession. These terms 

are Conservation, Preservation, and Restoration. Related terminology can be as varied as 

stabilization (provides weather resistance and structural integrity in present form), 

reconstruction (reproduction in part or entirety of a historic structure as it may have 

appeared during a particular era of significance), rehabilitation (reestablishment of 

usability by restructuring or repairing, thus enabling a modern usage of a historic 

structure while maintaining an appearance of historical integrity), and adaptive reuse 

(conversion of a structure to a use other than that for which it was originally designed). 

Defining the first three primary terms becomes a tricky enterprise because of the 

tendency to overlap meaning. While awaiting fuller clarifications, the following 

temporary definitions will be used. Conservation allows for the continued use of a built 

or natural environment while taking steps to provide for its long-term preservation. 

Preservation in turn is the process by which those steps are applied to provide for 

conservation, often involving restoration. Restoration is the individual steps that make up 

the process of preservation that leads to conservation. 

In other words, conservation is the practice one might undertake to continue 

utilizing a historic structure or landscape while providing for its preservation in a 

sustainable manner. Preservation, however, in its most basic sense means to set aside and 

to not use, but to save or freeze in time. Restoration means to return something to a 

previous appearance, place, or state of being. As these terms are used in the practice of 
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historic preservation and often used interchangeably, it is evident how their meanings can 

become unclear. If the goal is conservation, then preservation is contradictory, and 

restoration should not be necessary. However, if the goal is preservation, then 

conservation is unacceptable, and restoration should be encouraged. Finally, if the goal is 

restoration then neither conservation nor preservation is necessary in achieving the final 

product. The answer to the initial question seems farther and farther away all the time. 

The two foundational methodologies that have been put forth as guides for the 

practice of historic preservation are those of John Ruskin and Eugène Emmanuel Viollet-

le-Duc. Although both methodologies are offered to the professional historic 

preservationist and encouraged as bases for conscientious practice of the field, they are 

contradicting in application. Often Ruskin’s methodology is advanced as the ideal, while 

practitioners scoff at Viollet-le-Duc’s approach and label it with that most awful of terms 

(at least from an idealistic view): pragmatic. Both methodologies will be discussed later 

and their contradictions described. As an introduction, however, an attempt will be made 

to explain them in a simplified manner. 

Ruskin’s (1963) methodology follows the idea of conservation without allowing 

for any preservation or restoration. It is a very idealistic methodology of historic 

preservation in which the structure or landscape is constructed or arrived upon as the case 

may be, utilized, and finally allowed to decay and fade into oblivion. How this 

methodology may be utilized in the modern field of historic preservation is 

unexplainable. According to Ruskin, idealistically a structure or a landscape should be 

maintained as it ages, thus nullifying any need for restoration. It should be utilized in its 
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original context until it no longer useful then cease to exist. Viollet-le-Duc’s (1990) 

methodology in contradiction, while pragmatic in its application, also is not without 

flaws. He theorized that restoration is the only true means of preservation and that the 

preservationist should be allowed to practice it without bounds. The preservationist may 

be allowed to use whatever means considered necessary to arrive at the final product, 

even adding elements that may have never existed in the structure originally. If additions 

were made to the structure throughout its life, and these additions benefitted the structure 

and became part of its history, then they should not be removed but rather restored along 

with the original structure and presented as historically accurate.  

The above summary extracts the worst of both methodologies and presents them 

here for scrutiny. Each theory does possess valid components that could be extracted and 

utilized in forming one pragmatic and sustainable ethic of historic preservation. 

Before proceeding with discussion of the two methodologies under review, 

perhaps a brief explanation of the profession of historic preservation is in order. The 

basic goal of historic preservation is the identification and stabilization of those things 

deemed worth of preservation. In the case of this discussion those things are historic 

structures or landscapes. Typically, the professional in the field must make a value 

judgment of that which is being considered for conservation, preservation, or restoration. 

Although the judgment may be influenced by outside factors such as ego, politics, or 

economics, in its true form it is based on professional knowledge and practice. 

A basis for the explanation of the practice of historic preservation is discussed in 

detail by Jeffrey Chusid (2010). He asked four questions that challenge the way the 



Texas Tech University, Patrick Tinsley, May 2018 

5 
 

profession is practiced. The first question is “Why do we preserve?” Are things preserved 

simply because of their intrinsic value, or because they help us to define ourselves in our 

environment? Secondly, “What is being preserved?” Are we trying to save artifacts, or 

the cultural practices that produced the artifacts? Thirdly, “How do we view the 

profession?” Are we actively trying to benefit the world by preservation, or are we 

simply trying to stop change? Finally, “Are we acting ethically in preservation?” Are we 

seeking to act as true conservationists? Or are we trying to establish an idealized state of 

being that may not be a true reflection of history? Simply, why are we doing this? What 

are we actually trying to do? How are we doing this? And finally, are we doing this right? 

The answers to all of these questions lie within a guiding ethic of practice.  

Outside influences (ego, politics, and economics) aside, some thought should be 

given to the idea that we seek to experience as closely as possible in our lives that which 

our predecessors experienced in their lives. Howard Mansfield (2000) described his 

experience as a civil war re-enactor at a gathering at Antietam. The particulars of the 

extended story are not relevant, but a single passage stood out as indicative of one of the 

reasons why we may seek to preserve. He related listening to a woman tell her child, as 

they made their way through the encampment, that what the re-enactors were doing was 

living as the soldiers had lived. He stated that he very much wanted to correct the woman 

and explain that the re-enactors were in fact playing like the soldiers lived. This is in fact 

how THEY, the re-enactors lived. In short, we may never know exactly how THEY, 

those whose actions we seek to replicate lived because we cannot fully replicate a 

different time. We can however, replicate where they were, what they wore, what they 
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ate, and so on. By doing so we can, for a moment, experience something of what they 

experienced. We may never know the fear that comes from walking into a battlefield 

covered with the dead and dying and preparing to kill or be killed, but we do pay 

reverence to those who came before us by attempting the imitation.  

As a side note, Mansfield (2000) also described how at a later re-enactment a 

particularly “authentic” fellow was seen once and then not again during the entire re-

enactment, almost as if he was from another time and had showed up at the place to help 

or guide the people that were trying to emulate him. That might be wishful thinking on 

the part of Mansfield, but it is poignant in that we, as preservationists, are attempting to 

provide an experience of, or give homage to, a particular time or event. The motivations 

are numerous, but the goal is singular. Gaining enhanced experience of a unique event is 

the goal of all preservation activity. Without the desire to preserve a unique event for 

other individuals to experience, the profession lacks validity and merely exists to satisfy a 

personal, political, or economic goal. 

Progressing to the next question: “What are we trying to preserve and how do we 

do it?” Again, Mansfield (2000) provided an answer by relating a personal experience in 

which he received a mailed survey from a preservation organization that was thought-

provoking. The survey elicited a response in a somewhat sarcastic manner by providing a 

checklist of what should be saved and what should not (with the appropriate boxes for yes 

and no, of course). The list included everything from historically relevant property to 

landscapes and even views and scenic areas. It included water sources and then pointedly 

asked if water supplies, wildlife habitats and green spaces were worthy of preservation. It 
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even mentioned roads in disuse to be re-purposed as recreational areas. The author of the 

survey was trying to point out, obviously, that all were worthy of preservation. However, 

thought provoking the above passage may be, it does not answer completely the question 

of what we are truly trying to preserve. Is it an object, or is it our interpretation of an 

object? 

Mansfield (2000, 273-276) addressed the next question (again paraphrased): How 

do we do it? In doing so, he provided a list of obligations that the preservationist must 

take to heart when practicing the profession. He encouraged the professional to remember 

that restoration is essentially praise for the things and people that came before us and 

should be practiced as such. He suggested that preservationists should look to the future 

and keep mindful of the fact that the work they are doing is not for themselves, but rather 

for a future generation. He stressed that often the wear and tear of history is as important 

as the object itself and should not be sacrificed for total restoration to a particular era of 

significance. He encouraged neglect in preservation to a certain degree rather than total 

restoration of all old objects. He summarized by putting forth the idea that losses are to 

be expected and accepted and that paradoxes such as buildings that do not fit in with their 

surroundings are part of the historical context of an area. He encouraged re-use rather 

than restoration and where possible, original use rather than re-purposing. He closed by 

suggesting that structures are for use, not display, and that while we are merely passing 

through history, objects are history.  

The final question to be addressed is are we ethical in our practice? Are we doing 

this right? Is preserving structures and landscapes the right thing to do and is it being 
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done for the right reasons? William J. Murtagh (1988) thinks that the modern 

preservation movement is tied up with the process and method of preservation rather than 

reverence for the Object itself. He suggests that before preservationists make judgments 

about the solutions to preservation problems it should be established whether 

preservation can solve the problem at all. In other words, not every issue is for the 

preservationist to solve, and it is unethical to try to do so. 

The formation of a single guiding ethic, then, should not simply be a re-hash of 

the existing methodologies, but rather should be the establishment of a philosophy of how 

preservation should be practiced as a profession. The idea of philosophical thought as it 

applies to preservation can find a parallel in the field of conservation. Aldo Leopold 

(2003) encapsulated an explanation of ethical practice in conservation. In brief Leopold 

offered an analogy that began with a reference to the Greek mythological character 

Odysseus and his return from the Trojan War. Leopold linked Odysseus’s execution of 

several slave girls, who he suspected of wrongdoing during his absence, with modern 

professional ethics in conservation. By means of this analogy, Leopold explained that few 

professional ethics had been extended to the disposition of one’s own property, and just 

as the slave girls were considered Odysseus’s property, then so it was the same with 

modern land owners. So, they have the right to do with their personal property 

whatsoever they desire even if the ultimate outcome is destruction of the property. 

Leopold also provided a comparison of the word “ethic” in ecological and philosophical 

contexts. He explained that ecologically, ethic was a limit on action, while 

philosophically it was a differentiation between social and anti-social behavior. The two 
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meanings of this same term, much as the two differing methodologies of the same 

professional practice that led to this project have resulted in the examination of the need 

for a historic preservation ethic. Every element of a theory must be examined and 

clarified then tested for validity before the theory can be accepted as sound action in 

guiding professional practice. Leopold’s theory that interdependent “things” develop 

methods of cooperation that ecologists title “symbiosis” can be exemplified (according to 

him) by the interaction of modern politics and economics. Where a competition for a 

niche may have previously resulted in the demise of one or another of the competitors, 

there now exists a practice that is guided by a professional ethic. In Leopold’s era, no 

professional ethic existed guiding land use, but he suggested that the conservation 

movement (in context of his time period) might lead to such an ethic. Leopold went on to 

compare the instincts of animals to an ethic that may develop to guide professionals. 

In closing this line of thought and by means of transition into a discussion of 

historic preservation theory, a brief introduction into pragmatic thought as it relates to the 

subject at hand is provided by reference to a passage by Anthony Weston (2003, 307). In 

it, Weston related that pragmatism is a rejection of the idea of a fixed ending guiding 

human endeavor. Instead he suggested that it focuses on the interrelation of our values 

and as such forms an “ecology” of values. I am suggesting that perhaps he meant an 

almost ecological relationship of values or to put it into Leopold’s terms a “symbiosis.”  

Thus, a transition to pragmatic thought is provided and a discussion of historic 

preservation theory can begin. As mentioned previously, this project focuses on 

shortcomings of the two existing methodologies currently utilized within the field of 
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historic preservation and attempts to analyze both methodologies for content that may be 

proven pragmatic and in turn be utilized in order to formulate a single unified ethic of 

preservation that may be applied unilaterally across the profession, whether in built or 

natural environments.  

John Ruskin’s viewpoint regarding preservation focuses on the idea that all 

human endeavor only gains any significance in forthcoming history. Ruskin (1907, 190, 

199-203) believed that structures should be built with the idea that they would exist 

forever, meaning the structures should not be built for personal, political, or economic 

gain in the era in which they are constructed, but rather should be built with the idea that 

they will become monuments to those who constructed them in forthcoming time. Ruskin 

held in great regard structures that men created, and obviously believed that these 

structures were expressions of themselves not only in their generation, but for all 

generations to come. Ruskin did believe, however, that the structures themselves took on 

greatness not only through time, but with the decay that years of continued use provided. 

He believed that a building’s character and any reverence to historical events that took 

place there, could only exist with the decay that naturally occurred with time.  

It is quite simple to understand then how the author of the methodology so fully 

embraced within the field of modern historic preservation could believe that the 

profession itself could not exist. Ruskin quite nearly shouted an idea that should be the 

bane of all preservationists rather than one of the primary methodologies of their field. 

Ruskin fully believed that restoration was nothing more than the destruction of the 

structure paired with a lie regarding its place in history. Ruskin essentially nullifies the 
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profession! He was stating that all attempts at preservation did nothing more than remove 

that which made the structure worthy of existence in the first place. As stated above it 

was Ruskin’s belief that the structure took on greatness only with time and decay. 

Ruskin’s view was that work done by workmen in a later period belonged to them and 

not to the workmen or the structure that was created in an earlier period. It was Ruskin’s 

argument that restoration was nothing more than imitation of a creation that could not be 

imitated because the modern imitator knows nothing of the original creator’s intention. 

Ruskin was claiming that simply because a structure was created in an earlier time, 

modern preservationists have no right to revere the structure and attempt to save it for 

continued use in modern times. In Ruskin’s method the preservationist may only preserve 

through maintenance, or alternately allow the total and complete decay of the structure. 

There is no middle ground. But would these attempts at maintenance not be considered a 

form of preservation? Or in Ruskin’s view perhaps only maintenance professionals, 

rather than academics, are allowed to experience the mind of earlier workmen even as 

they added elements that were never present in the original structure (such as binding 

straps to hold deteriorating columns together). This line of thought certainly does go 

along with Ruskin’s devotion to the Arts and Crafts movement and its heralding of the 

craftsman. 

Ruskin, in his overly idealistic theory was attempting to accomplish something 

that is, in fact, impossible. Ruskin was in essence saying that it was possible to preserve a 

structure without preserving it. Ruskin was stating that through continued use and 

maintenance the structure could be preserved for eternity and could continue to function 
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in its original capacity without the necessity for adaptation. This theory is totally 

unrealistic in pragmatic application. In reality, preservationists know that for a structure 

to survive it must adapt over time for continued use. The structure must grow or shrink, it 

must change to house new inhabitants or new use, it must grow to house new 

technologies, and it must take advantage of new methodologies. It must fulfill the desires 

of all stakeholders charged with its continued existence. It must, in essence, become a 

living, breathing, fluid entity rather than a static monument frozen in time and slowing 

decaying to ultimate demise. Ruskin’s theory is totally out of place in modern 

preservation practice. 

The theory of Eugène Emmanuel Viollett-le-Duc is in direct opposition to Ruskin’s 

viewpoint. Viollet-le-Duc’s theory, like Ruskin’s, is outlined in a foundational treatise on 

architecture, The Foundations of Architecture: Selections from the Dictionnaire Raisonne. 

In this book, Viollet-le-Duc (1990) proposed his own theory regarding preservation of 

historic structures stating that restoration was a modern (in context) endeavor, and that that 

it did not mean (in opposition to Ruskin) maintenance, repair, or reconstruction, but the 

total re-establishment of a structure in a modern state. Viollet-le-Duc did concede that the 

elements of the re-established structure may have not in fact existed prior to the time of the 

re-establishment.  

Viollet-le-Duc’s theory is often dismissed in the education of new preservationists 

when it is in fact the most logical when viewed from an entirely pragmatic standpoint. 

What Viollet-le-Duc was actually saying was that the need for preservation comes about 

in a modern context (in referring to his time as modern). Restoration (and thus a 
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preservationist) was employed only when the desire to preserve the structure existed. If 

there was no desire to preserve, then the logical thing was to remove, much as Ruskin 

suggested. However, when the desire to preserve was present, Viollet-le-Duc argued that 

the job of the preservationist was not simply to continue to maintain the structure as it was 

at the point that he (the preservationist) arrived, nor was it to simply repair that which was 

amiss, nor finally was it to recreate the structure in entirety. Rather, what Viollet-le-Duc 

suggested is that preservationists use their education and skills to return the structure to a 

state that made it most useable in the context of the time period in which they (the 

preservationists) were working. This he regarded as the truth of the practice of historic 

preservation. This is what modern preservationists are most often called upon to do. They 

rarely function as the maintenance professionals that Ruskin mentioned that work to 

maintain a historic structure in its original context. They arrive in a time of crisis, when 

Ruskin’s theory has failed. Viollet-le-Duc believed that the historic preservationist was a 

professional that must have been schooled not singularly in architectural history, but also 

in historical building methods and applications attributed to the different schools of thought 

in architecture, as well as the application of modern building methods, in order to save the 

structures that he would be called upon to preserve. Viollet-le-Duc’s theory thus dismisses 

Ruskin’s claim that modern preservationists know nothing of the intention of their 

forefathers. By virtue of the education that preservationists undertake, they prepare 

themselves for the professional practice of the field. More importantly Viollet-le-Duc 

believed that the knowledge that the preservationist acquired allowed him to make 

alterations that corrected the mistakes of his forefathers who did not have the privilege of 
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that knowledge in their own time. He provided an example of a building that may have 

been constructed without rain gutters but had had them added along the way (in a Ruskinian 

manner) as required maintenance. If the structure had then deteriorated and the 

preservationist was called upon to restore it, Viollet-le-Duc’s argument was that the 

preservationist should not rebuild the structure without the gutters again as it originally 

existed and maintain it as such providing for its repeated deterioration (as Ruskin would 

have recommended) but that in his restoration the preservationist should incorporate the 

gutters as elements that should have been included as a part of the structure since its 

inception, even though they were not present in the context of the original date of 

construction. This is an example of pragmatic preservation, and unlike the idealistic view 

of Ruskin, is much more akin to what preservationists actually practice in their work.  

  Unfortunately, there still exists a confrontation between the two theories in 

contemporary practice. The preservationist is taught to practice Viollet-le-Duc but preach 

Ruskin. This is contradictory to pragmatic practice of the field and as such is not sustainable 

as a professional methodology. 

Now it is appropriate to present further detail about restoration as a profession. 

Francoise Choay (2001) discussed the profession in detail. Choay took to task architectural 

historians who created lists of monuments and stated that a necessity existed for those who 

would restore those monuments. He labeled these practitioners as mere architects of 

monuments and gave their creation credit in the nineteenth century. Choay explained that 

the practitioner within that time and place faced three significant obstacles that had to be 

overcome in order to practice the field. In short, those three obstacles included the 
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ignorance of architects in matters of ancient construction, the antagonism that existed 

between those in charge of historic preservation of ancient monuments and their desire to 

hire only classically trained architects (those from the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris), and 

finally that there existed a lack of recognition of the field of restoration as a true profession. 

In Choay’s view, the profession had no prestige as it did not call upon the creativity 

normally associated with artists. Perhaps most important to proving the validity of this 

project, Choay conceded that the profession required not only knowledge of architectural 

history but scientific, technical, and methodological skills, as well as an implied doctrine 

to enable the practitioner to apply the skills to varying projects. It is this mention of the 

word “doctrine” that was the impetus for the research leading to this project. Choay went 

on to explain that the dominant doctrines of the day included those of John Ruskin who as 

mentioned before took a decidedly anti-interventionist stance and in opposition to Viollet-

le-Duc’s methodology that took a strict interventionist track. Viollet-le-Duc believed that 

the restorationist did not deface a structure by adding elements that had not existed in the 

time period that it was created. Instead he believed that (in the modern context of his time) 

by adding features to the structures, he placed himself in the shoes of the creators and 

merely enabled them to work with modern materials and knowledge that was not available 

in their time. Choay felt much as Ruskin did that this type of intervention was constructing 

a false image of the structure. Viollet-le-Duc’s theory contends that it is a foolhardy venture 

to simply replicate mistakes made in construction because they are historically correct to 

the era of significance.  
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An entirely historicist or romanticist (i.e. idealistic) view of architecture would 

suggest that the value of a structure can only be realized in its original historical context. 

In other words, the structure must be maintained as it was originally conceived and 

judged accordingly. The fallacy in that theory exists in the fact that any structure existing 

today will be judged for its value of usage in a modern context (be that for personal, 

political, or economic gain) rather than as a historic monument. Subscription to such a 

mixed theory is a recipe for destruction of all historical buildings. 

Contemporary writer Michael Forsyth (2008) addressed this problem. Forsyth 

explained that a philosophy for restoration is necessary before the project takes place, as 

modern construction methods differ from historical methods as much as modern design 

methods and materials differ from those of antiquity. Forsyth included a comment from 

William Morris, a follower of the Ruskin theory of restoration. Morris’s comment, 

though paraphrased here, sums up Ruskin’s theory while exposing all of its inherent 

flaws. Morris basically stated that those who would attempt preservation should instead 

do so by maintaining rather than restoring, even going as far as to say that all 

maintenance efforts should be obvious as that, rather than a repair of the historic elements 

of the structure. He goes on to suggest that it is better to build a new structure rather than 

to alter a historic one. He closes by stating that historic buildings should be treated as 

monuments to their bygone creators that no modern hand may touch lest it be destroyed. 

It is from here, then, that the fallacies of modern historic preservation theory will 

be addressed. Forsyth went on to point out, modern theory embraces the idealism of 

Ruskin and Morris, but calls upon its practitioners to decide when to employ the methods 
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of preservation that may include merely stabilization, or as mentioned in the opening 

pages of this dissertation, may include restoration, adaptive reuse, or even in some 

instances reconstruction and even re-creation. 

In addressing the above-mentioned restoration technique readers will begin to 

realize the contradiction between actual practice and historic preservation theory. Ian 

Hume (2007) wrote about repairs to historic structures. Hume pointed out that, while 

traditional methods and materials are the idealistic approach to restoration, these methods 

can in fact lead to an even greater loss of original material. Hume explained that proven 

modern materials and methods can often be used in a hidden manner that allows the 

original materials to be saved and continue to be used. Hume also stated, giving credence 

to the idea of pragmatic preservation, that while restoration work should not be disguised 

as original, it should also not be obtrusive. Hume continued that all repairs should be in 

sympathy with the original materials and be easily dateable, but iterated that they should 

fit with the structure’s overall character so as not to become the focal point of the 

structure. In short, when repairs are necessary, the preservationist should make the repairs 

utilizing all materials and methods at hand and should not make the repairs obtrusive as 

would be suggested under a Morris/Ruskin approach but rather incorporate them into the 

structure in a Viollet-le-Duc manner. 

Methodology, as the term applies to preservation, is affected wholly by the 

context of the time in which the preservation takes place. As alluded to earlier, 

historicism or romanticism plays a large part in the value judgments made concerning 

historic architecture. Steven W. Semes (2009) explained this concept. On the history of 
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historic preservation philosophy, and before addressing the confrontation between 

Ruskin’s theory and that of Viollet-le-Duc, let us examine what Semes suggested. The 

idea that modern architectural philosophy will always affect the philosophy of 

preservation in any given time is a valid point to consider. Semes suggested that 

preservationists view historic architecture through modern eyes, and as such can only 

approach it with modern methodology (115). No matter how astute historical references 

are, modern people unconsciously bring with them a modern viewpoint when executing 

historic preservation activities.  

Perhaps the best way to address the idea of modern historic preservation theory is 

to briefly remove the constant references to Ruskin and Viollet-le-Duc. Donald Insall 

(2008) brought to task this breakdown of modern philosophical thought in preservation. 

Insall related modern thought in the field with two basic motives present in all humans: 

making and keeping. He explained making as the need for change, and keeping as the 

need to protect or live in a state of non-change. Although Insall saw these two factors as 

expressions of the Chinese philosophy of male/female energy, they are instead 

expressions of basic human attitudes. All human action (whether we care to admit it or 

not) is affected by differing world views. These world views tend to follow common 

threads and help form the decisions that are made concerning all experiences in human 

endeavor. While it is true that Ruskin favored the “keep” philosophy and Viollet-le-Duc 

favored the “make” philosophy, modern convictions run much deeper in architectural 

preservation.  
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An interesting section in a work by John H. Stubbs (2009) perhaps best illustrates 

the point. Stubbs pointed out that architectural conservation as a profession provides 

modern society with the best example of a cause and effect model of change. Stubbs 

stated that the ability to effectively analyze historical value in an objective manner 

suggests a sort of ethic [my word, not his] that is inherent in the profession (7-8, 132-

133).  

Stubbs directly addressed the subject later in the same work under a section titled 

“Philosophical Approaches.” Stubbs mentioned that while various differing factors may 

lead individuals to pursue conservation or preservation of a particular subject, the general 

accepted idea is that saving cultural artifacts for future generations is a good thing. 

Stubbs clearly stated that in his opinion, and due to the varying factors and motivations 

that lead to conservation efforts, there essentially was no appropriate philosophical 

approach to conservation in regard to architecture. Stubbs identified another author’s 

(John Earl) identification of three distinct philosophies present in modern architectural 

conservation. These are the purist, the pragmatist, and the cynic. 

Earl, as quoted by Stubbs, stated that the purist essentially believed that all 

philosophical approaches to preservation are incorrect. Basically, the job should be done 

properly or not at all. 

The pragmatist believed that the only philosophy to employ is a truthful one. 

Application of this philosophy depends on the situation at hand, and the facts will tell the 

practitioner what to do. 
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Finally, the cynic believed that preservation is a false enterprise and one that 

interferes with natural processes. He believed that philosophies in (preservation of) 

architecture are generally used as a masking tool to justify a decision that has already 

been made in regard to preservation of a particular structure or landscape. 

It should be fairly evident to the reader, then, that the philosophies that are the 

subject of this project easily fall into these categories. While two of the categories, the 

purist and the cynic, are basically the same thing, they do function as a philosophy. 

Pragmatism, as stated earlier, is guided by truthfulness. In the most basic of explanations, 

what is, “is.” Stubbs went on to end this section by addressing the views of another 

author, John Warren, who mentioned authenticity and its importance in preservation. 

Citing especially earthen structures that are renewed yearly due to requirements in their 

maintenance, Warren stated that they are authentic because they stay true to form. 

Whereas a cathedral that underwent a cutting down of its original stone façade, due to 

erosion, is no longer authentic because the original intent of the architect was removed. 

Stubbs then questioned the state of reconstructions or reproductions of historic buildings 

as to authenticity. Surely the form is maintained; are they not then just as authentic as the 

original? Stubbs closes by enumerating the accepted conservation practices that were 

outlined by another author (Bernard Feilden) in his work on conservation (571). These 

practices also form the basis for the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for rehabilitation 

of historic properties, which are as follows:  

1. The condition of the building must be recorded before any intervention. 

2. Historic evidence must not be destroyed, falsified, or removed.  
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3. Any intervention must be the minimum necessary.  

4. Any intervention must be governed by unswerving respect for the aesthetic, 

historical, and physical integrity of cultural property. 

5. All methods and materials used during treatment must be fully documented.  

Point four brings forth a new important topic in discussion, that of esthetics and 

history. Paul Eggert (2009) addressed this topic in his examination of the anti-

interventionist model of preservation. In it, Eggert explained that the Ruskinian 

preservationist favors history over esthetics. Simply put, the structure takes on its own 

“life” during its existence and influences the daily life of its inhabitants. Eggert stressed 

that Ruskinian preservation is oriented wholly toward the structure, where curatorship 

(which I assume means interventionist preservation) is oriented toward the individual and 

incorporates them into the building’s history (41-42).  

Perhaps a clearer explanation can be found in a case that involves a question of 

landscape preservation, rather than that of a structure. In the case of Arizona’s 

Camelback Mountain, use versus preservation came into play, and as such the question of 

interventionist versus anti-interventionist preservation is addressed. Josh Protas (2003, 

177-180) detailed the case in which residents of the urban Phoenix, Arizona area took 

sides in regard to the use of a landmark. There were those who saw in the mountain 

something worthy of preservation in an untouched state as a symbol of the area in which 

they lived and its connections with the unspoiled land of the American West. In 

opposition there were those who saw the mountain as belonging to the citizens of the area 

and as such should be utilized and developed. This classic struggle perhaps best sums up 
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what is at stake between the interventionist versus anti-interventionist methods of 

preservation, the keepers versus the makers, Ruskin versus Viollet-le-Duc. Those who 

view symbols as static or non-changing are at odds with those that see symbolism as 

dependent on further interpretation. 

Author Peter C. List (2004, 13-18) expounded on this debate. List looked to the 

noted forester, scientist, ecologist, and writer Aldo Leopold, who was the major 

proponent of a new “land ethic,” in the first third of the 20th century. Leopold saw the 

need for a theory that would satisfy both the preservationists and those who wanted to 

exploit and develop previously unused landscapes. One such proponent of the use 

strategy was Gifford Pinchot, the director of the U.S. Forest Service in the early 1900’s, 

who saw use and development of forest regions as a “duty.” In direct opposition was 

landscape architect Frederick Law Olmstead and others, including John Muir, co-founder 

of the Sierra Club. Leopold took a very forward-thinking stance on the subject that 

included the overall ecological health of an area as well as its cultural, recreational, and 

economical benefits as well. Leopold’s theory is the embodiment of a practical, logical 

ethic for land use that encompasses all stakeholders who may encounter a particular area 

rather than an ethic that is limited in its application. 

Authors Matthew Pottinger and Jamie Purinton (1998, 213, 225) provide a more 

contemporary example of this ethic. They relate the example of a restoration effort 

undertaken at Arthur Kill between Staten Island and New Jersey. At this location on New 

Year’s Day of 1990 an underground pipe leaked 567,000 gallons of fuel oil. This area is 

close to the largest landfill on earth at Fresh Kills. Strictly speaking, this was less than 
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pristine wilderness. Due to the fact that ecologists in the area had been studying the 

wildlife present at this less than desirable site, detailed measurements of the impact of 

this spill on area wildlife habitat was possible. A settlement with Exxon ensued and over 

15,000,000 dollars was dedicated to the cleanup. Preventative measures were put in place 

to avoid another catastrophe such as this. In this particular case (and as is applicable 

across the spectrum of historic preservation) it should be obvious to the reader that 

restoration efforts to return the area to the condition that it was in before the spill would 

have been counterintuitive. The area was in such a state of destruction prior to the spill 

that an effort to restore it to that state in which it existed prior to becoming a dump site 

would be pointless as well as foolish. The goal of restoration in this example was to 

return the area to an optimal state, or in the context of this project, to place it in a state of 

a “climax community” to borrow a biological term. (A climax community is that which 

the area would have developed into ultimately had not man intervened and destroyed it 

with chemical dumping and industrial waste.) 

This example of pragmatic preservation should remain in the mind of the reader 

in this final section of this introductory chapter. Pragmatic preservation is the idea that all 

practical methods of preservation should be undertaken in striving towards the eventual 

continued existence and use of a particular structure or landscape, and also that such 

methodology may be standardized to a certain extent. That is the goal at hand, is it not? If 

preservationists are not trying to save something for someone and continue to use it for 

some purpose, then for what reason would it be saved? Monuments without admirers are 

not monuments to anyone except those who created them.  
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Francis B. Sumner (2008, 30), a professor of biology at the Scripps Institute in the 

1920s addressed the idea of “setting aside” certain areas of land and provided two main 

reasons for doing so, scientific knowledge and highest esthetic enjoyment. Barrington 

Moore (2008, 45), in the same time period, addressed the idea of these “set-asides” as 

having only educational and scientific value rather than any value as places of recreation 

or as representations of national character. 

These two men embraced a very idealistic anti-interventionist stance, while 

unknowingly arguing that the areas would not actually be set aside, but rather continue to 

be utilized for something. In the aforementioned case, the land would be utilized either 

for educational or scientific purposes, or as areas of unspoiled beauty to be admired for 

their esthetic appeal. The point here is that the areas were not to be truly set aside 

(preserved), but instead utilized (conserved). Other authors from the same time period 

offered arguments along the same lines perhaps mostly as a response to the consumptive 

practices in place during that era. From a modern perspective, J. Baird Callicott (2008, 

571) offered the idea that conservation philosophy was a uniquely American 

characteristic, while the actual practice of conservation is a worldlier enterprise. Callicott 

identified three distinct paradigms in conservation philosophy and provided examples and 

proponents of each. In short, those paradigms are preservationism, resourcism, and 

harmonization. 

Callicott explained that after the conquest of America by European settlers, very 

little thought was given to the idea of conservation because abundant resources existed in 

an almost infinite number in the mind of the settlers. By the close of the 1800s, however, 
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the situation had changed. The great bison herds had been all but exterminated, wildlife 

had been hunted to near extinction in some instances, and deforestation had occurred at 

such a rate that a generalized philosophy of conservation seemed to be an imperative 

need. Callicott identified the three principle paradigms mentioned previously as follows. 

Without going into extreme detail, preservationism (573-575) calls for the setting aside 

of tracts of lands in an unspoiled state to be enjoyed only by an educated public that 

recognizes the value of such a place purely for educational and esthetic value. 

Resourcism (576-578) allows for the use of consumption of resources, but only in a 

sustainable manner. Finally, the most pragmatic of these paradigms, harmonization (578-

582) provides that every resource has a use. Consumption is natural and inevitable and, in 

some cases, preferable. Callicott pointed to Aldo Leopold as the progenitor of this 

paradigm. Leopold, much as Viollet-le-Duc, believed in a methodology that worked 

toward achieving the optimal state of a particular landscape. So, one would not clear cut a 

section of overgrown forest only to allow it to become overgrown again, but would rather 

cultivate the area to return to a state whereupon it would develop into an area that would 

be the most useful for whatever reason, be it economic, recreational, or for any other 

usage. This manner of thinking provides for the most sustainable use of a resource, 

whatever that resource may be, be it a structure or a landscape. Idealistic philosophy 

while at its root appearing to be beneficial, proposes relief only in an idealized, rather 

than a realistic state.  

A historic preservationist is called upon to act as a conservator for a particular 

historic structure or landscape. This call comes about for a purpose, usually one with a 
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personal, political, or economic basis. The preservationist then calls upon his training and 

education as a guide to perform a conservation effort that is of the most benefit not only 

for the particular object but also for the purpose for which he was summoned. As 

mentioned, more often than not, the impetus for a conservation effort is not purely 

altruistic. If modern historic preservation practice is to be sustainable and allow for the 

most benefit to both the field of preservation, and those who employ the preservationist, 

then practitioners must embrace the idea of pragmatic preservation. Only through 

pragmatic analysis of the current modes of thought in the field of historic preservation, 

can a sustainable ethic emerge, based only in truth and reality. 

In explanation of the previous statement regarding the modern reasons for historic 

preservation (one in which I stated that the reasons are generally of an economic, political 

or personal nature), Regina M. Bures (2001) has provided evidence that in our modern 

context, historic preservation is typically associated with gentrification, and that being the 

result of the “incursion” (as she called it) of a certain section of the middle class upon an 

urban “frontier” (195). Perhaps the use of the words incursion and frontier are sarcastic, 

or at least metaphorical in their application. Whatever her precise meaning, she most 

importantly points out that although the two phenomena generally go hand in hand, 

historic preservation for the sake of gentrification precludes preservation of the social or 

cultural environment in favor of the physical environment, while preservation on its own 

merit is of a more “pure” purpose and maintains both the physical and cultural 

environment of the preserved object (207).  
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I disagree: Historic Preservation for gentrification is all about the cultural 

environment. It is that which draws the “gentry” to a specific area. The process of 

gentrification (according to Bures 2001) begins with a “cultural validation,” followed by 

increased property values which force the relocation of poorer residents with an 

opportunity for redevelopment as the result (196). In this example, one can see all the 

primary motivations exemplified: economic, personal, and political. Generally, the reality 

of gentrification occurs after a previously affluent area is abandoned in favor of a 

suburban destination. The area that experiences lowered property values is as such 

generally occupied by a less affluent socio-economic class. In time the area falls into 

disrepair due to lack of interest in preservation of cultural and physical history or simple 

economical limitations, and property values continue to plummet. At some point the area 

is considered for restoration (due to some personal, political, or economic reason and the 

“cultural validation,” of which Bures spoke) generally by a special interest group 

accompanied by the retention of a preservation professional, leading to the formation of a 

preservation plan. A new group (of a higher socio-economic class) is drawn to the area, 

restoration is undertaken, and property values soar. This can be best defined as the 

“commodity” of preservation.  

Perhaps the best way to address this topic of the “commodity” of preservation is 

to refer to another author. Bart Eeckhout (2001, 383) draws attention to the fact that 

preservation is generally the result of a desire for nostalgia within a certain group. Since 

nostalgia is a feeling that almost everyone has experienced at some time or another, it is 

natural to think that it is one that would be exploited for some gain, again be that 
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political, personal, or economic. Nostalgia, as a driving force, can lead to a desire to 

return to a simpler way of life or a way of life that one perceives as simpler or desirous. 

The gentrification of a certain area as discussed previously can be simply an outcropping 

of this nostalgic desire. 

So, now with at least some idea as to the motivation for preservation, let us look 

at how we preserve. Following a train of thought that was established previously, we note 

that preservation is a business. Envision a scenario in which this business would apply. A 

nostalgic desire among a certain group has been identified as a possibility to accomplish 

some goal (personal, political, or economic). An object has been designated that will act 

as the focus of that desire (a historic structure or landscape). A goal is established 

(revitalization of a certain structure or area of land that is in a state of distress and in 

danger of destruction). A group of stakeholders will generally form, and they will 

contract the services of the historic preservation professional. This professional will 

utilize training and education to identify the value in the object to be preserved and to 

establish some sort of plan under which the goal will be accomplished. This plan can best 

be identified by the term “historic-site-preservation-oriented-plan.” This term was used in 

the opening sentence of a chapter entitled “Historic-Site Preservation and Revitalization, 

in the book Community Planning: How to Solve Urban and Environmental Problems” 

(Kelly 2004, 139-155). This chapter is important in the overall discussion of the topic of 

historic preservation in the context of this project because it is one of the few books 

reviewed that did not address theory, but rather practice of historic preservation. It 

offered several avenues for preservation and realistically looked at each as a viable 
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answer to the preservation question. Not simply focusing on restoration, the author also 

discussed the nuances of rehabilitation, renovation, replication, conservation, relocation 

and even the controversial method of preservation in which only the façade of a building 

is saved to be repurposed as the front of a new structure to be built behind.  

So, the simple questions then, obviously, are quite easy to answer: Why do we 

preserve and how do we preserve? These are fairly straightforward questions devoid of a 

need for theoretical thought. We preserve to satisfy some wish, hope, or desire. The 

driving motivation behind this can be of a personal, political, or economic nature. As to 

how do we preserve, the answer is equally evident. We preserve in the manner that will 

benefit us most according to the driving motivations. The key question remaining for 

focus is: What is being actually being preserved and how is the best way to go about that?  

Frederick Turner (2008, 3) commented on the questions, pointing out the fact that 

through reclamation efforts (offered here as an example of restoration) the answer to a 

practical need for something often takes place, whether as a necessity or simply a 

challenge. But what is most important is that therein raises a need to examine the 

professional approach by which ones executes the project at hand. By what method will it 

be accomplished and perhaps more importantly how will it be evaluated as to its success? 

Turner asked, “What should reclamation (restoration) be?” and “What is good 

reclamation?” He stated that before being able to answer those questions we must be able 

to answer the questions, “Good for what and whom?” 
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So, it is then that we arrive at the crux of this introduction. The questions again 

are “What are we seeking to preserve? What should preservation be? Are we preserving 

with some goal (an ethic) in mind? What is good preservation?  

Let us address the above questions in closing this section, especially what we are 

trying to preserve. And are we acting ethically in the practice of our profession? A simple 

explanation can be found in an essay by Gifford Pinchot (2000). In this essay, Pinchot 

was explaining his belief that the philosophy guiding conservation should not be one of 

the “husbanding of resources for future generations,” but instead should be the reality that 

resources could and should be used and replenished (32-35). This idea is easily 

extrapolated into a discussion of historic preservation theory. The singular goal of the 

field should not be to “freeze in time” precious resources, but continue to use them to 

their utmost capabilities. Pinchot went on to explain that the theory guiding conservation 

should not apply to natural resources only but should instead stand for the greatest good 

for the greatest amount of people for the greatest number of years. Pinchot pointed out 

that the steadfast tenants of conservation should be foresight, prudence, thrift, and 

intelligence. He went on to call for the “application of common sense to the common 

problems for the common good” (33). Pinchot’s pragmatic views on conservation often 

existed at odds with some of his contemporaries. Some of Pinchot’s contemporaries 

during this same period (primarily John Muir) did not share his views (List, “John Muir,” 

2000, 42). List provided a short biography of John Muir and detailed the opinion that in 

this same time period Muir exalted an opposing viewpoint, seeing only that preservation 

for non-commercial and non-economic purposes was acceptable conservation. Finally, 
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List (“Aldo Leopold’s Land Ethic,” 2000, 53-56) addressed the philosophy of Leopold as 

it applied to conservation of natural resources. In Leopold’s theory, I continued to find 

support for the idea upon which my discussion is built and that provides the answers to 

the central questions of my thesis. Leopold believed that beyond the reasons for 

preservation and conservation, which he viewed as primarily esthetic, there existed a 

need for a theory that would provide for ethical practice in the field. Esthetics and Ethics 

are philosophical considerations and as such may be evaluated utilizing pragmatic 

philosophical theory. 

The three conservationists (Pinchot, Muir, and Leopold) discussed above, shared 

at least some common thread. All subscribed to a theory of conservation, albeit three 

different theories. The description of those theories is best summed up by author J. Baird 

Callicott (2008) As alluded to earlier, Callicott provided descriptions of the theories 

embraced by the three conservationists listed above. Callicott described the theories as 

paradigms within the philosophy of conservation. He listed these three paradigms as: 

Preservationism, Resourcism, and Harmonization. It should be fairly evident to the reader 

where each man falls as to theory. Muir is clearly the preservationist, while Pinchot 

subscribed to the theory of resourcism, and finally Leopold provided for the best of both 

theories in his belief in harmonization. These three theories fall easily into place in the 

discussion at hand within this project.  

Historic preservation theory as it currently exists is only within passing references 

to the writings of Ruskin and Viollet-le-Duc. Conservation theory alternately is 

somewhat more convoluted, with numerous contributing authors, but exists with 
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significant parallels with preservation theory. After analyzing the written works of the 

various authors on the two subjects along with a careful critical evaluation of the 

standards of practice in the field, I believe that I can offer a truly practical, logical, and 

sustainable ethic by which preservation goals may be identified and undertaken in a 

sustainable manner.  

In formation of that ethic, one must first consider the idea that a standardized set 

of practices must exist before the theory may be applied. Francisco Comin (2010, 13) 

made direct reference to this idea by stating that although no universal formula for 

restoration (of ecosystems) existed, and that each situation brings to bear its own 

individual challenges and goals, with each being affected by subjective influences, a set 

of standard practices assigned to an identified subtype may be beneficial in the practice of 

the field. A theory of this type would be sustainable in practice rather than providing only 

for an immediate “stop-gap” measure that, while addressing the obvious problem, may 

not solve the underlying root cause of the problem. 

In this same work author Robert Costanza (2010, 79-80) addressed the idea that 

basic human welfare is tied to one of four categories of “capital.” Capital is identified as 

a stock of materials or information that exists at a given time. The four categories include 

built, human, social, and natural capital. Esthetic considerations are identifiable as a 

major component of this capital.  

For the purposes of this introduction, let the focus be on both built and natural 

capital. A healthy built and natural environment is paramount to the continued health of a 

human and social environment. Costanza stated that cultural services (under which 
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historic preservation of built and natural environments falls) provides for the cultural, 

spiritual, and esthetic dimensions of human well-being. Author Eric Higgs (2010, 97) 

explained that focal restoration or eco-cultural restoration focuses on those “things” that 

are most important to us. This is realistic or pragmatic in its approach. By the creation of 

commodity (the wish, hope, or desire that motivates us to do something to satisfy a 

personal, political, or economic impetus), focal restoration delivers in essence that which 

is the most valuable, because it provides for the restoration of that which is most valuable 

to us. Those things that we as individuals or a group find most valuable (for whatever 

reason) will also be those things that we deem to have the most quality or rarity, thus the 

most esthetic appeal to our sensibilities. 

Two authors examined the idea that ethical considerations for restoration practices 

have existed since the early 1960s. Rebecca Vidra and Theodore Shear (2010) 

acknowledge that there has been very little interaction between practitioners of the field 

and philosophers (as well as scientists) in order to establish ethical practices or (more 

importantly in regard to this project) to establish a guiding theory of preservation. 

Finally, the authors present the question of what the actual practice of preservation is. Is 

it a practice, an art, or a science? The ethical considerations of any profession are 

examined in the process which leads to a generally accepted theory guiding the practice. 

The problem, as mentioned earlier, is that presently there is no singular guiding theory in 

the practice of historic preservation. 

Contemporary practice is guided primarily by the accepted methods under which 

conservation or restoration takes place. It is true in preservation of built and natural 
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environments that very little thought is given to a guiding theory. Essentially the field has 

in place a set of accepted practices or methods that allow for a fairly efficient practicing 

of the field. However, this type of practice does not provide for ethical considerations. As 

such, the field is very disingenuous in its practice, as it claims a relation to a guiding 

theory but does not, in fact, practice it. 

Salvador Munoz Vinas (2005) addressed what I believe to be the root of the 

ethical debate concerning historic preservation theory. Vinas took on the established 

practices of reversibility and minimal intervention. These two basic tenets of historic 

preservation practice were examined for validity by Vinas and were found to be lacking. 

Reversibility (or the ability to remove those elements that have been added in modern 

times for continued stabilization, conservation, or restoration), was proven to be an 

impossibility because even with only the most minimal of intervention, true reversibility 

is unattainable. Any intervention results in change on some level. Minimal intervention 

likewise is a contradictory term when used in the context of historic preservation. If the 

goal is preservation then the intervention must be much more than minimal, which at the 

most minimal level would simply be the Ruskinian theory of no intervention at all (183-

197).  

Vinas suggested that contemporary historic preservation theory could be labeled 

as “adaptive ethics” (2005, 199-214). Vinas suggested both the idea of a scientific ethic 

that could be applied to preservation theory allowing for only a single unified scientific 

theory that could be applied unilaterally across the field with no regard to worth or value. 

He also proposed an opposing ethic (the aforementioned adaptive ethic) that Vinas saw as 
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much more “flexible” and applicable when meanings or values and willingness to 

allocate resources are of the utmost importance in deciding how or when preservation 

will take place. This adaptive ethic is the most pragmatic. The idea of any theory that 

does not consider worth or value (that which I have termed commodity) is wholly 

idealistic and therefore unrealistic. The adaptive ethic is the most realistic in actual 

practice because it embraces the realistic motivations that lead to preservation, those of a 

personal, political, or economic impetus.  

The above theory of an “adaptive ethic” is thought provoking. Neil Silberman and 

Dirk Callebaut (2006), in discussing a charter proposed by a preservation governing 

body, stated that in conservation, an interpretation of historical and archeological artifacts 

for any significance is essential (43). They further stated that an overall set of 

professional standards should exist for interpretation of heritage resources and that 

professionals should be trained in what they termed an “interpretive methodology.” 

The key term in the preceding statement is “interpretive methodology.” The 

authors were calling for a methodology that is flexible, and as Vinas had called for 

previously, is perhaps much more adaptable to every situation. In deciding to attempt 

development of this “interpretive methodology” or “adaptive ethic” I examined some of 

Charles Sanders Peirce’s philosophical writings, as well as those of Walker Percy, as a 

possible guide in development. I am hoping to dispel the methodologies that I see as unfit 

in the practice of the field of historic preservation, those of John Ruskin and Eugene 

Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc. Peirce’s pragmatic theory, and Percy’s writings as a student of 

Peirce, as a means of interpretation should provide the basis for the formation of an 
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original ethic that may be applied to the practice of historic preservation. Because 

Peirce’s theory is based in science and makes the transition between science and 

philosophy, its applicability should be well established when supported through the 

scientific method. 

Finally, authors Linda Groat and David Wang (2002) bring forth their own 

interpretation of what might be considered an adaptive ethic (142-144, 300-333). The 

authors point to philosopher C.G. Hempel who, as a proponent of a “covering law” of 

historical research, suggested that no differences existed that separated natural 

phenomena and social phenomena. In Hempel’s theory, a true historical account does not 

exist. Only what he termed “explanation sketches,” of historical events exist due to the 

absence of a “covering law” that would explain the phenomena that is the subject of 

contention. As an example, the authors pointed to the most obvious “covering law,” the 

scientific method. The subscription to the idea that all things may be explained 

scientifically caused Viollet-le-Duc to attempt to explain the design of Gothic 

architecture scientifically by claiming that Gothic design was in fact just a response to the 

necessary structural forces present in construction.  

An adaptive ethic and a covering law are obviously the same thing. In each case 

the terms describe an ethic that may by applied or employed in every situation because it 

is one of ultimate truth and validity. What the authors in each case are describing is the 

singular theory that will be revealed as a result of this project’s research. The 

methodology employed to lead to that theory is present in Peirce’s writings. However, an 
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explanation of what led to the research that uncovered that eventuality is perhaps called 

for and necessary. 

Logical argumentation as a research methodology is the most pragmatic 

application possible when seeking a truthful conclusion. Because the concept is 

dependent on the idea that true premises and valid argument structures lead to true 

conclusions, it is not only the most appropriate methodology to employ, but also the most 

pragmatic.  

This author’s experience with logical argumentation came about during 

coursework in Peirce Studies. Groat and Wang (2002) introduced the author to the 

existence of logical systems by stating that as humans we naturally tend to gather 

disconnected phenomena into groups that may aid in explanation of said phenomena 

(again, a world view). Groat and Wang suggested that all theoretical work could be 

placed somewhere along a line that ran from the purely mathematical on one end to the 

purely cultural on the other. They suggested that in between lay the logical systems that 

blend the two elements. Along this theoretical line exists formal or mathematical logic 

(such as mathematical equations), then a blending area of mathematical and cultural that 

provides for analytical tools and models. And finally, on the other end of the line, there 

exists the purely cultural, which includes treatises that provide logical argument. In the 

aforementioned blended area, analytical tools exist which may provide the researcher 

with the ability to test hypothesis that may be formed about a particular phenomenon. 

The authors related that logical systems that allow for broad explanatory power should be 

labeled primary logical systems. These primary logical systems allow for identification 
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and definition of relationships in many different (secondary) areas. In other words, once 

relationships are identified and defined they may be applied to secondary non-related 

areas to allow for explanation in that secondary field as well as in the primary field (304). 

Groat and Wang went on to explain that these logical systems described above 

have broad applications due to the fact that they have a certain number of commonalities. 

These commonalities include not only a certain universal application, as mentioned 

earlier, but a natural sustainability as well. A sustainable logical system can take on new 

challenges and arguments and existing and long held beliefs as well. The authors claimed 

that these primary logical systems have the ability to uncover things that are simply not 

seen on the surface of a concept or an idea. As such, what may be uncovered at a deeper 

level can in fact explain what is seen or interpreted on the surface.  

The authors pointed out that perhaps the most important feature of a logical 

system is its ability to test theories. The logical system employed is used to test any 

theory that may be offered and can in turn support its validity or invalidity. Again, it may 

be applied to those concepts that are both old and new. In the purely mathematical end of 

the scale proposed earlier, one would employ quantitative methodology to arrive at the 

validity of an argument. On the opposite end of the spectrum the application of 

qualitative methodology in the form of normative standards is called for. The authors 

alluded to the idea that a logical theory is generally an accepted theory. The reason most 

theories are accepted as valid is because they make logical sense in the context of their 

time. In regard to a particular world view, at any given time a methodology may appear 

logical. However, these seemingly logical applications may be proven to be invalid at a 
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later time through the application of a new logical system. Each era of interpretation 

leads to its own conclusions. The author’s argument then would be that Ruskin’s theory, 

in his era, made perfect logical sense. One can easily extrapolate then that Viollet-le-

Duc’s theory shared the same acceptance as a worldview in his era. Groat and Wang 

explained that the testability of a theory or treatise is not ultimately dependent on the 

nullification or in their terms “falsification” of its claims, but rather most dependent on its 

relationship to other rules. 

Relationships, according to Groat and Wang, are a necessity when attempting to 

provide explanatory dependability in a logical system. So, to provide a simple example, 

given A it is necessary that B. On the contrary, if relationships are contingent rather than 

necessary, then the explanatory certainty of the logical system is lost. 

The final components of a logical system employed for analysis are deduction and 

induction. Groat and Wang explained that deduction draws its conclusions from a set of 

facts. It has a necessary connectivity. Again, given that A is true, then B must be true. 

Induction, on the other hand, allows for generalizations. Patterns may be considered, 

meaning given that A “always” includes B, then B will continue to be true. The problem 

exists in the fact that one cannot deduce from the second example that B will always be 

true. Although deduction is a more reliable system, induction allows for more 

possibilities. Its explanatory power goes far beyond that which is merely observable, 

according to the authors. 

In analyzing contentions through the use of a logical framework, one can deduce 

certain truths. Finally, from those deductions, certain inductions may be made. Inductions 
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are dependent on contingencies. However, we know that a true, valid premise, when in 

the company of another true, valid premise, can lead to a true conclusion. Therefore, it is 

the conclusion of this author that an analysis may be made of the two primary extant 

methodologies employed in the field of historic preservation. Utilizing a logical system 

(in this case Charles Sanders Peirce’s theory of semeiotic) fallacies will be exposed as 

will undeniable truths. Dismissing those fallacies as untrue and proving the remaining 

conclusions as true, the formation of a new theory of historic preservation born from the 

previous methodologies is possible. 

.



Texas Tech University, Patrick A. Tinsley, May 2018 
 

41 

CHAPTER II 

METHODS 
 

In this section, and throughout the remainder of this project, I summarize 

Peirce’s biography and theory based on my readings and research into his many works 

and those of his biographers. Detailed notes of Peirce’s works and those of his 

biographers would double the length of this project while adding little to the value of 

my findings from them. 

Although an in-depth biographical sketch of Peirce’s life and a history 

surrounding use of his scientific methodology would prove entertaining and edifying 

to the reader, several such manuscripts exist, so that project will not be attempted here. 

I have, however, added these works to the Bibliography that concludes the 

dissertation.  

A brief introduction to Peirce’s biography as well as a perfunctory explanation 

of his philosophy is, however, an indispensable component of this exercise. Peirce was 

born into the family of Benjamin Peirce, a noted scholar of his time (Ketner 2002). 

The elder Peirce maintained a position as a professor of Astronomy and Mathematics 

at Harvard for many decades. Charles Peirce was what can only be described, in a 

somewhat understated manner, as a precocious child. He discovered a book of logic 

one day in his elder brother’s room and set about learning the intricacies of the science 

of reasoning. Peirce went on to graduate with primary and secondary degrees from 

Harvard. A chance unfavorable impression by one of his professors who would later 
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go on to be Harvard’s longest serving President possibly led to the fact that Peirce was 

never employed as a professor at Harvard (Samway 1995, xiii). Peirce did gain 

employment with the preeminent scientific organization of the day, the U.S. Coast 

Survey (over which his father held a position of influence), which would develop into 

the U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey, which was eventually absorbed into the National 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (Ketner 2002, 16). His employment with the 

Coast Survey allowed his travel to Europe on several occasions where he sought out 

and conferred with some of the preeminent physicists and logicians of the day. In 1877 

he became a member of the National Academy of Sciences. During the 1880s, Peirce’s 

work at the Coast Survey came under scrutiny due to delays in his submission of 

reports. During this time, however, he wrote numerous essays on topics that focused 

on philosophy, logic, and science. Obviously, these were the subjects that occupied 

Peirce’s thoughts and were in fact his passion. Peirce resigned from his position at the 

Coast Survey in 1891 to focus his efforts entirely upon his studies in logic and 

scientific methodology. 

Peirce had worked during the Coast Survey years at various other 

undertakings. He held a position as a lecturer in logic at Johns Hopkins during the 

period 1879-1884. In 1883 he edited a volume of essays by pioneering logicians of the 

day. There are reasons to conclude that some of his career difficulties may have been 

the result of a great jealousy that existed and resulting covert sabotaging that occurred 

toward Peirce from a former student of his father’s, Simon Newcomb. This academic 

assassination during the most productive years of Peirce’s life led to a virtual 
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anonymity in the academic world. Peirce’s first marriage ended in a separation in 1875 

and a subsequent divorce in 1883. During the intervening years he lived with a woman 

who would become his future wife. When news of this matter reached a trustee at 

Johns Hopkins, (through Newcomb) Peirce was dismissed in 1884 (Ketner 1992, 5). 

In 1887 Peirce purchased a home and surrounding 2000 acres of land in 

Pennsylvania, using virtually all of his inheritance from his father’s estate. Peirce lived 

out the rest of his life in relative poverty there writing volumes of work, many of 

which remain unpublished. During the final twenty years of his life, Peirce subsisted 

on various lectureships and literary jobs, as well as the kindness of others including 

the family of his friend Gifford Pinchot, who paid some of his debts. 

Peirce continued to do scientific consulting along with reviews for a political 

and cultural magazine of the time. He did publish several articles in an early 

philosophy journal of the era and also contributed text for a philosophical dictionary of 

the time. His application to the Carnegie Foundation in search of funding for a book of 

his life’s work was rejected due to the fact that Simon Newcomb was on the board of 

the foundation and the president of the board was none other than the former president 

of Johns Hopkins who had called for Peirce’s resignation at Hopkins. Peirce’s 

colleague, William James, did arrange for Peirce to give a series of important lectures 

at Harvard in the years prior to his death. 

Peirce’s influence continues to exist within the fields of mathematics and logic 

to this day. In more recent years, numerous disciplines have begun to explore the 

effectiveness of Peirce’s work within their varied fields. Peirce’s methodology, which 
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will be discussed in some detail later in this chapter, is based primarily on a three-part 

system (Potter 1967, 13). This “triadic” system and the belief that truth is free of any 

one person’s wish, hope or desire is the basis of inquiry that will be utilized in this 

dissertation. In search of a primary system of inquiry, as alluded to in the previous 

section, I discovered Peirce’s Architectonic System of Inquiry during my studies in the 

Institute for Studies in Pragmaticism at Texas Tech and I came to understand, in an 

abbreviated manner, Peirce’s system of inquiry. It is my decision to employ this 

system in this project, as I see it as the most effective when evaluating phenomena and 

attempting to arrive at a truthful, valid, hypothesis. 

With that then, allow me to attempt to explain Charles Sanders Peirce’s 

Architectonic System of Inquiry and how I will attempt to employ it to answer the 

central thesis question of my project. It is here that I feel it is most necessary to 

explain that the topic under consideration in this project is my argument that the 

purpose of historic preservation is the preservation of that “something” that 

“someone” has determined to be the initial effect of a historic structure. By that I mean 

that which is to be preserved, is the initial experience of seeing and experiencing a 

historic structure for the first time. I arrived at this understanding of the phenomenon 

through exposure to Walker Percy’s essay “Loss of the Creature” in his collection of 

essays entitled The Message in the Bottle (1975, 46). Without providing extreme 

detail, Dr. Percy explained that the initial sense of discovery or experience of 

“something” may never be experienced again, either by the discoverer or those that 

follow him. Because the “something” is then provided for those that follow as a 
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constructed image by the “someone” that either discovered it or by someone that is 

providing for its interpretation by others. Percy contended that it is a rare person who 

can recover that feeling of initial discovery or experience. It is further the argument of 

this author that all historic preservation endeavors are undertaken for one of three 

reasons. There is an ego, political, or economically-driven background behind the 

impetus to preserve any historic structure or landscape. 

Peirce defined all sciences by dividing them into classes. It is the class of 

“research” that has the most applicability to our interests at hand. Peirce’s theory is 

that the science of research has both main branches and sub branches. An outline of 

Peirce’s system of scientific inquiry of will be beneficial in order for the reader to 

visualize the steps (Ketner 2002, 23, 28): 

Science of Research 

I. Mathematics 

II. Philosophy 

a. Phenomenology 

b. Normative Sciences 

i. Esthetics 

ii. Ethics 

iii. Logic 

1. Definitions 

2. Theory of argumentation 

3. Methodology 
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The main branches are Mathematics, the science of Philosophy, and the 

sciences categorized as Idioscopy (Short 2007, 63). Much in the same way that Groat 

and Wang (2002) identified the idea that a system of inquiry would occur along a line 

that ran from the purely mathematical on one end to the purely cultural on the other, so 

too did Peirce see a system of inquiry that began with mathematics. Peirce’s argument 

was that all sciences were dependent on the science that was directly above them in 

the classification of parentage to provide for their own validity. Mathematics, in 

Peirce’s argument, did not provide for truthful analysis of a hypothesis however, but 

instead only allowed for studying the consequences of said hypothesis, generally those 

which were of the most importance to the scientist performing the “experiment.” 

Philosophy is dependent on mathematics for its basis, but allows for the exploration of 

phenomena. Identification of phenomena, in Peirce’s mind, was the domain of 

Idioscopy. Under the category of Idioscopy fall all of the sciences that employ special 

instruments to enhance observation (i.e. Physics, Chemistry, Biology, Astronomy, 

Linguistics, History, etc.). In between these two classes, however, is the basis of the 

methodology which will be employed in this project. Immediately following Peirce’s 

identification of Philosophy as one of the primary sciences of research, he subdivides 

the branches of research into those that provide for identification and analysis of the 

two theories of historic preservation under discussion. Identification of phenomena is 

the first step. Peirce identified phenomena as all of that which is present in the mind 
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regardless of whether it corresponds to reality or not. For the purposes of this project 

then, that will be limited to the effect of initial experience of a historical structure. 

Peirce contends that form takes precedence over matter in natural 

classification, due simply to the fact that the mind can easily comprehend form rather 

than matter, with matter being that which gives anything its “existence.” The 

similarities with historic preservation of architecture should be evident in that the form 

of the structure is what is experienced by the discoverer upon his initial experience. 

The matter of the structure, or those elements that make up the form in its entirety are 

of little or no consequence to the discoverer upon his initial discovery, and only come 

into play after the discoverer becomes a student of the form, if in fact he ever does.  

The next branch that comes into play in this analysis are the normative 

sciences. These include esthetics, ethics and logic. It is the last of these, logic that 

provides the basis for the analysis of the two existing theories that are the subject of 

this project, and allows for the formation of a pragmatic ethic to emerge from their 

examination.  

In Peirce’s system of inquiry, Phenomenology is made up of three distinct 

stages that are present in anything that is to be conceptualized by the mind. These 

stages could be compared to the “matter” that makes up the “form” discussed above. 

Peirce contended (much as he did earlier in referencing the problem in logic of 

combination of the concepts A, B, and C) that the three stages are so dependent on one 

another for total realization of the concept that absence of any of the three makes the 
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remaining impossible. The three elements or stages he identified as firstness, 

secondness, and thirdness (Salabert 1994, 191). 

Peirce defines firstness as “something” that “is,” regardless of anything else. 

Secondness is defined as that which “is” as it is, only in relation to a second 

“something” being as it is, and regardless of any third. Finally, thirdness is that 

“something” that exists in its ability to bring about secondness. Of these three stages, 

it is secondness, as Peirce states, that makes up the “facts” of the universe. Secondness 

in and of itself also has two forms that are important in this project. Peirce defined a 

situation in which reaction is brought upon by striving as “volition” and one in which 

reaction is reached without striving as “perception.” He states that secondness is 

stronger in volition (which we tend to believe to be “from” ourselves) than it is in 

perception which we believe to the result of something outwardly appealing “to” us. 

With perception, which we view as a “weaker” form of reaction or perhaps even one 

that is not part of what we consider to be the “real world,” secondness is seen as 

unnecessary. In our minds, according to Peirce, volition and secondness are linked. 

We thus attribute secondness to only those things that exist in the “real” world (or 

objects). Peirce states that secondness only “is” WHILE it “is.” Each phenomenon is 

unique and thus may only occur once. The link, then, with Percy’s belief that initial 

experience is a unique condition is readily evident. 

Firstness is a quality that is related to the senses, and it is most often attributed 

to objects that we encounter, in this case a historic structure. Each person’s unbiased 

first experience of a historic structure can only occur upon initial discovery, and each 
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individual that experiences the structure will attribute his own “firstness” to it. 

Secondness occurs in the presence of “something” acting upon “something” else. It is 

mainly associated with thought. Example: That the historic structure has properties is 

firstness. That the historic structure exists here and now is secondness. Thirdness 

occurs whenever the object of firstness creates a relation with the thought of 

secondness to result in an interpreting relationship that may be identified by thirdness. 

For example, the historic building that exists here and now is one of this university’s 

buildings. This is the phenomenon of a person’s initial discovery of a historic structure 

as exemplified as a triadic relationship. 

The first sub-branch of philosophy is esthetics. Peirce defined esthetics as the 

“ultimate aim.” Esthetics is the “climax community” (to borrow a term from biological 

circles) toward which we are striving. This is the product of our volition. The esthetic 

in the particular case examined here would be the preservation of the initial effect of a 

historic structure. This is the ideal situation toward which preservationists strive in 

preserving or restoring historic structures to particular eras of significance. No 

determination is made as to how it will be accomplished at this point, and no 

determination is present as to why we will accomplish this task. At the point that is 

identified by esthetic we simply acknowledge that a historical structure exists, and it is 

our goal to preserve that structure. 

Ethics is the manner in which esthetic is accomplished. In other words, if 

esthetic is the ultimate aim or goal, then ethic is how it is accomplished or reached. 

Peirce stated that applying ethic to thought resulted in reasoning, because it is a 
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deliberate action. So, then ethic is much more than simply the desire to do something, 

but the actual process that we will employ to achieve our goal which is again, the 

ultimate aim or esthetic.  

So, then, let’s examine reasoning. Reasoning, as defined above, is the 

application of ethic, or the process by which we reach esthetic, or our ultimate aim, 

which is the culmination of our volition, or exercise of our will. Reasoning exists to 

produce knowledge or more importantly truthful knowledge. By utilization of this 

system, eventualities may be examined and tested for validity, either in actuality or 

imagination, and invalid eventualities may then be ignored in favor of only those 

proven valid and truthful.  

Finally, and of ultimate importance in this project, is the sub-branch of logic, 

which in and of itself has three sub-branches that will allow for the analysis of the two 

existing theories of historic preservation. It is here that Peirce’s theory comes into its 

own as a valuable analysis tool. 

Logic, as it applies to scientific research, is the method by which truth emerges 

from phenomena. Peirce defined logic by providing examples that may be examined 

diagrammatically to provide for a conclusion to be reached by examination of the 

premises. Peirce’s outline states that a sign or a representation (that Peirce titled a 

representamen) is a first, or exists in a state of firstness to a second (that Peirce defined 

as the object). Secondness allows for a third, (that Peirce titled an interpretant) or 

interpretation, that would be in the same relation to the object as the object itself. 

Peirce stated that this triadic relationship is a genuine relationship that may not be 
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replicated in dyadic form. In that, an interpretation cannot stand in direct relation to an 

object; it can only do so as the representation does. Peirce simplified this explanation 

by stating, “A sign is a representamen with a mental interpretant.” Peirce explained 

that the thought, or mental interpretant, provides the representation. 

Representamens are sub-divided into three categories. They may be icons, 

indexes, or symbols. Icons are those representations whose quality has achieved 

firstness, or possess a level of quality making it (the icon) fit to be a representation of 

the first. A representation of the first can only be related to its object by similarity. A 

sign, or a first, can be an image of an object and is most often an idea. Peirce stated 

that material images such as paintings are a very conventional method of 

representation in firstness, while those which represent relationships are titled 

diagrams. Indexes are those representations that exist in secondness. They are 

dependent on their object for representational firstness. Peirce explained (by way of 

providing an example) that a weather vane is itself an index of wind direction. As the 

wind turns in a particular direction so does the weather vane as an index of the wind’s 

direction. Peirce goes on to explain that an index is so related to its object that both 

must be present. Providing a clarifying example Peirce explained that while the 

weathervane may be an icon of wind direction it is an index when showing the actual 

direction of the wind. Finally, symbols are representations whose representative 

quality resides in them being a determinative of their interpretant. Peirce provides the 

examples of books, sentences, and words being symbols.  
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Representamens can be further subdivided into simple signs, or substitutive 

signs, double signs, or informational signs, (or quasi-propositions,) or triple signs also 

known as arguments. 

Easiest to understand are quasi propositions as double signs. This is what is 

most often dealt with as the sign is not simply a sign, but an index as well. Judgments 

are acts of mental acceptance of propositions, or assent, agreement with a proposition. 

In argument forms (i.e. deduction and abduction) deduction exists as an 

argument form that presupposes a hypothesis. Realized or not realized, the hypothesis 

must be of a general nature. It, the hypothesis, must not only make a claim or 

assertion, but must rather show, or put the interpreter into a state wherein one assents 

to (agrees with) a hypothetical proposition (the conclusion) which is the interpretant of 

the symbol. Abduction, as an argument form, owes its existence to a surprising 

experience. The experience is one that is different from held belief. It comes about 

through perceptual judgment, or a proposition referring to such a judgment. A new 

formula becomes necessary to generalize experience. The interpretant of the abduction 

represents it to be like an icon of, or a replica of, the symbol. It seems to be a possible 

explanation of the surprising fact and accepts the symbol in the form of a proposition 

as likely—not probable, but likely. Rather as a good question to ask, or an explanatory 

hypothesis. 

Abduction exists as the initial step in the process of reasoning. The abductive 

conclusion, a guess, then becomes the premise for deduction that when grouped 

together with other pre-accepted propositions produce quasi-predictions of future 
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experiences. These would be predictions if the guess from abduction was to be 

believed. 

Induction can be a pure thought experiment or be carried out with instruments 

and physical experiments in order to find the validity of the hypothesis. Abduction’s 

conclusion is thought of as pure speculation; however, Peirce states that more is at 

hand.  

Deduction has in itself two important subdivisions: Necessary inference and 

Probable inference. Probable inference includes all inference that is not necessary in 

reasoning. Probability supposes actual experience rather than hypothetical hypothesis 

and as such has no meaning in firstness. Deduction is responsible for the production of 

predictions drawn from abductive conclusions. These predictions are what would be 

possible if the abductive conclusion were realized. Induction comes into play here as it 

is the necessary “work” that must take place before an abductive guess is reached from 

which deductions are drawn, so that a test may occur. Induction takes place through a 

series of experiments to see if the hypothesis may be valid.  

Proper names, or in the case of the experiment to be performed in this project, 

symbolic names, are connected with some pre-existing perception or base of 

knowledge of the thing that it names or symbolizes. When this occurs, it constitutes a 

genuine index at that moment only. Exposure after this initial encounter renders this 

an icon, a similarity of the genuine index. This can be related to initial experience or 

phenomena. After the initial experience of a historical structure it moves from index to 

icon status through the efforts of others who project some wish, hope, or desire upon 
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it. This relationship having been established, it becomes a symbol which when 

interpreted is an icon of the index of the original individual object. 

Critic or Argument theory follows next in this methodology. Peirce states that 

all necessary reasoning is diagrammatic, and all other reasoning is dependent on 

necessary reasoning, thus all reasoning is dependent on diagrams. Diagrams, 

according to Peirce, are icons of a set of related objects. These relationships must be 

readily recognizable. Necessary reasoning makes its conclusion evident. The truth of 

the conclusion is perceived. Diagrams alone can show that not only does a set of 

premises lead to a particular conclusion but that the same set of circumstances that 

include those premises will always lead to the same conclusion. Diagrams exemplify 

the impact of a precept to determine or induce activity in an individual accompanied 

by a curiosity, which inevitably leads to experimentation.  

In the case of this project, the use of diagrammatic reasoning is what 

immediately springs to mind as the most effective when attempting to 

diagrammatically prove truth. Peirce states and uses as an example the fact that the 

existential graph that remains after a deletion or erasure of the parts of the proposition 

leaving blanks is the same as what was originally there in the proposition. Peirce states 

that: 

“The transformate Diagram is the Eventual, or Rational, Interpretant of the 

transformand Diagram, at the same time being a new Diagram of which the Initial 

Interpretant, or signification, is the Symbolic statement, or statement in general terms, 



Texas Tech University, Patrick A. Tinsley, May 2018 
 

55 

of the Conclusion. By this labyrinthine path, and by no other, is it possible to attain to 

Evidence, and Evidence belongs to every Necessary Conclusion” (1963, 199). 

Peirce argues that every step of an argument may be represented in an 

analytical manner using Existential Graphs. Existential graphing can demonstrate 

physically what other methods of belief assume virtually and without validity. 

Non-necessary reasoning may be divided easily into three classes: Probable 

deduction, Induction, (or experimental reasoning,) and Abduction or simple 

conjecture. Peirce explains that the validity of Induction exists in that when in the 

event that it produces incorrect results, when steadily pursued, it may yet yield 

corrected results. Abduction in Peirce’s estimate is no more valid than guessing. 

The final step in Peirce’s Architectonic system is Methodeutic or methodology. 

This is the method through which Peirce argues that an inquiry may be pursued. Peirce 

begins his explanation of methodeutic by posing a question that basically asks the 

reader that if formation of a belief is the only purpose of an inquiry, and if all of our 

beliefs are the result of habit, then why should we not simply formulate an opinion 

that suits ourselves and subscribe belief, thus forsaking any other contentions? Peirce 

calls this method of the formation or fixation of this type of belief as tenacity. Peirce 

argued that this method of fixation of belief is not valid and is easily discovered as 

such when man realizes that not all other men share his opinion, which will inevitably 

result in the formation of doubt in the tenacious mind. One must have the shared belief 

expressed among his community if a fixation of belief or a habit of belief is to be 

formed. 
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Peirce argued then, in following, that if community opinion is of the utmost 

importance, then the group should formulate a belief and adopt it as a community 

doctrine. The community having thus adopted a particular belief unified among them 

would exclude all others from consideration and hold that belief to be true. Peirce 

states that this is the method of authority. Peirce argued that this method of fixation of 

belief is also invalid. Peirce’s argument is that no authoritative group may seek to 

impose its opinions on all subjects to all of its members. The authority must 

concentrate on only those beliefs with the most far reaching importance in day to day 

existence. However, Peirce argues, this leaves man to formulate his own opinions on 

other subjects simply by natural causes. The problem with that system, Peirce states, is 

that often we are able to see that one of our opinions influences another. From that we 

often see that other men in other places or times have subscribed to very different 

opinions than ours and have succeeded in survivability. How could this be possible if 

our opinions, or those held by our community were uniquely valid? Again, doubt is 

raised, this time in the authoritative mind. 

With those two methods of fixation of belief shattered man must seek another 

method of explanation. Peirce argued then that man should formulate beliefs not on 

experience, but rather on what one is inclined to believe. However, in immediately 

pointing out the invalidity of this form of fixation, Peirce argued that this type of 

belief system is almost always influenced by fashion or taste. Peirce labeled this type 

of fixation of belief as the a priori method. 
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Peirce finally stated that a certain method of fixation of belief is necessary in 

resolving inquiry in order to formulate belief, and that methodology is one with which, 

as a scientist, he was most familiar. Peirce stated that a true, valid methodology must 

be free from human intervention. It must have the same affect upon every man. That 

is, every man must by this methodology be convinced of the validity of the conclusion 

gained from it. This is scientific methodology and as Peirce explained is the only of 

the four methods to provide lasting truthful valid conclusions to premises that are 

tested scientifically and free from any one person’s opinion, will, or need, wish, hope, 

or desire. 

I have alluded to a corresponding personal view that formation of fixation of 

belief is brought about through ego-driven (opinion), politically-driven (will), or 

economically-driven (need) circumstances. After much thought, however, I can see 

how those three types of belief formation fit easily within Peirce’s method as listed 

above. If we formulate our beliefs because we think that we are right, or we think that 

our group is right, or even if we believe that observation of phenomena alone produces 

a belief to which we subscribe as an individual, it would simply be the method of 

tenacity that we used. Likewise, politically driven belief when put to the test is simply 

the rule of the majority or the authoritative fixation of belief. Finally, economically 

driven belief, when examined, is belief driven by an outside force which again fits into 

the a priori method due to something affecting our inclination to believe without 

examination of that influential cause. 
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Peirce has introduced us, in this last section of his Architectonic method, to the 

idea of fixation of belief. It is this motivating factor in our life that causes the beliefs 

upon which we act as humans and by which all endeavors guided by man take place. 

In this project we are focusing on historic preservation theory and the formation of 

those theories which exist currently within the field and the formation of an ethic to 

supersede them.  

Examination of the two existing theories of historic preservation, and their 

testing through the utilization of Peirce’s Architectonic system will prove that each is 

invalid because of at least one invalid premise. Examination of Percy’s essay “Loss of 

the Creature” provides the basis for the suggestion of the pragmatic ethic of historic 

preservation to be offered. As a method of transition, examination of Peirce’s theory 

of fixation of belief is the first step that I will undertake before actual application of 

the Architectonic system to provide the findings that will prove the validity or 

invalidity of the final proposed ethic. 

Peirce observed in beginning his discussion of the fixation of belief that most 

people did not care to study logic because they believe themselves to be logical 

creatures already. However, as Peirce believed, this is mainly due to the inclination to 

believe that one’s views are the correct views as opposed to all others. Peirce 

contended that the object or the purpose of reasoning is to discover that which we do 

not know using that which do know to be true. However, if we base the inquiry into 

what we do not know on what we already believe, or what someone has told us, or on 

what we are led to believe without plausible explanation, then our deduction will not 
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be valid except by chance, which is not a valid prediction tool. Peirce further 

contended that only reasoning leading to a truthful and valid conclusion derived from 

truthful and valid premises is one that will hold up to further scientific testing and 

perhaps be accepted as valid in finality and become rule or law. 

Doubt, according to Peirce, must actually exist before true inquiry can begin. 

Accepted belief that exists without doubt, leaves little to be discovered. Faith in one’s 

own beliefs is a comfortable state for an individual, yet one that will undeniably lead 

to stagnation. Forward movement in action and in thought is the most desirable 

situation and one that is readily available if we subscribe to the scientific method when 

attempting to fixate belief. All modern scientific laws are the result of centuries of 

premises-conclusion testing, and are expected to be tested and re-tested to lead to law 

or truth. It is this logical process that allows for survival. Idealistic philosophies are 

quite useful for entertainment purposes or even for the suggestion of hypothesis that 

may be tested scientifically, but in and of themselves cannot lead to truthful 

conclusions.  

Simple inference is also quite useful in formation of belief when dealing with 

natural events; however, it would be foolish to think that a simple inference made 

about one individual set of circumstances could then be extrapolated to cover all 

circumstance that one may encounter. When an individual accepts a notion or a belief 

without subjecting it to testing then he limits himself to the highest of his thought 

capabilities only. So, truth may not be discovered when tenacity, authority, or a priori 

knowledge is employed as a fixation of belief.  
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All human action is guided by experience. We naturally seek to repeat those 

experiences which have proven fruitful to us in terms of pleasure, acceptance, and 

usefulness. However, it is quite possible that we are repeating a very wrong conclusion 

simply because it produces the results to which we have been accustomed, or those 

which have been generally accepted without questioning, or finally because it 

produces the same conclusion each time. Positive stimuli result in positive response, 

whether or not the response is in fact valid. 

Doubt, as previously mentioned above, is that which leads us to experiment in 

order to form truthful, valid, belief. Truthful valid premises derived from scientific 

investigation will result in a truthful valid conclusion each time. It is this truth which 

provides for scientific discovery. 

Tenacious belief or that which is formed by the method of tenacity is not valid 

due to the fact that it is acceptance without testing. As mentioned earlier this method 

will “hold water” only as long as the practitioner is able to stave off doubt in his own 

beliefs, and this may only be accomplished by careful avoidance of anything that 

would cause doubt to exist in one’s observations. In other words, one must bury one’s 

head in the sand, as Peirce alludes to, in order to maintain this type of fixation of 

belief. 

Authoritative belief, or the method of authority, likewise cannot form valid 

belief due to the fact that testing is, in this case, not allowed. Scientific testing in the 

face of authority has in antiquity led to exclusion, excommunication, and in some 

cases execution. Modern questioning of authority can have similar if not as dire 
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results. The fallacy in the method of authority lies in the fact that it may in fact be 

impossible to control every subject’s thoughts. In fact, it is often the case that at least 

one, or a group of those subjected to authoritative belief will seek to distance himself 

or themselves from that type of fixation of belief, and by doing so establish a new 

community with a new belief. Authoritative belief may be enforced only when the 

individual or the group is not allowed any individual thought or observation of the 

natural processes, when this is allowed, which is inevitable, authority breaks down.  

Finally, a priori knowledge used as a fixation of belief is also an invalid 

process. A priori stems from observation of natural processes, however loses validity 

when observations are not subjected to scientific testing. A priori knowledge as a 

fixation of belief comes about when one simply believes what one is inclined to 

believe. This belief may come about simply due to individual tastes or fashions.  

Individual examples of each type of fixation of belief would prove 

entertaining, but are, in the context of this dissertation, unnecessary. Rather allow me 

to introduce that fixation of belief upon which only valid, truthful conclusion may be 

based: the scientific method. Scientific methodology and the corresponding 

requirement of a scientific intelligence are the two necessary components that lead to 

valid inquiry. Peirce stated that scientific inquiry is something of “external 

permanency”; it is not of our own volition or rather it is not something that is the result 

of our thinking or input, rather it “is” because it “is,” and not for any other reason. 

Note here again, that that which “is” as it “is” is only as it “is” one time. It is a unique 

situation that is not influenced by any one person’s wish, hope, or desire. In that 
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unique situation lies scientific truth. The effect of this sign is the same for everyone 

that encounters it and it may not be altered or constructed in any way by any one 

individual for another. Peirce summed up the scientific method by stating that there 

exist real things. These real things have characteristics that are unique to them 

regardless of what we think of them. We are affected by these real things, and 

although we may be affected differently as individuals, we can reason scientifically 

how these things truly are. This reasoning may be labeled reality. 

Peirce concluded his explanation of the methods of fixation of belief by a 

comparison, and so will I. In the case of this project, if the committee were to accept 

my findings without holding them up to the findings of any other individual engaged 

in the same type of scientific discovery, or if they were to accept them at face value 

only without some type of examination, then the validity of the project would be a 

moot point because it would have been accepted by method of tenacity. In that same 

vein, if they were to accept my conclusions due to my insistence that they were valid, 

or due to influences provided by the administration of this university, they would be 

equally invalid because they would have been accepted due to the method of authority. 

Finally, if they were to accept my findings simply due to the fact that what I say 

happens to meet with their beliefs, or that the findings echo those beliefs held within 

the field of practice today the result would be invalid due to its acceptance by an a 

priori methodology. 

This project may only be proven valid when its findings are realized as a result 

of scientific testing. The scientific method chosen for this testing is as outlined above 
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in Peirce’s Architectonic System of Inquiry. With myself acting as the instrument of 

this inquiry and utilizing the historic literature related to the subject as an experiment, 

I will analyze the two schools of thought and the resulting practice of the field of 

historic preservation of structures. Subjecting both methods and the standards of the 

practice to each step of the system of inquiry will expose the valid and invalid 

components of each methodology and of the resulting standards of the field. Invalid 

components may be excused, and valid components will formulate the basis of a 

proposed ethic that may then be tested for its validity in practice or in theory. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

In seeking to establish an ethic for historic preservation practice to supersede 

the two most prevalent existing theories, I first reviewed pertinent literature that 

provided a basis or identification of a need for my research program. I did identify that 

a single, sustainable, pragmatic ethic that could be applied unilaterally across the field 

of historic preservation should exist and had at times been called for. I then identified 

a proposed system of inquiry that would be applicable in the pursuit of the formation 

of the above-mentioned ethic. I identified the primary thesis question and also 

identified what I hypothesize to be the actual goal of historic preservation of structures 

and landscapes. In addition, I provided ideas as to what I believe are the motivating 

factors leading to a desire to preserve. 

In short, several authors (identified earlier) have called for either a “covering 

law” or an “adaptive ethic.” In other words, they identified a need for an ethic that 

would stand as a basis for standards of practice that would be concrete rather than 

abstract, universal rather than esoteric. Charles Sanders Peirce’s semeiotic theory or 

theory of signs, within his Architectonic System of Inquiry, has been proposed as the 

research method by which the two extant theories will be evaluated for validity. The 

primary thesis question to answer is why or how can a field of academic practice base 

the reasoning for its existence on two methodologies that, in truth, essentially 

invalidate the need for the profession in the first place, and call for either no 
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intervention or total intervention respectively? How do we alleviate that dilemma? A 

secondary question that has emerged is what are we actually seeking to preserve or 

convey when we attempt preservation of a historic structure. 

In recognizing that the most important goal of preservation is the identified 

need to communicate “something” about “something” to “someone,” I immediately 

recognized the similarities with Peirce’s theory of semeiotic. Semeiotic is, in and of 

itself, part of a larger system of inquiry Peirce identified as the science of research, or 

his Architectonic System of Inquiry. The system is derived from a mathematics 

foundation that provides immutable laws to guide the research, into a philosophical 

structure that provides the concrete methodology for the experiment itself. With the 

researcher acting as the instrument and analyzing historical texts utilizing the 

methodology described in the previous chapter, it was hypothesized that a singular 

ethic would result.  

The answer to the secondary question is a bit more difficult. What are we as a 

profession seeking to preserve when we take on the preservation, restoration, or 

conservation of a structure or landscape? Is it merely the preservation of the physical 

remains of the structure that exist in a state of ruin or decay? There is no need for a 

preservation specialist in that case. A groundskeeper is what is called for in that 

instance, or a security guard. Mere stabilization of a historic structure can be 

accomplished by any competent construction professional. Is it to reconstruct what 

was there? That is a constructed image and the work of an architect and a building 

contractor. What of a historic landscape? A battlefield without a battle taking place is 
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no longer a battlefield, correct? Any landscape professional can maintain a landscape 

effectively or recreate it as long as he knows locations of plants, trees, and grasses. 

And lastly, when the impetus for preservation is one of a non-academic or non-

educational nature, rather one that is ego, politically, or economically driven, does that 

change the requirements for the method by which we preserve? More importantly does 

it change the basis as to how we preserve? Conservation efforts in the United States 

have traditionally been politically driven enterprises or the result of an economically 

created need. The consumption of natural resources for economic gain created the 

need for a politically driven conservation effort. Conservation practices followed in a 

pragmatic manner. An esthetic was identified and practices, (a type of ethic,) were 

adopted to realize the goal of that esthetic. 

In the field of historic preservation, however, there has been no clear-cut 

identification of an esthetic or an ethic. There are practices in place, and they are 

taught to aspiring preservationists, but identification of what we are seeking to 

preserve and the theoretical basis for how we go about it is minimal, if not absent in 

entirety. If the goal of preservation is education by means of example, then are actual 

historic structures themselves necessary for realization of that goal? Surely writings 

and drawings would be sufficient to educate anyone interested in the existence and 

form of a historic structure or landscape. Surely reconstructions could take the place of 

originals to realize the goal of example. 

Interestingly, the two existing theories of historic preservation have premises 

that lead to quite different conclusions. Both theories lead to the conclusion drawn 
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from this exercise, and by this author, that both theories essentially nullify the need for 

a profession based upon preservation of historic structures. 

The theory that was put forth by John Ruskin is that no method of restoration 

can result in preservation of a historic structure. In fact, it was Ruskin’s contention 

that any attempt at restoration was in fact the destruction of what was there to begin 

with. He went as far as to say that restoration attempts were the same as attempts to 

raise the dead and would result in the same realization of the goal, which was in fact 

abject failure. Ruskin made a point of stating that what the modern preservationist is 

attempting to recapture is that which the original workman put into the structure. In 

other words, he is talking about the “spirit” of the original workman. Not in a 

supernatural sense, of course, but rather in that the art that that workman created is a 

unique effort, and that work cannot be replicated under any circumstances. Ruskin 

allowed that modern workman may, by their efforts, give their spirit to the structure, 

but it is then, in fact a new structure and not related to the first. Ruskin assumed that 

the reason that the restorationist would attempt preservation of a structure is that he, 

(Ruskin) believed that he (the restorationist) believes that he can copy what is 

remaining or that he can replace what is missing. Ruskin stated that copying was 

impossible because the wear that a structure had already sustained over a course of 

years precluded any copying of the original element, and copying of what existed at 

that point was no better than what was there. Ruskin looked at restoration as a fallacy 

or a lie. He categorized it as cheap imitation that would be the same as building a 

model of a corpse utilizing the skeleton of a deceased individual. He went on to state 
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that necessity for restoration was in fact necessity for destruction. In other words, if a 

structure needed restoration, then it should be torn down and not even its elements 

reused in any new structure. The principle of the time, he stated, was to neglect 

buildings to the point that they required restoration, and then attempt to restore them, 

which as he stated earlier was a foolhardy gesture.  

It is from this point in Ruskin’s theory that modern preservation theory was 

born. Ruskin stated that measures to maintain structures or monuments throughout 

their lives are the most desirable means of preservation. Ruskin stated that these 

means of maintenance should not be hidden from view, but rather exposed as a crutch 

would be to someone with a broken limb. Better to see the crutch than to lose the limb, 

to rephrase Ruskin’s words. Ruskin stated that the eventual need for destruction of the 

structure will come anyway, and that these maintenance attempts merely stave off the 

inevitable end for the structure, which, when it happens, should be welcomed. Ruskin 

stated that we have no right to touch the buildings, they do not belong to our age, but 

rather the age that created them, and the age that will follow us. We are to act as 

current caretakers only. 

In analysis of Ruskin’s statements let us look at what is actually being said or 

what is actually being claimed by Ruskin. It is not the actual structure that is of 

concern to Ruskin (he even advocates destruction of structures that have become 

deteriorated.) Rather it is the attempt to restore the “spirit” of the original structure to 

which Ruskin takes offense. It is this that Ruskin states cannot be accomplished. What 

is to be made of that “spirit of the workman” from an earlier time that cannot be 
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recaptured? Is this the same as the unique experience that Peirce states comes about 

when a sign is realized as an index for the first time? Is it also that unique initial 

experience to which Percy refers in “Loss of the Creature?” It is my contention that 

that is exactly what Ruskin was referring to. Ruskin stated that you cannot restore a 

structure, but you can maintain it. As I have mentioned previously, maintenance is just 

restoration that takes place on an ongoing basis. Ruskin stated that the glory of a 

building resides within its age and the things that have taken place there. He saw this 

exemplified in the softening or evanescence of the structure, and further saw 

restoration as the destruction of the evanescence. Again, he was not talking about the 

structure, but rather the intangible events that took place in that space. The structure 

itself merely remained as a physical reminder or a sign if you will of the actual event 

that may have taken place. The event and the experience of the event exist only in the 

mind of those who experience the structure as a sign, and it is my argument that that 

experience will be unique for each individual. It is true that modern restorationists 

have the ability to reproduce an architectural element just as it originally appeared or 

to create one that has been artificially aged. But what would be there then would be 

created in modernity rather than created in antiquity. That is something which can 

never be accomplished. A unique event is just that, a unique event, no matter how 

many times it is related, re-enacted, or re-constructed. It is “as it is,” only once, and 

from that point on it can only be a symbol and eventually perhaps an icon. 

Applying Peirce’s Theory of Signs to this idea is somewhat difficult but not 

impossible. Peirce stated that the first step in his system of inquiry is the identification 
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of phenomena. Ruskin has provided that for us. Ruskin has stated that you cannot 

recapture the spirit of the past. That is a unique phenomenon, and it may never be 

repeated. Peirce would agree, as would Percy. This is where the misunderstanding in 

modern historic preservation theory comes about. 

The aim of modern preservationists is to freeze a historic structure in time in 

order to accurately represent what was present at the time of a unique experience. This 

is impossible because what is there may not be replicated unless it is the actual space 

existing in the actual time. Since that is not possible, it is, as in the example of the 

battlefield that was mentioned earlier, not the unique experience but rather just the 

place the unique experience occurred. The site of the battle may be represented and 

may be done so for whatever reason, be it actually educationally driven or-as 

mentioned earlier-ego, politically or economically driven. It is the unique experience 

itself that can never be repeated. You cannot refight the same battle. Remember the 

much earlier reference to the re-enactors at Antietam. What comes after the unique 

experience is merely an index of the original sign. That index is quite easily 

accomplished and with no need for a preservationist. 

Now as to the esthetic and ethic, if as I have stated, it is impossible to recreate 

a unique event, then it is equally impossible to formulate a method to do so. The 

methodology that exists as to how to maintain a sign as an index is in place and needs 

no further documentation here.  
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The logic of the theory is the next step to undertake. Remember what Ruskin 

stated: “…it is impossible, as impossible as to raise the dead, to restore anything that 

has ever been great or beautiful in architecture” (1990, 195).  

That statement is simply not true, and thus is an invalid premise. It is in fact 

well within the capabilities of modern restoration professionals to restore quite 

anything that has ever been great or beautiful in architecture. There may be great cost 

involved, there may be a great amount of time taken to do so, but it can be, and is, 

done routinely. It is the unique event that may never be repeated. The results of the 

event may be repeated ad infinitum, and the physical methodology exists to do so. 

In examination of Eugène Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc’s theory regarding 

historic preservation, remember that he stated that all means at the restorationist’s 

disposal may be brought about in preserving a historic structure. He even goes as far 

as saying that the application of elements never present at the time is allowable. His 

theory can best be summed up as “The building as it wants to be.” Or whatever 

methods allow us to arrive at the “climax community,” is allowable. Viollet-le-Duc 

recognized the modernity of the word restoration. In other words, he realized that the 

need for restoration only comes about in a context contemporary with the 

restorationist. Unlike Ruskin, who sought to link restoration with destruction, Viollet-

le-Duc instead saw it this way: 

“To restore an edifice means neither to maintain it, nor repair it, nor to rebuild 

it; it means to reestablish it in a finished state, which may in fact, never actually 

existed at any given time” (304). 
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Viollet-le-Duc sought to establish a definition for the word restoration, because 

he saw it as being greatly misunderstood in his time. He stated that in Asia at that 

time, the practice was simply to rebuild a structure or to build another in situ. He 

stated that the Romans rebuilt, but did not restore. He went on to state that through the 

middle ages, if an architectural element needed replacement, it was simply replaced 

with an element of the day and of whatever style was in fashion in that time. Several 

more examples are given, but suffice it to say, what Viollet-le-Duc was suggesting 

was that restoration as a discipline was of a quite modern context in his time.  

Viollet-le-Duc suggested that the “danger” in reproduction with exact facsimile 

was equal to that of replacement of elements with those from a later date and style. He 

felt that the problem resulted in that the viewer might not understand that what the 

restorationist had offered was in fact an interpolation in this context, to alter or 

interject elements not original to the structure. Viollet-le-Duc saw as much disfavor in 

replacing an element that had been previously replaced with an unlike element as 

replacing it with a facsimile in the name of restoration. He recognized not only a great 

interest in history but also a need by man, perhaps drawn by his progress, to re-create 

the past. Perhaps most importantly here, he recognized that modern study and 

advances that resulted in the changing of previous prejudices and rediscoveries of 

forgotten truths was the only true measure of progress. He noted, however, that 

renaissance most often occurs after historical study. He also noted the importance of 

discourse or polemics in discovering the answers to problems. He noted a tendency of 

the detractors of archeologists of the time, presumably those who sought to discover 
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an ancient human ancestor, to condemn anything that was discovered that was 

contradictory to held beliefs   

Viollet-le-Duc examined the belief held at that time, that Gothic architecture 

was a dark and foreboding expression of a dark and foreboding time, when in fact it 

was his interpretation that the majority of Gothic architecture was misunderstood due 

to the condition it was in by the time that it was analyzed.  

Viollet-le-Duc made mention of the fact that previous restoration efforts had 

resulted in butchery of the existing structures of the time so that it was decided that 

critical analysis of structures was important before restoration efforts began. As he 

noted, interestingly enough in light of the previous explanation provided by Ruskin, 

very few buildings came about quickly during the middle ages. They were the efforts 

of generations. As such, virtually all had experienced alterations and additions through 

those ages. The critical analysis that was called for asked that each individual element 

of the structure be evaluated for age and character before any restorative work began. 

Viollet-le-Duc noted that because each structure was unique in terms of its regional 

architectural style, the recommendations for one structure would not be true for 

another. He noted that repairs done through the ages to these structures were often 

undertaken by those not familiar with the style or the school that produced it. Because 

of this a dilemma ensued. Restoration called not just for the original structure to be 

repaired, but also the additions that had fallen into disrepair by that time. So, Viollet-

le-Duc asked, should the restorationist restore the entire structure as it is, or should the 

entire structure be restored in the most prevalent style? I theorize that the efforts that 
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lead to restoration-again ego, politics, and economics-often make this decision for the 

modern preservationist, and most likely did so for the preservationist in Viollet-le-

Duc’s time. Viollet-le-Duc stated that either method would be incorrect, and that each 

structure much be treated in a unique manner. 

It is here that Viollet-le-Duc makes his strongest argument. Adaptive elements 

added to a structure through its time may either be restored in the manner that they are, 

or in the style of the structure as it was originally constructed. To do so, however, 

creates a constructed image. A constructed image is something that never existed. An 

example can be seen on our own campus. There were simply no such things as 

Spanish Renaissance football stadiums or high-rise parking structures, but seemingly 

the architects who created these structures for the Texas Tech community saw fit to 

include that styling in their construction. Viollet-le-Duc saw that an advantage existed 

in restoration efforts to maintain unity among a structure’s elements, while keeping 

those advantageous elements that existed at a later time. A high-rise parking structure 

was of little use during the Spanish Renaissance, but is of great use on the Texas Tech 

campus of today. However, Viollet-le-Duc also theorized that elements that were 

added later that were of great architectural style should be restored on their own 

account rather than restored to the original structure’s style. Viollet-le-Duc went on to 

offer example after example of the differing reasons for different styles of restoration. 

What Viollet-le-Duc called for in his theory of restoration was that each 

structure had unique characteristics that must be considered when restoration work 

was undertaken. His theory really amounts to the adaptive ethic that was mentioned 
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earlier in this dissertation. In terms of relation to Peirce’s theory, it should be evident 

again that what Viollet-le-Duc was speaking of was unique experience or affect. Each 

structure, being of a unique character brought on by the fact of its additions and 

adaptations, must be treated in a unique manner. Ruskin’s broad sweeping theory that 

nothing may be altered or changed in a historic structure in order to maintain its 

unique character is opposed by Viollet-le-Duc’s theory that each structure must be 

restored in a unique manner, and each structure will pose its own set of unique 

challenges to the restorationist.  

Viollet-le-Duc then went on to point out that the actual methods by which 

restoration takes place should not change. Highest quality materials must be used. In 

addition, the quality of the physical work must not be compromised. He points out that 

everything that is replaced must be replaced with a better, newer, higher quality 

replacement. To replace with the same type of masonry and jointing that had failed 

previously made no pragmatic sense. 

Viollet-le-Duc ends explanation of his theory by stating that there was one 

overriding principle of restorative work that may not be compromised. That is, every 

element of the form must be taken into consideration in its unique character before 

decisions relating to restoration can take place. He theorized that the simplest and best 

combination of efforts must be arrived upon before any step is taken toward 

restoration. To do so utilizing what he himself identified as a priori knowledge would 

be to allow oneself to be drawn into a hypothetical situation from which continued 
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logical deductions would be drawn. Those deductions would be false and would force 

one further and further away from the truth. 

So, in analyzing Viollet-le-Duc’s theory, it is necessary to glean from all that 

was provided, the key elements, just as he theorized it was important to catalog each 

and every element of the structure no matter how small. Viollet-le-Duc was saying 

that to take on the work of restoration of a structure was to take on the highest 

challenge. As he stated earlier, our job as restorationists is not to rebuild, not to 

restore, but rather to re-establish a structure holding true to its elements that make up 

the form. 

Remember, as mentioned earlier, it is the form in its entirety that makes up the 

initial affect or the unique experience to which I refer again and again. As Peirce 

would say, the phenomenon is all that the mind encompasses at the experience, both 

real and imagined. What Viollet-le-Duc was saying is that elimination of an element 

that is present in a form, or addition of an element in a manner that is inconsistent with 

original style, is the creation of a constructed image or in Peircean lingo, a constructed 

sign. That is the intent and thus the fallacy attached with modern restoration. For a 

preservationist/restorationist to remove elements from a historic structure in order to 

attempt to replace it within its original context is impossible. To add elements that 

were not present on the structure when it was created in order to maintain unity is an 

equal fallacy. The structure may be as it “is” only once. That “is” is determined by 

interpreters of the sign, not by anyone else. 
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The misunderstanding of Viollet-le-Duc’s theory is that it is thought that he 

advocated the application of elements not originally present in a structure during its 

restoration. Nothing could be further from the truth. Viollet-le-Duc simply advocated 

the restoration of elements that had been added to a structure throughout its existence 

as necessary to the structure rather than structurally superfluous items. 

The truth of formation of an ethic for historic preservation is that what we are 

in fact theorizing about is not as simple then as the restoration of a historic structure. 

As mentioned previously this is something that is quite simple and would be the work 

of any number of skilled craftsmen. What is necessary rather is the formation of a 

theory of communication as it pertains to a historic structure. That is somewhat 

difficult but not impossible. 

Let me begin with what is the simplest model of communication, and one with 

which we are familiar. In this model, a message is sent from a sender to a receiver who 

then interprets the message and usually provides some form of feedback to the sender.  

In a more complicated model, a source provides information in the form of a 

message to a transmitter who then sends a signal that is acted upon by a noise source 

(which is akin to intervention). The signal along with the accompanying noise is 

received by the receiver and interpreted at its destination. In Peircean terms, a 

• Sender (that which sends the message) = SIGN submits a 

• Message (that information that is being sent) = REPRESENTAMEN by a  

• Method (how something is represented) = THEORY/ETHIC to a 

• Receiver (that to which the message is sent) = INTERPRETANT, resulting in 
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• Feedback (that which is perceived and judged) = KNOWLEDGE. 

 

I have attempted to impart my belief that a historic structure, any historic 

structure under consideration, is a sign. Observation of a sign results in a perception 

by the observer. A perception then is a representamen of the sign. It is what the sign 

means to the observer. A judgment is then formulated within and by the observer, the 

interpretant. Any observation is subject to bias or prejudice by the observer due to any 

number of circumstances, be they internal (such as a fixation of belief, be it tenacity, 

authority, or a priori method) or external (ego, politics, or economics). Unconsciously, 

these biases and prejudices formulate a methodology by which we arrive upon a 

theory or a judgment as to what we observe. Observation is visual, leading to 

methodology which is perceptual, resulting in theory which is philosophical. 

Intervention into this system comes about by existence of the external factors 

mentioned earlier. From this rather simple example of reasoning results what we term 

as knowledge or that which we believe to be true. Knowledge is all that accumulated 

information from which we make what Peirce called our Quasi-predictions or 

abductions. It is affected, of course by our comprehension of the subject at hand. We 

then apply that knowledge to solve problems. 

By method of review, I followed Ruskin and Le Duc’s theories through 

Peirce’s Architectonic System of Inquiry to make the points necessary for a 

conclusion. Earlier I stated that identification of phenomena is the first step. That 

phenomenon is the initial experience of a historic structure. This step is universal 
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regardless of whose methodology is applied. Ruskin is simply saying that the 

phenomenon may only be experienced in a valid manner if the structure appears as it 

originally was, but does allow for decay and even repairs to the structure as long as 

they are evident. Ruskin’s theory is correct only in that it allows for the experience to 

be one of a pure nature rather than of a constructed image. However, the flaw is that it 

does not allow for preservation. The structure may be experienced only as long as it 

stands with minimal intervention. It may not be adapted for re-use. This nullifies 

Ruskin’s methodology as applicable in the field of preservation as there simply is no 

preservation taking place. 

Viollet-le-Duc’s theory, in comparison, allows for maximum intervention. The 

structure, and as such the initial experience of the structure, is one of only a 

constructed image. The structure is not as it originally appeared, but as it appears after 

restoration efforts have taken place. This allows only for a modern interpretation of 

the structure. The theory is nullified then as it does not allow for preservation, but only 

for adaptation. Both theories are flawed in that they do not allow for the main goal of 

preservation, which is the preservation of the initial experience of a historic structure 

as it appeared in a certain time and context, (i.e. the era of significance.) Ruskin’s 

theory allows only for experience of the structure as aged ruins, and Viollet-le-Duc’s 

theory allows only for experience of a structure that has been altered through 

intervention. Neither are examples of preservation. One is neglect and one is 

adaptation. 
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The second step in the System of Inquiry are the normative sciences: esthetics, 

ethics, and logic. As discussed previously, an esthetic is that which one hopes to 

accomplish. For the preservationist, that is the preservation of the initial experience of 

the structure during a particular era of significance. The ethic is how one goes about 

accomplishing the esthetic. It is the methodology that one will employ to reach the 

goal. Reviewing Ruskin’s theory again, the esthetic is preservation, but the ethic is by 

use and neglect. The esthetic can never be accomplished in this manner. Again, no 

preservation takes place. In Viollet-le-Duc’s theory the esthetic is again preservation, 

but the ethic is by means of restoration. In this case also there is no preservation. 

Logically, only that which “is” may truly exist. Anything else is a constructed 

image. In Ruskin’s theory the structure is it exists, but it is not as it originally 

appeared. It is as it appears after years of use and maintenance. In Viollet-le-Duc’s 

theory, the structure again is, it exists, but it is not as it originally appeared. It is as the 

restorationist wants it to appear. Peirce offered the idea that it is the form that is the 

most important element rather than the matter, or that which the mind comprehends as 

existence. Basically, what Peirce alludes to is the idea that what is actually there is of 

little consequence in the initial experience as each initial experience is unique to the 

individual. The individual interprets what is there as the sign regardless of the 

intention of the individual providing the sign.  

Phenomenology’s three stages are firstness, secondness, and thirdness. In the 

case of historic preservation, the firstness is the structure. It exists, or there would be 

nothing to preserve, conserve or restore. The secondness is that preservationists seek 
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to preserve something to show someone regardless of the motivating factors. The 

secondness exists only in that the firstness exists. Without something to preserve, there 

is no call to preserve. The thirdness exists as it allows for the secondness. It is only 

reached in this case when the preservation has taken place and the sign is presented for 

interpretation. 

Of these it is secondness that provides for the existence of the profession of 

historic preservation. The act of preservation or that which we “do” is our ethic, our 

volition. It is that which brings about the reaction that we seek. That is again, the 

preservation of the initial experience of a historic structure as it appeared in a 

particular era of significance. Without this effort what exists is merely the perception 

of the individual upon experiencing the structure. The sign is not what we as 

preservationists intended it to be but rather that which the individual perceives it to be.  

In short, Ruskin’s theory provides for firstness but no secondness. Viollet-le-

Duc’s theory provides only for secondness. If the esthetic is preservation, then the 

ethic calls for intervention rather than nonintervention. If the esthetic is for 

preservation to a particular era of significance than more intervention is necessary. 

Peirce defined esthetic as the ultimate goal. That is not defined within either Ruskin’s 

or Viollet-le-Duc’s methodology. Then how can either be employed to accomplish the 

goal? Peirce alluded to the idea that application of ethic to thought resulted in 

reasoning. Reasoning in my argument is that which leads to action.  

Finally, logic exists as that which allows truth to emerge from phenomena. The 

phenomenon has been established. It is the initial experience. The truth that emerges is 
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that the sign cannot be established by a constructed image. This nullifies Viollet-le-

Duc’s theory. His theory calls for all intervention. Intervention provides for the 

existence of only a constructed image. In opposition, Ruskin’s theory calls for no 

intervention, what remains is a sign that is not accurate either. It allows only for the 

sign to be seen as it is presently, not how it was intended to be seen originally. 

A sign is a representation of an object to someone. It allows for an 

interpretation of the sign by that individual. An interpretation of an object cannot exist 

without a representation. For example: A structure that is experienced is lacking 

without a representation. In Ruskin’s theory, there is no representation. The object 

simply exists. In Viollet-le-Duc’s theory a representation exists but it is a false 

representation. The representation of the sign is what is most important in historic 

preservation. It is that that is the esthetic or goal mentioned earlier. As preservationists 

we want to provide a sign that will result in an interpretation that is valid and truthful. 

Representations may be as icons, indexes, or symbols. An icon can only exist 

in firstness. It is a concrete representation of its sign. As applied to Ruskin’s theory, 

the structure may be as it is only once. Anything else is a constructed image. The 

problem is that in that case an icon can only exist for a fleeting moment. It may not be, 

in the case of a structure, preserved. In the case of Viollet-le-Duc, the problem is 

evident as well. Viollet-le-Duc’s theory only allows for a constructed image. The icon 

cannot exist because it is then a representation of the structure as restored, not as it 

was originally. 
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An index may exist in secondness. In the case of historic structures an index 

would be in Ruskin’s case the structure as it existed at the time experienced with all of 

its age and repairs evident. This is a valid premise but contradictory to what the goal 

of preservation is: The preservation of a structure in a particular era of significance. In 

Viollet-le-Duc’s case, the index would be the structure as it appears at the moment 

experienced which as shown above is equally invalid in that what is represented is not 

what was present in the era of significance. 

Symbols are the representations of the sign to be interpreted. In the case of 

Ruskin’s theory, the symbol to be represented is the historic structure as it is at the 

time experienced without alterations other than maintenance. Again, this is 

counterintuitive to the esthetic, which is the representation of the structure as it 

appeared in a particular era of significance. In Viollet-le-Duc’s methodology the 

symbol is the structure with all alterations presented as original to the structure. This 

also is counterintuitive to the esthetic as it is a misrepresentation of authenticity. When 

applying either existent methodology the structure may not be represented as an icon, 

index or symbol while still accomplishing the driving esthetic of era preservation. 

Representations are that which we desire to express to someone. It is our 

proposition that we offer for someone to interpret. It is up to the interpreter to apply 

his own judgment as to what the sign means to him (his acceptance or agreement with 

the sign). That judgment is reached through the process of argumentation. 

Argumentation in turn depends on deductive reasoning, abductive reasoning, or 

inductive reasoning. Deduction is dependent on a hypothesis that not only makes a 
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claim, but that also makes the interpreter agree with the proposition. In the case of the 

two methodologies at hand, Ruskin’s puts forth the idea that a structure may be 

original only once. We have suggested that this is possible, but only for a moment. 

Viollet-le-Duc’s theory puts forth the idea that anything we present as authentic will 

be perceived as authentic, and has been suggested above to be a fallacy. Deductive 

reasoning is dependent on inference, and in the above case, the inferences are invalid. 

Abductive reasoning, on the other hand, is all about perception. In abduction, the 

interpreter accepts the sign as an icon, index, or symbol and as a probability. In other 

words, the interpreter might see Ruskin’s structure as an authentic representation of 

the original. However, he might also see Viollet-le-Duc’s structure as equally 

authentic. Abduction allows for continued reasoning leading to a conclusion. That 

conclusion, however, is mere speculation as no proof has been provided. It is again 

based primarily on perception. Finally, induction provides for some form of 

experimentation in order to prove validity. In induction, the interpreter might continue 

research on the structures mentioned above and find that both are not authentic or 

valid in regard to what they are representing. 

Returning to icons, indexes, and symbols, once established, a symbol is 

connected with a perception. It becomes then an index for that moment, (the unique 

experience). After this point it exists as an icon in the mind of the interpreter. Related 

again to the initial experience of a historic structure the symbol that the structure 

represents can only exist as an index of the symbol for the period of the initial 

experience. After that it becomes an icon in the mind of the interpreter.  
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Peirce’s System of Inquiry holds that all reasoning is diagrammatic. Diagrams, 

according to Peirce are icons of sets of related objects. Reasoning allows for a 

conclusion to become evident. The truth or validity of the conclusion, however, is 

perceived. Diagrams as defined above, can show that a set of particular premises can 

lead to a particular conclusion every time. 

Finally, the final step in the system of inquiry is methodology. Through 

methodology an inquiry may be pursued. Fixation of beliefs affects this inquiry. 

Individuals form beliefs based on methods of tenacity, authority, a priori, or scientific 

knowledge. Peirce suggested that only through scientific methodology can inquiry 

lead to true belief. He further stipulated that methodology must be free from 

intervention. The effect must be the same upon each individual, and each individual 

must concur that the conclusion reached is truthful and valid. This is the ethic that is 

the subject of this project. I have examined both existent methodologies throughout 

this project and have suggested that each have invalid premises that render any 

conclusion drawn from them to be equally invalid. I still believe that each may hold at 

least some valid components from which an ethic may be gleaned that would be 

applicable to practice in the field today. 

In conclusion of this findings section, let me reiterate that although both 

theories have been offered to the student as valid depending on the set of 

circumstances in which they are applied, neither can be considered as a truly valid 

methodology in practice of the field of historic preservation. John Ruskin’s theory of 

minimal intervention does not provide a basis for practice nor does it define an 
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overreaching ethic to which we as preservationists should aspire. Likewise, the theory 

put forth by Eugene Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc, although more pragmatic in modern 

practice, also does not provide a truthful basis for practice, but rather allows all 

intervention with no limit. 

 



Texas Tech University, Patrick A. Tinsley, May 2018 
 

87 

CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

In short, several authors (identified earlier) have called for either a “covering 

law” or an “adaptive ethic” in the field that would stand as a basis for standards of 

practice that would be concrete rather than abstract, universal rather than esoteric. 

Charles Sanders Peirce’s semeiotic theory or theory of signs, within his Architectonic 

System of Inquiry, has been proposed as the research method by which the two extant 

theories will be evaluated for validity. The primary thesis question to answer is why or 

how can a field of academic practice base the reasoning for its existence on two 

methodologies that, in truth, essentially invalidate the need for the profession in the 

first place, and call for either no intervention or total intervention respectively? How 

do we alleviate that dilemma? A secondary question that has emerged is what are we 

actually seeking to preserve or convey when we attempt preservation of a historic 

structure? 

It is this author’s belief that any sustainable ethic must encompass all elements 

of the preservation field in order to be successful. As alluded to very early in this 

project, a strong similarity exists between the theories that are put forth as guiding 

principles in the field of conservation and those of historic preservation. In the field of 

conservation, one readily encounters the theories of Gifford Pinchot, John Muir, and 

Aldo Leopold. A strong similarity may be noted in the theories of John Ruskin and 

John Muir. Likewise, a strong similarity can be seen in the theories of Gifford Pinchot 



Texas Tech University, Patrick A. Tinsley, May 2018 
 

88 

and Eugène Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc. What remains to be seen, however, is a theory 

that exists in similarity to that of Aldo Leopold. That is the theory that is put forth in 

this conclusion. A preservation ethic, similar to that which Leopold identified for the 

field of conservation, is the identified need.  

In studying the theories put forth by the above authors, I had found that the 

most pragmatic course of action in the formulation of a singular guiding ethic for the 

field of historic preservation was to draw valid arguments from the extant theories of 

Ruskin and Viollet-le-Duc and use those to formulate a third new theory. In action, 

however, I think that I have nullified both theories and found them to contradictory to 

the sustainable practice of the field.  

Importantly, what has been gleaned from pursuit of the research is that the 

early conservation theorists identified the idea that quality of experience was more 

important than quantity of experience. In short and in alignment with my proposed 

theory, I put forth the idea that all judgments of worth are goal-associated or goal-

driven. I have stated that all goals leading to judgement are of a political, economic, or 

ego-based manner. These goals generally are of a short-term nature rather than for a 

long-term good. The idea then that sustainability in a particular theory is possible may 

indeed be a mistake.  

I have identified the idea that each individual experience is unique and may not 

be replicated by any means. It is logical to assume then that each experience is unique 

for each individual. The attempt to try to make someone experience exactly something 

that another experienced is impossible. This results in nothing more than a constructed 
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image, even if it is a constructed image that is presented authentically, or authentically 

as is possible.  

I contend that in a historically preserved space, a person makes a value 

judgment of an experience because of an implication from another person. That 

implication is not real, it is not authentic. It is merely a suggestion as to what is real or 

authentic. If I restore a structure to what I think is the most important era of 

significance, for whatever reason that value was assigned, and then I call out to you to 

come and experience the structure in the manner that I have prescribed for you to see 

it, what have I accomplished? I have not preserved anything. I have not allowed you to 

have an experience that you may interpret as a symbol. I have provided a constructed 

image, a constructed symbol. I have told you what to think about this particular place 

or thing. 

So, if we follow the Ruskin/Muir theory, a structure or a landscape is 

preserved, but to what end? It cannot be used or enjoyed, it may only exist. True 

preservation is impossible because the earth processes are going on all of the time. 

Time passes, seasons change, weather erodes, exotic species invade, and mammals go 

extinct. If we attempt any means of preservation, then we have become interventionist 

in an anti-interventionist theory. Thus, we nullify the theory. 

With Viollet-le-Duc/Pinchot, if we preserve by using and replacing, then what 

is being preserved? Viollet-le-Duc theorized that anything was possible in 

preservation. One could even add elements that were not there originally for the good 

of the building. Likewise, Pinchot thought that by using resources and replacing them 



Texas Tech University, Patrick A. Tinsley, May 2018 
 

90 

we could preserve them for eternity. In truth nothing is being preserved. The original 

object is used and replaced by what is again, a constructed image that is provided for 

interpretation rather than one that is authentic. A unique experience occurs in both 

instances, but that which occurs in completely unrelated to the original intention. It is 

as unrelated as would be a separate experience of an unrelated object. 

Now finally let’s examine Leopold. Leopold stated that all parts of the biotic 

community were important for the functioning of the community (1949, 203). In other 

words, one could not tamper with one part of the community without affecting another 

part. Likewise, in preservation, it is my contention that removing a structure or a 

landscape from its contextual surroundings is tampering with its “community.” If I go 

in and restore a section of land to its appearance in a particular era of significance I 

have removed it from the context of its surrounding land or structures. I have created a 

false image for someone else to interpret. 

Leopold theorized that it was right to preserve the “integrity, stability, and 

beauty” of something. So, in preservation theory let’s think of preserving with this in 

mind. For me to come upon a structure that has been preserved through time due to 

continued use, with additions and subtractions of elements of its construction, and then 

for me to remove all of those additions and to replace all of those subtractions, and to 

then call that structure authentic is a fallacy. I could just as easily construct an all new 

structure on the spot and call it authentic. Likewise, for me to take a structure that has 

been preserved through use in a totally authentic manner, and restore that structure for 

an entirely different purpose, is a fallacious attempt at preservation. It is nothing more 
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than a constructed image that is being offered as a realistic interpretation of the 

original.  

In preservation today, the goal is to provide a quality experience of a restored 

or preserved structure or landscape and this is of equal or greater importance than the 

actual preservation of the structure or landscape. What is then being called 

preservation is in fact not. What is being presented as preserved is the experience 

rather than the object.  

So then, what provides for the most authentic and most quality experience for 

the individual to undertake? Surely it is not as stated earlier a reproduction or 

reconstruction of some structure that is then presented as authentic and of quality. 

There is no rarity, or exclusivity or “uniqueness” in that. Likewise, a restored structure 

has a certain inauthentic air to it and also does not provide for a unique quality 

experience. The existing methodologies under which preservation is practiced have led 

to the belief that the experience of a historic structure as preserved or restored is the 

same as the experience of a historic structure as it originally existed. 

Nothing could be farther from the truth. The truth is that it is impossible to take 

someone back in time to experience the vibrancy, brilliance, and clarity of a particular 

day in a particular time and place. The knowledge of modern existence precludes that. 

It may be possible to pretend, it may be possible to interpret, but the unique experience 

is one that can only exist in a modern context and is in fact unique for each individual 

in each time and place and as such cannot be constructed. 
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Why do individuals seek to experience historic structures and landscapes? The 

objects, the structures and landscapes, are representations to the individual of 

something that is valued or should be valued. There is an association between the 

individual and the space or place that draws them to an experience or an event. It is 

this association between the individual and the space that must be exploited in order 

for a preservation attempt to be deemed successful. If the ultimate goal is preservation 

of an object, then the means upon which that goal is reached should be of little 

consequence to the preservation professional. Whatever that association may be 

between the individual and the space, the preservation professional’s goals do not 

change. However, the method may have to be adapted to appeal to the driving 

motivation of the individual identified as most likely to visit the structure or 

landscape. The over-reaching purpose of the individual to want to have the unique 

experience is not for the preservationist to decide, but rather to use to accomplish the 

preservationist’s goal, which is again preservation of the structure in order to provide a 

unique experience. The point I am trying to make is it is not for us to dictate that 

experience, but rather to use it to accomplish our goal which is, in the end, 

preservation of the structure. 

So then, we have identified the goal of preservation as the preservation of a 

space for an individual to experience a unique event. We have, however, stated that it 

is impossible for us to dictate how the individual will experience the space, unless we 

tailor the preservation to appeal to the individuals that we identify as most likely to 

visit the space. Essentially in that case we would have identified the stakeholders to 
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which we wish to appeal. These will be those that benefit the goal of preservation of 

the space the most. In the end, the experience has become of more value than the 

object itself, but the overall goal is reached, the space is preserved. The space may be 

of a constructed nature, but because the individual is responsible for his own 

interpretation of the space and that interpretation is unique to the individual, then the 

sign or symbol of the space as an object is unchanged. All goals have been 

accomplished at once, the space is saved, and the unique experience is provided for. 

This is a sustainable solution. It is one that provides for the realization of all facets of 

preservation, including conservation and restoration. It does what is necessary in the 

immediate to preserve what is desired in eternity. What we need to satisfy our goals 

today can also serve the purpose of satisfying our goals in the future. We inherit the 

heritage of the structure and add our story to its story; we do not freeze it at a 

particular time. 

For historic preservation theory to be successful, and sustainable, it must be 

fluid. It must respond to the ever-changing whims of the public to which it appeals. In 

the case of our era that is a disassociated and apathetic public. We are simply the 

stewards of the space, not the end users. So, in order to formulate the theory, we must 

identify what is the appealing factor. Earlier I made mention of a unique experience as 

one of rarity, one of authenticity, one of value. I contend that it is this upon which the 

preservationist must focus. This rare experience is one that will be desired, it will have 

a commodity. It will draw an interpreter that will assign his own quality and 

authenticity, but the overall goal will have been accomplished. 
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The ethic then for modern practice of historic preservation is not simplistic, 

meaning oversimplified or incomplete. It is, rather, simple meaning uncomplicated 

and straightforward. 

An ethic provides for the professional practice of a field. That practice should 

be free from emotion and should encompass a body of knowledge that allows for the 

practice to be universal. It should have the continued betterment of the field as one of 

its objectives. 

The ethic should provide not only for tangible heritage to be preserved but also 

for the intangible heritage as well. Heritage is something that is of a personal nature or 

is unique to an individual as opposed to history which is just a series of facts. The 

individual interprets heritage. Historic sites are vital to the interpretation of heritage. 

Although an individual may belong to a number of communities each with a vastly 

different heritage, his association with a historic site will be of importance to him. The 

site itself will not change nor will its meaning. It will not be constructed. It will be 

restored so that it does appeal to the stakeholders that will benefit the most from its 

preservation and those also that will benefit the preservation of the object. 

Alternately, as we have identified the idea that each experience is unique, some 

thought should be given to the idea that any preservation attempts are of little 

consequence. If I restore a space to be interpreted in a particular way, but the visitors 

to the space do not interpret it in that way, there is not much accomplished on the part 

of the preservationist, but the overall goal of preservation of the space is still 
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accomplished. The visitor to the space is responsible for his own interpretation of the 

space regardless of the suggestion that I have made. 

So, the suggested ethic then should have all the qualities listed above. It should 

be of a fluid nature to be readily adaptable to the goals of the stakeholders identified. It 

should provide for preservation of an object for interpretation, but make no claims that 

the interpretation of that object will be in the manner that is desired by the 

stakeholders. It must provide for the idea that the interpretation of the object will be in 

a unique manner for each individual and in some cases not be dependent on the object 

at all.  

In closing, let us undertake a thought experiment based on this idea of an 

adaptable ethic. 

We have stated that the actual meaning of preservation is to freeze an object in 

a certain place and time. To try to do so is to follow the ethic of the purist, the keeper, 

the anti-interventionist. In opposition, the goal of restoration is to return something to 

a previous time or place. Its ethic is that of the cynic, the maker, the interventionist. 

Finally, there is conservation. The ethic is one of harmonization and pragmatism, of 

continued usage while allowing for continued existence. It is the blending of the best 

elements of both preservation and restoration to allow for the continued existence of 

an object in a sustainable manner.  

It is the held belief of this author that a rarity, uniqueness, or exclusivity 

associated with an object, when accompanied by a desire to own, experience, and 

enjoy that object will inevitably result in an assignment or a perception of both 
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authenticity and quality to the object that can result in the continued existence of the 

object. 

The application of the above belief then in the practice of historic preservation 

can help form an ethic that may be employed in both built and natural environments. 

As it is the common goal of preservationists, restorationists, and conservationists to 

provide for the continued existence of an object of value or desire, so then should they 

all follow a guiding ethic that will allow for that continued existence. 

In much the same way that contemporary marketing analysts have learned to 

target the desires of a certain segment of the population in order to sell their product, 

and entertainment professionals tailor their message to draw in their target audiences, 

so then should preservationists, restorationists, and conservationists use these tools to 

their advantage. 

The ultimate aim of this ethic is to make the consumer perceive that the 

preservationist’s, restorationist’s or conservationist’s goal is really one of their (the 

consumer’s) own volition. Contemporary consumers, no matter what they are 

consuming, all follow certain patterns. They want to obtain objects or have 

experiences that they perceive to be of the highest quality. This is basic human nature.  

So then allow me to provide a recent example where this type of ethic may 

have been applied. In the acquisition of a luxury automobile manufacturer that had 

declared bankruptcy due to a declining desire for their product, two potential buyers 

emerged (Buerkle 1998). One was interested in the acquisition of the manufacturing 

facilities, the inventory, and the mechanical designs. Their desire was to continue to 
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produce a high-quality, luxury product that had a dwindling consumer group, but 

reposition it in such a way that it might appeal to a new group of consumers. The other 

potential buyer was interested only in a subsidiary smaller company of the larger 

corporation. Very quickly a deal was struck. The first buyer acquired the facilities, 

inventory, and designs. They could continue to produce the automobile and also could 

develop new automobiles that may appeal to a wider consumer group. The other buyer 

acquired the subsidiary company. The key factor was that the subsidiary company 

owned the name, logo, mascot and a certain radiator design that had all become iconic 

symbols associated with the exclusivity, luxury, and quality of the automobile. The 

first company was aware of this; they just believed that consumers were all interested 

in a quality thing regardless of the name attached to it or the design of its logo. They 

also hoped to develop a second lower cost product to appeal to a larger group of 

consumers. The second company held to its belief that the consumer associated rarity 

and exclusivity, as well as the aforementioned quality, not with the object itself, but 

with the iconic status associated with the name, logo, mascot, and radiator design. 

The original company was Rolls-Royce, a name long associated with the 

highest quality possible in an automobile. The two acquiring companies were 

Volkswagen and BMW. Volkswagen wanted to continue to produce a high-quality 

luxury car and felt that they could continue to do so under the Bentley trademark that 

was included in the ownership of the facilities and inventory. They also hoped to 

produce a lower-priced car under that same trademark to market to a new group of 

consumers. The problem existed in that Bentley was already considered a secondary 
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and lower-priced alternative to the Rolls-Royce. Producing an even lower-priced 

product simply contributed to the degradation of the product. In short, luxury 

consumers wanted to acquire luxury products, not lower-priced versions of luxury 

products. BMW. acquired Rolls-Royce Aviation, a jet engine manufacturer that also 

owned the name Rolls-Royce, its associated double R trademark, as well as the design 

of the famous Rolls-Royce radiator and mascot, the Spirit of Ecstasy. BMW rightly 

felt that they could design and produce their own luxury automobile and attach the 

name, logo, radiator, and mascot to it, and that consumers would attach their own 

quality and authenticity to the product. The gamble paid off. Under BMW ownership, 

Rolls-Royce continues to be the highest marquee in automobiles. Volkswagen never 

developed the mass consumer-based Bentley and instead has developed the existing 

automobile into different incarnations that have only a modest level of success. 

What can we take from this example? Are consumers more desirous of a 

product’s reputation than they are of the actual product? Do they simply want to 

partake of a product that is considered by them and others to be exclusive or rare? Can 

the lessons of this marketing example be carried over into the world of historic 

preservation? How can we develop an ethic that may use these same practices to our 

advantage? 

Another example may help to address this question. A contemporary 

controversy exists in the state of Texas concerning what is possibly the most iconic 

historic property in the state: the Alamo (“The Alamo Master Plan”). The mission San 

Antonio de Bexar commonly known as the Alamo was the site of a definitive battle of 
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the Texas Revolution. The story is widely known. A group of Texas volunteers and 

elements of Texas Army units aided by small groups of volunteers from Tennessee 

and Louisiana attempted to hold the mission against a much larger force of Mexican 

Army regulars under the leadership of that country’s president and dictator. The 

defenders were overwhelmed by large numbers of infantry as well as artillery and 

cavalry units. The mission was taken by the Mexican forces, and all the defenders 

were either killed during the battle or executed afterwards. Texans used this battle as a 

motivational rallying image and name throughout the rest of the revolution until their 

ultimate victory over the Mexican army at the battle of San Jacinto. Subsequently, the 

shortened name of the mission (the Alamo) and one of the surviving buildings (the 

chapel) became iconic within Texas and elsewhere. The mission became a destination 

for not only Texans who viewed the buildings and grounds as a shrine, but for tourists 

from other states and the world. After falling into a state of disrepair, the mission was 

saved by the private group the Daughters of the Republic of Texas, who purchased it 

and donated it to the state. The group retained the control of the structures and grounds 

as well as the rights to the image and name. 

The Alamo has continued to be a tourist destination known worldwide. 

Recently, the State of Texas removed control of the mission and its grounds from the 

Daughters of the Republic. The Texas Land Commissioner and the General Land 

Office have expressed their desire to develop the property to a previously unknown 

level. Included in this development is a world-class museum housing the greatest 

collection of artifacts associated with the battle that is known. These artifacts were 
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donated by the musician Phil Collins on the agreement that a museum would be built 

to house them and allow for their conservation. The state accepted the conditions of 

this donation. The chapel and accompanying long barracks, although preserved and 

maintained since the battle in 1836, are in need of further conservation, preservation, 

and restoration efforts. The development will restore the original footprint of the 

mission at the time of the battle. The enlarged grounds will be anchored by the iconic 

chapel and will also include the museum. Although access to the grounds will be 

allowed free of charge at this point, admission to the museum will be fee-based. The 

funds raised will contribute to the long-term preservation of the complex and the 

artifacts. 

It is the contention of this author that the actual purpose in restoring the 

footprint of the mission is to allow for the destruction and or adaptive re-use of the 

structures that are currently occupying the space that will be filled by the museum. 

Remember my earlier suggestions that all contemporary preservation efforts result 

from an ego, political, or economic impetus. In this case, much as in the same way that 

BMW used the Rolls-Royce image to their advantage, the State is using the iconic 

status of the Alamo to allow for an economic influx that will guarantee its long-term 

preservation. In addition, the removal of the Alamo from the care of the Daughters of 

the Republic of Texas and its subsequent transfer to the General Land Office was a 

politically-based power move. However, with these changes, the restoration and 

preservation work that is long overdue for the Alamo complex will be guaranteed. The 

ultimate survival of the iconic cradle of Texas liberty is assured for generations.  
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The ethic is: As preservationists, restorationists, and conservationists, we 

are tasked with the continued existence of historic structures and landscapes. It is 

the basis of our profession to assure their continued existence so that future 

generations may learn from historic example, both the triumphs and the failures 

of the past. We must employ every method possible to assure this outcome. We 

must include all stakeholders that contribute to the continuation of our mission. 

We must work with both governmental and non-governmental entities, and we 

must allow for adaptive re-use as the most viable means of sustainable 

preservation. 
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