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There isan old saying thata man may be judged by the compiny he keeps;
andl another that hiz characrer may ke réad by the books he has on his
shelves. Both apply ro architecrs a8 to other men; but in their case there i
annther indication, and that is the place in which they work,

When we wenr.to visdit Raymond Lemaiee { Fig. 2) we walked through
the gateway 1o the Grand Béguinage in Louvain and then entered 2
handsome seventeenth-centuty house (Figo 1), In the lofty, brighely-lit
entrance hall we found o decapeared stone bishop gearding the Jowee
Right of a wicle oak staircase; and then we opened the door ineoa large bur
susterely decorated room in which there are no curtains to conceal the
fine proportions of the windows, no colour to distract our attention from
the architecrural quality of the room and the noble fireplace, no conssious
attempt to furnish in the orgimal style of the room. BEver yihing is
harmenious, serene and workminlike; and in this cool, intellectual room
we bepan to talk o Professor Lemaire about his work.

It was quickly apparent that we were in the presence of two men, or
rather two aspeces of our host. The first s the professor of architecture ay
both universities in Louvain, who has stodied his native srchitecture and
undertaken many commissions to conserve Belgian monuments. A rough
assessment suppests he has been in charge of at least thiery churches, six
castles and six major howses; and he has been involved with ar lease
fineteen historic arcas, villages and towns.! Bur while these seastics
represent the man who has been closely concerned fore the preservation of
his ovwn national heritage, there is another aspect of his charicter thae will
be well known o readers of Mowsmentun, Quite simply, he suid,
MEOMOS hes been s pare of my life’, As the fiest Secretary-General until
1973, Prestdent uneil 1981, and now  Prenidess & Homnenr,2 Professor
Lernaire is a familiar internitional Agure i the world of conservation in
which he has played a leading part for almost twenty yoaes. Qi apart
from visits in his official capacity during eight Presidential years, he has
undertaken missions for UN, Unesco, ICCROM and the Council of
Eurape in many countries. He has advised on such monuments as the
Temple of Borobudur, the Acropolis st Athens, the prehistoric town of
Mohendjo-Diaro and the Temple of Zeus at Jerssh, the ruined town of
Shukothai and the painted churches ar Maldavie.? And sa, knowing of
this full architecrural life, we were surprised to hear that he onee had ocher
INtEnEiemns,

He was born close to Brussels, tnio a family which had archirecrural
traditions. For a rime his fither occupied the post of Diteetor Generil of
Buaildings in the Office of Public Works, and his uncle wis a professor at
the University of Louvain who published in 1938 1 pioneering rext which
discussed the restoration of hustoric monuments.! With this background
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Fig. 2. Raymond Lemaire.

! Professor Lemaire has
received two Belgian deco-
rations for his work, Officier
de I'Ordre de Léopold (1963)
and Commandeur de I'Ordre
de la Couronne (1973).

2Jn addition to under-
taking these  responsibilities
for ICOMOS, he was editor
of Monumentum from its in-
ception until 1981,

He has also acted as the
personal representative of the
Director-General of Unesco at
Jerusalem.

*C. R. Lemaire, L.a Restau-
ration des Monuments Anciens,
Anvers 1938,

There is an old saying that a man may be judged by the company he keeps;
and another that his character may be read by the books he has on his
shelves. Both apply to architects as to other men; but in their case there is
another indication, and that is the place in which they work.

When we went to visit Raymond Lemaire (Fig. 2) we walked through
the gateway to the Grand Béguinage in Louvain and then entered a
handsome seventeenth-centutry house (Fig. 1). In the lofty, brightly-lit
entrance hall we found a decapitated stone bishop guarding the lower
flight of a wide oak staircase; and then we opened the door into a large but
austerely decorated room in which there are no curtains to conceal the
fine proportions of the windows, no colour to distract our attention from
the architectural quality of the room and the noble fireplace, no conscious
attempt to furnish in the original style of the room. Everything is
harmonious, serene and workmanlike; and in this cool, intellectual room
we began to talk to Professor Lemaire about his work.

It was quickly apparent that we were in the presence of two men, or
rather two aspects of our host. The first is the professor of architecture at
both universities in Louvain, who has studied his native architecture and
undertaken many commissions to conserve Belgian monuments. A rough
assessment suggests he has been in charge of at least thirty churches, six
castles and six major houses; and he has been involved with at least
nineteen historic areas, villages and towns.! But while these statistics
represent the man who has been closely concerned for the preservation of
his own national heritage, there is another aspect of his character that will
be well known to readers of Monsmentum. Quite simply, he said,
‘ICOMOS has been 2 part of my life’. As the first Secretary-General until
1973, President until 1981, and now Président & Honneur,® Professor
Lemaire is a familiar international figure in the world of conservation in
which he has played a leading part for almost twenty years. Quite apart
from visits in his official capacity during eight Presidential years, he has
undertaken missions for UN, Unesco, ICCROM and the Council of
Europe in many countries. He has advised on such monuments as the
Temple of Borobudur, the Acropolis at Athens, the prehistoric town of

Mohendjo-Daro and the Temple of Zeus at Jerash, the ruined town of

Shukothai and the painted churches at Moldavia.®> And so, knowing of
this full architectural life, we were surprised to hear that he once had other
intentions.

He was born close to Brussels, into a family which had architectural
traditions. For a time his father occupied the post of Director-General of
Buildings in the Office of Public Works, and his uncle was a professor at
the University of Louvain who published in 1938 a pioneering text which
discussed the restoration of historic monuments.* With this background
he told us he had fought against architecture during his youth but, he
added (without any noticeable regret), ‘T didn’t escape’. However, his
first choice of study was law, and in 1938 he enrolled at the University of

Louvain, the third generation of his family to be connected with that
famous institution founded in 1425. But after a time he changed to history
and architecture. We asked which came first, and received the answer that
it was history, especially architectural history. What made him turn to
architecture itself? ‘I quickly became convinced that it was impossible to
understand architecture without practising it’. And when, as might have
been predicted, his strong predisposition towards the investigation of the
historical and archaeological aspects of architecture led him towards
conservation, he soon realised there was something lacking. ‘I saw that
restoration was a discipline, but one without a scientific base’. At that
time the training of architects was, in his opinion, generally poor. It was
in reaction against what Professor Lemaire calls ‘the richness of tradition
and the past’, and he counts himself fortunate that his own training had
been based on historical investigation and research.

When he was young he worked for a time in the office of Henri Van de
Velde, the Art Nouveau architect and designer who had been influenced
in the 1890s by reading the works of John Ruskin and William Morris,
and by learning about the Arts and Crafts Movement which played a
significant part in the development of conservation in England; but it was
not until he was about 40 that Professor Lemaire designed any new
buildings. At first he was working mainly on the repair and liturgical
reorganization of churches. He was critical of many of the decisions taken
about the interventions made by the insertion of new furnishings and
decorative elements, and he felt it should be possible to make changes
(assuming they were necessary) without disrupting the traditional
harmony. Furthermore, he believes it is the responsibility of the
conservation architect to try to recover harmony in the buildings unider
his care.

The proof of the pudding is in the eating, as another old expression
graphically tells us in looking for practical results rather than abstract
theoties; and so we left the Grand Béguinage to visit three churches on
which Professor Lemaire wotked in the late 1950s. He selected them
because he thought them representative of different means by which they
had been enabled to continue in existence, as well as illustrating different
balancing of values.

The first was the Chapel of St. Lambert at Heverlee, now used as a
university chapel and standing on a little hillock surrounded by trees ( Fig.
3). The ruined, arcaded shell of a Romanesque chapel, attached to a later
tower that had been restored in the nineteenth century, presented 2 design
problem which theoretically offered a number of different solutions
ranging from consolidation as a ruin to hypothetical restoration to its
eleventh-century appearance. Professor Lemaire’s solution was to
conserve and stabilize the standing fabric, provide a minimal superstruc-
ture to support a roof, and glaze the large arched openings with plate
glass separated by flexible jointing from the reveals of the stonework.
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FiG. 3. The Chapel of St. Lambert, Heverlee showing the glazed arched openings.

Damp-proofing, ventilation and the necessary services were installed so
that the chapel could regain its function as a place of worship, but
otherwise the complete ruin was preserved intact with the necessary
additional work expressed in an obviously contemporary manner.
Moreover, as Professor Lemaire demonstrated while discussing the
detailed design of the glazing and metal ties, all his work is reversible. The
result quite clearly expresses two phases of the building in which both are
readily distinguishable—the ruin of the eleventh-century chapel and the
university chapel of the 1950s—and in hindsight it can be seen as a
concept which became incorporated in the recommendations of the 1964
Venice Charter. This solution also represents a reliance on the use of
natural materials, the absence of decoration, and the integration of a
building with its surroundings (Fig. 4).

The second church we visited was St. Médard at Jodoigne, 2 large
Romanesque building which had been altered internally more than once
during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Fig. 5). Duting the
necessary investigation before repairing and making liturgical reorder-
ing, the original form of the structure became more apparent after the
removal of eighteenth-century plasterwork, and in making an assessment

T
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of the interior’s different values (i.e. historical and aesthetic) the decision
was taken to expose the early thirteenth-century limestone walling and
corner shafts while retaining the eighteenth-century plastered vaulting
(Fig 6). Professor Lemaire was the first to comment that this might
appear to contradict the recommendation in the Venice Charter that ‘the
valid contributions of all periods . . . must be respected’; but the same
Article 11 does allow the revealing of the underlying state

when what is removed is of little interest and the material which is brought to
light is of great historical, archacological ot aesthetic value, and its state of
preservation good enough to justify the action.
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Fic. 4. The view from
inside the Chapel of St.
Lambert, Heverlee.
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F1G. 5. St. Médard, Jodoigne before reordering and  Fic. 6. St. Médard, Jodoigne after the completion of
repairs. the work.

Some of the eighteenth-century furnishings were retained, some were
removed but placed elsewhere in the church, and some were taken away.
Here, as we discussed in the serene interior, there had been 2 compromise.
Admittedly the church had never before existed in its present
form; but quite apart from the historical interest of what has been
revealed, the quality and colour of the stonework exposed are a strong
factor in defending their retention rather than covering them with
undecorated plaster in accordance with the eighteenth-century practice.
The two materials and styles are unexpectedly harmonious and comple-
mentary. A dogmatic respect for historical values would have dictated
preserving the interior exactly as it was and covering the thirteenth-cen-
tury fabric; but in our discussion on site Professor Lemaire revealed two
personal characteristics which recurred frequently. One is his recognition
of the natural quality of traditional building materials and his wish to
allow this to express itself when it accords with the tradition and spirit of
the architecture; the other is his rational, considered solution to each
problem. .

These two characteristics wete discernible when we visited the third
church, St. Adéle at Orp-le-Grand. Once again there had been a decision . E
to leave exposed the stonework in the interior (Fig. 7), which had FiG. 8. St. Adéle, Otp-le-Grand; the reconstructed crypt.
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obviously been selected and laid by the first builders so carefully that it
could be argued they intended it to be seen. Certainly the quality of the

- natural material in this case is a strong argument in favour, especially as

our knowledge of Romanesque churches suggests that even if it had been
plastered originally it would also have been decorated in colour. St. Adéle
also offers a relatively rare archaeological reconstruction in the crypt (Fig.
&), for which Professor Lemaire is confident that there was sufficient
evidence in the surviving parts to ensutre it was some distance from that
point described in Article 9 of the Venice Charter as ‘where conjecture
begins’. .

Our visits to these three churches, and the decisions based on
evaluations that they represented, inevitably led us to talk about the
Charter of Venice which we had been quoting and the formation of
ICOMOS. How had Professor Lemaire become associated with them? He
recalled meeting Piero Gazzola in the late 1940s at a meeting organized in
Holland to look at recent work by some of our Dutch colleagues; he
himself had been invited on the recommendation of his uncle, the author
of La Restauration des Monuments Anciens. They met again in the early
1950s and became close friends, and he spoke warmly of his admiration
for Professor Gazzola who really initiated ICOMOS. In 1964 the decision
was taken to found the Council, and Professor Lemaire recalled that the
first talk about the need for recognized doctrinal principles on which to
base conservation took place that year when he was lecturing in Rome to
the students of Guglielmo De Angelis d’Ossat, another of the leading
figures in its inception. There was some talk between the two about a
possible charter, and when Professor Lemaire arrived in Venice for the
second International Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic
Monuments he saw that the charter was on the agenda. But where was the
text? Someone had to write it, and the task fell to him. Assisted by Paul
Philippot and Jean Sonnier, and basing it on the principles he had been
teaching in his lectures to students on the conservation of monuments,
they drafted the charter in a day and a night, more or less in its present
form. It was, he suggests, a ‘moment de grace’. The draft was well received,
although he believes no one at the time realized how extensively it was to
be quoted in future or how influential it was to be in those countries in
which the idea of conservation was then unborn.

It is significant, he recalled, that when thete was an attempt to revise
the charter in Moscow in 1978 it was not accepted despite some proposals
that were certainly potential improvements. “The brevity of the text,’ said
Professor Lemaire, ‘is an advantage, since that represents the minimum
that can be agreed’; and he stressed that the charter was never intended to
be a dogma. It provides some basic principles, which must be allowed to
be interpreted, to be changed if necessary through time and circum-
stances. And the three examples of his own work which we had visited
together illustrate how necessary it is to be flexible in balancing the

different values after making a thorough evaluation and coming to know
the building, and in respecting those values that seem most important in
each particular case.’ In his own work Professor Lemaire has always tried
to apply the principles he has been teaching. As we have seen, some of
these were incorporated in the Venice Charter (as we left the Chapel of St.
Lambert he confided that Article 13 had been influenced by that work);
and he has consistently advocated that the published principles should be
conformed to as the basis of decisions. This led our discussion towards
the Grand Béguinage in Louvain, where we wete talking; so how had this
large-scale exercise in urban conservation begun?

The Grand Béguinage (Fig. 9) had been built on fifteen acres (6-07
hectares) of land south-west of the historic centre of Louvain by one of
the lay sisterhoods founded in the Low Countries in the twelfth century.
The Béguines devoted themselves to a religious life and took up residence
in a community; but they took no vows, brought their worldly goods
with them, and were free to leave and marry. Consequently, the
Béguinage had a character quite different from the religious communities
founded on seclusion and vows of poverty. It was, in effect, a small town
iti which the medieval church and hospital were the main communal
buildings. Otherwise it consisted of 120 houses dating from the sixteenth

F16. 9. The Grand Béguinage, Louvain from the air.
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5 Another example of the
balancing of values may be
seen at Heverlee, where Pro-
fessor Lemaire has partially
restored the castie of the
Dukes of Arenberg. The
fenestration had been altered
several times, and one of the
large corner towers in particu-
lar presented a confused, un-
sightly image which, while
possessing some  historical
values because of the manifest
changes made during its his-
tory, made nonsense of the
original concept. The evi-
dence for the restoration of
the original fenestration was
abundant, and this has been
done, not only in the tower
but also in the adjacent section
of the main elevation; both
have now regained their ori-
ginal clarity and harmony.
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to the eighteenth centuries. They ranged in scale from large detached
ones to relatively small ones in terraces, but the almost universal use of
brick (sometimes concealing earlier timber structures) with limestone
window frames, red pantiled and grey slated roofs, and characteristic
stepped dormer gables combined to create a large architectural group
possessing a strongly consistent character. The buildings are grouped
around various sizes of spaces connected by narrow, irregular streets, all
paved with rough stone setts; little bridges cross a stream that flows
through the site, and there are trees and gardens to contribute to the
picturesque quality and serenity of this unique place.

By the 1950s the Béguinage had become a slum. Maintenance was
almost non-existent (although that helped to presetve some of its
character), and the low-lying nature of the site was only adding to the
general deterioration of the buildings. There was a real danger that the
whole area would be cleared and replaced by the currently popular form
of high-rise buildings. The owners and the town council both refused to
consider investing money in restoring the houses, but fortunately that
was the time when universities were relatively prosperous and in an
expansive mood. The University of Louvain agreed to purchase the

Fre. 11. The Grand Béguinage, Louvain; one of the houses restored as a staff residence. Note the exposed
brickwork and renewed windows.

Béguinage and accepted the obligation to restore the buildings for
residential and communal use by staff and students. Professor Lemaire
was invited to work out the programme, estimate the cost and organize
the work. It was, he recalled, . a2 wonderful time for him and an
opportunity to apply the principles he had been teaching.

At first he intended to use building contractors, but when he found the
expense would be too great he proposed to form his own ofganization,
training the men to work in the way he wanted. Up to 120 were employed,
and at that time Professor Lemaire and three or four assistants were
working full time on the project. The success of this organization can be
judged by the number of houses that were completed; as many as 24 were
handed over for occupation each year, and when conditions were most
favourable the cost was 289, cheaper than new student housing.

What had Professor Lemaire found the biggest problem? Undoubtedly
it had been the need to recover the quality and sensitivity implicit in the
traditional building materials. ‘Many restorations’, he said, ‘may be
correct in form, but they are dead, hard and dry because they have not
understood the sensitivity and life in the old materials’. He felt he had to



