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Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage

Comments on the terms of reference of the Subsidiary Body

CROATIA
After extensive discussions and numerous deliberations during the meeting of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Nairobi, namely the proceedings of the open-ended working group, it became evident that solving the problem of behindhand nominations from previous cycles is not an easy task. The problem is not in the quality of the Subsidiary Body’s decision-making but rather in the technical possibilities of the Secretariat which does not have the capacity to prepare an increased number of nominations for the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity (RL). In other words, given the awareness that the Representative List contributes most to the visibility and popularity of the Convention, during the entire session of the Committee (just like a year ago in Abu Dhabi), the need of devoting more attention to nominations for the Urgent Safeguarding List (USL) and list of best practices, namely, to the need for international assistance of over 25 000 US$ became increasingly apparent.  Precisely for that reason the Secretariat received many more nominations for these lists this year, namely, mechanisms for implementing the Convention and has exerted increased efforts for implementing capacity building workshops in the developing countries – in order to achieve an improved balance of nominations in terms of geographic representation.

From the technical point of view all this burdens the Secretariat which is not in a position to prepare a larger number of nominations that would be processed by the SB members in one evaluation cycle. The doubling of the number of SB members (two from each electoral group) seemed like a possible solution, but practically speaking, such an enlargement of the SB would not result in enhanced efficiency since the Secretariat could not prepare more nominations for evaluations anyway, as more time and energy would be used for the final harmonization of answers among such an expanded membership of the SB.

The problem is not only in the desire to enable a large number of inscriptions on the RL. In other words, when nominations for other lists are added to the numerous nominations for the RL, it is technically almost impossible to “process” and comment all the nominations in the course of one Committee session. Therefore, the idea regarding priorities in inscription is acceptable, namely, that priority be given to multi-national nominations and nominations from regions that are less represented – in order to achieve a certain geographic balance according to representation. Nevertheless, this criterion of inscription by priority should in no way prevent member countries that already have a number of inscribed elements on the list from continuing with inscriptions. That would impose on active member countries limitations that are in no way desirable.

During discussions in Nairobi too the Croatian delegation argued in favour of the integrity of the SB and not its division into three two-member teams that could jeopardize the unity of that body as well as the process of quality decision-making. During preparations for this year’s cycle of evaluations (in January 2011), during the exercise for the evaluation of the given nominations, it became evident in a very practical manner that each member of the SB could have a different opinion on each specific nomination criteria and that continued mutual discussions among all SB members were required in order to come to an appropriate joint opinion. The hitherto SB practice was to reach decisions by consensus and we believe these former experiences should continue until possibly a better way is established for the implementation of the entire process.

We also accept the recommendation of the former SB members and consider that the process of evaluating the RL nominations should be strengthened at the national level. In view of that we have organized an expert team in Croatia which would act in this process in the same manner as the SB, so that six experts (for various domains of intangible cultural heritage) would first evaluate each nomination independently and later coordinate the various opinions in the course of joint discussions.

We fully accept the recommendation of the former SB to appoint this body each year during the session of the Committee in order to change, systematically and in cycles, only part of the body, namely, those members whose countries’ mandates as Committee members has expired. This would enable the systematic utilization of the positive hitherto experiences of the SB and their transference to new members as well as the gradual refinement of criteria and operational rules/instruction/guidelines.
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