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Abstract
A close relationship is assumed to exist between historic preservation and architectural
practice. This study explores the nature of this relationship by using evidence from scholarly
literature, the job market, and architectural education. The examined literature contains many
examples showing that the architecture field views historic preservation as an external
interest. Evidence from the job market indicates that architecture employers are uninterested
in historic preservation skills, and historic preservation employers are not looking for
architecture skills. Architecture schools and accrediting organizations either disregard historic
preservation or minimize its importance. Moreover, historic preservation is more closely related
to environmental and behavioral studies than it is to the architectural field. The relationship
between architecture and historic preservation is tenuous, strained, and based more on
stereotypes than on actual evidence.
& 2018 Higher Education Press Limited Company. Production and hosting by Elsevier B.V. on
behalf of KeAi. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
1. Introduction

Historic preservation theory and practice have always been
intertwined with the architectural profession since their
inception in the mid-19th century. This relationship is
commonly assumed to the present day. Historic preservation
became a professional field of practice in the United States
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with the creation of the National Historic Preservation Act
in 1966, which shifted activities toward regulatory compli-
ance and away from architectural practice. However, the
assumption that historic preservation is closely associated
with architectural practice and that architectural practice
regularly incorporates aspects of historic preservation still
exists. Many anecdotal claims hold that the relationship
between historic preservation and professional architec-
tural practice is strained and rarified. Instead of relying on
these assumptions, this study posits that an empirical
method of understanding the relationship between historic
and hosting by Elsevier B.V. on behalf of KeAi. This is an open access
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preservation and professional architectural practice is avail-
able, and it includes the manner by which individual
architects work and are trained and the degree to which
architecture is actually a part of historic preservation
practice. For the purposes of this study, “architecture”
specifically refers to (1) architectural firms, including
individual architects' actions and decisions, and (2) univer-
sity degree programs that train students to become archi-
tects. This study attempts to address two related concerns,
namely, the degree to which historic preservation is part of
architecture and the extent to which architecture is part of
historic preservation. To answer these questions, this study
explores the relationship between the two disciplines and
their points of intersection and non-intersection and ques-
tions many of the assumed stereotypes of architecture and
historic preservation.

The author is unaware of any published literature,
especially empirical ones, that addresses the topic of this
study. In many ways, the diminutive size of the historic
preservation field makes this task both easy and difficult.
The task is easy because data, where they are available, are
amenable to content analysis because the overall scope is
manageable in size. However, this task is also difficult
because of the lack of pre-existing sources of data on the
preservation field related to practice. Therefore, this study
relies on a few known sources of data that can provide
answers to the questions posited, and these include scho-
larly literature, job market, and academic program data.
Scholarly literature is the foundation used in this study to
expose anecdotal claims, which are then utilized to con-
textualize empirical evidence from the job market and
academic curricula. The following section examines anec-
dotal claims about the relationship between architecture
and historic preservation.
2. Anecdotal claims: what literature says

Since the 1960s, the field of architecture and architects
have been repeatedly criticized for ignoring the importance
of understanding and working with historic buildings.
Recently, with the rise of sustainability and “green” build-
ings, the argument has been expanded to ignoring the
rehabilitation and reuse of existing buildings regardless of
their official “historic” qualifications. Much of this critique
relies on the assumption that before the rise of modernism,
architects had a strong affinity for existing built environ-
ments and a reverence for saving past historical styles as
templates for the future (Brolin, 2000; Semes, 2009; Krier,
1998). Modernism introduced the outright rejection of the
past, including historicism, and old buildings became
impediments to progress rather than objects to be emu-
lated, if not preserved (Semes, 2009). Notably, the origina-
tors of academic historic preservation programs, such as
James Marston Fitch, were self-described modernists who
set up the strange love/hate relationship between the
desire to preserve existing buildings and striving to protect
contemporary design from historical influence (Semes,
2009, 141, 142).

The loss of traditional technical and design knowledge is
an oft-cited reason (Whitehill, 1967, 31; Campioli, 1964, 28;
Peterson, 1976, 6) for why architects are not normally
qualified to work on historic buildings. Architecture schools
excluded architectural history in their curricula, and stu-
dents did not receive the necessary technical training on
traditional construction materials and methods. Largely
popularized through the work of Charles E. Peterson, the
“restoration architect” emerged in this early era as an
individual who is already trained as a professional but has
received specialized training in historic buildings (Peterson,
1976). Peterson (1976, 4) was highly critical of the “incom-
petence” and ignorance of most architects when it came to
working on old buildings; according to him, these architects
allowed “things to happen to historic buildings that should
not happen to a doghouse.” Peterson (1976, 4) recom-
mended that ill-educated architects “should decline histor-
ical restoration work” because historically incompetent
work “damages the public's confidence in architects.”

This argument is much older than Peterson's and goes
back at least to the restoration/preservation and scrape/
anti-scrape debates of the mid-19th century (Viollet-le-Duc,
1854/1990; Ruskin, 1849/1907), and it is epitomized by
Thomas Hardy's observation that ill-informed architects of
his era engaged in “barbaric” acts toward historic buildings
that resulted in the destruction of such structures
(Henderson, 1950, 85). Historic preservation's reliance on
doctrines to direct architectural practice (e.g., Secretary of
the Interior's Standards [NPS, 1995]) has been eliciting
concern since the 19th century. A contemporary analysis
in The Architect of the Society for the Protection of Ancient
Buildings 1877 Manifesto noted that architects “do not
proceed very much on principles” and are more interested
in simply getting their client's work done (Anonymous,
1878), an argument that surely resonates among architects
today. Thus, ethical practice was framed in a kind of “good”
versus “bad” architect dichotomy even with the emergence
of Western historic preservation theory (first in terms of
“preservation” [good] versus “restoration” [bad] and later,
in the twentieth century, as architects fluent in architec-
tural history and traditional construction [good] versus
those who were ignorant of historical knowledge and
context [bad]).

In the 1960s, “restoration architects” increasingly
became associated with an ethical prerogative for clients
to select such professionals because these architects
were assumed to have increased knowledge and excellent
skills in working with historic buildings (Tunnard, 1966,
227), although the skills necessary for the job were
unclear. To address this deficit, the National Trust for
Historic Preservation organized a series of conferences
that helped define the skills that a restoration architect
should embody. These conferences included “Historic
Preservation Today” (1963), “Historic Preservation Tomor-
row” (1967), and “Preservation and Conservation: Princi-
ples and Practices” (1972, with the International Center
for Conservation and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation). These conferences and their associated
publications defined the primary difference between
restoration architects and other architects, specifically,
through the former's “intimate knowledge of the history
of architecture and a knowledge of the history of building
technology, of research techniques and of the composi-
tion, deteriorating factors and treatment of historic
building material” (Timmons, 1976, x).
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In the intervening decades, literature that critiqued
architectural education and practice repeated the same
charges of lack of focus on historic preservation, preserva-
tion/restoration architects, and inadequacies in education
and practice. Specifically, architecture professionals failed
to see the importance of historic preservation in architec-
tural practice (Pyburn, 2005, 46; Glasser, 2000, 254) and
characterized preservation architects as people “subversive
of architecture's fundamental pedagogy and practice”
(Bluestone, 1999, 303). While professional organizations
representing architects often claim that historic preserva-
tion is important, these same organizations fail to provide
the resources and advocacy necessary to advance historic
preservation in the discipline of architecture (Orbasļi and
Whitbourn, 2002, 71).

In the contemporary era, Matero (1993, 18) noted that
architects are still trained as “modern designers” and “have
little of the technical or theoretical information necessary
to understand the design, technology, and behavior of
traditional materials and structures.” Pyburn (2005, 45)
repeated the familiar theme that “preservation [is] tangen-
tial, if not irrelevant, to the prevailing architectural
dialogue,” rejected the “relevance of history,” and sub-
stantially focused on “regenerating the profession's ranks.”
A contemporary nuance to this debate is the perception that
preservation architects are lesser entities within the profes-
sion who slavishly imitate the past (Ames and Wagner, 2009,
43). According to Bluestone (1999, 303), these architects
are “cast as unimaginative, bound by romance, by existing
form, and by problems that require little creativity.” More-
over, Surber (1999, 118) observed that architects who are
required to follow the Secretary of the Interior's Standards
“have chaffed at the loss of [their] freedom” in doing so.
This particular theme gained its greatest salience through
Koolhass (2014), who posited that historic preservation is
“overtaking us,” severely stifling the creativity of the
architect and leaving no room for invention in a world
where everything is preserved eventually. In such an
environment, creativity is essentially dead, and everything
is an artifact.

Although Koolhaas has acknowledged his “starchitect”
status, he was clear in stating that “historic preservation”
is, by its nature, in opposition to the starchitect and that
the preservation of the existing built environment is in
contrast to “starchitecture” (Koolhass, 2014, 22, 23). Critics
claim that this model of the architect as a celebrity is the
means through which the academy frames the architectural
profession to the detriment of the larger social values of
architectural practice, even going so far as to claim, as
Glasser (2000) did, that students who show aptitude in
community-based planning and design or historic preserva-
tion are shunted to other degree programs. Such students
are creative failures and set up the artificial dichotomy of
the architect caring for others or for his/her own ego.
Masden and Salingaros, (2014, 188) argued that architec-
tural students are taught “to create a twisted world for
everyone else to live in just to achieve their [own,
egotistical] goal. This includes writing nonsensical texts
and talking nonsense to justify their otherwise absurd
buildings.” The academy may thus be complicit in “remov-
ing genuine, real-world architectural knowledge from the
architecture curriculum” (ibid.), of which historic
preservation is a large part. This situation is especially
profound in terms of the architectural academy's rejection
of the “inexpensive, the ordinary, and the common,” which
is increasingly central to historic preservation theory and
practice according to Chusid (1998, 455).

Perhaps this situation is the reason historic preservation
curricula were justified as extraneous to architecture when
they were originally developed in the 1960s and 1970s, not
only because architecture is focused on the future (and not
the past) but also because architectural theories are
unamenable to the exigencies and context of the real world
(Pyburn, 2005, 45). Kealy (2005) reinforced this idea by
observing that architectural “legitimacy” is synonymous
with a focus on the avant-garde. Architects who adopt this
perspective are “celebrated” by the field, whereas those
who do not are forgotten. Pyburn (2005, 46) observed that
“preservation curricula typically failed to explore the
intellectual relationships between preservation and
design.” Thus, we have today an era of balkanized programs
where historic preservation and architecture rarely seem to
mix in the academe, although architectural practitioners
prefer to have more grounding in historic preservation
(Bluestone, 1999, 304). This situation is not unique to the
United States and has been observed internationally as well
(Orbasļi and Whitbourn, 2002, 67).

The strongest argument for teaching historic preservation
in professional architecture degree programs is that about
half of practice is focused on the reuse of existing buildings
(AIA, 2013). Even when an architect does not work on an
officially “historic” building, knowledge of past construction
techniques and methods is valuable in this scenario. How-
ever, most professional architectural programs fail to
include a focus on reuse (Woodcock, 1998, 23), even with
architects in practice increasingly recognizing that the
“greenest building is one that has already been built”
(Elefante, 2012). This theme is an old one. Tomlan (1994,
193) estimated that made a similar plea to focus on the
reuse of existing buildings in the 1990s and stated,

“Is there anyone in academia who still refuses to
recognize that the overwhelming majority of construc-
tion activity in the United States is devoted to recycling
the existing building stock? By continuing to ignore
preservation, architectural educators fail to prepare
their students for practice in the most fundamental
fashion” (193).

On the basis of literature, little appears to have changed
since Tomlan's observation. Architectural degree programs
still tend to focus on future-oriented, monumental, blank-
slate designs and avoid material covering building reuse and
historic preservation, with several exceptions.

Leadership in architectural education has also failed to
place importance on historic preservation. For example, the
Association of Collegiate Schools of Architecture (ACSA)
held a preservation track at its annual meeting only in
1998 (Woodcock, 1998, 24). The Journal of Architectural
Education—arguably the leading refereed journal for
architecture pedagogy—has very few articles in its publica-
tion record that addressed historic preservation. Michael
Tomlan (1994, 193) observed that “if any further evidence is
needed that historic preservation has never really become a
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central concern—in fact, not even a peripheral concern—in
the education of most designers, one needs only to review
the pages of the Journal of Architectural Education. Only
one article in more than a decade has explicitly mentioned
the subject, and even that was included in a special issue
devoted to urban history.” In fact, only 45 articles in all
issues of the Journal of Architectural Education use the
phrase “historic preservation.” Little appears to have
changed from Tomlan's observation in the mid-1990s. From
2007–2017, only two articles (Shapiro, 2007; Hall, 2007)
addressed this subject directly in the Journal of Architec-
tural Education. In a similar manner, a search of all papers
published as part of the ACSA Annual Meeting since 1995
results in merely two papers. ACSA has published 2317
papers from 1995 to 2015, among which only 0.09%
addressed historic preservation.

Perhaps the most telling scenario is that when submitting
an article to the Journal of Architectural Education,
“historic preservation” (or any permutations thereof) is
unavailable as a keyword. This is an unintentional message
that historic preservation is excluded in the education of
students in architecture. Moreover, the theme “design as
scholarship,” which is the only valid submission area in the
journal, does not adequately frame pedagogical topics
relating to architectural material conservation or preserva-
tion law, which are not really “design” per se.

In terms of the best location to integrate historic
preservation coursework, architectural studios are consid-
ered the most logical place to do so (e.g., Kapp et al., 2014;
Embaby, 2014) and have been the focus of the American
Institute of Architects (AIA) Historic Resources Committee
since 2003 (Pyburn, 2005, 47). The primary argument is that
such studios are well positioned to address real-world
problems, of which historic preservation is a crucial part.
However, this effort has a minimal impact (Orbasļi and
Whitbourn, 2002, 67). One issue is that preservation is
difficult to incorporate into architectural studios that often
treat context as tangential to design and avoid the complex-
ity of building reuse, instead favoring the theoretically pure
area of new construction and design.

This exploration of literature has resulted in a number of
anecdotal claims about the tangential and strained relation-
ships between architecture and historic preservation. While
some of the quantitative data in terms of the number of
publications on the subject of preservation in architectural
venues are certainly generalizable, much of the meaning
presented here is clearly anecdotal. For example, just
because one author states that architects, as a whole, are
not concerned about historic preservation does not mean
that such a condition is necessarily true. The next section
moves from the anecdotal to the generalizable and exam-
ines empirical evidence from the job market about the
relationship between architecture and historic
preservation.
3. Empirical evidence from the job market

An important and heretofore neglected method to under-
stand the degree to which the professional practice of
architecture actually incorporates historic preservation is
to directly examine practice (i.e., the work professionals
actually perform as part of their daily activities). However,
no pre-existing data source for this information exists, and
no articles have been published on the subject as it
specifically pertains to historic preservation. Additionally,
the US Bureau of Labor Statistics does not track historic
preservation jobs per se; jobs that may incorporate historic
preservation activities are subsumed into other categories.
For example, historic preservation planners are conflated
with the broad category of urban and regional planners.
Archaeologists, historians, archivists, curators, and museum
workers are also separate categories and may include
historic preservation jobs. However, no attempt has been
made to obtain any specificity related to preservation
practice. For reference, architects are tracked as a cate-
gory. In 2016, the United States had 128,800 architects
according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, but no mention
is made of historic preservation in reference to architec-
tural practice.

Alternately, examining the types of knowledge, skills, and
abilities required by employers from historic preservation
job postings is possible. This method accurately represents
job market demands at any point in time, although it only
provides an indirect assessment of the number of profes-
sionals who may work in certain specializations. Moreover,
this method can be used to address concerns regarding the
degree to which historic preservation is important to
employers of architects and can reveal the manner through
which students in professional architectural programs
should be taught. Ready data sources, such as career-
builder.com, monster.com, and indeed.com, offer data that
can be analyzed to help understand the relationship
between historic preservation and the professional practice
of architecture. The author was able to find one published
article (Visser, 2008) that used this method, but it is
methodologically weak because of its use of an “informal”
sample and its particularly few data sources. The results of
the study indicated that most historic preservation jobs
were in government practice in the area of regulatory
compliance. Notably, only 4% of the analyzed job postings
featured the job title of “architect.”

A large increase in the number of jobs posted to the
Internet and efficient job aggregators, such as indeed.com,
was observed after the publication of Visser's (2008) paper.
The data from these job postings can now be mined to
understand, qualitatively and quantitatively, the knowl-
edge, skills, and abilities required by employers in certain
job categories and to generalize the results to the entire
United States. The legitimacy of this method for gathering
data on the job market has been effectively explored in
other literature (e.g., Wheeler et al., 2017; Gardiner et al.,
2017; Brumberger and Lauer, 2015) and will not be analyzed
here. Indeed.com was selected over other job aggregators
because it is widely recognized as the most comprehensive
job aggregator on the Internet and includes data from all
other job aggregation engines.

Indeed.com is unable to search through expired or old job
postings, which means that the most efficient means to
gather data is to set up “job alerts,” which are email
notifications based on specific keywords and phrases that
are found in job postings. Table 1 lists the specific terms
used in setting up these job alerts. The primary goal was to
find all jobs in the United States that used the term historic



Table 1 Indeed.com search terms.

"historic preservation"
"historic building" — "historic preservation"
"historical building" — "historic preservation"
"historic renovations" — "historic preservation"
"historical renovations" — "historic preservation"
"historic restoration" — "historic preservation"
"historical restoration" — "historic preservation"
"materials conservation" — "historic preservation"
"cultural landscape" — "historic preservation"
"historic garden" — "historic preservation"
"historical garden" — "historic preservation"
"historic structures" — "historic preservation"
"historical structures" — "historic preservation"
"historic property" — "historic preservation"
"historic properties" — "historic preservation"
"main street" downtown — "historic preservation"
"historic site" — "historic preservation"
"historical site" — "historic preservation"
"preservation architect" — "historic preservation"
"restoration architect" — "historic preservation"
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preservation. A series of 19 additional queries was created
to provide a comprehensive method of collecting job
postings because several job postings that clearly should
be associated with the field of historic preservation may not
actually use this term. These additional queries specifically
excluded any job posting that used the phrase “historic
preservation” to prevent the collection of duplicate data.

Overall, the method used in this portion of the study was
a census1 of one year of job postings and a content analysis
of every job posting that pertained to the field of historic
preservation in some way. To perform a content analysis,
job alerts from June 1, 2016 to May 31, 2017 were analyzed
for specific skills, knowledge, and abilities related in some
way to the identification, stewardship, or treatment of the
historic environment with a focus on immovable objects in
the built environment (e.g., buildings, structures, and
landscapes). A FileMaker Pro database was created to log
the results of the analysis. Specific fields were continually
created and redefined as part of the content analysis
process (Table 2). A quantitative analysis of the relationship
between fields that would have been difficult with a
spreadsheet was made possible by using a database. Only
full-time, permanent jobs were included, in which, as far as
could be ascertained, a significant (i.e., half) degree of the
work being performed would apply in some way to the
immovable objects in the historic built environment. Job
postings that used the search phrases but excluded skills,
knowledge, and abilities related to some aspects of historic
preservation were removed.
1A census is different from a sample according to well-accepted
statistical techniques. One can make a statistical inference from a
selected sample of the population, whereas a census looks at the
entire population (i.e., no sampling involved). No margin of error or
level of confidence exists when a census is used. Thus, the accuracy
of the analysis is significantly high.
A total of 803 historic preservation job announcements
were identified over a period of one year. The vast majority
(nearly 70%) of these job announcements were clearly in the
area of regulatory compliance (Table 3). According to these
data, the majority of work based on job postings in historic
preservation is directly related to enforcing rules, laws, and
regulations at the federal, state, and local levels associated
with historic preservation. Job postings related to construc-
tion and architecture accounted for less than 12% of the
total job postings, and of these, only half described work
that would normally be performed by a trained architect
(Tables 3 and 4).

After removing the 87 job postings that represented
architecture and construction, the majority of the remain-
ing jobs required knowledge and application of the National
Environmental Policy Act and National Historic Preservation
Act along with a low frequency of required knowledge and
application of laws normally associated with natural
resource protection, such as the Endangered Species Act
(Table 5). Table 6 shows the degree to which employers not
associated with construction and architecture requested
skills that are normally associated with a professional
architect, such as the ability to create measured drawings.
These results indicate that employers who were not
involved in the construction and architecture sector were
uninterested in the skills associated with professional
architects. The content analysis of the 48 preservation
architect job postings indicated that approximately a third
of employers wanted the architect to perform regulatory
compliance work, which is most often associated with
historic tax credits or design review. Another third of the
employers required prospective architects to engage in
architectural materials conservation. No significant overlap
was observed between these two required skill sets in an
individual job posting.

These results reveal strong, defensible evidence that
most historic preservation employers are uninterested
about the skills normally associated with a professional
architect but require skill sets that are closely associated
with regulatory compliance. In addition, the very low
number of job postings requesting a professional architect
or an individual with skills normally associated with an
architect to work on historic buildings indicates that most
architectural firms are uninterested in this expertise.
4. Evidence from architectural education

In addition to the job market, the degree to which the
academe allows for and focuses on historic preservation in
the education of students in professional architectural
programs can also be examined. Moreover, providing evi-
dence on the number of architecture schools in which
students can study historic preservation is plausible.
Accordingly, the total number of architecture students
who are studying historic preservation at any given time
can be extrapolated. The author looks at the National
Architectural Accrediting Board's (NAAB) requirements in
terms of historic preservation education.

This research examines the number of students in profes-
sional architectural degree programs that actually study
historic preservation. In 1994, Tomlan (1994, 193) estimated



Table 2 Database fields.

Job title Archival research Make architectural drawings
Agency name AutoCAD Manage/supervise others
Major area of practice Building codes Marine Mammal Protection Act
Entry date California Environmental Quality Act Marketing
Desired degree Clean Air Act Material conservation
Required degree Clean Water Act Media relations
Architecture license required? Coastal Zone Management Act Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Landscape architecture license

required?
Community development MS Access

Location Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act

MS Excel

Degree major: anthropology Condition assessment MS Word
Degree major: architectural

history
Construction history Native American Graves Protection and

Repatriation Act
Degree major: archaeology Construction management National Environmental Policy Act
Degree major: architecture Construction specifications National Register
Biology Contemporary construction Oral history
Business Cost estimating Photography
Civil engineering Curatorial/collections Adobe Photoshop
Construction management Design review
Cultural resource management Docent Urban planning
Economic/community

development
Economic development MS PowerPoint

Economics Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-
Know Act

Project management

Environmental engineering Endangered Species Act Purchasing
Environmental science Environmental planning Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Environmental planning Ethnography Read architectural drawings
Geography Events management Real estate development
Geology Exhibit design Recording of buildings
History Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenti-

cide Act
Revit

Historic preservation Form-based codes Sketch-up
Landscape architecture Fundraising Social media
Museum studies Graphical Information Systems Secretary of the Interior's Standards
Natural resource management Grant administration Meets 36CFR61 [Secretary of the Interior's

Qualifications Standards]
Nonprofit administration Graphic design Stakeholder engagement
Planning (urban, regional, city) Historic American Buildings Survey Cultural resource surveys
Public administration Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency

Response
Historic tax credits

Public relations Adobe InDesign Teamwork
Real estate Interpretive programs Toxic Substances Control Act
Sociology Magnuson–Stevens Fishery Conservation and

Management Act
Trades experience

Sustainability Mainstreet [downtown revitalization] Traditional trades experience
Tourism Building maintenance Volunteer coordination
Urban design Web site administration
Urban studies Zoning/land use
Wildlife management
Section 106
4f Transportation Act
Adobe Acrobat
Archaeology survey
Architectural history

J.C. Wells460



Table 3 Census of historic preservation job postings in
the United States from June 1, 2016 to May 31, 2017 from
Indeed.com.

Area of practice Total %

Regulatory compliance 562 69.7%
Architecture and construction 87 11.2%
Historic sites/museums 72 8.9%
Preservation advocacy 46 5.7%
Downtown revitalization 36 4.5%

803 100.0%

Table 4 Breakdown of the “architecture and construc-
tion” category in Table 1.

Specialization Total %

Preservation architect 48 53.3%
Architectural materials conservator 18 20.0%
Construction contractor 21 23.3%
Landscape architect/landscape

conservation
3 3.3%

90 100.0%

Table 5 Top skills requested by historic preservation
employers in areas outside of architecture and construc-
tion practice.

Area of practice Total %

Section 106 of the National Historic Pre-
servation Act

389 54.3%

National Environmental Policy Act (EIS/EA)* 360 50.3%
National Register of Historic Places (nomi-

nations, eligibility)
276 38.5%

Secretary of the Interior's Standards 207 28.9%
Endangered Species Act 141 19.7%
Clean Water Act 134 18.7%
Historic Resource Surveys 112 15.6%

*Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); Environmental
Assessment (EA).

Table 6 Frequency of employers' requirements for
architectural skills in historic preservation practice areas
outside of architecture and construction.

Area of practice Total %

Ability to read architectural drawings 18 9.1%
Ability to use AutoCAD 8 4.0%
Understand construction specifications 5 2.5%
Ability to draft measured drawings 4 2.0%
Knowledge of contemporary construction 4 2.0%
Construction management 3 1.5%
Ability to use Sketchup 2 1.0%
Ability to use Revit 0 0.0%
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that fewer than 100 such students are enrolled in the United
States. However, no supplemental information is available
in literature to provide an updated number, but producing a
rough estimate using contemporary data is possible. Accord-
ing to the ACSA website, approximately 25,000 students in
the United States are enrolled in 148 professional architec-
ture degree programs, of which 14 or 9.5% offer a specia-
lization or opportunity to study historic preservation.2

Assuming that each of these 14 schools has approximately
0.7% of the total population of 25,000 students (i.e., nearly
175 students each) and the full half of the students are
enrolled in historic preservation coursework, 1225 (or
approximately 5%)of students in the United States study
historic preservation coursework in professional architec-
ture degree programs in the country. This estimate is
artificially high but still gives credence to Tomlan's earlier
estimate of 100 and presents a reasonably salient argument
that very few professional architecture degree students
study historic preservation in the United States.

A reason that few schools of architecture allow for the
study of historic preservation is because it is currently not
part of NAAB's accreditation requirements. NAAB's (2015)
current Procedures for Accreditation makes no mention of
historic preservation at all. The only criterion that may have
direct application to historic preservation is Section B2,
2Notably, this number (14) comes from architecture programs in
which students can study the entirety or portions of a complete
preservation curriculum, most of which adhere to recommendations
given by the National Council for Preservation Education (NCPE).
Many professional architecture programs that indicate that students
can “specialize” in “preservation” are available. However, most of
these programs have no faculty with degrees or training in historic
preservation — specifically training in material conservation and
preservation regulations.
which requires that students have the “ability to respond to
site characteristics including … historical fabric ….” Sec-
tion B1 mentions that students should be able to conduct
“an analysis of site conditions (including existing build-
ings).” These two places are the only areas in NAAB's
criteria that would apply to either historic or existing
buildings. NAAB's 2014 criteria were the same in this regard.
Previously, the 2009 NAAB criteria did have a requirement
(section C7) that students should understand historic pre-
servation laws, which was removed in later iterations of this
document. In NAAB's existence, historic preservation
requirements have always been very minimal, if they
existed at all. The current trajectory of NAAB criteria
removes any mention of historic preservation. Specifically,
NAAB gives little attention to recommendations from the
World Heritage Committee, International Council on Monu-
ments and Sites, and International Center for the Study of
the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property that
architects who work on old buildings need “specialized
training in addition to normal professional or vocational
preparation” (World Heritage Committee, 1995, 3). These
organizations argue that an architect should not outsource
the technical expertise required for working on old buildings
but must instead be trained to be “conservation architects”
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(ibid, 4). Moreover, no preservation/conservation accred-
itation schemes exist for professional architects in the
United States. In comparison, the United Kingdom has nine
such accreditation schemes (English Heritage, n.d.).

In summary, very few schools of architecture in the
United States offer architecture students the ability to
study historic preservation, and no organization or group
in the country has created any kind of accreditation scheme
that would reinforce the need for conservation/preserva-
tion education requirements for architects. As a result, very
few architecture students are actually studying historic
preservation. The leading accrediting organization of pro-
fessional architectural programs (i.e., NAAB) has no interest
in requiring any understanding of significant depth on the
subject in defiance of international recommendations.
5. Discrepancies that deserve an explanation

According to a 2011 survey by the American Institute for
Architects (AIA, 2013), 30% of the architectural firms
surveyed indicated that they specialized in “historic pre-
servation.” The disparity between the number of “preser-
vation” architectural firms and the number of firms actually
hiring trained preservation architects is apparent and leads
to the reasonable conclusion that most of these firms are
not hiring architects with training in architectural material
conservation or preservation law, which are the two main
areas considered to be essential for a properly trained
preservation architect. Often, these firms have an unregis-
tered technical architect who handles many of the pre-
servation tasks and upon which the majority of registered
architects rely for technical details. These firms may simply
be playing it by ear and learning the process of design
review (for example, through trial and error in going before
historic preservation commissions). An architect can simply
correct errors, if there are any, and learn how the process
works because no legal requirements require that architects
be trained in historic preservation. The ramification of this
situation is a client who is likely being billed for an
architect's learning process, which has several ethical
consequences. Another possibility is that these firms may
simply outsource all preservation expertise while advertis-
ing that they are “qualified” to perform this kind of work.

Considering that no data or literature are available on the
subject of architectural firms and how well their staff are
trained in historic preservation, I can speak from my own
personal experience when I worked as the lead preservation
officer for the City of Denver, Colorado (USA), which is one
of the country's busiest historic preservation commissions.
In my work, I managed the overall design review process
used to approve work on properties individually listed on
the local register of historic places or included in a local
historic district. Most architects who presented themselves
as experts in historic preservation were unable to properly
navigate the design review process and did not understand
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, its application,
and the technical details of historic construction. When an
architect who was trained in these details arrived at the
commission, most of the time, she/he was able to receive
immediate approval by the preservation commission for the
requested work. However, more often than not, when an
architect was clearly untrained in historic preservation, the
same architect kept coming back to the commission through
a trial and error process to learn how to have an architec-
tural design approved by the historic preservation commis-
sion. Moreover, the architect's client was often unsatisfied
with this outcome, which led to unnecessary construction
delays.

This issue was also something that I saw repeatedly
when I was a board member of the National Alliance of
Preservation Commissions, where staff of local historic
preservation commissions would inform me that most
architects that went before their preservation commis-
sions lacked proper education and would usually have to
come back repeatedly to the preservation commission
over a period of months to obtain project approval.
Instead of clients becoming upset at the lack of an
architect's education and experience in historic preserva-
tion, their anger was often turned upon the preservation
commission and their staff, which was a particularly
frustrating experience for everyone involved.

This pattern is also evident in higher education. For
example, 53 schools that have professional architectural
programs listed on the ACSA website indicate that a pro-
spective student can specialize in “preservation.” A random
sample of 15 of these programs showed the following:

� None of the full-time faculty in these programs had any
official training in historic preservation, such as a major
or certificate in the field.

� Faculty members’ bio data failed to mention any historic
preservation work.

� The CVs of the faculty in the program failed to list any
historic preservation activity, although architectural his-
tory was frequently represented.

� No adjuncts listed on the program's website had any
specific expertise in historic preservation.

� None of the course descriptions used the word “preserva-
tion” or the phrase “historic preservation” or any similar
concepts.

� None of the websites for these sample programs included
the word “historic preservation.”

Notably, ACSA has no criteria to list or remove an
educational program's expressed desire to represent them-
selves as offering a preservation specialization.

Exceptions to this pattern were schools, such as Roger
Williams University, University of Maryland, and Clemson
University, that had majors in historic preservation available
to students, had full-time faculty trained in historic pre-
servation and coursework on the subject, and often
described historic preservation options for students on the
program's website. Most of these historic preservation
programs also follow guidelines from NCPE. These programs
are listed in the “related disciplines” section of the ACSA
website.

Although these points are largely based on personal
observation, which means that the author cannot make
any claims for generalizability, a consistent pattern is
evident: architects, architectural firms, and schools of
architecture represent themselves as experts in historic
preservation without the skills or training to support their
claims.
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6. Conclusion

Although the review of literature relating historic preserva-
tion to the practice and education of architects is largely
based on the anecdotal accounts of authors, quantitative
evidence from the job market and academe reinforce these
authors’ claims that the field of architecture in practice and
theory cares little about historic preservation, which is a
result that can be generalized to architectural practice in
the United States. Employers of architects are not inter-
ested in historic preservation skills. Moreover, historic
preservation employers are not looking for architectural
skills (see Table 6). Few opportunities exist for students in
professional architectural programs to learn about historic
preservation, and the leading accrediting organization
(NAAB) proceeds as if historic preservation is non-existent.
Part of this apathy is that neither the field of architecture
nor historic preservation is interested in a wider societal
debate on the conservation of the historic environment
(Gonzalez-Longo, 2015). To wit is Rem Koolhaas’ recent
traveling “Cronocaos” exhibition that challenges many of
the preconceived notions about built heritage conservation/
historic preservation but has largely failed to provoke any
kind of debate in any context, professional or lay, in any
discipline (Gonzalez-Longo, 2015).

Several reasons may account for this, including
Woodcock's (1998, 23) observation that architectural firms
fear that increasing and especially requiring historic pre-
servation knowledge, skills, and abilities of their architects
“would deter clients from commissioning them” because
they lack these skills. Architectural firms may simply prefer
to have no historic preservation expertise in-house and
choose to outsource this requirement to preservation con-
sultants. However, this situation is problematic when such
firms advertise themselves as qualified to perform work in
historic preservation. Additionally, from a legal liability
perspective, an architect only needs to know about the
regulatory requirements of his/her work and not the
technical details of working with historic building fabric.
This situation also reinforces the probability that an archi-
tectural firm will want to outsource this expertise, or
perhaps, as Otero-Pailos (2014, 98) observed, architects
do not like preservation “because its formless aesthetics are
not based on the architectural presence of absence, which
seems unnatural to them.” Could we then suppose that
architecture and preservation are inherently not related to
each other? Rather than deny this thesis, what would
happen if we took the radical step of embracing it?

Evidence from the job market moves historic preserva-
tion much closer to environmental conservation and envir-
onmental studies than it does to architecture. The fact that
nearly three-quarters of a year's worth of job postings were
in regulatory compliance and about half of these jobs
require employees to perform work in applying regulations
associated with natural resources (e.g., Clean Water Act) is
telling. According to Cristina Gonzalez-Longo (2014, 3),
“Somehow we have stopped seeing historic buildings as
architecture,” which means that working on these kinds of
buildings is therefore not actually a form of “architectural”
practice. Rather than fight this reality, why not accept it as
reflective of how people and institutions actually work? The
natural place (no pun intended) for historic preservation in
the field of architecture is environment/behavior research
and evidence-based design. For example, one of the
requirements in performing an EIS or EA as part of the
National Environmental Policy Act is to consider the impact
of changes to buildings and places on the human environ-
ment, which lends itself to social science research methods
much more than it does to the rationalistic theories of
architectural design. The field of architecture and profes-
sional architects will always be a part of historic preserva-
tion because historic preservation often focuses on
buildings. However, we need a new method of conceptualiz-
ing the definition of historic preservation on the basis of
evidence on the way in which these two disciplines fail to
connect, and from the result, we should re-engage with the
potential of preservation architecture.
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