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Introduction
1.
In the texts of the Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage (2003), concepts and expressions such as ‘element’, ‘similar elements’, ‘extension of an element’ and ‘serial elements’ are not defined. In the text of the Convention, the word ‘element’ (or ‘item’) can be found in two Articles: Article 11 (b), which stipulates that each State Party shall ‘identify and define the various elements of the intangible cultural heritage present in its territory’ and Article 31, which concerns the Relationship to the Proclamation of Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity and the incorporation of the proclaimed items in the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity. 
2.
In the Operational Directives for the Implementation of the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, the word ‘element’ (or ‘item’) features in no fewer than 35  paragraphs;
 in some, it is used more than once. However, the precise expressions ‘similar elements’, ‘extension of an element’ and ‘serial elements’ are not used. Phrases that convey the same meaning as those that interest us here are found primarily in Chapter I.5, paragraphs 13 and 14, on multinational files. Paragraph 13 mentions an ‘element [is] found on the territory of more than one State Party’ and paragraph 14 refers to the ‘inscription on an extended basis of an element already inscribed’. Lastly, paragraph 86 calls upon States Parties to develop networks around the ‘elements of intangible cultural heritage they [the States Parties] have in common’. 
3.
It was therefore to be expected that the Committee would be faced with the question of the scale of the elements nominated for inscription on the two Lists of the Convention. It was also to be confronted with the issue of ‘similar elements’, while the concept of ‘similarity’ in the context of intangible cultural heritage remains highly problematic (see paragraphs 7-14 below). It would thus be called upon to judge elements whose limits had been defined initially but for which extensions situated within the same State or in other States, adjoining or not, were then nominated for inscription. Lastly, the Committee would receive nominations for ‘serial elements’ put forward by a single State Party or by States Parties with or without shared borders. Consequently, the interpretation and/or assessment of these diverse situations soon began to pose problems.
4.
The Committee was faced with these questions from the very first inscriptions on the Lists. The 2009 Report of the Subsidiary Body in Abu Dhabi referred to the matter directly: ‘in several cases the element’s scope and contours were not clearly defined’.
 In 2011, during the sixth session of the Committee, in Bali, the Subsidiary Body and the Consultative Body both broached the subject in their reports, which then affected the Decisions made by the Committee at that session. Thus, the 2011 report of the Consultative Body reads as follows: ‘In a similar vein it sometimes seemed to the Body that States were proliferating nominations of multiple individual elements that might better be inscribed within a larger element. In one case two nominations were largely identical, and the Body could not complete the examination. In another case a specific element was nominated while the State concerned had previously inscribed a larger element that included the more specific element that was the subject of the second nomination.’
 The 2011 report of the Subsidiary Body contains the following: ‘The obverse of this problem comes with overly general nominations. The Subsidiary Body recalls that at the time the General Assembly first adopted the Operational Directives, concerns were already raised about inscription of what were called ‘generic’ elements. […] While having no easy answer to measure what the right scale or scope of an element should be, it calls on the Committee and States Parties to give serious consideration to this question.’

5.
Several concepts – namely similarity, generality, specificity, particularity, scale, contiguity, overlap, extension and expansion – come into play. The Committee sought to address them in its decisions at the sixth session in Bali in 2011. Thus, in its Decision 6.COM 8, it ‘encourage[d] States Parties to nominate elements that are suitably specific, i.e. those with which communities, groups and, where appropriate, individuals, identify themselves’. In the same decision, it ‘invite[d] States Parties to nominate elements that are suitably inclusive, whose contours can be well described in terms of their transmission process, to ensure the viability of the intangible cultural heritage’.
 In its Decision 6.COM 13, it ‘[took] further note of the importance of nominating and inscribing elements that are neither overly general and all-inclusive nor overly similar to elements already inscribed on the Representative List’.

6.
Following this brief introduction to the problem, the pages below will outline the main issues relating to the scope of an element of intangible cultural heritage in terms of similarity, series and extension. The World Heritage Convention of 1972 will be examined for comparison in order to see how comparable issues have been addressed in its texts and implementation. A number of suggestions and points for consideration will be put forward throughout this paper. The aim is to clarify, as far as possible, the discussions of the meeting of the open ended intergovernmental working group on the right scale or scope of an element, which will be held at UNESCO Headquarters in Paris on 22 and 23 October 2012.
Similarity in the context of Intangible Cultural Heritage
7.
Synonyms of the word ‘similarity’ include ‘affinity’, ‘analogy’, ‘resemblance’ and ‘likeness’. In absolute terms, from a philosophical point of view, there is no such thing as similarity, for each object, event, process or situation is unique. As such, each is different from all comparable objects, events, processes or situations, even though it may bear some resemblance to them. Each object, event, process or situation therefore possesses an irreducible element of individuality, however similar it may be to the other members of its respective category. The question becomes increasingly complex in the transition from tangible objects to intangible events, processes and situations, via a combination of the two. Furthermore, it is very difficult to determine criteria, scales, indices or percentages that could be used to measure similarity or dissimilarity.
8.
As far as cultural heritage is concerned, it could be said that there are no similar elements of either tangible or intangible heritage. All items of heritage are different and distinct from one another. It is possible to imagine a World Heritage List that includes every natural, cultural and mixed site preserved by humanity, but is the Convention intended to give rise to such an exhaustive list?
 For that reason, similarity became a subject of discussion early on. The 1980 version of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention
 states that each nomination for inscription must include a ‘comparative evaluation’. The subsequent inscription of a large number of Romanesque and Gothic monuments, notably in Western Europe,
 led the Committee to rename the required comparative approach and define it in more precise terms. The process was gradual: the Committee initially asked for a ‘possible comparative analysis’ in the 1997 version of the Guidelines
, before the 2005 version of the text
 definitively established a ‘comparative analysis’ that was both weighty and compulsory. The World Heritage Committee, too, was required to include the category of ‘serial properties’ in the Guidelines. This will be discussed in more detail below. Nevertheless, it remains the case that it would be difficult to conduct a ‘comparative analysis’ within the framework of the 2003 Convention, since the intangible cultural heritage varies so widely. This question merits further examination.
9.
In the context of intangible heritage, the question of similarity is to be considered by the organs of the Convention. It is a particularly thorny issue, since the intangible nature of the elements considered makes it harder to determine consensus criteria of comparison and evaluation. For example, in absolute terms, all pilgrimages resemble one another if emphasis is laid on the underlying structure of this social practice that takes various forms in many cultures. From great pilgrimages that bring together millions of believers to small gatherings of a few dozen followers, just a handful of examples would suffice to illustrate the diversity of this type of practice. Furthermore, regardless of the religion or belief system that gives rise to them, pilgrimages fulfil comparable social and cultural functions. Comparable or even similar elements can be taken into account if they represent particular cultures promoted by specific communities. One could inscribe them all, just as one could select only those that the States Parties consider to represent them best (Representative List) or to be worthy of safeguarding (Urgent Safeguarding List). Thus, elements from national inventories are brought to UNESCO’s notice as the result of action by a large number of participants, namely States Parties, communities, local officials, associations, researchers (national and international), research institutes and centres and other bodies. The issue of similarity is not addressed at the beginning but rather at the end of the process, when the Committee or its organs identify its presence or relevance.
10.
Similarity between elements of intangible cultural heritage may be internal, when it exists within a single State, or external, when it concerns two or more States. These States may or may not have shared borders and may be located within the same cultural area or belong to distinct cultural areas, just as they may be situated on two different continents. Similarity may be simple, when it concerns two elements of intangible cultural heritage, or complex, when it involves more than two elements. Lastly, it may exist between an element inscribed on one of the two Lists and one or several non-inscribed elements or it may exist between elements that have been nominated for inscription, either by one State Party or by more than one State Party. Each of these scenarios must be identified and analysed accordingly during the examination of the similarity of elements nominated by the States Parties for inscription on one of the Lists.
11.
The Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage began to express concern about the issue of similarity at its fifth session held in Nairobi, Kenya, in 2010. It referred to ‘very similar’ elements and described their inscription in quantity as being unlikely to serve the wider interests of the Convention or the communities concerned.
 The 2011 Subsidiary Body brought to the attention of the Committee a number of considerations directly related to this problem:

· similar elements proposed by a single State Party;

· the right of a State Party to nominate for inscription an element similar to one that has already been inscribed upon the proposal of another State Party;

· the nomination files of some elements do not sufficiently demonstrate that they are different enough from a previously inscribed element to warrant inscription;

· an element is sometimes fragmented into sub-elements, which are nominated for inscription by a single State Party;
· the link established between the nomination of similar elements for inscription on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity and criterion R.2 concerning the contribution of the inscribed element to the visibility of the intangible cultural heritage and awareness of its significance;
· the frequency with which States Parties successively propose to extend an element already inscribed by one or several States Parties in order to include a similar element located on their territory.
12.
Similarity has therefore rapidly become a problematic issue in the implementation of the Convention. The nature of intangible cultural heritage, insofar as it results from corresponding adaptations by human communities to geographical and historical conditions that are at least comparable, if not similar, as well as from varied instances of borrowing, influence and cultural adaptation, helps to explain the situation. It also explains why this heritage of humanity, to a far greater extent than its tangible counterpart, often ignores present-day State borders. Similarity has come to represent a stumbling block for the Convention, a source of conflict, when it should, on the contrary, encourage connection, mutual understanding and dialogue. On two occasions, in 2010 and 2011, States Parties have complained that other States’ nomination files refer to elements that are similar to the nominated element, situated on their territory. However, binational and multinational nominations are submitted to the Committee and inscribed, thus helping to promote the spirit of the Convention and its objectives.
13.
The Committee was required to make decisions on this subject at its sixth session in Bali. With regard to nominations for the Urgent Safeguarding List, it ‘remind[ed] States Parties that each intangible heritage element has its own community and its own situation; each element calls for specific safeguarding measures adapted to its situation; and each nomination should result from an individual process of elaboration that will not be the same from one case to another’.
 In reference to the other List, it ‘underline[d] that nominations to the Representative List should concentrate on the situation of the element within the territory(ies) of the submitting State(s), while acknowledging the existence of same or similar elements outside its(their) territory(ies), and further decide[d] that submitting States should not refer to the viability of such intangible cultural heritage outside of their territories or characterize the safeguarding efforts of other States’
.
14.
While this decision by the Committee seeks to dispel misunderstandings that may arise among States Parties, the decision that precedes it is interesting to analyse. By stressing that intangible cultural heritage elements are specific and distinct from each other, it risks inadvertently encouraging nominations of similar elements. Communities may thus draw on it to uphold their intangible heritage against a State wishing to control applications submitted to UNESCO.  Should there be discrimination on any basis whatsoever, some elements held by minority communities might never come before the Committee. States Parties should therefore be encouraged to establish a bottom-up and transparent process for selecting elements at various levels, ranging from the community to the governmental body responsible for submitting nominations and including groups, individuals, associations, researchers, expert bodies and research institutes. 

Nomination of ‘serial elements’
15.
How should ‘serial elements’ be understood? They evidently cannot be defined on geographical grounds alone. This is also true of the World Heritage Convention, the Operational Guidelines for which devote three paragraphs to the issue
 which are as below.  

· Paragraph 137 stipulates that ‘serial properties will include component parts related because they belong to: (a) the same historico-cultural group; (b) the same type of property which is characteristic of the geographical zone; (…) and provided it is the series as a whole – and not necessarily the individual parts of it – which are of outstanding universal value’. A series is thus a whole made up of properties with demonstrable historico-cultural or geographical links. As such it meets, as a whole, the criteria for inscription and thus qualifies as being of Outstanding Universal Value. 

· Paragraph 138 posits that ‘a serial nominated property may occur: (a) on the territory of a single State Party’, in which case it is described as a ‘serial national property’; or ‘(b) within the territory of different States Parties, which need not be contiguous (…)’, described as ‘serial transnational property’. Two types of serial property are defined here. One is national in dimension and includes properties located within a single State Party. The sites need not be geographically contiguous. The other is international in dimension and groups two or more States Parties, whether or not contiguous, each submitting a nomination for a site located on its territory.  

· Paragraph 139 relates more particularly to procedures: ‘Serial nominations, whether from one State Party or several States, may be submitted for evaluation over several nomination cycles, provided that the first property nominated is of outstanding universal value in its own right. States Parties planning serial nominations phased over several nomination cycles are encouraged to inform the Committee of their intention in order to ensure better planning.’ The procedure established by the World Heritage Committee consists in giving States Parties intending to submit serial nominations the opportunity to do so in phases. This of necessity covers more than one inscription nomination cycle and the States Parties should establish how they intend to proceed and advise the Committee accordingly.  

16.
What is the position with regard to intangible cultural heritage? Section I.5 of the Operational Directives devotes four paragraphs to ‘Multinational files’. Paragraph 14 concerns the ‘enlargement’ or ‘extension’ of an element already inscribed. This will be discussed in the next section.  Paragraphs 15 and 16 relate to cooperation among States Parties respectively in the submission of programmes, projects and activities reflecting the Convention’s objectives and the submission of requests for international assistance. These provisions will not be discussed here. The paragraph that relates most directly to our argument is paragraph 13, which stipulates that States Parties are encouraged to submit multinational nominations ‘when an element is found on the territory of more than one State Party’
. The word ‘series’ is used neither here nor elsewhere in the Operational Directives, but it conveys the sense that this concept requires the nomination of elements already inscribed in the name of several States Parties. It will be noted that only international nominations are concerned, not nomination by a single State of elements with anthropological, cultural or heritage links found in different parts of its territory. 

17.
There are several outstanding questions. In order to be a series, must elements invariably relate to the same domain or domains of intangible cultural heritage, as defined in Article 2.2 of the Convention? Must each element in the series meet the criteria in their entirety? Must the series be coherent? If so, in what way? What is the minimum and maximum number of elements that it can comprise? What is the relationship among the elements that constitute the series? What is the difference between a ‘national series’ and a ‘multinational series’? Is this a matter of scale or is there a difference in kind?  All of these questions must be answered in any future provisions concerning the nomination of serial elements of intangible cultural heritage for inscription on the Convention’s Lists.

18.
Furthermore, in the era of globalization, are the ‘traditional’ cultural areas still relevant when establishing series of culturally related elements? Should ‘diasporic series’ be expected to emerge, bringing together elements belonging to migrant communities, long-established residents or travellers? Unlike world heritage, the intangible cultural heritage is not set in stone or durably linked to the territory where it arose. On the contrary, it is carried by migrant communities when they are not broken up or scattered, or when they come together and group together to settle in new territories. Reasoning in terms of homogenous and immutable cultural groups can no longer be relevant given the vitality and dynamic nature of human communities and the intangible cultural heritage that they bear.

19.
Be that as it may, some guidelines may already be outlined. Firstly, nominations for serial elements should be submitted with the consent of the communities concerned, in the case of a ‘national series’ or of the communities and States Parties concerned in the case of a ‘multinational series’. Next, the elements in the series must both individually and as a whole meet the definition of intangible cultural heritage (Article 2.1 of the Convention). They must be described, individually and as a whole, in the clearest and most relevant terms. Serial elements may be submitted in a single nomination file during the same cycle, or be phased over more than one cycle, in which case the State or States concerned will advise the Committee accordingly. The State Party or States Parties concerned must establish a procedure for coordinating and safeguarding the elements.  This procedure should be inter-community in the case of a ‘national series’ and both inter-community and inter-State in the case of a ‘multinational series’. Finally, provision must be made for processing series from which, after inscription, one or more elements come to be withdrawn because of problematic safeguarding or for any other reason. 

Extension of an inscribed element

20.
What is ‘extension’ in the field of cultural heritage? The World Heritage Convention distinguishes between a ‘minor modification to the boundaries’ and an ‘extension’.
 The former may be approved by the World Heritage Committee on the basis of the opinion of the relevant advisory bodies.
 Should it consider that ‘the modification to the boundary is sufficiently important to constitute an extension of the property’, the ordinary procedure for new nominations will apply.
 In either case, the minor modification or extension is reflected both in the field and in the diagrams and statements by which it is reported to the Committee. The scale of each can be clearly visualized, its extent can be calculated and its configuration can be seen. Altogether this allows the Committee to judge its scope, impact on the property already inscribed and the implications of its addition to that property. 

21.
All this is difficult to apply to Intangible Cultural Heritage and makes the work of that Convention’s Committee extremely complex. It is not easy to define its outline in the space of a few lines as paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives seeks to do: ‘One or more States Parties may, with the agreement of each State Party concerned, propose inscription on an extended basis of an element already inscribed. The States Parties concerned submit together a nomination showing that the element, as extended, satisfies all of the criteria set out in paragraph 1 for the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding and paragraph 2 for the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.’
 Only the transnational dimension of an intangible cultural heritage is considered here. However, as will be seen, the extension may take various forms. 

22.
What kinds of extension might be envisaged? The following major types can be defined: 

· an extension might be internal or external: it is internal when it occurs within a single State Party (extension of an element to include one or more others); it is external when it occurs between two or more States Parties (e.g. extension of an element inscribed on behalf of one State Party to include similar elements in the other State or States Parties adjoining it); 
· an extension may be bipartite or multipartite: it is bipartite when the element inscribed is extended to include a single other element within the same State Party or in a single other State Party; it is multipartite in all other cases, namely: (i) an inscribed element is extended to include other elements in the same State Party; (ii) an inscribed element is extended to include other elements in another State Party; (iii) an inscribed element is extended to include other elements in other States Parties; (iv) an element is extended to form a series of elements within the same State Party or with elements located in one or more other States Parties (see previous section); (v) a ‘national series’ may be enlarged to include an element or series of elements located in another State Party or States Parties, thereby forming a ‘multinational series’;
· an extension may be homogeneous or heterogeneous: it is homogeneous when it covers the same domain of intangible cultural heritage as the element already inscribed (e.g. an element inscribed as a performing art extended to include another performing art); it is heterogeneous when it extends to one or more domains not covered by the element already inscribed
 (for example an element inscribed as a performing art without taking account of the skill needed to produce the artists’ costumes: the extension then falls under the fifth domain of traditional craftsmanship).

23.
As can be seen, there may be at least six possible kinds of extension to an element of intangible cultural heritage. For the States Parties, the communities and the Convention bodies alike, it is important to identify clearly the type or types of extension involved in order to reduce the difficulty of evaluating and scrutinizing nominations. To that end, future provisions might cover the arrangements for extension of an inscribed element based on a typology of possible extensions. 

24.
The term ‘extension’ implies the opposite of ‘reduction’. For all manner of reasons, some communities may wish to dissociate the element they own from an element inscribed in the name of one or more other communities. Similarly, a State Party might request one or more elements inscribed in the context of a particular type of extension to be dissociated from the element or elements with which it was previously associated. The most obvious reason would indeed be that the safeguarding of an element owned by a community, or located within a State Party, had become troubling and could no longer justify its association with the other element or elements of the extension. The least probable reason, which nonetheless cannot be excluded, is that relations – whether among communities or among States Parties – had worsened. Provision must be made for the opposite process to extension, and reduction must be included in any future provisions.  

In conclusion

25.
In this brief study, three questions concerning the scope of an element of intangible cultural heritage have been considered: the similarity of one element to one or more others, the submission of nominations for a ‘series of elements’ and, lastly, the extension of an element inscribed on one of the two Lists of the Convention. These are complex matters that have arisen during these early years of implementation of the Convention. As ever, reality has overtaken the law. The latter is obliged continually to try to take account of previously unexpected or unsuspected situations. The three questions must be defined and clarified in order to facilitate the implementation of the Convention, including the nomination sequence from inventory to examination. 

26.
The similarity of elements is difficult to establish since the forms of cultural expression are specific and distinct from each other. Communities, strengthened by their position in the nomination preparation process, see only difference and even distinction. It is hard for a State Party to uphold as representative one element that it has selected from what it sees as a group of similar elements while communities consider that they are fundamentally different. It will be necessary to agree on a definition of similarity and a typology of cases against which each case must be evaluated. 

27.
The nomination of ‘serial elements’ will provide a better definition of multinational nominations (‘multinational series’). It has the further advantage of providing for national nominations of more than one element (‘national series’).  In that connection more questions have been raised than have been answered. They relate to the nature of the series, the definition of its coherence, the number of elements that may constitute either a ‘national series’ or a ‘multinational series’, and the ways in which they are constituted. They also bear on deeper considerations such as migrant situations or the mobility of human groups and thus of their intangible cultural heritage. 

28.
Lastly, the extension of an element to form a whole with one or more other elements is a slightly less problematic question. It includes several types that are already beginning to appear before the Intangible Cultural Heritage Committee. Six major types, namely internal or external, bipartite or multipartite, and homogenous or heterogeneous extensions, have been defined. Their relevance must be evaluated for future provisions that will improve the consideration given to all kinds of extensions. These provisions will take account of the possible reduction of an element following its extension owing to concern arising over its safeguarding or a misunderstanding among the communities or States Parties concerned. 

� 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ICH-Operational_Directives-4.GA-EN.doc" �http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ICH-Operational_Directives-4.GA-EN.doc�. The paragraphs concerned are as follows: criteria for inscription on the two Lists and the Register (paragraphs 1 and 2); multinational files (paragraphs 13 and 14); examination and evaluation of nomination files (paragraphs 27, 28, 31, 34, 35, 36, and 37); transfer of an element  from one List to the other (paragraph 38); removal of an element from a List (paragraphs 39 and 40); modification of the name of an element (paragraph 41); incorporation of items proclaimed Masterpieces in the Representative List (paragraphs 57, 58, 59, 61, 62 and 64); participation of communities, groups and, where applicable, individuals, as well as experts, centres of expertise and research institutes (paragraphs 80, 86, 87 and 96); raising awareness of intangible cultural heritage (paragraphs 101, 119 and 120); commercial use and contractual arrangements (paragraph 142); and submission of reports by States Parties (paragraphs 157, 158, 160, 161, 162, 163 and 168).  


� 	ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/13 Rev.2, paragraph 20 


	(� HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-09-4.COM-CONF.209-13-Rev.2-EN.pdf" �http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-09-4.COM-CONF.209-13-Rev.2-EN.pdf�). Consulted on 8 August 2012.


� 	Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/8+Corr.+Add., paragraph 26 (http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-8+Corr.+Add.-EN.pdf). Consulted on 8 August 2012.


� 	Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/13+Corr.+Add., paragraphs 64-65 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-13+Corr.+Add.-EN.pdf" �http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-13+Corr.+Add.-EN.pdf�). Consulted on 8 August 2012.


� 	Decision 6.COM 8 paragraphs 6-7 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-Decisions-EN.doc" �http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-Decisions-EN.doc�). Consulted on 8 August 2012. This decision concerns the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding. 


� 	Decision 6.COM 13 paragraph 10 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-Decisions-EN.doc" �http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-Decisions-EN.doc�). Consulted on 8 August 2012.. This Decision concerns the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity.


� 	The increasing length of the World Heritage List has been a frequent subject of discussion since the meeting on the future of the 1972 Convention, held in Paris on 25 to 27 February 2009 in preparation for the 40th anniversary of its adoption by UNESCO, which is being celebrated throughout 2012. It was also one of the questions raised in connection with the Global Strategy for a Representative, Balanced and Credible World Heritage List, adopted by the World Heritage Committee in 1994 (� HYPERLINK "http://whc.unesco.org/en/strategieglobale/" �http://whc.unesco.org/en/strategieglobale/�). The Strategy’s main aim was to ensure representation of a broader range of regions, cultures and types of natural, cultural and mixed properties in order to achieve a balanced and credible World Heritage List.


� 	� HYPERLINK "http://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide80.pdf" �http://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide80.pdf� 


� 	Account given via email by Mr Mounir Bouchenaki, former Assistant Director-General for Culture and former Director of the UNESCO World Heritage Centre. Email dated 2 August 2012. 


� 	� HYPERLINK "http://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide97.pdf" �http://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide97.pdf� 


� 	� HYPERLINK "http://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide05-en.pdf" �http://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide05-en.pdf� 


� 	Quoted in the report of the Subsidiary Body. Document 6.COM 13, paragraph 61; see: (� HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-13+Corr.+Add.-EN.pdf" �http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-13+Corr.+Add.-EN.pdf�). Consulted on 13 August 2012. 


� 	Idem, paragraphs 61 and 62, except the fourth point in this list, which had already been mentioned in the 2010 report of the Subsidiary Body; see: � HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-10-5.COM-CONF.202-6-EN.pdf" �http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-10-5.COM-CONF.202-6-EN.pdf�. Consulted on 13 August 2012. 


� 	Decision 6.COM 8, paragraph 8; see: � HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-Decisions-EN.doc" �http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-Decisions-EN.doc�. ¨Consulted on 13 August 2012.


� 	Decision 6.COM 13, paragraph 11. Idem. 


� 	Operational Guidelines ..., op. cit., paragraphs 137, 138 and 139.


� 	Operational Directives .., op.cit., paragraph 13


� 	Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention, 2008 version, paragraphs 164 and 165 (� HYPERLINK "http://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide08-en.pdf" �http://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide08-en.pdf�).


� 	The International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) for cultural properties, the International Union for Conservation of Nature (UICN) for natural properties or International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property (ICCROM) may each have an opinion in their own field.


� 	Operational Guidelines …, paragraph 164. 


� 	Operational Directives for the implementation of the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, paragraph 14 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ICH-Operational_Directives-4.GA-EN.doc" �http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ICH-Operational_Directives-4.GA-EN.doc�). 





�	In both cases, these are included in the five domains defined by the Convention in its Article 2.2: 


	(a)	Oral traditions and expressions, including language as a vehicle of the intangible cultural heritage;


	(b)	performing arts;


	(c) 	social practices, rituals and festive events;


	(d) 	knowledge and practices concerning nature and the universe;


	(e) 	traditional craftsmanship.






