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1. Prior to the arrival of Mr Arley Gill, Chairperson of the seventh session of the Intergovernmental Committee, the Secretary of the Convention, Ms Cécile Duvelle, welcomed the States Parties to the 2-day working meeting, announcing that simultaneous interpretation was available in English and French.
2. Welcoming the participants, Mr Gill recalled decision 6.COM 15 taken in Bali to convene the present meeting, and thanked the delegation of Japan for its generous contribution that allowed a number of delegations from developing countries to attend. Mr Gill informed the participants of the Bureau meeting and the information meeting that was scheduled to take place after the present meeting. As was customary, Mr Gill invited the delegations to nominate a Chairperson for the working group.

3. The delegation of Monaco wished to propose Mr Francesco Tafuri from Italy, supported by Japan, Brazil, Morocco, Kazakhstan and Burkina Faso, and who was accepted by acclamation.

4. The Mr Tafuri thanked the delegations for entrusting him to lead the debates, and was confident that the meeting would provide the Committee with concrete guidelines in this regard. The Chairperson then moved to the election of a Vice-Chairperson.

5. The delegation of Côte d’Ivoire congratulated the Chairperson on his election, and proposed Burkina Faso as Vice-Chair, which was seconded by the delegations of Burundi and Nigeria. With no voiced objections, Burkina Faso was appointed as Vice-Chair.

6. Referring to Decision 6.COM 15, the Chairperson recalled that at its sixth session in Bali, the Committee had decided to convene an open-ended intergovernmental working group before its seventh session to discuss the ‘right scale or scope of an element’ in the context of the implementation of the Convention. The Chairperson invited the Secretary to provide the background of the decision.
7. The Secretary explained that the main objective of the meeting was to provide an opportunity to reflect upon a set of recurrent questions recently faced by States, the Committee and its advisory bodies with regard to similarities among certain nominated elements as well as the inclusivity of others. It was suggested that identifying the ‘right’ scale or scope of an element was challenging to States Parties when implementing the 2003 Convention, resulting in difficulties when conducting preliminary examinations of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and the Representative List. For example, the Subsidiary Body in its first examination of files in 2009 identified the need to clearly define the scope and contours of an element for several nomination files
. For the 2010 cycle, the Subsidiary Body expressed concern at the situation of multiple nominations of very similar elements present on the territory of a submitting State, ‘files that cover the same but fragmented element presented from different aspects’, suggesting that it might be preferable to submit a more inclusive element rather than multiplying similar elements
. This issue of similarities was raised again in 2011 by the Consultative Body, this time with regard to two nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List that were largely identical
, suggesting that it was preferable to submit an element that was more broadly encompassing than submit multiple files of similar elements. In the same year, the Subsidiary Body considered that in several Representative List nominations, the submitting State had not sufficiently demonstrated that a newly nominated element was markedly different from a previously inscribed element to warrant inscription, suggesting that ‘the contribution to visibility and awareness of a second inscription was merely incremental or substantial enough to respond to the purposes of the Representative List’.
 
8. The Secretary further explained that the reverse also occurred in that certain nominations were overly generic and all-inclusive in their definition of submitted elements whose contours were indefinite. These elements tended to encompass a whole gamut of manifestations from different domains, with certain nominations proposing to inscribe the entire sum of elements of intangible heritage of a given community. Thus in 2011, the Subsidiary Body advised the Committee and submitting States to strike a balance between overly general elements on the one hand, and micro-elements on the other whose specificities might not be apparent or easily demonstrable to outsiders. The present working group was therefore established to determine the middle ground so as to clarify the right scale or scope of an element for the purposes of the Convention. In order to facilitate the work, four experts were invited by the Secretariat to present discussion papers, which were subsequently made available as working papers.
9. The Secretary then presented the background document ITH/12/7.COM WG/2, ‘Reflecting on the right scale or scope of an element’, and the four discussion papers: i) document ITH/12/7.COM WG/3: Concepts of the ‘element’ in the drafting of the 2003 Convention and its Operational Directives; ii) Document ITH/12/7.COM WG/4: Taking stock of the elements inscribed on the Lists: actual trends, categories and examples; iii) Document ITH/12/7.COM WG/5: Possible ways to deal with ‘similar elements’: the extension of an inscribed element and the nomination of ‘serial elements’; and iv) Document  ITH/12/7.COM WG/6: ‘Right’ for what context? Elements of intangible cultural heritage in inventorying, listing, safeguarding and raising awareness. The Secretary explained that following the debates, the Chairperson would present the outcomes and conclusions of the meeting in his oral report to be presented at the seventh session of the Committee in Paris.
10. Returning to the background document, the Secretary drew attention to the three possible outcomes of the present meeting: i) the working group considers that the time is not ripe for more formal deliberations or recommendations; ii) the working group concludes that one or more of the specific issues raised during its discussions warrants a decision by the Committee and proposes draft decision(s) for the Committee’s consideration; iii) the working group concludes that one or more of the specific issues raised during its discussions calls for the revision of the Operational Directives and requests the Secretariat to propose draft revisions of the Operational Directives for examination by the Committee at its eighth session in 2013, which would require formal adoption by the General Assembly in 2014. In any case, the Secretariat would prepare a detailed summary record of the working group, which would be made available on the Convention’s website in early 2013.
11. The Chairperson thanked the Secretary for her detailed explanation, invited the experts to present their discussion papers, with each theme followed by a discussion. The final 30 minutes of the day’s meeting would be reserved to sum up and conclude on the day’s deliberations. The Chairperson introduced the discussion paper on Theme I: Concepts of the ‘element’ in the drafting of the 2003 Convention and its Operational Directives prepared by Mr Rieks Smeets, from the Netherlands, in which the development of the Operational Directives and the Convention’s terminology is explained. It also outlined the definition of an element and its specific manifestations, as understood by the international community in its implementation of the Convention, based on which an element is inventoried, catalogued, registered and inscribed on the lists. Mr Rieks Smeets is the former Secretary of the 2003 Convention and an expert in Caucasian languages.
12. Mr Smeets thanked the Chairperson for his introduction and for the opportunity to present the background and context of the most frequently used terms in the Convention and the Operational Directives. Mr Smeets explained that discussions on the Convention began in 1973 with Bolivia proposing the protection of international copyrights of folklore, which was followed by discussions on popular and traditional culture, arts, non-physical heritage and the oral and intangible heritage of humanity, and ultimately intangible cultural heritage or living heritage. In addition to the appellations, the context and interpretation also changed over time. In the beginning, before the onset of concrete actions, experts would speak of folklore and intangible heritage and as such domains and items were amorphous with no mention of individual and discrete components of intangible heritage. Researchers at the time were interested in domains rather than specific elements, and were looking for similarities in forms between elements, rather than their functions within communities. Initial focus was on recordings, written documents, and the objects used in the practice of expressions, as well as products and the practices themselves, whereas today the Convention is focused on processes.
13. Mr Smeets spoke of the terms used to describe the practitioners and bearers, which were latterly called ‘informants’ or ‘researchers’. The understanding of communities, NGOs and other experts had also developed and were introduced in the Operational Directives. With time, focus centred on the specific practices of intangible cultural heritage of a community, and the model of the 1972 World Heritage Convention emerged since it successfully included heritage on a list at the global level. Bolivia then proposed a worldwide register of folkloric cultural property, which triggered discussion and cooperation between the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) and UNESCO. This was followed by the Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folklore adopted by UNESCO in 1989, the first legal text on the subject, but it was not binding. It proposed inventories of heritage institutions and classifications, but not intangible cultural heritage as it is understood today. The 1990s saw the beginning of programmes on Living Human Treasures and Masterpieces, inspired by East Asian experiences, the Republic of Korea and Japan respectively. The Living Human Treasures focused on skilled masters within identified domains, and it encouraged national lists of masters, but interestingly not worldwide lists (UNESCO’s governing bodies had rejected the idea). Moreover, specific manifestations or elements are not mentioned in the Living Human Treasures document. Elements were first identified when the Masterpieces programme started in 1997-98, as it was the first exercise in listing intangible cultural heritage. Submitting States were requested to prepare short preliminary lists of five oral elements that could one day be proposed for proclamation.
14. Mr Smeets emphasized the importance of the 1989 Recommendation even though it no longer had any legal force, having been superseded by the 2003 Convention. The specific manifestations were referred to as creations, traditions, manifestations, forms, and items of traditional culture and folklore, which corresponded to ‘élément’ in French; the first time the term had been applied. The people involved in the manifestations were called transmitters, tradition bearers, culture communities or informants (illustrating the research-oriented character of the Recommendation). The term ‘tradition’ was discussed at the meeting in Rio de Janeiro but its use was rejected in the Convention. The ‘preparatory decade’ in 1993–2000 saw the use of terms for specific manifestations, such as ‘forms of folklore’ in the Living Human Treasure documents, but there was no specific mention of ‘elements’ or ‘items’, while Masterpieces mentioned practices, forms, creations of folklore, and oral and intangible heritage. Expert meetings took place in Paris in 1993, Turin in 2001 and Rio in 2002 in which aspects of the Convention were discussed. The term ‘elements’ was increasingly used both in English and French during the meetings. Later, UNESCO organized two series of meetings, and two preliminary meetings of a restricted drafting group in early 2002, followed by an intergovernmental meeting to draft the Convention text. Following a request by the Executive Board, the drafting process started, chaired by Mr Mohamed Bedjaoui from Algeria; the World Heritage Convention was used as the basis for the new text. A year later, the Executive Board requested that the Secretariat distance itself from the text of the World Heritage Convention. An important advance was the recognition of the roles and functions of communities – the first time ‘communities’ were formally recognized. Intangible cultural heritage became suffixed with ‘of humanity’, ‘of communities’, ‘of groups’ and ‘of individuals’, appearing as categories. Intangible cultural heritage composed of elements belonging to domains was also accepted. The use of properties was successively abolished, while inventorying was also decided at that time, as well as listing on the international level and safeguarding on the national and international level.
15. Mr Smeets further explained that four of the six authoritative versions of the Convention had only used ‘element’ to designate the specific manifestation of intangible cultural heritage. Other terms used in Art. 2.1 included ‘practices’, ‘expressions’, ‘skills’ and ‘representations’, as well as ‘aspects’ of fields and domains of intangible cultural heritage. ‘Elements’ was used throughout all six authoritative language versions of the Operational Directives, though there were more variations in the working documents of the Committee. It was agreed that the term was a convenient way of expressing ‘an element’, as ‘expressions’ or ‘practices’ would need to be more thoroughly defined. A problem was noted in the English version of the Convention in that the French version had ‘element’ appear five times, but ‘item’ appeared four times in the English text and ‘element’ only once, even though there appeared to be no difference in the context of its use. It was later acknowledged to be a mistake. Under the presidency of Mr Bedjaoui, the French version was used as the original text and later translated into English; it was noted that the errors had been missed by the drafters. Conversely, the English version of the Operational Directives had ‘elements’ appear throughout the text, except when referring to former Masterpieces, and the Committee eventually embraced the term. Before the entry into force of the Convention, and based on a proposal by Belgium in Tokyo, it was decided to refer to the Masterpieces as ‘items proclaimed Masterpieces’, and thus the term ‘item’ persisted.
16. Mr Smeets further explained that after 2003, questions had been raised as to the appropriateness of ‘element’, which had been successively dismissed by the Committee chairpersons on the basis that the issue had already been widely discussed, which was not entirely true. In Tokyo in 2007, Monaco wondered whether the term might be conceived as too generic, which again was dismissed by the Chairperson (supported by India). Several delegations did however express the wish to have well-defined elements of well-defined communities. Moreover, in the 2001 guide for nomination files (the second version), elements nominated for proclamation as Masterpieces had to demonstrate their outstanding value as a specific creation and not simply as a vast field of creation, i.e. folk songs and dances had to specify geographic variations, or its specific manifestations related to a specific area. It was noted that the 25 other linguistic, but non-authoritative versions of the Convention had no obligation to use the exact terminology of the Convention or Operational Directives, which often led to inconsistent translations and idiosyncrasies in which ‘safeguarding’ is loosely translated as ‘protection’, while ‘inventory’ is often confused with ‘list’. However, States Parties were requested to use the standard terminology when dealing with the Secretariat and the Committee. Furthermore, although an element had to meet the Convention’s definition, to refer to specific manifestations of intangible cultural heritage at both the national and international level, and be identified by the community, ‘element’ was never defined. Additionally, even though ‘community’ was also not defined in the Convention, the connectedness between the community and the element was described by Mr Smeets as important, since the community must be involved in the identification of the element.
17. The Chairperson thanked Mr Smeets for providing pertinent points for discussion, opening the floor for comments.
18. The delegation of Grenada wondered about the standardization of the terminology, as both ‘items’ and ‘elements’ appeared in the English text.
19. The delegation of Belgium spoke of the importance of distinguishing between ‘item’ and ‘element’ since item was often used in several languages in relation to lists, while certain ‘items’ were proclaimed as Masterpieces. Moreover, ‘items’ were linked to such actions as proclamations and inscriptions, as were elements, which were also inscribed. Moreover, the character of lists was such that an item on a list, e.g. on a national inventory, was connected to other lists, e.g. a list of communities and/or list of criteria, which was also linked to proclamations or a form of inscription. The delegation therefore believed that the terms could lead to confusion, as they were associated with specific verb actions.

20. Recognizing Mr Smeets as one of the foremost experts in the field of intangible cultural heritage, the delegation of Egypt thanked him for his presentation. The delegation spoke of cultures as having different definitions of ‘items’, ‘elements’ or ‘forms’. For example in Egypt, ‘folklore’ could be translated as ‘the wisdom of the people’, whereas in Syria it is translated as ‘the book of women’, as women are the transmitters of tales or proverbs. Moreover, the Academy of Arabic Language translated ‘folklore’ as ‘folk traditions’. Thus, ‘element’ and ‘item’ was translated in Arabic in a way that was interchangeable. For this reason, the delegation agreed that a common ground should be sought in order to provide a broad meaning of the terms so that when ‘element’ was translated into Arabic, the limits of the interpretation were clearly understood. The delegation suggested that examples in the different cultures be defined and described so that countries could understand the meaning of a cultural element based on these given examples. For example, in Egypt, the word for ‘epic’ did not exist. Conversely, Western cultures did not understand or could translate some definitions or words in Arabic.

21. Thanking Egypt, the Chairperson appreciated the fact that the definition of intangible cultural heritage was particularly important and that linguistic differences only exacerbated the problem of interpretation. The Chairperson conceded that the interpretation of ‘element’ by Latin languages was indeed easier than for other languages.

22. With regard to the question by Grenada and the use of ‘item’ and ‘element’ in the English version of the Convention, Mr Smeets conceded that it would have been preferable to use the same term in the six language versions, particularly in the working language versions of French and English. However, amendments to the text were possible, even though it would be extremely complicated. However, it did seem that the use of both terms did not pose a particular problem. Mr Smeets added that the real issue concerned the division of intangible cultural heritage into manageable units for the sake of identification, inventorying, listing and safeguarding purposes, adding that the use of either term would not change the quality of the element in question. Mr Smeets then referred to the remarks by Belgium that recalled the drafting history of the Convention, and the use of ‘item’ when referring to lists, while ‘element’ was used in other contexts. Responding to the concerns raised by Egypt, Mr Smeets agreed that all States Parties had to interpret and develop their own appropriate terminology so that it could be used when submitting nomination files and when dealing with the Committee, and when working with the communities. Moreover, he was happy to note that the Arabic version of the Convention and the Operational Directives used the same word throughout to denote ‘element’.

23. The delegation of Indonesia congratulated the Chairperson and the Vice-Chair on their elections, and thanked Mr Smeets for his presentation. With regard to translated terms, the delegation explained that the Indonesian term had been adopted from Arabic, though the practicalities of using the term had to be considered when dealing with international lists and multinational nominations. The delegation believed that ‘element’ should be more consistently defined in the Convention, which – considering the difficulty in changing the Convention – could possibly be clarified in the Operational Directives.
24. The delegation of Latvia thanked Mr Smeets for his comprehensive analysis, and having understood the historical background of the term agreed that ‘element’ was the most convenient linguistic definition of an intangible cultural manifestation at the international level. However, when working on the national inventories and safeguarding practices, Latvia would not use the Latvian word for ‘element’, which itself is a foreign word. When dealing with intangible cultural heritage, Latvia differentiates between the diverse values of heritage, whereas the notion of Masterpieces works well in terms of internationally recognized heritage. When developing appropriate language, it was said to be important to ensure respect for intangible cultural heritage so as to deepen understanding among society. Additionally, the term ‘element’ in the Latin context would be limited to the standard-setting instruments of UNESCO, but was unlikely to work for educational and awareness-raising purposes. Nonetheless, the national understanding of intangible cultural heritage should be developed independently. With regard to the definition of ‘element’, the delegation considered that the characteristic feature was specificity, namely, being clear about the unique universal values when naming intangible cultural heritage, and when identifying communities and their practices and expressions – the guiding framework and defining essence of an element.
25. The delegation of Jordan agreed that having one word for ‘element’ in Arabic was indeed helpful but that the use of the term was in fact problematic as it was difficult to explain the semantic interpretation of the Arabic equivalent of the English understanding of ‘element’. The delegation added that ‘element’ had a different and specific meaning to the communities and was thus an limited to provide the exact meaning of the aspects of intangible cultural heritage.
26. The delegation of Pakistan congratulated the Chairperson and the Vice-Chair on their election, and was impressed with the discussion paper presented by Mr Smeets. The delegation noted that the terms ‘property’ and ‘tradition’ had deliberately been dropped because of the use of these terms by WIPO and World Heritage Convention and as such ‘item’ and ‘element’ had been proposed in their place. The delegation wondered how traditional knowledge and traditional medicine fitted within the Convention, concluding that a clear definition of ‘element’ was indeed necessary.
27. The delegation of Turkey congratulated the Chairperson and the Vice-Chair on their election, and spoke of 2012 as the 166th anniversary of the term ‘folklore’. Moreover, as Bolivia had brought the term to UNESCO in 1973, the 40th anniversary of the use of ‘folklore’ in UNESCO coincided with the Convention’s 10th anniversary. The delegation warmly welcomed the timely initiative to convene the present meeting and thanked the Secretariat and the four experts in this regard. The delegation concurred that the term ‘element’ had not been defined in the Convention nor the Operational Directives, while the glossary initially proposed by the intergovernmental experts and the Secretariat had been dropped once the Convention had come into force. Ten years later, the same issue would reappear. The delegation added that the term ‘element’ in Turkish, which is never used in the field, denotes a list rather than a folkloric genre whose attribution is broad and varied, i.e. an element inscribed on one of the lists is very specific to a given community whose practices can be traced across generations, while some elements can be considered too broad in ethnographic terms. In short, a folkloric genre cannot be considered an element of intangible cultural heritage as defined in the Convention.
28. Mr Smeets wished to remind delegations that the topic of discussion was the scale and scope of an element rather than its definition, which was a very difficult exercise given the neutrality of the term and the large diversity of the elements inscribed. Mr Smeets recalled that in June 2002, UNESCO had organized an expert meeting on terminology. This led to the preparation of a glossary of terms and subsequent discussions by the Committee, as to whether an official glossary should be used or annexed, which was eventually rejected. It was said that definitions could be considered as evolving, and there were also wide linguistic interpretations, as witnessed in the present session. The Committee confirmed this position in 2007 in Chengdu. Given the difficulties, Mr Smeets felt that ‘element’ was appropriate and fitting, but that a local or national interpretation was indeed necessary. Referring to Latvia’s question on Masterpieces, Mr Smeets explained that it had been purposely agreed not to use ‘list of Masterpieces’ in describing the Representative List nor introduce a system of hierarchy when inscribing elements that were representative of different cultures, since all elements – whether inscribed or not – were of equal value in the spirit of the Convention. Though it was understood that some countries continued to use ‘Masterpieces’. For those involved in capacity-building, Mr Smeets concurred that the Convention needed to be customized such that officially translated terms – in accordance with the legal text – should be sought at the national level in keeping with local understanding and meaning. Mr Smeets gave the example in Flanders where the Convention had been interpreted for children. Responding to Pakistan’s remarks, Mr Smeets agreed that many terms such as ‘property’ or even ‘living human properties’ had been rejected over the Convention’s history, whereas ‘tradition’ was considered too regressive and therefore only appears in the Convention and Operational Directives as an adjective, i.e. ‘traditional handicrafts’. Furthermore, in 1982 UNESCO together with WIPO developed terminology concerning standard regulations that might apply to some States regarding intellectual property rights of traditional cultural expressions (as it was described at the time). Moreover, WIPO continues to use the same definition as defined in 1989, i.e. traditional cultural expressions (TCE) and traditional knowledge (TK), and has its own set of regulations for these two types of expressions that includes products of practises, e.g. handicrafts, as well as documentation.
29. The delegation of Belarus thanked Mr Smeets for his detailed presentation, adding that the term ‘element’ was not a problem in Belarusian or Russian as the word had a broad interpretation in that an ‘element’ captured the general understanding of intangible cultural heritage, while still denoting a more complex unit consisting of other components. Moreover, intangible cultural heritage did not only refer to an expression or manifestation, but also included material objects and space. The delegation explained that this meaning had been introduced in the Belarusian national law for historical culture, and was widely disseminated across related disciplines such as science. Nevertheless, the delegation believed that it was timely to harmonize the terminology in the field of intangible cultural heritage, and did not agree with Belgium that the use of both ‘item’ and ‘element’ was a cause for concern, since museums used both terms when inventorying.

30. The delegation of the Republic of Korea explained that ‘element’ was translated from the English and was understood in terms of its natural, scientific connotation, i.e. as part of an organic whole. The use of ‘element’ in intangible cultural heritage therefore referred to an organic community, whereas ‘item’ was considered neutral and referred specifically to objects on lists for example. The delegation further explained that it was easier in European languages to differentiate between the terms, but was not the case for non-European languages. Thus, unless the significance and meaning of the terms were clearly defined, they could not be appropriately translated and therefore remained inter-changeable.

31. The delegation of Djibouti thanked Mr Smeets for his presentation on the background of the terms employed in the Convention, and acknowledged that research was needed at the national level to define the scale and scope of an element so as to adapt to the context of intangible cultural heritage with regard to a country’s own cultures and communities.

32. The delegation of Burkina Faso congratulated the Chairperson on his election and Mr Smeets for his presentation. The delegation remarked that the different terms used, i.e. ‘expressions’ and ‘practices’, were used to denote specific manifestations or domains, whereas ‘element’, because of its neutrality, encapsulated all forms of manifestations irrespective of the domain in question. Thus, the French interpretation was adequate in this regard, though perhaps not in other language versions, which might require some linguistic harmonization in accordance with the Convention, even if national interpretations were necessary.

33. Thanking Mr Smeets for his exhaustive presentation, the delegation of Nepal described the Sanskrit translation of ‘element’ used in South Asia as being rather similar in meaning. Still, the term should be interpreted and defined within the perspective of social science as exercised in the local areas, which should also recognize the scale of the national, regional or international context. In this way, the linguistic interpretation of ‘element’ was different from the social science point of view, as culture was dynamic, evolving and unique even if certain aspects were constant.

34. The delegation of Mauritius remarked that the World Heritage Convention used ‘property’ to define cultural and natural heritage, and it recognized that both ‘item’ and ‘element’ were used in the Convention. However, because it was difficult to amend the Convention, a clearly established definition of ‘element’ should be used that took all cultures into consideration.

35. As a recent State Party, the delegation of Eritrea was pleased that the issue was being tackled at a time when it was only just starting to implement the Convention, adding that concrete examples highlighting the meaning of ‘element’ and its contours would be helpful in the conceptualization of an element. For example, in the case of a dance and its accompanying melody or story, did the entire manifestation together with its component parts qualify as an element, or could only one of the expressions making up the whole be considered?

36. The delegation of Morocco remarked on the excellent presentation by Mr Smeets, adding that the word ‘Convention’ implied ‘approve’ from the French convenir, which suggested that the diverse elements inscribed on the lists provided the necessary examples on which to determine the substance of an element. The delegation agreed that a clear definition of the term was needed, but that the meaning should remain flexible and not be restrictive, particularly as the definition was provided by the Convention. Moreover, the translation of specific terms at the local and national level was a natural part of the implementation process.

37. Thanking Mr Smeets, the delegation of Tanzania remarked that as an international text, the Convention needed to standardize its terms, ideally with one designated interpretation for ‘element’, as was the case in most languages. Swahili for example is a language that borrows from other languages and as such it had adopted the use of ‘element’, though this was less evident with expressions such as ‘intangible cultural heritage’. The delegation surmised that the word ‘element’ could eventually become a universally recognized word and adopted by other languages within the context of the Convention.

38. Thanking Mr Smeets for his excellent presentation, the delegation of Japan wished to join in the remarks made by the Republic of Korea concerning translation, and fully agreed that the definition of an element was indeed very difficult and should be neutral. The delegation added that guidance was needed to understand the interface between the interpretation of the Convention and national practices in order to fully implement the Convention at both the international and national level, while agreeing with Morocco on the need for flexibility.

39. The delegation of Kenya congratulated the Chairperson and Vice-Chair on their elections, and thanked Mr Smeets for his elaborate presentation, adding that it was essential to remain consistent in the use of terms, which should be used in an appropriate way depending on the national context. In this regard, the delegation agreed with ‘element’ as a universal term, as it was both neutral and appropriate.

40. The delegation of Nigeria expressed concern that ‘item’ was mentioned four times, adding that all the language versions should be harmonized and use ‘element’, as this was the most appropriate term.

41. The Legal Adviser spoke of his appreciation of the work conducted by Mr Smeets, adding that the definition of terms in the different languages was an important concern as they had judicial consequences. The Legal Adviser wondered to what extent the criteria, as followed by the advisory bodies and the Committee in their examinations, determined whether an element was fragmented and thus incompatible with the objectives of the Convention. Furthermore, to what extent could an advisory body advise the submitting State to merge component elements into one encompassing element? As this not only affected inscription but also the Operational Directives and thus its subsequent implementation. Moreover, what would happen to previously inscribed elements and Masterpieces that had become incompatible with the criteria?

42. The Chairperson invited Mr Smeets to summarize and conclude the debate.

43. Mr Smeets clarified that he was not in a position to intervene in the debates since he was not representing a delegation. However, he fully agreed with the general comments made by Burkina Faso and Morocco, and found useful the country examples presented by the different delegations. Returning to the comment made by the Republic of Korea, seconded by Japan on the difficulty in translating ‘item’ and ‘element’, Mr Smeets suggested using one of the language versions that only had one interpretation of ‘element’, adding that the situation in the English version was the exception. Mr Smeets recalled that delegations had initially been reluctant to adopt the expression ‘intangible cultural heritage’, but that it had now become commonly accepted, adding that the same would occur with ‘element’. Furthermore, the definition of intangible cultural heritage was contained in Art. 2.1 of the Convention and, providing there was an identifiable community, would make the identification of an element easier. With regard to the fragmentation of an element, as in the dance example given by Eritrea, Mr Smeets explained that it would depend on whether the community considered it as a single element. Conversely, if a community considered a set of practices to belong together under a specific name, then it qualified as a single entity or element. Returning to the points raised by the Legal Advisor, Mr Smeets made clear that they did not affect the definition of the element itself, as an element could very well meet the definition of intangible cultural heritage and fully satisfy the remaining criteria, but might not be inscribed by the Committee based on other considerations. Moreover, this would not alter the status of the element, as inscription criteria qualified the list and not the element.
44. The Chairperson thanked Mr Smeets for initiating the debate and for presenting the background of the terminology, as well as the process that lead to the 2003 Convention, and noted that the term ‘element’ appeared to be largely accepted. The Chairperson then introduced Theme II: Taking stock of the elements inscribed on the Lists: actual trends, categories and examples prepared by Prof. Toshiyuki Kono from Japan, professor of law at the University of Kyushu and former Chairperson of the Third General Assembly of the States Parties and active member of the Committee.

45. In preparing the presentation, Mr Kono spoke of the huge task involved in trying to take stock of the more than 300 elements inscribed on the two lists, adding that he applied the following methodology: i) communities should remain the focal point of the analysis; ii) a multi-directional approach should be applied, taking into consideration geographical balance and selected elements that had readily available information (thus excluding Masterpieces); and iii) data analysis would be based on the five domains cited in Art. 2 of the Convention across the three characteristics of the community (objective aspects, subjective aspects, and transmission and functional aspects), covering ten distinct parameters [see annex of document ITH/12/7.COM WG/4]. Thus, extracting data from selected elements and applying them to the parameters would reveal certain trends. Mr Kono drew attention to the fact that most of the elements inscribed on the lists clearly covered several domains
. Domain C was particularly prominent, which suggested that it provided an additional dimension, while the combination ABCE was the most frequent. Additionally, most elements referred to material aspects, namely a reference to domain E at varying degrees, e.g. weaving, while others demonstrated rituals, which frequently used traditional costumes. Mr Kono noted however that some nomination files were more difficult to classify.

46. Referring to the objective aspects of communities, Mr Kono remarked on the vast differences in size, as well as the ratio of recreators to the public. It was noted that linguistic homogeneity applied to many of the elements, while communities were largely open, given the fact that the communities concerned had to sign consent letters. However, there were a small number of elements that were closed, or only open to elders for example, which demonstrated slight variations in the accessibility of elements. Trends revealed that in the domains ABCE, when the ratio of recreators to the public was low, the element tended to be open. Interestingly, in domain D when the ratio of recreators to the public was high, the element was open, but the size of the public tended to be small, which could be explained by the fact that the number of knowledge holders tended to be smaller than spectators (in performance arts) or users (in craftsmanship). Additionally, some elements had a strong spiritual or religious link, which rendered them imperative, meaning that members of the community felt a commitment towards practicing the manifestation with specific rules on how to follow its practice. For example, the imperative nature of an element supposed that a textile craftsman for example would have to apply particular methods and use traditional materials. However, it was noted that most elements did not have an imperative nature, but those that did were mostly found in domain C, while the size of the community was irrelevant. Conversely, elements in domain E that were borne of a small community tended to be imperative. Mr Kono further explained that most of the elements on the two lists were transmitted informally across generations, but in some cases transmission occurred only through formal channels. In domain E, the degree of specialization is much higher than in the other four domains, and tended to occur on a constant basis, suggesting that craftsmanship required a higher degree of consideration.

47. Following the analysis, Mr Kono returned to the question posed by the Subsidiary Body when it sought to find a middle ground between an overly general element and finite micro-elements whose specificities were not easily demonstrable to outsiders. In determining the balance, Mr Kono found that the size of the community was crucial, as was the perspective of outsiders. Thus, in trying to determine the right scope of an element, Mr Kono reasoned that the one-fits-all model could be applied to all elements of intangible cultural heritage, beginning with the definition of ‘right’, while determining the contours of ‘scope’ through a prefix approach. However, the approach was debatable, and the reason why Mr Kono proposed his bottom-up approach, namely the application of parameters and domains to the elements to determine whether similar elements could in fact be consolidated. This raised the question of the function and role of the domain, which Mr Kono explained was determined by the submitting State, and therefore deserved further discussion, as would the parameter approach and its adequacy for the purpose of classification. However, Mr Kono believed such an approach could be applied to previously inscribed elements, as well as proposed elements for inscription. Finally, if using the prefix approach, which tends to be more restrictive, the elements already inscribed would need to provide an explanation.

48. The Chairperson thanked Mr Kono for his presentation, which spoke of the finer details of the issues at stake, and for his analysis of the inscribed elements, their determining characteristics, and the different dimensions of the communities concerned. The Chairperson noted the trends characterized by the practices and knowledge of communities that were more or less open, as well as the social practices of rituals and festivals, adding that they offered guidance for discussion in the ensuing debates.

49. The delegation of the Republic of Korea thanked Mr Kono for his insightful presentation, which formed a good basis for the discussion of the scope and scale of an element. With regard to the objective aspects of the community, the delegation raised another important aspect, which was how to reflect and incorporate the viewpoint of the community with its own identity and meanings with regard to intangible cultural heritage. Speaking of the objective aspects of the community such as its role, form and structure, as described by Mr Kono, the delegation wished to know how this could be reconciled with the more substantive aspects of intangible cultural heritage. Additionally, how did members of the community view the similarities and roles, which was the essence of intangible cultural heritage and particularly important for multinational nomination files where national boundaries were discontinuous and where there were different ecological conditions. In this way, the density of a population or the size of a community would be less relevant than the essence or the real nature of the intangible cultural heritage in question.

50. As member of the Subsidiary Body during 2008–2010, the delegation of Turkey recalled the difficulties encountered in the examination of the 150+ files to the Representative List, not least because of the vast difference in types of elements, ranging from very detailed micro-elements to very broad, generic elements. For example, a traditional national hymn, a national or traditional costume, or a national tale could not be considered a single element transmitted across generations through an identified community. Moreover, certain inscribed elements were represented by multiple and parallel elements, which would be facilitated by the Committee’s decision to limit the number of nomination files that States Parties could submit. Nevertheless, the delegation found the solution to include elements containing several variants to be acceptable for the purposes of the Convention. However, although the submission of files of similar elements increased the number of elements on the lists, the need to safeguard the elements remained the same, while the variants themselves – from an anthropological standpoint – were components of the same element.

51. Responding to the comments by the Republic of Korea, Mr Kono explained that the community perspective had not been included in his slides, though he agreed that it was of the utmost importance, particularly when two elements looked similar but whose communities had a different history and cultural background, which would be identified through the consent given by the communities. Mr Kono agreed that multinational nominations required greater and more careful consideration in identifying the objective common factor in the consolidation of elements, which required the consent of the communities. In response to Turkey’s question, Mr Kono agreed with the need to accurately define elements, adding that he had approached that aim by analyzing data in order to identify commonalities, though he conceded that given the diversity of elements, instruments had not been available for a more in-depth analysis. However, the analysis was an attempt to develop concrete tools to analyze elements so as to extract their common yet abstract features (though devoid of more subjective factors) and thus determine generalities between elements, which could then be used as examples of precedents – in the same way as US Common Law bases its judgments on similar cases.

52. The Chairperson thanked Mr Kono for his thoughts and impressions, and suspended the session.

[Monday, 22 October, afternoon session]

53. The delegation of Burundi wished to know why the Masterpieces had not been taken into consideration in the analysis.

54. Mr Kono explained that the files submitted for the Masterpieces had different criteria and nomination forms.
55. The delegation of Poland congratulated Mr Kono for the extraordinary work undertaken, adding that the parameters identified could serve as guidelines for comparing and consolidating elements. However, the delegation agreed with the Republic of Korea that it was more important to look at the essence of the element itself: its significance to the community, how it had developed, and how it responded to environmental and other conditions, particularly as the Convention inscribed elements and not communities. Thus, the analysis would have benefitted from a greater focus on the elements. Moreover, it was important that submitting States Parties did not feel compelled to consolidate elements, as this might result in misrepresentation and possible over-generalization of elements.

56. Mr Kono explained that the starting point of his analysis was how to deal with elements that appeared similar and, giving the example of two elements of paper-making, remarked that although they looked similar they differed in their historical background and cultural roots. Mr Kono therefore agreed that it was indeed important to delve into more substantive aspects, but for the sake of the analysis, he had decided to focus on the community, given that the elements were understood to be similar. Mr Kono further explained that the prefix approach could be considered a possible route when defining the scale and scope of an element so that micro-elements or those that are overly-generalized could be consolidated. However, Mr Kono cautioned against systematic and artificial consolidation, and suggested that all ten proposed parameters should be satisfied before considering consolidation, adding that this was a possible solution that did not suggest that elements had to be combined.

57. The delegation of Burkina Faso thanked Mr Kono for his analysis, which had provided a larger comparative perspective. Concerning the parameters proposed, the delegation spoke of the importance of the community’s recognition of the element, adding that the size of the communities, their bearers and spectators could not be used as a basis of analysis because of the large disparities that exist across elements. With regard to open and closed communities, the delegation agreed with Mr Kono that closed communities could not be inscribed for the simple reason that it did not seek greater visibility. With regard to transmission and specialization, the delegation agreed that there was greater specialization in domain E [traditional craftsmanship], but spoke of not losing sight of the importance of informal transmission among elements of domain A [oral traditions and language] with a lesser specialization, which raised the problem of viability if relying solely on formal transmission. Concluding, the delegation felt that the parameters offered a good starting point but deserved greater reflection.

58. The delegation of Latvia remarked that the parameters could offer useful guidelines when applied to a well-defined community with equally well-defined practices and expressions, but when seeking a middle ground between micro-elements and over-general elements, an aspect that remained unanswered concerned the level of specificity that should be sought. Moreover, Mr Kono’s presentation had shown that there was a dominant tendency towards synchronism such that the number of distinguished domains made it difficult to clearly identify multi-layered elements. The suggestion to request the submitting State Party to chose one or two core domains in the element was considered insufficient, as the question remained of defining specificity within the domains while comparing specific elements based on their historic and geographic scale. The delegation believed that developing a methodology of good examples that demonstrated how to logically move from a very general domain to sub-domains of a specific element would indeed be helpful.

59. The delegation of Mauritius spoke of similarities between elements as somewhat subjective, adding that the specificity of elements emanating from communities should be sought. The delegation gave the example of a folk song and dance known as sega from both Mauritius and Rodrigues, which although shared the same name and were similar, had such specificities as the use of different musical instruments, costumes and so forth. Furthermore, accepting one element and not the other would be frustrating for the community concerned, while taking into consideration that UNESCO advocates cultural diversity.

60. The delegation of Niger thanked Mr Kono for his pertinent presentation, and spoke how the intangible aspect of the cultural heritage rendered it complicated, not least when elements were common to communities from the same region and were therefore similar. The delegation agreed that an inscribed element had to have a certain reach or adequate scope, but that it was important not to discourage elements with lesser reach.

61. Referring to the remarks made by Burkina Faso, Mr Kono spoke of his sense of despair when realizing the extent of the differences in and diversity of the elements: from a community size of five persons to over a million, which therefore called for the consideration of additional factors. Mr Kono also believed that both formal and informal transmission were significant and crucial such that neither should be excluded. Responding to Latvia, Mr Kono agreed that specificity was important, but that the current domain system was not workable with regard to that particular focus, adding that the introduction of sub-domains could prove to be useful. Mr Kono explained that Art. 2 was an indicative, not an exhaustive list, which could possibly be further developed. For example, domain E [traditional craftsmanship] included carpet-making and textile-weaving but also equitation and even rituals, and thus could benefit from further differentiation. Mr Kono concurred with Mauritius that specificity was necessary, and explained that the community as an objective factor was used because it could be inferred that a community bearing an element, which had a different historical background from other communities, could be considered as a specific and unique element of intangible cultural heritage. Mr Kono also agreed with the comments by Niger on the scope of an element, and the reason for the reluctance to take the prefix approach when the ‘right’ scope is predefined, as this may exclude many elements and would thus be counter-productive. Mr Kono suggested that the right scope should come as a result of the test for differentials.
62. Thanking Mr Kono for his extensive work, the delegation of Ecuador believed that the nomination file should include the domain(s) that would enable the reader to understand the real scope of the element and thus distinguish between an element that appears similar in form but is in fact different with regard to its substance and social function, as identified by the community. In this way, the proposed parameters should be set up as indicators to help in the evaluation of elements.
63. The delegation of Morocco drew attention to the vocabulary used in the French version with regard to informal transmission, which should be translated as non-formal, adding that it was indeed as important as formal transmission.
64. Mr Kono remarked that under the current practice domains are indicated in the nomination files. However, the indicated domains in the nomination forms did not necessarily reflect the explanations given of a particular element and therefore did not appear to correspond well, which was made worse by the fact that the space on the nomination form was limited. Mr Kono also agreed with Morocco, adding that non-formal was a more elegant description. Concluding, Mr Kono explained that the proposed parameters and the analysis conducted was a means to stimulate debate, adding that all comments and suggestions were productive in the betterment of the Convention.

65. Thanking Mr Kono for having stimulated the debate, the Chairperson wished to highlight the central role of communities with regard to the issues discussed. The Chairperson remarked that the Subsidiary Body in 2010 and the Consultative Body in 2011 had expressed concerns with regard to similar elements presented by the same State Party, leading to Theme III: Possible ways to deal with ‘similar elements’: the extension of an inscribed element and the nomination of ‘serial elements’ prepared by Mr Ahmed Skounti from Morocco, a professor of anthropology and representative of the delegation of Morocco and current member of the Subsidiary Body.

66. Mr Skounti thanked the Secretariat and particularly Ms Fumiko Ohinata for her support in the development of the discussion paper. He began by remarking that although ‘elements’ are mentioned in Art. 11(b) of the Convention, with respect to intangible cultural heritage present in States Parties, and Art. 31, which refers to ‘items’ in reference to Masterpieces, the terms ‘similar elements’, ‘extension of inscribed elements’ and ‘serial elements’ are not defined in the Convention. Conversely, ‘element’ appears in 35 paragraphs of the Operational Directives. Thus, it seemed inevitable that the Committee would eventually focus on these terms as the Convention evolved. With regard to similarities, Mr Skounti remarked that from a philosophical point of view similarities of an intangible nature did not exist since all processes, events and situations are by definition unique. Thus, similarities could not be defined by criteria, scales, indicators or percentages, suggesting that all elements of intangible cultural heritage are different and beyond comparison. Moreover, communities distinguish differences where States Parties see similarities and hierarchies. However, in the case of World Heritage, obligatory comparative analyses are conducted as part of the inscription process. The question was whether this analysis could be applied to intangible cultural heritage. Mr Skounti remarked that there were five different kinds of similarities: i) internal, when elements exist within a single State; ii) external, when elements concern two or more States; iii) simple, when two elements are concerned; iv) complex, when more than two elements are concerned; and v) de facto, when an inscribed element on one of the two lists is similar to one or several non-inscribed elements, or between elements that have been nominated for inscription. Mr Skounti recalled that similarities had been the source of conflict in 2010 and 2011 when the States Parties concerned had complained about nomination files that had made reference to elements present on their territory, except bi-national or multinational nominations that are submitted to the Committee in the spirit of the Convention.
67. With regard to ‘serial elements’, Mr Skounti explained that in the World Heritage programme, serial sites were covered in paragraphs 137–139 of the Operational Guidelines, adding that paragraph 137 explained that contiguous properties could be considered serial properties if belonging to the same historical and cultural group and having the same type of characteristics for the geographic area. Paragraph 138 mentions serial properties submitted for inscription by the same submitting State Party or in another country (not necessarily contiguous) or transnational nominations. Paragraph 139 mentions the possibility of inscribing one property by a submitting State Party at a given time with the possibility of other properties joining the nomination based on a timetable of future submissions by the State Party concerned or other States Parties. Mr Skounti reiterated that serial elements were not mentioned in the Operational Directives of the 2003 Convention, but that Art. 13 encouraged States Parties to submit multinational files, thereby mentioning the inscription of international elements but not national elements. In order to be considered in a series, the elements should cover the same domains of intangible cultural heritage, satisfy all the criteria, and be coherent. The question was to determine the minimum and maximum number of composing elements and the relationship between the serial elements, as well as the difference between national, multinational or transnational series. Other considerations include the scale and nature of the two types of series, whether safeguarding is more critical in one of the composing elements, and the pertinence of elements given their possible homogeneity at a time of globalization, e.g. transformations that might occur through emigration, with the diaspora seeking to inscribe elements.
68. With regard to the extension of an inscribed element, Mr Skounti explained that the World Heritage Convention accepted a minor modification of the limits and extension with regard to geographic borders of proposed sites, as recognized by maps. However, in the case of intangible cultural heritage there was no such cartography on which to base the nature of the extension. Paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives
 attempted to provide guidance in this regard with the extension at the national level covered, albeit it could be considered under the same terms as a series, e.g. in the case of similar festivals taking place in the same country. Types of extensions possible include: i) internal, when it occurs within a single State Party; ii) external, when it occurs between two or more submitting States; iii) bipartite, when an inscribed element is extended to include another element present on the national territory or in another State; iv) multipartite, when an inscribed element is extended to include other elements, with several examples outlined in paragraph 22 of the discussion document; v) homogenous, when an element covers the same domain of intangible cultural heritage as the element already inscribed; or vi) heterogeneous, when an element extends to one or more domains not covered by the element already inscribed. Mr Skounti wished to point out that the extension of an element was the opposite of reduction in that some communities might wish to dissociate their element from an element already inscribed, or a State Party might for diverse reasons request to be dissociated from the element or elements with which it was previously associated. In this case, the communities or States Parties concerned would have to take into consideration any provisions affecting future decisions in this regard. Concluding, Mr Skounti remarked that the reality of the situation had surpassed the law – as was often the case – but that new provisions concerning these issues would be formulated as an outcome of the present debate, which may lead to proposals for the future revision of the Operational Directives.

69. The Chairperson thanked Mr Skounti for his detailed and interesting presentation, which suggested that existing multinational inscriptions could be considered to constitute serial elements, and that series of elements could serve national and multinational nominations. Additionally, the Operational Directives could foresee the possibility of pre-inscriptions that provides for extending elements already inscribed, and that a similar process of re-inscription could be justified for elements present on the same territory. The Chairperson remarked on the large number of issues raised, which would provide a firm basis for debate and possible proposals to the Committee.

70. Thanking Mr Skounti for the clarity of his presentation, the delegation of France wished to recall that intangible cultural heritage, which had a tendency to be strictly linked with the Convention having developed the term, existed in its own right even though it sought to respond to the criteria laid down by the Convention. The delegation also agreed with the speakers that there were no similar elements, insisting that the objective of the meeting was to identify criteria of similarities for the purposes of the Convention. The delegation was also uncomfortable with the term ‘series’ when used in regard to intangible cultural heritage, since all the elements were different and unique, adding that ‘family’ was more appropriate when grouping elements together.

71. Thanking Mr Skounti for his interesting presentation, the delegation of Albania sought clarification on paragraph 15 of the document, referring to paragraph 137 of the Operational Guidelines, which mentioned ‘outstanding universal value’, adding that the paragraph in question spoke of the emblem. Furthermore, the notion of outstanding universal value did not apply to intangible cultural heritage, since hierarchical value did not exist with regard to cultures. Referring to similarities and the nomination of serial elements, the delegation wondered about a situation in which several countries shared a similar element but were in a state of political conflict, or where the communities disagreed on the submission of a combined element. In this case, could both countries submit the same element, and if so, would it be considered as being representative of intangible cultural heritage.
72. The delegation of Belgium thanked Mr Skounti for his report, which highlighted the problems encountered in encouraging countries to submit multinational files. The delegation remarked that the current system allowed similar or common elements to be regrouped under a particular theme, even though it was understood that elements and communities were never exactly the same. For example, Belgium had in the past submitted a file with France on processional giants and dragons, as well as a multinational file comprising 11 States Parties on the theme of falconry, as the elements – although not the same – shared comparable features. The delegation spoke in favour of international research that would identify common features among comparable civilizations, which would help in the rapprochement of cultures based on scientific findings, rather than being based on similarities of structural comparisons between States.
73. Thanking Mr Skounti for his excellent presentation, the delegation of Japan sought clarification on his interpretation of heterogeneous [as outlined on page 8], and whether it implied the addition of a domain other than those cited in the inscription, e.g. an element described as a performing art could be expanded to include another domain, particularly as most inscribed elements are in fact heterogeneous.
74. Mr Skounti wished to emphasize that the discussion paper comprised reflections on the given topic and were not concrete recommendations or definitive proposals. With regard to the use of ‘family’, Mr Skounti believed that any term was acceptable the moment it was conventionally adopted by the States Parties. With regard to the question by Albania, Mr Skounti replied that it was a citation from the World Heritage’s Operational Guidelines and did not refer to intangible cultural heritage. With regard to the question of political conflict, Mr Skounti went on to explain the principle of reduction. For example, when an element as part of an extended series – whether at the national or international level – experienced difficulty in terms of safeguarding then the other States might question its ability to remain within the series. Similarly, a political conflict between submitting States or communities would also raise questions. In the example cited by Albania, in which the conflict preceded the element’s inscription, Mr Skounti did not have a definitive solution to the situation other than obviously the representative nature of the element would be tarnished. Mr Skounti agreed with the remarks by Belgium that international research would indeed be desirable and pertinent. Responding to the question by Japan, Mr Skounti explained that ‘heterogeneous’ covered one or more domains that were not taken into account in the first inscription, adding that the discussion paper cited an example in which an element had been inscribed as a performing art without taking into account the skill needed to produce the artists’ costumes, whose extension could therefore include traditional craftsmanship.
75. The delegation of Peru wished to emphasize that the relationship between communities and the cultural manifestations with which they identified was indeed unique and could therefore not be compared with other elements. However, it agreed that categories could be developed that demonstrated how the elements in question functioned. Moreover, comparisons could not be used when referring to safeguarding practices where specificities take precedence over generalities. The delegation agreed that a format could be useful in a preliminary analysis, but that more detail should be sought so as to clearly highlight the differences as well as the similarities of elements.
76. The delegation of Pakistan thanked Mr Skounti for his elaborate presentation, and agreed that descriptions of elements could not be restricted since geographic regions had specificities distinguished them, even if they appeared similar. Moreover, countries could not assume to know of similarities that exist in other countries. For example, in Pakistan there are hundreds of elements arising from different countries that have survived over centuries and whose expressions were varied, even if they shared certain similarities. The delegation believed that countries should be able to submit nominations independently of whether similar elements exist in other States, unless States Parties choose to submit a multinational file.
77. The delegation of Turkey thanked Mr Skounti for his detailed presentation, and explained that the domains of folklore had been defined since the nineteenth century under such headings as popular literature, music and dance and rites of passage. The delegation remarked that anthropologists today recognized other terms related to specific manifestations such as gastronomy and other musical genres, while other terms such as ‘element’ had been introduced as a result of the Convention, as explained by Mr Smeets. The delegation agreed that similarities between elements did not exist, while anthropologists have also stated that variants did not exist, and it sought clarity from Mr Skounti in this regard.

78. The delegation of France thanked Mr Skounti for the clarity and depth of his presentation, and supported the remarks by Belgium on the importance of research and documentation in the preliminary analysis of an element with a view to a possible extension, particularly as Art. 2 of the Convention referred to the importance of research for the purpose of safeguarding. In this way, formal similarities of different elements could be determined or excluded with regard to its socio-economic or historical context. Referring to the communities in view of a possible extension, the delegation spoke of the need to formulate a framework process for an extension. Citing the example of falconry (comprising 11 States Parties), the delegation spoke of the work involved to bring about the inscription, which would be undone should another State wish to join the inscription, adding that it would disregard the will of the communities and lead to discouragement.

79. The delegation of Brazil thanked the speakers for their interesting presentations, which provided a good basis for discussion. The delegation returned to the earlier point made by Turkey on variants and versions, and spoke of the similarities between elements with regard to certain elements in Brazil that were linked to religious occasions such as Christmas and saint days, which had been introduced by the Portuguese. Although they originated in Europe, these religious manifestations had spread throughout the territory with notable local characteristics expressed through dance, cuisine or rites through a process of specific regional acculturation. Thus, with regard to the Representative List, the delegation wondered whether on a national level, and given the vast territory of Brazil with its many regional differences, the element could be considered in its plural form that took into consideration the different expressions of the same historical event, based on preliminary studies and documentation undertaken in the inventorying process. The delegation added that the different manifestations would be featured in the national inventory regardless of the size of the manifestations, since they all held special significance to the communities concerned.

80. Responding to the question of reduction posed by Peru, Mr Skounti wished to make clear that intangible and tangible cultural heritage was not reducible, as they were different and had significant value to the bearer communities. With regard to the question by Pakistan, Mr Skounti remarked that a nomination file submitted by a State Party in another country other than the bearer community of a particular element may require that both States Parties reach a prior arrangement. He recalled that the Convention’s noble cause was to safeguard intangible cultural heritage, but also so that States Parties could recognize its shared heritage with other States. With regard to the question of variants, Mr Skounti believed that cases should be dealt with independently, and added that the term ‘variant’ was problematic because it supposed the existence of a source element, remarking that field anthropologists tended to record the standard version based on localized variants, whereas communities regarded their own manifestations as original. Mr Skounti remarked that the journey taken in the preparation of nomination files varied enormously, yet the Committee tended to only see what was presented before it and not necessarily the preparatory process at the national level with its many actors all taking different decisions. With regard to the point made by France on the format of extensions, Mr Skounti surmised that a provision in this regard should be established in the future.
81. The delegation of Burkina Faso felt that the precise objectives of the Representative List were being disregarded, since not all intangible cultural heritage sought to be inscribed. The delegation added that it was the responsibility of States Parties to implement the Convention as it was not the similarities, differences or comparisons that should influence the objectives, but rather the fact that the element exists in a given territory and also in another form in another State. Moreover, if a shared element is inscribed in one of the States then objectively the element should be inscribed in the other State, without denuding the objectives of the Convention. The delegation added that the inscription process sometimes appeared as a race towards recognizing the universal value of an element.
82. The delegation of the Republic of Korea found the discussion useful on the relative weight of similarities and specificities, but wished to discuss how the similarities came to exist, which would place the intangible cultural heritage within its cultural, historical and political context: an important qualitative aspect for communities. The delegation remarked that some regions were burdened with historical disputes with other States, and volatile situations could arise with the exploration of similarities and specificities. Thus, it was concerned with the idea of a possible reduction, as outlined by Mr Skounti, not least because this could send out the wrong message, as any decision should be considered in the context of intangible cultural heritage and not political vicissitudes between communities. 
83. Referring to multinational elements, the delegation of Belarus concurred that similarities would come into play, though it also supposed that another ethnic border had existed in the past. The delegation spoke of modern intangible cultural heritage as currently existing in so-called secondary forms whose elements have lost their local specificities, while in other cases specificities was at the core of the definition of intangible cultural heritage. The delegation accepted that similarities existed in multicultural elements, but not in serial elements, adding that these two separate concepts should be clearly defined.
84. Thanking Mr Skounti for his inspiring presentation, the delegation of Latvia remarked on the need for better planning at both the national and international levels, as it was the primary responsibility of the State Party to carry out a methodical and comprehensive national inventory, which would work as a flexible framework on which to make comparative analysis. The second step would involve the creation of collaborative networks so as to build dialogue among communities with similar roots in order to record the occurrence of similar expressions. The delegation believed that good planning by the Secretariat, the Committee and the General Assembly would help fill the knowledge gap by encouraging tools, and it agreed with France and Belgium on the need for scientific research, as well as less focus on creating lists. With regard to the intangible cultural heritage of diaspora, the delegation drew attention to the inscription by Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia of a shared element [on Baltic song and dance celebrations], which was both a national tradition and practiced across the region, adding that it was also practiced by Baltic diaspora communities. The delegation therefore sought an opinion about the status of such diaspora communities with regard to the Convention, and the relationship between these communities and their respective countries.
85. The delegation of Monaco agreed that certain elements appeared similar even though the significance to communities was distinct. Conversely, elements appeared to be different, even when communities conferred a similar meaning to their manifestations. There were also elements that had been subjected to outside influence. Even though perfect similarity did not exist, the imprints of one culture to another were legion, resulting in regional appropriation, regardless of the domain. With regard to a situation in which a State sought to inscribe an element already inscribed by another State, the delegation recalled the representative nature of the list, adding that it was not a depository on the basis that all elements are different. Important preliminary scientific studies carried out in the framework of an inventory, which could be submitted with the nomination file, could be used as a reference prior to an extension. In this way, it would clarify the status of an element and prevent systematic inscription, as well as national claims of ownership.
86. The delegation of the Netherlands thanked Mr Skounti for his clear presentation, and was pleased to be able to participate on the discussions for the first time as a State Party. The delegation spoke of the multicultural nature of the Netherlands whose communities had introduced their own intangible cultural heritage, and which were similar to those practiced in the country of origin, but had developed along a different path. The delegation therefore wondered whether these communities could be considered within a broader understanding of an element.
87. The delegation of Japan also thanked Mr Skounti for his excellent presentation, and drew attention to the technical and procedural issues in the Operational Directives, as outlined by Mr Skounti. The delegation explained that they should be examined so that States Parties were clear on how they could explore single-State extension, as well as clarify the role of the communities so that they could decide on how they saw the inscription of their element.
88. The Chairperson thanked the delegations for their interesting contributions to the debate.
89. Mr Skounti also thanked the delegations for their questions, adding that he was unfortunately unable to provide definitive answers. In response to the question by the Republic of Korea, Mr Skounti explained that all the speakers had presented their work in line with the debates and decisions made by the Committee in Bali, which were in turn based on the reports by the advisory bodies. He reiterated that the issue of similarities came about during the Committee session in which general clarifications were sought, rather than any focus on similarities of intangible cultural heritage in particular. Thus, the aim was a general understanding of the issue so as to help the Committee progress in its implementation of the Convention. With regard to the issue of diaspora, Mr Skounti remarked that he briefly brought up the issue in his discussion paper, but that it did indeed deserve a thematic discussion of its own. He added that from an anthropological point of view, given the large patterns of migration on the course of the twentieth century, communities could not be considered as homogenous, unchanging entities, particularly in countries with large diaspora communities. Moreover, Mr Skounti could not pronounce on the application of international instruments in this regard. Referring to the remarks by Monaco on the representative nature of the list, Mr Skounti believed that it could indeed be tarnished in the case of conflicts, adding that the issue deserved to be discussed ahead of the next Committee session, and he recalled the cases in 2010 and 2011, which were thankfully resolved. In this way, intangible cultural heritage contributed to a sense of unity –an outcome of the Convention. Responding to the question of procedures with regard to extensions, Mr Skounti believed that the issue would be made clear once provisions were included in any future revision of the Operational Directives.
90. Referring to the comparison between the 2003 Convention and the 1972 Convention, the Legal Adviser remarked that they were similar in that States Parties submitted nominations for inscription on one of the two lists, but that their objectives were different in that the 2003 Convention made reference to human rights, and requested the consent of the communities concerned. The Legal Adviser believed that the proposal by Mr Skounti on serial elements should be examined, but that the consent of the communities was not the sole barrier, adding that the procedure for internal extension was not an issue when communities sharing commonalities in their manifestations were in line with Art. 2, as explained by Brazil. The problem resided in the fact that it was a prerogative of the State to decide whether it wished to nominate a single element, for example, in the case of Christmas that included all forms of celebration; though consent would have to be given by all the communities concerned. The procedure was different for multinational extensions in that paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives was very clear in its recommendation that States Parties should work together in this regard. The Legal Advisor explained that reluctance by UNESCO’s legal office to interfere allowed the States Parties concerned to decide on whether to accept requests to extend its inscription; the rejection of which meant that the original inscription would remain intact. Similarly, the admission of an extension would result in the replacement of the former inscription with the new element.
91. The Chairperson spoke of the next day’s session as an occasion to further discuss and fine-tune the important issues raised during the course of the debates for eventual submission to the Committee in December. The Chairperson then turned to Theme IV: ‘Right’ for what context? Elements of intangible cultural heritage in inventorying, listing, safeguarding and raising awareness, describing it as an important topic, particularly with regard to the extension and scope of an element. Thus, the theme concerned the right scope or scale of an element and whether there were applicable criteria in this regard. Drawing from Brazil’s vast experience of safeguarding and inventorying intangible cultural heritage, the Chairperson was pleased to introduce Ms Maria Cecilia Londres Fonseca who since 2004 was a member of the Consultative Council of Cultural Heritage of the Institute for Historic and Artistic National Heritage (IPHAN) in Brazil and member of the delegation of Brazil.
92. Ms Londres Fonseca was thankful for the opportunity to participate in the meeting, adding that she had participated in the development of the Convention from the outset and was pleased to see the coming together of States Parties to rise to the challenges. She noted that the present meeting had brought up many important issues, which would enrich the process and help find solutions. Introducing the theme, Ms Londres Fonseca explained that several situations would be discussed, which would highlight how ‘right’ related to the process of development; a preparatory process of documentation, research and analysis, and classification of criteria on the one hand, and a process of dialogue and negotiation between actors on the other, which was said to be particularly important. Projecting a mid-nineteenth century image on the screen, Ms Londres Fonseca outlined the differences between tangible and intangible cultural heritage represented by the physicality of a church, which still exists today, and the life revolving around it – the living heritage represented by a festival of the divine. The image also depicted the intangible aspects of its Afro-Brazilian presence through language and food, but not through its tangible aspects. The process of identification of intangible cultural heritage was described as complex as it defined the contours of an element, and she emphasized that the concept of ‘rightness’ was not instantly ascertained but rather was a quality that had to be constructed, sought out and re-evaluated on the basis of accumulated experience.
93. Ms Londres Fonseca turned to the issue of cultural rights under the 2003 Convention, which highlighted the rights of groups and communities who were preserving the memory of their culture, and that could help indicate how to establish priority in the nomination files. For example, whether to grant priority to elements that did not benefit from the application of regulated instruments of protection, or to those that were passed through generations but had not been documented. Thus, it was not a criterion for the prior definition of the ‘rightness’ of an element for inscription on the list so much as a criterion for establishing a priority in terms of listing. Another point related to the ‘rightness’ of an element, which tended not to refer to cultural facts but rather to their construction, which did not necessarily associate the perception of experts on cultural policy with the perception of the traditional bearers. Thus, the importance of dialogue between the actors so that they may all contribute towards the preparatory process of a nomination file was highlighted. Ms Londres Fonseca spoke of elements in Brazil relating to extent and scope, and she gave the example of an element on the art of making the Viola de Cocho that had been inscribed on the national register. The region where the instruments were made had been divided into two States in the 1970s and as a result the proposal on the national register included both regional States. However, one of the States had made a prior entitlement to the heritage, claiming it as its own, but a decision made clear that the division of the States was a political, not a cultural separation. Another example concerned the popular cajú drink made from an indigenous fruit found only in one part of the country, even though it is considered a national drink. The national authorities therefore sought to extend the listing to other aspects related to the management of the fruit, but the communities rightly refused, as cashew nut production was an industrial process and was not related to the cajú drink made from the cashew fruit, which was closely associated with the communities where the drink is made. Thus, the traditional use of the cashew fruit was inscribed on the national register, further highlighting the need to look at the elements on a case-by-case basis.
94. Ms Londres Fonseca recalled that the Convention required the free, informed and prior consent of the communities, but also their participation at all stages of the inscription process. She added that geopolitical and cultural dimensions should also be considered in establishing the ‘rightness’ of an element, particularly at the local level where the social underpinning of intangible cultural heritage is formed. Furthermore, the greatest number of elements recognized by the community as being significant references to their identity should be sought before moving to the identification of historical and cultural references at the national level. Additionally, a selection of elements that contribute to the perception and enhancement of cultural diversity of humanity at the international level should also be identified, while also taking into account geographic balance. Ms Londres Fonseca remarked on the importance of ‘rightness’ in the context of safeguarding with regard to national inventories, which are by definition inclusive, but which may have a geographic or thematic scope. In addition, they served in the selection of national nominations to the Representative List or Urgent Safeguarding List. Ms Londres Fonseca acknowledged that difference between national inventories existed, but that from the point of view of the Convention it was essential that inventories were drawn up with the active involvement of the bearers and practitioners of the communities concerned, even if inventories are considered as instruments of support, visibility and knowledge dissemination. Moreover, bearers and practitioners are involved in the concepts of intangible cultural heritage such as safeguarding. However, it was equally important to look beyond the community and to explore means of safeguarding by the State beyond traditional methods applied by the community itself. Such safeguarding instruments could be made available to communities should they wish to accept assistance, e.g. through sponsorships, help in documentation and in compiling information, manager training, and so on, as has been carried out for tangible cultural heritage. Thus, the ‘rightness’ of inventories involved all forms of preliminary work, which underpinned all the subsequent stages, while it is extremely important that national inventories offer the possibility for safeguarding action.
95. In terms of ‘rightness’ with regard to the Representative List, Ms Londres Fonseca spoke of a convergence of ‘internal’ criteria applied by the community in order to recognize and enhance its heritage, and ‘external’ criteria that referred to those applied by outside experts, bodies or institutions. She explained that any overlap would need to be harmonized so that they are compatible. The ‘representativeness’ of a State Party’s intangible cultural heritage as a whole is also very important, as an element must provide new information and have specific meaning with regard to elements already inscribed, whether they are very well known nationally or have lesser visibility. Delimitations of the element on a geographic or semantic level, as well as the target beneficiates of its inscription should also be identified. Taking Brazil as an example, the state had had concerns that the contribution of indigenous communities were not being recognized, which was later achieved through the implementation of UNESCO programmes and had proved very significant in terms of dialogue and ownership. Ms Londres Fonseca gave the example of the quado festival – a huge festival that is attended by presidents and high-ranking international guests and which takes place in a national reserve in the centre of the country, which is home to a number of indigenous tribes who come together for the celebration. However, when officials went to meet the communities with a view to inscribing the festival on a national list of intangible cultural heritage, there was no consensus among the different tribes, while the communities were very wary of the state-sponsored initiative. The officials then decided to focus on another lesser known element of oral cultural expression practiced among an association of tribes that were well organized with spokespersons, which proved successful in that a nomination file was compiled and submitted. Although the element was less known, even in Brazil, it was submitted as an example of the presence and contribution of indigenous culture in the nation’s heritage. Ms Londres Fonseca explained that although the element was not the best representation of Brazil as a whole, it was considered viable and therefore presented an opportunity for inscription.
96. Ms Londres Fonseca also gave the example of the samba, another element which the State wished to inscribe until it was clear that samba was in fact a generic, catch-all term that encompassed diverse manifestations from different parts of the country, each with their own specific expressions. Samba therefore raised the question of how such a nomination file could be prepared vis-à-vis the communities, and the first step was taken to look at the historical manifestation of samba that had emerged from Bahia. Interestingly, it was not considered very prestigious, even among community practitioners. Moreover, when inscribing an element considered too generic, communities tended not to feel directly concerned. However, when the Samba de Roda of the Recôncavo of Bahia was inscribed in 2008, northern communities recognized the value of their heritage, as it brought together scattered communities by establishing links and associations. These examples demonstrate the importance of formulating a description of the nomination such that it is not homogenous and is easily identifiable within a community.
97. With regard to the Urgent Safeguarding List and the question of ‘rightness’, Ms Londres Fonseca explained that it had to demonstrate the need for safeguarding, as well the viability of safeguarding measures, as in some cases it can be extremely difficult to revitalize intangible cultural heritage. Thus, a safeguarding plan should be in place and devised with the bearers who would need to give their prior consent. It was also important to keep the criteria in mind as a measure of the success of the safeguarding measures, with the possible withdrawal of the element from the list if proved successful. With regard to Best Safeguarding Practices, Ms Londres Fonseca remarked that the nomination should demonstrate the viability of the implementation of actions in other cultural and geopolitical contexts, which the submitting States Parties should prove, particularly as the practices may not yet have been applied to other situations. In this way, the positive aspects of the programme of activities, as well as the quantity and quality of the information available for its application are outlined and explained. Furthermore, best safeguarding practices were not necessarily models to be copied, but experiences that inspire and lead to actions and programmes that can be adapted to different social, cultural and political contexts. Concluding, Ms Londres Fonseca believed that all environments had their own specific criteria of relevance, which had to be constantly reassessed with regard to the capacity of the bearers, while keeping in mind the benefits to the communities. It was also important to appreciate the accumulation of knowledge and experience, as shown by the Brazilian experience outlined in the presentation, which also revealed the importance of States Parties having both decentralized mechanisms that considers regional differences, as well as national mechanisms so that any actions taken are complementary.

98. The Chairperson thanked Ms Londres Fonseca for her interesting and pertinent presentation, which further emphasized the uniqueness of every element, and that the notion of similarity depended on context that was difficult to transpose into another context. The importance of the communities concerned and recognition of their role in the implementation of the Convention was also emphasized. In addition, the Convention’s relationship with the 2005 and 1972 Conventions was also highlighted in that intangible cultural heritage represented the world’s cultural diversity.
99. The delegation of Ecuador spoke of its pleasure on hearing Ms Londres Fonseca, as it had closely adhered to the methodology developed by Brazil, which revealed that the relationship between the IPHAN technique and the National Institute of Cultural Heritage of Ecuador had worked well. The delegation concurred that the community was the most important consideration, not least because the national Constitution protected the rights of the communities. The delegation called for greater reflection on a mechanism that would enable the withdrawal of an element from the Urgent Safeguarding List based on the success of its safeguarding measures, asking Ms Londres Fonseca whether there were any developments in this regard.
100. Thanking Ms Londres Fonseca for her pertinent presentation, the delegation of Niger wished to return to the extremely important points raised on safeguarding measures, the inventory, the Representative List and the Urgent Safeguarding List, since well developed safeguarding measures would contribute towards the development of a database that could be used for educational and safeguarding purposes. The delegation sought clarification on the significance of an element already inscribed, adding that a mechanism should be in place in order to measure such dynamics.
101. The delegation of Brazil thanked Ms Londres Fonseca for her presentation, and returned to the points raised concerning two States disputing ownership of a cultural expression, and whether communities welcomed State interference. The delegation also asked about the generic scope of samba with regard to conflicts and confrontational situations that could jeopardize the continuity of the practice and threaten the communities concerned. Also, ideological conflicts may occur, e.g. evangelism affecting largely Catholic practices, or Afro-Brazilian or pagan practices influencing certain communities. The delegation wondered in what capacity the State could intervene with regard to intangible cultural heritage.
102. The delegation of Nigeria remarked that the two most popular samba groups in Bahia originated from Nigeria, and on a field trip had noted that the bearers were unfamiliar with the original and deeper meaning of the names given to the different types of samba. Moreover, it was said that there were more Ifa houses in Bahia than in Nigeria albeit the 200 houses were not considered as authentic as those found in Nigeria. Nevertheless, they shared the same inscriptions on the walls, but even if the language was the same, the interpretations differed. Interestingly, acarajé (a black-eyed pea fritter) is widely sold in Bahia and is eaten in the same way in Nigeria, demonstrating how intact the culture had been transposed to the region.
103. The delegation of Latvia thanked Ms Londres Fonseca for the interesting approach to the theme, and supported the idea of taking into account the comparative analysis between typological manifestations with common historic roots and its different expressions in the local context as a good basis for serial nominations. However, this also raised the issue of the definition of individual elements and its variables. The delegation also supported capacity-building among experts at the international and regional level, particularly as disagreements could occur between bearers and public officials in the investigation of cultural elements. A way should therefore be found to allay the possible concerns of both parties. With regard to the Representative List, the delegation highlighted the need to look further than the suitability of an element with respect to its conceptual parameters, and to consider its social and cultural scope, and the effects of inscription on its target audiences. The delegation added that community participation in the development of the nomination file was vital, as it would also enrich the definition of the scale and scope of an element. In the context of the Convention, the delegation found the aspect of similarity valuable, as it contributed towards mutual understanding and cooperation.
104. The delegation of Côte d’Ivoire thanked Ms Londres Fonseca for her presentation, particularly her explanation of the important place and role of the community. With regard to the partitioning of the State of Brazil that raised the issue of ownership, the delegation sought greater detail on how the situation was resolved, suggesting that it could help those countries encountering a similar situation, as well as other cases of conflict with regard to the preservation of an element in its original form.
105. Thanking the delegations for their questions, Ms Londres Fonseca turned to the remarks by Ecuador, which – like Brazil – also benefitted from the expertise of CRESPIAL, an organization that contributed towards preparing multinational files across the region. Referring to the mechanism of withdrawing an element from the Urgent Safeguarding List, Ms Londres Fonseca remarked that an important ‘symptom’ of safeguarding success was when the community concerned assumed the safeguard of its intangible cultural heritage. She added that continuity alone was not a gauge of success even though transformations occurred. Moreover, the element would only survive if it could adapt to new circumstances. With regard to traditional methods of transmission, Ms Londres Fonseca spoke of the establishment of formal workshops where craft masters were able to transmit their knowledge, and with more modern educational techniques were able to generate interest among the youth, particularly as young people in Brazil were no longer attracted to artisanal work. Such crafts were perceived as having little value and were not considered as an artistic endeavor. However, with the revalorization of crafts as cultural expressions by the State, UNESCO and others beyond State borders, there is renewed interest; they could even be seen as resources for social and economic development and cultural exchange. Referring to the comments by Nigeria, Ms Londres Fonseca remarked on the importance of introducing thematic programmes on cultural heritage into formal education, as is the case in Brazil, which proved to be a fantastic resource for education in general. With regard to the question of the significance of elements already inscribed, Ms Londres Fonseca remarked that it was up to the country to decide whether it wished to submit a nomination with multiple elements to the Representative List, but it was imperative that all the communities concerned are consulted and provide their consent.
106. Ms Londres Fonseca further explained that tangible elements once constructed were relatively autonomous, but this was not the case for elements of intangible cultural heritage, which were only accessible, perceptible and real if practiced by people and communities, or else they would exist only in memory through documentation. Referring to Brazil’s question on conflict situations that might arise within communities, Ms Londres Fonseca suggested proposals that worked alongside the communities so as to try and resolve conflicts, which admittedly was never an easy task. Fortunately, culture had the ability to create a forum for peace, and she spoke of the cultural programmes carried out in the favelas of Rio that aimed to help young people by using a language they understood through capoeira or samba for example so as to reach out to them. In this way, through programmes such as ‘Culture Point’ in Brazil, spaces within the communities are created and run by the communities to carry out cultural activities where intangible cultural heritage often plays a part.
107. The Chairperson interrupted Ms Londres Fonseca to adjourn the meeting, which was graciously accepted. The Secretary announced an evening performance of intangible cultural heritage organized by Indonesia. The meeting was duly adjourned.
[Tuesday, 23 October, morning session]
108. The Chairperson opened the session and invited Ms Londres Fonseca to continue.
109. Ms Londres Fonseca was thankful for the opportunity to exchange ideas, and returned to the question of conflicts within communities that were sometimes ideological in nature, adding that the use of intangible cultural heritage could contribute towards the reorganization of such communities. Ms Londres Fonseca gave the example of the pacification programmes that were carried out in the favelas of Rio, which used elements of intangible cultural heritage present in the communities as drivers for peaceful resolution. She spoke of successful actions that employed mediators, who were often familiar with the local realities, and gave the example of a well-known composer Carlinhos Brown who gave percussion lessons within the favela where he grew up. Regarding the question of ideology or religion, Ms Londres Fonseca spoke of the work carried out on the women who prepared the acarajé whose clothing was related to crafts such as the fabrication and use of the turban cloth, adding that the food preparation was linked to candombe (an Afro-Caribbean religious manifestation) in which each foodstuff was related to a saint. The sellers were so successful that the acarajé spread to other parts of Brazil, which eventually gave rise to the ‘satanization’ of the profession, particularly as the fritters were red and were seen as representing fire and by association, the devil. Thus, the sellers of the acarajé were also seen as representing the devil. Interestingly, evangelical groups and churches began selling the fritters, calling them Jesus cakes, which led to conflict and a competitive situation. At the same time, the community association sought to de-satanize the profession. Interestingly, the fritters were sold in secret during the early part of the twentieth century. IPHAN then registered the associated expressions of the acarajé as a national element of intangible cultural heritage, which legitimized the profession. Ms Londres Fonseca explained that African culture was a mainstay of Brazilian culture in the same way as Portuguese culture had been incorporated into the national identity. Ms Londres Fonseca spoke of the appropriation of cultural expressions that adapted to the geopolitical context, particularly with regard to global migrations, and how it was perceived vis-à-vis inscriptions at the international level. Ms Londres Fonseca wondered to what extent differences were so defining as to merit an independent inscription of an adopted expression. Conversely, to what extent should the different expressions be grouped under the same umbrella for the sake of awareness and visibility of intangible cultural heritage? Additionally, the language of candombe was also registered on the national inventory of language diversity, as were the 150 indigenous languages, which would never appear on a representative list, as all languages were valuable vectors of culture.
110. Ms Londres Fonseca spoke of creating more objective, formal criteria that took into account concrete situations, e.g. in the case of catholic festivals, which had undergone different degrees of appropriation. She spoke of the Círio de Nazaré (candlelight) festival that takes place in Belém in the State of Pará, though it originated from Portugal, which attracts 2 million pilgrims who come to venerate Our Lady of Nazaré and was now an important national festival. Moreover, elements of Amazonian culture such as plant oils and the wooden toys made from forest trees have been incorporated into the festival and are sold during the festivities. The question was whether the festival could be included with Portugal’s nomination of the same element, or had they become too markedly different? Ms Londres Fonseca agreed that preliminary work of identification was necessary before grouping similar elements, while seeking the consent of all the communities concerned. She asked the Secretary whether indeed a multinational inscription would have to be revised in its entirety should an element wish to be added to an already inscribed element.  And she suggested that the recognition of shared expressions existing elsewhere in the world could be mentioned in the nomination form in the initial submission, though she recognized that this assumed that the element was already documented and inventoried, adding that this affected communities whose own expressions were not recognized by the inscription of a similar element. Ms Londres Fonseca returned to the example of two States that claimed ‘ownership’ of the Viola de Cocho, explaining that an association for viola folklore intervened as mediator to suggest a sharing between States; as a result, in addition to the administrative limits of the State, the geographic scope was described as the river basin shared by the two States.
111. Wishing to clarify the procedures currently in place, the Secretary explained that States Parties had to provide explanations as well as documentation to satisfy the five criteria when completing the nomination forms, but they also had to provide basic information on the element. In addition, the location of the community concerned also had to be identified as indicated in the national inventory, as well as related communities outside its territory, even for a national file. Should an element be more broadly practiced than indicated in the inventory, the submitting State would have to mention that fact, as criterion 5 in the nomination file explicitly requests that the element is inscribed on an inventory from the submitting State(s). With regard to the definition of an element, the Secretary clarified that the community is requested to define and describe its intangible cultural heritage. Using an analogy of families, the Secretary gave the example of how certain biologically unrelated family members would still be considered part of the family due to their common related history. Conversely, siblings that were separated by birth would still physically resemble each other, but may have little in common from an emotive viewpoint. Thus, the question was whether the DNA of an element provided the contours of an element, or whether its essence was related to its emotive character, i.e. the sentiment of belonging to the same family.
112. The delegation of Indonesia thanked the Chairperson for his excellent guidance of the meeting, and Ms Londres Fonseca for her presentation. Referring to a citation in her paper, ‘Thus, national recognition at a variety of tiers (municipalities, States and regions) […]’, the delegation said that it believed the Convention was opposed to any form of hierarchy regarding intangible cultural heritage. Referring to another citation, ‘only include elements recognized by the producers or bearers as significant identity markers’, the delegation asked for the reference in the Convention that states that inventories should only include elements recognized as significant identity markers. The delegation remarked that some people might consider certain traits to be insignificant, yet they are significant to the communities concerned.
113. The delegation of Egypt thanked UNESCO for its invitation, the Chairperson for his presidency, and the delegations for their enriching contributions during the meeting. The delegation spoke of his confusion and wished to know whether the topics on rights, criteria and mechanisms were specifically related to the Convention, the community or the genre. The delegation also made known his dislike for the term ‘multinational cultural expression’, preferring ‘shared cultural element’, considering it more appropriate.
114. The delegation of the Republic of Korea spoke of its appreciation of Ms Londres Fonseca’s presentation and discussion paper, which in paragraph 32 highlighted doubts on the right scale and scope of an inscription on a Representative List, since criteria of representativeness were too broad. As Director of the Information and Networking Regional Centre for Intangible Cultural Heritage in Asia-Pacific, the delegation was able to witness the implementation of the Convention across the region, which had shown many positive signs, such as the increasing number of ratifying States and new laws for inventorying and safeguarding. The delegation added that due to the Convention, the term ‘intangible cultural heritage’ has now widespread, which was good news for culture and development. However, it also noted that the prime concern of many States and communities was the inscription of their elements on the Representative List for reasons of national prestige and commercial benefit, which neglected the safeguarding objectives of the Convention. The delegation remarked on the increasing competition to inscribe elements due to the limitation of submissions. Moreover, the criteria for inscription on the Representative List outlined in Art. I.2 of the Operational Directives are too broad and generic, particularly R.2, R.4 and R.5, which could be satisfied by thousands of elements in each country, or the contents of their inventories. The delegation believed that forms of dance, songs, local medicines or foodstuffs for example were limitless, and that interest in the list would eventually wane when the list contained more than 10,000 elements since ‘representativeness’ would have no special significance. The delegation therefore proposed a serious rethink of the criteria so as to define the real meaning of ‘representativeness’ in each country or community, and why they represent national intangible cultural heritage. The delegation referred to Ms Londres Fonseca’s paper and her rejection of hierarchical values with regard to intangible cultural heritage, suggesting that concrete criteria would help in selecting elements that were truly representative. The delegation proposed the notion of ‘outstanding community value’, which should be compatible with the spirit and values of sustainable development, human rights and cultural diversity.
115. The delegation of Italy echoed the remarks by the Republic of Korea on the representativeness of elements, adding that the procedural question required a methodology that would enable the Secretariat and the organs of the Convention to work correctly without being submerged with nomination files that prevented them from working efficiently. The delegation spoke of the work carried out in Italy in the creation of a network of communities sharing a common element and practices, adding that the specific characteristics of the practices in each community are revealed, which indicated the representativeness of an element. The delegation therefore recommended an internal study based on scientific research so as to clearly define commonalities between elements, while defining the contours and reach of the element in question. Together with community participation and the creation of a network, proposals for submission to the Representative List would therefore be facilitated.
116. The delegation of Canada returned to the discussion on the significance of the term ‘element’ as it appeared on the Operational Directives, and whether it should be more precisely defined, and if so, which criteria should be used to define it. With regard to the ‘right’ scale and scope of an element, the delegation remarked on the conclusion that there was no one-size-fits-all model. Referring to the remarks by the Republic of Korea that the Representative List would be overwhelmed by elements, the delegation spoke of the World Heritage Convention with its 962 sites in 189 countries, which was already complex, suggesting that the Convention would become unmanageable in the future. The delegation spoke of Canada and its work on intangible cultural heritage, and its certain reluctance to ratify the Convention as expectations were unclear with regard to inventories, safeguarding, and awareness raising – all of which have associated costs.
117. The delegation of Mauritius thanked Ms Londres Fonseca for her excellent presentation. With regard to the Representative List, the delegation wondered whether it referred to the representativeness of the State or the community, fearing that many marginalized communities might not be truly represented. The delegation referred to the urgent safeguarding aspect of both the World Heritage Convention and the 2003 Convention and its reference to living heritage, and wondered whether any provisions had been made for extinct heritage, particularly as practitioners and communities would be lost in the future. The delegation made reference to the many traditions in Mauritius that revolved around the now extinct dodo, but could now not be inscribed on the Representative List despite their high significance to the communities concerned.
118. The delegation of France spoke of its confusion, as the discussion seemed to veer towards a more general debate. The delegation returned to the remarks by the Republic of Korea on the perception of the Representative List in the Asia-Pacific region, which it said was the total opposite of what the Convention represents and how it is defined. The delegation remarked that some States still believed that the Representative List was comprised of Masterpieces, adding that it was time to reaffirm its purpose. It also noted the general consensus that ‘similar elements’ did not exist, and thus the term should be abolished and replaced with another term that encapsulated the notion such as ‘family’, which was both emotive and biological [to take the Secretary’s analogy]. The delegation suggested an alternative term, ‘an element sharing the same common characteristics’, which would help group certain elements together. It gave the example of a former Masterpiece, the processional giants and dragons in France and Belgium, which represented several types of manifestations with different religious, celebratory and nationalistic aspects, which held no significance to each other. However, they had one common element in that the communities celebrated the event by carrying an oversized representation of a human or an animal [there are more than 2,000 such manifestations in Belgium alone]. More importantly, all the communities recognized their membership of the same family and had even created associations uniting them. The delegation explained that the element might even be extended to include other communities sharing the same element, adding that the example demonstrated how the notion of extending common elements could be interpreted. In this way, the many manifestations could be grouped under one element, which represented and united the entire community, and thus created greater visibility for the Convention.
119. Thanking everyone who had helped in the preparation of the meeting as well as the speakers, the delegation of the United Arab Emirates recalled that intangible cultural heritage had for a long time been neglected, but thankfully the Convention had brought about timely awareness of this important heritage. The delegation referred to the founding work of the Convention and the long process of ratification and the development of procedures, recalling that the main purpose of the Convention was to safeguard intangible cultural heritage among countries at different levels of capacity and knowledge. The delegation welcomed the Secretariat’s region-wide capacity-building initiative, adding that the trainers should be used as much as possible, while seeking out knowledge of the communities in which they work. The delegation had hoped that the meeting’s agenda could have been based on a survey on the difficulties encountered by countries with regard to the themes discussed. In this way, brainstorming sessions in the future would be adapted to the realities in the field. The delegation also spoke of its disappointment in having to discuss the definition of an element when so much time and effort had already been committed to the Convention, particularly when there were other more pressing issues.
120. Referring to remarks made by certain delegations with regard to the thousands of possible inscriptions to the Representative List, the delegation of Nigeria felt that it was too premature to project into the future and tighten the criteria, particularly as numerous States had yet to inscribe elements on the list. The delegation also made reference to the case of acarajé, which in the past had been associated with witchcraft and mystical powers, though thanks to greater awareness was no longer the case.
121. The delegation of Pakistan referred to comments regarding ways to limit the number of specific manifestations on the Representative List, adding that at the present time it was possible to inscribe any element on the Urgent Safeguarding List, but that it would be difficult to add an element in 10 years time unless it was present on the Representative List. The delegation therefore believed that the Representative List served as a compendium of existing intangible cultural heritage and should not be limited.
122. With regard to the question by Indonesia on hierarchy, Ms Londres Fonseca explained that this was not based on any perceived value, but rather the identification of an element and its selection in line with cultural policy, conceding that it was perhaps not ideal. Moreover, the majority of municipalities in Brazil did not have the capacity to establish cultural policy. However, stages in the recognition of elements and support at the national level enabled elements to be grouped together. With regard to inventories and its recognition by communities, Ms Londres Fonseca explained that this was a criterion of the Convention, not least because living heritage is defined by the people and communities who practice cultural expressions. She gave the example of the samba de roda, which was considered outdated, and not even valorized by the community, but was nonetheless the subject of intense academic research and study that lead to its inscription on the national inventory. Ms Londres Fonseca agreed with the remarks by the United Arab Emirates on the spirit of the Convention and the purpose of visibility. With regard to the remarks by the Republic of Korea on the generalization of the Representative List, she agreed that countries tended to prioritize nominations over safeguarding, and she recalled the early discussions on the Convention when certain countries cautioned against the creation of a representative list, which foresaw problems in this regard. With regard to the suggestion of the use of ‘outstanding community value’, Ms Londres Fonseca spoke of the resolve from the outset to distinguish between the Convention and the concept of outstanding universal value of the World Heritage Convention, and its opposition to the protagonist representation of the community. She also accepted that the selection of nominations to the Representative List was problematic with regard to the identification of legitimate bodies carrying out the selection procedure, which should be based on consensus and dialogue.
123. Ms Londres Fonseca spoke of Italy’s example of community networking as an excellent and legitimate process in the broadening of an element, which successfully identified common traits on a consensual basis. However, she also recognized that not all countries had the capacities, conditions or resources to carry out and implement institutional networks for shared knowledge and information. With regard to Canada’s comments, Ms Londres Fonseca believed that criteria evolved as conditions changed and as new problematic situations arose, which might lead to new criteria in the Operational Directives that reflect the realities on the ground. With regard to the question by Mauritius on the marginalization of communities, Ms Londres Fonseca agreed that this was indeed a complicated issue, in the same way as a nomination could not be submitted without a safeguarding plan. However, this enabled communities to participate and was thus an important aspect of the Convention. Ms Londres Fonseca admitted that she was unable to provide a concrete response to the question of marginalization since this was a political issue. With regard to endangered elements, she believed that inscription itself was no guarantee of its continuity and thus survival, while those that were extinct relied on memory and documentation and thus had not totally disappeared. In any case, extinct elements were not included in the Convention. In Brazil, elements were re-evaluated every ten years so as to ascertain the condition and viability of the elements in question, and they would remain in the inventory regardless of their status. She agreed with France that ‘similar’ was inappropriate and that the use of an adequate term should be found collectively. At the same time, countries had to carry out their own work to identify commonalities between elements. She recalled the rejection of the term and concept of ‘Masterpiece’ in the Convention, which suggested ‘exceptional’ heritage. Ms Londres Fonseca concluded by thanking Nigeria for its additional information on the acarajé.
124. The Chairperson thanked Ms Londres Fonseca for her presentation and for her contribution towards the wider discussion.
125. The Secretary remarked that she could not respond to the many questions regarding the interpretation of the Convention. In response to the remarks made by the United Arab Emirates, the Secretary remarked that despite the many discussions and efforts throughout the process of adoption of the Convention and the Operational Directives, and given the disparities in the interpretation of the instruments, there remained enormous challenges. For this reason, the capacity-building programme was launched and had already benefitted from the support of many donors such as Japan, Norway, the Flemish government of Belgium, Spain, the European Union, and the United Arab Emirates. To date, the programme has trained 74 trainers throughout the world, of which 30 trainers in Africa. The programme follows the plan of the Convention, beginning with national implementation and safeguarding objectives, followed by inventory-making and then the three international mechanisms. The Secretary remarked that 55 countries had already benefitted from the programme’s strategy, which involves two years of continuous training that includes several workshops and actions, such as legislative and policy revision. The Secretary informed the delegations that a number of anglophone trainers were soon to meet in China who had been invited by the category 2 centre so as to share their experience with UNESCO colleagues in the field offices. Similar sessions were also planned for francophone and hispanophone trainers. The Secretary recalled that the Convention was still young, having only become operational in 2008, and therefore could not yet benefit from hindsight. The approach was not to help countries to create nomination files for listing on the Representative List, but to explain how a country could develop its own safeguarding measures through inventories, and by having the necessary policy, institutional, judicial and administrative frameworks in place. The Secretary took the opportunity to thank certain drafters of the Convention for having anticipated the problems of the Representative List, which had been largely discussed throughout the implementation of the Convention. Thus, it was vital that States Parties realize that the Representative List was not the central part of the Convention, unlike the World Heritage Convention. The Secretary agreed that it would take time for these notions to take hold, adding that the reports of the Subsidiary Body once again demonstrated the confusion that exists with regard to the World Heritage Convention in its interpretation of authenticity and outstanding universal value, which continued to pervade discussions. On a positive note, progress was being made on the real comprehension of the Convention through the capacity-building programme.
126. The Chairperson reiterated his gratitude to the speakers for the high quality of their presentations. Referring to the remarks on the right scale and scope of an element, the Chairperson concluded that it depended on the context vis-à-vis the different mechanisms of the Convention and their objectives. For example, what is the scale and scope of an element that seeks to contribute to the Urgent Safeguarding List? Another important point concerned communities and how they were the best placed to identify the scale and scope of their own intangible cultural heritage, while it was the responsibility of the State to explain the different contexts within which the element could be interpreted. Procedural issues had also been raised with regard to the extension of an element on the national and multinational level, as well as the consequences on the element already inscribed, particularly on the Urgent Safeguarding List. It was noted that the Operational Directives already provided a response in that submitting States had to submit a periodical report every four years on the progress of their safeguarding measures with regard to the viability of the element and the impacts of the element on the Urgent Safeguarding List. Moreover, paragraph 39 of the Operational Directives already provides that an element can be removed form the Urgent Safeguarding List if it no longer satisfies the criteria for urgent safeguarding and whose safeguarding measures have therefore been successful. With regard to the extension of an element, the Legal Adviser had reminded delegations that paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives, which had been drafted in general terms in order to respond to particular cases, insisted that the submitting State Party and the community concerned both had to agree, so that the already inscribed element is not threatened in any way, else it would be rejected by the Committee. The Chairperson also noted that paragraph 14 fell under the section for ‘multinational files’, and surmised that it could also apply to the national context. Moreover, the Committee could re-examine the text in order to more broadly cover the issue of extension, noting that the issue was covered under agenda item ‘Reflection on the procedure for extended inscription of an element that is already inscribed’ of the seventh Committee session.
127. 
With regard to the outcomes of the meeting, the Chairperson outlined the options. Firstly, the working group could conclude that the issues had been adequately covered during the meeting and could be reflected in the summary records without the need for a formal recommendation, such as the need for States to transpose the principles and concepts of the Convention at the local level so that they are understood by the communities concerned. The same applies to communities that were not homogenously present on a territory such as diaspora communities. Secondly, issues that require decisions by the Committee could be included in the recommendations, such as the need for research and knowledge exchange in order to encourage multinational files. Thirdly, the working group could call for a revision of the Operational Directives, which would be studied by the Committee with the possible request that the Secretariat draw up a draft proposal that reflected the consensus of the working group and the Committee’s debates in 2013.
128. The delegation of Cyprus returned to the point raised on the elements of each country by insisting that it was the prerogative of the State and the community to define an element, emphasizing the importance of the inventory. However, many countries had difficulties in compiling inventories and the Secretariat should therefore prioritize such assistance, which would clarify a number of identification issues, rather than focusing on the process of inscription.
129. The delegation of Grenada thanked the Secretariat for preparing the meeting and for the choice of experts, as it provided a good opportunity to reflect on the recurrent issues faced by the different organs of the Convention such as the similarities between elements or the inclusivity of others. The delegation thanked the speakers for their informative presentations and the way they responded to the questions and shared their experiences. The delegation recalled the concerns by the advisory bodies regarding the multiple nominations of very similar elements, suggesting that a more inclusive element could be submitted. The delegation agreed with France that the term ‘similar’ should be reconsidered and that Egypt’s proposal for a ‘shared element’ could be the starting point for further reflection. It also agreed that an element should be specific and well identified by the communities, but it should not be strictly defined so as to allow States Parties the possibility to adapt it to their own contexts. Moreover, guidance was needed with regard to perception and flexibility, since there was no one-size-fits-all model regarding the right scale and scope of an element. The delegation believed that the viewpoints of the communities concerned regarding similarities, their consent and their aspirations were of paramount importance. With regard to the points raised by Mr Skounti on the inscriptions of similar elements, the delegation referred to paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives, which concerned the extension of an element already inscribed and therefore the possibility to re-inscribe elements from other States. Furthermore, the cited text, ‘One or more States Parties may […] propose inscription on an extended basis of an element already inscribed’, implied that it was possible for one State to have a similar process for extending an element on its territory, but it was neither clear nor elaborated in the Operational Directives. The delegation agreed with Ms Londres Fonseca in that it should be possible for one State Party to extend the scope of an element already inscribed, with the consent of all the communities concerned. It drew attention to Art. I.11 of the Operational Directives [on the removal of an element from a list] that provided for the possibility of a State Party to reduce the scope of an element should one of the communities decide to retract from inscription by withdrawing its consent, a prerequisite in criterion 5. Nevertheless, further clarification was needed in the Operational Directives to foresee the possibility of re-inscribing an element on a reduced basis, since it had to satisfy all the criteria, most notably criterion 5. The delegation was in favour of recommending to the Committee a possible revision of the Operational Directives in this regard
, adding that the Secretariat could be invited to propose draft revisions that reflected the debates in the working group and Committee meetings for examination by the Community in its 2013 session and their submission to the General Assembly for approval in 2014.
130. The Chairperson thanked Grenada for its concrete proposal.

131. The delegation of Latvia spoke of the concrete ideas suggested during the discussions, and fully supported the excellent idea by France on the grouping of families of similar practices or expressions, which should be further developed – as remarked by Egypt on its comment on shared heritage. The delegation explained that humans had experienced thematically bound processes related to a cyclical or seasonal calendar such as solstices, initiation rites, and other celebrations such as carnivals and New Year. As a result, deciding on which was the more valuable practice was unachievable. The delegation believed that setting up more thematic groups of similar processes would be useful in connecting communities so that they could learn from each other and explore common cultural roots. In this way, a platform for dialogue and joint initiatives such as research, conferences and publications could be developed. The grouping of serial elements, or elements belonging to the same family, could be one such benefit. The delegation suggested that the working group propose that the Committee examine the idea of family groups of intangible cultural heritage as a framework for such initiatives.

132. The delegation of the United Arab Emirates spoke of the fact that despite all the issues and actual or future obstacles, the Convention was still young but had achieved much progress. Many countries had already established an inventory and submitted nominations, but two points of concern remained: i) there was a lack of experts in the field of intangible cultural heritage from the outset; and ii) the inventory facilitated the submission of nominations, yet there was a lack of capacity among some States. The delegation concluded by welcoming the observer States to join the Convention, since States would work together for the sake of intangible cultural heritage.

133. The delegation of Japan recognized that each element of intangible cultural heritage was inherently unique with their own specificities, even if they appeared similar. The delegation referred to Grenada’s remark that the Subsidiary Body had expressed concern about similar elements present in the same territory, suggesting the submission of a more inclusive element that would increase the visibility of intangible cultural heritage on the Representative List (linked to criterion R.2). However, from the debates, the delegation understood that the scale and scope of the element is indifferent to its context and purpose, and did not fit a one-size-fits all model, but that a bottom-up model approach should apply, indicating the necessity of providing diverse choices to the States Parties when dealing with issues of ‘similar elements’. The delegation agreed that the issue should be further examined, but also took note that the current Operational Directives foresaw the possibility of re-inscriptions on an extended basis of an element already inscribed, which should also apply to national files. However, at the present time, there was no such principle applying to single State nominations. The delegation concluded that it fully endorsed the proposal by Grenada on how to deal with similar elements in the future.

134. The delegation of Kazakhstan wished to thank the organizers of the meeting, adding that the debates demonstrated the need to propose concrete recommendations to the Committee. Despite Kazakhstan’s recent ratification, its committee had already received more than 30 proposals from local communities, with a preliminary list of 18 nominations meeting the criteria of the Convention, of which some are already under threat. The delegation remarked that its committee had also encountered the same problems of terminology and interpretation as had been highlighted during the debates. In mid-September the National Commission hosted a meeting on common and specific intangible cultural heritage of Turkic speaking countries with such discussion themes as similarity against specificity, cultural identity, distinction and extension. The delegation was sympathetic to the idea of a ‘family’ of elements proposed by France, which was particularly pertinent for nomadic cultures. However, there was a danger of tailoring standards used for specific manifestations. The delegation explained that in the Novruz celebration [a multinational inscription with seven States Parties], the only common feature was the calendar date on which the celebrations take place, and although there were some similar features, such as food and certain events, often they were not even present in neighbouring countries. Even the significance of the celebrations differed among the States Parties. The other example was the inscription of falconry. The delegation wondered whether the focus should lie with the hunting birds or the different approaches in master skills such as related handicrafts and knowledge of the environment, which was different in Arab States compared to Eastern Europe and Central Asia. The inscription was said to represent the respect of specificity rather than common falconry features. With regard to oral expressions, the delegation spoke of the wealth and diversity of expressions in Kazakhstan. Unfortunately however, the Operational Directives did not allow for the adequate inventorying of the heritage, and a powerful tool for their safeguarding had also yet to be developed. The delegation concluded by agreeing with Belgium on the usefulness of a scientific conference, but considered that for immediate results the experts’ review of the Convention appeared more operational. The delegation also agreed that the Committee should review and revise the Operational Directives with regard to the issues of scope, scale and extensions.

135. The delegation of Belgium suggested using the concept of ‘family resemblances’, which is a term used in Flanders when referring to intangible cultural heritage.

136. The delegation of Djibouti was certain that the debates would have consequences in the choice of nominations to the Representative List. However, it cautioned against losing track of the importance of capacity building, particularly as new challenges arose as the Convention evolved. The delegation also took the opportunity to request that an expert be dispatched to Djibouti for the purpose of capacity building.

137. The delegation of Ecuador supported the proposal by Latvia and Grenada regarding an in-depth study of the concepts that looked into a mechanism of inscribing elements with common characteristics. However, it rejected the use of ‘similar’ in the multinational context, while elements should not be segmented in the national context.

138. The delegation of Nepal described the discussions as insightful, adding that intangible cultural heritage was a working concept, not an academic one. An initiative should be taken to include UNESCO’s work on the intangible cultural heritage in universities or research centres so as to develop and disseminate the concepts in a collective manner, rather than the imposition of individual interpretations. In addition, every country should have such a cultural centre that would encourage the pooling of expertise on inventorying and awareness raising that go beyond a simple appreciation of folklore. Nepal had begun to develop such a centre to disseminate the concept among concerned parties, while respecting the individual rights of the communities. Moreover, the bearers and the communities should be made aware of the concepts of intangible cultural heritage developed by UNESCO so that they could interpret and conceptualize these concepts. Nepal had also prepared a monograph on the oral traditions and folklore of Nepal and their interpretation under academic themes in a country that is rich in intangible cultural heritage across altitudinal communities composed of diverse ethnic groups. The delegation suggested that the keynote speakers of the next working prepare their papers with other experts for a more comprehensive and representative approach.

139. Summing up, the Chairperson noted a distinct tendency towards proposing recommendations to the Committee, while certain States spoke in favour of increasing capacity among States that needed help in establishing their inventories. The Chairperson spoke of the role of States as the interface between the Convention and the communities, and thus guidelines were necessary to facilitate the creation of inventories. The Chairperson noted the clear rejection of the notion of ‘similar’ elements, as the specificity of an element was indeed broad. The notion of ‘family’ proposed by France, or ‘shared culture’ proposed by Egypt were considered a good starting point for reflection on the question of the extension of certain elements, which should not be limited to multinational files. There was also general consensus to recommend to the Committee a revision of the Operational Directives in order to clarify the mechanism that would allow for single-State extensions of an element, based on draft revisions proposed by the Secretariat. There also appeared to be consensus on the use of the term ‘element’, but that it should not to be defined too rigidly given the vast diversity of intangible cultural heritage in the world. Other points emphasized include capacity building and cooperation between States so as to harmonize actions.

140. The delegation of Egypt reiterated his pleasure in participating in this important meeting, particularly for the quality of the expert presentations. It recognized that there were challenges ahead, which only reflected the wealth of the Convention. The delegation spoke of how the world had previously been divided into geographic regions, and wondered whether ‘cultural regions’ should be considered in view of shared intangible cultural heritage, which could be defined by language, traditions and religion. The delegation spoke of the Arab Group in UNESCO, consisting of Arab States that were not defined by nationality but rather through their cultural expressions, whose cultural lines also existed in other regions of the world. In this way, the notion of cultural regions would facilitate the discussion on shared cultural elements or cultural differences, which although would unite States, would not encroach on their cultural identity.

141. The delegation of France wished to turn to the draft recommendations to the Committee, namely the revision of paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives under multinational files, which it considered a procedural obstacle to the extension of an element already inscribed, given that the entire nomination process would have to be repeated.

142. With regard to the issue of ‘similarity’, the delegation of the United Arab Emirates wondered whether this referred to similarities within the country itself or similarities for the purposes of a joint submission. The delegation was of the understanding that the Convention was flexible in that an element could be practiced differently from one part of the country to another and still be considered an element in its own right. Additionally, it could be accepted in a joint submission when there were common characteristics but different expressions, e.g. as was seen in the falconry inscription. The delegation added that the main achievement of the multinational submission of the falconry file was how the element demonstrated the depth of its history and the wealth of its expressions, rather than any hunting aspect. Moreover, the file was an exemplary experience of how to compile a multinational file.

143. The delegation of Turkey agreed that the new terms ‘element’ and ‘similarity’ were often used in the implementation of the Convention to the point that researchers sought ‘similarities‘ in their terminology. In former versions, practices might be similar but the approach was defined by the community and the bearers of intangible cultural heritage. Anthropologists are now turned towards the context of these communities, and as a result similarities did not exist. With regard to the conclusions by the advisory bodies in their examination of the nomination files, the delegation wondered about the differences between a similar and a shared element. For example, from Japan to middle Europe, elements already inscribed were related to spring celebrations, which begged the question as to whether they could be considered as similar. The delegation spoke of Turkey’s submission of the Novruz multinational file whose communities and practices were varied and different, but whose spirit remained the same. In this way, Novruz is considered a shared element, which reflected the Convention’s goal of intercultural dialogue. The delegation reiterated that similarities did not exist on a national, regional and international level, if inventories of the respective States are to be respected. Conversely, a multinational nomination could be prepared from shared heritage between States in the spirit of cultural rapprochement.

144. The delegation of Jordan spoke of the excellent presentations, which provided a solid basis in defining the right scale and scope of an element. It concurred that elements that did not exist as different manifestations had unique and distinguishable characteristics, as recognized by the communities who defined the contours of the element’s scope and scale. The use of such terms as ‘similar’ and ‘variants’ were equally problematic, as it assumed a hierarchy. The delegation added that the inventorying process, compiled with the involvement of the communities, gave an overview of the intangible cultural heritage present on the territory, which changed over time based on historical, social and political circumstances. Thus, the scale and scope of an element should be flexible enough to take into consideration these aspects.

145. The delegation of Tanzania thanked the Chairperson for the fine way in which he was steering the meeting, as well as UNESCO for the organization of the working group and the quality of the experts. The delegation believed that the standardization of the terminology should be carried out in a spirit of consensus, proposing that the Committee be mandated to decide on the terms to be employed based on the present discussions. The delegation was grateful for UNESCO’s support with regard to capacity building, citing the example of Tanzania, which immediately received support from UNESCO’s field office upon its ratification of the Convention in 2011 with three workshops and logistical support for inventorying. Moreover, this example was region-wide with Kenya also receiving support, while capacity building should be extended further afield.

146. Responding to Cyprus on the importance of inventories and capacity-building, the Secretary affirmed that theses considerations were at the heart of the capacity-building programme, whose first step was the national implementation of the Convention that encapsulated the many legislative, institutional and educational domains, as well as activities involving the media. The second step involved the inventories, which comprised a training module and the elaboration of a pilot inventory. As an example of its success, the Secretary remarked that out of the ten requests for International Assistance greater than US$25,000, seven requests concerned inventorying, which supposed that the submitting States Parties understood the importance of inventories, which was granted top priority.

[Tuesday, 23 October, afternoon session]
147. The Chairperson returned to the proposal by Grenada, supported by a number of delegations, to consider mandating the Secretariat to draft recommendations to the Committee with regard to the extension of an element at the national level. The Chairperson suggested using the term ‘shared heritage’ in order to avoid the use of ‘similar’ or ‘similarity’, which was disliked by a large majority, adding that shared heritage applied to multinational and national intangible cultural heritage.

148. The delegation of France returned to its earlier comment on paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives on multinational files in which he agreed that an element could only be extended with the consent of each State concerned. The delegation proposed that a State wishing to join the inscribed element, and submitting a nomination file in which all five inscription criteria are satisfied, would be approved by the State(s) concerned without the need for a total revision of the nomination file of the already inscribed element. In this way facilitating the process for all parties.

149. The delegation of Cyprus supported France’s proposal, adding that it had encountered such difficulties in its inscription to the Mediterranean diet, and thus the process could be simplified for those wishing to join existing inscriptions.

150. The delegation of Brazil agreed that the process would benefit from simplification, not least because communities had already given their consent to the original nomination, providing the submitting State had proved that all five criteria had been satisfied. However, the delegation wondered about the communities concerned in the original nomination with regard to the extension of the element by other States, adding that the process of acculturation should be considered in the case of dispersed communities. Because perceived ownership of an element was complex, as common traits had to be determined by the State, the delegation wondered whether the communities should be consulted about a possible extension.

151. The delegation of Belgium supported France’s proposal, and agreed that the communities should at least be informed of any proposal, adding that it was the moral obligation of the State to consult with the communities concerned and eventually approve the extension. The delegation considered that it was easier to consult with the communities than to revise the nomination file in its entirety, adding that the simplification of the process did not deny the community its involvement in the extension.

152. Concurring with the remarks by Belgium, the delegation of the United Arab Emirates supported the proposal by France from the practical point of view, but also because the process of multinational inscriptions followed the Rules of Procedures. The delegation explained that the purpose of the Convention was to represent shared intangible cultural heritage, and thus the process should be made easier so as to facilitate the recognition of common heritage by States, which would enable them to come forward more readily – an action that should be encouraged. The delegation understood the concern raised by Brazil, and agreed that communities should always be consulted, adding that the State was entrusted to ensure that communities had given their consent.

153. The delegation of Burkina Faso agreed with the remarks by Brazil with regard to community consultations, despite the very complicated process of extending an element. With regard to the examination of the file, the delegation wondered whether every submitting State should ensure the validity of their file, or whether the file should be considered in its entirety. The delegation believed that the file should be considered as a whole, since it dealt with one element, but agreed that the process could be simplified. However, it also wondered whether annexing an element to an already inscribed element might in fact complicate matters, whether for a national or international file, while the role and consent of the communities was of prime importance.

154. The delegation of Poland supported France’s proposal and agreed with the remarks by Japan, Kazakhstan, Ecuador, France, Jordan and others on the futility of looking for similarities, since similarities existed in human nature, and suggested the establishment of categories, which regrouped elements under falconry, lace-making and so on. The question was whether it would contribute towards safeguarding intangible heritage, adding that communities had to safeguard their intangible cultural heritage in a very precise context.

155. The delegation of France reminded the delegations of the three steps of the proposed inscription process: i) following its consultation with the communities, the States of the element already inscribed had to approve the extension; ii) the State applying for the extension would submit its nomination file; iii) the States of the element already inscribed had to approve the file, in conformity with the criteria and the wish of its own communities. The communities would therefore be consulted throughout the process.

156. The delegation of Morocco also supported the proposal by France, which responded to the need for flexibility called for by delegations during the course of the debate. Referring to the voiced concerns by Brazil and Burkina Faso, the delegation wondered whether there was indeed sufficient hindsight to adequately respond in this regard, adding that the principle proposed by France could be adhered to, while allowing more time to reflect on the modalities of the procedure and the implementation of the measures.

157. The delegation of Monaco agreed that France’s proposal made sense, as well as the moral obligation of States to consult with the communities about the extension. The delegation also wished to know what would happen should a community or a State refuse an extension, even when the criteria had been satisfied.

158. The delegation of Grenada supported Burkina Faso’s remarks on the importance of communities, but despite all the comments and opinions expressed in the course of the meeting, the working group was not qualified to hold a position or make a decision in this regard. Furthermore, the Committee would already discuss the issue under two items on its agenda, namely item 13.b. on ‘Reflection on the right scale or scope of an element’, and 13.c. on ‘Reflection on the procedure for extended inscription of an element that is already inscribed’. Thus, when preparing the working documents, the Secretariat would be invited to take into consideration the concerns and issues discussed during the present meeting.
159. The Chairperson assured Grenada that a decision would not be taken, rather that the suggestions on improvements and proposed solutions would be brought to the attention of the Committee.

160. The delegation of the United Arab Emirates noted that the comments made by Burkina Faso were following the same line as expressed by others, with an additional concern regarding procedures. In this regard, the delegation acknowledged that there were no current clear-cut procedures for extensions, which was up to the Committee to determine. Moreover, under the current procedure, a nomination file had to provide information on the element’s history, practices, and safeguarding measures, but the essence of the element is already known since it is contained in the inscription of the shared element. The delegation agreed with France that the question was how to incorporate the additional information without having to revise the entire file.

161. The delegation of Cyprus agreed with the three steps outlined by France, adding that a community refusing to approve an extension should provide a justification for its decision.

162. The delegation of Mexico agreed with Monaco, and that a discussion on these issues was important for the young Convention. The delegation remarked that should a community not agree to a proposed extension, but the proposed element fulfilled all the inscription criteria then it should maintain the possibility to be inscribed independently as a separate element.

163. Speaking on behalf of a Venezuelan expert who was unable to attend, the delegation of Venezuela remarked that multinational files showed that there were no frontiers, since cultural history transcended political boundaries. The delegation believed that States Parties should be recognized for their safeguarding efforts. However, there was a danger that multinational nominations might replace multifaceted inscriptions under the umbrella of common characteristics, which may arise as a result of conflict situations that hindered the recognition of cultural diversity. Moreover, extension requests may be subjected to administrative procedures, while the Operational Directives provided the possibility for one or several States Parties to recommend extended inscriptions that satisfied all the criteria. The Convention emphasizes that States Parties should focus on identifying significant elements with common characteristics or focus on local specificities of a particular expression of national intangible cultural heritage. In the case of a request to join an element already inscribed by another country, the delegation wondered about criteria that should be used by the Subsidiary Body for a nomination with such characteristics. States Parties should clearly describe the geographical, cultural and safeguarding characteristics of every element nominated regardless of whether it is a multinational file, i.e. the description should never favour generic definitions over individual traits. The delegation reiterated the importance of community participation, adding it was more difficult to submit a multinational file the greater the number of submitting States Parties. The delegation also remarked on the disparity in terms of the efforts needed to request the extension of an element to inscribe a shared element compared to the more in-depth requirements asked of States Parties when nominating an element of national intangible cultural heritage.

164. The delegation of Nigeria felt that it was a dangerous precedent to have one State Party consent to the nomination file of another State Party before an inscription is made, adding that it was preferable to have an independent case-by-case evaluation of the nomination by the advisory body.

165. Concurring with Nigeria’s comment, the Legal Adviser explained that in its current form, paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives states that a State Party submitting a nomination for an extension would have its nomination file examined by one or other of the advisory bodies. However, France was proposing an alternative procedure. Referring to Morocco’s comment, which suggested agreeing with the principle in the first instance and allowing the procedure to follow, the Legal Adviser made clear that the procedure was already in place in the Operational Directives (though not in paragraph 14) in that all nominations had to be treated by the relevant advisory body for evaluation. Thus, simplification of the procedure would require a specific directive in the Operational Directives relating to extensions, so as to avoid launching a whole new procedure for States Parties that already had a right to inscribe. The Legal Adviser agreed that the question of how the advisory bodies would apply the criteria in their examination of the nomination file was indeed interesting. He recalled the binational nomination file submitted by Burkina Faso in Bali under ‘multinational’, which was accepted by the Committee, suggesting that the Committee was free to interpret the directives when trying to avoid any modifications. Returning to France’s proposal, the Legal Adviser explained that the principle of simplification should be accompanied by a proposed procedure on how this would be achieved. Finally, the negotiation between States Parties in the submission of a multinational file or in an extension was the prerogative of the States Parties concerned, and the Secretariat could not intervene in this regard. Should a State Party refuse a proposal for extension, the submitting State has the right to inscribe the element as a national element – even in the case of a shared element.

166. Remarking on the shared concern regarding simplification, the Chairperson understood France’s position, adding that there was no question of excluding the communities in its proposal. The Chairperson recalled the discussions on the identity and uniqueness of each element such that an extension might formally create an element that differed from its original form, which the Chairperson agreed was a subtle question. Nevertheless, the discussions highlighted the working group’s concern to simplify the Convention with regard to the mechanisms of extension, while ensuring that States Parties consulted with the communities concerned. The Committee also had to consider Monaco’s important question. The Chairperson also noted the general agreement that extensions should include those occurring within a single State.

167. The delegation of Canada sought clarification on the methodology proposed for the extension, and whether States Parties were requested to complete a nomination file that would be send to the States Parties concerned for their approval, before being sent to the Committee in the event that one or more of the States Parties did not approve the nomination.

168. The Secretary responded that the Operational Directives were clear in that a proposal for inscription was the prerogative of States Parties. Should a new State Party wish to join a multinational nomination file, but the original submitting State Party did not approve the extension, the new State could not join the inscription. Conversely, a State Party had the right to inscribe the exact same element as a national nomination. The Committee had already inscribed elements with the same name to two different States Parties in two consecutive years. Thus, paragraph 14 was already applicable in this regard in that an inscription could be extended only on condition that the State Party concerned receives the approbation of the States in the original inscription. The proposal by France therefore did not change the circumstances of inscription.

169. Returning to earlier comments by Monaco and Burkina Faso, the delegation of Albania remarked that the Committee should be made aware that unless States Parties are encouraged to inscribe serial nominations and extensions, it could lead to several countries inscribing the same element separately, in which case the list would cease to be representative and become an inventory. Moreover, some States Parties during the early negotiations of the Convention sought to have such an inventory, as it was feared that the Representative List could lead to issues related to prestige. Thus, multinational files should be strongly encouraged, or risk having the Representative List end up as an inventory.

170. The delegation of Cyprus thanked the Secretary for her explanation on how two States Parties could inscribe an element with the same name, which was not a multinational nomination. The delegation agreed that the procedure should be simplified, but should the community concerned refuse to include the submitting nomination, a reason should be provided.

171. The delegation of Canada understood that the inscription would be refused should one of the States Parties of the original inscription not approve the extension, meaning that the State Party would have to submit the element as a national nomination.

172. 
The delegation of the United Arab Emirates remarked that it had itself been through the experience, explaining that as coordinator State for the inscription of falconry, it had called for relevant States Parties to join the nomination. However, one of the invited States was late in its submission, and although the States Parties were not against the nomination, the State was asked to revise its file, which it duly did, despite the very awkward situation. The delegation explained that in the case of rejection, the State or States Parties concerned would have to justify their decision, and the majority could decide to give the proposing State another chance to revise the nomination file should the nature of the rejection be based on a technical issue. The delegation spoke of the purpose of working groups in that sometimes they were occasions for brainstorming and on others they were opportunities to seek changes to the Operational Directives, with some meetings focused on discussing a particular challenge for which it required a solution. With regard to the present meeting, the delegation was pleased for the excellence of the papers, but felt that States Parties were not clear as to the finality of the meetings. The delegation suggested that in the future, a survey be distributed to States Parties to consult with them on their expectations and possible input ahead of the meeting.

173. The delegation of Peru remarked that the discussions tended to focus on lists and inscriptions, while neglecting the main safeguarding objective of the Convention, adding that future meetings should seek to help States in their implementation of their safeguarding measures. The delegation described three important points in the process of nomination: i) that communities identify with the intangible cultural heritage submitted; ii) that the safeguarding measures to be implemented are defined; and iii) that community participation in the process and the safeguarding measures is assured. The delegation added that the objective for communities was not the prospect of a multinational file or even inscription, but what it would present to the community itself in terms of safeguarding its intangible cultural heritage.

174. The Chairperson thanked Peru for recalling the objectives of the Convention and for the request for assistance with regard to safeguarding and inventories. The Chairperson also found important the remarks by Albania, adding that an item in the Committee’s agenda would deal with mechanisms for sharing information to encourage multinational nominations. He concurred that the increase in national nominations was leading to the Representative List becoming an inventory, which was obviously not the goal. The Chairperson remarked that the report to the Committee would include the different points of discussion, and the comments and opinions, which would help the Committee in deciding on the measures or amendments to be taken with regard to extensions in national inscriptions and on the simplification of the extension procedure. With regard to the terms ‘element of intangible cultural heritage’, the Chairperson recalled the in-depth discussions on the terminology, adding that the Convention should always serve as the reference, while noting that many of the problems were due to translation. The Chairperson recognized that the concept itself was not the major causes for concern, and that it was the Committee’s duty to remind States Parties of their responsibilities as facilitators to ensure the appropriate forms of communication with the communities concerned so that they understood the basic principles of the Convention. In this way, the implementation of the Convention could be applied in a uniform way albeit adapted to every situation and to all the elements. The Chairperson remarked on the excellent quality of the speakers and the interventions. He also spoke of the uniqueness of every individual element such that the notion of similarity was rejected, to be replaced with the idea of ‘shared heritage’ when referring to the extension of inscriptions – whether national or multinational. With regard to the extension of an element, the working group agreed to propose to the Committee that it revise paragraph 14 of the Operational Directives to include national extensions of the same element. Meanwhile, France had proposed to simplify the procedure of extension by not imposing a complete revision of the nomination file on the States Parties concerned. The Chairperson recalled the concern by certain States that the communities should not be overlooked in the proposed extension. It was thus unanimously agreed that the communities concerned would have to give their consent; the procedure of which would eventually be developed and introduced in the Operational Directives. The Chairperson also noted the concern expressed by some States that States Parties should be encouraged to submit multinational files when they possessed elements of shared heritage.

175. Thanking the Chairperson for his invitation to conclude the meeting, the Assistant Director-General of Culture, Mr Francesco Bandarin, took the opportunity to greet all those having played an important role in the Convention, and would continue to play in the future. Mr Bandarin remarked that despite the fact that the Convention was already well known worldwide, it was still young and there was much need for meetings such as the present working group to accompany the Convention in its development. He gave the example of the World Heritage Convention that had taken decades to reach maturity, but now demonstrated the importance of forming a culture of principles and engagement such that the goal was to work towards fortifying the Convention. However, he recognized that a Convention was greater than its text and that it relied on expertise to face the challenges as the Convention evolved. Mr Bandarin also took the opportunity to thank Japan for its support in making the meeting possible, and he spoke of the 10th anniversary of the Convention as an occasion for common reflection. He spoke of the definition of ‘element’ as neutral, and although it was not really understood by the media for example, it was now firmly ensconced in the Convention. Mr Bandarin recognized the need to define the contours and characters of an element, adding that it was part and parcel of the Convention and the process of constructing future principles based on experiences. He spoke of the forthcoming Committee meeting that would benefit from the outcomes of the present meeting and would likely influence the decisions of the Committee. Concluding, Mr Bandarin reiterated his gratitude to Japan and all those who supported and continued to support UNESCO during this difficult time, particularly as the Convention was of strategic importance to the Organization, representing the fundamental cultural life of nations. 

176. The Chairperson took the opportunity to thank Mr Bandarin, the speakers, the delegations, the Secretariat for their excellent work, and the interpreters. Following a couple of announcements by the Secretary, the Chairperson duly closed the working group meeting.

�.	See its report to the fourth session of the Committee, Document 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�).


�.	See its report to the fifth session, Document ITH/10/5.COM/CONF.202/6, paragraph 40 (� 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�).


�.	See its report to the sixth session, Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7, paragraph 7 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-7-EN.doc" �http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-11-6.COM-CONF.206-7-EN.doc�).


�.	See Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/13+Corr.+Add., paragraph(� 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�). 


�.	Art.2 of the Convention lists five domains:


(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.


�.	Art. 14 of the Operational Directives: 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..


�.	With regard to the discussion items in the seventh session of the Committee under agenda item 13.b: Reflection on the right scale or scope of an element; and agenda item 13.c: Reflection on the procedure for extended inscription of an element that is already inscribed.






