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Abstract 
In Slovenia today, architects have to deal with numerous reno-
vations of former architectural practice in Yugoslavia. Until 
1991, Slovenia belonged to the former Republic of Yugoslavia 
for more than 50 years. Following World War 2, most coun-
tries in Europe had to deal with major housing problems and 
Yugoslavia was no exception. Yugoslavia dealt with these 
problems from two directions, either by building special 
neighbourhoods or by investing in its real estate in the form of 
single-family houses.

This “mass housing” approach also occurred in Slovenia. 
Most houses were built between 1970 and 1980. These struc-
tures were typically built by the owners themselves with the 
help of friends and relatives, although professional architects 
still provided the designs. They were planned with all the legal 
documentation but with no special interest or architectural 
inspiration.

The article deals with the exposed problematic and offers 
some solutions for the future. Its aim is to raise awareness of 
architects’ work with the broader public, who are in most cases 
investors of architectural documentation. The article also deals 
with the problematic of responsibility when dealing with space 
interventions.
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1 Introduction
The Republic of Slovenia has been an independent country 

since 1991 and is divided into seven main regions (Fig. 1). In 
the past, the Republic of Slovenia or some parts of it belonged 
to several countries and regimes (Fig. 2). Between 1867 and 
1918, it was part of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, after that, 
Republic SHS, Yugoslavian kingdom, and from 1945 until 
1991 was an important part of the Socialist Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia (SFRY). Each period left significant impacts on 
the territory of Slovenia in the built environment according to 
legalisation valid at the time of the affiliation. The most impor-
tant is the period after World War 2 (WW2), as the buildings 
built at that time are still mostly present today and suitable for 
reconstruction. 

Fig. 1 Slovenia and its regions. The figure shows the region of Prekmurje (in 
grey), where the exposed problematic in the article is most visible and largely 

present (author: Andreja Benko)

For this reason, the article focuses on the period of mass 
residential construction that dominated in the years after WW2. 
During this time, the area of Slovenia belonged to SFRY and this 
approach was an option for solving the residential problem. This 
methodology for solving the residential building issue was typi-
cal not only for Slovenia but the whole area of the former SFRY.
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From the urban perspective and the built interaction with 
the architectural landscape, there were two types of buildings: 

• Apartment blocks, which are problematic because of the 
high density of construction, high percentage of plot use 
and poor integration of buildings into the architectural 
landscape.

• Individual single family housing of that time, which are 
challenging due to the discordant plans used for their 
realization.

2 Problematics
The consequences of previous architectural and construc-

tional solutions are often visible later when they show the mis-
takes of architectural planning and construction. Often they 
are unintentional and represented at that time the optimal solu-
tion. It is important for the profession to learn from past mis-
takes, and not to repeat them. Space planning (urban planning) 
should manage space usage in the future. This definition seems 
to be obvious and generally accepted. However, professional 
discussion often forgets about time as an important extension 
of planning (Kos, 2002). 

The main focus of the article is on single-family houses of 
that time; hence, the analysis exposes the next two important 
problematics from that field:

• Single family house design that represents the period of 
mass housing

• Illegal and discordant single family houses as a conse-
quence of mass housing.

The exposed problematic is supplemented with a discus-
sion on the role and position of the architect, based upon the 
exposed problematic.

3 Methodology
The theme was treated and analysed from a historical and 

critical point of view using a multimethod approach. For the 
theme, historical, analytical and descriptive methods were 
used, which are complimentary. 

The historical method is used at the beginning of the arti-
cle, where we describe the situation in the past and expose the 
terms and conditions that led to the current problems. With the 
analytical method, we examine the current situation. From the 
analyses and synthesis, guidelines for solving problems have 
been suggested. The descriptive method complements the pre-
viously mentioned methods and is used for describing the situ-
ation and providing solutions. 

The research area is focused on the Republic of Slovenia, 
for which based on analyses and exposed problems, possible 
solutions were given.

4 Research
4.1 Historical background

Some solutions carried out under previous systems we 
nowadays see as problems. In this way, we can also see the 
“solution” to the post-war housing problem. To understand the 
background, we have to look 60 (or more) years back to com-
prehend the idea that led to the solutions at that time. 

WW2 affected many people, even worse was the period 
right after the war; the triumphal period was also a period 
of major shortages. One of the main problems for survivors 
besides the loss of relatives was the problem of lost property 
and accommodation. Many of the survivors, already middle-
aged, had to start over again. The development of Slovenian 
towns after 1945 was affected by the two main forms of resi-
dential construction. One known as “social construction” of 
residential neighbourhoods of blocks of flats, the second the 
“individual” construction of single-family houses (Rebernik, 
2002). This decisively affected urbanism and spatial plan-
ning in the Slovenian territory, Fig. 2. Hungary also had the 
same issues, although they took a different approach. Socialist 
Hungary was unusual in leaving most homes in private own-
ership after 1948, and much of the apartment block housing 
constructed by the socialist state after the 1960s was owner-
occupied from the start; what remained of state-owned housing 
was quickly privatized in 1991–92 (Fehérváry, 2011).

Fig. 2 The scope of the 19th Century building codes in the area of Slovenia. 
The figure also shows the position of Prekmurje. Until 1919, only Prekmurje 
belonged to the Hungarian part of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy (Author: 

Andreja Benko).

4.2 House construction as an investment 
opportunity

Historical sources of the SFRY also describe property nation-
alisation, the so-called common ownership. This was solved 
in the 1990s when nationalized property was denationalized 
and returned to beneficiaries. Nationalisation was important to 
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cover the need for housing immediately after WW2; although, 
these buildings could not provide enough homes for all that 
needed them. This launched the political decision about mass 
construction. The strategy of the country was to provide a 
home for every inhabitant. The state planned designed and 
constructed neighbourhoods of blocks, especially in the big-
ger more important cities, (for example, Ljubljana, Maribor 
Velenje, Jesenice and also in Murska Sobota - a large city in the 
region of Prekmurje) (Fig. 3); however, they did not meet all 
the demand. Also, the financial level/social standard required 

to get an apartment in a block built by state was particularly 
hard. Consequently, the SFRY allowed the optional investment 
of building a single family house on private land (by themselves 
and with the help of friends) (Brezar, 1999). 

Fig. 3 An example of the popular blocks of flats built in Murska Sobota in the 
discussed period. The current restoration– façade illustrates the issue of com-

munication between neighbours (Author: Andreja Benko).

This type of construction was the most common in the small, 
more rurally oriented towns and suburban towns. This “solu-
tion” led to the expansion of “type construction”, that reached 
its peak in the 1970s. The idea of an owned house with a small 
garden was very popular at the time of the SFRY. An example 
of this was a house in the countryside. 

This idea comes from the “workers’ neighbourhoods” that 
were built between 1850 and 1950. An example of this is the 
workers’ neighbourhood in Maribor built by “Southern Railways 
(Südbanh)”. The household consisted of an orchard, woodshed, 
and stables with covered entrance, a small vegetable garden, 
flower bed and a small flat in the terraced building. We can find 
similar concepts of workers’ neighbourhoods all over Europe as 
these were created in a period of development that was signifi-
cant for the European continent (Schwertner et al., 2011).

The Slovenian investor is traditional about the house and 
also in the choice of material (Brojan, 2014). Some chosen 
materials used at that time (for example Salonit with asbes-
tos) are today known as dangerous to human health. However, 

asbestos was at that time a common material that everyone 
could afford and with that solve the problem of a home. 

The construction of single-family houses, even today, 
based on analysis (STAT, 2015) represents the most common 
type of construction in Slovenia, Fig. 4. This parallels the 
residential construction in the Hungarian Republic, confirmed 
by Fehérváry (2011): … of the many transformations to the 
Hungarian landscape after the fall of state socialism, one of 
the most striking was the emergence of small “suburbanized” 
neighbourhoods of detached family houses.

Fig. 4 Tabular presentation of completed buildings in Slovenia by year, 
separated into residential buildings and non-residential buildings, after STAT 

(author: Andreja Benko).

4.3 The period of self-managed construction
In the period examined, the inhabitants of SFRY massively 

built new homes, in most cases big enough for two families. 
Today, these buildings are typically at least 50 percent used 
and at the same time have high energy consumption. The users 
often cannot manage energetic restoration because of their age, 
income, and inappropriate energetic subsidies, although it is 
both essential and necessary. The majority of these houses were 
designed by professionals, but without knowing the real users; 
consequently, they were impersonal designs. In most cases, 
architects only redrew type plans, which were also cheaper. 
The discussed objects were designed in architectural studios 
but are unambitious and without any architectural or construc-
tional enthusiasm (Kalčič, 2001). Larger architectural studios 
also published special catalogues with several conceptual 
plans, separated after regional styles of SFRY (Naš stan, 1979). 
Some of those plans were almost absurd, (Fig. 5) but architec-
tural plans and building documentation were in that case almost 
free. Designing plans and architecture was still the domain of 
architects, but construction was the domain of self-managed 
construction. That this approach was especially popular in the 
SFRY, is confirmed by the statement, that a self-managed con-
struction is still valid after the Slovenian Construction Act in 
paragraph 79 (UL RS 102/04, 14/05, ZJC-B, 93/05 – ZVMS, 
111/05 – odl. US, 126/07, 108/09, 61/10 – ZRud-1, 20/11 – odl. 
US, 57/12, 101/13 – ZDavNepr, 110/13 in 19/15).
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Fig. 5 Some examples gathered from the Catalogue of type projects, Naš stan 
Beograd (produced by the architectural bureau in 1979). In the figure, we can 

see several different types of type projects from the catalogues. The issue 
is that they followed different architectural styles including modern ones; 

however, these architectural approaches do not integrate into all (different) 
architectural landscapes (author of collage: Andreja Benko).

Next attempt of design simplification was set with afore-
mentioned Slovenian Construction act (UL RS 102/04, 14/05, 
ZJC-B, 93/05 – ZVMS, 111/05 – odl. US, 126/07, 108/09, 
61/10 – ZRud-1, 20/11 – odl. US, 57/12, 101/13 – ZDavNepr, 
110/13 in 19/15). This act allows for other engineers to design 
buildings, including those professions not necessarily related 
to architectural design. Slovenia unlike other countries (for 
example Germany and Austria), does not prescribe by law 
that the owner of an architectural studio has to be an architect. 
Consequently, the problem lies in current spatial legislation, as 
Slovenia as a young country still does not have a long legacy 
of legislation. As previously mentioned, the area of Slovenia 
belonged for several centuries to other countries, and the legis-
lation changed accordingly. In that, we see a problem because 
the legislation did not evolve, but changed in entirety, depend-
ing on which country the area of Slovenia belonged. 

In the time of SFRY, the interval we named as the period of 
mass residential construction, investors ordered building docu-
mentation, but constructors did not build in accordance with 
architectural plans. In the construction phase, they changed the 
buildings according to the wishes of investors or their “bet-
ter” solutions. In time, this led to the problem of illegal and 
inconsistent objects that in reality differed from the objects the 
building permit was issued for. This problem is topical even 
today, and it creates its own chain reaction. This reduced the 
architects’ role in the eyes of the investor and created the belief 
that it is “better to build your house on your own”. (Fig. 6) 

Fig. 6 Unprofessional intervention in the façade, which is disruptive for the 
surroundings, the architectural landscape and as well for neighbours. This 

kind of interventions in the architectural landscape clearly demonstrates the 
real need for architects’ professional work (author: Andreja Benko).

4.4 Architects’ position during this period 
Respect for the profession fell during the considered period, 

with the consequence of the collapse of the traditional architec-
tural landscape in Slovenia. The quality of architectural inter-
ventions into the architectural landscape was generally poor. 
It still holds true that at the beginning of the 20th (until WW2) 
century, the architect was available only for the wealthier class, 
and has become, in the period of self-managed construction, 
the necessary evil that is needed to obtain building permits. 
This led to a lack of architectural (professional) supervision 
for designed objects (especially single-family houses). Also to 
absurd situations, when the constructors, in most cases without 
construction companies, unprofessionally interpret architec-
tural plans, changing them to make construction easier. This 
can be ascribed to a lack of supervision (still a problem today), 
from an inspection service, although they did exist at that time. 
As per Rožman (2013), in the current time, we meet with a 
lack of responsibility towards the environment, disrespect and 
incomprehension of tradition and an ignorance of fundamental 
and other provisions of legislation. Subsequently, this period 
has left us with significant consequences, where architecture, 
together with architects must regain the respect, they deserve. 

5 Discussion
Exposed problematics that are accompanied with problem-

atic backgrounds (for example architectural and construction 
literacy of investors, the construction culture in Slovenia) are 
both interconnected and are complementary. As a result, solu-
tions need to be comprehensive. 
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The renovation of many partly inhabited single-family 
houses (about 50 %) from the time of mass construction is nec-
essary. This provides an opportunity for economic possibilities 
and the living culture. Partly inhabited buildings also raise the 
social problematic, as they are too expensive to heat or maintain 
and are energetically poor. In 2008, the global economic crises 
influenced both the real-estate market and the construction sec-
tor (including architects). To improve the real-estate market, 
which fell from the 2008 high, and is currently static, the gov-
ernment established energy performance certificates that are 
necessary to sell a property. With this, they protected the buyer 
of a real estate but also raised the awareness of the important 
role of renewable energy sources and efficient energy use by 
the object. However, this is only partly a solution.

The discussed objects in quality locations deteriorated; 
while increasing numbers of young families searched for a flat 
or an advantageous loan for real estate. Hence, an opportunity 
and potential arises in the discussed buildings.

The Spatial Development Strategy of Slovenia (Strategy, 
2004) stated that space is the public good of all citizens and 
that renovation has priority over new construction. A solution 
can be seen in the division of the object (horizontal or ver-
tical), arranged into completely separated households. With 
this approach, it is possible to establish a “win-win” situation, 
easier maintenance and improved energetics (shared costs), 
and as well the social effect, for example, intergenerational 
companionship. Guidelines and conclusions from the Spatial 
Development Strategy of Slovenia (Strategy, 2004), should be 
more frequently considered in architectural praxis and spatial 
and construction legislation. 

In the same way, it would also be possible to deal with the 
problem of inconsistent and illegal constructions, which has 
yet to be brought to a conclusion in Slovenia, although the pro-
fession is sounding many warnings. Inconsistent buildings are 
a consequence of the period of mass construction of single-
family houses and poor inspection control at that time. Current 
Slovenian legislation still allows that kind of interventions, 
when dealing with the construction process, as for single-fam-
ily houses, the habitation permit of the building is not neces-
sary (Benko, 2015). 

With a simpler or optimised approach by government depart-
ments for registration, and to keep a record of dwelling units 
over time, there would be less illegal or inconsistent building. 
This can be ensured by quality records of objects or residential 
units. Slovenia did carry out a survey; however, many mistakes 
were made during the process. We see an opportunity in the 
proper evidence or record of a started building site and by lim-
iting the construction period. The Republic of Slovenia, espe-
cially the younger residents (young families), has to deal with a 
major housing problem – as they cannot get the credit to build, 
so they live and stay with their parents or grandparents. On the 

other hand, the referred to record of dwelling units produced by 
the government showed that in Slovenia, we have a consider-
able amount of property that is empty – no one uses them as 
they were bought as an investment. 

The task of architects is to solve the current situation and to 
prevent similar mistakes in future. However, at first, it is impor-
tant to raise the awareness of the general public of the role and 
importance of the architectural profession. The architect is not 
just a trustee of the environment; they are the link between the 
investor and/or user and governmental unit, and the profes-
sional for interventions into the environment and architectural 
landscape. The profession is one of several regulated profes-
sions in Europe, and it is key that it regains society’s respect 
(UL RS 255/05, 2005). In the time of mass residential construc-
tion – since the 1960s, until today, the respect of the profes-
sion has fallen, largely because of the architects’ relationship 
to planning and spatial interventions. The general economic 
crises from 2008 only deepen the situation. Slovenia’s current 
legislation allows engineers from other professions to operate 
in the field of architecture; however, further changes are needed 
to ensure changes to spatial legislation and its novation, impor-
tantly also for general spatial documents, that are still miss-
ing in Slovenia (for example spatial politics, architectural and 
engineering act). Spatial legislation must first be adjusted to 
the professions’ demands, which need to actively participate 
in different associations. Sadly, these changes often take too 
long and the efforts of many people; without them, individuals / 
companies take advantage of legislative mistakes or the lack of 
an incorrect interpretation; as a consequence, they are misused. 
After the Slovenian Construction Act (UL RS 102/04, 14/05, 
ZJC-B, 93/05 – ZVMS, 111/05 – odl. US, 126/07, 108/09, 
61/10 – ZRud-1, 20/11 – odl. US, 57/12, 101/13 – ZDavNepr, 
110/13 in 19/15), an architect is often also the project designer; 
that is a legal or natural person that provides project design 
services as a commercial activity. Consequently, architects 
must be more active and participative in the process of legisla-
tion change. They need to give advice and suggestions to peo-
ple who prepare the legislation as they come from praxis – field 
work and have the most experience. 

The Construction Act also defines a responsible design 
manager – an architect with a valid license. The architect as a 
responsible design manager is responsible to the designer for 
the mutual compliance of all the designs that make up the pro-
ject documentation and for the quality of the processing of the 
entire project. This responsibility is important; it is inadmis-
sible that people, who have no experience with construction 
“lead” projects have the power to build the object without a 
valid building permit. 

It is important to define individuals’ responsibility in the con-
struction procedure. Construction of the object is a joint proce-
dure in three phases: design, construction and maintenance. Only 
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with the specific definition of individuals’ responsibility during 
construction, mutual collaboration between different engineering 
professions and of course greater control on the building site can 
we improve and manage the situation in future and regain the 
quality architectural landscape. Urban planning and architectural 
designing are necessarily multi-disciplinary processes. Architects 
and urbanists play a serious role, but the contribution of engi-
neers, landscape architects, sociologists, economists, jurists, 
psychologists, historians and other technical experts is essential. 
A multi-disciplinary discourse between them is necessary, and 
architects have a responsible role in this process (Benkő, 2010). 

Finally, it is essential to recover a respect for the architec-
tural profession. For this, we must act and work mostly with 
the profession, by which we mean the architects. As previ-
ously referred to, it is necessary to educate the public about the 
important role the architect has in the construction procedure 
during all three phases. The architect is the professional that 
has the most experience with the design and construction of the 
object. Only with proper design and quality execution is it pos-
sible to create a quality object with less maintenance. This has a 
positive influence in the future. That the research on this theme 
was a step in the right direction we can confirm with a recent 
government decision; it decided in December 2015, that it will 
no longer be possible to construct self-domain objects. These 
works will, next year, require professional control/inspection, 
led by a professionally educated works leader.

6 Conclusion
In the conclusion, this paper summarizes the solutions to the 

issues, which were not only architectural but extended to dif-
ferent fields of spatial planning, spatial sociology, psychology, 
and legislation. 

For the larger family houses, a change of building purpose 
– from a single-family house to two or more family objects is 
a way forward. With this solution, we can economically reduce 
expenses of the object and provide a more cost-effective and 
user-friendly result. At this point, legislation change would be 
necessary; this would ease the process and create optimal con-
ditions for both governmental and construction changes.

It is necessary to emphasise the importance of reusing the 
discussed objects. The single-family houses represent the most 
common constructions in Slovenia. They have a tradition, and 
they still represent the most idyllic way of living for Slovenes. 
In this way, they represent an important influence on the archi-
tectural landscape. It is the architects’ task, during their work 
and interventions during reconstructions or adaptations, to con-
sider the issues referred to within this current review. 

 Motivating potential investors with several subventions 
and an approach to optimising the energy usage of house-
holds to avoid energetic poverty of Slovenes is also important. 
Some European funds have long been available, but the use of 

resources of by inhabitants is low. They need to be encouraged 
to use available resources and governmental units to help them 
with the necessary documentation are required. 

The process of energy optimisation would have a broad 
positive effect on citizens, as would raising an awareness of 
national identity, common culture, and the lived architectural 
environment. Raising awareness and culture would in itself 
impact on the issues of improper and illegal building. Society 
has a desire for fascination, just for a moment, to want the next 
day more and more (Rožman, 2013). It is necessary, to bring 
architecture and spatial planning closer to the general public 
and potential investors. This is possible only by simultaneous 
and active education of the broader society. Investors need to be 
aware that different interventions are the domains of different 
professions, and that the architect is competent and responsible 
for spatial interventions. In this way, the problem of disloyal 
and unprofessional concurrence could be solved. 

Education and architectural literacy have to embrace all age 
groups, starting with pre-school children. Only in this way can 
we expect a better relationship between inhabitants and the 
built environment, and to architecture and the profession.
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