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The purpose of this paper is to provide part of the conceptual and terminological foundation for a new international standard setting instrument or convention for the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage (ICH). To help move this agreement to the next stage of development, it provides the following: 

· A review of the definition of ICH that was reached by consensus among local tradition bearers, scholars, cultural administrators, and other cultural workers at the 1999 meetings held in Washington, D.C., the culmination of a four-year process evaluating the approach and application of the 1989 Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folklore,
 and at the 2001 International Round Table held in Turin

· A review of related terminology and its conceptual and operational definitions

· A specification of the scope of ICH, with special consideration given to avoiding duplication of effort with the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO)

· A consideration of the implications of the scope of the definition for future UNESCO action on safeguarding ICH

To advance work on a new international instrument, it is critical to acknowledge that any definition is framed within and is useful for a particular historical context. The time during which the new definition of ICH took shape was marked by several key cultural, social, and economic developments in what is increasingly recognized as a new global era. No development is more important than the endorsement on a global scale and in many forums of the voices and agency of members of culture-bearing communities as essential participants in the formation of cultural and economic policy. This creative force and rich intellectual resource has been and will continue to be an indispensable component in the development of an international instrument on safeguarding ICH.

Another key development of concern to all participants has been the phenomenon of economic and cultural globalization – both its demonstrated negative impact on local cultures and its potential for positive effect if the technology and social values that support it can be redirected to serve local needs. Moreover, it was felt that if they can thrive, local and regional cultures could play important roles in opposing the totalizing force of globalization that is powered by a multi-national industry of cultural production. Events in the months following the Turin meeting have underscored the crucial connection between globalization and culture, as terror and armed conflict have resulted from the opposition between a secular, market-driven, global economy and a regional fundamentalism defined primarily by its opposition to that globalization. Both forces work to efface the creative practices of local cultures. These endogenous, creative, ever-evolving human solutions to material and spiritual needs for aesthetic expression, intergenerational communion, social harmony, economic sustainability, and physical well being are in danger in many parts of the world of becoming the proverbial grass that is trampled when elephants fight. 

Naming Intangible Cultural Heritage

The Turin roundtable specified that ICH would be the term used to designate the object of UNESCO’s institutional engagement with this kind of culture. The objections raised against the slight inaccuracy of the term’s denotation when applied to culture are outweighed by the historical connotations of terms like “folklore” and “traditional cultures.” ICH suffers only from incongruities arising from the fact that some human knowledge systems do not differentiate tangible from intangible forms of heritage or cultural from natural heritage, for that matter – as in the many societies where individual and group cultural identity is closely entwined with aspects of the natural environment (and shares its fate). Another small problem in the denotation of the term ICH is that it must include many aspects of tangible material culture, ranging from, for example, antique woven textiles that preserve aesthetic vocabularies and narrative storylines to handwritten scripts for publicly performed, community-based dramas. As will become evident below, these minor problems are addressed by stipulating the term’s content by consensus, relating it to other terms and meanings in a conceptual system, and defining it operationally as well. 

In contrast, the connotational flaws of terms like “folklore” and “traditional cultures,” which have evolved from an earlier system of colonialist thought and domination, were felt to be far more serious. Thus, the latter terms were dropped as the rubric under which policy is to be developed. Because of its relative lack of history, the term ICH, specified according to a consensus reached by culture bearers, academics, administrators, and other culture workers involved in the UNESCO meetings can serve policy development without the semantic connotations accrued through decades of cultural discrimination and restricted public participation. Please note that any use of the words “tradition” or “traditional” that follows will be carefully defined so as to harness their positive analytic and participatory dimensions, rather than their negative and restrictive rhetorical powers.

Defining ICH

The Turin roundtable reached a consensus that ICH shall be defined as:

peoples’ 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 (Recommendations to UNESCO No. 7 in Action Plan of Turin Round Table, March 2001 in Appendix A)

At the center of this definition are the learned processes that local peoples perform to create and re-create the shared aspects of their material and spiritual lives. This is to say: the living agency of culture bearers is fundamental to the very existence of ICH. As my colleague James Early often says, “There can be no folklore without the folk.” And, as will become evident, the living agency of culture bearers is also fundamental to the safeguarding of ICH.

A cultural process can be conceptually defined as a sequence of related actions or activities participated in by an ongoing group of persons, who play a variety of roles in that sequence. Cultural processes include economic, religious, political and other kind of processes that are regulated at least in part by culture, here defined anthropologically as a system of categories and rules for manipulations of them that people use to transform their environment, to relate to each other and to others, and to create meaning and beauty, among other things.

A particular set of cultural processes practiced by a particular group of people over some amount of time can be called a tradition. The makeup of that set of processes, the manner in which they are performed, and the roles played by particular individuals are subject to negotiation by the group of practitioners involved. An individual may, and usually does, participate in more than one tradition. This idea of tradition applies to all sectors of culture at all social levels. ICH names only a subset of these.

People who participate in shared traditional practices form a community. This is not the only way that communities form, but it is the way that concerns us for the purposes of defining the conceptual and operational scope of ICH.

In general, ICH refers to traditions developed and adapted by persons within a community in which they are practiced, as opposed to those practices developed by administrative or educational state institutions (which constitute “official culture”) or by centralized commercial institutions of cultural production (which constitute “pop culture”). The practices of ICH are generally performed and learned (“transmitted”) in face-to-face interaction, for the most part, in situations belonging to what is often referred to as “oral tradition.” But performance and learning can sometimes ( and increasingly in the new global era of information technology ( be mediated within the tradition with the agreement of its practitioners, by media such as print (e.g., scripts used to remember folk dramas) audio recordings (e.g., musicians who learn from deceased masters of their tradition as well as from those living), and the Internet (through which members of transnational cultures converse and maintain ties).

The ICH of a given group of people is composed of traditions related to one another in ways that embody elaborate and overarching systems of meaning, style, and logic. People create, maintain, and adapt their ICH to meet constant and evolving needs. As the definition points out, ICH is an important source of cultural identities, which are supported by the interrelated practices, and which provide persons the knowledge and self-assurance for social action within and outside of local contexts.

The scope of communities that share and are to some extent defined by forms of ICH is broad. Indigenous cultures are one kind of ICH, based in autochthonous communities which usually have been negatively affected by conquest, but which retain a collective corporate structure and claims to land ownership. Ethnic cultures are also ICH, often like Indigenous cultures in possessing a distinctive language and other rich forms for expressing identity, but usually without a collective corporate structure and unique status as original inhabitants. Still other forms of ICH can be called hybrid, created by fitting together elements from originally separate traditions into a fully functional system of meaning and action. Through migration, transnational cultures can be formed, in which the community that preserves, supports, and innovates ICH stretches over continents. ICH may be based in traditional practices of education that produce “classical” forms of performing arts in the court traditions of a centralized monarchy. Religious rituals and knowledge of a particular segment of a larger society may also constitute a distinctive ICH. Communities based on shared occupational practices like fishing or animal husbandry in pre-industrial societies or firefighting or building-construction in industrial societies also create, sustain, and innovate distinct forms of ICH. Research has demonstrated that ICH can also be composed of traditions based in gender or certain forms of disability like deafness. All are forms of ICH composed of the traditional practices of particular communities.

Defining Traditional Knowledge

In this system, traditional knowledge is the knowledge (composed, like culture, of conceptual categories and manipulations of them) that both underlies and is increased by traditional processes. Knowledge informs the practices by guiding their practitioners, and, by enacting the processes, practitioners sustain, elaborate, augment, and adapt traditional knowledge. The products of ICH are not only the material and spiritual artifacts needed by a particular group of people. ICH also produces new knowledge. ICH is valuable both because it uses traditional knowledge to meet current community needs and because it develops new knowledge that adapts practice to changing conditions and/or refines it to serve the community better.

Traditional knowledge and ICH may differ in their distribution within a particular society. Certain traditional knowledge is shared and developed among practitioners of particular traditions, whereas ICH is more widely shared.

One might divide traditional knowledge into categories of instrumental knowledge and ethical knowledge. The former is knowledge-how, while the latter, knowledge-why, is composed of the ethical and spiritual values that inform social action. The two are not always easy to separate, but both are sustained, increased, elaborated and adapted in the living exercise of ICH. The connection between these kinds of knowledge is often unrecognized and undervalued in international forums but has been successfully employed in developing countries like South Africa in conflict resolution and participatory democracy, and elsewhere in collective economic development projects especially among women.

The products of traditional processes are also part of ICH and are useful to the communities. But they may also have utility for people outside those communities. Healing drugs – products of traditional medical practices – may be taken into a global pharmaceutical industry. Designs that are the products of traditional artistic or religious practices may be useful for a global textile industry. Music and song that are products of traditional performance practices may be absorbed into the mix of a global entertainment industry. This use of the products or expressions of traditional processes by a larger, often international, commercial system can be called commodification, in which products or expressions developed in a local cultural system of exchange are used by a wider commercial system of exchange.  Legally, this process involves intellectual property rights, and, thankfully, WIPO has become more active in developing an international system to defend them.

The products and expressions of ICH are unfortunately subject to another kind of use that usually happens on a national scale. Often the appearance and behavior of members of traditional cultures are exoticized –- selected and transformed so as to appear very different, without a rational meaning, and above all aimed at creating the sensual-intellectual attraction of being intriguing. Another form of this kind of distortion of the products of ICH is “folklorization” – re-styling the expressions of ICH so that they become less complex aesthetically and semantically. They thus reify the notion of a dominant culture (the one whose knowledge informs and is developed by official administrative and educational institutions) that folklore is not as complex or meaningful as the products of high, elite, or official cultural processes. Legally, I believe, this kind of distortion involves moral rights in the products of artistic production, and WIPO should be encouraged to protect these as well.

Defining the Scope of ICH

The scope of ICH can be defined on two axes. The first has been noted above, namely, the different kinds of communities in which ICH plays its important roles. These kinds of communities include, but are not limited to, those that can be characterized in the following ways: Indigenous, ethnic, hybrid or creole, trans-national, classical court-related, religious, occupational, gender-based, and disability-based.

The other axis is comprised of the scope of human activity within a society to which the term ICH applies. This dimension of the traditional knowledge and practice encompassed by ICH has been defined by example in the Action Plan developed by the participants of the Turin roundtable (Appendix A, Recommendations to UNESCO No. 8). It is as broad in scope as culture itself, including all knowledge and practice socially shared by a given group of people. Although broad in scope when defined conceptually, ICH has a narrower scope when defined operationally for institutional engagement such as policy formation and safeguarding projects.

Defining ICH and Safeguarding Operationally

Operational definitions for the terms ICH, safeguarding, traditional cultural process, and traditional knowledge ( the kind of definitions that specify the empirical operations of research, analysis, and policy development ( all depend on mutual and respectful dialogue and decision-making in collaboration with living people. Dialogue is of necessity part of research and analysis in all the social or human sciences. Thus, tradition refers conceptually to a set of practices with a particular range in time-depth, geographical distribution, social organization, logical structure, aesthetic style, and thematic content. But operationally, one systematically comprehends tradition as living people: those identified by their fellow community members as knowledgeable; those who can specify what is good and bad in particular instances, what is old and new, central and peripheral. Operationally, it is living people whose words identify, and specify the boundaries of, the practices and bodies of knowledge that are the defining features of ICH. The active agency of tradition bearers is central to defining particular instances of ICH. The same is true of safeguarding them.

Participants at the Turin roundtable, informed by the findings of the evaluation process of the 1989 Recommendation, drew five conclusions about the definition and development of safeguarding projects, four of which emphasized the central role played by the active agency of culture bearers (Appendix A, preamble to the recommendations, paragraph number 12, items a –e). The remaining conclusion is an observation that is a necessary feature of an operational definition of safeguarding, namely, that it be “founded on universally accepted human rights, equity and sustainability and on respect for all cultures that also have respect for other cultures.” 

Thus, the following features of an operational definition of safeguarding in the present context are necessary (but not necessarily sufficient): 

All UNESCO supported practices aimed at safeguarding ICH (protecting it, sustaining it, helping it thrive, and assisting its capacity to adapt) meet three criteria.

· They engage the active agency of relevant culture bearers in all stages of project identification, resource allocation, planning, and execution

· They are based on a people- and process-centered understanding of ICH

· They select groups and public institutions to engage, processes to assist, and policies to follow consistent with internationally recognized human rights 

These elements developed by the Washington meetings and the Turin roundtable suggest necessary criteria for all UNESCO-sponsored engagement of ICH. They also indicate how the scope of UNESCO activity should complement that of WIPO in the area of ICH: On the one hand, UNESCO will safeguard the processes of ICH, restoring, maintaining and augmenting their functional power to meet spiritual and material needs of communities. On the other hand, WIPO will protect the rights of communities in the products of ICH against the range of abuses that are defined by the laws governing intellectual property.

The content of an international instrument on ICH would stipulate a definition of the term conceptually and operationally according to the consensus that has already been reached by culture bearers, academics, administrators and other cultural workers; it would define the scope of recognized culture-bearing communities as outlined above; and it would re-confirm and augment UNESCO’s role in the development and administration of ongoing activities and projects to safeguard ICH.

Communities of culture bearers could employ the definitional aspect of such an instrument to realize and assert their standing as culture-bearers worthy of cooperative assistance in maintaining and developing their cultural practices. The agreement would also serve as a point of reference for project planning and evaluation to gauge the focus and scope of safeguarding projects between specific cultural communities and public and state institutions.

But it is the ongoing activities and projects themselves that constitute the actual instruments of safeguarding ICH. And for this, systematic knowledge of a wide variety of best practices among communities and institutions is a necessary component of policy formation. Such knowledge would inform UNESCO’s administrative processes in the area of ICH and would be increased through UNESCO’s critical reflection and analysis. This knowledge of best practices could emerge initially from a systematic study of the many governmental, non-governmental and private-sector projects and activities that take culture-bearing communities as their object and would understand them in terms of their intended and real effects and in relation to the scope and focus of ICH as defined herein. 

I would suggest that there are two logical steps to be taken next in the development of UNESCO’s policy on ICH. The first is the abovementioned survey of best practices for safeguarding. And the second is an experts’ meeting to develop the conceptual and operational definitions for the complete set of terms needed for an international agreement on ICH. Appendix B is offered as a contribution to the thinking that underlies the latter meeting.

Surely it is a daunting task to gain agreement from Member States on the focus and scope of ICH and on UNESCO’s role in safeguarding its myriad manifestations in the world. But in this policy arena we – as culture bearers, academics, administrators and other culture workers – can do no less if we hope to effectively inform national cultural policies and provide Member States and local communities with the knowledge and instrumentalities to safeguard both the cultural identities of their citizens and the ability of community-based cultures to meet material and spiritual needs. Perhaps the spectre of a world in which market-driven cultural production and frictionless distribution is locked in a death struggle with its implacable opposite will awaken sensibilities to the value, efficacy, and joy of fostering a more democratically participatory multi-cultural landscape.

Appendix A

Action plan for the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage

as approved by the international experts on the occasion of the International

Round Table on “Intangible Cultural Heritage - Working Definitions” organized

by UNESCO in Piedmont, Italy, from 14 to 17 March 2001

1. Taking into account resolution 25 B. 2. (a) (iii) adopted by the General Conference of UNESCO at its 30th session (November 1999) which authorizes the Director-General to “... carry out a preliminary study on the advisability of regulating internationally, through a new standard-setting instrument, the protection of traditional culture and folklore”,

2. Having examined and expressed favourable views on the content of the preliminary study on the advisability of developing a standard-setting instrument for the protection of intangible cultural heritage,

3. Recognizing the effectiveness of the 1972 World Heritage Convention in promoting awareness of the significance of safeguarding cultural and natural heritage as well as in encouraging Member States to take necessary measures to protect their monuments and natural sites,

4. Cognizant of the impacts of globalization on intangible cultural heritage, with particular awareness of the need to counter aspects which threaten the diversity of peoples’ intangible cultural heritage, while taking full advantage of the technology associated with it,

5. Bearing in mind the fact that many intangible cultural heritage manifestations are threatened with disappearance mainly because the well-being of the creators of this heritage is endangered by economic, political and social forces such as socio-economic marginalization, a global entertainment industry, religious intolerance and ethnic wars,

6. Recognizing the impetus already given by the work achieved in the process of evaluating the implementation of the Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folklore, and more particularly the Conference “A Global Assessment of the 1989 Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folklore: Local Empowerment and International Cooperation” held in Washington in 1999,

7. Taking into account that the aforementioned Washington Conference underlined that the term “folklore” is no longer appropriate, but emphasized “the importance of its definition as it stands in the 1989 Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folklore”, and recommended a study of a more appropriate terminology [...]”,

8. Acknowledging the need to revisit the 1989 Recommendation to take due consideration of the agency of creators, audiences, NGOs and various actors of the private sector,

9. Underlining that the definition of “folklore” or “traditional and popular culture” given in the 1989 Recommendation needs to be modified so as to be more inclusive, encompassing not only artistic products such as tales, songs, etc., but also the knowledge and values enabling their production, the creative processes that bring these products into existence, and the modes of interaction by which these products are appropriately received and appreciatively acknowledged,

10. Recognizing that grass-root practitioners, creators and their communities sustain and develop this heritage, and should therefore be recognized as primary agents in the formulation of cultural policy,

11. Acknowledging the different activities undertaken by UNESCO to raise awareness of Member States of the significance and urgency to safeguard intangible cultural heritage, for example through the Living Human Treasures system and the Programme entitled Proclamation of Masterpieces of Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity,

12. Taking into account the following conclusions of the round table:

(a)
that international efforts to safeguard intangible cultural heritage must be founded on universally accepted human rights, equity and sustainability and on respect for all cultures that also have respect for other cultures;

(b) 
that intangible cultural heritage is fundamentally safeguarded through creativity and enactment by the agents of the communities that produce and maintain it;

(c) 
that any instrument dealing with intangible cultural heritage should facilitate, encourage and protect the right and capacity of communities to continue to enact their intangible cultural heritage through developing their own approaches to manage and sustain it;

(d) 
that sharing one’s culture and having a cultural dialogue fosters greater overall creativity as long as recognition and equitable exchanges are ensured;

(e) 
that the loss of intangible cultural heritage can only be prevented by ensuring that the meanings, enabling conditions and skills involved in their creation, enactment and transmission can be reproduced.

We, the participants to the International Round Table on “Intangible Cultural Heritage

- Working Definitions”, recommend UNESCO to:

1. Undertake early negotiations for the adoption of an international normative instrument in order to legally safeguard intangible cultural heritage and to facilitate UNESCO’s mission in the domains specified in its mandate;

2. Actively pursue the ongoing process of regulating, through a new standard-setting instrument, the protection of intangible cultural heritage;

3. Ensure that the international legal instrument addresses primarily creators and custodian communities in addition to scholars, researchers and cultural workers, and that the dignity and relevant rights of creators and practitioners of intangible cultural heritage are respected and that further actions are taken to support their socio-economic well-being;

4. Ensure that the process of elaborating a new standard-setting instrument is carried out with the full participation of all parties concerned, more particularly at the grass-root level, i.e. cultural practitioners and custodian communities or communities at the national, regional and international level;

5. The objectives of such an international legal instrument will be: (i) to conserve human creations that may disappear forever; (ii) to give world recognition; (iii) to strengthen identity; (iv) to enable social cooperation within and between groups; (v) to provide historical continuity; (vi) to enhance the creative diversity of humanity; (vii) to foster enjoyment;

6. Use the terminology and working definition proposed by the International Round Table as a basis for the process of studying the advisability of regulating the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage;

7. Define intangible cultural heritage (the term retained) as “peoples’ 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”;

8. The suggested scope of the domains to be covered by this instrument should be entrusted to a group of experts, in the course of its elaboration, who will specify the elements in domains such as the following: oral cultural heritage; languages; performing arts and festive events; social rituals and practices; cosmologies and knowledge systems; beliefs and practices about Nature.

9. Convene other international experts meetings including creators and practitioners as well as other specialists supporting these activities on different specific themes during the process of elaboration of a new standard-setting instrument;

10. Cooperate with other relevant intergovernmental organizations in the elaboration of appropriate legal tools for the protection of intellectual rights and a means of fostering the continued practice and creativity of intangible cultural heritage;

11. Ensure that the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage is not used to further  religious, racial and ethnic intolerance or to foster any beliefs in cultural exclusivity which may lead to disrespect or destruction of other cultures’ heritage;

12. Give importance to safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage of indigenous peoples with a holistic perspective ensuring that their way of life is protected in the manner they themselves decide and as stipulated particularly in article 8(j) of the Convention on Biological Diversity;

13. Ensure that the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage be conducted by the creators and practitioners so that they will continue to fully enjoy freedom of creation, expression and transmission of their cultures;

14. Encourage, disseminate and proclaim best practices for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage that: (i) were generated or involve members of the community; (ii) have shown in concrete achievements that they can successfully reach their goals; (iii) are exemplary for communities within the country or in other countries of the world;

 (iv) involve women to the fullest extent of their potential participation; (v) enhance the social and ecological sustainability of the group and region;

15. Update the intellectual and operational elements proposed in the 1989 Recommendation and continue to promote the Proclamation of Masterpieces of Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity and the Living Human Treasures system;

16. Assist Member States in adopting administrative and legal measures to safeguard intangible cultural heritage;

17. Encourage the creation of a clearing house by an international system of universities and concerned parties to provide information in relation to different methods of identification, protection, revitalization and transmission of intangible cultural heritage.
Appendix B

To assist the consultative process that must follow these initial definitions, commentary and reflection on a group of sixteen terms is offered. I feel consideration of these additional terms is useful because it provides an opportunity to further reflect on UNESCO’s engagement of ICH in light of the history of the 1989 Recommendation, the long and careful process of its evaluation, and the Turin roundtable, which laid the foundation of definitions for policy development.

The list of terms reads as follows:

community, cultural community, indigenous knowledge, safeguarding, preservation, protection, revitalization, promotion (of intangible cultural heritage), practitioners, custodians, bearers of knowledge and techniques, creators and actors, living culture, folklorization, cultural appropriation, distortion

The final terms in this list, “folklorization, cultural appropriation, distortion,” form a group that illustrates the importance of contextualization and historicization in conceptual definitions. To wit, “distortion” in its transcendental, geometric sense involves perceived non-congruence with an ideal form. And “cultural appropriation” refers transcendentally and anthropologically to the act by one group of inserting within its own culture an element whose origin is in another culture. But, in the context of cultural policy in an era of economic and cultural globalization, these terms take on more complex and interesting meanings, a full discussion of which is unfortunately beyond my present constraints. I can say, however, that the foundational features of any such definitions must involve the practitioners of a given culture and their agency, institutional processes, and aesthetic and ethical judgment. The definition of folklorization, one form of distortion and cultural appropriation, is provided above on pages 8-9.

A second group of terms, consisting of “practitioners, custodians, bearer of knowledge and techniques, creators and actors,” in the present context I take to refer to the same thing, namely, the members of a group who participate in a particular cultural tradition. To be sure, each society has ways of parceling out the rights of participation in traditions, based on many criteria of ascribed and acquired social standings. These must be engaged on a case-by-case basis in each tradition, placing most emphasis on local agency.

A third group, consisting of “safeguarding, preservation, protection, revitalization, [and] promotion (of intangible cultural heritage)” all refer to what is defined operationally as safeguarding in the body of the paper, pages 9-11. While the connotations of these terms suggest that they may be differentiated according to the kind of institutional locus of policy formation – “promotion” by ministries of culture, “protection” by legal authorities, “revitalization” by locally based organizations – they are all to be governed in the present context by the principles developed by our operational definition of safeguarding:

· They engage the active agency of relevant culture bearers in all stages of project identification, resource allocation, planning, and execution

· They are based on a people- and process-centered understanding of ICH

· They select groups and public institutions to engage, processes to assist, and policies to follow consistent with internationally recognized human rights (above, pages 10-11)

A fourth group of terms ( “community, cultural community” ( is discussed conceptually above on page 5 as a group of people who participate in shared traditional practices (or ICH). The scope of such communities that are defined by ICH is discussed on pages 6-7. It is to be emphasized that the way these definitions are applied in particular instances for the purposes of safeguarding is to rely on a dialogue with, and the active agency of, local community members.

The single term in the fifth set, “indigenous knowledge,” is a subset of what is defined as “traditional knowledge” on pages 7-8. It is the traditional knowledge that is created and preserved by indigenous peoples. In legal contexts, the concept of knowledge may have a different operational definition.

The final term, “living culture,” relates centrally to the scope of ICH and the role of local agency in determining policy for its safeguarding. Living culture refers to ICH, which is practiced by a particular group of people. It is to be distinguished from inert cultural artefacts, perhaps from a now-dead tradition ( except as these artefacts are given new life by the descendants of the original practitioners. Living culture is also to be distinguished from the cultural forms learned from members of a community and staged by students or professional performers. In short, living culture is coterminous with ICH.

� The author acknowledges the formative contribution made by my colleague James Early to the conceptualization contained herein. Among other matters, he has introduced and placed continuing emphasis on the necessity of engaging local agency in all aspects of policy development in ICH. Responsibility for any errors in my formulation of this or any other issues lies with me.


� The edited proceedings of this conference were published as Safeguarding Traditional Cultures: A Global Assessment of the 1989 UNESCO Recommendation  on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folklore. Edited by Peter Seitel. Washington, D.C.: Center for Folklife and Cultural Heritage Smithsonian Institution. 2001. Available on the Internet at: http://www.folklife.si.edu/unesco/ 


� To assist the consultative process that must follow these conclusions, sixteen additional terms found in UNESCO documents are discussed in Appendix B.


� Compare the product-centered definition in the 1989 Recommendation. “Folklore (or traditional and popular culture) is the totality of tradition-based creations of a cultural community, expressed by a group


or individuals and recognized as reflecting the expectations of a community in so far as they reflect its cultural and social identity; its standards and values are transmitted orally, by imitation or by other means. Its forms are, among others, language, literature, music, dance, games, mythology, rituals, customs, handicrafts, architecture and other arts.” Available on the Internet at http://www.folklife.si.edu/unesco/1989Recommendation.htm


� In this regard, the Washington meetings developed interesting legal suggestions. See Safeguarding Traditional Cultures: A Global Assessment of the 1989 UNESCO Recommendation on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folklore. Pp. 89-172. Available on the Internet at http://www.folklife.si.edu/unesco 
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