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The tradition of organized protection of cultural heritage has lasted 
for a century and a half in the territory of today’s Slovenia. The first 
laws, as well as in other republics of the former common state, were 
issued at the end of World War II and since then significant activity 
in this field began to develop. The first bill on the level of the Repub-
lic was passed in 1948, followed by the laws in 1961, 1981, 1999 and 
the last, which was passed in 2008. The law of 1981 linked the activi-
ties in the fields of natural heritage, archives and libraries for the first 
time, but in the nineties of the previous century these links were mostly 
weakened. Legislation was also the basis for connecting the protection 
of cultural heritage with museological activities that have been real-
ized in different forms of cooperative partnership, both on the research 
level and with the overall presentation of cultural heritage. We have 
witnessed a large number of restorations of architectural heritage with 
ambient museum exhibitions and a series of successful conservations 
action that linked the future purpose of the renewed building with the 
museum, gallery and, indirectly, teaching activities. While performing 
successful interventions aimed at protecting cultural heritage, institu-
tional guardians of cultural heritage encounter a spontaneous trend 
of haphazard modernization of important historical buildings, which 
typically leads to a reduced awareness of the need for protection of cul-
tural heritage and changes the positive attitude towards it.
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Introduction
Protecting cultural heritage1 and museological activities are - with their profession-
al and research foundations, conservation and museology - independent institution-
al activities pursuing protection of cultural heritage which have a rich tradition, both 
in Slovenia and in Croatia. They are associated with the preservation and protec-
tion of the fixed, mobile and, more recently, the intangible heritage. In both coun-
tries the origins of the work on protection came from well set up programs to pre-
serve cultural heritage in the former Austro-Hungary, which has, with various mea-
sures, edicts, instructions, and, above all, with the establishment of the Central Com-
mission for the study and reconstruction of architectural monuments2 in mid-19th cen-
tury, laid the foundations of modern conservation, and thus indirectly of museology 
too. With the creation of the State of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, the Kingdom of Yu-
goslavia and then the socialist Yugoslavia, these activities developed well, often set-
ting common goals in protecting cultural heritage. Independence of the two former 
Yugoslav republics - Slovenia and Croatia - did not significantly affect the efforts to 
preserve cultural heritage, although higher interest of the civil society3 and the pub-
lic in the protection of cultural heritage contributed to a greater investment of effort. 
First of all, both these activities have in recent years experienced personnel, profes-
sional, methodological and technical reinforcements, have extended their area of op-
eration and, encouraged interest in intangible heritage4, which is, particularly in con-
servation, extremely important for preparing high-quality reconstruction efforts and 
protective measures. 

1 In Slovenia, the term “protection of cultural heritage is an older term that best covers the institutional 
protection of immovable cultural heritage, which is conducted within the Institute for the Protection of 
Cultural Heritage of Slovenia (Zavod za varstvo kulturne dediščine Republike Slovenije) and its seven re-
gional units (until 1999 the Regional Institutes). Today the expression “protection of immovable cultural 
heritage”is used officially (legally also), and is violently imposed by “protective” bureaucrats in their texts 
and in official communication with interested parties. In everyday speech, and practice the phrase “pro-
tection of cultural heritage” is still very much alive, easy to understand for the layman, and, to achieve 
better understanding, it will be used in this article.
2 K.K. Central Commission für Erforschung und Erhaltung der Baudenkmale
3 E.g. Evropa Nostra, Slovenia Nostra, Croatia Nostra, Ecovast; more and more tourist societies in Slov-
enia direct their attention to the promotion of cultural heritage.
4 In Croatia, the organized registration of the intangible cultural heritage has been in place since 2005 
and in Slovenia since 2006 particularly after the acceptance of the new law on protection of cultural her-
itage (Ur l. RS, 16/2008). Nasko Križnar leads the project in the Institut za Slovensko narodopisje ZRC 
SAZU (Institute of Slovenian Ethnography of the Scientific research center of the Slovenian Academy of 
Sciences and Arts,. translator’s note).

Vito Hazler: Links Between Conservation  and Museology - Overview of the Linkages and Achievements in the Republic of Slovenia



345

Related activities, related problems - an overview of 
the development of protection of cultural heritage and 
museological activities 
In Slovenia, and Croatia as well, the preservation of cultural heritage is regulated by 
laws passed as late as 1945. Previously, in the old Yugoslavia, conservators and mu-
seologists did not have enough strength and political support to pass the appropri-
ate laws on the preservation of monuments and antiquities. There was no such law in 
Austria-Hungary either, although the action of the Central Commission and, since 
1911, its provincial offices, despite everything, proved relatively successful: based on 
the conviction and the authority of respected conservationists and their associates - 
correspondents. 

Within the social framework of the old Yugoslavia museologists and conservators tried 
hard to achieve the passage of an appropriate law on protection of cultural heritage. 
Already at the first joint conference in the autumn of 1922, they developed the first 
draft of the Law on museums and the preservation of antiquities and monuments, 
which had 47 articles. The text was the basis for all subsequent texts - up until 1933 
and 1939 (Stele 1939: 80). The law was never adopted, probably due to the very dif-
ferent perceptions about the forms of conservation of antiquities and monuments 
and partly because of quite unevenly developed conservation activities in the coun-
try. The then leading Slovenian curator and author of most of the draft bills wrote in 
1929 that the “administration for monuments in Yugoslavia ... is made up only of an 
office in Ljubljana for Slovenia and in Split for Dalmatia, which were both inherited 
from Austria.” (Stele, 1929: 103). 

The lack of independent legislation in Slovenia and then in the Drava Banovina was in 
part supplemented and regulated by other laws, among other Law on Forests (Forests 
Act, 1929) Construction Law (Construction Act, 1931) and Order (Order, 1930) which 
emerged as a supplement to the Article 121 of the Law on Forests. The Order was de-
scribed by France Stele, then a leading conservator, as a “summarized law on monu-
ments.” (Stele, 1929: 71-72). 

In Slovenia, we saw the first basic laws on the protection of monuments only at the 
end of World War II. The Slovenian Poročevalec published on the 27th January 1945 
a Decision of the Slovenian Presidency of the National Liberation Council on the protection 
of libraries, archives and cultural monuments (Odlok Predsedstva Slovenskega narodno-
osvobodilnega sveta Hazler, 1999: 49), which was, according to contemporary un-
derstanding, related to the protection of movable and immovable cultural and nat-
ural heritage. After that came the Yugoslav Decision on the protection and preservation 
of cultural monuments and antiquities, adopted on February 20th 1945.5 Both decisions 
were preparative measures for the legal regulation of heritage conservation, which 

5 The decision was signed by the Commissioner of Education and Culture at that time, Edward Kocbek. 
This day was marked in socialist Yugoslavia as the Day of preserving natural and cultural heritage.
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was finally established by the Law on the Protection of Cultural and Natural Heritage of 
the Democratic Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. This is the first real law regulating mon-
uments in the former Yugoslavia (Hazler, 1999: 49). The law determined in the first 
article to put all movable and immovable cultural, historical, ethnological and artis-
tic monuments and natural wonders under the protection of the state (Hazler, 1999: 
50); it supported activities to preserve monuments and museums, and opened up the 
possibilities for cooperation.

On the basis of this law the government established the Institute for protection and sci-
entific study of monuments and natural heritage of Slovenia (Zavod za zaščtio in znanstveno 
proučevanje spomenikov in prirodnih znamenitosti Slovenije) which succeeded the pre-war 
(established by the Banovina) Monuments Office (Spomeniški urad). The Institute be-
came a central coordinator of the development and architectural conservation of im-
movable heritage in Slovenia and until the end of the 1960’s, the only institution for 
the preservation of cultural heritage, which called for cooperation, in the form of the 
so-called Referada,6 between the prominent directors of the museums. As the person 
to head the Registry for the ethnographic monuments the government appointed the di-
rector of the Ethnographic Museum in Ljubljana, Slovenia - Boris Orel. 

In 1948 the Slovenian government adopted the Law on Protection of Cultural and Nat-
ural Heritage (Zakon o varstvu kulturnih spomenikov in prirodnih znamenitosti Slovenije), 
which determined that the cultural monuments and attractions, judging by their ba-
sic characteristics, are to be divided into movable and immovable, and thereby opened 
and connected activities concerning monument protection of the contemporary mu-
seums; conservators were already encountering problems when they found items of 
interest (e.g. on the archaeological sites) and is was therefore necessary to develop 
ways to protect and find a proper way of safekeeping the findings in museums. The 
law also laid down which monuments were “of historical, archaeological, cultural, his-
torical, artistic, ethnographic or social significance or that are of regional importance. (Law 
of 1948: 3). In particular, it stressed the importance of the monuments of the nation-
al liberation struggle, which significantly expanded the scope of conservation activi-
ties and provided a new flowering of several new museums.7 The registry of ethno-
graphic monuments for the entire time was very closely cooperating with the Ethno-
graphic Museum8, which organized the so-called field teams for working in the field; 
in the next twenty years the team would visit parts of Slovenia more than thirty times 
in tours taking several days, (Cook, 1976: 151-162) and, in addition to crafts, habits 
and customs, researched traditional internal decoration and building designs (Šarf 

6 Such as: Referada for artistic monuments, Referada for archeological monuments, Referada for ethno-
logical monuments.
7 For example Museum of the Revolution in Celje (1963), today: Museum of modern history Celje, Mu-
seum of Slovenia, Ljubljana (1948), today Museum of modern history; Revirski Museum of the people’s 
revolution Trbovlje (1974). Today: Revirski Museum Trbovlje, National Liberation Museum (1958), Mar-
ibor, today: retained its original name. 
8  Established in 1923 with the separation from the National Museum. Between the two world wars, it 
was called the King’s ethnographic museum, since 1941 the Ethnographic Museum, and since 1963 Slov-
enian Ethnographic Museum (Baš 2004)
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1967: 6-37). Thus they created, though it was modest, a significant systematic review 
of the so-called ethnological architectural heritage enriched with descriptions, pho-
tographs, drawings, and, sometimes, technical measures. 

Conditions for the protection of the cultural heritage changed significantly in late 
1960s when in Maribor, and in Ljubljana too, the first initiatives for the decentraliza-
tion of services for the preservation of cultural heritage appeared. The new Law on 
Protection of Cultural Monuments in the SR of Slovenia, in 1961 (Zakon o varstvu kultur-
nih spomenikov v LR Sloveniji) legalized this form of supporting activities and in addi-
tion to the central department it enabled the establishment of several regional insti-
tutes for the preservation of monuments. Consequently, this meant an increase in the 
scope of activities, more physical intervention on the monuments, and also the expan-
sion of cooperation between the regional institutes and museums.

Concurrently with these forms of conservation, specific legislation on museology was 
being developed, which was substantially building on the aforementioned laws and 
the work on the protection of cultural heritage activities. However, museologists didn’t 
get their first independent legal framework until the end of the 1950’s, although some 
museums in today’s Slovenia were already established in the 19th century (Fujs, 2007: 
41)9. When in 1959 Yugoslavia adopted the Law on Museums (Fujs, 2007: 41), in Slove-
nia the status of the museum was awarded to 27 institutions, 31 were the provisional-
ly named museum collections, which has greatly hampered the work since they were 
financed by local community. The new Law on Museums of the 1965th abolished the 
qualifications of each museum, and, according to some museologists, allowed politics 
to socialize museological activities with this amateurization of museological activities 
(Fujs, 2009). Museologists responded and decided to form a strong network of muse-
ums and in 1970 founded the Association of Museums of Slovenia (Skupnost muzejev Slo-
venije) 10 which, although it included a variety of museums, galleries and collections, 
was still a relatively strong professional organization. Conservators however formed 
the Association of Institutes (Skupnost zavodov) in 1972 in order to improve the protec-
tion of monuments because the opinion prevailed that the central Republic Institute 
no longer performed this role in a satisfactory manner (Hazler, 1999: 95). The Asso-
ciation of Institutes, unfortunately, dissolved in the first half of the 1990s while the As-
sociation of Museums still functions, and in was faced with a great challenge by the 
new Law on the preservation of cultural heritage enacted in 2008 - how to create a net-
work of museums or a museum register in other words. But that’s another story, which 
cannot be appropriately presented in this paper (Fujs, 2007: 41-49)

Politics, namely politics in the field of culture had a decisive influence in Slovenia un-
til the 1960s, on the development of both the conservation and museum activity. Both 

9 History of Slovenian Museum goes back to the 1821 when Kranjski deželni Museum was founded 
in Ljubljana, now the National Museum of Slovenia. Their activities are associated with the increasing 
number of amateur historical societies and museum, for example, in Celje, where in 1882 the Local Celje 
Museum was established, since 1965 the Celje Regional Museum.
10 The Association of Museums now has the status of a public institution. It was legally registered in 1979. 
The official count numbers 64 members, although 68 are mentioned in the list (Fujs, 2009).
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were expanding, and politicians again came to the conclusion in the Outline for the cul-
tural development of Slovenia for the period 1976-1980 (Načrt kulturnega razvoja Slovenije 
za obdobje 1976-1980) that the museum activity was far more developed, although still 
not enough organizationally and purposefully interconnected, that the museum net-
work has not been fully formed and that some museums did not yet have their pro-
fessional and territorial scope set (Fujs, 2009). 

At the end of the 1970s, instead of the term cultural monument, the concept of cultural 
heritage took root, which appeared in the Outline for the cultural development for the pe-
riod 1981-1985. The outline called for a unified policy of preserving the cultural her-
itage and for closer relationships between museums. These ambitions got their legal 
form in the entirely new Law on the natural and cultural heritage (Zakon o naravni in 
kulturni dediščini, 1981) which was for that time a very modern and conceptually and 
programmatically innovative law, which regulated the conservationist activity, pres-
ervation of natural heritage, museum and archival branches. A large number of ex-
perts for the protection of natural heritage found employment especially in the re-
gional bureaus,11 a new procedure for the declaration of especially valuable objects 
of cultural heritage as cultural monuments became a norm, the role of interdisciplin-
ary work was emphasized, particularly in the preparation of documents for the proc-
lamation of a unit for a cultural monument and preparing various documents to de-
termine the purpose of various premises. The law transferred the responsibility for 
protecting the movable heritage located outside the museums and archival facilities 
to the museums and archives.12

Different political circumstances affected the system of financing activities for quite 
a few years – affecting regional institutes as well as museums. Methods of funding 
changed from year to year because solutions were continually sought to obtain funds 
for the regular professional activities of the Institutes and Museums (salaries, fixed 
expenses) and for the restoration of immovable cultural heritage (the so-called ac-
tions for the preservation of monuments) and work on the preservation of movable 
heritage (getting materials, exhibitions, etc.). 

At the end of the 20th century, the funds for the reconstruction of cultural heritage 
weren’t directly linked with the regional bureaus any more, instead they were allo-
cated by sponsors (the Ministry of Culture, the new municipalities) to the owners of 
cultural monuments as contractual partners, which led to greater order and control 
of the use of approved resources. On the other hand, this method reduced the direct 
influence and supervision of the conservatory institutions on reconstruction as an im-
11 The former regional institutes for the protection of cultural heritage were renamed Institutes for the 
Protection of natural and cultural heritage, and the Central Bureau into the Institute of SR of Slovenia 
for the protection of natural and cultural heritage.
12 Every municipality in the republic was to be covered by at least one museum that performed the tasks 
of a museum for one or several municipalities. This should have encouraged the continued operation of 
museums and archives outside the institutions, as was already common practice in the conservation of 
cultural heritage. This, and other legal provisions, opened the possibility for politics to enter institutions 
for the protection of heritage in a big way (acts of constitution!) and for the law, which with different laws 
and regulations, increasingly monitored institutional heritage preservation.
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portant part of communication was conveyed to the Ministry of Culture and the De-
partment of Cultural Heritage (Uprava za kulturno dediščino) and later to the new-
ly established Institute for the Protection of Cultural Heritage RS (Zavod za varstvo 
kulturne dediščine) and the Directorate for Cultural Heritage (Direktorat za kultur-
no dediščino). The system became very complicated, but the fact is that it prevented 
embezzlement of the funds allocated for reconstruction, which would until then be 
quite aptly appropriated by some regional institutes.13 

Connections between the protection of cultural heritage and 
museums 
Although the conservation institutions and museums often shared responsibility for 
the preserving of cultural heritage and were regulated by more or less the same leg-
islation, their work, their attitude towards heritage and, above all, its interpretation, 
were a bit different. The main difference was in the original division of subjects and 
range14 of work: protection of the monuments is intended mainly as the care for im-
movable cultural heritage, and museums for mobile. In practice, however, this is not 
always the case. Both are trying to overcome these divisions because of the need for 
comprehensiveness of the processing of material, especially if it is about the setup and 
management of open air museums, eco-museums, or the complete coverage of protect-
ed objects, which is particularly pointed at by famous Croatian theorists in the field 
of museology and conservation - Ivo Maroević (eg, Maroević, 1993: 101; Maroević, 
1997: 9) and Tomislav Šola.15

The aim of both activities is most clearly the preservation and presentation of the ma-
terial testimonies of previous periods. In this respect the professional museum em-
ployees - curators are in a better position, because besides the regular activity they 
perform reviews, recording and documenting the heritage. In most cases they are 

13 Sometimes the material costs for work in the field were taken from the funds intended for so-called ac-
tions. Elsewhere they were naive and honest (e.g. Institute for the protection of natural and cultural her-
itage in Celje) and the costs for the same work were billed as the material costs from the funds for their 
regular activities. Some charged their work on “locations”, i.e. issuing the consent for the parties who in-
tended to restore the object with the value of cultural heritage, or intended to build in a protected area. 
With this “some” (I will not name them) received generous funds that were then used to purchase equip-
ment and, often, to fund the expensive “professional” trips around the country and abroad.
14 The relationship of the museum activities and activities for the protection of cultural and natural her-
itage have been shown very clearly by Ivo Maroević in the book Introduction to Museology with two cir-
cles that overlap in a particular field (Maroević, 1993: 101)
15 Tomislav Šola applied the possibilities of a complete presentation and interpretation of issues of cul-
ture, heritage, nature and civilization perfectly to the project of the eco-museum in Kapela on the Slov-
ene-Croatian border (Sola, 1996). The study (preliminary design) titled Ekomuzej Kapela was ordered 
by the proponents of the construction of the eco-museum in Kapela with the intention “to create a mu-
seum that would show the ornithological reserve JOVSI and other heritage and cultural heritage of Ka-
pela to the population of Kapela and to foreign visitors “ (Sola, 1996: 1)
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dealing with items that can be stored in the museum premises and thereby, with the 
appropriate procedures of protection, kept from further deterioration. Trained re-
storers then take the appropriate measures of protection in line with the standards. 
The tendency for more conservation and less restoration or complete reconstruction 
prevails in principle. This principle of conservation in practice much easier to per-
form on mobile than on fixed heritage, because the latter is often subjected to vari-
ous modifications and functionalism. 

Thoroughness and quality of care and preservation of monuments, is in principle de-
termined by the process of recognition in the regular phase of the conservationists’ 
field research, followed by the most important part of conservation work – the stage 
of evaluation. Evaluation is performed by conservators by following basic research 
standards and constant comparison of the acquired facts with the general conserva-
tion measures such as rarity, vulnerability and general physical condition of processed 
heritage. Basic research standards, despite the aspirations for a uniform method, dif-
fer significantly because archeology, ethnology, art history, history, architecture, ge-
ography, landscape planning and other sciences have all developed their own stan-
dards and methods.16 However, these measures are already in the nature of their use 
designed to provide interdisciplinary professional and research approach, which is one 
of the essential features of conservation activities. 17

Conservators use different ways and forms of intervention in their work. The funda-
mental starting point is determining the optimal measures of protection and preserva-
tion of monuments. So far, more or less successful practice has shown that these mea-
sures differ. The interest for the protection of individual monuments can also be dif-
ferent. From this point the previous Slovenian experiences can be sorted into follow-
ing groups: 

- Measures - in situ:

restoration / conservation (5)•	
developmental renovation (2)•	
modernization with the preservation of detail (1)•	

16 As a conservator-ethnologist, during my long professional and research work at the Institute for the 
protection of natural and cultural heritage in Celje, and later in the research and pedagogical work at the 
Department of Ethnology and Cultural Anthropology, at the Faculty of Philosophy, University of Ljublja-
na, I have developed basic criteria for the identification and evaluation of cultural heritage. Therefore, 
since 1993 in my work I use spatial, temporal, social, artistic, building-developmental and functional pa-
rameters. These measures, in my opinion, constitute the basis of ethnological conservation and also of 
other efforts in the field of construction and beyond. They are associated with activity in the field of eth-
nology, and are in operational terms different from the general conservation measures that are sufficient-
ly universal for all professions involved in the activities concerning the protection of cultural heritage.
17 A shared set of interdisciplinary professional and research methods are the main characteristics of ac-
tivities concerning protection of cultural heritage, but are not their rules because the individual profes-
sions (e.g., archeology) in their essence operate with a whole range of specific methods that other profes-
sions do not use. The same goes for ethnology, where the center of interest is the way of life at the level 
of everyday life and celebration of the special dates of all professional and social groups in all (reachable 
for the profession) time periods and environments.
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- Measures - equivalent construction:

necessary replicas (4)•	
construction under the terms set by the service for the protection of cultural •	
heritage (2)
imposed replicas that are made under conditions that are not dictated by the •	
service for the protection of cultural heritage (1)
unacceptable replacement construction (0)•	

- Measures - Open-Air Museum:

in situ (4)•	
in new locations (3)•	

These three basic groups contain the desired optimal measures for conservation, but 
also controversial procedures, which modernize or even deliberately destroy heritage. 
They are part of the practice of conservation of monuments in Slovenia and I have 
therefore qualified and assessed them with value points ranging from 0 (least desir-
able) to 5 (optimal).18

Of all the protective measures the most desirable is reconstruction, which I under-
stand in the sense of the maximum measure of conservation and preservation of the 
complete testimony of the cultural heritage.19 From a methodological point of view it 
is related to the museological method of preserving authenticity and integrity of the 
movable heritage.

Renovation, which is by some people, at least in my opinion, imprecisely equated with 
revitalization, must be the fundamental objective of the doctrine of protecting cultur-
al heritage and therefore professional services should be giving much greater atten-
tion precisely to this form of protection. Revitalization (renewed restoration)20 is, in 
my view, freer intervention in preserving the heritage that often turns into a radical 
form - the so-called developmental renewed restoration, which has now become almost 
a rule in the conservation practice in Slovenia, as well as elsewhere in the world. It is 
used to emphasize the creative ambitions of designers - architects, who often complete-
ly take the initiative (read: the doctrine of protection), and (if desired by the owner) 
incorporate problematic modern elements into the building. Such treatment of the 
object decreases its value, which is a fact of which fewer and fewer numbers of repre-

18 According to my data there are no such estimates in Slovenia. On these grounds the heritage protec-
tion strategy should be set up. If we take into account the fact that the Register of Heritage enrolled ap-
proximately 33,000 units of heritage, which is only 3% of units compared to the entire number of build-
ings, it is entirely justified to raise the voice to raise the standards for protection!
19 For more information about the basics of these issues see Maroević 1986 65-97
20 The term “renewed restoration” has become a common term in Slovenia in the 1970s mostly in terms 
of revitalization of urban and rural centers and squares. Over time it expanded to cover individual facil-
ities in terms of the resurgence and even modernization of heritage with the aim of establishing prima-
ry and secondary functions.
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sentative institutions of preservation and protection of heritage are aware of, includ-
ing also the public interested in the subject. 

Interventions in the renewal following the principle of modernization with the pres-
ervation of detail are also fairly frequent, which usually leads to the devastation of 
immovable cultural heritage. The same would happen if the radio from the 1930’s, 
which is an imposing museum item, preserved only the wooden frame, with buttons, 
switches and mechanisms getting replaced by modern technique. 

A major obstacle to the introduction of the doctrine of protection of cultural heritage 
and preserving the so desired recognition of Slovenia as a specific living environment 
with specific architectural requirements is presented by the calls for replacement con-
struction, which has taken root in the legal sense in the 1970s and 1980s. Even then 
the conviction prevailed that new construction is cheaper than the reconstruction or 
revitalization of the old building. Such thinking has certainly had a negative impact on 
the efforts to protect the heritage and conservation, and it has become usual despite 
attempts by conservationist to prove the opposite, especially when it concerned regu-
larly maintained and renewed old buildings. This principle of good and economical 
management was not well received by the government during the period of socialist 
construction of homeland, which rather supported the massive construction of indi-
vidual housing and thus indirectly tried to maintain the social (in)tranquility.21

The alternate construction shares a partial connection with interpolations (more on 
that: Maroević, 1986: 186-221) built on the vacated plots between objects in the pro-
tected urban and rural centers and on streets which in some communities still repre-
sent attractive building sites.22 The solutions were sometimes well done and without 
aggressive intervention on an existing agglomeration (e.g. Škrapčev square in Ribni-
ca, Dolenjska), elsewhere they became based on the highly modernist principles (e.g. 
the former Slovenijales shop in Gosposka street and, before the independence of Slo-
venia, in Zidaniška street in Celje or the Bank of Celje office building in Mozirje) or 
were aggressive and totally contrary to the basic features of the historical organism 
of the settlement (e.g. the two Tomos skyscrapers in Koper or the former Teko store 
skyscraper in Celje).23 

21 In that period in Slovenia, and in a good part of the former common state, all creditworthy individu-
als built something, meaning all employed citizens did. Conditions for construction were very favorable, 
considering that people were not able to, and didn’t even know where else to invest, except in new prop-
erty. High inflation in a few years lowered the principal and credit interest rates to a minimum, the state 
again and again taking new loans abroad (the famous Tito’s visit), and so on. “Topčider” printed dinars 
at full speed.
22 The term interpolation was introduced to the conservation practice in Slovenia at the beginning of the 
1980s by conservators (especially architects), who studied at the University of Zagreb, previously the Slov-
enian term zapolnitev was in use.
23 An extreme example are aggressive interventions in the city cores of Koper and Celje are the culmina-
tion of socialist ideology from the 1960s and 1970s when the government was convinced that the histor-
ical agglomeration needed an introduction of new facilities of the “avant-garde workers’ class”, in order 
to diminish the achievements of the past period, especially those produced by the Catholic Church.
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how do conservators and museologists cooperate? 
The scope of conservators’ work can be deduced from these protective measures. With 
his choice between the available measures a conservator may affect positively or ad-
versely the integrity of the conservation work, making the work of conservators sig-
nificantly different from the work of curators and museologists. Both professions def-
initely try to physically preserve the heritage. The difference is that in fact the cura-
tors select and collect objects in the field, receive donations, buying them at auctions 
and antiques fairs24, or, for some projects, even bring them from their living environ-
ment25 while conservators shape their “collection” in the field, in the area of respon-
sibility of one of the regional units (območne enote)26 of the Institute for the Protection 
of Cultural Heritage. Their work, along with the fundamental law of conservation of 
cultural heritage is directed by legislation covering the field of physical planning and 
environmental protection and the laws about the institutions, administrative proce-
dures and copyright information, decisions about the development plans of the local 
communities as well as numerous other legal provisions related to culture. 

This very diverse and extensive “armada” of legal provisions burdens the ongoing 
daily work of conservators very heavily. In this regard museum workers are less bur-
dened and therefore there are more opportunities for professional and research work 
in museums and galleries. However, it seems that conservators are very persistent be-
cause among the 256 employed conservators, about 14% (almost one sixth) have ac-
quired a scientific title, which is not exactly far behind the workers in the museums, 
galleries, where approximately one fifth of employees have a position of Master or a 
Doctor of Science . 

24 In a number of Slovenian cities there is a street sale of antiques held on Saturday morning, which are 
ideal conditions museologists to the control the trade in movable heritage. The beginnings of this form 
of trade go back to the early 1980s. The first offers included high-quality items and furniture from the 
18th and 19th century, while in recent years one may notice an increase of various items from the era of 
socialism, of which the most notable are money, pictures of Marshal Tito, military uniforms and the like. 
In Ljubljana, the offer of items of “Slovenian” origin is highly reduced – there are more dealers from the 
former Yugoslav republics. The originality of items on the antiques fair is, of course, questionable. In 
certain cases, a conservator or museologist can be linked with these collectors and resellers. In my con-
servator experience I was once a witness to this method of acquiring supplemental equipment for the re-
newed Škrapčevo property in Hrovača, where we were arranging an ambient museum collection in the 
building. Then we called for the cooperation of one of the old furniture dealers from Ribnica Dolenjs-
ka, who had a great range of old houses and their internal equipment. On this occasion we pointed out 
to him the importance of documenting the origin of items collected in the field. Since then, the items he 
sells have certificates of origin, which has greatly reduced his inconveniences with the police.
25 Samples of such active creativity in some modern museum collections were transferred from foreign 
countries (e.g., the Netherlands) by Slovene museologists. A significant example is the exhibition The 
grapevines have grown grapes again (Spet trte so rodile) of the Slovenian Ethnographic Museum in 
Ljubljana, for whose schematic representation of planting vineyards a museum associate brought sever-
al old grapevines from her neglected vineyards in Lendava.
26 A regional unit in its organization and program of action corresponds to the Croatian Conservation 
Department.
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Examples of good collaborative practice and independent 
conservation practice 
The work of conservators and museologists is often intertwined and some of their co-
operative achievements in Slovenia have become examples of good practice which are 
getting copied, and even improved. In the following text several such examples of co-
operation between museologists and conservators will be presented in a summarized 
form, as well as some examples of good practice in whose implementation only con-
servators took part. 

1. Restoration of monuments in the primary, modified or a museological function
Despite some programmatic, organizational and institutional differences in the pro-
cedures of preservation, conservators and curators are often working together pro-
cessing and rescuing the inheritance considering that their agendas often overlap and 
intertwine. In the last thirty years a few examples of successful cooperation appeared 
in Slovenian ethnological-conservatory and museological practice, the majority be-
ing within the process of restoration of monuments of special importance. Among 
the most important, it is especially important to point out the reconstruction of the 
Kavčnik household in Zavodnje (Hudales, 2008: 248-250), of Liznjak home in Kran-
jska Gora and Solinar Museum in Sečoveljske solane near Piran. After the restora-
tion all were given a new, museum function. Conservators competently restored the 
protected buildings while museologists, according to the principle of ambient muse-
um setup, completed the common mission. The works were coordinated at all times 
and took place and were planned within a single working group which was already 
constituted by designers, construction supervisors, representatives of the contractors, 
and sometimes representatives of the owner and sponsors. Conservators and museol-
ogists in these cases advocated the optimal reconstruction and presentation of mon-
uments, so both the Kavčnik household (in 1993) and Solinar Museum (1994) were 
nominated for the European Museum of the year.27

The above are examples of conservators and museologists mutually accepting several 
important measures of preservation, which eventually became the model of a success-
ful heritage rescue. They were respecting the modern principles of conservation and 
museum doctrine in full, although while formulating the renovation program and 
the final presentation they encountered some of the problems of preserving heritage 
27 Both the restored sites can be classified into open-air museums at the original location, meaning in situ 
(like the “Old Village” in Kumrovec, see Sprem - Lovric, 1997: 137). Those who carry out reconstruction 
and presentation used all existing resources (on this see Maroević, 1997: 9) and on the basis of extensive 
ethnological studies included them in the program and the content scheme, in one and in the other mu-
seum. In Sečovlje salt fields the today’s custodians (Museum of Sergej Mašer masseurs, Piran) revitalized 
the salt funds produced by the original method. In the Kavčnik household they (Velenje Museum) in-
cluded into the narrow museum activities even more activities representing the daily life of inhabitants 
on the model of the museum vivum (e.g., harvesting meat, brandy, baking, collecting medicinal herbs, 
etc.).
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in the modern age. The main problem for a comprehensive presentation was the in-
troduction of some key modern facilities that protected object didn’t have in its orig-
inal form. On the mostly wooden Kavčnik household the introduction of electricity, 
telephone and water was a serious task that required both professions to work togeth-
er. After a careful evaluation, installation of devices guaranteeing security (alarm de-
vices) and the ability to receive visitors (lighting, sanitary facilities, food, insuring the 
services for the museum vivum program) was achieved on the household and on the 
central housing and economic building so that they were almost imperceptible. The 
electric boxes, for example, were embedded in the wooden opening in the stable, ca-
bles were conducted along the corners of floors and walls and covered with plaster 
and planks, and electric lighting fashioned to imitate the petroleum lamps. Only in 
the most important room, the drying room, halogen reflectors were installed and di-
rected upwards in an open hearth so that visitors get the impression that there is re-
ally a fire burning there. 

There was also great care taken in the cases of the Solinar Museum and the Liznjek 
home and in other examples of conservation and museological presentation of her-
itage.28 There they introduced electricity too and installed electric lighting and con-
trols from the time of the first electrification when the monuments were still utilized 
in their original housing and economic function. In both instances the old electrical 
installations, albeit without the AC current, became an important museum exhibit 
which conveys the continuous process of change in the cultural heritage directed by 
the principle of the needs of everyday life. The new installation has been introduced 
by the standards of today’s electro-economy in the least noticeable ways.29

However, reconstruction of facilities that have the property of cultural heritage was 
not always effective as in the examples described previously. Sometimes the conser-
vation approach was unreasonably subordinated to the general aesthetic appearance 
and presentation requirements of the museologists who wanted to “neutrally” mod-
ernize the interior of the object and to emphasize only a few symbolic changes to 

28 The electricity and other essential facilities were installed in the same careful way in the case of the 
Junež housheold in Rogaška Slatina, the Rogatec open air museum (Hazler, 1997: 83), the Skomar house 
in Skomar, the Kroflin mill in Kozje, the Škrapčevo household in Hrovača in Ribnica, the parish house 
in Skomar and elsewhere. Today these models of presentation of cultural heritage are upheld by others 
too, although the notorious and aggressive way of renovation which introduces lighting where it didn’t 
exist at the time of the primary usage of the object is still being introduced in some places.
29 When the conservators-ethnologists prepared to renew these and other monuments of culture, they 
traveled through Europe and learned the art of conducting installations, sewage, soil insulation and oth-
er innovations. In some places (e.g. the open-air museum in Zuberec in Slovakia) there wasn’t too much 
concern over that issue, while the conservators and museologists in the open-air museum Staro Selo in 
Kumrovec had to respect the applicable national technical regulations. The author of this article often 
intentionally broke the rules and guidelines of the Slovenian electric company in his conservation prac-
tice since fully respecting them would result in a devastated restored monument. The introduction of the 
so-called “conservation mode” of installation is often the only way that presented a cultural monument 
does not get too many confusing novelties.
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their former functions. In this respect the Kosovel home30 in Tomaj on the Kras and 
the Gradnik house31 and in Medana in Gorica hills present very instructive exam-
ples that were clearly modernized and subordinated to the internal decoration of a 
gallery. The Kosovel home was unreasonably and completely modernized by conser-
vators belonging to the Nova Gorica administrative unit of the Institute for the Pro-
tection of Cultural Heritage - they reduced the size of the original windows32 and by 
request of the museologists and visitors allowed the removal of most of the interior 
doorposts. Gradnik house has experienced a complete transformation into a gallery 
space where visitors can no longer truly feel that they are moving inside the native 
home of one of the most important Slovenian poets. 

And what is the reason behind such more or less unfortunate, “full presentations” of 
monuments? Probably the fault is on both sides because the evaluation33 of such pre-
sented monuments showed that the monument was overestimated or invalidated by 
conservators or they failed to fully understand all aspects of its cultural significance.34 
More than twenty years ago, the Ljubljana Old Town was radically modernized and 
evaluated in the same way because according to the evaluations of some prominent 
Slovenian conservators35 due to a professional error of responsible conservators a nar-
cissistic self-pretend creativity of a small group of Slovenian architects grew so strong 
that after a decade of modernization the city hasn’t got a correctly restored fort, but a 
“model” in actual size. It is necessary to say that museum employees were not direct-
ly involved in the modernizing of the Old Town, but after the opening of the reno-
vated Old Town they often used its facilities for temporary exhibitions and thematic 
and biannual exhibitions of domestic and artistic crafts. 36

30 Srečko Kosovel (1904-1927) is a famous Slovenian expressionist poet. He died very young and at the 
end of his life he lived with his parents in Tomaj on the Kras.
31 Alojz Gradnik (1882-1967) a famous Slovenian poet born in Medan in Gorica hills that created the mod-
ern expressionism, and, among other things, translated Croatian poetry into Slovenian.
32 The caretaker of the Kosovel households then told the author of that record that windows were reduced 
(by conservators!) because Kosovel house (built in 1925) stood out too much and did not fit into the tra-
ditional appearance of nearby houses in Tomaj.
33 The evaluations of presented monuments take place during the exercises within the Course on the con-
servation of ethnological objects at the Department of Ethnology and Cultural anthropology of the Fac-
ulty of Philosophy, University of Ljubljana.
34 During the evaluation of the architectural heritage artistic and architectural features coincide often, 
and too little respect is given to spatial, social, constructional, developmental and functional character-
istics of the monument.
35 Castle expert Ivan Stopar said at a symposium on the presentation of the reconstruction of the Ljublja-
na Old Town in the mid-1980s that the conservation assessment of historical features of the fort was not 
optimal. According to the evaluation by Stopar and other art historians (Nace Šumi) the conservators that 
were responsible for it invalidated the monumental value and importance of Ljubljana’s Old Town.
36 To set up temporary exhibitions, museologists and other exhibitors were given the use of the exhibi-
tion rooms equipped with all necessary electrical and other installations. Therefore their exhibition con-
cepts had to adapt to the exhibition space and its technical characteristics which is quite common in the 
area of museology practice (e.g. traveling exhibitions).
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2. Restoration of monuments – museum institutions
Collaboration between the conservators and museologists usually occurs in the context 
of reconstruction of cultural monuments which shelter various museum institutions, 
national, provincial or local. There the doctrine of restoration of cultural heritage is 
often (it appears, almost unintentionally) subordinated to the principle of complete 
renovation and modernization as the contemporary galleries of the museum exhibi-
tion endeavor to establish appropriate standards and achieve the impression of im-
portance and modernity.37 In such instances, the outer, artistic and architectural fea-
tures of the facility and, perhaps, the typical interior layout stay preserved, while the 
original functional and technical specific object experience modification, such as, for 
example, electrical wiring, central heating of the 19th century, different heating ob-
jects and so on. Generally, the interior is subordinated to the principle of its usage as 
a museum space, which often leads to a radical simplification of the original structure 
of the object. Unfortunately, the programs of controversial presentations, in whose im-
plementation conservators uncritically participate, are more often based on the prin-
ciple: “We will protect the exterior, and rearrange the interior to suit us.” 

In places the less preserved or almost entirely decrepit monuments are radically ren-
ovated and modernized, those which have seen more and less caring owners several 
times during their existence. The socialist post-war period did not show excessive con-
cern for the Slovenian forts in which the leading ideologues of the time recognized 
only the homes of so-called “class enemies.” Some forts were burned for various rea-
sons (such as taking hold of the invaders’ base) during the Second World War (Sotes-
ka fortress on the river Krka experienced such as destiny, for example, or the Brdo 
Castle near Lukovica), in case of others the Yugoslav People’s Army soldiers learned 
how to blow up walls on them (fortress Hmeljnik), or the government used the possi-
bility of solving the lack of living space and moved people from the social bottom into 
the empty rooms of many Slovene forts, fortifications and castles. 

37 A typical example of the reconstruction and modernization are the former barracks in Metelkova Street 
in Ljubljana where the Slovenian Ethnographic Museum and National Museum were placed. The blue-
print and the altitudinal dimensions of the building and the diversity of its front are mostly preserved, 
while the interior is more or less adapted to the modern concept of the museum activities. Both muse-
ums received the imposing iron structure at the central entrance to the museum the purpose of which is 
unfathomable for most of the employed experts. In the exhibition hall of the Slovene Ethnographic Mu-
seum concrete “radiators” (in fact huge heating plates) soon became superfluous and proved to be too 
large consumers of energy and totally dysfunctional parts of the equipment because they cover large ex-
hibition surfaces on the walls, and due to their unique characteristics, no any board or exhibit can be sus-
pended on them. Since it is an original authorized project of the building’s interior, these expensive and, 
above all, energy inefficient concrete colossuses will occupy the best areas of exhibition space.
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Some highly illustrative examples of improper developmental care for the heritage are 
the fortress in the village Grad in Goričko and Blagaj fort in Polhov Gradac38, which 
got a completely different look during their prolonged renovations. The first was des-
tined for a radical renovation ten years ago, which is still ongoing. Most programs for 
the preservation of the fort have been conceived by the ideologues of the doctrine of 
static perfection, which would purportedly renovate fortress so that it would be for-
ever preserved, and not even the harshest weather or malicious individuals would be 
in a position to damage it. Static perfectionism in itself is not bad, but in the house, 
which was renovated using state and European funds, the “renovators” built in enor-
mous amounts of concrete (the foundations, wreaths roof beams, reinforced-concrete 
slabs on the ceilings and floors), new windows and doors (Hazler, 2005: 187)39, build-
ing the walls with modern hollow bricks instead of the typical classical brick used for 
the centuries-old classical buildings in the Pannonia region and several other novel-
ties that invite doubt whether such a radical development of the fortress can keep the 
uniqueness and identification of a cultural monument. The fortress has been the seat 
of the Gorički Provincial Park (Krajinski park Goričko) for several years, and served 
also as a wedding hall, kitchen with an open fireplace from the nearby village, host-
ing workshops of local crafts from the neighboring villages40 and still more unaccept-
able novelties that exceed a reasonable framework of modern conservation and mu-
seology (Fort Grad on Gorički, 2009). The fort, which is being renovated using Phare 
funds, is being revived by the collective of the Provincial Park with various activities 
in order to attract more visitors.41

The Blagaj fortification in Polhov Gradac fared significantly better in the process 
of reconstruction and a few years ago it was an example of quality renovation and a 
group of conservators received the Stele award for the completed work, the award of 
the Slovenian professional conservation society. The museum employees did not par-
ticipate in the reconstruction of the fortification because the project of reconstruc-
tion provided a universal model of using the premises for more than one function. 

38 I cite these eExamples only as educational examples, and in no way because of cheap criticism. In Slov-
enia, the critical view on conservation and the museological presentations of heritage is generally poorly 
developed. We are trying to compensate for that lack by educating graduates in the Department of Eth-
nology and Cultural Anthropology, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Ljubljana. These graduates have 
already written some interesting professional assessments of interventions in protected areas (Štanjel), 
and current interventions in Ljubljana (Kolizej, Plečnik stadium) and elsewhere.
39 Among other things, the modern metal parts have no direct connection with the most probable origi-
nal design.
40 In Slovenia and other countries (e.g. Stainz in the Austrian part of Styria) some museums are located 
in the former feudal bases (fortresses, castles and palaces). For most visitors, and less critical guardians 
of heritage such procedures are not at all controversial, and even when it is not unusual to find beds and 
wagons from neighboring villages in palace bedrooms today. Forts are still sometimes a useful frame-
work - scenery - for the new museums, restaurants, cultural, protocol and some other occasional activity. 
The time distance from their original functions tolerates the most radical interventions.
41 For several years the celebration of an American holiday, Halloween (Halloween), has been organized 
in the fortress on the Reformation Day public holiday, on October 31. Based on oral testimony from 2008, 
around 20,000 visitors gathered on that occasion in its surroundings, where a large number of Protestant 
believers of Augsburg denomination live.
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For years the restoration was hampered by the denationalization process and after 
the fort passed into the hands of authorities, the problems between the manager of 
many years and the organizer of restoration, the Municipality of Gradec Polhov and 
the state, the Ministry of Culture resolved it as a “Gordian knot”: a part of the collec-
tion of the Technical Museum of Slovenia was placed inside in 2008, while the previ-
ous activities were kept in too (hall for weddings, the provincial museum collection, 
temporary exhibition space, etc.), and managed by the local community. Staff of the 
Technical Museum adapted the existing exhibition to the interior and the permanent 
museum collection was set clearly and ideally. 

3. Natural disasters, environmental pollution, wars
The work of conservators and museologists also intertwines in cases of unexpected 
accidents, earthquakes, fires, careless human attitude towards nature and, unfortu-
nately, in cases of the ravages of war and unreasonable destruction of cultural heri-
tage, triggered by the ideological, religious or national-racist motives. The strong de-
structive earthquakes in Kozjansko (1974) and Posočje (twice in 1976, in 1998 and 
2005) damaged or destroyed numerous buildings and fixtures and a large number 
of protected areas, such as, for example, Breginj (Earthquakes in Slovenia 2009; Seis-
mic Activity 2009). In these natural disasters a major role was played by expert teams 
which reviewed and rescued heritage, whose members were in large part the conser-
vators and museologists. In Posočje the worst damage was inflicted to the protect-
ed masonry buildings (houses, barns, churches) and it was therefore necessary to re-
move the frescoes from the front or inside the building and transfer them to the mu-
seum and restoration workshops and regional institutes for the protection of monu-
ments in order for them to be saved from total destruction. After the restoration in-
tervention some were returned to the renovated building, while most were replaced 
with replicas. The original frescoes are stored in the regional museums in Škofja 
Loka, Idrija and Tolmin. 

Their successful experiences in the preservation of cultural heritage during natural 
disasters were related by the Slovenian experts in the field of conservation and muse-
ology to other parts of the former common state, especially during the recovery from 
the consequences of a catastrophic earthquake in Montenegro, which devastated that 
Yugoslav republic on the 15th of April 1979,42 which also strongly affected Dubrovnik 
among other places. During the reconstruction of the cultural monuments in Cet-
inje, and elsewhere,43 Slovenes participated usually as mentors, and led the transpo-
sition of the Piva monastery to a higher, safer level during the outbreak of the River 
Piva. In this way, they successfully rescued one of the most prominent active Ortho-
dox monasteries in Montenegro. 

42 An earthquake measuring nine degrees on the Mercalli scale caused the loss of life of 101 people, and 
damaged dozens of cultural monuments in the famous coastal cities (Budva, Trogir, etc.).
43 The statistician-conservator expert Stojan Ribnikar and architect-conservator France Vardjan were in-
volved in reconstruction in Montenegro, among others.
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Conservators and museologists were again challenged in 2007 when the western part 
of Slovenia was hit by a number of disasters. The hardest was on September 18 when 
the flash floods destroyed many areas and damaged quite a few cultural monuments, 
among others, the well-known partisan Franja Hospital. In a couple of hours the wa-
ter destroyed most of the wooden huts in the Pasic gully and took precious original 
exhibits with it forever. Now for a few months an intensive restoration of monuments 
has been under way in cooperation between the host community Cerkno, several re-
sponsible ministries, conservators and the responsible City Museum of Idrija. Soon 
an almost complete reconstruction of the buildings will be finished because the wa-
ter torrent spared only a few huts. Again it will be necessary to refit the interior of 
some barracks with the replicas of equipment because the flooding destroyed much 
of the original equipment, operating instruments, wall decorations, documents and 
other valuables.44

Archaeological excavations45 are also examples of good cooperation between both pro-
fessions, where several key cultural monuments that are normally part of the natural 
environment were saved. Already in 1952 conservators and museologists participat-
ed in the rescue of sanctuary of the god Mithras in Rožanec in Bela Krajina (Hazler, 
1999: 54) where the relief of god Mithras was carved in limestone rock in the pit in 
the middle of the forest. On that occasion, the restorers made copies of the relief and 
stored them in the nearby Bela krajina Museum in Metlika. Today’s comparison of 
the original state in nature to the one in the museum copies indicates a great threat 
to the monument in situ primarily due to increasing environmental pollution. Acid 
rain in Rožanec has washed out the lime rock during the decades and the relief im-
age of the Roman god became almost unrecognizable. Only a very radical measure 
to build a protective roof somehow halted further deterioration. 

Cultural heritage is treated even worse by man than by nature. During the Second 
World War in Slovenia there were many damaged or destroyed cultural monuments, 
houses and farm buildings which were burned by the occupier, and many church-
es and fortress which were destroyed by the partisans in the conflict with the occu-
pier and their helpers. Slovenia suffered damage to cultural monuments in the 1991 
war of liberation (e.g. Upper Radgona), but to a considerably lesser extent than Croa-
tia and Bosnia and Herzegovina. There the conflicts of war crossed the limits of civ-
ilized attitude towards cultural heritage as the rat turned from a framework of eth-
nic cleansing into the field of destruction of cultural and national identity, which was 
an even greater tragedy for the existence of individual indigenous people in their liv-
ing environment. I would not want to be rude, but people can recover biologically as 
an ethnos in its native living environment in a few decades, but their monuments de-
stroyed during war can never come back! We know that the replica can never replace 

44 The Franja Hospital was submitted a few years ago as a candidate for entry to the list of UNESCO 
World Heritage sites. At first the application was rejected, and now it is on the waiting list. In early 2007 
it received the designation of being European cultural heritage.
45 This practice has a long tradition in Slovenia and is often found only in some cities with a long history 
(Ljubljana, Celje, Ptuj).
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the original46 and therefore the messages of that the last Balkan are a lesson for the 
whole civilized world. 

Restoration of monuments - cooperation with civil organizations 
Despite the possibility of regular cooperation between conservators and museolo-
gists in Slovenia, the Slovenian conservation practice noted several examples in which 
such forms did not develop in the scope that was wished for. The reasons are many, 
and they cannot be fully analyzed and interpreted appropriately in this text for ob-
jective, and subjective reasons. Therefore, this article includes only some examples of 
the real situations to which the professional and the general public still devoted par-
ticular attention. It is the case of less well-known work of conservation, which gave 
relatively few examples of good practice which are based on a useful model of con-
necting the doctrine of protection of heritage with elements of the civil society, and 
consequently about “lowering the conservation profession from the untouchable al-
tar”. A distinct model of linking the conservation profession with the local commu-
nity, and even more so with formal communities (associations) developed in Rogatec 
during the formation and construction (which, unfortunately, is still ongoing) of the 
museum in the open, the largest Slovenian museum of the type which lies only a mile 
from the Slovenian-Croatian border. Most of the tasks in construction, collecting, re-
storing and placing equipment and shaping the program of the content were given to 
the Society for arranging the Rogatec open air museum (Društvo za ureditev muzeja 
na prostem Rogatec) and the ethnologist and curator of the Institute for the Protec-
tion of natural and cultural heritage of Celje (Zavod za varstvo naravne in kulturne 
dediščine Celje). In this way a completely new form of cooperation between conser-
vation and nature lovers developed, what had not been recorded thus far in Slovenia 
(Hazler, 1993: 10-11, 1997: 80).

For reasons not fully explained the Celje Regional Museum did not take part in the 
construction of the Rogatec museum in the open. The Regional Museum watched 
the formation of the museum in Rogatec mostly from afar, and only at the begin-
ning of the 1990s, did its curator take part, an ethnologist significantly involved in 
the work of two research workshops (1993, 1994) which were actually organized by 
the rival museum in the city and in the province – the Museum of modern history 
(Muzej novejše zgodovine). This museum was programmatically very promising. Ex-
cept in the organization of workshops, he participated in obtaining equipment. But 
then, in the proceedings of the first workshop in the museum in Rogatec some in-

46 At various international meetings (e.g., Gozd Martuljek in Slovenia in 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, Szan-
todpuszta on Balaton in Hungary in 1995) our Croatian counterparts informed us about the destruc-
tion of cultural monuments. We were strongly shaken by the destruction of the famous wooden buildings 
(houses, churches) in Pokuplje and Turopolje, which, in my opinion, belong to the very pinnacle of peo-
ple’s traditional creativity in Croatia. Even hanging the flag with the Hague Convention sign did not de-
ter the attackers (Ukrainčik, 1992: Image no. 28).
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appropriate criticism of the members of society was published which has pushed the 
Rogatec people away from the Celje Museum, which couldn’t be overcome even lat-
er, when the administration of the Rogatec museum in the open was assumed by the 
Institute for the culture, tourism and development of Rogatec (Zavod za kulturo, tu-
rizem in razvoj Rogatec). 

On a much smaller scale, but still a similar model of cooperation of conservators with 
the owners and representatives of civil organizations, took place while renovating the 
Skomarska house on Skomar (1992-1996), Ošlakov blacksmith workshop in Skomar 
(2000-2002), Kroflin’s mill in Kozje (1998-2002), Juneževa household in Rogaška Slati-
na (1998-2005), Rezar house in Grajska vas (1998-2004) and some others. The au-
thorized conservator-ethnologist of the Institute for the preservation of cultural her-
itage Celje led a couple of restorations of monuments and protected buildings and so 
founded the museum exhibition that was, in general, based on an ambient presen-
tation of the culture of living47 and the forms of economic efforts, based on the pri-
mary function of the protected objects. With a variety of architectural and develop-
ment forms: temporal, visual and functional components of buildings and devices, in 
this context of the series of presentations of architectural heritage - the social back-
grounds and the social environment of their builders and users were also presented. 
This component primarily stressed the ethnological aspects of the interpretation of 
cultural heritage, showing the life of small and medium farmers and tradesmen in 
the markets and villages. 

Conclusion 
The paper presents an overview of some significant ways of cooperation of Sloveni-
an museologists and conservators in the effort to protect the cultural heritage. The 
practical conservation and museological experience and heritage evaluation in the last 
thirty years in Slovenia are presented, which have actively involved the author of this 
paper in some cases. The author’s intention was to describe the more or less intense 
forms of cooperation not as a subjective view of the situation, but to somewhat objec-
tively analyze the situation, which should lead to improvement and, above all, the de-
velopment of interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary work, which is very important 
and necessary for the successful conservation and protection of cultural heritage. 

Translated by Tomislav Ređep

47 The principle of the internal ambient setup of equipment in the protected monumental buildings is 
certainly among the most instructive ways of achieving a full presentation. The introduction of ethno-
logical heritage forms of protection is very interesting, because one can best see the cultural and social 
way of life in the interiors of buildings and farm buildings(see also: Mihalic, 2008: 99) and also the forms 
of economic activities in their primary level where one can reach some interesting forms of museological 
communication (Maroević, 2003: 14).


