	
	Intangible Cultural Heritage            1 EXT COM


	
	Distribution Limited  

	ITH/07/1.EXT.COM/CONF.207/INF.2Rev
Paris, 20 April 2007

Original: English


UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC

 AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTEE 

FOR THE SAFEGUARDING OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE

First Extraordinary Session

Chengdu, China – 23 to 27 May 2007

Information Document 2: Synthesis of comments received from States Parties in response to Decisions 1. COM 5, 1. COM 6 and 1. COM 7 
	Summary

In response to Decisions 1. COM 5 on the preparation of texts required for the implementation of the Convention, 1. COM 6 on advisory assistance to the Committee and 1. COM 7 on the lists called for in the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, the Secretariat received comments from 32 States Parties to the Convention. This information document presents a synthesis of those comments. The original comments, as submitted, may be consulted at: 

http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich



1. In response to Decisions 1. COM 5, 1. COM 6 and 1. COM 7, adopted by the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (the “Committee”) at its first session (Algiers, 18-19 November 2006), the Secretariat received comments from 32 States Parties to the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (the “Convention”): Algeria, Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Central African Republic, China, Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Ethiopia, France, Gabon, Hungary, India, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Mexico, Morocco, Peru, Philippines, Republic of Korea, Romania, Senegal, Slovakia, Spain, Turkey, Viet Nam and Zimbabwe. This information document presents a synthesis of those comments. The original comments, in the form and language in which they were submitted, may be consulted at: 

http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich
Decision 1.COM 5 on the preparation of texts required for the implementation of the Convention

2. In response to Decision 1. COM 5 on the preparation of texts required for the implementation of the Convention, the Secretariat received comments from 17 States Parties: Argentina, Belgium, Burundi, Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Ethiopia, France, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Morocco, Peru, Spain, Turkey and Viet Nam. 

General Comments

3. Turkey, confirming the general spirit of the discussion on this subject at the first session of the Committee, recalled that the outline is to be used as the basis for draft Operational Directives to be submitted by the Secretariat to the second ordinary session of the Committee. Several other States, too, explicitly supported the draft outline as prepared by the Secretariat (Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Spain, Viet Nam) or as amended by the Committee (Hungary). Ethiopia agreed with the integration into the Operational Directives of as many as possible of the texts the Committee has to prepare for approval by the General Assembly. These texts must be concise and provide clear guidelines as well as simple formats that allow for flexibility (Zimbabwe), and could altogether be called, according to Morocco, Guidelines for the Implementation of the Intangible Heritage Convention instead of Operational Directives, since “directives” is overly rigid. 

4. The operational directives should highlight the importance of international safeguarding mechanisms, and in particular that of the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding (“Urgent Safeguarding List”) (France), and of the programmes, projects and activities mentioned in article 18 (Belgium). They should also give guidance for developing national measures (Viet Nam) such as inventories (Croatia), and for the involvement in such measures of the communities and groups concerned, on the basis of article 15 (Belgium). Belgium, however, also emphasized that the Directives should focus on the international level, thus respecting the competence and autonomy of the national states.
5. For Argentina and Ethiopia, the directives should refer to UNESCO’s website as a useful tool for exchanging information and good practices. In addition, Peru suggested that the Directives provide guidance on how to make use of mass media for the sake of promoting intangible heritage. Luxembourg and Viet Nam underscored the importance of finalizing the Operational Directives within two years in order to start implementing the Convention at the international level as soon as possible. However, the United Arab Emirates, Brazil and Bolivia stressed that the quality of the Directives should prevail over the speed of their preparation. 
6. Some States Parties referred to the Operational Guidelines of the 1972 Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage: Hungary recommended keeping in mind the Operational Guidelines of the 1972 Convention when drafting the Operational Directives of the 2003 Convention. Senegal warned that a middle way should be found, equidistant between elitism and cultural populism. Lithuania asked for elaboration in the framework of the Operational Directives of the difference between the cultural spaces mentioned in the 2003 Convention and the cultural landscapes mentioned in the Operational Guidelines of the 1972 Convention. 
Chapter 1: Introduction
7. Morocco proposed to clarify in this chapter the relation of the Operational Directives to the Convention, their objectives, targeted public and periodicity of revision. Specifically Morocco suggested adding in chapter 1 a reference to the statutory organs of the Convention. Belgium proposed to include the Intangible Heritage Glossary prepared in 2002. Zimbabwe underscored the importance of distinguishing between the “Background” and the “Purpose” of the Directives. 
Chapter 2: Safeguarding
8. France, as well as Belgium and Viet Nam, insisted on the importance of a chapter on safeguarding and on the identification of good practices, which was also endorsed by Japan. For France, priority should be given to safeguarding mechanisms including the Urgent Safeguarding List, but incorporated in a new chapter 3 on urgent safeguarding and international assistance. For Belgium, the accent should be put on international cooperation, rather than national measures, and on measures included within the definition of safeguarding given in article 2.3. Other topics should relate in particular to exchanging views and models of intangible cultural heritage policy, legislation, administration and planning programmes. Croatia and Romania considered that special attention should be given to the drawing up of national inventories and, in the case of Romania, to factors that threaten intangible heritage. Viet Nam underscored that the Directives should guide the implementation of safeguarding projects at the national level.
Chapter 3: Visibility
9. Argentina proposed that chapter 3 on visibility should be placed after chapter 5—as had been suggested by several Committee Members in Algiers—and France suggested that the current chapter on international assistance should immediately follow the one on safeguarding (thus “Visibility” would become chapter 4), while Latvia preferred chapter 3 stay where it was and with the same title, Visibility, for the sake of clarity and conciseness. Belgium, however, remarked as it had in the first Committee meeting that the title of this chapter should fully reflect the purposes of the Representative List as described in Article 16 of the Convention: Visibility, Awareness-raising and Dialogue. France suggested limiting the title to Visibility and Awareness-raising. An important issue for Belgium was to also include in this chapter the criteria for the selection of programmes, projects and activities referred to in article 18 of the Convention, and the procedure for submission and for granting international assistance to them.  
10. Peru stressed the importance of dealing in the Directives with the promotion of intangible cultural heritage through the mass media, and suggested studying the possibility of having a world-wide cable TV channel devoted to it. France however, suggested deleting discussion of the media since it does not refer to an article of the Convention. Belgium proposed to integrate “outreach, internet and mass media” in another subchapter. 
11. Morocco called attention to the fact that Point 3.4 (incorporation of Masterpieces in the Representative List) is a singular occurrence and may not need to be addressed in the directives, since they are intended to serve for a long time.

Chapter 4: International Assistance

12. France proposed that Chapter 4 become Chapter 3, and be called Urgent Safeguarding and International Assistance. Former points 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 would respectively become points 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3, while former points 4.1, 4.2, 4,6 and 4.7 would become 3.4, 3.5, 3.6 and 3.7. Lithuania recalled that States should, within the limits of their resources, share the costs of projects that receive international assistance.

Chapter 5: Monitoring and Reporting
13. No specific comments were provided on this chapter. Belgium suggested a number of additional articles of the Convention to which this chapter could be cross-referenced. 

Chapter 6: Advisory Organizations
14. Latvia suggested changing the title to Advisory Assistance in order to allow participation of individuals. Morocco understood that this chapter refers only to a punctual matter (the accreditation of NGOs) and might therefore not be included in the Operational Directives.

Decision 1.COM 6: advisory assistance to the Committee
15. In response to Decision 1.COM 6 with regard to advisory assistance to the Committee, the Secretariat received comments from 29 States Parties: Algeria, Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Central African Republic, China, Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Ethiopia, France, Gabon, Hungary, Japan, Latvia, Mexico, Morocco, Peru, Philippines, Republic of Korea, Romania, Senegal, Spain, Slovakia, Turkey, Viet Nam and Zimbabwe. 

General
16. Recalling that the function of advisory organizations will be to advise the Committee, Japan underscored that sufficient information about NGOs must be available for their approval by the Committee through a transparent selection system, and proposed to introduce a system of limited-term contracts. Brazil recommended that accredited NGOs be periodically re-evaluated. Hungary pointed out that the regular function of the advisory organizations would be to review nomination files and make recommendations on their inscription, and Romania specified that their functions should be limited to intangible heritage elements that are in danger. Ethiopia further suggested that in the future, all inscription proposals should be evaluated and judged along the same lines. Slovakia recommended that advisory assistance provide special attention to terminology issues, the definition of concepts and the way these concepts could be introduced in national legislation.

17. Cyprus suggested that further clarification on the accreditation criteria was needed, and Burundi recalled that a distinction should be made between consultative and subsidiary bodies, while Ethiopia regretted that the Committee is not yet assisted by NGOs, and suggested strictly applying article 6.7 of the Convention. Belgium referred to rule 20 of the Rules of Procedure concerning ad hoc consultative bodies, and was in favour of developing a knowledge network among different organizations, in particular through an internet site to be maintained by the Secretariat. 

Advisory Body(ies)
18. Gabon proposed establishing measures to ensure the independence of the Committee, while referring to the situation vis-à-vis its advisory bodies of the World Heritage Committee; Morocco stressed that the consultative bodies should represent the world’s different cultural sensibilities in order to avoid problems similar to those of the 1972 Convention. Spain recalled that more NGOs should be involved than those that worked with the Masterpieces Proclamation, and proposed not to close the list. Mexico and Peru expressed their concern that NGOs would become the main interlocutors of the Committee. For Mexico, creators, bearers, scholars and practitioners should be at the same level, while Peru remarked that it preferred an advisory body comprising representatives of indigenous peoples and communities, rather than NGOs, but was not opposed to the creation of another advisory body composed of NGOs including institutions from all the continents. In addition, Senegal expressed its concern about the risk of “institutionalizing” persons who purport to represent a specific culture. 

19. Several States Parties explicitly (Belgium, Central African Republic, China, France, Hungary, Republic of Korea, Romania, Spain and Viet Nam) or implicitly (Argentina, Gabon, Latvia, Morocco, Peru and Slovakia) supported the idea of establishing an umbrella advisory body as had been proposed in document ITH/06/1.COM/CONF.204/6. Belgium referred to Rule 20 of the Rules of Procedure as a basis for establishing it, and supported the possibility for the advisory body to be assisted by an executive body, while France remarked that, at a later stage, the Committee might delegate to the Secretariat the possibility to launch calls for applications from organizations and individuals that might be part of the general advisory body. 

20. China suggested to set up branch advisory bodies under the umbrella advisory body. Algeria introduced the possibility of creating associations of existing national structures, and encouraged consultation with regional ICH centres. 

Communities, groups and individuals

21. Several States proposed that the advisory body, or bodies, include as well individuals (Latvia) and representatives of communities that bear or create ICH elements (Algeria), representatives of indigenous peoples and communities (Peru), creators, bearers and practitioners (Mexico), representatives of groups and communities of practitioners and bearers (Slovakia), representatives from the communities whose ICH is proposed for inscription (Croatia), representatives from communities and groups in general (Spain), international organizations that embody and represent indigenous peoples (Estonia), communities already part of a national network of organizations (Belgium), and resource persons (France). Senegal was not in favour of accrediting practitioners, but suggested that experts and NGOs always be obliged to consult them. Similarly, Vietnam considered that the representatives of communities should not be included in an advisory body but within a flexible consultative mechanism for specific matters. 

22. A number of States also referred to individual experts who could advise the Committee (China, Bulgaria, Latvia, Mexico, Morocco, Senegal), specifying that their number should be limited (Japan, Republic of Korea, Spain) or suggesting that they should be recommended and acknowledged by the State Party (China). Senegal proposed to give preference to mixed teams of researchers, academicians, experts and practitioners, and to set up multidisciplinary teams of ethnologists, anthropologists, linguists and also economists and legal experts. These experts must be recognized locally (Latvia) or widely (Morocco), be representatives of academically credible research centres or scientific institutions from States Parties, with special attention to those with experience in cross-cultural research (China), or representatives of international organizations and centres of expertise (France). 

Accreditation criteria

23. Several States proposed that the Committee apply the principle of equitable geographical distribution when accrediting NGOs, and that these NGOs should be competent in the different ICH domains. France suggested that before the Committee decide about the accreditation criteria, the Secretariat should first define the ICH domains more precisely so that needed specializations could be provided. From a general point of view, Hungary suggested that the criteria be based on the functions mentioned in articles 7, 16 and 17 of the Convention and in document ITH/06/1.COM/CONF.204/6. 

24. NGOs should have experience locally, regionally (Senegal) and also internationally (Zimbabwe), should be acknowledged and recommended by States Parties (China), should be international, cross-national bodies (Japan) or international organizations from different regions of the World (Korea). Zimbabwe proposed an open list of local, regional and international experts, centres/institutions and organizations (including NGOs). Hungary proposed a list of possible institutions to be accredited, and Bulgaria suggested establishing a draft list of NGOs. Belgium proposed to rely on a network of national organizations. Mexico and Peru considered that NGOs should not prevail over the representatives of communities.

25. Concerning the participation of States in the selection of advisory organizations, Brazil recommended that NGOs should be referred by the State in which they operate, China similarly underscored that States Parties should recommend and acknowledge them, and Central African Republic suggested asking Committee members from different regions to propose a list of advisory organizations. Morocco understood that States will help identify new experts, and Algeria proposed to request advice from all Member States. Zimbabwe suggested considering whether the State Party from which the expert will come, has ratified the Convention when accrediting advisory organizations.

26. In their comments, States Parties suggested a wide variety of accreditation criteria. The criteria presented below have been extracted from the comments by each State Party and are grouped in subcategories for easy reference.  

(a) Geographic and thematic criteria

· Reflect equitable geographical distribution (Algeria, Brazil, Mexico, Republic of Korea, Zimbabwe) 

· Reflect diversity of expertise and well defined ICH domains (Algeria, Belgium, Brazil, France, Mexico, Turkey, Zimbabwe) 

(b) Criteria based on expertise

· Solid experience and recognized competence in ICH (Brazil, Burundi, Central African Republic, China, Japan, Latvia, Morocco, Philippines, Spain)

· Special attention to experts, centres and institutions with experience in cross-cultural research (China)

· Relate to a network of national organizations (article 13) to which “subsidiary bodies” should report. Communities need to be part of this network (Belgium)

· Selection based on records of achievement in several countries of each area (Japan)

· Successful experience in implementing safeguarding actions (Mexico)

· National universities and research centres associated with foreign teams (Senegal)

(c) Relation with communities, groups and individuals

· Work closely with community and creators (Mexico)

· Apply the principle of developing self-management policies (Mexico)

· NGOs that deal with (indigenous) communities (Belgium)

· Relate to a network to which communities also belong (Belgium)

· Bearers and practitioners acknowledged by the State Party and enjoying social prestige and wide recognition in the community and affiliated groups (China)

· Have a certain representative character of the community (Mexico)

· Local and regional experience (Senegal)

(d) Criteria related to the NGOs’ infrastructures

· Well organized bodies (Hungary) 

· Have an administrative secretariat (Philippines)

· In operation for at least five years (Brazil, Philippines)

· Have facilities that encourage education and research (Philippines)

· Carry out scientific and academic studies on ICH (Turkey)

· Have a regular publication (Philippines)

· Have an annual budgeted programme for ICH (Philippines)

(e) Social and economic criteria

· Non-profit and non-partisan educational institutions (Philippines)

· Representatives of the advisory body should not have cultural or political biases (China)

· Support and enhance the unity of the country and contribute to peace (Turkey)

· Contribute to collective cultural memory (Turkey)

· Improve the quality of life (Turkey)

· Have contributed to strengthening cultural expressions and enhanced life conditions of creators and bearers (Mexico)

· Have an economic value and increase employment (Turkey)

· Help develop cognitive, emotional and creative capacities (Turkey)

Decision 1. COM 7 with regard to the Lists called for in the Convention

27. In response to Decision 1. COM 7 regarding the Lists called for in the Convention, the Secretariat received comments from 32 States Parties to the Convention: Algeria, Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Central African Republic, China, Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Ethiopia, France, Gabon, Hungary, India, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Mexico, Morocco, Peru, Philippines, Republic of Korea, Romania, Senegal, Slovakia, Spain, Turkey, Viet Nam and Zimbabwe. 
The purpose and character of the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity

28. Many States offered general comments about the purpose of the Representative List, several (Algeria, Ethiopia, Luxembourg) recalling that under the Convention it is primarily intended to ensure better visibility for intangible heritage. Ethiopia and France suggested that greater emphasis should be given to the Urgent Safeguarding List than to the Representative List. Algeria, Burundi, Japan, Republic of Korea, Senegal and Viet Nam stressed that the Representative List should in no way create a hierarchy of intangible heritage or allow the notion of “outstanding universal value” to figure into inscriptions. The Philippines on the contrary proposed criteria for determining the outstanding universal value of masterpieces to be inscribed on the Representative List. 

29. A number of States pointed out the importance of clarifying what “representativeness” is, some agreeing with Japan that the Representative List should be comprehensive and broadly representative, but others noting with Zimbabwe that it cannot be exhaustive and can include only some good examples. Ethiopia didn’t consider that the elements inscribed on the Representative List themselves needed to be representative, but their variety should lead to the list being representative. Mexico offered a number of observations on the general purposes of lists and registers, drawing examples from its own experience where such lists are an opportunity to identify local problems and needs; a precondition for the establishment of intellectual property rights; and a tool by which communities, groups and individuals can jointly manage the safeguarding of the listed elements. 

The number and character of the draft criteria for inscription

30. There was a common sentiment that the number of draft criteria, as presented to the Committee for discussion at its first session, was excessive, with the Central African Republic commenting that very few elements could satisfy all of the criteria. Burundi, Hungary and India suggested distinguishing compulsory or essential criteria from optional criteria; Algeria and Japan similarly suggested the criteria be flexible (a term also used by Burundi and Hungary). On the contrary, Belgium emphasized that elements must comply strictly with all the criteria, echoed in this view by Croatia, Slovakia, Spain and Viet Nam who endorsed the criteria previously proposed to the Committee. Algeria and Croatia commented that the criteria were expected to evolve over time. Hungary called for greater clarity in the criteria, while Algeria called for criteria to be specific.

Draft Criterion (i): “fall within one or more of the domains listed in Article 2.2”
31. A number of States endorsed this proposed criterion, but several irreconcilable tendencies were also apparent. India identified this as an essential criterion, echoed by China and Ethiopia, but other States doubted whether the five domains specified in the Convention were sufficiently specific or inclusive. Hungary and Peru called for greater specification of the scope and content of the domains, while Viet Nam suggested that it was up to each State Party to specify the five domains. Belgium suggested that an element should respond to the domains in the Convention, but that other elements not falling within a domain could also be inscribed if they met the other criteria. Lithuania raised the possibility of adding new domains, while Spain recalled that Article 2.2 explicitly states that the list of domains is not exhaustive. Bulgaria likewise noted that “An attempt to achieve a final and definite formulation [of domains] would always be inaccurate” and called for the definitions to evolve over time. 
Draft Criterion (ii): “are compatible with international human rights instruments and with the requirements of mutual respect and of sustainable development”
32. Few States commented on this criterion. India identified it as one of the essential criteria. Mexico suggested employing the concept of integrated human development as embodied in the report, Our Creative Diversity of the World Commission on Culture and Development (1995).

Draft Criteria (iii): “are recognized, by the community, group or, if appropriate, the individuals concerned, as part of their cultural heritage;” (iv): “provide the community or group concerned with a sense of identity and continuity, based on shared experience and collective memory”; and (v): “are rooted in the community or the group in which they are continuously transmitted and recreated”
33. These three draft criteria derive directly from the definition of intangible cultural heritage in Article 2.1 of the Convention, rephrased slightly. Japan proposed combining them into a single criterion and offered draft language to that effect; Gabon proposed integrating (iv) and (v) into a single criterion. The proposal in the draft criteria to replace the Convention’s “transmitted from generation to generation” by “rooted in the community or the group” generated substantial comment. Estonia and Spain explicitly preferred the new “rooted” phrase, Spain explaining that it includes heritage whose transmission may have been interrupted. India and Japan concurred in the use of “rooted”, while Slovakia and Viet Nam both offered a general endorsement of the draft criteria as proposed. Lithuania preferred “rooted in the community” and “shared experience” rather than “tradition” or “traditional”. Bulgaria proposed replacing “rooted” with “steady”, with the test of steadiness being continuity for 50 years. Republic of Korea proposed replacing “rooted” with “handed down through the ages” or “preserved in the community or group” since “rooted” in its view implies “origin”. Belgium insisted on returning to the language of the Convention, “transmitted from generation to generation”, as more precise than “rooted”, noting that interrupted transmission raises questions. It was supported in this position by Mexico, which noted that “rooted in the community” doesn’t explain the mode by which an expression is transmitted and that “transmitted from generation to generation” gives proper emphasis to the issue of transmission that is often critical to the continuity of heritage. Ethiopia commented that all elements should meet the definition in Article 2.1; it proposed that transmission over seven generations should be the test of “traditional” or “rooted in the community”. Belgium suggested “several generations” as the test of intergenerational transmission, also emphasizing that the element must be found among young people. France commented that a lapse of more than one generation (50 years was suggested) in the practice of an element would constitute a lack of rootedness. The Philippines proposed that an element should be “a tradition that has survived the test of time (100 years)”, or “could be a new individual creative expression that is so unique it evolves into new forms or human values that can stand the test of time”. Japan, however, argued against the strict application of “criteria such as set periods of transmission” in order to avoid a priori elimination of elements where clear evidence of prior transmission may be lacking.

Draft Criterion (vi): “will enhance the diversity of ICH featuring on the List, thus reflecting cultural diversity worldwide and testifying to human creativity”
34. This criterion sought to clarify the nature of the Representative List, invoking phrases from the definition of intangible heritage in Article 2.1. Belgium and Japan agreed that the list should be globally representative; India proposed an additional criterion addressing, inter alia, “regional and cultural balance”. Japan took exception to the phrase “avoiding repetition” that was included in the explanatory language of the draft criteria, cautioning that enhancing diversity should not be “a reason to eliminate similar heritage items from the same origin”. In a similar spirit, Bulgaria cautioned that variation is already a characteristic of intangible heritage, and diversity should not be achieved through restrictive language. Mexico noted that the existence of similar elements at the national or global level was itself testimony to their universality, but that elements that seemed similar might also have different connotations in diverse contexts. Mexico also pointed to the difficulty of defining “human creativity”.

Draft criteria (vii): “are submitted with the free, prior and informed consent of the community, group, or, if applicable, the individuals concerned;” and (viii): “are submitted following the participation of the community, group or, if applicable, the individuals concerned at all stages of identification, definition, documentation and nomination”
35. These two criteria together address community involvement in and consent to inscription of candidacies. Latvia expressed its “strong support” for these criteria, emphasizing “the importance of local communities and individuals” in all aspects of safeguarding. Algeria similarly commented “it is necessary to have the opinions of communities and individuals concerned” and Viet Nam noted that “the role of the community and its involvement…are quite practical and necessary”. Mexico commented that express community consent was particularly crucial for secret or sacred elements of heritage, even if the definition of “community” is still unclear. The Philippines suggested that nominations include “testimonies from practitioners and culture bearers attesting to [an element’s] cultural value and authenticity”. However, a number of States Parties raised concerns about these criteria. China suggested that it was first necessary for States to gain practical experience, only after which could they develop a clearer theoretical conception of communities. France suggested that the Committee specify how community representatives should be identified, to avoid possible misunderstandings that could delay safeguarding efforts; in a similar vein Luxembourg suggested that it be specified that it is “the organizers, that is, the true possessors and guarantors of a tradition” who would consent, not the community at large. The Republic of Korea similarly raised concerns about the practicality of securing consent of all community members, and the further problem of communities that were not unanimous in their consensus, suggesting alternate language that “…the submitting States Parties should give proof that they have made every effort to make the community, group, or the individuals concerned fully acknowledged and involved in the nomination”. Finally, Japan cautioned that while community consent and agreement were important, these may take different forms according to local traditions, and that it would be unnecessary to require written consent as a rule, instead respecting diverse forms in which consent may be expressed. It also urged that “a uniform concept of community should not be imposed” but that the concept should be taken in a broad sense. With regard to the definition of communities, Bulgaria, China, Lithuania and Mexico all advocated this matter be deferred to a later date.

Draft Criterion (ix): “have been identified and defined and are already included in an inventory of the ICH present in the territory(ies) of the submitting State(s) Party(ies)”
36. Of the States Parties that addressed this criterion, none took exception to the requirement of prior inclusion in an inventory, but a number emphasized that “an inventory” need not be comprehensive or completed before a State could nominate elements. Republic of Korea proposed a three-year grace period during which a State Party could nominate elements even if no inventory was yet in place; after that time the element must be listed in an inventory. Estonia noted that a national inventory might not yet cover the whole territory of the State, and Japan urged that inventory making be considered broadly, as the Convention requires, without requiring that any given inventory be comprehensive or completed. Viet Nam suggested that the scope of the inventories to be annexed to nomination files should be limited. 

Draft Criterion (x): “are effectively safeguarded through appropriate means and measures, or may be effectively safeguarded by means of a well elaborated and feasible safeguarding plan”
37. Here too, there was general agreement about the importance of requiring a safeguarding plan. Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Estonia, India, Lithuania and Mexico all supported the requirement of a safeguarding plan. The Central African Republic recommended that developing countries should benefit from financial assistance for safeguarding throughout the time that an element is inscribed on the Representative List. Ethiopia, however, suggested that elements in risk should be inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List rather than the Representative List; implicitly, a safeguarding plan need not be required for the latter. France too suggested that this be a concern only for elements nominated to the Urgent Safeguarding List; rather than a safeguarding plan there should be an assessment of the “need for safeguarding” for such elements.

Additional criteria suggested by States Parties for the Representative List

38. In addition to recommendations (included above) to combine several criteria or substitute revised language, a number of States offered additional criteria for consideration. Thus France suggested a new criterion that the State Party commit to disseminating good safeguarding practices, and that developed States Parties commit to concrete cooperation in safeguarding similar heritage elements elsewhere. India suggested incorporating a criterion, modelled after one of the World Heritage Convention: “Be directly or intangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works that communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals recognize as part of their cultural heritage” and another, “Should reflect the regional and cultural balance as a mainspring of cultural diversity and a guarantee of sustainable development of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity”. Peru suggested that endangered languages should be a priority criterion for inscription on the Representative List. Romania suggested that the Representative List should concern elements of identity, examine the fidelity with which heritage is maintained, consider the archetypal value of the proposed element and the viability and authenticity of the collective or individual spirit animating it. 

39. Turkey proposed a full set of substitute criteria dealing with economic value, national unity and collective memory, among others. The Philippines also offered a substitute set of “Proposed Criteria for Outstanding Universal Value”. Senegal suggested only two: the threat of disappearance or extinction—noting the need to define a measure to assess this threat—and the regional or interregional dimension of the element. 

Incorporation of the Masterpieces in the Representative List

40. There was general agreement that, following the language and the spirit of the Convention, items previously proclaimed as Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity shall be incorporated automatically into the Representative List. Algeria, Bulgaria, Burundi, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Estonia, Ethiopia, France, Gabon, Hungary, Lithuania, Slovakia, Viet Nam and Zimbabwe concurred on this point. China, Croatia, Lithuania and Zimbabwe explicitly mentioned that the Masterpieces proclaimed by UNESCO should be incorporated regardless of whether the State concerned had ratified the Convention. Gabon, Japan and Viet Nam commented that automatic incorporation would apply only to Masterpieces within States Parties, and Gabon suggested that non-States Parties be given two years to ratify the Convention, after which time they could no longer expect automatic incorporation. Gabon also posed the question whether a State Party could oppose incorporation, suggesting that it could not inasmuch as the Masterpieces are the collective property of humanity. Croatia, Estonia, France and Lithuania noted that once incorporated in the Representative List, Masterpieces should be subject to whatever monitoring regimen, expiration of term, or other obligations will be applied to new elements on the Representative List. Ethiopia suggested that Masterpieces that had already received international safeguarding assistance should not be eligible for the Urgent Safeguarding List. 

Number and duration of inscriptions on the Representative List; transfer to a Registry; monitoring and reporting

41. A number of States Parties addressed the related questions of whether and how the size of the Representative List might be limited. Belgium and Viet Nam both advocated limiting the number of elements inscribed, the former suggesting a limit on nominations from a State Party and the latter suggesting this be achieved by giving priority initially to elements that had been listed on a State’s tentative list for the Masterpieces programme. Mexico argued against limiting the number of inscriptions, and Japan suggested that the List should include “as many items of ICH as possible”, with multiple nominations welcomed at the same time from a single State Party. 

42. Several States commented on the issue of inscription on the Representative List for a fixed, limited duration. Burundi, Central African Republic, Estonia, Japan and Spain supported inscription for a limited duration. The proposed durations ranged from 5-10 years (Japan); 10-20 years (Central African Republic); 15 years (Estonia); to at least 20 years (Burundi). China, Croatia, Lithuania, Luxembourg and Senegal rejected the suggestion of a time-limited term of inscription. Morocco noted that if limited terms are established for the Representative List, and if that list and the Urgent Safeguarding List are interdependent, it could have unfavourable consequences for the Urgent Safeguarding List. The establishment of a Registry for elements that would have left the Representative List was supported by Bulgaria, Estonia and Spain (the latter only if the elements on the Registry were still considered part of the intangible heritage of humanity). Lithuania called for further discussion of the Registry. Croatia urged periodic monitoring of the value, significance and functionality of the inscribed elements, concurred in by France, Brazil, Lithuania and Senegal; Japan suggested that monitoring be limited to the Urgent Safeguarding List. 

43. Ethiopia proposed approaching the problem from a different perspective, allocating to each State Party a given number of places on the Representative List, based on its size and population. Each State Party could then choose whether and when to rotate elements, within its allocation. In Ethiopia’s view, no such limit should apply for the Urgent Safeguarding List.

The possibility of creating national representative lists

44. The possibility that the Committee might wish to encourage States Parties to create national representative lists, in addition to the inventory or inventories required of them by the Convention, was not widely endorsed. Japan pointed to the risk that national representative lists could contribute inadvertently to the establishment of hierarchies between listed and unlisted elements. Spain pointed out the difficulties that a national list might entail for decentralized, federal, or confederated States or those devolving central authority, echoed by Mexico’s concern for regional rather than national representativeness. Slovakia saw a potential utility to such a list, if voluntary and not a precondition for nomination to the international lists. Brazil underscored that elements proposed for inscription should be recognised by the State and preferably be included in a tentative list. Viet Nam expressed concern that the scope of inventories, if they are to be annexed to nomination files, should be limited. 
List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding

45. Almost half of the States Parties offered comments on the Urgent Safeguarding List. Several among them commented on the relation between the two lists. As noted above, Ethiopia and France advocated that greater attention be given to the Urgent Safeguarding List rather than the Representative List; Slovakia on the other hand suggested incorporating the Urgent Safeguarding List into the Representative List, with representativeness a criterion for both. Belgium saw both lists as sharing the same criteria, but raised the possibility that elements might be inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List without having satisfied all of the criteria for the Representative List. Ethiopia considered that elements should not be automatically transferred from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List once the need for safeguarding is no longer urgent. Japan suggested that monitoring should be carried out only for elements on this list for which international assistance has been provided, with no monitoring of the Representative List. Concerning the Urgent Safeguarding List, Mexico emphasized that the primary criterion should be the importance of the element to its community and the fact that it is in a situation of risk, without regard to whether it is representative for the country or for humanity. Mexico also noted that safeguarding activities required the express consent of the concerned community, and in its own national law, organs of government at all levels are responsible for heeding the recommendations of the people concerned. Lithuania called for clear criteria for inscription and “very clear, transparent and measurable criteria” for removal. 

46. Responding to the suggestion that the Urgent Safeguarding List might include additional criteria to those in the Representative List, several States offered suggestions. France suggested a supplementary criterion requiring identification of the nature of the threats facing the element. Japan offered several: that there is a high probability that the tradition will not be carried on unless inscribed; that the commitment of the community or bearers is extremely weak; that there is no adequate system for training successors; and that traditional systems of safeguarding have been disrupted. 

ANNEX: Comments by India on Decision 1.COM 6 

Due to an oversight by the Secretariat, the comments made by India in response to Draft Decision 1.COM 6 on Advisory Assistance to the Committee were not reflected in document ITH/07/1.EXT.COM/CONF.207/INF.2. They are therefore presented below in their original format. 
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