
PRAGUE INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE - MINUTE

“Challenges of Contemporary European Heritage Care”

Prague – 9 & 10th November 2022

Hosts : National Heritage Institute of the Czech Republic

Online streaming Wednesday 9/11 : https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_5oXVEXcHmw

Online streaming Thursday 10/11 : https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UW6jnIhow9c

On the occasion of the Czech Presidency of the Council of the European Union, the National
Heritage Institute held an international conference entitled “Challenges of Contemporary
European Heritage Care”. The aim of the conference was to bring together European academics
and experts in the field of heritage care and architecture to present their views on European
tangible and intangible heritage and its protection. The objective was to stimulate debate on
European heritage care, and to convey professional experience and examples of good practice
from different European countries.

The conference was introduced by Ing. arch. Naděžda Goryczková, Director General of the
National Heritage Institute and Mgr. Martin Baxa, Minister of Culture of the Czech Republic who
underlined the importance of discussing the protection of our common heritage in a broader
context, not only within the borders of our own countries.

During his introductory lecture, doc. PhDr. Richard Biegel undertook to put the challenges of
conservation in a historical perspective. He mapped some past challenges that have defined the
field, many of which have remained relevant long after their contemporary urgency has
decreased. Among them: the rescue of monument in complex historical situations, the need to
choose what we protect with strong arguments and to explain the protection decisions to the
general public, the necessity to understand monuments of the past as something different from
our time and context, the challenge of historic cities, and the danger of the temptation of power.

The conference was then divided into four topics, explored through several presentations.

The Importance of Care of Tangible Cultural Heritage for the Development of a Common Europe
The growing number of international documents on the protection of cultural heritage prompts the
question of how the efforts to build a European dimension of cultural heritage protection and the
national dimension of heritage care can coexist in 21st century Europe. Do the unifying
tendencies of international documents threaten the diversity of local approaches? Can we accept
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that global challenges have diverse regional solutions? And can this diversity be considered a
European value?

Dr. Birgitta Ringbeck gave us her views on the great success of the World Heritage program
and its mission to contribute to the mandate of Unesco, to foster reconciliation and peace.
Ing. Vlatislav Ouroda, Ph.D reflected on the implementation of the Davos Convention and on
the efforts of High Quality Baukultur against inadequate regulations and poor quality utilitarian
developments. The idea of the “Europeanization” of cultural heritage through the EU policy
discourse was developed by Dr. Tuuli Lähdesmäki, while Prof. Dr. Marko Spikic analysed the
mixing between ethics and politics which is inscribed in all heritage and which poses a real
challenge regarding the conservation of post-1945 European Heritage. At the intersection of
these two last topics, Prof. Miles Glendinning argued that the postwar mass housing could
represent an unexpected common European heritage.

Current Challenges of European Heritage Care
Contemporary European heritage is responding to a number of new challenges. Within the
theme of climate change, it is actively formulating principles and methodologies leading to
ecologically sustainable conservation. The need for digitalisation was confirmed during the covid
pandemic, as the general public was only allowed virtual contact with cultural heritage. Until
recently, heritage sites faced the consequences of overtourism. However, with the pandemic,
previously overcrowded heritage sites found themselves without visitors almost overnight. This
sudden change has had an impact on the operating patterns of the institutions and left long-term
consequences in many other areas, such as employment, economic plans, and new forms of
presentation.The conference offered an assessment of the current European situation, as it
contributes to the search for acceptable forms of visitor operations or business models and the
presentation of tangible cultural heritage.

In his intervention, Dr. William Megarry made clear that, if climate change represents the single
greatest threat to cultural heritage, cultural heritage also is a powerful asset in climate action:
through the promotion of climate actions, and by identifying contemporary challenges often
underestimated in the climate change discussions. Dott. Jana Michalcakova looked into the
long-term sustainability and the right to a quality living environment through several examples of
the practice of the National Heritage Institute. Using as well examples from several research
projects, Prof. Ing. Milos Drdacky, explored the question of reducing or eliminating damages
and losses to cultural heritage provoked by climate change. In the continuation of these
reflections, Prof. Christian Hanus mobilised the life-cycle analyses to give a holistic view of both
ecological and economic side of heritage sites. Apart from climate change, Mgr. Petr Pavelec
addressed another current challenge that was the radical shift from overtourism in heritage sites
to their total depopulation during the pandemic period, with all the social, economic and cultural
consequences that it entailed. As an exchange of good practices, the audience was given an
insight, by its Director Dr. Barbara Jatta, of the measures and solutions adopted by the Vatican
Museums during the crisis.

Protection of Architecture and Art of the Second Half of the 20th Century in Public Space
The dynamic development of contemporary society brings enormous pressure on the
transformation of settlements. The youngest architecture and visual art becomes the most
endangered segment of the tangible cultural heritage. Society fails to perceive their quality and
the need for protection as an integral and equal part of the heritage fund. The architecture of the
second half of the 20th century was significantly influenced by the post-war division of Europe
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into Western and Eastern blocs. However, despite the different starting conditions in each
country, we can also trace common features and analogous historical lines – including the
problematic ones that underlie its continued underappreciation and threat. In turn, its appropriate
care represents one of the greatest challenges of contemporary heritage care.

To introduce this topic, Prof. Dr. Uta Pottgiesser gave an overview of typical representative
architectural formats from the 1950s to 1980s. She evaluated and compared their characteristics
and potentials while reflecting on their negative perception. In the same vein, Prof. PhDr.
Rostislav Svacha, described two “isms” - neoliberalism and neoconservatism - as dangerous
attitudes towards postwar architecture. Some pointed out the often overlooked assets or notable
features of this architecture: it was the case of Prof. Petr Vorlik who argued that integrity and
authenticity were present in the architectural work of this period. For Prof. Dr. Silke
Langenberg, it is rather the scientific value of their building processes and technologies
developed at a time of housing, schools and universities shortage, that need to be preserved.
Prof. Dr. Henrieta Moravcikova mobilised the case of the Slovak Cultural Houses to illustrate
the problems in protecting this heritage: unpreparedness of conservation authorities to face
pressure from owners and often antagonistic attitude between architectural historians and
conservationists. In a moving presentation, M. Arch. Alex Bykov presented his activist work of
independent archiving in Ukraine as a method of preserving memory. The process, already
challenging in normal times, is all the more crucial but even more arduous in the context of the
war that Ukraine is experiencing. To finish, Doc. Lenka Popelova gave the audience a summary
of the project “Analysis and Presentation of the Values of the 1960s and 1970s Modern
Architecture” to better prevent abusive demolition.

Approaches to the Care of Tangible Cultural Heritage in Relation to the Preservation of
Values, Ensuring Sustainable Development and its Presentation
Heritage cares in a united Europe has its foundations in national perceptions of access to
tangible cultural heritage. Together they have been trying for decades to unify the basic principles
in international documents. The Venice Charter is seen as a fundamental common document to
which generations of heritage professionals have referred. However, it is questionable how
conservationists, architects and owners can in practice cope with the requirements of
international documents in the rapidly evolving society of the 21st century, when a number of
listed buildings are seeking new uses and a wide segment of buildings is a major tourist
destination with new visitor demands. Examples based on practice show that many buildings that
have lost their original use can be adapted to new social conditions without losing their heritage
value, just as buildings that are not seeking a new use can be restored conservatively.

Arch. Pascal Prunet introduced this last session with the example of the restauration scheme
and works of the fire-damaged Notre-Dame church in Paris, and the traditional versus modern
design debate that took place. With the examples of the conversion of the medieval ruins of
Helfstyn Castle and the former spa in Liberec into visitor facilities with an exhibition function, Mgr.
Milos Krcmar showed that significant interventions could be a possibility of cultural heritage
protection. Ing. arch. Pavel Prouza presented to the audience his inspiring and personal
experience of the acquisition, restoration and revival of the industrial heritage site of the steam
engine brewery in Lobec. Going from the personal to the institutional, Ing.arch. Pavol Izvolt,
Director General of the Monument Board of the Slovak Republic, gave an insight on the
directions, achievements and challenges of heritage care in Slovakia. The closing lecture was
given by Anne Grady, M.Sc. who summarised the report relating to the work of an expert
working group reuniting 50 experts from 25 Member States on the impact of climate change on
cultural heritage.
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