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REPORI' OF THE MEETnK3 TO IN".I'EX:;RATE THE INDICATIVE LIsrS OF CUL'IURAL PROPERI'IES 

PRESENTED BY THE F .R.G., FRAN:E, GREECE, rrALY, PORIUGAL, SPAIN lJID 81i1ITZERLAND 

Paris, ICOMOS, 19 - 20 April 1983 

A double object! ve noti vated the rreeting organized by ICc},1QS wi thin 
the frane'lX:>rk of the studies requested by the ~brld Heritage Ccrrmittee 

- the analysis of the various indicative lists prepared by the European 
countries, which have been convoked on this occasion, to avoic;:l propo
sitions which muld be of a repetition nature, 

- to elaborate , in so far as it would be possible, a doctment which 
~u1d propose new approaches for the nanination of cultural properties 
to the WJrld Heritage List. 

PARrICIPANTS : 

SPAIN : Mr Bassegcx:ia Nonell 
Mr Gonzalez Valcarcel 
Mr Saez Aragones 
Mr Gonzale z-capi tel 
Mr. t-1erino de caceres 

FRAN:E Mr Rozat 
MrEnaud 

GROCE : Mrs Delinikola 
Mrs Kouvela 

rrALY : Mr Borsi 
Mr IDlli-Ghetti 

roRIUGAL : Mr Castro lobo 
Mr Monjardino 
~1r Durao 

F • R. G. Mr Bornheim gen. Schilling 
Mr caspary 

SWITZERLAND :' Mr Keller 

UNESCO t-1.rs Paid!, Di vision of Cultural Heritage 

ICCM)S Mr Parent, President 
Mr Pressouyre, Coordinator of IC(Jv10S for the Convention 
Mr Leblanc, Secretariat 
Mrs Savatier, Secretariat 
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ROCCMMENDATIONS 

Preambule : The World H:!ritage List nay not be composed of the sum of the various 
national indicative lists. 

It should be noted that IC010S is at the disposition of the States 
for pu.rposes of consultation. Nevertheless, the States should sul:mi t 
their list to the ~brldHeritage Committee. 

1°) The countries cited above first sul:mitted the inricative lists of cultural 
properties which they had carrpiled at the request of the ~Tor ld Heritage 
Committee as exploratoty lists between 1980 and the present. 

2°) These countries agreed that these lists shaved larqe disoa.ri ties but that 
each one presented certain particular orientations -worthy of consideration 
within the framework of a global examination of the entirety of these herita
ges represented at the meeting. 

3°) These countries acknowled.ged that, depending on the case, an internal 
distribution had been arrived at based on the following factors 

- geographical 
- historical 
- typological (by the nature of the property) 

, 
These countries agreed that none of these factors should be excluded to the 
advantage of the others, but the three ":factors should detennine the contents 
of each of these lists. 

4°) These countries ack:navledged, rroreover, that a typology (by the nature of 
the property) based on historic distribution \\Ould lead to the association 
of different properties On -the lists, crossing national boundaries. ICCMOS 
~lcared suggestions fonnulated on the subject concerning the ty];:ological 
categories and their content, and it suggested ~tive lists itself. 
The participants arrived at a broad concensus concerning t::h-e equivalent 
value of properties of each type. 

5°) Eesides these typological categories, which will lead to the elaOOration 
of choices by several countries for each tYI;e of property, the decisive 
mportance of certain fundarrental ideas on which an :important part of the 
list of each State would l:e based, was acknowledged, thus, favoring within 
the State, the daninant one or ones of its history, expressed by very 
characteristic cultural properties. A~ of this nature may be specific 
to one country but may also associate several cotmtries. 

6°) '!hus, a 'b&-fold exploration of objectives by types and by therres was 
defined. Within a broad type as, for ~le, antique pr~rties of the 
Foman period, one ~uld ~ sub-therres to present themselves but with 
a very major concern for selectivity. Conversely, within a broad national 
or multi-national therre, sub-t~s of prQI)erties 'WOuld be taken into 
consideration. 

7°) Within the division of types of properties, it ~Aas necessary to IlEke a 
major distinction beb.een : 

- on the one hand, the isolated rrontlllEIl.ts 
- and, on the other, cities and catpleXes 

Nevertheless, this division 'WOuld sarretirres appear arbitrary and correspond 
to a simple manner of presentation. In the past, several Prooerties, geogra
phically dispersed, but belonging to the same zone and uni ten by their 
similarities, have been presented in a single file. (for example : the 

2/ ... 



. . 
Decorated Caves of the Valley of the Vezere and the Portuguese Forts and 
Castles of Ghana) . 

For properties closely related but dispersed over a wide area ( the 
European cathedrals), it muld be desirable to :!?resent them in asso
ciated files. This would avoid the repetitive nature of certain of 
the propositions for inscription. 

8°) Concerning the cities, they may represent several typological categories 
as ~ll as illustrating specific therres. It should be noted that the 
S};ecific histories of countries differ and, for this reason, the number 
of these cities that might be submi.tted would vary and not always with 
respect to the relative weight 6f each counWj. 
In this sense, Italy is noteworthy for its history and for its urban 
carplexes which have thus far been spared fran destnlction. 

gO) The criterion of authenticity will be considered along with the other 
daninant criteria. The authenticity refers not only to a single tradition 
of restoration, even though it may be that which is essentially set out 

! by the Venice Charter. 
tbnetheless, recent restorations which have not respected the Venice 
Charter could hardly be considered for inscription on the lists. 

10°) '!he countries which will nCM revise their lists should be sensitive to 
adapting these to a general strategy which might be suggested by and, 
eventually, adopted by the ~brld Heritage Camti ttee. This strategy could 
lead the interested States to : 

a) present their revised lists before any new file is 
sul:mitted for a particular property 

b) present such a list conforming to the typological, 
historical, geographical and thematic factors noted 
above 

c) suggest two types of prcposi tions corresponding to 
two levels of absorption. of the definitive nanination 
files 

One would thus arrive at two levels for the number of properties presented 
per country, a certain balance being sought at each level between cOtmtries, 
as a function of each country universally recognized corrparative regulations. 

11 0) These lists would be submitted to ICCMOS for examination. After an exchange 
of views and their approval, these lists would be suI:rni.tted to· the ~brld 
Heritage Ccmnittee and each country would, for the preparation of future 
individual files, confonn ~T.i. th these. 

12°) This strategy muld lead ICCMOS to suggest to the ~brld Heritage Ccmnittee, 
the adoption of rrore refined criteria and themes, which would facilitate 
a general approach. 

13°) Theaforerrentioned points ~e fonnulated d~ing a rreeting of the various 
European States which had already established their indicative lists. 1bey 
must necessarily be extenderl to European countries having ratified the 
Convention, but having not yet su1:tnitted their lists, particularly the 
Eastern and Central European countries which have suhnitted, not lists, 
but nurrerous files which ~uld lead to definitive inscriP.tions . 

. There will re a need to co-ordinate this policy with. that of the other 
countries of the ~rld. 
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RAPPORr DE IA REUNION PaJR L' HAR10NlSATION DES LI8TES ThlDlCATIVE8 DES BIENS CUI1IURELS 

PRESENTES PAR L'ESPAGNE, IA FRAN:E, IA GROCE, L' ITAL~, 1£ POR'IU('&, IA R.F.A Er IA fUIS~ 

Paris, lro1OS, 19 - 20 avril 1983 

L'objet de la reunion, organisee par I' ICCl10S dans Ie caclre n.es etudes 
denandees par Ie Coni te du Patrirroine Mondial, etai t double : 

- analyser les differentes listes indicatives preparees par les pays europeens, 
reunis a cette occasion afin d' Avi ter des propositions pouvant avoir un carac

-. tere repeti tif, 

- elaborer dans la nesure du possible, un cocurrent prq>Osant de nouvelles 
orientations pour la soumission de biens culture Is sur la liste du Patrirroine 
Mondial. 

PARI'ICIPANI'S 

ESPAGNE : .M. Bassegoda ~ell 
M. Gonzalez Valcarcel 
M. Saez Aragones 
M. (",onzalez-capi tel 
H. t-~ino de Caceres 

FRAN:E M. Rozat 
H. Fnaud 

GREO: Mere Delinikola 
MIre Kouvela 

ITALIE M. Borsi 
M. wIll-Ghetti 

PORIUGAL : M. castro Ioba 
H. Maljardino 
M. Durao 

R.F .A. M. Bernheim gen. Schilling 
M. Caspcuy 

SJISSE t-1. Keller 

UNESCO Mne Raid! , Division du PatriIroine Culturel 

ICCMOS M. Parent, President 
M. Pressouyre i Coordonnateur de l' ICCMOS ·pour la Convention 
M. Leblanc, Secretariat 
MIre Savatier, Secretariat 



RECClv1MANDATIONS 

Preambule La Liste du PatriIroine Mondial ne peut etre constituee par la 
same des differentes listes nationales indicatives. 

II faut rap~ler que l' leaDS est a la disposition des Etats 
:?Our consultation. Toutefois, les Etats doi vent sourrettre leur 
liste au Ccmi te du Patrirroine .Mondial. 

1 0) Les differents pays preci tes ont d' abord presente les listes indicatives 
de biens culturels qu 'entre 1980 et ce jour ils avaient deposees a la de
mande du Comi te du PatriIroine M:lndial a titre exoloratoire. 

*g 

2°) Ces pays ont convenu que ces listes ?resentaient de gra"1des disparites 
mais que chactme !?resentai t des orientations particulieres dignes d' etre 
prises en ccnsideration dans Ie cadre d' un exam:m global ooncemant I' en
semble de ces patrinoines representes a la reunion. 

3°) Ces pays ont recannu que selon Ie cas la preference avait ere donnee a 
une distribution inteme de caractere 

- soi t gOOgraphique 
- soi t historique 
- soi t typologique (par nature de biens) 

Ces pays ont convenu qu'aUC\IDe de ces presentations ne devrait etre ex
clue au profit des autres, mais que cette triple presentation devrai t 
affecter Ie contenu de dlactme de ces listes. 

4°) Ces :?ays ant recOnnu que par ailleurs la typologie (par nature de biens) 
recouvrant la distribution historique devait conduire a associer les dif
ferenta biens au sein des listes depassant les frontieres nationales. 
L'ICc:r.n; a recueilli les suggestions fonnulees a ce sujet quant aux cate
gories typologiques et quant au contenu, et il a lui-rcene suggere des 
listes ~aratilves. L'ensemble des 9articipants est arrive a un large 
consensus concemant Ie niveau camun de la valeur des biens de chaque 
type. 

SO) Outre ces categories typologiques qui amenent a elaborer des selections 
concertees par plusieurs pays sur chaque type de bien, il a ete recorma 
aI' inverse, I' inpJrtance decisive de certaines idees-force autour des
quelles une part ~rtante de la liste de chaque Etat pourrait etre 
presentee; en privilegiant ainsi , dans chaque Etat, la daninante au les 
dan:inantes de sen histoire ~rimees par des biens culturels tres carac
teristiques. Un there de cette nature peut etre ~cifique a un pays 
mais peut aussi reunir plusieurs pays. 

6°) Ainsi se definirait une exploration croisee d'objectifs de types et 
d'Objectifs de themes. 
AI' interieur d 'un grand type came les biens antiques d' epoque rCDaine 
par exemple, on envisagera des sous-thenes a representer mais avec un 
grand souci de selectivite. 
AI' inverse, aI' interieur d' un grand therre national ou multi-national, 
des sous-types Qe biens pourraient e~ pris egalerrent en consideration. 

7° ) Dans la division des types de biens une grande distinction s I irr!X>se 
~ diane part, les monuments et biens isoles 
- d I autre part, les villes et ensembles 
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Ce'?Emdant, cette division~ut ~aitre ?&fois arbitraire et corres
?9ndre a une simple convention de :r;>resentation. II a ete deja oresente 
dans Ie passe plusieurs biens disperses mais appartenant a une -nBne zone 
et remus par leurs similitudes dans tID seul dossier. (Ex.: les grottes 
omees de la Vallee de la Vezem , les Forts et Chateaux :portugais du 
Ghana) • 

Pour des biens ayant des affinites (les cathedrales europeenms) mais 
disperses dans une large zone, 11 'serait souhai table de les pres'mter 
en dossiers associes. Cela pennettrai t d' evi ter Ie caract ere repeti tif 
de certaines propositions d'inscription. 

8°) En ce qui conceme les villes; elles peuvent constituer tout aussi bien 
:!?lusieurs categories ~logiques, que I' illustration de thenes specifi
ques. II faut reconnaitre que les conportercents historiques specifiques 
de certains ~ys assez differents des autres inclinent ~ adnettre la pre
sence de villes dans 1iln nanbre tres variable et qui n' est pas toujours 
en rapport avec Ie poids relatif admissible de ch.aque pays. 
Dans ce sens, l'Italie est remarquable par vocation historique et par Ie 
fait que ses enserrbles urbains ont ete !?articulierement epargnes j usqu , 
ici. 

gO) Ie cri tere d' authentici te devra etre cansidere en fonction de I' autre 
critere daninant • L'authenticite ne se referera pas seulercent a une 
seule tradi tion de la restauration, fut-ce celIe qui se degage essentiel
lemant de la Charte de Venise. 
Toutefois, des restaurations recentes qui n'auraient pas respe~ la 
Charte de Venise n' inci teraient guere a I' inscription sur les listes. 

10°) res pays qui vont done reviser leurs listes doivent etre sensibles a 
I 'a.da!?tation de celles-ci a tIDe strategie generale qui prisse etre sug
geree et eventuellement adoptee par Ie Canite du PatriIooine ~mdial. 
Cette strategie pourrait conduire les Etats in~resses : 

a) a :?resenter leur liste revisee avant tout notiaeau dossier 
sur un bien particulier 

b) a presenter une telle liste en se canformant aux divisions 
typologiques, historiques, geographiques et thematiques ci
dessus exposees 

c) a suggerer deux niveaux d.e propositions correspondant a deux 
paliers d' absm'!?tion des dossiers de namination defibi ti ve 

On ?arviendrait ainsi a deux niveaux de nanbre de biens par pays, un cer
tain ~lib~ etant recherche a chaque niveau entre les Etats en fonction 
de leurs regnlations carparati ves uni versellement reconnues. 

11 0) Ces listes seraient sounises aI' exanen de l' lcoms. Apres edlange de we 
et approbation, ces listes seraient sounises au Comite du Patrimoine M:m
dial et chaque pays s' y canforrrerai t :?Our la pre::>araticn des dossiers in
di viduels futurs. 

12°) Toute cette strategie pourrait arrener 1 'Ia:M)S a suggerer au Camite du Pa
trirroine M:mdial l'ad~tion de criteres plus affines et de thenes qui aide
raient et couronneraient la derca.rche generale. 

13f) res disr;x:>sitions precitees sont formulees a 1 'occasion de la consultation 
de differents Etats europeens qui ont deja donne des listes indicatives. 
Elles devraient necessairem:mt etre etendues aux 9ays europeens ayant rati
fie mais n'ayan~ pas encore depose de listes, en particu1ier les pays d'Eu
rope Orientale ou Centrale qui ont depose non des listes rnais des aossiers 
nombreux qui ont entraine des inscri?tions definitives. 
II y aura lieu de concerter cette :.x>litique avec celIe des autres parties 
du monde. 
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