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Abstract 

 

Preservation Professionals: Architects and the Origins of Architectural 

Preservation in the United States, 1876-1926 

 

Anna Christine Nau, Ph.D. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2020 

 

Supervisor:  Michael Holleran 

 

This dissertation re-examines the role of the architecture profession in the early 

development of historic preservation in the United States. Existing scholarship has 

defined the emergence of preservation in the US in the second half of the nineteenth 

century as an amateur, grass roots movement. Unlike their European counterparts, 

American architects have been understood as peripheral figures until the restoration of 

Colonial Williamsburg, beginning in 1926. While “amateur” preservationists inarguably 

led the early movement, this dissertation reveals that architects played a more significant 

role in defining, documenting, and treating historic buildings between the 1870s and 

1920s than previously known.  

The rise of preservation as a field of inquiry and practice occurred alongside the 

modern professionalization of architecture. In the last quarter of the nineteenth century, a 

new popular and scholarly interest in Colonial and Federal era architecture emerged at 

the same time that American architects were debating the future of their profession. 

Beginning in the 1870s, they engaged with European preservation ideas and projects 



 ix 

through professional architectural journals, which provided a framework to evaluate the 

value of preservation of their own country’s historic buildings.  

Three projects for significant civic buildings illustrate the ways in which the 

profession engaged in preservation leadership between the 1890s and early 1920s. First, 

the Boston Society of Architects’ mid-1890s campaign to save the “Bulfinch Front” of 

the Massachusetts State House in Boston. Second, McKim, Mead & White’s 1903 

restoration of the White House in Washington, D.C. Third, the Philadelphia AIA’s work 

at the Independence Hall complex between 1898 and 1924.  

In each case, prominent architects, including Charles A. Cummings, Charles F. 

McKim, and Frank Miles Day, treated preservation as a way to distinguish their 

knowledge of historic buildings from non-professionals. Preservation became a tool for 

consolidating professional status. As buildings considered of national architectural 

significance, these projects provided an opportunity for architects to confidently assert 

expertise and authority. They were also part of a conscious attempt to place the country’s 

early architectural heritage within the established canon of Western architectural history. 

This dissertation provides a new perspective on the relationship between preservation and 

the professionalization of architecture in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries. 
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Introduction: Re-examining the Role of Architects in Preservation 

In 1890, the American Institute of Architects (AIA) created a Committee on the 

Conservation of Public Architecture to act as a watch-dog for significant, historic public 

buildings. Prompted by the threatened demolition of the Custom House and Treasury 

Department building on Wall Street in New York City, the architect Richard M. Upjohn 

urged the AIA to take action to help prevent the destruction of such landmarks. He 

argued that the committee “would be a good thing, for if there is anyone whose province 

it is to take charge of the preservation of architectural buildings, especially of the national 

buildings, it is the American Institute of Architects.”1 Upjohn’s assertion encapsulates an 

idea that would be born out over the following three decades, as members of the 

architecture profession began to engage in efforts to preserve buildings they considered to 

be most significant for the country’s architectural history. Upjohn’s belief that the AIA—

the representative body of a profession that was consciously striving to assert its authority 

in the United States at that time—should act as leaders in the preservation of “national 

buildings” was taken up by several prominent architects, including Charles McKim and 

Frank Miles Day. This dissertation traces those efforts, providing new evidence of the 

profession’s place in the early history of architectural preservation in the United States. 

Architects have been curiously absent from histories of early historic preservation 

in the United States. Preservation history is a relatively young field of scholarship. Much 

of the existing literature on what we now know as the American preservation movement 

defines its origins in the second half of the nineteenth century as a grass roots and 

nationalistic endeavor. It is also presented as being somewhat divorced from 
 

1 Proceedings of the Twenty-Fourth Annual Convention of the American Institute of Architects (Chicago: 
Inland Architect Press, 1891): 33-34. 
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contemporary developments in Europe, where most preservation discourse centered at 

that time. In the United States, a complex assortment of actors, including women’s 

organizations and patriotic groups, antiquarians, and historically-minded civic leaders 

and individuals, drove early preservation initiatives.  

The origin story of the American preservation movement is frequently dated to 

1853. In that year, a group of women, led by Ann Pamela Cunningham, formed the 

Mount Vernon Ladies Association to raise funds to purchase President Washington’s 

estate from his descendants after the government had failed to raise the money to do so. 

The success of the Mount Vernon Ladies Association in preserving the historic estate 

heavily influenced subsequent similar grass-roots efforts by regional and state-level 

organizations to create patriotic historical sites.2 Unlike their European counterparts, 

American architects have been understood as peripheral figures in the movement prior to 

the restoration of Colonial Williamsburg, beginning in 1926, and the creation of the 

Historic American Buildings Survey in the 1930s. While voluntary organizations and 

“amateur” preservationists, like the Mount Vernon Ladies Association, inarguably led the 

earliest preservation efforts in the country, this dissertation reveals that the American 

architecture profession played a more significant role in defining, documenting, and 

treating historic buildings before the 1920s and 1930s than previously known.  

I examine this role through an analysis of professional discourse, beginning in the 

1870s, as evidenced in architectural journals, and in three architect-led preservation 

projects for prominent public buildings. First, the mid-1890s campaign to save the 

 
2 Charles B. Hosmer, Presence of the Past: A History of the Preservation Movement in the United States 
before Williamsburg (New York: Putnam, 1965): 42, 57; Max Page and Randall Mason, “Introduction: 
Rethinking the Roots of the Historic Preservation Movement,” in Giving Preservation a History, eds. Max 
Page and Randall Mason (New York: Rutledge, 2004), 6-7. 
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“Bulfinch Front” of the Massachusetts State House in Boston, spearheaded by the Boston 

Society of Architects. Second, McKim, Mead & White’s 1903 restoration and expansion 

of the White House in Washington, D.C. Third, the work of the Philadelphia AIA to 

document and restore the Independence Hall complex between 1898 and 1924. 

 

WHY ARCHITECTS?  

The central aim of this dissertation is to elucidate the role of the architecture 

profession in the advocacy and practice of preservation in the United States during the 

late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The rise of the preservation movement 

occurred in the same era as the modern professionalization of architectural practice, both 

in the United States and in Europe. Little existing scholarship, either on preservation 

history or the professionalization of architecture, assesses the connections between the 

two in the United States, while the leadership of professional architects in European 

preservation history is more well known. How engaged in architectural preservation 

theory, advocacy, and practice were American architects before the 1920s? For architects 

who did participate in preservation efforts, what motivations and philosophies 

underpinned that engagement? This dissertation seeks to identify where and understand 

how architectural preservation fitted into the growth of architectural professionalism and 

professional identity. It is the first study to examine in detail the role of the architecture 

profession in the early history of preservation in the United States. 

In his seminal study, Presence of the Past: A History of the Preservation 

Movement in the United States before Williamsburg (1965), Charles Hosmer found the 

contribution of architects to preservation “disappointing.” While he credits the profession 

for sparking interest in American architectural history in the late nineteenth century, as 
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part of the Colonial Revival movement, he argues they did not influence the preservation 

movement much before their involvement with the Historic American Buildings Survey 

in the 1930s. He notes a few instances of the AIA in preservation advocacy, including the 

short-lived Committee on the Conservation of Public Architecture, but finds them to be 

of little consequence. He claims that while “architects were entirely willing to offer their 

skills to the cause of preservation…they did not wish to lead it.”F

3 Hosmer presents the 

rise of preservation in the United States as a fundamentally conservative, grass-roots, and 

“amateur” activity, led by educated elites who were reacting to the perceived threat of 

rapid “progress” in the built environment. He identifies the primary motivation for the 

movement as an “emergent national consciousness,” deeply tied to growing patriotism 

and national identity surrounding the commemoration of the Revolutionary War.4 It was 

not until the 1930s, he argues, that “the field of preservation became professional.”5  

More recent preservation history scholarship has highlighted episodes in the late 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries when architects played a notable role in 

preservation activities. Most of these works focus on specific cities or regions, providing 

critical analysis of the social, cultural, and economic context of the preservation 

movement in various parts of the United States.6 In Boston’s “Changeful Times”: 

Origins of Preservation & Planning in America (1998), Michael Holleran demonstrates 

 
3 Hosmer, Presence of the Past, 196-211. 
4 Hosmer, Presence of the Past, 21-22. 
5 Hosmer, Preservation Comes of Age: From Williamsburg to the National Trust, 1926-1949 
(Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1981), 867. 
6 James M. Lindgren, Preserving Historic New England: Preservation, Progressivism, and the Remaking of 
Memory (New York; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995); Michael Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful 
Times”: Origins of Preservation & Planning in America (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
1998); Chris Wilson, The Myth of Santa Fe: Creating a Modern Regional Tradition (Albuquerque: 
University of New Mexico Press, 1997); Lewis Fisher, Saving San Antonio: The Precarious Preservation 
of a Heritage (Lubbock: Texas Tech University Press, 1996); Randall Mason, The Once and Future New 
York: Historic Preservation and the Modern City (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2009). 
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the complex nature of preservation as a “search for permanence,” examining the 

relationship between private preservation efforts and the history of public urban 

planning.7 The contribution of architects makes up just one aspect of this larger social 

and environmental history, which examines the role of real estate speculators, lawyers, 

engineers, city planners, and other emerging professionals of the era. His examination of 

the preservation fight for the Massachusetts State House in the 1890s—"the first one in 

which architects took a leading role”—has provided a valuable foundation for my own 

analysis of architects’ leadership in that preservation campaign. Randall Mason’s The 

Once and Future New York: Historic Preservation and the Modern City (2009) examines 

the early history of preservation in New York City, circa 1890–1920, through the analysis 

of several case studies, including the unsuccessful effort to save the Federal-era St. 

John’s Chapel from demolition and the debates over the fate of the old City Hall and the 

creation of City Hall Park.8 While prominent local architects called for preservation of St. 

John’s Chapel as a significant architectural landmark in the 1910s, architects appear to 

have played a secondary role compared to civic leaders and reformers. 

Other historians have highlighted the work of individual architects, such as 

Timothy Orwig’s study on Joseph Everett Chandler, a New England-based restoration 

architect and Colonial Revival designer active from the 1890s to 1930s.9 Chandler was 

one of a handful of architects in this era who both focused a significant portion of their 

practice on preservation and restoration and wrote about preservation, a group that also 

includes Norman Isham. In Preserving Historic New England: Preservation, 

 
7 Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful Times”, 5, 135. 
8 Mason, The Once and Future New York. 
9 Timothy T. Orwig, Joseph Everett Chandler, Colonial Revival Architecture, and the Origins of Historic 
Preservation in New England (PhD Dissertation, Boston University, 2010). 
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Progressivism, and the Remaking of Memory (1995), James Lindgren notes the ways in 

which Isham and Chandler both acted as expert consultants for William Sumner 

Appleton, Jr. and the Society for the Preservation of New England Antiquities (SPNEA) 

in the first few decades of the twentieth century. But their role was secondary to that of 

Appleton, who, Lindgren argues, created the first professional preservation organization 

focused on a “scientific” approach to the treatment of historic building.10 

The only existing historical studies to specifically examine the role of the 

architecture profession in American preservation are a pair of reports published by the 

American Institute of Architects in 1990.11 Using material from the institute’s archives, 

Melissa J. Houghton constructs a brief institutional history of the AIA’s involvement in 

preservation activities during the century following the creation of the Committee on the 

Conservation of Public Architecture in 1890. Despite the limited activities of the 

committee in its first few decades, she shows that prominent architects within the AIA 

frequently advocated for preservation of architecturally significant buildings. She also 

highlights that the most meaningful preservation advocacy occurred at the local level, 

among individual AIA chapters. Houghton’s studies have provided a critical starting 

point for the case studies and individual architects that are the focus of my research. 

In concentrating on the role of architects in the early history of preservation, I do 

not intend to suggest that architects played a more significant role than other groups or 

individuals in the development of the preservation movement in these years. Rather, I 

 
10 Lindgren, Preserving Historic New England, 11. See Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful Times”, 215-44, for 
additional research on SPNEA’s role in the professionalization of preservation. 
11 Melissa J. Houghton, Architects in Historic Preservation: The Formal Role of the AIA, 1890-1990 
(Washington, D.C.: The American Institute of Architects, 1990) and Houghton, Pioneers in Preservation: 
Biographical Sketches of Architects Prominent in the Field Before World War II (Washington, D.C.: The 
American Institute of Architects, 1990). 



 7 

aim to add to the existing narrative and demonstrate more fully the when, how, and why 

of the earliest instances of the architecture profession’s meaningful engagements with 

preservation in the United States. In telling a history of preservation through the lens of 

the architecture profession, I am inherently telling only one part of the story of 

preservation’s evolution. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the 

American architecture profession consisted of educated, middle-class and upper-class 

white men, with little exception. Although a small number of women and racial and 

ethnic minorities began to make incremental inroads into the field by the turn of the 

century, their admittance to the profession was still the exception and not the rule—a 

legacy that the profession continues to grapple with today.12 Issues of race and gender, 

therefore, are not brought to the forefront of this dissertation, but remain important 

avenues of future research to more fully understand the relationship between the 

architecture profession and the preservation movement.13  

My study is also limited geographically to preservation projects in three major 

East Coast cities. While this is partly due to the higher concentration of colonial buildings 

in that region—the main focus of preservation efforts in the late nineteenth and early 

twentieth centuries—it is also the result of the higher concentration of professional 

architects, or at least AIA-affiliated architects, in these locations during that era.14 While 

some scholars have noted the involvement of architects in early-twentieth-century 

 
12 Mary N. Woods, From Craft to Profession: The Practice of Architecture in Nineteenth-Century America 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999), 6.  
13 For an examination of the historical role of women in preservation in the United States, see Restoring 
Women’s History Through Historic Preservation, eds. Gail Lee Dubrow and Jennifer B. Goodman 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003). 
14 A notable exception in these years is Chicago, which alongside New York, was the most important 
center of architectural design and practice in the United States. For a discussion of the geographic 
components of the professionalization of architectural practice, see Woods, From Craft to Profession, 7. 
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preservation efforts outside of the East Coast, particularly for Spanish Colonial buildings, 

the architecture profession’s role in these histories offers avenues for future research.15  

 

ARCHITECTS, PRESERVATION, AND PROFESSIONALISM 

This dissertation posits that architects’ motivations for engaging with and even 

leading preservation efforts in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries differed 

from “non-professional” preservationists of the era. Unlike most other preservation 

leaders, such as antiquarians or voluntary groups, architects were part of a distinct 

professional class, striving to consolidate their professional standing. While some 

architects interested in preservation in this period can also be considered antiquarians, 

such as Norman Isham in New England, architects’ more specialized approaches to the 

study and valorization of historic buildings became distinct from the broader interest of 

the antiquarian in the historical past and its material culture. Even within a professional 

context, antiquarians’ and architects’ approaches to historical building values could 

sometimes be at odds, as Ola Wetterberg has shown in the case of Sweden, where 

antiquarian museum professionals and professional architects fought over who would 

control government preservation activities in the early twentieth century.16 

Between the 1870s and the 1920s, the United States experienced substantial social 

and economic transformations. The country was emerging in these decades as a major 

 
15 For example, Wilson, The Myth of Santa Fe: Creating a Modern Regional Tradition; Fisher, Saving San 
Antonio: The Precarious Preservation of a Heritage; Kenneth Hafertepe, “Restoration, Reconstruction, or 
Romance? The Case of the Spanish Governor’s Palace in Hispanic-Era San Antonio, Texas,” Journal of the 
Society of Architectural Historians 67 no. 3 (September 2008): 412-33; Anna Nau, “Heritage and Identity 
in the Early Twentieth-Century Preservation of the San Antonio Missions,” Arris 28 (2017): 30-45. 
16 Ola Wetterberg, “Conservation and the Professions: The Swedish Context, 1880-1920,” in Towards 
World Heritage: International Origins of the Preservation Movement, 1870-1930, ed. Melanie Hall 
(Farnham, UK: Ashgate, 2011), 209-220. 
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industrial and political power on the world stage, with rapid urbanization, waves of 

immigration, and progressive reform movements.17 Part of this transformation included 

the growth of an urban professional middle class whose “search for order,” to borrow the 

concept of the social historian Robert Wiebe, crafted personal identities increasingly tied 

to their respective professional occupations, be it medicine, law, business, or 

architecture.18 History as an academic discipline also emerged in the nineteenth century, 

as well as the field of archaeology as a form of scientific and professional practice, 

increasingly distinct from the amateur antiquarian.19 

It was in the middle part of the nineteenth century that architecture was 

consolidated as a profession, set apart from the majority of those engaged in design and 

building, such as builders or building mechanics. Industrialization, technological 

advancements, and rapid urbanization greatly affected the nature of design and building 

practice, creating growing distinctions among architects, craftsman, and builders—an 

issue that underpinned the ideology of the Arts and Crafts movement that emerged in 

Britain in the second half of the century, and later elsewhere, including the United States. 

The general building boom in America, particularly after the Civil War, led to a sharp 

rise in the number of practicing architects, many of whom sought greater cooperation and 

professional legitimacy. In the United States and Europe, the emerging middle class, 

 
17 For useful cultural and social histories of the era, see Lawrence W. Levine, Highbrow/Lowbrow: The 
Emergence of Cultural Hierarchy in America (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1988); Alan 
Trachtenberg, The Incorporation of America: Culture and Society in the Gilded Age (New York: Hill and 
Wang, 2007); T. J. Jackson Lears, No Place of Grace: Antimodernism and the Transformation of American 
Culture, 1880-1920 (New York: Pantheon, 1981); Louis Menand, The Metaphysical Club (New York: 
Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2001); Steven J. Diner, A Very Different Age: Americans of the Progressive Era 
(New York: Hill and Wang, 1998). 
18 Robert H. Wiebe, The Search for Order, 1877-1920 (New York: Hill and Wang, 1967). 
19 Philippa Levine, The Amateur and the Professional: Antiquarians, Historians and Archaeologists in 
Victorian England, 1836-1886 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986), 35-39.  
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increased education standards, and the proliferation of mass media via popular and trade 

publications engaged the public in architectural matters as never before.20   

Architects in the United States, as architectural historian Mary Woods has argued, 

“waged a protracted and bitter struggle to secure recognition as professional practitioners 

and artists throughout the late nineteenth century.”21 This included the establishment of 

the American Institute of Architects in 1857, the first university architecture programs 

(Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1868 and the University of Illinois in 1871), 

and successful professional architectural journals, like the American Architect and 

Building News (established in 1876). Woods has stressed the profession’s “delicate 

balancing act” in pushing for professional recognition; they “had to be entrepreneurial but 

dignified.” She argues that unlike many European architects, particularly those in Britain, 

who had traditionally seen themselves as above commercial incentives and equals with 

their clients, American architects uniquely embraced “the concept of architect as artist, 

constructor, and businessman” in this era.22 

 

 
20 Woods, From Craft to Profession; Joan Ockman, “Introduction: The Turn of Education,” in Architecture 
School: Three Centuries of Educating Architects in North America, Joan Ockman and Rebecca Williamson, 
eds. (Cambridge, Mass. : Washington, D.C: MIT Press ; Association of Collegiate Schools of Architecture, 
2012); Leland Roth, American Architecture: A History (Boulder: Icon Editions/Westview Press, 2001). 
21 Mary N. Woods, “Charles F. McKim and the Foundation of the American Academy in Rome,” in Light 
on the Eternal City: Observations and Discoveries in the Art and Architecture of Rome, ed. Hellmut Hager 
and Susan C. Scott (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1987), 312. 
22 Woods, From Craft to Profession, 82-88. More recent scholarship has begun to reassess the business and 
commercial motivations of British architects in this period. For example, the large output and size of a firm 
like Sir George Gilbert Scott’s suggests that commercialism was the most significant motivation for his 
practice. See Sam McKinstry and Ying Yong Ding, “Business Success and the Architectural Practice of Sir 
George Gilbert Scott, c.1845-1878: A Study in Hard Work, Sound Management and Networks of Trust,” 
Business History Vol. 59, No. 6 (2017): 928-50.  
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PRESERVATION AS CULTURAL PRODUCTION 

This dissertation aims to elucidate how architects’ participation in preservation 

contributed to the defining of American architectural identity in an era of significant 

cultural change. In doing so, I employ a synthetic and multi-disciplinary methodological 

approach. My research is broadly a work of architectural history, but in delving into 

questions of professionalization of architecture and the development of preservation 

ideas, I also draw from social and cultural history concepts. Architectural preservation, 

while grounded in physical intervention, is an act of ascribing meaning. Buildings 

“always admit multiple readings,” yet the act of restoring or preserving a building takes 

place within a conscious attempt to define specific value and significance.23 Such 

meanings are therefore dependent on cultural and social context but can change over 

time. In this research, I seek to understand how and why architects ascribed meaning to 

existing buildings. I also aim to determine how the meanings they ascribed to historic 

buildings impacted the growing preservation movement, as well as a broader sense of 

American architectural identity. As Max Page and Randall Mason have emphasized, to 

better understand the history of preservation practice, it “cannot be seen in isolation,” but 

rather as a cultural process that must be analyzed as part of wider social, cultural, and 

economic contexts.24 

This dissertation relies on the concept of preservation as a form of cultural 

production, tied to theories of modernity, identity, and collective memory. The rise of the 

historic preservation movement in the nineteenth century is fundamentally linked with 

broad, complex, and often competing ideas of identity, including national, regional, and 
 

23 Christopher Long, “Architecture: The Built Object,” in History Beyond the Text: A Student’s Guide to 
Approaching Alternative Sources, eds. Sarah Barber and Corinna Peniston-Bird (London: Routledge, 
2009): 165.  
24 Page and Mason, “Introduction: Rethinking the Roots of the Historic Preservation Movement,” 10-12. 
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civic identities. The century witnessed an important intellectual transformation in the way 

the past was viewed, defined, and commemorated, laying the foundation for our modern 

concept of ‘heritage.’ David Lowenthal argues that, unlike the concept of history, 

heritage acts not as a “testable…version of our past,” but is a form of “civic religion.”25 

The nineteenth century was a critical period in modern states’ formations, when nations 

began to see themselves as having distinct identities. As national boundaries were 

consolidated, political and social elites searched for new ways to define their national and 

cultural identities, largely as a result of seismic societal and cultural shifts in the wake of 

industrialization. As historian Eric Hobsbawm established, “invented traditions,” formal 

and informal, flourished as a way to create a perceived continuity with the past that was 

especially useful for anchoring community identity in periods of change.26  

A desire to protect monuments of the past emerged in the nineteenth century, both 

in the United States and in industrializing countries elsewhere, because of a shift in 

intellectual understanding of the past as “foreign” to the present.27 In many 

industrializing nations, visiting historic buildings increasingly became a popular leisure 

activity for elites and for emerging middle classes.28 While contemporary architectural 

design became a vehicle for national image making in this period through the 

proliferation of historicism—including the Gothic Revival in Europe and the Colonial 

 
25 David Lowenthal, “Fabricating Heritage,” History and Memory Vol. 10, No. 1 (Spring 1998): 5-24.  See 
also Astrid Swenson, The Rise of Heritage: Preserving the Past in France, Germany and England, 1789-
1914 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 5-8. 
26 Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger, eds., The Invention of Tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1983). 
27 David Lowenthal, The Past is a Foreign Country (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985) 
28 Chris Miele points to the importance of early historic building tourism in Britain in the first half of the 
nineteenth century, where “increased leisure time and higher wages made historic buildings culture 
accessible to an increasingly wider audience.” See Chris Miele, “Heritage and Its Communities,” in 
Towards World Heritage: International Origins of the Preservation Movement, 1870-1930, ed. Melanie 
Hall (Farnham, UK: Ashgate, 2011), 157.  
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Revival in the United States—historic buildings in particular served as “cultural anchors 

in turbulent times.”29 Nationalism, as well as historicism, and the various reactions to the 

rapid pace of change in the century are critical social and cultural context for the rise of 

preservation internationally.30 Pierre Nora’s highly influential concept of Lieux de 

mémoire, or sites of memory, frames the preservation of monuments (although his “sites” 

encompass a broad category, including literature, symbols, and individuals) as an act of 

national commemoration that creates places of “symbolic history” and authorized 

collective memory.31 While largely a modern phenomenon, the use of preservation or 

veneration of architectural monuments as a way to encourage loyalty to “the state” was 

not entirely new. As Miles Glendinning argues, for the ancient Romans, “a monument 

was a physical focus of pietas,” a concept that encompassed a sense of duty to the gods, 

ancestors, and the glorification of the Roman state.32  

 
29 Miles Glendinning, The Conservation Movement: A History of Architectural Preservation: Antiquity to 
Modernity (Abingdon and New York: Routledge, 2013), 65. 
30 Most nationalism scholars see the period between 1870 and 1914 as a transformative period for 
nationalism as a reaction to and result of modern social and political change, including urbanization, new 
class structures, and global migration. See Eric Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism since 1780: 
Programme, Myth, Reality, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992) and John Breuilly, 
Nationalism and the State, 2nd ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994). A series of essays in 
Commemorations: The Politics of National Identity, ed. John R. Gillis (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1994) provides useful examinations of how the concepts of memory, history, and identity are 
intertwined with nationalism. 
31 Pierre Nora, “Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire,” Representations No. 26 (Spring 
1989): 7-24. For English translations of Nora’s original 1984-92 multi-volume work, see Pierre Nora, 
Realms of Memory: Rethinking the French Past, 3 vols., ed. Lawrence D. Kritzman, trans. Arthur 
Goldhammer (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996). For an example of the Lieux de mémoire 
concept applied to another example of national historical memory, see Rudy Koshar, From Monuments to 
Traces: Artifacts of German Memory, 1870-1900 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000). Many 
scholars have argued that, when serving as a kind of authorized heritage—one that is focused on the 
legitimization of a national narrative—preservation privileges elite groups. For a useful discussion about 
the idea of authorized heritage and alternatives to the “hegemonic discourse on heritage,” see Laurajane 
Smith, Uses of Heritage (Abingdon: Routledge, 2006). 
32 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 12-14. 
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In the United States in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the initial 

focus of architectural preservation efforts was on sites of British colonial or 

Revolutionary-era history and privileged a predominately white, Anglo-American 

narrative. Michael Kammen’s influential study, Mystic Chords of Memory: The 

Transformation of Tradition in American Culture (1991) provides a significant 

foundation for exploring the relationship between collective memory and national 

identities in the United States, a country almost uncomfortably aware of its relative youth 

in the late nineteenth century, but also conscious of its somewhat distinct federal status as 

the nation expanded westward and began to emerge on the international stage. He takes a 

wide scope, both thematically and chronologically, highlighting the diversity of types of 

American historical consciousness, from public commemorations, to print culture, to 

historic preservation. F

33 Other scholars have explored the particular ways in which people 

in the United States have crafted historical and collective memories. Standardized 

versions of “the past” have occurred alongside various national, regional and sometimes 

contradictory concepts of American historical memory, because of the diverse ethnic and 

social make-up of the country. Historian John Bodnar argues that collective or “public 

memory” in the United States, particularly in the twentieth century, emerged from a 

unique “intersection of official and vernacular cultural expressions.”34  

Throughout the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the preservation of 

significant public and domestic buildings helped stress both similarities and distinctions 

in particular states or regions of the United States. The early focus on the homes of 

 
33 Michael Kammen, Mystic Chords of Memory: The Transformation of Tradition in American Culture 
(New York: Knopf, 1991). 
34 John Bodnar, Remaking America: Public Memory, Commemoration, and Patriotism in the Twentieth 
Century (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992).  
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important Revolutionary figures, such as Washington’s Mount Vernon, created sites of 

veneration that could embody both national and regional identities. Like the political 

concept of the country as a “dual and cooperative federalism”—a system encouraged by 

President Theodore Roosevelt during this period—Americans embraced identities that 

were both national (federal) and local (be it region, state, or city).35 With the expansion of 

the country westward in the nineteenth century and its emerging place as a world political 

and economic power around the turn of the twentieth century, the multiplicity of 

American national identities only increased. Therefore, the concept of dual and 

cooperative national identities, be it state-federal or civic-national, provides a useful 

framework for thinking about preservation of historic public buildings in the United 

States in this period, and the preservation activities of the American Institute of 

Architects in particular. As a national organization made up of local chapters, the AIA 

embodied this dual and cooperative approach. 

The challenge of negotiating both national (federal) and regional (state) identities 

was not unique to the United States in this era. In Germany, for instance, the concept of 

Heimat, or homeland—central to the growth of heritage and preservation activities after 

the unification in 1871—allowed for a “self-conscious regional identity” within a new 

national identity. As historian Celia Applegate argues, Heimat embodied a “debate in 

 
35 Clifford Lee Staten, “Theodore Roosevelt: Dual and Cooperative Federalism,” Presidential Studies 
Quarterly Vol 23, No. 1 (Winter 1993): 129-143. Roosevelt’s administration in the early 1900s has been 
viewed as synonymous with the “birth of modern America,” and an increasing prominence of the national 
government. According to Staten, Roosevelt’s “stewardship view” of the presidency contributed to his 
belief in the need for a stronger national government and therefore both a dual (federal and state 
governments with distinct spheres of control) and cooperative federalism (federal, state, and local 
governments working together on certain issues). Staten states that “modernization created new problems 
which no longer could be solved by the activities of individual localities, states, or the national government. 
Cooperation among all levels of government became a necessity.” As will be seen in Chapter 3, Roosevelt 
played an important role in shaping the image of the national government, via architecture and the arts, in 
Washington D.C. during his administration. 
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German society about the proper relation between the locality and the nation, the 

particular and the general, the many and the one.”36 Preservation efforts in parts of 

Britain, a union of multiple nations, also sometimes negotiated the national-regional 

duality. In Scotland, for instance, the preservation of Edinburgh Castle as a historic site in 

the 1880s reflected a dual Scottish-British, or “unionist-nationalist,” impulse to highlight 

Scotland’s considerable prominence within the British Empire, as historian Robert J. 

Morris has argued.37 

Early preservation efforts in the United States have often been identified as an 

anti-modern phenomenon, similar to assessments of the Colonial Revival movement.38 

For example, James Lindgren has presented the activities of the Association for the 

Preservation of Virginia Antiquities (APVA)—established in 1889 as the first statewide 

preservation organization in the country—as reactionary, part of a wider social 

conservatism of elite Virginians. In Preserving the Old Dominion: Historic Preservation 

and Virginia Traditionalism (1993), he concludes the APVA’s selective focus on 

celebrating and preserving places of Revolutionary or Civil War history was a way of 

asserting class, racial, and social hierarchy, tied to the cultural politics of the South at the 

time. For the APVA, and similar organizations, preservation was part of a larger climate 

 
36 Celia Applegate, A Nation of Provincials: The German Idea of Heimat (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1990), 1-6. 
37 Robert J. Morris, “The capitalist, the professor and the soldier: the re-making of Edinburgh Castle, 1850-
1900,” in Planning Perspectives Vol. 22, No. 1 (18 Feb. 2007): 55-78. For more on the relationship 
between preservation and Scottish national identities in the nineteenth century, see Glendinning, The 
Conservation Movement, 108-09, 181-84. 
38 The concept of anti-modernism in American culture as a reaction to late nineteenth-century “urban 
industrial transformation” is examined in T. J. Jackson Lears, No Place of Grace: Antimodernism and the 
Transformation of American Culture, 1880-1920 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994). For a 
discussion of the Colonial Revival in American culture as an “attitude” towards the past, see Richard Guy 
Wilson, “Introduction: What is the Colonial Revival,” in Re-creating the American Past: Essays on the 
Colonial Revival, eds. Richard Guy Wilson, Shaun Eyring, and Kenny Marotta (Charlottesville, University 
of Virginia Press, 2006). 
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of “cultural traditionalism” and was employed as “a means to hold back undesired 

change.” 8F

39   

Other scholars have offered more nuanced analyses of preservation impulses in 

various parts of the United States in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 

revealing that preservation was an essentially modern idea and not simply a reaction 

against modernity and change. Michael Holleran has argued that architectural 

preservation in late nineteenth-century Boston became a tool to seek “environmental 

permanence,” intertwined with developments in urban planning, such as building height 

restrictions and urban parks. 9F

40 Randall Mason presents early preservation efforts in New 

York City as a dynamic, modern cultural process as well. Preserving historic buildings 

created “memory infrastructure,” a vital part of the modern city, that was “intended to 

perform the important cultural function of building cultural identity by fusing 

celebrations of the past with optimism about the future.”F

41 Civic leaders and reformers, 

he argues, consciously promoted preservation in certain cases as an important part of 

urban development. The concept of architecture preservation as a modern tool, as 

“memory infrastructure,” helps frame my own analysis of the early history of 

preservation through the attitudes and activities of the architecture profession. 

 

 
39 Lindgren, Preserving the Old Dominion, 3. See also, Lindgren, “‘The Spirit that Fires the Imagination’: 
Historic Preservation and Cultural Regeneration in Virginia and New England, 1850-1950,” in Giving 
Preservation a History, 107-129. 
40 Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful Times”, 4. 
41 Mason, The Once and Future New York, xxv. 
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TRANSATLANTIC COMPARISONS AND CONNECTIONS 

While this dissertation centers on architectural preservation in the United States, it 

also seeks to place American architects’ engagement in preservation within a broader 

international context.  In the 1870s and 1880s, architects in Western Europe, particularly 

France, Germany, and Great Britain, were part of a dynamic discourse on the nature of 

preservation and restoration.42 To what extent did American architects engage in 

intellectual dialogue with European preservation theorists and practitioners, and what 

impact, if any, did that have on their own preservation efforts? Charles Hosmer argued 

that the early American preservation movement was “relatively insulated” from that of 

Europe and was a uniquely “American response to an American need.”43 Considering the 

comparative lack of monumental architectural heritage to that of Europe at the time, this 

analysis is understandable but misleading. The development of preservation in the United 

States can be interpreted as in dialogue with European ideas and practices and its own 

distinct national phenomenon.  

Many of the current philosophies and practices that underpin the preservation of 

historic buildings have their origins in nineteenth-century Europe. Existing studies on the 

history of European preservation theory and practice are more numerous than those on 

the American preservation movement. Jukka Jokilehto’s A History of Architectural 

Conservation (1999), Miles Glendinning’s The Conservation Movement: A History of 

Architectural Preservation: Antiquity to Modernity (2013), and Astrid Swenson’s The 

Rise of Heritage: Preserving the Past in France, Germany and England, 1789-1914 

(2013), in particular, have provided important international context and comparative 

 
42 See Jukka Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation (Oxford and Boston: Butterworth-
Heinemann, 1999), Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, and Swenson, The Rise of Heritage. 
43 Hosmer, Presence of the Past, 24-5. 
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information for this dissertation.44 In all three studies, architects are presented as an 

important group in the development of preservation theory and practice. The connection 

to Western Europe was strong within the American architectural profession in this 

period.45 Many American architects sought education and training in Europe. Considering 

the close ties between American architects and their European colleagues, as well as the 

general increase in print and travel communication across the Atlantic at this time, it 

seems likely some of these architects followed European preservation projects and 

debates closely. 

The transatlantic framework has become a useful tool for broadening analysis of 

late nineteenth and early twentieth-century American cultural history, as historians have 

added new depth to the historiography of the era by placing their analyses within a 

transnational approach. In particular, works in Anglo-American cultural history, which 

has seen a steady rise in new scholarship since the late 1990s, reveal, in historian Leslie 

Butler’s words, “a connected rather than comparative history.”46 Central to these 

transatlantic cultural history studies are questions of American nationalism and national 

identities, liberalism and social reforms, and cultural responses to the “modernization” of 

American life. Daniel T. Rogers has stressed the importance of travel and print 

 
44 Generally, France, Britain, and Germany are seen as representing three different approaches to 
preservation in the nineteenth century: the highly centralized state control of restoration projects in France, 
as seen with the work of Viollet-le-Duc and the Commission des Monuments Historiques; the conservative, 
elite-focused work of private organizations and individuals in Britain, like the Society for the Protection of 
Ancient Buildings; and the more political and bourgeoisie-driven Heimat preservation mentality in 
Germany that focused on creating cohesive cultural identity. While the distinctions are not this clear cut, as 
recent scholarship by historians like Swenson and Glendinning has shown, it nonetheless poses an 
interesting question: where does the history of preservation in the United States fit in? 
45 Roth, American Architecture, 224; Woods, From Craft to Profession, 68.  
46 Leslie Butler, Critical Americans: Victorian Intellectuals and Transatlantic Liberal Reform (Chapel 
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2007); Robert Frankel, Observing America: The Commentary of 
British Visitors to the United States, 1890-1950 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2007). These 
transatlantic studies are part of a broader transnational turn in American historiography. 
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communication across the Atlantic in the late nineteenth century and how that fostered 

valuable and meaningful cultural and intellectual connections.47 The connections Rogers 

explores between professionals, intellectuals, and writers in the United States and 

European countries were varied and multifaceted. Links between American architects and 

their professional colleagues abroad in this time are part of this wider transatlantic 

cultural context. 

Over the course of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Americans 

became active participants in an international preservation movement through restoration 

and preservation work at colonial and Federal-era buildings. Yet precisely how European 

theories and debates about the treatment of historic buildings were transmitted across the 

Atlantic has not been fully documented and analyzed. A few recent historical studies 

have begun to explore these connections, underscoring the idea that European—

particularly British, French, and German—preservation theory was strongly influential in 

the United States beginning in the late nineteenth century.48 The benefit of analyzing 

preservation in the United States within an international perspective, specifically a 

transatlantic framework, has been demonstrated by Melanie Hall and Michael Holleran in 

their contributions to Towards World Heritage: International Origins of the Preservation 

Movement 1870-1930 (2011). In his essay “America’s Early Historic Preservation 

Movement (1850-1930) in a Transatlantic Context,” Holleran touches on architects 

specifically, highlighting the disparity between the American scene and Europe, where 

 
47 Daniel T. Rogers, Atlantic Crossings: Social Politics in a Progressive Age (Cambridge, MA, 1998). 
48 For example, Melanie Hall, “The Politics of Collecting: The Early Aspirations of the National Trust, 
1893-1913,” in Transactions of the Royal Historical Society. Sixth Series, Vol. 13 (2003); Melanie Hall, 
“Introduction: Towards World Heritage”; Michael Holleran, “America’s Early Historic Preservation 
Movement (1850-1930) in a Transatlantic Context,” in Towards World Heritage: International Origins of 
the Preservation Movement, 1870-1930, ed. Melanie Hall (Farnham, UK: Ashgate, 2011). 
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“preservation controversies, by contrast, could sometimes seem to be intramural disputes 

within the architectural profession.” Once American architects became more involved in 

preservation efforts, he says, “the methods and the discourse of the best of them quickly 

converged with practice and debate on the other side of the Atlantic.”49   

 This dissertation fills in some gaps in the transatlantic story by examining the 

specific role of American architects in that transatlantic preservation discourse. I analyze 

specifically the dissemination of European preservation ideas through American 

architectural journals in the 1870s and 1880s, and the potential impact of that connection 

on the way in which the architecture profession engaged with preservation discussions. 

Additionally, in each of my case studies, architects’ connections to European 

preservationists or preservation concepts are woven into the story where evidence was 

discovered. Although these transatlantic connections are not the primary theme of this 

dissertation, they emerge as a notable context for the architects’ ideas towards 

preservation and restoration practice in each case study.  

 

PERIOD OF STUDY: 1876-1926 

Two significant events in the history of preservation define the chronological 

boundary for this dissertation: the 1876 centennial celebration in Philadelphia and the 

beginning of restoration work at Williamsburg, Virginia in 1926. This fifty-year period 

witnessed a significant shift in the way architects, and the public more broadly, 

understood America’s architectural heritage. Many architectural historians define the 

centennial as a critical moment for the Colonial Revival movement in architecture and 

 
49 Holleran, “America’s Early Historic Preservation Movement (1850-1930) in a Transatlantic Context,” 
189-90. 
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decorative arts, which remained a dominant cultural and aesthetic force well into the 

1930s.50 At the centennial fair and subsequent fairs, like Chicago’s 1893 World’s 

Columbian Exposition, relocated historic buildings and replicas of landmarks like Mount 

Vernon or Independence Hall, as well as other Colonial Revival style state pavilion 

buildings, helped to promote popular interest in historic buildings in the United States.51 

This was part of a larger trend of erecting replica historic buildings as official state 

pavilion buildings at World’s Fairs elsewhere.52 The launch of the American Architect 

and Building News, one of the first successful American architectural periodicals, in 1876 

also makes that year a significant starting point for this dissertation. Nascent American 

architectural history scholarship also emerged in the last quarter of the century, and was, 

as Keith L. Eggener argues, “intimately bound with contemporary [architecture] 

practice.”53 A majority of that new scholarship was written by professional architects. 

These “architect-historians” contributed significantly to publications on architectural 

history, particularly on American colonial architecture, between the 1870s and 1930s.54  

 
50 Wilson, “Introduction: What is the Colonial Revival.”; W. Barksdale Maynard, “‘Best, Lowliest Style!’: 
The Early-Nineteenth-Century Rediscovery of American Colonial Architecture,” Journal of the Society of 
Architectural Historians Vol. 59, No. 3 (September 2000): 338-57; Bodnar, Remaking America. 
51 William B. Rhoads, “The Colonial Revival and American Nationalism,” Journal of the Society of 
Architectural Historians, Vol. 35, No. 4 (December 1976): 240-41; Susan Prendergast Schoelwer, “Curious 
Relics and Quaint Scenes: The Colonial Revival at Chicago’s Great Fair,” in The Colonial Revival in 
America, Alan Axlerod, ed. (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1985), 184-216. For an analysis of 
Mount Vernon replicas at World’s Fairs, see Lydia Brandt, First in the Homes of His Countrymen: George 
Washington’s Mount Vernon in the American Imagination (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 
2016). For an insightful analysis of the anthropological aspects of World’s Fairs in the US as displays of 
racial hierarchies, see Robert W. Rydell, All the World’s a Fair: Visions of Empire at American 
International Expositions, 1876-1926 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984). 
52 See Edward N. Kaufman, “The Architectural Museum from World’s Fair to Restoration Village,” 
Assemblage No. 9 (June 1989): 20-39. 
53 Keith L. Eggener, “Introduction,” in American Architectural History: A Contemporary Reader (New 
York: Routledge, 2004), 5.  
54 Keith Morgan and Richard Cheek, “History in the Service of Design: American Architect-Historians, 
1870-1940,” in The Architectural Historian in America, Elizabeth Blair MacDougall, ed. (Washington, DC: 
National Gallery of Art and Princeton Architectural Press; University Press of New England, 1990), 61. 
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The growth and maturation of professional architectural practice occurred within 

a climate of experimentation in design and a conscious striving for modernity through 

creative use of historical forms.55 Much of the architecture profession’s interest in the 

colonial and Federal periods in the late nineteenth century was primarily in finding 

inspiration for contemporary design. Yet for some architects, the defining of an American 

architectural past was intimately tied to their own advocacy for the preservation of certain 

early American buildings as examples of unique national and local architecture. 

Preservation helped to transform these buildings into a means of expressing those 

national and local identities, be it a modest, seventeenth-century New England farmhouse 

or a nationally-recognized civic building like Independence Hall. In his analysis of the 

Colonial Revival, architectural historian Richard Guy Wilson credits the late nineteenth-

century interest in the colonial era with “spawn[ing] the idea of preservation” in the 

United States.56 Influential architects like Charles F. McKim and early architect-

historians like Norman Isham and George C. Mason, Jr. documented and studied colonial 

structures, adding their voices to calls for preservation. The architecture profession’s 

involvement in preservation in these decades occurred within a larger climate of 

emerging aesthetic and scholarly interest in early American buildings.  

This dissertation traces the role of architects in preservation up to 1926, when an 

ambitious restoration began of the entire colonial town of Williamsburg, Virginia, funded 

by John D. Rockefeller, Jr. Most preservation historians agree that the restorations carried 

out at Williamsburg in the late 1920s through 1930s mark a turning point in American 

preservation. The project, which aimed to return the town to its pre-1776 appearance, 

 
55 Roth, American Architecture, 212.  
56 Richard Guy Wilson, The Colonial Revival House (New York: Henry N. Adams Inc., 2004), 7; Wilson, 
Introduction: What is the Colonial Revival,” 9.  
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became a learning laboratory for a generation of preservation architects, as Charles 

Hosmer has argued, marking a “new age of professionalism and planning” in the field. 

The architect William Perry and his firm, Perry, Shaw, and Hepburn, were able to hire an 

entire drafting room of architects to work on the project, creating what Hosmer calls the 

“first school of architectural restoration” in the country.57 By exploring the involvement 

of architects in preservation practice and advocacy prior to Williamsburg, this 

dissertation provides a more complete understanding of the role of American architects in 

the history of preservation. 

 

STRUCTURE AND CASE STUDIES 

This study is organized chronologically, first exploring the early reception and 

dissemination of preservation ideas within the American architecture profession in the 

last quarter of the nineteenth century. In the first chapter, I analyze how architects in the 

United States were exposed to European preservation ideas, debates, and projects through 

new architectural journals, particularly the American Architects and Building News, in 

the 1870s and 1880s. I also connect architects’ exposure and engagement with 

preservation through the journal to wider transatlantic connections of the profession by 

means of travel, study, and international congresses—themselves often held in 

conjunction with World’s Fairs. Finally, the chapter examines how American architects 

began to focus their interest towards their own country’s architectural heritage in the 

1880s and 1890s. I place calls to document and preserve colonial buildings in relation to 

 
57 Hosmer, Preservation Comes of Age, 3-4, 11-73. 
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the popularization of the Colonial Revival and the emergence of the discipline of 

architectural history in these years. 

The remaining chapters represent the three case study projects, all notable 

architect-led preservation campaigns and restoration projects for significant public 

buildings, carried out between the mid-1890s and mid-1920s. In the second chapter, I 

examine the Boston Society of Architects’ successful preservation campaign to stop the 

rebuilding of Charles Bulfinch’s late eighteenth-century Massachusetts Statehouse in the 

1890s. Considering it was the first major preservation initiative in which architects 

played a prominent role, I seek to understand why they became leaders in the fight to 

convince the state legislature to save the building. I examine their arguments for 

preservation and how they positioned themselves as qualified experts, as well as the 

profession’s interest nationally in the campaign. Lastly, I look at the actual restoration 

carried out on the Bulfinch State House in 1897, examining how the architects appointed 

to oversee the project approached their work.   

The third chapter shifts the story to Washington, D.C., where, in 1900, the AIA 

launched a campaign to prevent a proposed addition to the White House. Spearheaded by 

Glenn Brown, the institute’s secretary, the AIA urged the government to engage an 

experienced architect instead of a government engineer. Their lobbying resulted in 

McKim, Mead & White’s 1902 restoration and expansion of the historic presidential 

mansion for President Theodore Roosevelt. I analyze Charles F. McKim’s approach to 

the restoration and explore the ways in which McKim and Brown asserted professional 

expertise. I also examine the project’s positive reception among the profession in the 

United States and abroad, and its connection to the AIA’s larger efforts to help guide 

development of the national capital at that time. 
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In the fourth and final chapter, I investigate the leadership of the Philadelphia 

Chapter of the AIA in the preservation of the three buildings at the Independence Hall 

complex between 1898 and 1924. I look at how the chapter established a unique 

relationship with the city as preservation consultants through its Committee on the 

Preservation of Historic Monuments. Frank Miles Day, a prominent Philadelphia 

architect, led the committee’s work at Independence Hall in 1898 and their restoration of 

Congress Hall between 1911 and 1913. Ten years later, Horace Wells Sellers 

spearheaded their restoration of old City Hall and additional work at Independence Hall, 

and emerged as one of the national AIA’s leading experts in preservation. I highlight how 

by the early 1920s, the Philadelphia AIA’s work set a standard for how architectural 

preservation could form an important component of professional practice. 

While my research has benefited significantly from secondary sources, I have 

relied primarily on archival materials in my examination of each case study. These 

include records of firms and individual architects, both written and graphic. Surviving 

personal correspondence about the projects, particularly in the case of the White House 

and the Independence Hall complex, have allowed a critical understanding of motivations 

and attitudes about preservation practices. I have also drawn considerable insight from 

architectural journals and other publications, particularly in an attempt to understand how 

architects talked and thought about preservation ideas.  

Finally, a word about terminology—an important issue for any study on 

preservation. For the purpose of this dissertation, I use the term “architectural 

preservation” to encompass a broad definition of architects’ attitudes and treatments to 

historic buildings, be it conservation, preservation, restoration, or reconstruction. Since 

the late nineteenth century, “restoration” and “reconstruction” have been used to indicate 

approaches that require a greater degree of intervention in the built fabric with less 



 27 

concern for original materials, while “preservation” (the standard term in the United 

States) and “conservation” (the standard term in Europe) indicate a greater retention of 

original materials. The definition of what encompasses preservation remains a cause for 

debate up to the present.58 During the period of study for this research, these terms were 

used by architects with varying degrees of distinction and, sometimes, interchangeably.59 

Most often, the architects in my case studies used the term “preservation” (and 

occasionally “conservation”) when referring to efforts to save a building from destruction 

or when a building was successfully safeguarded. For example, Boston architects 

proclaimed the Bulfinch State House “preserved” when the legislature decided to restore 

the building rather than demolish and rebuild it. In reference to physical work carried out 

on a historic building, most often architects employed the term “restoration.” I have 

followed their lead in my analysis of each case study, attempting to employ the terms 

architects themselves used at the time, or providing additional explanation of terms used 

where I felt necessary.60  

Occasionally, I refer to the “preservation movement” as a way to encompass 

broad preservation efforts in the period of study. While it is now a familiar term, in 

reality it was not yet a cohesive movement as such in the late nineteenth century. Rather, 
 

58 Since 1978 in the United States, the National Park Service has distinguished between four approaches to 
the treatment of historic buildings: preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction, 
corresponding to increasing levels of intervention. See National Park Service, Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Washington, DC: US Department of the Interior, 
1995). 
59 Melanie Hall highlights the fluid nature of preservation’s terminology in this period in Hall, 
“Introduction: Towards World Heritage,” 4-5. For a useful analysis of the different definitions and terms 
connected to notions of heritage more broadly in the nineteenth century, see Swenson, The Rise of 
Heritage, 8-13 
60 It is also worth mentioning that iconic buildings, of the “big A” Architecture variety, are often referred to 
as “landmarks” or “monuments,” the latter term being particularly prevalent in preservation discourse in 
Europe in my period of study. Where I use these terms in the dissertation, I aim to use them to convey a 
conscious labeling of a building as worthy of historical or architectural valorization by architects at the 
time. 
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this was the period of its inception and we can now look back on the era as the early 

formation of attitudes and treatments to historic buildings that we now know as the 

preservation movement.61 What follows is an attempt to explain one aspect of the origins 

of that movement. 

 
61 For a discussion of preservation/conservation as an ideological movement that emerged in the late 
nineteenth century, see Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 2-3, and Peter Mandler, “Rethinking the 
‘Powers of Darkness’: An Anti-History of the Preservation Movement in Britain,” in Towards World 
Heritage, 221-39.  
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Chapter 1: Dissemination and Reception of Preservation Thought: 
Architectural Journals and Professional Discourse in the Late 

Nineteenth Century 

  

On both sides of the Atlantic, the development of preservation movements in the 

mid and late nineteenth centuries and the professionalization of architectural practice 

were contemporary phenomena. In several European countries, architects played a central 

role in the emergence of preservation throughout the century. Architects like Eugène-

Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc in France and Sir George Gilbert Scott in Britain were leading 

figures in the practice of restoration, and their work inspired lively debates about 

restoration approaches.62 As the number of high-profile restoration projects increased in 

the second half of the century, architects engaged in vigorous discussions of theoretical 

concepts, specific projects, and preservation methods in the emergent architectural press 

and as members of new architectural societies and organizations. Not infrequently, 

arguments over the treatment of famous landmarks pitted architects against an emerging 

anti-restoration movement.  

In the United States, architects were exposed to these debates through new 

architectural journals, most notably the American Architect and Building News (AABN). 

This journal provided an important introduction to European restoration practices and 

ideas throughout the 1870s and 1880s. During the last quarter of the nineteenth century, 

many American architects also traveled to Europe as part of their education and training. 

Their visits often included study tours of recently restored monuments. Professional 

transatlantic meeting points, such as the International Congress of Architects (starting in 

 
62 Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, 137-173. 
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1867 at the Exposition universelle in Paris), provided additional opportunities for 

American architects to learn about European preservation activities.63 

These transatlantic connections provide important context for the emergence of 

interest in America’s own architectural heritage. Throughout the 1880s and 1890s, a 

notable increase in content about colonial architecture in the United States was evident in 

the AABN and newer publications, like Architectural Record and Architectural Review. 

At the same time, a number of architects began to call attention to the state of historic 

buildings in the country and the need to document and preserve them in the face of 

development pressures. These discussions occurred within the larger context of the 

growth of interest in early American architecture, as seen in the popularization of the 

Colonial Revival and the emergence of the discipline of architectural history in the last 

quarter of the nineteenth century. 

 

PRESERVATION AND THE ARCHITECTURE PROFESSION IN LATE NINETEENTH-CENTURY 
EUROPE 

In the first half of the nineteenth century, Romanticism, the emergence of the 

Gothic Revival movement, and the rise in nationalism throughout Europe—all connected 

to the formation of modern nation states—inspired a dramatic increase in restoration of 

historic buildings, particularly of medieval cathedrals, churches, and castles.64 

 
63 For more on the history of the International Congress of Architects, see Swenson, The Rise of Heritage, 
189. 
64 Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, 101. For background on preservation in Europe in 
the eighteenth century, see Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, 47-65, and Glendinning, 
The Conservation Movement, 35-62. The role of professional architects in the evolution of restoration and 
preservation in the nineteenth century began with the rise of historicism in architectural design that 
emerged in the second half of the eighteenth century. At this time, more intellectual concepts of history and 
attempts to understand the historical past developed as an outgrowth of the Enlightenment. Philosophical 
debates about architecture’s origins and universal principles—epitomized by the “primitive hut” in Abbé 
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Antiquarians and architectural historians in Britain, France, and the German states made 

competing claims regarding the origin of Gothic architecture and began to interpret 

medieval monuments as symbols of perceived national “golden ages.”65 By the second 

quarter of the century, concern for the status of historic buildings had begun to shift from 

the picturesque and romantic to more overt associations with cultural and national 

identity. The mid-century stylistic restorations of cathedrals like Notre Dame in Paris and 

Westminster Abbey in London, or the completion of Cologne Cathedral in Germany, 

were, in large part, fueled by this competing nationalist impulse that encouraged the 

commemoration of the national past as a form of civic pride.66  

For the emerging class of professional architects in the mid-nineteenth century, 

restoration projects were often intimately tied to contemporary practice. Perhaps more 

than any other architect, Eugène-Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc (1814-1879) ushered in a new 

era in the history of architectural preservation. In 1837, French authorities created the 

Historic Monuments Commission (Commission des monuments historiques), which 

oversaw a radical program of classification to designate buildings of national historical 

importance. Early in his career, Viollet-le-Duc was appointed to lead a small group of 

government-employed architects—trained in the scientific rationalism of French 

architectural education—who carried out repairs and restorations to these monuments 

 
Laugier’s 1753 Essai sur l’architecture—occurred alongside growing antiquarian interest in the past and 
the emergent disciplines of history and archaeology. For more on eighteenth-century historicism, see Barry 
Bergdoll, European Architecture, 1750-1890, 1st Edition (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 3-9. 
65 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 78. 
66 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 82; David Lowenthal, “Identity, Heritage and History,” in 
Commemorations: The Politics of National Identity, ed. John R. Gillis (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1994): 41-57. 
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with public funds. Under his direction, a series of repair schemes began at many of the 

country’s most significant medieval buildings.67 

Beginning in 1840, Viollet-le-Duc undertook his first major restoration project for 

the Historic Monuments Commission: a challenging structural stabilization of the church 

of La Madelaine at Vezélay. After completing a study of the building and determining 

immediate structural threats, his first phase of work included rebuilding three nave vaults 

and over a dozen buttresses. As he gained experience, his more cautious interventions of 

the 1840s gave way to more drastic stylistic restorations by the 1860s.68 His much-

debated restoration of the Cathedral of Notre Dame in Paris, begun in partnership with 

Jean-Baptiste Lassus and lasting from 1844 to 1864, arose as a restrained attempt to 

repair previous damage and restore “with absolute discretion and without the slightest 

trace of personal opinion.”69 Gradually, as he developed his personal theory of 

restoration, the project became more conjectural. He significantly remodeled the west 

portal (already largely altered in the eighteenth century by the architect Jacques-Germain 

Soufflot), recreated over two-dozen statues on the west front that had been destroyed 

during the Revolution, and constructed a new wooded flèche over the crossing (Figure 

1.1).70  

 
67 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 88-91; Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, 
129-131; Swenson, The Rise of Heritage, 48-51. 
68 For a detailed analysis of Viollet-le-Duc’s restoration of Vezélay, including the cultural and political 
context of the project, see Kevin D. Murphy, Memory and Modernity: Viollet-le-Duc at Vezélay (University 
Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2000). 
69 Quoted from an essay on Notre Dame by Lassus and Viollet-le-Duc in Jokilehto, A History of 
Architectural Conservation, 145.  
70 Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, 141-47; Glendinning, 9 The Conservation 
Movement, 1-92. Viollet’s restoration of Notre Dame occurred during a period of intense urban 
redevelopment in Paris, especially the reconstruction of the Île de la Cité, under the direction of Baron 
Haussmann. Viollet’s famous flèche, or spire, has recently been destroyed by the fire that ravaged the 
cathedral in 2019. 
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Viollet-le-Duc’s approach to restoration as a modern, professional undertaking—

and the aesthetic transformations that accompanied it—sparked a period of intense debate 

both inside and outside France about the nature of restoration practice. He was one of the 

first European architects to specialize in restoration and the first to espouse a carefully 

defined theory.71 A deep fascination with Gothic construction guided his work. Unlike 

the moralistic and anti-industrial arguments of A. W. N. Pugin and John Ruskin—the two 

most prominent English promotors of the Gothic—Viollet-le-Duc found in the 

architectural style a harmonious structural system and practical construction method that 

could inform modern design and the use of new materials like iron.72 This was an 

approach to architecture that was in sharp contrast to the classical system of the École des 

Beaux-Arts in Paris. His practical experience repairing and restoring France’s most 

significant medieval monuments also informed his highly influential architectural theory 

of Gothic structural rationalism, namely that structure and form (“style”) were one.73  

Viollet-le-Duc’s restoration of Notre Dame in Paris and later reconstructions at 

the castles of Carcassonne and Pierrefonds illustrate his approach to restoration as a 

rational, scientific process that actively engaged the historic fabric, rescuing or 

rejuvenating it, and creating a new condition of completeness. In 1866, he famously 

defined restoration as a uniquely modern concept, claiming that “to restore an edifice 

means neither to maintain it, nor to repair it, nor to rebuild it; it means to reestablish it in 

 
71 Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, 149-56. 
72 Augustus Welby Northmore Pugin, Contrasts: A Parallel between the Noble Edifices of the Fourteenth 
and Fifteenth Centuries, and Similar Buildings of the Present Day; Shewing the Present Decay of Taste: 
Accompanied by Appropriate Text (London, 1836); John Ruskin, The Seven Lamps of Architecture 
(London: Smith, Elder, 1849); John Ruskin, The Stones of Venice, 3 vols. (London: Smith, Elder, 1851-
1853). 
73 Eugène-Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc, Dictionnaire Raisonné de l’Architecture Française du XIe au XVIe 
siècle, 10 vols. (1854-68). 
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a finished state, which may in fact never have actually existed at any given time.”74 Yet a 

deep understanding of the construction, materials, and evolution over time of each 

particular building informed this approach.  He insisted that architects must gain superior 

knowledge of a building through careful research and measured drawings before starting 

any work, and that “all buildings or parts of buildings constituting historical monuments 

be restored in the style that belongs to them, not merely in appearance, but in basic 

structure.”75 

Viollet-le-Duc was a widely respected architect throughout Europe. For instance, 

the Royal Institute of British Architects designated him an honorary member of their 

organization and awarded him their Gold Medal in 1864.76 He was also influential for 

American architects in these years and well into the 1880s and 1890s, thanks in large part 

to the first American translations of his publications by the Boston architect Henry Van 

Brunt in the 1870s and 1880s, and discussions of his writings in journals like the 

American Architect and Building News. While many American architects likely read his 

theories of restoration with interest, it was his revolutionary ideas about the use of iron 

for modern architecture that most captured the attention of architects in the United 

States.77  

In general, most proponents of restoration in France and the rest of Europe at that 

time approved of the restorations that Viollet-le-Duc oversaw. Other architects of the 

period engaged in similar stylistic approaches to restoration of medieval monuments 

 
74 Viollet-le-Duc, The Foundations of Architecture: Selections from the Dictionnaire raisonné, trans. 
Kenneth D. Whitehead (New York: George Braziller, 1990), 195. 
75 Viollet-le-Duc, The Foundations of Architecture, 209-15.  
76 Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, 155, 163.  
77 Daniel D. Reiff, “Viollet-le-Duc and American 19th Century Architecture,” Journal of Architectural 
Education Vol. 42, No. 1 (Autumn 1988): 32-47. 
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while also being successful designers of public buildings. These include Friedrich 

Schmidt in Vienna, Giuseppe Domenico Partini in Siena, and Sir George Gilbert Scott in 

Britain.78 Yet censure came from others who began to question the merits of restoration.  

John Ruskin, an immensely popular English writer and art and cultural critic, was 

the most vocal early anti-restoration figure. He passionately argued against restorations 

being carried out in Britain and on the European Continent, especially in Venice. In his 

widely read book The Seven Lamps of Architecture, first published in 1849, Ruskin 

denounced restoration as “the most total destruction a building can suffer…a destruction 

accompanied with a false description of the thing destroyed.”79 His argument, which 

focused primarily on medieval architectural ornament, was in a perceived falsification of 

history and an explicitly moral duty to defend the “life” of the monument and memory of 

the original craftsmen, going so far as to state that he would rather see a building crumble 

into nothingness than be touched by the hand of the restorer. Ruskin’s words gave a 

moral force and passionate rhetoric to the anti-restoration movement within Britain and 

struck a chord with many who felt alienated by modernity and the rapid pace of 

transformation in their urban and rural surroundings.80 Architects’ reactions to Ruskin’s 

ideas were mixed, but they inspired discussions within the bourgeoning architectural 

press about the treatment of medieval buildings. He was also popular with artistic and 

literary readers in the United States, thanks to the frequent publication of unofficial 

 
78 Jozsef Sisa, “Neo-Gothic Architecture and Restoration of Historic Buildings in Central Europe: Friedrich 
Schmidt and His School,” Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians Vol. 61, No. 2 (June 2002): 
170-187; Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, 159-67. 
79 Ruskin, The Seven Lamps of Architecture, 194. 
80 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 120. 
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editions of his books, as well as his friendship with the author Charles Eliot Norton, the 

first Professor of Fine Arts at Harvard University.81 

Ruskin and the anti-restorationists he subsequently inspired increasingly aimed 

their critiques at the two most prominent restoration architects of the time, Viollet-le-Duc 

and Sir George Gilbert Scott.82 Scott was a towering figure of Victorian architecture and 

the most prolific Gothic revivalist in Britain in the mid-nineteenth century.83 He oversaw 

the restoration or renovation of over three hundred medieval parish churches and some 

twenty cathedrals and abbeys, including Durham Cathedral, Salisbury Cathedral, and 

Westminster Abbey.84 His initial interest in the Gothic owed much to reading Pugin and 

to his early involvement with the Ecclesiological Society, a group that promoted 

theologically-based restorations of England’s medieval parish churches.85 He also 

traveled widely in Europe, studying Gothic architecture in France, Germany, and Italy, 

and was familiar with the work of Viollet-le-Duc.86 His position in the restoration debates 

is significant and complex. As an architect who often restored portions of buildings 
 

81 Ruskin’s relationship with Norton and his larger influence in the United States is explored in Roger B. 
Stein, John Ruskin and Aesthetic Thought in America, 1840-1900 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1967). 
82 Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, 159-160. 
83 Scott’s office was an unusually large practice that produced many other successful architects and became 
a model for late nineteenth and early twentieth-century architecture offices. See David B. Brownlee, 
“Victorian Office Practice and Victorian Architecture: The Case of Sir Gilbert Scott,” Studies in the 
History of Art 38 (1993): 156-73. 
84 Gavin Stamp, “Sir Gilbert Scott and the ‘restoration’ of medieval buildings,’ AA Files No. 1 (Winter 
1981-82): 92. 
85 Sir George Gilbert Scott, Personal and Professional Recollections by the late Sir George Gilbert Scott, 
RA, ed. G. Gilbert Scott (London, 1879; New York: De Capo Press, 1977), 87. [Citations refer to the De 
Capo edition.] Although initially favored by the Ecclesiologists, Scott later clashed with them on numerous 
occasions regarding their view of restoration, which he condemned as lacking in authenticity and respect 
for original material. For more on the architectural influence of the Ecclesiologists, see James F. White, 
The Cambridge Movement: The Ecclesiologists and the Gothic Revival (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1962). 
86 Gavin Stamp, “In Search of the Byzantine: George Gilbert Scott’s Diary of an Architectural Tour in 
France in 1862,” Architectural History Vol. 46 (2003): 195. Scott met Viollet-le-Duc in 1850 during the 
latter’s only visit to England, while he was sketching in Westminster Abbey.  
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conjecturally and removed later additions, he received the ire of John Ruskin. Yet, as 

architectural historian Gavin Stamp has argued, Scott was also a fierce critic of the 

“reckless manner” of the prevailing stylistic restorations of the 1840s and 1850s—

particularly those that amounted to substantial rebuilding—and strived for genuine 

authenticity in his work.87  

In 1847, Scott delivered a talk to a local antiquarian group detailing his idea of a 

“conservative” restoration approach in regard to historic churches, later published in 1850 

as A Plea for the Faithful Restoration of our Ancient Churches.88 He saw two categories 

of historic churches. First, ancient ruins that were no longer used in their original function 

and could be preserved as historical documents, and, second, those that continued to be 

houses of worship, and therefore subject to continued use. For the latter, he asserted that 

“‘Conservatism’ should be the great object – the very key-note of Restoration.”89 Yet he 

highlighted a disconnect between theory and practice, wherein the practical realities of 

the project, such as the discovery of unknown conditions or the demands of an influential 

parishioner, often overtook principles, making “definite rules” on restoration difficult to 

establish.90 In this he called upon his own experience:  

“The difficulty of carrying out a restoration conservatively can hardly be 
imagined but by those who are constantly aiming at it; and while I venture 
forward as a champion of conservatism, I cannot boast of having myself carried 
out its principles to my own satisfaction.”91  

 
87 Stamp, “In Search of the Byzantine,” 190-93. 
88 Sir George Gilbert Scott, A Plea for the Faithful Restoration of Our Ancient Churches (John Henry 
Parker: Oxford, 1850). Scott published his book partly as a response to the charges leveled against 
restoration by John Ruskin in The Seven Lamps of Architecture, published in 1849. 
89 Scott, A Plea for the Faithful Restoration, 26-27. 
90 Scott, A Plea for the Faithful Restoration, 4-6. For medieval churches, he concluded that removal of 
later parts could be justified in certain cases, particularly if the latter was of little architectural value and the 
reconstruction of the earlier had sufficient documentary “certainty.” 
91 Scott, A Plea for the Faithful Restoration, 6. 
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His “conservative” restoration theory was based chiefly on concern for the original 

design rather than for the integrity of the original materials, in contrast to Ruskin’s view. 

He sought to evaluate the advantages of preservation (or conservation), restoration, and 

even reconstruction on a case-by-case basis.92  

Scott further explained his preservation and restoration philosophy in an 1862 talk 

at a meeting of the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA), entitled “On the 

Conservation of Ancient Architectural Monuments and Remains.” He professed support 

for Ruskin’s stance on minimal repair, but only in the case of ancient ruins. Restoration 

of historic buildings in use, he argued, was necessary, but could still be made “in a 

tentative and gradual manner.”93 He emphasized that “absolute measured drawings with 

minute descriptions” should be made before any repair or restoration work. Only through 

a thorough understanding of the building and its design could any attempt be made to 

restore lost details. This, he argued, required the skills of a professional architect.94  

Scott saw trained and informed architects, like himself, as the best defenders 

against “destructive” restoration. In 1850, he had already advised that architects in charge 

of church restorations should remain in “constant cooperation” with the clergy and 

carefully oversee the workman in order to prevent inappropriate repairs. In 1862 he went 

further, suggesting that the RIBA, as a professional body, should create “a code of rules 

for the treatment of buildings requiring reparation” (he preferred the term ‘reparation’ to 

‘restoration’).95 Another prominent architect with restoration experience, George Edmund 

 
92 Scott, A Plea for the Faithful Restoration, 33.   
93 G. G. Scott, “On Conservation of Ancient Architectural Monuments and Remains,” Papers Read at the 
Royal Institute of British Architects, Session 1861-62 (London: RIBA, 1862):73.  
94 Scott, “On Conservation,” 78. 
95 Scott, A Plea for the Faithful Restoration, 33; “Discussion on Mr. G. G. Scott’s Paper ‘On the 
Conservation of Ancient Monuments,’” Papers Read at the Royal Institute of British Architects, Session 
1861-62 (London: RIBA, 1862):85-86. 
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Street, agreed. He highlighted the dangers of entrusting the care of ancient buildings to 

non-professionals, particularly government bodies, and pointed to the damage of 

overzealous “wholesale restoration” of buildings by the French government as a 

warning.96   

The RIBA took up Scott’s suggestion, creating a standing Committee on the 

Conservation of Ancient Monuments in 1864. The following year, they published a set of 

guidelines that included “general advice to the promotors of restoration” and “hints to 

workmen engaged in the repairs and restoration of ancient buildings,” which largely 

repeated Scott’s own recommendations. First and foremost, they stated, “before any 

alteration is decided on, a competent architect should be consulted.”97 Over the next 

several decades, the institute served as an important leader on preservation and 

restoration techniques. They also campaigned against demolition of historic buildings and 

promoted documentation through measured drawings and photographs.98  

Throughout the 1860s and 1870s, restoration architects—Scott in particular—

became the target of the growing anti-restoration movement in England.99 This 

culminated in 1877 with the foundation of the Society for the Protection of Ancient 

Buildings (SPAB). Founded by William Morris, the celebrated Arts & Crafts designer 

 
96 “Discussion on Mr. G. G. Scott’s Paper,” 86. Street expressed doubt at the idea of a “Government 
Architect,” who, he said, “would perhaps be an engineer, or perhaps neither an architect or engineer.”  
97 The Royal Institute of British Architects, Conservation of Ancient Monuments and Remains (London, 
1864; revised 1888). Jokilehto, A History of Architectural Conservation, 182. 
98 Swenson, The Rise of Heritage, 77; Angela Mace, The Royal Institute of British Architects: A Guide to 
its Archive and History (London: Mansell Publishing Ltd., 1986), 212. Swenson argues that RIBA was 
more influential in Britain on preservation practices compared to professional architectural groups in 
France or Germany, largely because Britain lacked a centralized program of monument care.  
99 Stamp, “Sir Gilbert Scott,” 89; 95. Stamp argues that because of his professional prominence, “Scott 
was, in fact, bearing the brunt of an attack made on the whole Victorian architectural profession.” Scott was 
personally affronted in 1874, during his term as President of the RIBA, when Ruskin refused their Gold 
Medal award, citing the profession’s lack of action preventing restoration excesses.  
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and businessman, the SPAB advocated for “protection” in the place of “restoration.”100 

Inspired by Ruskin and his belief that restoration “is a Lie from beginning to end,” they 

called for minimal interference by focusing on preventing further decay through daily 

maintenance and resisting “all tampering with either the fabric or ornament of the 

building as it stands.”101 This was a new model for the preservation, or conservation, of 

historic buildings, increasingly distinct from Scott’s “conservative restoration” approach. 

Also known as “anti-scrape,” one of their main arguments against restoration was loss of 

original material, a concern intimately tied to both Ruskin’s and Morris’s philosophies of 

material honesty and the social and spiritual value of craftsmanship—the theoretical 

pillars of the Arts and Crafts movement.  

The SPAB’s message, disseminated through polemical articles and letters in the 

British press (many penned by Morris), as well as their own annually published report, 

was astonishingly effective in garnering support and popular interest in the fate of 

Britain’s historic buildings.102 The SPAB’s membership included artists, antiquarians, 

and literary figures, as well as several architects, most notably Morris’s friend and 

associate Philip Webb and J. J. Stevenson. As the society’s secretary from 1877 to 1884, 

Stevenson led many of their public attacks against restoration. He went after Scott’s work 

with particular force, delivering a dramatic invective against restoration in a RIBA 

lecture in 1877, to which Scott felt compelled to reply, thus starting a series of letters, 

 
100 It was in direct response to Scott’s proposed restoration work at Tewksbury Abbey that Morris made his 
plea for the formation of the Society. In March 1877, Morris submitted a heated letter to The Athenaeum—
a respected London literary magazine—calling for an “association…to keep watch on old monuments, to 
protect against all ‘restoration’ that means more than keeping out wind and weather.” Quoted in Chris 
Miele, “Morris and Conservation,” in From William Morris: Building Conservation and the Arts and 
Crafts Cult of Authenticity, 1877-1939, ed. Chris Miele (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2005), 31. 
101 Ruskin, The Seven Lamps of Architecture, 196; The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings 
Manifesto (1877), reprinted in Miele, From William Morris, 337-39. 
102 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 127-28.  
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papers, and editorials on the subject in the British architectural press.103 In an article on 

the debate in The Building News, the unnamed author gave support for Scott’s position, 

but still concluded that the disagreement between the two “sides” was often seen as too 

black and white. The author disagreed with the concept that one can be simply for or 

against restoration: 

“The only thing an architect called in upon a restoration of a structure can do is to 
consult the majority of those most interested in its preservation, and to use his 
own common sense in dictating the procedures as to what objects should be left 
and what removed…We ask, in the name of Art and common-sense, that 
restoration should be placed above wanton spoliation; and that it should not be 
governed by the taste and religious frenzy of any one age; but that it be 
independently considered as a process for preserving the useful or the historic, 
whichever has the greatest claim upon us.”104 

 As Gavin Stamp has chronicled, in the disagreements between Scott and RIBA 

on one side and the SPAB on the other, the “two sides were not, in fact, arguing on the 

same ground.” Stamp argues that the SPAB’s position was reflective of a relatively small 

but vocal group of artists and antiquarians allied with the Arts and Crafts movement who 

found fault with much of the restorations carried out by the Church of England (as the 

main patron of the restoration of numerous churches) and the architecture profession.105 
 

103 Stamp, “Sir Gilbert Scott,” 95. Stevenson actually trained in Scott’s office early in his career. Scott felt 
particularly hurt by the attack, calling it unfair and exaggerated, arguing that he had done much to counter 
over-restoration in the country. For examples of journal coverage of the debate, see “Architectural 
Restoration,” Building News (June 1, 1877):534-36 and 552-53; “Ideas of Restoration,” Building News 
(June 15, 1877):586-87; “Architectural Restoration—The Restorers’ Replies to Criticism,” Building News 
(June 15, 1877):588-90; “Fine-Art Gossip,” Athenaeum (September 15, 1877):344-45. 
104 “Ideas of Restoration,” Building News (June 15, 1877): 587. 
105 Stamp, “Sir Gilbert Scott,” 96. Stamp’s assessment is worth repeating in full: “In the debate on 
restoration, the two sides were not, in fact, arguing on the same ground. Scott’s approach was that of an 
architect: he had a real love and knowledge of medieval art, which was not past to him, but real and 
immediate—a living style with standards of absolute beauty in the perfection of design that could be 
recreated when necessary. But to a younger generation, Scott’s wish to base architecture on one style was 
absurd. The strict Gothic Revival seems to have failed, and old buildings were to be seen as cumulative 
historical facts, with good work of many periods. Ruskin and Morris were artists and Romantics, who 
admired the texture and the patina of old stone and the vigour of ancient craftsmanship. These were 
destroyed irretrievably by restoration.” 
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However, the SPAB found support within some corners of the clergy, as over two dozen 

became members in the first few years of the organization. Some of the most active and 

influential members of the SPAB in the last quarter of the nineteenth century were in fact 

architects, even if they were a minority of the overall membership. The list includes 

Stevenson, Webb, Hugh Thackery Turner, and Charles Robert Ashbee. Stevenson was 

the only one who appears to have also been active in the RIBA, while Webb, Ashbee, and 

Turner were not aligned with the professional body. They were part of a group of Arts & 

Crafts architects who held fundamental disagreements with the RIBA about the future of 

the profession, including the necessity for formal education and professional licensure.106 

Thus, for architects, the restoration debates involved more than simple disagreements 

about preservation philosophy, but were part of a wider split about what it meant to be a 

professional architect.107  

Similar organizations to the SPAB emerged in other European countries, such as 

the French Société des Amis des Monuments, established in 1884, which also produced its 

own periodical.108 The debates on restoration, and the rise of the conservation approach 

to the treatment of historic buildings made a significant impact on how architects carried 

out preservation by the end of the century. British architectural journals like The Builder, 

 
106 Jenny West, “The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings, 1877-96: Committee, Membership, 
Casework,” in From William Morris, 306; Alan Crawford, “Supper at Gatti’s: The SPAB and the Arts and 
Crafts Movement,” in From William Morris, 101-13. 
107 John Wilton-Ely, “The Rise of the Professional Architect in England,” in The Architect: Chapters in the 
History of the Profession, ed. Spiro Kostof (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000): 202-03. 
According to Wilton-Ely, only 10% of practicing architects in Britain were members of RIBA by end of 
century, and several Arts and Crafts-aligned prominent practitioners were never RIBA members, including 
Philip Webb, William Butterfield, G. F. Bodley, Eden Nesfield, and Norman Shaw. They rejected the 
compulsory exams required for Associate Membership, established in 1888, because of a strong belief in 
artistic autonomy. They argued that design could not be taught and tested via exams. This issue is at the 
heart of Norman Shaw’s edited collection of essays Architecture: A Profession or an Art (1885). 
108 Swenson, The Rise of Heritage, 95-101. Swenson provides an interesting comparison between the 
SPAB and the Ami des Monuments. 
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Building News, and The Architect, followed debates on restoration with interest, making 

it a prime topic for the professions, and providing a variety of perspectives on the subject. 

As preservation historian Miles Glendinning has argued, it was British theorists in 

particular who “achieved critical insights, unmatched elsewhere” into the nature of 

preservation in the nineteenth century.109 Beginning in the late 1870s, discussions on 

restoration and the treatment of historic buildings, particularly from the British 

perspective, made their way across the Atlantic through new architecture publications in 

the United States.  

 

THE AMERICAN ARCHITECT AND BUILDING NEWS AND TRANSATLANTIC PRESERVATION 
IDEAS 

The late nineteenth-century expansion of professionalization connected American 

architects to their colleagues in Europe. Increased travel and print communication across 

the Atlantic fostered valuable and meaningful intellectual relationships among the 

growing profession.110 While those with the means and connections might train or study 

in Europe, many more subscribed to European architectural journals, particularly British 

publications, to keep abreast of developments abroad.111 The advent of a mature 

architectural press in the second half of the nineteenth century was central to the 

evolution of architecture as a distinct and united profession. The success of architectural 

journals in Europe inspired American publishers to cater to the growing architecture 

 
109 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 99. 
110 Connections between the architecture professions in North America and Europe were part of a larger 
increase in transatlantic print and travel connections in the late nineteenth century. See Rogers, Atlantic 
Crossings. 
111 Mary N. Woods, The American Architect and Building News, 1876-1907 (PhD Dissertation, Columbia 
University, 1983), 104-08. 
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profession in the United States. None had a greater impact than the American Architect 

and Building News (AABN), founded in Boston in 1876 as a weekly publication (Figure 

1.2).112 

At the time the AABN first appeared, the American Institute of Architects (AIA) 

was still searching for an affiliated publication that could share papers and illustrations of 

its members’ work, as well as the institute’s annual convention proceedings. Established 

in 1857 by twelve New York architects, the AIA was still a small, elite organization in 

1876 that drew its membership primarily from the major East Coast cities.113 The AIA’s 

leadership felt that a national distribution of institute materials was critical to building a 

successful professional body.114 In the Boston publisher James R. Osgood, they found a 

ready ally who offered the AABN as a place for them to publish their material. He had 

close ties to the architecture faculty at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), 

the first university architectural program in the country, including its founder William 

Robert Ware. Several MIT faculty members served as editors and contributors to the 
 

112 Mary Woods has given excellent analysis of the early history of architectural journals, and the AABN in 
particular. See Woods, The American Architect and Building News, and Woods, “The First American 
Architectural Journals: The Profession’s Voice,” Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians vol. 48, 
no. 2 (June 1989): 117-138. For background on British architectural journals at this time, see Anthony 
King, “Architectural Journalism and the Profession: The Early Years of George Godwin,” Architectural 
History vol. 19 (1976): 32-53; and Wilton-Ely, “The Rise of the Professional Architect in England.” 
113 Mary N. Woods, From Craft to Profession: The Practice of Architecture in Nineteenth-Century 
America (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999): 28-42. In its first several decades, the AIA 
remained a small and exclusive club and only slowly expanded its membership to prominent architects 
outside of New York. A network of local chapters was created in 1867, helping to expand membership 
geographically. In 1870, only 140 of the approximately 2,000 practicing architects in the country were AIA 
members. However, by the end of the century (and after merging with the Western Architectural 
Association in 1887), the AIA had established its place as the premier national organization of the 
American architecture profession, and remains so today. 
114 Woods, The American Architect and Building News, 70-73. Since its founding in 1857, the AIA had 
sought publications through which to distribute meeting minutes and proceedings, but many of these early 
journals failed. After the Civil War, which had meant a disruption in press circulation, the AIA issued a 
pamphlet that called for a monthly journal to “unite our more remote members in a common bond of 
interest and usefulness, [that] will, at the same time, be a means of bringing the organization before the 
public as a criterion and instructor of established authority.”  
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journal throughout its first two decades. Most prominent were William Longfellow, 

editor until 1880, and William Rotch Ware, editor after Longfellow until 1907 and the 

nephew of William Robert Ware.115  

The AIA leaders saw the journal not only as an opportunity to distribute important 

educational and professional materials to its members, but also as a means to instruct the 

public about the role of the architect in American society, or at least what they hoped it to 

be.116 As editors, Longfellow and Ware were focused on providing a journal that would 

contribute to the continued professionalization of American architects.117 In their 

inaugural January 1876 issue, the AABN editors outlined their hope that the journal would 

provide an important “interchange of ideas and experience” that, along with the work of 

the AIA and new architecture schools, would establish “the taste, training, and individual 

discipline” that would unite the profession across the country.118  

For the next several decades, the AABN succeeded in providing a critical venue 

for news, discussions, and editorials on important contemporary issues, as well as 

illustrations of current designs.119 It was also an important conduit for ideas about the 
 

115 Woods, “The First American Architectural Journals,” 118, 130. The AABN continued production until 
1938 when it became part of Architectural Record. 
116 Woods, The American Architect and Building News, 70. 
117 Woods, “The First American Architectural Journals,” 135. Unlike earlier publications, they specifically 
emphasized a “sharp distinction between architects and builders.” As would be expected, the journal 
devoted ample space to topics of design and style. But the larger focus was on issues of professionalization 
and education—concerns that clearly aligned the publication with the AIA. In the first few decades of the 
journal, numerous articles appeared that encouraged the creation of state licensing of architects, standards 
for design competitions, and fee rates for professional services, as well as debates about the state of formal 
architectural education, including “study abroad.” The AABN set up a travel fellowship for young 
architects in 1889 to encourage a thorough knowledge of European architecture.  
118 “The Need of Unity,” American Architect and Building News [Cited hereafter as AABN] 1 (January 1, 
1876): 3-4.  
119 Woods, The American Architect and Building News, 118, 137. The journal had limited success in its 
first year, with only 500 subscribers, but steadily built a readership among the growing profession. By 
1881, the AABN was read by approximately 2,000. The readership peaked in 1890, with 7,500 subscribers, 
nearly all of the approximately 8,000 architects listed in the US census for that year. Despite the broad 
readership within the profession, as Woods has shown, the journal displayed a distinct bias for news and 
 



 46 

treatment of historic buildings, particularly the restoration debates coming out of Europe 

in the 1870s and 1880s. An assessment of the first several decades of its publication 

reveals a surprisingly consistent engagement with European architectural preservation, 

with a particular bias towards British sources and topics. This suggests more awareness 

within the American architecture profession of European preservation activity during 

these years than previously known. 

Osgood, the journal’s publisher, looked to successful British journals as models 

for his publication. As a respected publisher for many prominent authors, he was closely 

connected to Boston’s cultural elite, notably Charles Eliot Norton, who had strong ties to 

important literary and artistic figures in England, including Ruskin and Morris.120 

Osgood’s 1875 prospectus announcement of the AABN, just prior to its first issue, stated 

that the journal would be “published in a style uniform with that of well-known English 

architectural papers, and is meant to cover in America, substantially the same ground as 

they do in England.”121 Thus, the AABN’s reliance on British sources was set early on. 

This explains not only the British bias in coverage of preservation topics and projects, but 

may also explain the frequency of articles on preservation within the journal. As 

discussed above, the British architectural press followed the restoration debates of the 
 

illustrations with a decidedly Boston-centric lens. Inspired by the AABN‘s success, other, more regionally 
focused journals began to appear in the 1880s and 1890s, including the Inland Architect (Chicago, 1883) 
and the Western Architect and Building News (Denver, 1889). 
120 Woods, The American Architect and Building News, 81, 135-36. Norton served as editor of the North 
American Review, which Osgood also published. According to Woods, Norton’s occasional contributions 
to the AABN where likely due to his working relationship with Osgood, in addition to his place as a 
respected authority on art in the United States (and his ties to the Boston architecture community). For 
more on Charles Eliot Norton and his friendships with Ruskin and Morris, see Stein, John Ruskin and 
Aesthetic Thought in America, 1840-1900, 240-53, and Lindsay Leard-Coolidge, “William Morris and 
Nineteenth-Century Boston,” in William Morris: Centenary Essays, ed. Peter Faulkner and Peter Preston 
(Exeter, UK: University of Exeter Press, 1999), 156-64. 
121 Woods, The American Architect and Building News, 130-33. Osgood was also the American publisher 
for many of the era’s most prominent English literary figures, including Charles Dickens, Henry James, and 
Lord Tennyson. 
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1870s closely. If Osgood and his editors relied heavily on content from British journals, 

then it is perhaps less surprising to find the topic covered consistently within the AABN. 

Although there were frequently articles covering restorations elsewhere in Europe, 

especially France, Germany and Italy, the events were still presented through a distinctly 

British lens, often directly quoted from London-based publications.  

In its first twenty-five years, the journal published over two hundred and twenty 

pieces that mentioned restorations or repairs of historic buildings in Europe.122 These 

included small notices in the “Notes & Clipping” section at the end of each issue. For 

instance, a single line in the May 19, 1877 issue informed the journal’s readers that 

“about $75,000 dollars are needed to carry out the proposed restoration” of Canterbury 

Cathedral. A more detailed paragraph on marble deterioration and restoration challenges 

for Milan Cathedral appeared on June 22, 1878. The founding of the SPAB in London 

received a brief mention on April 14, 1877.123 

Longer, feature articles that referenced restoration projects also appeared, if less 

frequently. These were usually in the form of essays that provided a brief architectural 

history of a building currently under restoration or recently restored. For instance, a two-

part series entitled ‘Works of Restoration in France,’ published in February 1882 and re-

printed from The Builder, described efforts by the French government to restore portions 

of Rheims Cathedral and Chartres Cathedral and included a substantial description and 

 
122 The AABN has been digitized, allowing for key-word searches of the text.  Using the terms ‘restoration,’ 
‘restored,’ ‘repairs,’ ‘repaired,’ ‘preservation,’ ‘preserved,’ as well as searches for particular individuals 
associated with high-profile European restoration projects and debates, such as Morris, Scott, and Viollet, 
allowed for a cataloging of articles between 1876-1900.  
123 “Canterbury Cathedral,” AABN 2, 73 (May 19, 1877): 160; “Decay of Milan Cathedral,” AABN 3, 661: 
130: 214; “An Anti-Restoration Movement,” AABN 2, 68 (April 14, 1877):120 
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history of each building.124 A summary from a London Times story about “Restorations in 

Italy” appeared on November 16, 1889, in which the author complains of the Italians’ 

tendency toward over-zealous cleaning of some monuments, while also praising the 

necessary demolition of overcrowded areas in Naples and Florence in order to improve 

sanitary conditions.125 A two-page article on “Restorations at Goslar,” a Romanesque 

palace complex in central Germany, provides a sharp critique of the “desecration” of the 

building during its recent restoration under the guidance of an unskilled local architect.126 

Occasionally, an image of a European building undergoing restoration or recently 

restored appeared in the ‘Illustrations’ section. One example is an 1883 drawing of Ulm 

Cathedral in Germany, accompanied by an unusually long description of the building and 

the restoration project.127 A re-print from Building News on “The Cathedrals of Metz and 

Strasburg,” included several illustrations and a brief discussion of the “progress” of 

“cathedral restoration” in France and Germany.128 The journal also published sketches of 

interesting historic buildings sent in by American architects traveling abroad, such as an 

1879 illustration of old churches in Copenhagen, Denmark (Figure 1.3).129  

While these examples show that American architects were aware of European 

restorations, they do not tell us what they thought about these projects or the discussions 

 
124 “Works of Restoration in France-I,” AABN 11, 320 (February 11, 1882): 69; “Works of Restoration in 
France-II,” AABN 11, 321 (February 18, 1882): 80. 
125 “Restorations in Italy,” AABN 26, 725 (November 16, 1889): 234. 
126 “Restorations at Goslar,” AABN 3, 119 (April 6, 1878): 120-21. Only the author’s initials are credited, 
but from the use of the term “conservation” and his clear anti-restoration stance, it is likely that the article 
was reprinted from a British source and influenced by the SPAB. 
127 “The Illustrations: Ulm Cathedral and Its Restoration,” AABN 13, 383 (April 28, 1883): 199. 
Illustrations were one of the most important purposes of the journal because they provided a platform for 
American architects to exhibit their designs. See Woods, The American Architect and Building News, 131. 
128 “The Cathedrals of Metz and Strasburg [Reprinted from Building News],” AABN 6, 197 (October 4, 
1879): 108. 
129 “The Illustrations: The Church of Our Saviour, Copenhagen, Denmark, Drawn by Mr. L. S. Ispen, 
Architect,” AABN 5, 173 (May 24, 1879): 104. 
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surrounding them. At the beginning of each issue, in the ‘Summary’ section, there were 

pieces written by the journal’s editors or editorial contributors, although the individual 

was never credited in print.130 It is within these editorials where some indication of how 

American architects—or at least the journal’s editors—perceived European restoration 

practices and the ongoing restoration debates of the era. For example, in a piece from 

March 17, 1877, the unnamed author reflected on news that a new society had been 

formed in Paris for “the preservation of the remains of old architecture throughout 

France.” He was clearly pleased at this event, saying there was a great need for such an 

organization because he felt the French too often “desire a shop-new brightness” in their 

old buildings, and therefore cause them harm.131  

One of the most revealing editorials directly engaged the restoration debates 

driven by the SPAB in Britain. Published in the March 23, 1878 issue and titled simply 

“Architectural Restorations,” the piece is likely the first example in print of an American 

perspective on the SPAB’s position. The author, potentially the journal’s editor William 

Longfellow, summarized some of the recent “lively quarrels” in England, including 

quotes about the hazards of restoration from the SPAB’s representative, J. J. Stevenson. 

Yet the author councils his readers to take a more moderate view than Stevenson:  

There is a difference between restorers; and men who have been indiscreet or 
mischievous in one place have in another stayed their hands with respect. M. 
Viollet-le-Duc and Sir Gilbert Scott have excesses to answer for; but to say that 
they have ‘extensively defaced, if not destroyed, nearly all the French cathedrals;’ 

 
130 Woods, The American Architect and Building News, 121. According to Woods, “[d]uring Longfellow’s 
tenure, he usually wrote [the editorial] essays, and they dealt with the profession, education, and an 
American style of architecture. After his departure, other writers contributed essays on a wider variety of 
topics: architectural competitions, history, archaeology, the fine arts, and construction.” 
131 “Preservation of Architectural Monuments in France,” AABN 2, 64 (March 17, 1877): 82. 
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and the English as well, is to make an accusation that it would be very difficult to 
sustain.132  

He goes further in condemning the stance of the SPAB and strict anti-restoration camp, 

who, he says “are very apt to sacrifice the greater to the less, to let the design perish for 

the sake of the material, and the whole for the sake of the details.” The writer claims that 

a good architect must first and foremost see architecture as a work of human design, and 

therefore restoration, when done sparingly and properly, is always preferable to letting 

the design fall into “degradation” and lose its artistic and architectural importance.133 The 

author was undoubtedly referencing arguments for a conservative restoration approach 

made by the RIBA and Scott, as printed in the British journals. But he was addressing his 

argument to a specifically American architectural audience, cautioning his readers to take 

a nuanced approach between the polemical positions of the restoration debate. 

Perhaps the AABN editors felt it was time to provide an American perspective on 

the subject because the journal had, by that point, printed several articles from the 

perspective of the SPAB and from high-profile restoration architects, including Scott. A 

few months before the editorial appeared, the AABN printed Stevenson’s RIBA speech in 

which he attacked Scott’s work and ultimately blamed the corrupting influence of 

Viollet-le-Duc.134 Subsequently, the AABN published a summary of Scott’s reply to the 

accusation in which he defended his work as moderate and necessary where buildings 

had been “allowed to fall down through neglect.”135 The 1878 AABN editorial article 

defending restoration architects was published just five days before Scott’s death. At the 

time, Scott had been working on the restoration of St Albans Cathedral, an important 
 

132 “Architectural Restorations,” AABN 3, 117 (March 23, 1878): 98. 
133 “Architectural Restorations,” AABN 3, 117 (March 23, 1878): 98. 
134 “Architectural Restoration: Its Principles and Practice [From a paper read by J. J. Stevenson before the 
Royal Institute of British Architects],” AABN  2, 80 (July 7, 1877): 219. 
135 “Restoration in England,” AABN 2, 81 (July 14, 1877): 222. 
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medieval abbey church with surviving Norman-era portions. His work had included 

structurally underpinning and securing the central tower and rebuilding several unstable 

walls. Brief notices on these efforts had been mentioned in the AABN a few times in 

1876, and illustrations of the cathedral showing Scott’s restored tower and nave wall 

were published shortly after his death (Figure 1.4).136  

In 1878 alone the AABN published eight articles or notices on work at St. Albans 

or articles reflecting on Scott’s work there. Two front-page editorials praised him for his 

“ingenuity” and “boldness,” defending his legacy against continued attacks by the SPAB. 

Sir Edmund Beckett (later Lord Grimthorpe) was placed in charge of the restoration 

works at St. Albans after Scott’s death. Beckett’s planned restoration of the nave roof, in 

particular, drew the ire of William Morris and became a rallying point for the members of 

the SPAB. The AABN closely followed and covered the ensuing controversy over 

Beckett’s projects at St. Albans, including the replacement of the nave roof, and the 

construction of a new west façade. The journal continued to present various views on the 

controversy, but in its editorials almost always sided with the majority opinion of 

professional architects in Britain, who by and large supported Scott’s work.137  

A few articles in the AABN in the 1870s also reveal an engagement with the work 

and writings of Viollet-le-Duc. The journal’s focus was largely on his theories of 

contemporary design, particularly after his death in 1879, when the AABN ran several 

 
136 “Notes and Clippings,” AABN 1, 2 (Jan. 8, 1876): 16; “Correspondence: The Late Sir G. G. Scott,” 
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137 “St. Albans,” AABN 18, 513 (October 24, 1885): 195; “London: Lord Grimthorpe and St. Albans,” 
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pieces on his legacy.138 Yet they also commented on his restoration work, noting his 

influence on restoration practices throughout Europe. An 1876 article, reprinted from a 

speech by the Chicago architect P. B. Wight and comparing government architecture in 

the United States to Britain and France, heaps praise on Viollet-le-Duc specifically for his 

restorations. Wight claims his “restorations of Notre Dame at Paris would alone place 

him in the highest position among modern architects, while his restoration of the Château 

de Pierrefonds will rank as one of the greatest works of the century.”139  

As mentioned above, Viollet-le-Duc’s architectural theory had a profound 

influence on several American architects. Henry Van Brunt, in the introduction to his 

1875 translation of Viollet-le-Duc’s Entretiens sur l’Architecture (1863), compared 

Viollet-le-Duc’s systematic “philosophical investigation” of architectural theory to the 

commentary of “literary men and amateurs” like Ruskin.140 He urged his fellow 

American architects to give serious consideration to Viollet-le-Duc’s writings because he 

was “a man of trained and large professional experience.” Although he doesn’t engage 

directly with Viollet-le-Duc’s restoration theory, Van Brunt does commend his 

restorations at Pierrefonds, Carcassonne, and various churches.141 The French architect 

was aware of the impact his writings had on American architects. In April 1876, the 

 
138 “M. Viollet-le-Duc on Modern Architecture [Translated from the Revue Générale de l’Architecture],” 
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AABN published a letter he sent to an unamed New York architect, in which he 

underscored the importance of studying historic monuments:  

I know how well the people of the American Continent keep themselves informed 
upon all that is useful and practical, which our older Europe produces; 
consequently I can but be greatly flattered by the reception which my writings 
have met with in America…The fact is that the future can only be prepared by the 
exact and critical study of the past.142 

Despite the journal’s general admiration for Viollet-le-Duc, by the 1880s, notices 

and articles in the AABN on restorations in France were frequently critical. While often 

re-printed from British journals, even some of the American-authored pieces note the 

tendency towards excessive restoration by the French authorities. In an 1882 editorial, the 

unnamed author comments on the recently completed restoration of the Cathedral of 

Saint Front in France. He worries that “like many other churches in the country,” the 

restoration likely created “a counterfeit so complete that no one, not familiar with every 

step in the work, could determine with certainty what stone belonged to the eleventh and 

what to the nineteenth century.”143 The influence of the SPAB seems to have made its 

mark on the American author. In a piece a few years later, another author commends the 

French authorities for instating a system of restoration for its ancient churches that “have 

generally been carried on with skill and with a fair appreciation of the style of the 

buildings,” giving particular praise to Viollet-le-Duc’s work. Yet for the traveling 

American architect “who wishes to trace out historical points with accuracy,” the author 

warns they might be disappointed by the “natty spruceness[sic] with which some of the 
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venerable old monuments have been polished up,” revealing a preference for the 

picturesque.144 

The AABN was not the only American journal to cover European preservation 

activities, although it was the earliest and most frequent in its coverage. Architectural 

Record, established in 1891, published a handful of pieces on the subject in the 1890s and 

early 1900s. For example, the lead article from May 1903 provided an account of the 

restoration of the Château de Champs in France, penned by the French architect in charge 

of the project. Written specifically for his “colleagues of the New World,” it provided an 

illustrated account of repairs and improvements to the building and its extensive 

gardens.145 More typical are references to restored buildings in articles on historic 

European architecture. In 1892, the journal published a long piece on notable historic 

buildings in Hildesheim, Germany that includes brief commentary on the relative success 

of restorations from earlier in the century, as well as noting with approval the recent 

creation of a society “for the restoration of old homes” in the city.146 In 1895, Russell 

Sturgis wrote an article on the “Historical Monuments of France” as an instructive for 

American architectural students travelling in that country, providing a description of the 

work of the French Historic Monuments Commission in “the classification and 

preservation of ancient buildings.”147  

The AABN, however, appears to have been the main conduit for information about 

European preservation practices in the late nineteenth century. The journal’s editors must 
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have felt that its readers—the growing number of professional American architects—

should be kept informed of restoration projects and theoretical discussions coming out of 

Europe. In addition to commentary on the English restoration debates of the 1870s and 

French monument restoration, the journal gave notable attention to Italian restoration 

efforts in Venice in the 1880s and 1890s, including St. Mark’s Basilica and the Ducal 

Palace.148 While articles on European preservation topics continued to appear in the 

journal through the 1890s and early 1900s, the frequency lessened. This may be 

attributed to the AABN’s decreasing reliance on British sources for content in these years, 

particularly after Osgood sold the journal in 1893.149 Perhaps more significantly, a 

notable shift of focus towards America’s own architectural heritage can be traced in the 

journal as it evolved in the following two decades, reflecting the increased scholarly 

focus on colonial architecture in those years. Considering the amount of coverage given 

to European preservation topics in its first two decades, the AABN likely played a notable 

role in engaging American architects in preservation issues. 
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STUDY, TRAVEL, AND INTERNATIONAL MEETING POINTS 

Architectural publications like the AABN helped foster a transatlantic intellectual 

connection within the architecture profession. Not only did it establish a language of 

architecture nationally, but through its coverage of preservation topics and debates the 

AABN also helped to create and spread a “vernacular language” of preservation within the 

United States’ architecture profession. This included the specific terms related to 

architectural preservation, including “preservation,” “restoration,” etc., and perhaps more 

significantly, a way of talking about the value and treatments of historic building in the 

United States. To borrow Benedict Anderson’s conceptual phrase, this helped to establish 

an “imagined community” of architectural preservation, sharing common ideas, modes of 

expression, and buildings, shaped through print culture.150 If this was key to creating a 

nascent preservation mentality among the growing American profession, then direct 

contact with European preservation practitioners and projects, through study and travel 

abroad, presented another kind of opportunity for transatlantic preservation dialog for a 

select group of American architects in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  

In the United States, as the practice of architecture expanded and the profession 

began to coalesce in the last quarter of the nineteenth century, many architects looked to 

Europe for formal training and education. For aspiring architects with the financial 

means, this sometimes meant studying at one of the European architecture schools, most 

famously at the École des Beaux Arts in Paris. Others traveled abroad for informal study 

of the major sites of Europe, visiting and sketching many of the ancient and medieval 
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buildings that were the focus of restoration and preservation debates in these years151 By 

the end of the century, the American Academy in Rome provided young architects with 

further opportunities for close study of European monuments.152 

The influence of the École des Beaux-Arts on American architecture in the late 

nineteenth century was substantial, serving as a model for architectural education in the 

United States for many decades and providing advanced training for several of the era’s 

most successful designers.153 Richard Morris Hunt was the first American to be admitted 

to the École, spending nine years in Paris beginning in 1846.  Henry Hobson Richardson, 

Charles F. McKim, Louis Sullivan, and several others followed in the 1860s and 1870s. 

Between 1890 and 1910, many more went to Paris, where several École-affiliated ateliers 

catered to the growing number of American students.154 While no clear evidence is yet 

known that would suggest any of these architects engaged directly with issues of 

restoration and preservation while in Paris, they were likely aware of the French Historic 

Monuments Commission and its cadre of professional architects. Many took the 

opportunity to travel around France and other parts of Europe while abroad, visiting 

restored monuments.155 On his European tour in 1880, Cass Gilbert created numerous 
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sketches and studies, including some of Notre Dame in Paris that focused specifically on 

Viollet-le-Duc’s restored portions of the building (Figure 1.5).156   

While most American architects who trained in Europe gravitated towards Paris, a 

few studied at schools in Germany or apprenticed with firms in London. Russell Sturgis 

studied at Munich’s Academy of Fine Arts and Sciences in the early 1860s.157 Frank 

Miles Day, who would later lead efforts to restore Congress Hall in Philadelphia in the 

1910s, spent several years training with London firms in the mid-1880s.158 Once outside 

of the United States, American architecture students took advantage of their time abroad 

and toured through Europe and the Mediterranean. For example, Day took trips to France, 

Germany, and Italy while living in London. He filled several sketchbooks with drawings 

and notes, some of which included commentary of restored buildings, like the Château 

d’Amboise in France.159 Others opted for a Grand Tour of European cities in lieu of study 

at one of the architecture schools, such as Boston architect Robert Day Andrews, who 

spent several months in Europe after completing a year of study at the MIT architecture 

program in 1876.160 Many of the architects who would emerge as leaders in architectural 

preservation in the United States, including McKim, Day, and Andrews, were part of this 

contingent of Americans who studied or traveled in Europe in the 1870s and 1880s. 

These were the same decades in which debates about the nature of restoration practice 
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were at their height, and it is therefore possible, if not probable, that American architects 

studying in Europe at the time were aware of these discussions. 

Towards the turn of the twentieth century, the International Congress of 

Architects became another important meeting point between American architects and 

their European colleagues. First held in 1867 at the Exposition universelle in Paris, the 

congresses only became a regular event in 1897, subsequently meeting every two to three 

years. Part of a broader trend that saw the emergence of international conferences for 

various professional and socio-political interests, the architectural congresses were often 

held in conjunction with World’s Fairs. They covered a wide range of topics and had a 

broadly international attendance, although French architects were often the largest 

contingent.161 American delegates usually attended the congresses, as reported in the 

AABN and the publications of the American Institute of Architects.162 For example, at the 

1900 meeting in Paris, nine Americans attended, including Glenn Brown, the secretary of 

the AIA. The 1906 London meeting proved the most popular with American architects, 

with some forty attending, including then-AIA president Frank Miles Day.163  

Preservation and monument protection received its own sessions at the congresses 

held between 1897 and 1911. Astrid Swenson argues that “the diverse preoccupations of 

architects at these professional congresses led to heated debate on the merits and defects 
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of restoration,” particularly among the French, German, and British delegates.164 

Generally, the sessions focused more on government regulation and protection of 

monuments—something the United States did not yet have in place—rather than the 

practical aspects of architectural preservation. How much the American delegates 

engaged with these sessions is harder to establish, although official reports from the 

delegates provide some indication.  

In 1900, George O. Totten, Jr., the Chief Designer for the Office of the 

Supervising Architect in Washington, D.C., provided a summary of the congress, 

including the session on “The Preservation of Historic Monuments.” The session focused 

on the need for inventories of historic monuments in all countries and government 

commissions to oversee protection and restoration, staffed with expert architects, pointing 

to France and Belgium as examples. Inspired by the session, Totten asked: 

In this connection, should not we American architects take greater measures by 
governmental and municipal legislation to better preserve what historic work 
remain to us from the Colonial Period. To be sure, our historical societies are 
doing a great deal of valuable work in this direction, but should not the restoration 
and preservation be confided to architects, as are the historic monuments in 
France?165  

His remark reflects a new but growing sentiment among some American architects about 

the need for more systematic documentation and preservation of colonial architecture in 

the United States. His argument about the expertise of professional architects, as opposed 

to “historical societies,” in regards to carrying out preservation work is also significant. It 

echoes arguments being made that same year by Glenn Brown and the AIA leadership for 

 
164 Swenson, The Rise of Heritage, 216.  
165 “The Fifth International Congress of Architects,” AABN 69, 1289 (September 8, 1900): 78. 



 61 

professional architectural guidance in the preservation of the White House, as will be 

discussed in Chapter 3.   

After the 1906 International Congress, held in London, Brown reported on papers 

delivered by British, French, and Spanish architects during the session on “The 

Conservation of National Monuments.” He included several quotations from the papers, 

noting that the presenters felt it the sole responsibility of national and state governments 

to avoid loss of “national monuments” because “they alone have the active authority to 

avoid it.”166 While Brown felt the session significant enough to summarize for the AIA 

members, he assessed the focus on government regulation as “a subject which has 

received the consideration of previous congresses and naturally concerns Europe more 

than America.”167 

While American architects may not have been able to contribute directly to the 

preservation discussions held during the International Congress of Architects, by the turn 

of the twentieth century, they were increasingly focusing on the preservation of historic 

buildings in the United States. And the transatlantic connections within the profession 

were not always unidirectional. European architects watched the American architecture 

scene with interest, particularly developments in contemporary design and engineering 

advances in Chicago and New York.168 There are, however, a few significant examples of 
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European preservationists looking to the United States in the late nineteenth century. 

Melanie Hall’s research on the connections between English and American 

preservationists in the creation of the English National Trust and in the protection of 

Niagara Falls provides compelling evidence of a mutual transatlantic exchange of 

preservation ideas, often tasking preservation as “cultural diplomacy” in bolstering 

Anglo-American relations.169  

While not the primary influence in these episodes, connections between English 

and American architects did occur. Charles Eliot, the Boston landscape architect, helped 

found the Massachusetts Trustees of Reservations in 1891, a group that sought both 

architectural and landscape preservation. While he was influenced by discussions with 

early English scenic preservation advocates in the 1880s, his group—which also helped 

inspire the creation of the New York Trustees of Scenic and Historic Places and Objects 

in 1895—served as a model for the English National Trust.170 Charles Robert Ashbee, the 

English architect, Arts and Crafts designer, and active SPAB member, served as a 

founding member of the Trust, and toured the United States in 1900 to seek support for 

the organization, appealing to all “English-speaking peoples.” Although the tour itself 

was not successful in achieving his aims, it did generate a certain “sense of common 

cause” among American and English preservationists, as Hall has argued.171  
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The architecture profession also took note of Ashbee’s visit, particularly in 

Boston where the Arts and Crafts connection was strong. The Architectural Review, a 

Boston-based journal, lent its support to his cause, noting that the Trust “ought to appeal 

very directly to every architect in this country and perhaps with even greater force to 

those who look upon England as the mother country.” The article’s author rejected 

Ashbee’s proposal to create a United States chapter of the Trust, claiming that most 

would see that affiliation as “subservience to the older country.” However, they believed 

that individuals engaged in preservation in the US should keep in touch with the English 

group because “the interchange of views between men engaged in the same kind of work 

is mutually advantageous.”172 

As these examples of transatlantic preservation dialog show, American architects 

were not only aware of European preservation ideas through publications, but also 

through direct contact with European architects involved in preservation advocacy and 

practice. This provides a broader, international context for the early development of the 

American architecture profession’s interest and leadership in preservation in the United 

States around the turn of the twentieth century. Evidence of discussion among the 

profession about the value of old buildings in the United States, intimately tied to the 

emergence of early architectural history scholarship on colonial architecture and the 

Colonial Revival movement, can be found in architectural journals and the activities of 

the American Institute of Architects in the last two decades of the nineteenth century. 
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DISCOVERY OF AN AMERICAN ARCHITECTURAL HERITAGE: THE COLONIAL REVIVAL 
AND ARCHITECT-HISTORIANS 

American consciousness of a tangible national architectural past fully emerged in 

the wake of the 1876 centennial celebration. While some antiquarian interest in early 

American buildings and material culture (particularly remnants of the seventeenth 

century) existed in the early and mid-1800s, the centennial celebration became a 

springboard for broader public interest in the colonial past.173 Throughout the last quarter 

of the century, many Americans increasingly favored colonial antiques and Colonial 

Revival contemporary designs over English Victorian and other European styles.  With 

simpler aesthetic qualities and patriotic associative values, the colonial provided a sense 

of nostalgia and pride in the country’s early history. In the wake of the dislocations of the 

Civil War and a rapidly industrializing nation, celebration of the colonial aesthetic was 

also an outgrowth of a desire to define and shape a particular American identity—one 

rooted in a romanticized past (predominately white and British) and an idealization of the 

Revolution and the Founding Fathers.174 Like the embrace of the Gothic as a facet of 

national architectural heritage in Britain, France, and Germany earlier in the nineteenth 

century, so American architects began to turn to colonial buildings to consolidate an 

American founding identity in-line with other industrializing, modern nations.  

The architecture profession’s interest in early American buildings as worthy of 

study and preservation unfolded in the last quarter of the nineteenth century. In 1876, the 

editors of the AABN bemoaned the lack of “good precedent for quality architecture in the 
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country.” 3F

175 In 1877, they expanded on this idea, noting that because the United States 

was such a relatively young nation, Europe, “older and architecturally more developed,” 

still provided the best study of architectural precedent. 

Moreover, we have no archaeology that is of any architectural importance; no 
architectural history to speak of; few monuments whose interest is more than one 
of association. Although there is a considerable amount of building on a small 
scale, mostly domestic, which remains to us from a hundred years ago or more, 
and which is interesting enough to be recorded and examined with care, there is 
nothing on which to found any scheme, or important part of a scheme, of study.176  

While colonial buildings in the United States might be “interesting enough,” they were 

not on the same level of importance and use to the profession as the architectural 

landmarks of Europe. 

Architects were not the only Americans to lament their country’s lack of historic 

buildings compared with the Old World. The Harvard professor Charles Eliot Norton 

influentially highlighted the “lack of old homes in America” after a visit to England in 

1868. Increasingly, this “cultural inferiority complex,” to borrow Michael Holleran’s 

assessment, encouraged antiquarian and early scholarly interest in the remnants of the 

colonial period.177 For the architecture profession, the “discovery” of the aesthetic and 

historical value of colonial buildings had a profound effect on design for the next several 

decades, inspiring one of the most enduring styles of American architecture, the Colonial 

Revival. It was also intertwined with the growth of the preservation movement in the 
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United States, as Richard Guy Wilson has argued, because “the idealization of the 

colonial past helped spawn the idea of preservation.”178 

In the mid to late-1870s, many architects embraced the practice of sketching and 

recording colonial buildings with measured drawings and photographs. In March 1876, 

the AABN noted with regret that “we are everyday losing old buildings” of an interesting 

colonial character. Despite the journal’s claims elsewhere that the country had “no 

architectural history to speak of,” in this instance they called for architects to help 

document colonial buildings: 

It is much to be desired, that before it is too late a record should be secured of 
what is most interesting among these relics. We wish that architects were 
disposed to utilize some of their few holidays in making careful notes of any old 
buildings that came in their way: architectural students would find a useful and 
wholesome exercise in doing the same thing.179 

Similar calls for “obtaining a permanent record of old colonial remains” were made by 

the Boston Society of Architects and the Rhode Island chapter of the AIA in 1879.180 The 

AABN was not the first to call for such documentation efforts. In the short-lived New York 

Sketchbook of Architecture in 1874, Charles F. McKim, serving as editor, urged his 

fellow architects to “do a little toward the much-needed task of preserving some record of 

the early architecture of our country, now fast disappearing” by sending in sketches of 

colonial buildings. He saw potential in the “beautiful, quaint, and picturesque features,” 

famously publishing a photograph of the irregular, vernacular character of the rear 

elevation of the Bishop Berkeley House near Newport, Rhode Island as an example.181  
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While a sincere interest in preventing the loss (or forgetting) of colonial buildings 

is evident in appeals like McKim’s, most historians have interpreted this increase in 

recording colonial buildings in the 1870s and 1880s as a tool for aiding in contemporary 

design.182 This was part of a larger tradition of using architectural history for precedent 

study, a practice embraced by the École in Paris and its followers and witnessed in the 

proliferation of historical revivals in the nineteenth century. William Robert Ware 

stressed the importance of the study of history for architecture students in his MIT 

program, beginning in 1868, and later at Columbia University from 1881.181F181F181F

183 While this 

generally meant studying Classical and European precedent through books—including 

his own publication, Greek Ornament (1878)—he also encouraged his students to sketch 

the colonial buildings around them.184 

Typical of the design-motivated documentation of early American architecture 

were books like Arthur Little’s Early New England Interiors (1878) and James Corner 

and Eric Soderholtz’s Examples of Domestic Colonial Architecture (1891-92), which 

offered illustrations or photographs of colonial buildings and architectural details with 

little to no text.185 Architectural journals provided a significant venue for illustrations of 

colonial buildings. In the 1870s, the AABN printed occasional sketches and perspective 
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drawings sent in by various architects. These were accompanied by a brief description of 

the building, such as an 1879 illustration of Christ Church, Philadelphia, which was 

described as “the most characteristic” example of colonial architecture (Figure 1.6).186 In 

the following decade, the journal began to publish more detailed, measured drawings. For 

example, a series of ‘Old Colonial Work’ by F. E. Wallis appeared throughout 1886.187 

The popularity of the journal’s colonial illustrations was such that its editor, Ware, 

complied them into a separate, twelve-part series as The Georgian Period (1899-1902) 

(Figure 1.7). Re-issued several times in the 1910s and 1920s, it was a highly influential 

reference for many Colonial Revival designers in the early twentieth century.188 

The research of architect George Champlin Mason, Jr. offers another example. 

Thanks to his careful study of Newport, Rhode Island’s historic buildings in the 1870s, 

the AIA appointed him as chair of a special committee to survey colonial architecture in 

1881. The result was a pioneering study on the “Practice of American Architects and 

Builders during the Colonial Period and the first Fifty Years of our Independence,” 

published in the AABN. In the report, Mason insisted that his interest in colonial 

architecture was not meant simply for providing “quaint details to copy in modern work,” 

but rather a scholarly interest in understanding the “principles that shaped and guided” 

the evolution of early American architecture.189 Mason also happened to be one of the 

few late nineteenth-century architects in the country who specialized in restoration. He 

designed the restoration of the mid-eighteenth-century Seventh Day Baptist Church in 
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Newport in 1884 and an interior restoration of Congress Hall in Philadelphia in 1896 (see 

Chapter 4)190 Thus, his more focused interest in the “principles” of colonial architecture 

beyond questions of style reflected the needs of his own practice. 

By the 1890s, more scholarly, in-depth historical studies of early American 

architecture appeared, including Glenn Brown’s extensively researched “History of the 

United States Capitol.” Published in the AABN in ten parts between 1896 and 1897, it 

was the result of almost a decade of research and documentation of the building and later 

published as a two-volume book with hundreds of images and measured drawings.191 

Montgomery Schuyler, a journalist and critic, penned “A History of Old Colonial 

Architecture” for Architectural Record in 1895, a lengthy discussion of the evolution of 

British Colonial architecture in New England and the Mid-Atlantic and one of the earliest 

surveys of colonial buildings.192 Another early influential author of American 

architectural history scholarship was the architect Norman Isham, who, like Mason, was a 

specialist in restoration work. His Early Rhode Island Houses (1895) and Early 

Connecticut Houses (1900), offered a larger social context for the buildings presented.193 

According to historians Keith Morgan and Richard Cheek, this new group of 

architect-historians that first emerged in the late 1870s and early 1880s were “the 
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dominant component of American architectural scholarship” for nearly half a century.194 

The number of publications written by American architects, and especially the number of 

publications focusing on colonial architecture, dramatically increased in these years. 

Many of these architect-historians were based on the East Coast, most often in Boston or 

New York, and several were affiliated with the new architecture schools. Not all wrote on 

American architecture. A. D. F. Hamlin, who led Columbia’s architecture program after 

William Robert Ware, wrote one of the first American-authored architectural surveys for 

students with his 1896 Textbook of the History of Architecture.195 Some focused on 

European topics, like Ralph Adams Cram, who wrote frequently on medieval architecture 

in the 1900s and 1910s, and Charles A. Cummings, who authored A History of 

Architecture in Italy from the time of Constantine to the dawn of the Renaissance 

(1901).196 But the vast majority of architectural scholarship in this period focused on 

colonial architecture in the United States. 

A number of architects understood the importance of documenting colonial and 

Federal-era buildings, many of which were threatened by neglect or development, as a 

record of the earliest history of architecture in this country. In May 1879, the AABN 

reminded its readers that “there is still much of the old work left, but every year more and 

more of it is pulled away to make room for more pretentious, but commonly inferior 

work, or falls into ruin from neglect and decay.”197 At this point, documentation seemed 

to be the profession’s main effort towards preservation, rather than encouraging 

preservation or restoration of any specific buildings. Leadership from architects in 
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instigating preservation projects would come several years later, but it is still worth 

noting that they felt that they had a duty to “preserve the records of our architectural 

history before it is too late” through drawings and photographs.198  

Occasionally, the journal drew attention to the efforts of other groups or 

individuals to preserve threatened buildings. These articles were most frequently about 

buildings in and around Boston, the journal’s place of publication. For example, there 

were fifteen different editorials and notices about the campaign to save the Old South 

Church from demolition in 1876. They were “glad” of the “energetic effort” to “preserve 

the building as a memorial,” although architects themselves were not actively involved in 

the fight to save it.199 In 1882, they warned that “The old Cradock house at Medford, 

Mass., the most ancient civilized habitation in America, is to be destroyed unless public 

interest can be sufficiently aroused to rescue it from the hands of its present owners.”200 

In January 1893, the AABN drew attention to a debate about the fate of New York’s early 

nineteenth-century, neoclassical City Hall, when officials proposed to replace it with a 

larger complex. They reported that public sentiment favored preserving the old building 

and expressed support for incorporating the existing building into the new design.201 

When the Cabildo, a historic French Colonial landmark in New Orleans, was threatened 

in 1895, they offered support for its preservation, arguing that it, like “Philadelphia’s 
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Independence Hall, or Boston’s Old State-House,” was a structure “which centuries 

hence will be of as much interest” as European monuments.202 

In the 1890s, the most frequent topic of preservation-related articles in the AABN 

was the campaign by the Boston Society of Architects to preserve the Massachusetts 

State House, designed by Charles Bulfinch. The journal served as a mouthpiece for the 

society’s efforts, reinforcing their argument about the building’s value as a landmark of 

early American architectural design (as discussed in Chapter 2). It was not until serious 

threats appeared to buildings that architects agreed were of significant architectural value, 

as opposed to purely “associative” or historical value, like the Bulfinch State House, that 

the profession started to emerge as leaders in preservation campaigns.  

 

THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS AND THE CREATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE CONSERVATION OF PUBLIC ARCHITECTURE 

The AIA made its first public stance on architectural preservation in 1890. At that 

year’s annual convention, the New York architect Richard M. Upjohn called for the 

creation of a “Committee on the Conservation of Public Architecture,” saying “if there is 

anyone whose province it is to take charge of the preservation of architectural buildings, 

especially of the national buildings, it is the American Institute of Architects.”203 He was 

inspired to action by the threatened demolition of the Custom House and Treasury 

Building on Wall Street in Manhattan (today the Federal Hall National Memorial). 

Upjohn labeled the 1842 Greek revival structure a “perfectly constructed” example 

“which illustrates an epoch in architecture, not only here but [also] in Europe.” He argued 
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that “it ought to be saved from the real estate speculators,” because “such buildings as 

these are necessary for the history of architecture, for it is by architecture that history is 

known.”204 His rationale shows the influence of earlier calls for the documentation of 

colonial buildings threatened by modern development made by the AABN and local AIA 

chapters a decade earlier, but also makes a new plea for the leadership of the profession. 

He believed that it was the AIA, as a representative professional body, who should lead 

preservation efforts for “national” buildings of high architectural design significance.  

The other AIA members agreed and the committee was created, with Upjohn as 

chairman and presidents of local chapters, such as Alfred Stone of Rhode Island, as the 

other members.205 Upjohn stressed the need to concentrate on preserving “historical and 

monumental public buildings” that “state and municipal authorities” propose to demolish. 

He saw professional architects as the most appropriate protectors of valued public 

architecture. “The history of civilization and the world,” his resolution stated, “is traced 

by the character of its buildings and its architecture, and the degree of civilization of 

peoples is determined by the monuments they have left.”206 Thus, for Upjohn, 

preservation of significant civic landmarks would guarantee the United States’ place in 

world history. Stone seconded Upjohn’s assessment, comparing their situation to Europe. 

I think it is highly important for us to do what we can to preserve historic 
buildings, as well as it is for us to contribute money to send for the purpose of 
restoring architecture in ancient cities. Everyone who goes to Rome now is 
deprecating the advance of speculative building and the destruction of old Rome. 
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We are very young in this country, but let us preserve our reverence for buildings 
which have been constructed by those who have gone before.207 

Preservation historians have highlighted the creation of the Committee on the 

Conservation of Public Architecture as a notable moment in American preservation, but 

one that was ultimately diminished by the committee’s lack of activity. As Charles 

Hosmer assessed, it “gave the cause of preservation some valuable publicity, but it did 

not rescue any buildings.”208 In the seven years of its existence (it was officially 

disbanded at the 1897 convention), the committee only made a few reports to the annual 

convention. Their activities were limited to reporting on government-owned buildings 

under threat from development, and mostly Upjohn’s campaign to save the old Custom 

House in New York.209 Yet, this should not be so easily discounted as unimpactful for 

architect-led preservation efforts. As Melissa Houghton argues, through the committee, 

Upjohn encouraged local AIA chapters to act as a watch-dog for significant buildings in 

their cities and notify the committee of any damage or demolition threat to such 

architecture.210 

Throughout the 1890s, local AIA chapters did become involved in notable 

preservation campaigns and restoration projects, as will be seen in the case of Boston and 

Philadelphia. Additionally, in 1893, Upjohn added his endorsement as the committee 

chair to a resolution of the New York chapter on the preservation of City Hall, which was 

sent to city officials. They urged “that the present city hall structure be incorporated to 

any design submitted” for a new building, “or else that it be taken down and rebuilt in 
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some suitable location, so that it may be perpetuated as an historical monument.”209F209F209F

211 

Upjohn expressed continued frustration with the threats buildings like City Hall and the 

old Custom House faced from development pressures, remarking in 1892 “that such 

buildings should need protection from vandals of this nineteenth century seems 

incredible.”212  

Upjohn believed the United States should take the same care with its important 

buildings as did Europe: 

Other governments, through the intervention of kindred societies to our own, 
cherish such public monuments. So we, by the American Institute of Architects, 
should counsel that similar care be taken of our own monumental public 
buildings, whose character of design and construction mark periods of our art 
history.213  

This remark indicates that he was aware of the preservation advocacy of other 

architectural groups in Europe, most likely the RIBA. Their Committee on the 

Conservation of Ancient Monuments, formed in the 1860s, may have served as a model 

for Upjohn. Although his committee may have had limited direct impact on preservation 

projects, it nonetheless reflected a growing concern within the profession for the fate of 

colonial and Federal-era buildings—specifically civic buildings of unique architectural 

interest—and signaled a new professional advocacy for preservation. 

At the end of the nineteenth century, architects who saw preservation as an 

important cause for the profession in the United States were still few in number. Yet they 

were aware of preservation activities and debates in Europe, as evidenced by articles in 

the AABN and the fact that several of the prominent architects who would become leaders 
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in preservation for the profession, including Charles F. McKim and Frank Miles Day, 

studied or traveled in Europe in the late nineteenth century. Attitudes towards American 

historic architecture began to change once threats surfaced to buildings that the 

profession could agree were significant architectural landmarks—that consensus made 

possible by the growth of architectural history scholarship and the broad popularization 

of the colonial in the late nineteenth century. The attention the AABN and the AIA lent to 

the need for preservation in the last decades of the century created an awareness of and 

interest in preservation discourse that would be felt in the profession’s leadership in 

several high-profile preservation and restoration projects of major civic landmarks around 

the turn of the century, including the Massachusetts State House, the White House, and 

Independence Hall. 
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Chapter 2: Saving the Bulfinch Front: Preservation as a Cause for the 
Profession in the 1890s  

The ways in which the American architecture profession first engaged with ideas 

of preservation in the 1870s and 1880s provides critical context for understanding the 

mid-1890s controversy over the fate of Charles Bulfinch’s late eighteenth-century 

Massachusetts State House in Boston. The episode marks a significant moment in the 

history of architectural preservation in the United States. The Boston Society of 

Architects (BSA) protested against a proposal to demolish the Bulfinch building and 

played a central role in its subsequent restoration. The BSA argued for the value of the 

State House as a unique and noteworthy early American building. In 1893, as a large 

extension to the State House neared completion, the state legislature’s Construction 

Commissioners argued that the Bulfinch portion was outdated, structurally unsound, and 

a fire hazard. Despite earlier assurances that it was to be “substantially preserved,” they 

proposed to tear it down and build a replica in more “permanent materials.”214 The BSA, 

led by Charles A. Cummings, quickly came to the building’s defense and formed a 

special committee to advocate for its preservation. The architects emerged as leaders in 

the fight to save the “Bulfinch Front,” and presented their arguments for preservation in 

articles in the popular and architectural press, a pamphlet, and at hearings before the 

legislature’s State House Committee.  

In making their case to state officials, the BSA underscored their expert judgment 

as professional architects, well versed in the history of early American architecture.  Yet 

many in the legislature were not convinced, and the architects had to rely on the support 

of other well-respected Bostonians to win their cause. As Michael Holleran has shown, it 
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was also the first preservation debate in the United States in which architectural 

significance, as opposed to historical associations, became a primary argument for 

preservation.215 Cummings and other BSA members stressed the need to maintain the 

appearance and material authenticity of the original building as a unique example of early 

American architecture. This approach reveals a keen awareness of contemporary 

restoration debates in Europe, particularly the theories of William Morris and the SPAB 

in England, and the architects’ ties to the Arts and Crafts movement.216 Yet for 

Cummings and the rest of the BSA, their main motivation for devoting time and attention 

to the State House centered on its significance as a landmark of American design—the 

major achievement of one of the country’s first professional architects, Charles Bulfinch.  

THE BOSTON SOCIETY OF ARCHITECTS AND THE EXPANSION OF THE MASSACHUSETTS 
STATE HOUSE 

In 1867, a group of architects founded the Boston Society of Architects to bring 

together all those engaged in “honorable practice” within the city in order to “define the 

profession before the public.” The founders included Edward C. Cabot, who would 

remain president of the organization until his death in 1896, Henry Van Brunt, William 

Robert Ware, and Charles A. Cummings. Several were already members of the AIA, 

founded ten years earlier in New York, but the BSA remained an independent group until 

 
215 Michael Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful Times”: Origins of Preservation & Planning in America 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1998), 135. 
216 Several influential Boston Arts and Crafts writers, artists, and architects followed the work of Morris, 
and subsequently that of the SPAB closely, including Harvard professor Charles Eliot Norton, the poet 
James Russell Lowell, and the architect Herbert Langford Warren. All three appear to have been members 
of the SPAB at some point, having received copies of the organization’s annual reports. See Meister, Arts 
& Crafts Architecture, 113, 170; Sharp, “Exporting the Revolution,” 195-96; Leard-Coolidge, “William 
Morris and Nineteenth-Century Boston,” 156. 
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it became a chapter of the AIA in 1870.217 In the 1860s and 1870s, Boston was arguably 

the intellectual center of the profession in the United States. It was home to the country’s 

first architectural school at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, established in 

1868 by William Robert Ware, and to the leading architectural journal, the American 

Architect and Building News (AABN), for which two active members of the BSA, 

William P. P. Longfellow and William Rotch Ware, served as editors.218 The BSA 

persistently worked towards greater formalization of the profession in these years. Along 

with their own organization—and by extension the AIA—they promoted formal 

education and the AABN as critical for establishing architecture as a respected profession 

in the minds of the public.219  

The BSA first became involved in the future of the Massachusetts State House in 

1888, when the government announced an architectural competition to design a large 

annex behind the 1798 Bulfinch-designed building on land to the north (Figure 2.1). The 

architects did not oppose the idea of extending the State House but rather the terms of the 

competition, which they condemned as unfair and unprofessional. By this time, efforts to 

define standard rules for public building competitions had occupied the BSA and the AIA 

for many years.220 In a front-page editorial announcing the State House competition, the 
 

217 Walter Muir Whitehill, “A Centennial Sketch,” in Boston Society of Architects: The First Hundred 
Years, 1867-1967, ed. Marvin E. Goody and Robert P. Walsh (Boston Society of Architects, 1867), 18-19. 
The BSA was a fairly sizable organization from the beginning, with a total membership of around fifty out 
of the seventy-three architects listed in the 1867 Boston city directory. In 1870, the AIA restructured to 
include various affiliated chapters, including the BSA.  
218 Longfellow edited the AABN from 1876 to 1880, after which his associate editor, William Rotch Ware 
(nephew of William Robert Ware) took over, serving as editor until 1907.  
219 Woods, The American Architect and Building News, 67-87.  
220 Whitehill, “A Centennial Sketch,” 47; Woods, From Craft to Profession, 36-42. The AIA enacted an 
official institute code in 1870 that barred members from entering public competitions in which the jury did 
not include an architect, the entrants were not compensated, or the winner was not guaranteed oversight of 
the final design and construction. Yet because very few government entities followed these suggestions, 
many AIA members entered competitions anyways, particularly more inexperienced architects looking for 
work opportunities. In Boston, the failed and disorganized 1884 competition for the new public library in 
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AABN claimed the terms showed “a singular ignorance of the architects’ work.”221 

Participants were only given seven weeks to submit their designs—far too short a period, 

they argued, to ensure a “credible” solution to the “excessively difficult” problem of the 

proposed site’s steep hill. Furthermore, there was no guarantee the winner would be 

awarded the contract to oversee the work.222 The BSA hoped to rally all architects in the 

city and state in convincing the government to modify the terms.223 Over the next several 

weeks, the AABN printed lists of over forty Massachusetts architects and firms who had 

signed the BSA’s agreement not to enter the competition until the terms where changed. 

The signatories included many of the organization’s most prominent members, such as its 

president Edward Cabot, Charles Cummings, H. Langford Warren, and Robert S. 

Peabody.224    

The issue of preservation of the State House had already been debated among the 

state legislators before the competition was announced. Governor Oliver Ames had first 

proposed to create a large annex two years earlier, in 1886, in order to accommodate the 

growing space needs of the government. Yet, in the midst of the late nineteenth-century 

 
Copley Square, before McKim, Mead & White were appointed in 1887, had made the BSA warry of 
competitions that did not meet the AIA standards. 
221 “Enlargement of the State-House at Boston,” AABN 24 (December 8, 1888): 261. 
222 “The Competition for the Enlargement of the State-House,” AABN 24 (December 15, 1888): 273. They 
also argued the prize money for the second and third place entrants was far too low. The AABN, hoping to 
help convince the government to change the terms of the competition, highlighted a recent competition for 
the new Italian Parliament, which allowed a full year and guaranteed the construction oversight to the 
winner. 
223 “The Competition for the Enlargement of the Massachusetts State-House,” AABN 24 (December 22, 
1888): 285. The article states: “The Boston Society of Architects trusts that all architects practicing in the 
State, and all others who may feel inclined so to do, will join in the effort to convince the Commission that 
delay, waste and immediate failure, if not lasting regret, will be the only result of adhering to the present 
programme.” 
224 “Protest Against the Competition for the Massachusetts State-House,” AABN 24 (December 29, 1888): 
300; AABN 25 (January 5, 1889): 8; AABN 25 (January 12, 1889): 18. The January 5 list includes 40 
architects or firms in Boston, a further 25 from other towns in MA, and 73 from other cities around the 
country.  
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state capitol building boom across the country, some in the legislature called for an 

entirely new State House. They spent several months debating the best path forward, 

which was covered by both the architectural and popular press. The Bulfinch building 

had already avoided demolition or abandonment as the state capital several times before. 

From the late 1830s to early 1850s, four separate legislative committees reported in favor 

of moving the government to a more central location within the state. Yet, mostly due to 

financial considerations, the State House was retained and various alterations and 

additions carried out, including Gridley J. F. Bryant’s addition at the north in 1852 and 

William Washburn’s significant interior alterations in 1867.225 The AABN responded to 

the debates in 1886 with concern. Citing the significance of the State House as a visual 

landmark for the city, they rejected the idea of a new building and gave tepid support to 

the Governor’s proposed extension. 

We think that the citizens of a town where the weight of public opinion has 
conduced [sic] to the preservation of the Old State-House and Old South Church 
need not entertain a very vivid fear of seeing the structure, which has been for 
nearly ninety years the city’s modest pride and goal of much bucolic ambition, 
give way to a ‘capitol,’ which, however satisfactory as a matter of grandiose 
architecture, and however free from the taint of jobbery and corruption, could 
only be looked on with disapprobation by Bostonians of the two older generations 
at least. To destroy the State-House would be to do Boston a greater injury, 
historically speaking, than would be done by the destruction of Faneuil Hall, for 
the simple fact that it would modernize the aspect of the entire city at one stroke. 
Boston feelings, however, are not alone to be considered, and if the citizens of 
other parts of the State insist on a new or remodelled [sic] structure, we trust that 
they can be induced to content themselves with extending the building on the 
northern side.226  

 
225 Ann Beha Associates, The State House HSR, 62-78. 
226 “The possibility that the Boston State House may be destroyed and rebuilt,” AABN 14 (June 26, 1886): 
301. 
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Public opinion aligned with that of the AABN, as seen in an unsigned piece in the 

Boston Evening Transcript that called for the “preservation of the present building in all 

its integrity.”227 The regrettable loss of the John Hancock House (1767) in 1863 and more 

recent successful efforts to preserve the Old South Church (1729) in 1877 and restore the 

Old State House (1713) in 1881 inspired many Bostonians, not just architects, to consider 

the historic significance of the Bulfinch State House and the desirability of its 

preservation.228 Thus, when the state legislature approved Governor Ames’ idea of 

purchasing adjacent land for an extension later that year, their bill expressly required that 

“the present State House, and particularly the southern front thereof, be substantially 

preserved.”229 It seemed that the fate of the Bulfinch building was secured.  

Despite the efforts of the BSA to rally the profession against the State House 

competition, thirteen firms decided to enter. Charles Brigham and John Spofford were 

selected as the winners. Sometime before the competition was announced, the legislature 

had hired Brigham to make measured drawings of the building and plans of the proposed 

extension site. He was a successful architect of public and residential buildings in and 

around Boston, including the Museum of Fine Arts (1876), which he designed with John 

H. Sturgis, and had trained in the office of Bryant (the designer of the 1852 addition the 

State House). Although a charter member of the BSA and well-respected within its ranks, 

Brigham chose to ignore the prohibition on the State House competition.230 His previous 

 
227 “The State House,” Boston Evening Transcript, November 27, 1886. 
228 Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful Times”, 136-39. 
229 Massachusetts General Court, Senate Bill 0298, Resolve Relating to Plans for the Better 
Accommodation of the Departments and Officers of the State Government in the City of Boston (1886), 
http://archives.lib.state.ma.us/handle/2452/619690. 
230 Ann Beha Associates, The State House HSR, 78-80, 85; Brigham and Spofford created their partnership 
specifically for the competition. It dissolved in 1892 before the extension was completed, leaving Brigham 
the sole architect for the project. Brief biographies of Brigham can be found in Henry F. Withey, 
Biographical Dictionary of American Architects (Deceased) (Los Angeles: New Age Publishing Co., 
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work documenting the Bulfinch building, as the editors of the AABN highlighted, meant 

he had “several months of study” to his advantage.231 His design consisted of a sizable 

annex building at the north, much larger than the Bulfinch portion and connected to it via 

enclosed bridges on the upper levels to span Mount Vernon Street below (Figure 2.2). He 

made several modifications to the design in the following few months, including the 

removal of the more Renaissance and Baroque style exterior features in favor of 

decorative elements more closely resembling the Bulfinch portion and the replacement of 

the connecting bridges with a more substantial link between the two buildings (Figure 

2.3). The legislature approved the final plans in April 1889.232  

Governor Ames praised Brigham’s design as maintaining “the classical spirit that 

animated the renowned Bulfinch, the architect of the present structure, which has always 

been so much admired for its dignified and beautiful style.”233 The AABN expressed a 

moderate satisfaction with Brigham’s appointment, claiming they had confidence in his 

skills as an architect. Yet they also voiced disapproval of the design solution required by 

the legislature for a full connection between the new and old buildings as a “most 

mistaken one” in its aesthetic effect. They laid the blame on the desire “to preserve intact 

a certain dome of inch boards covered with tin, to be little short of absurd.”234 Why the 

editors appeared to reverse course on their earlier advocacy of the architectural 

significance of the Bulfinch building, and here seem to dismiss the necessity to preserve 

 
1956), 76 and in Oscar Fay Adams, “A New England Architect and His Work,” New England Magazine 36 
(June 1907): 432-48. 
231 “The Massachusetts State-House Extension Competition,” AABN 25 (February 9, 1889): 61.  
232 Ann Beha Associates, The State House HSR, 79-81. The government hired a consulting architect, Carl 
Fehmer to help Brigham modify the competition design to the legislator’s approval. According to Brigham, 
the change from the “bridges” to a more substantial connection between the two buildings was requested by 
the members of the legislature. 
233 Ann Beha Associates, The State House HSR, 80-81.  
234 “The Massachusetts State-House Extension,” AABN 25 (April 27, 1889): 193-94. 
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it, is unclear. However, once construction began on the extension later that year, the 

AABN paid little attention to the State House until a few years later. 

The Bulfinch portion of the State House came under threat as the Brigham 

addition was nearing completion, despite the 1886 legislature calling for its preservation. 

In its 1892 annual report, the State House Construction Commission—three legislators 

who oversaw the expansion project—recommended the old building be “made new.”235 

They claimed its age was a liability and that “practically nothing of the old part will be 

left” once the Bryant addition was demolished to create the connection with the new 

extension (Figure 2.4). The following year, upon closer inspection of the timber trusses of 

the dome, the commissioners argued that it was unwise to leave the building “in the 

imperfect, fire exposed and incongruous condition which it will present if the front is not 

rebuilt to conform in stability, security and beauty with the main body of the extension.” 

They recommended rebuilding it with a larger-scale replica in “fireproof materials.”236 

The AABN shared news of the Construction Commission’s recommendation with surprise 

and stressed the strong sentiment and aesthetic value attached to the Bulfinch building, 

particularly outraged that the commissioners would dismiss the Bulfinch design as 

somehow less beautiful than the new addition. The journal’s editors recalled their own 

“incautious suggestion that it might be possible to do away with the present State House” 

in 1889 and pleaded forgiveness.237   

 
235 Massachusetts State House Construction Commissioners, Fourth Annual Report, 1892 (House doc. 6, 
1893), http://archives.lib.state.ma.us/handle/2452/627931. John D. Long, B. D. Whitcomb, and William 
Endicott, Jr. were the three members of the commission. 
236 Massachusetts State House Construction Commissioners, Fifth Annual Report, 1893 (House doc. 6, 
1894), http://archives.lib.state.ma.us/handle/2452/436043.  
237 “Attitude of Massachusetts State-house Extension Commissioners towards the Old State-house,” AABN 
39 (January 14, 1893): 17. 
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Not all of the legislators involved in the State House issue advocated for 

replacement, including a minority group of members of the State House Committee. They 

acknowledged that the building needed “thorough and systematic repair and renovation,” 

but argued that “overwhelming feeling” among the public demanded that it be 

preserved.238 Despite this, the fate of the Bulfinch front remained in limbo. The 

construction commissioners continued to maintain that sentiment did not outweigh the 

practical need to replace the building’s deteriorated and fire-prone materials, and 

therefore rebuilding it was the best solution. As Michael Holleran has argued, the 

commissioners’ attitude “reveals a paradoxical conflict between permanence and 

preservation” in which they argued the Bulfinch design could somehow be better 

preserved if it was rebuilt in more “permanent” materials.239 Over the next two years, 

frequent debates about the building’s material integrity would pit the commissioners 

against those who favored preservation, including the BSA, who emerged as the Bulfinch 

Front’s most outspoken advocates.  

 “SAVE THE STATE HOUSE”: ARCHITECTS AS PRESERVATION ADVOCATES 

In November 1893, the Boston-based journal The Architectural Review provided 

a detailed refutation of the construction commissioners’ arguments for tearing down and 

rebuilding the Bulfinch front. The article—likely written by C. Howard Walker, one of 

the journal’s two editors and an active BSA member—detailed various imperfections of 

the new building, particularly the east elevation, which had been unfortunately made into 

 
238 Massachusetts General Court, Senate doc. no. 189, Views of a Minority of the Committee on State 
House on the Preservation of the State House (1894), http://archives.lib.state.ma.us/handle/2452/437098. 
The dissenters are listed as Senators Joseph F. Bartlett and E. G. Frothingham and Representatives Royal 
Robbins, F. H. Bradford, and Henry A. Whitney. The State House Construction Commission was a 
subcommittee of the larger State House Committee, which oversaw all matters related to the building. 
239 Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful Times”, 141. 
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a more prominent façade by the creation of a new park, and staunchly defended the old as 

“one of Bulfinch’s best designs.” Firmly avoiding “all matter of sentiment,” the author 

stated their purpose as “merely to show that the objections to erecting a would-be copy of 

the State House were based upon the decided improbability that any copy could be as 

good as the original, and that the original would be no more incongruous than the 

copy.”240 This was not a passionate plea for preservation, but rather an appeal to practical 

consideration of architectural design. Although the article was principally aimed at a 

professional readership, it also indicates the way in which the BSA consistently stressed 

their professional expertise in their fight to convince the legislature to save the Bulfinch 

building.  

In early 1894, the BSA formed a special committee on the Bulfinch State House 

to advocate for its preservation.241 One of the main leaders of the BSA’s campaign was 

Charles A. Cummings, then vice president and one of the organization’s charter 

members.242 In March 1894, Cummings spoke at a hearing on a bill to guarantee 

preservation of the Bulfinch front, stating that “no substantial reason exist[s] why the 

 
240 Untitled editorial, The Architectural Review 2 (November 15, 1893): 67-68. The journal began in 1891 
in Boston and was edited by C. Howard Walker and Ralph Adams Cram until 1894, when Robert Day 
Andrews became chief editor, with continued assistance from Walker. According to Meister, in the 1890s, 
the journals’ main contributors were Walker, Cram, and Andrews, therefore its editorials “consistently 
record their voices.” See Meister, Arts & Crafts Architecture, 107.  
241 Meister, Arts & Crafts Architecture, 113. 
242 A native Bostonian, Cummings (1833-1905) graduated from the Van Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute in 
Troy, New York in the early 1850s before undertaking architectural training in the office of Gridley Bryant 
(like Brigham) where he met Willard T. Sears. They formed a partnership in 1867 under the name 
Cummings & Sears and maintained a successful practice for some thirty years. They designed numerous 
commercial and residential structures, but their best-known work is the Italian Gothic revival style new Old 
South Church in Boston’s Back Bay, completed in 1875. Between setting up the firm and his departure 
from Bryant’s office, Cummings had spent several months traveling through Europe and the Middle East, 
finding a particular affinity with Italian architecture, which he would later write about in his History of 
Architecture in Italy (1904). See William P. P. Longfellow, “Charles A. Cummings, F.A.I.A.,” The 
American Institute of Architects Quarterly Bulletin 6 (October 1905): 169-173. 
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building should be torn down.”243 He and the other BSA State House committee 

members, H. Langford Warren and William Rotch Ware, acknowledged the severe risk 

of fire posed by the timber construction, but felt the commissioners went too far in their 

belief that it must be completely replaced.244 They argued that, thanks to new technology, 

the building and its dome could be strengthened with steel supports and the wooden 

floors replaced with fireproof materials. This would leave the appearance and scale of the 

original intact, including the historic timber dome. They also urged the removal of the 

intermediate floors installed during the 1860s Washburn interior renovations and the 

restoration of the interior arrangement to Bulfinch’s original plan. As reported in the 

AABN,  

the Boston Society of Architects, which rarely interferes in public questions, has 
done the State a service in suggesting the only reasonable solution of the problem 
as it stands at present: that, instead of tearing down the old building, it should be 
made permanent, by rebuilding the floors and roofs with iron, in place of wood.245 

The journal argued this was the only “sensible plan,” and one that would save a 

considerable amount of money in the long run. Additionally, they claimed it had the 

“unanimous support of the architects of the city, seconded by a large number of artists 

and other citizens.”246 Considering Ware was editor of the AABN at the time he was 

serving on the BSA’s State House committee, it is not surprising that the journal followed 

the controversy closely and supported the BSA’s recommendations. 
 

243 “Saving the State House,” Boston Globe, February 14, 1894; “State House Changes,” Boston Globe, 
March 2, 1894. The bill failed to pass the Senate.  
244 Cummings listed the BSA State House committee members as himself, Warren, and Ware during the 
1896 hearings. See Massachusetts General Court, Committee on the State House, Hearings Concerning the 
Bulfinch Front, March 16, 17, 18, 1896, volumes 1-3, typescript, Massachusetts State Library Special 
Collections. 
245 “The Protest against the Alteration of Bulfinch’s Boston State-house,” AABN 43 (February 10, 1894): 
61. 
246 “The Protest against the Alteration of Bulfinch’s Boston State-house,” AABN 43 (February 10, 1894): 
61. 
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In order to gain more public support, the BSA also helped to publish a pamphlet 

entitled Save the State House: The Memorial of a Century of Freedom, which contains 

several short essays and reprinted speeches urging preservation (Figure 2.5). In 

Cummings’ contribution, “The Crown of Beacon Hill,” he accused the Construction 

Commission of dishonesty. 

If the Commissioners wished to retain the present building, there would be 
nothing heard of its bad condition. They would go to work quietly where they 
found repairs needed and put it in a good and safe condition. They do not wish to 
retain it.247 

Replacing it, even with a perfect replica, he argued would be “false progress, false 

ambition, and false pride.” Others echoed this sentiment, including a local attorney, 

Clement K. Fay, who worked with the BSA in their campaign and spoke for the 

remonstrants (those who argued against the State House Committee’s bill to tear down 

the Bulfinch front) at the March 1894 hearing. General Francis A. Walker, president of 

MIT, stressed the important historical associations of the building with state history.248  

The architects’ concern for the fate of the Bulfinch State House reflected the 

growth of interest in early American architecture in the late nineteenth century and the 

popularity of the Colonial Revival movement. Yet it also marked a heightened interest in 

preservation on the part of the profession—an interest that was not as present in the fights 

 
247 Charles A. Cummings, “The Crown of Beacon Hill,” Save the State House: The Memorial of a Century 
of Freedom (Boston, 1894), 14. A copy of the pamphlet is available in the Massachusetts State Library 
Special Collections.  
248 Fay urged four main points: first, that the 1889 bill for the extension required the Bulfinch portion be 
preserved; second, that rebuilding it would be far more expensive than repairing and restoring the original; 
third, the architectural beauty of the Bulfinch front, as attested to by the BSA; and forth, the 
“overwhelming sentiment of the citizens of the Commonwealth” in favor of preservation.  The 
contributions from Fay and Gen. Walker appear to be taken from their testimonies before the 1894 State 
House Committee hearings. Michael Holleran makes the important point that discussion of the building’s 
historical significance included its association with events during the Civil War, therefore expanding the 
definition of historic beyond the Revolutionary and Federal eras. See Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful 
Times”, 146-47. 
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to save the Hancock House, the Old State House, and the Old South meetinghouse in the 

previous decades.249 Arthur Rotch invoked the most widely regretted preservation failure 

in the city: “is there a single charge brought against the present State House which would 

not have applied to the Hancock House?” He emphasized that it was the architects’ 

professional responsibility to advocate for preservation. If the legislature still chose to 

tear it down, he argued, future generations will decry their action as much as they regret 

the loss of the Hancock House, but “the architects of the city will point to their 

unanimous advice, that it could have been [preserved], and at small expense.”250  

Architects outside Boston voiced their appreciation for the building and the need 

to educate the public on its significance. For instance, Charles McKim, perhaps the most 

well-known architect in the country at the time and who was then completing the new 

Boston Public Library, wrote to a friend that the State House “commands the admiration 

of the whole country as the crowning feature of Beacon Hill.”251 He seemed particularly 

irritated at the idea that a replica might replace the original and discussions regarding an 

earlier, undocumented iteration of Bulfinch’s design. 

When the time comes to pull it down or alter it over, which would be far worse, 
the time will have come to cut down the elms of the Mall also. It makes me 
wrathy [sic.] that as a people we have so little reverence, care so little for 
tradition, and are so blind to the value of the work of a master—the only one the 
country has thus far produced in our profession, and to whom we owe the best 
examples of good proportion we possess. It may have been that Bulfinch was 
obliged to modify the design as it stands from that which he intended; but he 
would turn over in his grave if he could hear all that has been said about his 

 
249 Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful Times”, 143. At the 1896 hearings on the State House, Cummings was 
criticized for his earlier absence in the fights to save the Old South Church, since he was the architect for 
the congregation’s new church in Copley Square.  
250 Arthur Rotch, “Two Years Without a Gilded Dome,” Save the State House, 26. 
251 Charles McKim to Henry L. Higginson, 5 March 1894, Box 8, Charles McKim Papers, Library of 
Congress. Higginson was the founder of the Boston Symphony Orchestra and later hired McKim, Mead 
and White to design their new Symphony Hall in 1900. 
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“intentions.” Even did working drawings exist for the unconstructed first design it 
would be fine presumption for us to undertake to interpret them.252 

In March 1895, influenced by the BSA’s campaign, the legislature approved the 

creation of a special preservation commission to provide a thorough and independent 

assessment of the condition of the Bulfinch front and how it might be repaired. Seeking 

the expert advice of representatives from architecture, engineering, and construction, 

Governor Greenhalge appointed Charles Cummings, the engineer David H. Andrews, and 

the builder E. Noyes Whitcomb.253 The report of their findings and recommendations, 

delivered on April 1, 1895, echoed the earlier assessment of the BSA—an unsurprising 

conclusion given Cummings role. They did, however, concur with the Construction 

Commission’s concerns over the building’s fire risk and found much of the interior to be 

in a worse condition than previously thought. They blamed the conditions on the 

“culpable ignorance which the occasional work on the State House interior has been 

carried on for forty years” rather than inherent problems with the original construction.254 

They still urged preservation over rebuilding and recommended a series of structural 

modifications, including new steel and terra cotta floors, underpinning of the foundation 

walls, and new steel framing for the dome. Like the earlier BSA proposal, they also 

recommended removal of the 1860s interior modifications and the restoration of the most 

significant interior spaces. They acknowledged it would be a significant undertaking. 

The commission recognize the fact that their recommendations, if carried out, will 
result in a practical reconstruction of the interior of the State House; but they do 
not shrink from this result, believing this to be the safest and wisest way to 
reconcile the differences of opinion on this subject during the past two years, and 

 
252 McKim to Higginson, 5 March 1894, Box 8, Charles McKim Papers, Library of Congress.  
253 Ann Beha Associates, The State House HSR, 106. 
254 Massachusetts General Court, Senate Bill 0275, Report of the Commission for the Preservation of the 
Bulfinch State House (1895), http://archives.lib.state.ma.us/handle/2452/618378. 
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feeling assured that the building thus restored will offer no occasion for further 
controversy. 

The poor quality of the earlier modifications to the building inspired Cummings and the 

other preservation commissioners to urge “the importance of placing the State House in 

future in the permanent charge of a competent and trustworthy architect, whose 

responsible control…shall be a guarantee against the damage which, in the absence of 

such control, is certain to result.”255 Here, the influence of Cummings and the BSA can 

be seen in the argument for professional architectural oversight.  

Following the preservation commission’s report, the AABN expressed confidence 

that the issue appeared settled and that any outcome other than immediate funding for the 

needed repairs would be “difficult to conceive.”256 Yet, a year later, the State House 

Committee had yet to decide on a path forward. Over three days in March 1896, they held 

public hearings on two competing bills—one to fund repairs and restoration and one to 

fund rebuilding—in order to make a final decision. The committee members who favored 

replacement with a replica relied on the testimony of the construction commissioners as 

well as Charles Brigham and a representative of the contractor, Norcross Brothers, who 

was then working on connecting Brigham’s extension to the Bulfinch building. On the 

other side, Cummings represented both the preservation commission and the BSA’s State 

House committee, while Clement Fay guided and organized additional speakers to testify 

in support of the preservation commission’s recommendations for restoration.257 The 

 
255 Massachusetts General Court, Senate Bill 0275, Report of the Commission for the Preservation of the 
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256 “Report on the Condition of the Massachusetts State-House,” AABN 48 (April 27, 1895): 33. 
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hearings provide a fascinating glimpse into the rationales underlying arguments both for 

and against preservation, from the practical to the economic to the philosophical. 

Fay and Cummings stressed the straightforward nature of the recommended 

repairs by emphasizing the good quality of the building’s original brick construction and 

the cheaper cost of restoring and strengthening versus building anew. Cummings assured 

the committee that the recommended steel supporting structure was simply an “extra 

precaution.” William Preston, a member of the BSA described by Fay as an expert in 

“practical building,” and Walter Wentworth, an experienced local mason and builder, 

provided addition support for Cummings’s assessment.258 Yet Brigham, as the architect 

of the extension, challenged the preservation commission’s report, especially in regards 

to the condition of the foundation walls and the ability of the cross walls to support a new 

steel structure. He also found their cost estimate of $350,000 to be unrealistic, arguing 

that once all the walls were fully uncovered, they would find them in much worse 

condition than their investigation had suggested. Since the interior would have to be 

largely rebuilt, the cost of erecting a new building—estimated at over a million dollars—

would be worth it, he argued, to get “a better [building] in every respect.” Brigham 

expressed confidence that a replica could reproduce “the Bulfinch lines” while providing 

more space and fireproof construction. Yet he also made clear this was not his 

professional recommendation about what should be done, but rather what could be done 

in order to follow the request of the construction commissioners who “have thought it 

 
and I also claim to represent the large majority of voters of the commonwealth, without their knowledge 
and perhaps consent.” 
258Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:1-5; 30-33. 
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wise to rebuild.”259 Cummings, on the other hand, rejected the probable success of a 

replica. 

If the Bulfinch Front were once destroyed, I am not prepared to say that I should 
wish to imitate the present building. Not because I think a better design would be 
likely to be made, but because I, for one, should be a little unwilling to have the 
counterfeit presentment of the old building be put in place of it. It would seem to 
me a little absurd.260 

Thus, the main disagreement between Cummings and Brigham was not over whether the 

building could be preserved and restored, but rather whether the repair costs were worth 

the effort and if a replica could truly recreate the Bulfinch design.  

Despite their differing opinions, both architects expressed their respect and 

admiration for each other as professionals. When asked by one of the State House 

Committee members, Cummings assured him that Brigham was an admired member of 

the BSA. Brigham, for his part, stressed that he did “not wish to seem to controvert the 

argument of some of my fellow-architects” or to speak in favor of any one particular bill 

or the other.261 He firmly took a neutral position, speaking as an employee asked to carry 

out his employer’s wishes. 

If it is desirable and right that the building should be preserved, then I for one 
would say with Mr. Cummings, it does not matter what it costs…I have always 
[had] regard for the Bulfinch building, (and I claim that I have no less veneration 
for it than they have themselves,)—but I am employed as the architect of the State 
House…I have certain duties to perform, and while my architectural feelings 
might lead me to desire to preserve such a noble monument as the Bulfinch 
building, yet there are practical considerations which I am called upon to 
answer.262 

 
259 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 2:14-15, 33-54. 
260 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:8.  
261 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:12-13. 
262 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 2:14-15, 34. 
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Cummings and the other BSA members seized on Brigham’s seeming hesitancy and tried 

to convince the legislature that their consensus of professional opinion should guide the 

lawmakers’ decision.  

Earlier in the year, Cummings had been elected president of the BSA and was still 

serving on the organization’s special State House committee. While some legislators 

questioned if he could be a trusted neutral assessor of the building’s condition, having 

been a leader in the preservation campaign before his appointment to the Governor’s 

preservation commission, he asserted that his testimony “may be regarded as testimony 

of the whole profession” and therefore it “ought to govern you in your judgement of this 

whole question.”263 William Rotch Ware countered accusations that the BSA was a mere 

“trade union” and stressed that their involvement was “influenced entirely by a feeling of 

professional regard for the preservation of the building which we hold as a worthy 

historical monument and a memorial piece of architecture.”264 C. Howard Walker further 

emphasized their professional authority by invoking the respect afforded to doctors and 

lawyers as professionals. 

There is one thing that I should like to say and that is that in law or medicine, if 
you have practically the large majority of wellknow [sic] members of the 
profession in favor of anything in either of those professions, their testimony 
weighs for a good deal. And I think that we have a right to ask that the members 
of the Society of Architects, many of whom are also members of the Chapter of 
the American Institute of Architects, when that Society is almost unanimously in 
favor of the preservation of this old State House, their testimony ought to weigh a 
great deal in the decision of the question.265 

Yet John D. Long, one of the construction commissioners and a former governor, called 

Walker’s argument “ridiculous,” saying the legislature should not be “controlled” by the 
 

263 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 3:24-25. 
264 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:18-19. 
265 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:38-39. 
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opinion of architects because the fate of the Bulfinch front was not “a question merely of 

architecture” but of “utility” and “use.”266  

The hearings, and Long’s comments in particular, reveal the struggle the BSA 

faced in convincing the government of their professional authority. It also highlights a 

debate about the relative value of old buildings to the American public. For the architects, 

the architectural significance of the building outweighed any business consideration—an 

assessment, as Cummings argued, only architects were qualified to make. Fay claimed 

that the Bulfinch building was one of the three most important public buildings in the 

United States, along with Fanueil Hall and Independence Hall. Thus, he argued, the 

“Bulfinch Front” should be “a show building, an historical relic” and “impressive 

entrance” to the new extension while still providing needed space for public hearings in 

the old Representative and Senate chambers.267 Unmoved by appeals to “sentiment,” 

Long and the other construction commissioners expressed serious doubt that it could be 

both a “show place” of history and a working legislative building when the government 

was likely to outgrow even the extension in the future. Senator Tuttle, sponsor of the bill 

for reconstruction, claimed a majority of his constituents favored a replica of the State 

House in new materials and understood that to be in the best interest of the 

Commonwealth.268 The AABN tried to appeal to the commissioners with an economic 

argument, claiming that historic structures like the Bulfinch front “bring annually a 

 
266 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 2:28-29; 3:25. Cummings responded to Long’s criticism 
directly, saying “…it seems to me that you ought to give a good deal of weight to such testimony as that 
[of the architects] and it was absolutely germane to this question before you, and that it touched the very 
main point, one of the beauty, the extreme beauty and design of that building. Certainly you would grant 
that if an architect has any capacity at all, he ought to be capable of telling you the truth in regard to that.”  
267 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:11, 28; 2:30; 3:16. 
268 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 3:28. 
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considerable income to the citizens of the State by attracting visitors.”269 Yet for the 

larger public, sentiment did seem to be the main motivation for wanting preservation of 

the building. A few weeks after the hearings, a public protest was held at Faneuil Hall. 

According to the Boston Globe, it was “a glorious demonstration of the fact that patriotic 

feeling and sentiment still lives,” while the AABN called it a “testimony to the advance of 

civilization and the growth of popular interest in the gentle arts.”270 

Thanks to the coverage of the Bulfinch State House controversy in both the 

architectural and popular press, architects outside of Boston also began to offer their 

support for the BSA’s position. Both the New York and Chicago chapters of the AIA sent 

letters to the BSA adding their own protest against demolition of the Bulfinch building, 

stressing the “value of Charles Bulfinch” and expressing their admiration for the 

“unselfish public spirit which you [the BSA] have displayed in taking this stand.”271 

Despite the outpouring of support for the preservation cause, Cummings privately felt 

nothing could convince the State House Committee. After the final hearing on March 18, 

he wrote to his wife that he “had little doubt that we are beaten and the old building will 

come down” because “the Committee are dead against us.”272 He worried that the BSA’s 

united front and attempt to convince the legislators of the import of their professional 

opinion after nearly three years of campaigning was insufficient to save the building. Its 

 
269 “Close of the Hearings on the Preservation or Destruction of the Bulfinch Front – Will the Legislature 
be Patriotic or ‘Business-like?’,” AABN 51 (March 21, 1896): 125. 
270 “Our Historic State House,” Boston Globe, March 21, 1896; “The Bulfinch Front occasions a Mass 
Meeting at Faneuil Hall,” AABN 52 (April 25, 1896). The AABN’s editors credited the BSA for its 
persistence in fighting for the “preservation of an architectural monument” that eventually won over the 
larger public. They also called the Boston Transcript an “organ” of the Construction Commissioners and 
blamed the newspaper for backing the “perverse obstinacy of a few men temporarily in public office.” 
271 “New York Artists and Architects Protest Against Boston Vandalism,” AABN 52 (April 18, 1896): 32; 
“Illinois Enters Protest,” Boston Globe, April 27, 1896.  
272 Cummings quoted in Whitehill, “A Centennial Sketch,” 48. 
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preservation, however, was finally assured a couple months later. In June, the legislature 

gave the Governor authority to “decide upon a plan for preserving, restoring and 

rendering practically fireproof” the building according to the proposal from Cummings 

and the preservation commission. The AABN announced the news with cautious 

optimism.273 

“THE AESTHETIC PEDIGREE OF BULFINCH:” ASSOCIATIVE VS. ARTISTIC ARGUMENTS 
FOR PRESERVATION AND LINKS TO ENGLAND 

Legislators like Alfred Seelye Roe and other prominent, non-architects who spoke 

in favor of preservation emphasized the historic political associations of the Bulfinch 

State House. Like other late nineteenth-century preservation efforts for Colonial or 

Revolution-era sites, they saw its preservation as a patriotic duty.274 Many of the 

architects also pointed to a sense of patriotism. Yet more important than associations with 

the early history of the state, the BSA argued, was the building’s architectural beauty and 

its legacy as the major work of Charles Bulfinch (Figure 2.6). For the Boston architects, 

he had been a source of pride for many years. In 1869, they invited his son, the Reverend 

S. G. Bulfinch, to speak about his father’s career and share a collection of his drawings at 

one of their monthly meetings. Several of the members present shared their appreciation 

for Bulfinch as a “genius” and declared the State House “the happiest instance of the use 

 
273 Massachusetts General Court, Acts and Resolves Chap. 0531, An Act to Provide for the Security and 
Preservation of the So-called Bulfinch Portion of the State House (1896), http://hdl.handle.net/2452/87973; 
“The Bulfinch Front of the Massachusetts State-house,” AABN 52 (June 27, 1896): 121. 
274 On February 25, 1894, the Boston Globe reported Professor Charles Eliot Norton’s assessment that the 
building was “connected with the history of Massachusetts” and therefore should be preserved, while Curtis 
Guild, Sr., president of the Bostonian Society, called it a “national monument” that belonged “to the people 
of the United States.” Francis A. Walker, president of MIT, argued that the State House was “bound up 
with the whole life of the Commonwealth in such degree, that is seems to me little less than profanation to 
take it down.” See Walker, “State House Reconstruction,” Save the State House, 22. See also Edward 
Everett Hale, “A Century of the Commonwealth,” Save the State House, 16-19. Hale was a prominent 
historian and author.  
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of a dome in our country.”275 Charles Cummings in particular appears to have been an 

early historian of Bulfinch. In an 1881 publication, he praised Bulfinch’s career and the 

“simplicity and dignity” of the State House as having “a remarkable degree of the 

character of a public monument.”276 In an 1894 biography in the Architectural Review, 

Cummings emphasized Bulfinch’s position as “one of the most eminent” architects in 

American history and claimed he was the first in Boston to practice architecture as a 

“serious profession” instead of “the recreation of an amateur.”277 The fact that Bulfinch 

had spent two years on a Grand Tour of Europe to study architecture confirmed his 

professional credentials to Cummings and other late nineteenth-century architects, many 

of whom had undertaken similar study. 

The Colonial Revival movement and surge in scholarship on early American 

architecture in the late nineteenth century also encouraged interest in Bulfinch’s legacy 

beyond Boston. In his “History of Old Colonial Architecture” in an 1895 issue of 

Architectural Record, the architectural critic and writer Montgomery Schuyler stressed 

the importance of Bulfinch’s contribution to the development of civic architecture in the 

country as the “first educated American who devoted himself to the profession.” At the 

State House, Schuyler wrote, he was able to create an “innovation” in colonial design in 

the treatment of the central Corinthian colonnade superimposed upon an arcade. The 

building illustrated his thorough knowledge of “continental as well as English 

Renaissance” precedent and created a model for subsequent domed government buildings 

 
275 Remarks of W. P. P. Longfellow as quoted in Whitehall, “A Centennial Sketch,” 26. 
276 Charles A. Cummings, “Architecture in Boston,” in The Memorial History of Boston vol. 4, ed. Justin 
Winsor (Boston: James R. Osgood & Co., 1881): 475. 
277 Charles A. Cummings, “Charles Bulfinch,” The Architectural Review 3 (July 1894): 18-21.  
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throughout the country, including Bulfinch’s own later design for the dome of the United 

States Capitol in Washington, D. C.278   

At the 1896 hearings, several others echoed this idea, underscoring the way in 

which the building could be seen as an emblem of a dual state (or regional) and national 

character. Edmund Wheelwright, BSA member and the former city architect, assessed the 

significance of the building from an “artistic point of view” as an embodiment of New 

England colonial character. 

One of the great merits of Bulfinch’s work was that, with the plainest and 
simplest material, and with very small means, after his trip abroad he came back 
fully imbued with the spirit of that work, and adapted it to our plain, simple 
conditions, with the refinement of a refined nature.279 

Edward Robinson, secretary of the Boston Art Commission, told the committee that it 

was “the prototype of all the [subsequent] legislative buildings” in the country, which “is 

a type which is quite unique to this country” and not found in the parliament buildings in 

Europe.280  

In fact, many of those who spoke in favor of preservation appealed to 

comparisons to Europe.  When those advocating for a new State House pointed to the 

stylistic and proportional incongruity of the Bulfinch portion with the new large annex, 

Clement Fay invoked the medieval Westminster Hall in London, which was preserved as 

a valued “entrance hall” to the new Houses of Parliament. “If [the British] were to adopt 

modern notions they would have to pull it down and put up in steel construction,” he 

proclaimed, “but the test of modern civilization is the regard in which men hold these old 

 
278 Montgomery Schuyler, “A History of Old Colonial Architecture,” Architectural Record 4 (January-
March, 1895): 344. 
279 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:42-43. 
280 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:44-45. 
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historical structures.”281 The architects also pointed to the progress of preservation and 

restoration in Europe. Thomas A. Fox, another BSA member, tried to edify the legislature 

on the meaning of architecture significance and highlighted that in Europe, a restoration 

of the sort proposed for the State House would not be questioned. 

I do not think that the laity of the United States quite understand what constitutes 
a historical monument. The phrase “historical monument” means a building 
which is a creditable piece of architecture, which represents [a] certain period of 
architecture, and which has been made valuable by historical associations. If 
anyone has travelled abroad, he knows that all the countries of Europe and Great 
Britain are filled with these monuments, and we talk about the waste of money in 
preserving this one building, while the poverty stricken and bankrupt kingdom of 
Italy, I suppose, spend a thousand times as much in a single year.282  

Fox asserted that he had studied recent European restorations in his research for the 

BSA’s proposed restoration, including the structural repair of the Ducal Palace in Venice, 

and that the structural repairs and interior restoration recommended for the State House 

were “simply child’s play, compared with what is being done abroad.”283  

Not only did the BSA compare the preservation of the Bulfinch State House to 

more complex projects in Europe, they also drew on contemporary European preservation 

theories, particularly notions of material authenticity as articulated in the “anti-scrape” 

philosophy of William Morris and the SPAB in England. With the strong Arts and Crafts 

movement links to Morris and his circle, discussed below, and thanks to coverage of the 

SPAB’s views on restoration in the AABN in the 1870s and 1880s, the Boston architects 

were likely well aware of the SPAB’s calls for “protection” and “repair” in the place of 

 
281 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:11. 
282 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:39-40. 
283 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:40. Francis A. Walker also invoked comparisons to Europe 
in 1894: “Anyone who has seen what is done with the cathedrals and abbeys of the Old World in the way of 
keeping them up and making them over, I think would be very slow to believe that the Bulfinch part of the 
present State House cannot be preserved for a very long time yet.” See Walker, “State House 
Reconstruction,” Save the State House, 22. 
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stylistic restorations and their focus on the importance of original materials. In making its 

case against the proposed replica, the BSA argued that it was not good enough to 

maintain the form or design intent; they must preserve the original materials and 

arrangement, replacing only what is necessary for structural integrity and fire safety. 

Although Cummings acknowledged the interior floors and partition walls would have to 

be substantially rebuilt—an intervention likely beyond the SPAB’s approval—he stressed 

the need to preserve the original exterior brick walls and timber dome as tangible remains 

of Bulfinch’s legacy. Edmund Wheelwright praised the quality and authenticity of 

Bulfinch’s work with an assertion worthy of John Ruskin’s and Morris’s conviction that 

architectural ornament reflects the spirit of the craftsman. 

See how much more beautiful those wooden capitals of the southern portico are in 
the old building than in the new. He [Bulfinch] got the value out of wood. You 
cannot expect the restoration of the building if you are going to lose sight of the 
fact that these old details are in wood. He made it an artistic wooden thing. There 
is no sham about it. And the artistic refinement by which we must put stone in 
place of it, I cannot understand.284 

The BSA took the SPAB’s prohibition on stylistic restorations as lifeless 

imitations as a model for their criticism of the notion that a replica could “preserve” 

Bulfinch’s design. Cummings asserted that if the building were demolished, it would be 

better to accept that “we had lost it forever” rather than to erect a “counterfeit” 

reproduction. Fay reiterated the point, calling the proposed replica “nothing but an 

imitation. It is not the original. You wipe out a hundred years of history when you take 

down the old building and substitute a sham, artistically speaking, for what existed 

there.”285 The AABN reprinted a speech from Colonel Henry Lee in support of the BSA’s 

 
284 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:42-43. 
285 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 1:8; 3:18-19. 
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preservation campaign, in which he called the proposed rebuilding an “act of vandalism” 

and quoted from William Morris on the necessity to “put up with a little inconvenience in 

our lifetime for the sake of preserving a monument of art which will elevate and 

educate.”286  

At the 1896 hearings, Senator Tuttle criticized the architects for insinuating that 

he and his supporters were “vandals,” which he saw as a besmirching of the legislators as 

“uncivilized persons.” He argued that reproducing the building in permanent materials 

was itself the best form of preservation and “a great tribute to the Bulfinch style of 

architecture.”287 Tuttle’s argument highlights a fundamental disagreement about the 

nature of preservation between the architects and some members of the legislature. They 

disagreed less about if the building should be preserved, but rather what preservation 

actually meant. In response, the AABN denigrated Tuttle’s position and asked “could 

anything be less patriotic, less civilized, less sentimental, less artistically appropriate?”288 

For the BSA, preservation demanded retention of everything that could reasonably be 

kept, most importantly the exterior, while at the same time restoring the interior to an 

arrangement more closely resembling the Bulfinch period. As Fay stated at the hearings, 

“I fail to see how you can preserve the building by substituting a new structure.”289  

The preservation ideas of the SPAB that the Boston architects drew upon were 

intimately tied to the English Arts and Crafts movement. Maureen Meister has 

highlighted the relationship between the BSA’s campaign to preserve the Bulfinch State 

 
286 “The Value of Sentiment,” AABN 47 (March 9, 1895): 105-06. As an introduction to Col. Lee’s 
remarks, the journal states: “As these remarks are pertinent to any similar act of vandalism, we have 
repeated them that they may be found at the hour of need.” 
287 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 3:26-33. 
288 “Close of the Hearings on the Preservation or Destruction of the Bulfinch Front – Will the Legislature 
be Patriotic or ‘Business-like?’,” AABN 51 (March 21, 1896): 125. 
289 Hearings Concerning the Bulfinch Front, 3:18.  
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House and the emergence of the Arts and Crafts in Boston.290  Indeed, all of the leaders in 

the BSA’s campaign and the architects who worked on the subsequent restoration had 

strong ties to the movement. Interest in Arts and Crafts ideas was apparent in the regular 

meetings of the BSA beginning in the early 1890s. For example, in 1893, Robert D. 

Andrews delivered a talk on the need to reunite architecture with craft. H. Langford 

Warren—himself an Englishman who had immigrated with his parents to Boston as a 

teenager—followed the work of the SPAB closely, even sharing reports from the 

organization at meetings of the BSA. In early 1897, when restoration of the Bulfinch 

State House was underway, Andrews, Warren, Charles Cummings, and C. Howard 

Walker helped organize the first Arts and Crafts exhibition in Boston. With the exception 

of Cummings, all of them became charter members of the Boston Society of Arts and 

Crafts a few months later.289F289F289F

291 Harvard’s influential fine arts professor Charles Eliot 

Norton, an important ally in the State House preservation campaign, had long-standing 

friendships with John Ruskin and William Morris, and was also a charter member of the 

society.292  

In 1894, the BSA forged a direct connection with the SPAB in their campaign to 

preserve the State House. C. R. Ashbee, the English architect and prominent Arts and 

Crafts designer, published an editorial in the AABN to lend his support for the building’s 

preservation during a brief visit to Boston, where he met with Norton.293 The journal’s 

 
290 Meister, Arts & Crafts Architecture, 113. 
291 Meister, Arts & Crafts Architecture, 10-12; 52-53; 113-14. Several other cities saw the formation of 
similar Arts and Crafts societies in the mid- to late 1890s, including San Francisco, Berkley, Minneapolis, 
and Chicago. The Boston group, however, saw themselves as the natural transatlantic link between 
America and the English movement, citing their British “heritage of colonial craftsmanship.” 
292 Meister, Arts & Crafts Architecture, 74-75; Stein, John Ruskin and Aesthetic Thought in America, 240-
53. 
293 Crawford, C. R. Ashbee, 66-69. Ashbee spent six weeks on a lecture tour of the United States in 1896, 
his first visit to the country, organized by Henry Winchester Rolfe, a professor in English at several east 
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editors highlighted his “authority” as the “Chairman of the Committee for the Survey of 

the Old Memorials of London” and as a member of the SPAB. Ashbee stressed 

Bulfinch’s ties to English architecture. 

[The State House] forms an almost unique link in the architectural history of 
America, and shows, just as does Washington’s Mount Vernon and the old 
mansions of Germantown, the development of the architecture of the English-
speaking people in the New World; through it, in other words, we can trace back 
the aesthetic pedigree of Bulfinch to the great line of Gibbs, Sir Christopher 
Wrenn and Inigo Jones—the builders of the Radcliffe Library at Oxford, St. 
Paul’s Cathedral and Whitehall.294  

In invoking the most celebrated English architects of the seventeenth and eighteenth 

centuries, Ashbee bolstered the BSA’s claim for the significance of Bulfinch. In doing so, 

he elevated Colonial and Federal era buildings like the State House to a similar status as 

the canonical English landmarks he cited. Ashbee expressed his surprise at hearing of the 

proposed demolition of the State House on his arrival in Boston, but stressed his 

confidence in Americans’ concern for preservation because of the “generous assistance 

that you have given us from time to time in preserving the great international monuments 

of the mother country.”295 The emphasis on Bulfinch’s connection to England helped the 

Boston architects promote the significance of the State House in the canon of 

architectural history. It was also part of the larger cultural context of the Colonial Revival 

 
coast universities. According to Crawford, Ashbee’s image of America was shaped by reading Walt 
Whitman and he was eager to see firsthand the “special home of…democracy, a young society unstratified 
by class.” Most of his time was spent in Pennsylvania, where he lectured in Reading for the University 
Extension program, but he also visited Philadelphia, Boston, Concord, Massachusetts, and New York City. 
294 “An English Authority on the Bulfinch Front,” AABN 52 (May 2, 1896): 45-47. It is interesting to note 
that Ashbee did not mention the architect William Chambers, whose Somerset House in London has been 
identified as a source for Bulfinch’s design of the State House façade. See Roth, American Architecture, 
115. I am grateful to Richard Cleary for pointing this out to me. 
295 “An English Authority on the Bulfinch Front,” AABN 52 (May 2, 1896): 45-47. Ashbee returned to the 
United States in 1900, on a tour aimed to drum up American support for the English National Trust. He 
visited Boston, meeting again with Norton and speaking to the Boston Society of Arts and Crafts. See 
Crawford, C. R. Ashbee, 95, and Meister, Arts & Crafts Architecture, 177. 
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in which many New England architects celebrated early American buildings as an 

affirmation of Anglo-American cultural identity.296 

 

CHARLES CUMMINGS, ARTHUR EVERETT, ROBERT ANDREWS AND THE RESTORATION 
OF A LANDMARK TO THE PROFESSION 

A few weeks after the Massachusetts legislature voted to fund the restoration of 

the State House in June 1896, the governor announced the appointment of three architects 

to lead the project. He placed Arthur G. Everett in charge of the work, with Robert D. 

Andrews in an assisting role. Charles Cummings, recently retired from active practice, 

agreed to serve as a consulting architect, but declined the offer of any payment for his 

service. The AABN lauded the appointments, stating that the three architects were “so 

thoroughly in agreement as to what to do and how to do it and so representative of the 

profession in Boston.” The journal singled out Cummings as the individual “to whom 

more than anyone else is due the salvation of Bulfinch’s work.”297 The BSA had finally 

won their hard-fought campaign to convince government officials of the building’s 

significance as an architectural landmark worthy of preservation. 

Everett, a native Bostonian and graduate of the architecture program at MIT, was 

a partner in the firm of Cabot, Everett & Mead and a widely respected member of the 

BSA and AIA. He had briefly worked in the office of McKim, Mead & White in New 

York City, where he worked under McKim on the early designs for the Boston Public 

 
296 Meister, Arts & Crafts Architecture, 7. For a discussion of the Anglo-American cultural identity theme 
in the Colonial Revival, Arts and Crafts, and early preservation in New England, see Lindgren, Preserving 
Historic New England and Wilson, “What is the Colonial Revival?” 
297 “Appointment of the Architect to restore the “Bulfinch Front,” AABN 53 (July 11, 1896): 9. Although it 
is not clear if Everett was involved in the BSA’s preservation campaign, Andrews had been. According to 
the article, Cummings insistence on his pro-bono service showed “a spirit of complete unselfishness and 
devotion to the demands of patriotic and artistic sentiment.”  
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Library. Although there is no evidence that Everett participated in the BSA’ preservation 

campaign for the State House, Andrews had been involved. In addition to his active 

membership with the BSA, AIA, and Boston Society of Arts and Crafts, Andrews was a 

co-founder of the Boston Architectural Club and editor of the Architectural Review for 

many years. Born in Connecticut, he attended architecture classes at MIT while working 

in the office of Peabody and Stearns in the late 1870s. He traveled in Europe before 

returning to Boston, where he worked for H. H. Richardson in the early 1880s before 

entering into partnership with Herbert Jacques and later A. Neal Rantoul. His work on the 

restoration of the Bulfinch State House led to his overseeing the addition of wings to the 

building in 1917 (Figure 2.7) and the restoration of another Bulfinch landmark, the State 

House in Hartford, Connecticut between 1918 and 1920 (Figure 2.8).298 

Restoration and repair work on the Bulfinch State House began in September 

1896 and was completed at the end of 1897 (Figure 2.9).299 The major intervention was a 

system of steel frames installed to provide fireproof structural support for new steel and 

terracotta floors. The original timber framing of the dome was also reinforced with steel 

(Figure 2.10). The exterior brick walls and interior cross walls were underpinned to 

provide additional support. Other significant work included returning the roof and first 

story windows to their original configuration, the redesigning of circulation spaces, 

including staircases, and reworking many of the interior finishes to forms thought to be 

more appropriate and in keeping with Bulfinch’s original design.300 On the interior, the 

 
298 Brief biographical information on Everett and Andrews can be found in Withey, Biographical 
Dictionary of American Architects, 202, 21. For more extensive information on Andrews, see Meister, Arts 
& Crafts Architecture, 15-16. 
299 Ann Beha Associates, The State House HSR, 110. 
300 Ann Beha Associates, The State House HSR, 111-13. To give some fireproofing to the dome, plaster on 
wire lath was added along the inner surface. The 1859 era cupola was removed and replaced by a replica of 
Bulfinch’s original design as depicted in early images of the building. 
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old Senate chamber and Representatives chamber were left mostly intact, while the 

specifications record that the remainder of the interior was “stripped of all wood 

construction, furring and finish…up to the base of the cornice of the dome” and replaced 

with new plastered terra cotta block partitions walls (Figures 2.11 and 2.12). The 

architects aimed to remove only the finishes installed during the 1860s alterations, but 

inadvertently demolished some areas of original finishes, according to the 1980s State 

House Historic Structure Report. It appears that with the exception of some of the wood 

in Doric Hall, no other early woodwork was retained (Figures 2.13 and 2.14). The 

building was fully wired for electric lighting and Federal Revival style brass fixtures 

installed. Despite the Construction Commissioners’ earlier fears, the restoration actually 

came in comfortably under budget by some $100,000. Its completion was celebrated with 

great fanfare in January 1898 as part of the centennial celebration of the building’s 

original completion.301  

Once the building’s preservation was assured, it appears the profession had much 

less interest in the implementation of the restoration, as reports about the work were few 

and far between in the architectural press after 1896. Yet the successful outcome of the 

preservation campaign was considered a triumph for the entire architecture profession, 

not just the BSA. In the AABN’s final editorial on the State House, which announced the 

appointment of Everett, Andrews, and Cummings, the journal’s editors explained their 
 

301 Ann Beha Associates, The State House HSR, 113-17. With the new House of Representatives chamber 
in the Brigham extension, the original House chamber in the Bulfinch building became the new Senate 
chamber and the former Senate converted into the Senate Reception Room. The existing finishes of the 
former House chamber were largely retained, as the architects believed most of it to be original to the 
Bulfinch design. However, much of the galleries above the chamber were rebuilt with fireproof materials 
on a steel frame and finished with new wood details. More work was carried out in the Doric Hall to 
attempt to return the space to its original appearance, including the removal of the Washburn-era coffering 
and lowering of the ceiling and reworking of some of the arched openings into the lateral corridors. The 
only woodwork that appears to have been preserved were the entablature and cornice pieces over the 
columns, which were carefully removed and reinstalled over the new iron columns.  
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rationale for devoting considerable editorial attention to the preservation controversy over 

the previous few years. 

We have been somewhat persistent in keeping this matter before the profession, 
realizing how widespread and real was the interest in the fight between art and 
sentiment on the one hand and ‘business common-sense’ on the other, and the 
very effective and spontaneous protests forwarded to the Legislature by architects 
in all parts of the country at the crucial moment bear witness to the reality of the 
interest architects have in this particular monument.302 

The AIA had reported on the BSA’s efforts at their annual meetings, noting the 

importance of preserving the building.303 While some of the professional interest in the 

State House episode may be attributed to the downturn in work for the profession in the 

wake of the 1893 financial panic, it is clear that many architects around the country 

agreed with the BSA’s stance.304 Alfred Stone, the AIA secretary, expressed his and other 

AIA members’ “overwhelming support” for preservation in a letter published in 

Architecture and Building following the 1896 State House Committee hearings. Stone 

cited the strong attachment of the profession to Boston, either through ancestry to 

Massachusetts or from their student days at MIT, and their fervent hope that Bulfinch 

would not be “dishonored.”305 Charles McKim wrote to Everett, his former employee, to 

congratulate him on his appointment to the project and commend him for “what you have 

 
302 “Appointment of the Architect to restore the “Bulfinch Front,” AABN 53 (July 11, 1896), 9. The only 
notice from the journal after the completion of the restoration was a reprint of a portion of Governor 
Wolcott’s address at the 1898 centennial event that praised the work. See “Massachusetts State-House,” 
AABN 59 (January 29, 1898): 40.  
303 Proceedings of the Twenty-Eighth Annual Convention of the AIA, 101-02; Proceedings of the Thirtieth 
Annual Convention of the AIA (Providence: E. A. Johnson & Co., 1896), 14. 
304 For information on the impact of the 1893 financial panic on the architecture profession, see Woods, 
From Craft to Profession, 129. Much of the US economy was impacted until 1897. In architecture, the 
large firms in Chicago saw the biggest hit. 
305 “Secretary Stone’s Letter as to the Front of the Boston Capitol,” Architecture and Building 24 (April 
25, 1896): 200-01. 
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done for the preservation and restoration of the old State House.”306 Professional unity 

proved to be a key aspect of the BSA’s campaign. The successful campaign also revealed 

how the profession’s leadership in preservation could be a means of garnering 

recognition and respect as a professional body from government officials. 

As other preservation historians have argued, the fight to save the State House 

was the first time an organized group of professional architects played a lead role in 

advocating for the preservation of a major public building in the United States.307 The 

architect-led campaign also highlights how the profession began to understand their role 

as advocates and leaders in architectural preservation. From a practical standpoint, the 

BSA saw themselves as the most qualified experts to assess the condition of the building 

and make recommendations for its repair. In arguing against the notion of a replica and 

insisting on the necessity of retaining the original materials of Bulfinch’s design, they 

also advanced debates about the nature of material authenticity in preservation. Their 

argument for preservation was based in part on what they believed to be the significant 

architectural qualities of Charles Bulfinch’s design. By calling attention to the historical 

significance of Bulfinch as the first professional architect in the United States, they also 

turned the building into a symbol of national professional identity. Thus, the fight to save 

the “Bulfinch Front” became a statement on the profession’s place in US history and 

cemented Bulfinch’s legacy in the canon of American architecture.   

 

 
306 Charles McKim to Arthur Everett, 16 September 1896, Box 2, Charles McKim Papers, Library of 
Congress.  
307 Hosmer, Presence of the Past, 198-99; Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful Times”, 135. 
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Chapter 3: “The nation’s historic house”: Charles F. McKim, Glenn 
Brown, and the 1902 White House Restoration.308 

The fight to save the Bulfinch State House in Boston may have been the first 

preservation initiative led by architects in the country, but the campaign to preserve the 

White House in Washington, D.C. a few years later became the first architect-led effort to 

take place on a national stage.309 Beginning in 1900, the national AIA leadership, who 

had moved the institute’s headquarters from New York to Washington the previous year, 

vigorously campaigned to defeat a proposed enlargement of the historic presidential 

home.310 Their objection was not against the principle of enlarging the building, but 

rather the fact that the proposed plans had been created without “competent architectural 

criticism and advice.”311 The architect Glenn Brown, secretary of the AIA and a 

respected Colonial revival architect in Washington, organized the professional attack. He 

argued that the Georgian style, Federal-era building was of such national architectural 

significance that members of the AIA were the only experts properly qualified to design 

the needed alterations to the historic building. Like the BSA’s campaign to preserve the 

Bulfinch State House, the AIA’s arguments for preservation of the White House were 

intimately tied to their sense of national professional identity.   

 
308 McKim, Mead & White, “Report of Messrs. McKim, Mead & White, Architects,” in Restoration of the 
White House; Message of the President of the United States transmitting the report of the architects 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1903), 9 (hereafter Report of MMW). 
309 Portions of Chapter 3 appeared as “The White House Restored: Reconsidering the Role of the AIA in 
Preservation History,” in Platform: Preservation in the Americas [University of Texas at Austin School of 
Architecture] (2019-2020): 12-13.  
310 Tony P. Wrenn, “The American Institute of Architects Convention of 1900: Its Influence on the Senate 
Park Commission Plan,” in Designing the Nation’s Capital: The 1900 Plan for Washington, D.C., ed. Sue 
Kohler and Pamela Scott (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Commission on the Fine Arts, 2006), 54. 
311 Proceedings of the Thirty-Fourth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, D.C.: Gibson Bros., 
1900), 90. 
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The campaign to preserve the White House resulted in McKim, Mead & White’s 

restoration of 1902. Charles F. McKim—newly elected AIA president and member of the 

1901 Senate Park Commission for Washington—led the project for the firm. The work 

included the reconstruction of the east terrace wing, significant structural repairs and 

modifications to the interior, and returned the house to its primary function as a residence 

with the construction of a separate office building. Working closely with Glenn Brown, 

McKim sought to preserve the building’s exterior, restore the Georgian style appearance 

of the interior, and accommodate the needs of the modern presidency. McKim and Brown 

considered their work to be an authentic restoration that preserved James Hoban’s 

original design. The project was widely celebrated by the architecture profession in the 

United States and helped to garner McKim the Royal Institute of British Architect’s Gold 

Medal. With President Theodore Roosevelt’s close involvement and support of the 

restoration, it also acted as a way to bolster the Senate Park Commission Plan for the 

future development of Washington into an architecturally admired international capital. 

Coupled with their leadership in the AIA’s purchase of the historic Octagon property for 

its national headquarters in Washington in these same years, McKim and Brown’s 

restoration of the White House placed architectural preservation at the center of the 

profession’s efforts to guide the architectural and artistic development of the nation’s 

capital. 

 

THE AIA PROTEST AGAINST A PROPOSED ENLARGEMENT OF THE WHITE HOUSE 

On August 14, 1897 the American Architect and Building News alerted its readers 

to a proposed enlargement of the White House (Figure 3.1). Since mid-century, as the 

president’s staff grew, much of the building’s residential quarters on the second floor had 
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given way to offices. Although supportive of the need for more space in the overcrowded 

Executive Mansion (as it was still then officially known), the journal’s editors warned 

that the “portentous additions” of large, curved wings would mar the architectural 

character of the original 1800 building, designed by James Hoban with later additions by 

Benjamin Latrobe. Equally concerning was the fact that the man credited with the 

design—Colonel Theodore A. Bingham, the White House superintendent of buildings 

and grounds—was an army engineer, not a trained architect, and therefore “not fit to 

solve such a delicate artistic problem as that of making additions to the White House.”312 

The architects’ immediate worries, however, proved premature. No more was heard of 

the proposal until late in 1899, when Col. Bingham lobbied for support from President 

McKinley’s administration and a Congressional appropriation. Once again, the AABN’s 

critique was forceful and immediate. “There has already been too much amateur tinkering 

with the White House,” they warned, and “the question of enlarging it” should be decided 

“with competent assistance.”313 Praising the “simple and elegant Classicism” of the 

building, the journal’s editors worried that it was subject to the whims of rotating 

administrations and officials who might, however benignly, think themselves skilled 

 
312 “Suggested Enlargement of the White House at Washington,” AABN 57 (August 14, 1897): 53. The 
former First Lady, Caroline Harrison, made the initial suggestion for additions to the White House in 1889. 
The building had absorbed an increasing number of executive office staff, leaving less room for the official 
residence of the First Family. Mrs. Harrison recommended the White House be given over entirely to state 
functions and the executive offices, with a new Presidential residence constructed nearby. Working with 
Bingham and another engineer, Frederick Owen (a family friend), Harrison proposed two new structures on 
either side of the White House to be connected via semi-circular colonnades, inspired by the arrangement 
of George Washington’s home, Mount Vernon. With a series of conservatories to the south, the new 
structures would form an enclosed quadrangle. Owen prepared detailed plans for this scheme in 1890, but 
nothing came of it, and Mrs. Harrison died in 1892. This initial proposal was noted by the AABN in a short 
reprint from Southern Architect in 1893, but the editors offered no commentary on the merits of the 
suggestion. See “The White House, Washington, D.C.,” AABN 40 (April 8, 1893): 31. A useful history of 
the Harrison proposal is found in William Seale, The President’s House: A History Vol. 1 (Washington, 
D.C.: The White House Historical Association, 1986), 586-90. 
313 “The Suggested Remodelling of the White House,” AABN 66 (December 2, 1899): 73. 
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enough to design alterations. Presidents are only temporary occupants of a historic 

building that the entire American public has a claim to, they concluded, therefore any 

architectural change must be of the highest caliber, subject to public and professional 

scrutiny.  

That the Executive Mansion should be enlarged we willingly grant, but, when the 
enlargement is made, let it be done publicly and generously, with careful 
consideration and under the best advice, remembering that volunteered expert 
suggestions are generally worth what they cost, and no more, and that the White 
House is, in many respects, the most important of national buildings.314 

The use of the term ‘national buildings’ echoes earlier calls for preservation in the 

journal’s pages by the profession, such as Upjohn’s creation of the AIA Committee on 

the Conservation of Public Architecture in 1890 and the BSA’s campaign to save the 

Bulfinch State House. Understood as a ‘national building,’ the White House could also be 

considered the chief historic house in the country (alongside Mount Vernon), an answer 

to Norton’s critique ten years earlier of the “lack of old homes in America.”315 For the 

architecture profession, preservation of historic buildings perceived as architecturally 

representative of the nation—that is, of such architectural significance to be valued by 

architects and the general public regardless of their location in the country—were the 

worthiest of their professional attention. 

Over the next year and a half, the AIA launched an organized campaign for 

professional architectural guidance in the matter, initiated and propelled by Glenn Brown 

(1854-1932), a respected Washington architect and writer (Figure 3.2). One of the most 

active members of the AIA’s Washington Chapter, Brown forged an alliance with several 

other local arts organizations to create the Washington Fine Arts Union in 1898 as a 

 
314 “The Suggested Remodelling of the White House,” AABN 66 (December 2, 1899): 73. 
315 Norton, “The Lack of Old Homes in America,” Scribner’s Magazine 5 (1889), 636. 
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direct response to Bingham’s proposal.316 Through the Fine Arts Union, Brown launched 

his public attack in the architectural and popular press, asking other groups to join them 

“in protesting against having any alterations or additions to the Executive 

Mansion…without the examination and advice of an expert commission of architects, 

landscape architects and sculptors of national reputation.”317 Working out of their new 

Washington headquarters, the AIA, became the major champion of the White House 

campaign following Brown’s election as the institute’s secretary in 1899.318  

Brown’s contribution to the AIA in these years was remarkable.315F315F315F

319 As secretary 

for fourteen years, he exerted a substantial influence on the organization’s growth and 

evolution into an effective professional lobbying organization, as well as its policies on 

public architecture in the nation’s capital. His interest in the White House stemmed from 

his larger ambition to resurrect Pierre Charles L’Enfant’s 1791 plan for Washington, 

D.C., which had determined the initial layout of the city’s public buildings and parklands. 

The plan had been largely ignored in the development of the later nineteenth century, 

which broke up the planned vistas and boulevards between the White House, the Capitol, 

and the Potomac River. Brown was one of the first to lobby for a national fine arts 

council, which he stressed must include members of the AIA, to oversee any future 

 
316 William B. Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House, and the Urban Renaissance of Washington, 
D.C.,” White House History: Journal of the White House Historical Association 11 (Summer 2002): 21. 
317 “The Fine Arts Union of Washington and the Proposal to Remodel the White House,” AABN 67 
(January 27, 1900): 25; See also “Note,” House Beautiful 7 (February 1900):188. 
318 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 21; Glenn Brown, 1860-1930, Memories: A Winning 
Crusade to Revive George Washington's Vision of a Capital City (Washington, D.C.: Press of W.F. Roberts 
company, 1931), 106-7. 
319 For a detailed analysis of Brown’s professional accomplishments, particularly his leadership in the AIA 
and influence on the 1901 Senate Park Commission Plan for Washington, see William B. Bushong, “Glenn 
Brown, the American Institute of Architects, and the Development of the Civic Core of Washington, D.C.” 
(PhD diss., George Washington University, 1988).  
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development.320 Several scholars have credited him with securing the implementation of 

the 1901 Senate Park Commission plan that has since shaped Washington’s famous civic 

core, the Mall, as well as his leadership in opposing Bingham’s proposal. His central role 

in the McKim, Mead & White restoration of the White House, beyond his initial crusade 

to block Bingham’s proposed additions, has not been as thoroughly examined.321  

Brown had a deep appreciation and professional interest in the early monumental 

architecture of Washington. He was a leading proponent of the Colonial Revival in the 

city and was recognized as an accomplished architectural historian. In the 1880s, he 

contributed a series of articles and measured drawings to the AABN on “Old Colonial 

Work,” largely focused on his native Virginia and the greater D.C. region.322 His 

voluminous research on the United States Capitol building, published as the two-volume 

History of the United States Capitol (1900 and 1903), won him widespread praise from 

professional colleagues and renewed interest in the original L’Enfant plan for 

Washington.323 Brown also had a more personal interest in the history of the Capitol and 

the White House through his great-grandfather, Peter Lenox. Lenox served as one of 

James Hoban’s construction foreman during the rebuilding of the White House, following 

its burning by the British in 1814 during the War of 1812, and later as clerk of works at 

the Capitol from 1817 to 1829, under both Benjamin Henry Latrobe and Charles 

Bulfinch.324  

 
320 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 15; Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the American Institute of 
Architects,” 102; Brown, Memories, 103. 
321 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 15-28; Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the American Institute of 
Architects,” 116-119; 139-140; Wrenn, “The AIA Convention of 1900,” 55-62. 
322 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the American Institute of Architects,” 44-46. 
323 Glenn Brown, Glenn Brown’s History of the United States Capitol, with introduction and annotations 
by William B. Bushong and prepared by the Architect of the Capitol (Washington, D.C.: The United States 
Capitol Preservation Commission, 2008).  
324 Brown, Memories, 38, 103; Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 15;  
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Thanks in large part to Brown’s efforts, the AIA placed the question of the future 

of the White House as a key issue at its 1900 annual convention held in Washington. 

With Robert S. Peabody, then AIA president, he organized the convention to coincide 

with the centennial celebration of the establishment of the District of Columbia as the 

federal capital, and organized speakers and discussions around ideas for the future 

development of the city’s civic core. In his memoir, Brown recalled the importance of the 

convention and its two main goals: to develop strategies for “the artistic development of 

the city” and to help defeat Bingham’s proposed enlargement of the White House.325  

The 1900 centennial celebration, planned for mid-December, also provided Col. 

Bingham with a new opportunity to lobby for congressional support. In November, 

Bingham’s latest proposal premiered in the Ladies Home Journal.326 Illustrated with 

plans and renderings by Frederick D. Owen, who had worked on the earlier 1890 

proposal, Bingham’s article praised the original architecture of the White House while 

underscoring the pressing need for more space and modern updates to the overcrowded 

building (Figure 3.3). He emphasized the architectural merit and historical significance of 

the building, urged preservation of the original structure, and stressed that the proposed 

alterations would “not change its character,” all points he must have hoped would 

forestall further criticism from the architecture profession.  

The design is particularly clever in its accentuation of the present house, and also 
in the preservation of architectural harmony. The architect to whom this 
embodiment of Mrs. Harrison’s plans is due is Mr. Frederick D. Owen, a man of 
artistic temperament and large experience…In their preparation Mr. Owen had the 
insuperable advantage…of an intimate personal knowledge of the house itself, 

 
325 Brown, Memories, 260; Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 18. For an analysis of the 
significance of the 1900 AIA convention for the Senate Park Commission plan, see Wrenn, “The AIA 
Convention of 1900,” 49-73.  
326 Colonel Theodore A. Bingham, “The Future of the White House,” Ladies Home Journal 17 (November 
1900): 9-10. 
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and of the details of the President’s daily life—an advantage which no other 
architect has so far enjoyed, and which renders his judgement in this matter 
worthy of the highest consideration and reliance.327 

Despite Bingham’s assurances, the architects were anything but mollified. Brown alerted 

the speakers for the convention, including Boston’s C. Howard Walker, sending them 

copies of the article. William A. Boring’s reply to Brown shared in his derision, 

remarking sarcastically that he “hope[d] to be much edified by Colonel Bingham’s 

Architecture.”328 The AABN offered sharp criticism of the proposed large, multistory 

wings, faulting the scale, improper use of classical cornices, and “artistically ridiculous” 

composition that “bristles all over with the marks of an ignorant amateur.”329 They 

pointedly disagreed with Bingham’s characterization of Owen as an architect, 

highlighting his lack of professional architectural training. Recalling the episode in his 

1930 memoire, Brown dismissed Owen, who in fact was an experienced civil engineer, as 

a mere “mechanical draftsman.”330  

This professional condescension was symptomatic of a larger rift between the 

architects and the Army Corps of Engineers, who had long maintained oversight of new 

federal building construction in the capital, including the then newly-completed Library 

of Congress. An army engineer had been in charge of alterations at the White House 

since 1867.331 The AIA sought to challenge their dominance. Throughout the 1890s, 

 
327 Bingham, “The Future of the White House,” 10. 
328 Wrenn, “The AIA Convention of 1900,” 58-59. 
329 “A Protest against the Scheme proposed for altering the White House,” AABN 70 (November 3, 1900): 
33. 
330 “Current Periodicals,” The Architectural Review 8 (January 1, 1901): 10; Brown, Memories, 108. 
331 Wrenn, “The AIA Convention of 1900,” 59; Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 17-18; Seale, 
The President’s House vol. 2, 643-45. Brown’s dislike of Bingham went beyond the White House proposal, 
as Bushong recounts: “Brown must have taken great personal pleasure in executing the devasting public 
relations campaign that helped defeat Bingham’s plans. A few years earlier, Bingham had taken credit for a 
completed set of plans Brown had prepared to upgrade the plumbing of the White House. After obtaining 
the drawings the colonel removed Brown’s signature and published them as his own work. Brown wanted 
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Brown worked closely with Daniel Burnham and others in the AIA’s fight to implement 

the 1893 Tarnsey Act, which allowed private architects to participate in federal building 

commissions through regulated design competitions.332 The architectural establishment’s 

criticism of Bingham and Owen’s design, therefore, should be understood as a key 

strategy in securing national professional standing and defining a bigger role for the 

professional architect in federal projects. This is not to say that Brown or the other 

leaders of the AIA sought only to discredit Bingham. They valued the architectural 

significance of the White House’s simple Georgian design and worried about the negative 

effects of the proposed additions from an aesthetic and preservation-minded standpoint. 

At the 1900 AIA convention, a draft resolution against Bingham’s plans argued that the 

enlargement would damage the building that “typified the best architecture of the 

beginning of the nation.”333 Bingham may have held traditional oversight of the White 

House, but the architects could claim something he could not—the weight of professional 

architectural training. In challenging Bingham so publicly and successfully, as will be 

seen below, they garnered support from the wider artistic community and, more 

importantly, from key members of Congress in their campaign to assert more influence in 

the architectural future of the capital.  

A few weeks before the AIA convention, Brown attempted to reach across the 

professional aisle, asking Bingham to display his new plaster model of the design at their 
 

to sue Bingham but was counseled to allow the incident to pass.” See Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the 
American Institute of Architects,” 119. 
332 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the American Institute of Architects,” 78-90; Woods, From Craft to 
Profession, 41-44. The issue of competitions for federal and other government building projects had 
occupied the AIA since at least the 1870s. The successful passage of the Tarnsey Act was in large part due 
to the increased recognition of the architecture profession following the success of the Columbian World’s 
Fair a few months earlier, as Mary Woods highlights. However, the provisions in the Act were never 
compulsory, and the AIA continued to struggle to secure access and fair terms for these competitions. 
333 Proceedings of the Thirty-Fourth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, D.C.: Gibson Bros., 
1900), 89. 
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upcoming convention. Bingham declined, claiming the model had not yet been made 

public and therefore was “not subject to general inspection” by the architects, and in fact 

had his own plans for a public reveal. On December 12, as part of the official District of 

Columbia centennial celebration, Bingham presented the model to President McKinley, 

the state governors, and a select group of guests—Peabody and the other AIA officers 

included—at the White House (Figure 3.4). With a small congressional appropriation 

already approved and a bill pending in the Senate, full financial support for the project 

seemed likely.334 In person, the scale of the domed, curved additions, which dwarf the 

central block of the original house, confirmed Brown’s and Peabody’s fears, and they 

wasted no time in bolstering their efforts against it. The next day, during the opening 

session of the AIA convention, Peabody stressed the need for the “best artistic skill that 

the country can produce” if the White House must be enlarged. The subject was then 

taken up during subsequent sessions over the next three days, resulting in the formation 

of a special committee to write a resolution to Congress on the White House, consisting 

of W. S. Eames of St. Louis, George B. Post, and R. W. Gibson, both of New York. 

Another committee, with seven members, was created to “consider the formation of an 

Art Commission and to advise regarding the improvement of the National Capital,” the 

seeds of the 1901 Senate Park Commission, more of which will be said below.335 The 

national press, in town for the centennial celebration, took notice. Brown gave them a 

 
334 Wrenn, “The AIA Convention of 1900,” 59-61. The Chicago architect Daniel Burnham had also 
reached out to Bingham, offering to visit him in Washington to discuss the plans for the White House, but 
Bingham canceled at the last minute. See Seale, The President’s House vol. 2, 642. 
335 Proceedings of the Thirty-Fourth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, D.C.: Gibson Bros., 
1900), 3, 87-91, 112-13, 120. 
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press packet, containing protests against Bingham’s proposal from some three dozen 

local and national art, architectural, and historical groups, including the AIA.336 

The art and architecture critic Montgomery Schuyler—an ally of Brown and the 

AIA—wrote to Bingham a few days after the centennial event to urge him to delay any 

work on the White House until a national fine arts commission could be formed and 

create a general plan for the civic core of the capital, as the AIA wished. Not hiding his 

suspicion of the architects, Bingham replied that his was the only plan likely to move 

forward and he would not “be made use of for the purpose of the architecture guild.”337 

Throughout the following year, Bingham felt confident his plan would move forward, 

although no final approval from the President or Congress appeared. The protest against 

the plan, however, continued to gain momentum. In addition to the architectural journals, 

more popular periodicals lent their support to the AIA’s efforts. The editors of the 

Century Magazine, writing in February 1901, stated, 

It is proper that experts should sound the note of warning, but the intelligence of 
the entire country will join in the most righteous protest. The common sense of 
the American people is sure to respond to a request so natural and so sensible. 
There is only one other dwelling in America concerning which our people cherish 
an equal, or superior, sentiment. Mount Vernon has been religiously preserved. 
The best talent in the country is not too good to be employed upon the White 
House.338  

Not only should the White House be preserved, they argued, but its significance also 

demanded the leadership of the most skilled architects in the country. 

The final defeat of Bingham’s scheme for the White House came towards the end 

of 1901. In September, the AIA held its annual convention in Buffalo, New York during 

 
336 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 21; “A Protest and Recommendation,” AABN 71 (January 
5, 1901): 6.  
337 Bingham to Schuyler, December 20, 1900, quoted in Seale, The President’s House vol. 2, 645.  
338 “Enlargement of the White House,” Century Magazine 61 (February 1901): 635-36. 
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the Pan-American Exposition. The institute’s leadership were pleased to report two 

triumphs in Washington, D.C. First, a special commission had been formed earlier in the 

year, as a direct result of their last convention, to consider the “future growth of the 

National City.”339 Sponsored by Senator James McMillan, with the help of his aide 

Charles Moore—a close friend to Glenn Brown—the Senate Park Commission consisted 

of architects Daniel Burnham of Chicago and Charles McKim of New York, landscape 

architect Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr. of Boston, and the sculptor Augustus Saint-

Gaudens, a long-time collaborator of McKim’s. Burnham, McKim, and Olmsted had 

been instrumental in the architectural success of the 1893 Chicago World’s Columbian 

Exposition, an event that celebrated the country’s emerging place on the world stage.340 

The fair’s built environment emphasized the country’s historical legitimacy through 

facsimiles of historic landmarks and Colonial Revival state pavilions. At the same time, it 

set the stage for the future of American urban planning and architectural design through 

the Beaux-Arts monumentality of the central Court-of-Honor, known as the White 

City.341  

Second, the AIA reported the success of their protest to “prevent the 

disfigurement of the Executive Mansion” following the failure of an appropriations bill in 

Congress that would have funded Bingham’s project. President Peabody commended the 

efforts of the AIA’s special committee that stopped “unstudied and undesirable 

alterations to the White House which would have completely changed the character of 

 
339 Proceedings of the Thirty-Fifth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, D.C.: Gibson Bros., 1901), 
17. 
340 Roth, American Architecture, 317-20. McKim was largely responsible for the design of McKim, Mead 
& White’s Agricultural building in the Court of Honor. 
341 Schoelwer, “Curious Relics and Quaint Scenes,” 184-216. The fair was held in celebration of the four-
hundredth anniversary of Columbus’s “discovery” of the Americas, in and of itself a self-conscious 
signaling of the country’s historical legitimacy through the farthest reaches of its colonial past.  
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that public monument” as “an unselfish and useful undertaking,” part of their public duty 

as professional architects to work toward the improvement of Washington.342 By 

leveraging their professional authority and arguing for the White House as a historic 

structure belonging to the public and embodying the early architectural character of the 

country at its best, the AIA successfully influenced wider opinion on how the building 

should be treated.  

On the last day of the convention, the architects unanimously elected McKim, 

who was absent from the meeting, as the next AIA president.343 Brown, fearing he might 

refuse the position, decided to travel to McKim, Mead & White’s New York City office 

to deliver the news in person. McKim expressed his surprise and disquiet, doubting his 

ability to lead the institute effectively, but with a word of support from his business 

partner, William Mead, finally accepted. Brown, in fact, had engineered McKim’s 

election, understanding that with Peabody’s term at an end, another architect of national 

reputation, influence, and charm was needed to lead the AIA’s continuing efforts towards 

the improvement of the national capital.344 Who better than one of the Senate Park 

Commissioners?  

Brown and McKim’s professional acquaintance pre-dated the Park Commission. 

McKim was involved early on in the promotion of fine arts in the capital. He and Brown, 

along with Burnham, Olmsted, Jr., and Saint-Gaudens, had organized the Public Art 

League in Washington in 1895.345 That these four men later made up the Park 

Commission is no coincidence and highlights Brown’s influence, behind the scenes, in its 

 
342 Proceedings of the Thirty-Fifth Annual Convention of the AIA, 17. 
343 Proceedings of the Thirty-Fifth Annual Convention of the AIA, 85. 
344 Brown, Memories, 213-15. 
345 Wrenn, “The AIA Convention of 1900,” 53-54. 
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creation. In 1899, Brown had met with McKim at the influential Century Association in 

New York and told him of his ideas regarding the “feasibility of returning to [L’Enfant’s 

plan] in the future development of the city.” Brown recalled that McKim “became very 

much interested, questioning me on various details,” showing a keen curiosity in the 

history of the capital and its future development.346  

In September 1901, Vice President Theodore Roosevelt unexpectedly became the 

next President of the United States, following President McKinley’s assassination at the 

Pan-American Exposition in Buffalo, just days before the AIA convention.347 Roosevelt’s 

administration became critical to the reshaping of Washington into a premier national 

capital, as he sought to advance an image of the United States as not only a politically 

powerful nation, but also as a culturally sophisticated one.348 As the new residents of the 

White House, both President Roosevelt and his wife, Edith, made clear early on their 

intention to maintain the historic building as the presidential residence, dismissing 

Bingham’s earlier suggestion that a new, more modern residence be built nearby.349 

Roosevelt was an astute politician with an eye for political symbolism and clearly 

understood the building’s potent cultural symbolism. Within the first few weeks of his 

administration he replaced ‘Executive Mansion’ as the official name for the residence 

with the ‘White House,’ the long-standing nickname for the building.350 In November, 

 
346 Brown, Memories, 265. The Century Association, a private gentleman’s club, began in 1847 as a means 
to connect artists to patrons. For more on the importance of the club to McKim, Mead & White’s practice, 
see Mosette Broderick, Triumvirate: McKim, Mead & White: Arts, Scandal, and Class in America’s Gilded 
Age (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2010), 284. 
347 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 21; Seale, The President’s House vol. 2, 645-47.  
348 Kathleen Dalton, Theodore Roosevelt: A Strenuous Life (New York: Knopf, 2002), 317. 
349 Seale, The President’s House vol. 2, 656-57; Charles Moore, The Life and Times of Charles Follen. 
McKim (Boston and New York: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1929), 204-05.  
350 “Notes & Clippings,” AABN (November 23, 1901); William Seale, “Theodore Roosevelt’s White 
House,” White House History: Journal of the White House Historical Association 11 (Summer 2002): 29; 
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McKim and Burnham met with the President to discuss the Senate Park Commission 

plans, including possible changes to the White House. President Roosevelt was impressed 

with the architect’s efforts. McKim, recounting the meeting in a letter to Frank Miles 

Day, a fellow officer of the AIA, reported that the President agreed with the 

commission’s plans and “regards [the White House] as a historic monument and 

landmark, and will not listen to any proposition looking to its alteration,” putting a final 

end to the Bingham scheme.351  

A few months later, however, Edith Roosevelt, clearly frustrated with the 

outdated interior décor and inadequate accommodations within the building for her large 

family, decided some modification needed to be made to the interior arrangement. In 

early April, she invited McKim to the White House to discuss possible solutions, hoping 

the $16,000 appropriated for improvement to the building in an earlier Senate bill would 

be sufficient. Upon seeing the condition of the building, particularly structural concerns, 

and the modifications that would be required, he advised against making any alterations 

until a larger appropriation could be secured from Congress. McKim went directly to 

speak with Senator McMillan and Charles Moore about the situation. The next day, April 

16, the senator secured $165,000 for repairs to the White House and the creation of a 

temporary office building.352 The First Lady, impressed with McKim’s assessment, 

 
Richard H. Collin, Theodore Roosevelt, Culture, Diplomacy, and Expansion: A New View of American 
Imperialism (Baton Rouge and London: Louisiana State University Press, 1985), 35. 
351 McKim to Day, November 30, 1901, AIA Archives, quoted in Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White 
House,” 21. 
352 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 24-25; Moore, Life and Times, 205-06. McKim, upon 
receiving the initial invitation to meet with Mrs. Roosevelt, wrote to Moore, expressing his hesitancy to 
meet with her before he had a chance to confer with Burnham, whose opinion on the future of the White 
House he deferred to as the chairman of the Senate Park Commission. See Charles McKim to Charles 
Moore, April 9, 1902, Datebook and Bound Correspondence, Box 3, Charles Moore Papers, Manuscript 
Division, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. (hereafter cited as Charles Moore Papers, Library of 
Congress). 
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wanted McKim, Mead & White to carry out the work. Moore immediately informed 

McKim, who could barely contain his excitement. 

In these days of miracles, one should be prepared for anything, and as I tried to 
read your announcement of the Senate Committee’s approval of the temporary 
building, and of the expenditure of $165,000 for the restoration of the White 
House, unmoved – but failed utterly, while I thought of the improbability of the 
whole thing, and am writing now in the frame of mind of a man more likely to go 
off on a spree than home to dinner. The whole thing is so exciting and full of 
possibilities, that another day will have to intervene before I can tackle it with a 
sober mind.353 

 The Roosevelts likely turned to McKim for several reasons. On a practical level, 

McKim had already given close thought to the architectural challenges and needs of the 

White House as part of his work on the Senate Park Commission. On a personal level, 

they were part of the same social milieu and already acquainted. Roosevelt was from a 

wealthy New York City family, was educated at Harvard, and had been governor of New 

York from 1898 to 1900.354 McKim and the President were both members of New York’s 

Century Association and McKim knew the First Lady through her friend, the author Edith 

Wharton.355 McKim, Mead & White were also the most sought-after architects for 

residential design for New York’s elite, of which the Roosevelts were a part, and McKim 

an undisputed authority on early American architecture.  Brown’s campaign to secure 

professional architectural guidance for the White House had found success, much to his 

 
353 McKim to Moore, 17 April 1902, Charles Moore Papers, Library of Congress. 
354 For a biography of Roosevelt, see Dalton, Theodore Roosevelt: A Strenuous Life.  See also, Dalton, 
“Theodore Roosevelt, Knickerbocker Aristocrat,” New York History Vol. 67, No. 1 (January 1896): 39-65. 
355 Tony P. Wrenn, “The ‘Eye of Guardianship’: President Theodore Roosevelt and the American Institute 
of Architects,” White House History: Journal of the White House Historical Association 11 (Summer 
2002): 51; Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 24. Wharton and Edith Roosevelt were also distant 
cousins. In addition to her celebrated novels, Wharton published several influential works on architecture 
and interior design, including her first book, the popular Decoration of Houses (1897), co-written with 
Ogden Codman, Jr. She greatly admired McKim and asked him to review parts of the book before its 
publication. See Richard Guy Wilson’s foreword in Edith Wharton and Ogden Codman, Jr., The 
Decoration of Houses (New York: Rizzoli, 2007). 
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satisfaction. In a letter on April 25, Brown told McKim that “all the architects whom I 

have heard express an opinion are much pleased that you have charge of the work.”356 

 

MCKIM, MEAD & WHITE AND EARLY AMERICAN ARCHITECTURE  

At the turn of the twentieth century, few other architecture offices garnered the 

level of recognition and success of McKim, Mead & White. Charles McKim and William 

R. Mead (1846-1928) founded the firm in New York in 1877, bringing on Stanford White 

(1853-1906) in 1879 (Figure 3.5).357 Several scholars have skillfully evaluated the history 

of the firm and their impact on American architecture, most notably Richard Guy Wilson. 

A brief overview, however, is worth exploration here, to more fully understand how the 

White House project fits into their body of work and McKim’s career specifically. 

Between the firm’s founding and McKim’s death in 1909, they completed some nine 

hundred public and private commissions throughout the country, with a significant 

concentration on the east coast. They were the designers of choice for many of the 

country’s wealthiest, socially prominent families and influential institutions.358  

Their projects encompassed a wide range of forms, scales, and types, which 

influenced and reflected evolving tastes of the era. Their earlier shingle style and 

 
356 Glenn Brown to Charles F. McKim, 25 April 1902, Box 501, McKim, Mead & White Architectural 
Record Collection, PR 42, Department of Prints, Photographs, and Architectural Collections, The New-
York Historical Society (hereafter cited as MMW Collection, N-YHS). 
357 McKim’s brother-in-law, William Bigelow, was also a founding partner in 1877, but left the firm after 
1879 when McKim and Annie Bigelow divorced.  
358 The benchmark studies of the firm remain Richard Guy Wilson, McKim, Mead & White, Architects 
(New York: Rizzoli, 1983) and Leland Roth, McKim, Mead & White, Architects (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1983). Other useful works include Vincent J. Scully, Jr., The Shingle Style and the Stick Style, rev. ed. 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1971); Richard Guy Wilson, “The Early Work of Charles F. McKim: 
Country House Commissions,” Winterthur Portfolio 14, no. 3 (Autumn, 1979): 235-267; Richard Guy 
Wilson, “Architecture and the Reinterpretation of the American Renaissance,” Winterthur Portfolio 18, no. 
1 (Spring, 1983): 69-87. 
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Colonial revival “cottage” mansions of Newport, Rhode Island, such as the Isaac Bell 

House (1881-83) and the Edgar House (1884-86), gave way to a more formal, academic 

classicism emblematic of the American Renaissance, such as the Boston Public Library 

(1887-95) and Pennsylvania Railroad Station in New York (1902-1911).359 McKim’s 

close involvement in the planning and design for the 1893 World’s Columbian 

Exposition’s “White City” was a defining moment for the firm. Deeply influenced by 

McKim’s early training at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris, a devoted interest in the 

forms and expressions of classicism consistently guided their designs and helped shape 

the architectural image of the United States in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries.360 McKim’s approach to the restoration of the White House—a building he 

valued as exemplary of early American neoclassical architecture—should be understood 

within this broad legacy. 

McKim, Mead & White was also one of the first large, modern architecture firms 

in the country, growing from around a dozen employees to over one hundred during 

particularly demanding projects. It was a highly organized place, with elements of the 

French atelier system and specialized “departments” dedicated to various project phases, 

such as working drawings, presentation drawings, and construction administration—all of 

which made the firm’s impressive resumé possible. This setting provided an important 

 
359 Richard Guy Wilson, McKim, Mead & White, 9-11. Wilson groups their work into three periods: the 
eclectic and picturesque approach of their “Early” period, from the firm’s founding until the mid-1880s, 
which includes the innovative Shingle style and early Colonial Revival residential designs; the 
“Consolidation” period, roughly early-1880s to early-1890s, characterized by a more formal approach to 
the Colonial and early use of Renaissance motifs; and the “High Classic” period, from the late-1880s 
through the 1910s, often considered the height of the firm’s influence on the American Renaissance, with a 
distinctive use of grand, Beaux-Arts formal language for large public commissions. 
360 Wilson, McKim, Mead & White, 11, 30-31. While Daniel Burnham headed the team of architects in 
charge of the overall design of the fair, McKim played a significant role as the “artistic conscience,” 
according to Wilson. McKim, Mead & White designed the Agricultural Building, one of the main 
structures in the Court of Honor, the centerpiece area of the fair that gave the event the name “White City.” 
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training ground for other highly successful architects, like John Carrère and Cass Gilbert, 

who got their start as draftsmen or design assistants in the firm. The three partners took 

on different roles and specialties, although they always reinforced the integrated nature of 

their work as a partnership. McKim, scholarly and sociable, was acknowledged as the 

leading theorist, in charge of design for most of their large public and institutional 

commissions. White—best known to posterity for his scandalous murder in 1906 and the 

subsequent sensational trial—was a natural artist, “brilliant ornamentalist,” and excelled 

at designing grandiose interiors. Mead was the “adjudicator” who ran the office, 

overseeing production and construction phases, what is today considered project 

management.361 

Like his partners, McKim grew up in the east coast intellectual circles of the post-

Civil War era. He and White both trained under H. H. Richardson before practicing on 

their own, but McKim was the only one who received formal architectural education.362 

Born in Pennsylvania to a Quaker mother and radical abolitionist father, he began his 

architectural training after a brief, failed study of engineering at Harvard University. In 

the summer of 1867, he entered the New York City office of the architect Russell Sturgis, 

where Mead was apprenticed two years later, before setting off for Paris and the Ecole 

des Beaux-Arts. McKim spent three years at the Ecole, studying in the Daumet atelier. 

This experience not only had a profound effect on his approach to design, but also on the 

organization of the firm’s office and his interest in the future of architectural education in 

 
361 Wilson, McKim, Mead & White, 12-13; Roth, American Architecture, 289-299. 
362 Wilson, McKim, Mead & White, 11-12. Mead attended Amherst College in 1867 and then apprenticed 
with an engineer before entering the office of Russell Sturgis for a few years. He traveled to Europe in 
1871, staying with his brother Larkin, a sculptor, in Florence where he took classes at the Accademia delle 
Belle Arti. White did not attend university but entered Richardson’s office as an apprentice in 1872. He 
traveled throughout Europe in 1878-79, before joining McKim and Mead in partnership, and continued 
frequent trips abroad thereafter.  
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the United States. While in Paris, McKim also hoped to meet Viollet-le-Duc, whose 

writing on architectural theory and history he greatly admired. He had asked Sturgis for a 

letter of introduction to the famed restoration architect, but unfortunately, no such letter 

materialized, and the two never met.363  

In Paris, McKim developed a close friendship with two other young architects 

from the United States, Robert S. Peabody and Francis W. Chandler, who had both 

worked briefly in Boston under Henry Van Brunt—the first American to translate 

Viollet’s writings on architecture.364 The three students took advantage of their time 

abroad, traveling throughout France, as well as Germany, Italy, and Austria. In the 

summer of 1869, McKim and Peabody traveled to Britain, where they met several 

London architects. McKim immersed himself in the British professional scene, becoming 

an honorary member of the Architectural Association. He seems to have been particularly 

drawn to the Georgian architecture of London and its similarity to the colonial 

architecture back home, as well as to the contemporary, Queen Anne style (or Free 

Classic) work of Richard Norman Shaw—an influence felt in McKim, Mead & White’s 

Shingle style designs of the late 1870s and early 1880s. McKim returned to New York 

City in 1870, where he went to work for the Ecole-trained H. H. Richardson for two years 

before setting out on his own.365  
 

363 Richard Guy Wilson, “The Early Work of Charles F. McKim,” 236; Draper, “The Ecole des Beaux-Arts 
and the Architecture Profession in the United States,” 215; Moore, Life and Times, 24-34. Thanks to a 
student-led protest, the Ecole famously dismissed Viollet from his brief position as lecturer some two years 
prior. 
364 Wheaton A. Holden, “The Peabody Touch: Peabody and Stearns of Boston, 1870-1917,” Journal of the 
Society of Architectural Historians 32, no. 2 (May, 1973), 114; Wilson, “Architecture and the 
Reinterpretation of the Past in the American Renaissance,” 75. 
365 Wilson, “The Early Work of Charles F. McKim,” 236-39; Moore, Life and Times, 36-38. Moore 
recounts that McKim’s and the other American students’ departure from France was hastened by the 
outbreak of the Franco-Prussian War. While in Richardson’s office, McKim worked on the competition 
drawings for two major Boston projects, the Brattle Square Church and Trinity Church. According to 
Moore, the Trinity Church project—through which he, and later White, first met Saint-Gaudens—
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Like many of the leading architects of the American Renaissance, McKim’s 

search for a national architectural identity drew on European sources while also 

evidencing uniquely American influences. His conviction in the superiority of Classical 

European precedent, particularly the Italian Renaissance, led him to found the American 

School of Architecture in Rome, later the American Academy in Rome, in 1894.366 He 

also held a deep fascination with the architecture of the Colonial and early Federal 

periods, particularly vernacular buildings in New England. McKim and his friend 

Peabody were two of the most vocal proponents of a Colonial Revival movement in 

architecture by the mid-1870s. Their time in England and exposure to the Queen Anne 

style, itself a creative adaptation of vernacular forms seen as characteristically English, 

helped inspire them to look to their own “native” architectural traditions in the United 

States.367 The 1876 centennial celebration provided an added focus on the Colonial past. 

“With our Centennial year,” wrote Robert S. Peabody in 1877, “have we not discovered 

that we too have a past worthy of study? – a study, too, which we can subsequently 

explain and defend by all the ingenious Queen Anne arguments, strengthened by the fact 

that our colonial work is our only native source of antiquarian study and inspiration.”368 

McKim began spending time in Newport, Rhode Island around 1872, likely while 

working on a project in Richardson’s office, and in 1874 began spending summers there 

with his first wife, Annie Bigelow, whose family was part of the wealthy New York set 

 
introduced him to Richardson’s doctrine that “architecture is one of the fine arts and must be practiced as 
such,” something McKim would continue to strive for throughout his own career. 
366 Mary N. Woods, “Charles F. McKim and the Foundation of the American Academy in Rome,” in Light 
on the Eternal City: Observations and Discoveries in the Art and Architecture of Rome, ed. Hellmut Hager 
and Susan C. Scott (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1987), 307-20. 
367 Wilson, “The Early Work of Charles F. McKim,” 248. 
368 “Georgian Houses of New England,” AABN 2 (October 20, 1877): 338. This article was simply signed 
“Georgian,” but the author was revealed as Peabody in the second part, published on February 16, 1878. 
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that summered in the seaside town. McKim commissioned the local photographer John 

Appleby Williams to take a series of photographs of seventeenth and eighteenth-century 

colonial buildings, including some carefully arranged interior views, twenty-nine of 

which he collected into the 1875 volume Old Newport Houses (Figure 3.6).369 During this 

time, McKim received commissions to renovate and expand two eighteenth-century 

houses in Newport, both owned by Benjamin Smith. In 1874, Smith tasked him with 

adding a kitchen wing and rear exterior porch to the Tom Robinson House (1725-1736, 

with additions in 1760). He also remodeled the old keeping room into a rear sitting room, 

installing new paneling and moldings replicated from other parts of the house (Figure 

3.7). Two years later, Smith commissioned a more drastic renovation of the John Dennis 

House (ca. 1760), including a new front porch, kitchen wing, and an internal 

rearrangement. For the interior, McKim created what Wilson labels “an American 

version of a Queen Anne living hall,” borrowing and adapting colonial architectural 

details from other buildings.370 Neither can truly be classified as restorations, nor did it 

appear that McKim considered them as such. Yet they do show his interest in working 

with historic buildings and his evolving study of colonial architecture. 

McKim’s personal “discovery” of the architectural value of early American 

vernacular forms is best encapsulated in the story of a trip around New England, later 

recounted by Mead: 

In our early days all of us had a great interest in Colonial architecture, and in 1877 
we made what we afterwards called our ‘celebrated’ trip to New England, for the 
purpose of visiting Marblehead, Salem, Newburyport and Portsmouth. The party 
consisted of Messrs. McKim, Bigelow, White and myself. We made sketches and 
measured drawings of many of the important Colonial houses, which still remain 

 
369 Wilson, “The Early Work of Charles F. McKim,” 249. 
370 Wilson, The Colonial Revival House, 36. 
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in our scrap-book. I think these must have been some of the earliest records of the 
Colonial period through native drawings.371  

McKim encouraged his fellow architects to practice with a “historical consciousness” that 

demanded both an aesthetic and scholarly appreciation of the early buildings of the 

United States.372 Most architectural historians have interpreted McKim’s interest in the 

colonial as chiefly, if not entirely, motivated by a search for design inspiration. Yet, it can 

also be argued that his interest in fact nurtured a preservation mentality. As evidenced by 

his call in the New York Sketchbook of Architecture in 1874 for the “much needed task of 

preserving” colonial buildings “now fast disappearing” through documentation, his was a 

sincere desire to record and preserve what was distinct about the early architecture of the 

country.373  

Preservation and restoration never became a major part of McKim, Mead & 

White’s practice—only a handful of practitioners in the late nineteenth and early 

twentieth centuries focused significantly on restoration projects, including George 

Champlin Mason, Jr., Norman Isham, and Joseph Everett Chandler.374 However, McKim 

remained a steadfast advocate for architectural preservation throughout his career. His 

writings on colonial architecture early in his career demonstrate a professional concern 

for the fate of early American buildings, particularly that which he saw as holding unique 

architectural significance. 

The White House project was not McKim, Mead & White’s first experience 

designing a high-profile restoration. In 1896, the University of Virginia hired the firm to 

 
371 William R. Mead, “Historical account of the firm of McKim, Mead and White,” 1918 (typed copy dated 
1922), Box 7, Charles Moore Papers, Library of Congress. Also quoted in Moore, Life and Times, 41. 
372 Wilson, McKim, Mead & White, 9. 
373 New York Sketchbook of Architecture I (1874).  
374 See Timothy T. Orwig, Joseph Everett Chandler, Colonial Revival Architecture, and the Origins of 
Historic Preservation in New England (Phd diss., Boston University, 2010).  
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restore the Rotunda, the centerpiece of Thomas Jefferson’s architectural ensemble known 

as the “Academical Village,” which had been ravaged by fire the previous year (Figure 

3.8).375 The university officials, conflicted about whether to restore the interior to exactly 

as Jefferson had designed or to allow for modifications to accommodate their growing 

library, sought an architect of national reputation to lead the work. Several firms vied for 

the project, including Carrère & Hastings. Mead, writing to a friend on the university 

faculty, expressed his shock at the fire and his firm’s desire to help guide the restoration, 

stating that “the building was so much a National monument, of which we have so few, 

that its restoration should be treated in the most reverent manner.” The University hired 

McKim, Mead & White in January 1896 to not only restore the Rotunda but also to create 

three new academic buildings at the south end of the grounds.376  

The project gave the firm significant experience in a high-profile, complex 

restoration, something that likely aided in McKim’s approach to the work at the White 

House several years later. Stanford White headed the project and it appears McKim’s 

involvement was peripheral, as he was absent from the office during much of 1896 

recovering from a bicycle accident the previous year and setting up the new American 

 
375 A useful condensed history of the restoration and White’s approach can be found in George Humphrey 
Yetter, “Stanford White at the University of Virginia: Some New Light on an Old Question,” Journal of the 
Society of Architectural Historians 40, no. 4 (December 1981): 320-25. The most detailed account of the 
project is found in John G. Waite Associates, The Rotunda, University of Virginia:  Historic Structure 
Report (2008), 76-113, www.officearchitect.virginia.edu/index.php/documents/item/127-rotunda-historic-
structure-report(accessed 28 February 2018). In 2016, the university completed another significant 
restoration of the Rotunda.  
376 William R. Mead to Dr. A. H. Buckmaster, 18 November 1895, Proctors’ Records, Box 22, 
Manuscripts Department, University of Virginia Library. A digital version of the letter is available in the 
online exhibition, “Arise and Build!”: A Centennial Commemoration of the 1895 Rotunda Fire, 
https://explore.lib.virginia.edu/exhibits/show/rotunda/postfire/the-university-rebuilds/meadbuck (accessed 
27 June 2019); W. C. N. Randolph to Stanford White, 18 January 1898, Box 349, File 3, MMW Collection, 
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School in Rome.377 Repairs included the rebuilding of the dome, the south portico, and 

most of the interior, replacing all former timber elements with fireproof construction, 

such as iron and Guastavino tile vaults. In a letter to the faculty president, M. W. 

Thornton, White expressed his desire to “restore the building exactly to its former state; 

or rather exactly to the state which we believe Jefferson contemplated finishing it at the 

time the building was built.”378 White’s design reconstructed the destroyed dome and 

exterior appearance. Yet his design for the interior resulted in a significant change. The 

interior above the basement was opened up as a double-height reading room where there 

had formerly been two levels, creating additional library shelving on galleries (Figure 

3.9). While a departure from the original condition, White argued that the new design 

both captured Jefferson’s intentions and better suited the needs of the University, 

claiming that “it was only practical necessity which forced Jefferson at the time it was 

built to cut the Rotunda in[to] two stories.”379 Creating an improved version of the 

interior, based on an assumption of what the original architect would have done given the 

right circumstance, was a rationale that McKim would echo in his approach to the interior 

of the White House.  

 

 
377 Mead wrote to McKim in Rome regarding the Rotunda project, asking him to “make a study of the 
coverings of domes” to help in their approach to the reconstruction. See Mead to McKim, 27 February 
1896, Box 8, Charles McKim Papers, Library of Congress.  
378 Stanford White to M. W. Thornton, 26 February 1896, quoted in Yetter, “Stanford White at the 
University of Virginia,” 322. The University sent White the original Jefferson drawings for the Rotunda 
and Academical Village of the University to aid his preparation of the restoration design. See Randolph to 
White, 24 January 1896, Box 349, Folder 3, MMW Collection, N-YHS. White was thoroughly impressed 
by Jefferson’s architectural skills. His friend Edward Simmons later recalled White’s reverence for 
Jefferson’s architectural plans when he stated “they’re wonderful and I am scared to death. I only hope I 
can do it right.” Quoted in John G. Waite Associates, Rotunda HSR, 83. 
379 Stanford White, “Report of the Architects to the Building Committee,” Alumni Bulletin of the 
University of Virginia 2 (February 1896): 139. 
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MCKIM, BROWN, AND THE WHITE HOUSE RESTORATION  

As soon as Charles Moore informed McKim in April, 1902 that the White House 

project would move forward, the firm set to work. “Everybody here,” McKim wrote to 

Moore from his New York office, “seems to be enthusiastic about the restoration of the 

White House, as a patriotic matter. I understand that, all over the country, it is 

popular.”380 President Roosevelt stipulated that the building be ready for reoccupation by 

the beginning of December, leaving just seven months for McKim, Mead & White to 

complete the project. This was no easy task. The project encompassed substantial 

changes, including the construction of a temporary office building at the west end of the 

west terrace, the removal of greenhouses from the west terrace wing, the reconstruction 

of the east terrace wing, which had been demolished in the 1860s, and significant 

structural repairs and changes to the interior of the house.381 McKim aimed to restore the 

interior to a Georgian era design while at the same time accommodating the needs of the 

modern presidency. The decision to construct a temporary office building, with the 

assumption that a more permanent structure would be built somewhere other than the 

White House grounds in the future, meant that the interior could revert to a residence and 

venue for state functions.382 The President and First Lady required more bedrooms and a 

 
380 McKim to Moore, 20 May 1902, Box 3, Charles Moore Papers, Library of Congress. 
381 A detailed description of the existing condition and the changes made during the restoration can be 
found in McKim’s official report, “Report of Messrs. McKim, Mead & White,” 7-39. Other useful 
summaries can be found in Brown, Memories, 110-125; Moore, Life and Times, 204-222; and Seale, The 
President’s House vol. 2, 661-73. 
382 Moore, Life and Times, 205-06. McKim and Burnham had already debated the issue of a new executive 
office a few months earlier, as part of their Senate Park Commission plan. Burnham initially advocated 
construction of a new residence and making the White House the executive offices and venue for state 
functions, as President McKinley and Bingham had once proposed. According to Moore, McKim 
convinced Burnham that the White House must remain the residence, saying, “let me take it down stone by 
stone…and rebuild it; and not an architect in the country can make a finer or more appropriate residence for 
the President of the United States.” At the beginning of McKim’s project, Burnham expressed opposition to 
the temporary building being on the White House grounds, worrying that it would end up being permanent. 
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larger space for public dinners, thus some modifications to the internal arrangement were 

deemed necessary. In early May, McKim discussed his preliminary ideas over dinner 

with Moore and created tentative plans showing the reconstruction of the east terrace 

wing, an enlarged State Dining Room, and a reconfiguration of the main staircase (Figure 

3.10). By the end of the month, he had received approval from the Roosevelts for the 

proposed changes.383 

Before beginning the restoration design, McKim sought the assistance of O. W. 

Norcross, head of the large and respected Massachusetts-based construction firm of 

Norcross Brothers, with whom McKim, Mead & White had a long and productive 

working relationship. They had also been the contractors for the Massachusetts State 

House Extension in the 1890s. In late April, McKim and Norcross toured the White 

House and created a brief conditions assessment report of their findings and 

recommendations, along with an updated cost estimate. Their primary concern was the 

structural stability of the floors, noting that “the old beams should be relieved of the 

undue strain now placed upon them” through reinforcement with steel trusses. On the 

main level, the floors visibly strained under the weight of guests during official functions 

because much of the supporting masonry arches in the basement had been weakened by 

the installation of various heating and plumbing pipework.384  

To McKim and his colleagues, the largely Victorian interior presented a “medley 

of styles” and “bad art.”385 They believed that most of the principal rooms, redecorated 

 
He turned out to be correct. Now known as the West Wing, the building was expanded in 1909 and rebuilt 
and enlarged in 1933. 
383 Moore, Life and Times, 205-06 
384 “Repairs to the White House,” undated report, Box 3, Charles Moore Papers, Library of Congress. 
Moore’s notations on the first page of the report indicate it was made by McKim and Norcross in April 
1902; McKim, “Report of Messrs. McKim, Mead & White,” 17. 
385 Brown, Memories, 110-11. 
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by various administrations over the previous sixty years, retained little aesthetically that 

was recognizable from Hoban’s original Georgian design. These alterations, Glenn 

Brown claimed, had caused the building to fall “from its refinement and dignity into a 

state bordering on architectural insanity.” He compared the colorful Tiffany stained-glass 

screen from 1882 in the entrance hall to a “typical fashionable bar of the period,” the 

décor of the State Dining Room to a Washington boarding house, and the furnishings of 

the East Room to the “saloon of a Long Island Sound Palace Steamer” (Figures 3.11).386 

Yet, according to McKim’s and Norcross’s report, enough remained to give a sense of the 

original finishes.  

In portions of the house the original trimmings, mantels and doors remain. These 
are of such a character as to indicate pretty clearly the line on which the 
restoration in the house shall be conducted, the idea being to reinstate the house as 
it was originally built and to rid it of those excrescences which follow the 
temporary fashion in the days when taste was not so well developed as it was at 
the time when the house was built and as it is today.387  

To effectively carry out the restoration, McKim turned to Glenn Brown for 

support, bringing him on as the local superintendent for the project. The project’s rapid 

pace, and the fact that McKim was mostly needed in the firm’s office in New York, 

meant that McKim and Brown worked closely together on design decisions.388 They also 

continued to be in frequent contact over AIA matters. With his intimate knowledge of the 

history of the White House, and his familiarity with the city’s building tradesman, Brown 

played a crucial role in the success of the restoration. He provided advice on various 

 
386 Brown, Memories, 110-14; Brown, “Roosevelt and the Fine Arts, Part II,” The American Architect 116 
(December 17, 1919): 739. See also Brown, “Personal Reminiscences of Charles Follen McKim: McKim 
and the White House,” Architectural Record 39 (January 1916): 84-88.  
387 “Repairs to the White House,” undated report, Charles Moore Papers, Library of Congress. 
388 Brown, Memories, 115; 129; Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 25. McKim, Mead & White 
also sent one of their architects, C. S. Kaiser, to Washington to assist Brown. 
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issues, including appropriate models for decorative plaster work, modifications to the 

fireplaces, and the best local craftsmen. He also served as McKim’s spokesman and 

advocate, relaying information and answering questions for Mrs. Roosevelt.389 McKim 

and Brown kept in close contact with Charles Moore, then serving as secretary for the 

Senate Park Commission, who helped to secure funding from congress through Senator 

McMillan, advocated for the project in the press, and occasionally met with the President 

and First Lady on McKim’s behalf.390  

Plans for the restoration moved rapidly (Figure 3.12). While McKim was still 

finalizing the architectural plans in late June, Norcross began demolition of the interior 

and excavations for the east wing and new office as soon as the appropriations bill 

passed.391 The restoration of the east and west terrace wings was one of the most 

significant aspects of the project. Brown informed McKim about old drawings and prints 

showing the original arrangement of the east and west wings in the collection of the 

Congressional Library.392 They both felt the reconstruction of the previously-demolished 

east wing and repairs to the west wing, with the greenhouses removed, lent a “sense of 

 
389 Brown, Memories, 29-34. In his memoire, Brown includes several letters from McKim that illustrate 
their close working relationship during the project. He was well-known to the contractor, Norcross. After 
studying architecture at MIT in the mid-1870s, Brown had worked as Norcross’s clerk of works on a 
project in Hartford, Connecticut before starting his own architecture practice in Alexandria, Virginia in 
1880. He later recalled this experience as pivotal to his knowledge of “practical building” and ability to 
work well with contractors. 
390 Moore, Life and Times, 210-222; Charles Moore, “The Restoration of the White House,” The Century 
Magazine 65 (April 1903): 807-831; Various correspondence, Box 3, Charles Moore Papers, Library of 
Congress. Moore wrote the text of the sundry civil appropriation bill that passed on June 20, 1902, which 
funded the White House project, basing his information on the McKim and Norcross report from April, as 
well as his frequent correspondence with McKim and Brown. 
391 Several working drawings are held in the McKim, Mead & White collection at the New-York Historical 
Society. An initial schematic set dates to the end of May, with a first revised set on June 11, and a final 
revised set on July 8. Later detail drawings, as well as shop drawings from Norcross are also in the 
collection. McKim’s initial May scheme for the layout of the interior and the wings appears to have been 
implemented with minimal changes. 
392 Glenn Brown to Charles McKim, April 25, 1902, Box 501, MMW Collection, N-YHS. 
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dignity” and was the most reasonable means of gaining extra service space.393 At the end 

of the project, McKim wrote that “the fine colonnades on the south fronts of the terraces, 

now restored, once more give to the White House the long base from which the main 

structure rises with great architectural effect.”394  

The wings were originally constructed around 1807 during Thomas Jefferson’s 

administration, when he enlisted Benjamin Henry Latrobe, then working on the Capitol, 

to help plan the additions.395 Excavations at the east revealed the original foundations, 

upon which the new wing was constructed to match the appearance of the west wing. 

McKim stressed the architectural significance of the wings because of their association 

with Jefferson, whose architectural designs the firm was familiar with thanks to their 

previous work at the University of Virginia. The reconstructed east wing housed kitchens, 

service spaces, and provided a new public entrance and porte-cochere linking into a new 

reception area at the basement level of the house. At the west, the Victorian greenhouses 

were removed and minor repairs made to the exterior stonework, while the interior 

arrangement was reworked to create bedrooms and workrooms for the domestic staff 

(Figures 3.13 and 3.14). The new temporary office building was constructed at the west 

end of the west terrace wing, connected via the basement level colonnade and the terrace 

(Figure 3.15).396 

The restoration of the interior involved significant alterations. Over the three 

levels, most of the existing floors were pulled up and new steel beams and terra cotta 

 
393 Brown, Memories, 110. 
394 McKim, “Report of Messrs. McKim, Mead & White, Architects,” Restoration of the White House, 20. 
395 Seale, The President’s House vol. 1, 109-11. The wings show a striking similarity in arrangement to 
those at Jefferson’s home, Monticello, which Jefferson based off of a study of Palladio. The south and 
north porticos of the White House were also constructed during Jefferson’s administration. 
396 Architectural drawings, MMW Collection, N-YHS; McKim, “Report of Messrs. McKim, Mead & 
White,” 20-21, 49. The new office building was completed at the end of September.  
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arches inserted to provide additional structural support and fireproof construction 

(Figures 3.16 and 3.17). Many of the walls and ceiling surfaces were stripped of their 

existing finishes and replaced with new plaster or wood paneling.397 McKim, however, 

insisted that as much as possible of the original layout, particularly on the main level, be 

retained. In the basement level of the house, he concealed plumbing and mechanical 

equipment in order to restore “fine architectural features constructed by Hoban,” notably 

the plastered brick vaults, and created new public reception spaces. On the main level, he 

enlarged the State Dining Room by annexing the west portion of the main hall, which 

necessitated moving the main staircase to the east of the entrance hall (Figure 3.12). 

Nearly all of the existing finishes, with the exception of wood window and door trim and 

a handful of fireplace mantels, were removed and replaced with new designs based on 

various late eighteenth-century models (Figures 3.18, 3.19, and 3.20). On the attic and 

second floors, McKim designed a suite of new bedrooms and bathrooms for the large 

Roosevelt family and visiting guests. Initially, he only intended to make modifications to 

the bedrooms at the east end, but because the condition of the electrical wiring was so 

poor, the plaster had to be cut into in all of the rooms for completely new electrical work, 

making it “essential to repaint and redecorate every room” on the second floor.398  

Architectural historians have argued that McKim’s work should not be classified 

as a restoration.399 Indeed, in removing existing finishes, he likely destroyed original 

 
397 General Specifications of Labor and Materials for Alterations and Additions to the White House, 
Washington, D.C., June 1902, MMW Collection, N-YHS. 
398 General Specifications of Labor and Materials for Alterations and Additions to the White House, 
Washington, D.C., June 1902, MMW Collection, N-YHS; McKim, “Report of Messrs. McKim, Mead & 
White,” 21-35; Brown, Memories, 115-16. A new cellar was excavated below the basement level to house 
the heating system. In the attic, dormer windows were added for the new bedrooms. 
399 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 26; William Seale, The President’s House vol. 2, 662-67. 
Seale in particular takes a critical view, arguing that McKim “did not hold the interior in esteem, even as an 
interesting example of late 18th-century Georgian architecture. He planned to leave few of the ornaments, 
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features in the process, and replaced them with a modern Beaux-Arts approximation of 

late eighteenth-century ornamentation, creating new details, and in some cases borrowing 

examples from other buildings of similar age or character.400 McKim and Brown 

sincerely understood their work as a sensitive restoration and consciously used that term 

when others referred to it as a remodeling. Their approach to the project, including 

discussions of design intention and original materials, is better understood as part of a 

broader range of preservation ideas in this period.  

Brown stressed their concept of restoration in a 1903 article in the AABN:  

I have already called the work a restoration, and although it has been much more 
than that, yet in a certain sense the word covers the ground fairly well. It is 
evident that the idea upon which the architects, Messrs. McKim, Mead & White, 
decided to proceed was a restoration of the house, as nearly as possible, interiorly, 
to its first state, removing the incongruous features which had grown within it in 
the course of time.401 

 
moldings, and the like inside the house. McKim’s artistic eye became a sort of inquisition, before 
whichever facet of the physical White House had to pass in judgement.” Seale claims that McKim “knew 
very little White House history, and seems not to have cared,” further claiming that “Bingham, the historian 
of the group, was not consulted.” In this assessment, Seale completely ignores the role of Brown as an 
architectural historian and consultant for many of the decisions about the interior. In fact, as has already 
been shown, McKim and Brown felt strongly that the original Georgian interior décor of many of the 
rooms had been lost in the Victorian alterations, thus requiring new designs based on authentic period 
precedent from other buildings, such as the Capitol.  
400 McKim did not hide the fact that some decisions were based on an aesthetic approach and his and 
Brown’s study of eighteenth-century precedent, but he also retained significant features where he could, 
even if it meant moving elements to another room. For instance, in his 1903 report, McKim stated that “the 
changes made to the State Dining Room necessitated the removal of the two marble mantels that are 
contemporary with the house itself. Exquisitely carved in London and imported with others purchased for 
the Capitol, these mantels were almost the only historic furnishing in the White House at the time the 
restoration began. Too small for the spaces where they were placed, they now become the chief ornaments 
of the Red and the Green Rooms, respectively.” See McKim, “Report of Messrs. McKim, Mead & White,” 
23. William Seale claims that while McKim used the word ‘restore,’ he did not use it in a “comprehensive, 
scholarly” way, feeling “no obligation to relics.” See Seale, The President’s House vol. 2, 662. Yet to 
compare McKim and Brown’s restoration approach to modern preservation standards risks obscuring the 
architects’ intentions, and the fact that modern standards, as such, were not yet agreed upon. 
401 Brown, “Letter from Washington: The Restoration of the White House,” AABN 79 (February 28, 1903): 
67. 
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Here Brown seems to acknowledge possible criticism of the dramatic changes to the 

interior, but goes on to stress that, most importantly, the exterior was preserved, the east 

and west terrace wings restored, and “in plan there has been no radical change.”402 In his 

initial report after touring the house with Norcross, McKim wrote that “there should be 

no changes from the original structure of the house, nor any interference with the 

architectural features of the exterior; but the building should be restored in such a 

dignified and permanent manner as to be lasting.”403 Overall, the project did follow this 

general principle and left the house’s exterior relatively unchanged, particularly in 

comparison to Bingham’s proposed enlargement (Figure 3.21).   

William Bushong has argued that the interior changes were “in fact a period 

interpretation and embellishment” rather than a restoration. Indeed, the interior finishes 

evidence McKim, Mead & White’s expertise in Beaux-Arts and Colonial Revival 

modes—something Brown himself acknowledged as part of the success of the project.404 

McKim, with Brown’s assistance, looked to other late eighteenth and early nineteenth-

century neoclassical examples in Washington. Several of the new mantels were based on 

those seen in various locations in the US Capitol, which Brown had documented with 

measured drawings for his History of the United States Capitol. The cornice for the 

President’s private office, on the second floor, was based on measured drawings of the 

 
402 Brown, “Letter from Washington: The Restoration of the White House,” 67. 
403 “Repairs to the White House,” undated report, Box 3, Charles Moore Papers, Library of Congress. 
404 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 26; Brown, Memories, 122. Brown writes: “McKim’s 
refinement, good taste, keen appreciation of the beauty of the old White House, together with his long 
study of Italian and of the Georgian adaptation of Italian Renaissance, made him the ideal man for its 
restoration.” 
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cornice of another Federal era house, the Octagon, which Brown and McKim had 

recently secured as the AIA’s national headquarters.405  

This approach followed popular late nineteenth-century definitions of restoration, 

particularly the work of Viollet-le-Duc in France and G. G. Scott in Britain. As noted 

earlier, McKim avidly read Viollet’s writings on architecture in his days at the Ecole and, 

therefore, was likely familiar with his theory that restoration of a historic building was a 

“means to reestablish [a building] in a finished state, which may in fact never have 

actually existed at any given time.”406 The language used in the official request to 

Congress for the project’s funding, written by Moore with McKim’s assistance, 

underscores the similarity further: 
The principles on which the restoration would be done are these: 
To put the house in the condition originally planned but never fully carried out. 

To make the changes in such manner that the house will never again have to be 
altered; that is to say, the work should represent the period to which the house 
belongs architecturally, and therefore be independent of changing fashion.407 

Here, they make clear their symbolic vision for the White House. It is to be representative 

of that formative period of the country, when Washington, Jefferson, and the other 

founders were creating the capital and shaping a new system of government. Whether or 

 
405 Brown, Memories, 120; Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 27; Shop drawing, President’s 
private office, undated, Folder 19, Box 4, McKim, Mead & White architectural records and drawings, 
Department of Drawings & Archives, Avery Architectural and Fine Arts Library, Columbia University, 
New York, N.Y; See also Brown, Memories, 120. 
406 Viollet-le-Duc, The Foundations of Architecture: Selections from the Dictionnaire Raisonné, 195. 
Although, by 1902, the SPAB’s anti-restoration position had gained traction among many preservation 
advocates, it seems that most professional architects still sided with the ideas of Viollet and Scott, the two 
leading restoration architects of late nineteenth-century Europe, that sought a more practical approach to 
restoration than the SPAB. See Chapter 1 of this dissertation. For a similar discussion of Viollet-inspired 
architectural restoration of Gripsholm Castle in Sweden in the 1890s, and the subsequent reaction against 
stylistic restoration by the Academy of Arts, see Wetterberg, “Conservation and the Professionals,” 205-07. 
407 Sundry civil appropriations act of June 20, 1902, quoted in McKim, “Report of Messrs. McKim, Mead 
& White,” 15. 
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not the details were exactly faithful to the original condition was not the point. McKim 

sought to create a timeless aesthetic, one that would best embody the Colonial and 

Federal period of architecture that he so admired. As Brown later recounted, the 

restoration helped make the White House “again into a dignified residence for the 

President of a democratic nation.”408 

Despite these lofty goals, the project did not escape contemporary criticism. Yet 

that criticism largely centered on aesthetic details and the changed access to the White 

House, rather than on the quality or authenticity of the restoration. For example, an article 

in The New York Times carried criticism about the shade of blue in the Blue Room and 

the oak paneling in the new State Dining Room, which McKim quickly dismissed as the 

uninformed view of a “penny-a-line reporter.” Several members of Congress voiced 

complaints that instead of unobstructed access to the White House proper, they were now 

forced to use the new office building.409 Moore, Brown, and their friend Montgomery 

Schuyler quickly countered any negative press with favorable and detailed assessments of 

their own.410 In an unsigned piece in The Sun, Moore emphasized McKim’s professional 

credentials and scholarly approach: 

As for the choice of an architect by the President, there can be no question that 
Mr. McKim is the dean of his profession at the present time. He is the president of 
the American Institute of Architects, and the great buildings with which his name 
is associated have won for him the highest recognition in Paris and other cities in 
Europe. He has always had the reputation of being able to subordinate the 
architect in the work, and for that reason the architects themselves felt safe when 

 
408 Brown, Memories, 122. 
409 Moore, Life and Times, 219-20. McKim attributed the criticism to “certain quarters, partly malicious, 
partly political, and wholly incompetent.”  
410 Moore, “The Restoration of the White House,” 807-30; A. Burnley Bibb, “The Restoration of the White 
House,” House & Garden 3 (March 1903): 127-39; Glenn Brown, “The New White House,” Harpers 
Weekly 50 (July 14, 1906): 989-93; Montgomery Schuyler, “The New White House,” Architectural Record 
13 (April 1903): 359-88. 
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the restoration of the White House was intrusted [sic] to him. Mr. McKim had 
made a study of the great country places of Virginia with which Washington, 
Jefferson, Madison and Monroe were familiar, and it was this special knowledge 
that enabled him to restore the White House on the lines that Washington and 
Jefferson originally approved.411 

Not surprisingly, Col. Bingham proved to be one of the harshest critics. Three 

years after the completion of the project, the AABN reported his distaste for McKim’s 

work, which he considered a waste of money, reportedly stating “we have spent nearly a 

million and have added two bedrooms and some commodious cellars to the White 

House.”412 McKim suspected that Bingham inspired much of the negative press, calling 

him “childish and churlish.”413 Bingham remained superintendent of public building and 

grounds during the White House restoration, and he and McKim clashed repeatedly, 

particularly over the precise nature of Bingham’s role in the project. As the government 

representative, Bingham wanted the authority to review the designs and withhold 

payments to McKim, Mead & White if the work was delayed. McKim, thoroughly 

insulted, complained to Moore:  

It should be distinctly understood, in my agreement with the President, that 
[Bingham] is to have nothing to do with the work in any way, either as to passing 
upon its character, or authority to question the amounts which from time to time 
will be certified for [Norcross] by us.414  

 
411 Moore (unsigned), “The Changed White House. The Old Part Remains, the New Part Torn Out,” The 
Sun (February 22, 1903). Moore’s authorship is confirmed by a draft of the article among his papers, see 
Untitled typed MS, Box 3, Charles Moore Papers, Library of Congress.  
412 “Gen. Bingham’s Appreciation of the White House Alterations” (reprint from the New York World), 
AABN 89 (February 3, 1906): 44. 
413 McKim to Moore, 5 August 1903, Box 3, Charles Moore Papers, Library of Congress. 
414 McKim to Moore, 12 June 1902, Box 3, Charles Moore Papers, Library of Congress. Various letters 
between McKim and Moore from May to July 1902 trace the continued clashes between McKim and 
Bingham. 
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After several weeks, the President, upon McKim’s request, intervened and reminded 

Bingham that his role was “restricted to that of Inspector and Disbursing Officer” only.415 

Reminiscent of their earlier fight against Bingham’s proposal, the architects successfully 

leveraged claims of professional autonomy to gain the upper hand. 

 

NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL RECOGNITION: MCKIM AND THE RIBA GOLD MEDAL 

The architectural establishment in the United States praised the restoration as a 

major success for McKim and the profession more broadly. In February 1903, the editors 

of the American Architect & Building News stated that while it was “too soon” to assess 

the final results, “architects, who know the thoroughness with which [McKim] studies 

every detail of his work, are not likely to have any misgivings in regard to it.”416 The 

journal gave tacit support to the restoration by running several articles penned by Glenn 

Brown that emphasized McKim’s “scholarly taste” and the important nature of the work. 

Referencing one of Brown’s articles, which included photographs of the completed 

project, the Architectural Review declared that the images proved the restoration was 

“carried out with the most scrupulous regard for historical association, architectural 

precedent and the eternal principles of good architecture.”417 Schuyler provided 

 
415 President Roosevelt to Bingham, July 14, 1902 (typed copy), Charles Moore Papers, Library of 
Congress. A few days before Roosevelt’s intervention, McKim wrote to Bingham directly, after Bingham 
requested a forfeit of $200 a day if the construction ran over schedule, stating: “no further guarantee should 
be necessary. To consent to such a proceeding as you propose would be both unprofessional and 
unprecedented. Acting for my firm, the President is my client. I represent him and his interests alone, and I 
must positively decline to be placed in the position of a contractor.” McKim to Moore, July 17, 1902, 
Charles Moore Papers, Library of Congress. Bingham was eventually removed from his post early in 1903. 
See also Moore, Life and Times, 215-16. 
416 “The Transfer of Colonel Bingham,” AABN 79 (February 21, 1903): 57. 
417 “Current Periodicals,” The Architectural Review 10 (March 1903): 36. The referenced AABN article is 
Brown (unsigned), “Letter from Washington: The Restoration of the White House,” AABN 79 (February 
28, 1903): 67. 
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additional support in a lavishly illustrated article in Architectural Record, praising 

McKim’s work for fulfilling all “practical and artistic requirements admirably and 

remarkably.” He also made a strong claim for the restoration as embodying Hoban’s 

intentions: 

 All this work is, in spirit, and as nearly as possible in letter, a restoration, a return 
to the original scheme of the White House. It is at least what the original architect 
might be supposed to have done, if he had had modern means to work with, and 
the modern purposes of the house to fulfill.418 

The authors involved in this publicity campaign, including Brown and Moore, were 

consistent in explaining restoration rationale and McKim’s indisputable expertise.   

The AIA celebrated the restoration at its 1902 convention, held in Washington in 

December as the White House project was nearing completion. Considering Brown’s 

position as AIA secretary and McKim’s as president, the organization’s support for the 

project is expected. The board expressed their pleasure in “the restoration of this building 

to its former dignity and refinement.”419 McKim and Brown invited Moore to speak about 

the project to the convention and also arranged for a tour of the White House for the 

gathered architects. The Architectural Review, reporting on the tour, proclaimed, 

The country may congratulate itself not only on that the fine old White House is 
saved from the destruction which would have been wrought by the numerous 
additions which had been proposed, but also that in Messrs. McKim, Mead & 
White’s hands, the alterations and restorations have been carried out with such 
signal good taste.420  

Architects saw the success of the project as the result of their earlier lobbying efforts, and 

therefore a victory for the profession.  

 
418 Schuyler, “The New White House,” Architectural Record 13 (April 1903): 359-88. 
419 Report of the Board of Directors, Proceedings of the Thirty-Sixth Annual Convention of the American 
Institute of Architects (Washington, D.C.: Gibson Bros., 1903): 15-16. 
420 The Architectural Review 9 (December 1902): 301. 
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McKim’s professional recognition reached an apex shortly after the completion of 

the White House restoration, when the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) 

awarded him their prestigious Gold Medal for 1903.421 As the second American architect 

to receive the award, after Richard Morris Hunt ten years earlier, McKim was extremely 

honored by the recognition.422 Yet he deflected personal praise and considered it as 

belonging to his firm and to the American profession more broadly. As he wrote to his 

old friend Frederick Chandler: 

I can only say, that this unlooked for recognition by the older body, of the 
progress of their younger brethren on this side, should be a source of help and 
encouragement to every member of our profession, as a marked honor conferred 
upon it. I am proud of this, and especially proud that my firm should have been 
considered worthy to represent this country.423 

McKim traveled to London to receive the award at a banquet held in his honor. 

The American Architect & Building News covered the event and provided full transcripts 

of the various speeches. Ashton Webb, then president of RIBA, credited McKim with 

illustrating the “great work” that American architects were capable of designing. McKim, 

in response, accepted the award “for the whole profession in the United States.”424 He 
 

421 Moore, Life and Times, 223-41. One obituary for McKim called the Gold Medal the “crowning reward 
of his career.” See “Charles Follen McKim,” Bulletin of the Metropolitan Museum of Art Vol. 4, No. 10 
(October 1909): 173-75. 
422 Broderick, Triumvirate, 467-70. According to Broderick, Aston Webb, then president of RIBA, likely 
chose McKim for the medal because he “saw McKim, Mead & White as standing at the top of the 
profession in the United States” and sought to help strengthen the relationship between the professions in 
Britain and the US. Like McKim, Webb headed a large architectural practice with wide-ranging 
commissions, including the Victoria & Albert Museum. Three years later, the AIA bestowed its own Gold 
Medal on Webb.  
423 McKim to Chandler, 9 April 1903, Box 4, Charles McKim papers, Library of Congress. Chandler was 
then a professor of architecture at MIT. McKim received a wave of congratulatory letters in February, after 
news broke of his nomination for the gold medal. See Moore, Life and Times, 223-41. RIBA secretary W. 
T. Locke informed McKim of the nomination in early February. See Locke to McKim, 5 February 1903, 
Box 501, MMW Collection, N-YHS. 
424 “The Gold Medal of the Royal Institute of British Architects to be conferred on Mr. C. F. McKim,” 
AABN 79 (March 7, 1903): 73; “The Royal Gold Medalist,” AABN 80 (July 18, 1903): 20-22. The award 
was created in 1848. 
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spoke on the accomplishments of the AIA, including their role in the Senate Park 

Commission and the restoration of the White House, as well as progress in architectural 

education, including the newly-incorporated American Academy in Rome. He noted the 

significance of the early architecture of the United States and its debt to Britain, 

highlighting the British origins of Colonial and Federal era architects like James Hoban 

and Benjamin Latrobe. Like C. R. Ashbee’s assertion in 1894 that the Bulfinch State 

House stood as a direct link to British architecture, McKim’s assessment of Hoban’s 

White House emphasized a transatlantic cultural continuity for the profession. He also 

stressed the importance of preserving Colonial buildings to impart architectural lessons: 

The struggle of these landmarks for existence in the advancing tide of commercial 
prosperity before which they are gradually being swept away is a melancholy 
daily spectacle; not alone deplorable in the loss of historic monuments, but for the 
lessons they invariably teach of sound proportion, simplicity and good 
manners.425 

McKim’s preservation advocacy, first noted in his 1874 New York Sketchbook of 

Architecture article, remained an important part of his interest in early American 

architecture. 

Brown credited the White House with securing McKim’s Gold Medal 

nomination, after he gave a tour of the restored building early in 1903 to a visiting 

English architect.426 Although perhaps exaggerated—Brown’s later remembrances of 

McKim tend towards the hagiographic—McKim’s various correspondence regarding the 

medal and the speeches at the award dinner demonstrate that the White House work, 

along with the Senate Park Commission plan and his other notable McKim, Mead & 
 

425 “The Royal Gold Medalist,” AABN 80 (July 18, 1903): 21. 
426 Brown, Memories, 121-22. Brown does not name the architect, but states that he was a “prominent 
English architect” visiting the country for pleasure. On viewing the White House, Brown quotes the 
architect as stating “I did not think there was an architect in America who could do such chaste and refined 
work” and suggested that McKim “most deserves the Royal Institute Gold medal.” 
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White designs, was a factor.427 The architecture profession in the United States noted the 

significance of the project in subsequent years, as did many government officials. In an 

address to AIA members at an annual dinner in Washington in 1905, Elihu Root, 

President Roosevelt’s Secretary of State, praised the restoration and McKim’s 

architectural leadership: 

I thank Heaven it has happily been preserved, restored and protected against all 
discordant and overwhelming additions and constructions whatsoever, against all 
garish display and inconsistent treatment preserved as a precious monument of 
America’s past for America’s future, by the fine and reverent sense of art of that 
brother of our own, upon whose shoulders fell the mantle of Richard Hunt as 
upon Hunt’s shoulders fell the mantle of Richardson, Charles McKim.428   

Roosevelt emphasized the importance of the project to his early presidency. In 1908 he 

sent a letter to Cass Gilbert, then president of the AIA, expressing his continued 

enjoyment of the “beauty, dignity and simplicity” of the restored White House. 

It is now, without and within, literally the ideal house of the head of a great 
democratic republic. It should be a matter of pride and honorable obligation to the 
whole Nation to prevent its being in any way marred. If I had it in my power as I 
leave office, I should like to leave as a legacy to you, and to the American 
Institute of Architects, the duty of preserving a perpetual “eye of guardianship” 
over the White House to see that it is kept unchanged and unmarred from this 
time on.429 

As Roosevelt’s praise for the AIA demonstrated, the White House restoration played a 

critical part in helping to accomplish one of the main goals both Brown and McKim had 

for the profession—to secure their national influence and professional standing. 

 
427 McKim himself acknowledged the importance of the project in garnering the award, alongside his 
recent designs for Columbia University, in a letter to Seth Low, former president of Columbia and former 
NYC mayor: “I am especially glad to be able to write you how largely responsible [the Columbia project] 
was, with the White House, for the coming of the English gold medal in architecture this year to the United 
States.” McKim to Low, 9 June 1903, Box 4, Charles McKim papers, Library of Congress.  
428 “Speech of Hon. Elihu Root at the Annual Banquet, A.I.A.,” AABN 87 (February 4, 1905): 37. 
429 President Roosevelt to Cass Gilbert, 19 December 1908 (typed copy), Box 501, MMW Collection, N-
YHS. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE RESTORATION IN CONTEXT: THE AIA, THE OCTAGON, AND THE 
REVIVAL OF L’ENFANT’S PLAN FOR WASHINGTON 

President Roosevelt’s relationship with the AIA was central to the efforts not only 

to restore the White House, but also to the development of the Senate Park Commission 

plan, and eventually, the Commission of Fine Arts.430 The AIA leadership moved their 

headquarters to Washington in 1898 and held nine of their annual conventions in the city 

over the next fourteen years with the goal of fostering a productive relationship with the 

federal government. Brown, the steady champion of the AIA’s visibility, saw this 

relationship as crucial to the future of the profession. Roosevelt, Senator McMillan, and 

Charles Moore, in particular, became invaluable allies in the first decade of the twentieth 

century and helped promote the organization’s efforts to improve the capital. As 

architectural historian Tony Wren has highlighted, “few organizations have ever had the 

access to the White House that the AIA then had.”431 The White House restoration, 

therefore, acted as a linchpin in this larger cause.  

When the AIA decided to establish its headquarters in Washington, they took a 

lease on the Federal era mansion known as the Octagon, built in 1800 for Colonel John 

Tayloe and designed by William Thornton, the architect of the Capitol (Figure 3.22). 

Brown, who suggested the building for the AIA, had documented and researched it for an 

article in the American Architect & Building News in 1888, noting its unique lines and the 

 
430 The story of the 1901 Senate Park Commission plan and its impact on planning and the City Beautiful 
movement in the United States is beyond the scope of this dissertation chapter. The essays in Designing the 
Nation’s Capital: The 1900 Plan for Washington, D.C., ed. Sue Kohler and Pamela Scott (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Commission on the Fine Arts, 2006) provide a particularly useful analysis of the commission.  
431 Wrenn, “The ‘Eye of Guardianship’,” 50-61. Wrenn provides a nuanced and useful account of 
Roosevelt’s relationship with the architecture profession. In the 1880s, Roosevelt became a member of the 
Century Club in New York, a club that attracted many artists and architects (including McKim, Mead, 
White, Burnham, Cass Gilbert, and George B. Post), which is likely how he first met McKim. Washington, 
D.C.’s Cosmos Club provided a similar meeting place for the artistically minded, including Roosevelt, 
Brown, and Moore.  
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elaborate finishes of its interior, as well as its historical associations, having served as the 

temporary residence of President Madison during the War of 1812 after the British 

burned the White House (Figure 3.23). According to Brown, the house was in a relatively 

good state of preservation when they moved in, but required some minor repairs, such as 

cleaning and repainting.432  

Located just two blocks from the White House, the Octagon provided a visible 

presence for the AIA, and tangibly connected them to one of the most influential early 

architects of the country. McKim, during his term as AIA president, led the effort to 

purchase the building, providing the down payment himself and convincing other 

members to pledge money. He argued that housing the institute’s headquarters in a 

structure of historic and architectural merit would “give [the AIA] dignity and standing” 

in the nation’s capital.433 He also saw the building’s preservation, secured by their 

purchase of the property, as a mark of professional duty to further the cause of 

preservation of early American buildings. At his RIBA Gold Medal dinner, McKim drew 

attention to this achievement, noting that the AIA "has urged upon governments, national, 

state and municipal, the duty of preserving historic monuments, has itself recently 

secured possession of one of the historic houses of America…May it typify to those who 

 
432 “The Tayloe Mansion, the Octagon House, Washington, D.C.,” AABN 23 (January 7, 1888): 6-7. 
Brown’s study of the Octagon led to his interest in William Thornton as an architect and, subsequently, to 
his research on the US Capitol. See Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the American Institute of Architects,” 46. 
433 Brown, Memories, 237-38. Brown, Frank Miles Day, and Robert Stead formed a committee charged 
with directing repairs for the Octagon and establishing an architectural library in the building. Cass Gilbert 
helped raise money to pay off their mortgage during his AIA presidency in 1908-09 and negotiated the 
purchase of two lots north of the Octagon, where the current AIA national office, built in 1973, is located. 
The Octagon remains in AIA ownership as a historic house museum. 
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assemble in it, as well as to the people of the city of Washington, the spirit of public 

service.”434 

Debates and proposals on how best to treat the structure occurred over the 

following two decades, particularly after 1909 when the house was deemed in need of 

major repairs, but a significant restoration project did not occur until mid-century. 

Charles Hosmer has argued that this indecision on the part of the architects and the 

associated lack of financial support from the AIA members illustrate “why architects 

were not leaders in preservationism [sic].”435 Yet, even if the rank and file members may 

not have been inspired to contribute their money to the Octagon’s purchase or repair, the 

organization’s leadership did, understanding the building’s importance as a visible 

professional identity in the capital. They discussed the building’s condition, its financial 

needs, and its benefit to the AIA at annual conventions, and a significant amount of the 

correspondence between McKim and Brown from 1902 to 1903—the same years as the 

White House project—concern the headquarters.436 Their engagement with the Octagon’s 

 
434 “The Royal Gold Medalist,” AABN 80 (July 18, 1903): 21. McKim made clear the Octagon as a priority 
when in July 1902, Brown asked him for his thoughts on the idea of contributing some AIA funds towards 
the rebuilding of the famous St. Mark’s Campanile in Venice, which had recently suffered a structural 
collapse. McKim responded that he believed “the purchase of the Octagon was a much better channel, for 
any loose funds that may exist in the Institute, than the reconstruction of even the most beautiful tower in 
the world.” See McKim to Brown, 28 July 1902, Box 4, Charles McKim Papers, Library of Congress. 
435 Hosmer, Presence of the Past, 199-203. A committee was created to consider the preservation needs of 
the building in 1914. Brown created a set of working drawings and renderings, which were published in a 
monograph to help raise funds for an eventual restoration, and remains an early example of a 
comprehensive historic structures report. See Brown, 1860-1930 Memories, 235-41; “Proposed 
Development of the Octagon Property,” Journal of the AIA, vol.1, no.1 (January 1913), 29-31; “Institute 
Business,” Journal of the AIA, vol.2, no.4 (June 1914), 310; Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the American 
Institute of Architects,” 2. Restorations were eventually carried out in the 1960s, with further preservation 
in the 1990s. See entry for The Octagon, Washington, D.C. on the National Register of Historic Places. 
436 Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Annual Convention of the AIA (Providence: E.A. Johnson & Co, 
1898): 29-31; Proceedings of the Thirty-Third Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, D.C.: Gibson 
Bros., 1900): 30; Proceedings of the Thirty-Fourth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, D.C.: 
Gibson Bros., 1900): 140; Proceedings of the Thirty-Fifth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, 
D.C.: Gibson Bros., 1901); Proceedings of the Thirty-Sixth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, 
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preservation further illustrates how the architecture profession actively participated in 

preservation-related discussions in these years.  

The AIA created a fine arts hub at the Octagon, providing office space for other 

organizations, including the Washington Society of Fine Arts, the National Society of 

Fine Arts, the Archaeological Society of America, and the American Academy in Rome. 

In uniting these groups in one building, as Tony Wrenn has argued, Brown and the AIA 

gained more allies in their effort to shape the development of Washington and promote 

architecture and the arts on a national stage. Brown’s continued push for a national fine 

arts body to oversee development of Washington eventually found fruit in January 1909, 

when an AIA committee, including Brown and Cass Gilbert, convinced President 

Roosevelt to create the Council of Fine Arts, later the United States Commission of Fine 

Arts.437 

Historians have largely glossed over the significance of the White House 

restoration for the history of preservation in the United States, instead analyzing it only as 

part of the AIA’s larger goal to advance a vision for Washington as an artistically 

planned and designed international capital. Yet it is an important episode for both. 

Brown’s campaign to preserve the White House from Bingham’s additions, in particular, 

cannot be understood outside of the history of the 1901 Senate Park Commission, as 

William Bushong and Tony Wrenn have argued.438 The key players in the White House 

restoration—McKim, Brown, and Moore—were also instrumental in the commission’s 

creation and success. In the 1890s, Brown had steadfastly advocated for the 

 
D.C.: Gibson Bros., 1902): 9. For letters on the Octagon between McKim and Brown, see Box 4, Charles 
McKim Papers, Library of Congress and Box 503, MMW Collection, N-YHS.  
437 Wrenn, “Eye of Guardianship,” 54, 61. 
438 Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the White House,” 15; Wrenn, “The AIA Convention of 1900,” 62; Wrenn, 
“Eye of Guardianship,” 57-61. 



 155 

“regeneration” and “revival” of the L’Enfant plan, which, he argued, revealed George 

Washington’s historic vision for the “future beauty and artistic effect of the city” in the 

placement of its buildings and monuments along axial boulevards. Bemoaning the power 

of the Army Corps engineers—they have “never been accused of being artistic,” Brown 

wrote—he claimed that only architects possessed the training, intelligence, and eye for 

the beautiful that was necessary to revive the plan successfully.439  

L’Enfant’s reliance on European planning precedent led McKim, Burnham, 

Olmsted, and Moore to travel to Europe in the summer of 1901 to study notable cities, 

celebrated parks, and grand estates. Visiting Rome, Venice, Vienna, Budapest, Paris, and 

London, they took copious photographs with particular attention to the relationship of 

buildings to landscape. These images were displayed alongside their final plans for 

Washington in the January 1902 Corcoran exhibit, arranged by McKim (Figure 3.24).440 

Tied to progressive urban reform, the 1901 plan for Washington had a profound impact 

on the urban planning and architectural ideals of the City Beautiful Movement, first seen 

in the grand vistas and monumental civic classicism of the 1893 World’s Columbian 

Exhibition in Chicago. Richard Guy Wilson argues that the leaders of this movement, 

Burnham and McKim included, worked within a “genteel cultural tradition, 

cosmopolitanism, [and] a nationalistic search for identity.”441 The architects sought to 

create a plan for Washington as an international capital comparable to or greater than its 

European counterparts. The plan embodied “a cosmopolitan vision of national culture,” 

 
439 Brown, “The Selection of Sites for Federal Buildings,” Architectural Review 3 (August 1894): 27-29; 
Bushong, “Glenn Brown, the American Institute of Architects,” 90. To underscore the importance of the 
revival of the L’Enfant plan in his career, the subtitle of Brown 1931 memoire is “A Winning Crusade to 
Revive George Washington’s Vision of a Capital City.” 
440 Moore, Life and Times, 186-201; “Letter from Washington: The Development and Improvement of the 
Park-System,” AABN 75 (Feb. 1, 1902): 35-36. 
441 Wilson, “Architecture and the Reinterpretation of the Past in the American Renaissance,” 77. 
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as historian John A. Peterson has noted.442 This impulse reflected the country’s rising 

international political, economic, and cultural influence—an acknowledged legacy of 

Roosevelt’s presidency—and unprecedented urban growth of the late nineteenth 

century.443 The architects of the plan and its champions, including Senator McMillan, 

Moore, and President Roosevelt, consciously reimaged the city as the symbolic center of 

“national authority and of the nation’s emergence as a world power.”444 By the end of 

1902, at the heart of that symbol of authority stood the newly restored White House. 

Within this larger context, the restored White House served as “memory infrastructure”—

a term coined by Randall Mason—that created a tangible representation of the past and 

future of the country, a place to both celebrate national origins and look to future artistic 

development.445 

The 1902 AIA convention emphasized the success of McKim, Mead & White’s 

White House project as an important first step in implementing the Park Commission 

Plan. Moore, in a speech summarizing the main components of the plan, praised the 

restoration as a catalyst for further action: 

 
442 Jon A. Peterson, “The Senate Park Commission Plan for Washington, D.C.: A New Vision for the 
Capital and the Nation,” in Designing the Nation’s Capital: The 1900 Plan for Washington, D.C., ed. Sue 
Kohler and Pamela Scott (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Commission on the Fine Arts, 2006), 4. 
443 For Roosevelt’s impact on the political history of the United States, see Howard K. Beale, Theodore 
Roosevelt and the Rise of America to World Power (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1956). More recent 
cultural historians have emphasized Roosevelt’s imperialism and racialized and gendered definitions of 
American citizenship, often coexisting with a civic-minded, romantic nationalism of the Progressive era. 
See Dalton, Theodore Roosevelt: A Strenuous Life; Gail Bederman, Manliness and Civilization: A Cultural 
History of Gender and Race in the United States, 1800-1917 (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 
1996); Gary Gerstle, “Theodore Roosevelt and the Divided Character of American Nationalism,” The 
Journal of American History 86 (December 1999): 1280-1307; Collin, Theodore Roosevelt, Culture, 
Diplomacy, and Expansion.  
444 Peterson, “The Senate Park Commission Plan for Washington, D.C.: A New Vision for the Capital and 
the Nation,” 20-21. 
445 For more on the concept of memory infrastructure as a component of preservation in the late nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries, see Mason, The Once and Future New York. 
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The importance of the work on the White House by way of teaching the highest 
lessons of dignity, restraint and historic tradition, coming as it does at the very 
beginning of what we fondly hope is a new era in Washington, cannot be 
overestimated. To link the age that is past with the age that is waiting before, has 
been the constant endeavor of the Park Commission; and the restoration of the 
White House affords a supreme example of such continuity.446  

Although only one aspect of the overall vision for the Mall, the White House restoration 

was the first project to be undertaken after the Park Commission Plan was unveiled, and 

drew considerable public attention to their cause. Thus, it became a sort of litmus test to 

prove the AIA’s professional standing in the capital and bolster their argument for the 

necessity of professional architectural guidance in federal projects. The White House 

restoration was also the largest effort, up to that point, on the part of the profession to 

guide the treatment and development of a major historic building on a very public, 

national stage. To the AIA and its leaders, the national significance of the building—

culturally, historically, and architecturally—meant that only the most experienced and 

knowledgeable architects should be allowed to guide its treatment. Considered alongside 

the AIA’s purchase and preservation of the Octagon and the Park Commission Plan, the 

White House restoration reveals how prominent architects like McKim and Brown valued 

architectural preservation as a critical component of advancing national professional 

identity. 

 

 

 

  

 
446 Proceedings of the Thirty-Sixth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, D.C.: Gibson Bros., 1902): 
64-65 
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Chapter 4: Preservation as Public Service: The Philadelphia AIA at 
Independence Square, 1898–1924.  

In the first quarter of the twentieth century, Philadelphia became an important 

center of architectural preservation activity. Working with city officials at the 

Independence Hall group of buildings, the Philadelphia Chapter of the AIA placed 

preservation leadership as a professional and civic duty and became a model for the 

professional nationally. The Philadelphia chapter of the AIA first became involved in the 

preservation of their city’s chief historic landmark, Independence Hall, in 1897, just as 

the Boston Society of Architects was celebrating the successful end to their campaign to 

preserve the Bulfinch State House. While the Boston architects had struggled to convince 

state officials to listen to their expert opinion as professional architects, those in 

Philadelphia experienced no such difficulties. In the wake of criticism of the Daughters of 

the American Revolution’s on-going restoration of the upper floor of Independence Hall, 

city officials sought the architects’ advice. Over the next twenty-five years, they led 

restorations of the city’s three buildings at Independence Square, sometimes referred to 

as the “State House group:” Independence Hall and the two Federal-era buildings which 

flank it, Congress Hall (1787-89) and old City Hall (1790-91) (Figure 4.1). Their projects 

helped to bolster public recognition of the buildings as not only important symbols of 

American national and civic pride, but also as a notable architectural ensemble.  

Through its Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments, the 

Philadelphia chapter established a unique relationship with the city as preservation 

consultants. Frank Miles Day, a prominent Philadelphia architect, led the committee’s 

restoration of Congress Hall between 1911 and 1913. Ten years later, Horace Wells 

Sellers spearheaded their restoration of old City Hall and additional work at 

Independence Hall. Sellers emerged as one of the AIA’s leading experts in preservation, 
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serving as chairman of the new national AIA Committee on Historic Monuments and 

Scenic Beauties (a revival of the old Committee on the Conservation of Public 

Architecture, disbanded in 1898).447 Day, Sellers, and other members of the Philadelphia 

committee underscored the importance of careful investigation and historical research 

before undertaking any restoration work and created thorough conditions assessments 

before each project. Like their colleagues in the Bulfinch State House and White House 

restorations, the Philadelphia AIA stressed architects’ unique technical expertise required 

to carry out successful restorations. The Philadelphia architects also emphasized the 

importance of prestigious restoration projects as a way of promoting professional 

standing and building relationships with city governments. By the early 1920s, their work 

set a standard for how architectural preservation could form an important component of 

professional practice. 

 

THE PHILADELPHIA AIA AND THE 1898 RESTORATION OF INDEPENDENCE HALL 

In 1897, the Philadelphia chapter of the AIA formed a special committee to 

address concerns they had about the Daughters of the American Revolution (DAR)’s 

recent restoration of the upper floor of Independence Hall.448 Constructed between 1731 

and 1748 as Pennsylvania’s Colonial State House, Independence Hall was already 

considered one of the country’s most historically significant landmarks by the mid-

nineteenth century. As the setting for the Continental Congress, the signing of the 

Declaration of Independence, and the drafting of the Constitution, the building had long 

 
447 Houghton, Architects in Historic Preservation, 10, 85. 
448 Meeting Minutes, October 12, 1898, Minute Book 3, Box 1, AIA Philadelphia Chapter Records, 
Athenaeum of Philadelphia Architectural Archives (hereafter cited as AIA Records, Athenaeum). 
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embodied a sense of collective memory and symbolism of the political and ideological 

origins of the United States. The 1876 centennial celebrations in Philadelphia had 

reinforced popular interest in the building and its status as a point of pride for the city. At 

the 1893 World’s Fair in Chicago, Pennsylvania erected a partial facsimile of 

Independence Hall for its official state pavilion, reinforcing the strong identification of 

the building with the city of Philadelphia and Pennsylvania more broadly.449 For most of 

the nineteenth century, amid considerable urban growth, the three buildings on 

Independence Square had remained at the heart of civic life in the city, housing various 

courtrooms, council rooms, and offices (Figure 4.2). In the wake of the city government’s 

move west to the new City Hall, beginning in 1894, their future use appeared uncertain. 

Patriotic groups, including the DAR and the Sons of the Revolution, vied for city council 

approval to occupy the upper floor of Independence Hall.450  

The purpose of the Philadelphia chapter’s special committee on Independence 

Hall was to provide advice to city officials on their project to restore the former State 

House’s first floor, including the Assembly Room and Supreme Court Room, and to 

recreate the original exterior wings that had been replaced in 1813. Chaired by Frank 

Miles Day, the committee also included Edgar V. Seeler, and Walter Cope—three highly 

respected practitioners and leaders of the profession in Philadelphia.451 The city’s project 

 
449 Independence Hall became a popular attraction for visitors to the Centennial Exhibition. Charlene 
Mires, Independence Hall in American Memory (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2002), 
121-134; Schoelwer, “Curious Relics and Quaint Scenes,” 185-88. 
450 Mires, Independence Hall, 135-168; Gary B. Nash, First City: Philadelphia and the Forging of 
Historical Memory (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003), 3.  
451 Meeting Minutes, October 12, 1898, Minute Book 3, Box 1, AIA Records, Athenaeum; Walter Cope to 
Charles F. McKim, 11 February 1899, MMW Collection, N-YHS. The 1958 Historic Structures Report, 
compiled by the Independence National Historical Park staff, lists Prof. Warren Laird, Walter Cope, 
William Price, George C. Mason, Jr. and John T. Windrim as Rogers’s “consultants,” but does not provide 
a source for that information. See Independence Hall Historic Structures Report, Part I (Independence Hall 
National Historical Park, December 1958), 7.  
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followed on the heels of that of the local chapter of the DAR, led by Ellen Waln 

Harrison, who had funded a restoration of the upper floor of the building to its original 

eighteenth-century layout as a banquet hall (Figure 4.3). Their architect, T. Mellon 

Rogers, removed mid-nineteenth-century partition walls put in place when the building 

was turned into city council chambers, uncovered original fireplaces, and installed all 

new interior finishes. He consulted Andrew Hamilton’s original plans of the building and 

was able to locate physical evidence of the layout of the main space and adjacent smaller 

rooms, but his new finishes—trim, wainscoting, doors, etc.—were based on a 

combination of contemporary Colonial Revival detailing and borrowed elements from 

Cliveden, a 1760s mansion in the Germantown neighborhood (Figure 4.4).452 The project 

received considerable praise in the local press, which claimed the rooms were “restored 

to their original state.”453  

Members of the Philadelphia AIA, however, found fault with Roger’s restoration 

design. They felt it was based on “individual fancy unrestrained” rather than “an intimate 

knowledge of the architecture of the period to which the building belongs.”454 To the 

architecture profession, Independence Hall’s significance went beyond its historical 

associations with United States’ history to its importance as an irreplaceable architectural 

 
452 Historic Structures Report, Part II on Independence Hall (Independence National Historical Park, April 
1962), 117. The city gave permission to the DAR to fund the restoration but required that the work be 
overseen by the Chief of the Bureau of City Property. Later National Park Service assessments of the 
project determined that Rogers ignored much of the physical evidence in favor of his own designs for the 
interior finishes, including woodwork details copied from Cliveden.  
453 Mires, Independence Hall, 142-143; Philadelphia Inquirer, February 20, 1897. 
454 Independence Hall HSR, Part I, 8-9. Also quoted in Mires, 142. Rogers’s approach to the restored 
interior finishes was not significantly different to that employed at the Bulfinch State House the previous 
year or by Charles McKim and Glenn Brown at the White House five years later, in that the designs were 
based on interpretation of historical precedent rather than evidence of original materials in the building 
itself. However, the designs he chose were considered ill-proportioned and inappropriate to the original 
periods of construction, according to later remembrances from Philadelphia AIA members, including C. A. 
Ziegler. 
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emblem of Colonial architecture. In addition to Roger’s lack of historical accuracy, the 

architects criticized his use of machine millwork in place of the hand-made—criticism 

that echoed the Arts and Crafts influence in contemporary preservation thinking. While 

Rogers had some previous experience in restoration and had offered his services to the 

city and DAR free of charge, he was not a member of the AIA and likely came under 

more sharp scrutiny from the professional body than an institute-affiliated architect might 

have done.455  

Walter Cope called Rogers’ work for the DAR “so conspicuously bad” that when 

the Philadelphia AIA heard that the city was planning further restoration of the building 

under his guidance, they “became alarmed.” They quickly convinced Frank Riter, the city 

employee in charge of the project, “that it would be well to call in people who knew 

something.”456 They felt it their professional duty to educate city officials on the correct 

stylistic features of eighteenth-century architecture, and in this instance, seemed to find a 

ready student in Riter, who agreed that a committee of the Philadelphia AIA should act as 

consultants for the remainder of the project. Understandably, Rogers resisted the 

involvement of the AIA committee. Yet, according to Cope, he “acted in the most patient 

and courteous manner in what would be to most men an intolerable position” and 

acquiesced to their role, even when Riter gave the committee near full control of “the 

 
455 Independence Hall HSR, Part I, 6. Rogers’s non-membership in the Philadelphia AIA was not unusual, 
as only about one third of the city’s architects were members at the time. Of the 156 known architects in the 
city, the Philadelphia AIA reported just 31 practicing members, with 21 junior or student members. See 
Business Directory for the City of Philadelphia (Philadelphia: W. H. Boyd’s Son, 1897), 806-7, and 
Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Annual Convention of the AIA (Providence: E. A. Johnson & Co., 1898), 
16. 
456 See Walter Cope to Charles F. McKim, 11 February 1899, MMW Collection, N-YHS. For another brief 
description of the origins of the AIA committee on Independence Hall, see C. A. Ziegler to Alfred 
Bendiner, 1 November 1950, reproduced as “C. A. Ziegler’s Reminiscence About the A. I. A. Restoration” 
in Historic Structures Report, Part I on Congress Hall (Independence National Historical Park, May 1959), 
Appendix N. 
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whole thing in matters of design,” relegating him to a “nominal connection” with the 

subsequent work.457  

The city tasked the AIA committee with helping decide how to restore the east 

and west wings of the building. Originally, two low wings had been connected to the 

central block via closed arcades, but these had been demolished in 1813 to make way for 

two new office buildings designed by Robert Mills. Rogers proposed to keep much of the 

Mills buildings intact, only removing the central portions to recreate the lost arcades, 

which would be lower than the existing wings (Figure 4.3). The AIA committee 

disagreed with the concept and pointed to historic engravings of the building that showed 

the arcades and wings at the same height, which they insisted should be the basis of the 

restoration (Figure 4.5).458 Riter, who also worried about structural weakness of the Mills 

buildings, sided with the committee. He instructed Rogers to recreate the arcades and 

wings based on the historic illustrations and subsequent physical evidence uncovered 

after demolition of the Mills buildings.459  

The AIA committee members also had strong ideas about how the interior of the 

building should be treated. They were able to change some of Rogers’ designs for the 

restored interior woodwork to more simple detailing, which they argued better conformed 

with historic precedent. In addition to providing guidance on the restoration of the first 

floor, they also recommended the “re-restoration” of the woodwork of the second story to 

profiles and proportions more fitting to the 1730s.460 Day, Seeler, and Cope, seeking 

 
457 Walter Cope to Charles F. McKim, 11 February 1899, MMW Collection, N-YHS. Although Rogers 
stayed on as the official architect for several months, his relationship was understandably strained with the 
committee and city officials, and he withdrew from the project shortly before its completion. See HSR, Part 
II on Independence Hall, 128.  
458 Mires, Independence Hall, 142-43. 
459 HSR, Part II on Independence Hall, 124-28. 
460 Meeting Minutes, October 12, 1899, Minute Book 3, Box 1, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
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additional input on their proposed re-restoration design, turned to the profession’s 

recognized expert in Colonial architecture, Charles McKim, for “the best criticism 

obtainable.” Cope invited McKim to Philadelphia to review their drawings and the 

various “evidence at hand, documentary and otherwise,” before they proceeded further 

(Figure 4.6).461 Although the city decided against the proposal as too costly, the episode 

underscores a principle that the Philadelphia AIA was to maintain in all future 

preservation efforts at Independence Square, summed up many years later by Carl 

Ziegler, that “no individual should be permitted to make material changes in any 

historical buildings belonging to the City of Philadelphia.”462 Rather, they argued, the 

combined expertise of a committee of knowledgeable architects would result in the most 

authentic restoration possible. This idea of restoration by committee marks an important 

shift in approach to restoration projects, particular to the Philadelphia AIA at the time, 

and one that perhaps spoke to some of the cautious preservation (or conservation) 

principles of the SPAB. 

The restored Independence Hall re-opened to the public with considerable fanfare 

on July 4, 1898. The local press generally praised the project, reporting that thousands 

visited the building that day. Some claimed the building would once again be 

recognizable to George Washington and the other founders. As historian Charlene Mires 

 
461 Walter Cope to Charles F. McKim, 11 February 1899, MMW Collection, N-YHS. In his letter to 
McKim, Cope writes that Riter had some of Rogers’ completed work on the first floor torn out and re-done 
according to the committee’s advice. The precise nature of McKim’s consultation on the project remains 
unclear, as I have not been able to locate a reply from McKim to Cope’s request. However, in a 1918 
speech to the AIA Convention about the Philadelphia AIA’s restoration work at the Independence Square 
buildings, Horace Wells Sellers indicated McKim did provide assistance. He said that the chapter 
committee “gave thoughtful consideration to the problem presented [by the second floor of Independence 
Hall] in consultation also with the late Chas. F. McKim.” See Sellers, text of speech made to members of 
the AIA at Congress Hall, 25 April 1918, Box 5, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
462 “C. A. Ziegler’s Reminiscence About the A.I.A. Restoration,” HSR, Part I on Congress Hall, Appendix 
N; HSR, Part II on Independence Hall, 127-30.  
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has argued, the restoration was a point of pride for many Philadelphians and also helped 

“reinforce the intense patriotism” then enveloping the United States in the midst of war 

with Spain.463  

The architectural press also noted the completed project with admiration. A long 

editorial in the Boston-based Architectural Review provides a particularly interesting 

example. The author, likely one of the journal’s two editors, Robert D. Andrews or C. 

Howard Walker (both involved in the preservation campaign for the Bulfinch State 

House, the restoration of which had been completed just a few months before), celebrated 

it as another instance of significant restoration in the country. 

It is somewhat remarkable that in a country as new as America we should recently 
have had to consider several problems of restoration. We have been told that our 
Spanish War is an indication of the country’s coming of age, but the consideration 
of important restorations really makes us feel antique. The two buildings we have 
in mind are Independence Hall in Philadelphia and the State House by Bulfinch 
on Beacon Hill in Boston. The two problems have been strikingly similar, and in 
both cases those who are interested in preserving our few historic monuments and 
who have some appreciation for the quiet dignity and beauty of these earlier 
structures have had a pretty sharp struggle for their preservation, and in both cases 
they have won.464 

The editorial credited the “competent hands” of the Philadelphia architects for saving the 

building from “unintelligent restoration which would really have destroyed its character.” 

It is not clear if the author was accusing Rogers, the DAR, or city officials, but either 

way, he reserved admiration for the Philadelphia AIA. Praising the “accuracy, the 

conscientious care and good taste” of the work, the author also provides a note of 

criticism regarding the destruction of the Mills office buildings in favor of recreation of 

the old wings. The existing buildings “were not out of harmony with the main structure, 

 
463 Mires, Independence Hall, 143.  
464 Untitled editorial, Architectural Review 6 (February 1899): 19. 
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and had the interest of natural and historic growth, and for our part we should like to have 

seen them preserved.”465 This professional difference in preservation approach is notable, 

revealing a more cautious view of conjectural restoration on the part of the Boston 

architect, as well as an increasing interest in early nineteenth-century architecture.466 

Overall, however, the journal expressed a hopefulness that public interest in preservation 

would continue to grow.  

 

FRANK MILES DAY AND THE COMMITTEE ON THE PRESERVATION OF HISTORIC 
MONUMENTS AT CONGRESS HALL, 1900–1913 

The Philadelphia AIA chapter was just beginning a successful partnership with 

the city to continue preservation work for the historic structures on Independence Square. 

In 1899, once their consulting work on Independence Hall was at an end, the architects 

turned their attention to Congress Hall (Figure 4.7). The two-story, Georgian-style, brick 

building to the west of Independence Hall had housed the US Congress between 1790 

and 1800. After the federal government moved to Washington, it had reverted to city 

ownership, like the rest of the buildings in the State House group.467 In the 1890s, the city 

 
465 Untitled editorial, Architectural Review 6 (February 1899): 19. In contrast to their opinion regarding the 
Mills building, the author provides a rationale for agreement with the removal of mid-nineteenth-century 
additions at the Bulfinch State House: “in this case the modifications that had been made were much more 
recent and much more injurious to the architectural character of the structure, and we think the architects 
were entirely justified in removing them and replacing the building as nearly as possible to its original 
conditions.” 
466 This assessment from the Boston architect, whether Andrews or Walker, against conjectural restoration 
indicates the probable influence of Morris and the SPAB, although further research is needed to ascertain 
how far this is the case. As discussed in Chapter 2, Andrews and Walker were both active within the 
Boston Society of Arts and Crafts, which had direct ties to Morris through Charles Eliot Norton, and to the 
SPAB through H. Langford Warren, who reported on their work to at least one meeting of the Boston 
Society of Architects. See Meister, Arts & Crafts Architecture, 113-14.   
467 Mires, Independence Hall, 26, 32-35. Built between 1787 and 1789 to house various local courts, 
Congress Hall was also known as the “County Building.” 
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allowed it to be used as meeting space for several local patriotic groups, including the 

Society of Colonial Dames.468 The Philadelphia AIA offered to “assist the city by making 

a thorough study of the building with a view to its restoration.”469 Once again, the chapter 

formed a special committee to carry out the study and make recommendations for the 

work. Frank Miles Day served as committee chair, with Walter Cope, Edgar Seeler, 

Wilson Eyre, Jr., and George C. Mason, Jr. as the other members (Figure 4.8). They were 

all well-established practitioners who had had some level of involvement in the earlier 

work with Independence Hall.470  

It is not clear why Day was chosen as chair, but it seems likely the committee 

acted as a natural extension of the earlier one on Independence Hall, which he had also 

chaired. At the time, he was already a highly respected architect and active in the 

Philadelphia AIA and the T-Square Club, a group that organized exhibits and sponsored 

student scholarships.471 He also sat on the board of the national AIA, having been 

 
468 HSR, Part I on Congress Hall; Mires, Independence Hall, 168-69. 
469 Frank Miles Day, “An Address Upon the Occasion of the Reopening of Congress Hall After its 
Restoration, Delivered October 25, 1913,” typed manuscript, Frank Miles Day Collection, The 
Architectural Archives, University of Pennsylvania. 
470 “C. A. Ziegler’s Reminiscence About the A. I. A. Restoration,” HSR, Part I on Congress Hall, 
Appendix N. Eyre served as chapter president from 1897 to 1902, and was active in numerous arts 
organizations. Cope, perhaps one of the most successful local architects at the time, was on the chapter’s 
executive committee and was a lecturer in the architecture department at the University of Pennsylvania. 
Seeler, who had been trained at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in the early 1890s, was then president of the T-
Square Club. Mason, more on whom will be said below, was then serving as vice president of the chapter. 
For informative, brief biographies of each, see their entries in the Philadelphia Architects and Buildings 
Project, www.philadelphiabuildings.com. 
471 Patricia L. H. Keebler, The Life and Work of Frank Miles Day (PhD dissertation, University of 
Delaware, 1980), 6, 34-37. The T-Square Club, founded in 1883, started as a way for the city’s young 
architects to meet, discuss ideas, and sketch, away from the shadow of the older generation. Its membership 
remained focused on the profession’s younger members, and by the 1890s, it was an important organization 
for promoting architectural education and study abroad. They held exhibitions, design critiques, and 
sponsored travel scholarships. As a more established practitioner by the turn of the century, Day continued 
his involvement in the T-Square Club by giving lectures, serving as a design critic, and contributing to 
scholarship funds. Day also served as an instructor in perspective drawings at the Pennsylvania Academy 
of Fine Arts and taught courses in Classical and Renaissance art at the University of Pennsylvania. 
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appointed to its House Committee in 1898, which was responsible for securing and 

preserving the historic Octagon House as the institute’s headquarters in Washington, DC 

(as discussed in Chapter 3). He went on to serve two terms as AIA president in 1906 and 

1907. Through his work in the AIA, Day became well acquainted with Glenn Brown, 

Charles McKim, and others active in the national organization. Deeply interested in 

architectural education, he promoted travel and study for young architects through his 

leadership in the T-Square Club, the AIA, and as an early supporter of McKim’s efforts 

to establish the American Academy in Rome.472  

Travel abroad had been an important part of Day’s architectural training in the 

1880s.473 He spent three years working in London early in his career, spending free time 

traveling throughout Europe. His nascent interest in preservation is apparent in his travel 

diaries from that time. On a trip through France’s Loire Valley in 1885, he made frequent 

mentions of the conditions of the buildings he visited together with numerous beautiful 

sketches. For example, at the Château d’Amboise he noted the “present restoration was 

both well constructed and extensive,” while at Chambord he lamented the lack of 

apparent “original decoration or fittings” in the interior.474 As a practitioner, his designs 

 
472 Keebler, Frank Miles Day, 11-49, 283-85; Sandra L. Tatman, “Day, Frank Miles (1861-1918),” 
Philadelphia Architects and Buildings Project, accessed October 18, 2017, 
www.philadelphiabuildings.com; Day, “Traveling for Architectural Study,” 1894, typed manuscript of 
speech delivered to the Philadelphia Chapter of the AIA, Frank Miles Day Collection, The Architectural 
Archives, University of Pennsylvania.  
473 Keebler, Frank Miles Day, 12-16. A native of Philadelphia, Day studied at the University of 
Pennsylvania in the early 1880s before leaving for London, where he spent three years attending courses at 
the South Kensington School of Art and the Royal Academy and training in the offices of two British 
architects. Upon his return to Philadelphia in 1886, he worked in the office of George T. Pearson and later 
Addison Hutton before opening his own practice the following year. According to Keebler, one of the 
architects Day worked for in London, Walter Millard, undertook a significant amount of restoration work in 
England. In Philadelphia, Day practiced with his brother Henry Kent Day from 1893 until 1911 under the 
name Frank Miles Day & Bro. In 1911, Charles Z. Klauder joined the firm, and when Henry retired in 
1912, the firm was renamed Day & Klauder. 
474 Keebler, Frank Miles Day, 25. 
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demonstrate a thorough knowledge of various historical precedent in a variety of styles, 

mostly for residential projects. He also found success in commercial work, such as the 

Philadelphia Art Club (1888), and numerous collegiate commissions, including buildings 

for the University of Pennsylvania, Princeton University, and Yale University.475 

Of the five architects on the Committee on Congress Hall, only George Mason 

had significant prior experience with preservation and restoration. As discussed in 

Chapter 1, Mason was a well-regarded authority on Colonial and Federal-era architecture, 

having led the national AIA’s Committee on Colonial Architecture in 1881, which 

produced a pioneering survey of early buildings along the East Coast, and contributed 

several articles on the topic to the American Architect and Building News. He was one of 

the few architects in the country whose practice largely focused on preservation—in fact 

he has been called the first professional restoration architect in the country by several 

scholars.476 Mason also had direct experience with Congress Hall. In 1896, he had carried 

out a small restoration of the old Senate Chamber on the upper floor of the building for 

the Society of Colonial Dames, although much of it was modified during the later AIA 

restoration project. In an article on the history of the building and his 1896 work, Mason 

highlighted the “many changes” the building had undergone and the sparse documentary 

evidence for the room’s original features, but emphasized his attempt to determine them 

 
475 Tatman, “Day, Frank Miles (1861-1918).” 
476 Sandra L. Tatman, “Mason, George Champlin, Jr. (1849-1924),” Philadelphia Architects and Buildings 
Project, accessed November 14, 2016, www.philadelphiabuildings.com; Houghton, Pioneers in 
Preservation, 55-57. Mason started his career in Newport, where he practiced with his father, George C. 
Mason, Sr., and helped found the Rhode Island chapter of the AIA. It was also where he first developed an 
interest in preservation. Examples include his fight to save the old Brick Market (1760) from demolition in 
1882 and his 1884 restoration of the Seventh Day Baptist Church (1729). In 1888, following his marriage, 
he moved to Philadelphia, where he opened a branch office of his firm and became active in the 
Philadelphia AIA, frequently serving as an officer or on the executive committee. He was also an authority 
on early nineteenth-century architects in Philadelphia. See “Professional Ancestry of the Philadelphia 
Chapter,” Journal of the AIA 1 (September 1913). 
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through a “careful analysis of the structure itself.”  He was able to establish the original 

layout and find evidence for the recreation of a wood gallery, but largely aimed to 

“restore to the spirit if not to the letter of the old work.”477 His familiarity with the 

building was undoubtedly an asset to the AIA committee.  

After receiving permission from the city to proceed with their study, the 

Committee on Congress Hall set to work in 1900. After several months of research and 

frequent meetings at the building to conduct their investigations, they submitted a 

summary of their findings and recommendations. The forty-four-page, illustrated report 

describes the select destructive evaluation they undertook—such as pulling up sections of 

the more modern existing flooring or removing strips of plaster—in order to verify “by 

the evidence of the building itself” information found in historic documents regarding the 

building’s earlier interior arrangement and appearance (Figure 4.9).478 Extensively 

detailed with descriptions of the various elements uncovered, citations for referenced 

historic documents (such as personal diaries and newspaper descriptions from the late 

eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries), and more than two dozen photographs, it is a 

remarkable early example of a thorough historic structures report.  

One of the committee’s main objectives was to determine the exact layout of the 

interior before the various changes made to the building after 1800, when it reverted to 

 
477 George C. Mason, F.A.I.A., “Restoration of Congress Hall,” Architecture and Building 24 (March 14, 
1896): 123-25. For example, he installed new wood flooring instead of recreating the carpet mentioned in 
historical descriptions of the space. He also removed much of the original woodwork, considering it to be 
in too poor condition to remain. 
478 “Report of a Committee of the A.I.A. on the Restoration of Congress Hall” (March 1, 1901), 
reproduced in HSR, Part I on Congress Hall, Appendix N. The report states: “The Committee is indebted 
to Mr. Charles S. Keyser for much information upon the written history of the building. The documents 
thus furnished, in spite of the fact that they are frequently vague and that they occasionally contradict each 
other, form, nevertheless, a body of testimony of an importance second only to the physical evidence of the 
building itself.” 
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courtrooms and offices with new interior partitions.479 They were careful to provide 

rationale for elements they believed to be original versus those from the post-1800 

period. Their introduction to the report provides a good example of this overall approach: 

On careful examination of the building, persons who are intimately acquainted 
with the architectural detail of the latter [part] of the 18th Century and the first 
quarter of the 19th Century can readily distinguish the work of 1787-1793 from 
that of 1820. 

In addition to the test of architectural style, the work of the various periods of the 
building can generally be distinguished by peculiarities of construction or 
material.480 

As architects well-versed in the construction technology and stylistic features of the 

Colonial and Federal periods, the committee expressed a confident claim to expertise and 

professional authority in their evaluation and recommendations. 

The architects were able to determine the location and arrangement of significant 

missing original features, including a former staircase, the location of the lost gallery in 

the House of Representatives chamber on the ground floor, and the original manner of 

structural support for the second floor. In several instances, they also indicated where 

further study or investigation was needed to determine an original feature, including 

locations that were difficult to access without scaffolding in place. In the report’s 

conclusion, they emphasized the preliminary nature of their investigation, noting that 

“while [the Committee] has made a thorough study of the building, there are many points 

which cannot be covered in a report.”481  

The report demonstrates a new kind of professional rigor and a greater attention to 

methodology compared to that seen in the surviving documentation of the Bulfinch State 

 
479 HSR, Part I on Congress Hall, 10-11. 
480 “Report of a Committee of the A.I.A. on the Restoration of Congress Hall,” 3. 
481 “Report of a Committee of the A.I.A. on the Restoration of Congress Hall,” 16. 
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House preservation commission or the records of McKim, Mead & White on the White 

House restoration. It is apparent that Day and the other committee members’ earlier 

experience consulting on the Independence Hall project, and the serious questions of 

historical veracity that project had generated, encouraged them to be as thorough and 

careful as possible. Although earlier architect-led restorations may have involved such 

systematic investigation (the Bulfinch State House case seems particularly likely 

considering the debates about structural integrity of the building), it is significant that in 

this instance the architects conscientiously created a clear, detailed record of their 

investigative work. 

Despite these efforts, approval and funding from the city to proceed with the 

restoration did not materialize, and the committee appears to have become inactive after 

the completion of their report.482 This inactivity may have been due to Day’s increased 

duties as a national AIA board member and, in 1906, as president of the organization. In 

fact, his professional prominence rose considerably in the following years, with 

appointments to the National Fine Arts Council and the National Academy of Design.483 

Around the time his AIA presidency ended in late 1907, the Philadelphia chapter renewed 

their interest in Congress Hall, prompted in part, it appears, by a letter from Mellon 

Rogers urging the chapter to “take some action looking towards [its] preservation.”484 

Surprisingly, Rogers either harbored no ill-will towards the architects who had effectively 

pushed him out of the restoration of Independence Hall or he believed city officials were 

 
482 However, the chapter continued to advocate for preservation of significant public buildings in the city, 
including the old Custom House owned by the state, and several members gave generously to the national 
AIA’s fund for the Octagon House. See Meeting Minutes (October 26, 1904; February 13, 1906), Minute 
Book 3, Box 1, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
483 Keebler, Frank Miles Day, 45-46. He was also given honorary membership in the Royal Institute of 
British Architects in 1907. 
484 Meeting Minutes (October 11, 1907), Minute Book 3, Box 1, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
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more likely to listen to the professional opinion of the AIA. Either way, his note led Day 

to propose a revival of their efforts towards restoration. At a chapter meeting, he called 

attention to their 1901 report on the building, noting its detail and “historical value.” He 

was then appointed chair of the revived committee, alongside Eyre, Seeler, and Mason.485  

Early in 1910, Day announced he could no longer chair the committee and 

requested Carl Ziegler as a replacement. Ziegler had worked in Day’s office in the mid-

1890s.486 Around the same time, the committee was renamed the Committee on the 

Preservation of Historic Monuments, with a broader ambition of providing guidance to 

city officials on all of its historic buildings. This was not the first time the chapter had 

considered such a group, but it was the first time it was actually established.487 At their 

1898 annual meeting, Wilson Eyre, Jr., then chapter president, had suggested they create 

a permanent committee on “the preservation of ancient Philadelphia monuments,” and the 

following year’s meeting minutes indicate several members were to confer with 

representatives of the T-Square Club and the Academy of Fine Arts to discuss “the 

Conservation of Ancient Philadelphia Monuments, and other buildings.” Even the AIA 

annual convention proceedings from 1900 notes that the chapter discussed two primary 

 
485 Meeting Minutes (January 17, 1908; October 20, 1908), Minute Book 3, Box 1; Executive Committee 
Meeting Minutes (December 9, 1907; December 29, 1907; January 27, 1908; February 3, 1908), Box 2, 
AIA Records, Athenaeum. In February 1908, the committee members are listed as Day, Seeler, Mason, D. 
K. Boyd (chapter president at the time), and E. L. Stewardson (former partner of Walter Cope and his older 
brother John Stewardson). Day was tasked to “urge upon various Patriotic Societies of the City” to help 
encourage the city in the matter. 
486 “C. A. Ziegler’s Reminiscence About the A.I.A. Restoration”; Houghton, Pioneers in Preservation, 97. 
In addition to continuing restoration work through the Philadelphia AIA’s committee, Ziegler was a 
successful designer of Colonial Revival residential and commercial structures that display an exacting 
attention to historical veracity in their detailing. 
487 1910 Annual Report, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum; “C. A. Ziegler’s Reminiscence About the 
A.I.A. Restoration.” Ziegler notes that “some wag on the Chapter’s staff thought up that mellifluous title, 
“The Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments.” 
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topics in its meetings during the year, the competition for the new state capitol and the 

“Preservation of Ancient Monuments.”488 

Relying on the 1901 Congress Hall report, the committee was able to convince 

Mayor John Reyburn that the city should fund a full restoration in 1911. As they had with 

the initial study, the Philadelphia AIA offered their design services and construction 

oversight without taking a fee, asking only for renumeration of the cost of drafting the 

plans. In addition to work on Congress Hall, the committee agreed to design new electric 

lamps for Independence Square.489 Once the project was approved, Day returned to a 

leadership position. Ziegler created “a sub-committee on Restoration of Congress Hall” 

and appointed Day its chairman, “so that we might have the experience of a former 

President of the Institute as our executive officer.”490 In October 1911, the chapter signed 

a contract with the city and over the next few months Day and the sub-committee 

finalized drawings and plans for the restoration (Figure 4.10).491 In addition to Day and 

Ziegler, the sub-committee included Mason and Stewardson from the previous committee 

with the addition of Thomas M. Kellogg and Horace Wells Sellers, who acted as 

 
488 Meeting Minutes (October 12, 1898 and October 12, 1899), Minute Book 3, Box 1, AIA Records, 
Athenaeum; Proceedings of the Thirty-Fourth Annual Convention of the American Institute of Architects 
(Washington, D.C.: Gibson Bros., 1900), 18. 
489 “C. A. Ziegler’s Reminiscence About the A.I.A. Restoration.” Ziegler recalled the victory with Mayor 
Reyburn as a happy accident. During a meeting with the Mayor in which they were presenting the case for 
restoration, the Mayor fell asleep. “Suddenly the Mayor’s elbow slipped on the polished surface of the table 
top and he awoke with a start. He too was embarrassed, so in a loud voice I quickly asked him, ‘Don’t you 
agree with us your Honor, that it will bring great credit to the City and to your administration if we restore 
Congress Hall and re-dedicate on its completion with a National celebration[?]’ He slowly nodded his head 
and said, ‘yes I do.’”  
490 “C. A. Ziegler’s Reminiscence About the A.I.A. Restoration.” 
491 Report of the Philadelphia Chapter in The AIA Quarterly Bulletin 12 (October 1911), 198. 
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committee secretary. E. H. Yardley, a former draftsman in Day’s office, served as clerk 

of works, overseeing the day-to-day operations of the project for the city.492   

Restoration work began in the spring of 1912 and ended just over a year later. The 

Congress Hall sub-committee met frequently during the project, reportedly around one 

hundred times, actively debating the physical and documentary evidence for various 

missing elements and noting new information uncovered while work advanced.493 One of 

the main challenges for the project was the building’s poor structural condition, largely 

due to inadequate support of the upper floor in the original construction and the various 

alterations and heavy use of the building in the nineteenth century. In order to restore the 

interior arrangement and provide sufficient structural stability, the AIA had proposed the 

installation of steel columns and girders in their 1901 report. In 1912, however, as Horace 

Wells Sellers later recounted, the sub-committee were mindful of the “possible criticism 

that might arise through the extensive use of steel construction.” Instead, they decided 

upon a modified intervention that employed a system called “steel grillage” (short-length 

I-beams set in concrete on the tops of the walls) in order not to disturb the original brick 

walls.494  

 
492 “Congress Hall Restored,” Architectural Record 35 (January 1914): 98; Keebler, Frank Miles Day, 197 
(n.41). The sub-committee members are listed in the title blocks of the restoration drawings, dated July 31, 
1912, in the AIA Collection, Athenaeum. Kellogg, who had trained at MIT and worked for McKim, Mead 
& White in the 1880s, was part of Philadelphia’s premier Beaux-Arts firm, Rankin & Kellogg, with 
business partner John Hall Rankin. See Philadelphia Architects and Buildings Project, 
www.philadelphiabuildings.com. Biographical information on Sellers is provided later in this chapter. 
493 “The Restoration of Congress Hall, Philadelphia, PA,” Journal of the AIA 1 (December 1913): 547. 
While the journal article is unattributed, the author is almost certainly Day, as a typed manuscript of the 
same text is located in his personal papers at the Architectural Archives, University of Pennsylvania. See 
also “Congress Hall, Philadelphia. Restored according to the researches and drawings, and under the 
supervision of the Philadelphia Chapter, American Institute of Architects,” Yearbook of the Twentieth 
Annual Architectural Exhibition held by the Philadelphia Chapter of the American Institute of Architects 
and the T-Square Club (1914): 102-118. 
494 HSR, Part I on Congress Hall, 11-12. 
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Most of the other recommendations from the 1901 report were carried out, 

including the rebuilding of the original staircase arrangement and the wood gallery of the 

House of Representatives chamber on the ground floor (Figures 4.11 and 4.12). Mason 

was also given an opportunity to reconsider his earlier restoration of the Senate Chamber. 

Based on new investigation and research, the committee determined his restored gallery 

to be inaccurate and replaced it with one that better fit the available evidence (Figure 

4.13). At the exterior, they repaired the wooden cupola and several windows, and re-

shingled the roof (Figure 4.14).495  

Day and the committee undertook the project with a notable concern for material 

authenticity and historic accuracy. The close oversight the architects maintained 

throughout the construction process demonstrates their desire to save as many original 

finishes and features as possible, including those uncovered during the work. A general 

note to the contractor in the project specifications reinforces this idea, in language 

strikingly similar to specifications for preservation projects used much later in the century 

and even today. 

On account of the historical interest attached to this building and the desirability 
of recording all facts obtainable regarding its past, any unforeseen conditions, 
peculiarity of construction or interesting facts uncovered during the progress of 
the restoration must be brought to the attention of the Architect before removing 
or destroying it. Upon notification, the Architect will immediately visit the 
building for the purpose of making a survey or otherwise adding to the record.496 

In the 1913 report of the Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments, Ziegler 

noted that “the greatest care [was] being exercised to leave all the old work as it was 

 
495 HSR, Part I on Congress Hall, 11-12.  
496 “Specifications for the Structural Portion of the Restoration of Congress Hall,” reprinted in HSR, Part I 
on Congress Hall, Appendix P. 
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originally and adding such portions as there was absolute authority for.”497 After the 

project’s completion, Day recalled that the amount of original decorative finishes 

uncovered—window trim, wainscoting, plaster cornices—was “far more abundant” than 

they had expected, allowing a “precise” and “incontrovertible” restoration of much of the 

interior appearance.498 The architects also wanted to ensure proper documentation of their 

work, and compiled various reports, drawings, and photographs into a project archive. 

Ziegler expressed his confidence that “anyone making a study” of these documents “will 

be convinced of the authenticity of the restoration.”499  

 

“PROPERLY QUALIFIED EXPERTS”: THE EXPANDED ROLE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
PRESERVATION OF HISTORIC MONUMENTS 

In October 1913, Congress Hall reopened with a large public rededication 

ceremony, attended by President Wilson and various national political leaders. The major 

Philadelphia newspapers printed long articles on the celebration. Most also noted the 

careful restoration work of the architects.500 The architectural press also covered the 

event, applauding the leadership role of the Philadelphia AIA in the project. The 

American Architect praised how the committee had worked “unselfishly, enthusiastically 

and without renumeration” and highlighted the fact that at the rededication ceremony “for 

once architects were given the deserved prominence so often denied them even where 

 
497 “Report of the Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments,” (October 13, 1913), AIA 
Records, Athenaeum. 
498 “The Restoration of Congress Hall, Philadelphia, PA,” Journal of the AIA 1 (December 1913): 547-48. 
499  “Report of the Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments,” (October 13, 1913), AIA 
Records, Athenaeum. The committee’s project archive, including drawings and photographs, remains with 
the Philadelphia AIA Collection of the Athenaeum. 
500 The Evening Telegraph, October 25, 1913; The Philadelphia Inquirer, October 26, 1913; The Press, 
October 26, 1913; Philadelphia Record, October 26, 1913; The Public Ledger, October 26, 1913. 



 178 

their achievements have provided the occasion for celebration.”501 The editors of the 

Architectural Review noted the committee’s thorough study, the historical accuracy of the 

restoration, and the positive public attention the project garnered. They also expressed 

hope that it would inspire other architects to lead similar efforts. 

What has appeared in the public press proves the patriotic importance of the 
occasion; but it is further pregnant in its suggestion of those other possibilities 
waiting the directing hand of the architect in preserving our historic edifices and 
patriotic antiquities, as well as in the national and civic life of this country…. 

In thus assisting to honor an historic landmark, the Philadelphia Chapter has 
succeeded in honoring itself; for it is seldom that a restoration of this sort receives 
so much public attention, and equally rarely that just tribute is paid to the 
disinterested assistance rendered by the architectural profession, or its 
representative societies.502 

Not only was the profession capable of directing such prestigious restoration work, the 

journal’s editors argued, but such projects were also a form of public service that could 

help elevate the public profile of the profession. At Congress Hall, preservation had 

become a patriotic act, contributing to a sense of both national and professional pride. 

The Architectural Record agreed, calling the project “a patriotic achievement of lasting 

value to the entire nation” that “should encourage other cities, through their officials, to 

entrust similar works to the architectural profession.”503 

In an article on Congress Hall in the Journal of the AIA, Day emphasized the fact 

that the city understood “the importance of intrusting [sic] such work to a body of 

properly qualified experts rather than an individual.”504 Likely implying the problems 

with the 1890s restoration of Independence Hall under the DAR and Rogers, he 
 

501 “Restoration of Congress Hall in Philadelphia,” AABN (November 12, 1913): 3. 
502 Untitled editorial, Architectural Review 19 (December 1913): 287. 
503 “Congress Hall Restored,” Architectural Record 35 (January 1914): 97-100. 
504 The Restoration of Congress Hall, Philadelphia, PA,” Journal of the AIA 1 (December 1913): 549; “To 
Superintend Independence Hall, Philadelphia,” AABN vol. CIII, no. 1933 (Jan. 8, 1913):4. 
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highlighted their restoration-by-committee approach. It does appear that city officials 

readily accepted the professional opinions of the architects, in notable contrast to the fight 

the Boston Society of Architects had with state officials regarding the Bulfinch State 

House, or even the challenges Glenn Brown and the national AIA initially faced in 

preventing the expansion of the White House a decade earlier.  

The DAR and other patriotic societies had difficulty in the 1890s convincing city 

officials of the need to preserve the buildings of Independence Square as historic sites. 

While they were given permission to use rooms in the buildings as meeting spaces in 

1895, these groups were often critical of the city’s neglect of the buildings, seeing it as 

symptomatic of the machine politics and well-known corruption of the city council. In 

1912, amid the reform-minded ethos of the Progressive era, several of the societies had 

lobbied the city to create a nonpartisan commission to oversee the care of the buildings. 

Yet, it was the AIA who ultimately succeeded in convincing the city to act because, as 

Charlene Mires argues, they “based their case on the structural needs of the buildings 

rather than on the questionable character of city politicians.”505 Their emphasis on 

professionalism and technical knowledge—through detailed investigation and 

documentation and their unique expertise and familiarity with eighteenth-century 

architecture—undoubtedly bolstered the architects’ position with city officials.  

Despite earlier conflicts over the treatment of Independence Hall, the architects 

diplomatically acknowledged the important work of the DAR and Colonial Dames in 

initiating preservation interest in the buildings in the 1890s. As Carl Ziegler wrote, “it 

was really due to the effort of those patriotic organizations that the project of restoring 

the Independence Hall group was kept before the public, despite the apathy of the City 

 
505 Mires, Independence Hall, 139, 169. 
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Hall. The condition of the interiors of those buildings at [that] time was deplorable and a 

disgrace to the city.”506 When Day first revived the AIA’s Congress Hall committee in 

1908, the chapter contacted those groups to ask for assistance in urging the city to take up 

the matter. Yet the architects also highlighted the patriotic organizations’ lack of 

technical knowledge, seeing the women as useful allies for bolstering public support for 

the project rather than as preservation experts.507  

At the AIA’s annual convention in 1911, the report of the Committee on Chapters 

(which included Ziegler and Mason), encouraged co-operation with patriotic and 

historical societies in other cities on the East Coast, understanding that these groups 

played an important role in encouraging interest in historic buildings, and therefore 

architects needed their cooperation. Yet the report noted that “although these societies 

fully appreciate the excellence of some of the old colonial work, they have not the ability 

nor the facilities for restoring or making a proper record of the buildings from an 

architectural standpoint.”508 The Philadelphia architects actually played a role in pushing 

the patriotic organizations out of Congress Hall when they recommended the city use it as 

“a museum rather than as a meeting place for various organizations.”509 Around the same 

time, the city made a larger move to curb the use of Independence Square as a place of 

“active civic engagement” for public protests and labor rallies. In 1912, with the support 

of the newly-elected Mayor Rudolph Blankenburg, the city council banned all meetings 

from the square, allowing only official, city-sponsored events.510  

 
506 “Ziegler’s Reminiscence,” HSR, Part I on Congress Hall. 
507 Meeting Minutes, Executive Committee, 9 December 1907; Horace Wells Sellers to Walter P. Miller, 
18 April 1916, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
508 Proceedings of the Forty-Fourth Annual Convention of the AIA (January 1911), 82. 
509 Annual Chapter Report, 30 October 1913, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
510 Mires, 169-71; Lolyd M. Abernethy, “Progressivism, 1905-1919,” in Philadelphia: A 300 Year History, 
ed. Russell F. Weigley (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1982), 555. Blankenburg, a progressive 
 



 181 

The success of the Congress Hall project motivated the Philadelphia AIA to 

further develop their new role as preservation consultants for the buildings of 

Independence Square. In 1913, just a few days after the rededication of Congress Hall, 

Frank Miles Day reported the chapter’s intention to offer their services “in preparation of 

plans in making necessary researches for the restoration of old City Hall,” Congress 

Hall’s sister structure flanking Independence Hall to the east (Figure 4.15). Over the next 

several months, the committee began preliminary work, undertaking a preliminary 

condition assessment, research on the history of the building, and creating a rough cost 

estimate of the probable repair and restoration needs. In February 1914, Sellers sent a 

letter to the mayor to share the chapter’s resolution on old City Hall and ask for his 

support in acquiring funding from city council for the project. The AIA resolution urged 

the city into action by highlighting that 

 …the decayed state into which this building has fallen is a matter of concern and 
regret to our citizens and of unfavorable criticism on the part of visitors from 
other communities[,] its condition being made more apparent by contrast since the 
restoration of Congress Hall.511 

Like their earlier efforts with Congress Hall, however, the architects struggled for several 

years to secure funding for the project. The city council proved the major stumbling 

block. In contrast, the AIA’s correspondence records from these years shows they had 

consistent support from the salaried city staff, particularly those in the Bureau of City 

Property who had charge of the Independence Hall group of buildings. In 1914, the 

committee began advising the bureau on their various site improvements to Independence 

 
reformer, was often at odds with the city council and had trouble getting most legislation through during his 
four years in office.  
511 Report of the Committee on Preservation of Historic Monuments, 12 October 1914; Horace Wells 
Sellers to Mayor Rudolph Blankenburg, 6 February 1914, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. At the time, 
Sellers was secretary for both the committee and for the Philadelphia Chapter.  



 182 

Square, such as lowering the nineteenth-century brick retaining walls, redeveloping the 

walking paths, and designing new electric lamp posts, all aimed at bringing the space into 

better harmony with the historic buildings.512 

Under Carl Ziegler’s chairmanship, the Committee on the Preservation of Historic 

Monuments also expanded their focus beyond Independence Square. Their 1914 annual 

report notes a new initiative to create a “photographic record of Colonial buildings,” 

which they hoped could be carried out in partnership with city officials and local 

historical societies. “With many of our Colonial examples disappearing each year,” they 

argued, “your committee feels that it cannot too strongly recommend to the Chapter the 

importance of securing the necessary fund to carry on this work.”513 While no official 

project like the one proposed was carried out until the 1930s, individual architects in the 

city increased their efforts to document various colonial structures through photography 

and measured drawings in the following years, which were often displayed as part of the 

annual joint T-Square Club and Philadelphia AIA exhibit (Figure 4.16).514  

The committee’s proposal further indicates the way in which its members 

increasingly saw themselves as the primary leaders for safeguarding the city’s historic 

buildings. In fact, they did carry out surveys and create restoration plans for several other 

significant city-owned properties. In 1916, they created plans for the restoration of the 

Bartram Mansion, the early eighteenth-century home of the pioneering American botanist 

 
512 Report of the Committee on Preservation of Historic Monuments, 13 October 1913, Box 4, AIA 
Records, Athenaeum. 
513 Philadelphia Chapter Annual Report, 30 October 1913, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
514 The Year Book of the Twenty Fifth Annual Architectural Exhibit held by the Philadelphia Chapter of the 
American Institute of Architects and the T-Square Club (1922). According to Melissa Houghton, the city 
did provide, on several occasions, a photographer to help document buildings identified by the committee. 
See Houghton, Pioneers in Preservation, 76. 
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John Bartram.515 They also advised the Fairmount Park Commission on several of the 

historic buildings within their holdings, including the Blue Bell Tavern, portions of which 

date to the 1760s (Figure 4.17). The committee considered the building a “splendid 

example of the early Philadelphia roadhouse” and “ordinary” architecture from that 

period of the city’s history. The architects saw the collaboration with Fairmount Park as 

particularly important, arguing that the collection of historic homes and buildings within 

the boundaries of the park represented a unique opportunity “for the preservation of a 

comprehensive group of Colonial buildings.”516   

The opportunities for the committee to consult on preservation matters soon 

became more numerous than they had anticipated. In their 1916 annual report, Ziegler 

noted that “the problem of how to handle the work is rapidly becoming a serious one.”517 

He suggested the number of committee members be increased to allow for a more 

manageable workload or that the committee would have to severely limit the number and 

types of buildings it could consult on.518 However, they continued to push for the 

restoration of old City Hall and took on projects for buildings that they felt were of 

particular historic and architectural significance, even those outside of the city’s purview. 

For example, in 1917, they advised the Carpenter’s Company on improvements to their 

 
515 Philadelphia Chapter Annual Report, 30 September 1916, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
516 Report of the Committee on Preservation of Historic Monuments, 9 October 1916, Box 4, AIA Records, 
Athenaeum. Ten years later, Fiske Kimball oversaw restoration of several other properties within the park 
as part of his work as Director of the Pennsylvania Museum, later the Philadelphia Museum of Art. See 
Hosmer, Presence of the Past, 234-35. 
517 Report of the Committee on Preservation of Historic Monuments, 9 October 1916, Box 4, AIA Records, 
Athenaeum. 
518 In addition to the city properties, the committee occasionally coordinated with other governmental 
institutions and private groups. In 1915, they received special permission from the US Army to photograph 
the historic eighteenth-century fortifications and buildings of Fort Mifflin on the Delaware River. See 
Report of the Committee on Preservation of Historic Monuments, 1 October 1915, Box 4, AIA Records, 
Athenaeum. 
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late eighteenth-century building near Independence Square. The committee was eager to 

help, noting that “while not public property, the building’s important historical 

associations make it one of the City’s most interesting and valued historic 

monuments.”519 While the committee continued to expand their preservation consulting 

work in the years after the restoration of Congress Hall, their main focus remained 

convincing the city to fund a full restoration of old City Hall and further repairs to 

Independence Hall. 

HORACE WELLS SELLERS AND THE RESTORATION OF OLD CITY HALL AND 
INDEPENDENCE HALL, 1918 – 1924 

On March 30, 1916, Horace Wells Sellers wrote to the new mayor, Thomas B. 

Smith, about the urgent need to begin restoration of old City Hall and consider a re-

restoration of the upper floor of Independence Hall.  

The great historical importance of these buildings and the widespread interest in 
them as the nation’s leading historical landmark calls for the most careful study 
and expert knowledge that our Committee can and will give the restorations and 
improvements in order that they may be executed in a worthy manner and beyond 
reasonable criticism.520 

Sellers had given a tour of the building to Mayor Smith a few weeks before, which gave 

the committee new hope that the project would be funded in the near future. He took full 

advantage of the mayor’s interest in the matter, writing that he hoped “your 

administration will see completed the restoration” because the “present condition” of the 

buildings of Independence Square “is a matter of concern to the country at large as well 

as to our own community.”521  

 
519 Report of the Committee on Preservation of Historic Monuments, 8 October 1917, Box 5, AIA Records, 
Athenaeum. 
520 Sellers to Thomas B. Smith, 30 March 1916, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
521 Sellers to Thomas B. Smith, 17 February 1916, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
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Although the historic significance of the three buildings as a group was widely 

appreciated by Philadelphians, the AIA committee had continued to stress the point in 

order to push the city council into action. In their initial 1914 resolution to request funds 

for the project, the architects underscored the combined significance of the three 

buildings as “unique in their relation to each other and historic interest, representing in 

one group the City, Province and State, and National Government with the foundation of 

which they are identified,” referring to old City Hall, the former State House, and 

Congress Hall, respectively.522 The architects fully incorporated a national, patriotic 

discourse into their approach to preservation, highlighting the dual and cooperative civic-

state-federal identity of the Independence Hall group. With Mayor Smith, the appeal 

finally worked, and the committee was able to begin their detailed investigation of old 

City Hall by early 1917.523  

Two years before, Sellers had become the lead campaigner for the project. A 

native Philadelphian and grandson of the famed portrait painter Charles Wilson Peale, 

whose museum was housed in Independence Hall in the first quarter of the nineteenth 

century, Sellers had been active in the Philadelphia AIA since 1909. He trained initially 

as a mechanical engineer, but became an architectural draftsman in his early twenties 

after taking courses from the Philadelphia Sketch Club. He also collaborated on projects 

with his father, the engineer Coleman Sellers, in the 1890s and early 1900s, before 

practicing architecture independently. He mostly produced new residential designs, 

 
522 Sellers to Mayor Rudolph Blankenburg, 6 February 1914, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
523 In July, the city council approved the expenditure of $2,000 to cover the costs of drafting the measured 
drawings and labor to carry out the destructive evaluation, but did not approve full funding of the $60,000 
for the restoration, as the AIA and the Department of Public Works had sought. See Sellers to Smith, 3 
March 1916; Sellers to Frank Cummiskey, 16 March 1916; and various newspaper clippings in Box 4, AIA 
Records, Athenaeum. 
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usually in a Colonial Revival style, as well as alterations and restoration work for 

churches and other historic buildings.524 Despite lacking the formal architectural 

education that many of his prominent colleagues in the AIA possessed, Sellers quickly 

took on a leadership role within the Philadelphia chapter. In addition to his work on 

Congress Hall and the Committee on Preservation of Historic Monuments, he served as 

chapter secretary from 1910 to 1915 and as its president from 1915 to 1917.525 Although 

Carl Ziegler was still chair of the preservation committee until early 1917, it was largely 

due to Seller’s persistent efforts that support for the project was finally secured from the 

mayor and city council.526  

Sellers sought assistance from other groups that had more influence over the city 

council when the appeals of the AIA, and even those of the patriotic groups like the 

DAR, fell on deaf ears. On several occasions Sellers turned to Walter P. Miller, chairman 

of the Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce. Writing to Miller in 1916, he noted the 

difficulty the AIA still faced in convincing councilors who did not see the project as a 

financial or practical necessity. 

While the American Institute of Architects as a professional society exerts a wide 
influence through its local Chapters and Committees in matters of public interest 
upon which it is qualified to speak, it frequently has to contend with the popular 
feeling that the specialist is more or less a theorist[,] particularly where matters of 
art and the like are concerned. The support of the patriotic societies in connection 
with the work of restoring our landmarks has been of great value, but[,] their 

 
524 Tatman, “Sellers, Horace Wells (1857-1933),” Philadelphia Architects and Buildings Project, accessed 
November 14, 2016, www.philadelphiabuildings.com 
525 AIA Records, Athenaeum; See also the Philadelphia Chapter reports in the annual convention 
proceedings of the AIA for information on chapter officers. Sellers was given Fellow status in the AIA in 
1912. 
526 The committee’s meeting minutes from April 25, 1917—just a few weeks after the US entered World 
War I—reports that Ziegler was obliged to resign his chairmanship of the committee “to devote every 
afternoon to military drill.” I have not yet located biographical details that indicate the extent of Ziegler’s 
military service or if he was deployed, but he appears to have returned to active membership in the 
committee sometime in 1919.   
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appeal being through sentiment[,] largely the same tendency exists to disregard 
their purpose as of minor value compared with projects of a strictly utilitarian 
character. It is here that the influence and support of organized bodies of citizens 
of varied interests such as the Chamber of Commerce should prove effective if 
they will consider and support measures for the benefit of the community besides 
those relating strictly to trade or commercial development.527 

More widespread support for preservation, Sellers argued, required encouragement from 

business leaders. In presenting his case, he reasoned that preservation of old City Hall 

would create broader community good by aiding the economic interest of the city. The 

buildings of Independence Square, he underscored, attract “a million visitors annually 

from all parts of the country” and therefore were not only historic landmarks but also “in 

a commercial sense an asset to the City of appreciable value and one which aside from 

patriotic consideration would seem to warrant a liberal expenditure for its upkeep and 

betterment.”528 The city was already taking advantage of tourism at Independence Hall. 

They sold postcards and descriptive leaflets, hired guards and cleaning crews, and in 

1916, installed a turnstile at one of the entrances to count the visitor numbers.529 Thus, 

according to Sellers, further restoration of the whole State House group could only be an 

economic advantage to the city. 

The Chamber of Commerce gave their endorsement to the AIA’s appeal. So did 

the Historical Society of Pennsylvania, who were an another important ally for the AIA, 

particularly as their archives held many of the historical documents the architects used in 

their researches on the buildings.530 In July 1916, once the city council gave its approval 

 
527 Sellers to Walter P. Miller [Chairman, Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce], 18 April 1916, Box 4, 
AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
528 Sellers to Miller, 18 April 1916, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
529 Mires, Independence Hall, 171-72. The first annual count of visitors from the turnstile numbered over 
320,000, with an average of over 900 a day. At the time, Mires argues, much of the tourists chiefly visited 
to see the Liberty Bell. 
530 Sellers to Miller, 18 April 1916, Sellers to Hampton L. Carson, 19 April 1916, and Sellers to Edward A. 
Crane, 19 April 1916, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. For background on the Historical Society of 
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to the AIA committee to undertake the survey and complete the restoration plans, the 

local papers noted with approval that, just as they had for Congress Hall, the architects 

would carry out “historical researches…voluntarily undertaken to assure the old City Hall 

[is] restored to its original condition.”531  

The AIA committee’s records and Sellers’ correspondence on the project reveal 

that the architects’ urgency was rooted in heightened concern for the building’s structural 

and material integrity. After his meeting with the mayor in February 1916, Sellers wrote 

to the Director of Public Works, George Datesman, highlighting the “forlorn condition” 

of the building and the “insecurity of some of the floors.” He stressed that it was vital for 

the committee to be able to complete its detailed conditions survey in order to “determine 

what reinforcement of the floors and other structural details are necessary.”532 Sellers and 

the committee worked closely with Datesman and several other city employees, including 

Frank Cummiskey, the Chief of the Bureau of City Property, and Wilfred Jordan, the 

curator of Independence Hall, who both sometimes attended meetings of the committee. 

Seller’s correspondence with them reveals their respect for the AIA’s guidance and 

technical expertise.533  
 

Pennsylvania and its involvement in early preservation efforts in Philadelphia, particularly their role at 
Independence Square, see Nash, First City, 16, 277-79, and Mires, Independence Hall, 123-26, 142. Frank 
Marx Etting, an active member of the Historical Society, played a central role in renewing interest in 
restoration of Independence Hall in the 1870s. He oversaw the redecoration of the main room of the first 
floor for the 1876 centennial celebration that reinforced the building’s association with the founding of the 
country. Working with a group of socially prominent “lady managers,” Etting’s efforts included creating a 
new National Museum in the building, renaming the room in which the Declaration of Independence had 
been signed, “Independence Chamber,” and hanging portraits of the signers.  
531 The Press, July 11, 1916; Public Ledger, July 11, 1916. 
532 Sellers to George Datesman [Director, Department of Public Works], 7 February 1916, Box 4, AIA 
Records, Athenaeum. 
533 Meeting Minutes, Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments, 25 April 1917; Sellers to 
Sinkler, 18 March 1921, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. The architects also helped draft the ordinances 
of 1916 and 1917 submitted to city council by the Department of Public Works requesting funding for the 
restoration. The Bureau of City Property, housed within the Department of Public Works, was directly 
responsible for the buildings at Independence Square. 
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 After several months delay in starting construction related to the departure of the 

remaining tenants of the building, the committee undertook its survey, conditions 

assessment, and research on old City Hall throughout 1917.534 They approached the 

project in the same manner as Day and the earlier committee had carried out investigation 

at Congress Hall, holding frequent meetings on site and completing detailed historical 

research.535 They opened up “portions of the partitions, plastering, [and] floors of modern 

construction,” with help from labor furnished by the city, and “carefully recorded” the 

“physical evidences of the original construction” through “notes, measured drawings, and 

photographs” (Figure 4.18).536 In the nineteenth century, the building’s internal layout 

had been altered to accommodate changing uses. However, much of the exterior, 

structural framing, and a significant amount of original interior finishes had survived. The 

committee submitted progress reports of their findings to the Department of Public 

Works that emphasized the technical nature of their investigations, as seen in a report 

from February 1918. 

Through acquaintance with technical methods and architectural design and 
building construction at various periods, the Committee has been able to identify 
the original construction where it exists, compared with the workmanship, 

 
534 Letters between Sellers and the city officials in 1916 indicate the survey and investigation work in the 
building was delayed by several months while the city waited for the building’s existing tenants to find 
alternative spaces. The tenants that appear to have caused the most delay were the Boy Scouts and the 
Grand Army of the Republic. See Jordan to Sellers, July 19, 2016; Sellers to Datesman, July 19, 1916; 
Sellers to Cummiskey, 20 June 1917, Box 4, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
535 During this period, Emlyn Stewardson chaired the committee, after Ziegler was obliged to resign his 
position due to his military service in World War I. In addition to Sellers, the committee still included 
George Mason, Jr. and Thomas Kellogg, as well as newer members Elliston Bissell and Leicester Holland. 
After Ziegler resigned, Sellers expressed hope he could continue to participate as a regular committee 
member since he “had rendered such valuable service.” In his capacity as chapter president, Sellers 
appointed Stewardson the new chair. See Meeting Minutes, Committee on the Preservation of Historic 
Monuments, 25 April 1917. 
536 Old City Hall Progress Report, 1 February 1918, Box 5, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
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materials and details of the various alterations which followed during later years, 
the work of each period being thus clearly defined.537 

As at Congress Hall, the committee expressed confidence in their discovery of sufficient 

evidence of the original interior finishes. They completed drawings and specifications for 

the restoration in August 1918 (Figure 4.19).538  

Once again, lack of funding delayed the start of restoration work, this time for 

four years.539 The AIA records suggest lack of interest on the part of the city council, 

despite repeated requests from the Department of Public Works for an appropriation. 

However, the economic and social disruptions of World War I and the devastating effect 

of the Spanish Flu outbreak on the city likely played a significant part in the delay. 

Philadelphia was a major center for industrial production during the war, including ship 

building, yet, like other major American cities, it also suffered food and fuel shortages as 

the war continued. During this period, local politics became particularly heated, with 

bitter contests for city council seats that culminated in a reform of the council’s structure 

in 1919.540 For Independence Hall, the war amplified its significance as a place of 

historical memory and as a symbol of American values. Military recruiting offices were 

set up at the site, patriotic rallies held, and images of the building featured in US 

government bond campaigns (Figure 4.20).541 

 Although the restoration of old City Hall was put on hold, the war was the major 

impetus behind another of the Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments’ 

projects for the city: the creation of a complete set of record drawings of Independence 

 
537 Old City Hall Progress Report, 1 February 1918, Box 5, AIA Records, Athenaeum.  
538 Old City Hall Progress Report, 31 December 1919, Box 5, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
539 Old City Hall Historic Structures Report, Part I (Independence National Historical Park, July, 1959). 
540 Abernethy, “Progressivism, 1905-1919,” 557-565. The 1918 global influenza epidemic hit Philadelphia 
particularly hard, claiming more of its citizen’s lives than the war. 
541 Mires, Independence Hall, 173-74.  
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Hall. The destruction of European monuments, particularly the German attacks on 

buildings in France and Belgium, outraged the architecture profession in the United 

States. Joining with many of their colleagues in Europe, the AIA vocally protested 

against the damage and appealed to government officials to condemn the German 

government for their “wanton destruction of the cities, cathedrals, and historic 

monuments.”542 The war brought a new sense of urgency and awareness internationally 

to the need to protect architectural monuments.543 Within this climate, the AIA 

highlighted the pressing need for more documentation of historic buildings in the United 

States, in case war should come to them.544 In Philadelphia, the committee began 

advocating for a program to document the city’s historic buildings in 1914. Three years 

later, they pressed the city for a “thorough survey” of Independence Hall. While they also 

hoped the creation of the drawings would aid in future re-restoration of the upper floor of 

the building, they stressed the need primarily as “a matter of record” in case of 

damage.545 The city agreed, as did many of the local newspapers, and in 1918 the 

committee created a set of detailed measured drawings (Figure 4.21).546 Sellers later 

recounted the importance of the work as a form of preventative insurance for the 

building. 

Although the desirability of having such a record was apparent the necessity for it 
was emphasized when circumstances incident to the war directed the attention of 

 
542 “Art and War!,” Journal of the AIA 2 (October 1914): 458-59; “The Destruction of Rheims,” Journal of 
the AIA 2 (November 1914): 500-01; James M. Lindgren, “’The Blow Which Civilization Has Suffered:’ 
American Preservationists and the Great War, 1914-1919,” The Public Historian 27 (Summer 2005): 32-
34. 
543 For a discussion of the post-World War I initiatives toward international heritage protection, including 
the lead up to the 1931 Charter of Athens, see Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 187-202. 
544 Houghton, “Architects in Historic Preservation,” 10. 
545 Annual Report, Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments, October 8, 1917, Box 5. 
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the Department of Public Works to the fact that no such drawings existed from 
which accurate repairs could be made in event of injury to the building.547 

In 1917, the committee’s usefulness to the Department of Public Works led to a more 

formal agreement on their consulting role. A city ordinance stipulated that all planned 

and future repairs in the “State House row … shall be subject to the approval of the 

Chapter committee.”548 The architects’ authority on all matters related to preservation and 

restoration was thus made official by the city government, a considerable development of 

professional recognition. 

 In the summer of 1921, the restoration of old City Hall finally began. Sellers, now 

chairman of the Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments, and the rest of 

the committee members worked closely with the new City Architect, John P. B. Sinkler, 

who oversaw the construction.549 Sinkler was an active member of the Philadelphia 

Chapter of the AIA, and had served on several committees of the national AIA.550 Thus 

the committee’s authority in regards to the City Hall work faced no real impediment from 

 
547 Sellers to J. Hampton Moore [Mayor of Philadelphia], 20 February 1920, Box 5, AIA Records, 
Athenaeum. 
548 Sellers to Eli K. Price, 28 May 1917, Sellers to Cummiskey, 25 September 1917, Meeting Minutes, 
Committee on Preservation, 25 April 1917, Box 4; Annual Report, Committee on Preservation, 8 October 
1917, Box 5, AIA Records, Athenaeum. The committee provided review and guidance on several smaller 
projects at Independence Hall over the next few years, including the installation of a fire sprinkler system 
in the building. They rejected the initial proposed system from the American Sprinkler Co. and helped 
finalize plans that would “avoid disfiguring the building.” Other work in 1917-1918 on Independence Hall 
included a new heating system, electric lights, roof repairs, new flooring in the Assembly Room, and the 
excavation of a below-grade tunnel to connect the cellar to the basements of Congress Hall and old City 
Hall. See HSR, Part II on Independence Hall, 131. 
549 Old City Hall HSR, Part I; Sellers to John P. B. Sinkler [City Architect], 17 June 1920, 30 August, 
1921, Box 5, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
550 Sandra L. Tatman, “Sinkler, John Penn Brock (1875-1959),” Philadelphia Architects and Buildings 
Project, accessed September 17, 2019, www.philadelphiabuildings.com. Sinkler was a graduate of the 
architecture program at the University of Pennsylvania and had briefly attended the Ecole des Beaux-Arts. 
He practiced with E. Perot Bissell for nearly thirty years, with a brief interruption during his years as City 
Architect from 1920-1924. He later served as chapter president for the Philadelphia AIA, and his service in 
the national AIA included membership on the House Committee, which oversaw the Octagon headquarters 
in DC, from 1916-1917 and on the Public Works Committee from 1919-1922. He was also very active in 
the Philadelphia T-Square Club early in his career. 
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city staff. The scope of restoration work proved fairly similar to that carried out at 

Congress Hall. The architects restored the interior layout, replicated original wood trim 

and other finishes, and repaired windows and doors (Figure 4.22). At the exterior, they 

repaired the roof and restored the wood cupola (Figure 4.23). Structural decay of the floor 

framing necessitated the addition of new steel trusses, but the committee left much of the 

original timber in place.551  

Sellers stressed the desire to maintain as much original fabric as possible, noting 

they were “adverse to the removal or disturbance” of the eighteenth-century timber 

frame.552 Like their previous work at Congress Hall, the architects made a point of 

discussing their restoration philosophy. In a letter to Sinkler regarding the structural 

repairs, Sellers stated that “the prime object to be obtained aside from structural stability 

is the preservation of the original [features] … for while it is possible to reproduce 

external details the real value of the building as a monument rests upon the existence of 

original details of construction associated with its history.”553 Preserving the original 

design was not enough, rather maintaining material authenticity as a record of early 

construction history was their prime objective.  

 The restoration of old City Hall was completed in early 1922, with a rededication 

celebration on May 22, attended by William H. Taft, then Chief Justice of the Supreme 

Court.554 Unlike the attention given to the Congress Hall restoration in 1913, the 

architectural press was silent on old City Hall. The AIA, however, continued to heap 

 
551 Old City Hall HSR, Part II. The 1921 restoration also removed a small addition connecting the building 
to the American Philosophical Society building to the south, erected in 1845. The 1960 HSR contains the 
Committee’s 28-page specifications for the project, see Appendix B. 
552 Old City Hall HSR, Part II; Stewardson to Sellers, 23 April 1921, Box 5, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
553 Sellers to Sinkler, 30 August 1921, Box 5, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
554 American Art Annual 20 (1923), 72; Third Annual Message of J. Hampton Moore, Mayor of 
Philadelphia, Containing the Reports of the Various Departments of the City of Philadelphia (1922), 106. 
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praise on the Philadelphia Chapter’s preservation work at annual conventions throughout 

the late 1910s to early 1920s. Sellers reported the success of the project at the 1922 

annual AIA convention. He also noted that the city had “called upon the Chapter to make 

further researches and prepare plans” for a new restoration of Independence Hall.555 

Having long agitated for a re-restoration of the upper floor of the building, the committee 

were finally able to do so the following year. They replaced all of Rogers’ interior 

finishes from 1897 with new simplified wood paneling and trim, confident that the 

building was now closer to its original eighteenth-century appearance (Figure 4.24).556 

After nearly twenty-seven years of work, the Philadelphia AIA succeeded in guiding the 

restorations of the buildings of Independence Square and ensuring their valie as 

architectural landmarks. 

LEADERS IN ARCHITECTURAL PRESERVATION: THE PHILADELPHIA AIA AS A MODEL 
FOR THE PROFESSION 

In 1918, the AIA held its annual convention in Philadelphia. On one of the 

evenings, Sellers addressed the membership gathered inside the restored Congress 

Hall.550F550F550F

557 He spoke of the work the chapter had done for the building and the unique 

relationship they had since developed with the city. 

The relation existing between the Chapter and the city authorities is based upon 
the idea that it is our duty as a technical society to render public service where the 
interest of the community is concerned, the altruistic spirit which prompts so 
many of the activities in which the Institute is engaged. 

 
555 Proceedings of the Fifty-Fifth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, D.C.: AIA, 1922). 
556 HSR, Part II on Independence Hall, 132-33. 
557 Proceedings of the Fifty-First Annual Convention of the American Institute of Architects (Washington, 
D.C.: AIA, 1918). Frank Miles Day provided the official welcome address to the AIA annual convention to 
Philadelphia in April 1918, just a few months before his sudden death. See “Resolutions of the Philadelphia 
Chapter on the Death of Frank Miles Day,” Journal of the AIA 6 (July 1918), 366. 
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The restoration of a national monument of the importance of this group of 
buildings naturally makes a strong appeal for such service, realizing that the study 
of the problem by a competent group of architects has the advantage of bringing 
to it a wide range of special knowledge and experience, and that such joint 
consideration and judgement tends to eliminate or control individual opinion and 
fancy, the free exercise of which has so frequently made the words “restoration” 
and “destruction” almost synonymous.558 

The project had not only enhanced the status of the profession, but the work of 

preservation in general. Just as the architects involved in the Bulfinch State House 

preservation campaign and the restoration of the White House had declared, Sellers 

believed they were obligated to provide leadership and expertise in the treatment of 

buildings of national architectural significance as a form of professional duty, as stewards 

of the nation’s architectural heritage. He further stressed this idea to Mayor J. Hampton 

Moore in 1920, when he explained that the guidance of the experts on the chapter’s 

committee was “especially important in structures of such national interest as the State 

House group” because such buildings were valued by and “subject to the criticism” of the 

whole country.559 Therefore, entrusting the work to a group of experts like the AIA meant 

the city was doing its due diligence. 

In successfully establishing themselves as preservation consultants for the city, 

the Philadelphia AIA served as a model for the profession. In the years during and 

immediately following the restoration of Congress Hall, other AIA chapters began to 

offer their professional expertise for historic buildings in their own cities. For example, 

the Louisiana chapter undertook various preservation initiatives in New Orleans, 

 
558 Sellers, text of speech made to members of the AIA at Congress Hall, 25 April 1918, Box 5, AIA 
Records, Athenaeum. Sellers further explained: “The Committee at present acts as expert advisors to the 
Department of Public Works on all matters pertaining to the physical condition of this group of buildings 
and to give consideration to the problems thus presented it has been the practice of our Committee to hold 
meetings weekly in addition to the attention of individual members to research and to detailed examination 
and study of physical evidence disclosed where surveys are in progress.” 
559 Sellers to J. Hampton Moore, 20 February 1920, Box 5, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 



 196 

particularly in the city’s famed French Quarter, including photographic surveys of 

“notable structures” with architecture students at Tulane University, and lobbying the US 

government to prevent damage to historic buildings at the Jackson Barracks.560 Other 

chapters worked closely with like-minded organizations to advocate for preservation of 

privately-held property. In California, the Los Angeles chapter, led by Arthur Benton, 

assisted the Landmarks Club in its survey of Spanish Colonial missions.561 The New 

York chapter supported the Architectural League of New York in its efforts to prevent the 

demolition of the Federal-era St. John’s Chapel, threated by street widening and 

abandonment by its parish. Although the preservation campaign was ultimately 

unsuccessful, the architects brought a new focus to the ten-year debate over the building’s 

fate, emphasizing its value as an outstanding example of Georgian architecture and 

sponsoring completion of measured drawings of the building.562  

On several occasions, architects in other parts of the country turned to their 

colleagues in Philadelphia for advice or assistance with preservation campaigns or 

restoration projects. In 1915, Robert D. Andrews, one of the architects of the Bulfinch 

State House restoration, sought advice and assistance from Frank Miles Day regarding 

efforts to prevent the demolition of the former State House in Hartford, Connecticut. Day 

attended an official state hearing on the matter at Andrews’ request and offered the 

 
560 Proceedings of the Forty-Ninth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, DC: AIA, 1915), 123; 
Houghton, Architects in Historic Preservation, 12. 
561 Proceedings of the Fiftieth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, DC: AIA, 1916), 91-92. 
562 Mason, The Once and Future New York, 110-15. The New York architects alerted their professional 
colleagues elsewhere to the threat through articles and notices in the architectural press, including a long 
article in 1914 in Architectural Record that contained photographs and measured drawings. See Rawson W. 
Haddon, “St. John’s Chapel, New York City,” Architectural Record 35 (May 1914): 389-404. In 1912, the 
New York Chapter had voted to have measured drawings of the chapel made in case it was torn down. See 
Proceedings of the Forty-Sixth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, DC: AIA, 1912), 28. The 
chapel was demolished in 1918. 
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assistance of the Philadelphia committee, helping to ensure the preservation of another 

Bulfinch-designed building.563 During the planning for the building’s restoration in 1916 

and 1917, H. Hilliard Smith, the local architect in charge of the project, and Andrews, 

acting as consultant, continued to seek Day’s advice. Day reviewed their restoration plans 

and specifications, and provided guidance on the proper interpretation of structural 

evidence uncovered during their assessment of the building.564  

Sellers’ reputation as an expert in architectural preservation also grew within the 

wider profession. Beginning in 1915, he chaired the revived national AIA preservation 

committee, which was combined with an existing committee on natural resources as the 

Committee on the Preservation of Natural Beauties and Historic Monuments of the 

United States. He renamed it the Committee on Preservation of Historic Monuments and 

Scenic Beauties in 1918.565 Likely influenced by earlier preservation groups like the 

Massachusetts Trustees of Public Reservations and the American Scenic and Historic 
 

563 Day to Andrews, 4 and 10 November 1915, Frank Miles Day Collection, The Architectural Archives, 
University of Pennsylvania. Day suggested representatives from the New York, Connecticut, and Boston 
chapters also be present at the hearing. He had Sellers send a formal statement on the need to preserve the 
building to Andrews and the other architects spearheading the preservation campaign. 
564 Day to H. Hilliard Smith, 19 December 1916, 1 January 1917; Day to Andrews, 20 December 1916, 3 
January 1917, Frank Miles Day Collection, The Architectural Archives, University of Pennsylvania. The 
restoration of the Hartford State House began in 1918, the year Day died, and was complete by 1920. See 
Proceedings of the Fifty-First Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, DC: AIA, 1918), 119. 
565 Houghton, Architects in Historic Preservation, 10-17, 85. The AIA revived the idea of a national 
committee to address preservation in 1914, in the midst of outrage over war-time destruction of French and 
Belgian monuments, expanding the existing Committee on the Conservation of Natural Resources 
(established in 1911) to include “Historic Monuments.” Likely inspired by President Roosevelt’s advocacy 
of forest and natural area conservation, that committee’s main focus was protection of resources like 
timber, promoting fire-proof construction, and supporting the creation of national parks and forests, 
particularly for the remaining forests between D.C. and Baltimore. William M. Ellicott, a Baltimore 
architect, led the committee until 1915, when Sellers took over chairmanship. That year, the AIA board 
explained the rationale for the committee’s name change: “the preservation of natural beauties being 
substituted for the broader field of conservation. By this action the objects of the committee are perhaps 
less unrelated that formerly, in the sense that both appeal chiefly through esthetic and sentimental 
considerations, and have a common purpose in the resistance of man’s encroachment upon nature’s works 
as well as upon those of his own creation.” See Proceedings of the Forty-Ninth Annual Convention of the 
AIA (Washington, DC: AIA, 1915), 123. 
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Preservation Society, the focus on places of natural or scenic value alongside historic 

buildings persisted within the AIA committee into the 1930s. During his tenure as chair, 

Sellers placed more emphasis on historic buildings. For Sellers and several other 

architects, their outrage and concern over destruction of architectural landmarks in 

Europe in the early years of World War I underscored the necessity for a systematic 

program of documenting the remaining early architecture of the United States.566 At the 

1918 annual convention, Sellers introduced a resolution to begin such a program. 

Referencing the work of the Philadelphia chapter as a model, he noted the “growing 

patriotic sentiment in our historic monuments” around the country in the wake of the war 

and fears of sabotage by “internal enemies.” Destruction in Europe, he argued, of 

monuments cherished as the world’s heritage of art and civilization, is brought 
nearer to us by appreciation of the ruin which the same vindictive forces would 
accomplish should they reach their goal in the British Isles, whose ancient 
monuments and associations belong to our own history no less than theirs. 

The connection of colonial architecture to a shared Anglo-American heritage, he implied, 

made recording these structures even more pressing.567 

Sellers also noted the work of other organizations in carrying out similar efforts, 

including the Colonial Dames, who partnered with local architects in places like 

 
566 Houghton, Architects in Historic Preservation, 10-11. For more on the Massachusetts Trustees of 
Public Reservations, see Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful Times”; and on the American Scenic and Historic 
Preservation Society, see Mason, The Once and Future New York. For a discussion of the connection of 
those groups to the National Trust in England, see Hall, “The Politics of Collecting.” 
567 Proceedings of the AIA 51 (1918): 19, 53, 118-19; Proceedings of the AIA 52 (1919): 165. The AIA 
Records, Athenaeum also contains a draft of Sellers’ 1918 committee report. It was not just war that Sellers 
worried about. In a 1920 article in the AIA’s journal, Sellers drew attention to the work of the SPAB in 
England, noting their efforts to protect rural villages from modern construction as a model for “the ancient 
villages of New England” that he claimed were under threat from changes “wrought by foreign 
immigration.” Citing the work of the Society for the Preservation of New England Antiquities (SPNEA), 
his xenophobic view of immigrants mingled with a desire to “safeguard” those places for “the heritage of 
those who come after us.” See Horace Wells Sellers, “Protection of Historic Buildings,” Journal of the AIA 
8 (February 1920): 62-63. 
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Connecticut to record colonial buildings, as well as newer preservation groups like the 

Society for the Preservation of New England Antiquities (SPNEA, now called Historic 

New England), and other professional groups, like the Archaeological Institute of 

America. He noted the value of working with “antiquarian and similar societies,” but also 

highlighted the special skills of the architect as “having technical knowledge of the 

several periods of architectural development to judge and properly classify such 

buildings.”568 To accomplish a national record, Sellers and the AIA continued to 

encourage more chapters to form their own preservation committees to organize 

documentation efforts. He also cited the usefulness of architectural journals, which often 

published measured drawings and photographs of historic buildings.569 Because of his 

leadership, other architects sought Sellers’ advice on the best means of conducting 

surveys and encouraging local interest in preservation.570 Although he was ultimately 

unsuccessful in his attempt to create a national documentation program during his time as 

committee chair, his effort was a notable precursor to the AIA’s eventual role in the 

creation of the Historic American Buildings Survey program in 1933, spearheaded by 

Leicester Holland, then AIA preservation committee chair.571 

 
568 Proceedings of the AIA 51 (1918): 119. Sellers comments are reminiscent of the professional split 
between antiquarians and architects (and their differences in approaches to preservation) in Sweden in the 
early twentieth century. See Wetterberg, “Conservation and the Professions,” 209-212. 
569 Proceedings of the AIA 54 (1921): 157. 
570 Houghton, Architects in Historic Preservation, 12. For example, Moise Goldstein of New Orleans 
corresponded with Sellers several times in 1915 regarding his efforts to document buildings in the French 
Quarter. 
571 Houghton, Architects in Historic Preservation, 31-32. Holland corresponded with Sellers while trying 
to set up the program in 1931. In 1930, the Philadelphia Chapter had received a large donation that allowed 
them to finally carry out the formal documentation program of colonial sites that the chapter’s preservation 
committee had original proposed back in 1914. According to Houghton, Holland used the Philadelphia 
program as a model. 
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As a national preservation committee, Sellers sought to widen its focus beyond 

the east coast by including in its membership architects from places like Chicago, New 

Orleans, Los Angeles, and Colorado.572 This helped to include those interested in Spanish 

Colonial buildings, particularly in California. The condition of Native American sites in 

the southwest also became a notable concern of the committee, bringing a new attention 

to the western states. In 1906, President Roosevelt had signed the Antiquities Act, the 

first federal preservation policy in the country, which outlined protections for prehistoric 

and indigenous sites on federal lands.573 In their 1916 annual report, Sellers noted that the 

“prehistoric remains of cliff dwellings situated on public lands are among our most 

interesting national monuments,” indicating an expansion of the profession’s concept of 

national architectural identity and preservation interest to include much older, pre-

colonial American architecture. He expressed concern over the apparent lack of proper 

protection by the federal government, despite the provisions of the Antiquities Act.574 He 

had received communication from a professor at the University of Pennsylvania, who 

brought to his attention the poor state of preservation and threat from “vandals” to the 

cliff dwellings in Arizona known as Montezuma Castle. Sellers contacted the Secretary 

of the Interior to urge action (the site is one of the four original National Monuments 

designated by President Roosevelt in 1906). He received assurances just weeks later that 
 

572 Sellers to Thomas R. Kimball, 12 June 1918, AIA Records, Athenaeum. Sellers states: “The action 
taken on my report by the recent Convention emphasizes the importance of territorial representation with 
perhaps enlargement of the Committee to bring it in touch with local agencies interested in the proposed 
record of colonial architecture.” His recommended new members included preservation-focused architects 
in the east, notable Norman Isham in Rhode Island, as well as Elmer C. Jensen in Chicago, Arthur Benton 
in Los Angeles, Thomas MacLaren in Colorado Springs, and L. A. Livaudais in New Orleans. 
573 The Antiquities Act also gave the president the power to designate national monuments. For a 
comprehensive history of the Antiquities Act, see Raymond Harris Thompson, The Antiquities Act of 1906 
(Washington, D.C.: The National Park Service, 1970), edited and reprinted as “The Antiquities Act of 1906 
by Ronald Freeman Lee,” Raymond Harris Thompson, ed., in Journal of the Southwest Vol. 42, No. 2. 
(Summer 2000): 197-269. 
574 Proceedings of the AIA 50 (1916), 91. 
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the department would undertake needed repairs and appoint a custodian to watch over the 

monument.575 Sellers continued to seek out information on other ancient sites in the 

region. He wrote to local architects asking for updates on any known archaeological work 

and encouraging them to document standing structures with photographs and drawings.576 

The preservation initiatives of the Philadelphia chapter, and the development of 

the AIA committee under Sellers’s leadership, coincided with significant growth and 

moves towards institutionalization of the wider preservation movement, from the 

establishment of the 1906 Antiquities Act under President Roosevelt to the work of new 

preservation organizations like SPNEA, founded in 1910. Sellers was part of a small 

group of architects that began to focus a significant portion of their professional work on 

preservation and restoration projects in the 1910s and 1920s, many of who were also 

members of the AIA preservation committee. These include several architects in New 

England, notably Joseph E. Chandler, Norman Isham, and Frank C. Brown, as well as 

Arthur Benton in California, and the architect-historian Fiske Kimball, who took over 

chairmanship of the committee after Sellers and later directed the restoration of Thomas 

Jefferson’s Monticello.577 Significantly, the Philadelphia chapter’s restoration projects, 

coupled with the prominence of Day and Sellers within the national AIA leadership, also 
 

575 Houghton, Architects in Historic Preservation, 14-15. The professor was Dr. Harold S. Colton, a 
zoologist whose field work had taken him to Arizona. The official name of the site is the Montezuma 
Castle National Monument. 
576 For example, in 1918, he received a letter from committee member Thomas MacLaren, a Colorado-
based architect, containing several photographs of Mesa Verde and information about a Smithsonian 
Institute excavation. See Thomas MacLaren to Sellers, 11 March 1918, Sellers to MacLaren, 28 March, 
1918, AIA Records, Athenaeum. See also Proceedings of the AIA 51 (1918): 119. 
577 For list of the most well-known preservation architects of this era, see Houghton, Architects in Historic 
Preservation. For more on architects and SPNEA, see Holleran, Boston’s “Changeful Times”, 236 and 
Lindgren, Preserving Historic New England, 64, 71. Several trustees and officers of SPNEA were 
architects, including Ralph Adams Cram, as well as one of the first female architects in Connecticut, 
Theodate Pope Riddle, who was elected to AIA membership in 1918. See entry for Pope Riddle in the 
Beverly Willis Architecture Foundation’s Pioneering Women of American Architecture, 
pioneeringwomen.bwaf.org. 



 202 

helped to place preservation as a regular topic of discussion among the profession, as 

seen in AIA convention proceedings and architectural journals in the first quarter of the 

twentieth century. 

For over two decades, the Philadelphia AIA created a unique relationship with 

city officials as preservation and restoration consultants for the buildings of 

Independence Square. They insisted that the buildings were too significant to let any one 

individual make decisions about their treatment, creating a design review process through 

the Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments. The architects’ heightened 

concern with material authenticity and historic accuracy, as seen in their use of in-depth 

surveys and conditions assessments, set an important precedent for architect-led 

restoration work. By stressing the “civic responsibility” of their work as “a technical 

society,” Day, Ziegler, Sellers and the rest of the committee carried out the most 

sustained effort to guide architectural preservation of public landmarks in the country up 

to that point.578 In doing so, the committee became acknowledged preservation 

professionals and a model for how preservation could serve as a form of public 

engagement for the architecture profession in the United States. 

 

 

 

 

 
578 Sellers to J. Hampton Moore, 20 February 1920, Box 5, AIA Records, Athenaeum. 
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Conclusion: The Contribution of Architects to Preservation 

In the three decades after Richard M. Upjohn’s initial call in 1890 for architects to 

aid in the preservation of “national buildings,” several prominent members of the 

architecture profession successfully positioned themselves as professional 

preservationists for some of the country’s most valued civic landmarks. Through 

preservation campaigns and restoration projects for the Bulfinch Front of the 

Massachusetts State House, the White House, and the Independence Hall complex, they 

emerged as leaders in architectural preservation practice. Their work reinforced and 

elevated the role of significant public landmarks as sites of national, state, and civic 

identities. The leadership of the AIA in preservation of these sites must also be 

understood as part of wider efforts to shape American architects’ professional identity in 

the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The success of the projects in garnering 

professional recognition for the architects involved also reveals how preservation became 

an effective means of consolidating the status and authority of the profession in the eyes 

of government officials and the public more broadly. 

Charles A. Cummings, Robert D. Andrews, Charles F. McKim, Glenn Brown, 

Frank Miles Day, and Horace Wells Sellers presented the preservation work they carried 

out as important for the professional at large as a form of professional public duty.  

Certainly, monetary profit was not a significant motivation for their involvement in these 

projects. Yet a desire for professional recognition did play a notable role. Like other 

professionals of the era, architects were specialists seeking to make themselves 

indispensable to the public as experts. As the historian Robert Wiebe observed, “the more 

intricate” specialist fields like medicine, law or architecture became, “the greater the need 
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for men with highly developed skills.”579 The AIA and its local chapters became leaders 

of these major preservation and restoration efforts in large part as a reaction to work 

carried out or proposals created by those outside of their profession. In Boston, the BSA 

sought to save the Bulfinch Front from what they saw as the misguided and shortsighted 

ideas of the state legislature. In Washington, a poorly designed proposal for major 

modifications to the White House by a government engineer pushed the national AIA 

into action. And in Philadelphia, the AIA chapter’s criticism of the DAR restoration of 

Independence Hall provided them an entry into a long-term consulting position for the 

city of Philadelphia as preservation specialists. By stressing their expertise and authority 

in evaluating and treating historic buildings, architects began to push preservation and 

restoration practice towards an emergent notion of professionalism. Thus, through these 

projects, architects played an important role in the origins of preservation practice in the 

United States. 

PRESERVATION AS PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE  

The architects who led the preservation and restoration of the Massachusetts State 

House, the White House, and the Independence Hall complex were also leaders within 

their profession, serving as officers in the national AIA or local chapters and highly 

regarded by their colleagues. The AIA was a national organization of local and state 

chapters, shaping the way in which its preservation efforts were accomplished chiefly at 

the local chapter level.580 As a professional organization with national membership, they 

had means of communication and common points of contact, such as publications and 

annual meetings, that allowed those interested in preservation to share news, ideas, and 

 
579 Wiebe, The Search for Order, 174-75. 
580 Houghton, “Architects in Historic Preservation,” 8. 
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knowledge on the subject. In the three case studies presented, the architects relied on the 

connections the national organization created, sharing their expertise and guidance 

regarding architectural preservation approaches with each other, demonstrating that these 

projects did not happen in isolation. Cummings and his Boston colleagues sought 

McKim’s advice on restoration plans for the Bulfinch Front, as did Day and his 

Philadelphia colleagues for their proposals for Independence Hall, while the Philadelphia 

AIA Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments became a source of advice to 

many others in the profession, particularly once Sellers became chair of the AIA’s 

national preservation committee in the 1910s and 1920s.  

Charles Hosmer once noted that architectural preservation practitioners before the 

1950s rarely left written rationales for their work. He claims this was because for most, 

they had “practically no philosophical underpinning.”581 While this may have been true 

of many at the time—particularly the larger number of individuals engaged in the 

restoration of historic houses—this dissertation has shown that professional architects 

often approached their work with distinct preservation philosophies and ideas. Some, like 

Brown, Day, and Sellers, were also conscious of a need to enumerate those ideas and 

leave careful records of their preservation and restoration approaches. Yet this was a 

period in which architectural preservation philosophies were being developed, with a 

wider range of “acceptable” ideas compared to preservation standards today—a context 

reflected in the architects’ varying approaches to restoration and preservation. 

For the Bulfinch State House campaign, the BSA’s appears to have drawn on 

ideas coming out of the SPAB in Britain by highlighting the importance of original 

materials and craftsmanship in arguments for retaining Bulfinch’s building, even if the 

 
581 Hosmer, Preservation Comes of Age, 1044. 
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subsequent restoration showed a less clear philosophical underpinning. At the White 

House, McKim and Brown embraced another approach more reminiscent of Viollet-le-

Duc and Scott in their attempt to create modern additions in a style inspired by and 

respectful of the original federal period structure. While in Philadelphia, the AIA 

chapter’s preservation committee increasingly developed their more systematic 

archaeological approach, stressing both material authenticity and documentary sources, 

which helped pave the way for later accepted architectural preservation concepts like 

historic structures reports.  

Early exposure to European preservation ideas and projects through professional 

architectural journals—the American Architect and Building News in particular—in the 

1870s and 1880s provided a framework for American architects to begin to evaluate the 

value of preservation for their own country’s historic buildings. Direct experience in 

Europe, whether through travel, study, or attendance at one of the International 

Congresses of Architects, provided other avenues for them to engage with international 

preservation discourse. Print culture and travel played a crucial role in establishing a 

vernacular language or discourse of preservation that helped lay an intellectual 

foundation for subsequent preservation efforts. In the United States, both professional 

and wider popular interest in the colonial past, tied to a broad, more pronounced interest 

in American nationalism, increased in the last quarter of the century. World’s Fairs like 

that at Philadelphia in 1876 and Chicago in 1893 encouraged interested in historic 

buildings in the United States (and elsewhere), as did nascent American architectural 

history scholarship. Within this larger cultural context, architects began to consider 

seriously the ways in which their profession should and could be active participants in the 

emerging preservation movement in the United States. When the AIA created its 
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Committee on the Conservation of Public Architecture in 1890, it was within this climate 

of growing preservation thinking. 

The architecture profession considered the Massachusetts State House, the White 

House, and the Independence Hall group architecturally and historically important early 

American buildings, or in Upjohn’s words, they were important “national buildings.”582 

Before their respective restorations, all three sites were already valued as places of civic 

patriotism because of their historical associations with the early history of the country. 

The architects’ contributions were to define and enshrine them as equally significant to 

architectural history. This approach was inextricably linked to their growing professional 

identity and their goals for the future of American architecture. It is notable that when the 

profession chose to lead preservation efforts in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries, it was for these types of well-known public buildings. Perhaps this is not 

surprising, as most architects in this period favored large-scale public buildings as the 

“touchstone of professional work.”583 Overseeing the restoration of a prominent 

government-owned historic building, whether municipal, state, or federal, was also more 

likely to garner public attention and recognition—as the AIA highlighted in its promotion 

of the Congress Hall restoration in 1913. Yet it was also reflective of the broader national 

identity building of the period. Architect-led perseveration efforts for these landmarks 

helped reinforce site specific associations with civic, state, and national identities. 

In all three case studies, architects argued that they were best placed to lead 

preservation efforts because they had the expertise and knowledge of older buildings and 

were therefore most capable of identifying and understanding their significance. By 

 
582 Proceedings of the Twenty-Fourth Annual Convention of the AIA (Chicago: Inland Architect Press, 
1891): 33-34. 
583 Woods, From Craft to Profession, 44. 
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preserving buildings significant to American architectural history, they were shaping 

understandings of the United States’ place in the wider canon of Western architectural 

history. As early as 1876, the Chicago architect P. B. Wight, in a speech to the annual 

AIA convention, had argued that the history of European countries was “read…by its 

monuments, just so surely will ours be read by our monuments.” While his argument was 

tied principally to the need for high-quality contemporary government architecture, he 

also stressed that significant existing civic buildings, such as the US Capitol in 

Washington, would be considered by subsequent generations as important architectural 

landmarks and “live with the greatest monuments of antiquity.”584  

At the Massachusetts State House, Cummings and the Boston Society of 

Architects were motivated to lead the preservation campaign by a desire to enhance the 

legacy of Charles Bulfinch, one of the first professional architects in the United States. 

Their arguments for the architectural significance of the building centered on its import 

as a landmark of American design, as well as its value as a symbol of civic-nationalism 

and state-nationalism. A few years later, the AIA underscored the need to preserve the 

White House—a powerful federal-national symbol of the country—from inappropriate 

alteration as part of the profession’s broader strategy for the “artistic development” of 

Washington, DC.585 McKim and Brown positioned their restoration project as pivotal to 

shaping the future of the nation’s capital, and strengthened the idea of the White House as 

the “nation’s historic house” during the Roosevelt administration.586 The Philadelphia 

AIA’s restorations for Congress Hall and old City Hall in the early twentieth century 

 
584 “Government Architecture and Government Architects. Read before the Ninth Annual Convention 
A.I.A., by P. B. Wight, of the Chicago Chapter, Fellow. Part I.” AABN 1 (March 3, 1876): 75-76. 
585 Brown, Memories, 260. 
586 Report of MMW, 9. 
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brought greater public recognition of the importance of those two buildings as part of the 

local and national significance of the Independence Hall site, and effectively positioned 

the chapter as preservation consultants for the city government. In the 1910s, the 

Philadelphia architects fully embraced the notion that their preservation efforts for the 

city were a form of patriotic civic duty. Architects like Cummings, McKim, Day, and 

Sellers saw themselves as the people best suited to judge the value and meanings of 

historic buildings, and in these three specific examples, as those best able to convey that 

value and meaning to government officials and the wider public. Therefore, preservation 

of historic civic buildings in particular became a tool for the profession’s future, as well 

as a way to secure the buildings as preeminent examples of American architectural 

history. In other words, architectural preservation acted as a way of legitimizing their 

professional expertise and public standing.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL PRESERVATION BY COMMITTEE 

In 1923, the architect and historian Fiske Kimball took over chairmanship of the 

AIA’s Committee on Preservation from Sellers. Building on Sellers’ work to expand the 

influence of the committee nationally, he clarified their aims: 

While [the committee] is prepared to lend its encouragement to every effort which 
comes under its notice, it conceives its chief function to lie (i) where monuments 
of really national importance are threatened, either with destruction or harmful 
modification. Other fields for its activity lie (ii) in the initiation and support of 
policies which may be of general benefit; and (iii) in the conduct of a campaign of 
education both of architects and of the public as to the proper methods of 
treatment of old buildings.587 

 
587 Proceedings of the Fifty-Sixth Annual Convention of the AIA (Washington, DC: Gibson Bros., Inc., 
1923), 103.  



 210 

In the wake of architects’ leadership in the preservation of the Massachusetts State 

House, the White House, and Independence Hall, Kimball’s list further indicates the 

ways in which the profession was moving towards a more articulated idea of preservation 

professionalism and the AIA’s role in the field nationally. A few years later, Kimball 

became an important advisor for the restoration of Williamsburg, Virginia.588  

By the time Perry, Shaw & Hepburn began their restoration projects for 

Williamsburg in the late 1920s, the architecture profession had already been engaged in 

architectural preservation projects for over three decades. While the profession did not 

initiate the large-scale restoration for Williamsburg, through the firm of Perry, Shaw & 

Hepburn they played a critical role in the project’s success.589 William Perry and his 

partners oversaw a field office of young draftsmen and architects in Virginia that would 

continue to serve “as the premier training ground for preservation architects” until the 

advent of university preservation programs later in the twentieth century.590 Perry, along 

with W. A. R. Goodwin—the local pastor who first suggested the restoration of the 

colonial town—also helped ensure that their work met with the approval of an expert 

panel of architects in the form of the Williamsburg Advisory Committee of Architects. 

The idea of an expert committee to guide the restoration and ensure “historical 

authenticity” likely owes a debt to the Philadelphia AIA’s Committee on the Preservation 

of Historic Monuments. As Hosmer recounts, Goodwin and Perry believed the Advisory 

Committee would “inspire confidence” and “make critics cautious,” similar to what Day 

had emphasized a decade earlier in highlighting the importance of the Philadelphia AIA’s 

 
588 Hosmer, Preservation Comes of Age, 36. 
589 Hosmer, Preservation Comes of Age, 29. 
590 Hosmer, Preservation Comes of Age, 36; Houghton, Architects in Historic Preservation, 26. Columbia 
University began the first university program in preservation in 1964 under the leadership of James 
Marston Fitch. 
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committee for work at Congress Hall.591 The Philadelphia AIA’s pioneering strategy of 

preservation by consensus was an unusual argument within a profession that valued (and 

still values) the autonomy of the individual designer. 

The Williamsburg Advisory Committee also had strong ties to the national AIA 

Committee on Preservation. Goodwin and Perry first sought out advice from the AIA 

group before forming their Advisory Committee. Once they did, they invited Kimball and 

Lawrence Kocher (who headed the AIA committee after Kimball and was also editor of 

Architectural Record) to sit on the committee. Kimball and Kocher both remained active 

members of the Advisory Committee for many years—a testament to the efforts of the 

AIA to position the profession as preservation experts.592 As has been shown in the case 

of the Massachusetts State House and the White House, architects had to first fight for 

recognition as the most appropriate experts to lead important preservation and restoration 

projects. In Philadelphia, city officials actually sought out the city’s leading architects to 

guide them through the restoration of Independence Hall in 1898. Day, Sellers, and the 

rest of the Philadelphia AIA’s subsequent preservation leadership at Congress Hall and 

old City Hall resulted in their holding a unique position as professional preservation 

consultants for the city in the 1910s and 1920s. By the time the Williamsburg restoration 

began, it seemed only natural for those in charge to seek the advice of a panel of 

professional architects experienced in preservation. 

The way in which architectural preservation could impact the professional 

standing of architects continued to be of concern for the national AIA Committee on 

 
591 Hosmer, Preservation Comes of Age, 34. 
592 Hosmer, Preservation Comes of Age, 36-37; Houghton, Architects in Historic Preservation, 22, 85. The 
Advisory Committee consisted of the three partners of Perry, Shaw, and Hepburn, plus eight other 
architects, mostly from the Northeast and Virginia.  
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Preservation in the late 1920s and early 1930s. In 1928, Kocher, then serving as 

committee chair, encouraged any AIA member engaged in preservation to be fully versed 

in the “principles of restoration…not only to safeguard our building but as protection to 

our reputation as architects.”593 Architects who understood and practiced these principles, 

he argued, were most needed for “buildings of the first importance.”594 Twenty-five years 

later, George Pettengill, librarian of the AIA, reflected on the profession’s “special role” 

in preservation practice: “As those qualified by training and experience in the design of 

buildings, they must be consulted for any actual restoration.” Echoing the same 

arguments Cummings, Brown, McKim, Day, and Sellers made from the 1890s to the 

1920s, the profession has continued to argue that “architecturally significant 

buildings…must be the special concern of architects.”595 

 

THE PRESERVATION ARCHITECT TODAY 

The history of preservation from the mid-twentieth century on is one of 

preservation’s institutionalization and consolidation as a distinct field of professional 

practice, populated by those trained in various disciplines.596 Today, the definition of a 

historic preservation professional casts a wide net, including those trained in history, 

architectural history, planning, public policy, law, archaeology, material science, and 

 
593 Proceedings of the Sixty-First Annual Convention of the AIA (1928), 126. 
594 Proceedings of the Sixty-First Annual Convention of the AIA (1928), 126. 
595 George E. Pettengill, “A.I.A. in the Preservation Movement,” Journal of the American Institute of 
Architects 20 (June 1953): 274. 
596 Hosmer, Preservation Comes of Age, 1; Max and Page, “Introduction: Rethinking the Roots of the 
Historic Preservation Movement,” 7. Hosmer calls the era between Williamsburg (1926) and the formation 
of the National Trust for Historic Preservation in 1949, the “heroic phase” of preservation history. The 
early institutionalization of preservation in the US culminated with the creation of the National 
Preservation Act in 1966.  
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engineering, in addition to architecture. While an architectural preservation professional 

is generally understood to be someone within the field of architecture, architecture 

remains just one aspect of the wider historic preservation field, in which a majority work 

in the public sector, often in regulatory compliance roles. The National Parks Service 

defines its professional standards for architects specializing in “historic architecture” as 

“the practice of applying artistic and scientific principles to the research, planning, 

design, and management of the built environment with specialized training in the 

principles, theories, concepts, methods, and techniques of preserving historic buildings 

and structures.”597 The AIA also has its own set of standards in regard to what 

encompasses professional preservation services, including assessments of historic 

significance, existing building assessments, preservation planning, and specific services 

related to state and federal programs like historic tax credits or national register 

nominations.598  

Currently, architects who specialize in preservation remain a significant minority 

of the wider profession, which generally views preservation as a niche sub-field.599 

 
597 Professional Qualifications Standards, Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines, National 
Park Service, US Department of the Interior. https://www.nps.gov/history/local-law/arch_stnds_9.htm   The 
NPS has designated professional qualifications for ten categories: archaeology, architectural history, 
conservation, cultural anthropology, curation, engineering, folklore, historic architecture, historic landscape 
architecture, historic preservation planning, historic preservation, and history. The professional 
qualifications for “historic architecture,” an architect who specializes in preservation, as a professional 
architect (with a state license or a professional degree in architecture) with additional educational training 
in preservation, architectural history, or planning, plus “at least one year of full-time professional 
experience on historic preservation projects.” 
598 See AIA Contract Document B205-2017 Standard Form of Architect’s Services: Historic Preservation, 
https://www.aiacontracts.org. 
599 For a recent assessment of the number of architects in preservation practice, see Jeremy C. Wells, 
“Challenging the Assumption About a Direct Relationship Between Historic Preservation and Architecture 
in the United States,” Frontiers of Architectural Research 7 (2018): 455-64, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foar.2018.10.001. Wells is highly critical of an apparent lack of connection 
between preservation education and training and architectural practice, concluding that “the field of 
architecture in practice cares little about historic preservation.” 
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However, there is evidence to indicate that more firms are devoting portions of their 

practice to design for existing buildings, particularly as preservation gains wider 

recognition as a key element of sustainable building practices and more design work 

focuses on renovations, rehabilitations, and retrofits of existing building stock.600 While 

an assessment of the current state of the professional preservation architect is well 

beyond the scope of this dissertation, I want to emphasize that discussions of what 

constitutes a preservation professional occurred among the architecture profession well 

before the traditional understanding of preservation’s professionalization in the last half 

of the twentieth century. While the relationship between the architecture profession and 

the field of historic preservation has evolved significantly in the last century, the ways in 

which the profession first engaged as leaders of preservation in the late nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries set the stage for those later developments.  

 

 
600 According to the 2018 AIA Firm Survey Report, AIA member firms in the last several years report a 
steady rise of design for existing buildings, less effected by cycles of new construction activity than 
previously, although the figures are not evenly distributed across the country. Firms in the Northeast 
account for over half of all design work for existing buildings. According to the report, 31% of AIA 
member firms currently offer some kind of preservation service, while 45% of firms reported revenue from 
work on existing buildings. See https://aia.org/resources/6151-firm-survey-report. 
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Figures 

 

Figure 1.1: The Cathedral of Notre Dame de Paris, c.1870. (Edouard Baldus, 
photographer. Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 1.2: Title Page, American Architect and Building News, Volume 4 (July-
December, 1878). 
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Figure 1.3: L. S. Ispen, Church of Our Saviour and Merchants Exchange, Copenhagen. 
(Reprinted from American Architect and Building News 5, 173 (May 24, 
1879).)   
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Figure 1.4: St. Albans Abbey (Reprinted from American Architect and Building News 3, 
131 (June 29, 1878).) 
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Figure 1.5: Cass Gilbert. Sketch of a bit of restored work on Notre Dame de Paris, 
restored by Viollet-le-Duc. May 6, 1880. (Library of Congress) 
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Figure 1.6: Christ Church, Philadelphia (Reprinted from American Architect and Building 
News 5, 172 (April 12, 1879).) 
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Figure 1.7: Faneuil Hall, Boston, East Front and Plans. Plate 31 from The Georgian 
Period. (Reprinted from The Georgian Period: Being Measured Drawings 
of Colonial Work, Part II (American Architect and Building News Co., 
1898).)   
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Figure 2.1: Massachusetts State House, ca. 1867-1889. (Boston Public Library. Courtesy 
DigitalCommonwealth.org) 
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Figure 2.2: Brigham & Spofford. Competition design for State House extension. 
(Reprinted from the Boston Globe, February 6, 1889.) 
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Figure 2.3: Brigham & Spofford. Final design for the State House extension. 1889. 
(Boston Public Library. Courtesy DigitalCommonwealth.org.) 
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Figure 2.4: State House north elevation showing the Bryant addition, c. 1889. Note work 
in foreground for foundation of new extension. (Boston Public Library. 
Courtesy DigitalCommonwealth.org.) 
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Figure 2.5: Cover of Save the State House: A Memorial of a Century of Freedom, a 
pamphlet published with assistance from the Boston Society of Architects in 
1894. (Special Collections, Massachusetts States Library.) 
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Figure 2.6: Charles Bulfinch. Undated portrait. (Reprinted from The Memorial History of 
Boston, Vol. IV, Justin Windsor, ed. (Boston: James R. Osgood and Co., 
1881).) 
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Figure 2.7: Massachusetts State House after addition of wings, ca. 1920. (Boston Public 
Library. Courtesy DigitalCommonwealth.org.)  
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Figure 2.8: Old State House, Hartford, Connecticut. Everett H. Keeler, Photographer, 
March 1, 1937. (Historic American Building Survey, Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 2.9: Massachusetts State House after completion of extension and restoration of 
Bulfinch portion, c.1900. (Detroit Publishing Company Collection, Library 
of Congress.) 
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Figure 2.10: Arthur Everrett and Robert Andrews. Copy of working drawing for steel 
framing and ceiling connections for Bulfinch State House, 1896. (Special 
Collections, Massachusetts State Library.) 
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Figure 2.11: Senate chamber (former House of Representatives chamber) after 
restoration, 1898. (Reprinted from Centennial of the Bulfinch State House: 
Exercises Before the Massachusetts Legislature, January 1, 1898 (Boston: 
Wright & Potter Printing Co., State Printers, 1898).) 
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Figure 2.12: Senate reception room (former Senate chamber) after restoration, 1898. 
(Reprinted from Centennial of the Bulfinch State House: Exercises Before 
the Massachusetts Legislature, January 1, 1898 (Boston: Wright & Potter 
Printing Co., State Printers, 1898).) 
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Figure 2.13: Doric Hall before restoration, ca. 1895. (Boston Public Library. Courtesy 
DigitalCommonwealth.org.) 
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Figure 2.14: The restored Doric Hall, 2019. (Photo by author.) 
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Figure 3.1: Proposed enlargement of the Executive Mansion, ca. 1890. (Owen, F. D., 
Architect, and Caroline Lavinia Scott Harrison. Alterations to the Executive 
Mansion, for Mrs. Benjamin Harrison, Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. Site plan, with suggestions / F. D. Owen, Arch’t., 
Washington, D.C., ca. 1890. Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 3.2: Glenn Brown, undated photograph. (George Grantham Bain Collection, 
Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 3.3: Proposed White House alterations by Col. Bingham with drawings by 
Frederick D. Owen. (Reprinted from “The Future of the White House,” Ladies Homes 
Journal 17 (November 1900): 9.)   
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Figure 3.4: Model of proposed enlargement of the White House, showing the south 
elevation, 1900. (Library of Congress) 
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Figure 3.5: Portrait of Charles Follen McKim, ca. 1890. (Frances Benjamin Johnston, 
photographer. Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 3.6: Dunbar House and Colony House (rear) in Newport, RI, 1874. Photographed 
by William James Stillman for Charles F. McKim. (Photograph courtesy 
Newport Historical Society) 
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Figure 3.7: Thomas Robinson House. View of sitting room remodeled by McKim in 
1876. (Jack Boucher, photographer. Historic American Buildings Survey, 
June 1971. Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 3.8: University of Virginia Rotunda Fire, October 27, 1895. (Holsinger Studio 
Collection, Special Collections, University of Virginia Library.) 
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Figure 3.9: Interior of University of Virginia Rotunda after McKim, Mead & White 
restoration, ca. 1898. (Library of Congress) 
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Figure 3.10: Charles McKim. Tentative Plans for the Restoration of the White House, ca. 
May 1902. (Reprinted from Charles Moore, The Life and Times of Charles 
Follen McKim (Boston and New York: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1929). 
Original sketches are part of the Charles Moore Papers, Library of 
Congress.) 
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Figure 3.11: White House East Room before restoration, ca. 1900. (Frances Benjamin 
Johnston, photographer. Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 3.12: White House restoration, working drawing of first floor, July 1902. Note the 
enlargement of the State Dining Room (upper right) and new staircase 
arrangements, indicated in darker hatching. (McKim, Mead & White, 
Drawing Room Floor, President’s House, Plan Showing Proposed 
Alteration, 1902, McKim, Mead & White Architectural Records Collection, 
PR24-T0875.2, New-York Historical Society.) 
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Figure 3.13: Green houses at west end of White House, 1889. (Frances Benjamin 
Johnston, photographer. Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 3.14: White House west terrace during repairs, November 1, 1902. (Reprinted 
from Restoration of the White House: Message of the President of the 
United States Transmitting the Report of the Architects (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1903).) 
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Figure 3.15: Exterior view of restored White House showing reconstructed east 
colonnade, restored west colonnade, and new office building, c. 1910. 
(Library of Congress) 
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Figure 3.16: Structural steel for new floor under the White House Blue Room, July 20, 
1902. (Reprinted from Restoration of the White House: Message of the 
President of the United States Transmitting the Report of the Architects 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1903).
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Figure 3.17: View of White House East Room from second floor, July 20, 1902. 
(Reprinted from Restoration of the White House: Message of the President 
of the United States Transmitting the Report of the Architects (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1903). 

 

 



 253 

 

Figure 3.18: White House East Room after restoration, ca. 1904. (Hand-colored 
photographic print. Library of Congress.) 

 

 



 254 

 

Figure 3.19: White House Blue Room after restoration, ca. 1904. (Hand-colored 
photographic print. Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 3.20: White House State Dining Room after restoration, ca. 1904. (Hand-colored 
photographic print. Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 3.21: White House, South Front, November 1902. (Reprinted from Restoration of 
the White House: Message of the President of the United States 
Transmitting the Report of the Architects (Washington: Government 
Printing Office, 1903).) 
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Figure 3.22: The Octagon House, Washington D.C., ca. 1910 – 1932 (National Photo 
Company Collection, Library of Congress). 
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Figure 3.23: Glenn Brown, Measured drawings of interior architectural details from the 
Octagon. (Reprinted from American Architect & Building News 23 (January 7, 1888). 
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Figure 3.24: Building of the Senate Park Plan Commission model for Washington, D.C., 
ca.1902. (Frances Benjamin Johnston, photographer. Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 4.1: Independence Hall from the northeast, c.1900. Congress Hall is visible at the 
far right. The west edge of Old City Hall is visible at left. (Detroit 
Publishing Company Photograph Collection, Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 4.2: Theodore Poleni. Independence Hall. Philadelphia 1876. Cromolithograph on 
paper. (Library of Congress) 
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Figure 4.3: Illustrations of restoration work at Independence Hall in 1897. The top two 
images show the restored banquet hall. The bottom image shows T. Mellon 
Rogers’ proposal for restoration of the arcade and wings (Originally printed 
in Harper’s Weekly 41 (July 24, 1897): 732. Photograph, Library of 
Congress.)     
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Figure 4.4: The restored Banquet Room, Independence Hall, c.1904. (Detroit Publishing 
Company Photograph Collection, Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 4.5: Nicholas Scull and George Heap, Map of Philadelphia and Parts Adjacent 
(1752). The Philadelphia AIA pointed to this illustration of the former State 
House as evidence of the original proportions of the building’s wings and 
arcades. (Library of Congress)     
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Figure 4.6: Proposed re-restoration details for Independence Hall’s upper room by the 
Philadelphia AIA. (Committee of the Philadelphia Chapter of the AIA, 
Restoration of the State House, Philadelphia, PA, March 8, 1899, AIA 
Collection, AIA*006 005, Athenaeum of Philadelphia) 
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Figure 4.7: Congress Hall (foreground) and Independence Hall in 1876, before 
restoration. (E. O. Beaman, photographer. Stereographic print. Library of 
Congress.) 
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Figure 4.8: Portrait of Frank Miles Day, c.1906. (Reprinted from Proceedings of the 
Fortieth Annual Convention of the American Institute of Architects 
(Washington, D.C.: Gibson Bros., 1907).) 
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Figure 4.9: Photograph of investigative demolition at Congress Hall, August 1900. Upper 
caption: “Congress Hall. 6th & Chestnut Sts. Phila., Pa. Taken Aug 1900. 
South East Corner [of] North Room, First Floor, formerly Prothonotary’s 
office.” Lower caption (in pencil): “The County Building, 6th & Chestnut 
Sts. The front room first floor, after removal of the prothonotary’s office. 
The southeast corner.” (AIA Collection, Athenaeum of Philadelphia.) 
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Figure 4.10: Congress Hall restoration, drawing showing plans and sections, 1912. 
(Committee of the Philadelphia Chapter of the AIA, Restoration of 
Congress Hall, Independence Square, Philadelphia. General Survey of 
Building at Present, July 31, 1912, AIA Collection, AIA*002 007, 
Athenaeum of Philadelphia.) 
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Figure 4.11: Congress Hall, showing stairs after restoration, 1913. (Reprinted from 
Yearbook of the Twentieth Annual Architectural Exhibition held by the 
Philadelphia Chapter of the American Institute of Architects and the T-
Square Club (1914).).  
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Figure 4.12: Congress Hall, showing restored gallery in House of Representatives 
chamber, 1913. (Reprinted from Yearbook of the Twentieth Annual 
Architectural Exhibition held by the Philadelphia Chapter of the American 
Institute of Architects and the T-Square Club (1914).)
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Figure 4.13: Congress Hall, showing re-restored gallery in Senate chamber, 1913. 
(Reprinted from Yearbook of the Twentieth Annual Architectural Exhibition 
held by the Philadelphia Chapter of the American Institute of Architects and 
the T-Square Club (1914).)
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Figure 4.14: Congress Hall, exterior north elevation after restoration, 1913. (Reprinted 
from Yearbook of the Twentieth Annual Architectural Exhibition held by the 
Philadelphia Chapter of the American Institute of Architects and the T-
Square Club (1914).). 
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Figure 4.15: Old City Hall before restoration, view from the southwest, September 11, 
1913. Note lighter brick at center of west wall, evidencing previous 
connection to the demolished Mills office building. The restored east wing 
of Independence Hall is visible at right. (Courtesy PhillyHistory.org, a 
project of the Philadelphia Department of Records.) 
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Figure 4.16: Photograph of the Old Swedes Church, Philadelphia, which was displayed at 
the annual T-Square Club and Philadelphia AIA joint exhibition. (Reprinted 
from Yearbook of the Twenty-Second Annual Architectural Exhibition held 
by the Philadelphia Chapter of the American Institute of Architects and the 
T-Square Club (1916).).   
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Figure 4.17: Philadelphia AIA Committee on Preservation of Historic Monuments, 
measured drawing of Blue Bell Tavern, Paschalville, Philadelphia, October 
20, 1916. (Photograph of original drawing, Blue Bell Tavern, Historic 
American Buildings Survey, Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 4.18: Old City Hall, view of Council Chamber, September 21, 1920. The 
destructive evaluation techniques of the AIA committee from 1917 are 
visible on the walls and ceiling. (Courtesy PhillyHistory.org, a project of the 
Philadelphia Department of Records.) 
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Figure 4.19: Old City Hall restoration, drawing showing sections, 1918. (Philadelphia 
Chapter of the AIA, Restoration of Old City Hall, Independence Square, 
Philadelphia. Sections through building, March 11, 1918, AIA Collection, 
SIN421 013, Athenaeum of Philadelphia.) 
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Figure 4.20: Promotional poster for a government bond program during World War I, 
featuring Independence Hall and the Liberty Bell. (Sackett & Wilhelms 
Corp., Ring It Again. Buy U.S. Gov’t Bonds. Third Liberty Loan, 1918. 
Lithograph. Library of Congress.) 
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Figure 4.21: Independence Hall, measured drawing, 1918. (Philadelphia Chapter of the 
AIA, Independence Hall, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Section through 
building, looking westward, July 4, 1918, AIA Collection, AIA*041 006, 
Athenaeum of Philadelphia.)   
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Figure 4.22: Old City Hall, Mayor’s Room after restoration, April 12, 1922. (Courtesy 
PhillyHistory.org, a project of the Philadelphia Department of Records.) 
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Figure 4.23: Old City Hall after restoration, view from southeast, April 30, 1922. 
(Courtesy PhillyHistory.org, a project of the Philadelphia Department of 
Records.) 
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Figure 4.24: Independence Hall, Second Floor Banquet Hall after Philadelphia AIA re-
restoration, February 18, 1927. (Courtesy PhillyHistory.org, a project of the 
Philadelphia Department of Records.) 
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