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ABSTRACT

This studyexplores intangible cultural heritage policy in the UK, and more specifically
England, looking at national and international positions, as welvesveatcommunitylevel,
andfocusing on the domain dfraditional craftsmanship as expounded by UNESCO in
the2003Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritd@#). The
Convention attempted to show that UNESCO accepts that cultural heritage does not end at
monuments. It also includdtiving expressions ... such as oral traditions, performing arts,
social practices, rituals, festive events, knowledge and practices concerning nature and the
universe or the knowledgeand skill t o pr od uc e (UNESCDI2Q08).dHowever, cr a f t
sincethe UK is one okevereen countrieto havenot ratifiedthe Convention, research in this
country has not had a high profile. Thesearch has sought to address this labyna
analysinghe current heritage policy of the UK government, and the devahegitltions and

NGOs, in order to assess options for the future of safeguarding ICH in England.

Thi s nat i on gdrspediteoip balanoedth & practical understanding thfe
experiences of traditional craftspeople in the Midlanid&nglandas m@rt of a qualitative
research strategy, where in depth interviews revehketeal concerns of people involvedaim
ICH domainwithin the wider issues afafeguarding. With thosmncernsn mind, the
guestion was asked whethers desirable for the UKo ratify the Convention. Aase study
analysiswas conducteth two countries thahave differing experiences of ICH and traditional
craftsmanshigafeguarding, one which has ratified the Convention, and one which hAs not.
examination othe ratificaton of theConventionin theNetherlands looketb see

if it createdheoptimal conditions for safeguarding IQ#acticesHowever, there has also
been criticism of the UNESCO safeguardirgguigm and the perceivaustitutionalsationof
culture.Therebre,the study also focused on a possialernativecourse of action for the
UK in thepractices of one of the other States thdwavenot ratified theConvention,

namelyCanada, withthe provincial ICHsafeguardingnodd in Newfoundland and Labrador.

This study identified a number of complexities for the safeguarding of intangible heritage in
the UK, such as the continued authorised heritage discourse of the major heritage institutions
and government bodies in England, compared to the rest of the mesjp@cjally in Scotland,

where intangible heritage is more readily embraced. The focus on the traditional craftspeople
in the Midlands of England revealed a set of practioakerationsvhich sometimes differ

from the other ICH domains. Issues including awareness, transmission, training and skills and



business issues were examined throOuygh an analysis of the strategies of cultural brokers
involved in safeguarding; the Heritage Crafts dgation in the UK, Dutch Centre for

Intangible Heritage and the Heritage Foundation of Newfoundland and Labrador.

The UNESCO paradigm has broadened the international discourse around the meaning of
cultural heritage, increased awareness of ICH and geestr practitioners. Whilsthe
increased role afommunity involvemenis significant the predominance of state control over

the listing system and subsequent safeguarding measures continues to be an unresolved issue.
Although the study demonstrates tthmodels of safeguarding outside of the UNESCO
paradigm have been successful, especially the public folklore model of North America, it is
postulated that it may be prudent for the United Kingdom to ratify the Convention. It would
align the heritage poliay Scotland with the rest of the United Kingdom and elevate intangible
heritage to be considered equal to the built environment. The addition of intangible heritage to

the remit of a national heritage body could lead to a more holistic strategy inute fut
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

1.1 RESEARCH PROBLEM AND RATIONALE

This research aims to explore the concept of intangible cultural heritage (ICH) within the
sphere of national and international heritage policy. Specifically, it examines the intangible
cultural heritage policy of the United Kingdom, and the constitugi@maf England, focusing
on the domain of traditional craftsmanship, as expounded by UNESCO in the 2003 Convention
for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. In the past twenty years there has been
a rapidly growing academic and professiangerest in intangible heritagege Kurin (2007),
KirshenblattGimblett (2004), Blake (2006; 2007), Smith and Akagawa (2009) Lira and
Amoéda (2010), Stefano and Davis (2016) and Smith and Akagawa (2019), particularly
following the widespread ratificatin by st ates in all parts of
Convention. The Convention attempted to show
does not end at monuments and collections of objects. It also includes traditions or living
expressi o@a3a). UH¢ Edddept of intangible cultural heritage will be explored
in greater detail in Chapter 3. However, as the key theme of this thesis, a general introduction
is imperative. The 2003 UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of the IntangibleaCultur
Heritage defined the intangible as:
the means, the practices, representations, expressions, knowledgeaskikl as the
instruments, objects, artefacts, and cultural spaces associated theretii#t
communities, groups and, in some cases, iddals, recognize as part of their cultural
heritage. This intangible cultural heritage, transmitted from generation to generation, is
constantly recreated by communities and groups in response to their environment, their

interaction with nature and thdirstory, and provides them with a sense of identity and
continuity, thus promoting respect for cultural diversity and human creativity.

(UNESCO 2003a)

Instances of intangible heritage are not limited to a single manifestation, instead UNESCO

proposed five broad 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 haditiverse
(e) traditional craftsmanship
(UNESCO 2003a)



Research in heritage has grown into a large, multidisciplinary field of scholarship, see Albert
(2013), Bendix, Eggert @nPeselmann (2013) and Sgrensen and Carman (2009), and this can
be witnessed in the development of research in intangible cultural heritage. One of the seminal
works on the subject ikitangible Heritage(Smith and Akagawa 2009), which offers an
interdiscplinary analysis of the ICH concept and the development of the 2003 Convention.
Safeguarding Intangible Heritage. Practices and Poli{ikagawa and Smith 2019), updates

their first offering, with an admission that the practice and discourse of ICH Ipathced
considerably (ibid: 1).Safeguarding Intangible Cultural HeritagéStefano, Davis, and
Corsane 2012) provides conceptual analyses and ICH safeguarding case studies from around
the world.The Routledge Companion to Intangible Cultural Herit¢gfefano and Davis 2016)
critically engages with the UNESCO Convention, with legal and political analyses, and global
case study examples which are examined through the disciplines of folklore, anthropology, and
museum studies. The volume is thematically stmectu including the challenges facing
safeguarding, intangible heritage and place, Hmadl conceptualisations of intangible
heritage, and alternative safeguarding approaches. Another recent publication has been a
special issue of th&antander Art and @ture Law Review(2017), devoted to the topic

of successes, problems and challenges surrounding intangible cultural heritage ten years after

the Convention came into force.

There has been extensive analysis on the formation of the UNESCO Convention for the
Safeguarding of Intangible Heritage (Aikawa 2004; Bedjaoui 2004; Blake 2006, 2017;
Bortolotto 2007), critical appraisal of the Convention (Brown 2003; Kurin 2004a; Hafstein
2015) and examples of implementation in various countries such as Switzerland (Leimgruber
2010), France (Fournier 2013) and Italy (Broccolini 2012). Topics that are well represented
include the relationship between museums and ICH (Pinna 2003; Kurin ;2Qlibatou

2012), ICH and legal frameworks (Deacenal. 2004; Lixinski 2013, 2019 abadi 2015;

Blake 2017), intellectual and cultural property and ICH (Antons and Logan 2018), and
experiences of grassroots practitioners of IENESCO on the Ground:ocal Perspectives

on Intangible Cultural Heritag€Foster and Gilman 2015)eritage Regimes and the State
(Bendix, Eggert and Peselmann 2013) attempts to create comparative evidence by focusing on
the interpretation and implementation of the UNESCO @ations through seventeen case
studies from various states. There have also been Special Editions on intangible heritage in
journals, such aMuseum Internationain 2004, andethnologiesin 2014, and a dedicated

journal, thelnternational Journal of Intagible Heritage which was first published in 2006.



However, since the UK is among a number of ipgbfile countries which have not ratified

the Convention, research on intangible heritage in this country has not had such a high profile.

As David Howell 013a: 105) points out, there has been limited research about the continued
reticence of the Westminster Government to
have been produced on the concept of I CH in
looked at safeguarding ICH in Wales, with reference to the Eisteddfod, a festival of music and

performance.

Research based on ICH in the United Kingdom has, for the most part, been concentrated in
Scotland, where McCleery et al. at Napier UniversitynBdrgh, produced a repo8gcoping

and Mapping Intangible Cultural Heritage in Scotla(2D08b) which looked at creating an
inventory of ICH in Scotland. This will be examined in more detail in Chaptdéitéad Nic

Craith, asChair in European Culture and Heritage at Hevittt University, Edinburgh, has

also researched intangible heritage and language in a European context, see Nic Craith (2008),
ard co-editedA Companion to Heritage Studidsogan, Nic Craith, and Kockel 2015) which
includes intangible heritage in the theme of

In England, intangible heritage research has been mainly concentrated on ICH and museums,
such as Steiho (20100utside Museum Walls: Safeguarding Intangible Cultural Heritage in

North East Englandsmith (2009Fi ndi ng t he o6first voiced in r
preserving intangible heritage in a national museama Alivizatou (2012), who foaed on

ICH and museums, using the Horniman Museum in London as one of her case studies. It has
also been noted by Kockel (2008: 149) that folklore in the Republic of Ireland and the nations

of the United Kingdom other than England have aligned with Earape et hnol ogy, fia
|l ittle understood in Englando. He goes on to
and tradition] in the third millennium, it remains notable that England is not only
underrepresented (relative to other coun)jieg is represented mostly by nré&mglish
scholarso (ibid). An example of this is the
Heritage, held in Portugal, which has taken place since 2009. Of the 300 papers which have
been presented over that tindepapers had England as a theme or location, which equates to

2.7% of the total. | have written two of those pap&ysanny of the Tangiblé The Future of

Intangible Cultural Heritage Policy in the UlHarrison2015) and a focused papéime

popularity paradox: issues of safeguarding mob football games in the East Midlands of
England(Harrison2017).


https://www.ria.ie/mairead-nic-craith
https://www.ria.ie/mairead-nic-craith

Therefore, this research seeks to address this lacuna by shifting attention from museums to the
institutions implementing heritage policy, cultural brokersd grassroots practitioners of
intangible heritage, specifically in the Midlands of England and the UNESCO ICH domain of
traditional craftsmanship. In an attempt to understand the position of English heritage policies,

this study takes inspiration fromelwork of Laurajane Smith and Emma Waterton and the
concept of the O6Aut hor i slsdsotHeritagesmith @O0 RI% cour s
explains that the authorised heritage discourse focuses attention on aesthetically pleasing
material objects,ist es and pl aces, and that heritage i :
and meanings (ibid: 11). Emma WatertorPwlitics, Policy and the Discourses of Heritage in

Britain (2010), offers a critique of British heritage policy, including ICH, usingritical

discourse analysis to understand the AHD. Heritage policy and the AHD in England will be
expanded upon in Chapter 4.

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTION
The focus on intangible cultural heritage in England and the UK leads to the central question
of this research: is it desirable for the UK to ratify the 2003 UNESCO Convention, or are there

superior safeguarding options outside of the UNESCO paradigm?

TheUnited Kingdom is one of onlsevereen countries to not have ratified 2@3 UNESCO
Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Heritafjeis includes anglophone countries
such as the USA, Canada, Australia and New Zealand, as well as two otlpgdbunations;

the Russian Federation and San Mafiff@ble 1.1 below shows the states which have not
ratified within the UNESCO regions. Regional Groups | and Il relate to Europe, regional Group
Il to Latin America and the Caribbean, Group IV to Asia #raPacific, Va relates to Africa,

and Vb to the Arab States.

tLiechtenstein is not a UNESCO member; and the Holy See is only a Permanent Observer
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Table 1.1The Countries which have not ratified the Convention

Regional | Number | Number of State | States that have not ratified
Group of Parties that have
UNESCO | ratified
States
I 27 22 Canada, Israel, San Marino, United
Kingdom, United States of America
Il 25 24 Russian Federation
Il 33 32 Guyana
I\ 44 40 Australia, Maldives, New Zealand, Niue
Va a7 42 Angola, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Somalia,
South Africa
Vb 19 18 Libya
Total 195 178 17

Data from:https://ich.unesco.org/en/stagesarties00024and

http://www.unesco.org/eri/cp/ListeMS Indicascasp#5

This position is examined by analysing the current heritage policy of the UK government,
devolved institutions, and NGOs to assess options for the future of safeguarding ICH in
England and the UK. Though a national level analysis provides a maeafsunderstanding,

this is developed through a deeper, more practical, examination of the ICH safeguarding issues
faced at community level. This approach is in line with the important role given to communities
in the 2003 UNESCO Convention (UNESCO 2003ajangible heritage is a vast subject,
therefore a focus on one UNESCO ICH domain, that of traditional craftsmanship, is used to
explore the notion of safeguarding of ICH in the Midlands of England. This reasoning is
explored in Sections 2.2.3 and 5.&rdugh an overview of the safeguarding advocacy of the
Heritage Crafts Association, and the use of ssimictured interviews to ascertain the
safeguarding issues of traditional craftspeople in the region, key safeguarding themes of
transmission and awaress, training/skills, and business/market issues are used to structure

the debate.

The examination of national ICH policy and the safeguarding realities at community level
provide an overview of some of the potential issues in attempting to identifyttheuopICH
safeguarding strategy for England. An international perspective, with the insight that some
countries have regarding forms of intangible heritage safeguarding and management, may be
able to answer this question, by conducting two case studiesiitiries which have differing

experiences of ICH safeguarding, one which has ratified the Convention, and one which has


https://ich.unesco.org/en/states-parties-00024
http://www.unesco.org/eri/cp/ListeMS_Indicators.asp

not. In discussing the future priorities of ICH research, Deacon and Bortolotto (2012: 39)
suggested that comparison is a key methagicéd tool which allows researchers to analyse

the real conditions for implementation and impact of the Convention in different contexts and
in different states. | contend that this is also true in the contrasting methods of safeguarding.

John Widdowson (2016: 263) , writing after
entitled OFol kl or e: Yesterday, Today and
increasingly clear that all those with an interest in the future of English culturalgeswould

do well to embrace the principles of the Convention, which undeniably offers a way for the
di scipline and for heritage itselfo. Thi s
ratification of the 2003 UNESCO Convention in the Netherlaodee if it creates the optimal
conditions for safeguarding ICH practices. However, there has also been criticism of the
UNESCO safeguarding paradigm and the perceived institutionalisation of culture (see Konach
2015). Stefano and Davis (2016: 2) arguatth is important to question the concepts,
definitions and recommended steps that it espouses and promises. Therefore, is there an
alternative course of action for the UK in the practices of one of the other states which have
not ratified the Conventiomamely Canada, with the provincial ICH safeguarding model in
Newfoundland and Labrador? In both case studies, an investigation into their heritage
legislation is carried out, and a focused exploration of how one of the five UNESCO ICH
domains, that of tditional craftsmanship, is safeguarded, using the four themes of identifying/

inventorying; transmission and awareness; training/skills; and business/market issues.

1.3 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

In order to examine the research question the following five aimdsobjectives have been
developed. The first three aims focus on ICH as a concept and how it features within UK policy
and the traditional craftsmanship domain in England. The fourth and fifth aims concentrate on

the comparative case studies.

AIM 1. TO EXPLORE THE CONCEPT OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE
WITHIN THE UNESCO FRAMEWORK

Objective 1.1: To identify the origins of ICH as a concept within earlier theories

Objective 1.2: To explore the development of the concept within the UNESCO framework

\Y



Objedive 1.3: To examine and critique the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the
Intangible Cultural Heritage

AIM 2: TO ANALYSE THE CURRENT POSITION OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL
HERITAGE IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

Objective 2.1: To identify the ICH position withireritage policy in the UK government
Objective 2.2: To examine ICH policy in English heritage legislative bodies
Objective 2.3: To explore ICH policy in the devolved legislatures of the UK

Objective 2.4: To examine the role of ICH in the policies of l&mvernment Agencies in
the UK

AIM 3: TO ANALYSE THE CURRENT SITUATION OF THE INTANGIBLE
CULTURAL HERITAGE DOMAIN OF TRADITIONAL CRAFTSMANSHIP IN THE
MIDLANDS OF ENGLAND

Objective 3.1: To identify traditionthtd <cr af't
UK

Objective 3.2: To explore the role of the Heritage Crafts Association for the safeguarding of
traditional craftsmanship

Objective 3.3: To identify how traditional craftsmanship is inventoried in the UK

Objective 3.4: To examine the safeguardssyes facing traditional craftspeople in the
Midlands of England

AIM 4: TO EXPLORE THE RATIFICATION OF THE 2003 CONVENTION FOR
THE SAFEGUARDING OF THE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE IN THE
NETHERLANDS

Objective 4.1: To identify the process of the ra#ifion of the 2003 Convention for the
Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage

Objective 4.2: To explore the academic and institutional responses to ratification

Objective 4.3: To examine and critique the practical implementation of the 2003 UNESCO
Convention through an appraisal of traditional craftsmanship safeguarding policies.

AIM 5: TO EXPLORE AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL
HERITAGE SAFEGUARDING IN NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR

Objective 5.1: To identify the place mitangible cultural heritage within the framework of
Canadian and provincial heritage policy



Objective 5.2: To explore the ICH provincial policy in Newfoundland and Labrador

Objective 5.3: To examine the safeguarding of the ICH domain of traditionahcaaiésip
in Newfoundland and Labrador

1.4 SCOPE OF THE RESEARCH

There are over 700 annual traditions and customs in the UK, 466 groups registered with the
Morris Federation, countless number of traditional folk singers, and 445 traditional craft
makers inthe Heritage Crafts Association directory, with 209,390 people employed in the
heritage crafts sectobépartment for Business Innovation and SKI4.2). This does not even
cover all the intangible heritage domains expounded by UNESCO. ThereforegghefdtoH

in the UK is potentially vast in scope. Several decisions were made to design an achievable

study.

Firstly, the decision was made to concentrate on ICH in England rather than the whole of the
United Kingdom. However, it proved challenging to aegpe totally the intangible heritage of
England from the rest of the United Kingdom. Although heritage is devolved to the four nation
states, there is still much overlap. This is best demonstrated at international policy level, where
treaties and convewins can only be ratified by the United Kingdom. Certain funding bodies
and NGOs, such as the Heritage Lottery Fund and Heritage Crafts Association are also UK
institutions. In Chapter 4, the ICH safeguarding policy of England is examined through an
analyss of English Heritage/Historic England, and where heritage policy is enacted at a UK

level, where possible, there is an emphasis on English decisions or projects.

Secondly, was the decision to focus on one UNESCO ICH ddmeaditional craftsmanship.

The practicalities of the time constraints of the study dictated that strict parameters were
required to ensure that the research was feasible. Analysing all five UNESCO domains
included in the ICH safeguarding strategy of the Netherlands would simply Wwelsoanging

to adequately cover in one chapter. The decision to concentrate on traditional craftsmanship
instead of one of the other four domains was partly in response to the interest in intangible
heritage posed by the Heritage Crafts Association. l@ir website, a section exists on
UNESCO and Intangible Heritage. Describing a desire to see the United Kingdom ratify the
2003 UNESCO Convention, it goes on to say th
convention is a good model for supportingitagre crafts, it would be just as happy to see
Government take a different route such as

Association 2015). This statement influenced the decision to use the province of Newfoundland
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and Labrador in Canada as a camgtive model of ICH safeguarding outside of the UNESCO

paradigm.

Furthermore, traditional craftsmanship is untEpresented in intangible heritage research at
national and international level, possibly as a result of the domain being the last to be
consdered ICH by UNESCO. At thé™ntangible Heritage Conference in Barcelos, Portugal

in September 2017, only one paper focused on traditional craft. The same can be said for
representation in international journals such astegnational Journal of Irangible Heritage

where the percentage of papers with traditional craftsmanship as the predominant subject

equates to 9% of the total number of papers over the lifespan of the journal.

One of the most prominent researchers has been Francesca Cominehiasvftzused on

traditional craftsmanship in France, with her PHDp ® c onomi e du patri mc
immatériel: savoif ai re et m®t i @013). WGdwemihg Caltaral Eomanans: e

The Case of Traditional Craftsmanship in FrariG®minelli 2011) a definition of traditional
craftsmanship is used to reclaim the participation of the community. In England, a focus on
traditional craftsmanship and intangible heritage is being researched by Daniel Carpenter, PhD
candidate at Exeter University. As ardan Geographer, he is using an ethnographic approach,
focusing primarily on the experiences of craftsmen in the English counties of Somerset and

Devon.

Thirdly, this study is aware of the importance of communities in intangible heritage. Article 2

ofthe Convention states that intangible herita
is constantly recreated by communities and groups in response to their environment, their
interaction with nature and their history, and provides them with a se#nskentity and
continuityo (UNESCO 2003a). Al | i ntangi bl e
local, to national, to international. This study recognises the importance of communities for the
convention and attempts to connect an analysis dhi@nnational convention to national

policy, and local communities, where the practical elements of safeguarding occur. The
experiences of traditional craftspeople in the Midlands of England link the real concerns of
people involved in an ICH domain withd wider issues of safeguarding, revealed through

international conventions, listing through inventories, and specific policies.



1.5 INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE KEY THEMES

1.5.1 The Safeguarding of Intangible Heritage

This study examdnegotbke Ostédegubl e heritage
part of the UNESCO terminology, it requires further scrutiny. UNESCO is clear that
safeguarding does not mean fixing or freezing intangible cultural heritage in a pure form

( UNESCO 2 afégBacding metinS measures aimed at ensuring the viability of the
intangible cultural heritage, including the identification, documentation, research, preservation,
protection, promotion, enhancement, transmission, particularly through formal afwmah
educati on, as wel |l as the revitalization of
2003a). The Convention text does not explain in detail the practical measures which states
should take to succeed in their safeguarding efforts, which leavesiifapaterpretation by

ratifying states.

An i mportant distinction to be made is the d
Safeguarding should not be considered tanta
defines safeguarding as a malgnamic concept, meaning that international action should

6si mplyd provide a favourable environment v
according to the expectations and needs of its creators and bearers. In a conference of the

UNESCO Secretariat @vviewing the first decade of the Convention for the Safeguarding of

the I ntangible Cul tural Heritage, the idea o
A6Safeguardingé embraces a broader and mor e
products and manifestations to processes and people, and is in strong contrast to static or

defensive notions of &éprotectiondé and &6ébprese
and with strong paternal i st i atou¢2012:80 suggestso ns 0
t hat safeguarding is |l ess strong and static
that Asafeguarding alludes to notions of Of
2006: 40). In essence, safeguardinghiset new o6sal vage paradi gmé (
Cominelli and Greffe (2011: 316) suggest three reasons why safeguarding is important:

enhancing respect for human rights, supporting development and as a source of employment.
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1.5.2 Traditional Crafts Saeguarding

As previously explained, this study is focusing on the ICH domain of traditional craftsmanship.
The implications of this are the ability to concentrate on the practical considerations of
safeguarding ICH, breaking down the issues which affaclitional craftspeople, some of
which will be identical to the other ICH domains, and some more relevant to craftsmanship.
Four specific themes have been identified, substantiated by similar criteria from the Heritage
Crafts Associ at iist oféEadanBesed Ciafts fdéntfyindgRlieventoriing;
Transmission and Awareness; Training/Skills; and Business/Market issues. The decision to
thematise ensured that the criteria was consistently examined across the international case
studies and the Midlals of England, though it is understood that in many respects, the four

themes overlap and influence each other.

Identifying/Inventorying is a core component of the Conventionishaiso key to any form of

ICH safeguarding. An initial requirement is the knowledge of what needs safeguarding. These
inventories can either cover all intangible heritage, as is the case in the two case studies, or
focus on one element, such as the HCAdR.ist. Transmission between generations is
fundamental for a tradition to survive. Before this can occur, there must be an awareness of the
intangible heritage. This is especially important for the changing relationship in traditional
craftsmanship, wher traditions passed through families are becoming a thing of the past.
Training/Skills overlaps with the theme of transmission, and is vital for the domain of
traditional craftsmanship. In addition to increased awareness of a craft, the viability of ICH
practices elies on the ongoing transmission of the special knowledge and skills. The final
theme,Business/Market issues, refers to the practical financial situation in which traditional
craftspeople create and maintain a business, the entrepreneurial zeal to find new markets, and

the use of social media.

1.5.3 Best Safeguarding Practices

An aim ofthis study is to discern the practical advantages of using the UNESCO safeguarding
paradigm. The 2003 Convention text is vague as to how to approach the requirements of
ratification. In this respect, nations have taken different stances on how besgimasafiCH

and some have been more successful than others. UNESCO recognises this and raises

awareness of these O0Best Safeguarding Pract.i
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sharing practices that can serve as a source of inspiration to States Parties, communities
and anyone interested in safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. Learning more about
effective safeguarding measures with proven success across various types of intangible
cultural heritage, and in different geographic regions, can help those conterned
develop their own appropriate safeguarding measures.

(UNESCO 2014 :6)

As wel | as UNESCOG6s description of Best Pr a
instance, a funded project INordic Culture Point and Norwegian Crafts Institute created
ONordic Safeguarding Practicesd to present ¢
heritage in the Nordic region. Their vision
andf aci |l itate processes of communication betw
Safeguarding Practices, 2018). Good practices are described as actions and activities in the

shape of projects, programmes, measures, which:

1 demonstrate innovative, @eve or effective approaches to safeguard intangible
cultural heritage

involve the participation of relevant stakeholders such as communities or practitioners
involve one or several strategies concerning identification, documentation, research,
preservatn, protection, promotion, enhancement, transmission or revitalization

(ibid 2018)

1
1

These descriptions of good practices caratiributed t@nysuccessful safeguarding measure

and will be used to assess the practices in both case studies. Best safeguarding practices may
be found in countries which have not ratified the Convention, including the United Kingdom.
Forinstance,agi di ng principle of the Newfoundl and :
practices for initiatives related to the safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage Strategy will

be encouraged, including training (Héritage i ndi v

Foundation of Newfoundland and Labrador 2008a: 2).

1.5.4 Cultural Brokerage

Having explained the notion of O6Best Practic
for implementing the safeguarding measurda?the two comparative case studies,
organisations have been given roles by either the state or provincial governments to fulfil the
requirements set out by either the UNESCO Convention or an intangible heritage strategy. It

i s these 6c ucththisreadarchbfacusds en, suéh asvtheiHeritage Foundation of
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Newfoundland and Labrador, and the Dutch Centre for Intangible Cultural Heritage (DICH),

known in the Netherlands as Het Kenniscentrum Immaterieel Erfgoed Nederland or KIEN.

In 1997, Richard Kirin in a reflection on his work at the Smithsonian Institute, classed himself

as a cultural broker. ARepresentations of pe
They are mediated, negotiated, and, yes, brokered through often complex ggosghs
myriad challenges and constraints i mposed by
on to state that AProfessionals in the cultu
culture € are brokeri ng ckantvaudereZéijdeh (2@4:851) 18) .
add that the notion of brokerage characterises both the organisations as well as the people
working there, and Jacobs (2014: 290) argues that cultural brokerage is a crucial part of the

new safeguarding paradigm.

UNESCOrecognises the use and value of cultural brokers in 171(d) of th&aational
Directives, which suggests I CH safeguarding
shall e facilitate cooperation wibrdkerssfarst ai n:
the appropriate integration of the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage into plans,

policies and programmes, both within and out

Casteleyn, Janssens and Neyrinck (2014: 396) discuss intafgibitage mediation in

Flanders, Belgium, and how a thematic network of coordinators for each of the UNESCO ICH
domains has been developed. They suggest the
descri bed as broker s wdhfaciitdia owarda athertstakielldees, t r &
and actors, and mediate between the different government and administrations on the one hand
and the heritage communities on the othero.
safeguarding ICH network orvery level (Casteleyn, Janssens and Neyrinck 2014: 401). In

this study, the Heritage Crafts Association, in its advocacy for the traditional craftsmanship
domain, could be described as a 6thematic dc

exploredin further depth in Chapter 5.

1.6 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH AND CONTRIBUTION TO
KNOWLEDGE

This research advances current scholarly debates around the ratification -aatification of
the UNESCO Convention. A c c ressdficurrgnt researcAand z p e

debates on culture has not been brought to
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Bortolotto, whilst visiting fellow at Cambridge University,-eoote a paper in 2012 which
expounded the need for more research on gilkden heritage. She has also noted that she was
personally interested in better understanding UK radification and considered the case study
choices to be Avery consistent and interest.i
targeted a spedaif area of ICH in which there is a demand by experts for further study, by
applying the desire for more practical research to the international comparisons of ICH
safeguarding in Canada and the Netherlands and a regional study of an ICH domain in the
Midlands of England. The research targets an area of heritage that has relevance for different
sectors in the UK, and could inform practice at national level, including bodies such as the
UNESCO UK Commission, DCMS, Heritage Lottery Fund and Historic Englamelfdcused
research on the traditional craftsmanship domain offers an insight into the practical
considerations and needs of a selection of craftspeople in the Midlands of England. With over
100,000 words of testimony from eighteen interviewees, it hagpadtential to increase
knowledge of crafts as intangible heritage in England and provide useful data for the Heritage

Crafts Association.

1.7 CHAPTER OUTLINE

This study consists of eight chapters. This first chapter provides an introduction, laying out the
problem and rationale for the research, the research question, aims and objectives, scope of the
research, context and significance of the research. Ch&ptexplains the qualitative
methodological strategy and the literature analysis, case study and interview methods used to

answer the research aims and objectives.

The purpose of Chapter 3 is threefold; to introduce and attempt to define the concept of
intangi bl e cultur al heritage and reveal how i
6cul tured, o6traditiond, and oO6fol kl ored. Seco
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) developed frameworks lagidlation,

initially using the terminology of folklore and traditional cultures, to that of intangible cultural
heritage, over the course of a twegsar period. And lastly, to explore the current international

ICH paradigm, by critically examining tifermation and governance of the 2003 UNESCO

Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage.

Chapter 4 examines the intangible heritage policy in the United Kingdom, and more
specifically England where appropriate, including the Paeiastary record of debates and

14



guestions on intangible heritage, and the traditional craftsmanship domain. It analyses how the
Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) and Historic England have
definitions of heritage limited to the built @amnment and introduces the notion of the
Authorised Heritage Discourse as a theoretical explanation for this disparity. The chapter also
examines how certain NGOs in England are involved in the safeguarding of ICH, including the
introduction of the Heritge Crafts Association as an important organisation linking ideas of
intangible heritage safeguarding and the domain of traditional craftsmanship with the rest of
the study.

Chapters 5, 6 and 7 provide an original contribution to the research on intamgiitdeye
safeguarding through interviews with ICH policy makers, cultural brokers, and practitioners at
grass roots level and two international case studies. Chapter 5 introduces a focused attempt to
examine practical safeguarding issues at grassroot$ [€kes is achieved through an
exploration of the intangible heritage domain of traditional craftsmanship, and the safeguarding
and advocacy role of the Heritage Crafts Association. The chapter identifies how traditional
craftsmanship has been inventoriedEngland and also examines the safeguarding issues
facing traditional craftspeople in the Midlands of England. This is achieved through the use of
in-depth semstructured interviews of eighteen people from a variety of different heritage
crafts, to reval an understanding of the practical issues of transmission and awareness,
training/skills, and business/market issues, and how they impact the safeguarding of their ICH

practices.

Chapter 6 explores the ratification process of the 2003 UNESCO Convantidime
Netherlands, and examines the safeguarding strategy of the Dutch Centre for Intangible
Heritage, again focusing upon the ICH domain of traditional craftsmanship, through a literature
analysis of policy documents, anddepth interviews with the kegctors involved in the

implementation of the Convention.

Chapter 7 is a case study of the approach that the Canadian province of Newfoundland and
Labrador has taken to safeguard intangible cultural heritage outside of the UNESCO paradigm.
Through a studyisit to the province, it focuses on the ICH policy at the Heritage Foundation

of Newfoundland and Labrador and usesl@pth interviews with a variety of cultural brokers

and practitioners to examine how ICH is inventoried and traditional craftsmaagtgoiarded.
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Chapter 8, the conclusion, appraises the intangible heritage safeguarding methods used in
Newfoundland and the Netherlands to suggest potential best practice in England and makes

recommendations for possible future research.
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CHAPTER 217 METHODOLOGY
2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter aims to describe the methodological choices made for this study and to present

the rationale for their inclusion. From a Heritage Studies standpoint, only recently has there
been a focus on research methods, with publications suderaage Studies: Methods and
Approachesedited by Marie Louise Stig Sorensen and John Carman (2009), @aldhave

Handbook of Contemporary Researellited by Emma Waterton and Steve Watson (2015).

As SBrensen and Car man ( 20 0 aninb&vien sa@anand |, A He
with its practitioners working in academic i
Studies, despite its long gestation and substantial and complex scope, has paid scant attention
to met hodso. Howalates a62Wa2el B2B)ti AiMet hodo
Heritage Studies because they are the hand which guides us into the past from the present. They
show us how to | ook and seedo. As such, Her it
of other disciplirs, including anthropology, archaeology, architecture, art, history,

psychology, sociology and tourism (Sgrensen and Carman 2009).

Focusing on intangible cultural heritage, Fi
been convincingly redefinells a fi el d concerned first and f
gualitative methods of investigation is a corollary of this way of conceptualising heritage, as
gualitative methods are used to document and analyse perceptions, attitudes and motivations
oft hose involved in the heritage processo. Si
idea of the 6living heritaged of peopl e, an
Convention is the role of communities, qualitative methods of resegrelap be appropriate

for this study. Additionally, there is the issue of the scope of the research, encompassing several
layers of inquiry. There is a focus on international legislation at UNESCO, case studies and
governmental and organisational docutaéon at a national level, and a focus on people
involved in intangible heritage at grassroots level in different communities. Therefore, the
methodology needs to reflect this varied research. As such, and taking into account the aims
and objectives of thresearch, a multhethod qualitative approach was chosen for this study.

A multi-method approach uses two or more qualitative methods, not to be confused with mixed
method research which combines qualitative and quantitative methods (Creswell and Plano

Clark 2007: 273 The next section of this chapter describes the research strategy, explaining
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gualitative methodology and the methods used within this research; literature analysis, case

studies and wdepth, semstructured interviews.

2.2 QUALIT ATIVE RE SEARCH STRATEGY

According to Denzin and Lincoln (2018: 9) , |
own righto and fAcrosscuts disciplines, fiel
this form of resear ch tchhwescan explbre a wideganmray @fu a | i t
dimensions of the social world, including the texture and weave of everyday life, the
understandi ngs, experiences and i maginings ¢
gualitative research has become an estaldliahd respected research approach (cited in Gibbs

2007: ix) but equally he believes that it has become more difficult to find a common definition

(cited in Gibbs 2007: x). He has established some common features of qualitative research. It

isintendedtompr oach the world dédout thered rather t

by:

1. Analysing experiences of individuals or groups

2. Analysing interactions and communications

3. Analysing documents such as texts, images, film and music

(Flick, in Gibbs 2007: x)

Mason (2002: 3) observes that qualitative research cannot be fiigesahand reduced into a
set of principles, though she does accept some conamiore ment s whi ch expa
perspective. She defines qualitative research as grounded in a philosophical position which is
broadly O6interpretivistdéd in that it i's con:
understood, experienced, produced ongtituted. It is also based on methods of data
generation which are both flexible and sensitive to the social context in which data are produced
(ibid: 3). Denzin and Lincoln (2018: 11) use the analogy of the qualitative researcher as a
bricoleur or makeof quilts in that they use the aesthetic and material tools of his or her craft,
deploying whatever strategies, methods, or empirical materials which are at hand. As a strategy
it can be critiqued, as Bryman (2001: 2823) explains, qualitative researchn be too
subjective, that findings rely too heavily
what is significant and important. Secondly, qualitative research is difficult to replicate
Aprecisely because it I S nunshter ugu aulrietda ta nvde
ingenui ty, it i s al most i mpossible to cond

Furthermore, qualitative research suffers from a lack of transparency and it can be difficult to
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establish how researchers arrive at cosiolns. Finally, Bryman also suggests that
generalisation is an issue since it is impossible to know how findings can be generalised to
other settings and how one or two cases can be representative (ibid: 282). This chapter attempts
to address some of themsues by explaining in depth how and why certain methods were
chosen, which sampling technique was used for the interviews, and an awareness that certain
limitations can be minimised. The muitiethod approach helps to overcome generalisation

and issuef reliability and validity through the triangulation of methods, which will be
described in more detail later in this chapter.

Table 2.1 The multirmethod approach to the research, visually demonstrating how different

methods fulfil certain requirements for each chapter.

Literature Analysis Case Study Interviews

Chapter 3
UNESCO
Chapter 4
ICH in the UK
Chapter 5
Midlands of England
Chapter 6

Netherlands

n

n

3
2
13

Chapter 7

13
13
13

Newfoundland

2.2.1 Literature Analysis

A significant element of the research methodology involves a-loles&d literature analysis,

including a literature review of academic texts and an examination of grey literature. Grey

|l iterature has been descr i b efdovarsmert tdademicswhi ¢ h
business and industry in print and electronic formats, but which is not controlled by commercial
publisherso with a postscript added shortly
activity of t heacgpandSthopfel 2040: 1). Actording (0 Baven (2009:

19



27) document analysis is a systematic procedure for reviewing or evaluating print and
electronic documental materials. Among other examples, this includes manuals, background
papers, books and brochurpegss releases, organisational or institutional reports, and various
public records. It is the latter two examples, that of organisational and institutional reports and
public records which have proven to be of primary relevance to this study. Exanghlesssu
mission statements, policy manuals, and strategic plans from heritage organisations of the UK,
Newfoundland and the Netherlands have added clarity and depth. The advantage of this method
is that document analysis is a l@est way to obtain empiricdlata as part of a process that is
unobtrusive (Bowen 2009: 38).

Bryman (2001: 375) indicates that the state is the source of a great deal of textual material of
potential interest, and this was particularly the case for finding and analysing data ftarChap

4, which looks at the safeguarding of intangible heritage in Britain. In order to analyse
Parliamentary interest in | CH, a review was
cultural heritageo i n Han s lateglinBritail Bocimerdanys c r i p
analysis was also conducted on the strategic plans and grey literature pertaining to English
Heritage, Historic England, devolved administrations, andguernmental organisations

such as the Heritage Lottery Fund, Heritadleance and ICOMOS.

Concerning the description and analysis of the formation and governance of the 2003 UNESCO
Convention in Sections 3.2 and 3.3, | have utilised the substantial online resources of
UNESCO, known as UNESDOC, which contains over 146|0RESCO documents in full,
published since 1945. For the purposes of this research, comprehensive searches of this
database resulted in the analysis of technical documents, working papers, conference papers,
and reports, as well as Governing Bodies docuseasolutions and decisions of the General

Conference and Executive Board, and speeches of the Difeetaral.

Literature analysis has also been utilised within the case studies of the Netherlands and
Newfoundl and, since fidocuments play an expl
study researcho (Yin 2014: 107) .tudandpblibye Net h
was provided in English by the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science, with publications

such agCultural Policy in the Netherland2006), andr'he Dutch Cultural Syste(2009). The

website of The Dutch Centre for Intangible Heritages mumerous educational documents,
including factsheets, a newsletter and digital copies of the public folklore joluenahd
Erfgoed(Living Heritage). Some of these documents are published in English, but a significant
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proportion were written in Dutcithe most pertinent documents, or parts thereof, have been
translated by myself. This has obvious disadvantages, as it is-adimeeming process, and

open to mistranslatioldocumentation was also shared with me during my visit to the office
in Culemborgand Arnhem, including the inventory application forms given to communities,

and publications produced by the office

In Newfoundland, textual analysis focused on the annual reports of the Department of Tourism,
Culture and Recreation of Newfoundland arabtador, and the annual reports and activity

plans and occasional papers of the Heritage Foundation of Newfoundland and Labrador
(HENL). Also, of significant interest was the monthly newsletter produced by the HFNL
entitled Intangible Cultural Heritage Upate i News and updates on Newfoundland and
Labradordéds I ntangi bl eTh€T6lissuasrfranh Detbmber 2008 gpeto P r o ¢
summer of 2018, all of which are archived on the Memorial University Digital Archives
Initiative, provided a comprehensiverraive of the various projects, workshops and other

news relating to intangible heritage in the provifce.

As Ob6Leary (2014: 244) makes clear, textual
data collection methods. An awareness of the origingpose of the document needs to be
considered, it may not be as relevant as primary data, and biases may be difficult to identify.
However, although Bryman (2001: 375) accepts that there can be questions of credibility and

bias, such documents can btenesting because of the biases they reveal. In dealing with issues

of representativeness, he also infers that |
precisely their official €é charactermenthat ma
Acan be i mportant in triangulation, where an

is used in a single projectodo (Punch 2001: 19
use of documents is important to corroborate and augewatence from other sources in case

study research.

2.2.2 Case Studies

With reference to Aim 4 and Aim 5 in the Introduction, a case study approach was deemed to

be a suitable method to identify and critique how intangible heritage is managed both within

2From May 2016, the Intangible Cultural Heritage Update merged with the built heritage element of the HFNL
into one holistic document entitlddle ws and Notes on t he BdleHeitaggaangé Foundat.
Intangible Cultural HeritagéPrograms
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and outside of the UNESCO paradigm. Yin (2014: 16) suggests that a case study is an empirical
inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within itdifeabntext, or as Gillham
(2000: 1) states, a case sstionsdtigat mayhedaslyloogeat e s
to begin with) and which seeks a range of di
to Heritage Studies, Filippucci (2009: 322) addsith&as e st udi es are not
document diversity andariety in the experience of and attitudes towards heritage, but also to

answer questions about the reasons for wvaria

The two case studies in this research were chosen based on decisions with regard to both
relevany and issues of practicality. They are what Stake (2000: 437) identifigsiasic and
instrumental case studie&n intrinsic case study is one in which a particular case itself is of
interest and there is a desire to better understand it. The aaserepresentative of other

cases or a particular trait or problem (ibid: 437). The Newfoundland case study represents this
type, in that it is a specific approach to ICH safeguarding, chosen because of this trait. An
instrumental case study is examinedprovide a general insight of an external interest, by
studying a particular case which may be seen as typical of other cases or not. The external
interest in this study is the implementation of the 2003 UNESCO Convention, and although
there were many exnples which could have been chosen, the Netherlands was deemed the

most appropriate, for reasons which will now be discussed.
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Case Study I ICH Safeguarding in The Netherlands: The UNESCO Paradigm
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Figure 2.1 A Map of the Netherlands© CIA World FactbookThis work is made available
under the terms of the Creative Commons AttributhrareAlike 3.0
license http://creativecommons.org/licenses#s/3.0/

The first case study focuses on the UNESCO paradigm of safeguarding intangible heritage in
the Netherlands. Since most countries have ratified@08 Convention, identifying a suitable

case was based upon certain criteria. First, was the decision to choose a country which had only
recently ratified the Convention, inferring there might have been some reticence to do so. This
is an important considation, in that the country may have debated other options, or, as was
the case with the Netherlands, did not have historical precedent in legislating for cultural
heritage. There also needed to have been enough time to have elapsed from ratificaon for t
state to have implemented the obligations required of a signatory to the Convention.
Additionally, to be able to analyse and critique the particular case, access needed to be
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available, both logistically and linguistically. Since many Anglophone camtiave not

ratified the Conventiod, a country in which English is widely spoken as a second language

was preferable to learning a new language to a standard where interviewing in depth would be
possible. Research for Aim 4 of this study was gained gfiréeldwork which was carried out

over the course of two weeks in January 2017, and for one week in February 2018. On the first
visit, | was based in Utrecht, close to the Dutch Centre for Intangible Heritage/Kenniscentrum
Immaterieel Erfgoed Nederlana iCulemborg. Fieldwork here linked with Objective3

(shown in table form below). As well as gaining an insight into ICH policy through
documentary analysis, | used interviews with staff to gain a greater depth of knowledge of the
workings of the centreAs Yi n attests (2014: 110) #Ainter.v
study research. They €é resemble guided conv
fulfil Objective 4.2, semistructured interviews were also carried out at the Meertens Institute

in Amsterdam the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science ahé Netherlands
Commission for UNESCO in The Hague add depth to the inquiry surrounding academic

and institutional responses to the Convention. The second field trip was centred at the Open

Air Museum in Arnhem where DICH moved to in the summer of 2017.

3 The Republic of Ireland ratified in 2016
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Table 2.2Aims and Objectives for the Netherlands Case Study and Units of Analysis

AIM 4: To explore the ratification of the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the

Intangible Cultural Heritage in the Netherlands.

Objective 4.1: To identify the process of the ratification of the 2003 Convention for tH
Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage
Objective 4.2: To explore the academic and institutional resptmsasfication

Objective 4.3: To examine and critique the practical implementation of the 2003 UNE
Convention through an appraisal of traditional craftsmanship safeguarding policies

Unit(s) of analysis for Objective 4.2

Meertens Institute

UNESCO Commission for the Netherlands

Ministry of Education, Culture and Science

Individuals Interviewed

Peter Jan MargrySenior Research Fellow,
Meertens Institute

Mareke Brugman UNESCO- Senior Policy
Officer

Riet de Leeuw Ministry of Education, Culture
and Science Senior Policy Advisor

Unit(s) of analysis for Objective 4.3

The Dutch Centre for Intangible Cultural Heritag

Ambacht in Beeld Festival

Individuals Interviewed

Albert van der Zeijden Knowledge Development
Team Leader

Pieter van Rooij DICH - Heritage Care Team
Advisor

Saskia van OostvednDICH - Heritage Care
Team Leader

Wendy van Wilgenburg Ambacht in Beeld
Founder and director
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Case Study 2 ICH in Newfoundland and Labrador i An Alternate Model

Figure 2.2 A Map of Canada, showing the province of Newfoundland and Labrador
© 2011 TUBBS. This work is maderailable under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution-ShareAlike 3.0 licensénttp://creativecommons.org/licenses#s/3.0/

The rationale behind opting for the Canadian province of Newfoundland and Labrador for the
second case study was the intention to examine the intangible heritage policies of a country
which had not ratified the 2003 Convention. Of the seventeen courtties (han the UK)

which have not ratified, six were immediately discounted, two because of their volatile political
status (Libya and Somalia) atideebeing either micrestates or small countries (San Marino,
Maldives,andNiue). This left Canada, therlifed States of America, Australia, New Zealand,
South Africa, Israel, Russian Federation, Guyana, Angola, Liberia, and Sierra Leone. Israel
and the United States were discounted because of their relationships with UNESCO (in 2017
both countries withdrewsamembers of UNESCO), as the research looks at how intangible
heritage is safeguarded in countries which could still choose to ratify the Convention. Of the
nine remaining, it made methodological sense to study an Anglophone country, as they have

heritagesn common including linguistic similarities. Of these, the I@dlicies of the province
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of Newfoundland and Labrador in Canada had already been identified by the Heritage Crafts
Association in the United KingdoleyimCGanada pos si
is legislated at a federal and provincial level. The ratification of the 2003 UNESCO Convention
would be legislated for at a federal level, but since Canada has not ratified, intangible heritage
safeguarding is devolved to the thirteen jimoes and territories. Focusing on one Canadian
province, that of Newfoundland and Labrador, negated the possibility of, as Yin (2014: 21)
warns, fAan unmanageable | evel of efforto, wh
for Aim 5 of this stugt was gained through one fieldwork visit, in April 2016, where | was
based in St. Johnés, the capital of the prov
carried out at the Intangible Heritage office, which is part of the Heritage Foundétion o
Newf oundl and and Labrador in the centre of S
no one source of evidence which is likely to be sufficient on its own, and this use of many
sources is a key characteristic of case study research. This saarbwithin the research. In

order to gain insight into Objective 5.3, | interviewed representatives from the Wooden Boat
Museum of Newfoundland and Labrador, Quidi Vidi Village Plantation, The Rooms, Fishing

for Success, and Memorial University. Belovaitable which charts the Aims and Objectives

for the Newfoundland case study, with the Ui

being studied.
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Table 2.3Aims and Objectives for Newfoundland Case Study and Units of Analysis

AIM 5: To Explore an Alternative Model of Intangible Cultural Heritage

Safeguarding in Newfoundland and Labrador

Objective 5.1: To identify the place of intangible cultural heritage within the framewo
Canadian and provincial heritage policy
Objective 5.2: Toxplore the ICH provincial policy in Newfoundland and Labrador

Objective 5.3: To examine the safeguarding of the ICH domain of traditional
craftsmanship in Newfoundland and Labrador

Unit(s) of analysis for Objective 5.2 | Heritage Foundation dfewfoundland and
Labrador
Memorial University

Individuals Interviewed Dale Jarvig ICH Development Officer

Jerry Dicki Director of Heritage

Unit(s) of analysis for Objective 5.3 | Anna Templeton Centre for Craft, Art and Desi
Craft Council of NL
Quidi Vidi Plantation (Craft Incubator)

Wooden Boat Museum of NL

The Rooms (Provincial Museum, Art Gallery ar]
Archives)

Fishing for Success (Neprofit social enterprise
for traditional fishing knowledge)

Individuals Interviewed Anne Manuel The Craft Council

Gillian Davidgei The Rooms

Crystal Brayeg Wooden Boat Museum

Nicole Penney Memorial University

Kimberley Orreri Fishing for Success
Stephanie Micikyan HFNL

There are | imitations in case study researc

describes case study as fAdholistic understand
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limit as to how much fieldwork | could do in both locations. In Newfoandland Labrador,

the main issue for the fieldwork was the inability to visit areas of the province due to its size. |

was limited to one, threweee k vi sit, based in St. Johnodos, \
popul ati on | i v e svisited partssof tlte dvalorf penthsula in Newfoundland, |

but not beyond it, and | was unable to visit Labrador, the part of the province situated on the
mainland. Although Labrador has only 8% of the provincial population, it has important
indigenous groupw/ho are involved in some of the HNFL intangible heritage projects. There

were also logistical issues in attempting to arrange interviews. For instance, on one occasion

an interview had to be cancelled due to an unexpectedly severe spring snow stodnoirhSh. 6 s .

In the Netherlands, the main limitation was the issue of the language barrier, although this was
not a problem with general conversation and interviews. This is because statistics suggest that
90% of the population of the Netherlands can speak converahtimglish, the highest in
Europe (NationMaster 2017). Furthermore, the EF English Proficiency Index, which is a
ranking of countries for English skills, has the Netherlands ranked first out of 80 countries for
2017 with a very high proficiency. The Indd&scribes this very high proficiency as being able

to usenuanced and appropriate language in social situations, be able to read advanced texts
with ease, and negotiate a contract with a native English speaker (EF Education First 2017).
This was my experiece with all of the Dutch interviewees, who had a very high standard of
English proficiency.

In all case study research, an@amon criticism concerns the inability to generalise, whereby

one case studyds concl usi ons edandswdsehosxdase nd e c
an example of a country which had ratified the 2003 Convention, and as such there may be
generalisations which can be extended to other nations implementing the Convention as there

is a standard process for all involved, such as tbation of an inventory and nominations to

the lists. However, there will also be some aspects of ICH policy and management in the
Netherlands which are unique to the country and do not reflect common practice across all the

ratified nations. Thisobservaton ti es i n with the view of St al
a poor basis for generalizationo as Athe re
generalization. We take a particular case an

(2001: 154) a case may be interesting or unique in its own right, that it is worthy to study
without resorting to generalisation. The research in Newfoundland certainly follows this notion
as it is not a typical case and therefore findings cannot beraJsed across the remaining

nations which have not ratified the convention, nor was that the point of that case study.
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2.2.3 Indepth Semistructured Interviews

For Seidman (2013: 8) an interview is a basic mode of inquiry, and as Kvale (2007: 7) adds,
Afan interview is a conversation that has a
research interview i s a ¢ o0ns advantagequosource oft e f
data gathering, as SRBrensen states (2009: 16
with complex and abstract ideas, such as her
The purpose of the interviews in thisidgy was to meet key aims and objectives which could

only be gained through a detailed understanding of the thoughts and processes of the

individuals working in intangible heritage.

Although there are different forms of interview, this research usdspgh semistructured
interviews, a data collection strategy in qualitative research, whereby the researcher asks
informants a series of predetermined but epeded questions (Ayres 2008: 811). Using semi
structured interviews ensures more control over ®pithin the interview and in contrast to
structured interviews that use closed questions, there is no fixed range of responses to each
guestion. The interviews were alsodapth, establishing a connection that allows for an
openness of exchange (RubindaRubin 2005: 13). To achieve richness and depth of
understanding, interviewers listen for keywords, ideas and themes using-tipllquestions

to encourage the interviewee to expand on what might be important to the research (ibid). For
Seidman (2013:9ji at t h e-depthimtdrviewirig isiaminterest in understanding the lived

experience of other people and the meaning t

The interviews in the study consisted of individuals working in intangible heritage, either in
mana@ment as intangible heritage policy officers, or in academic roles, and others who use
forms of ICH in practice, in particular traditional craftsmanship. Firstly, the former of these
examples, that of the expert or manager of ICH, were particularly inmpoidagarner
information. As Rubin and Rubi nexge2eficeedhd 64)
knowledgeable n t he area you are interviewing about
sampling technique known as expert sampling was utilisethe case studies in the
Netherlands and Newfoundland, where individuals with specific expertise formed the basis of
the research. For O6Leary (2014: 191) At he ¢
possible means for credible data collectionand ¢é t hi s might just m ¢
informants rather than samples é the answer

individuals who have specialized knowledge .
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were used to develop knowledge oparticular area, such as the workings of the Intangible
Heritage Office in the Heritage Foundation of Newfoundland and Labrador and the Dutch
Centre for Intangible Heritage. They supported and went beyond the analyses of literature by
adding expert, detigd, firsthand knowledge within the settings of the case studies.

Secondly, interviews were carried out with traditional craftspeople of the Midlands in England.
These interviews were also -tepth semstructured interviews which focused on the
experienes of participants in intangible heritage practices at a-goasgs level. The interview
guestions were designed to reflect work carried out previously by Creative & Cultural Skills,
which producedMapping Heritage Craftin 2012, see Jennings (2012). Thuas the first
comprehensive study to define, categorise and examine the size and shape of the Heritage Craft
sector in England. More significantly, the interviews in this study also take into account the
work done by the Heritage Crafts Association. Thaployed Greta Bertram to produce the
Radcliffe Red List of Endangered Crafts in 2017 (Heritage Crafts Association 2017), after a
data gathering process from May 2016 to January 2017. According to the report describing the
Red List, approximately 700 orgaations and individuals were contacted directly by email
and telephone and invited to contribute to the research. Participants were identified from lists
of organisations and funding bodies, from internet searches for the craft, and by following up
recomnendations from other participants (Heritage Crafts Association 2017: 9). The resulting
study categorised heritage craft at risk and detailed the issues affecting the viability of heritage
crafts in the UK.

My intention was not to repeat the very comprehanwork which produced thiradcliffe Red

List of Endangered Craftsbut to add a focused, -ttepth study of the experiences of
craftspeople in the Midlands. The Midlands was chosen for practical purposes as | am based in
the area, and the thesis is fundgdMidlands3Cities Doctoral Training Partnership. There is

also ethnographic research being produced by Daniel Carpenter at Exeter University which
looks at traditional craftsmanship in Devon and Somerset, so these two areas of research do

not overlap.

31



Shropshire
Herefordshire
Worcestershire
Staffordshire
West Midlands
Derbyshire
Warwickshire
Leicestershire
Nottinghamshire
Northamptonshire
H 11 | Rutland

o 12 | Lincolnshire
Qo

OO |NOOTBAWIN|F-

i
>
¢
o

Figure 2.3A Map of the Midlands of England with numbered counties
© D Maps.comhttps://dmaps.com/carte.php?num_car=18183&lang®éodified by S.

Harrison

The Midlands of England is a region which is commonly subdivided into the East and West.
This includes in the East Midlands, the counties Laicolnshire Northamptonshire
Derbyshire Nottinghamshire Leicestershire and Rutland The West Midlands comprises
Herefordshire, Shropshire, Staffordshire, Warwickshire, Worcestershire, and the Metropolitan
County of the Wst Midlands which includes the cities of Birmingham, Coventry and
Wolverhampton. I'Mapping Heritage Crafit is established that 61,270 people are employed

in Heritage Crafts in the Midland®épartment for Business Innovation and SKIlE.2: 34).

Interview participants were chosen with a sampling plan which aligned with the purposes and
the research questions of the study (Punch 2001: 194), that is to reveal the state of heritage
crafts in an area of England, in order to determinetidr there is a need to safeguard it using
methods associated with intangible heritage legislation. Although for many people a heritage
craft is a form of recreation or hobby, this would create an unmanageably wide sample. For
purposes of consistency, shetudy focuses on people for whom a heritage craft is a profession.
The participants were chosen using 4poabability sampling, which does not involve random
selection. Denzin and Lincoln (2018: 312) describe-piarbability sampling as that which
seekut groups, settings, and individuals where and for whom the processes being studied are

most likely to occur. A suitable form of ngarobability samplingpurposive sampling, also
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known as judgmental, selective or subjective sampling, was seléctedjich the study
participants were chosen based on the studyod
In this case, the shared characteristic is that all the participants were members of the Heritage
Crafts Association, have their presence in thé&éig Directory on the HCA website, and are
based in the Midlands region of England. It is accepted that the purposive sample being
investigated can be small, especially when compared with probability sampling techniques.
With this in mind, a list was drawap from the HCA Makers Directory of all craftspeople
within a certain mileage of my postcode, which is part of the search functionality of the
Directory. Cross referencing with the online map function (see Figure 2.4), | was able to
ascertain that thereese 36 craftspeople registered who are based in the Midlands. This was a
manageable sample from which to contact by email or telephone. From this list, | was able to
produce an interview sample of 18 participasfzead across the whole region and rafigct

a variety of different heritage crafts.
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Figure 2.4 The Heritage Crafts Association Makers Directory. Focused on the Midlands area

of England © Heritage Crafts Association

In choosing the sample size for the interviews in the Midlands, this stadymindful that
gualitative researchers have not agreed on optimal sample sizes. Beitin (2012: 243) quotes

Thomas and Pollio as suggesting that an appropriate sample size can range from 6 to 12
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participants. Creswell (2007: 126) notes that in groundsalyha recommended number would

be between 20 and 30 participants in order to develop ssateltated theory. A small sample

size can be accused of a lack of representativeness angratmbility sampling has been

criticised for the same issue. AccorditagDavidson (2006: 197) in neprobability sampling

it is difficult to defend the representativeness of the sample and to convince the reader that the
judgement used to select units to study was appropriate. However, a small sample is not always
considleed a weakness, as OoOoLeary (2014: 186) sta
may come from the few rather than the manyo.
that research using purposive sampling can achieve forms of generaliBatuiison (2006:

197) asks dif different units had been sel ec
been the same?o0 The sample in this study ¢
professional traditional craftspeople in the Niddls of England, since they represent those

who have deliberately joined the Heritage Crafts Association.

Interviews as a method have other limitations. For instance, all the interviews took place at the
interviewees place of work. This had the advantdgheointerviewee being in a familiar and

relaxed environment. However, on many occasions the interviewee had to continue working
during the interview process, which led to distractions, periods where the interview had to be

paused, and regularly added bgmwund noise to the recordings.

Interviews are also time consuming, as the researcher needs to go through a long process,
starting from establishing access to making contact with participants, conducting the interview
followed by transcribing the datadmaking use of it (Seidman 2013). Another issue is that

the construction of the written transcript i
therefore misconvey what the interviewee meant (Alsaawi 2014: 155). The problems with
interviews a8 di scussed in great depth by Nunkoos
intellectual rigor and validity of our interpretations have to meet with the requirements of the
research community rather than the agreement of the people we interview. Theagsetheen

when we seek the agreement of the interviewees about our interpretations, for the simple reason

that we write for practitioners and research

2.3 LIMITATIONS OF RESEARCH STRATEGY AND TRIANGULATION

Stake (1995: 45) highlights the limitations of the method used in this study when he notes that

AQualitative study has everything wrong witet
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which exist in qualitative research there are ways to ensurehiaesults are as valid as
possi bl e. For Kval e (2007 123) Avalidatio
craftsmanship throughout an investigation, continually checking, questioning and theoretically
interpreting the fi)nddscrives gualitativ€ vakdgyvas & dheck f&r0 0 9 :
accuracy by the researcher by employing certain procedures and Stake (1995: 114) argues that
Awith multiple approaches within a single si
e Xt r an e o u sThis neférs taitikeruse ef sriangulation, which attempts to crealegith
understanding through the use of multiple methods. Both Denzin and Lincoln (2018: 318) and
Flick (2002: 227) suggest that triangulation is less a strategy for validating résultsr

alternative to validation. Denzin (1989: 2247) suggests that there are varieties of
triangulation, one of which is used in this study, that of methodological triangulation, which
involves using more than one method to gather data, such as entgrwbservations,
guestionnaires, and documents. This takes two forms, one of which is beteted
triangul ation, which combines dissimilar met

flaws of one method are often the strengths

Case
Studies

Comparative
Analysis

Semi-
Structured Grey

in-depth Literature
interviews

Figure 2.5Triangulation of methods used in this study
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2.4 ETHICS

In order to uphold the integrity of the research, this thesis complies with the ethical principles

of Nottingham Trent University, and received approval fromJbiat Inter College Ethics

Commi ttee. As Stake (2000: 447) asserts, A q
spaces of the world. Their manners should be
there is usually an informal contrachieh exists between researcher and the researched. This
contract exists in the process of informed consent. | produced a consent form which was given

to all the interview participants (Appendix 1). The form was an invitation to participate in the
researclstudy and the purpose of the research was briefly explained. It was important that the
interviewees understood that their participation was voluntary and an explicit statement made

it clear that they couldithdraw from the study at any time, without hayito give a reason.

The interviewees were made aware that their recordings would be transcribed and potentially
used in academic conferences and publications or on websites. They agreed to have their
recording catalogued as part of the project and tieasplecified recordings could be used for

the purposes of this researdlne interview participants were also informed that tlzemal

gathered as part of this study would be stored securely, in accordance with the Data Protection
Act 1998. In practicalerms, this entailed taking the recording immediately after the interview

and saving it to the secure Nottingham Trent University OneDrive cloud server. In relation to
personal confidentiality, many of the interviewees were experts in their field whdanahar

with the interview process and were happy to have anonymity waived, with a caveat that many

of the expert interviewees made it clear whe
was respected at all times. This was also the case fartédmeiews with the craftspeople of the
Midlands. With certain interviews, it would be very easy to deduce the interviewee even

without naming them, because of the specific professions they discuss.

2.5 DATA ANALYSIS

Rubin and Rubin (2005: 201) describe data a
interviews to evidenck a s e d i nterpretationso. The I nt er
practical considerations, such as the requirement to record and transcribe regf@ie aould

begin. All interviews were recorded on a digital dictaphone to be able to concentrate on the
dynamics of the interview and so that detailed transcriptions into written texts could be
produced. Flick (2002: 172) admits that there has not geh la standard established for
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transcription and also that it is reasonabl
overexact transcription of data absorbs time and energy which could be invested more
reasonably in the{l996:i1M}atso gomcedesathat verlmatm, detilec | e
transcriptions are only needed for sociolinguistic analysis, and a certain amount of editing can

be desirable if gener al i mpressions of the s

2.5.1 Grounded Theory

The analys of the data in this study has taken a grounded theory approach. Grounded theory
emerged in the mid 1960s ancollaboration between Barney G. Glaser and Anselm L. Strauss

and their subsequent bodkhye Discovery of Grounded Thedd©67). Since then, gunded

theory has become the most widely used framework for analysing qualitative data (Bryman
2001: 390). It is a theoretical approach which gives preference to the data and the field under
study as against theoretical assumptions (Flick 2002: 41). Cha(@W®6: 2) describes

grounded theory as systematic but flexible guidelines for collecting and analysing qualitative
data to construct theories O6grounded6 in the
the analysis of the interviews of the cspieople of the Midlands of England considering the

lack of previous research on ICH and traditional crafts.

The analysis of the data begins with coding, which Rubin and Rubin (2005: 207) describe as
Asystematically | abelling concepts, themes,
retrieve and examine all of the data units that refer to the samectugross all your
intervi ewso. Comput er sassfstedv qualieativek data vamalysia s CQ
(CAQDAS) can be used in place of the manual task of coding. However, for several reasons in

this study the coding was done manually. Firstly, computegrammes work best for large
gualitative databases, but is less necessary for a smaller sample as found in this study, and the
need to learn how to use the software is time consuming. The first level of analysis consists of
open codi ng, wwbaeerclasbified by their pnitseosnseanmg (single words, short
sequences of words) in order to attach annot
(Flick 2002: 178). The next step is axial coding which refines and differentiates the categories
most relevant to the research question (Flick 2002: 181). Finally, with selective coding, the
researcher may write a Astory |l inedo that <con
study, the first step involved reading through the transcribedvietes and coding either

sentences or paragraphs, and adding them to a fatdeexample, within the theme of
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transmission and awareness, -sadmes or categories emerged. One of thes¢h&rbes was
060Craft as a second c akeedowndurthemanddepwsentativie guotesh at ,

were found:

0Secondivjeorbys 6f ew of us who were able to make

Some people had a second job to keep them af
OHel p f r efim shpaodi sae 6w q s0K was \gery folusabe athedwise | wouldn't
be here doing this. So, Il had the financi al

This analysis can be seen in Appendix 3, which shows the table for the theme of transmission
and awareness and thebthemes which were formulated.
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CHAPTER 3 - A HISTORIOGRAPHY OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is threefold; to introduce and attempt to define the concept of
intangi ble cultural heritage and reveal how
ocultured6, oOtraditiond, and édNatiokslEducagodal, Seco
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) developed frameworks and legislation,
initially using the terminology of folklore and traditional cultures, to that of intangible cultural
heritage over the course of a twefBar peria. And lastly, to explore the current international

ICH paradigm, by critically examining the formation and governance 02008 UNESCO
Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage.

3.21CHT THEORETICAL BACKGROUND: FOLKLORE, TRAD ITION AND
ANTHROPOLOGY

3.2.1 Folklore

The 2003 Convention was built upon the shoulders of twenty years of UNESCO meetings and
research on folklore and traditional culture, and draws on earlier conversations in folklore
studies (Noyes 2015: 299). Thecengt of o&éi ntangible cultural h
and was formulated in preference to 6fol klor
term (Tora 2001: 222) . Francioni (2001: 5)
1989 Recommendation is overly reductionist and scarcely reflective of thespelhg of living
culture and spiritual values that wunderl i e a
Roundtable on Working Definitions Peter Seitel stated that he didupptort the use of the

term O6fol kl ored because of his view that it
9).

For those who have attempted a definition, |
rigour, and the term now covers a broader f
aspects of cultural traditi onsl). iHowever,waecad pr es
pinpoint an exact moment when the term o6fol
civil servant and antiquarian, added a new word to the English language, published in a letter

in the At henaeum; @ wh adpulavgntiquittes, BriPgplla Interatulee s i g n
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(though bythe-bye it is more a Lore than a Literature, and would be most aptly described by a

good Saxon compound, Felloreit he Lore of the people)odo (TEt
antiquities intimated by Thoms haéen a topic of inquiry since the seventeenth cehtlihe

Victorian period saw the development of folklore in England, and according to Dagsg (

2022 65) a oO6great teamd was for med, consi sting
Alfred Nutt, Edwin Sidney Hartland, Edward Clodd, and William Alexander Clouston.
Between them they produced a range of publications and established the Folklore Society.

Wi ddowson (2016: 258) has described a 61 ean
years, andhatthe torch was carried mainly by individual researchers. Comprehensive accounts

of English folklore research in this period have been produced by Roper (2001, 2012), and
Widdowson (2016). Whilst American folklorists, Alan Dundes (1965) and RichardoBors

(2972) were moving folklore studies forward in the 1960s and 1970s, in England there was a
Aremar kabl e burgeoning of research, publ i ca
studies from the 1960s up to t Ipiethmimuchlkkaa ni umo
been written about the A(relative) failure
252). Opie 1957:467) stated thafi t Fae is that Englandhasthe distinction of being so
uninterestedn itself thatit hasnot yet evenone full time professionaf o | k landDorsort 0

(1965 241)observedhatLondonlackeda centralfolklore instituteandfraternityof lecturers,
researchersrchivistscollectorsandlibrarianspresentn otherEuropeammetropolisesNearly

fifty yearslater, a similar lamentwas providedby JonatharRoper(2012: 252), iEnglandis

perhapghe only Europearcountrywithout a nationalfolklore archiveor dedicatecacademic

unit for the studyanddocumentatiof itsf o | k 1 This neappartly explainwhy intangible

heritage has not had such a strong academic presence in England.

4 SeeJohn Aubrey (1687Remaines of Gentilisme and Judaismepllection of rites and custontsenry
Bourne(1725)Antiquitates vulgares: or, the antiquities of the common people. Giving an account of several of
their opinions and ceremonie3phn Brand (177 Apbservations on the popular antiquities of Great Britain:
Including the Whole of Mr. Bourne's Antiquitates gares William Hone(1826) The Every Day Book : or, A

guide to the year : describing the popular amusements, sports, ceremonies, manners, customs, and events,
incident to the three hundred and sifitye days, in past and present timBgbert Chambergl863) The Book

of Days: A Miscellany of Popular Antiquities in connection with the Calendar: including Anecdote, Biography,
& History, Curiosities and Literature, and Oddities of Human Life and Character

5 A new MA Folklore Studies will be commeing atthe University of Hertfordshire in 2019.
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3.2.1.1 Folklore and ICH

AStorytelling, craftsmanship, ritual s, dr ame
representations targeted by the new international mstnti of heritage policy. These used to

be called folklorea t er m t hat UNESCO has | argely aband
change in definition developed slowly over several decades, and will be thoroughly examined

in Section 3.4. As McCannet#.2001: 60) explain fAthe term |
administrative | ogic of UNESCOO. SGimbiett ac adei

(2006: 164) have intimated at acceptance of
sometimes still caleég f ol k|l or e 0. Bbk Kk IhadgiBe8: 282 that then

di scipline had been suffering fr omtheanantet opi c
of the field and what it now signified and t

are uneasy with the designationo (ibid 281).

cul tur al heritaged can be used to allay thes

Hansen (2016: 632) suggests that academics such as Regina Bendix and Barbara Kirshenblatt

Gimblett rep c t the term o6fol klored because its i
baggage. However, he argues t hat Apl acing
shortsighted, as problems with the tamm 6f ol
t o | CH.cultréandheréagear e by no means value neutr al

relationship between the terms oO0fol klored an
one, and certainly not all folklorists have welcomed the ghikiminology. This was evident
attheFol k|l ore Societyds AGM conference 2015 iF«
at the University of Sheffield. This conference reflected on the current state of folklore studies

and from my own personal observatitimre was a strong resistance to the encroachment of
6intangi ble heritaged6 upon Fol kl ore Studies.
the Folklore Society, appealed to keep an open mind:

Attempts to designate the subject [folklore] as trad#iorulture, cultural tradition,
vernacular culture, traditional heritage, cultural heritage, and traditional studies have

| argely arisen in response to the denigr
especially in England, who wrongly associdtevith bygone customs, superstitions,

0ol d wivesd tales, and ot her acpaplalreednto tiwer
and tweedybo, 0Otree hugger so, and the 11 ki

UNESCOs ponsored termlodihretran qigkeldoe hawl titurs me
term now has considerable traction internationally, and while it might appear to favour

the intangible over the tangible, its official definition is encouragingly much broader

and far more inclusive.
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(Widdowson 2016: 263)

Whil st folklorist Dorothy Noyes (2015: 299)
our fieldds attenti on famanyfdikeristphmwe becaime whatd e 0 ,
John Kingdon calls 6épolicy entrepreneurso ol
action iso within gl obal Il nitiatives (Noyes

formation of the UNESC@onvention, and continue to sit on various committees and forums.

3.2.2 Tradition

When UNESCO (2018d) describes aspects of int
term O0traditiond requires a deeper understan
heritage overlaps with a number of other phenomena and terms, tarthef paterchangeable

usage € [including] traditiono, and Lowent ha
termed history or tradition is now heritage
the ubiquitous r eac Neverheledss, it s eetevant dogoaeflyndscsisst o d a
otraditiond, as the term influences fol kIl or e
craftsmanship. Like the other notions explc
ambiguous (Noyes 20®: 234) and Raymond Williams (1983: 318), much like his views on

6cul turebod, considers that #Atradition in its
wor do. For Glassie (1995: 399) nAtradition
history, the missing piece necessary to the success of a cultural history that would bring
ant hropol ogy and history, with folkIlore as
was sociologist Edward Shil s ( lasytihgwhidhas) who
transmitted or handed down from the past to the present . . . having been created through human
actions . . . [of] thought and i maginati on,
This definition compliments the UNESCO defiait of intangible heritage

3.2.3 Anthropological Definitions of Culture

Folklore and cultural anthropology, which is concerned with the study of the customs,
traditions, and institutions of living peoples, are closely related, see Malinowski (1944),
Bacxom (1965), and Leach (1983). AFol kIl ore, t
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parts that go to make wup the culture of any
central concept in anthropology and the term was first defined by Edward(1871: 1) as

AThe compl ex whole which includes knowl edge,
capabilities and habits acquired TheyGoldean as
Bough(1890) compared the religious beliefs, mythologies somal behaviours of different

cultures Tylor and Frazer influenced the thinking of T.S Eliot, who described culture in
anthropological terms as the way of life of a particular people living together in one place (Eliot
1948: 120). He also wrote aboutho much t he term cul ture embr
characteristic activities and interests of a people: Derby Day, Henley Regatta, Cowes, the
twelfth of August, a cup final, the dog races, the pin table, the dart board, Wensleydale cheese,
boiled cabbge cut into sections, beetroot in vinegar, nineteestitury Gothic churches and

the music of Elgaro (El'iot 1948: 31).

In the mid twentieth century, attempts were made by anthropologists to further the definition
of 6cul tured. T h e dedakihgf was noted by Haring (1949:c26) waon u n
accepted that hnattempts to define such a t el
|l ogic invokedo. Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952)
definitions of the concept afulture. Although it remained the definitive study of the subject
for years, Borofsky (2001:433) suggests that their own definition did not catch on within the
discipline, it was not the authoritative definition they had hoped.
Culture consists of pattesnexplicit and implicit, of and for behavior acquired and
transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievement of human groups,
including their embodiment in artifacts; the essential core of culture consists of
traditional (i.e. historically érived and selected) ideas and especially their attached

values; culture systems may, on the one hand, be considered as products of action, on
the other as conditioning elements of further action.

(Kroeber and Kluckhohn 1952: 181)
For Goldstein (1957: 1075), Kroeberds and KI
He suggests, rather, that while many anthropologists have urged that a definition of culture is
required oftheir work, a precise definition is not empirically necessary. Borofsky (2001: 433)
suggests instead that ACulture, then, is not
it to be, and, as these definitions make clear, different people peitceitfferent ways for

di fferent endso.

UNESCO did attempt to define cult Lultareéas part

is used broadly ...it embraces creative art, including literature and architecture as well as music
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and the dance, paintiy and the other visual arts é The
cultivation of the mind é& And finally, it ¢
anthropological or sociological one, as denoting the entire material and mental apparatus
charace r i sti c of a particular societyo (Huxley
UNESCO Declaration on Cultur al Policies in N
of distinctive spiritual, material, intellectual and emotional features thatatkeare a society

or social group. It includes not only the arts and letters, but also modes of life, the fundamental
rights of the human being, value systems, tr

3.3 FROM HERITAGE TO INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE
331Defining Features of OHeritageo

AHer i tage, as a concept, i's problematico ( He
wanto (Hewison 1989: 5), and as such dall at
have é met wit h 199k 8)lHarrisero(2012M3) sharés ra gimilar view, and
reiterates that fAwe |live in a time that is d
have expanded to such an extent t hat al most
Despite ths warning, Heritage Studies has evolved over the past thirty years to include an in

depth discussion of the concept, see Smith (2006), Fairclough et al. (2008), Harrison (2012)
and Waterton and Watson (2015). b&dedcelfedasi ng f
a continuum between the past, present and the future. It is a creative engagement with the past

in the present which focuses our attention on our ability to take an active and informed role in
the production of o u 20124y KirsbenbtetBinblett 995 360)Har r i s
beli evegittlagte phoduces something new in the
However, for Spenneman (2007: 92) fAthe noti
ubiquitous today thaefv will query its origins or its validity. Cynics, on the other hand, may

well argue that the heritage field appears to lack a clear sense of purpose and clings to clichés
that seem to pull at the heartstrings of the audience in order to mask its owth beéuche nt 0 .
Nevertheless, ideas of heritage as an inheritance from past generations to be passed on to future
ones (Blake 2000: 69) are evident across the field of Heritage Studies, and is a defining feature

of intangible heritage within the UNESCO Conventio Anot her aspect of 0O
change, specifically relevant to intangible heritage, as the Convention defines ICH as being

constantly recreated, or as Hafstein (2012: 502) describes it,
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cultural heritage is a new category of things, lumpeeéttogy in novel ways under its

rubric; things as motley as buildings, monuments, swords, dances, jewelry, songs,

vi sual patterns, religious paraphernali a,
major use of heritage is to mobilize people and resouteesform discourses, and to
transform practices €& Donodt be fooled by
change.

3.3.2 Definitions of Intangible Cultural Heritage

Il ntangi bl e heritage has been defined by Loge
than in inanimate objectso (cited in Ruggles
a more complex characterisation which has seen scholars and UNSEa@D for a defining
meaning. These definitions of intangible heritage have included languages, knowledge,
knowhow, customs, and ideas (Lenzerini 2011: 102), knowledge skills and values
(KirshenblattGimblett 2004: 59), language, stories, art styles, ayuiEince, religious beliefs
(Brown 2003), artistic expressions, knowledge and skills, dance, performing arts, as well as
craftsmanship (Cominelli and Greffe 2012: 245), and sociocultural phenomena ranging from
theatre and music to folklore and traditionayal and popular rituals (Nas 2002: 139). To a
certain extent the term O6intangible heritage
(2004a: 67) points out:

The technical, somewhat awkward term 6in

becaise of the many difficulties cultural workers and scholars have encountered in an
international, comparative context, with the use and misunderstanding of such terms as

6fol kl or ed, 6or al heritagebo, 6tradjitiona
6f ol klifebo, 0et hnogrhbagshe & ccwll tt wrree®,, ocws
cul tur al heritaged, and o6popular culturebod

There are several issues regarding the concept of intangible heritage. A point of contention is

the link between tangible andt@amgible heritage. They should be considered to be two sides

of the same coin, see Bouchenaki (2003), KirshenGilthblett (2004), Nic Craith and Kockel

(2015) and some scholars expound the view that there is no difference between tangible and
intangibleh er i t age. Smith (2006: 54) says Alf her
seeing, then all heritage becomes, i n a sen
Andrews et al. (2007: 126), when she argues that heritage should not be dbgfirted

materiality or immateriality, but rather by whatienewith it in a broader cultural context. On
these grounds all heritage is intangible, an
social change through the continual construction amgotmation of identity, place, and

memoryo (Smith cited in Andrews et al. 2007:
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Whilst there can be a debate about the differences between tangible and intangible heritage,
there is less difficulty in understanding that they are inextricably linkiedinir Bouchenaki
(200 3: 2) , the Assistant Director Gener al
symbiotic relationship between the tangible and the intangible. The intangible heritage should
be regarded as the larger framework within which tdagferitage takes on shape and
significanceo. Appadur ai (cited in Munjer:.
through which the tangible heritage could be defined and expressed [thus] transforming inert
landscapes of objects and monumentstui ng t hem into | iving ar
Ari zpe (2004: 131) has a similar poi nt [

achievement stems from intangible cultural heritage, for it is ideas, desires and interests that

T

c h

n

drive peopletocreattangi bl e or performative heritageo.

Tangi bl e and intangible heritage are thus 6f

artificially separates them (Ardouin cited in Andrews et al. 2007: 125). Alivizatou (2008: 47)
berates 't hle dbiicnhsottiotnuytéi omhai ch has emer ged.
UNESCO have shown a greater understanding of the holistic nature of heritage (such as the
Istanbul Declaration), the Conventions still separate tangible and intangible heritage. Since this
study focuses on the 2003 Convention and uses the UNESCO definitions of intangible cultural

heritage, it has to concede that limitations result from such separations.

3.4 UNESCO- FROM FOLKLORE TO INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE

3.4.1 UNESCO Historical Background

The United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), like many
other institutions, was born out of a pe&r desire for lasting peace and international
cooperation. In November 1945, governitseinom thirtyseven countries sent delegations to
London to participate in a conference which would lead to the foundation of UNESCO. The
Constitution came into force after being ratified by twenty countries, and the first General
Conference took placessn after (Singh 2011: 12) . I n i
diffusion of culture, and the education of humanity for justice and liberty and peace are

indispensable to the dignity of man and constitute a sacred duty which all the nations must

Al

ts

fuflin a spirit of mutual assistance and conc

heritage was included in UNESCOO0s Purposes
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2 (c). fABYy assuring the conser v aftbookspworasnd pr o
of art and monuments of history and science, and recommending to the nations concerned the
necessary international conventionso (UNESCC
field offices, institutes and National Commissions in alnme&ry country, it is a large and

complex institution, and according to Seeger (2015: 132) often overextended and under

supported.

Singh (2011: 83) notes that Ain most peopl ebd
about cul tur eo. siBroaf thea histdrg bfathielceltdral eldment of sthe
organisation see Arizpe (2007). The most prominent consideration of culture by UNESCO has
been the adoption in 1972 of the Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural

and Natural Heritage (lown widely as the World Heritage Convention). Its aim was to
identify, protect and preserve cultural and natural heritage around the world and it defined
cultural heritage as monumental constructions, ruins and landscapes. This created an imbalance
towards a Western model of heritage, see Smith and Waterton (2009), Alivizatou (2012: 9)
which |l ed to UNESCO seeking alternative con
World Heritage Convention neglected an important part of cultural heritage wadereds

from its adoption a shortcoming of international regimes focusing on protection of cultural
heritageo (Lixinski 2013: 11).

3.4.2 Folklore Policy at UNESCO

This oversight by UNESCO initiated discussions concerning the development of policy around
the terminology of o6folkloreb6 and o6tradition
by the World Heritage Convention. This in t
cul tural heritaged by UNESCOtsecton df thisthaptes t hi ¢
will focus upon, up to ratification of the 2003 UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of

the Intangible Cultural Heritage. The historical development of folklore to ICH at UNESCO

has been discussed in detail, see Bortolotto (R@@ke (2003) and Park (2013), and for a

legal focus on the development of the ICH concept at UNESCO, see Blake (2007) and Lixinski
(2011, 2013). Furthermore, Samantha Sherkin (200E6J2a consultant in the Intangible

Cultural Heritage Unit at UNESC@iscussed the formation of folklore policy at UNESCO in

great detail, leading up to the 1989 Recommendation on the Safeguarding of the Traditional

Culture and Folklore, including a comprehensive timeline from 1952 to 1989. Bortolotto (2007:
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21) statestat fAt he refl ection on what was formerly
i mportant stage in the shift toward the idea
of folklore within UNESCO can be divided into two phases, separated by ansthié& 1990s

at UNESCO from an archivist approach, rooted in Western academic method, to a-process
oriented approach based on the Japanese paradigm, which is explored in Section 3.4.6. The
first phase of folklore policy at UNESCO was initiated in the epaly of the 1970s.

3.4.3 Folklore Policy at UNESCO: 1973 1979

On 24" April 1973, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion of the Republic of Bolivia
submitted a formal inquiry to UNESCO proposing an international instrument for the
protection of blk arts and cultural heritage (UNESCO 1973). This request was placed on the
agenda of the Intergovernmental Copyright Committee, which entrusted the UNESCO
Secretariat to study the issue. In December 1975, the Secretariat submitted a study to the
committe entitled fADesirability of Providing P
Level 0 (UNESCO 1971). The study defined f ol
artistic creationo. It suggests tyhhaviewadi L e gal
(a) the increased importance of this cultural heritage, (b) the dangers which threaten it, and (c)

the consequences attendant on the damage it

In July 1977, the DirecteGeneral convened a Committee of Experts @enlLibgal Protection

of Folklore in Tunis, where aspects of the protection of folklore were discussed in terms of
definition, identification, conservation, preservation and exploitation, which should be
considered together. As these issues were essentialtyrat, there should be an
interdisciplinary examination, and one that should be conducted under the sole auspices of
UNESCO (UNESCO 1977, Sherkin 2001: 45). The Secretariat continued to look at the subject,
firstly as a global study of the protectionfolklore, and secondly, a study of the copyright and
intellectual property issue involved, carried out jointly with the World Intellectual Property
Organization (WIPO) (UNESCO 1983a: 12). In August 1979, in order to achieve the first goal,
a questionnairen the protection of folklore (CL/2670), was circulated by the Secretariat to
UNESCO member states, and received sevengy replies which were utilised for the
definition of folklore in the 1982 meeting of the Committee of Experts (UNESCO 1982a: 2).
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3.4.4 Folklore/ Intangible Heritage Policy at UNESCO: 1980 1989

An important ICH development at UNESCO occurred at the 1982 World Conference on

Cultural Policies, known as Mondiacubetween 26 Julyi 6 August in Mexico City.

According to UNESCO (UNESCO 207 a) , it was one of the first
heritaged was officially used. The Mexico De
heritage that it #fAincludes both tangible ani

that people finds expression: languages, rites, beliefs, historic places and monuments,

|l iterature, works of art, archives and | i br s
also emphasised that the heritage of buildings should not be the main obafesttodn (1982b:

30) . I n the same year as Mondiacul t, UNESC
Safeguarding of Fol kl ored and-Pbyseseatad &emsipt
(Bouchenaki 2004: 7). The Committee of Experts meeting was sigrtifiegause it was the

first time a definition of folklore was firmly established (Sherkin 2001: 47), and it was decided

that it was not only desirable but urgent that measures should be adopted to preserve folklore

at an international level (UNESCO 1983b).

The relationship between the overall nature of folklore and intellectual property was addressed
by UNESCO and WIPO between 1982 and 1985, see Sherkin (2001: 47). Regional Meetings
of Expert Committees recommended international regulation of the intelleptoperty

aspects of folklore. However, as Sherkin (2001: 48) makes clear, UNESCO began to assume a
more active role independent of WIPO in the protection of folklore. In January 1985 the Second
Committee of Governmental Experts on the Safeguardinglkfdfe convened in Paris. Little
attention was paid to the intellectual property aspects of folklore (Sherkin 2001: 49). Instead,
focus was on whether international regulations would be in the form of a recommendation or a
convention, a thad a recorimemdatign woutd bd aenhote flexible method and

mi ght be better suited to the complexity of
1985: 28). According to Lauri Honko (UNESCO 1987: 21), in his capacity as an advisor to
UNESCO, arecommeadt i on was not an inferior choice.
General Conference, even if it is in no way legally binding, will enhance the status of folklore

in Member States and internationally. It may be considered as a launching pad for future
devd opment so. And -feuth session oft thee Gemerale @Qonfgrence in
October/November 1987, Resolution 15.3 was adopted and it was expressed that an
international instrument on the safeguarding of folklore be prepared in the form of a

recommendatio.
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3.4.5 1989 Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folklore

In November 1989, at the 25th session, the UNESCO General Conference adopted the
Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folkdtasaggested it

Member States should apply provisions concerning the safeguarding of folklore by taking
legislative measures, bring the Recommendation to the attention of organisations or institutions
concerned with folklore, and submit reports to UNESCO on actiom gk&ESCO 1989: 3).

There were positive reactions to the Recommendation, including Honko (1992: 3), who felt
that Ait certainly opens up broader vistas t
been used to. It calls for cooperationonthé wist possi bl e scale ... 0,
57) said that it fArepresents an historic st
that moves the global family of nations significantly closer to a convention on the important

topicitadde s s e s 0.

However, the Recommendation was not without its critics. McCann et al. (2001: 57) considered

the main criticism is that it is too limited in the way it defined the elements. Park (2013: 20)

noted the passive role of groups and individuals intte®enme ndat i on, Al CH i s
object to be disseminated to the public by various means such as mass media, publications,
events and organisations, rather than as a f
In 1997 at the UNESCWIPO World Forum on the Protection of Folklore, in Phuket,
Thailand, Marc Denhez prepared a folloyw paper on the 1989 Recommendation on the
Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Fol k
declaration on the importancéo i nt angi bl e her it aWlRO1BIT:2t he wo
He agreed that the Recommendation was | i mite
exact wording of the Recommendation, UNESCO itself is not given any specific mandate, and

the Recommendi®n imposes obligations on Member States, but provides no explanation of
how to i mpl emen-WIPD ho87m%s). Frtbekhioe,Gh® UNESCO Secretariat

sent a circular letter on"8April 1991, asking countries about their follayp to the
Recommendadi n . Only six members replied and MfAmos
essentially meaWP®DIPI7e73. Daspitd theSeHSSUES) Janet Blake (2017:

17) suggests that the 1989 Recommendation was significant because its very existence opened
theway for later developing the 2003 Convention.

Eight regional seminars were held between 1995 and 1999 that assessed the implementation of
the 1989 Recommendation and evaluated the contemporary situation on the safeguarding and
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revitalization of intangibleheritage. The workshops enabled participants to identify more
clearly the problems and solutions for safeguarding and reinglintangible heritage in

regions such as Western, Central and Eastern Europe, Latin America, Africa, the Middle East,

and Cental, South, Southeast and East Asia (Seitel 2001: 278). These seminars resulted in a
conference held at the Smithsonian Institution in Washington D.C frého230" June 1999,

entitledA Global Assessment of the 1#8commendation on tisafeguarding of Traditional

Culture and Folklore Local Empowerment and International Cooperati@7 participants

from 27 nations took part and the event was brought together in a volume edited by Peter Seitel.

He expl ains i n the pd&tcipahta gathered m atwonde@ub spikiteof e n c e
intellectual and cultural fellowship. They discussed, debated, and deliberated upon both the
similarities and differences in the ways to go about safeguarding traditiotatecaind

fol kI or e o0 :iif).SeanettBlede (2@0QcO) 151), speaking at the conference, gave an
evaluation of the 1989 Recommendation. She conceded that it had positive points worth
keeping such as the general principles in the Preamble, but that it had many limitations,
including an enphasis on the scientific community, a too narrow definition, and a failure to
safeguard fol klore through the social and ec
existing Convention, Recommendation, or other UNESCO text fully addresses the heeds o

safeguarding fol kIl ore éo (i bid: 153) .

A O06Questionnair e oRecommerdatiéip pMaisc a tsisaure do ft ot hvee mt
1994 in order to assess its impact. Richard Kurin (2001a: 30), in discussing the results, stated

t hat Ai t wo atlthe Recammendagion & aigh on the agenda of the international
community. Only a small majority of respondi
but also that Athe result of this survey is
todo in the traditional culture and folklore field. There is a basis for moving ahead with national

and international policieso (Kurin 2001la: 33

3.4.6 Intangible Heritage Policy at UNESCO: 1990s

In 1992, UNESCO conducted a scientific evaluation of dlv#gies carried out over the two

preceding decades in the field of traditional popular cultures. After the evaluation, the title of

t he pr ogRhayrs indNeoln Cul t ur al Heritagedo was modi
(Aikawa 2001: 14). On 147 Jure 1993, thénternational Consultation on New Perspectives

for UNESCOO6s Programme: Thet d ok amlga dé eatCutl H au
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Headquarters. The purpose of this consultation was twofold: firstly, to advise UNESCO on the

new directios which might be taken by its programme to safeguard and enhance the intangible
cultural heritage; secondly, to consider five pilot projects in China, Niger, Mexico, Tunisia and
Central and Eastern Europe (UNESCO 1993b: 3). Many positive observationsiackeat

the Consultation, but also that fAthe action
that the limited resources of the Organization were scattered between too many disparate
actions: languages, oral traditions, traditional knowledge, technigaeses, rituals, music,
dance, theatre etc. with no fixed order of p

Il n June 1993, a formal proposal to establish
was made by the Republic of Korea in a letter to th&eBRNO Executive Board. In the same

year, at its 142nd session, the Executive Board of UNESCO adopted a resolution on the Living
Human Treasures (LHT) system (UNESCO 1993a). It invited Member States to establish,
where appropriate, a system of Living Humaredsures in their respective countries. The
UNESCO Secretariat was invited to compile a
treasures) submitted by Member States and hoped that UNESCO could, as a next step, institute
it as a 0 VvESCA 1993d: D)sThe estéblishiment of a system of Living Human
Treasures was aimed at encouraging Member States to take measures to safeguard traditional
culture at all |l evels (UNESCO 2002g: 8). Acc
be consider® a milestone in the development of the concept and implementation of ICH
safeguarding systemso in that it significant

the importance of transmitting ICH.

Another important stride in the expansion of tleéirtion of cultural heritage occurred at the

1994 Nara Conference, jointly arranged by the Japanese government, UNESCO, ICCROM and
ICOMOS. For Akagawa (2016: 14) the Nara Conference was a catalyst for a major paradigm
shift in heritage discourse as itchdeen defined in the Venice Charter in 1964. In an
examination of the deliberations at the conf
perspectives of international heritage were challenged, and how they had diverged from the
methodology and phikop hy of heritage conservation in
conference was the adoption of the Nara Document on Authenticity, which, inter alia, states
that AAIlI cultures and societies are rooted
intangi bl e expression which constitute their he
1994: 46).
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Further to the Nara Document in 1994, was the Report of the World Commission on Culture
and Development, 6Our Cul t urtamdiblebadfoelangbedny 6, w
ignored heritage. Ways of |ife have been i gl
Munjeri 2004:13). Another intangible heritage action which oeclim the mid 1990s was an

initiative by Spanish writer Juan Goytisoland considered an original impulse for the
UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Heritage. His motivation was to
protect the art of storytelling as found in Jema&red square in Marrakesh, Morocco, from

local authority development pia. Goytisolo contacted UNESCO with an idea to protect the

square as an oral heritage of humanity (Schmitt 2008: 98). This was recognised by UNESCO

as an interesting proposition, and capable of being formulated into a global scheme. In June
1997 an Intern#gonal Consultation on the Preservation of Popular Cultural Speeeseld in

Marrekesh, organised by the UNESCO Cultural Heritage Division, in collaboration with the
Moroccan National Commission for Education, Culture and Science. In the meeting, the
corcept of the oral heritage of humanity was raised, and it was emphasised that there was a
pressing need to establish an international distinction to be awarded by UNESCO to the most
remarkable examples. As a follayp to the Marrakesh consultation, the Maran authorities,

supported by a substantial number of other countries, submitted a draft resolution to the General
Conference at its 29th session (UNESCO 1998a: 3).

3.4.7 Proclamation of the Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage ¢fumanity

At the 1997 UNESCO General Conference, The Proclamation of the Masterpieces of Intangible
Cultural Heritage was created, and the following year the Executive Board approved its
regulations. The main objectives were: to raise awareness on thetangmoof oral and
intangible heritage; to evaluate and list it; to encourage countries to create inventories; and to
promote the participation of local practitioners in revitalising their ICH (UNESCO 2006: 4).
The task of choosing the oral and intangibégitage to be proclaimed as a masterpiece was
entrusted to a jury of a maximum of eight members designated by the DiGesnteral of
UNESCO, in consultation with Member States. Each Member State was allowed to submit a
single example every two years (UNES 1998b). The Masterpieces programme sought
models of ICH with outstanding value and the checklist for nominations haehiogcriteria.

They were categorised into two domains; cultural spaces, and forms of popular or traditional
cultural expression.fie first proclamation took place in 2001his included 19 cultural forms
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such as The Mystery Play of Elche (Spain), The Carnival of Oruro (Bolivia), Kun Qu Opera
(China) and The Hudhud Chants of the Ifugao (Philippines). There were another 28
proclamatias in 2003, and 43 in 2008lore than 100 countries participated in the programme
and more than 150 candidature files were submitted.

Several evaluations of the Proclamation of the Masterpieces of Intangible Cultural Heritage
suggest that whilst it was stessful in raising awareness of ICH, it was also met with
scepticism over some of the deficiencies of the Proclamation, see Nas (2002), Alivizatou
(2007), and Park (2013). Whilst Nas (2002: 1
in that it expicitly recognizes the value of the collective memory of peoples and the inventory

of human cul tur al phenomenado, both Park and
perceived hierarchy to which the teasterpieceslludes, with an implicationhit some
expressions are more worthy than others (Park 2013: 27; Alivizatou 2007: 39). Park (2013: 27)

also noted that the programme was not binding and that States did not need to make a
commitment to create inventories or to safeguard other elemer@Hofahd that the whole

process had been too reliant on academic opinions over those of communities involved in the
elements under consideration. As Hafstein (2009: 95) points out, there were no financial
resources allocated, it did not rest on a convertiehdid not have an executive committee. It

was fAa relatively weak programme establishec
145), in response to Nas, had an insider perspective as a member of the jury to choose the first

examples. He admittetitat he was a fAskeptical participan
and identifying cultural expressions to pro
politics involved in the selection process,

naional governments may not be the best basis for deliberative and dispassionate
considerationo (ibid: 145).

However, the DirecteGeneral of UNESCO, Koichiro Matsuura, believed that the
Proclamation programme achieved its objectives, in that it raisedea®ss among the
international community as to the value of ICH, and the need to ensure its transmission
(UNESCO 2006: 3). Indeed, it was the arrival of Japanese diplomat Matsuura to the position

of DirectorGeneral in 1999 which was the strongest impeiube development of intangible

cultural heritage. He chose intangible heritage as one of the eight priority programmes for
UNESCO (AikawaF aur e 20009: 22) . I n his own words, f
to preserve a fragile heritage that wagwofunder threat of extinction and which had not, until

then, enjoyed sufficient sustained attention
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3.4.8 The Formation of the 2003 UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible

Cultural Heritage

The deficiemcies of The Proclamation of the Masterpieces of Intangible Cultural Heritage
motivated UNESCO to focus further attention on intangible heritage, which gave rise to the
2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. Accordiak®
(2016: 18), the 2003 Convention Acaught the
towards a paradigm shift that was occurring
from the 1997 Proclamation to the 2003 Convention, as ieeahiy Early and Seitel (2002),

Brown (2003), Aikawa (2004), Bedjaoui (2004), and Blake (2001c, 2006, 2007), saw
UNESCO bring together experts from around the world to examine the definitions of intangible
heritage and formulate a new set of safeguargimgiples with would be formed into a new
convention. The initial impetus for this process was aided by the international confé&ence,
Global Assessment of the 1989 Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture
and Folklore: Local Empowermerdnd International Cooperationjointly organised by
UNESCO and the Smithsonian Institution, held in Washington DC in 1999. This meeting
brought together participants from around the world to suggest ways to progress the 1989

Recommendation and develop g&eguarding of traditional culture and folklore.

At the 30" Session of the UNESCO General Conference in Paris, 26 October to 17 November
1999, 30 C/ Resolution 25 Section B, par a. :
tangible and intangiblehei t age 6, i ncluded carrying out a i
of regulating internationally, through a new stanesetting instrument, the protection of
traditional culture and folklore (UNESCO 2000a: 63). This resolution formed the basis for the

UNESCO led meetings on ICH which followed over the next three years.

In February 2000, UNESCO carried out a survey on the protection of intangible cultural
heritage within Member States. The survey was based on a targeted questionnaire and the 36
repliesprovided definitions for ICH, whether the country had an established inventory, items
covered by the inventory and institutions responsible (UNESCO 2001a). This was utilised at
the International Round TiaVidorkiag Definitionnt saon ghi ebl | de i
Piedmont, Italy, in March 2001. The meeting drew on the findings of the conference in
Washington and on several information documents provided by Lourdes Arizpe, Peter Seitel,

Janet Blake, Manuela Carneiro da Cunha and Francesco Franciomifadused on the scope
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of ICH and working definition§.At Turin, UNESCO accepted that they needed to revisit the
definition of o6intangible cul t ur-governtmentali t a ge ¢
and norgovernmental organisations. Francescon€i@i presented a draft definition of
intangi ble cul tural heritage that could be
Aconventiono (UNESCO 2001b: 17) .
Peoplesd | earned processes along with the
and are desloped by them, the products they create and the resources, spaces and other
aspects of social and natural context necessary to their sustainability; these processes
provide living communities with a sense of continuity with previous generations and

are inportant to cultural identity, as well as to the safeguarding of cultural diversity and
creativity of humanity.

Three months after the meeting in Turin, the UNESCO Executive Board met at fthe 161
Session in Paris where it was decided to proceed with dpayation of a new standasétting
instrument. This momentum was carried forward at tifes@ssion of the UNESCO General
Conference, in October/November 2001. In preparati®eport on the Preliminary Study on

the Advisability of Regulating Internatially, through a new standafsktting instrument, the
Protection of Traditional Culture and Folklordgased on a report by Janet Blakewas
submitted to the General Conference for consideration (UNESCO 2001c). The resulting
deci si on est adoudstios $heultl beiregulated byt rheans of an international
conventiono (UNESCO 2002a: 67).

The next step on the road towards a UNESCO Convention on intangible heritage saw an
International Meeting of Experts. Intangible Cultural Heritage: Priority Domaios an
International Conventiorconvened in Rio de Janeiro in January 2002. In addressing the
meeting, Koichiro Matsuura, Direct@eneral of UNESCO, reminded those present that 2002
had been proclaimed by the United Nations the International Year far@ueritage, and it

was highly symbolic that one of the first meetings of the year was to discuss the inclusion of
the intangible heritage in a broader concept of the cultural heritage (UNESCO 2002b: 3).
Present in Rio de Janeiro were twenty anthropetegiethnologists, historians and lawyers

invited to discuss the priority domains that should be included in an international convention

5 Arizpe, L. 2001. Intangible cultural heritage: perceptiand enactments; Seitel, P. 200Raoposed

terminology for intangible cultural heritage: toward anthropological and folkloristic common sense in a global

era; Caneiro da Cunha, M. 2001. Notions of intangible cultural heritage: towards a UNESCO working

definition; Francioni, F. 2001. Intangible cultural heritage: working definitions; Blake, J. 2001a. Introduction to

the draft preliminary study on the adviddp of developing a standarsetting instrument for the protection of

intangible cultural heritage

‘Bl ake, J. 2001b APreliminary Study i-settingInstroneentfod vi sabi
the Safeguarding of the Intangible Culturtbé r i t age (A Tradi ti onal Culture and
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on ICH. As described in a Progress Report for the"1%dssion, among these experts were
members of the Jury for the Proclamation of Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage
of Humanity, which made it possible to examine the impact of the Proclamation and best
practices in safeguarding and protectsugh heritage (UNESCO 2002c: 1).

Certain recommendations were adopted at the Rio meeting, one of which was the formation of
a working group which met in Paris in March 2002, in order to draft the outline of the first
version of the preliminary draft conviean. Key issues were addressed including the possibility
of following the model of the 1972 Conventio
(UNESCO 2002c: 2). The other Rio recommendation was that terminological issues be
addressed, which ocoged in June 2002 attliex pert meeting on Al ntangi
-Est abl i s hme ntThiowas bmsedupan s sedof draft definitions which had been
compiled by the Netherlands National Commission for UNESCO, as a national contribution to
the debates. According to Wim van Zanten (2004: 38), who had been involved in compiling
the draft glossary and represented the Nethe
that the Turin definition was too academic for the purposes of theeCortvi o n 0 . It wa
defined:
For the purposes of the present Convention, intangible cultural heritage means the
practices and representatioinstogether with their necessary knowledge, skills,
instruments, objects, artefacts and pldctdsat are recogned as such by communities
and individuals, and are consistent with universally accepted principles of human
rights, equity, sustainability, and mutual respect between cultural communities. This
heritage is constantly recreated by communities in resportbeitcenvironment and

historical conditions of existence, and provides them with a sense of continuity and
identity, thus promoting cultural diversity and the creativity of humankind.

(UNESCO 2002d)

This new definition was accepted at t8ecad meeting of the select drafting group of a
preliminary international convention on Intangible Cultural Heritage June 2002, where
Subgroup 1 established that the definition included four domains:

Oral expressions,

Performing arts,

Social practices,jtuals, festive events, and
Knowledge and practices about nature.

= =4 =4 =9

(UNESCO 2002¢)

Three months later, thRound Table of the Ministers of Culture on Intangible Cultural

Heritage, mirror of cultural diversitydiscussed the links between sustainable development,
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cultural diversity and intangible cultural heritage. The meeting established the Istanbul
Declaration which recognised the value of intangible heritage and voiced support for its
safeguarding at all levels and proposed the adoption of a new international Convention (Deacon
et al. 2004: 18).

In September 2002ZThe First session of the Intergovernmentalelfiey of Experts on the
Preliminary Draft Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heriveage
attended by 281 experts from 120 Member States, 10 experts from three Permanent Observer
Missions to UNESCO, and representatives of interregjiand international governmental and
nongovernmental organizations. The participan
forward the work on the preliminary draft of
Five months later in February @B, theSecond session of the Intergovernmental Meeting of
Experts on the Preliminary Draft Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural
Heritageoccurred in Paris. Here, a consensus emerged on three important issues:

1 the purposes

1 thedefint ons of the terms Aintangi ble cul tur a

1 the establishing of national inventories in order to ensure that this heritage can be
identified.

(UNESCO 2003b)

One of the most important changes to the draft at this stage was thencodatififth domain,

t hat of 6traditional craftsmanshi po, whi ch
Compilation of Amendments from Member States Concerning the Convention for the
Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritageolombia stat¢ t hat it #@Ai s not
crafts are supposed to go. This knowledge is the result of historical techniques and practices,
and symbolic interpretations of reality, and it is these characteristics which make this
knowledge a vital element of the intanigle her it aged (UNESCO 2003e:

Italy, Uganda, Japan and China all contended that a new separate subparagraph 5 needed to be

created and removed frdm the soci al practice
8Bel gium: Keep crafts separate from soci al practices.
and practices in the field of crafts, and traditional technologies used in transforming nadimmlpro s 6. ( UNE SCC
2003e: 26) I'taly: Add a new subparagraph (e) Aitradit

content of the Annex needs to be rearranged. Explanation: paragraphs 3 and 4 contain a listing of items of the
intangible cultural herifge in which diverse practices are involved. It would be useful to make more orderly
reference to social practices, rituals, festive events, crafts, etc. Knowledge and practices relating to crafts are
mixed together and listed incompletely. We proposeikgepaft knowledge and practices separate and providing

a fuller listing of the latter, in accordance with the criteria we have mentioned in respect of new Article 5 (c) (iii).
(UNESCO 2003e: 111) Japan: Craft skill (craftsmanship) appears in paragrapits 8 of the Annex (in

58



Thelntersessional Working Group of government experthemreliminary Draft Convention
for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritaget at UNESCO Headquarters from
22 to 30 April 2003 and considered the articles concerning:
1 the nature, composition and functions of the Committee
1 the List of Intangble Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding and the list of
treasures of the world intangible cultural heritage
finance and the creation of a fund for the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage

1
1 the form and content of international asance
T the Conventionds general provisions

The results of this meeting were presented in the Preliminary Draft, which served as a basis for
discussion at th&hird Intergovernmental Meeting of Expevtkich convened in June 2008.

was noted that it had f ul fihd scopedand td tske foraardd at e ,
the work on the preliminary draft of an int.
therefore unanimously adopted a recommendation expressing its satisfaction with the results
achieved. The meeting informed the Diree®eneral that the text of the preliminary draft

convention had been adopted on second reading by consensus (UNESCO 2003d).

On 17t h October 2003 UNESCO®Gs Gener al Asse
Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. MohachrBedjaoui, who chaired the

i ntergovernment al expertsd meetings to draft
this concept of intangible cultural heritage has affirmed and finally imposed itself on all of us

as a key concept in understandinche cul t ur al identity of peo,|
convention is a grateful tribute to the creators and artisans of this wonderful heritage, to the
great and also to the humble and anonymous, to the authors and the guardians of the temple of

thetradtons and knowl edge of peopleso (UNESCO 20

paragraph 4, it appears in the name of Atextile knowl
skill as such constitutes a category of heritage and should be treated independently. We propose to add to Article
2.2 n(d) craft skill o. (UNESCO 2003e: 113) China: A

(UNESCO 2003e: 113) I taly: Add new paragraph 5: ATr ac
cotton, wool (sewing, dyeing, embroidery andtifs); wood (latheturning, carpentry, wood sculpture); iron

(ironwork, cutlery), stone (stonecutting, mosaics); paper (paper manufacture, dyeing); ceramics and pottery;
precious metals and stones; food an ddidthénekparagrapto k e r y,

5, the words fAculinary artso, fAsilk culture and craft
carving; textilesdo should be deleted from paragraph
expressiofit he i ntangible cultural heritaged | ies at the h
made to make it as <clear as possible. é. . (a) for ms
including: ... (c) social practicestuals and festival events, including: ... (d) knowledge and practices about nature,
including: ... (e) traditional craftsmanship, includi
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Table 3.1A Summary of the Formation of the 2003 Convention

DATE LOCATION MEETING

14/1703-2001 | Turin, Italy International Round Table: Intangible Cultural Heritag
Working Definitions

28-05-2001/13 | Paris, France | UNESCO. Executive Board; 161st session; 2001

06-2001

1510-2001/02 | Paris, France | UNESCO. General Conference; 31st session; 2001

11-2001

22/2401-2002 |RiodeJaneiro |[Ex pert meeti ng on Al Rriordyn
Domains for an Internati

20/2203-2002 | Paris, France | First meeting of the select drafting group of a prelimin
international convention on intangible cultural heritagg

21/3005-2002 | Paris, France | UNESCO. Executiv8oard; 164th session; 2002

10/1206-2002 | Paris, France [Ex pert meeting on Al-nt an
Establi shment of a Gl oss

13/1506-2002 | Paris, France | Second meeting of the select drafting group of a
preliminary internationatonvention on Intangible
Cultural Heritage

16/1709-2002 | Istanbul, Third Round Table of Ministers of Culture: the intangi

Turkey cultural heritage, a mirror of cultural diversity

23/2709-2002 | Paris, France | First session of the Intergovernmentaléilag of Experts
on the Preliminary Draft Convention for the
Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage

24-02-2003/0% | Paris, France | Second session of the Intergovernmental Meeting of

03-2003 Experts on the Preliminary Draft Convention for the
Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage

22/30:04-2003 | Paris, France | Intersessional Working Group of government experts
the Preliminary Draft Convention for the Safeguarding
the Intangible Cultural Heritage

02/1406-2003 | Paris,France | Third session of the Intergovernmental Meeting of
Experts on the Preliminary Draft Convention for the
Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage

1509-2003/15 | Paris, France | UNESCO. Executive Board; 167th session; 2003

10-2003

Data from:https://ich.unesco.org/en/events?meeting_id=00047
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3.5 THE 2003 UNESCO CONVENTION FOR THE SAFEGUARDING OF
INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE

3.5.1 The Content of the Convention

The 2003 UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was
adopted in October 2003, and came into force three years later on 20 April 2006, after the
Convention received its 30th ratifican. The text of the Convention sets out the reasons for
adoption in its preamble and goes on to lay out provision for its implementation with the
establishment of three organs, the General Assembly, Intergovernmental Committee, and the
Secretariat, whicls the administrative body. Since 2008, a comprehensive set of Operational

Directives have been in place to guide implementation of the Convention.

Article 2:2 of t he Convention defines 6intar

The practices, representationsspeessions, knowledge, skills as well as the
instruments, objects, artefacts and cultural spaces associated therewitt
communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals recognise as part of their cultural
heritage. This intangible cultural hege transmitted from generation to generation, is
constantly recreated by communities and groups in response to their environments, their
interaction with nature and their history, and provides them with a sense of identity and
continuity, thus promotingesspect for cultural diversity and human creativity.

The purposes of this Convention are:

(a) to safeguard the intangible cultural heritage

(b) to ensure respect for the intangible cultural heritage of the communities, groups and
individuals concerned

(c) to raise awareness at the local, national and international levels of the importance of the
intangible cultural heritage, and of ensuring mutual appreciation thereof

(d) to provide for international cooperation and assistance

After the deliberations irhe buildup to the formation of the Convention, five domains were

eventually fixed upon;

1 Oral traditions and expressions, including language as a vehicle of the intangible
cultural heritag

Performing arts

Social practices, rituals and festive events

Knowledge and practices concerning nature and the universe
Traditional craftsmanship

= =4 =4 =4
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However, the domains are intended tartmusive rather than exclusive and UNESCO accepts

that states may use different criteria, systems oicatdygories.

3.5.2 Governance

3.5.2.1 General Assembly

Article 4 of the Convention appointed the General Assembly of the States Parties as the
sovereign body of the Convention, which meets every two years at UNESCO Headquarters. It
provides strategic orientations for the implementation of the Convention acid ¢he24
memberof the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural
Heritage. Half of the Committee members are renewed every two years (UNESCO 2003a).
According to Blake (2006: 46) the establishment of the General Assembly as the sovereign
body of the Convention was the result of a strong desire among Member States to ensure

ultimate control over its implementation.

3.5.2.2 Intergovernmental Committee

Article 5 relates to théntergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intingib
Cultural Heritage, composed initially of representatives of 18 States Parties, elected by the
States Parties meeting in General Assembly. This increased to 24 once the number of the States
Parties to the Convention reached 50 in 2006. The Committegsetivities and decisions

to the General Assembly. The functions of the Committee are to promote the objectives of the
Convention; provide guidance on safeguarding best practices; prepare and submit to the
General Assembly for approval a draft plantfe use of the resources of the Fund; seek means

of increasing its resources; prepare and submit operational directives for the implementation of
the Convention; examine the reports submitted by States Parties, and to summarise them for
the General Assemygl examine requests submitted by States Parties, and to decide for
inscription on the lists and the granting of international assistance (UNESCO 2003a).

3.5.2.3 NonGovernmental Organisations

Non-governmental organisations have an important role toipl#ye implementation of the
Convention. The Committee proposes to the General Assembly the accreditation of NGOs
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which have recognised competence in the field of the intangible cultural heritage to act in an
advisory capacity to the Committee (UNESCO 2003. According to Bl ake
can play an important role é as the mediato
specialised NGOs not only have an excellent understanding of the Convention and relevant
expertise which situatesthemwellpgd ay a rol e in the i mplement a
Italy, NGOs have helped to develop ICH accreditation. Broccolini (2013: 294) sees this as a
positive response against the Italian state:
process, wher the lack of expertise within the ministry is mitigated by the NGO movement
creating an intermediary network to address the need for better dialogue between state and local

communities.

The ICH NGO Forum is the platform for communication, networking,harge and
cooperation for NGOs accredited by UNESCO to provide advisory services to the
Intergovernmental Committee (ICH NGO Forum 2017). As of September 2018, there are 176
accredited NGOs from 58 different countries, including from the Netherlandsuttle Oentre

for Intangible Cultural Heritage and the International Federation of Thanatologists
Associationsi IFTA. NGOs are also accredited from countries which have not ratified the
Convention. For instance, from the United Kingdom, Museums GalleriedaBd, the
Heritage Crafts Association and the International Council of Organizations for Folklore
Festivals and Folk Art are all accredited, and from Canada, the Heritage Foundation of
Newfoundland and Labrador, The Folklore Studies Association of CaaadaConseil

guébécois du patrimoine vivant.

3.5.2.4 Funding

Article 7(c) of the Convention requests the

Assembly for approval a draft plan for the use of the resources of the Intangible Cultural

Heritage Fua d , in accordance with Article 256 (UN
replicates the World Heritage Fund mechanism
the Conventiono as it provides a st afoome fi na

the international community in a show of solidarity (Blake 2003: 409). In 2008, the General
Assembly agreed to set that contribution at
budget of UNESCO. Funding also occurs at a national levaiguke example of Belgium,

Jacobs (quoted in Carvalho and Barata 2017: 174) explains that once an element is inscribed

onto the national inventory, it is much easier to get project funding.General Assembly
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approved the plan for the use of the resesim@f the Fund for the period 1 January 2018 to 31
December 2019Resolution 7.GA Bfor an approximate amount of US$8.6 million (UNESCO
2018e).

3.5.2.5 Ethical Principles

In 2012, the Intergovernmental Committee invited the UNESCO Secretariat to initiate work on

a model code of ethics and to report on it to a next session of the Committee (UNESCO 2017e).
The Ethical Principles for Safeguardingtla ngi bl e Cul tur al Heritag
overarching aspirational principles that are widely accepted as constituting good practices for
governments, organizations and individuals directly or indirectly affecting intangible cultural
heritage in ordeto ensure its viability, thereby recognizing its contribution to peace and
sustainable developmento (UNESCO 2017i).

Il n 2015, an OExpert meeting on a model code
Valencia, Spain, where a twmack process as discussed. Jacobs (2016: 79) describes how a
detailed set of codes, forms, instruments, and blogs were welcomed, but also that a very short
set of points that would fit on one side of A4 paper would be helpful. The Intergovernmental
Committee officiallyaccepted a set of twelve principles and the creation of an interactive
platform on the UNESCO website for actors involved in safeguarding ICH to share ethical
issues (Jacobs 2016: 79).

3.5.3 Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage at the Natioal Level

3.5.3.1 Role of States Parties

The dénational |l evel 6 in the Convention is re
Party should take the necessary measures to ensure the safeguarding of the intangible cultural
heritage presentint s territoryo and Aidentify and def
cultural heritage present in its territory, with the participation of communities, groups and
relevantnogover nment al organi zationso ( WsahEfsCO 2 0 (
el ements of intangible heritage it was decid

at the national level.
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3.5.3.2 Inventories
The <creation of i nventories was &establishec
identification witha view to safeguarding, each State Party shall draw up, in a manner geared

to its own situation, one or more inventories of the intangible cultural heritage present in its

territory. These inventories shall bise r egul
culture, as Hafstein (2009: 105) clearly states, and Kirsherthiablett (2004: 57) accepts

that the | ist is Athe most visible, | east c
something symboli€¢ about neglected communities and tradsiom. Par k (2013: 18

how an inventory is merely the starting point for the safeguarding of ICH. He suggests a tick

list of three vital requirements: it should involve the community; it should be regularly updated;

and it should also respect custmyrules regarding access to certain kinds of sacred and secret

| CH. According to Kuutma (2007: 8) Ai't shou
identification of living practices that define the local community in the modern interpretation

of pastpr acti ceso. She goes on to suggest I mp o
including a desire for state recognition, pride in local identity and opportunities to voice
different ethnic concerns, whilst also acknowledging that communities ar@maigeneous

entities and therefore consensus may be challenging.

Il n March 2005, an O6Expert meeting on invento
Paris, to study various inventory making met
implementation of the 2003 Convention (UNESCO 2005a: 9). The meeting considered that

there are some commonly shared problems when drawing up ICH inventories, such as
restricted financial means and insufficient awareness at the community and political levels. The
meeting also accepted that there was a need to involve the communities concerned in its
identification and safeguarding. It also suggested that UNESCO set up regional training
seminars and manuals (UNESCO 2005a: 36).

3.5.4 Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage at the International Level

For Blake (2006: 78) Articles 16 to 18 which establish a system of international listing of ICH,
represent the core of the Convention. She discusses four main issueanabécim its drafting

in 2002. Firstly, there was a fear of establ
an excessive number being listed. Secondly the use of the terminology was a concern. As

Forrest (2010: 378) explains, in a bid to avdid treation of a hierarchy of intangible heritage
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terms such as Otreasur ed, 0exceptional o6, 0 0 L
were rejected in favour of the term d6represe
confusionlet ween the wuse of the terms oO6listd, Oir
recounts thdntergovernmental Meeting of Experts on the Preliminary Draft Conveimntion

June 2003, at which he was present, where there was a divide betweeahatatasted a list

of Masterpieces based on the Proclamation of Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage

of Humanity and those which preferred a register which was not based on a criteria of
excell ence. It was ar guadoo tidsaeytreseanbledtheiVgotld o f T
Heritage List, would likely divert attention from the aim of safeguarding to one of inscription
(safeguarding should not be a competition), and it would be elitist much like the Proclamation

of Masterpieces. Finally, Blakaises the fourth issue which argued that the model of the 1972
Convention should be substantially changed i
is to be celebrated and safeguarded by this Convention and reflects a one important way in

whicht he 1972 model has been adapted to suit t

The debates led to the decision to create three lists: the Representative List of the Intangible
Cultural Heritage of Humanity; the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Ndedrgent
Safeguarding; and the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices. The Representative List of the
Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity (the Representative List) is described in Article 16,

the purpose of which i s e fitangibleecoltsral hexitage andt er
awareness of its significance, and to encou
(UNESCO 2003a). In December 2005, an expert meeting held in Paris debated the criteria for
inscription on the Representative L.igthereby eleven elements were proposed, including that
elements nominated be recognised and rooted within a community, which gives free, prior and
informed consent and which has participated in the submission process. The nominations must
enhance the divsity on the List, and be compatible with human rights instruments. The
meeting also discussed the notion of a O6suns:s
was noted that the main objective of the List is to increase the visibility of ICHaésw®l

awareness on the need of its safeguarding. Elements could be removed once a specific time
limit is reached. The report recommended not to use the word delisting, but rather to transfer

the ICH element to an archive or register (UNESCO 2005b: 8)oember 2008, the List of
Masterpieces of Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity was incorporated into the
Representative List. As of September 2018, there are there are 399 elements corresponding to

112 countries.
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The List of Intangible Cultural Heritgge in Need of Urgent Safeguarding is introduced in
Article 17 Awith a view to taking appropri a
establish, keep up to date and publish a List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent
Safeguarding, and ah inscribe such heritage on the List at the request of the State Party
concernedo (UNESCO 2003a). The submitting St
proposed for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List satisfies certain criteria, including

that the element is in urgent need of safeguarding because its viability is at risk despite the
efforts of the community or is in extremely urgent need of safeguarding because it is facing
grave threats as a result of which it cannot be expected to swwihout immediate
safeguarding. The element also needs to be included in an inventory of the intangible cultural
heritage present in the territory of the submitting State Party. As of September 2018, there are

52 elements corresponding to 28 countrieNEESCO 2017f). Blake (2006: 83) notes that it is

the urgency rather than the scale of the threat which is emphasised, which is in keeping with
the difference between O6safeguardingd and 0fj

nature.

The Registr of Good Safeguarding Practices contains programmes, projects and activities that
best reflect the principles and the objectives of the Convention. In September 2018, there were
19 elements corresponding to 15 countries. This included the exanipierRégional Centres

for Craftsmanship: a strategy for safeguarding the cultural heritage of traditional handicraft

It was selected in 2016 to highlight the three centres in Austria which are run by local,
traditional craftspeople who, for the past 15 yehase been collaborating with other entities

to help safeguard their practices for future generations (UNESCO 20179).

3.6 AN EVALUATION AND CRITIQUE OF THE 2003 CONVENTION

According to Aykan (2014: 2) At he .H&O+hotConven
alone in this insight, and the time elapsed since the formation of the 2003 Convention is
sufficient for there to have been a significant amount of critical analysis, including Blake
(2007), Smith and Akagawa (2009), Bendix et al. (2013), asteF and Gilman (2015). More
specifically, there have been a number of volumes dedicated to specific subjects, such as
intangible cultural heritage and international law (Blake 2006; Forrest 2010; Lixinski 2013;
2018), intangible heritage and safeguardjogernance (Park 2013) and intangible heritage

and intellectual property (Kono 2009; Antons and Logan 2018).
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UNESCO has reflected upon the outcomes of the Convention with a confeher@eengdu
International Conference on Intangible Cultural Heritage Celebration of the Tenth

Anni versary of UNESCOOGs Convention for t he
Heritage.This was held in ChengdGhina from 14 to 16 June 2013. The conference discussed

the achievements of the Convention, including theftspace of ratification, how it has
transformed global understandings of ICH and its safeguarding, and how it introduced new
terminology and definitions which have since
a fundamental |l y ne2013p)aHoweder, ij wad noledithaEtise(@ @re also
challenges, in that the rapid rate of ratification has not always been matched by adequate

institutional capacities for effective implementation (ibid).

In the same year,tiev al uati on of dNESICIOI6rsg SWamldaof t he
Part 1 7 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage FINAL
REPORT October 201®as published, which evaluated the ratification of the Convention;
integration of the provisions of the Convent into national/regional legislation; and
implementation of the legislation, policies and strategies at the national level (UNESCO
2013c):

The 2003 Convention has significantly broadened the international discourse around

the definition and meaning of ltural heritage. The concept of ICH itself is quite new

and its use has largely been credited to the 2003 Convention. As recently as ten years

ago the term ICH was almost unknown and was only used by a small group of experts.

Intangible Cultural Heritagesitoday recognized as a valuable and integral part of
peopl ebdbs cul tural heritage.

(UNESCO 2013c: 6)

The report also accepted that there was still worletddme. It established that periodic reports
provide a valuable source of information on the implementation of the Convention (UNESCO
2013c: 8). However, a search on the UNESCO ICH website shows that 39 out of 176 States,
or 22%, have not submitted expadiperiodic reports on the implementation of the Convention
and on the status of elements inscribed on the Lists. This is problematic as it results in a lack

of data and makes evaluations incomplete.

The report also lists recommendations, such as: ackdginlg the oveimportance of the
Representative List and the need to utilise the other mechanisms; that increased attention
needed to be given to strengthening community participation in safeguarding; the provision of

entry points for NGO contribution natially and internationally; establishing the link between
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ICH and sustainable development; gender and ICH; knowledge management and inter
conventional cooperation (UNESCO 2013c: 75). Beyond the Chengdu conference and the 2013
UNESCO Evaluation Report, theehas been analysis from academics and researchers in the
field, adding critiques on the UNESCO ICH terminology, the concept of safeguarding, the role
of States and communities within the Convention, inventories as a method of documentation,

and budgetarissues.

3.6.1 ICH Terminology

Richard Kurin (2001b: 42) believes that t h
vagueness | ong associated with the term O6cul
the difficultyo mangdi ntehattheaitterim diamrtdangi bl e
the tongue of any | aureateso. The Turin Roun
term 6intangi ble heritaged was probl ematic e
because tanigle heritage has chronologically preceded intangible heritage in the history of
UNESCO programmes. However, it was stressed
problem of the conservative meani nighse raistsaogrd Ga
implies tradition and intergenerational transmission (UNESCO 2001a: 12). Hafstein (2014:
112) concedes that #Ain spite of i1its etymol oc¢
gained acceptance, and Marc Jacobs, in an interview withalBarand Barata (2017: 168)
expressed his liking of the neutrality of the term intangible cultural heritage. This is in contrast
with oO6popul ar culturedé and o6folk culturebd

connotations linked with extremist padie

Murphy (2001) appears to mock the term, suggesting that the scope of intangible heritage can

be a range of inventive possibilities from the white lie, weekends, the passive voice, ireny, self
fulfilling prophecies, hindsight and procrastination. Ku20@4a: 69) argues that the scope of
intangible heritage is much broader than that assumed by the Convention formulators. He sees
no reason why it cannot include Acultural fo
postmodernist architectural knw!| e d g e, and karaoke barso. Alt
seem alembracing, ... it is not without its problemsparticularly in relation to language,

which it seems to demote to a status of a vehicle of transmission rather than a dimension of

hertage o be valued in and of i1itselfd (Nic Crai:
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3.6.2 Safeguarding

The UNESCO Convention defines safeguarding e
of the intangible cultural heritage, including the identificatidocumentation, research,
preservation, protection, promoti on, enhanc
definition is open to critique. For instance, Nic Eoin and King (2013: 656) make the point that

Afat no point in the Gethese mdasuenareimstuallytinclusives c u s s
whether any one measure (identification or documentation, for example) constitutes sufficient
safeguarding, or whether all measures must be adopted before a form of intangible culture is
consi der ed erdssue of sateguarding is that &f competition, ownership and control.

For instance, Lidija Nikolevil (2012), from
for Intangible Cultural Heritage in Croatia, describes the tensions between communiéks of b

ringers resulting from inscription to the UNESCO Representative List. Miscommunication
during the process led to one community, the Halubajrimgers, claiming sole official
recognition, creating discontent amongst the other communities which Iserpaat of the

inscription. From her position working within the administrative process of safeguarding ICH,

she said, AThis is one of the paradoxes of t
doesndét require pr es eationwil notdelp, and i§ notiotintevest toi s h e d
the approacho ( Nirdhenblag@imblett (2004 36) alsé rgues that if a

cul tur al phenomenon is dAtruly wvital, it doe

safeguarding will not hefp .

3.6.3 State v Communities

Kurin (2001b: 42) asks the question, Al s it
traditions than popular, vital ones? To preserve the tradition, it is necessary to preserve the
ability of peAtghé earttobthe plebatecliesithe eole of tammunities within

the Convention text and how this has been interpreted by States Parties, see Blake {2009: 45

73; 2019: 1735). Article 15 of the Convention focuses on the participation of communities,
groupsad individuals within the framework of i1
State Party shall endeavour to ensure the widest possible participation of communities, groups
and, where appropriate, individuals that create, maintain and transchitheritage, and to
involve them actively in its managemento ( UN

in heritage policy, where the key actors were now the communities that identify with a
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particular cultural element, and therefore have a key ilrecognising such traditions as
Oheritaged and in safeguarding them (Adell €
Report stipulates AAl though community partic
proven to be one of the most dbaging aspects in its implementation, and one area with a lot

of room for i mprovemento. These challenges b
Blake (2015: 17) argues does not specify how communities are supposed to effectively
influence goverme nt policy, and according to Smeets
processes have been set up to involve communities concerned in the examination system, and
increasingly complicated forms make it diffi

nomi nation files without external assistancebo

Since it is written into the Convention that implementation is operated through States Parties
there is a criticism that an-cextes$smdée weatke
reach (Lixinski 2013: B, see also Lixinski 2011: 82). Laurent Sébastian Fournier (2013: 327)
expanded upon a report he wrote for the French Ministry of Culture looking at the impacts of
UNESCO I CH policies in France. One of his ol
dd ements é&€ often | eads to struggles between
centralised state, the French Ministry of Culture is the predominant actor involved in the ICH
process and fino proper relateonssd8 Wwavéeé beenl
yeto (ibid: 332).

Entrusting States Parties with the ICH identification and nomination process raises concern

that certain elements which relate to communities which are not validated by State authorities

may be ignored, orasMourc astl e (2010: 355) states, APl a
of safeguarding threatened intangible cultural heritage of, say, ethnic minorities, is like putting

a fox in the henhoused. Aykan (2014actorsth) agr e
the Convention. He uses the case of Nevruz (the Turkish new year celebration as opposed to
Newroz, the Kurdish version of the festival) in Turkey to show that it is the Ministries of
Culture which decide on the cultural elements to be propasé@tangible heritage, often at

the expense of minority groups, whose versidc
Nevruz (as a Statgponsored version) is legitimised as a UNESCO approved listing,
representing Tur keymZ)14n18)t Howeves, las Aykarn (ibit) angies, ( Ay |
fistateless Kurds, as ethnic minorities divided between several countries, cannot be represented

i n UNE S C-Oabteredheriage system, and thus do not have the opportunity to nominate
Newrozfortheintangd | e heri tage | istso.
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Mountcastle (2010: 348) contends that states have used the ICH Convention in a cynical way
Ato further policies of cul tural domi nati on
heritage as an example, he suggests that the Clsiaestoned listing of three forms of Tibetan

| CH is Al ess an act of cultural preservation
And therefore, the Chinese recognition of the idea of cultural rights by way of ratification of

the 2003 Conention does not reflect a commitment to the ongoing vitality of minority cultures

(ibid: 352).

Cultural appropriation also crosses state boundaries. Bortolotto (2016: 50) discusses tensions
that arose between Armenia and Azerbaijan over certain nominatlgos were present in

both nations. She notes that #dAby presenting
around its heritage, States seek to appropriate a practice by associating it to the nation as a
whole. This is particularly problematic in essin which a tradition is shared by groups
scattered across nati onal boundari eso. Al t
Bortolotto (2016: 54) charges UNESCO with endorsing boundaries that separate

transnationallydistributed communities of prace.

3.6.4 Lists / Inventories

Although the idea of a listing mechanism was hotly debated during the formation of the
Convention, the establishment of ICH inventories has become one of the most visible results

of the implementation of the Conventions Aark (2013: 168) states, despite problems
associated with the formation of inventories, safeguarding cannot begin if we do not know what

we are safeguarding. Hafstein (2015: 152) s
nati onal a ut h odlidits airesponse that peaphe themiselvesrdescribe variously

as pride, confidence, sekéspect, orselb el i ef 0. However, l'ists ar
(Hafstein 2009; Kirshenblatéimblett 2004). Park (2013:166) observes that the Convention

does not pecisely define the format of the inventories and Kurin asks whether inventories are
the best method of saf eg uacentuiyfogn obisecialfsdiencet i n g
activity €é On i ts own It i s a cumber some

consequenceso (Kurin 2003a: 2) .

Nevertheless, inventories were chosen by UNESCO as the primary method of recording
intangible heritage. Aftea prolonged period of implementation by States, there is now an

awareness of specific problems which have come to light through a series of case studies. As a
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general point, it is noted that the listing system has created competitiveness among states
(Bendix et al. 2013: 18) and fosters hierarchies and divisions (Pietrobruno 2009: 231). One
such hierarchy has been between the West and
forms associated with royal courts and skgiensored temples, as long they are not
European, the intangible heritage |ist pres:
(KirshenblattGimblett 2004: 57).

How are decisions made regarding which aspec
others? Inthecasef i nt angi bl e heritage, the nominat.

classes the Representative List as oOoworl d t

Orepresentatived i s vague. He suggasgomdt hat
at safeguarding. AfThe Representative List he
|l ook, it has not helped the | ocal communitie

The issue of listing as a poor method of safeguardisgoban highlighted in a study by Nic
Eoin and King (2013) of the attempts to record intangible heritage at the Metolong Dam in
Lesotho. There was an awareness that the UNESCO listing method did not sufficiently capture
the need to Osalhwagae@géhef i nthangdatlcehment
construction.
In a situation where an entire landscape (and its constitutive culture) will be lost,
mitigation (6safeguardingd) é must accoun
and narratives embeddedn p |l ace ¢é Co n sepmpsedaiivispegimenss el e ct
of culture (intangible or otherwise) is i

how to produce such an inventory remains problematic, and the possibilities offered by
UNESCO are the sae regardless of the context in which they are applied.

(Nic Eoin and King 2013: 658)
Although several inscriptions on the Representative List are-nedgmal, suclasFalconry,
a living human heritagandProcessional giants and dragons in Belgium and Fratie|CH
Convention does finot acknowledge the highly
developed through extensive migrations of people and culaoesss vast territories and
regions é0 (Pietrobruno 2009: 232). Although
addressed through the notion of Osuperdiver
which needs to be acknowledged by UNESCO.

There are also the practical implications of the information prepared by the Secretariat to aid

the completion of nomination files being only available in English and French which means
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many local experts and NGOs around the world do not have ready acodesmation about

how to complete the forms (Smeets and Deacon 2016: 26).

3.6.5 Budgetary Issues
Hufner (2017: 99) discusses the financial crisis at UNESCO after the United States stopped
paying its membership dues as of 2011 when the General CorderEkNESCO admitted
Palestine as a Member State. This has caused a permanent financial gap of 22%, and as of 17
November 2016, the United States had reached a total debt level of US$470.84 million. Whilst
this initially led to reductions in budgets forplementing UNESCO Conventions, it has since
recovered. Nevertheless, as Smeets and Deacon (2016: 34) state, the budget for the 2003
Convention is roughly half that of the 1972
experience, UNESCO does not havgreat deal of money to fund specific projects: much of
its budget is spent holding meetings where plans are made and wording is hammered out. The
actual funding for most cultural activities comes not from the UNESCO budget but from the
budgets of eachocu nt r y 0 . Park (2013: 173) concedes t
bearers involves considerable expense. He gives the example of South Korea which, in 2013,
was supporting 114 items of designation, 58 holder organisations, 179 holders, 299 apprentice
4,429 graduates, and 73 scholarship students. It is clear that some governments are not in a
position to provide that level of assistance on agang basis. Indeed Fournier (2013: 338)
notes that neither the French Commission for UNESCO in the Mim&Eoreign Affairs nor
the Mission ethnologien the Ministry of Culture have the means to give subsidies to local
administrations in the cities where ICH is listed. The Intergovernmental Committee report on
the use of the Intangible Cultural HeritagenB and the Financial Report for the period 1
January 2016 to 30 June 2017 raise some interesting issues regarding lack of resources:
Currently there are eight professional and four general fixed term staff working at the
Intangible Cultural Heritage Seati, including the Secretary of the Convention and the
Chiefs of the two units (Programme Implementation Unit and a Cagaaitying and
Heritage Policy Unit). These numbers are not even sufficient to allow the Secretariat to
respond to all its core statuy obligations (such as preparing statutory meetings
including drafting documents, supporting the Evaluation Body with its work, treating
nominations and negovernmental organizations requests for accreditation and
reviewing and followingup on periodiaeporting) and other vital functions (regional

officer roles and capacity building programme). As a result, many of these core
obligations and functions are currently undertaken by temporary staff.

(UNESCO 2017d: 7)
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3.6.6 Alternatives to the 2003 Convention

The above analyses could lead to the contention that such a flawed system requires a rethink,
to the extent that Stefano et al. (2012) suggest that perhaps it is time to move beyond the 2003
Convention in searchfoother possibilities for recording ICH. Although the UNESCO
paradigm is now the predominant ICH safeguarding mechanism, there are other approaches,
most notably in North America where a public folklore framework has existed for some time.
As Stefano and Mrphy (2016: 608) contend,

Public folklorists in the US are not bound to the official ICH definition and, thereby,

ités conceptual and met hodol ogi cal frame\

core difference between public folklore and the UNESICE framework concerns

actual safeguarding and promotional work at the local level. Most often, public

folklorists have the opportunity to learn from cultural communities about how they

define their cultural practices fate-face and in places that they deeelevant and
important.

They believe that flexibility has been a hallmark of US public folklore (ibid), which aids the
safeguarding of living traditions in collaboration with cultural community members, which is

a crucial component that the UNES@QCH framework lacks (ibid: 609). Marc Jacobs (2014

279) notes that there is an international demand for appropriate methods and good practices in
safeguarding ICH, especially involving participatory methods, theoretically informed practices

and brokerage.

Onthe other hand, there are years of experience with such methods and experienced
program specialists in the United States. A -win combination seems evident.
Unfortunately, this intercontinental link seems, as far as institutional and
intergovernmental ddges are concerned, to be moving more towards aldsse
drifting apart.

(ibid)
This North American style of public folklore is also evident in Newfoundland. This will be
examined in Chapter 6. Dale Jarvis explains how public folklore strategy in Newfoundland is
influenced by the wrk of Baron and Spitzer. They descrilm¢saof public folklore as involving
fol klorists fApurposefully reframing and exte
native schol ar s, an dBaoohdneé 3pitze2@0vh B)uAccordigly, fate mb e r s
Jarvis (2014a: 364) , Athis idea of O&épurposef

conceptual model around whrthpwactanapl ateatb
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The flexible approach which Stefano describes in the public folklbiéoath America, is
evident in the intangible heritage policy in Scotland. Unable to ratify the Convention separately
from the United Kingdom, the nation has looked to UNESCO for inspiration, but has also been
able to experiment and produce its own beatfce. This will be analysed in more detail in

the next chapter, which focuses on intangible cultural heritage policy in the United Kingdom.
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CHAPTER 4 - INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE POLICY IN THE UNITED
KINGDOM

4.1INTRODUCTION

In December 2012, Baroness Andrews, Chair of English Heritage, opened the ICOM@Ss
World Heritage for Tomorrow conference. In her speech she made a statement about heritage

being finite: Owedbdbre not ma K.iThisgwoduldt contradigt mo r e
UNESCOb6s stance on #Aliving heritage é [ whi
experienceo (UNESCO 2017h). It was also a | e

the UK and the dpr evaideasnegidingsotely ia the naferialdywf t ur a
the pasto (Hassard 2009: 270). This focus on
the United Kingdom, as previously discussed, has not ratified the 2003 UNESCO Convention

for the Safeguarding of tHatangible Cultural Heritage. This chapter examines the reasons for
such a stance, focusing on the O6historic env
described by Laurajane Smith as the O6aut hori
grey literature and a search of the Hansard record of government debates, the United
Kingdomdés parliamentary testimony toward th
revealed. As heritage is devolved to the four nations of England, Scotland, WthNsréhern

Ireland, an understanding of differing attitudes by these administrations needs to be considered.
The Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), dspartmenof the United

Kingdom governmenthas responsibility focultureandsportin England Heritage policy in

England is administered through Historic England, an executivel@partmental public body,

and before 2015, by Engh Heritage. International heritage legislation, such as the signing of
UNESCO conventions, is also the domain of the United Kingdom government. Finally, the

role of NGOs is examined and the level of involvement with intangible heritage safeguarding.

4.2HERITAGE POLICY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

4.2.1 TheHistorical Background

Current heritage policy in the United Kingdom has been influenced by over a hundred years of
legislation regarding various forms of national heritage protection. It was only in #teemith

century that heritage was formally recognised, with the formation of the Society for the
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Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB) founded in 1877 and the National Trust in 1895.
Heritage preservation in Britain has been described in detail (sed W286| Hunter, 1996;
Drewry 2008), but for the purpose of this study, only a brief overview is necessary, to gain an
insight into the focus of heritage legislation.

The first legislation on the preservation of archaeological and historic sites in Brésithe

Ancient Monuments Protection Act of 1882. It arranged for the 'guardianship’ of 50 prehistoric
sites and appointed a single inspector of ancient monuments (United Kingdom Parliament
2018). It was not until 1913 that legal powers were provided darpulsory prevention of
damage to or destruction of monuments (Drewry 2008: 193), with the Ancient Monuments
Consolidation Act which involved the creation of the Ancient Monuments Board. Powers were
given for the Board to issue preservation orders to graienuments, and extended the public
right of access. The term Omonumentd was eXx:
the protection of the wider landscape (Mynors 2006: 8). In 1931, the Ancient Monuments Act
was passed to extend the definitafran ancient monument to include a cave or an underground
archaeological artefact, and extend the powers of the state to manage development in the area
around an ancient monument (Mynors 2006: 8). In 1947, the Town and Country Planning Act
began the syste of listing buildings and structures of special historical, architectural or
cultural importance. However, the demolition of listed buildings, particularly in the
countryside, continued almost unchecked until new planning procedures were laid down in the
Planning Act of 1968. This Act also explicitly introduced for the first time the concept of a
listed building (United Kingdom Parliament 2018).

Emma Waterton (2010: 38) believes that At hi s
fetishization of maer i al ity and an overpowering belie
However, at the same time as the burgeonin
antiquitiesd were being rebranded as o6fol kl o
the formation of the Folklore Society, albeit in parallel to the movement for the preservation

of material heritage. This was not always the case, as Michael Hunter (1996: 3) reveals, the
first person in Britain to take an interest in architectural antiquitees John Aubrey (1626

97). But he was also an influential folklorist, responsible Remaines of Gentilisme and
Judaismegpne of the first books on customs and traditions. Furthermore, in the faterit@ry,

the skills of traditional craftsmanship anthterial culture combined in the Arts and Crafts
movement. Nevertheless, for the most part, the material and intangible heritage protection of

this time followed separate trajectories. As Table 4.1 shows, from the late nineteenth century
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onwards, there wernumerous acts, organisations and departments formed for the protection
of built heritage. During the same period, intangible heritage, whether it be traditional dance
and song, storytelling, folklore, or traditional craftsmanship, was also being fomted i
organisations to aid its welfare.

Table 4.1Selected Built Heritage and ICH Timeline

Built Heritage Intangible Heritage
1846| William Thoms coins term ‘folklore'
1861 | National Eisteddfod of Wales
Society for the Protection of Ancie| 1877
Buildings (SPAB)

1878| Folklore Society
Ancient Monuments Protection A 1882
National Trust| 1895
1898 | Folk-Song Society
1911 | English Folk Dance Society
AncientMonuments Consolidation A¢ 1913
1932 | English Folk Dance and Song Society
(EFDSS)
1934 | Morris Ring
Town and Country Planning A¢ 1947
1948 | Welsh Folk Museum opens at St. Fagan
1961 | Society for Folk Life Studies
1967 | Ulster Folk andlransport Museum
1971| Crafts Advisory Committee
1973| Morris Federation
Ancient Monuments an{ 1979 | Crafts Advisory Committee renamed the
Archaeological Areas Ac Crafts Council
National Heritage Ac] 1980
National Heritage Act / Englis| 1983 | Common Ground
Heritage
Cadw| 1984
Historic Scotland 1991
Department of National Heritag 1992
1993 | Society for Storytelling
Heritage Lottery Fun¢ 1994
DCMS | 1997
Heritage Alliance 2002
2005| Sword Dance Union
2010| Heritage Craft@\ssociation
Historic England 2015
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4.2.2 From National Heritage to Culture, Media and Sport

As previously stated, heritage policy for the United Kingdom is the responsibility of the
Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMBjeviously, from 1992 to 1997,
under John Majorods Conservative gwasémedment |,
within the Department of the Environment. Creifiyte and Gallimore (2009: 26) argue that

the creation of the department improved opyittes for coherent policies on the protection

of national heritage. Their views on the national heritage, though, are focused on the built
heritage in England. The department was subsumed into the Department for Culture Media and
Sport by the Labour goven ment under Bl air, and Adid not
for the heritage sectoro (Hewison and Hol den

down from the position of Heritage Lottery Fund Chair, opined the change in name, stating

t hawi $ih the word dédheritaged was still in the
mi staken belief that heritage was defined ir
homes ... | want a public r ecgb20b4) nduty@01l% hat i
the department did broaden its name, not by
adding the term 6digitald. However, t he Dep

remains known as the DCMS.

An analysis by Baxte2015: 35) of the British Coalition government, made up of the
Conservative and Liberal Democrat parties, which was in power between 2010 and 2015,
focused on the complicated nature of politic
of the conthued downsizing of the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) and the
need to articulate the role of heritage acro
of Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport has been a revolving diboajveverage

of twelve months in the rofeBaxter (2015: 36) notes that this reinforces an impression that

the department is an exceedingly low priority for governmental attention. This can be
evidenced in the static government departmental spendid§9lfY98, heritage spending was

£183 million (Creighwhyte and Gallimore 2009: 35), and as shown below in Figure 4.1, in
2016/17 the amount was £181 million. However, in real terms, adjusted for inflation, that

9 Since October 2014, when this study commenced, there have been five Secretariesfdo Gtdiure, Media
and Sport: Sajid Javid9 April 2014 to 11 May 2015; John Whittingdalé1 May 2015 to 14 July 2016; Karen
Bradley- 14 July 2016 to 8 January 2018; Matt Hance8klJanuary 2018 to 8 July 2018; and Jeremy Wiight
from 9 July 2018d present
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amount should be approximately £306 milliorithainflation averaged at 2.7% a year (Bank
of England 2018).

Olympics Gross income: £35m " Income »
Net income: £1.8m £2 5m
Spectrum management Gambling
Income: £49.6m LevyBodies  pom e
05m - £3,261m
Other \ |
£14m

Lottery
£1,769m

Royal Parks i
o £40m R
Income Arts and culture
£28.4m ‘ £494m
7 7 ] DCMS total Income
Tourism g
tea ™ £7,062m £78.8m

Museums and galleries
Administation £448m

£60m e
-I ncome N
§ Offica for Civil Society
% £254m -

| Income

Libraries L
£123m Broadcasting and media 22 e
- £194m
‘ Sports H T Income
; - 4 aritage
Income | £180m g £1.3m
£181m #
£7m
! J Income
£1.9m

® Departmental spending Arts and culture sactor spending @ Sports and leisure spending
® Media spending ® Lottery grant spending

Figure 4.1 DCMS Departmental spending 2018 (Em) (National Audit Office 2017a: 11)

Equally, local authorities and their ability to finance heritage and culture, have been hit by
austerity since 2010, with a 23.5% decrease in local authority spending power between 2010
11 and 20186 (National Audit Office 2017b: 4), which has seen a reduction of 34.7% for
cultural servicesilfid: 11). In this environment, it is perhaps unsurpgdimat the DCMS and

local councils would not wish to add extra financial pressures associated with intangible
heritage legislation. If the UK were to ratify the Convention, additional funding from the

government would have to be taken into account.
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4.3THE HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT

On their websiteHistoric England2018d) uses a definition of heritage first adopted by

English Heritage in2008i Al | i nherited resources which pec
ut i IWhitstytldis. is a broad definitiont, also goes on to descrilbeltural heritage as

Ai nherited assets which people identify and
evolving knowledge, beliefs and traditions, and of their understanding of the beliefs and
traditions oih Heritagee 200& 71]. EIm gdality, Historic England
describe h e ms e | v muBlic ody that fobke after England's historic environmé&ie
champion historic places, hel ping peopl e wun
England 2017a). Butvh a t i s the 6hihew dpesiitcdiffee fromi othern me nt

definitions of 'heritage’, and why does the United Kingdom government use this term?

Gibson and Pendlebury (2009: 12) note that the historic environment was first used as a key
term in English heritage policy in 1994 with the publication theDepartmenbf National

Heritage ofPlanning Policy Guidance 15: Planning the Historic Environment (PPG15), which
definedt he hi storic environment as (Départmehofp hy si c
National Heritage 1994: 6). The current description by Historic England (201iTiAis | as pec't
of the environment resulting from the interaction between people and places through time,
including all surviving physical remains of past human actiwitlgether visible, buried or
submerged, and | andscaped defmidoniglimiedto thelpasbr man
and focuses on the physical and natasglects of heritage. For Gibson and Pendlebury (2009:

13)it he nomencl at urrcen mdn tédh issttiolrli cmietnivgat es aga
active anccontemporargngagements with landscapes which might produce new versions of

the past € The O6historic environmento6 ther e
exposes the problematerminology-i f heri tage is O6historicd t1}
by emphasisinghe6 e nvi ronment 6 it ignores heritage |

of intangible cultural heritage.

Look closer at the Historic England website, and there is a definitiderage Conservation

which appearstoaccepth at heri tage goes beyondHehetalgies
is also found in our moveable possessions, from our nationalitesssin our museums, to our

own family heirlooms, and in thatangiblesuch as our history, traditions, legends and

|l anguageo (Historic England 2018b). Equall vy,
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Government 0s Statement o nfor tEhgland R01Gaddedr i c E
thati O uheritage embraces much more: from the smallest preserved objects of our past to
historic ships and trains, and our intangible heritage of folklore, skills, traditions and
biodiversity. All these things are of significaneend deserve to be <cher
England2010: 5).Nevertheless, theebranding f heritage as t he Ohi s
hasfor many years been the de facto terminology used by the DCMS, English Heritage and

now Historic England. This focused d&fion has meant that wider concepts of heritage, which

include ICH, havestruggledto be accepted within heritage policy frameworks at UK and

English levels of governance. This has been explained LayrajaneéSmith and

EmmaWatertonthrough theconceptot he 6 Aut hori sed Her i300dge Di s

4.4THE AUTHORISED HERITAGE DISCOURSE

In 2006 inUses of Heritage Laur ajane Smith coined the term
(AHD) , which ftakes its cue from the grand
experiences, and reinforces the idea of innate cultural value tied to time depth, monumentality,
expe r t knowl edge and aest hAelD is osused ¢nResthdtitally2 0 0 6 :
pl easing materi al objects, sites, pl aces and
and protect so that they may be passed to future generations (Smiti22D0dsus, Emma
Waterton makes it clear that fAdétangi bl ed é h
unquestionedo (cited in Andrews et al. 2007:
idea of intangible heritage has not beenwhalldg o pt ed by schol aAlls and
too often, policy simply falls back on these traditional representations, thereby constraining the

di fferent ways heritage is imaginedo (Watert

In one of only a few scholarly pieces of work to idigntecent ICH policy in England,
Laurajane Smith and Emma Waterton argue thist AHD is apparent in English Heritage

(what is now Historic England) strategfhey suggest thad&it he pal pabl e di sc
which intangibility has been greeted in Englaeflects a wider failure to recognise the cultural

l egi ti macy ¢(Shithtarid &Vatertom2009:p28@mith andWatertonattested to

t he Ati ght e nhbykrnglisioHeritagh & theAbddinaing of the twenty first century

in the GovernmentdReview of Policies relating to the Historic Environment. It was asserted

t hat Afthe review] mu st be about Theyaatsgi bl e
conducted interviews with English Heritage staff in 2005, which highlighted the lack ointere
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in ratifying the Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Heritage and revealed a telling
remar k that @Athe UK has mapreviods atergiewlit had bebne r i t a
asked who in English Heritage deals with intangible heriaged t he answer was |
nobody deal s (ibid:t208).Tiharet imafarthar évidense @f this stance from an

answer to a question from thegernational Federation of ArGouncils and Culture
AgenciegIFACCA) onthe interpretation of # ICH definition and the way in which it

is currently being applied globall¥nglish Heritaga n s wer ed t hat AnThe UK
convention and concluded that a) it would be very difficult to momwital enforce and b) it

duplicated efforts thatthe UKavs al r eady und e ettala2008mg).Smith Mc Cl e e
andWaterton(2009: 300) suggest that it is not that intangible heritage does not exist in the UK,

but that there is a problem with the ability of English Heritage/Historic England to comprehend

it, over the dominant understanding of heritage, and therefore an unwillingness to manage it.

Assertions about the O6aut hor i daebedneaisédtasaag e d i
concern following the results of the EU Referendum. Sykes and Ludwig (2016: 2) commented

t hat Ain [the referendum campaignos] wak e,
insularisation and narrowing of our definitions of whatstitutes heritage and culture and how

space for the recognition of alternative and subaltern views of heritage beyond the Authorised
Heritage Discourse (AHD) (Smith, 20@®\4: mi ght
268), with his expert knowledge ofnt angi bl e heritage and UNES
dominance of the Authorized Heritage Discourse continues to block progress in English
heritage networks in relation to UNESCOO.

4 5INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE POLICY POSITION FOR THE UNITED
KINGDOM

With the influence of the O0Authorised Herita
environmento in English heritage conservat.i
suggested that Al n the firstslauached,ydemanand af t ¢
segments of the fAfi el d-maktehr smainny Ewnagneasnod aén dt/
neglect or downplay the UNESCO instrument and the worldwide movement that was stirred
upo (Jacobs 2014: 268) . Tds ithis costenton,itroough a f t h
literature analysis of the position of the United Kingdom parliament towards international
intangible heritage legislation.
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TheUni t ed Ki n g cdoinmérmatioqaloirgandibie beamnitage legislation can be traced

back toa UNESCO meeting in 1982. TRINESCO Committee aBovernmentaExperts on

the Safeguardingf Folkloremet in Paris t@nalyseaspects of folklore with a view to defining

measures to safeguard folklore and traditional popular culture. The report of thegmee
contained a statement on the views of the UK delefafes r e gracontrgenddtidng

aimed at ensuring the preservation, enhancement and reactivation of folklore, and among them
those addressed to the Member Qonadécarsdhat t he
while it was infavourof the intentions behind these texts, its government would have
administrative difficulties 1982a: I0)APUNESEONt i ng
shifted its definition from folklore to ICkhrough the 1990sa meeting of the UNESCO

Executive Board in 2000 witnessed UK representative, David Stanton, state

thati Di sproportionate attention should not be
demonstrably helped to reduce poverty, the real aim of all of UNBSE€O wor k i n
c ul t(UNESCGO 2000b: 43)'hisguarded response to intangible heritage from the UK was
furtheremphasiseth 2002 at a UNESCO Table of Ministers of Culture on Intangible Cultural
Heritage in Istanbul. NorwegiaRlalfdanFreihow,was at the metingwith observer status. He
commentedthai | nf | uent i al European countries such .
were not represented by their ministers, while oddly enough, neither Sweden nor the UK were

represented at all o (Freihow 2002).

After the 2003 UNESCO Conventi@ame into effect, one by one, countries around the world

began to ratify it. As already noted, the United Kingdom was not among linet@10, a
spokesman for the DCMS said that d@Alt is not
absolutely necessary, and it has been succe
distance from cultural operators and artists: we do not believat® istervention in these
areaso (Kenhldy dtdld tovealds the UNESCO Convention hasn
documented in parliamentary debate, after a number of Members of Parleardemt
theHouseof Lords have specifically asked questions surroundimgpssible
ratification.Barbara Follett, the Labour Party Minster for Culture and Tourism in 2009 stated

in the House of Commons that:

Ratifying the convention and setting out strict definitions of what our intangible cultural
heritage is, and might be, wld be constricting and controversial. For example, there
are issues surrounding languages and dialects in the devolved Administrations and in
Cornwall (HC Deb 25 June 2009, C1042)
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This policy wasonsistent for both the Labour Party administration and
thesubsequentoalition governmentvhich came to power in 2010. In a question by
Nigel DoddsMP to John Penrose (the Minister for Tourism and Heritage) in the House of
Commons on 17May 2012, it was asked what plans he had to ratify the 2003 UNESCO

Convention for the Protection of Intangible Cultural Heritalle. Penr ose s respon

[The government has] no plans to ratify the convention, although we support many of
its aims and spiritWe are keen that the rich intangible cultural heritage of the
UnitedKingdom is properly valued, when necessary, preserdedvever, we are wary

of legislation on such a sensitive matter as culture, especially in an area such as
intangibke heritage which, by its very nature, changes rapidly and is diff@cdkfine.

(HC Deb 17 May 2012, C264W)

And yet, when pressed by Noddsas to what asssment had been made of the effectiveness

of the Convention, his response was that ATHh
the effectiveness of the 2003 conventiono (F
not changed under the Conservageeernment, which came to power in April 2015. A written

guestion asked bBaroness Hoopen theHouse of Lords two months after the election result

ATo ask He overhhaenteviseh hey plan@® ratify the 2003 UNESCO Convention

for the Safeguarding of I ntangible Heritagebo
later byBaraness NevilleRolfei The gover nment has no plans t
present, but we wil/| kibid.p t he situation wunde

There has been some acknowledgement that intangible heritage has been ignored at a UK
governmental levelA House of Commons Committee on Culture, Media and Sport report
Protecting andPreservingour Heritage( 2006 : 65) asked abressbf 6t he
DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant ol
The response was that current structures work well with regard to traditional definitions of
heritage, with regard to historic environme®tu t t h adas whdréhperhaps the current

systems work less well are where a more modern definition of intangible heritage is needed,

for example local or group pride expressed through oral history, dance, environmental

i nterpr et at(ibid 65). a thel amedocumentd Memorandum submitted by the
British Museum answered a question OWhat t h
should identify as prioritiesPartofitdrépy wdsor t hc
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thatin The Gover nme it thoveshooexténd prateatipnpt@ timangible cultural
her i (badgg).0o

As discussion on intangible heritage in Westminster has quietened since 2015, contact was
made with the DCMS to confirm current policy. The letter below is the response from
Dempster Marples (2018), in the Ministerial Support Team. It established that, as of May 2018,

At he Government has no current plans to rat
deci sion was that fthe Gover nesdonfocusmuuthose c ar e
Conventions which will have the most 1 mpact
is the first time that the notion of impact has been raised, and no further explanation as to why
the 2003 Convention might have a low impicthe safeguarding of heritage was proffered.
Another observation is the use of the same stock quotes whenever the question of ratification

is asked. In October 2017, the Earl of Clancarty asked for clarification, and Lord Ashton of
Hyde replied in vimially the same terms as written in the le(fégure 42). 1° The letter was

a response to a query made 4 April 2018 to the DCMS regarding current policy on intangible

cultural heritage and the reason for +ratification.

PRIt is necessary to carefully prioritise resources
the safeguarding of our heritage, such as recent ratification of the 1954 Hague Convention for the Protection of
CulturalProperty. However, the Government fullyrecogns t he c o nt r idonaltraddgions, sobigddt t he
practices and fési ve event s makuitural fabrict amdcontinuas motencgpudage communities to

celebrate these practices and to comtinut hem f or f uHLWDebell Qcolpee20kr HIL188A)s 0  (
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” '~ Ministerial Support Team
: 4th Floor
- 100 Parliament Street

Department for i
Digital, Culture, E: enquiies @cuture gov uk
Media & Sport ——

1 May 2018
Ms Suzy Harrison Our Ref: 18-05201/dm/3

suzy.brunyee2012@my.ntu.ac.uk

Dear Ms Harrison,

Thank you for your correspondence of 2 April about the UNESCO Intangible Cultural Heritage
Convention. | am replying as a member of the Ministerial Support Team.

While the Government has no current plans to ratify the Convention on Intangible Cultural
Heritage, it fully recognises the contribution that cultural practices as well as social practices,
rituals and festive events make to the UK's cultural fabric. We will continue to encourage
communities to celebrate these practices and to preserve them for future generations. The
Heritage Lottery Fund and the Arts Council make grants to projects promoting and supporting
intangible cultural heritage.

The Government must carefully prioritise its resources to focus on those Conventions which will
have the most impact in addressing the safeguarding of heritage. We have now ratified the
1954 Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict
and acceded to its two Protocols. The UK has also been a State Party to the World Heritage
Convention since 1984, and works closely with the World Heritage Centre at UNESCO to
comply with the requirements of this Convention and to protect the Outstanding Universal
Value of the UK’s 31 World Heritage Sites.

| hope that this information is helpful.
Yours sincerely,

Dempster Marples
Ministerial Support Team

Figure 4.2A letter to Suzy Haison from the DCMS dated 1 May 2018
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4.6 THE UK NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR UNESCO

The UK National Commission (UKNG3$ an independent body working in partnership with

the government and in close collaboration with the UK Permddelsgation to UNESCO in

Paris.lt provides expert analysis and advice to UK policy makers on key
UNESCOprogrammes, anfécilitatesthe management of UNESCO activities in the UKe

UKNC comprises #ational Steering Committee and five Sector Committéssduding
CultureThe Cul t ur e Co namitaatdvese and wokk evigh the govesnmemnt
UNESCOOG6s cul tur al activities which have spec
Heritage Sitesod6 mat tUWKNGS membensdare capdndent rexpérts, e d u c a
appointednf i el ds cover i ng tphogrammehagtieitie MeetihdgsEu® COO6 s
also attended by Government Department representatives, including thosedD@MS.

The UKNC Culture Committee was-established in the summer2805(House of Commons

Culture, Media and Sport Committee 2007).

During a meeting with Michelle Stefano in Baltimore, USAe made me aware that there
existedpertinentarchive material from the UKNC which she had used for her doctoral
thesis.Wantingto conduct my own primary research, in June 2017, | contacteRletsearch

and Administration department of thimited Kingdom National Commission for UNESCO.

The reply fromResearch Assistant, ShanndoNaught, explained thafi Regar di ng atr
archival infaomation on the UKNC, ounrganisatiorwas restructured in 2011 so no-site

materi al i ncludes document at i a20l17).fwitb the bef or
realisation that all the documentation on ICH has been destroyed, this section of the sgidy relie
entirely upon the research undertaken by Mic
in favourof the 2003 Convention and has expressed, throughout the past four years, a desire

to recognisdCH within the UK despite the fact that the 2003 Convedtn has not been
(Stefano 2010: 128). She goes on to describe in detail some of the information on ICH meetings

at the UKNC:

Most noteworthy is that a representative of the DCMS, who had been present at the
Culture Committee meetings since 200f&s provided insight into why the UK
Government has not ratified the 2003 Col
Convention entered into force, the representative had commented that the UK
Government understood t he object,i ves
2006). However, it had been stated at another, more recent meeting that the 2003
Convention cannot be O0transl atedd,NECnto th
2008). Moreover, the same individual also added that the Government is not convinced

th at t he 2003 Convention (S t he best v
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(ibid). Nevertheless, it is important to mention that this individual had also represented
the UK as an fiobservero at a meeting for
was heldm Paris in November, 2008.

(Stefano 2010: 128)

The more recent communication with Shannon McNaught at the UKNC established that very
litttehaschaged i n the nine years since Michelle
current views on I CH at the UKNC, McNaught (
in certain sectors to ratify the UNESCO ConventionrdangibleCultural Heritagein the UK,

we are not aware of any intention for the UK

4. 7INTANGIBLE HERITAGE IN ENGLAND

The examination of intangible heritage has thus far concentrated on policy at the national
United Kingdom | evel, and offered an anal y!
6aut horised heritage discour se0isestseatiorodat i ona
the chapter explores the notion that this is the prevailing approach to intangible heritage in

England, and differs from the other nations of the Union, in particular, Scotland.

4.7.1English Heritage (1984 2015)

The United Kingdom has had two National Heritage Acts in 1980 and 1983. The second of
these created the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (known as
English Heritage), which was formed to caretfug National Heritage Collection andrrthe

national system of heritage protection, including listing buildings, dealing with planning issues
and gi vi mhgse datsgpredcribe whét can be undertaken in the name of the concept

that gives the legislation its title, without ever definingh a t concepto (Hewi s
However, this section of the chapter attempts to show that English Heritage tacitly defined
heritage, and thdnglish Heritage strategy over the course of its existence appeared to focus

on the tangible, built or historenvironment.

In their documenEnglish Heritage Strategy 208107 Making the Past Part of Our Future
there is no mention of intangible heritage (English Heritage 2005). The emphasis is on the
hi storic environment. Thehskernitoamge @& glaoadk 19t

devel op their understanding of the historic
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ot her peopl edbs agendaso, OEnabl e and pr omol
environment 0, OHel pe Ifoocralt hcea mmuhniisttioersi ct oe ncva r
and harness enthusiasm for Engl andds histor
English Heritage Corporate Plan 2022015 also omitted intangible heritage from its pages.

Engl i sh Her intga gperdisor o ¥ ¢r rriedmai ned t o Asaf egqgu
significant remains of our national story. These are both the great National Heritage Collection

€ and nearly 400,000 buildings, monument s,
much wider nat o n a | coll ection of designddilustratesi t es 0
the point even further, a DCMS White Paper calaglitage Protection for the 21st Century

had no mention of intangible heritafi@epartment for Culture, Media and Sport 2007oes

not challenge the core values and meanings of heritage and instead the review process
faccepted a naturalized undersoamentng, of evidle
around material ity (WatedonanchSenithf2@08:199)c of t he pas

There are some signs that English Heritage addressed intangible heritage, albeit in a small way.
Interestingly, as far back as 2000, John Yates, English Hem ge 6 s | nspector
Buildings in the West Midlands, stated to Li
sticks and stones. ltds about peoplebs memor

part of the accumulated culturetofn e i r communi ti eso.

In September 201ZEnglish Heritage produced a reportResponses from the consultation on
underrepresented heritages The report took place within t
National Heritage Protection Plan (NHPP), an atitie to determine how
theorganisatiormanages arioritisedprogrammé o i denti fy and protect
over the coming years (English Heritage 2012a). The consultation paper looked at what is being
overlooked. It states that:

thereisaneedtpl ace greater emphasis on the 6in
storiesd behind historic s irépesentadgraups. mi g ht
Such narratives include:

9 The history of &aassdheopl@& asppposednodhsoviesroktiien g
elite

1 The history of transient, migrant communities who would pass through/temporarily use
historic sites

1 Significant events that are not necessarily confined to one particular site

1 The stories of interaction betweeammunities e.g. at sites that have been used by,
and are relevant to, a number of different communities

(English Heritage 2012a: 1)
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A participantinthe consulat i on added that Al think we sho
is the human aspect and it is not just a par
same document there was an admission ae om En
not just as, but in fact more, important than the sites themselves. Moving beyond and away
from the tangible heritage inevitably has implications on the kind of heritage protection
processes that are most useful, which might includelidtacterisatiowork, web resources

or partnership projects witbrganisationgor which intangible heritage is more central to their
worko (English Heritage 2012a: 8).

English Heritage responded to this consultation on uref@esented heritages with an
acknowledgenmm that intangible heritage had been raised as an issue. However, their reply
was that:

The NHPP is centrally concerned with the understanding and presemvftioa
historic environment. There will be other partners in the sesioch as HLF, museums
ard archives, with a stronger role to playdiocumenting the intangible heritage in and
for itself. EH will always focu®n the material evidence for heritage in the historic
environment.

(English Heritage 2012b: 7)

4.7.2The Restructuring of English Heritage into Historic England

On 2t April 2015, the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England, commonly

known as English Heritage, split into two separate bodies. The English Heritage name
wasretained as a charity to operate the National Heritage Collection, which includes
Sonehenge, Hadriandés Wall and 420 other site
agreement that will last faight years. The Governmenvested£80 million into the Charity

for conservation defects and investments to improve the visitor expe(iemglish Heritage

2014: 4) The changes to the National Heritage Collectionnditlaffect the other services that

English Heritage provided andrgmainswithin an Executive NoiDepartmental Public Body

of the DCMSand was rebranded as Historic Engldhcontinuedo be responsible for

preserving Englandbés wider historic environnmn

A series of consultatiorte consider the changesere set up at the end of 20hBda broad
spectrum of heritage professionalsd bodies were invited to respoiithe consultation took
place between 6 December 2013 and 7 February 2014, with approximately 600

92



responsegDepartment for Culture, Media and Sport 2014)October 2014, the DCMS

published the results in an English Heritage New Model Consultation regpmnseent. The

majority of respondents recognised the need for change and the benefits the new model would
bring, with 60% agreeing with the proposed benefits of the new model for the
Collection(Department for Culture, Media and Sport 2014:HOwever, tls is hardly a

ringing endorsement, and theveremisgivings and questions about the new plamApril

2014, Jenny Chapman, Labour MP for Darlington, initiated a debate on the future of English
Heritage. Al n princi pl e sal buhteereas deep comcern abduj e c t i
how realistic it is. All Governments have a track record of rushing into reforms with the best

of i ntentions, but it woul d @®€Deb?2AHpril2@®l4,ace i |
C267WH).

Nick Clark (2013) witing in The Independentoted concern from consultation respondents.

AThe proposal in its current form O6does not
criticised the plans as O6hurriedly devel opec
were oOounconvincingo. Anot her d @hataimagdjieative a 6 mo
vision couldhaveincludedbroadening the definition of heritage to include intangible cultural
heritage.The decision to remodel English Heritage shdwdde been an oppgonity to

examine their fundamental values and responsibilities, including the definitions of heritage

used by the organisation.

Focus on a couple of the New Model Consultation responses reveals that the Heritage Crafts
Association and National Parks England both raised the issue of intangible heritagéheithin

remit of English Heritagdcor i nst ance, i é t atien widlees thetnavg e Cr &
English Heritage to formally recognise the existence of intangible cultural heritage, and to take
account of it in developing policy and practice, as it currently does for tangible cultural
heritageo (Herit2044a) Chratfdrs iAlmstblcée atbosul tat |
Heritage Crafts Association wishes to see Historic England take on the lead for protection and
promotion of intangible cultural heritage 1in
Crafts Associationwill be discussed in more depth in Chapter 5. The Heritage Crafts
Association were not alone in their request for Historic England to consider a wider heritage

remit. National Parks England replied in their survey:
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we believe that the creation of Historic
the inclusion of i ntangi bl e heritage 1in
framing of Ohistoric environment Ogleggsr i or it
Engl andds r i c kphysicaltheritagei Dutiee andresponsiitities framed
around o6cul tur al heritaged would be more
artificial barrier.

(National Parks England 2014)

As the English Heritage new model consultation progressed, a further programme of
consultation took place by English Heritage on behalf of toNal Heritage Protection Plan

Advisory BoardT he Nati onal Heritage Protection Pl an
of Engl andds heritage that mat t eand them topeop !l e
concentrate eff or t Bleritage 204 2c:\2)Histgric Englande@miisEersg | i s h
the NHPPThe consultation included 364 valid and complete online surveys, 36 telephone
interviews, and 13 workshops delivered in all regions of England and atten8&d peoplel
attendedaworkshopon 28" April 2014at Fitzroy House, in Nottingharfresent at the

meeting were a mix of local authority conservation officers, community archaeologists,
academics from local universities, and heritagdts education specialistBhe consultation

was broke up into three sessions: Looking Back; Looking Forward: Opportunities, Threats

and Priorities; and Session 3 looked at Making the New Plan Work. Discussed in the first
session were OLooking Back, the scope and
Prot ect i This wa linkaddced by Antorfyt r eet e n, Engl i sh Her i
Director East Midlanddde made it very clear before the discussions began that the current

pl an Afocuses primarily on man a gheritage opthey si c all
arts for example)odo and that the consultation

A Final Report was published May 2014, summarising the results from the various
consultations From the workshops it was noted that a number of individuals (fhmyskeided)

commented omreas that they felt should be includédra Consultants, which ran the
consultatonsadded the <caveat t hat these areas nof
i nterest (Jua Canltaretsa20lel:iB8his does nomake them any less valid. In

fact, it shows that there are heritage professionals working in areas that were not represented
by English HeritagegOne ar ea identified was fAGenerally
stated that other participants disegnl and felt that the NHPP should focus on the English
Heritage definition of heritage and that one

is a distraction and there is a need to focu
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33). However, not all respondents agreed with this comm@&sction 1.4.2 of the NHPP

Review Consultation Report focusedtbe scope of the current plawithin the survey, 49%

of respondents thought the scope of the plan was too focused on the tangibléoprotfect

heritage assets. Only 28% disagrdedlso reported that 45% of all respondents believed that

the heritage categories covered within the Plan were not broad enough and that there was
concern over Athe choi ce rthabifeaparticidagassetttype i n c |
was not included then it was n@fthoseimgrvewddant o0 (
26 gave an opinion on the scope of the plan and 15 felt that it should expand, with intangible
heritage as one of the suggestiom hey t hought that At he exi sti

defined by architectural or archaeological v
active role that heritage plays in the 1|ives
cooment that fthe interviews suggest that t h

definition of o6heritagedo (Jura Consultants

After the reviews of the consultations had been published, the Heritage Lottery Fund, in
partnership with the R@l Society for the Arts, launched the Heritage Exchange conference

in July 2014 For the conference, academics Rolttvisonand John Holden wrote a
6provocationdé on behal f o TurbtuldneTimeds The Prasgeet L ot t
for Heritage In it, they asserted a bold vision of how heritage patioyldbe, by suggesting
far-reaching reform of the agencies regulating and funding the heritage SBotgrsuggested

that:

Historic England could be merged with Natural England to providgesoversight of

the historic environment ... In this way the institutional structures would logically
follow the convergence that is occurring both through policy definition and in
practice ... This new body, possibly called the Historic Environment Agervould

also take on responsibility for policy advice on intangible heritage and national and
regional museums.

(Hewison and Holden 2014: 23)

Hewisonand Holden admigd t hat thi s was fAAa bold chall en
is too often confused with conser vatthatamo ( He
common language must be found. This seems highly unlikely to occur in the near future, which

was onfirmed byEd Vaizey, then Minister for Culture, Communications and
Creativelndustries, who commented atHous e of Commons debat e
happening, but the fundamentals will not chan@#C Deb 2 April 2014, C286WH)ndeed,
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in the three years since the formation of Historic England, nothing has changed. The first
Historic England strategyValuing Our Past, Enriching Ouruture.Historic England
Corporate Plan 2015 to 2018 (Historic England 2015), has no reference to iletéegitage,

and neither does théhree Year Corporate Plan 2044 (Historic England 2018a).

4. 8INTANGIBLE HERITAGE IN WALES AND NORTHERN IRELAND

4.8.1 Wales

As explained earlier in this chapter, heritage policy is devolved to the four constituent countries

of the United Kingdom. In Wales, following a referendum in 1997, the Welsh Government was
created, and the National Assembly for Wales. This is the denuadisatlected body that
represents the interests of Wales and its people, makes laws for Wales, agrees Welsh taxes and
holds the Welsh Government to account (National Assembly for Wales 2018). The National
Assembly has the right to pass laws (known agAusy Acts), but only in areas where those
powers have been expressly conferred. These powers include Ancient Monuments and Historic
Buildings and Culture (National Assembly for
activities are discharged by Cagitg historic environment division. One of the parties within

the Assembly, Plaid Cymru, have in a personal correspondence, explained their stance towards
intangible heritage and the 2003 Convention. Ben Lake, the elaittu spokesperson for

Digital, Culture, Media and Sport, confirmed that:

we are in support of the ratification of the convention. Wales is a country with a rich

history of intangible culture and heritage. It is important to Plaid Cymru that we do all

we can to preserve that heritage. Wieetthat be our language, our traditions, our

folklore, or our many unique skills and practices which have been passed down through

the generations. Intangible cultural heritage has a crucial part to play in the identity of

a nati on such racnndVhduederst@d by tacgible artiiacts alone.
(Lake 2018)

David Howell has focused research on intangible heritage in Wales (see Howell 2013a, 2013b)

and suggests that:

despite the increased political devolution granted to Wales, the ability to act on the
international stage (in this case in the ratification of international treaties) is still beyond

the control (and it would be a fair assessment to suggest beyond thie@ndf the

Wel sh Government . So |l ong as the O0OBritis
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recognise the relevance of ICH to any part of the British Isles, the ICH of Wales will
remain isolated.
(Howell, 2013a: 106)

He also recognises that although there is international provision for both tangible and intangible
heritage, Wales only benefits from legislation designed to support tangible elements, which he
not es creata agvidier system of heritage protection which leaves much of the Welsh
heritage resource isolated and wunderdevel op
guestion includes the Historic Environment (Wales) Act 2016. In 2012, the Welsh Governmen
announced its intention to introduce a Heritage Bill, and in 2013 an inquiry was held into the

Wel sh governmentds Historic Environment pol.i
is a difficult challenge to embrace the intangible, but it is suchmgportant part of life in

Wal eso (National Assembly for Wales 2013: 25
Gall eries of Wales felt that intangible heri
essential, in our view, that the histogicvironment includes portable objects and the intangible
heritage, but we suspect that these are bein
David Howell argues that the Welsh Historic Environment Bill considers heritage to be all
about nfglsyi Isdites and structureso and says A\

heritage in this |l egislationo (Howell, cited

In a personal correspondence, David Howell lamented the current situation of intangible
her it age HheshorivVarsian s that political leadership in Wales has very little time

for it. | suspect much of this is born through ignorance rather than disregard, though the
consequences are largely the same. There are some individuals fighting the corner, but
generally speaking, it i's quite bleak in a V
therefore, that whilst Plaid Cymru, the nationalist party of Wales, is interested in intangible
heritage for the same reasons of national identity as some politit@spa Scotland, the

prevailing institutional direction at Cadw seems to be following the same trajectory as Historic
England and the DCMS.

4.8.2 Northern Ireland

Heritage and culture in Northern Ireland cannot be discussed without an understartideng of
political background and the national and religious identities of its people, see Nic Craith
(2002), and Hayes and McAllister (2013). Following the partitioning of Ireland in 1921, which
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led to the creation of Northern Ireland, there was conflict betwbe Protestant majority
(identifying largely as British), and Catholic minority (identifying largely as Irish) (Ramsey

and Waterhous8radley 2017: 195). The Belfast Agreement of 1998 set out a framework for

the creation of several institutions, inclngithe Northern Ireland Assembly and Executive.

This unique history has impacted upon the ability to legislate for heritage and culture. Nic
Craith (2012: 23) notes that wusing the term
inthe contextb t he peace process in Northern 1rel:
recognition for different cultural heritages of Northern Ireldnd society which has been
moving away from a singular British modrratiywv
of societyo. These dif f-eoreflti cadul ¢ mwaciaet iheesr i |
challenges in the development of cultural policy, particularly where some cultural markers have
become associated with ant seyandWaarhousBradlgyo | i t i c
2017: 195). Sedden (2016) uses the traditions of sectarian parades in Northern Ireland as cases
in point. He contends that HApreservation of
more familiar humanitarian objectisesuch as protecting freedom of religious practice; but

not all cultural practices will favour such

In Northern Ireland, the Department for Communities is responsible for the Historic
Environment. The department was created in May 2016viollg the dissolution of several
departments, including tH2epartment of Culture, Arts and Leis@CAL). In a similar vein

to the <criticism of the | oss of the word 0
England, the Aelimination of 6artd and décul't
Ramsey and Waterhouse refertoasaculfuall i cy of O6avoidanceb6 and
and McCal l Magan 2017: 190). The Historic En

conserve and promote our heritage in ways which support and sustain our economy and our
communiti eso (rbneupitees20IiM)eatthtough thig is réserved for buildings and
archaeological heritage only. Elements of intangible heritage are present with other forms of

arts and culture, and in November 2015, prior to thetmecturing of departments, DCAL

published aonsultation document, seeking views on the developmergtoategy for Culture

and Arts 201&2026.The ai m was ATo promot e, devel op an
and culture in creating a cohesive community and delivering social change to iety sac

the basis of e q Departmenty of Cutiure, Aoty and LesuP@156: 11).

However, nothing has come of this, and according to Durrer and Mc@ghiv(2017: 191),

Athe | ack of official recognition of arts ar
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raises concern regarding the Executivebds carg
rights of Nort her n hddevelspmentaf thBtrategynfer GulturdPande s e n't |
Arts, or any other form of legislation or strategy pertaining to forms of heritage, is on hold

along with other government business since Northern Ireland has had no government since
January 2017, when the pewsharing deal collapsed. With Northern Ireland achieving an
unwanted unofficial world record for a democracy going without an elected government
(Belfast Telegraph 2018), civil servants are effectively in charge. The Department for
Communi t i easbeénsumalleto take debisions on issues that would require a change

in department al policyo (McCormack 2018), :

intangible heritage in Northern Ireland in the near future is extremely slim.

4. 9INTANGIBLE HERITAGE IN SCOTLAND: A DIVERGING NARRATIVE

Since 1999, Scotland has had a devolved parliament responsible for certain affairs including
heritage. The Scottish government is the executive of the parliament, and incCdemat
Secretary for Culture, Tourism and External Affaitsnce 2009, this position has been held

by Fiona Hyslopln contrast with England, ICH in Scotland has been positively embraced and
integrated into descriptions béritage in national organisations. Furthermore, institutions such
as HeriotWatt University, Edinburgh Napier University, and the Elphinstone Institute at the
University of Aberdeen have nurtured ICH research. This part of the chapter will explain the
Sca ti sh parliamentés position on the ratifi
formation of a wiki style inventory through research at Edinburgh Napier University, and the
involvement of Museums Galleries Scotland in the management of the inventoag amd

NGO accredited with UNESCO.

Historic EnvironmentScotland, the Scottish equivalent of Historic England, has a more
inclusive view of heritage and is defined in such terms. The definition of the historic
environment by the agency seeks to addrebssrao ad r ange of meani ngs
intangi bl ed: AScotl andds historic environmen
people with place, and includes the associ a
Government 2013: 9). I@ur Place in Time, the Historic Environment Strategy for Scotland
AThe historic environment could be said to
combination of physical things (tangible) and those aspects we cannosteeies, traditions

andconepts (intangible)od (Scottish Government
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A Thought Leadership seminar chaired by Hewiédtt University, Edinburgh, in May
20l5ent i tl ed o6Can Scotl and Pl ay a sawenmdyi ng R
academics and leaders of heritage orgdites in Scotland discuss this salient issue. At the
debate] ukeWormald (2015), Head of Historic Environment Strategy in the Scottish
Governmentconfirmedthat had Scotland won independence in 2014, the Holyrood
administrationwould have taken the de@dn to ratify thdJNESCO Convention. Mairéad

Nic Craith (2015) of HeriotWatt University, spoke of the separate trajectories for tangible and
intangible heritagas laid out by UNESC@s problematic. Joanne Orr (2015), CEO of
Museums Galleries Scotland (@&),conceded that not being a state party could be quite
liberating, but was concerned that by not signing the Convention, it left the UK sitting on
thesidelines. In 2012, Museums Galleries Scotland becahsefirst UK organisation to be
accredited aan expert NGO advisor to UNESCO on the 2003 UNESCO Convention for the
Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. Joanne Orr, who left MGS in March 2018,
was an active member of the ICH NGO Foruwams, part of the inaugural Forum Steering
Committee, and in 2017 represented MGS at1tPi& Intergovernmental Committee (IGC)
meeting held in Jeju, Korea. Personal correspondence with Joanne Orr revealed a level of
Scottish influence (through MGS) such as the discussions of ethics at the Intergovernmental
Committee in Namibia (Orr 2016). This suggests, on the one hand, that British ratification
would lead to more involvement at an international level, but equaltyttban be proven that
influence can be achieved in ICH policy outside of the UNESCO paradigm.

4.9.1Intangible Heritage and the Scottish Parliament

As one of four members of the UK natistate, Scotland is not legally in a position to ratify

the 03 UNESCO Conventi on, despite the fact t|
initiative and therefore é Scotland is now
Convention forward ies al. 2@0abc &46)Withoh athe SddisIC | e er y
government, Fionalyslop has been a leading proponent for the recognition of ICH as a part

of heritage in Scotland. At almternational Symposium on Intangible Cultural Heritage at

Summerhall, Edinburgh in November 2015, she stated that:

We must both acknowledge our roots and recognise the value and essential role that
intangible cultural heritage plays in defining and shaping our national identity, our
sense of belonging, our stories as indiuvi
the UK has not ratified the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible
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Cul tur al Heritage, Scotlanddés cultur al p o
cultural heritage and framework of the Convention supported by Museums Galleries
Scotand and local authorities across Scotland and | have formally requested the UK

sign the convention in writing and in meetings with previous UK government ministers

and will continue to do so with their successors.

(Hyslop 2015)

This political drive from Fiona Hyslop has continued, and ofi I@@rch 2018, she brought
forwardamotion(S5ML 1 34 7) Al ntangi bl e Cul t byUNHSC®ler i t a
in 2003, and calls on the UK Government to
parliament. She commenced the proceedings wi
the United -aificagod of thé sonventon, we ar&arly out of step not only

with Europe but with the world, where other Governments fully recognise and acknowledge
the i mportance of intangible cultural herita
with the Hague convention cannot be used an excuse not to sign
(Scottish Parliament 2018). Of interest was the clear consensus among the different political
parties in the Scottish parliament. Rachael Hamilton, of the Scottish Conservatives, intimated

t hat AConembeati vwei l m support t he Gover nme
Conservatives agree that the UK should ratif
Labour party, was equally favourable of the
it would provide us with an opportunity to collectively identify and protect ICH, as well as
enabling us to raise awareness and seek supp
commented that Amember ship of the cowoventi o
obligations; first, it would have to take necessary measures to safeguard ICH; secondly, it
would have to identify and define, with community and expert involvement, the elements of

| CH ¢é nptbeing gart of the UNESCO convention does not preventiatry from doing

anyofthab [ emphasi s added] (i bid 2018).

4.9.2Edinburgh Napier University and Museums Galleries Scotland Wiki Project

Beyond the general acceptance of ICH as a concept by the Scottish parliament and institutions,

in 2008, Museums Galleries Scotland commi ss
Il ntangi ble Cultural Heritage i n [odertitlecando,
0l ntangi ble Cultural Heritage in Scotland: T

the ENrich (Edinburgh Napier University Research in Cultural Heritage) project team
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consisting of Alison McCleery, Alistair McCleery, Linda Gunn and David Hill. In its
openingchapterj t st ated that Awhil e the UK is not
hostile to its intentions. While it is not mandatory upon constituent administrations at national
leveltomet its requirements, there 1is, particul
best practice in the matt er etal.f2008ah%-ollswanff e gu ar c
the publication of the report, Napier University was awarded a KnowledgefBrdrellowship

grant from the UK Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC) to create an inventory of

ICH in ScotlandFor a substantial overview of the project, see McCleery and Bowers (2016).

It was hopedy the Edinburgh Napierteamttttc ot | avyrechd@ © riyn woul d @i ncl
of all cultures within its borders, whether outward or inwiacing, urban or rural,

l ongstandi ng oetal 2800%:0153PamiGHisenvasrtg clarify the distinction
betweerd | CH i n r&herdhard 8dactht | CH6. This distinction
of practices and avoids the problem of defining what is specifically Sc@MisGleeryet al.

2008a: 13).

It was decided that the invent oawgbsiwmwhthd be p
its contents can be modified by contributors from communities, and not simply academics or
other cultural brokers. McCleery and Bowers (2016: 190) suggest that an online inventory
offered a streamlined, cestfective approach to the collection of d&ta inclusion, with the

use of structured templates eliminating as much variation and therefore error as piossible.
2011, o6l ntangible Cultural Heritage: Living
account of the project since 2008. It states the project had two clear goals, to establish an
inventory for I CH in Scotland; and to promot
both these goals it has s iHowewritwwslaso dcidpted| e e r y
by those involvedh the project that it had limitations, aMtCleery and Bowers (2016: 193)

discuss a number of these challenges. Firstly, the lack of awareness by older generations that
they are experts in their traditions, which results in few putting themselves dorwas is

further compounded by a lack of familiarity with social media and other digital technologies,
therefore making it harder to record their ICH knowledge. A further issue relates to the method

of input, originally designed to involve local authgrgersonnel, who, according to Giglitto

(2017: 103), were obliged to go, and therefore did not have the genuine interest to keep up the
momentum. A shift to a crowdsourcing model saw technical issues and a neatbfterator,

but as McCleery and Bower2 0 1 6 : 199) state, it he real ch

cultural rather than technical issues. Promoting a wiki to communities of practice, and
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encouraging thenembers of thosgroups to input their data, has proven to be a more difficult

hurdetow er come t han expectedo.

In 2012 stewardship of the ICH inventory was handed over to Museums Galleries Scotland,
which initially allowed it to fall into a state of neglect and attack by spammers due to a lack of
monitoring. This created hundreds of thowsamf inappropriate pages over the period of
several months and an eventual decision was taken to redevelop ti&git® (2017: 105).

It was relaunched in 2015, and an example of a page from the website can be seen below in
Figure 4.3.

® ﬂ I
HOME  ABOUT  CATEGORIES ~REGIONS ~ SEARCH ~CONTRIBUTE  LOGIN

CATEGORIES

BELIEFS

NATURE AND THE UNIVERSE ~ STORYTELLING

Figure 4.31CH Scotland Websité Categories front page © Museums Galleries Scotland

Danilo Giglitto was employed by MGS to run and subsequently update the wiki site. He has
discussed this and the limitations of the project in his PhD thisigy wikis forintangible
cultural heritage in Scotland: Suitability and empowermbnhis analysis, he regarded a pan
Scottish design as representing a significant limitation towards its success (Giglitto 2017: 168),
arguing that a local approach is better suitedwikastyle ICH inventory. His exanimation of

a wiki dedicated to collating and documenting the ICH of the Isle of Jura, Scotland, showed
t hat ni awh&e IGH i§ charatterised by a strong regionalism as well as shaped local
identities ... this stability is conditioned to the preference towards projects focusing on a

specific |l ocality or a series of thoughtful
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