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Commentaires des Etats Parties relatifs à la mise en œuvre des articles 18 et 31 de la Convention
	Summary / Résumé
This document presents the comments of States Parties in response to Decisions 1.EXT.COM.7 and 1.EXT.COM.11, in the form and language they were received by the Secretariat.

Ce document présente les commentaires des Etats Parties comme suite aux Décisions 1.EXT.COM.7 et 1.EXT.COM.11, dans la forme et la langue telles que reçues par le Secrétariat.


Comments received from States Parties in response to Decision 1.EXT.COM.7 (Implementation of Article 31 of the Convention) /
Commentaires reçues des États parties comme suite à la décision 1.EXT.COM.7 (Mise en œuvre de l’article 31 de la Convention)

	BELGIUM / BELGIQUE
	Article 31

	1. It is very important to keep on making a clear distinction between the notion of “masterpiece” and “item proclaimed masterpiece”. The 2003 convention very intelligently systematically speaks about an “item proclaimed masterpiece”.  

This echoes 21st-century constructivist views on heritage as a mode of cultural production and on proclamations as performative acts but still constructions and projections (and not altering nor constituting an “essence”)  (see e.g. the publications of Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett). The proclamation was not a kind of magic or a form of transubstantiation. It simply put a number of phenomena, elements or items in a historically contextualized and functional (as article 31.3 stipulates, now closed) collection or on a (finite) list of so-called “masterpieces of the oral and intangible heritage of humanity” (with a very specific set of criteria and functions). It hence attached the label of “having been proclaimed as masterpieces of the oral and intangible heritage” to the item. This has a number of (positive and sometimes negative) effects (cfr. mode of cultural production) but from an analytic point of view (and as a matter of intellectual hygiene) the distinction between the item and the fact of being inscribed/proclamated in a finite series of items proclaimed to be masterpieces should be made. The item can be inscribed on other lists: removing it from a masterpieces (proclamation)list is not necessary or required. The item will simply be on two lists: one of items proclaimed in 2001, 2003 and 2005 and another of a representative list of ICH of humanity as constructed by the 2003 convention. This convention gives these items ‘a second life’.

2. This honorary title of “Masterpiece of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity” masterpiece, the lists of item being proclaimed a masterpiece in 2001, 2003 and 2005 and the fact of the proclamation do not disappear. They are there as long as they wish to cultivate this historical event. 

3. The items (phenomena) are also inscribed on a second list, a so-called “representative list of the intangible cultural heritage of humanity”. With the system of the ICH-Convention, UNESCO enters a new chapter in the story of intangible cultural heritage. The Representative List consists of items or elements that have been inscribed by the committee according to procedures that will be determined in Tokyo and according to the criteria specified in Chengdu. There are at this moment two ways of getting on that list: one by following the normal procedure (cfr. article 16 and the rules to be decided by the Committee) and the other, transitional and exceptional way of article 31. At a certain point in future, after the implementation of article 31, there will only be the first, normal procedure.

Once on the list it is crucial that all items (or elements) are equal: it is in the spirit of the convention that there should be no hierarchy, that there is not (a) “masterpieces” and (b) more simple items-category; they are all nothing more (and nothing less) than items on that list.

4.  This could become important for the management of that Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity, cfr. Article 16 “keep up to date and publish”. It is possible, in order to give every state, region and types of phenomena a fair chance of publicity and also “in order to ensure better visibility of the intangible cultural heritage and awareness of its significance, and to encourage dialogue which respects cultural diversity”, that a kind of system of temporal special attention will be implemented (soon or in the future). This could take the form of a system of passage in order to ensure equitable thematic and geographical representation and rotation in being granted international attention and media coverage.

The expert meeting in New Delhi (2-4 April 2007) proposed a very interesting alternative: of a passage (in the main spotlights) of items on the representative list for a specific period and then moving items (and their title) on to an honorary space (in a special museum and/or in a virtual space). Of course, the fact of having been proposed, selected and inscribed will remain valid and connected to the item. For those items having been proclaimed a masterpiece in 2001, 2003 or 2005 (within the programme of the Masterpieces), this implies getting a second inscription (on the representative list) and then remembering this (or even – if desired in that phase- both episodes of cultural heritage production) for ever in an honorary space. It should be clear that the items proclaimed as masterpieces will then have enjoyed very considerable double publicity and that newcomers still will be allowed some place in the sun. It would probably be unfair towards others to keep on focusing on the status obtained in specific historical circumstances: after being inscribed (incorporation) the special status disappears for the item and then the item functions as other items on the list. In order to avoid any kind of hierarchy no mention is made of the masterpiece title on the representative list, they are there as “item” with no higher hierarchical essence or value then the others. That is and should be the spirit of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, since that way as much opportunity is given to items that haven’t had the chance of being proclaimed as masterpiece to come in the spotlight.

5. It is very important to notice that there are no timing, steps or order indicated in article 31.1. There is no mention of a condition like “ALL items should be included IMMEDIATELY”. The implicit notion could be “all items should be included eventually”.  Of course, the phrase “before the entry into force of this Convention” is connected to “proclaimed” and not to “shall incorporate”, as the committee could not have existed before the entry into force”. It should also be very clear that the WORD “AUTOMATICALLY” IS NOT PRESENT IN ARTICLE 31.1. The claim of the importance of the word automatically (introduced in discussions in Chengdu or e.g. in the interesting note of the Office of international standards and legal affairs, distributed in Chengdu) can be challenged (as participating experts in the drafting groups we did not have the impression that the majority of the experts were of the view that the word automatically should be included or emphasized: there was also much discussion about the masterpieces programs in other sessions of the experts). 

The fact that in the end and in the only text that counts, i.e. the 2003 convention, the word automatic is not there, is significant. That was a very wise decision of the international community as it provides a way out of a possible impasse. In order not to further complicate matters and in order to remain close to the convention text, it would be wise not only to speak about “items proclaimed masterpieces” but also to avoid introducing the word ‘automatically”. There is an actor, the Committee, not a blind “automate”. The actor, the committee, can decide on the timing, the mechanism and the modalities of the inscription. The Committee “shall incorporate”, read shall inscribe via an extraordinary procedure, the items proclaimed as masterpiece. It is not mentioned that all those items should be inscribed at once. 

All items remain being “having been proclaimed as masterpieces” (in another programme), hence it would be a very reasonable decision for the committee to decide only putting the inscription on the virtue of having been proclaimed a masterpiece in 2001/2003/2005 on the agenda of the inscription session of the committee or the secretariat, once the state has ratified the convention.  This is an elegant solution that does not reduce the committee to an automate, invites states to ratify in order to speed up (celebrating) inscription, to solve the problem of possible non state parties that do not wish to inscribe an item proclaimed a master piece on the list and it follows the fact that UNESCO doesn’t have the right to impose measures upon non-member states to UNESCO, or non state parties to the convention (everyone can buy time this way). If a State Party to the convention would request, for whatever reason that would be, not yet to incorporate the item in the list but to postpone that to the future (a very hypothetical case indeed), then this could also be resolved. The implicit obligation (the committee shall…) to eventually incorporate all items will always be there. And of course the link between the status of being proclaimed a masterpiece is cut as soon as the inscription of the item by an extraordinary procedure is finished. It seems an elegant solution for all parties and the whole world (and for those State parties not among the happy few with items proclaimed masterpieces).
Then the item is also part of a series of items on the Representative list (and it is still, we cannot emphasize this enough, outside the realm of the convention, an item proclaimed masterpiece in 2001, 2003 or 2005, without further special privileges). It is then subjected to whatever measures of “keeping up to date” will be developed.

6. This interpretation could offer us a way out of a whole lot of problems.

	BULGARIA / BULGARIE
	Article 31

	1. La Bulgarie appuie l’idée de l’inscription automatique des chefs d’œuvres du patrimoine oral et immatériel, identifié jusqu’à présent à la suite des trois proclamations de l’UNESCO, sur la liste représentative. Elle considère que ces chefs d’œuvres reconnus, auxquels s’ajouteront des éléments nouveaux, se transformeront progressivement en un panthéon du patrimoine culturel immatériel de l’humanité.

2. Dans ce contexte la Bulgarie considère que les éléments, inscrits sur la liste représentative, doivent avoir une présence constante.

3. La Bulgarie considère que l’inscription des éléments du patrimoine immatériel sur la liste représentative doit avoir lieu à la suite des propositions officielles des Etats membres, appuyés par des justificatifs pertinents. 

4. La Bulgarie considère que les propositions d’inscription des éléments du patrimoine immatériel sur la liste des biens en péril peuvent être faites aussi bien par les Etats membres et leurs institutions publiques, que (éventuellement) par des experts autorisés.

5. La Bulgarie est d’avis que les éléments doivent figurer sur la liste des biens en péril pour la durée du programme respectif de leur conservation. En cas d’une durée plus grande pour la sauvegarde de ces éléments que les 4 ans fixés, le plan respectif de conservation et de sauvegarde doit être révisé et actualisé.

6. La Bulgarie considère que la liste des biens en péril doit être interprétée comme une liste temporaire et les éléments qu’elle comporte – comme des biens inscrits à titre provisoire. Leur présence sur cette liste doit coïncider avec un plan de conservation et de sauvegarde sensé et justifié.

	CHINA / CHINE
	Article 31

	The Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (“The Convention”) has clearly stipulated in its Article 31 that the Committee should “incorporate in the Representative List of the Intangible Heritage of Humanity the items proclaimed “Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity” before the entry into force of this Convention”. In order to honor the spirit of this Convention, it is necessary to recognize the relationship of natural transition between the Masterpieces and the Representative List. It is also necessary to emphasize that the Proclamation of Masterpieces is the primary practice of UNESCO and the international community in the protection of intangible cultural heritage, therefore the recognition and automatic incorporation of the already proclaimed items in the Representative List is a demonstration of our due respect to this previous process as well as to all States Parties and non-States Parties who have paid arduous efforts, made beneficial explorations and gained precious experiences in this process. We therefore suggest and support that the first three groups of Masterpieces already proclaimed should be directly inscribed on the Representative List, without prejudice of whether the items belong to States Parties or not. In so doing, we can encourage and influence more Non-States Parties to join the Convention. For those items that were jointly proposed by more than one country including Non-States Parties, it is advised that they also be incorporated in the Representative List unless the proposing countries should unanimously decide after discussion not to do so and submit their opinions for the review of the Committee and the approval of the Assembly. 

In accordance with the spirit of Article 16 and 17 of the Convention, should an item of Masterpieces be incorporated in the “List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding” (the “Urgent List”), the concerned States Parties need to make a request to the Committee or its advisory bodies for review before the approval of the Assembly. The criteria for the Urgent List should keep in line with the spirit of the Convention. In past practices, the identification of the first three groups of Masterpieces were based on the weighted consideration of their “representativeness” and “degree of urgency for protection” due to the fact that most items had already been under considerable danger prior to their proclamation. In view of the fact that items inscribed on the Urgent List will incur “international assistance” mainly contributed by the States Parties, and will require the host country to undertake prompt and appropriate protective measures, it is necessary to fully respect and consider the host State Party’s position and wishes before an item of Masterpieces enter the Representative List and the Urgent List concurrently. For those Masterpieces of Non-States Parties that truly need to be inscribed on the Urgent List, they could be temporarily kept on the Representative List first, and once th host country joins the Convention, proposals to inscribe the items on the Urgent List can then be submitted by the concerned countries to the Committee or its advisory bodies for review and the Assembly for approval. If approved, the proposed items could then be inscribed on the Urgent List and the host countries receive international assistance. 

Taking into account that some Masterpieces are multinational items proposed by countries including Non-States Parties, if such items truly need to be incorporated in the Urgent List, it is advised that the concerned countries reach consensus after discussion and submit their joint proposal to the Committee for review and the Assembly for approval. 

	ESTONIA / ESTONIE
	Article 31 

	As the spirit and language of Article 31 of the Convention requires the Committee to include all proclaimed Masterpieces to the Representative List, Estonia believes that all 90 Masterpieces should be incorporated automatically and all at once. We believe that once incorporated in the Representative List, Masterpieces should be treated as any other item on the List. i.e they should be subject to whatever monitoring regimen, expiration of term or other obligations that will be applied to new elements on the Representative List and they should not form a sub-category of the List.  

We fully understand the challenges caused by masterpiece items of States Parties which have not (yet) ratified the Convention. Estonia considers that an active dialogue between those 26 countries and UNESCO is of essence here. If the UNESCO Secretariat and the Committee would have at their disposal information as to if and when those countries in question plan to ratify the Convention, the Committee might find it helpful when deciding on when and how the Masterpieces should be incorporated. Without doubt, the legal analysis of the situation by UNESCO's Legal Counsellor is needed to help the Committee in decision-making and in actual implementation of this arrangement. Estonia has not conducted a legal analysis of the situation, but we believe that there is a need for non-state-parties of the convention to have a right to request the Committee to remove their Masterpieces from the List after automatic incorporation of all Masterpieces should they find that the rights and obligations that govern the Representative List are not agreeable to them. 

	FRANCE / FRANCE
	Article 31

	Cette décision n’appelle pas de commentaires particuliers de la part de la France en l’absence, à ce stade, de l’analyse du Conseiller juridique concernant les modalités de cette intégration. Il conviendra de veiller à éviter la situation hors-norme qui pourrait découler d'une inscription a priori ouvrant des contradictions potentielles liées à l'existence d'obligations impossibles à faire respecter ou à l'absence d'obligations qui pourrait compromettre la crédibilité même de la Convention. 

Lorsque cette intégration aura été effectuée, il conviendra que le Comité puisse garder toute latitude afin de porter, le cas échéant, un ou plusieurs de ces chefs d’œuvre sur la liste de sauvegarde urgente ou de les radier, dès lors qu’ils ne seraient plus actifs ou vivants.

	INDIA / INDE
	Article 31

	In view of Article 31 of the Convention, clearly all Masterpieces, including those of non-States Parties to the Convention should be included in the Representative List. Subsequently, non-States Parties should be invited to consider ratification of the Convention. 

With regard to the criteria, every effort should be made to establish criteria in conformity with the regulations relating to the proclamation by UNESCO of Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity [155 EX. Decision 3.5.5 approved by the Executive Board in November 1998]. Once the Masterpieces become part of the Representative List, they would be subjected to the same regulations as other items, including inscription on the urgent safeguarding list.

The issue of a timeframe would need to be carefully considered. 

	JAPAN / JAPON
	Article 31

	· Proclaimed Masterpieces from States Parties should be transferred automatically in accordance with Article 31 of the Convention.

· Items that have been transferred to the Representative List should have the same rights and obligations as other items on the list. 

· Regarding items from countries that are not States Parties to the Convention, explicit consent from the country in question shall be obtained prior to incorporating the items; if no consent is obtained, the item shall not be transferred. Procedure for this should be established and implemented as soon as possible.

· Further, when such consent is obtained, the country shall also be requested to declare in its consent to fulfill the obligations under the Convention. 

· Those countries in which Proclaimed Masterpieces are located, but which have not yet ratified the Convention, should be encouraged do so, especially the transfer to the Representative List should be taken as a good incentive to ratify the Convention. 

· Those countries that wish to inscribe the items incorporated in the Representative List based on Art 31 into the List of Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding, shall independently apply for inscription on said List. The country shall demonstrate that the item meets the general criteria for inscription into the List of Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding.

· Regarding Proclaimed Masterpieces from countries that are not States Parties, after incorporation into the Representative List, if the relevant country wishes to have the item included on the List of Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding, upon their ratification of the Convention, the general rules for inscription shall apply. 
· Regarding items as Proclaimed Masterpieces jointly recommended by several countries, all these countries shall give consent, since those countries which do not agree to fulfill the obligations should not be granted only the rights; therefore, the items should not be transferred unless consent has been obtained from all relevant countries. 

· Given that the Representative List is supposed to reflect the diversity of intangible cultural heritage of each country, the elimination of similar items and the pursuit of originality (in the sense of archetype or origin), and such ideas which do not respect the identity of each country should not be used.

· Regarding how the transfers should be carried out, if a consensus is obtained at the Second Session of the Intergovernmental Committee, each country should start the necessary procedures immediately after that, and it would be desirable for the transfer to be decided and announced at the Second General Assembly (or to the next Session of the Intergovernmental Committee). 

	MALI / MALI
	Article 31

	· les chefs-d’œuvre, une fois incorporés,  doivent avoir les mêmes droits et obligations que les autres éléments qui seront inscrits sur la Liste; 

· il est nécessaire que l'accord des Etats non parties à la convention doit être obtenu avant l'incorporation de leurs chefs-d’œuvre; 

· après l'incorporation automatique, la présence d'un élément sur la Liste n'est plus utile; 

· pour l'incorporation des chefs-d’œuvre multinationaux, il est nécessaire que le Bureau du Comité et le secrétariat mènent des consultations auprès des Etats concernés même s'ils ne sont pas parties à la convention. 

· les Chefs-d’œuvre doivent être incorporés lors des sessions ordinaires du comité. 

	ROMANIA / ROUMANIE
	Article 31

	Nous sommes pour l’intégration automatique de tous les chefs-d’œuvre dans la Liste représentative, avec la possibilité du retrait (a la demande expresse et écrite) de l’Etat vise d’un certain chef-d’œuvre, seulement après l’intégration; on considère que cette procédure est simple et efficace, en même temps, donc on soutient la proposition présentée dans le document du Secrétariat.


Comments received from States Parties in response to Decision 1.EXT.COM.11 (Implementation of Article 18 of the Convention) / 

Commentaires reçues des États parties comme suite à la décision 1.EXT.COM.11 (Mise en œuvre de l’article 18 de la Convention)

	BRAZIL / BRESIL
	Article 18

	1. Critères généraux pour la sélection de programmes, projets et activités:

· Être conçu et développé  en conformité avec la définition de patrimoine culturel immatériel  et  être applicable prioritairement aux domaines spécifiés dans l´article 2. 

· Tenir compte des objectifs spécifiés dans l´article 1, à savoir: 

· la sauvegarde du patrimoine culturel immatériel, telle que définie dans l’article 2.3

· le respect du patrimoine culturel des communautés, des groupes et des individus concernés.

· la sensibilisation  aux niveaux local, national et/ou international en ce qui concerne l’importance du patrimoine culturel immatériel et de son appréciation mutuelle. 

· Respecter, dans sa conception et son implémentation, les droits et les devoirs établis par les conventions internationales relatives à la propriété intellectuelle, à la diversité culturelle, aux droits de l´homme et à l’environnement.

· Être passible d´utilisation en situations similaires, même dans des contextes diversifiés.

· Avoir réuni des expériences qui puissent rendre possible une évaluation des résultats.

· Être prioritairement adéquat aux besoins particuliers des pays en développement.

2. Formes de sauvegarde à être priorisées: 

a) expériences d’inventaire qui cherchent à répondre aux conditions suivantes:

· Participation des producteurs/transmetteurs, et de la communauté concernée, en tant que partenaires dans la production d´informations et de connaissances.

· Identification des biens culturels considérés par ces acteurs sociaux comme faisant partie de leur patrimoine culturel immatériel, ainsi qu’appréhension des significations et valeurs qui leur sont attribuées.

· Considération de la relation indissociable entre patrimoine culturel matériel et immatériel.

· Collecte de données sur la continuité historique des biens culturels et de sa relation actuelle avec le contexte où ces biens se manifestent. 

· Recherche de formes de documentation et d’indexation qui facilitent la meilleure diffusion possible des informations.

· Respect aux normes éthiques relatives aux droits et aussi aux demandes spécifiques des acteurs sociaux directement concernés.

JUSTIFICATIF: 

Les inventaires constituent une forme fondamentale de sauvegarde du patrimoine culturel immatériel, et sont aussi la base pour toute autre action de sauvegarde. Ils font  objet de l’article 12 de la Convention, en tant qu’obligation des Etats parties, qui doivent en inclure des informations dans les rapports périodiques présentés au Comité. 

L’élaboration et l’application des inventaires demande un important investissement initial de ressources humaines, techniques et financières, et aussi, dans la suite, un effort permanent d’évaluation et de perfectionnement. Pour ces raisons-là,  la diffusion et le partage d’expériences qui se sont révélées réussies peuvent être une contribution importante pour la sauvegarde du patrimoine culturel immatériel, surtout dans les pays en développement.

b) exemples de plans de sauvegarde avec les caractéristiques suivantes:

· Suivre des orientations et réaliser des actions ayant comme base une connaissance profonde de la situation spécifique.

· Compter sur la pleine acceptation et participation des acteurs sociaux concernés 

· Présenter des formes adéquates de diffusion des informations et des résultats aux différents publics.

· Constituer des expériences réussies de la complexe relation entre acteurs extérieurs – chercheurs, représentants du pouvoir public, ONG – et les groupes concernés.

· Avoir  élaboré une évaluation des résultats. 

JUSTIFICATIF:

Si bien que chaque plan de sauvegarde ait nécessairement un caractère très spécifique, adapté à chaque situation singulière, quand il est bien formulé et appliqué, il  peut fonctionner comme exemple à être reproduit et adapté à d’autres situations et contextes.  

Ces expériences peuvent être particulièrement importantes pour la planification des actions de sauvegarde vis à vis les biens culturels sur les Listes des Biens en Danger, dont la fragilité demande une spéciale attention, soit  quant à la définition des objectifs, soit aux limites  des interventions. 

c) étude et diffusion de formes de documentation, indexation et systématisation des informations.

d) étude et diffusion de formes d’appui à la transmission du patrimoine culturel immatériel, et aussi de propositions pour son développement durable. 

e) étude et diffusion de formes appropriées de sensibilisation et de valorisation du patrimoine culturel immatériel auprès les différents publics.  

f) étude des aspects légaux et éthiques de la sauvegarde du patrimoine culturel immatériel.  

	CHINA / CHINE
	Article 18

	The criteria for best “programmes, projects and activities for the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage” should include, among others, the following ones: 

1. Activities or programmes committed to a conducive mechanism of intangible heritage protection, for example: the several-tiered inventory system of China and its project of protecting representative inheritors of intangible cultural heritage;

2. Campaigns bearing important impacts for the raising of public understanding of intangible cultural heritage and their protection awareness, such as the serial activities held around China’s “Cultural Heritage Day”, including the “Chengdu International Intangible Cultural Heritage Festival” held lately;

3. Projects conducive for the establishment of the academic discipline of intangible cultural heritage studies and related research, such as the oral traditions field study base established by China Academy of Social Sciences. 

	ESTONIA / ESTONIE
	Article 18

	Estonia fully supports the understanding that Article 18 is of utmost importance in the light of implementing the Convention's other articles and ensuring safeguarding of the ICH. We believe that Article 18 does not only apply to developing countries but that it is important for creating dialogue among all States Parties to the Convention. Estonia is in favour of the widest possible dissemination of programmes and ideas, projects and best practices and believes that modern IT possibilities should be mobilized to this effect.

When selecting and promoting programmes, projects and activities one of the guiding principles for the Committee should be to encourage dialogue and to  support the co-operation between countries (at regional as well as global level). Projects of ritual elements (for instance masks) could serve as an example of global co-operation. Projects of shared elements (for instance the Song and Dance Celebration Tradition of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) could be an example of regional cooperation. 
Estonia believes that sharing and exchanging best practices is very relevant in connection with this article. So that the programmes, once implemented, do not fall into oblivion but would serve as a source of inspiration to other countries. 

To bring a few examples from Estonia, we may share the positive experience of creating targeted development plans for particular local regions in Estonia, to support the cultural identity of the communities living there: Kihnu, Seto, South-Estonian language and culture, the islands. The financial support from state budget goes through Ministry of Culture directly to the community level, so that the people could act locally and mobilize themselves.

The Proclamation of Song and Dance Celebration tradition of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania as a Masterpiece had a recognizable impact on all three countries involved. Active regional cooperation has enhanced between the practitioners, experts and government officials across the borders. In the autumn of 2007 already a third joint conference will take place in Riga. The experts of the three countries visit each others' celebrations regularly, analyse the events and discuss topics of mutual concern. 


	FRANCE / FRANCE
	Article 18

	Cet article est d’une extrême importance, la France considère qu’il devrait être au cœur du dispositif de sauvegarde, puisque la convention a été élaborée pour la sauvegarde du patrimoine culturel immatériel. L’inscription sur une liste, même de sauvegarde urgente, ne constitue pas en soi une mesure de sauvegarde et ne devrait, de ce fait, être considérée que comme le point de départ d’actions concrètes. 

Les programmes, projets et activités mis en œuvre dans le cadre de cet article doivent donc bénéficier en priorité aux formes de PCI inscrites sur la liste de sauvegarde urgente, afin de soutenir leur existence et leur transmission. 

Le Comité a dans ce cadre un rôle d’impulsion : 

· faire recenser les bonnes pratiques en matière de sauvegarde 

· veiller à leur circulation et à leur diffusion les plus larges possibles

· stimuler la coopération internationale par l’organisation de réunions thématiques régionales et sous-régionales.

Le Comité pourrait également étudier un mécanisme novateur selon lequel les porteurs d’un projet d’inscription sur la Liste représentative s’engageraient –et ceci ferait partie intégrante du dossier d’inscription-, dans une initiative de sauvegarde d’une forme de patrimoine immatériel située dans un autre pays. La nature et l’étendue de cet engagement, qu’il faut considérer comme un « geste symbolique » en faveur de la sauvegarde et de la mise en valeur du PCI, seraient évidemment laissées à la discrétion des porteurs du projet, en fonction notamment des moyens dont ils disposent à cette fin. A titre d’exemple, il pourrait s’agir d’un partage d’expérience et d’expertise, d’actions de sensibilisation, d’aide à la sauvegarde, d’organisation de rencontres entre « tenants » du patrimoine culturel immatériel, etc.

La promotion des initiatives qui relèvent de cet article est essentielle pour en assurer la visibilité et contribuer à lever des fonds pour leur mise en œuvre. On pourrait également envisager, à terme, la mise en place d’une « reconnaissance d’excellence », à l’image de ce qui a été fait par l’UNESCO en la matière dans le domaine de l’artisanat et de ce qui est envisagé dans le domaine des industries culturelles et créatrices.

	JAPAN / JAPON
	Article 18

	· Japan has already implemented cooperative international projects on intangible cultural heritage, and, in accordance with the operational needs of the Convention, would like to look at implementing this type of project under Article 18 of the Convention as Japan’s contribution.
· It would be opportune to publish the results and assessment of such various safeguarding projects implemented prior to the Convention as good practice for future.
· The following is a proposal of procedures for the creating and implementing specific projects in the implementation of Article 18 of the Convention.
· Have each country submit a written proposal to the Secretariat, to be passed by a screening committee of the Secretariat; establish within the intergovernmental committee an ad hoc committee incorporating advice from appropriate experts and NGOs, who will create a prioritized selection proposal, with selection to be decided by the intergovernmental committee.
· Note that a conclusion should not be hastened on this issue, and that a decision does not have to be made at the Second Session of the Intergovernmental committee, but it is preferable to decide the rules as we go along, taking into account the situation with regard to implementation of the Convention, and building on experience.
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