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USEOLOGICA BRUNENSIA

STUDIE/ARTICLES

THE CONCEPT OF EXISTENTIAL AUTHENTICITY
IN HERITAGE INTERPRETATION: THE CASE OF
SELECTED SLOVENIAN HISTORIC HOUSE MUSEUMS

JELKA PIRKOVIC — VERENA PERKO

ABSTRACT/ABSTRAKT:

The article revisits the topic of
authenticity by expanding the
perspective on its meaning for
heritage theory and its implications
for heritage practice. This line of
investigation is important because
it helps us better understand

the complex and multifaceted
concept that is often taken for
granted in the heritage field. In
general, authenticity signifies the
genuine quality of something or

an individual’s traits, emphasising
their integrity, sincerity, and
autonomy. This existential
perspective traces back to

ancient Greek philosophy, where
human virtues like courage and
moderation were praised as genuine
or authentic. Western humanities
define authenticity as self-
expression that can either positively
or negatively influence individuals’
sense of belonging and well-being.
However, Western societies have
also been criticized for overstating
an individualistic “culture of
authenticity”. The article explores
the history of heritage authenticity,
tracing its theoretical origins in
continental Europe to scholars like
Georg Dehio, Alois Riegl, and Max
Dvorék, who contributed to the
discussion by addressing dilemmas
of preservation versus restoration
and establishing foundational ideas
about authenticity. Understanding
heritage authenticity has since
evolved, shifting from a focus on
conservation to a more culturally
inclusive approach, as reflected

in international standards such

as the Nara Document and the
UNESCO Operational Guidelines.
This journey is an intriguing one,
encouraging us to reevaluate

our perspective on heritage.

The authors emphasize the
importance of understanding
authenticity from the perspective
of Heidegger’s phenomenology,
highlighting the need to respect
the existential human needs of
dwelling, building, and thinking.
They advocate for an integrative
approach that considers expert
knowledge and the community’s co-
participation in heritage evaluation,
interpretation, and meaning-giving.
This emphasis on community
inclusion is not just a theoretical
concept but a practical necessity
for effective heritage interpretation
and the wise use of heritage

assets. To test the validity of their
dispositions, the authors present
the results of a case study of
selected Slovenian historic house
museums. The sample reflects their
diversity in terms of ownership,
management, interdisciplinarity,
types of collections, and public
outreach. The analysis focuses

on the interdisciplinarity of
experts’ knowledge, the degree of
community inclusion in planning
and evaluation of programs, and
the interpretation of supporting
heritage values within the broader
context. In this way, the results
indicate the degree of authenticity
that the public can receive from the
museum'‘s message. In conclusion,
the article demonstrates that

https://doi.org/10.5817/MuB2026-1-1

heritage authenticity is intricately
linked to the existential exploration
of cultural identity and the pursuit
of human well-being.

Koncept existencialni autenticity
v interpretaci kulturniho
dédictvi na piikladu vybranych
muzei v historicky vyznamnych
domech ve Slovinsku

Autorky se v ¢lanku vraceji

k tématu autenticity, pficemz
roz$ifuji svij dhel pohledu

o otazky jejiho vyznamu pro
teorii kulturniho dédictvi a jejich
dopadi na ¢innosti v rdmci
pamatkové péce. Tento smér
vyzkumu je dilezity, protoZe
nam poméaha 1épe pochopit tento
slozity a mnohovrstevny pojem,
ktery je v oblasti pamatkové

péce Casto povazovan za
samoziejmost. Autenticita obecné
znamend pravost ¢i ryzi povahu
néjakého objektu ¢i jednotlivcee,
zdtraziiujici jeho vnit¥ni integritu,
hodnovérnost a nezavislost.
Tento existencidlni pohled saha
az do starovéké recké filozofie,
kde byly lidské ctnosti, jako je
odvaha a umirnénost, ocenovany
jako pravé ¢i autentické. Zapadni
humanitni védy definuji autenticitu
jako sebevyjadieni, které muze
pozitivné nebo negativné ovlivnit
pocit soundleZitosti a celkové
osobni pohody jednotlivce.
Zapadni spolecnost vSak byla také
kritizovana za to, Ze klade prili$
velky duraz na individualistickou
Hkulturu autenticity*. Clanek

se zabyva dé€jinami autenticity
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kulturniho dédictvi, pricemz

jeji teoretické zaklady nachazi

v kontinentélni Evropé u badatelt
jako Georg Dehio, Alois Riegl

a Max Dvorék, ktefi prispéli

k diskusi tim, Ze se zabyvali
otadzkami volby mezi konzervaci

a obnovou a zformulovali zakladni
definice autenticity. Chadpani
autenticity pamatek se od té doby
postupné vyvijelo a posunulo

se od ptivodniho zaméreni

na konzervaci ke kulturné
inkluzivnéj$imu pfistupu, jak je
patrné i z mezinarodné platnych
norem, napiiklad z Dokumentu

o autenticité, pfijatého na
konferenci ICOMOS v japonské
Nafre, ¢i z Provadéci smérnice

pro implementaci meluvy
svétového dédictvi UNESCO.

Tato cesta je zajimava a vybizi
néas k prehodnoceni naseho
pohledu na kulturni dédictvi.
Autorky zduraziiuji daleZitost
chéapani autenticity z pohledu
Heideggerovy fenomenologie

a poukazuji na potiebu respektovat
existencialni lidské potfeby jako
bydleni, budovani a mysleni.
Prosazuji integrativni pfistup,
ktery zohlediiuje odborné

znalosti a spoluticast komunity na
hodnoceni a interpretaci kulturniho
dédictvi a jeho napliiovani
novymi vyznamy. Tento dtraz

na zaclenéni komunity neni

jen teoretickym konceptem, ale
praktickou nutnost{ pro efektivni
interpretaci kulturniho dédictvi

a smysluplné uzivani pamatek.
Aby provérily platnost svych
teorif, uvadéji autorky vysledky
pripadové studie o vybranych
muzeich v historicky vyznamnych
domech ve Slovinsku. Zkoumany
vzorek muzei odraZzi jejich
rozmanitost z hlediska vlastnictvi,
spravy, interdisciplinarity,

typu sbirek a jejich dosahu na
vefejnost. Analyza se zaméfuje

na interdisciplinaritu odbornych
znalosti, miru zaclenéni komunity
do planovéni a hodnoceni
programu a interpretaci pfidanych
hodnot pamaétek v Sirsim kontextu.

Dosazené vysledky tak naznacuji
miru autenticity, kterou muze
verejnost z poselstvi muzea ziskat.
Zavérem Clanek ukazuje, Ze
autenticita pamaétek je tizce spojena
s existencidlnim zkoumanim
kulturni identity a snahou

o komplexni fyzickou a dusevni
pohodu clovéka.

KEYWORDS/KLICOVA SLOVA:

authenticity — historic house
museums — historic houses — heritage
community — interpretation —
phenomenology — museality
autenticita — muzea v historicky
vyznamnych domech — historické
domy — pamdtkovd komunita —
interpretace — fenomenologie —
muzealita

Introduction

Today, many communities and
societies recognize the need

to preserve and interpret their
cultural artifacts, sites, traditions,
and practices amid social, political,
and environmental changes. Such
concerns prompt the question of
how heritage experts respond

to this need, and how heritage
institutions, particularly museums,
are receptive to these changes and
implement them. In other words,
how does society address heritage
authenticity?

To illustrate how heritage experts
view the interpretative mission

of modern museums, the paper
presents a case study of four
Slovenian historic house museums
that, from an institutional
perspective, do not follow

a uniform pattern. However, they
exemplify how museums approach
heritage in the broadest sense,
considering its context (in which
they operate), their collections and
musealia, as well as intangible
values and meanings to craft their
authentic message. The paper,
therefore, does not aim to analyse

Slovenian historic house museums
from the institutional perspective,
nor does it argue which of them
fall more into the historic house
category.

Over the past century, the concept
of heritage authenticity has gained
attention among heritage scholars.
Like many heritage ideas, they

see authenticity as a complex and
multi-dimensional subject. The
article seeks to revisit this topic by
expanding the view on its meaning
for heritage theory and its impact
on heritage practices. It also argues
that contemporary museums

make a decisive contribution to
empowering communities, which
play a central role in recognising
and preserving the authenticity of
heritage.

In everyday life, authenticity
means the quality of something
being genuine, legitimate, true, or
real. It is essential to determine
the value of something based on
its origin or the circumstances
under which it came into being.
The opposite characteristics

of authenticity are things and
phenomena that are false,
illegitimate, untrue or unreal.

From ancient times, philosophy
has been primarily concerned with
seeking truth, defining its meaning,
and examining its implications for
our lives. As Roger Scruton' puts

it: “Philosophy arises, therefore,

in two contrasted ways: first, in
attempting to complete the ‘Why?’ of
explanation; second, in attempting
to justify the other kinds of ‘Why?” -
the [first] Why?‘ which looks for

a reason, and the [second] Why?*
which looks for meaning. Most of the
traditional branches of the subject
stem from these two attempts, the
first of which is hopeless, the second
of which is our best source of hope.”
Scruton refers to epistemology

1 SCRUTON, Roger. An Intelligent Person’s Guide
to Philosophy. London: Penguin Books, 1996, p. 26.
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as the former and logic as the
latter.? We begin our argument by
incorporating hermeneutics and
phenomenology into the latter.

In philosophy, authenticity often
refers to living in accordance with
one’s true self, values, and beliefs.
This existential view highlights
personal integrity, sincerity, and
autonomy. The truth is rooted in
our profound understanding of
reality and defines us as humans.
Many ontological traditions aim

to answer this question, including
one pursued in Western culture,
beginning with Greek philosophers
like Socrates, Plato and Aristotle,
and continuing through Medieval
Christian theologians, Renaissance
thinkers, and ultimately Kant

and Descartes (among others).
Phenomenologists such as Husserl
and Heidegger are notable figures
from the last century.

One of the main topics of ancient
Greek philosophers was the
question of virtues that enabled
individuals to pursue the greater
good. In his Euthyphro, Plato,
standing on the shoulders of
Socrates and followed by Aristotle,
defines personal excellence —
whether it be courage, moderation,
piety, or being dear to God - as
genuineness® or authenticity.

Such harmonious beings become

a cornerstone of a happy city* or,
from a modern perspective, of
society’s well-being.

In recent centuries, there has

been a gradual shift from valuing
personal virtues to expressing
individual authenticity by pursuing
one’s true self. Authenticity is

a cultural construct closely tied

2 Ibidem, p. 27.

3 CHVATIK, Ivan and PLUNKETT, Erin (eds.). The
Selected Writings of Jan Pato¢ka: Care for the Soul.
London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2022, p. 75.

4 Ibidem, p. 80.

to modern Western culture.®
Today, we appreciate authenticity
as a personal trait of being true
to oneself, and, occasionally, as
characteristics stemming from

a human need for identity that is
dependent on one’s cultural roots.

Charles Taylor warned against the
Western: “..culture of ‘authenticity’,
or expressive individualism, in which
people are encouraged to ... discover
their own fulfillment, ‘do their own
thing’. The ethic of authenticity
originates in the Romantic period,
but it has utterly penetrated popular
culture only in recent decades, in the
time since the Second World War.”®

Such an understanding of
authenticity is massively promoted
through marketing and tourism,
which emphasize “authentic”
products and experiences, including
the commodification of heritage.”

Authenticity is particularly
prominent in psychology, where

it has been a central therapeutic
theme for over 50 years.® Research
in person-centred psychology

has identified key personal
authenticity traits, including how
individuals are influenced by
their social environment.® Case
studies have confirmed the link
between authenticity and personal
and social well-being.’ It can
positively relate to individuals’

5 HANDLER, Richard. Authenticity. Anthropology
Today. 1986, vol. 2, no. 1, p. 2.

6 TAYLOR, Charles. A Secular Age. Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2007,
p- 299.

7 WOOD, Barbara. A Review of the Concept

of Authenticity in Heritage, with Particular
Reference to Historic Houses. Collections:

A Journal for Museums and Archives Professionals.
2020, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 76-77.

8 BUGENTAL, James F. T. The search for
authenticity: an existential-analytic approach to
psychotherapy. New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Wilson, 1965.

9 WOOD, Alex M. and LINLEY, Alex P. The
Authentic Personality: A Theoretical and
Empirical Conceptualization and the Development
of the Authenticity Scale. Journal of Counseling
Psychology. 2008, vol. 55, no. 3, p. 86.

10 Ibidem, p. 396.

sense of belonging, identity, and
psychological well-being, while
negatively, it can lead to a sense
of alienation and mental distress.
As Mathias Desmet notes, anxiety
and fear can play a pivotal role

in shaping the psychology of
totalitarian social environments.
They can lead to outbreaks of
social violence, as observed in the
20th and 21st centuries."

In parallel, cultural psychology
concentrates on how cultures
shape psychological phenomena
across diverse communities and
settings. A strong connection

to one’s cultural heritage is
suggested to enhance self-esteem,
resilience, and social integration.!?
Individuality and the aspiration to
authenticity inevitably clash with
the interests of the community
and culture, which are inseparably
intertwined with the diversity of
natural and built environments.
The psychological perspective
clearly shows that the question

of authenticity is fundamentally
an ethical issue. From this
perspective, we can say that the
authenticity of heritage relates to
the right to cultural heritage and
is a key museological theme in
contemporary museums.'?

Heritage experts often overlook
the psychological mechanisms
that could aid their efforts in
transmitting heritage values. They
could investigate how individuals
perceive and engage with heritage
authenticity, examining factors
such as nostalgia,'* collective

and cultural memory,'* and the

11 DESMET, Mattias. The Psychology of
Totalitarianism. Chelsea: Green Publishing, 2022,
pp. 87-89.

12 HOLMES, Robyn M. Cultural Psychology:
Exploring Culture and Mind in Diverse Communities.
New York: Oxford University Press, 2020, p. 43.

13 SIMON, Nina. The Participatory Museum. Santa
Cruz: Museum 2.0, 2011.

14 BAUMAN, Zygmunt. Retrotopia. Cambridge:
Polity Press, 2017, pp. 2—4.

15 NORA, Pierre. Realms of Memory: Rethinking
the French Past. Chicago: University of Chicago



intergenerational transmission of
heritage values. They may also
explore the psychological impact
of heritage preservation efforts
on individuals and communities,
including feelings of self-esteem,
continuity, or loss.

According to Canadian
psychologist Jordan Peterson,
culture is the totality of surviving
hierarchically arranged behaviours
and second- and third-order
abstract representations, such as
ritual, drama and mythology. It
encompasses the integration of
these into a system of morality,
simultaneously governing
personal conduct, interpersonal
interaction and imagistic/semantic
narratives.'® On the other hand,

a postmodern reflection on

culture is more critical towards
the role of culture, claiming

that “in the ideology of possessive
individualism, the existence of

a national collectively depends upon
the ‘possession’ of an authentic
culture [and the] temple of
authenticity is the museum, where
we display the objects or pieces of
culture that stand for the cultures
of their possessors-creators”.'” One
may limit such observation to
traditional types of museums (and
national monuments). Culture and
national culture are not synonyms,
as was clearly evident in interwar
and wartime Heimatmuseums.'®

Culture, nevertheless, is
a conscious activity of the

Press, 1998; ASSMANN, Jan. Cultural Memory
and Early Civilization: Writing, Remembrance,
and Political Imagination. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2011.

16 PETERSON, Jordan B. Maps of Meaning:
The Architecture of Belief. London, New York:
Routledge, 1999, p. 192.

17 HANDLER, Richard. Authenticity.
Anthropology Today. 1986, vol. 2, no. 1, p. 4.

18 MAIRESSE, Francois. The Term Museum.

In: DAVIS, Ann; MAIRESSE, Francgois and
DESVALLEES, André (eds.). What is a Museum?
Miinchen: Verlag Dr. Christian Miiller-Straten;
ICOFOM, 2010, pp. 33-36; PERKO, Verena.
Mugzeologija in arheologija za javnost: Muzej Krasa.
Ljubljana: Kinetik, zavod za razvijanje vizualne
kulture, 2014, pp. 60-63.

critical mind, encompassing

both science and the humanities.
High culture and its popular
counterpart embody traditions
and “help us to feel at home in

the world and resonate with its
personal significance”.'® In contrast,
national culture is a product

of national myths, created and
maintained through politics, the
education system, and science,
and strongly supported by
museum collections and heritage
processes.?° Recognition of

how unresponsive traditional
museums are to the needs of
contemporary society has led to
the emergence of ecomuseums
and a new museology.?! The
twenty-first century is an era of
inclusivity, which means taking
into account the diverse meanings
of heritage and various concepts of
authenticity throughout community
life.?2 The active involvement of
the public in heritage processes
enables community bonding and
the re-rooting of the alienated
contemporary individual. To

be human means to fulfil the
purpose of one’s life. It means
cultivating values that must be
realised and enacting personal
and communal authenticity.?* The
contemporary museum, which
strives to realise humanistic
goals, places the individual and
their need to seek meaning at

the forefront. It responds to the
needs of contemporary society

by recognising and constantly
questioning authenticity. According
to Pine and Gilmore, authenticity
in museums refers to “verified
genuineness, originality, and

19 SCRUTON, Roger. An Intelligent Person’s Guide
to Philosophy. London: Penguin Books, 1996, p. 13.

20 SMITH, Laurajane. Uses of Heritage. London,
New York: Routledge, 2006, pp. 115-116.

21 SOLA, Tomislav. Eseji o muzejima i njihovoj
teoriji: prema kibernetickom muzeju. Zagreb:
Hrvatski nacionalni komitet ICOM, 2003,

pp. 155-166.

22 Ibidem, pp. 167-175.

23 FRANKL, Viktor. The Will to Meaning: The
Foundations and Applications of Logotherapy. New
York: Plume, 1988.

truthfulness of objects, stories, and
experiences presented to the public.
It encompasses material identity
(original, non-replicated items),
historical accuracy, and the ‘spirit
of the place’ or context. It also
includes intangible elements such
as cultural, spiritual, and artistic
significance”.?* The complexity
and social interconnections of this
phenomenon cannot be realised
without the inclusion of the
community, which has become

a hallmark of contemporary
museology.?

Overall, the perception of
heritage authenticity intersects
with philosophical inquiries

into personal integrity and
psychological investigations of
personal and cultural identity,

as well as well-being. It reflects
humanity’s ongoing quest to

rec sidering a specific attitude
towards values and truth? Since in
a society of simulacra, the concept
of authenticity has lost its original
meaning,?® how do we understand
it? To elaborate, let us first discuss
the condition of man in a world
where heritage is eminently located
and see how philosophical and
psychological understanding helps
us comprehend the difference
between traditional and modern
perceptions of heritage authenticity.

24 PINE, Joseph B. and GILMORE, James H.,
Museums and Authenticity. Online. Museum
News, American Association of Museums.

2007, pp. 76-93. Available from: https://
strategichorizons.com/wp-content/uploads/
MuseumNews-May07-MuseumsAuthenticity.pdf.
[accessed 2026-04-11].

25 DAVIS, Peter. New Museology and the
Ecomuseums. In: GRAHAM, Brian and HOWARD,
Peter (eds.). The Ashgate Research Companion

to Heritage and Identity. London, New York:
Routledge, 2008, pp. 397-414; SIMON, Nina. The
Participatory Museum. Santa Cruz: Museum 2.0,
2011.

26 BAUDRILLARD, Jean. Selected Writings.
Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001,
pp. 166-184.
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Setting the scene: the turn of the
19th and 20th centuries

Even before the term appeared in
heritage discourses, Georg Dehio
should be mentioned as the first
German-speaking conservator to
address the question of heritage
authenticity.?”

Simultaneously, Alois Riegl, an
Austrian scholar and pioneer of
heritage theory, elaborated on the
concept of heritage values, paving
the way for applying these values
to practical work. He sought to
resolve the dilemmas of preserving
the original while simultaneously
allowing for necessary change by
applying the appropriate value
concept in specific cases. His main
contribution was to define and
advocate for the so-called age
value. He argued that humans had
produced finite works as symbols
of necessary and lawful becoming.
In contrast, nature unceasingly
works toward the dissolution
following the equally necessary
and lawful passing away.?®
Therefore, monuments witness
the eternal law of creation and
dissolution of everything men have
produced. From the point of view
of age value, it is not the eternal
preservation of monuments that
must be sought, but the display

of the eternal cycle of growth

and decay. If a monument, such

as a ruin, is defined only by age
value and has lost all possibility
of use, it must finally be left to
disintegrate.?® Reconstruction

is only justified in deliberate
commemorative monuments
erected to preserve a selected

27 DEHIO, Georg. Denkmalschutz und
Denkmalpflege im neunzehnten Jahrhundert. In:
WOHLLEBEN, Marion and MORSCH, Georg (eds.).
Georg Dehio und Alois Riegl — Konservieren, nicht
restaurieren. Streitschriften zur Denkmalpflege um
1900. Braunschweig, Wiesbaden: Friedr. Vieweg &
Sohn, 1988, pp. 97-98.

28 RIEGL, Alois. Der moderne Denkmalkultus: Sein
Wesen und seine Entstehung. Vienna: Braumiiller,
1903, p. 24.

29 Ibidem, p. 26.

past moment or personality, “to
claim immortality, eternal presence,
a constant state of becoming. The
disintegrating forces of nature that
work against the fulfilment of this
claim must therefore be vigorously
combated; their effects paralyzed
again and again”.*° Today, we
would characterize them as an
ideologically exposed heritage,

as some postmodern authors
state, serving as evidence that
heritage is a value sensitive to time
and society.?! Unlike deliberate
commemorative monuments, old
buildings that are still in practical
use must adapt to accommodate
people’s needs for the safety of
their lives and health. Hence,
utility value should prevail in
treating monuments if their
existence is not questioned, “but it
must make absolutely no concessions
to the age value beyond that”.3>

Riegl’s successor, Max Dvorak,
was even closer to John Ruskin
when he criticized architects and
restorers for using inappropriate
restoration materials and, in

this way, “faking” monuments.
He generally opposed experts’
engagement in interventions
such as “stylistic cleaning” and
reconstructing the ideal “original
state”. “Extensive reconstructions
and restoration of monuments
should be avoided not only because
they destroy valuable monuments
of later periods, but also because
they arbitrarily alter the form

and appearance of monuments,
thereby devaluing them artistically
and historically.”®® A restored

30 Ibidem, p. 39.

31 WATERTON, Emma and WATSON, Steve.

The Ontological Politics of Heritage; or How
Research Can Spoil a Good Story. In: WATERTON,
Emma and WATSON, Steve (eds.). The Palgrave
Handbook of Contemporary Heritage. Basingstoke,
Hampshire, New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015,
pp. 21-29.

32 RIEGL, Alois. Der moderne Denkmalkultus: Sein
Wesen und seine Entstehung. Vienna: Braumidiller,
1903, p. 41.

33 DVORAK, Max. Katechismus der
Denkmalpflege. Vienna: Julius Bard Verlag, 1916,

p- 30.

monument is like a forged
document that loses its artistic
value on top of everything else: “its
poetry, poignancy, its picturesque
allure. Such restoration is not
preservation, but destruction”.?*

Authenticity has been paramount
to the development of museums
since their inception. Museums
were temples dedicated to the
Muses, the daughters of the divine
Mnemosyne (Memory), and the
name itself underscores the crucial
importance of preserving memory
in its original setting. Museums
had the power to revive long-
forgotten memories, inspiring
visitors with creativity. Authentic
objects, even in ancient royal
collections, helped prove the
lineage of aristocratic families
and to legitimise their right to
power.*® In the 19th century,
authentic museum objects served
as the primary source of scientific
knowledge, and museums became
spaces for educating about past
societies.®® Museum exhibits were
restored and supplemented in

a manner similar to monuments:
missing parts were added, and
they were returned to their
presumed original state, guided
by an aesthetic desire that often
overshadowed authenticity.

To conclude, heritage theoretical
discourses did not use the

term authenticity in the early
stage. Instead, they addressed

its opposite — monuments that
have lost their value due to
fakery, restoration, or even
reconstruction. Riegl was the only
one to establish the theoretical
basis for authenticity concerns as
a guideline for the conservation
practice of monuments, artworks,

34 Ibidem, p. 32.

35 SCHNAPP, Alain. The Discovery of the Past:
The Origins of Archaeology. London: British
Museum Press, 1996, pp. 41-43.

36 HUDSON, Keneth. Museums of Influence.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993,
pp. 65-86.



and musealia. Dehio’s arguments
were rather moral — he opposed
massive reconstruction and
restoration because he claimed
that the spirit of national heritage
would be lost (from the modern
perspective, he could be seen as

a predecessor of the authenticity
paradigm). On the other hand,
Dvorak elaborated on the
authenticity debate by expanding
it to the question of dealing with
historic urban centres, where

the material aspect of individual
building authenticity collided

with the needs of modern urban
development. In contrast, museums
have prioritised the authenticity of
musealia, despite these items being
regularly restored for educational
and aesthetic reasons.

Modern and postmodern
understanding of heritage
authenticity

Today, the views expressed in the
1931 Athens Charter® regarding
authenticity remain relevant,
especially its statement about
preventing mistakes that could
result in the loss of ancient
character and historical value in
structures.®® This wording aligns
with the theoretical debates of the
late 19th and early 20th centuries,
which stressed the importance of
conservation over unnecessary and
excessive restoration, as expressed
in Dehio’s principle: “To conserve,
not to restore”.%°

37 The Athens Charter for the Restoration

of Historic Monuments: Adopted at the First
International Congress of Architects and
Technicians of Historic Monuments, Athens 1931.
Online. In: ICOMOS International Committee

on Historic Cities, Towns and Villages. Available
from: https://civvih.icomos.org/wp-content/
uploads/2022/03/The-Athens-Charter_1931.pdf.
[accessed 2025-08-10].

38 SILVERMAN, Helaine. Heritage and
Authenticity. In: WATERTON, Emma and
WATSON, Steve (eds.). The Palgrave Handbook of
Contemporary Heritage Research. Basingstoke,
Hampshire, New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015,
p-72.

39 DEHIO, Georg. Denkmalschutz und
Denkmalpflege im neunzehnten Jahrhundert. In:
WOHLLEBEN, Marion and MORSCH, Georg (eds.).
Georg Dehio und Alois Riegl — Konservieren, nicht

Since its introduction, the

1964 Venice Charter*® has garnered
significant attention. The second
Congress of Architects and
Technicians of Historic Monuments
adopted the Charter, and a year
later, ICOMOS was established with
the primary mission of promoting
its implementation.

The 1994 Nara Document

marked the beginning of a new
generation of UNESCO and
ICOMOS standard-setting tools. It
introduced a new understanding
of heritage authenticity, departing
from the modern, Eurocentric
perspective and adopting a more
postmodern, culturally diverse
approach.*! As Gamini Wijesuriya
points out, “different societies
maintain different views and links
to their own past, which is more
often considered as a continuum”*?
instead of freezing a monument in
time.

In addition to the international
instruments noted by Silverman,*?

restaurieren. Streitschriften zur Denkmalpflege um
1900. Braunschweig, Wiesbaden: Friedr. Vieweg &
Sohn, 1988, p. 24.
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Monuments, Venice, 1964. Online. In: ICOMOS
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Practice. In memoriam Alois Riegl (1858-1905),
Proceedings of the International Conference of the
ICOMOS International Scientific Committee for the
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Firenze: Edizioni Polistampa, 2010, p. 236.
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Authenticity. In: WATERTON, Emma and
WATSON, Steve (eds.). The Palgrave Handbook

of Contemporary Heritage Research. Basingstoke,
Hampshire, New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015,
pp. 73-75.

two further titles should be

included: the 2003 ICOMOS
Principles for the Analysis,
Conservation and Structural
Restoration of Architectural
Heritage** and the 2008 ICOMOS
Charter on the Interpretation and
Presentation of Heritage Sites.*
Both documents explicitly adhere
to the expanded understanding

of authenticity established by

the Nara Document and the

2005 version of the UNESCO
Operational Guidelines for

the Implementation of the

World Heritage Convention.*®

The ICOMOS Charter on the
Interpretation places authenticity
prominently in second position
among its principles: “to respect the
authenticity of cultural heritage sites
by communicating the significance
of their historic fabric and cultural
values and protecting them from

the adverse impact of intrusive
interpretive infrastructure, visitor
pressure, inaccurate or inappropriate
interpretation”.*’

In traditional museums, the
concept of authenticity is closely
tied to the object. Scientific

and stylistic analysis, extensive
museum documentation and
modern technology are used
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Conservation and Structural Restoration of
Architectural Heritage (2003): Ratified by the
ICOMOS 14th General Assembly in Victoria
Falls, Zimbabwe, in 2003. Online. In: ICOMOS.
Available from: https://admin.icomos.org/
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[accessed 2025-02-15].

45 The ICOMOS Charter for the Interpretation
and Presentation of Cultural Heritage Sites:
Ratified by the 16th General Assembly of
ICOMOS, Québec (Canada), on 4 October 2008.
Online. In: ICOMOS. Available from: https://
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Online. In: UNESCO. Available from: https://whc.
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to prove authenticity. The
Croatian museologist Tomislav
Sola argues that the traditional
museum’s persistent but costly
and unsuccessful efforts to

give “eternal life” to museum
objects are a metaphor for
humanity’s eternal yearning for
immortality.*®

Authenticity was heavily

exploited during the era of
totalitarian regimes. The perceived
authenticity of the museum space
also played a significant role,
instilling in the public a sense

of trust in the reality and social
validity of the content being
communicated.*® The political role
of Heimatmuseums revealed the
ideological vulnerability of the
concept of authenticity. Traditional
museological doctrine, which
focused on preserving collections
of authentic objects, shifted with
the emergence of new museology,
which redefined the concept of
authenticity.

In the 1970s, the emergence of
new museology redefined the
concept of authenticity within

the museum context. Central to
this perspective is the concept of
museality, as established by Zbynék
Stransky.*° Peter van Mensch

cites Stransky’s unpublished quote
from 1986, which connects the

48 SOLA, Tomislav. Prema totalnom mugeju.
Doktorska disertacija. (Univerza v Ljubljani,
Filozofska fakulteta). Beograd: Centar za
muzeologiju i heritologiju Filozofskog fakulteta
u Beogradu, 2011.

49 MAROEVIC, Ivo. The Introduction to
museology: the European Approach. Munich:

Verlag Dr. Christian Miiller-Straten, 1998, p. 267;
Schiele, Bernard. Participation and engagement in
a world of increasing complexity. In: HETLAND,
Per; PIERROUX, Palmyre and ESBORG, Line (eds.).
A History of Participation in Museums and Archives.
Traversing Citizen Science and Citizen Humanities.
Abingdon, Oxon, New York: Routledge, 2020,

pp. 46-72.

50 Stransky developed the concept of museality
already in 1970s and refined it in 1980s. For

his most well-known definition in English see:
STRANSKY, Zbynék Z. Introduction to studies of
museology for the students of the International
Summer School of Museology — ISSOM. Brno:
Masaryk University, 1995, pp. 27-28.

concept of museality with that of
authenticity: “I have introduced
the concept of museality into
museological terminology. I regard
museality as a value category. Its
specificity consists in the implicit
values which are preconditions of
man’s evolution as a cultural being,
i.e., they have the significance

of being an integrating factor
between the past, the present

and the future. These values are
conditioned ontologically, i.e., the
value estimation is conditioned

by the nature of material reality.
Consequently, these values have
the significance of being authentic
witnesses of natural and societal
reality, i.e., they are arguments of
truth.”!

The concept refers to the
significance of a museum object
as defined by its original social
context.®? The museum object
transforms into a document

of its original setting, serving

as a source of knowledge and

a carrier of messages.>® With the
advent of this new museological
paradigm, the focus shifts from the
physical attributes of authenticity
to the evolving social meanings
and values ascribed to objects,
distinguished as primary (source)
documentation and secondary
(communicative) documentation.>*

With the new concept of museality,
museum research expands its
scope beyond the confines of

the museum to the authentic
(original) heritage site and the
human relationship with the
world. The ecomuseum embodies

51 MENSCH, Peter van. Museality. In:
MAIRESSE, Francois (ed.). Dictionary of
Museology. London, New York: Routledge, 2023,
p. 317.

52 POPADIC, Milan. The Origin and Legacy of
the Concept of Museality. Voprosy muzeologii
[Bonpocut my3seoniocuut]: The Problems of
Museology. 2017, vol. 8, no. 2, p. 11.

53 MAROEVIC, Ivo. The Introduction to
museology: the European Approach. Munich: Verlag
Dr. Christian Miiller-Straten, 1998, pp. 133-137.

54 Ibidem, p. 137.

the principles of new museology
by interpreting the authentic
heritage sites as experienced by
local communities. It prioritises
community values, knowledge,
and skills through a specific way
of community life. In this context,
authenticity extends beyond mere
objects; it encompasses values
and relationships, reflecting

the living essence of heritage

as an interconnected whole
comprising the community, the
natural and cultural environment,
and the passage of time.>® The
emergence of the ecomuseum has
contributed most significantly

to this paradigm shift. An
ecomuseum can best be defined as
the interpretation of an authentic
heritage environment through

the local community‘s way of

life. It focuses on preserving
community values, knowledge,
and skills through way of life.
Authenticity has become a matter
of the living heritage fabric,
represented by the inseparable
whole of the community, the
natural and cultural environment
at the intersection of space and
time. This shift emphasises a more
authentic connection between
individuals and their environment,
as well as an understanding of
oneself as a transient, mortal
being. New museology integrates
heritology with a humanistic
understanding of heritage,
prioritising ethical considerations
and community well-being.

After the introductory notes, the
emphasis of our considerations
turns to the main question: what
can be observed as authenticity in
heritage? Helaine Silverman puts it
slightly differently: how an object
or place functions and why it is
valued when deemed “genuine” or
authentic. First, she elaborates on

55 DAVIS, Peter. New Museology and the
Ecomuseums. In: GRAHAM, Brian and HOWARD,
Peter (eds.). The Ashgate Research Companion

to Heritage and Identity. London, New York:
Routledge, 2008, pp. 397-414.



the material aspects of authenticity
and finishes with the intangible
side of this concept.>® She primarily
seeks answers in critical heritage
studies, citing authorities such

as David Lowenthal (one of the
pioneers of critical heritage
studies), Laurajane Smith, Emma
Waterton, Steve Watson, and
herself (most of the other cited
works address tourism-related
questions).

Peter Howard and David Lowenthal
were instrumental in introducing
heritage studies to the academic
agenda in the United Kingdom

and elsewhere. In his students’
textbook, Howard devotes attention
to the question of what heritage

is, how it can be addressed as

a discipline, and other vital

issues the book’s title promises to
address.%” He rightly connects the
subject of authenticity to heritage
values, emphasising how slippery
this concept is and how wide

a variety of authenticity could be
attributed to heritage (of originality
of material components, date, style,
function, place, and experience).
Informed management decisions
should not prefer one type of
authenticity over another.>®

At the international conference
in Krakow some twenty years
ago, Gregory Ashworth delivered
an interesting contribution.>
The main takeaway of his

paper is that the heritage field
has been characterised by two

56 SILVERMAN, Helaine. Heritage and
Authenticity. In: WATERTON, Emma and
WATSON, Steve (eds.). The Palgrave Handbook

of Contemporary Heritage Research. Basingstoke,
Hampshire, New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015,
pp. 72-86.

57 HOWARD, Peter. Heritage, Management,
Interpretation, Identity. London, New York:
Continuum, 2003.

58 Ibidem, pp. 226-227.

59 ASHWORTH, Gregory J. Paradigms and
Paradoxes in Planning the Past. In: PURCHLA,
Jacek (ed.). Central Europe — A New Dimension of
Heritage: International Conference 1-2 June 2000.
Cracow: International Cultural Centre, 2003,
pp. 109-121.

heritage paradigms, the so-

called preservation and heritage
paradigms. The former dates back
to the turn of the previous two
centuries, and the latter began

to gain ground from the 1960s
and 1970s, when local land-use
management became one of the
key heritage policy instruments.®°
The heritage paradigm reached its
climax with the Nara document on
authenticity. The main difference
between these paradigms lies in
the objectives they try to achieve:
“The objective of preservation is the
discovery and preservation of all
that is preservable. The objective

of heritage is the contemporary
consumption of the commodified
past”.®! The two paradigms differ
in treating heritage resources,
criteria for selection of heritage
items, interpreted products and
management strategies:

« Preservation resources are fixed,
finite and exhaustible. Heritage
resources are demand-derived,
infinite and inexhaustible.

« In preservation, the main
criteria are intrinsic,
immutable heritage values,
where respecting authenticity
is paramount. The heritage
paradigm’s main criteria are
extrinsic, changeable values,
while authenticity is a “dogma of
self-delusion”.%?

+ Preservation assumes the
existence of a single, stable,
universal, object-derived
meaning. The heritage paradigm
assumes the existence of
polysemic, unstable, user-
specific and derived meanings.

60 Ibidem, p. 111.
61 Ibidem, p. 112.

62 Here, Ashworth cites another article:
LOWENTHAL, David. Authenticity? The dogma
of self-delusion. In: JONES, Mark (ed.). Why fakes
matter: Essays on problems of authenticity. London:
British Museum Press, 1992.

« Preservation is constantly in
conflict with development. The
heritage paradigm offers a range
of functional and developmental
options.%?

The dichotomy identified by
Gregory Ashworth between two
heritage paradigms - the so-
called preservation and heritage
paradigms - is also evident in

the concepts of the traditional
and contemporary museum.
However, the contemporary
museological concept of heritage
authenticity is most evident in the
ecomuseum. In an ecomuseum,
authenticity manifests as a complex
heritage process initiated by

a community that preserves the
original place‘s value through

its way of life.®* In the case of

a museum house, the contemporary
museological concept expands the
notion of authenticity from objects
and museum architecture to the
complex original environment, the
landscape, and the community.
Across space and time, it enables
the recognition of national or
purely local meanings of the
musealised heritage and its
contexts, as well as their social
significance. It enables and
encourages the preservation

of the authenticity of the

heritage space as a whole — the
museum (artifacts, edifices, and
encounters), the landscape, and
the population. Due to immense
pressure from the entertainment
industry and the expectations

of modern society, museums are
constantly at risk of sacrificing
authenticity for entertainment.
Historic house museums with
small collections of original

63 ASHWORTH, Gregory J. Paradigms and
Paradoxes in Planning the Past. In: PURCHLA,
Jacek (ed.). Central Europe — A New Dimension of
Heritage: International Conference 1-2 June 2000.
Cracow: International Cultural Centre, 2003,
pp. 115-119.

64 SOLA, Tomislav. Eseji o muzejima i njihovoj
teoriji: prema kibernetickom muzeju. Zagreb:
Hrvatski nacionalni komitet ICOM, 2003,

pp. 101-121.
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objects present a particularly
significant challenge. Integration
into the original environment
and connection to the community
prove crucial for preserving

the museum‘s multifaceted
authenticity.

Authenticity in interpretation

We can recognise the

2003 UNESCO Convention on

the Safeguarding of Intangible
Cultural Heritage as one of the
offspring of the Nara document.
It represents a counterpart and,
simultaneously, the necessary
complement to the 1972 UNESCO
Convention on the Protection of
Cultural and Natural Heritage
because it widens the definition
of heritage towards a holistic
understanding and stresses the
importance of communities as
bearers of heritage traditions and
heritage-based creativity.®> Unlike
its tangible counterpart, intangible
heritage is expressed, represented,
and transmitted directly through
oral traditions and expressions,
including language as a medium,
performances, social practices,
rituals, and festive events, as well
as knowledge and practices such
as traditional craftsmanship and
traditional medicine. The vivid
presence of intangible heritage
also means that, in most cases, it
needs no additional interpretation
to communicate its values to the
public. Living heritage practices
offer the best opportunities

for inclusive engagement and
interpretation.

On the other hand, international
standards relating to tangible
cultural and natural heritage
must include a framework for
interpretation, as this type of

65 2003 Convention on the Safeguarding of
Intangible Cultural Heritage. Online. In: UNESCO.
Available from: https://ich.unesco.org/doc/
src/15164-EN.pdf. [accessed 2025-03-27]. See
Article 2 - Definition of intangible cultural
heritage, and Article 15 — Participation of
communities, groups and individuals.

heritage is often not immediately
comprehensible to the broader
public and, consequently, usually
requires further interpretation.
The 2023 Operational Guidelines
for the Implementation of the
World Heritage Convention address
this topic in the paragraphs
concerning the nomination dossier
and the reporting formats.*® The
same document places the concept
of cultural heritage authenticity®”
on the same level of importance

as heritage values, while
emphasising that authenticity is
not an additional value but rather
the degree of credibility and
truthfulness of information sources
regarding individual values.

The originality of the material
characteristics of heritage may

be considered, but not solely as
one of these sources. Other valid
sources of information, such as
written, oral, and figurative ones,
should also be considered when
assessing heritage authenticity.
Individual heritage and its values
must be evaluated “primarily
within the cultural context to which
it belongs”.°® The third category (in
addition to cultural context and
types of information sources) is
heritage attribute, through which
heritage values are expressed,
including form and design,
materials and substance, use and
function, traditions, techniques
and management systems, location
and setting, language and other
forms of intangible heritage,

spirit and feeling, as well as other
internal or external factors.®
Finally, the degree to which
authenticity is present or expressed
in individual heritage should be

66 The Operational Guidelines for the
Implementation of the World Heritage Convention.
Online. In: UNESCO. Available from: https://whc.
unesco.org/en/guidelines/. [accessed 2024-02-19].
See para. 5 — Visitors facilities and infrastructure,
and the section on the periodic reporting format,
chapters 8 and 14.

67 Ibidem, paras. 79-86.
68 Ibidem, para 81.
69 Ibidem, para. 82.

evaluated for each applicable
attribute.”®

This authenticity assessment
method is a highly complex
intellectual process that involves
detecting three categories, as
mentioned above, forming a grid
where heritage values can be
placed, and then measuring the
degree of their credibility and
truthfulness. The logical frame
starts by understanding the
cultural context. Then, crucial
values concerning this context
are assessed and assigned to

a specific heritage. The attributes
that express them are defined
next, along with the appropriate
information sources, and finally,
their validity in the cultural
context is confirmed.

Let us briefly refer to the

ICOMOS standards defining the
connection between heritage
interpretation and authenticity.
The Charter on the Interpretation
defines authenticity as follows:
“Authenticity is a concern relevant
to both human communities and
material remains. The design

of a heritage interpretation
program should respect the

site‘s traditional social functions,
cultural practices, and the dignity
of residents and associated
communities. Interpretation and
presentation should contribute to the
conservation of a cultural heritage
site‘s authenticity by communicating
its significance without adversely
impacting its cultural values or
irreparably altering its fabric. All
visible interpretive infrastructures
(such as kiosks, walking paths,

and information panels) must be
sensitive to the site‘s character,
setting, and cultural and natural
significance, while remaining easily
identifiable. On-site concerts,
performances, and other interpretive
programs must be carefully planned
to protect the site’s significance

70 Ibidem, para. 85.



and physical surroundings, and
to minimise disturbance to local
residents.””!

We observe that the first two
principles generally follow the

first two steps of the UNESCO
Operational Guidelines authenticity
grid, specifically regarding cultural
context and values. The next

two principles follow the third
UNESCO step, which states that
interpretation infrastructure and
activities should not harm the
tangible or intangible heritage
attributes.

The ICOMOS Charter on the
Interpretation suggests that even
if we organise a comprehensive
interpretation program honouring
local cultural practices and
dignity, authenticity is regarded

as a collection of heritage values
defined by experts.”> Some
heritage claims are treated as

less authentic than others in this
case. Therefore, authenticity
should not be limited to

conveying “authorised” values
alone, but include an array of
human feelings, perceptions, and
tendencies. “Such an understanding
of authenticity is based on
consensus, on human choice to come
together and profess an identity

or celebrate a heritage. No social
relationships can be said to be more
authentic than others. It follows
then that no identities or heritages
are more authentic than others. All
are deserving of equal recognition
and protection as acts of human will
and choice.””®

71 The ICOMOS Charter for the Interpretation
and Presentation of Cultural Heritage Sites:
Ratified by the 16th General Assembly of ICOMOS,
Québec (Canada), on 4 October 2008. Online. In:
ICOMOS. Principle no. 4. Available from: https://
admin.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/
interpretation_FREN.pdf. [accessed 2025-05-18].
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73 RUSSELL, Ian. Heritages, Identities, and
Roots: A Critique of Arborescent Models of
Heritage and Identity. In: SMITH, George S.;
MESSENGER, Phyllis Mauch and SODERLAND,
Hilary A. (eds.). Heritage values in contemporary

We must adopt a bottom-up
approach to achieve an integrative
interpretation process.”* To
enhance this approach, let’s revisit
the philosophical arguments

about truth as a fundamental

trait of authentic human life.
From this, we can derive the
essential qualities of heritage
authenticity as a guide for
authentic heritage interpretation
within the original heritage site.
Interpretation respects authenticity
when our efforts are aimed at
communicating the truth.

To gain insight into this
interrelation when dealing

with heritage, let us examine
Heidegger’s essay Building,
Dwelling, Thinking in more detail.

As represented by Martin Heidegger
and confirmed by Jan Patocka,
phenomenology is devoted to
questions about the authenticity of
phenomena, which include cultural
representations such as myth

and faith.”® In his quest for the
authentic Being, Heidegger, in his
Being and Time, first examines the
phenomenon of Being-in-the-World
as a realm where the question of
Being can be considered. In the
second stage of phenomenological
analysis, he asserts that we can
only seek an answer once we

are faced with the certainty of
annihilation, in other words,

with our death. Only through an
existential projection towards
death can Being recognise itself as

society. Abingdon, Oxon, New York: Routledge,
2017, p. 36.

74 PIRKOVIC, Jelka. Model of heritage
interpretation tailored to public co-participation.
Online. Ars & humanitas: revija za umetnost in
humanistiko. 2023, vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 251-270.
Available from: https://journals.uni-lj.si/
arshumanitas/article/view/16008/13732.
[accessed 2025-05-20].

75 For views regarding the

Heidegger’s phenomenological understanding of
such representations, we refer to Patocka’s essay
Time, Myth and Faith, in CHVATIK, Ivan and
PLUNKETT, Erin (eds.). The Selected Writings

of Jan Patocka: Care for the Soul. London:
Bloomsbury Academic, 2022, pp. 65-169.

an Authentic Being. He describes
humans as mortals.”®

In his Building, Dwelling, Thinking,
Heidegger distinguishes dwelling
from building in the following way:
“Dwelling is the manner in which
mortals are on the earth”. Hence,
dwelling is to be understood

as man’s existence on earth. It
also means caring, protecting

and cultivating.”” Dwelling also
comprises being united under the
sky. On the other hand, building
means erecting edifices in specific
places.”® “Both of these also mean
‘remaining before the divinities’ and
include a ‘belonging to men'‘s being
with one another’.” In Heideggerian
language, the latter refers to the
human community.”® He portrays
a fourfold representation of our
world: the human community
sheltered by the sky above and
individuals as mortals supported
by the earth below. He completes
it with dwelling and the fourth
element, building, if it takes the
test of authentic dwelling: “Only
if we are capable of dwelling, only
then can we build”.®° This fourfold
matrix of human existence is
presented in fig. 1.

In the next step, let us project
Heidegger’s fourfold representation
of human existence onto a holistic
understanding of human relations
to heritage (fig. 2).

The left side of the horizontal
axis represents the preservation
and cultivation of all aspects

of heritage, including natural,
cultural, and intangible elements,
and the right side represents the

76 HEIDEGGER, Martin. Being and Time. Oxford,
UK: Blackwell, 1962, pp. 304-311.

77 HEIDEGGER, Martin. Building, Dwelling,
Thinking. In: LEACH, Neil (ed.). Rethinking
Architecture: A Reader in Cultural Theory. London:
Routledge, 1997, pp. 97-98. German original
1951.

78 Ibidem, p. 96.
79 Ibidem, 97.
80 Ibidem, 103.
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aspect of adapting heritage to ever-
changing circumstances. From the
analogy with Heidegger’s concept,
we can conclude that we should
change our living environment
meaningfully only when we can
authentically care for and cultivate
our environment and traditions.
The two sources of awareness

and knowledge are situated on

the vertical axis: the bottom level
strives to document and research
the heritage lifecycle objectively.
The upper side refers to efforts

by heritage communities and the
public to “sustain and transmit”
the heritage they value to future
generations.®’ Community
participation in heritage evaluation
and interpretation remains

the greatest concern and is at

the centre of attention of the
convention.

Slovenian historic house
museums versus historic
houses - case study results

Rephrasing Heidegger's concept
of existential “dwelling” within
the museum context suggests that
authentic heritage interpretation
manifests in a museum, which
functions as a “house of being”.
Comparing the concept of a historic
house museum with that of

a historic house reveals some
common grounds: they share an
architectural quality of belonging
to the category of built heritage
or monuments, and they share
the original purpose of being
dwellings. They eventually share
the trait of being accessible to the
public because, in many cases,
the owners of historic houses
may benefit financially and in
reputation from opening their
premises to visitors. Neither does
a difference between them stem

81 Council of Europe Framework Convention

on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society:
Council of Europe Treaty Series — No. 199. Online.
In: Coucil of Europe. Faro, 27. X. 2005, article 2.
Available from: https://rm.coe.int/1680083746.
[accessed 2025-02-24].

from the former being public
institutions and the latter private
ones. The transition from private
to public ownership, common
among museums in ex-colonial
and ex-empire countries, has
been instructive for historic
house museums in Turkey, where
Savas presented some cases of
recent re-privatisation.®? A similar
development, from private to
public, has been documented in
four historic house museums in
the United States, and Hodges
and Beranek‘s paper shows some
beneficial consequences of such
a transformation.®?

To expand on the ICOMOS
DEMHIS definition,®* historic
house museums are heritage sites
that extend beyond architecture,
encompassing tangible and
intangible heritage such as
objects, gardens, stories, and
memories of former residents or
events. Unlike historic houses
(in the Slovenian context, the
term “memorial houses” is

used as a synonym), historic
house museums are open to the

82 SAVAS, Aysen. House Museums: A New
Function for Old Buildings. METU Journal of
Faculty of Architecture. 2010, vol. 27, no. 1,

pp. 139-160. In the Slovenian context, there has
been no case of museums being re-privatised,

as they were all nationalised after 1945 and
remained so even after Slovenian independence in
1991. The evidence shows that Slovenian museums
remained unaffected by the denationalisation
campaign aimed at addressing injustices related to
the confiscation of property.

83 HODGE, Christina J. and BERANEK, Christa
M. Dwelling: transforming narratives at historic
house museums. International Journal of Heritage
Studies. 2011, vol. 17, no 2, pp. 97-101.

84 MAIRESSE, Francois (ed.). Dictionary of
Museology. London, New York: Routledge, 2023,
p. 225, provides the following definition: “Historic
House Museum (fr. Demeure historique-musée,

sp. Casa-Histérica Museo), n. - Built heritage
monument (castle, abbey, manor, mansion) with
confirmed museum status. Just as the term ‘historic
monument’ has been used by public authorities since
the mid-19th century to classify certain buildings,
‘historic house’ has come to describe buildings that
public authorities deem of heritage significance, but
which remain private property, although they may
occasionally (or permanently) be open to the public.
[...] The term Historic House Museum is significantly
more commonplace in Anglo-American than

Latin countries. ICOM’s International Committee
DEMHIST focuses on historic house museums.”

public, offering interpretations

of history, personalities, and
cultural contexts. They serve as

a means of interpreting (local)
history, bringing the past to life
and providing insight into the
social, cultural, and political
backgrounds, thus preserving
collective memory and heritage
and aiming to convey an authentic
atmosphere.®®> “House museums
serve as a vital part of history,
which offer an intimate view into
the lives of individuals and culture
of the time. They help bridge

the gap between the past and

the present making history come
alive... House museums are meant
to honour important figures and
preserve their personal stories. This
provides insight into their daily

life, social customs and understand
the culture of a specific era,

which provides a tangible piece of
history.”®¢ To assess the validity of
the dispositions, we carried out

a case study of existing Slovenian
historic house museums. In 2008,
a pioneering museological case
study was conducted to assess
public opinion on how to musealise
heritage features of the Slovenian
Karst.®” The responses revealed the
public’s needs and expectations for
presenting the natural and cultural
heritage in the future regional
Karst museum. Interestingly,
among various topics (such as
cultural and natural phenomena,
people, historical events, villages,
houses, objects, etc.) that should
be included in the future Karst
Museum, local stories and the lives
of both ordinary and prominent

85 We summarise the definition according to
KOMAN, Matjaz. Management of House Museums
in Slovenia: A Study. Monitor ISH, Journal for the
Humanities and Social Sciences. 2025, vol. 24,

no. 1, p. 100.

86 ALLEN, Isabel. The Sanguinetti House
Museum and Gardens: Past, Present, and Future
of Their Collection. Collections: A Journal for
Museums and Archives Professionals. 2025, vol. 21,
no. 4, p. 2.

87 PERKO, Verena. Mugzeologija in arheologija za
javnost: Muzej Krasa. Ljubljana: Kinetik, zavod za
razvijanje vizualne kulture, 2014, pp. 301-317.
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people achieved a notable third
place.®®

The case study we present here
covered a characteristic sample of
existing Slovenian historic house
museums, namely SneZnik Castle,
managed by the National Museum
of Slovenia, Ple¢nik’s House in
Ljubljana, managed by the City
Museum and Galleries of Ljubljana,
PreSeren’s House in Vrba, managed
by the local municipality’s Institute
for Culture and Tourism Zirovnica,
and the Museum Collection of
Crnomelj Municipality, managed
municipal development agency.®°
The first and third historic house
museums are state-owned; the
other two are owned by the local
government. Sneznik Castle,
Ple¢nik’s and PreSeren’s Houses are
declared monuments of national
importance, whereas the Crnomelj
museum is protected as built
heritage by the local planning

act. The sample, despite being
selective, reflects the diversity

of Slovenian historic house
museums in terms of management,
architectural authenticity,
collection types, and public
outreach. However, regarding
ownership, the sample does not
include any cases of private
ownership.*°

As far as their operations are
formally defined, only two of
them operate under charters that
set out the museum's mission
and collection policy. However,
both charters specify only the

88 Ibidem, pp. 310-311.

89 For the case study, we conducted a survey
using a questionnaire sent to the respective
museum management. The survey took place

in late 2024 and early 2025. The authors of this
article retain the survey data (in Slovenian) which
can be obtained upon request.

90 Koman’s survey covers 38 house museums,

of which the great majority (30) are in municipal
ownership, four in private ownership, three in
state ownership, and in one case the ownership

is undefined. KOMAN, Matjaz. Management of
House Museums in Slovenia: A Study. Monitor
ISH, Journal for the Humanities and Social Sciences.
2025, vol. 24, no. 1, p.107.

general mission of their “mother”
museum (the National Museum of
Slovenia and the City Museums
and Galleries of Ljubljana) and do
not mention the special mission of
their “offspring”.°* The other two
do not operate under any museum
charter, because their founders
have never applied to be listed in
the Ministry of Culture’s museums
registry.®?

The analysis focuses on the
interdisciplinarity of experts’
knowledge, the level of
community involvement, and

the interpretation of supporting
heritage values within a broader
context. The authors have
deliberately disregarded
differences in the classifications
(and terminology) used by the
individual museums included in
the study, as they believe these do
not affect community engagement.
The results reveal the extent to
which the public can perceive
authenticity in the way historic
house museums communicate their
messages.

The survey aimed to identify the
phenomenological concept of
authentic heritage interpretation
as presented in the theoretical
part of the paper. We examined
the interdisciplinarity of heritage
competencies that support
interpretation. We assessed the

91 For the National Museum of Slovenia see
Sklep o ustanovitvi javnega zavoda Narodni
muzej Slovenije. Online. In: Pravni informacijski
sistem Republike Slovenije. 2003. Available from:
https://pisrs.si/pregledPredpisa?id=SKLE4027.
[accessed 2026-04-11]; and for the City Museums
see Sklep o ustanovitvi javnega zavoda Muzej
in galerije mesta Ljubljane (SKLE). Online.

In: Pravni informacijski sistem Republike
Slovenije. 2008. Available from: https://pisrs.si/
pregledPredpisa?id=MP_SKLE17271. [accessed
2026-04-11].

92 Listing is not obligatorys; it is only required if
a museum applies for the status of an authorised
museum or if it applies for state funding.

Cultural Heritage Protection Act, UR RS,

16/08/, with amendments, see Zakon o varstvu
kulturne dedis¢ine (ZVKD-1). Online. In: Pravni
informacijski sistem Republike Slovenije. 2008.
Available from: https://pisrs.si/pregledPredpisa?id
=7ZAK04144#clen_87. [accessed 2026-04-11].

level of experience in involving
the heritage community in
evaluation, interpretation,

and meaning-giving processes.
Additionally, we were interested
in which local heritage values

the historic house museums*
management had adopted through
contact with the public and the
respective communities. Regarding
interpretation, we asked about
the local community‘s awareness
of the values it attributes to its
heritage and how participation
has contributed to a deeper
understanding of authentic
creativity.

Interdisciplinarity

The responses indicate that
interdisciplinarity is most
frequently demonstrated in
exhibitions and their planning, and
less commonly in interpretation,
collection maintenance, and
management.

It was found that interdisciplinarity
is mainly seen as working

with external experts, such

as archaeologists, historians,
conservators, and architects.
Locally based specialists dominate,
and similar plans are in place

for the future. The decision

was justified by transportation
costs, local knowledge, the
museum'‘s cooperation with the
community, and the public's right
to participate. The responses
indicate that interdisciplinary
cooperation is primarily
understood as professional work
and collaboration across academic
disciplines, most often occurring
within the local community.

Planning

Respondents were asked to assess
the local community’s involvement
in planning. The highest ratings
were given to the multi-year
management plan and the annual
program, followed by exhibition
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planning and the interpretation
plan, which received the lowest
rating. These responses also
reveal the absence of the heritage
community in making key
management decisions about
heritage.

Management

We were interested in how
museums assess the local
community’s involvement in
management. We also examined
the level of experience in involving
the heritage community in the
evaluation, interpretation, and
meaning-making of the heritage
presented. The responses indicated
that the local community is most
often involved in implementing
educational programs and
evaluation, and occasionally in
research activities, highlighting
the museum‘s importance to

the community. Surprisingly,

the survey revealed a lack of
involvement of the heritage
community in decision-making
about exhibitions, which indirectly
indicates the deeply rooted nature
of the authorised discourse.

Evaluations of educational

and andragogical programmes
show stronger connections and
involvement from the local
community. The highest ratings
were given to lectures, open days,
field trips, and broader events,
followed by workshops and clubs,
and guided tours for schools and
local associations. The responses
suggest that this primarily
involves professional cooperation
(lectures and education) and, with
some exceptions (training skills,
workshops, clubs), mainly passive
involvement of the local public. The
assessment of research involving
the local community showed
moderate participation, which we
rate as good on average. However,
it is not entirely clear what level
of active participation is, and most
importantly, what role the heritage

community plays in deciding
research topics and evaluating
results.

Interpretation

The level of interpretation that
allows recognition of the values
attributed to heritage and its
broader context was reflected

in the questions about the

central exhibition theme and
communicated message. Two
historic house museums responded
that their exhibition themes relate
to objects, while three focus on
people. None of the museums
emphasises their role within the
local community or the public. Two
museums explicitly highlight values
such as dedication to work, respect
for older architecture, modesty,
community involvement, and
solidarity in their interpretation.
Additionally, two museums
intentionally include local stories
in their displays.

In terms of interpretation that
contributes to a comprehensive
understanding of authentic
creativity, we focused on how
historic house museums consider
the links between heritage and
contemporary issues. Only one
museum addresses modern social
concerns, and one complements
heritage themes with contemporary
works characteristic of the

local environment. Only one
museum explicitly highlights the
values, customs, characteristics,
knowledge, and skills of the local
community, and includes examples
of contested heritage from the
local area, such as alcoholism.
None systematically presents
social issues affecting the local
environment and its natural and
cultural aspects. The responses
regarding interpretation indicated
that all aspects were considered,
but only one museum provided
an assessment of local public
participation. This information
speaks for itself.

Evaluation of programs

The overall assessment indicated
moderate public involvement.
Only one museum surveyed the
local community‘s satisfaction
with the manager‘s performance,
the influence of visitors on

the community, and visitor
satisfaction. One museum
successfully held informal
discussions with visitors.
Participants included experts, staff,
tourists, schoolchildren, teachers,
families, and individual visitors,
all of whom expected more active
participation. Their comments
were considered relevant and
mostly taken into account by the
museum managers.

Conclusion

Since investigated museums
combine museum features with
those of built heritage rooted in
the locality, the best aspects of
both concepts should be drawn
on. The local community itself
determines which values, parts
of collective memory, and shared
knowledge the historic house
museum will preserve, in harmony
with the community‘s way of life.
The role of experts is advisory,

as demonstrated by ecomuseums
(which do not yet exist in
Slovenia), thereby minimising an
authoritative, top-down approach
to heritage and promoting more
democratic ways of caring for it.

Based on survey responses,
cooperation between heritage
communities and the surveyed
historic house museums mainly
involved local community experts.
Surprisingly, it was found that
there is almost no broader
community involvement in the
exhibition process, including the
selection of exhibition themes
or interpretation, in any of

the surveyed museums, which
indirectly indicates the strong
influence of the authorised
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heritage discourse. There is

also little understanding of the
heritage community*s role in key
management decisions. The same
applies to program implementation,
which museums typically view

as passive participation through
lectures, workshops, and clubs that
engage the local community.

The responses to the question about
the local population‘s satisfaction
with the managers‘ work also
underline museum professionals
belief in their own self-reliance.

The survey indicates that
cooperation between experts

and heritage communities in
Slovenia is still in its early stages.
This is due to the deeply rooted
authoritarian heritage discourse,
which was (and still is) common
among former communist
countries.”® The survey also reveals
that museum managers recognise
the importance of inclusion,
acknowledge the limitations of
their current approach, and desire
greater involvement from heritage
communities. The highest level of
inclusion was found where the top
manager was a “local”, while the
lowest was where management was
based in the capital. The survey
also highlights varying levels of
museological and heritological
knowledge among museum
managers, which could help foster
a deeper understanding of the
social significance of heritage, the
humanistic mission of modern
museums, and the vital role of
the heritage context. This is likely
because the museums‘ founders
have not adequately fulfilled their
role, as they do not require museum
managers to possess broader
knowledge about the societal role
of heritage. Overall, this indicates

93 PERKO, Verena. The (Non)Politicity

of Cultural Heritage and Processes of
Democratization of Slovenian Society. In: SITER,
Daniel; HELLMUTH KRAMBERGER, Anja and
TOPLAK, Jurij (eds.). Cultural Formations in
Context: Historical and Contemporary Analyses.
Zirich: LIT Verlag, 2025.

that the surveyed historic house
museums, like Slovenian museums
in general, are not yet fully capable
of authentically interpreting
heritage.

In the previous chapters, we
explored the relationship
between authenticity claims

and heritage interpretation. We
highlighted that from the public
perspective, the involvement

of heritage communities and
other stakeholders in heritage
evaluation and interpretation
remains a top priority. Elsewhere,
we have already demonstrated
the theoretical and practical basis
for such co-participation.®* Here,
we aim to complement this basis
from a phenomenological angle,
considering the relationship
between human existence and the
broader heritage realm.

We conclude that heritage
interpretation is closely linked
to heritage values, typically
intrinsic ones,*® and authenticity.
Factors influencing the level of
authenticity depend not only

on the interdisciplinary nature
of heritage studies dedicated to
the evaluation issues but also
on the wholehearted inclusion
of heritage communities in the
heritage evaluation process,
inclusive interpretation, and
meaning-giving. Heritage
science should strive to provide
comprehensive databases and
interdisciplinary methods to
address pressing heritage issues,

94 PIRKOVIC, Jelka. Model of heritage
interpretation tailored to public co-participation.
Online. Ars & humanitas: revija za umetnost in
humanistiko. 2023, vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 251-270.
Available from: https://journals.uni-lj.si/
arshumanitas/article/view/16008/13732.
[accessed 2025-05-20].

95 For the difference between intrinsic and
extrinsic or instrumental heritage values, see
PIRKOVIC, Jelka. Does archaeological heritage
deliver evidence about the past or co-create
contemporary values? Online. Ars & humanitas:
revija za umetnost in humanistiko. 2023, vol. 17,
no. 2, pp. 59-75. Available from: https://journals.
uni-lj.si/arshumanitas/article/view/18165/18299.
[accessed 2025-05-20].

with primary support from
humanistic rather than scientific
approaches. Such methods should
start from phenomenological

and hermeneutical principles

and also address the role

of cultural components in
sustainable development. Heritage
communities, in turn, can
contribute traditional knowledge
and skills “encoded” in objects,
places and narratives that have
enriched their shared living space.

Arendt describes interpersonal
spaces as the “space between”, the
gap that allows human beings,
with all their differences, to
connect with one another. For

her, “spaces between” create the
existential space of freedom,
enabling everyone to communicate
and act.”® Relationships

formed in such spaces must be
cultivated in ways that align

with Heidegger’s concept of
dwelling. Similarly, these spaces
should not be frozen in time;

they ought to evolve, adapting to
new developments, encounters,
opportunities, and shared
experiences, thereby reflecting the
Heideggerian concept of building
and creating.

At their best, historic house
museums go beyond being merely
historic buildings with original
interior displays and surroundings.
From an epistemological and
structural perspective, all four
examples discussed earlier can

be seen as a mix of a historical
house with its interior arrangement
open to visitors. Whether they
contain collections or original
interiors is of lesser importance
from the point of view of the

New museology and the practice

96 Arendt explores the concept of the “space
between” to analyse how totalitarian regimes
eliminate individual freedoms by dismantling the
legal boundaries that usually permit people to
move, gather, and exchange ideas freely. ARENDT,
Hannah. The Origins of Totalitarianism. Orlando,
Austin, New York: A Harvest Book — Harcourt Inc.,
1994 (first published in 1951), p. 466.



introduced by the ecomuseum
movement. The fact remains

that expert opinions may vary

on whether they meet the ICOM
DEMHIS definition of a historic
house museum or any other
definition. The key distinction,
inspired by Heidegger’s “building
and dwelling” and Arendt’s “spaces
between”, lies in how each historic
house museum creates authentic
relationships with the public it
serves, offering them a space to
cultivate shared values, cherish
collective memories, and develop
the knowledge and skills inherited
from previous generations.

Through combining such
multi-directional endeavours,
heritage becomes meaningful

for human society. In other

words, it can deliver heritage
values most authentically while
simultaneously serving as a source
for new, authentic creativity. This
is particularly important in an

age of new technology, which is
rapidly supplanting the role of
authentic objects and spaces, to the
detriment of the authentic museum
experience.

As we discussed the difference
between intrinsic and
instrumental heritage values
elsewhere,” let us reiterate that
intrinsic values possess the full
concreteness of all meanings

in our reality. Valuing helps
people find meaning in life, and
experts play an essential role in
this process by refraining from
an authoritarian stance. Hence,
intrinsic values contribute the
most to heritage authenticity as
they benefit human long-term
thriving.

97 PIRKOVIC, Jelka. Model of heritage
interpretation tailored to public co-participation.
Online. Ars & humanitas: revija za umetnost in
humanistiko. 2023, vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 251-270.
Available from: https://journals.uni-lj.si/
arshumanitas/article/view/16008/13732.
[accessed 2025-05-20].

On the other hand, instrumental
values improve our daily well-
being. These values mainly
serve the short- and mid-term
needs of communities. They

are essential because they help
preserve heritage authenticity and
continuity. The final message we
want to share is that the essence
of human existence lies in going
beyond ourselves, meaning we
are motivated by something or
someone beyond our own selves.
The hermeneutic loop of heritage
interpretation enables us to
critically observe the world and
perceive ourselves in our fellow
human beings.?® From this, we
can conclude that caring for the
authenticity of places requires
continuously creating a world
worth living in.
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