The ancient town Dubrovnik with many historical monuments of the 14th and 15th century is on the UNESCO's list of the World Cultural Heritage. 

After the 1979 earthquake the cultural heritage organizations in Dubrovnik experienced a period of excessive funding that had a double-sided effect, since it enabled the restoration and conservation of major important historic buildings but also led to the conservation approach that was essentially more similar to the building industry by not taking into consideration the viability of the historic urban fabric.  
The other major problem was the intended use of the restored buildings. ‘Museumification’ of the restored buildings resulted with the loss of the building vital functions and instead created a series of isolated buildings in a historic district originally characterized by diversity of expression and functions. Additionally, the question of economic viability proves to be crucial since none of these restored buildings can be sustained as being state-funded institutions without a management plan for additional financial initiatives that would contribute their own budget. Recent redistribution of property, capital investment, new market economy, and tremendous tourism flows buoyed up by a wave of political and social transformation have led to the drastic gentrification of the area and greatly exacerbated the situation.  
The Master Plan of Dubrovnik adopted in 2005 lacks viable conservation guidelines as an indispensable element in urban upgrading of both the historic centre and the outskirts of the city.

The municipality of Dubrovnik needs a rehabilitation program as a model for sustainable regeneration that would preserve both physical and socio-economic integrity of the historic center and its communal territory. Rehabilitation policies should reflect the local needs and aspirations as well, and therefore the initiation of small-scale local industry and business as an income generating projects should be developed in order to help people to recover economically and socially. 
Along with the shift to a culture of consumption, concurent and related transformations in political economy and society have included the commercialization and commodification of architecture and archtiects; globalization (an increasing global economy with transnational markets), and the breakdown of traditional disciplinary boundaries, professional responsibilites, and dualities or oppositions.  Along with these changes, we have been witnessing a de-centering of thought and activity (both in academy and outside of it), a palpable shift of attention from the centers to the peripheries, from central cities to suburbs and rural areas, from global cities (or „core“ regions) to small towns and villages around the world (the „periphery), from the dominant/mainstream/elite cultures to the subaltern/oppressed/marginal/silences cultures. (Nan Ellin, Postmodern urbanism, Blackwell Publishers, Oxford, USA, 1996., str.243)

