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ABSTRACT

By this significant jubilee, Serbia had inscribed five cultural sites on the
UNESCO World Heritage List (the List was started in 1978 — which makes
an average of one inscription every nine years). Three sites are serial (Stari
Ras with Sopocani, inscribed in 1979, Medieval Monuments in Kosovo,
2006, and Ste¢ci — Medieval Tombstones Graveyards, 2016). The latter
is also a transnational property with three neighbouring states (Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Montenegro and Croatia). Serbia has only two cultural
heritage sites on the World Heritage List: the Studenica Monastery, in-
scribed in 1986 and the Gamzigrad —~Romuliana archaeological site, in
2007. Serbia has no natural properties on the World Heritage List. On the
Tentative List, Serbia has 11 cultural and natural sites, some of which have
been there for over 20 years. In this article, we analyze what Serbia has
achieved in inscribing its properties on the World Heritage List during
the 50 years of the Convention, with a view to future activities related to
the inscription of new properties.
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The title of this text could have been different if Serbia had inscribed at least one
natural property on the World Heritage List (from now on List), but in 50 years of the
Convention Concerning the Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage and
45 years of the List, the Republic of Serbia has inscribed five cultural sites. Of these,
two properties are serial (Stari Ras and Sopocani / 1979 and Medieval Monuments
in Kosovo / 2006), two are individual (Studenica Monastery / 1986 and Gamzigrad-
Romuliana, Palace of Galerius / 2007) and one, both transnational and serial (Stecéci
- Medieval Tombstones Graveyards /2016).

The General Conference of UNESCO adopted the Convention Concerning the
Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (from now on Convention) on
November 16 1972.! The Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (from now on SFRY),
which included the (Socialist) Republic of Serbia at the time, ratified this Convention,
which was adopted by the federal assembly on October 31 1974. By the law that was
printed in the Official Gazette of the SFRY, the text of the Convention was published
in its entirety in the original English and the Serbian-Croatian translation.> Under
the provisions of Article 33, which provides that the Convention begins to be applied
upon ratification in at least twenty signatory states, it entered into force only in 1975.
In addition to ratifying the Convention in the first twenty countries of the world, SFRY
is one of the first countries with a socialist system and a communist party in power
(along with the Republic of Bulgaria) that also acceded to this Convention very early.
Two years after the start of application, by the provisions of Articles 8 to 14 of the
Convention, the World Heritage Committee (from now on Committee) was formed,
which held its first session in Paris from June 27 to July 1 1977. The most important
decision of the first session of the Committee was to establish the criteria specific
properties should fulfil to be inscribed on the List. This formally created the condi-
tions for the List to be found.” SFRY was a member of that body from the first to the
fourth session of the Committee (1977-1980). At the first session, it was represented
by Milan Prelog, an art historian and professor of the Department of Art History at
the Faculty of Philosophy in Zagreb, who at the time was also the president of the
Council for the Protection of Cultural Monuments of Croatia.

Interestingly, this session was attended by only 17 signatory states of the Conven-
tion, 15 as members of the Committee*, and two as observer states,” with the participation

1 The text of the Convention itself was signed by the President of the General Conference, Toru Haguiwara,
and the Director General of UNESCO, René Maheu, on 23 November 1972.

2 Off. Gazette of SFRY 56/1974, 1770-1782

3 CC-77/CONE001/9, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1977/cc-77-conf001-9_en.pdf, 3-7; Convention
text: https://whc.unesco.org/archive/convention-en.pdf (accessed September 2023)

4 Asprovided by Art. 8-9 of the Convention, the number of members of the Committee was 15, until the
number of countries that ratified the Convention exceeded 40. Then the number of members of the Com-
mittee was increased to the current 21. The mandate of the members of the Committee lasts four years,
with half of the members being replaced Committees are held every two years; https://whc.unesco.org/
archive/convention-en.pdf, 4-5 (accessed September 2023).

5  Morocco and Norway, CC-77/CONE001/9, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1977/cc-77-conf001-9_
en.pdf, 16 (accessed September 2023).

o1



Fig. 1
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(© V. Dzamic)

Fig. 2
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of advisory bodies (ICCROM, ICOMOS and IUCN). Although the beginning was
modest, the number of observers increased over the years, and for a long time, it
became customary for the Committee’s sessions to be attended by representatives of
all signatory countries, which today total 195.° Since 1977, the World Heritage Com-
mittee has had 44 regular sessions held every year (except in 2020 and 2022, when,
for various reasons, there were none) and 18 extraordinary sessions, starting in 1981,
which, with certain exceptions, have been held at the UNESCO headquarters in Paris
every other year since 1999.7

The List finally became operational at the Second Session of the Committee held
from 5 to September 8 1978, in Washington. Then, the first 12 sites (4 natural and 8
cultural) from seven countries (Canada, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Germany, Poland, Senegal
and the United States) were inscribed. Interestingly, except Ethiopia, all the countries
inscribed their properties on the List at the first session were members of the Com-
mittee that decided on the inscription.® The first property to be inscribed on the World
Heritage List is the Galapagos Islands in the western Pacific, which belong to Ecuador
and met all four criteria for the justification of the inscription of natural properties.” At
this session of the Committee, Yugoslavia was represented by the architect and urban
planner from Belgrade, Branislav Krsti¢, a professor at several architectural faculties
(Belgrade, Sarajevo, Zagreb and Split), and at that time, the president of the Federal
Committee for Architectural and Natural Heritage."

The following year, at the third session of the Committee held in Cairo and Luxor
between 22 and 26 October 1979, 45 properties from 23 countries were inscribed. The
SFRY entered a total of six sites on the List, namely three properties from the Republic
of Croatia — Old Town Dubrovnik, the Historic Center of Split with Diocletian’s Pal-
ace and the Plitvice Lakes National Park and one property each from the Republic of
Macedonia — Lake Ohrid, Montenegro — The natural and cultural-historical landscape
of Kotor and Serbia — Stari Ras with Sopoc¢ani."" Due to the earthquake of magnitude
seven on the Richter scale in the Adriatic Sea between Bar and Ulcinj, which occurred
on April 15 of that year and which caused significant damage to historical buildings
in Kotor and the surrounding area,'” this property was simultaneously inscribed on
the List of World Heritage in Danger. It was the first inscription on the List of World

6  Of the 195 signatory states to the Convention, 191 are member states of the United Nations, two have observer
status in the United Nations (Vatican and Palestine), and two are in free association with New Zealand (Cook
Islands and New Zealand). Only two members of the United Nations have not ratified the Convention (Liech-
tenstein and Nauru). https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/World_Heritage_Convention, (accessed September 2023).

7 https://whc.unesco.org/en/committee/ (accessed September 2023).

8  CC-78/CONE010/10Rev; https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1978/cc-78-conf010-10rev_e.pdf, 8-9, 17-19
(accessed September 2023).

9  https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1/ (accessed September 2023).

10  https://www.apps.org.rs/sr/2017/01/in-memoriam-branislav-krstic-1922-2016/ (accessed September
2023).

11 CC-79/CONF.003/13; https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1979/cc-79-conf003-13e.pdf 13 (accessed Sep-
tember 2023).

12 http://www.seismo.co.me/questions/13.htm (accessed September 2023).
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Heritage in Danger (at the request of the state that nominated it), which activated this
mechanism provided for in Article 11 of the Convention." Yugoslavia was again repre-
sented at this session of the Committee and at the next one held from 1 to September
51980, in Paris, by Prof. Milan Prelog.'* The participation of SFRY in the work of the
Committee would end with the session of the Committee in Paris. Interestingly, during
the entire time of participation in the work of the Committee, Yugoslavia had only one
representative at each session, although it was expected (as is still the case today) for a
member state of the Committee to have a delegation of several members." In the last
year of participation in the Committee’s work (1980), Yugoslavia also inscribed the
Durmitor National Park in Montenegro, which at that time made it the first country
in terms of the number of inscribed properties on the World Heritage List, together
with the United States of America, which had also up to that time inscribed seven
sites, followed by Poland and France, with five each, and Bulgaria and Germany, which
inscribed four sites each.'®

Until 1986, the SFRY did not inscribe new properties on the World Heritage List,
and that year, at the session in Paris from 24 to November 28, it inscribed two more:
Skocijanske jame in the Republic of Slovenia and Studenica Monastery in Serbia.
However, SFRY then nominated two more properties but postponed their inscription
atits request. These are Sarajevo Bascarsija in the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina
and Brioni National Park in Croatia. As an observer, Yugoslavia had the largest del-
egation of all the participating countries that year, consisting of as many as seven
members."” It might not be so interesting if, in the period 1981-1985, Yugoslavia had
no representatives at all at the sessions of the Committee, except in 1984 in Argentina,
when it was represented, probably ex officio, by the chargé d’affaires of the Yugoslav
embassy in Buenos Aires.'®

This modest performance of two inscribed properties and two planned ones that
were abandoned is in disagreement with the ambitious Tentative List submitted by
Yugoslavia the previous year (1985), which consisted of as many as eighteen cultural
and natural properties. In addition to the mentioned four, there are also: in the Re-
public of Croatia - the Euphrasian Basilica in Pore¢, the Historic Center of Trogir, the

13 See note 12; https://whc.unesco.org/archive/convention-en.pdf, 6-7 (accessed September 2023).

14 See note 4.

15  CC-77/CONFE.001/9, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1977/cc-77-conf001-9_en.pdf, 16; CC-78/
CONF.010/10Rev,  https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1978/cc-78-conf010-10rev_e.pdf, 19; CC-79/
CONFE.003/13, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1979/cc-79-conf003-13e.pdf, 22; CC-80/CONFE.016/10,
https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1980/cc-80-conf016-10e.pdf, 23 (accessed September 2023).

16 CC-78/CONE010/10Rev,  https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1978/cc-78-conf010-10rev_e.pdf,  7-8;
CC-79/CONE003/13, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1979/cc-79-conf003-13e.pdf, 11-13; CC-80/
CONF.016/10, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1980/cc-80-conf016-10e.pdf, 3-4 (accessed September
2023).

17 CC-86/CONE003/10, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1986/cc-86-conf003-10e.pdf, 9, 31 (accessed
September 2023).

18  SC/86/CONE004/9, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1984/sc-84-conf004-9e.pdf, 30 (accessed Septem-
ber 2023).

55



o6 Educational Programs - the Future of World Cultural and Natural Heritage
50 Years /1972-2022/ of the Convention Concerning the Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage

Fig. 5

Remains

of Temple,
Gamzigrad -
Romuliana,
The Palace of
Galerius

(© P. Marjanovic)

Fig. 6

Site Mramorje
in Perucac,
Stecci,
Medieval
Tombstones
Graveyards

(© M. bordevic)



Achievements of the Convention Concerning the Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage
50 Years of Duration

Kornati National Park and the Kopacki rit Nature Park, in Macedonia — Lake Prespa
with the mountains Pelister and Gali¢ica, Mark’s Town in Prilep and Nerezi Monas-
tery in Slovenia — Notranjski karst, in Montenegro — Biogradska Gora and in Bosnia
and Herzegovina — Stari most in Mostar, while from the Republic of Serbia — Derdap
gorge, Gracanica and Decani Monasteries, Mount Tara with the Drina canyon and
Deliblatska pescara were proposed.”

However, the inscription of the listed properties did not happen since the SFRY
did not inscribe a single property on the World Heritage List until its disintegration
in 1991. Later, only a few of them were on the List at the proposal of the countries
that emerged from the breakup of Yugoslavia — after the formation of independent
states from the former republics of the SFRY, the Republic of Serbia, together with
the Republic of Montenegro, formed a union called the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (from now on FRY) on April 27 1992. Although in international law the FRY
was generally considered the legal heir of the former Yugoslavia, the United Nations
Security Council decided that it could not automatically continue its membership in
the United Nations and that, like the other former Yugoslav republics that declared
independence, it must apply to admission General Assembly.” The creation of the
FRY is connected with the sanctions of the United Nations, which were introduced
on May 30, 1992 and lasted until October 2, 1996.?' Nevertheless, the FRY regained
its membership in the United Nations only four full years later, on November 1 2000,
and on December 20 of the same year, it also regained its membership in UNESCO.*
This means that the Republic of Serbia, as a part of the FRY, formally had a break in
its membership in UNESCO for almost nine full years (April 1992 - November 2000)
and, therefore, could not participate in the work of the Committee, and consequently
not to inscribe their properties on the List.

Despite such an unfavourable situation, in August 1993, the Federal Commis-
sion for Cooperation with UNESCO (which had not ceased its work) submitted to
the UNESCO World Heritage Center (from now on WHC) in Paris a Tentative list of
11 natural and cultural sites (Dec¢ani and Gracanica Monasteries, the archaeological
site of Gamzigrad-Felix Romuliana, national parks Derdap, Sar-planina and Tara with
the Drina river canyon, the special natural reserve Deliblatska pe$cara and the natural

19  CC-86/CONE.001/2; https://whc.unesco.org/archive/1986/cc-86-conf001-2f.pdf, 56-80 (accessed Sep-
tember 2023).

20  Recommendations of the Security Council of 19 September 1992, adopted at the seventh plenary session
(A/RES/47/1),  https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/NRO0/751/29/IMG/NR075129.
pdf?OpenElement, 18. Namely, the Republic of Serbia was part of different states in the period that we
are considering in this paper, namely: the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia until 1992; Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia in the period 1992-2003; Serbia and Montenegro from 2003 to 2006, in order to
declare its final independence on 5 June 2006 after the termination of the functioning of the state union
of Serbia and Montenegro. Official Gazette of RS 18/06 of 5 June 2006.

21  Resolution of the Security Council of 2 October 1996 (S/RES/1074 (1996)), http://unscr.com/en/
resolutions/doc/1074.

22 Resolution of the General Assembly of the United Nations of 1 November 2000 adopted at the 48th Ple-
nary Session (A/RES/55/12), https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N00/560/14/PDF/
N0056014.pdf?OpenElement.
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landscape Davolja varo$ in Serbia, as well as the Mora¢a Monastery, the historical centre
of Cetinje and the national park Biogradska Gora in Montenegro).” It also decided to
immediately proceed with preparing the nomination for the Decani Monastery. Al-
ready the following year, the nomination file was submitted to the Center in Paris, but
the Committee did not consider either the Tentative List or the nomination of Decani
for formal reasons because the FRY did not have the status of a UNESCO member.**

After the FRY regained its status in UNESCO, it resubmitted its Tentative List in
2002 with identical contents to the 1993 list, which the Committee confirmed at its
26" session in Budapest.”> Immediately after that came the preparation of the nomina-
tion of Decani, which was submitted to the UNESCO WHC in January 2003, which
created the conditions for the Committee to consider the decision on the inscription
the following year. At its 28™ session from June 27 to July 7 in Suzhou, on the recom-
mendation of ICOMOS, the Committee decided to inscribe Decani Monastery on
the List. Although there were constant threats from local Albanians that escalated
shortly before the Committee’s session, in March of the same year, when more than
thirty Serbian churches and monasteries in Kosovo and Metohija were destroyed and
damaged, the Committee did not make a decision to place the Dec¢ani Monastery on
the World Heritage List in Danger.* Interestingly, not even the proposer, i.e., the state
union of Serbia and Montenegro at the time, requested to be put on the Danger List.
We must also mention that ICOMOS has largely changed the proposed statement on
the exceptional universal value for the Dec¢ani Monastery and narrowed down the
selection of criteria based on which they were entered on the List.”

After the inscription, the National Commission for Cooperation with UNESCO
decided to add the Gracanica and Pe¢ Patriarchate Monasteries, as well as the Church
of Virgin of Ljevi$a in Prizren, to the Decani Monastery through the process of ex-
tension of the already inscribed property. The reason for this was the concern for the
physical survival of these sacral monuments in the atmosphere of great intolerance
that prevailed at that time. Namely, NATO ground forces have been stationed in the
territory of Kosovo and Metohija since June 1999, after which a good part of the Serbian
and other non-Albanian population was forced to leave their homes permanently.?
Serbian monasteries and churches, as well as other Serbian cultural heritage, were in

23 Documentation of the Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments of Serbia, no. 33/121, of
12.08.1993.

24 V.Dzami¢, Ukljucivanje srpskih spomenika na Listu Svetske kulturne bastine, Umetnicko naslede srpskog
naroda na Kosovu i Metohiji, istorija, identitet, ugrozenost, zastita (eds.) D. Vojvodi¢, M. Markovi¢,
Beograd 2017, 470.

25  WHC-02/CONEFE202/20 Rev, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/2002/whc-02-conf202-20reve.pdf, 12 (accessed
September 2023).

26  WHC-04/28.COM/26, 43-44; https://whc.unesco.org/archive/2004/whc04-28com-26e.pdf (accessed
September 2023).

27  Details on the inscription of Kosovo-Metohija churches and monasteries on the World Heritage List,
V. Dzamig, op. cit. 465-483.

28  Group of authors, March pogrom in Kosovo and Metohija with a survay of destroyed and endangered
Christian cultural heritage (ed.) B. V. Joki¢, Belgrade 2004, 5-17, 23-49.
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immediate danger of destruction by Albanian perpetrators, who entirely or partially
destroyed more than ninety churches and monasteries (especially in the summer/
autumn of 1999 and between 17 and 19 March 2004).?° Almost no Serbian Orthodox
cemetery remained intact during that period. Some medieval churches were destroyed
by being blown up with explosives, such as the endowment of the great convict Jovan
Dragoslav, the church of the Virgin from the beginning of the 14th century in the village
of Musutiste near Suva Reka, * and similar fate of destruction was also experienced
by other medieval churches and monasteries such as those in Rec¢ani, Dolac, Drsnik,
Nerodimlje, Mle¢ani and Zociste.*!

Thus, in 2005, the State of Serbia and Montenegro supplemented its Tentative
List with the Patriarchate of Pec and the Virgin of Ljeviska, and at the same time,
submitted a nomination for the addition/expansion of those monuments (along with
the Gracanica monastery) to the Decani Monastery under the unique name Serbian
Medieval Monuments of Kosovo and Metohija.** At its 30th session from 8 to July 16 8
2006 in Vilnius, the Committee accepted the recommendation of ICOMOS to expand
the existing property of the Decani Monastery, with Gracanica and Pe¢ Patriarchate
Monasteries and the Church of Virgin of Ljevisa in Prizren, under the name Medieval
Monuments in Kosovo.*® At the same session, for the previously mentioned reasons,
this property was placed on the World Heritage List in Danger, where it is still today.**
This time as well, as before in the case of Dec¢ani, ICOMOS drastically changed the
proposed statement on the outstanding universal value of the property and changed
the name of the group of monuments itself, removing the Serbian epithet. They also
suggested that only “monastery churches” be entered on the List, and not monastery
complexes with a protective zone, as foreseen by Serbia in the nomination. Due to
the skilful and reasonable reasoning of the Serbian delegation, such a proposal was
nevertheless abandoned. The only unknown remains how the geographical designa-
tion of Metohija disappeared from the name because ICOMOS proposed that the
name of the property should be Medieval Monuments in Kosovo and Metohija. It
was inscribed under the name Medieval Monuments in Kosovo, which does not cor-
respond to the factual situation since three of the four monuments are not located

29  Complete list in: D. Radovanovi¢, M. Deki¢, Posle usvajanja rezolucije 1244 (1999-2017), Umetni¢ko
naslede srpskog naroda na Kosovu i Metohiji, istorija, identitet, ugrozenost, zastita (eds.) D. Vojvodi¢,
M. Markovi¢, Beograd 2017, 404-413.

30  The church was destroyed in July 1999 when, after several attacks, the Kosovo Liberation Army destroyed
it with explosives; Group of authors, Spomenicka bastina Kosova i Metohije (ed.) S. Peji¢, Beograd 2002,
99-100.

31  D.Radovanovi¢, M. Deki¢, op. cit. 393; M. Markovi¢, B. Stevanovi¢, The Church of St. George in Recani,
Belgrade 2018, 12-13; G. Suboti¢, Dolac i Cabidi, Beograd 2012.

32 WHC-05/29.COM/8A, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/2005/whc05-29com-08Ae.pdf, 8 (accessed
September 2023).

33 WHC-06/30.COM/19, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/2006/whc06-30com-19e.pdf, 156 (accessed
September 2023).

34  WHC-06/30.COM/19, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/2006/whc06-30com-19e.pdf, 156 (accessed
September 2023).
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in Kosovo but in Metohija (Decani Monastery, Pe¢ Patriarchate and the Church of
Virgin of Ljevisa).”

Already the following year, Serbia inscribed the Gamzigrad-Romuliana, Palace
of Galerius archaeological site, at the 31 session of the Committee in Christchurch,
which lasted from June 23 to July 2 2007, also with a favourable recommendation
from the ICOMOS advisory body.*® It should be mentioned that this active period of
Serbia when it comes to inscription on the World Heritage List after the return of its
status in UNESCO would certainly not have been so without the wholehearted efforts
of the then Serbian ambassador to UNESCO (2001-2007), lawyer Dragoljub Najman,
whose his entire diplomatic career was related to the organizations of the United Na-
tions and UNESCO.”

Three years later (2010), Serbia supplemented its Tentative List with several
more properties, namely: Manasija Monastery, Smederevo Fortress, Negotin beer
halls, the archaeological site of Cari¢in Grad - Justiniana Prima and the historical
site of Ba¢ with its surroundings.* This List was supplemented three more times: in
2011, Medieval Tombstones were added to it — Stecci (joint nomination with neigh-
bouring countries — former Yugoslav republics: Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia and
Montenegro); In 2015 when Roman Limes - eastern sector® was added to it (joint
nomination with neighbouring countries Croatia, Romania and Bulgaria); in 2017
when it was supplemented with the Ancient and Primeval Prehistoric Beech Forests
of the Carpathians and other parts of Europe (joint nomination with Bosnia and Her-
zegovina, the Czech Republic, France, Italy, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Poland,
Slovakia and Switzerland).

Despite the ambition shown by the Tentative List, which at one point contained
as many as thirteen properties, Serbia has not shown excessive enthusiasm for inscrib-
ing new properties on the World Heritage List since Gamzigrad (2007). From that
period, only the Medieval Tombstones - Ste¢ci were inscribed at the 40" session of
the World Heritage Committee in Istanbul, held from 10 to July 17 2016, although
this time ICOMOS did not propose the inscription, but a deferral until the points that
were relating to the statement of universal value. Nevertheless, the members of the
Committee recognized the importance of interstate cooperation in a region that was
engulfed in brutal war conflicts two decades earlier and, contrary to the opinion of

35 2006 Advisory Body Evaluation (ICOMOS), https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/724/documents/ (accessed
September 2023).

36 WHC-07/31.COM/24, https://whc.unesco.org/archive/2007/whc07-31com-24e.pdf, 168-169 (accessed
September 2023).

37  T.Spasi¢, Najman Dragoljub, Znameniti Jevreji Srbije, Beograd 2011, 161-162.

38  The character of the preliminary nomination of Ba¢ was changed in 2019, when the good was recog-
nized as a cultural landscape, while in 2010 it was reported as a mixed cultural and natural property.
https://whc.unesco.org/en/statesparties/rs (accessed September 2023).

39  The content of the preliminary nomination of the Roman Limes was changed in 2020, when the num-
ber of localities nominated for inscription was reduced from 60 to 36. https://whc.unesco.org/en/
statesparties/rs (accessed September 2023).
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the advisory body, decided to include this property in the List.* Before the inscrip-
tion of Steéci in 2016, the Republic of Serbia was a member of the Committee from
2011 to 2015."

The biggest disappointment, if that is a strong enough word to describe it, was
experienced by Serbia at the 44™ Session of the World Heritage Committee held in
Fuzhou from 16 to July 31 2021. Namely, along with nine other countries (Bosnia
and Herzegovina, the Czech Republic, France, Italy, Montenegro, North Macedonia,
Poland, Slovakia and Switzerland), the Republic of Serbia tried to include, through
the process of significant modifications to the boundaries, the largest property on the
List - Ancient and Primeval Prehistoric Beech Forests of the Carpathians and other
parts of Europe. Five forest reserves of beech forests in three national parks (Papratski
do and Ravne on Fruska Gora, Ra¢a and Zvezda on Tara and Kozje stene on Kopa-
onik) were nominated.*> Of the 29 components with which the Ancient and Primeval
Prehistoric Beech Forests were supposed to be expanded, the IUCN proposed that
for various reasons, the inscription be rejected for 14 of them. Unfortunately, among
them were all five forest reserves proposed by Serbia and all of them were rejected
for one reason - the impossibility of the nominating state to prevent deforestation,
which is demonstrated even by the plans for the construction of new forest roads for
the extraction of timber, not only in the protective but also in the core zones of the
nominated reserves.* The Committee accepted the advisory body’s recommendation,
and Serbia was the only country that participated in the nomination process, all of
whose proposed components were rejected, so it failed to add its forest reserves to the
property, which today consists of 94 components of untouched beech forests in even
eighteen European countries, including all our neighbours.* Last year (2022), Serbia
submitted the nomination of the Ba¢ Cultural Landscape, which is currently in the
procedure, and the result will be known in the year to come (2024).

In this overview, all the data concerning the attitude of the Republic of Serbia
towards the inscription of properties on the World Heritage List are outlined. The
implementation of Convention Concerning the Protection of World Cultural and
Natural Heritage cannot be seen exclusively through the relationship with the World
Heritage List, which represents only one of its instruments. There are many more
activities carried out by the countries that are members of the Convention, which are
less visible but no less critical in preserving cultural and natural heritage. However,
inscription on the List is the most complex procedure of the Convention, which re-
quires the engagement of significant resources for a particular property from a certain
country to be included in that prestigious company. Although probably no one wants

40  WHC/16/40.COM/19,219-221; https://whc.unesco.org/archive/2016/whc16-40com-19-en.pdf; https://
www.heritage.gov.rs/cirilica/radovi_i_aktivnosti_stecci_upisani_na_listu_svetske_bastine_UNESCO.
php (accessed September 2023).

41  https://whc.unesco.org/en/statesparties/rs.

42 https://whc.unesco.org/document/181052, 11.

43 https://whc.unesco.org/document/189194, 16, 20, 23.

44 Without Hungary, for understandable reasons. https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1133/.
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to admit it, the List also represents a kind of competition where the very presence (and
number) demonstrates not only the richness of the heritage that a country inherits but
also its relationship to each natural and cultural asset it cares for.

Before looking back at the conclusions based on what has been presented so
far, we must point out some important documents and events that broadly define the
inscription of properties on the World Heritage List, and were not mentioned in the
previous pages. The Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the Conven-
tion define the procedure and methodology of inscription on the World Heritage
List.* So far, they have been changed and supplemented 27 times,* so the first one,
which was adopted at the first session of the Committee in 1977, had 28 paragraphs,
while today’s current one, adopted in 2021, has ten times more — as many as 290.*
Operational Guidelines define to the smallest detail the work of the Committee, the
activities of the UNESCO WHC, the rights and obligations of the member states, the
work of advisory bodies and all procedures carried out by the Committee.*

After nearly 400 properties were inscribed on the World Heritage List during the
two decades of the Convention, the Committee made a decision in 1992 to introduce
a new category, actually a subcategory of properties that can be inscribed on the List
— cultural landscape. In addition to cultural, natural and mixed sites, since that year,
cultural landscapes classified as cultural or mixed property could also be inscribed
on the List.* In thirty years, 121 cultural landscapes have been inscribed on the List
(which today makes up a tenth of all inscribed properties),”® and the countries of
France, Italy and Great Britain have the most of them.*!

During the 26™ Session of the World Heritage Committee in 2002 in the capital
of Hungary, and on the occasion of marking the thirtieth anniversary of the creation
of the Convention, the Committee adopted the Budapest Declaration on World Heri-
tage.”” It was initially named 4Cs after the initial letter C of the four strategic goals
that this declaration pursues in preserving World Heritage (Credibility, Conservation,
Capacity-building and Communication). Five years later, at the 31* Session of the
Committee, the fifth C was added to this declaration as the fifth goal (Communities),
so these goals in preserving World Heritage were renamed the 5Cs.” These goals aim
at 1) ensuring the credibility of the World Heritage List, 2) effective conservation of
the property on the List, 3) taking measures to ensure capacities (human, legislative
and financial) for the preparation of nominations and understanding and implemen-
tation of the Convention, 4) raising awareness to the public about the importance of

45  https://whc.unesco.org/en/guidelines/.

46  https://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide77a.pdf.

47 https://whc.unesco.org/document/190976.

48  Ibid. 30-32, 44-45, 52, 122.

49  https://whc.unesco.org/archive/opguide94.pdf, 13-15.

50  The number of goods inscribed on the List so far is 1157 in 167 countries. https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/.
51  https://whc.unesco.org/en/culturallandscape/.

52 https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/1217/.

53  https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/5197/.
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World Heritage through various forms of communication and 5) improving the role
of communities in the implementation of the Convention on World Heritage.

In order for our insight into the World Heritage List to be complete, we also need
to refer to the inscription procedure that will begin to be applied in 2027, and which
has already been changed by a decision at the 44™ Session of the Committee in 2021
(since the transitional period for voluntary application of the procedure). Namely, in
contrast to the previous procedure in which the state first nominates the property,
after which its inscription is discussed by an advisory body (ICOMOS or IUCN) that
makes a recommendation so that at the end, the Committee makes a final decision,
a two-stage evaluation mechanism is introduced, the first step of which represents a
Preliminary Assessment. The new procedure, which lasts for a year, involves only a
review of the sent documents without the evaluator visiting the site. After the opin-
ion obtained after the preliminary assessment, within a minimum of one year and a
maximum of five years, the nominating country may submit a complete nomination
that will be considered again by the advisory bodies and the Committee.* With this
reform, the current procedure, which took 18 months from submitting the nomina-
tion to inscription, is extended to at least four years. The goal, of course, is not to
complicate the already very complex and demanding procedure but rather the desire
to encourage states to abandon the proposed nomination after a negative preliminary
assessment. It is estimated that this procedure will lead to greater compliance with
the recommendations of advisory bodies and that the number of inscriptions will be
reduced by which the Committee, contrary to the recommendation of the advisory
body, makes a decision on inscription.®

* % %

Looking at the attitude of the Republic of Serbia towards the World Heritage List
as the most popular and complex mechanism of the Convention on the Protection of
World Heritage, we can state the following. Serbia has five cultural sites on the List.
Although comparisons of this kind are not gratifying and do not reflect the true picture,
we will mention that the following countries also have five properties on the List: Ivory
Coast, Democratic Republic of Congo, Ecuador, Kazakhstan, Libya, Mongolia, Oman,
Panama, Slovenia, Uzbekistan, Yemen and Zimbabwe. Unlike Serbia, all of them, except
for Oman and Libya, also have natural sites on the List. Of the countries of the former
Yugoslavia, Slovenia - like Serbia - inscribed five properties on the List, Croatia ten,
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Montenegro four each, and North Macedonia two. Of
the neighbouring countries, Albania has four properties, Bulgaria ten, Romania nine,
and Hungary eight, all of which also have natural sites on the List.

For better understanding, it should be remembered that the Republic of Serbia
had several stages of inscription of properties on the World Heritage List. In the first
phase, within the SFRY, decisions on nominations were made on a case-by-case basis

54  https://whc.unesco.org/archive/2021/whc-21-44com-18-en.pdf, 429-430.
55  Which was the case with the Steéci — Medieval Tombstones. See note 39.
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at the federation level, taking special care to ensure that all republics of the former
state were equally represented.”® Then Serbia presented itself with its medieval heri-
tage embodied in the monumental complex in the area of medieval Ras - the place
where the Serbian medieval state was formed and the Studenica Monastery — the
endowment of Stefan Nemanja/monk Simeon - the founder of the Serbian medieval
Nemanji¢ dynasty.

The second phase followed the collapse of the SFRY and the civil war that was
fought on the territory of the former joint state, then the bombing of the FRY by the
NATO pact in 1999, and then the return to the United Nations and UNESCO. The
lousy situation conditioned Serbia on the territory of its autonomous province of
Kosovo and Metohija, where it could no longer physically protect its population, let
alone its cultural heritage, because in June 1999, it had to withdraw its army and police.
Therefore, it was nominated and inscribed in the List its most valuable monuments
in that area. Again — medieval churches and monasteries, as in the case of Stari Ras
and Studenica. The fact that Serbia also has heritage from other historical periods was
only shown by the inscription of an archaeological site from the ancient period - the
palace of the Emperor from the period of the Galerius Tetrarchy near the town of
Zajecar in Eastern Serbia.

In the third phase, which is still current, there seems to be no clear plan of what
inscription strategy Serbia should implement. The initiative to enter Ste¢ci on the
World Heritage List came from Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Serbia joined it - this
time as well, nominating its medieval heritage. That is very modest because it pro-
posed only three sites compared to 22, as many as Bosnia and Herzegovina included.
The initiative to join the Ancient Beech Forest reserves did not come from Serbia but
from Switzerland.

The Tentative List, which currently includes ten properties, indicates our engage-
ment in implementing the Convention and our relationship with the World Heritage
List. Half of the properties on the Tentative List have been on it since 2002, and in
fact, since 1993/1985 — more than three decades. It is unnecessary to talk about the
chances of their inscription. On the properties in the second half, added in the last
decade, the work on preparing nominations has also not started. The fact is that,
for the Manasija Monastery, Serbia requested the assistance of the UNESCO WHC
through the early assessment process (Upstream Process) in 2019. After a series of
online sessions, additional information and delays due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the
ICOMOS evaluation mission was presented with two different concepts for potential
inscription on the World Heritage List (as individual site or as a serial nomination of
several Moravian sacred and profane monuments). In response, an assessment arrived,
from which it is difficult to conclude anything except that the Manasija Monastery has
very little chance of one day being on the List independently. I will dare to go a step

56  This is indirectly evidenced by the nomination of Sarajevo Bas¢arsija in 1986, which would have repre-
sented all the republics of the former SFRY with at least one candidate on the List. It is not clear from
the documents why SFRY withdrew that nomination. See note 18.
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further and express an opinion — which I would leave to the judgment of time - that
not a single property that Serbia currently has on the Tentative List has an objective
chance that one day, in the form in which it was proposed, it would be on the World
Heritage List, except, perhaps, an archaeological site of Caric¢in Grad.

There are several reasons for this. One is the changes the Convention is going
through, and we are insufficiently involved in monitoring and analyzing them. Of
course, the text of the Convention is unchanged, but the aforementioned Operational
Guidelines are constantly changing, making the Convention itself a fluid and, on the
other hand, a static document. I will give some examples of that. One is that we nomi-
nated (and the question is whether it will be inscribed) the first Cultural Landscape
precisely thirty years after the Committee introduced the possibility for this category
of property to be on the List. For example, our northern neighbours, the Hungarians,
inscribed their three Cultural Landscapes, as many as they have, on the List in the
period 1999-2002, in the first ten years since the concept of a cultural landscape as a
World Heritage was established.”” And the second, when we nominated one of our most
significant and best-preserved archaeological sites - Gamzigrad, Romuliana, which is
also our last nomination, we managed to produce barely fifty pages of original nomi-
nation text. The rest of the nomination document was made up of various annexes,
including two original, previously published texts by Dragoslav Srejovi¢.*® Even then,
this kind of nomination preparation methodology was not very appropriate, and today,
when teams of experts prepare nominations for years and nomination files often have
hundreds or even thousands of pages of original text, it would be unthinkable.

All this indicates that the procedures and methodology have become more com-
plicated over the years, so the preparation of the nomination requires significantly
more expert involvement and much more time than before. The valuation method
has also changed. Stari Ras and Studenica were included in the List, among others,
for fulfilling criterion i (a masterpiece of human creative genius). Twenty years later,
Kosovo and Metohija churches and monasteries couldn’t be on the List based on that
criterion, although it can hardly be disputed that the work of the artist who designed
the unique architectural design of Gracanica is a masterpiece of human creative genius.
Monitoring all these changes, and what is even more critical, understanding them and
perceiving their impact in the future, is a job that no one in Serbia does studiously,
and I estimate that institutional engagement in this field does not exist.

Contrary to this, our reality shows that of the 5Cs objectives from the amended
Budapest Declaration, we only understand the second one (Ensure the effective Con-
servation of World Heritage Properties) well because, in our case, the care of the
monuments usually comes down to its conservation only. In this way, the legal frame-
work was designed to a reasonable extent, and the entire service for the protection of
immovable cultural properties was also organized. Although this is a topic that goes
beyond the scope of this study, we will only mention that the recently adopted Law

57  https://whc.unesco.org/en/statesparties/hu.
58  https://whc.unesco.org/uploads/nominations/1253.pdf.
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on Cultural Heritage stipulates that “central protection institutions prepare nomina-
tion files for the inscription of cultural heritage on UNESCO lists,” which in a way
legitimized a practice that existed before.®” Regarding cultural properties, the Institute
for the Protection of Cultural Monuments of Serbia is the central institution. With its
internal act on systematization, the Institute entrusted this work to all its conservators-
researchers (art historians, historians, archaeologists and ethnologists), which would
give the impression that almost twenty people are engaged in this work.®' The fact
that this is not the practice case was also noticed by the Ministry of Culture, which,
after carrying out an extraordinary inspection at the Institute in September 2020,
recommended that a “new organizational unit” be formed within the Institute, which
would deal with the implementation of the Convention on the Protection of World
Heritage.* Although very well argued and explained, this recommendation has not
been implemented.

* % %

Summarizing what has been written so far, we can only conclude. It seems to us
that in the case of Serbia, looking at its geographical position, size and overall fund of
immovable cultural (also natural) heritage, it should objectively have been expected
that there would be more properties on the World Heritage List than is the case now.”
Particularly worrying is the lack of activity in preparing new nominations in the last
almost twenty years because such a relationship is losing step with the latest meth-
odology and inscription procedures. The Tentative List requires an urgent revision,
which would have to include a more comprehensive expert discussion and analysis
of which types and which properties meet the conditions for potential inscription
into the List — to show what types of heritage Serbia inherits and preserves (the first
goal from 5Cs - Credibility of World Heritage List). It is necessary to work a lot on
better informing and strengthening the public’s awareness of what the Convention on
the Protection of World Heritage represents, first of all through the realization of the

59  Art. 91 of the Law on Cultural Heritage, Off. Gazette of RS 129/2021.

60  All nomination files for the inscription of cultural properties on the World Heritage List have been
prepared by the Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments of Serbia, with the exception of the
current nomination of the Ba¢ Cultural Region — which represents the joint work of the Republic and
Provincial Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments.

61  Act on the systematization of jobs in the Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments of Serbia
No. 11-134/2020-1 of 29 May 2020, 11.

62 Decision of the Ministry of Culture and Information No. 119-01-176/2020-02 of 20.10.2020.

63  This number of five cultural properties could be even lower if the self-proclaimed Republic of Kosovo
becomes a member of UNESCO and therefore accedes to the Convention on the Protection of World
Heritage. The self-proclaimed Republic of Kosovo tried to become a member of UNESCO at the 38"
General Conference of that organization in 2015, but failed to secure the two-thirds majority required
by the Statute for full membership (out of 142 states, 92 supported inscription, 50 were against, and
95 votes were needed for inscription). https://kossev.info/generalna-konferencija-unesco-a-kosovo-
nije-primljeno/. In the event that the self-proclaimed Republic of Kosovo becomes a full member of
UNESCO, given that the Medieval Monuments in Kosovo are located on its territory and that the Con-
vention considers the ownership of properties to be the concern of the country on whose territory they
are located, Serbia will formally remain with four sites on the List.
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obligations assumed by joining the Convention (the fourth goal from 5Cs - Increase
public awareness, involvement and support for World Heritage through Communica-
tion). Working with communities (local, regional, ethnic, religious) as custodians of
heritage on the objectives of the Convention and how heritage can become a sustain-
able driver of development is an unavoidable task that must be accomplished if one
wants to take a more prestigious place on the World Heritage List (the fifth objective
from 5Cs — Enhance the role of communities in the implementation of the World
Heritage Convention). However, the most crucial tool for achieving all these goals is
knowledge. Working on the implementation of the Convention implies constant learn-
ing, understanding and application of new knowledge and techniques, harmonizing
scientific and professional achievements with the principles of the Convention and
the procedures prescribed in the Operational Guidelines for its implementation. In ad-
dition to encyclopedic knowledge and skills that can be acquired in educational systems
and work experience on cultural sites, work on the processes defined by the Convention
implies the constant adoption of new principles of protection of cultural and natural
properties. Therefore, people are the only instrument that can bring a qualitative shift in
our relationship with the Convention and consequently, according to its most demanding
instrument — the World Heritage List (the third goal from 5Cs — Promote the development
of effective capacity-building in States Parties).

Therefore, we should once again think about the justified proposal of the Ministry
of Culture to achieve better results by organizing human resources better. After all,
other, much more prosperous countries have found an expedient solution precisely in
the activity of specialized teams that, within the framework of the protection system,
have dealt exclusively with the implementation of the Convention and the improve-
ment of the national World Heritage List.
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BAAOVMUP [, IAMUT

Peny6nnyku 3aBof, 3a 3aLUTUTY CNOMEHWKa KynType, beorpaa

JINCTA CBETCKOI HACJTTEBA N KYNTTYPHA
[JOBPA'Y CPBMJN - MPBUX TTOJTA BEKA

Cpbuja je no obenexxaBama 50 rogyuHa off ycBajarmwa KoHBeHIMje 0 3 TUTI CBETCKOT
Haceha ynucana ner kyntypaux fo6pa Ha UNESCO-By JIncty Cserckor Hacneba.
To unHM IpoCeK Of jefHOT ymuca Ha CBaKMX fieBeT rofuHa. Cp6uja Hema IPUPOFHIX
mo6apa Ha JIncTu. Vako nopebema oBakBe BpcTe HUCY 3aXBajlHa U1 He OfpakaBajy
npaBa CIMKY, moMeHyhemo fa net go6apa Ha JIuctu nmajy jomr u cnepehe semspe:
O6ana Cnonosaue, Konro, EkBaop, Kasaxcran, JIn6uja, Monronuja, Oman, [Tanama,
CrnoBeHuja, Y36ekucraH, JemeH u 3um6a6Bse. Off 3emaspa 6usiie Jyrocnasuje CroBeHnja
je — xao u Cpbuja — ynucana ner gobapa Ha J/Iucty Cserckor Hacnebha, XpBarcka
meceT, bocHa n Xepuerosuna u llpHa ropa mo yetupu, CeBepHa MakefioHMja /iBa.
Op cycenHux 3ema/ba AnbaHuja uma detupu, byrapcka gecet, PymyHuja nesert, a
Mabapcka ocam ro6apa, pu 4eMy cBe MMajy ¥ IpupoaHa fobpa Ha JIucTn.

Cpbuja je umana Hekonuko pasa ymuca cBojux gobapa Ha JIucty. IIpBy, y
cacraBy COPJ, xafia cy ce ofyIlyKe 0 HOMMHAIijaMa JOHOCUJIE TI0 K/bydy Ha HUBOY
denepanyje, [Ipyra ¢asa ycnennmna je HakoH pacnaga COP] n rpahanckor para koju ce
BOJIMIO Ha IPOCTOPY OMBILIe 3aje[fHNYKE AP>KaBe, CBe 0 IOBPATKa CTaTyca YWIAHCTBA
y Yjemumennm Hauujama 2000. rogune (Koje je mpekunyTo 1992. rogune). Y Tpehoj
¢asy, Koja je 1 jajbe AKTYe/THA, YMHM Ce Ia HeMa jaCHOT IJIaHa KaKBY CTpaTeryjy ymca
Cp6wuja Tpeba fa mpumenn. Vaniyjarusa 3a ynvc Crehaka Ha JIncty CBetckor Hacneha
crura je us bocxe n Xeprierosune u Cp6wuja joj ce mpuapy»xna. Hu mannmjatusa 3a
HIpUAPYXMBamky pesepBaTuMa [IpeBHMX OYKOBUX LIyMa Huje moTekna u3 Cp6uje, Beh
u3 [lIBajuapcke, mpemaa je 2021. 360r HeIpUMePEHOT yIIpaB/batba Of0MjeH MOKYIIaj
Cp6uje ga ce mpuapyxu oBoM 106py Koje ce Ha JIuctu Hamasu ox 2007. ropnHe.

[TpenmumuHapHa /uCcTa Ha KOjOj ce TPEHYTHO Hajasu fieceT gobapa, gobap je
II0KAa3aTesb AHTKOBAHOCTH Y IpuMeHM KOHBEHIMje O 3aLITUTH CBETCKOT IIPYPOJHOT
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u KynTypHor Hacnebha u ogHoca npema camoj Jluctu. IlonoBuHa Ha by IPUjaB/beHNX
mobpa ce Ha 10j Hanmasu o 2002. ropuHe, a akTraky of 1993/1985. — naxie Buiie
Off TPM JielieHuje, ca BeoMa C/1abyM LIaHcaMa 3a buxoB ynuc. Ha go6puma gogatum
TOKOM IIpOIIJIE JielleHNje TaKohe Huje jolI 3aroveT paj| Ha U3pajyl HOMUHALja.

CymITHHY OBAaKBOT CTama YMHM C/1a00 pasyMeBame IPUHIMNIA M3 MOXJAA
U HajBaKHUjer JoKyMeHTa Koju je Kommrer 3a Cercko Hacnebe ycBojuo Tokom
CBOT IOCTOjama — bygumiiewitiancke gexnapayuje (ycBojene 2002. u gomymeHe
2007. ropune). Hamma peanHocT nokasyje ga of unmpeBa 5C’ us bygumilewiitiatcke
geknapayuje My jeguHO fo6po pasymeMo oHaj ipyru (Konsepsarmja/Conservation),
jep ce y HalleM CIy4ajy Opura o cloMeHMI[MMa Hajuerrhe 1 CBOJM CaMoO Ha HUXOBY
koH3epBauyjy. Ha Taj HaunH je y ;06poj Mepu KOHIIVIIMpPAH 3aKOHCKM OKBMP, & TAKO
je M ycTpojeHa cry>k6a 3aIITTe HeMOKPeTHUX KYITYpPHMX fobapa.

[Toce6HO 3a6p1baBa HEAKTYBHOCT Y IIPUITPEMI HOBVX HOMUHAIIVjA Y TIOC/IEMIBIX
CKOPO /IBajleceT FOfVIHa, jep ce 360T TaKBOT OffHOCA TyOu KOpaK ca HOBOM METOJIONIOTUjOM
U Tpouenypama ynuca. IIpenrMmunapHa n1mcTa 3axTeBa XUTHY PeBMU3Njy Koja 6u
MopaJa ia Iofpa3yMeBa MNPy CTPYYHY paclpaBy U aHa/IM3y Koje BPCTe 1 Koja fobpa
UICITy1aBajy yCIoBe 3a MOTEHILIMja/IHY yIa3ak Ha JIMCcTy — Kako 61 ce TI0Ka3ano KakBe
cBe tunose Hacneha Cp6uja 6arrTyay u yysa (npsu umwsb u3 5C” - Kpennbummrer/Cred-
ibility). [Torpe6HO je myHO papuTy Ha 60/beM MH(OPMIICalbY jABHOCTY LIITA IIPEAICTAB/ba
KoHBeH1mja Ipe cBera Kpo3 CIIO3Hajy Koje 0baBese Cy Ipey3eTe ’beHOM paTiUKaLjoM
(eerBpTyt b U3 5C’ — Komynmkanuja/Communication). Pax ca sajenHunama xao
JyyBapyMa Hacreh)a o nmpeBrMa KoHBeHIMje ¥ HauMHMMa Kako Hacnehe Moyke mocTaTu
OfIP)KMBY TIOKpeTad pasBoja He3a00m/masaH je 3ajjlaTak Koji ce MOpa OCTBAPUTH AKO
ce Ky 3ay3eT! IpecTVDKHUje MecTo Ha JIuctu (metu b us 5C — 3ajepnure/
Communities). /nax, HajsaxHMje CPeCTBO 3a IOCTHU3ambe CBUX OBMX I[V/beBa jecTe
sHame. Pajy Ha npumenn KoHBeHIuje NofjpasyMeBa HEIIPECTAHO y4erbe, pasyMeBaibe
U IpUMEHY HOBJX 3HaIba J TEXHIUKA, yCaIIalllaBaibe HAyYHMX M CTPYYHUX JOCTUTHYha
Ca IEeHUM NPMHLMIINMA U IpollefypaMa IponucanuM y OnepaTuBHUM YIIyTCTBUMA
3a beHy IpuMeHy. [lope eHIVK/IONeNjCKIX 3Haba U BELITHHA Koje ce Mory crehu y
00pa3oBHMM CHCTEMVIMA U PAJHOT YICKYCTBA Ha KY/ITYPHVM JOOPMMA, pajj Ha IPOLiecMa
Koje geduHmre KoHBeHIja MOpa3yMeBa KOHCTAHTHO YCBajalbe HOBUX IMPUHIINIIA
3aIITHTe KYITYPHUX M IPUPOJSHUX J06apa, IIa Cy CTOTra JbYAM jeIIHI MTHCTPYMEHT KOjU
MO>Ke JOHeT! KBa/IUTaTHBHY IIOMaK Yy HallleM OfFHOCY ITpeMa KoHBeHIIUj1 1 TTOCTIefTIHO
IpeMa BeHOM Haj3aXTeBHUjeM MHCTpyMeHTy — JIuctu Ceetckor Hacneba (Tpehn b
u3 5C’ - Kanmanurer/Capacity-building).

[la ce y ocHoBM crmabux pesynrara Perry6mmke Cpbuje y ynucy HoBux fobapa Ha
JTucry (Makap Kaja cy y IMTamy KyITypHa f00pa) Ha/la3y HeloCTaTaK aleKBaTHIUX U
HoOpO OpraHM30BAHNX /BYAICKMX KallallTeTa IPUMETIIO je I MIHMCTAapCTBO KYIType
KOje je HAKOH CIIPOBEJIeHOT BaHPEJHOT MHCIIEKIMjCKOT Hafizopa y Perry6mirakom 3aBogy
2020. rofyHe IPENOPYUINIIO la Ce Y OKBUPY 3aBofa popmupa ,,HoBa OpraHM3aIIOHA
jemuHMIIa“ Koja 61 ce 6aBwIa npuMeHoM came Konsenuuje. Crora jour jegHoM Tpeba
PasMICIMTY O OBOM OIIPABJAaHOM IIPEJIOTY Jla € KBaTUTETHUjUM OPIaHM30BabeM
JBY[ICKMX pecypca IOCTUTHY 60/bY pe3y/nTaTu.
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