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ABSTRACT 

 

This study explores intangible cultural heritage policy in the UK, and more specifically 

England, looking at national and international positions, as well as a view at community level, 

and focusing on the domain of traditional craftsmanship as expounded by UNESCO in 

the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (ICH). The 

Convention attempted to show that UNESCO accepts that cultural heritage does not end at 

monuments. It also includes ñliving expressions ... such as oral traditions, performing arts, 

social practices, rituals, festive events, knowledge and practices concerning nature and the 

universe or the knowledge and skills to produce traditional craftsò (UNESCO 2003). However, 

since the UK is one of seventeen countries to have not ratified the Convention, research in this 

country has not had a high profile. This research has sought to address this lacuna by 

analysing the current heritage policy of the UK government, and the devolved institutions and 

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

This national ótop downô perspective is balanced with a practical understanding of the 

experiences of traditional craftspeople in the Midlands of England, as part of a qualitative 

research strategy, where in depth interviews revealed the real concerns of people involved in an 

ICH domain within the wider issues of safeguarding. With those concerns in mind, the 

question was asked whether it is desirable for the UK to ratify the Convention. A case study 

analysis was conducted in two countries that have differing experiences of ICH and traditional 

craftsmanship safeguarding, one which has ratified the Convention, and one which has not. An 

examination of the ratification of the Convention in the Netherlands looked to see 

if  it created the optimal conditions for safeguarding ICH practices. However, there has also 

been criticism of the UNESCO safeguarding paradigm and the perceived institutionalisation of 

culture. Therefore, the study also focused on a possible alternative course of action for the 

UK in the practices of one of the other States that have not ratified the Convention, 

namely Canada, with the provincial ICH safeguarding model 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 nation, especially in Scotland, 

where intangible heritage is more readily embraced. The focus on the traditional craftspeople 

in the Midlands of England revealed a set of practical considerations which sometimes differ 

from the other ICH domains. Issues including awareness, transmission, training and skills and 
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business issues were examined thro0uygh an analysis of the strategies of cultural brokers 

involved in safeguarding; the Heritage Crafts Association 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 prestige for practitioners. Whilst the 

increased role of community involvement is significant, the predominance of state control over 

the listing system and subsequent safeguarding measures continues to be an unresolved issue. 

Although the study demonstrates that models 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 policy in 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 in the future.  
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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 constituent nation of 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 professional interest in intangible heritage, see Kurin (2007),  

Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (2004), Blake (2006; 2007), Smith and Akagawa (2009) Lira and 

Amoêda (2010), Stefano and Davis (2016) and Smith and Akagawa (2019), particularly 

following the widespread ratification by states in all parts of the world of UNESCOôs 2003 

Convention. The Convention attempted to show that UNESCO accepts that ñcultural heritage 

does not end at monuments and collections of objects. It also includes traditions or living 

expressionsò (UNESCO 2003a).  The concept 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 Intangible Cultural 

Heritage defined the intangible as: 

the means, the practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, skills - as well as the 

instruments, objects, artefacts, and cultural spaces associated therewith - that 

communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals, 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 their history, 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 and the universe 
(e) traditional craftsmanship 
                                                                                                                        (UNESCO 2003a) 
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Research in heritage has grown into a large, multidisciplinary field of scholarship, see Albert 

(2013), Bendix, Eggert and Peselmann (2013) and Sørensen 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 is Intangible Heritage (Smith and Akagawa 2009), which offers an 

interdisciplinary analysis of the ICH concept and the development of the 2003 Convention. 

Safeguarding Intangible Heritage. Practices and Politics (Akagawa and Smith 2019), updates 

their first offering, with an admission that the practice and discourse of ICH had expanded 

considerably (ibid: 1). Safeguarding Intangible Cultural Heritage (Stefano, Davis, and 

Corsane 2012) provides conceptual analyses and ICH safeguarding case studies from around 

the world. The Routledge Companion to Intangible Cultural Heritage (Stefano 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 structured, including the challenges facing 

safeguarding, intangible heritage and place, local-level conceptualisations of intangible 

heritage, and alternative safeguarding approaches. Another recent publication has been a 

special issue of the Santander Art and Culture 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 2004b; Alivizatou 

2012), ICH and legal frameworks (Deacon et al. 2004; Lixinski 2013, 2019; Labadi 2015; 

Blake 2017), intellectual and cultural property and ICH (Antons and Logan 2018), and 

experiences of grassroots practitioners of ICH in UNESCO on the Ground: Local Perspectives 

on Intangible Cultural Heritage (Foster and Gilman 2015). Heritage Regimes and the State 

(Bendix, Eggert and Peselmann 2013) attempts to create comparative evidence by focusing on 

the interpretation and implementation of the UNESCO Conventions through seventeen case 

studies from various states. There have also been Special Editions on intangible heritage in 

journals, such as Museum International in 2004, and Ethnologies in 2014, and a dedicated 

journal, the International Journal of Intangible Heritage, which was first published in 2006.  
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However, since the UK is among a number of high-profile countries which have not ratified 

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

As David Howell (2013a: 105) points out, there has been limited research about the continued 

reticence of the Westminster Government to ratify the 2003 Convention, and ñfew volumes 

have been produced on the concept of ICH in Britain in more general termsò. His research has 

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 University, Edinburgh, produced a report, Scoping 

and Mapping Intangible Cultural Heritage in Scotland (2008b) which looked at creating an 

inventory of ICH in Scotland. This will be examined in more detail in Chapter 4. Máiréad Nic 

Craith, as Chair in European Culture and Heritage at Heriot-Watt University, Edinburgh, has 

also researched intangible heritage and language in a European context, see Nic Craith (2008), 

and co-edited A Companion to Heritage Studies (Logan, Nic Craith, and Kockel 2015) which 

includes intangible heritage in the theme of óexpanding heritageô. 

In England, intangible heritage research has been mainly concentrated on ICH and museums, 

such as Stefano (2010) Outside Museum Walls: Safeguarding Intangible Cultural Heritage in 

North East England, Smith (2009) Finding the ófirst voiceô in rural England: the challenges of 

preserving intangible heritage in a national museum and Alivizatou (2012), who focused 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 European ethnology, ña term still 

little understood in Englandò. He goes on to state that ñat international conferences [in folklore 

and tradition] in the third millennium, it remains notable that England is not only 

underrepresented (relative to other countries),but is represented mostly by non-English 

scholarsò (ibid). An example of this is the biannual International Conference on Intangible 

Heritage, held in Portugal, which has taken place since 2009. Of the 300 papers which have 

been presented over that time, 8 papers had England as a theme or location, which equates to 

2.7% of the total. I have written two of those papers, Tyranny of the Tangible ï The Future of 

Intangible Cultural Heritage Policy in the UK (Harrison 2015) and a focused paper, The 

popularity paradox: issues of safeguarding mob football games in the East Midlands of 

England (Harrison 2017). 

https://www.ria.ie/mairead-nic-craith
https://www.ria.ie/mairead-nic-craith
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Therefore, this research seeks to address this lacuna by shifting attention from museums to the 

institutions implementing heritage policy, cultural brokers and 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 from the work of Laurajane Smith and Emma Waterton and the 

concept of the óAuthorised Heritage Discourseô or AHD. In Uses of Heritage, Smith (2006: 29) 

explains that the authorised heritage discourse focuses attention on aesthetically pleasing 

material objects, sites and places, and that heritage is not so much a óthingô as a set of values 

and meanings (ibid: 11). Emma Waterton in Politics, Policy and the Discourses of Heritage in 

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

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?  

The United Kingdom is one of only seventeen countries to not have ratified the 2003 UNESCO 

Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Heritage. This includes anglophone countries 

such as the USA, Canada, Australia and New Zealand, as well as two other European nations; 

the Russian Federation and San Marino.1 Table 1.1 below shows the states which have not 

ratified within the UNESCO regions. Regional Groups I and II relate to Europe, regional Group 

III to Latin America and the Caribbean, Group IV to Asia and the Pacific, Va relates to Africa, 

and Vb to the Arab States. 

 

 

 

 

 

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

Regional 

Group 

Number 

of 

UNESCO 

States 

Number of State 

Parties that have 

ratified 

States that have not ratified 

I 27 22 Canada, Israel, San Marino, United 

Kingdom, United States of America 

II  25 24 Russian Federation 

III  33 32 Guyana 

IV  44 40 Australia, Maldives, New Zealand, Niue 

Va 47 42 Angola, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, 

South Africa 

Vb 19 18 Libya 

Total 195 178 17 

Data from: https://ich.unesco.org/en/states-parties-00024 and 

http://www.unesco.org/eri/cp/ListeMS_Indicators.asp#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 measure of understanding, 

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 2003a). Intangible 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 5.8. Through an overview of the safeguarding advocacy of the 

Heritage Crafts Association, and the use of semi-structured interviews to ascertain the 

safeguarding issues of traditional craftspeople in the region, key safeguarding themes of 

transmission and awareness, 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 identify the optimum ICH 

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 studies in countries 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
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not. In discussing the future priorities of ICH research, Deacon and Bortolotto (2012: 39) 

suggested that comparison is a key methodological tool which allows researchers to analyse 

the real conditions for implementation and impact of the Convention in different contexts and 

in different states. I contend that this is also true in the contrasting methods of safeguarding.  

John Widdowson (2016: 263), writing after the Folklore Societyôs 2015 AGM Conference 

entitled óFolklore: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrowô, admitted that ñit is becoming 

increasingly clear that all those with an interest in the future of English cultural heritage would 

do well to embrace the principles of the Convention, which undeniably offers a way for the 

discipline and for heritage itselfò. This viewpoint is tested through an examination of the 

ratification of the 2003 UNESCO Convention in the Netherlands to see 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) argue that it 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 Convention, namely 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 traditional 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 aims and objectives 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 
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Objective 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 within heritage 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 Non-Government 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 traditional craftsmanship within the wider context of ócraftô in the 

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 safeguarding issues 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 ratification 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 of intangible cultural heritage within the framework of 

Canadian and provincial heritage policy 
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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 traditional craftsmanship 

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 in the Heritage Crafts Association directory, with 209,390 people employed in the 

heritage crafts sector (Department for Business Innovation and Skills 2012). This does not even 

cover all the intangible heritage domains expounded by UNESCO. Therefore, the study of ICH 

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 separate 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 conventions 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 

analysis 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 domain ï traditional 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 be too wide-ranging 

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. On their 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 that ñWhilst the HCA believes that the UNESCO 

convention is a good model for supporting heritage crafts, it would be just as happy to see 

Government take a different route such as the Newfoundland modelò (Heritage Crafts 

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

paradigm.  

Furthermore, traditional craftsmanship is under-represented in intangible heritage research at 

national and international level, possibly as a result of the domain being the last to be 

considered ICH by UNESCO. At the 5th Intangible 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 as the International Journal of Intangible 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 Cominelli, who has focused on 

traditional craftsmanship in France, with her PhD, Lô®conomie du patrimoine culturel 

immatériel: savoir-faire et m®tiers dôart en France (2013).  In Governing Cultural Commons: 

The Case of Traditional Craftsmanship in France (Cominelli 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 a Human 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 

of the Convention states that intangible heritage is ñtransmitted from generation to generation, 

is constantly recreated by communities and groups in response to their environment, their 

interaction with nature and their history, and provides them with a sense of identity and 

continuityò (UNESCO 2003a). All intangible heritage plays out in a layered context, from 

local, to national, to international. This study recognises the importance of communities for the 

convention and attempts to connect an analysis of an international 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 with the wider issues of safeguarding, revealed through 

international conventions, listing through inventories, and specific policies.  
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1.5 INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE KEY THEMES  

 

1.5.1 The Safeguarding of Intangible Heritage  

This study examines the ósafeguardingô of intangible heritage in various settings. As a crucial 

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 2018c). ñSafeguarding means measures aimed at ensuring the viability of the 

intangible cultural heritage, including the identification, documentation, research, preservation, 

protection, promotion, enhancement, transmission, particularly through formal and non-formal 

education, as well as the revitalization of the various aspects of such heritageò (UNESCO 

2003a). The Convention text does not explain in detail the practical measures which states 

should take to succeed in their safeguarding efforts, which leaves it open for interpretation by 

ratifying states. 

An important distinction to be made is the difference between ósafeguardingô and óprotectingô. 

Safeguarding should not be considered tantamount to óprotectionô. Lenzerini (2011: 109) 

defines safeguarding as a more dynamic concept, meaning that international action should 

ósimplyô provide a favourable environment within which ICH is allowed to flow freely 

according to the expectations and needs of its creators and bearers. In a conference of the 

UNESCO Secretariat overviewing the first decade of the Convention for the Safeguarding of 

the Intangible Cultural Heritage, the idea of ósafeguardingô versus óprotectionô was discussed: 

ñóSafeguardingô embraces a broader and more holistic understanding, changing the focus from 

products and manifestations to processes and people, and is in strong contrast to static or 

defensive notions of óprotectionô and ópreservationô coloured by an objectified view on culture 

and with strong paternalistic connotationsò (UNESCO 2013b).  Alivizatou (2012: 37) suggests 

that safeguarding is less strong and static than óconservationô and óprotectionô and Blake infers 

that ñsafeguarding alludes to notions of óflourishingô and ósustainable developmentôò (Blake 

2006: 40). In essence, safeguarding is the new ósalvage paradigmô (Alivizatou 2012: 37). 

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 Safeguarding  

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 affect traditional 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 Associationôs Radcliffe Red List of Endangered Crafts - Identifying/Inventorying; 

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 Midlands 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 Convention, but is also 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 HCA Red List. 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, where 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 relies 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 of this 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 best to safeguard ICH 

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

awareness of these óBest Safeguarding Practicesô, and describes them as: 
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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 concerned to 

develop their own appropriate safeguarding measures.  

                                                             (UNESCO 2014 :6) 

 

As well as UNESCOôs description of Best Practices, others have taken up the premise. For 

instance, a funded project by Nordic Culture Point and Norwegian Crafts Institute created 

óNordic Safeguarding Practicesô to present good practices in safeguarding intangible cultural 

heritage in the Nordic region. Their vision was ñto generate synergies in wider and wider circles 

and facilitate processes of communication between different levels of stakeholdersò (Nordic 

Safeguarding Practices, 2018). Good practices are described as actions and activities in the 

shape of projects, programmes, measures, which: 

¶ demonstrate innovative, creative 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, 

preservation, protection, promotion, enhancement, transmission or revitalization 

                                                                                                                                   (ibid 2018) 

These descriptions of good practices can be attributed to any successful 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. 

For instance, a guiding principle of the Newfoundland and Labrador ICH Strategy is that ñBest 

practices for initiatives related to the safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage Strategy will 

be encouraged, including training for individuals engaged in those initiativesò (Heritage 

Foundation of Newfoundland and Labrador 2008a: 2).                             

 

1.5.4 Cultural Brokerage  

Having explained the notion of óBest Practicesô, the question emerges as to who is responsible 

for implementing the safeguarding measures? In 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 

is these ócultural brokersô which this research focuses on, such as the Heritage 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 Kurin in a reflection on his work at the Smithsonian Institute, classed himself 

as a cultural broker. ñRepresentations of peoples, cultures, and institutions do not just happen. 

They are mediated, negotiated, and, yes, brokered through often complex processes with 

myriad challenges and constraints imposed by those involvedò (Kurin 1997: 13), and he goes 

on to state that ñProfessionals in the cultural field who engage in the public representations of 

culture é are brokering cultureò (ibid: 18). Jacobs, Neyrinck and van der Zeijden (2014: 251) 

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.  

UNESCO recognises the use and value of cultural brokers in 171(d) of the ICH-Operational 

Directives, which suggests ICH safeguarding directives at the national level. ñStates Parties 

shall é facilitate cooperation with sustainable development experts and cultural brokers for 

the appropriate integration of the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage into plans, 

policies and programmes, both within and outside the cultural sectorò (UNESCO 2016a).  

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

Flanders, Belgium, and how a thematic network of coordinators for each of the UNESCO ICH 

domains has been developed. They suggest that these óthematic domain coordinatorsô can be 

described as brokers who ñact as bridge, translator, and facilitator towards other stakeholders 

and actors, and mediate between the different government and administrations on the one hand 

and the heritage communities on the otherò. Cultural brokerage is key to the concept of this 

safeguarding ICH network on every 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 óthematic domain coordinatorô, and this organisation will be 

explored in further depth in Chapter 5. 

 

1.6 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH AND CONTRIBUTION TO 

KNOWLEDGE  

This research advances current scholarly debates around the ratification and non-ratification of 

the UNESCO Convention.  According to Arizpe (2012: 2) ñthe richness of current research and 

debates on culture has not been brought to bear on the work of the ICH Conventionò. Chiara 
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Bortolotto, whilst visiting fellow at Cambridge University, co-wrote a paper in 2012 which 

expounded the need for more research on intangible heritage. She has also noted that she was 

personally interested in better understanding UK non-ratification and considered the case study 

choices to be ñvery consistent and interestingò (Bortolotto 2013). This research therefore has 

targeted a specific 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 England. The focused 

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 has the potential 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. Chapter 2 explains 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 

intangible cultural heritage and reveal how it has emerged from the notions of óheritageô, 

ócultureô, ótraditionô, and ófolkloreô. Secondly, to explore how the United Nations Educational, 

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 twenty-year period. And lastly, to explore the current international 

ICH paradigm, by critically examining the formation 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 Parliamentary record of debates and 
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questions 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 environment 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 Heritage 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 intangible heritage 

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 grassroots level. This 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 inventoried in England and also examines the safeguarding issues 

facing traditional craftspeople in the Midlands of England. This is achieved through the use of 

in-depth semi-structured interviews of eighteen people from a variety of different heritage 

crafts, to reveal 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 Convention in the 

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, and in-depth interviews with the key actors 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 study visit to the province, it focuses on the ICH policy at the Heritage Foundation 

of Newfoundland and Labrador and uses in-depth interviews with a variety of cultural brokers 

and practitioners to examine how ICH is inventoried and traditional craftsmanship safeguarded.  
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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 2 ï 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 such as Heritage Studies: Methods and 

Approaches, edited by Marie Louise Stig Sorensen and John Carman (2009), and the Palgrave 

Handbook of Contemporary Research, edited by Emma Waterton and Steve Watson (2015). 

As Sßrensen and Carman (2009: 23) admit, ñHaving developed as an in-between subject and 

with its practitioners working in academic institutions, governments and óin the fieldô, Heritage 

Studies, despite its long gestation and substantial and complex scope, has paid scant attention 

to methodsò. However, as Uzzell stipulates (2009: 327) ñMethodologies are important in 

Heritage Studies because they are the hand which guides us into the past from the present. They 

show us how to look and seeò. As such, Heritage Studies has imported methods from a range 

of other disciplines, including anthropology, archaeology, architecture, art, history, 

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

Focusing on intangible cultural heritage, Filippucci (2009: 320) reminds us that ñóheritageô has 

been convincingly redefined as a field concerned first and foremost with people é the use of 

qualitative methods of investigation is a corollary of this way of conceptualising heritage, as 

qualitative methods are used to document and analyse perceptions, attitudes and motivations 

of those involved in the heritage processò. Since intangible heritage as a concept embraces the 

idea of the óliving heritageô of people, and as one of the main tenets of the 2003 UNESCO 

Convention is the role of communities, qualitative methods of research appear to 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 documentation 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 the research, a multi-method 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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qualitative methodology and the methods used within this research; literature analysis, case 

studies and in-depth, semi-structured interviews. 

 

2.2 QUALIT ATIVE RE SEARCH STRATEGY 

According to Denzin and Lincoln (2018: 9), ñQualitative research is a field of inquiry in its 

own rightò and ñcrosscuts disciplines, fields and subject matterò. Mason (2002:1) describes 

this form of research thus: ñThrough qualitative research we can explore a wide array of 

dimensions of the social world, including the texture and weave of everyday life, the 

understandings, experiences and imaginings of our research participants éò For Uwe Flick, 

qualitative research has become an established and 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 

is intended to approach the world óout thereô rather than in a laboratory, and this can be done 

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 pigeon-holed and reduced into a 

set of principles, though she does accept some common elements which expands Flickôs 

perspective. She defines qualitative research as grounded in a philosophical position which is 

broadly óinterpretivistô in that it is concerned with how the social world is interpreted, 

understood, experienced, produced or constituted. 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 maker of 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: 282-283) explains, qualitative research can be too 

subjective, that findings rely too heavily on the researcherôs often unsystematic views about 

what is significant and important. Secondly, qualitative research is difficult to replicate 

ñprecisely because it is unstructured and often reliant upon the qualitative researcherôs 

ingenuity, it is almost impossible to conduct a true replicationò (Bryman 2001: 282). 

Furthermore, qualitative research suffers from a lack of transparency and it can be difficult to 
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establish how researchers arrive at conclusions. 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 these issues 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 multi-method approach helps to overcome generalisation 

and issues of reliability and validity through the triangulation of methods, which will be 

described in more detail later in this chapter.  

 

Table 2.1 The multi-method approach to the research, visually demonstrating how different 

methods fulfil certain requirements for each chapter.  

 Literature Analysis Case Study Interviews 

Chapter 3 ï 

UNESCO  
ṉ 

  

Chapter 4 -  

ICH in the UK 
ṉ 

  

Chapter 5 -  

Midlands of England 

  ṉ 

Chapter 6 -  

Netherlands 

 

ṉ 

 

ṉ 

 

ṉ 

 
Chapter 7 -  

Newfoundland 

 

ṉ ṉ 

 

ṉ 

 
 

2.2.1 Literature Analysis  

A significant element of the research methodology involves a desk-based literature analysis, 

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

literature has been described as ñthat which is produced on all levels of government, academics, 

business and industry in print and electronic formats, but which is not controlled by commercial 

publishersò with a postscript added shortly thereafter ñi.e. where publishing is not the primary 

activity of the producing bodyò (Farace and Schöpfel 2010: 1). According to Bowen (2009: 
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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 brochures, press 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. Examples such as 

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 low-cost way to obtain empirical data 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 for Chapter 

4, which looks at the safeguarding of intangible heritage in Britain. In order to analyse   

Parliamentary interest in ICH, a review was carried out for instances of the term ñintangible 

cultural heritageò in Hansard, the transcripts of Parliamentary Debates in Britain. Documentary 

analysis was also conducted on the strategic plans and grey literature pertaining to English 

Heritage, Historic England, devolved administrations, and non-governmental organisations 

such as the Heritage Lottery Fund, Heritage Alliance and ICOMOS.   

Concerning the description and analysis of the formation and governance of the 2003 UNESCO 

Convention in Sections 3.2 and 3.3, I have utilised the substantial online resources of 

UNESCO, known as UNESDOC, which contains over 146,000 UNESCO 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 documents, resolutions and decisions of the General 

Conference and Executive Board, and speeches of the Director-General. 

Literature analysis has also been utilised within the case studies of the Netherlands and 

Newfoundland, since ñdocuments play an explicit role in any data collection in doing case 

study researchò (Yin 2014: 107). In the Netherlands, an overview of Dutch culture and policy 

was provided in English by the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science, with publications 

such as Cultural Policy in the Netherlands (2006), and The Dutch Cultural System (2009). The 

website of The Dutch Centre for Intangible Heritage has numerous educational documents, 

including factsheets, a newsletter and digital copies of the public folklore journal Levend 

Erfgoed (Living Heritage).  Some of these documents are published in English, but a significant 
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proportion were written in Dutch. The most pertinent documents, or parts thereof, have been 

translated by myself. This has obvious disadvantages, as it is a time-consuming process, and 

open to mistranslation. Documentation was also shared with me during my visit to the office 

in Culemborg and 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 and Labrador, and the annual reports and activity 

plans and occasional papers of the Heritage Foundation of Newfoundland and Labrador 

(HFNL). Also, of significant interest was the monthly newsletter produced by the HFNL 

entitled Intangible Cultural Heritage Update ï News and updates on Newfoundland and 

Labradorôs Intangible Cultural Heritage Program. The 76 issues from December 2008 up to 

summer of 2018, all of which are archived on the Memorial University Digital Archives 

Initiative, provided a comprehensive narrative of the various projects, workshops and other 

news relating to intangible heritage in the province.2   

As OôLeary (2014: 244) makes clear, textual analysis requires the same consideration as other 

data collection methods. An awareness of the original purpose 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 be interesting because of the biases they reveal. In dealing with issues 

of representativeness, he also infers that ñmaterials like these are in a sense unique and it is 

precisely their official é character that makes them interesting in their own rightò.  Documents 

ñcan be important in triangulation, where an intersecting set of different methods and data types 

is used in a single projectò (Punch 2001: 190). Furthermore, Yin (2014: 107) suggests that the 

use of documents is important to corroborate and augment evidence 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 

                                                           
2 From May 2016, the Intangible Cultural Heritage Update merged with the built heritage element of the HFNL 

into one holistic document entitled News and Notes on the Heritage Foundation of NLôs Built Heritage and  

Intangible Cultural Heritage Programs 
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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 its real-life context, or as Gillham 

(2000: 1) states, a case study investigates ñspecific research questions (that may be fairly loose 

to begin with) and which seeks a range of different kinds of evidenceò. With specific reference 

to Heritage Studies, Filippucci (2009: 322) adds that ñCase studies are not simply designed to 

document diversity and variety in the experience of and attitudes towards heritage, but also to 

answer questions about the reasons for variation or indeed similarity across casesò. 

 

The two case studies in this research were chosen based on decisions with regard to both 

relevancy and issues of practicality. They are what Stake (2000: 437) identifies as intrinsic and 

instrumental case studies. An intrinsic case study is one in which a particular case itself is of 

interest and there is a desire to better understand it.  The case is not representative 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 examined to provide 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 examples 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 1 ï ICH Safeguarding in The Netherlands: The UNESCO Paradigm 

 

Figure 2.1 A Map of the Netherlands    © CIA World Factbook. This work is made available 

under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike 3.0 

license, http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/ 

 

The first case study focuses on the UNESCO paradigm of safeguarding intangible heritage in 

the Netherlands. Since most countries have ratified the 2003 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 consideration, 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 ratification for the 

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 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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available, both logistically and linguistically. Since many Anglophone countries have not 

ratified the Convention 3, 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 through fieldwork which was carried out 

over the course of two weeks in January 2017, and for one week in February 2018.  On the first 

visit, I was based in Utrecht, close to the Dutch Centre for Intangible Heritage/Kenniscentrum 

Immaterieel Erfgoed Nederland in Culemborg. Fieldwork here linked with Objective 4.3 

(shown in table form below). As well as gaining an insight into ICH policy through 

documentary analysis, I used interviews with staff to gain a greater depth of knowledge of the 

workings of the centre. As Yin attests (2014: 110) ñinterviews are commonly found in case 

study research. They é resemble guided conversations rather than structured queriesò. To 

fulfil Objective 4.2, semi-structured interviews were also carried out at the Meertens Institute 

in Amsterdam, the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science and the Netherlands 

Commission for UNESCO in The Hague, to 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 2.2 Aims 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 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 

 

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 Margry - Senior 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 Heritage 

 Ambacht in Beeld Festival 

  

Individuals Interviewed Albert van der Zeijden - Knowledge Development 

Team Leader 

 Pieter van Rooij - DICH - Heritage Care Team - 

Advisor 

 Saskia van Oostveen ï DICH - 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 ï An Alternate Model 

 

Figure 2.2 A Map of Canada, showing the province of Newfoundland and Labrador 

© 2011 TUBBS. This work is made available under the terms of the Creative Commons 

Attribution-ShareAlike 3.0 license, http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/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 countries (other than the UK) 

which have not ratified, six were immediately discounted, two because of their volatile political 

status (Libya and Somalia) and three being either micro-states or small countries (San Marino, 

Maldives, and Niue). This left Canada, the United 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 withdrew as members 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 

heritages in common including linguistic similarities. Of these, the ICH policies of the province 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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of Newfoundland and Labrador in Canada had already been identified by the Heritage Crafts 

Association in the United Kingdom as a possible ódifferent routeô. Heritage policy in Canada 

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 provinces and territories. Focusing on one Canadian 

province, that of Newfoundland and Labrador, negated the possibility of, as Yin (2014: 21) 

warns, ñan unmanageable level of effortò, which can occur in case study research. The research 

for Aim 5 of this study was gained through one fieldwork visit, in April 2016, where I was 

based in St. Johnôs, the capital of the province, for three weeks. Research for Objective 5.2 was 

carried out at the Intangible Heritage office, which is part of the Heritage Foundation of 

Newfoundland and Labrador in the centre of St. Johnôs. As Gillham attests (2000: 2), there is 

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 can be seen within the research. In 

order to gain insight into Objective 5.3, I interviewed representatives from the Wooden Boat 

Museum of Newfoundland and Labrador, Quidi Vidi Village Plantation, The Rooms, Fishing 

for Success, and Memorial University. Below is a table which charts the Aims and Objectives 

for the Newfoundland case study, with the Units of Analysis, which are the ówhatô or ówhoô 

being studied. 
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 Table 2.3 Aims 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 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 traditional 

craftsmanship in Newfoundland and Labrador 

 

Unit(s) of analysis for Objective 5.2 Heritage Foundation of Newfoundland and 

Labrador 

 Memorial University 

  

Individuals Interviewed Dale Jarvis ï ICH Development Officer 

 Jerry Dick ï Director of Heritage 

  

Unit(s) of analysis for Objective 5.3 Anna Templeton Centre for Craft, Art and Design 

 Craft Council of NL 

 Quidi Vidi Plantation (Craft Incubator) 

 Wooden Boat Museum of NL 

 The Rooms (Provincial Museum, Art Gallery and 

Archives)  

 Fishing for Success (Non-profit social enterprise 

for traditional fishing knowledge) 

  

Individuals Interviewed Anne Manuel ï The Craft Council 

 Gillian Davidge ï The Rooms 

 Crystal Braye ï Wooden Boat Museum 

 Nicole Penney ï Memorial University 

 Kimberley Orren ï Fishing for Success 

 Stephanie Micikyan - HFNL 

 

There are limitations in case study research.  For instance, although OôLeary (2014: 195) 

describes case study as ñholistic understandings through prolonged engagementò, there was a 
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limit as to how much fieldwork I could do in both locations.  In Newfoundland and Labrador, 

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

was limited to one, three-week visit, based in St. Johnôs, where the majority of the provinceôs 

population lives. Outside of St. Johnôs I visited parts of the Avalon peninsula in Newfoundland, 

but not beyond it, and I 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 groups who 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 storm in St. Johnôs. 

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 conversational English, 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 Index describes this very high proficiency as being able 

to use nuanced 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 experience with all of the Dutch interviewees, who had a very high standard of 

English proficiency.  

In all case study research, a common criticism concerns the inability to generalise, whereby 

one case studyôs conclusions can be extended to other cases. The Netherlands was chosen as 

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 the creation 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. This observation ties in with the view of Stake (1995: 7) that ñcase study seems 

a poor basis for generalizationò as ñthe real business of case study is particularization, not 

generalization. We take a particular case and come to know it well éò (ibid: 8). As Punch adds 

(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 be generalised 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 In-depth Semi-structured Interviews 

For Seidman (2013: 8) an interview is a basic mode of inquiry, and as Kvale (2007: 7) adds, 

ñan interview is a conversation that has a structure and a purposeò and that ñthe qualitative 

research interview is a construction site for knowledgeò. It can be an advantageous source of 

data gathering, as Sßrensen states (2009: 166), ñinterviewing as a method can be used to engage 

with complex and abstract ideas, such as heritage, in an enlightening and constructive mannerò. 

The purpose of the interviews in this study 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 uses in-depth semi-structured 

interviews, a data collection strategy in qualitative research, whereby the researcher asks 

informants a series of predetermined but open-ended questions (Ayres 2008: 811). Using semi-

structured interviews ensures more control over topics within the interview and in contrast to 

structured interviews that use closed questions, there is no fixed range of responses to each 

question. The interviews were also in-depth, establishing a connection that allows for an 

openness of exchange (Rubin and Rubin 2005: 13). To achieve richness and depth of 

understanding, interviewers listen for keywords, ideas and themes using follow-up questions 

to encourage the interviewee to expand on what might be important to the research (ibid). For 

Seidman (2013: 9), ñat the root of in-depth interviewing is an interest in understanding the lived 

experience of other people and the meaning they make of that experienceò.  

The interviews in the study consisted of individuals working in intangible heritage, either in 

management 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 important to garner 

information. As Rubin and Rubin (2005: 64) state, ñInterviewees should be experienced and 

knowledgeable in the area you are interviewing aboutò. For these interviews a type of purposive 

sampling technique known as expert sampling was utilised in the case studies in the 

Netherlands and Newfoundland, where individuals with specific expertise formed the basis of 

the research. For OôLeary (2014: 191) ñthe goal in rigorous research is to determine the best 

possible means for credible data collection, and é this might just mean working with key 

informants rather than samples é the answers to your research questions lie with select 

individuals who have specialized knowledge and know whatôs going onò. These interviews 
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were used to develop knowledge of a particular 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, detailed, first-hand 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 in-depth semi-structured interviews which focused on the 

experiences of participants in intangible heritage practices at a grass-roots level. The interview 

questions were designed to reflect work carried out previously by Creative & Cultural Skills, 

which produced Mapping Heritage Craft in 2012, see Jennings (2012). This was 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. They employed 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 organisations 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 

recommendations 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 comprehensive work which produced the Radcliffe Red 

List of Endangered Crafts, but to add a focused, in-depth study of the experiences of 

craftspeople in the Midlands. The Midlands was chosen for practical purposes as I am based in 

the area, and the thesis is funded by Midlands3Cities 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.   
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1 Shropshire 

2 Herefordshire 

3 Worcestershire 

4 Staffordshire 

5 West Midlands 

6 Derbyshire 

7 Warwickshire 

8 Leicestershire 

9 Nottinghamshire 

10 Northamptonshire 

11 Rutland 

12 Lincolnshire 

 

Figure 2.3 A Map of the Midlands of England with numbered counties 

© D Maps.com. https://d-maps.com/carte.php?num_car=18183&lang=en. Modified 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 of Lincolnshire, Northamptonshire, 

Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire, Leicestershire, and Rutland. The West Midlands comprises 

Herefordshire, Shropshire, Staffordshire, Warwickshire, Worcestershire, and the Metropolitan 

County of the West Midlands which includes the cities of Birmingham, Coventry and 

Wolverhampton. In Mapping Heritage Craft it is established that 61,270 people are employed 

in Heritage Crafts in the Midlands (Department for Business Innovation and Skills 2012: 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 determine whether 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, this study focuses on people for whom a heritage craft is a profession. 

The participants were chosen using non-probability sampling, which does not involve random 

selection. Denzin and Lincoln (2018: 312) describe non-probability sampling as that which 

seeks out groups, settings, and individuals where and for whom the processes being studied are 

most likely to occur. A suitable form of non-probability sampling, purposive sampling, also 

https://d-maps.com/carte.php?num_car=18183&lang=en
https://www.britannica.com/place/Lincolnshire
https://www.britannica.com/place/Northamptonshire
https://www.britannica.com/place/Derbyshire
https://www.britannica.com/place/Nottinghamshire
https://www.britannica.com/place/Leicestershire
https://www.britannica.com/place/Rutland-England
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known as judgmental, selective or subjective sampling, was selected, in which the study 

participants were chosen based on the studyôs purpose or because of some shared characteristic. 

In this case, the shared characteristic is that all the participants were members of the Heritage 

Crafts Association, have their presence in the Makers 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 drawn up 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), I was able to 

ascertain that there were 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, I was able to 

produce an interview sample of 18 participants, spread across the whole region and reflecting 

a variety of different heritage crafts. 

 

 

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 study was mindful that 

qualitative 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 grounded theory a recommended number would 

be between 20 and 30 participants in order to develop a well-saturated theory. A small sample 

size can be accused of a lack of representativeness and non-probability sampling has been 

criticised for the same issue. According to Davidson (2006: 197) in non-probability 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 

considered a weakness, as OôLeary (2014: 186) states the ñgoal is often rich understanding that 

may come from the few rather than the manyò.  It can also be difficult to convince the reader 

that research using purposive sampling can achieve forms of generalisation. Davidson (2006: 

197) asks ñif different units had been selected, would the results and any generalisations have 

been the same?ò  The sample in this study cannot be truly representative of the views of all 

professional traditional craftspeople in the Midlands 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 advantage of the interviewee 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 background 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 data and making use of it (Seidman 2013). Another issue is that 

the construction of the written transcript is the researcherôs responsibility. The researcher might 

therefore misconvey what the interviewee meant (Alsaawi 2014: 155). The problems with 

interviews are discussed in great depth by Nunkoosing (2005: 699). He states that ñThe 

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. This is the case even 

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

that we write for practitioners and researchersò.  

 

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 

ñQualitative study has everything wrong with it that its detractors claimò.  Despite the issues 
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which exist in qualitative research there are ways to ensure that the results are as valid as 

possible. For Kvale (2007: 123) ñvalidation rests on the quality of the researcherôs 

craftsmanship throughout an investigation, continually checking, questioning and theoretically 

interpreting the findingsò. Creswell (2009:190) describes qualitative validity as a check for 

accuracy by the researcher by employing certain procedures and Stake (1995: 114) argues that 

ñwith multiple approaches within a single study, we are likely to illuminate or nullify some 

extraneous influencesò. This refers to the use of triangulation, which attempts to create in-depth 

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 results than an 

alternative to validation. Denzin (1989: 234-247) 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 interviews, observations, 

questionnaires, and documents.  This takes two forms, one of which is between-method 

triangulation, which combines dissimilar methods, because as Denzin (1989: 244) notes ñthe 

flaws of one method are often the strengths of anotherò. 

 

                              Figure 2.5 Triangulation 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 from the Joint Inter College Ethics 

Committee. As Stake (2000: 447) asserts, ñqualitative researchers are guests in the private 

spaces of the world. Their manners should be good and their code of ethics strictò. He adds that 

there is usually an informal contract which exists between researcher and the researched. This 

contract exists in the process of informed consent. I produced a consent form which was given 

to all the interview participants (Appendix 1). The form was an invitation to participate in the 

research study 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 could withdraw from the study at any time, without having to 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 that the specified recordings could be used for 

the purposes of this research. The interview participants were also informed that the material 

gathered as part of this study would be stored securely, in accordance with the Data Protection 

Act 1998. In practical terms, 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 who were familiar 

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

of the expert interviewees made it clear when part of the interview was óoff the recordô, this 

was respected at all times. This was also the case for the interviews 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 analysis as ñthe process of moving from raw 

interviews to evidence-based interpretationsò. The interview process presented several 

practical considerations, such as the requirement to record and transcribe before analysis could 

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 yet been a standard established for 
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transcription and also that it is reasonable to transcribe only as exactly as is required as ñan 

over-exact transcription of data absorbs time and energy which could be invested more 

reasonably in their interpretationò. Kvale (1996: 171) also concedes that verbatim, detailed 

transcriptions are only needed for sociolinguistic analysis, and a certain amount of editing can 

be desirable if general impressions of the subjectsô views are paramount.  

 

2.5.1 Grounded Theory 

The analysis of the data in this study has taken a grounded theory approach. Grounded theory 

emerged in the mid 1960s in a collaboration between Barney G. Glaser and Anselm L. Strauss 

and their subsequent book, The Discovery of Grounded Theory (1967). Since then, grounded 

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). Charmaz (2006: 2) describes 

grounded theory as systematic but flexible guidelines for collecting and analysing qualitative 

data to construct theories ógroundedô in the data themselves. This is particularly relevant for 

the analysis of the interviews of the craftspeople 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 

ñsystematically labelling concepts, themes, events and topical markers so that you can readily 

retrieve and examine all of the data units that refer to the same subject across all your 

interviewsò. Computer software known as computer-assisted qualitative data analysis 

(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, computer programmes work best for large 

qualitative 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 coding, whereby ñexpressions are classified by their units of meaning (single words, short 

sequences of words) in order to attach annotations and above all óconceptsô (codes) to themò 

(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 ñstory lineò that connects the categories. (Creswell 2007: 67). For this 

study, the first step involved reading through the transcribed interviews and coding either 

sentences or paragraphs, and adding them to a table. For example, within the theme of 
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transmission and awareness, sub-themes or categories emerged. One of these sub-themes was 

óCraft as a second careerô, and within that, it was broken down further and representative quotes 

were found: 

óSecond jobsô - ñvery few of us who were able to make a living from what we were doing. 

Some people had a second job to keep them afloatò (Interview 5:13). 

óHelp from spouseô - ñI had a working husband, so I was very fortunate otherwise I wouldn't 

be here doing this. So, I had the financial backing to be able to stop workò (Interview 5:13). 

This analysis can be seen in Appendix 3, which shows the table for the theme of transmission 

and awareness and the sub-themes 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 

intangible cultural heritage and reveal how it has emerged from the notions of óheritageô, 

ócultureô, ótraditionô, and ófolkloreô. Secondly, to explore how the United Nations Educational, 

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 twenty-year period. And lastly, to explore the current international 

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

Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. 

 

3.2 ICH ï 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). The concept of óintangible cultural heritageô is a recent construct, 

and was formulated in preference to ófolkloreô which was not considered to be an acceptable 

term (Tora 2001: 222).  Francioni (2001: 5) believes ñthat the term ófolkloreô as used in the 

1989 Recommendation is overly reductionist and scarcely reflective of the well-spring of living 

culture and spiritual values that underlie any manifestation of intangible heritage.ò At the Turin 

Roundtable on Working Definitions Peter Seitel stated that he did not support the use of the 

term ófolkloreô because of his view that it cannot and need not be defined (UNESCO 2001a: 

9). 

For those who have attempted a definition, ñófolkloreô is notoriously difficult to define with 

rigour, and the term now covers a broader field than it did when invented é linking many 

aspects of cultural traditions past and presentò (Simpson and Roud 2000: 1). However, we can 

pinpoint an exact moment when the term ófolkloreô was coined. In 1846, William Thoms, a 

civil servant and antiquarian, added a new word to the English language, published in a letter 

in the Athenaeum; ñwhat we in England designate as Popular Antiquities, or Popular Literature 
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(though by-the-bye it is more a Lore than a Literature, and would be most aptly described by a 

good Saxon compound, Folk-Lore ï the Lore of the people)ò (Thoms 1846). The popular 

antiquities intimated by Thoms had been a topic of inquiry since the seventeenth century4. The 

Victorian period saw the development of folklore in England, and according to Dorson (1969: 

202-265) a ógreat teamô was formed, consisting of Andrew Lang, George Laurence Gomme, 

Alfred Nutt, Edwin Sidney Hartland, Edward Clodd, and William Alexander Clouston. 

Between them they produced a range of publications and established the Folklore Society. 

Widdowson (2016: 258) has described a ólean periodô for folklore in England in the interwar 

years, and that the 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 Richard Dorson 

(1972) were moving folklore studies forward in the 1960s and 1970s, in England there was a 

ñremarkable burgeoning of research, publication, and institutional development of folklore 

studies from the 1960s up to the millenniumò (Widdowson 2016: 258). Despite this, much has 

been written about the ñ(relative) failure of the folklore paradigmò in England (Roper 2012: 

252). Opie (1957: 467) stated that ñthe fact is that England has the distinction of being so 

uninterested in itself that it has not yet even one full  time professional folkloristò and Dorson 

(1965: 241) observed that London lacked a central folklore institute and fraternity of lecturers, 

researchers, archivists, collectors and librarians present in other European metropolises. Nearly 

fifty  years later, a similar lament was provided by Jonathan Roper (2012: 252), ñEngland is 

perhaps the only European country without a national folklore archive or dedicated academic 

unit for the study and documentation of its folkloreò.5 This may partly explain why intangible 

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

 

 

 

                                                           
4  See John Aubrey (1687) Remaines of Gentilisme and Judaisme, a collection of rites and customs; Henry 

Bourne (1725) Antiquitates vulgares: or, the antiquities of the common people. Giving an account of several of 

their opinions and ceremonies; John Brand (1777) Observations on the popular antiquities of Great Britain: 

Including the Whole of Mr. Bourne's Antiquitates Vulgares; 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 sixty-five days, in past and present times; Robert Chambers (1863) 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 commencing at the University of Hertfordshire in 2019. 
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3.2.1.1 Folklore and ICH 

ñStorytelling, craftsmanship, rituals, dramas, and festivals are prime examples of the sort of 

representations targeted by the new international instrument of heritage policy. These used to 

be called folklore - a term that UNESCO has largely abandoned éò (Hafstein 2007: 77).  This 

change in definition developed slowly over several decades, and will be thoroughly examined 

in Section 3.4. As McCann et al. (2001: 60) explain ñthe term [ICH] makes sense within the 

administrative logic of UNESCOò. Some academics, such as Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 

(2006: 164) have intimated at acceptance of the term intangible heritage, ñpreviously and 

sometimes still called folkloreò. She had argued in Folkloreôs Crisis (1998: 282) that the 

discipline had been suffering from a ótopic driftô, that a gap was widening between the name 

of the field and what it now signified and that ñthose who presumably are dealing with folklore 

are uneasy with the designationò (ibid 281). It could be argued that the notion of óintangible 

cultural heritageô can be used to allay these concerns. 

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

Gimblett reject the term ófolkloreô because its intellectual history carries heavy political 

baggage. However, he argues that ñplacing folklore into historyôs dustbinò (ibid) is 

shortsighted, as problems with the term ófolkloreô can be extended to other concepts relevant 

to ICH. ñTerms culture and heritage are by no means value neutralò (ibid: 627). Indeed, the 

relationship between the terms ófolkloreô and óintangible heritageô has not always been an easy 

one, and certainly not all folklorists have welcomed the shift in terminology. This was evident 

at the Folklore Societyôs AGM conference 2015 ñFolklore Yesterday, Today and Tomorrowò, 

at the University of Sheffield. This conference reflected on the current state of folklore studies 

and from my own personal observation, there was a strong resistance to the encroachment of 

óintangible heritageô upon Folklore Studies. However, John Widdowson, a former President of 

the Folklore Society, appealed to keep an open mind: 

Attempts to designate the subject [folklore] as traditional culture, cultural tradition, 

vernacular culture, traditional heritage, cultural heritage, and traditional studies have 

largely arisen in response to the denigration of the word ófolkloreô by its detractors, 

especially in England, who wrongly associate it with bygone customs, superstitions, 

óold wivesô tales, and other apparent irrelevancies, as practised by the so-called ótwee 

and tweedyô, ótree huggersô, and the like, or alternatively as nationalistic. The recent 

UNESCO-sponsored term óintangible cultural heritageô has its merits é the UNESCO 

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) 

 

Whilst folklorist Dorothy Noyes (2015: 299) berates the fact that ñICH é has commandeered 

our fieldôs attention for the past decadeò, she concedes that many folklorists have become what 

John Kingdon calls ópolicy entrepreneursô or even ópolicy groupiesô, ñeager to be where the 

action isò within global initiatives (Noyes 2016: 339). Many folklorists were involved in the 

formation of the UNESCO Convention, and continue to sit on various committees and forums. 

 

3.2.2 Tradition 

When UNESCO (2018d) describes aspects of intangible heritage as ñinherited traditionsò, the 

term ótraditionô requires a deeper understanding. According to Brumann (2015: 414) ñcultural 

heritage overlaps with a number of other phenomena and terms, to the point of interchangeable 

usage é [including] traditionò, and Lowenthal (1998: 3) points out that ñmuch that was once 

termed history or tradition is now heritage é But neither history nor tradition ever commanded 

the ubiquitous reach that heritage has todayò. Nevertheless, it is relevant to briefly discuss 

ótraditionô, as the term influences folklore, intangible heritage, and the domain of traditional 

craftsmanship. Like the other notions explored in this chapter, ótraditionô is inescapably 

ambiguous (Noyes 2009: 234) and Raymond Williams (1983: 318), much like his views on 

ócultureô, considers that ñtradition in its most general modern sense is a particularly difficult 

wordò.  For Glassie (1995: 399) ñtradition é emerges as a swing term between culture and 

history, the missing piece necessary to the success of a cultural history that would bring 

anthropology and history, with folklore as the mediating agent, into productive allianceò. It 

was sociologist Edward Shils (1981: 12) who defined tradition broadly as ñanything which is 

transmitted or handed down from the past to the present . . . having been created through human 

actions . . . [of] thought and imagination, it is handed down from one generation to the nextò. 

This definition compliments the UNESCO definition 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), 

Bascom (1965), and Leach (1983). ñFolklore, to the anthropologist, is one of the important 



43 
 

parts that go to make up the culture of any given peopleò (Bascom 1965: 26). Culture is a 

central concept in anthropology and the term was first defined by Edward Tylor (1871: 1) as 

ñThe complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other 

capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of societyò. J.G Frazerôs The Golden 

Bough (1890) compared the religious beliefs, mythologies and social 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 about how much the term culture embraces. ñIt includes all the 

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 cabbage cut into sections, beetroot in vinegar, nineteenth-century Gothic churches and 

the music of Elgarò (Eliot 1948: 31). 

In the mid twentieth century, attempts were made by anthropologists to further the definition 

of ócultureô. The difficulty in such an undertaking was noted by Haring (1949: 26) who 

accepted that ñattempts to define such a term invite confusion no matter how impressive the 

logic invokedò. Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952) conducted a critical review of more than 150 

definitions of the concept of culture. 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 patterns, explicit 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 derived 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), Kroeberôs and Kluckhohnôs catalogue of definitions were futile. 

He suggests, rather, that while many anthropologists have urged that a definition of culture is 

required of their work, a precise definition is not empirically necessary. Borofsky (2001: 433) 

suggests instead that ñCulture, then, is not a set term ...Culture is what various people conceive 

it to be, and, as these definitions make clear, different people perceive it in different ways for 

different endsò.  

UNESCO did attempt to define culture as part of its inception in 1946. ñThe word Culture é 

is used broadly ...it embraces creative art, including literature and architecture as well as music 
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and the dance, painting and the other visual arts é Then it can be used in the sense of 

cultivation of the mind é And finally, it can be employed in the broadest sense of all, the 

anthropological or sociological one, as denoting the entire material and mental apparatus 

characteristic of a particular societyò (Huxley 1946: 26). This was updated in 1982 at the 

UNESCO Declaration on Cultural Policies in Mexico City. ñ[óCultureô is] the whole complex 

of distinctive spiritual, material, intellectual and emotional features that characterize 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, traditions and beliefsò (UNESCO 1982c). 

 

3.3 FROM HERITAGE TO INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE  

3.3.1 Defining Features of óHeritageô 

ñHeritage, as a concept, is problematicò (Herbert 1995: 8) as it can be can be ñanything you 

wantò (Hewison 1989: 5), and as such ñall attempts to define exactly what constitutes heritage 

have é met with failureò (Merriman 1991: 8). Harrison (2012: 3) shares a similar view, and 

reiterates that ñwe live in a time that is distinctive in the ways in which definitions of heritage 

have expanded to such an extent that almost anything can be perceived to be óheritageôò. 

Despite this 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). A defining feature of óheritageô is that it can be described as 

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 our own ótomorrowô (Harrison, 2012: 4). Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (1995: 369) 

believes that ñheritage produces something new in the present that has recourse to the pastò.  

However, for Spenneman (2007: 92) ñthe notion of ñpreserving the past for the futureò is so 

ubiquitous today that few 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 own befuddlementò. 

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 Convention. Another aspect of óheritageô is that of 

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, lumped together in novel ways under its 

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

visual patterns, religious paraphernalia, literature, and woodcarving traditions é the 

major use of heritage is to mobilize people and resources, to reform discourses, and to 

transform practices é Donôt be fooled by the talk of preservation: all heritage is 

change. 

 

3.3.2 Definitions of Intangible Cultural Heritage  

Intangible heritage has been defined by Logan as ñheritage that is embodied in people rather 

than in inanimate objectsò (cited in Ruggles and Silverman 2009: 1). This simple concept belies 

a more complex characterisation which has seen scholars and UNESCO search for a defining 

meaning. These definitions of intangible heritage have included languages, knowledge, 

knowhow, customs, and ideas (Lenzerini 2011: 102), knowledge skills and values 

(Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2004: 59), language, stories, art styles, music, dance, 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 traditional royal and popular rituals (Nas 2002: 139). To a 

certain extent the term óintangible heritageô is used for want of a better term. As Richard Kurin 

(2004a: 67) points out:  

The technical, somewhat awkward term óintangible cultural heritageô was selected 

because of the many difficulties cultural workers and scholars have encountered in an 

international, comparative context, with the use and misunderstanding of such terms as 

ófolkloreô, óoral heritageô, ótraditional cultureô, óexpressive cultureô, óway of lifeô, 

ófolklifeô, óethnographic cultureô, ócommunity-based cultureô, ócustomsô, óliving 

cultural heritageô, and ópopular cultureô.  

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

the link between tangible and intangible heritage. They should be considered to be two sides 

of the same coin, see Bouchenaki (2003), Kirshenblatt-Glimblett (2004), Nic Craith and Kockel 

(2015) and some scholars expound the view that there is no difference between tangible and 

intangible heritage. Smith (2006: 54) says ñIf heritage is a mentality, a way of knowing and 

seeing, then all heritage becomes, in a sense, óintangibleôò. Her thoughts are extended, see 

Andrews et al. (2007: 126), when she argues that heritage should not be defined by its 

materiality or immateriality, but rather by what is done with it in a broader cultural context. On 

these grounds all heritage is intangible, and Smith argues that ñheritage mediates cultural and 

social change through the continual construction and negotiation of identity, place, and 

memoryò (Smith cited in Andrews et al. 2007: 126).  
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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 linked. Mounir Bouchenaki 

(2003: 2), the Assistant Director General for Culture, UNESCO, stated that there is ña 

symbiotic relationship between the tangible and the intangible. The intangible heritage should 

be regarded as the larger framework within which tangible heritage takes on shape and 

significanceò. Appadurai (cited in Munjeri 2004: 18) says that intangible heritage ñis a tool 

through which the tangible heritage could be defined and expressed [thus] transforming inert 

landscapes of objects and monuments turning them into living archives of cultural valuesò. 

Arizpe (2004: 131) has a similar point in that ñwe must acknowledge that all human 

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

drive people to create tangible or performative heritageò.  

Tangible and intangible heritage are thus ófluidô and óinseparableô and the creation of categories 

artificially separates them (Ardouin cited in Andrews et al. 2007: 125). Alivizatou (2008: 47) 

berates the óinstitutional dichotomyô which has emerged. Although recent developments at 

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 post-war desire for lasting peace and international 

cooperation. In November 1945, governments from thirty-seven 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 place soon after (Singh 2011: 12). In its Preamble it states that ñthe wide 

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 

fulfil  in a spirit of mutual assistance and concernò (UNESCO 1945). From the start cultural 

heritage was included in UNESCOôs Purposes and Functions as found in Article 1, Paragraph 
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2 (c). ñBy assuring the conservation and protection of the worldôs inheritance of books, works 

of art and monuments of history and science, and recommending to the nations concerned the 

necessary international conventionsò (UNESCO 1945). With a headquarters in Paris, and 65 

field offices, institutes and National Commissions in almost every country, it is a large and 

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

supported. 

Singh (2011: 83) notes that ñin most peopleôs minds, the acronym UNESCO evokes something 

about cultureò. For a detailed discussion of the history of the cultural element of the 

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 (known 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 led to UNESCO seeking alternative concepts of cultural heritage. ñThe fact that the 

World Heritage Convention neglected an important part of cultural heritage was considered 

from its adoption a shortcoming of international regimes focusing on protection of cultural 

heritageò (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 ófolkloreô and ótraditional cultureô, forms of cultural heritage not covered 

by the World Heritage Convention. This in turn led to the formation of the term óintangible 

cultural heritageô by UNESCO, and it is this background that the first section of this chapter 

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 (2007), Blake (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 (2001: 42-56), a consultant in the Intangible 

Cultural Heritage Unit at UNESCO, discussed 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) states that ñthe reflection on what was formerly known as ófolkloreô by UNESCO was an 

important stage in the shift toward the idea of intangible heritageò. She suggests that the history 

of folklore within UNESCO can be divided into two phases, separated by a shift in the 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 early part of the 1970s. 

 

3.4.3 Folklore Policy at UNESCO: 1973 - 1979 

On 24th 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 folk 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 

committee entitled ñDesirability of Providing Protection for Folklore at the International 

Levelò (UNESCO 1971). The study defined folklore as ñan impersonal, oral and traditional 

artistic creationò. It suggests that ñLegal protection of folklore is necessary today in view of 

(a) the increased importance of this cultural heritage, (b) the dangers which threaten it, and (c) 

the consequences attendant on the damage it suffersò (UNESCO 1971: 3).  

In July 1977, the Director-General convened a Committee of Experts on the Legal 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 essentially cultural, 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 protection of folklore, 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 questionnaire on the protection of folklore (CL/2670), was circulated by the Secretariat to 

UNESCO member states, and received seventy-one 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 Mondiacult, between 26 July ï 6 August in Mexico City. 

According to UNESCO (UNESCO 2017a), it was one of the first times that the term óintangible 

heritageô was officially used. The Mexico Declaration makes clear in its definition of cultural 

heritage that it ñincludes both tangible and intangible works through which the creativity of 

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

literature, works of art, archives and librariesò (UNESCO 1982b: 43). A number of delegates 

also emphasised that the heritage of buildings should not be the main object of attention (1982b: 

30). In the same year as Mondiacult, UNESCO set up a óCommittee of Experts on the 

Safeguarding of Folkloreô and created a special óSection for the Non-Physical Heritageô 

(Bouchenaki 2004: 7). The Committee of Experts meeting was significant because 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 intellectual property 

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 Safeguarding of Folklore 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, and ñit may be felt that a recommendation would be a more flexible method and 

might be better suited to the complexity of the problems dealt with in this studyò (UNESCO 

1985: 28). According to Lauri Honko (UNESCO 1987: 21), in his capacity as an advisor to 

UNESCO, a recommendation was not an inferior choice. ñA recommendation passed by the 

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 

developmentsò. And so, at the twenty-fourth session of the General Conference 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 

recommendation.  
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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 Folklore. It suggested that 

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 action taken (UNESCO 1989: 3). 

There were positive reactions to the Recommendation, including Honko (1992: 3), who felt 

that ñit certainly opens up broader vistas than nationally or regionally oriented folklorists have 

been used to. It calls for cooperation on the widest possible scale ...ò, and McCann et al. (2001: 

57) said that it ñrepresents an historic step in the formulation of cultural heritage policy, one 

that moves the global family of nations significantly closer to a convention on the important 

topic it addressesò. 

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 in the Recommendation, ñICH is treated as an 

object to be disseminated to the public by various means such as mass media, publications, 

events and organisations, rather than as a form that requires transmission between generationsò. 

In 1997 at the UNESCO-WIPO World Forum on the Protection of Folklore, in Phuket, 

Thailand, Marc Denhez prepared a follow-up paper on the 1989 Recommendation on the 

Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folklore, which he described ñas the highest profile 

declaration on the importance of intangible heritage in the worldò (UNESCO-WIPO 1997: 2). 

He agreed that the Recommendation was limited, stating that ñtechnically speaking, under the 

exact wording of the Recommendation, UNESCO itself is not given any specific mandate, and 

the Recommendation imposes obligations on Member States, but provides no explanation of 

how to implement themò (UNESCO-WIPO 1997: 5). Furthermore, the UNESCO Secretariat 

sent a circular letter on 8th April 1991, asking countries about their follow-up to the 

Recommendation. Only six members replied and ñmost answers were so general as to be 

essentially meaninglessò (UNESCO-WIPO 1997: 7). Despite these issues, Janet Blake (2017: 

17) suggests that the 1989 Recommendation was significant because its very existence opened 

the way 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 intangible heritage. The workshops enabled participants to identify more 

clearly the problems and solutions for safeguarding and revitalising intangible heritage in 

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

and Central, South, Southeast and East Asia (Seitel 2001: 278). These seminars resulted in a 

conference held at the Smithsonian Institution in Washington D.C from 27th to 30th June 1999, 

entitled A Global Assessment of the 1989 Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional 

Culture and Folklore: Local Empowerment and International Cooperation. 37 participants 

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

He explains in the Preface that ñConference participants gathered in a wonderful spirit of 

intellectual and cultural fellowship. They discussed, debated, and deliberated upon both the 

similarities and differences in the ways to go about safeguarding traditional culture and 

folkloreò (Seitel 2001: ii i). Janet Blake (2001c: 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 emphasis on the scientific community, a too narrow definition, and a failure to 

safeguard folklore through the social and economic empowerment of its creators. ñIn sum, no 

existing Convention, Recommendation, or other UNESCO text fully addresses the needs of 

safeguarding folklore éò  (ibid: 153). 

A óQuestionnaire on the Application of the Recommendationô was issued to Member States in 

1994 in order to assess its impact. Richard Kurin (2001a: 30), in discussing the results, stated 

that ñit would not appear that the Recommendation is high on the agenda of the international 

community. Only a small majority of responding nations were aware of the Recommendationò, 

but also that ñthe result of this survey is cause for optimism. There is a perceived need for much 

to do in the traditional culture and folklore field. There is a basis for moving ahead with national 

and international policiesò (Kurin 2001a: 33). 

 

3.4.6 Intangible Heritage Policy at UNESCO: 1990s 

In 1992, UNESCO conducted a scientific evaluation of all activities carried out over the two 

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

the program ñNon-Physical Cultural Heritageò was modified to ñIntangible Cultural Heritageò 

(Aikawa 2001: 14). On 16-17 June 1993, the International Consultation on New Perspectives 

for UNESCOôs Programme: The Intangible Cultural Heritage, took place at the Organisationôs 
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Headquarters. The purpose of this consultation was twofold: firstly, to advise UNESCO on the 

new directions 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 observations were made at 

the Consultation, but also that ñthe action taken by UNESCO was too widely dispersed and 

that the limited resources of the Organization were scattered between too many disparate 

actions: languages, oral traditions, traditional knowledge, techniques, games, rituals, music, 

dance, theatre etc. with no fixed order of priorityò (UNESCO 1993b Annexe VII: 3). 

In June 1993, a formal proposal to establish a UNESCO system of ñLiving Cultural Propertiesò 

was made by the Republic of Korea in a letter to the UNESCO 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 Human Treasures in their respective countries. The 

UNESCO Secretariat was invited to compile a list of óliving cultural propertiesô (living human 

treasures) submitted by Member States and hoped that UNESCO could, as a next step, institute 

it as a óworld listô (UNESCO 1993a: 9). The establishment of a system of Living Human 

Treasures was aimed at encouraging Member States to take measures to safeguard traditional 

culture at all levels (UNESCO 2002g: 8). According to Park (2013: 22) ñthe LHT system must 

be considered a milestone in the development of the concept and implementation of ICH 

safeguarding systemsò in that it significantly raised awareness of the role of communities and 

the importance of transmitting ICH.  

Another important stride in the expansion of the definition 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 it had been defined in the Venice Charter in 1964. In an 

examination of the deliberations at the conference, she explains how the dominant óWesternô 

perspectives of international heritage were challenged, and how they had diverged from the 

methodology and philosophy of heritage conservation in óthe Eastô. The outcome of the 

conference was the adoption of the Nara Document on Authenticity, which, inter alia, states 

that ñAll cultures and societies are rooted in the particular forms and means of tangible and 

intangible expression which constitute their heritage, and these should be respectedò (ICOMOS 

1994: 46). 
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Further to the Nara Document in 1994, was the Report of the World Commission on Culture 

and Development, óOur Cultural Diversityô, which stated that ñthe intangible had for long been 

ignored heritage. Ways of life have been ignored because they are simple formatsò (cited in 

Munjeri 2004:13).  Another intangible heritage action which occurred in the mid 1990s was an 

initiative by Spanish writer Juan Goytisolo, and 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 Jemaa el-Fna square in Marrakesh, Morocco, from 

local authority development plans. 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 International Consultation on the Preservation of Popular Cultural Spaces was held 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 

concept 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 follow-up to the Marrakesh consultation, the Moroccan 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 of Humanity  

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 the importance of 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 intangible heritage to be proclaimed as a masterpiece was 

entrusted to a jury of a maximum of eight members designated by the Director-General of 

UNESCO, in consultation with Member States. Each Member State was allowed to submit a 

single example every two years (UNESCO 1998b). The Masterpieces programme sought 

models of ICH with outstanding value and the checklist for nominations had forty-nine criteria. 

They were categorised into two domains; cultural spaces, and forms of popular or traditional 

cultural expression. The first proclamation took place in 2001 ï this 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 

proclamations in 2003, and 43 in 2005. More 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 successful 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: 139) suggested that ñThe initiative is important é 

in that it explicitly recognizes the value of the collective memory of peoples and the inventory 

of human cultural phenomenaò, both Park and Alivizatou point to several flaws, including the 

perceived hierarchy to which the term Masterpieces alludes, with an implication that 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 elements of ICH, and 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 convention and did not have an executive committee. It 

was ña relatively weak programme established on a slight foundationò. Richard Kurin (2002: 

145), in response to Nas, had an insider perspective as a member of the jury to choose the first 

examples. He admitted that he was a ñskeptical participantò and that the prospect of defining 

and identifying cultural expressions to promote was ódauntingô. His concerns included the 

politics involved in the selection process, suggesting that ñCulture defined and selected by 

national governments may not be the best basis for deliberative and dispassionate 

considerationò (ibid: 145).  

However, the Director-General of UNESCO, Koïchiro Matsuura, believed that the 

Proclamation programme achieved its objectives, in that it raised awareness 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 Director-General in 1999 which was the strongest impetus to the development of intangible 

cultural heritage. He chose intangible heritage as one of the eight priority programmes for 

UNESCO (Aikawa-Faure 2009: 22). In his own words, he accepted that ñit was urgent to act 

to preserve a fragile heritage that was often under threat of extinction and which had not, until 

then, enjoyed sufficient sustained attention from our Organizationò (UNESCO 2006: 2). 
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3.4.8 The Formation of the 2003 UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible 

Cultural Heritage  

The deficiencies 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.  According to Blake 

(2016: 18), the 2003 Convention ñcaught the international zeitgeist of the time and contributed 

towards a paradigm shift that was occurring é in the field of cultural heritageò.  The process 

from the 1997 Proclamation to the 2003 Convention, as examined by 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 safeguarding principles with would be formed into a new 

convention. The initial impetus for this process was aided by the international conference, A 

Global Assessment of the 1989 Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture 

and Folklore: Local Empowerment and International Cooperation, jointly 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 the safeguarding of traditional culture and folklore. 

At the 30th Session of the UNESCO General Conference in Paris, 26 October to 17 November 

1999, 30 C/Resolution 25 Section B, para. 2(a) (iii) ñSafeguard and revitalization of the 

tangible and intangible heritageò, included carrying out a preliminary study on the advisability 

of regulating internationally, through a new standard-setting 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 

replies provided 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 Table: ñIntangible Cultural Heritage ï Working Definitionsò held in 

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 Francioni which focused on the scope 
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of ICH and working definitions.6 At Turin, UNESCO accepted that they needed to revisit the 

definition of óintangible cultural heritageô being used by Member States, inter-governmental 

and non-governmental organisations. Francesco Francioni presented a draft definition of 

intangible cultural heritage that could be used for the purpose of an ñinstrumentò or 

ñconventionò (UNESCO 2001b: 17). 

Peoplesô learned processes along with the knowledge, skills and creativity that inform 

and are developed 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 important 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 the 161st 

Session in Paris where it was decided to proceed with the preparation of a new standard-setting 

instrument. This momentum was carried forward at the 31st session of the UNESCO General 

Conference, in October/November 2001. In preparation, a Report on the Preliminary Study on 

the Advisability of Regulating Internationally, through a new standard-setting instrument, the 

Protection of Traditional Culture and Folklore, based on a report by Janet Blake 7, was 

submitted to the General Conference for consideration (UNESCO 2001c). The resulting 

decision established ñthat the question should be regulated by means of an international 

conventionò (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 Domains for an 

International Convention convened in Rio de Janeiro in January 2002. In addressing the 

meeting, Koïchiro Matsuura, Director-General of UNESCO, reminded those present that 2002 

had been proclaimed by the United Nations the International Year for Cultural Heritage, 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 anthropologists, ethnologists, historians and lawyers 

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

                                                           
6 Arizpe, L. 2001. Intangible cultural heritage: perceptions and enactments; Seitel, P. 2001a. Proposed 

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 advisability of developing a standard-setting instrument for the protection of 

intangible cultural heritage 
7 Blake, J. 2001b ñPreliminary Study into the Advisability of Developing a New Standard-setting Instrument for 

the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (ñTraditional Culture and Folkloreò)ò 
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on ICH. As described in a Progress Report for the 164th Session, 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 protecting such 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 convention. Key issues were addressed including the possibility 

of following the model of the 1972 Convention, and the ólistô system was accepted in principle 

(UNESCO 2002c: 2). The other Rio recommendation was that terminological issues be 

addressed, which occurred in June 2002 at the Expert meeting on ñIntangible Cultural Heritage 

- Establishment of a Glossaryò. This was based upon a set of 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 Netherlands at the meeting, ñthe group of experts agreed 

that the Turin definition was too academic for the purposes of the Conventionò. It was thus 

defined: 

For the purposes of the present Convention, intangible cultural heritage means the 

practices and representations ï together with their necessary knowledge, skills, 

instruments, objects, artefacts and places ï that are recognized 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 response to their environment 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 the Second meeting of the select drafting group of a 

preliminary international convention on Intangible Cultural Heritage, in June 2002, where 

Subgroup 1 established that the definition included four domains:  

¶ Oral expressions, 
¶ Performing arts, 
¶ Social practices, rituals, festive events, and  

¶ Knowledge and practices about nature. 
             (UNESCO 2002e) 

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

Heritage, mirror of cultural diversity discussed 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 2002, The First session of the Intergovernmental Meeting of Experts on the 

Preliminary Draft Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was 

attended by 281 experts from 120 Member States, 10 experts from three Permanent Observer 

Missions to UNESCO, and representatives of interregional and international governmental and 

non-governmental organizations. The participants were invited to ñdefine the scope and to take 

forward the work on the preliminary draft of an international conventionò (UNESCO 2002f). 

Five months later in February 2003, the Second session of the Intergovernmental Meeting of 

Experts on the Preliminary Draft Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural 

Heritage occurred in Paris. Here, a consensus emerged on three important issues: 

¶ the purposes 
¶ the definitions of the terms ñintangible cultural heritageò and ñsafeguardingò 

¶ 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 the creation of a fifth domain, 

that of ótraditional craftsmanshipô, which was suggested by several countries as part of a 

Compilation of Amendments from Member States Concerning the Convention for the 

Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. Colombia stated that it ñis not clear where 

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 intangible heritageò (UNESCO 2003e: 24). Belgium, Spain, 

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

created and removed from the social practicesô domain.8  

                                                           
8 Belgium: Keep crafts separate from social practices. (UNESCO 2003e: 25) Spain: New subparagraph (e) ñskills 
and practices in the field of crafts, and traditional technologies used in transforming natural productsò. (UNESCO 

2003e: 26) Italy: Add a new subparagraph (e) ñtraditional craftsmanshipò. (UNESCO 2003e: 26) Spain: The 

content of the Annex needs to be rearranged. Explanation: paragraphs 3 and 4 contain a listing of items of the 

intangible cultural heritage 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 propose keeping craft 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 paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Annex (in 
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The Intersessional Working Group of government experts on the Preliminary Draft Convention 

for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage met at UNESCO Headquarters from 

22 to 30 April 2003 and considered the articles concerning: 

¶ the nature, composition and functions of the Committee 
¶ the List of Intangible 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 
¶ the form and content of international assistance 

¶ the Conventionôs general provisions                                                           (UNESCO 2003f) 
 

 

The results of this meeting were presented in the Preliminary Draft, which served as a basis for 

discussion at the Third Intergovernmental Meeting of Experts which convened in June 2003. It 

was noted that it had fulfilled its mandate, which was ñto define the scope and to take forward 

the work on the preliminary draft of an international conventionò (UNESCO 2003c: 1), and 

therefore unanimously adopted a recommendation expressing its satisfaction with the results 

achieved. The meeting informed the Director-General that the text of the preliminary draft 

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

On 17th October 2003 UNESCOôs General Assembly adopted the Convention for the 

Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. Mohammed Bedjaoui, who chaired the 

intergovernmental expertsô meetings to draft the text, stated that ñDespite all its complexity, 

this concept of intangible cultural heritage has affirmed and finally imposed itself on all of us 

as a key concept in understanding the cultural identity of peoples é Every word of this 

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 

the traditions and knowledge of peoplesò (UNESCO 2003g). 

                                                           
paragraph 4, it appears in the name of ñtextile knowledgeò) and these two paragraphs need to be rearranged. Craft 

skill as such constitutes a category of heritage and should be treated independently. We propose to add to Article 

2.2: ñ(d) craft skillò. (UNESCO 2003e: 113) China: Add new paragraph 5: ñTraditional craftsmanshipò. 

(UNESCO 2003e: 113) Italy: Add new paragraph 5: ñTraditional craftsmanship relating to: textiles such as silk, 

cotton, wool (sewing, dyeing, embroidery and motifs); wood (lathe-turning, carpentry, wood sculpture); iron 

(ironwork, cutlery), stone (stonecutting, mosaics); paper (paper manufacture, dyeing); ceramics and pottery; 

precious metals and stones; food and drink (cookery, wine).ò As these have been included in the new paragraph 

5, the words ñculinary artsò, ñsilk culture and crafts (production (fabrication), sewing, dyeing, cloth designs; wood 

carving; textilesò should be deleted from paragraph 3. (UNESCO 2003e: 113) Uganda: What is meant by the 

expression ñthe intangible cultural heritageò lies at the heart of the whole convention. Efforts should therefore be 

made to make it as clear as possible. é.. (a) forms of oral expression, including: ... (b) the performing arts, 

including: ... (c) social practices, rituals and festival events, including: ... (d) knowledge and practices about nature, 

including: ... (e) traditional craftsmanship, including: ...ò (UNESCO 2003e: 24) 
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Table 3.1 A Summary of the Formation of the 2003 Convention   

DATE LOCATION MEETING 

14/17-03-2001 Turin, Italy International Round Table: Intangible Cultural Heritage, 

Working Definitions 

 

28-05-2001/13-

06-2001 

Paris, France UNESCO. Executive Board; 161st session; 2001 

 

15-10-2001/02-

11-2001 

Paris, France UNESCO. General Conference; 31st session; 2001 

22/24-01-2002 Rio de Janeiro Expert meeting on ñIntangible Cultural Heritage: Priority 

Domains for an International Conventionò 

 

20/22-03-2002 Paris, France First meeting of the select drafting group of a preliminary 

international convention on intangible cultural heritage 

 

21/30-05-2002 Paris, France UNESCO. Executive Board; 164th session; 2002 

10/12-06-2002 Paris, France Expert meeting on ñIntangible Cultural Heritage - 

Establishment of a Glossaryò 

 

13/15-06-2002 Paris, France Second meeting of the select drafting group of a 

preliminary international convention on Intangible 

Cultural Heritage 

 

16/17-09-2002 Istanbul, 

Turkey 

Third Round Table of Ministers of Culture: the intangible 

cultural heritage, a mirror of cultural diversity 

 

23/27-09-2002 

 

Paris, France First session of the Intergovernmental Meeting of Experts 

on the Preliminary Draft Convention for the 

Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage 

 

24-02-2003/01-

03-2003 

 

Paris, France 

 

Second session of the Intergovernmental Meeting of 

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 on 

the Preliminary Draft Convention for the Safeguarding of 

the Intangible Cultural Heritage 

 

02/14-06-2003 Paris, France 

 

Third session of the Intergovernmental Meeting of 

Experts on the Preliminary Draft Convention for the 

Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage 

 

15-09-2003/15-

10-2003 

Paris, France UNESCO. Executive Board; 167th session; 2003 

Data from: https://ich.unesco.org/en/events?meeting_id=00047 

 

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 ratification. 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, which is 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 the Convention defines óintangible cultural heritageô as: 

The practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, skills - as well as the 

instruments, objects, artefacts and cultural spaces associated therewith - that 

communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals recognise 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 environments, their 

interaction with nature and their history, and provides them with a sense of identity and 

continuity, thus promoting respect 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 in the build-up to the formation of the Convention, five domains were 

eventually fixed upon;  

¶ Oral traditions and expressions, including language as a vehicle of the intangible 

cultural heritage 
¶ Performing arts 
¶ Social practices, rituals and festive events 
¶ Knowledge and practices concerning nature and the universe 
¶ Traditional craftsmanship 

https://ich.unesco.org/index.php?lg=en&pg=00053
https://ich.unesco.org/index.php?lg=en&pg=00053
https://ich.unesco.org/index.php?lg=en&pg=00054
https://ich.unesco.org/index.php?lg=en&pg=00055
https://ich.unesco.org/index.php?lg=en&pg=00056
https://ich.unesco.org/index.php?lg=en&pg=00057
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However, the domains are intended to be inclusive rather than exclusive and UNESCO accepts 

that states may use different criteria, systems or sub-categories.  

 

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 and elects the 24 

members of 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 the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible 

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 Committee reports activities 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 plan for the 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 Assembly; 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 Non-Governmental Organisations  

Non-governmental organisations have an important role to play in the implementation of the 

Convention. The Committee proposes to the General Assembly the accreditation of NGOs 

https://ich.unesco.org/index.php?lg=en&pg=00028
https://ich.unesco.org/index.php?lg=en&pg=00028
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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 2003a). According to Blake (2015: 14) ñNGOs 

can play an important role é as the mediators and óbridgesô between various actors. Many 

specialised NGOs not only have an excellent understanding of the Convention and relevant 

expertise which situates them well to play a role in the implementation of the Conventionò.  In 

Italy, NGOs have helped to develop ICH accreditation. Broccolini (2013: 294) sees this as a 

positive response against the Italian stateôs óbureaucratizationô of the ICHC implementation 

process, where 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, exchange 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 Netherlands, the Dutch Centre 

for Intangible Cultural Heritage and the International Federation of Thanatologists 

Associations ï IFTA. NGOs are also accredited from countries which have not ratified the 

Convention. For instance, from the United Kingdom, Museums Galleries Scotland, 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 Canada and Conseil 

québécois du patrimoine vivant. 

 

3.5.2.4 Funding 

Article 7(c) of the Convention requests the Committee to óprepare and submit to the General 

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

Heritage Fund, in accordance with Article 25ô (UNESCO 2017b). The Fund substantially 

replicates the World Heritage Fund mechanism (Forrest 2010: 383) and is at ñthe very heart of 

the Conventionò as it provides a stable financial arrangement and requires a commitment from 

the international community in a show of solidarity (Blake 2003: 409). In 2008, the General 

Assembly agreed to set that contribution at 1% of the States Partiesô contribution to the regular 

budget of UNESCO. Funding also occurs at a national level. Using the 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. The General Assembly 
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approved the plan for the use of the resources of the Fund for the period 1 January 2018 to 31 

December 2019 (Resolution 7.GA 8) for 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 Safeguarding Intangible Cultural Heritage ñrepresent a set of 

overarching aspirational principles that are widely accepted as constituting good practices for 

governments, organizations and individuals directly or indirectly affecting intangible cultural 

heritage in order to ensure its viability, thereby recognizing its contribution to peace and 

sustainable developmentò (UNESCO 2017i). 

In 2015, an óExpert meeting on a model code of ethics for intangible cultural heritageô met in 

Valencia, Spain, where a two-track process was 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 officially accepted 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 National Level  

 

3.5.3.1 Role of States Parties  

 

The ónational levelô in the Convention is represented in Article 11 which states that ñEach State 

Party should take the necessary measures to ensure the safeguarding of the intangible cultural 

heritage present in its territoryò and ñidentify and define the various elements of the intangible 

cultural heritage present in its territory, with the participation of communities, groups and 

relevant non-governmental organizationsò (UNESCO 2003a). For States to be able to identify 

elements of intangible heritage it was decided that a system of óinventoriesô would be created 

at the national level.  

 

https://ich.unesco.org/en/decisions/7.GA/8
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3.5.3.2 Inventories  

The creation of inventories was established in Article 12 of the Convention ñto ensure 

identification with a 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 be regularly updatedò (UNESCO 2003a). Lists itemise 

culture, as Hafstein (2009: 105) clearly states, and Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (2004: 57) accepts 

that the list is ñthe most visible, least costly, and most conventional way to ódo somethingô - 

something symbolic ï about neglected communities and traditionsò. Park (2013: 182) explains 

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 customary rules regarding access to certain kinds of sacred and secret 

ICH. According to Kuutma (2007: 8) ñit should not be a órescueô campaign, but rather an 

identification of living practices that define the local community in the modern interpretation 

of past practicesò.  She goes on to suggest important issues for the communities involved, 

including a desire for state recognition, pride in local identity and opportunities to voice 

different ethnic concerns, whilst also acknowledging that communities are not homogeneous 

entities and therefore consensus may be challenging. 

In March 2005, an óExpert meeting on inventorying Intangible Cultural Heritageô was held in 

Paris, to study various inventory making methodologies and to debate issues in preparing the 

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 issues which arose in its drafting 

in 2002. Firstly, there was a fear of establishing a óheritage listô for ICH which might lead to 

an excessive number being listed. Secondly the use of the terminology was a concern. As 

Forrest (2010: 378) explains, in a bid to avoid the creation of a hierarchy of intangible heritage 
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terms such as ótreasureô, óexceptionalô, óoutstandingô, óuniversalô, ómasterpieceô, and óworldô 

were rejected in favour of the term órepresentativeô. The third issue raised was the need to avoid 

confusion between the use of the terms ólistô, óinventoryô and óregisterô. Hafstein (2009: 98) 

recounts the Intergovernmental Meeting of Experts on the Preliminary Draft Convention in 

June 2003, at which he was present, where there was a divide between states that wanted 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 

excellence. It was argued that a óList of Treasuresô would too closely resemble the World 

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, Blake raises the fourth issue which argued that the model of the 1972 

Convention should be substantially changed in that ñit is the cultural significance of ICH that 

is to be celebrated and safeguarded by this Convention and reflects a one important way in 

which the 1972 model has been adapted to suit the needs of ICHò (Blake 2003: 409). 

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 Need of Urgent 

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 is ñto ensure better visibility of the intangible cultural heritage and 

awareness of its significance, and to encourage dialogue which respects cultural diversityò 

(UNESCO 2003a). In December 2005, an expert meeting held in Paris debated the criteria for 

inscription on the Representative List, whereby 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 diversity on the List, and be compatible with human rights instruments. The 

meeting also discussed the notion of a ósunset clauseô, to limit the duration of inscriptions. It 

was noted that the main objective of the List is to increase the visibility of ICH and raise 

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). In November 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 Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding is introduced in 

Article 17 ñwith a view to taking appropriate safeguarding measures, the Committee shall 

establish, keep up to date and publish a List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent 

Safeguarding, and shall inscribe such heritage on the List at the request of the State Party 

concernedò (UNESCO 2003a). The submitting State Party has to demonstrate that an element 

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 survive without 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 countries (UNESCO 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 ósafeguardingô and óprotectionô in that the latter is more defensive in 

nature.  

The Register 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 example of The Regional 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 years, have been collaborating with other entities 

to help safeguard their practices for future generations (UNESCO 2017g). 

 

 3.6 AN EVALUATION AND CRITIQUE OF THE 2003 CONVENTION   
 

According to Aykan (2014: 2) ñthe ICH Convention ... is not without its problemsò. He is not 

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), and Foster 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 safeguarding governance (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 conference, the Chengdu 

International Conference on Intangible Cultural Heritage in Celebration of the Tenth 

Anniversary of UNESCOôs Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural 

Heritage. This was held in Chengdu, China from 14 to 16 June 2013. The conference discussed 

the achievements of the Convention, including the swift pace of ratification, how it has 

transformed global understandings of ICH and its safeguarding, and how it introduced new 

terminology and definitions which have since gained global prominence which ñhas established 

a fundamentally new paradigmò (UNESCO 2013a). However, it was noted that there are 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, the Evaluation of UNESCOôs Standard setting Work of the Culture Sector 

Part I ï 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage FINAL 

REPORT October 2013 was published, which evaluated the ratification of the Convention; 

integration of the provisions of the Convention 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 cultural 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 Heritage is today recognized as a valuable and integral part of 

peopleôs cultural heritage.                                                         

                                   (UNESCO 2013c: 6) 

 

         The report also accepted that there was still work to be done.  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 expected periodic 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: acknowledging the over-importance 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 nationally 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, there has 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 budgetary issues.  

 

3.6.1 ICH Terminology 

Richard Kurin (2001b: 42) believes that the ICH concept ñhas suffered the problem of 

vagueness long associated with the term ócultureô. óHeritageô and óintangibleô just compound 

the difficultyò and that ñit is hard to imagine the term óintangible cultural heritageô sliding off 

the tongue of any laureatesò. The Turin Roundtable on Working Definitions admitted that the 

term óintangible heritageô was problematic and not necessarily the most adequate expression 

because tangible heritage has chronologically preceded intangible heritage in the history of 

UNESCO programmes. However, it was stressed that the term óintangible heritageô avoids the 

problem of the conservative meanings associated with the term ótraditionô, and that óheritageô 

implies tradition and intergenerational transmission (UNESCO 2001a: 12). Hafstein (2014: 

112) concedes that ñin spite of its etymological roots in bureaucrateseò, the term had rapidly 

gained acceptance, and Marc Jacobs, in an interview with Carvalho and Barata (2017: 168) 

expressed his liking of the neutrality of the term intangible cultural heritage. This is in contrast 

with ópopular cultureô and ófolk cultureô which he believes suffer from the political 

connotations linked with extremist parties. 

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, irony, self-

fulfilling prophecies, hindsight and procrastination. Kurin (2004a: 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 ñcultural forms as rap music, Australian cricket, modern dance, 

post-modernist architectural knowledge, and karaoke barsò. Although ñsuch a definition may 

seem all-embracing, ... it is not without its problems ï particularly in relation to language, 

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

heritage to be valued in and of itselfò (Nic Craith 2008: 57). 
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3.6.2 Safeguarding  

The UNESCO Convention defines safeguarding as ñmeasures aimed at ensuring the viability 

of the intangible cultural heritage, including the identification, documentation, research, 

preservation, protection, promotion, enhancement, transmissionò (UNESCO 2003a). This 

definition is open to critique. For instance, Nic Eoin and King (2013: 656) make the point that 

ñat no point in the Convention is it discussed whether these measures are mutually inclusive, 

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 

considered ósafeôò. Another issue of safeguarding is that of competition, ownership and control. 

For instance, Lidija Nikoļeviĺ (2012), from her position as an ethnologist on the Committee 

for Intangible Cultural Heritage in Croatia, describes the tensions between communities of bell 

ringers resulting from inscription to the UNESCO Representative List. Miscommunication 

during the process led to one community, the Halubaj bell-ringers, claiming sole official 

recognition, creating discontent amongst the other communities which were also part of the 

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

she said, ñThis is one of the paradoxes of the paradigm because if a phenomenon is living, it 

doesnôt require preservation; if it vanished, preservation will not help, and is not of interest to 

the approachò (Nikoļeviĺ 2012: 60).  Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (2004: 56) also argues that if a 

cultural phenomenon is ñtruly vital, it does not need safeguarding; if it is almost dead, 

safeguarding will not helpò. 

 

3.6.3 State v Communities   

Kurin (2001b: 42) asks the question, ñIs it more important to safeguard vanishing or fragile 

traditions than popular, vital ones? To preserve the tradition, it is necessary to preserve the 

ability of people to practise itò. At the heart of the debate lies the role of communities within 

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

73; 2019: 17-35). Article 15 of the Convention focuses on the participation of communities, 

groups and individuals within the framework of its safeguarding activities. It states that ñeach 

State Party shall endeavour to ensure the widest possible participation of communities, groups 

and, where appropriate, individuals that create, maintain and transmit such heritage, and to 

involve them actively in its managementò (UNESCO 2003a). This was seen as a profound shift 

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 role in recognising such traditions as 

óheritageô and in safeguarding them (Adell et al. 2015: 10). However, as the 2013 Evaluation 

Report stipulates ñAlthough community participation is at the heart of this Convention, it has 

proven to be one of the most challenging aspects in its implementation, and one area with a lot 

of room for improvementò. These challenges begin with the wording of the Convention, which 

Blake (2015: 17) argues does not specify how communities are supposed to effectively 

influence government policy, and according to Smeets and Deacon (2016: 35) ñno formal 

processes have been set up to involve communities concerned in the examination system, and 

increasingly complicated forms make it difficult for communities é to manage the drafting of 

nomination files without external assistanceò. 

Since it is written into the Convention that implementation is operated through States Parties 

there is a criticism that an excessive focus on sovereignty and óState-centrismô weakens its 

reach (Lixinski 2013: 52, 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 ICH policies in France. One of his observations was that ñselection of the cultural 

elements é often leads to struggles between the local and the national levelsò. In a highly 

centralised state, the French Ministry of Culture is the predominant actor involved in the ICH 

process and ñno proper relations with local actors and ñtradition bearersò have been built up 

yetò (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, or as Mountcastle (2010: 355) states, ñPlacing in the hands of states the duty 

of safeguarding threatened intangible cultural heritage of, say, ethnic minorities, is like putting 

a fox in the henhouseò. Aykan (2014: 5) agrees that State parties are still the leading actors in 

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 proposed as intangible heritage, often at 

the expense of minority groups, whose versions are rejected as óinauthenticô. In this instance, 

Nevruz (as a State-sponsored version) is legitimised as a UNESCO approved listing, 

representing Turkeyôs national heritage (Aykan 2014: 13). However, as Aykan (ibid) notes, 

ñstateless Kurds, as ethnic minorities divided between several countries, cannot be represented 

in UNESCOôs state-centered heritage system, and thus do not have the opportunity to nominate 

Newroz for the intangible heritage listsò. 
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Mountcastle (2010: 348) contends that states have used the ICH Convention in a cynical way 

ñto further policies of cultural domination and even eradicationò. Using Tibetan intangible 

heritage as an example, he suggests that the Chinese sanctioned listing of three forms of Tibetan 

ICH is ñless an act of cultural preservation than it is one of cultural expropriationò (ibid: 354).  

And therefore, the Chinese recognition of the idea of cultural rights by way of ratification of 

the 2003 Convention 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 nominations which were present in 

both nations. She notes that ñby presenting the nation as an ethnic community that gathers 

around its heritage, States seek to appropriate a practice by associating it to the nation as a 

whole. This is particularly problematic in cases in which a tradition is shared by groups 

scattered across national boundariesò. Although against the óspiritô of the Convention, 

Bortolotto (2016: 54) charges UNESCO with endorsing boundaries that separate 

transnationally-distributed communities of practice.  

 

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 Convention. As Park (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) suggests that ñRecognition by UNESCO and 

national authorities é very often elicits a response that people themselves describe variously 

as pride, confidence, self-respect, or self-beliefò. However, lists are inherently problematic 

(Hafstein 2009; Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2004). Park (2013:166) observes that the Convention 

does not precisely define the format of the inventories and Kurin asks whether inventories are 

the best method of safeguarding as ñListing is a somewhat 19th century form of social science 

activity é On its own it is a cumbersome data collection activity with no practical 

consequencesò (Kurin 2003a: 2). 

Nevertheless, inventories were chosen by UNESCO as the primary method of recording 

intangible heritage. After a 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 other areas of the World. ñBy admitting cultural 

forms associated with royal courts and state-sponsored temples, as long as they are not 

European, the intangible heritage list preserves the division between the West and the restò 

(Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2004: 57).  

How are decisions made regarding which aspects of culture are more óworthyô of attention than 

others? In the case of intangible heritage, the nomination need only be órepresentativeô. Jacobs 

classes the Representative List as óworld heritage lightô, and argues that the meaning of 

órepresentativeô is vague. He suggests that the List is good at drawing attention, but not so good 

at safeguarding. ñThe Representative List has a negative effect in many cases. If you go and 

look, it has not helped the local communitiesò (Jacobs cited in Carvalho and Barata 2017: 170). 

The issue of listing as a poor method of safeguarding has been 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 ósalvageô the intangible heritage of the catchment affected by the damôs 

construction. 

In a situation where an entire landscape (and its constitutive culture) will be lost, 

mitigation (ósafeguardingô) é must account for impacts on daily practices, memories 

and narratives embedded in place é Consequently, selecting representative specimens 

of culture (intangible or otherwise) is insufficient é the lack of practical guidelines for 

how to produce such an inventory remains problematic, and the possibilities offered by 

UNESCO are the same regardless of the context in which they are applied. 

                                                                                        (Nic Eoin and King 2013: 658) 

Although several inscriptions on the Representative List are cross-national, such as Falconry, 

a living human heritage and Processional giants and dragons in Belgium and France, the ICH 

Convention does ñnot acknowledge the highly global nature of cultural forms that may have 

developed through extensive migrations of people and cultures across vast territories and 

regions éò (Pietrobruno 2009: 232). Although intangible heritage and migration is now being 

addressed through the notion of ósuperdiversityô, see van der Zeijden (2017b), it is an area 

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 access to information about 

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

 

3.6.5 Budgetary Issues  

Hüfner (2017: 99) discusses the financial crisis at UNESCO after the United States stopped 

paying its membership dues as of 2011 when the General Conference of UNESCO 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 for implementing 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 Convention. Seeger (2015: 132) adds that ñin my 

experience, UNESCO does not have a great 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 each countryò. Park (2013: 173) concedes that governmental assistance for ICH 

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 apprentices, 

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 an on-going basis. Indeed Fournier (2013: 338) 

notes that neither the French Commission for UNESCO in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs nor 

the Mission ethnologie in 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 Heritage Fund 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 Section, including the Secretary of the Convention and the 

Chiefs of the two units (Programme Implementation Unit and a Capacity-building and 

Heritage Policy Unit). These numbers are not even sufficient to allow the Secretariat to 

respond to all its core statutory obligations (such as preparing statutory meetings 

including drafting documents, supporting the Evaluation Body with its work, treating 

nominations and non-governmental organizations requests for accreditation and 

reviewing and following-up on periodic reporting) 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 search of other 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 Murphy (2016: 608) contend, 

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

itôs conceptual and methodological framework for designation and related efforts. A 

core difference between public folklore and the UNESCO-ICH 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 face-to-face and in places that they deem relevant 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 UNESCO-ICH 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. 

 

On the other hand, there are years of experience with such methods and experienced 

program specialists in the United States. A win-win combination seems evident. 

Unfortunately, this intercontinental link seems, as far as institutional and 

intergovernmental bridges are concerned, to be moving more towards a lose-lose 

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 work of Baron and Spitzer. They describe acts of public folklore as involving 

folklorists ñpurposefully reframing and extending tradition in collaboration with folk artists, 

native scholars, and other community membersò (Baron and Spitzer 2007: 3). Accordingly, for 

Jarvis (2014a: 364), ñthis idea of ópurposefully reframing and extending traditionô provides a 

conceptual model around which we can place HFNLôs four-part practical strategyò.  
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The flexible approach which Stefano describes in the public folklore of North 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 best practice. 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  

 

4.1 INTRODUCTION  

In December 2012, Baroness Andrews, Chair of English Heritage, opened the ICOMOS-UKôs 

World Heritage for Tomorrow conference. In her speech she made a statement about heritage 

being finite: óweôre not making it anymore,ô she said (Deufel 2012). This would contradict 

UNESCOôs stance on ñliving heritage é [which is] transmitted by imitation and living 

experienceò (UNESCO 2017h). It was also a less than subtle nod towards heritage practice in 

the UK and the ñprevailing vision of cultural inheritance as residing solely in the materiality of 

the pastò (Hassard 2009: 270). This focus on material heritage is a strong indication as to why 

the United Kingdom, as previously discussed, has not ratified the 2003 UNESCO Convention 

for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. This chapter examines the reasons for 

such a stance, focusing on the óhistoric environmentô, the dominant heritage narrative which is 

described by Laurajane Smith as the óauthorised heritage discourseô. Through an analysis of 

grey literature and a search of the Hansard record of government debates, the United 

Kingdomôs parliamentary testimony toward the notion of intangible cultural heritage is 

revealed. As heritage is devolved to the four nations of England, Scotland, Wales and Northern 

Ireland, an understanding of differing attitudes by these administrations needs to be considered. 

The Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), as a department of the United 

Kingdom government, has responsibility for culture and sport in England. Heritage policy in 

England is administered through Historic England, an executive non-departmental public body, 

and before 2015, by English 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. 

 

4.2 HERITAGE POLICY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM  

 

4.2.1 The Historical 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 the nineteenth 

century that heritage was formally recognised, with the formation of the Society for the 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Departments_of_the_United_Kingdom_government
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Kingdom_government
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Kingdom_government
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/English_culture
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sport_in_England
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/England
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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 (see Uzzell 1989; 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 Britain was the 

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 for compulsory 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 protect monuments, and extended the public 

right of access. The term ómonumentô was extended to include the lands around it, allowing 

the protection of the wider landscape (Mynors 2006: 8). In 1931, the Ancient Monuments Act 

was passed to extend the definition of an 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 system 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 ñthis period is characterized by nothing short of the 

fetishization of materiality and an overpowering belief in the cultural value of objectsò. 

However, at the same time as the burgeoning material preservation movement, ópopular 

antiquitiesô were being rebranded as ófolkloreô by William Thoms (1846), which in turn led to 

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 antiquities was John Aubrey (1626-

97). But he was also an influential folklorist, responsible for Remaines of Gentilisme and 

Judaisme, one of the first books on customs and traditions. Furthermore, in the late 19th century, 

the skills of traditional craftsmanship and material 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 were numerous 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 formed into 

organisations to aid its welfare. 

 

Table 4.1 Selected 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 Ancient 

Buildings (SPAB) 

1877  

 1878 Folklore Society 

Ancient Monuments Protection Act 1882  

National Trust 1895  

 1898 Folk-Song Society 

 1911 English Folk Dance Society 

Ancient Monuments Consolidation Act 1913  

 1932 English Folk Dance and Song Society 

(EFDSS) 

 1934 Morris Ring 

Town and Country Planning Act 1947  

 1948 Welsh Folk Museum opens at St. Fagans 

 1961 Society for Folk Life Studies 

 1967 Ulster Folk and Transport Museum 

 1971 Crafts Advisory Committee 

 1973 Morris Federation 

Ancient Monuments and 

Archaeological Areas Act 

1979 Crafts Advisory Committee renamed the 

Crafts Council 

National Heritage Act 1980  

National Heritage Act / English 

Heritage 

1983 Common Ground 

Cadw 1984  

Historic Scotland 1991  

Department of National Heritage 1992  

 1993 Society for Storytelling 

Heritage Lottery Fund 1994  

DCMS 1997  

Heritage Alliance 2002  

 2005 Sword Dance Union 

 2010 Heritage Crafts Association 

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 (DCMS). Previously, from 1992 to 1997, 

under John Majorôs Conservative government, a Department of National Heritage was formed 

within the Department of the Environment. Creigh-Tyte and Gallimore (2009: 26) argue that 

the creation of the department improved opportunities 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 government under Blair, and ñdid not create a favourable policy climate 

for the heritage sectorò (Hewison and Holden 2014: 5). Dame Jenny Abramsky, as she stepped 

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

that ñI wish the word óheritageô was still in the DCMSôs title é It was dropped under a real 

mistaken belief that heritage was defined in a very narrow way. But it isnôt just about stately 

homes ... I want a public recognition that it has a broad definitionò (Singh 2014). In July 2017, 

the department did broaden its name, not by acknowledging óheritageô in all its forms, but by 

adding the term ódigitalô. However, the Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport 

remains known as the DCMS. 

An analysis by Baxter (2015: 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 political engagements with heritage ñnot least as a result 

of the continued downsizing of the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) and the 

need to articulate the role of heritage across wider policy platforms.ò  Since 2010, the position 

of Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport has been a revolving door, with an average 

of twelve months in the role.9 Baxter (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 spending. In 1997/98, heritage spending was 

£183 million (Creigh-Whyte 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 Secretaries fo State for Culture, Media 

and Sport: Sajid Javid - 9 April 2014 to 11 May 2015; John Whittingdale - 11 May 2015 to 14 July 2016; Karen 

Bradley - 14 July 2016 to 8 January 2018; Matt Hancock - 8 January 2018 to 8 July 2018; and Jeremy Wright ï 

from 9 July 2018 to present 
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amount should be approximately £306 million, with inflation averaged at 2.7% a year (Bank 

of England 2018).  

 

 

Figure 4.1 DCMS Departmental spending 2016-17 (£m) (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 2015-16 (National Audit Office 2017b: 4), which has seen a reduction of 34.7% for 

cultural services (ibid: 11). In this environment, it is perhaps unsurprising that 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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4.3 THE HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT     

  

On their website, Historic England (2018d) uses a definition of heritage first adopted by 

English Heritage in 2008; ñAll inherited resources which people value for reasons beyond mere 

utilityò. Whilst this is a broad definition, it also goes on to describe cultural heritage as 

ñinherited assets which people identify and value as a reflection and expression of their 

evolving knowledge, beliefs and traditions, and of their understanding of the beliefs and 

traditions of othersò (English Heritage 2008: 71). In reality, Historic England    

describe themselves as ñthe public body that looks after England's historic environment.  We 

champion historic places, helping people understand, value and care for themò (Historic 

England 2017a). But what is the óhistoric environmentô, how does it differ from other 

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 by the Department of National 

Heritage of Planning Policy Guidance 15: Planning the Historic Environment (PPG15), which 

defined the historic environment as ñthe physical survivals of our pastò (Department of 

National Heritage 1994: 6). The current description by Historic England (2017b) is ñAll aspects 

of the environment resulting from the interaction between people and places through time, 

including all surviving physical remains of past human activity, whether visible, buried or 

submerged, and landscaped and planted or managed flora.ò This definition is limited to the past 

and focuses on the physical and natural aspects of heritage. For Gibson and Pendlebury (2009: 

13) ñthe nomenclature of óhistoric environmentô still mitigates against the possibility of more 

active and contemporary engagements with landscapes which might produce new versions of 

the past é The óhistoric environmentô therefore is constitutively limitedò. This criticism 

exposes the problematic terminology - if heritage is óhistoricô then it cannot be ólivingô and 

by emphasising the óenvironmentô it ignores heritage lived through people, which is the basis 

of intangible cultural heritage.  

 

Look closer at the Historic England website, and there is a definition of Heritage Conservation 

which appears to accept that heritage goes beyond the óhistoric environmentô notion. ñHeritage 

is also found in our moveable possessions, from our national treasures in our museums, to our 

own family heirlooms, and in the intangible such as our history, traditions, legends and 

languageò (Historic England 2018b). Equally, in 2010, a report by the DCMS entitled The 
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Governmentôs Statement on the Historic Environment for England 2010, added 

that ñOur heritage 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 significance and deserve to be cherishedò (Historic 

England 2010: 5). Nevertheless, the rebranding of heritage as the óhistoric environmentô 

has for many years been the de facto terminology used by the DCMS, English Heritage and 

now Historic England. This focused definition has meant that wider concepts of heritage, which 

include ICH, have struggled to be accepted within heritage policy frameworks at UK and 

English levels of governance. This has been explained by Laurajane Smith and 

Emma Waterton through the concept of the óAuthorised Heritage Discourseô (2009: 289-300). 

 
 

4.4 THE AUTHORISED HERITAGE DISCOURSE   

 

In 2006 in Uses of Heritage, Laurajane Smith coined the term óAuthorised Heritage Discourseô 

(AHD), which ñtakes its cue from the grand narratives of Western national and elite class 

experiences, and reinforces the idea of innate cultural value tied to time depth, monumentality, 

expert knowledge and aestheticsò (Smith 2006: 299). The AHD is focused on aesthetically 

pleasing material objects, sites, places and landscapes that current generations ómustô care for 

and protect so that they may be passed to future generations (Smith 2006: 29). Thus, Emma 

Waterton makes it clear that ñótangibleô é heritage é has become ónaturalisedô, that is, largely 

unquestionedò (cited in Andrews et al. 2007: 126). She goes on to explain that this is why the 

idea of intangible heritage has not been wholly adopted by scholars and policy makers. ñAll 

too often, policy simply falls back on these traditional representations, thereby constraining the 

different ways heritage is imaginedò (Waterton 2010: 2).  

 

In one of only a few scholarly pieces of work to identify recent ICH policy in England, 

Laurajane Smith and Emma Waterton argue that this AHD is apparent in English Heritage 

(what is now Historic England) strategy.  They suggest that ñthe palpable discomfort with 

which intangibility has been greeted in England reflects a wider failure to recognise the cultural 

legitimacy of the conceptò (Smith and Waterton 2009: 289). Smith and Waterton attested to 

the ñtightening of the AHDò by English Heritage at the beginning of the twenty first century 

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

that ñ[the review] must be about tangible not intangible cultureò (ibid: 296). They also 

conducted interviews with English Heritage staff in 2005, which highlighted the lack of interest 
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in ratifying the Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Heritage and revealed a telling 

remark that ñthe UK has no intangible heritageò (ibid: 297). In a previous interview it had been 

asked who in English Heritage deals with intangible heritage, and the answer was that ñno one, 

nobody deals with intangiblesò (ibid: 298). There is further evidence of this stance from an 

answer to a question from the International Federation of Arts Councils and Culture 

Agencies (IFACCA) on the interpretation of the ICH definition and the way in which it 

is currently being applied globally. English Heritage answered that ñThe UK looked at the 

convention and concluded that a) it would be very difficult to monitor and enforce and b) it 

duplicated efforts that the UK was already undertakingéò(McCleery et al. 2008b: 46). Smith 

and Waterton (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 óauthorised heritage discourseô have continued, and have been raised as a 

concern following the results of the EU Referendum. Sykes and Ludwig (2016: 2) commented 

that ñin [the referendum campaignôs] wake, one issue is whether there is a risk of an 

insularisation and narrowing of our definitions of what constitutes heritage and culture and how 

space for the recognition of alternative and subaltern views of heritage beyond the Authorised 

Heritage Discourse (AHD) (Smith, 2006) might be kept open.ò Equally, Marc Jacobs (2014: 

268), with his expert knowledge of intangible heritage and UNESCO, contends that ñthe 

dominance of the Authorized Heritage Discourse continues to block progress in English 

heritage networks in relation to UNESCOò. 

 

4.5 INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE  POLICY POSITION FOR THE UNITED   

KINGDOM   
 

 

With the influence of the óAuthorised Heritage Discourseô on the predominance of the óhistoric 

environmentô in English heritage conservation, it is unsurprising that Marc Jacobs has also 

suggested that ñIn the first ten years after the 2003 Convention was launched, dominant 

segments of the ñfield with many namesò and/or policy-makers in England é tried to ignore, 

neglect or downplay the UNESCO instrument and the worldwide movement that was stirred 

upò (Jacobs 2014: 268). This section of the chapter examines this contention, through a 

literature analysis of the position of the United Kingdom parliament towards international 

intangible heritage legislation.  
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The United Kingdomôs position on international intangible heritage legislation can be traced 

back to a UNESCO meeting in 1982. The UNESCO Committee of Governmental Experts on 

the Safeguarding of Folklore met in Paris to analyse aspects of folklore with a view to defining 

measures to safeguard folklore and traditional popular culture. The report of the meeting 

contained a statement on the views of the UK delegate, ñAs regards the recommendations 

aimed at ensuring the preservation, enhancement and reactivation of folklore, and among them 

those addressed to the Member States é the delegation of the United Kingdom declared that 

while it was in favour of the intentions behind these texts, its government would have 

administrative difficulties in implementing all of themò (UNESCO 1982a: 10). As UNESCO 

shifted its definition from folklore to ICH through the 1990s, a meeting of the UNESCO 

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

that ñDisproportionate attention should not be given to the intangible heritage unless it 

demonstrably helped to reduce poverty, the real aim of all of UNESCOôs work in 

cultureò (UNESCO 2000b: 43). This guarded response to intangible heritage from the UK was 

further emphasised in 2002 at a UNESCO Table of Ministers of Culture on Intangible Cultural 

Heritage in Istanbul. Norwegian, Halfdan Freihow, was at the meeting with observer status. He 

commented that ñInfluential European countries such as France, Germany and the Netherlands 

were not represented by their ministers, while oddly enough, neither Sweden nor the UK were 

represented at allò (Freihow 2002).  

 

After the 2003 UNESCO Convention came into effect, one by one, countries around the world 

began to ratify it. As already noted, the United Kingdom was not among them. In 2010, a 

spokesman for the DCMS said that ñIt is not UK practice to legislate on cultural issues unless 

absolutely necessary, and it has been successive governmentsô policy to maintain a healthy 

distance from cultural operators and artists: we do not believe in state intervention in these 

areasò (Kennedy 2010a). The UKôs attitude towards the UNESCO Convention has been 

documented in parliamentary debate, after a number of Members of Parliament and in 

the House of Lords have specifically asked questions surrounding possible 

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, could 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 was consistent for both the Labour Party administration and 

the subsequent Coalition government which came to power in 2010. In a question by 

Nigel Dodds MP to John Penrose (the Minister for Tourism and Heritage) in the House of 

Commons on 17th May 2012, it was asked what plans he had to ratify the 2003 UNESCO 

Convention for the Protection of Intangible Cultural Heritage.  Mr Penroseôs response was that: 

 

[The government has] no plans to ratify the convention, although we support many of 

its aims and spirit. We are keen that the rich intangible cultural heritage of the 

United Kingdom is properly valued, when necessary, preserved.  However, we are wary 

of legislation on such a sensitive matter as culture, especially in an area such as 

intangible heritage which, by its very nature, changes rapidly and is difficult to define.  

          

                                                                                     (HC Deb 17 May 2012, C264W) 

 

And yet, when pressed by Mr Dodds as to what assessment had been made of the effectiveness 

of the Convention, his response was that ñThe Department has made no formal assessment of 

the effectiveness of the 2003 conventionò (HC Deb 17 May 2012, C264W). This position has 

not changed under the Conservative government, which came to power in April 2015. A written 

question asked by Baroness Hooper in the House of Lords two months after the election result 

ñTo ask Her Majestyôs Government when they plan to ratify the 2003 UNESCO Convention 

for the Safeguarding of Intangible Heritageò (House of Lords 2015), was answered two weeks 

later by Baroness Neville-Rolfe ñThe government has no plans to ratify the convention at 

present, but we will keep the situation under reviewò (ibid). 

 

There has been some acknowledgement that intangible heritage has been ignored at a UK 

governmental level. A House of Commons Committee on Culture, Media and Sport report 

Protecting and Preserving our Heritage (2006: 65) asked about óthe remit and effectiveness of 

DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing heritage interestsô. 

The response was that current structures work well with regard to traditional definitions of 

heritage, with regard to historic environment. But that ñThe areas where perhaps 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 

interpretation and so onò (ibid: 65).  In the same document a Memorandum submitted by the 

British Museum answered a question óWhat the Department for Culture, Media and Sport 

should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paperô. Part of its reply was 

http://www.parliament.uk/biographies/lords/baroness-hooper/2005
http://www.parliament.uk/biographies/lords/baroness-neville-rolfe/4284
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that: ñThe Government should support moves to extend protection to the intangible cultural 

heritageò (ibid: 65).   

 

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, 

ñthe Government has no current plans to ratify the Conventionò.  The reasoning behind the 

decision was that ñthe Government must carefully prioritise its resources to focus on those 

Conventions which will have the most impact in addressing the safeguarding of heritageò. This 

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 impact in the 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 virtually the same terms as written in the letter (Figure 4.2). 10 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 non-ratification.  

                                                           
10 ñIt is necessary to carefully prioritise resources towards those Conventions that will have the most impact on 

the safeguarding of our heritage, such as recent ratification of the 1954 Hague Convention for the Protection of 

Cultural Property. However, the Government fully recognises the contribution that the UKôs oral traditions, social 

practices and festive events make to the countryôs cultural fabric, and continues to encourage communities to 

celebrate these practices and to continue them for future generationsò (HL Deb 11 October 2017 HL1884) 
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Figure 4.2 A letter to Suzy Harrison from the DCMS dated 1 May 2018 
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4.6 THE UK NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR UNESCO   

  

The UK National Commission (UKNC) is an independent body working in partnership with 

the government and in close collaboration with the UK Permanent Delegation to UNESCO in 

Paris. It provides expert analysis and advice to UK policy makers on key 

UNESCO programmes, and facilitates the management of UNESCO activities in the UK. The 

UKNC comprises a National Steering Committee and five Sector Committees, including 

Culture. The Culture Committeeôs key aims are to advise and work with the government on 

UNESCOôs cultural activities which have specific relevance to the UK, Conventions, World 

Heritage Sitesô matters, and cultural education. UKNC members are independent experts, 

appointed in fields covering the range of UNESCOôs programme of activities. Meetings are 

also attended by Government Department representatives, including those from the DCMS. 

The UKNC Culture Committee was re-established in the summer of 2005 (House of Commons 

Culture, Media and Sport Committee 2007).  

 

During a meeting with Michelle Stefano in Baltimore, USA, she made me aware that there 

existed pertinent archive material from the UKNC which she had used for her doctoral 

thesis. Wanting to conduct my own primary research, in June 2017, I contacted the Research 

and Administration department of the United Kingdom National Commission for UNESCO. 

The reply from Research Assistant, Shannon McNaught, explained that, ñRegarding any 

archival information on the UKNC, our organisation was restructured in 2011 so no on-site 

material includes documentation from before that yearò (McNaught 2017).  With the 

realisation that all the documentation on ICH has been destroyed, this section of the study relies 

entirely upon the research undertaken by Michelle Stefano. She found that ñthe committee is 

in favour of the 2003 Convention and has expressed, throughout the past four years, a desire 

to recognise ICH within the UK despite the fact that the 2003 Convention has not been ratifiedò 

(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 2005, has provided insight into why the UK 

Government has not ratified the 2003 Convention é two months after the 2003 

Convention entered into force, the representative had commented that the UK 

Government óunderstood the objectives of the 2003 Conventionô (UKNC, 

2006).  However, it had been stated at another, more recent meeting that the 2003 

Convention cannot be ótranslatedô into the UKôs system of primary legislation (UKNC, 

2008).  Moreover, the same individual also added that the Government is not convinced 

that the 2003 Convention is the best way forward for ñpreservingò ICH 
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(ibid).  Nevertheless, it is important to mention that this individual had also represented 

the UK as an ñobserverò at a meeting for the 2003 Conventionôs States Parties, which 

was held in Paris in November, 2008.  

                                                                                                          (Stefano 2010: 128) 

  

The more recent communication with Shannon McNaught at the UKNC established that very 

little has changed in the nine years since Michelle Stefanoôs research. When asked about the 

current views on ICH at the UKNC, McNaught (2017) replied, ñAlthough there is some interest 

in certain sectors to ratify the UNESCO Convention on Intangible Cultural Heritage in the UK, 

we are not aware of any intention for the UK Government to do so in the short termò.  

 

4.7 INTANGIBLE  HERITAGE IN ENGLAND        

   

The examination of intangible heritage has thus far concentrated on policy at the national 

United Kingdom level, and offered an analysis of the terms óhistoric environmentô and 

óauthorised heritage discourseô as a rationale for the lack of focus on ICH. This next section of 

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. 

 
 

4.7.1 English Heritage (1984 ï 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 care for the National Heritage Collection and run the 

national system of heritage protection, including listing buildings, dealing with planning issues 

and giving grants. ñThese Acts prescribe what can be undertaken in the name of the concept 

that gives the legislation its title, without ever defining that conceptò (Hewison 1989: 16). 

However, this section of the chapter attempts to show that English Heritage tacitly defined 

heritage, and that English Heritage strategy over the course of its existence appeared to focus 

on the tangible, built or historic environment. 

 

In their document English Heritage Strategy 2005-2010 ï Making the Past Part of Our Future, 

there is no mention of intangible heritage (English Heritage 2005). The emphasis is on the 

historic environment. The section regarding óAims of English Heritageô looks to óHelp people 

develop their understanding of the historic environmentô, óGet the historic environment on 
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other peopleôs agendasô, óEnable and promote sustainable change to Englandôs historic 

environmentô, óHelp local communities to care for their historic environmentô and óStimulate 

and harness enthusiasm for Englandôs historic environmentô (ibid: 5). Another strategy, 

English Heritage Corporate Plan 2011-2015, also omitted intangible heritage from its pages. 

English Heritageôs overriding priority remained to ñsafeguard for the future the most 

significant remains of our national story. These are both the great National Heritage Collection 

é and nearly 400,000 buildings, monuments, shipwrecks and landscapes that make up the 

much wider national collection of designated sitesò (English Heritage 2011: 8). To illustrate 

the point even further, a DCMS White Paper called Heritage Protection for the 21st Century 

had no mention of intangible heritage (Department for Culture, Media and Sport 2007). It does 

not challenge the core values and meanings of heritage and instead the review process 

ñaccepted a naturalized understanding of ñheritageò and the ñhistoric environmentò, revolving 

around materiality and the fabric of the pastò (Waterton and Smith 2008: 199).  

 

There are some signs that English Heritage addressed intangible heritage, albeit in a small way. 

Interestingly, as far back as 2000, John Yates, English Heritageôs Inspector for Historic 

Buildings in the West Midlands, stated to Libby Fawcett (2000) that ñHeritage is not just about 

sticks and stones. Itôs about peopleôs memories and itôs about things making sense to people, 

part of the accumulated culture of their communitiesò.  

 

In September 2012, English Heritage produced a report on Responses from the consultation on 

under-represented heritages. The report took place within the context of English Heritageôs 

National Heritage Protection Plan (NHPP), an initiative to determine how 

the organisation manages a prioritised programme to identify and protect Englandôs heritage 

over the coming years (English Heritage 2012a). The consultation paper looked at what is being 

overlooked. It states that: 

there is a need to place greater emphasis on the óintangibleô heritage, i.e. the óhidden 

storiesô behind historic sites that might be relevant for the under-represented groups. 

Such narratives include: 

 

¶ The history of óordinaryô and working-class people ï as opposed to the stories of the 

elite  

¶ The history of transient, migrant communities who would pass through/temporarily use 

historic sites  

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

¶ The stories of interaction between communities ï 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 participant in the consultation added that ñI think we should always bear in mind that there 

is the human aspect and it is not just a particular buildingò (English Heritage 2012a: 8). In the 

same document there was an admission from English Heritage that ñstories behind the sites are 

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 include EH characterisation work, web resources 

or partnership projects with organisations for which intangible heritage is more central to their 

workò (English Heritage 2012a: 8). 

  

English Heritage responded to this consultation on under-represented heritages with an 

acknowledgement that intangible heritage had been raised as an issue. However, their reply 

was that: 

The NHPP is centrally concerned with the understanding and preservation of the 

historic environment. There will be other partners in the sector, such as HLF, museums 

and archives, with a stronger role to play in documenting the intangible heritage in and 

for itself. EH will always focus on the material evidence for heritage in the historic 

environment. 

                                                                                              (English Heritage 2012b: 7) 

   

 

4.7.2 The Restructuring of English Heritage into Historic England 
 

On 1st April 2015, the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England, commonly 

known as English Heritage, split into two separate bodies. The English Heritage name 

was retained as a charity to operate the National Heritage Collection, which includes 

Stonehenge, Hadrianôs Wall and 420 other sites and monuments, under the terms of a licence 

agreement that will last for eight years. The Government invested £80 million into the Charity 

for conservation defects and investments to improve the visitor experience (English Heritage 

2014: 4). The changes to the National Heritage Collection did not affect the other services that 

English Heritage provided and it remains within an Executive Non-Departmental Public Body 

of the DCMS and was rebranded as Historic England. It continues to be responsible for 

preserving Englandôs wider historic environment.   

 

A series of consultations to consider the changes were set up at the end of 2013, and a broad 

spectrum of heritage professionals and bodies were invited to respond. The consultation took 

place between 6 December 2013 and 7 February 2014, with approximately 600 
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responses (Department for Culture, Media and Sport 2014). In October 2014, the DCMS 

published the results in an English Heritage New Model Consultation response document. 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: 7). However, this is hardly a 

ringing endorsement, and there were misgivings and questions about the new plan.  In April 

2014, Jenny Chapman, Labour MP for Darlington, initiated a debate on the future of English 

Heritage. ñIn principle, there is no objection to the proposal, but there is deep concern about 

how realistic it is. All Governments have a track record of rushing into reforms with the best 

of intentions, but it would be a disgrace if this were allowed to failò (HC Deb 2 April 2014, 

C267WH). 

 

Nick Clark (2013) writing in The Independent noted concern from consultation respondents. 

ñThe proposal in its current form ódoes not give confidenceô, one respondent said. Another 

criticised the plans as óhurriedly developedô and said that many of the financial assumptions 

were óunconvincingô. Another demanded a ómore imaginative visionôò. That imaginative 

vision could have included broadening the definition of heritage to include intangible cultural 

heritage. The decision to remodel English Heritage should have been an opportunity 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 heritage within the 

remit of English Heritage. For instance, ñé the Heritage Crafts Association wishes the new 

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 

heritageò (Heritage Crafts Association 2014a). Later in the consultation it states that ñThe 

Heritage Crafts Association wishes to see Historic England take on the lead for protection and 

promotion of intangible cultural heritage in Englandò (ibid). This response from the Heritage 

Crafts Association will 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 England é provides an opportunity to consider 

the inclusion of intangible heritage in the duties and responsibilities é The current 

framing of óhistoric environmentô prioritises tangible and physical heritage and neglects 

Englandôs rich intangible or non-physical heritage. Duties and responsibilities framed 

around ócultural heritageô would be more inclusive é [and] would remove the current 

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 the National Heritage Protection Plan 

Advisory Board. The National Heritage Protection Plan (NHPP) ñaims to identify those parts 

of Englandôs heritage that matter to people most and are at greatest risk ï and then to 

concentrate efforts on saving themò (English Heritage 2012c: 2).  Historic England administers 

the NHPP. The consultation included 364 valid and complete online surveys, 36 telephone 

interviews, and 13 workshops delivered in all regions of England and attended by 317 people. I 

attended a workshop on 28th April 2014 at Fitzroy House, in Nottingham. Present at the 

meeting were a mix of local authority conservation officers, community archaeologists, 

academics from local universities, and heritage crafts education specialists. The consultation 

was broken 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 óLooking Back, the scope and priorities of the current National Heritage 

Protection Planô. This was introduced by Antony Streeten, English Heritageôs Regional 

Director East Midlands. He made it very clear before the discussions began that the current 

plan ñfocuses primarily on managing physical heritage (that is, not intangible heritage or the 

arts for example)ò and that the consultation would follow the same line.  

 

A Final Report was published in May 2014, summarising the results from the various 

consultations.  From the workshops it was noted that a number of individuals (myself included) 

commented on areas that they felt should be included. Jura Consultants, which ran the 

consultations, added the caveat that these areas ñoften reflected the participantsô areas of 

interest or researchò (Jura Consultants 2014: 33). This does not make them any less valid. In 

fact, it shows that there are heritage professionals working in areas that were not represented 

by English Heritage. One area identified was ñGenerally intangible heritageò but it was also 

stated that other participants disagreed and felt that the NHPP should focus on the English 

Heritage definition of heritage and that one participant had commented that ñintangible heritage 

is a distraction and there is a need to focus on tangible bulk heritageò (Jura Consultants 2014: 
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33). However, not all respondents agreed with this comment.  Section 1.4.2 of the NHPP 

Review Consultation Report focused on the scope of the current plan. Within the survey, 49% 

of respondents thought the scope of the plan was too focused on the tangible protection of 

heritage assets. Only 28% disagreed. It also 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 ñthe choice of heritage to include and the perception that if a particular asset type 

was not included then it wasnôt importantò (Jura Consultants 2014: 3). Of those interviewed, 

26 gave an opinion on the scope of the plan and 15 felt that it should expand, with intangible 

heritage as one of the suggestions.  They thought that ñthe existing focus was too narrowly 

defined by architectural or archaeological value é and did not correspond sufficiently with the 

active role that heritage plays in the lives of individuals and society as a wholeò. Overall Jura 

comment that ñthe interviews suggest that the scope of the plan is not broad enough in its 

definition of óheritageôò (Jura Consultants 2014: 32). 

 

After the reviews of the consultations had been published, the Heritage Lottery Fund, in 

partnership with the Royal Society for the Arts, launched the Heritage Exchange conference 

in July 2014. For the conference, academics Robert Hewison and John Holden wrote a 

óprovocationô on behalf of the Heritage Lottery Fund entitled Turbulent Times. The Prospect 

for Heritage. In it, they asserted a bold vision of how heritage policy could be, by suggesting 

far-reaching reform of the agencies regulating and funding the heritage sector.  They suggested 

that:   

 

Historic England could be merged with Natural England to provide single oversight 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 Agency, would 

also take on responsibility for policy advice on intangible heritage and national and 

regional museums. 

                                                                                      (Hewison and Holden 2014: 23) 

 

Hewison and Holden admitted that this was ña bold challenge to a sector where conservation 

is too often confused with conservatismò (Hewison and Holden 2014: 23), and insisted that a 

common language must be found. This seems highly unlikely to occur in the near future, which 

was confirmed by Ed Vaizey, then Minister for Culture, Communications and 

Creative Industries, who commented at a House of Commons debate that ñChange is 

happening, but the fundamentals will not changeò (HC Deb 2 April 2014, C286WH). Indeed, 
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in the three years since the formation of Historic England, nothing has changed. The first 

Historic England strategy, Valuing Our Past, Enriching Our Future. Historic England 

Corporate Plan 2015 to 2018 (Historic England 2015), has no reference to intangible heritage, 

and neither does the Three Year Corporate Plan 2018-21 (Historic England 2018a). 

 

 

4.8 INTANGIBLE 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 democratically elected 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 as Assembly 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 Wales 2017). The Welsh Governmentôs heritage 

activities are discharged by Cadw, its 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 Plaid Cymru 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. Whether that 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 nation such as Wales é A culture cannot be understood by tangible artifacts 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 the ambition) of the 

Welsh Government. So long as the óBritishô Government in Westminster does not 
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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 

notes ñmight create a two-tier system of heritage protection which leaves much of the Welsh 

heritage resource isolated and underdevelopedò (Howell 2013b: 18). This legislation in 

question includes the Historic Environment (Wales) Act 2016. In 2012, the Welsh Government 

announced its intention to introduce a Heritage Bill, and in 2013 an inquiry was held into the 

Welsh governmentôs Historic Environment policy. The National Trust gave oral evidence: ñIt 

is a difficult challenge to embrace the intangible, but it is such an important part of life in 

Walesò (National Assembly for Wales 2013: 25). Equally, the Federation of Museums and Art 

Galleries of Wales felt that intangible heritage could be addressed in the Heritage Bill: ñit is 

essential, in our view, that the historic environment includes portable objects and the intangible 

heritage, but we suspect that these are being ignoredò (National Assembly for Wales 2013: 25). 

David Howell argues that the Welsh Historic Environment Bill considers heritage to be all 

about ñbuildings, sites and structuresò and says ñyouôll find no mention of our intangible 

heritage in this legislationò (Howell, cited in Suryavanshi: 2015). 

 

In a personal correspondence, David Howell lamented the current situation of intangible 

heritage in Wales. ñThe short version is that political leadership in Wales has very little time 

for it. I 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 is quite bleak in a Welsh settingò (Howell 2018). It can be argued, 

therefore, that whilst Plaid Cymru, the nationalist party of Wales, is interested in intangible 

heritage for the same reasons of national identity as some political parties in 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 understanding of the 

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 between the Protestant majority 

(identifying largely as British), and Catholic minority (identifying largely as Irish) (Ramsey 

and Waterhouse-Bradley 2017: 195). The Belfast Agreement of 1998 set out a framework for 

the creation of several institutions, including the 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 using the term óheritageô in the plural has had a deliberate function 

in the context of the peace process in Northern Ireland, in that it ñwas designed to reflect 

recognition for different cultural heritages of Northern Ireland ï a society which has been 

moving away from a singular British narrative towards a ñtwo or moreò shared traditions model 

of societyò. These different cultural heritages in post-conflict societies ñface complex 

challenges in the development of cultural policy, particularly where some cultural markers have 

become associated with antagonism or political affiliationò (Ramsey and Waterhouse-Bradley 

2017: 195). Sedden (2016) uses the traditions of sectarian parades in Northern Ireland as cases 

in point. He contends that ñpreservation of intangible cultural heritage sometimes overlaps with 

more familiar humanitarian objectives, such as protecting freedom of religious practice; but 

not all cultural practices will favour such objectivesò.  

 

In Northern Ireland, the Department for Communities is responsible for the Historic 

Environment. The department was created in May 2016 following the dissolution of several 

departments, including the Department of Culture, Arts and Leisure (DCAL). In a similar vein 

to the criticism of the loss of the word óheritageô from the corresponding department in 

England, the ñelimination of óartô and ócultureô from the Department name is indicative of what 

Ramsey and Waterhouse refer to as a cultural policy of óavoidanceô and óambiguityôò (Durrer 

and McCall Magan 2017: 190). The Historic Environment Division works to ñrecord, protect, 

conserve and promote our heritage in ways which support and sustain our economy and our 

communitiesò (Department for Communities 2017), although this is reserved 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 the re-structuring of departments, DCAL 

published a consultation document, seeking views on the development of a Strategy for Culture 

and Arts 2016-2026. The aim was ñTo promote, develop and support the crucial role of arts 

and culture in creating a cohesive community and delivering social change to our society on 

the basis of equality for everyoneò (Department of Culture, Arts and Leisure 2015: 11). 

However, nothing has come of this, and according to Durrer and McCall Magan (2017: 191), 

ñthe lack of official recognition of arts and culture in the form of an articulated public policy 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Department_of_Culture,_Arts_and_Leisure
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Department_of_Culture,_Arts_and_Leisure
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raises concern regarding the Executiveôs capacity and commitment to supporting the cultural 

rights of Northern Irish citizensò. Presently, the development of the Strategy for Culture and 

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 power sharing 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 

Communities ñsays it has been unable to take decisions on issues that would require a change 

in departmental policyò (McCormack 2018), so the likelihood of any policy involving 

intangible heritage in Northern Ireland in the near future is extremely slim. 

 

4.9 INTANGIBLE 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 includes a Cabinet 

Secretary for Culture, Tourism and External Affairs. Since 2009, this position has been held 

by Fiona Hyslop. In contrast with England, ICH in Scotland has been positively embraced and 

integrated into descriptions of heritage in national organisations. Furthermore, institutions such 

as Heriot-Watt 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 

Scottish parliamentôs position on the ratification of the 2003 UNESCO Convention, the 

formation of a wiki style inventory through research at Edinburgh Napier University, and the 

involvement of Museums Galleries Scotland in the management of the inventory and as an 

NGO accredited with UNESCO. 

 

Historic Environment Scotland, 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 address a broad range of meanings and óembrace the 

intangibleô: ñScotlandôs historic environment is the evidence for human activity that connects 

people with place, and includes the associations we can see, feel and understandò (Scottish 

Government 2013: 9). In Our Place in Time, the Historic Environment Strategy for Scotland 

ñThe historic environment could be said to be óthe cultural heritage of placesô, and is a 

combination of physical things (tangible) and those aspects we cannot see ï stories, traditions 

and concepts (intangible)ò (Scottish Government 2014: 2). 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cabinet_Secretary_for_Culture,_Tourism_and_External_Affairs
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cabinet_Secretary_for_Culture,_Tourism_and_External_Affairs
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A Thought Leadership seminar chaired by Heriot-Watt University, Edinburgh, in May 

2015, entitled óCan Scotland Play a Leading Role in Redefining Heritage?ô saw many 

academics and leaders of heritage organisations in Scotland discuss this salient issue. At the 

debate, Luke Wormald (2015), Head of Historic Environment Strategy in the Scottish 

Government, confirmed that had Scotland won independence in 2014, the Holyrood 

administration would have taken the decision to ratify the UNESCO Convention. Máiréad 

Nic Craith (2015) of Heriot-Watt University, spoke of the separate trajectories for tangible and 

intangible heritage as laid out by UNESCO as problematic. Joanne Orr (2015), CEO of 

Museums Galleries Scotland (MGS), 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 

the side-lines.  In 2012, Museums Galleries Scotland became the first UK organisation to be 

accredited as an 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 Forum, as part of the inaugural Forum Steering 

Committee, and in 2017 represented MGS at the 12th 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 equally that it can be proven that 

influence can be achieved in ICH policy outside of the UNESCO paradigm. 

 

  

4.9.1 Intangible Heritage and the Scottish Parliament  

 

As one of four members of the UK nation-state, Scotland is not legally in a position to ratify 

the 2003 UNESCO Convention, despite the fact that ñthe Scottish Government supports the 

initiative and therefore é Scotland is now in the vanguard of activity as far as taking the 

Convention forward is concernedò (McCleery et al. 2009b: 145).  Within the Scottish 

government, Fiona Hyslop has been a   leading proponent for the recognition of ICH as a part 

of heritage in Scotland. At an International 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 individuals and our stories as communities é whilst 

the UK has not ratified the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible 

https://ich.unesco.org/
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Cultural Heritage, Scotlandôs cultural policies have embraced the concept of intangible 

cultural heritage and framework of the Convention supported by Museums Galleries 

Scotland and local authorities across Scotland and I 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 on 29th March 2018, she brought 

forward a motion (S5M-11347) ñIntangible Cultural Heritage, which was adopted by UNESCO 

in 2003, and calls on the UK Government to ratify itò which was debated in the Scottish 

parliament. She commenced the proceedings with a short speech in which she noted that ñwith 

the United Kingdomôs non-ratification of the convention, we are clearly out of step not only 

with Europe but with the world, where other Governments fully recognise and acknowledge 

the importance of intangible cultural heritageò. She went on to state that ñbeing late to the gate 

with the Hague convention cannot be used as an excuse not to sign up to the Conventionò 

(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 

that ñConservative members will support the Government motion é the Scottish 

Conservatives agree that the UK should ratify éò (ibid 2018). Clare Baker, from the Scottish 

Labour party, was equally favourable of the motion, ñif the UK were to ratify the convention, 

it would provide us with an opportunity to collectively identify and protect ICH, as well as 

enabling us to raise awareness and seek support on an international stageò.  However, she also 

commented that ñmembership of the convention would mean that the UK would have two 

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 

ICH é [but] not being part of the UNESCO convention does not prevent a country from doing 

any of thatò [emphasis added] (ibid 2018).  

 

 

4.9.2 Edinburgh 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 commissioned a report called óScoping and Mapping 

Intangible Cultural Heritage in Scotlandô, which also produced a summary report entitled 

óIntangible Cultural Heritage in Scotland: The Way Forwardô. It was researched and written by 

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 

opening chapter, it stated that ñwhile the UK is not a signatory to the Convention, it is not 

hostile to its intentions. While it is not mandatory upon constituent administrations at national 

level to meet its requirements, there is, particularly in Scotland é a willingness to adhere to 

best practice in the matter of the safeguarding of ICHò (McCleery et al. 2008a: 9). Following 

the publication of the report, Napier University was awarded a Knowledge Transfer Fellowship 

grant from the UK Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC) to create an inventory of 

ICH in Scotland. For a substantial overview of the project, see McCleery and Bowers (2016). 

It was hoped by the Edinburgh Napier team that Scotlandôs inventory would ñinclude the ICH 

of all cultures within its borders, whether outward or inward-facing, urban or rural, 

longstanding or newò (McCleery et al. 2009b: 153). Part of this was to clarify the distinction 

between óICH in Scotlandô rather than óScottish ICHô. This distinction allows for a wider range 

of practices and avoids the problem of defining what is specifically Scottish (McCleery et al. 

2008a: 13).  

 

It was decided that the inventory would be produced in the style of a ówikiô - a website in which 

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, cost-effective approach to the collection of data for inclusion, with the 

use of structured templates eliminating as much variation and therefore error as possible. In 

2011, óIntangible Cultural Heritage: Living Culture in Scotlandô was published to provide an 

account of the project since 2008. It states that the project had two clear goals, to establish an 

inventory for ICH in Scotland; and to promote knowledge of the nature and value of ICH. ñIn 

both these goals it has succeededò (McCleery et al. 2010: 29). However, it was also accepted 

by those involved in the project that it had limitations, and McCleery 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 forward. This 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 authority personnel, 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 need for a moderator, 

but as McCleery and Bowers (2016: 199) state, ñthe real challenge lies, as ever, in socio-

cultural rather than technical issues. Promoting a wiki to communities of practice, and 
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encouraging the members of those groups to input their data, has proven to be a more difficult 

hurdle to overcome than expectedò. 

 

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 thousands of inappropriate pages over the period of 

several months and an eventual decision was taken to redevelop the site (Giglitto 2017: 105). 

It was relaunched in 2015, and an example of a page from the website can be seen below in 

Figure 4.3. 

 

 

Figure 4.3 ICH Scotland Website ï 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 thesis Using wikis for intangible 

cultural heritage in Scotland: Suitability and empowerment. In his 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 suited to a wiki style ICH inventory. His exanimation of 

a wiki dedicated to collating and documenting the ICH of the Isle of Jura, Scotland, showed 

that ñin Scotland - whose ICH is characterised by a strong regionalism as well as shaped local 

identities ... this suitability is conditioned to the preference towards projects focusing on a 

specific locality or a series of thoughtful engagement activitiesò (ibid: 168). It should also be 




