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[bookmark: _Toc127519976]Introduction[footnoteRef:1] [1:  This document was prepared by the consultant Harriet Deacon, in collaboration with the UNESCO Living Heritage Entity and with inputs from the Peer Review Panel on economic aspects of intangible cultural heritage safeguarding. It is presented as a preliminary draft for the purpose of discussion and review. The content does not necessarily reflect the institutional views of UNESCO and is subject to revisions based on peer feedback.] 

The Basic Texts comprising the normative framework of the 2003 UNESCO Convention for the safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (the Convention),[footnoteRef:2] particularly the Operational Directives (ODs), emphasize both the positive contribution that intangible cultural heritage (ICH) safeguarding can make in regard to sustainable development, and the importance of economic activities for ICH safeguarding and the lives and livelihoods of communities, groups and individuals concerned. These texts also identify possible negative effects of some economic activities for ICH safeguarding and propose some general and specific mitigations to address negative effects of economic activities. They emphasize that communities, groups and individuals concerned should be the primary actors in identifying and implementing safeguarding measures. [2:  Specifically, the text of the Convention, its Operational Directives, and the Ethical Principles.] 

However, the Convention itself does not mention key terms such as over-commercialization and decontextualization; these were first used in the ODs. Nor do they provide clear steps or guidelines to assist communities concerned and other stakeholders to determine the difference between economic activities that sustain ICH and the communities concerned, and those that threaten its viability.
From 2015 onwards, the recommendations of the Evaluation Body (and its predecessors), as well as the decisions of the Committee, have reflected more intensively on the role of ICH in society and its relationship to sustainable development, especially economic activities and the associated risks of decontextualization and over-commercialization. This was done in several phases, first through the ODs on awareness raising; and then through a separate chapter on Sustainable Development. Concerns about decontextualization and over-commercialization have been repeatedly raised in regard to the evaluation of nomination files. In 2019, the Committee thus requested the Secretariat ‘to publish the recommendations of the Evaluation Body on the safeguarding measures and good practices that address the risk of decontextualization and over-commercialization of elements in a guidance note for communities and States Parties’.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Decision 14.COM 10 para. 14.] 

This document provides an overview of existing perspectives on economic aspects relating to the safeguarding of ICH in the texts of the Convention and the reports of the Committee and its evaluation bodies. It aims to provide greater clarity about how terms such as ‘decontextualization’ and over-commercialization’ have been understood in the framework of the Convention, and what mitigations have been proposed to address such problems.
[bookmark: _Toc127519977]The normative framework of the Convention
[bookmark: _Toc127519978]Establishing some general concepts
The Convention is predicated on the notion that ICH safeguarding deserves international, as well as national or local, attention because it is an important driver of human development, identity and creativity, but at the same time it is vulnerable to loss and damage, requiring safeguarding from significant threats and risks. The Operational Directives, and the Ethical Principles, further develop these ideas: they focus on warning against risks and provide some suggested mitigations. The relationship between continuity and change in the practice and transmission of the ICH, which have to be defined by communities, groups and individuals concerned (Article 2.1), underpins an understanding of when change is positive or negative. However, concepts of change and continuity are less well developed in the texts of the Convention.
In this section, we give a brief overview of these important sets of concepts in the normative framework of the Convention, because they have influenced how the relationship between economic activities and ICH safeguarding has been understood.
[bookmark: _Toc127519979]Vulnerability and development
The Preamble of the Convention mentions the possible ‘deterioration, disappearance and destruction’ of ICH through factors such as ‘globalization and social transformation’ alongside the idea that ICH is ‘a guarantee of sustainable development’.
On the one hand, ICH can be ‘a powerful force for inclusive and economic equitable development’ (OD 184). The Operational Directives recognize the ‘interdependence between the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development’ (OD 170). This includes, of course, economic as well as social, cultural and environmental, development. ICH can support sustainable livelihoods and decent work for communities concerned, alongside other social, cultural and environmental benefits (OD 185-6). In addition, economic activities can also contribute to ICH safeguarding, raising awareness about the value of the ICH and generating income for practitioners (OD 116). Economic activities have been a central factor in the practice and transmission of many ICH elements, such as handicrafts or traditional medical services. Economic activities involving ICH should benefit communities concerned, as implied by Ethical Principles 7 and 10.
On the other hand, economic activities, especially large-scale commercial initiatives designed to benefit third parties, can also pose a threat to ICH viability, safeguarding and the sustainable development of communities concerned. For example, over-commercialization or misappropriation of ICH by third parties for commercial purposes can affect the viability, value and meaning of ICH elements to the communities, groups and individuals concerned (OD 102, 117, 171). Inequitable benefits to communities from commercial activities involving their ICH, including inadequate remuneration, can decrease the viability of ICH elements by threatening livelihoods and reducing incentives for practice and transmission. Communities concerned may prefer to keep certain aspects of their ICH (such as sacred rituals) protected from the market (OD 104). Taking the ICH out of context (decontextualization) could threaten viability by disrupting usual processes of ICH practice and transmission, or affecting its meaning and value to communities concerned (OD 102). Inscription of an element on one of the Lists of the Convention can have unintended negative effects due to increased visibility of an element (OD 176).
The interplay between the two central ideas of the development potential of ICH, and its vulnerability to loss, has influenced how economic activities around ICH, and concerns about threats such as over-commercialization and decontextualization, have been conceptualized in the normative framework of the Convention.
These ideas have a history in debates at the international level before the drafting of the Convention. First, concerns about what we might today call over-commercialization and decontextualization were highlighted in the 1973 letter to the Director-General of UNESCO from the Minister of Foreign Affairs and Religion of the Republic of Bolivia, often pinpointed as the beginning of discussions that led to the drafting of the Convention thirty years later. The letter expressed concern that ‘the international protection of the cultural heritage of mankind’ was primarily ‘aimed at the protection of tangible objects, and not forms of expression such as music and dance, which are at present undergoing the most intensive clandestine commercialization and export, in a process of commercially oriented transculturation destructive of the traditional cultures’ [emphasis added].[footnoteRef:4] The Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity, a UNESCO programme running from 2001-2005, also identified a number of ‘items’ or elements whose viability was threatened by ‘commercialization’ ‘acculturation’ or loss of social function, which we might term decontextualization today.[footnoteRef:5]  [4:  Republic of Bolivia, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion 1973. Letter to the Director General of UNESCO, 24 April 1973. Ref. No. D.G.O.I.1006-79.]  [5:  For example, see Vanuatu sand drawings, Vanuatu; Mevlevi Sema ceremony, Turkey; Cultural space of Jemaa el-Fna Square, Morocco and Carnival of Barranquilla, Colombia. The nomination for the latter element states that while the greater professionalization and media visibility of the carnival ‘generates economic benefits for many low-income families, … the growing commercialisation may at the same time constitute a threat to the many traditional expressions’. All the ‘Masterpieces’ were incorporated into the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity in 2008.] 

Second, understanding of the role of (intangible) cultural heritage in society was influenced by debates about culture as an integral part of development after the influential World Conference on Cultural Policies held in 1982 in Mexico and the publication of Our Creative Diversity, the 1996 report of the World Commission on Culture and Development.[footnoteRef:6] This view was codified in international instruments such as the UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity of 2001 that described cultural diversity as one of the ‘roots of development’ (Article 3). This instrument is directly referenced in the Convention’s Preamble. [6:  World Commission on Culture and Development, 1996. Our Creative Diversity. ] 

The close link between culture and sustainable development was particularly emphasized in UNESCO’s work after the adoption of the 2030 Agenda at the United Nations Sustainable Development Summit in 2015. The development of the Overall Results Framework, approved in 2018, and the new Periodic Reporting monitoring mechanism for the 2003 Convention, which commenced in 2020, have emphasized the contribution of ICH safeguarding to the Sustainable Development Goals. These include reducing poverty (SDG 1), reducing gender inequality and other forms of inequality (SDG 5 and 10), promoting good health and wellbeing (SDG 3), productive employment and decent work (SDG 8), sustainable cities (SDG 11), among others. The work of UNESCO along these lines was coupled with a greater emphasis on the contribution of culture to economic development, social inclusion and education in local and national policies of Member States.[footnoteRef:7] UNESCO has been actively developing initiatives such as the UNESCO Thematic Indicators for Culture in the 2030 Agenda to support Member States in measuring the contribution of culture to the Sustainable Development Goals.[footnoteRef:8] The September 2022 Mondiacult meeting of Ministers of Culture of the Member States of UNESCO in Mexico called for the inclusion of culture ‘as a specific goal in its own right’ in the next United Nations Sustainable Development Goals.[footnoteRef:9] [7:  UNESCO 2019. Culture and public policy for sustainable development: Forum of Ministers of Culture. Paris: UNESCO, p.11. Accessed at https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000371488.]  [8:  See UNESCO, 2019. Thematic Indicators for Culture in the 2030 Agenda (Paris: UNESCO) Accessed at https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000371562]  [9:  Mondiacult Declaration, accessed at https://www.interarts.net/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/6.MONDIACULT_EN_DRAFT-FINAL-DECLARATION_FINAL_1.pdf.] 

[bookmark: _Toc127519980]Continuity and change 
Neither over-commercialization or decontextualization are specifically mentioned in the Convention itself, or formally defined in the other texts of the Convention,[footnoteRef:10] but ideas about continuity and change relating to ICH in these texts have framed how the terms are generally understood. [10:  No official Glossary has been approved by the Organs of the Convention.] 

According to Article 2.1 of the Convention, ICH practice and transmission, and its meaning and value, are characterized by both continuity and by change. Article 2.1 states that their ICH provides communities and groups concerned ‘with a sense of identity and continuity’, as practices, knowledge and skills are transmitted ‘from generation to generation’. It is this idea of ‘identity and continuity’, sustained by a common notion of the meaning and value of the ICH,[footnoteRef:11] that lies behind the idea of ICH having a ‘context’ that might be vulnerable to ‘decontextualization’. While continuity is maintained through transmission of knowledge, values and skills, ICH practices are also ‘constantly recreated by communities and groups’ in response to their environment and history (Article 2.1).[footnoteRef:12] An ICH element has a ‘dynamic and living nature’ (EP 8). [11:  The terms ‘meaning’ and ‘purpose’ or ‘value’ are not used in the Convention itself, but were introduced in the Operational Directives of 2010, paragraphs 109(e), 117 and 120.]  [12:  Of course, to be given consideration under the Convention, an ICH element has to remain compatible with the requirements of sustainable development, as well as human rights and mutual respect.] 

How should continuity and change be managed by communities to safeguard their ICH? The Convention’s normative texts place significant emphasis on the primary role of communities, groups and individuals concerned in identifying and managing their ICH. Following the sense of Article 15, which encourages ‘the widest possible participation’ of communities, groups and individuals concerned in the management of their ICH, it is the communities themselves who should decide both on what kinds of continuity in ICH practice and meaning are important to them, and what kinds of change are considered appropriate, or not. Some changes may quickly become an accepted part of their ICH, sometimes in response to external pressures, or their own creativity. In other cases, external factors or actions might result in changes that are considered threats and risks to its viability. Members of the same community might also think differently about threats and risks, and some might prioritize economic gains over safeguarding of their ICH. Communities, groups and individuals concerned thus make their own determinations about the value and meaning of their ICH (EP 6). They are the ones to decide what constitutes a threat to its viability, including over-commercialization and decontextualization, and what to do about it (EP 10).
The Convention does not mention the notion of ‘authenticity’, partly to highlight the importance of community leadership in ICH identification and management - they should not, for example, be deferring to historians or anthropologists on what ‘authentic’ practice is. This also serves to differentiate the different approach taken to tangible and intangible heritage management within UNESCO. Under the 1972 UNESCO World Heritage Convention for conserving tangible heritage properties, determination of authenticity generally involves external expert determination of historical, aesthetic or architectural supporting a statement of ‘outstanding universal value’. As early as 2004, therefore, the Yamato Declaration suggested that ‘the term ‘authenticity’ as applied to tangible cultural heritage is not relevant when identifying and safeguarding intangible cultural heritage.’[footnoteRef:13] Ethical Principle 8 states that ‘Authenticity and exclusivity should not constitute concerns and obstacles in the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage.’ Avoidance of the term ‘authenticity’ in the texts of the Convention does not imply that communities concerned should not make decisions on what aspects of their ICH they want to maintain and transmit to younger generations. In fact, many communities use ‘authenticity’ or similar terms to describe desirable continuities of practice in nomination files and other contexts. [13:  The Yamato Declaration was adopted by a meeting of tangible and intangible heritage experts, co-organized in October 2004 by UNESCO, in Nara, Japan. UNESCO, 2004. ‘Co-operation and coordination between the UNESCO Conventions concerning heritage: the Yamato Declaration on Integrated Approaches for Safeguarding Tangible and Intangible Cultural Heritage’, WHC.2004/CONF.202/CLD.21, WHC-04/7 EXT.COM/INF.9. Accessed at https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000137634.] 

Appropriately-calibrated safeguarding measures, developed by and with communities, groups and individuals concerned, can assist in safeguarding and maintaining the viability of some forms of ICH practice and transmission that involve economic activities (OD 185(b)(ii), OD 187(b)(i) and on tourism, OD 187(b)(ii)). Safeguarding measures and plans need to take all these factors into account. The texts of the Convention, and the work of the Committee to date, however, give little guidance on understanding how communities might differentiate between desirable changes over time, in response to changing environments, and undesirable changes that disrupt much-wanted continuity.
[bookmark: _Toc127519981]Over-commercialization and decontextualization in the Operational Directives, 2010
The terms ‘over-commercialization’ and ‘decontextualization’ were first introduced into the texts of the Convention in 2010, through amendments to the Operational Directives at the third session of the General Assembly of States Parties to the Convention (3.GA). These amendments to the ODs express the possibility (most clearly set out in OD 116), in line with the Convention’s Preamble, both that ICH could be threatened by certain kinds of economic activity (over-commercialization, commercial misappropriation, unsustainable tourism), and also that economic activity could have positive effects for communities concerned in certain circumstances (e.g. better living standards, increased income, improved social cohesion). Particular concern was expressed about commercial activity threatening the viability of the intangible cultural heritage (OD 102, 116, 117), distorting its meaning and purpose for communities, and diverting benefit from communities concerned (e.g. through misappropriation).
References to the concepts of over-commercialization and decontextualization in 2010 amendments to the Operational Directives are as follows (emphasis added):
· Paragraph 102: ‘All parties are encouraged to take particular care to ensure that awareness-raising actions will not: (a) de-contextualize or denaturalize the intangible cultural heritage manifestations or expressions concerned; … [or] (e) lead to over-commercialization or to unsustainable tourism that may put at risk the intangible cultural heritage concerned.’
· Paragraph 104: ‘States Parties shall endeavour to ensure, in particular through the application of intellectual property rights, privacy rights and any other appropriate form of legal protection, that the rights of the communities, groups and individuals that create, bear and transmit their intangible cultural heritage are duly protected when raising awareness about their heritage or engaging in commercial activities.’
· Paragraph 107: ‘States Parties shall endeavour, by all appropriate means, to ensure recognition of, respect for and enhancement of intangible cultural heritage through educational and information programmes, as well as capacity-building activities and non-formal means of transmitting knowledge (Article 14 (a) of the Convention). States Parties are encouraged, in particular, to implement measures and policies aimed at: … (m) training communities, groups or individuals in the management of small businesses dealing with intangible cultural heritage.’
· Paragraph 116: ‘Commercial activities that can emerge from certain forms of intangible cultural heritage and trade in cultural goods and services related to intangible cultural heritage can raise awareness about the importance of such heritage and generate income for its practitioners. They can contribute to improving the living standards of the communities that bear and practise the heritage, enhance the local economy, and contribute to social cohesion. These activities and trade should not, however, threaten the viability of the intangible cultural heritage, and all appropriate measures should be taken to ensure that the communities concerned are their primary beneficiaries. Particular attention should be given to the way such activities might affect the nature and viability of the intangible cultural heritage, in particular the intangible cultural heritage manifested in the domains of rituals, social practices or knowledge about nature and the universe.’
· Paragraph 117: ‘Particular attention should be paid to avoiding commercial misappropriation, to managing tourism in a sustainable way, to finding a proper balance between the interests of the commercial party, the public administration and the cultural practitioners, and to ensuring that the commercial use does not distort the meaning and purpose of the intangible cultural heritage for the community concerned.’
· Paragraph 120: ‘When publicizing and disseminating information on the elements inscribed on the Lists, care should be given to presenting the elements in their context and to focusing on their value and meaning for the communities concerned, rather than only on their aesthetic appeal or entertainment value.’
The 3.GA Operational Directives concerning economic activities and ICH were included in the Chapter on awareness raising (IV.1). The Committee recognized that a more general approach was needed to guide actions for ICH safeguarding in contexts of commercial activity, going beyond awareness raising. Amendments to OD 116 and 117 to broaden their scope were thus requested by the Committee in 2012. The proposed amendments were later put aside in favour of developing a new chapter of the ODs that would cover economic aspects of sustainable development. These will be discussed below, after consideration of the Ethical Principles.[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  Decision 7.COM 7 para. 6 and Decision 8.COM 13.a.] 

[bookmark: _Toc127519982]The Ethical Principles, 2015
In 2015, twelve Ethical Principles approved by the Committee informed the approach taken to safeguarding activities under the Convention, including the risks of over-commercialization and decontextualization. The Ethical Principles provided further clarity on the primary role of communities, groups and individuals concerned in deciding not just how to manage change and continuity in ICH practice (EP 1, 4, 6), and who should benefit from it (EP 7), but also what threats their ICH faces (including decontextualization, commodification and misrepresentation) and what should be done about them (EP 10). The Ethical Principles also introduced the term ‘commodification’, linked with over-commercialization (EP 10). The relevant Ethical Principles are reproduced below (with emphasis added):
· EP 1: Communities, groups and, where applicable, individuals should have the primary role in safeguarding their own intangible cultural heritage.
· EP 4: All interactions with the communities, groups and, where applicable, individuals who create, safeguard, maintain and transmit intangible cultural heritage should be characterized by transparent collaboration, dialogue, negotiation and consultation, and contingent upon their free, prior, sustained and informed consent.
· EP 6: Each community, group or individual should assess the value of its own intangible cultural heritage and this intangible cultural heritage should not be subject to external judgements of value or worth.
· EP 7: The communities, groups and individuals who create intangible cultural heritage should benefit from the protection of the moral and material interests resulting from such heritage, and particularly from its use, research, documentation, promotion or adaptation by members of the communities or others.
· EP 8: The dynamic and living nature of intangible cultural heritage should be continuously respected. Authenticity and exclusivity should not constitute concerns and obstacles in the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage.
· EP 10: Communities, groups and, where applicable, individuals should play a significant role in determining what constitutes threats to their intangible cultural heritage including the decontextualization, commodification and misrepresentation of it and in deciding how to prevent and mitigate such threats.
[bookmark: _Toc127519983]The Operational Directives on safeguarding and sustainable development, 2016
Chapter VI of the Operational Directives on safeguarding ICH and sustainable development at the national level was approved for insertion into the Operational Directives at the sixth session of the General Assembly (6.GA) in 2016.[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  https://ich.unesco.org/doc/src/ICH-Operational_Directives-6.GA-PDF-EN.pdf.] 

Chapter VI explicitly recognized the ‘interdependence between the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development’ (OD 170). The section on ‘inclusive economic development’ (VI.2) encouraged States Parties to acknowledge that ‘the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage contributes to inclusive economic development’ (OD 183) and ‘to take full advantage of intangible cultural heritage as a powerful force for inclusive and equitable economic development’ (OD 184). This included efforts ‘to recognize, promote and enhance the contribution of intangible cultural heritage to generating income and sustaining livelihoods’ (OD 185) and promoting ‘productive employment and decent work’ (OD 186) for communities, groups and individuals concerned.
In line with earlier versions of the texts, this was not, however, to be understood as an open invitation to exploit ICH for economic gain. The ODs reminded States Parties that sustainable development depends on ‘stable, equitable and inclusive economic growth based on sustainable patterns of production and consumption’ involving ‘reduction of poverty and inequalities, productive and decent employment’ and ‘affordable, reliable, sustainable, renewable’ and efficient resource use (OD 183). Inclusive economic development was defined as ‘encompassing a diversity of productive activities with both monetary and non-monetary value, and contributing in particular to strengthening local economies’ (OD 184). In line with the Ethical Principles (especially EP 7), the new Chapter reminded States Parties that communities, groups and individuals concerned should be the ‘primary beneficiaries of income generated as a result of their own intangible cultural heritage’ (OD 185(b)(ii)), and they should enjoy the benefits of decent work and productive employment associated with it (OD 186(b)(i) and (ii)).
States Parties were thus encouraged to find a ‘balance between the three dimensions of sustainable development (the economic, social and environmental)’ (OD 170). They were encouraged to ensure that development plans would ‘respect ethical considerations’ and ‘not negatively affect the viability of the intangible cultural heritage concerned or de-contextualize or denaturalize that heritage’ (OD 171). To this end, States Parties were encouraged to ensure that ‘the rights of communities, groups and individuals concerned were duly protected through the application of intellectual property rights, privacy rights and any other appropriate form of legal protection when raising awareness about their heritage or engaging in commercial activities’ (OD 173(b)). This generalized the frame of reference for OD 104 from awareness raising activities to any development intervention.
Chapter VI.2.3 raised specific concerns that tourism might diminish or threaten the ‘viability, social functions and cultural meanings’ of the ICH (OD 187(b)(ii)). States Parties were reminded about the importance of ensuring that tourism linked to ICH did not have negative effects on ICH safeguarding and the sustainable development of the communities, groups and individuals concerned (OD 187(a)). Some specific mitigations were proposed to this end, such as advance impact studies and ethical guidelines for tourists and tourism agencies. The mitigations proposed in the ODs to address problems such as over-commercialization and decontextualization in regard to tourism (and indeed awareness-raising activities) may have general relevance to negative effects of economic activities, so all proposed safeguarding approaches will be presented as a whole later in this report.
[bookmark: _Toc127519984]Decisions of the Committee and recommendations of its evaluating bodies
[bookmark: _Toc127519985]Identifying over-commercialization and decontextualization
Starting with the 2015 cycle, and in conformity with paragraph 27 of the Operational Directives, the Committee established a consultative body (the ‘Evaluation Body’) to evaluate the nominations to the Lists, the proposals for the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices and some International Assistance requests. This Body replaced earlier bodies that had performed evaluation functions for the Committee, including the Consultative Body (responsible for evaluation of nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Register of Best Practices and international assistance requests) and the Subsidiary Body (responsible for the evaluation of nominations for inscription on the Representative List). The recommendations of these bodies will be included in the analysis below.
Three themes can be identified in the deliberations of the Committee and its various evaluation bodies[footnoteRef:16] for the purposes of this analysis:  [16:  The term ‘evaluation body/ies’ (in lower case) is used in this report to indicate the bodies in general, i.e. the Consultative, Subsidiary and Evaluation Bodies.] 

1. [bookmark: _Hlk80268168]Increased concern about mitigating negative effects of economic activities on ICH safeguarding
1. Finding a ‘proper balance’ between ICH safeguarding and economic activities
1. Maintaining the context of ICH, avoiding decontextualization and over-commercialization
Within these broad themes, the Committee (and its evaluation bodies) have reflected not just on the safeguarding of ICH elements themselves, but on the role of the listing mechanisms in safeguarding, including addressing possible unintended negative effects of inscription.
[bookmark: _Toc127519986]Increased concern about mitigating negative effects of economic activities on ICH safeguarding 
As indicated above, the Operational Directives recognize that economic activities can promote awareness-raising and income generation as part of ICH safeguarding (OD 116), and enable equitable remuneration for communities, groups and individuals concerned in economic activities linked to their ICH, promoting decent work and sustainable livelihoods (OD 185-187, EP 10). In 2013, the Committee
Note[d] with satisfaction the submission of nominations that demonstrate a clear link between intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development and encourages States Parties to continue to submit nominations that highlight this relationship.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  Decision 8.COM 7.a para. 4. In 2014, a similar phrasing was used in Decision 9.COM 9.a para. 4.] 

The Evaluation Body report in 2019 suggested that while economic activities offer potential benefits to communities, groups and individuals concerned, they may also pose threats to ICH safeguarding:
In many cases, elements of intangible cultural heritage are directly linked to economic activities, either as part of a productive chain, in the case of crafts, or as a tourist attraction, spectacle or other source of income for the communities concerned. … The commercialization of an element cannot be described as positive or negative per se. Elements such as crafts or musical practices include a commercial aspect that can provide the communities concerned with a source of income, but which can also be the strongest threat to the element.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Document LHE/19/14.COM/10 para. 37.] 

In decisions on nomination files and proposals to the Register, the Committee and its evaluation bodies have, for example, found that certain forms of commercialization (especially over-commercialization or ‘over-exploitation’)[footnoteRef:19] could result in excessive demand,[footnoteRef:20] ‘industrialization’,[footnoteRef:21] or ‘homogenization of consumption’.[footnoteRef:22] Misappropriation or lack of community engagement in commercial opportunities could deny equitable benefit to communities concerned.[footnoteRef:23] Uncontrolled economic engagement could also promote excessive public attention,[footnoteRef:24] change the cultural meaning[footnoteRef:25] or shift the focus away from the social and cultural meanings of the element,[footnoteRef:26] and thus decontextualize or distort the ICH.[footnoteRef:27]  [19:  Document LHE/20/15.COM/8 para. 53.]  [20:  For example, Decision 15.COM 8.b.7 para. 8.]  [21:  For example, Decision 10.COM 10.b.29 para. 3 R.3.]  [22:  For example, Decision 11.COM 10.c.1 para. 2 P.4.]  [23:  For example, Decision 14.COM 10.a.5 para. 9; Decision 7.COM 11.35 para. 2 R.3.]  [24:  For example, Decision 15.COM 8.b.42 para. 2 R3 (where these risks were mitigated).]  [25:  For example, through ‘folklorization’, Decision 14.COM 10.a.5 para. 9.]  [26:  For example, Decision 15.COM 8.a.3 para. 6.]  [27:  For example, Decision 15.COM 8.b.7 para. 8; Decision 15.COM 8.b.31 para. 8; Decision 14.COM 10.b.32 para 3 R3.] 

Since 2010, in decisions relating to nomination files, the Committee has increasingly focused on the dangers of over-commercialization and decontextualization related to third party interventions and/or increased visibility and promotion of the element relating to inscription. It has placed increasing emphasis on mitigating such negative consequences of economic activities associated with commercialization, as the graph below demonstrates (Figure 1).
Figure 1: Graph showing increased emphasis placed by the Committee on mitigating negative impacts of economic activities on inscribed elements[footnoteRef:28] [28:  A few decisions mention both an over-emphasis on commercial aspects, as well as the need for mitigations, and have thus been counted twice. ] 

 
In response to a 2016 proposal for a Good Safeguarding Practice, for example, the Committee decided not to select the practice because there were not sufficient mitigations:
The proposal lists a number of interesting activities aimed at ensuring the viability of the element, for instance by safeguarding knowledge and skills and finding an equitable and profitable market for [the ICH-related craft product] and its practitioners, eventually leading to the sustainable development of community-based local industry. If the file indicates that some initial activities have been successful, it however appears to be premature to highlight that they demonstrated effectiveness, for instance concerning the avoidance of any negative consequences of the commercial strategy, such as risks of decontextualization and homogenization of consumption.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Decision 11.COM 10.c.1 para. 2 P.4.] 

Committee decisions have increasingly encouraged States Parties to ensure that safeguarding measures adequately address potential impacts of over-commercialization (mainly linked to increased markets for products) and/or decontextualization (often specifically linked to increased tourism potential). These warnings point to future risks rather than current threats to viability (they have also been included under ‘mitigations needed’ in Figure 1). In 2018, for example, while noting ‘the positive role that can be played by sustainable tourism in generating additional financial resources for the successful performance of community festivities’, the Committee invited the State Party ‘to develop a strategy that could allow the participation of visitors while protecting the element from the negative impact that may arise from its possible commercialization and popularization following an increased influx of visitors.[footnoteRef:30]’  [30:  Decision 13.COM 10.b.11 para. 4.] 

In 2020, the Evaluation Body expressed concerns about the rising number of ‘nominations that involved challenges related to economic and social transformations of the element’, noting the importance of ensuring that safeguarding measures do not themselves encourage the over-commercialization or over-exploitation of an element. The Body commented that
While in previous cycles such transformations were often presented, albeit with insufficient reflection on their challenging nature, and were sometimes also made a part of the proposed safeguarding measures, it seems that this cycle brought an opposite trend in which the submitting State largely avoided any mention of them.[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  Document LHE/20/15.COM/10 para. 38.] 

How does this concern about mitigating negative effects of economic activities relating to over-commercialization and decontextualization relate to the threats identified in nomination files? A full analysis of the different kinds of threats presented across all nomination files is not currently available. Threats to viability of ICH indicated in the 67 elements inscribed on the USL have, however, been classified on the website of the Convention by the Secretariat (see Table 1 below). Table 1 does not provide an exhaustive analysis of threats indicated in the files. Nevertheless, when coupled with an analysis of Committee decisions, it could give a possible indication of relative frequency of the threats that relate to economic activities, and how these compare to other kinds of threats. 
Table 1 shows that rapid economic transformation and rapid sociocultural change are considered major threats to the viability of ICH elements, suggesting that usual processes of absorbing and adapting to change are not sufficient. This may be the cause behind the rising number of nominations identified by the Body that involved ‘challenges related to economic and social transformations of the element’.[footnoteRef:32] Looking at the economic factors identified as threats in Table 1, one can distinguish between two different kinds of threats. Constrained economic activity (e.g. insufficient remuneration or financial resources) is indicated as a problem in 42 files (55%), whereas too much (or the wrong kind of) economic activity) is indicated as a problem in 30 files (39%). This is a very rough classification, of course, as the various risk factors are often closely linked. For example, factors associated with transmission, such as diminishing youth interest, may also be affected by insufficient remuneration or loss of significance. Educational standardization might result in decontextualization. [32:  Document LHE/20/15.COM/10 para. 38.] 

Table 1. Table showing the number of nomination files on the USL indicating threats to viability, as classified by the Secretariat on the website of the Convention, December 2022 (76 elements in total)
	Threat or risk affecting the viability of the ICH element
	Number of USL files mentioning the threat or risk

	Factors associated with economic activities
	

	Rapid economic transformation
	32

	1. Inadequate remuneration
	

	Insufficient remuneration
	19

	Insufficient financial resources
	23

	1. Over-commercialization or decontextualization
	

	Theatrification
	5

	Touristification
	9

	Industrial production
	10

	Over-commercialization
	6

	Factors associated with social functions or cultural meanings
	

	Rapid sociocultural change
	26

	Loss of significance
	29

	Educational standardization
	13

	Loss of ancestral language
	7

	Loss of knowledge
	3

	Use of modern materials
	7

	Freezing
	2

	Factors associated with community participation and transmission
	

	Aged practitioners 
	52

	Rural-urban migration
	42

	Diminishing youth interest
	45

	Reduced practice
	38

	Hampered transmission
	31

	Reduced repertoire
	22

	Few practitioners
	20

	Halted transmission
	12

	Arduous training
	13

	Diminishing participation
	15

	New pastimes
	11

	Factors associated with access to spaces and materials for practice
	

	Loss of cultural spaces
	21

	Material shortage
	21

	Other more general factors affecting viability
	

	Water pollution, deforestation, degraded ecosystem, invasive husbandry, mining, natural disasters
	23

	Conflicts
	15

	Urban development
	8

	Climate change
	5

	Population influx
	3

	Intolerance
	11

	Repressive policies
	8

	Disrespect 
	8

	Mass media, social media
	10



Although the above classification is by no means exact, Table 1 suggests that, for elements on the USL, problems associated with constrained economic activity may be almost as prevalent as problems associated with too much (or the wrong kind of) economic activity. If practitioners and bearers wish to, but cannot continue to, earn a decent livelihood from certain kinds of ICH, such as handicrafts or performance, the practices may die out, along with (and in spite of) their social functions and cultural meanings. Inadequate remuneration may thus pose a significant threat to the viability of a number of ICH elements inscribed on the Lists of the Convention.[footnoteRef:33] Inadequate remuneration is an economic risk explicitly mentioned in 19 of the 76 inscribed USL files (25%), along with lack of financial resources (mentioned in 23 files, or 30%). Committee decisions have, however, tended to focus much more extensively on encouraging States Parties to address problems of over-commercialization than on under-remuneration in nomination files for both Lists. [33:  For example, Mongolian calligraphy, Mongolia. Inscribed in 2013 (8.COM) on the USL; Chapei Dang Veng, Cambodia Inscribed in 2016 (11.COM) on the USL; Bisalhães black pottery manufacturing process, Portugal Inscribed in 2016 (11.COM) on the USL; Shadow play, Syrian Arab Republic Inscribed in 2018 (13.COM) on the USL; Traditional knowledge and techniques associated with Pasto Varnish mopa-mopa of Putumayo and Nariño, Colombia. Inscribed in 2020 (15.COM) on the USL.] 

What do Committee decisions tell us about how communities should be supported in addressing these problems associated with rapid economic and sociocultural change, managing interactions with the market?
[bookmark: _Toc127519987]Finding a ‘proper balance’ 
Building on the ideas behind OD 117 and 170, the Committee and its evaluation bodies have recommended finding a ‘proper balance’ between different interests in regard to commercial activities. A proper balance, according to the Consultative Body, involved a balance between promoting ‘cultural significance, social function and economic development’, ensuring that economic interests do not dominate: the primary goal has to be safeguarding of the ICH.[footnoteRef:34] The Subsidiary Body ‘cautioned against possible de-contextualization when performances are oriented for commercial purposes, overwhelming their character as intangible cultural heritage’.[footnoteRef:35] In 2016, the Evaluation Body noted that ‘a balance often needs to be struck between the implementation of safeguarding measures aimed at developing tourism with the imperative of ensuring the viability of the element’.[footnoteRef:36] In 2019, the Evaluation Body noted in a similar vein that: [34:  Document ITH/14/9.COM/9.a para. 7 and Document ITH/13/8.COM/7 para. 36.]  [35:  Document ITH/13/8.COM/8 para. 53.]  [36:  Document ITH/16/11.COM/10 para 48.] 

It is important to ensure a reasonable balance between the different kinds of measures required, while always prioritizing the safeguarding of the social functions and cultural meanings of the element. … When the commercialization of crafts provides their practitioners with a permanent source of income, their sustainability is firmly secured. However, nominations should not concentrate primarily on the commercial aspects of elements. Rather, they should highlight their social and cultural roles and features. Similarly, safeguarding measures focused on finding new markets, notably when they are driven by non-cultural organizations, should not overshadow the safeguarding of cultural aspects of such elements.[footnoteRef:37]  [37:  Document LHE/19/14.COM/10 para. 37.] 

Committee decisions have confirmed this view, trying to encourage States Parties to ensure that a focus on economic factors such as the commercial value of the element does not overwhelm the ‘social functions and cultural meanings’ of the ICH.[footnoteRef:38]  [38:  Decision 14.COM 10.b.32 para. 5; Decision 14.COM 10.b.31 para. 3 R.3, para. 9 and Decision 13.COM 10.b.12 para. 3 R.2. See also Decision 15.COM 8.a.3 para. 6.] 

The appropriate balance should of course be determined ultimately by communities, groups and individuals concerned (Article 15, EP 10). Thus, the Committee and its bodies have also expressed concern when community involvement in decision making is not evident from the nomination files.[footnoteRef:39] These concerns about community participation have been framed largely in terms of social meaning and value of the element, rather than economic concerns. In 2013, the Consultative Body regretted ‘that in a number of files the survival of intangible cultural heritage appeared to be sought through measures external to the community – often related to commercialization – that might be able to perpetuate the practice in some form, but not the sense of belonging and identity that it provides to its community’.[footnoteRef:40] [39:  For example, Decision 14.COM 10.b.10 para 7; Decision 14.COM 10.b.31 para. 3 R.3; Decision 13.COM 10.b.16 para. 3 R.3.]  [40:  Document ITH/13/8.COM/7 para. 40.] 

While the positive role played by economic activities in ICH safeguarding through income generation and decent work has been recognized by the Committee,[footnoteRef:41] simply creating ‘employment opportunities’ for ICH performers by promoting commercial tourism or creative industries ‘is not necessarily in line with the purpose of the Convention’.[footnoteRef:42] In 2013, the Consultative Body commented that ‘measures such as income generation, remuneration to tradition-bearers or expansion of audiences can only be considered as safeguarding measures if they are aimed, from their conception to their implementation, to contribute directly to ensuring the viability of the intangible cultural heritage in question’.[footnoteRef:43] The Evaluation Body noted in 2019 that it is important to ‘recall the difference between a “product” and a “practice”… nomination files should concentrate on the cultural meanings and social functions of the element and the safeguarding measures should be focused on them,’ rather than on simply promoting product sales.[footnoteRef:44]  [41:  Decision 13.COM 10.b.11 para. 4 mentions the ‘positive role that can be played by sustainable tourism in generating additional financial resources for the successful performance of community festivities’. See also Decision 11.COM 10.c.1 para. 2 P.4.]  [42:   para. 3 R.2, R.3.]  [43:  Document ITH/13/8.COM/7 para. 36. See also document ITH/14/9.COM/9.a para. 7. The requirements of intention and direct effect set a very high standard for safeguarding activities associated with income generation, which is not applied to other safeguarding actions.]  [44:  Document LHE/19/14.COM/10 para. 37.] 

Ensuring that the economic contributions of ICH practice remains subordinate to its social functions and cultural meaning exists in some tension with ODs 183-185, however, where States Parties are for example encouraged to identify and assess ‘opportunities that intangible cultural heritage offers for generating income and sustaining livelihoods for communities, groups and individuals concerned, with particular attention to its role in supplementing other forms of income’ (OD 185(a)).
The approach taken in Committee decisions to the question of income generation through sale of products and services linked to ICH has been influenced by concerns about decontextualization.
[bookmark: _Toc127519988]Maintaining the context of the ICH
The 2011 Consultative Body report explained that while changes in ICH practice and transmission, or indeed meaning and value, can be expected over time,
The Convention is not concerned with the question of how ‘original’ or ‘authentic’ an element is or what its ‘ideal’ form should be, rather what matters is how an element figures in the lives of its practitioners today.[footnoteRef:45] [45:  Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/8 Add. para. 23.] 

Understanding ‘how an element figures in the lives of its practitioners today’, in respect to the social function and meaning of an element, helps the Body determine whether an element constitutes intangible cultural heritage as defined in the Convention. As the Consultative Body observed in 2012:
On the one hand, changing the function and meaning of the element as the social context changes can constitute an adaptive strategy for a community to safeguard it; on the other, when an element has outlived its socio-cultural context and is no longer meaningful to its community, it no longer constitutes intangible cultural heritage as defined in the Convention.[footnoteRef:46]  [46:  Document ITH/12/7.COM/8 para. 11.] 

The evaluation bodies have thus wished to see ‘a vivid description in nomination files of the nature and form of the element as well as how it functions within its community’.[footnoteRef:47] They have also requested consideration of the ‘possible consequences of its de-contextualization’ if the element was no longer meaningful to that community.[footnoteRef:48]  [47:  Document ITH/14/9.COM/9.a para. 8.]  [48:  Document ITH/12/7.COM/8 para. 11.] 

There is also a broader context that should be considered when assessing whether proposed safeguarding actions are likely to be successful. As noted by the Evaluation Body in 2018, ‘Elements of intangible cultural heritage are often interwoven in much wider, more complex systems. Safeguarding plans should respect this complexity and look at all the linkages and the complete context, otherwise they [i.e. the safeguarding plans] may not be efficient and functional.’ Context may thus go beyond an individual element, to include the ‘wider system’ of which it is a part.[footnoteRef:49] This may include not just social functions and cultural meanings of a specific element, or how it is practised and transmitted within the community concerned, but how it is linked to sustainable (economic) development within the community. In the Committee’s deliberations to date, greater emphasis has been placed on maintaining the former (social and cultural) rather than the latter (economic) aspects of the context, as discussed above. [49:  Document ITH/18/13.COM/10 para 35.] 

The Committee and its bodies do recognize, however, that income generation may be more appropriate and also more relevant to social function and context in some situations than others. As the Subsidiary Body has noted, when making safeguarding decisions regarding economic activities, there is a difference between ‘practices such as craftsmanship and foodways that already enter into commerce, while many ritual expressions may be more distant from trade’. Thus, ‘ritual aspects should be fully respected when commercial measures are proposed’, because in certain cases sacred and secret rituals may be threatened by economic activities.[footnoteRef:50] In other cases, the viability of an ICH element has depended over many generations on earning income, whether in monetary terms or in kind, from patronage or commercial activity. Income generation may also be necessary to ensure transmission of the element.[footnoteRef:51] As the Evaluation Body stated, many ‘elements of intangible cultural heritage are directly linked to economic activities, either as part of a productive chain, in the case of crafts, or as a tourist attraction, spectacle or other source of income for the communities concerned’.[footnoteRef:52]  [50:  Document ITH/14/9.COM/10 para. 57.]  [51:  Decision 15.COM 8.A.1 para.2 U.2: ‘the entire production chain is not sufficiently valued and … there is therefore a lack of transmission of the know-how related to the Pasto Varnish production’.]  [52:  Document LHE/19/14.COM/10 para. 37.] 

Decontextualization implies loss of context, or taking ICH practice and transmission out of its usual (or desired) context, according to the communities, groups and individuals concerned. Both decontextualization and over-commercialization have mainly been used to describe changes imposed by external forces or third parties (or indeed community members themselves) that have negative effects on the social function and meaning of an element.[footnoteRef:53]  [53:  The Periodic Reporting form ICH-10, for example asks in Assessment factor 14.1 whether “Forms of legal protection, such as intellectual property rights and privacy rights, are provided to ICH practitioners, bearers and their communities when their ICH is exploited by others for commercial or other purposes.”] 

Changes in the context of ICH practice and transmission may be caused by modifications in practice and transmission, or more generally the broader contexts of legal or education systems,[footnoteRef:54] which may not be directly related to commercialization. Professionalization, staging or folklorization could lead to loss of community control over transmission processes, as professional practitioners and academics take over the decisions on what should be done and who should do it. Decontextualization could thus lead to ‘freezing’ or standardization of the ICH. In 2020, the Evaluation Body noted that ‘ICH must by definition be dynamic and ever-changing’ and criticized ‘folkloric’ or ‘standardized’ descriptions of it in nomination files.[footnoteRef:55] Thus, ‘festivals associated with cultural tourism leading to the folklorization or museification of an element are not in line with the spirit of the Convention’.[footnoteRef:56] In 2018, the Committee, noting that ‘intangible cultural heritage is intrinsically spontaneous and ever-changing’, invited the State Party to ensure that ‘large-scale training of new dancers’ practising an ICH element did not ‘lead to the standardization and decontextualization of the dances, the creation of new stereotypes and the further weakening of their spontaneous forms’.[footnoteRef:57] Communities ‘should not be dispossessed of their own transmission processes’.[footnoteRef:58] [54:  Decision 11.COM 10.b.14 para. 2. R.3 noted that ‘the element could be decontextualized by legal frameworks that undermine its basic principles’.]  [55:  Document LHE/20/15.COM/8 para. 63, a view confirmed by the Committee in Decision 13.COM 10.b.16 para. 3 R.3.]  [56:  Document LHE/20/15.COM/8 para. 54.]  [57:  Decision 13.COM 10.a.2 para. 4. Professionalization could also have an economic dimension if it changes who gets paid for performances, although this has not specifically been addressed by the Committee. For example, in 2016, the Evaluation Body ‘considered files where a sport (including martial arts) was submitted as an element of intangible cultural heritage. Where this was the case, the Body sought adequate information on the cultural and social significance of the practice, and the degree to which the communities concerned were not limited to commercial practices of the sport by professional practitioners.’ Document ITH/16/11.COM/10 para 39.]  [58:  Document ITH/14/9.COM/9.a para. 21 and Document ITH/13/8.COM/7 para 40. Aide-mémoire for completing nominations to the Representative List para 83.] 

In Committee decisions, decontextualization is also often linked to economic factors such as promotion of related products and services,[footnoteRef:59] or promotion of festivals and tourism,[footnoteRef:60] especially in the context of increased market demand or visitor influx.[footnoteRef:61] Decontextualization is thus frequently seen as a second-order consequence of over-commercialization,[footnoteRef:62] which may be coupled with other negative influences such as standardization or ‘freezing’. [59:  For example, Decision 14.COM 10 para 13, reflected in nomination decisions such as Decision 15.COM 8.a.3 para. 6; Decision 14.COM 10.b.31 para. 3 R.3, para. 9; Decision 13.COM 10.b.12 para. 3 R.2; Decision 10.COM 10.b.29: para. 3 R.2 and R.3.]  [60:  For example, Decision 15.COM 7.7 para 6; Decision 12.COM 11 para 13 as reflected in nomination decisions such as Decision 15.COM 8.b.33 para 2 R.2; Decision 14.COM 10.a.5 para. 7 A.3 and 9; Decision 14.COM 10.b.11 para. 5; Decision 14.COM 10.b.27 para. 3 R.3 and para.4 R.3; Decision 11.COM 10.b.31: para. 3 R.2, R.3.]  [61:  For example, Decision 15.COM 7.9 para. 8; Decision 14.COM 10.b.35 para. 4; Decision 13.COM 10.b.11 para. 4 (‘increased influx of visitors’).]  [62:  For example, the Committee ‘invites the State Party to take particular heed of the impact of increased, undue tourism and over-commercialization on the safeguarding of the element in order to prevent its potential decontextualization and encourages it to remain focused on the cultural and social aspects of the element when planning and implementing the safeguarding measures’ in Decision 14.COM 10.b.32 para. 5.] 

Following the specific attention paid to tourism in the texts of the Convention (e.g. ODs 102, 117 and 187, see above), the Committee and its evaluation bodies have frequently addressed this issue, mainly in relation to mitigating threats and risks of decontextualization and over-commercialization. In 2014, the Subsidiary Body noted that 
Tourism and commercialization were often mentioned among safeguarding measures. States are encouraged to state clearly how tourism or commercialization will contribute to the element’s viability and ensuring its transmission from one generation to another. In this regard, the Body was pleased to see examples of nominations where proper justification of the possible negative impacts of mass-tourism and over-commercialization were foreseen and corrective actions were proposed in future plans’.[footnoteRef:63]  [63:  Document ITH/14/9.COM/10 para. 57.] 

Echoing these earlier concerns, which were shared by the Committee,[footnoteRef:64] the management of tourism was singled out by the Evaluation Body in 2019 and 2020 as ‘one of the main challenges’ for safeguarding elements of intangible cultural heritage, because of the risk of decontextualization, folklorization, ‘ossification’ and over-commercialization.[footnoteRef:65] Several decisions of the Committee have referred to the concept of ‘undue tourism’ linked to increased visitor numbers, ‘over-commercialization’ or unsustainable tourism.[footnoteRef:66]  [64:  In Decision 12.COM 11 para. 13 the Committee reminded States Parties that ‘more attention should be paid to the possible negative impacts of commercialization and the need to avoid any danger of decontextualization of the element as a result of increased tourism’.]  [65:  Document LHE/20/15.COM/8 para. 52; Document LHE/19/14.COM/10 para. 37. See also Document ITH/17/12.COM/11 para 31; Document ITH/18/13.COM/10 para 39(i).]  [66:  For example Decision 15.COM 8.b.7 para. 8; Decision 15.COM 8.b.31 para.8; Decision 14.COM 10.b.32 para 5.] 

Another area of concern, mentioned somewhat less frequently, is that tourism would lead to misappropriation or inappropriate access to the element.[footnoteRef:67] In 2017, the Evaluation Body noted the importance of ‘distinguishing between a ritual and a commercial activity’ to ensure that economic pressures associated with tourism did not disrupt ritual practices that were intended for community audiences. The Body highlighted the importance of understanding not just who the audiences were, but how ‘the element forms part of an economic process’ in tourism, how community practitioners were involved and whether they were ‘salaried employees’.[footnoteRef:68] Mitigations proposed to address unintended effects of tourism will be discussed below. [67:  For example, Decision 14.COM 10.a.5 para. 9.]  [68:  Document ITH/17/12.COM/11 para. 30.] 

Certain approaches to labelling or branding could also potentially decontextualize or ‘freeze’ an element, and be associated with commercial misappropriation. In 2019, the Committee reminded ‘States Parties that, while recognizing the economic opportunities presented by certain elements of intangible cultural heritage, it is important to prioritize the safeguarding of their social functions and cultural meanings and to clearly distinguish these from the branding or labelling of a product’.[footnoteRef:69] Commercially-driven branding or labelling of ICH products may not be aligned with its value and meaning to communities concerned, and may take agency and control away from them. [69:  Decision 14.COM 10 para. 13. See also Document LHE/19/14.COM/10 para. 37: ‘The Evaluation Body wishes to recall that the inscription of an element on the Representative List does not confer a special ‘brand’ or ‘label’ upon a practice or product, as in the case of crafts.’ A similar point was made by the Evaluation Body in 2018, Document ITH/18/13.COM/10 para 39(iii).] 

In some cases, the inscription of an element has itself been used as a kind of commercial brand. As early as 2010, the Committee expressed concern over such possible misuse of the Convention’s emblem, inviting ‘States Parties to take all the necessary measures in order to avoid any commercial misappropriation of inscribed elements, in particular of generic elements covering several domains, through the use of the Convention’s emblem for purposes of commercial instrumentalization and branding’.[footnoteRef:70] The Evaluation Body also noted in regard to licensing of an ICH practice that ‘Under the Convention, it is acceptable if a license serves only as an acknowledgement for the tradition bearers, but not if it is used as a restrictive measure to prevent other practitioners from engaging in the practice of the element.’[footnoteRef:71] [70:  Decision 5.COM 6 para. 6. See also Decision 12.COM 11.b.18 para. 4.]  [71:  Document ITH/17/12.COM/11 para. 28.] 

[bookmark: _Toc127519989]Developing safeguarding measures relating to economic activities
The Convention supports a wide range of approaches to supporting communities, groups and individuals concerned in the safeguarding of their ICH, where threats and risks to viability are identified. In such cases, safeguarding measures can be introduced (Article 2.3). Developing and implementing safeguarding measures requires community participation (Article 15, EPs 1, 10) and their free prior and informed consent (EP 4). Other stakeholders, whether from the public or private sector, or indeed civil society, can assist communities, groups and individuals concerned in safeguarding their ICH (OD 79-90).
Objectives of safeguarding actions, particularly relevant to the threats and risks of economic activities associated with ICH identified by the normative framework of the Convention, include:
· Safeguarding the ICH, avoiding decontextualization (Article 1, EP 10, OD 102, OD 171).[footnoteRef:72] [72:  Maintaining viability, social functions and cultural meanings of the ICH to communities concerned (OD 187(b)(ii)), and maintaining the context of practice and transmission (OD 184).] 

· Ensuring respect for and awareness of the ICH, avoiding misrepresentation (Article 1, EP 10, OD 117).[footnoteRef:73] [73:  Ensuring ‘recognition of, respect for and enhancement of intangible cultural heritage’ through awareness-raising, capacity-building and education (OD 107). Ensuring respect for the ‘nature of the heritage’ and community circumstances (especially ‘their choice of individual or collective management’) (OD 184).] 

· Ensuring equitable community benefit from their ICH, based on fair and ethical economic relations with third parties, avoiding misappropriation (EP 7, OD 101, OD 117, OD 178(b), OD 184, OD 186(b)(ii)).[footnoteRef:74]  [74:  Finding ‘a proper balance between the interests of the commercial party, the public administration and the cultural practitioners’ (OD 117) and finding a ‘balance between the three dimensions of sustainable development (the economic, social and environmental)’ (OD 170). Promoting ‘fair trade and ethical economic relations’ (OD 184).] 

[bookmark: _Toc127519990]Safeguarding measures in the texts of the Convention
Safeguarding measures address threats or risks, including those linked to economic activities such as decontextualization, over-commercialization, misappropriation and misrepresentation. They can also provide more general positive support for ICH practice and transmission. Safeguarding measures mentioned in the texts of the Convention can include a wide range of activities, including inventorying (Articles 11-12), legal, technical, administrative and financial measures as well as research and documentation (Article 13), awareness-raising, education and capacity-building (Article 14, see also Article 2.3).
Specific mitigations mentioned in the Convention, Operational Directives, and the Overall Results Framework (Periodic Reporting tool) relating to economic activities, and the threats or risks of over-commercialization and decontextualization, include:
Capacity building (Article 14 (a)) specifically on: 
· Intangible heritage business management: ‘measures and policies aimed at: … training communities, groups or individuals in the management of small businesses dealing with intangible cultural heritage.’ (OD 107(m)).
Appropriate legal, technical, administrative and financial measures to ensure: 
· Rights protection for communities concerned: for example, ‘intellectual property rights, privacy rights’ protection for communities concerned when ‘raising awareness about their heritage or engaging in commercial activities’ (OD 104, 173). 
· Ethical access to and use of ICH: for example ‘codes … of ethics, to promote and/or regulate access to farming, fishing, hunting, pastoral and food gathering, food preparation and food preservation knowledge and practices …’ (OD 178(b)). Also, measures guiding interventions of the ‘tourism industry and the behaviour of … tourists’ (OD 187(b)(iii)).
· Equitable benefit sharing for communities concerned: for example, appropriate measures to ‘ensure that the communities, groups and individuals concerned are the primary beneficiaries of income generated as a result of their own intangible cultural heritage and that they are not dispossessed of it, in particular in order to generate income for others’ (OD 185(b)(ii), see also OD 187(b)(i)) and on tourism, OD 187(b)(ii)).
· Promotion of economic activities supporting safeguarding: for example, such measures including tax incentives to promote ‘productive employment and decent work’ for communities, groups and individuals concerned (OD 186(b)(i)) and opportunities ‘to generate income and sustain their livelihood’ (OD 185(b)(i)).
[bookmark: _Hlk84578531]Research on the following topics (by various actors, including communities concerned):
· ICH and sustainable development: research on ‘contributions of intangible cultural heritage to sustainable development and its importance as a resource for dealing with development problems’ (OD 175).
· ICH and sustainable income generation: research on ‘opportunities that intangible cultural heritage offers for generating income and sustaining livelihoods for communities, groups and individuals concerned, with particular attention to its role in supplementing other forms of income’ (OD 185(a)).
· ICH and decent work: research on ‘opportunities that intangible cultural heritage offers for productive employment and decent work for the communities, groups and individuals concerned, with particular attention to its adaptability to family and household circumstances and relation to other forms of employment’ (OD 186(a)).
· Potential impact of tourism on ICH: research on ‘the potential of intangible cultural heritage for sustainable tourism and the impact of tourism on the intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development of the communities, groups and individuals concerned, with particular attention to anticipating potential impact before activities are initiated’ (OD 187(a)).
Monitoring and evaluation of:
· Viability of elements: for example through updating of inventories (Article 12.1).
· Effects of inscription on safeguarding: ensuring that inscription on inventories at the national level advances safeguarding (Article 11(b)); ensuring that inscription on the Lists and programmes selected for the Register advances safeguarding and sustainable development, and is not misused, ‘in particular for short-term economic gain’ (OD 176). 
· Effects of awareness-raising activities on safeguarding: States Parties to ‘take care’ about how ICH elements are presented to the public in awareness-raising activities (OD 120).
· Effects of safeguarding activities on viability: undertaken by various stakeholders including communities, groups and individuals concerned (Periodic Reporting Core Indicator B.22).
[bookmark: _Toc127519991]Safeguarding approaches proposed by the Committee and its evaluation bodies
The work of the Committee and its evaluation bodies over the last decade has brought further nuance to the discussion about identifying possible threats and risks linked to over-commercialization and decontextualization, identifying some good practices and recommending better monitoring.
As the Evaluation Body has noted, the ‘commercialization of an element cannot be described as positive or negative per se’.[footnoteRef:75] Thus, in some Committee decisions on nomination files, the organization of festivals associated with the ICH element was identified as evidence of decontextualization and folklorization,[footnoteRef:76] or posing a possible threat from commercialization.[footnoteRef:77] In others, it was considered an appropriate safeguarding measure; the communities concerned were fully involved and aware of any risks of undue commercialization.[footnoteRef:78] The Evaluation Body has concluded that ‘it is not possible to apply a blanket rule’ to determine whether festivals, for example, might have a positive or negative impact on safeguarding.[footnoteRef:79] Factors such as the nature of the element (e.g. whether festivals were part of the element or unrelated to it), and the extent or speed of change in the element affected how much of a threat was posed by a new or expanded economic activity like a festival. [75:  Document LHE/19/14.COM/10 para. 37.]  [76:  Decision 14.COM 10.a.5 para. 7 A.3.]  [77:  Decision 11.COM 10.b.31 para. 3 R.3; Decision 11.COM 10.b.36 para. 2 R.3 and Decision 11.COM 10.c.5 para. 2 P.4.]  [78:  Decision 12.COM 11.a.4 para. 2 U.2 and U3.]  [79:  Document LHE/20/15.COM/8 para. 39.] 

Committee Decisions and the reports of the evaluation bodies have placed particular emphasis on the following factors in developing safeguarding measures to address over-commercialization and decontextualization:
· Ensuring community participation in developing and implementing safeguarding measures and mitigations associated with economic activities. This can include establishing committees, holding regular meetings and supporting a bottom-up decision-making process;
· Ensuring that increased visibility of ICH elements after inscription does not have unintended effects such as decontextualization. This can include implementing education, research and awareness-raising initiatives; 
· Subsidizing and encouraging practitioners who cannot earn an adequate living from the ICH practice to ensure there is no decontextualization of the element in the market;
· Providing training, marketing, intellectual property protection and other forms of assistance to help practitioners support themselves economically through their ICH-related activities while safeguarding the element; 
· Ensuring that third parties act ethically, for example by developing and publicizing ethical codes;
· Undertaking ongoing monitoring and evaluation, for example through safeguarding committees.
These factors are discussed in greater detail below.
The Committee has encouraged submitting States to ‘put the communities, groups and, if applicable, individuals concerned at the centre of all safeguarding measures and plans, to avoid de-contextualization of practices and to respect the socio-cultural function of the heritage concerned’.[footnoteRef:80] Thus, when assessing whether safeguarding measures were adequate, the evaluation bodies or the Committee have welcomed strong community involvement in developing and implementing safeguarding measures, and in identifying threats such as decontextualization or over-commercialization. [footnoteRef:81]  [80:  Decision 9.COM 9 para. 10. Many files do not have sufficient mitigations in place, including monitoring (see Figure 1).]  [81:  For example, Decision 11.COM 10.b.12 para. 2 R.3 and Decision 11.COM 10.b.16 para. 2 R.3; Decision 12.COM 11.b.2 para. 2 R.3; Decision 14.COM 10.b.4 para. 2 R.3; Decision 14.COM 10.b.33 para. 2 R.3 and Decision 14.COM 10.b.40 para. 2 R.3.] 

The Committee has encouraged mechanisms for ensuring that third parties act ethically towards communities, groups and individuals concerned in regard to economic activities.[footnoteRef:82] In 2019, the Evaluation Body ‘welcomed safeguarding measures with the potential to raise awareness about the impact of tourism, such as the code of good practices proposed in ‘Celestinian forgiveness celebration’, submitted by Italy’.[footnoteRef:83]  [82:  Decision 14.COM 10.a.5 para. 9.]  [83:  LHE/19/14.COM/10 para. 37.] 

It has been a longstanding concern of the Committee that safeguarding measures need to take into account possible economic pressures or increased visitor numbers following inscription.[footnoteRef:84] In 2020, the Evaluation Body commended the file ‘Yeondeunghoe, lantern lighting festival in the Republic of Korea’, nominated by the Republic of Korea, for proposing ‘a set of safeguarding measures aimed at preventing any unintended effects of the inscription of the element on the Representative List’.[footnoteRef:85] The file ‘Tree beekeeping culture’, nominated by Poland and Belarus, was commended in the Committee inscription decision for proposing educational, research and awareness-raising initiatives to address possible decontextualization as a result of increased public attention resulting from inscription.[footnoteRef:86]  [84:  For example, Decision 11.COM 10.b.16 para. 2 R.3.]  [85:  Document LHE/20/15.COM/8 para. 34.]  [86:  Decision 15.COM 8.b.42 para. 2 R3.] 

Various strategies focused on assisting ICH practitioners to make more effective use of market opportunities while protecting their rights and interests have been mentioned in nomination files. In several cases, Committee decisions recognized that safeguarding plans appropriately proposed support and encouragement for practitioners of the element after inscription either because they could not be appropriately rewarded for their craft work in the open market,[footnoteRef:87] or to protect them from pressures to change traditional techniques.[footnoteRef:88] Documentation and support for organizing traditional performances were recognized as a way of mitigating potential consequences of increased commercial pressures after inscription,[footnoteRef:89] as could creating favourable conditions for marketing of ICH-related products in some contexts.[footnoteRef:90]  [87:  Decision 14.COM 10.b.33 para. 2 R.3.]  [88:  Decision 14.COM 10.b.40 para. 2 R.3.]  [89:  Decision 9.COM 10.36 para. 2 R.3.]  [90:  Decision 8.COM 8.4 para. 3.] 

The Committee decision on the file ‘The traditional knowledge and techniques associated with Pasto Varnish mopa-mopa of Putumayo and Nariño’ (Colombia) noted that ‘the entire production chain is not sufficiently valued and that there is therefore a lack of transmission of the know-how related to the Pasto Varnish production’, leading to its endangered status. The proposed safeguarding measures thus included ‘research into sustainability, ensuring greater efficacy in the trade process and in the transmission of the related knowledge, greater organization, participation, assessment and dissemination of the practice, and improved cultural entrepreneurship and marketing’.[footnoteRef:91]  [91:  Decision 15.COM 8.A.1 para.2 U.2 and para. 3 U.3.] 

A similarly comprehensive programme of ‘regional and local training centres, governmental and NGO funds, awards and promotion activities, education and capacity building, and intellectual property protection’ was noted as safeguarding measures in the Committee Decision on ‘Al Sadu, traditional weaving skills in the United Arab Emirates’ in 2011.[footnoteRef:92] These measures aimed to address various threats including ‘limited local economic opportunities for generating income and a lack of interest in learning traditional skills among the younger generation of women’.[footnoteRef:93] In the report on the element submitted in 2015, the State Party noted that further threats to viability included ‘the cost of the raw materials and time-consuming nature of the production process; the introduction of cheaper look-alike goods in the market (using synthetic materials and non traditional methods); low awareness of the element and its cultural value’. Not all the safeguarding measures proposed in 2011 had been implemented at that time.[footnoteRef:94] [92:  Decision 6.COM 8.21 para. 2 U.3.]  [93:  Decision 6.COM 8.21 para.2 U.2.]  [94:  Report on the element submitted on 15/12/2015 and examined by the Committee in 2016.] 

While some nomination files propose adequate monitoring mechanisms,[footnoteRef:95] many do not.[footnoteRef:96] The Evaluation Body has specifically called for adequate monitoring of the risks of the potential decontextualization and jeopardization of an element as a result of tourism.[footnoteRef:97] In 2018, the Evaluation Body mentioned some good practices in this regard: [95:  Decision 13.COM 10.b.34 para. 2 R.3; Decision 12.COM 11.b.22 para. 5.]  [96:  Decision 14.COM 10.a.5 para. 7 A.3.]  [97:  Document LHE/19/14.COM/10 para. 37.] 

If negative impacts following an inscription are foreseen, a monitoring mechanism should be designed that will allow the community to take appropriate measures when excessive numbers of tourists start negatively influencing the practice and safeguarding of their heritage. Such mechanisms have been proposed in files submitted by Kazakhstan, Mexico, Poland, the Republic of Korea and Srí Lanka. For instance, the file ‘Traditional spring festive rites of the Kazakh horse breeders’, submitted by Kazakhstan, proposes precautionary measures aimed at redirecting the attention of tourists from the actual practice to a thematic festival, thereby protecting the intimacy and familial and ceremonial nature of the practice.[footnoteRef:98] [98:  Document ITH/18/13.COM/10 para. 39.] 

In 2019, the file ‘Ommegang of Brussels, an annual historical procession and popular festival’ (Belgium) was commended for proposing ‘a new safeguarding committee … to supervise the element and control the risk of its potential commercialization’.[footnoteRef:99] A similar monitoring body was proposed for the element Carnival of Granville (France), inscribed in 2016.[footnoteRef:100] [99:  Decision 14.COM 10.b.4 para. 2 R.3.]  [100:  Decision 11.COM 10.b.12 para. 2 R.3.] 

The Evaluation Body also discussed in 2020 the necessity of setting up a broader system for monitoring inscribed elements. 
This monitoring system would identify if the proposed measures have been implemented, if the States’ commitments towards the communities and the safeguarding of the element have been respected, if the plans have worked (in particular in the case of urgent safeguarding), and if new difficulties have arisen in relation to the viability and sustainability of the element. In light of the current global pandemic and its effects on intangible cultural heritage and the communities concerned, such a monitoring system seems even more urgent.[footnoteRef:101]  [101:  Document LHE/20/15.COM/8 para. 75.] 

However, no specific safeguarding approach or methodology has been proposed by the Committee or its evaluation bodies to help communities, groups and individuals concerned identify where, when and to what extent economic factors pose a threat to ICH safeguarding, or not. There is also currently no guidance on how to choose possible mitigations when such threats or risks are identified. Understanding what kind of guidance could be useful and relevant across different contexts is the task of the current research.
[bookmark: _Toc127519992]Examples of safeguarding strategies shared in Periodic Reports examined by the Committee
In the report summarizing the Periodic Reports examined by the Committee in 2018, a number of different safeguarding approaches that were implemented as part of sustainable economic development policies and programmes were noted, including:[footnoteRef:102]  [102:  Document ITH/18/13.COM/7.a Rev paras 27-28.] 

· Promoting sustainable commercial use of traditional handicrafts and other ICH-related cultural industries (e.g. Croatia, Lithuania, Nigeria, Oman, Uganda)
· Promoting cultural tourism (e.g. India)
· Supporting small- and medium-sized enterprises related to intangible cultural heritage (e.g. Latvia, Palestine, Syrian Arab Republic) 
· Supporting individual ICH bearers financially and with healthcare provision (e.g. Djibouti) and studies on reduction of taxes and customs fees for raw materials used by heritage bearers and craftspeople (Syrian Arab Republic)
· Assisting ICH practitioners to market and sell their products more effectively (e.g. Kazakhstan, Pakistan)
· Providing access to legal mechanisms supporting safeguarding, including those for the protection of intellectual property associated with ICH (e.g. China, Korea, India, Oman, Syrian Arab Republic, Lebanon, Malawi, Uganda).
In its executive summary of the reports, the Committee noted that China has paid significant attention to revitalization of traditional crafts in its policies for ICH. The safeguarding measures implemented through the China Traditional Crafts Revitalization Plan included ‘inventorying, talents training, industry support, market expansion, technology development, intellectual property rights protection, and the cooperation between traditional handicraftsmen and enterprises and universities have been proposed’. These measures improved the ‘transmission, development and recreation of traditional crafts’ and ‘greatly enhanced’ the cultural welfare of the community and the public.[footnoteRef:103] [103:  Document ITH/18/13.COM/7.a Rev pp. 32-33.] 

The first analytical report of the 42 countries in Group I and II (Europe), examined at 17.COM in 2022, found that around four fifths of the countries reported (in question B13.4) that policies for inclusive economic development took intangible cultural heritage into consideration, usually in the context of cultural tourism, festivals, traditional foodways and craft.[footnoteRef:104] In Slovenia, for example, intangible cultural heritage was included in the Strategy for Sustainable Growth of Slovenian Tourism 2017-2021. The final analytical report of the 28 countries in Group III (Latin America and the Caribbean, LAC), also examined at 17.COM in 2022, found about three quarters of the countries reported that policies promoting inclusive economic development considered intangible cultural heritage and its safeguarding (B13.4).[footnoteRef:105] Costa Rica has a National Strategy called ‘Creative and Cultural Costa Rica 2030’, for example, a public policy instrument that recognizes and promotes creative and cultural enterprises, as the engine of the economic, social and cultural development of the country. The Dominican Republic’s National Strategy for tourism includes intangible cultural heritage safeguarding as a top priority.  [104:  Document LHE/22/17.COM/6.b Rev p.28.]  [105:  Document LHE/22/17.COM/INF.6.c Rev p.64.] 

Development programmes in many reporting countries have become more attentive to the role of intangible cultural heritage in society, encouraged by policy making in sustainable development, as noted in the report on the Europe cycle.[footnoteRef:106] Ecuador’s Organic Law of Popular and Solidarity Economy, for example, provides the policy framework for supporting sustainable and inclusive development by enabling cooperative work, training and direct marketing schemes in the areas of craft and food heritage. The Paraguayan Institute of Handicrafts (PIH) has established Safeguarding Schools for endangered skills and techniques valued as intangible cultural heritage and passed down within local communities. The schools provide training and support for design, production and innovation, fostering practice and transmission as well as productive employment and decent work, particularly supporting women. Community members have also been given spaces to exhibit and sell craft works within the National Directorate of Intellectual Property. In Malta, small family-run businesses making traditional foods and crafts benefit from access to government subsidized premises such as the “Ta’ Qali Craft Village and Interpretation Centre”. Such initiatives can guide communities into more sustainable modes of production. In Colombia, for example, the organization ‘Handicrafts of Colombia’ (Artesanías de Colombia) works with traditional artisans to ensure that use of wild natural resources is guided towards legal and sustainable environmental management. [106:  Document LHE/22/17.COM/6.b Rev p.31.] 

Legal frameworks and marketing were used to support safeguarding. Czechia’s Copyright Act, for example, permits free use of products of traditional folk culture, but has now included the provision that ‘such works may only be used in a way that shall not detract from their value’.[footnoteRef:107] Capacity building is often needed to help communities access legal protections available to them. In Spain, the Intangia Association worked with experts and community members to develop good practices on managing intellectual property linked to intangible cultural heritage.[footnoteRef:108] A number of countries provided communities with access to branding or labelling mechanisms for ICH-related products, including Mexico and Brazil, where an artisanal food safety law of 2018 created a state stamp (logo) to assist in the marketing of artisanal products of animal origin throughout the country. [107:  Article 3, Item (b) of the Copyright Act no. 121/2000 Coll., as amended.]  [108:  The guidelines are available at www.intangia.es and www.labrit.net] 

Only about a fifth of the countries in the Europe cycle[footnoteRef:109] and a third in the LAC cycle reported high levels of private sector participation in safeguarding activities in line with the Ethical Principles (under question B21.3). In Bolivia, for example, the Huari Brewery is a private sector company that has developed a close relationship with the local community, purchasing their woven products and supporting training workshops for the transmission of their weaving skills. The analytical report for LAC noted that increased private sector engagement in safeguarding could be further encouraged through various mechanisms including taxation and tax incentives, and that support for community mediation and implementation of ethical codes can help to ensure that private sector actors operate within the framework of the Ethical Principles.[footnoteRef:110] This is important because, as the reports noted, there were negative effects of some private sector engagement with ICH. For example, Haiti noted that rum producers Rhum Barbancourt and Bakara have engaged in competitive advertising to each represent their products as Haitian intangible cultural heritage. In Mexico in 2016, an alcohol manufacturer used an image relating to the element ‘Ritual ceremony of the Voladores’ to market their Indio beer, without consent from the community. Community members found this to be a ‘commercial and unspiritual’ misrepresentation of their worldview, and asked for State support in addressing the problem.[footnoteRef:111] [109:  Document LHE/22/17.COM/6.b Rev p.37.]  [110:  Document LHE/22/17.COM/INF.6.c Rev p.97.]  [111:  Document LHE/22/17.COM/INF.6.c Rev p.97.] 

Private-sector initiatives included provision of funding, access to materials or spaces, promotion of tourism, festivals or artisanal events, technical assistance and direct participation in safeguarding activities. In the Faroe Islands (Denmark), events such as “Seamen’s Day” and the Knitting Festival were supported financially by private companies. Navia, a wool and knitwear company in the islands, utilized wool from local farmers for their products and published a booklet with patterns for knitwear designs created by locals. The Georgian Wheat Producers Association researched intangible cultural heritage associated with growing local wheat varieties and led the elaboration of the plan for the protection of Georgian wheat culture. Some of the examples related to long-standing collaborations between practitioners and private-sector actors. In Portugal, for example, privately-owned restaurants provide venues and income opportunities, thus ensuring the viability of Fado performances, while also sustaining their businesses.[footnoteRef:112] The reports also gave examples of community members developing their own private sector initiatives aside from usual practice and transmission of the element. For more than 300 years the Morgado family in Venezuela has been making masks by hand for the ‘Yare’s dancing devils’, used during the celebration of Corpus Christi. Today, in a town called San Francisco del Yare, in the state of Miranda, the family continues the tradition, not only making masks for promeseros (devotees making a Blessed Sacrament during the celebration) in their creative workshop, but also other masks and objects related to the intangible cultural heritage sold to tourists and others.[footnoteRef:113] [112:  Document LHE/22/17.COM/6.b Rev p.37.]  [113:  Document LHE/22/17.COM/INF.6.c Rev p.98.] 
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