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Abstract
The most characteristic films within the UNESCO safeguarding paradigm of intangible heritage are the films[endnoteRef:1] in the nomination files, published on the UNESCO website after the elements are inscribed on the lists (UNESCO n. d. a. ICH Lists). Visual analysis has revealed the strong predominance of top-down, word-and-sentence-based illustrative films with the etic off-commentaries of professionals. The article calls for films produced within the UNESCO safeguarding paradigm to focus on heritage practitioners and their emic views. The author discusses the production of two experiential films, based on collaborative approach of visual ethnography.  [1:  “Video” is used by UNESCO, while I find the term “film”, as a form of audiovisual representation that transmits knowledge about heritage and its practitioners, more appropriate in this context.] 
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Introduction 
In the safeguarding paradigm of intangible heritage, based on the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (UNESCO 2003), the mediatization of heritage is strongly encouraged: members of the Evaluation Body do not get to know heritage elements and their practitioners in the local environment in person, but only virtually – according to the data in the nomination file. The main safeguarding tool, the inscription of heritage on UNESCO lists,[endnoteRef:2] encompasses three types of representation: text in the nomination form, photographs and film. Participants at the sessions of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage are mainly informed by data from the files and evaluators’ opinions, as well as by photographs, and in recent years it is rather rare that they also see an excerpt from the film on the heritage under consideration. [2:  Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity (Representative List), List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding (Urgent List) and Register of Good Safeguarding Practices (UNESCO 2003, Articles 16–18). ] 

The UNESCO associate Wim van Zanten was the first to point out the poor quality of such films, criticizing them for showing little respect for the “cultural flow of time” as experienced by practitioners, as well as the use of artistic approaches and video clips with extremely short shots. In some films the excessive use of spoken text with an abundance of information overwhelmed viewers so they could not pay attention to the images at the same time (van Zanten 2012, 89–90). Sheenagh Pietrobruno and Filomena Sousa have highlighted the problem of silencing community voices. Pietrobruno (2016) analysed the videos of the elements inscribed in 2015 and found out that English dubbing predominated, which resulted in the loss of community voices.[endnoteRef:3] In the 2016 cycle, only five films out of 37 used translations of statements in local languages in subtitles ​​and not in voiceover, and the vast majority of the information was provided by third-person commentaries by experts (Sousa 2018, 25). Transferring Ward Goodenough’s (1970) emic/etic division from anthropology to the safeguarding paradigm, emic views are those of practitioners (insiders), while etic perspectives are attributed to the professionals preparing nomination files that are often outsiders of the nominated heritage element. It was noted that researchers sometimes subconsciously impose their own ideological, aesthetic, moral or commercial interests to the culture under the study, at the expense of its actual situation (Križnar 1996, 119). [3:  Even though UNESCO has advised that translations of what is said should be provided in subtitles so that the language of the community can be heard (UNESCO 2015, point 118), the latest instructions still write about videos “with an English or French soundtrack and/or subtitles” (UNESCO 2025, 6). The nomination form for the 2011 cycle, in its annex on technical specifications, recommended the submission of videos with “soundtrack(s) […] in original languages” and “subtitles […] in English and/or in French” (Sicard 2018, 63; the form ‘ICH-01-2011-EN-ver-02-1’ is not available among UNESCO n. d. c. ICH Forms Archived; I saved a copy in 2018, when editing the book).] 

With the aim of finding possible causes for the striking prevalence of off-commentary over practitioners’ voices, I studied the development of UNESCO’s instructions for making films about nominated heritage. Until recently UNESCO’s guidelines were very basic: the video “should represent different aspects of the element in its current state, focusing in particular on its role within the community concerned, how it is transmitted and any challenges it faces. The use of archive images […] should be avoided” (UNESCO 2022a, point 16).[endnoteRef:4] However, the first instructions for filmmaking were prepared in the preliminary phase of the safeguarding of intangible heritage, the Proclamation of Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity. These recommended a four-part script that 1. describes the subject of the candidature file and shows the cultural expression in its social or natural context; 2. explains exceptional value of the cultural expression; 3. explains why it is in danger of extinction; 4. exposes the action plan for its safeguarding (UNESCO 2002, 2, underlined by N.V.F.). Language analysis shows that linguistic strategies were very strongly emphasized, while the visual potential of the film medium was downplayed. These logocentric guidelines paved the way for illustrative films (MacDougall 1978, 413), with abundant third-person commentaries of professionals. Due to the online publication of all components of the nomination files after 2009, together with 90 Masterpieces (from 2001, 2003, 2005) that were transferred to the Representative List in 2008, the UNESCO website has been dominated by videos that seem to endlessly reproduce the same audiovisual dogma. Even after almost two decades, some films still show a “tendency to repeat the text from the nomination form in the film” (Srećković 2018, 83). [4:  The new instructions do not define the content of film at all (UNESCO 2025).] 

This article is based on an audiovisual analysis of selected films on the UNESCO website, with opposing illustrative and experiential approaches, a short account on the methods and ethics of visual ethnography that can support filmmaking on intangible heritage, and on auto-reflexive insights into knowledge construction in two film productions for nominations to the Representative List. The prevailing logocentric top-down production of illustrative films (MacDougall 1978, 413) on the UNESCO website is criticized, while the experiential approaches of participatory-observational films (Crawford 1992, 75; Postma 2012, 39)[endnoteRef:5] and collaborative film productions (Ruby 1991, 56) are recommended. In short, heritage practitioners should be actively involved in all stages of film production.  [5:  Postma (2012) writes on films from a wider perspective, serving to safeguard the intangible heritage. The young people in the communities that try to preserve their heritage are often not very interested in the transfer of traditional cultural elements, however filmmaking can be a way to stimulate their interest. ] 


Illustrative Films versus Experiential Films 
All the films in the nomination files are “authorized heritage films” (cf. authorized heritage discourse, Smith 2006), as they were at some point approved by experts and practitioners (Valentinčič Furlan 2018a, 26). However, regarding the voices and powers of the community represented, there are various ways of constructing knowledge in films. When examining the films of the 42 elements from the UNESCO website that were inscribed in 2017, only one tenth of the films construct knowledge in an experiential manner, half are based on illustrative top-down approaches, and the others are closer to illustrative films, as the off-commentary still establishes the basic structure of the film. 
A typical example of an illustrative film is Mongolian Traditional Practices of Worshipping the Sacred Sites (2016): its soundscape is based on third-person commentary with etic views of the experts and added generic music, while the heritage practitioners have no voice, nor do we hear any sounds of the shamanistic rituals (Valentinčič Furlan 2018a, 29). The film also reports on safeguarding measures and shows how the Sacred Mountains of Mongolia were officially included on the UNESCO World Heritage List. The national interpretation and the global UNESCO views prevail over local opinions (cf. Tauschek 2015, 301).
On the other hand, the Dutch film The Craft of the Miller (2016) is experiential, produced with participatory and collaborative methods, emphasizing the emic perspectives of the heritage practitioners. It is based on synchronous image and sound – the explanations of the heritage practitioners are filmed in the same context as the activities, and the sounds of the work processes and the natural environment are heard (Valentinčič Furlan 2018b, 30). No commentary or music was added to the film during the editing process (van der Zeijden 2018, 49–54), the local interpretation is not subordinated to the global one, and safeguarding measures are not exposed. This is a case of epistemic justice (Fricker 2007; Pantazatos 2017), as the heritage practitioners have been equally included in the joint production of knowledge.
The Dutch film presents the heritage in an “experience-near” manner (Geertz 1983, 57), while the Mongolian film is an “experience-distant” (ibid.) view of heritage. The knowledge construction was established before the filming, based on the text from the nomination form, and the image is subordinated to the words. The commentary anchors the meanings, directs the viewer to a single interpretation, and closes the structure of the film (Carta 2015: 10–11; cf. Martinez 1992: 135). The absence of commentary allows the viewer to gain direct access to the embodied experiences of the film subjects and their interpretations (Crawford 1992, 77–78; MacDougall 1998, 265; Carta 2015, 8). The sensory and experiential representations activate the viewers’ empathy for the subjects and events, addressing both reason and emotion, and blurring the dichotomy between body and reason, feeling and intellect (MacDougall 1998, 77). 
Regarding the audibility of the local languages, the starting point should be UNESCO’s position that language is “a vehicle of the intangible cultural heritage” (UNESCO 2003, Article 2.2), and a very important part of our cultural identities. That said, how often do the members of the UNESCO Evaluation Body and the participants in the Intergovernmental Committee’s sessions hear the languages ​​of the heritage communities and their opinions? In the nomination form, their language is “translated” into the professional-political discourse of the safeguarding paradigm, while films can convey the language of the community in an embodied state. “Until language is objectified in the written text, speech is inseparable from the speaker’s whole person” (Bourdieu 1977, 236, note 41; cf. MacDougall 1998, 163). If the film does not communicate the opinions and languages of the community, the evaluators and the international online viewers have distorted access to the living practices and practitioners’ cultural identities. UNESCO’s position on the mandatory participation of practitioners in the safeguarding of their heritage is not transparent in the films hosted on the organization’s website (Sousa 2018, 25–26). As such, the declarative nature of the Convention (UNESCO 2003, Article 15) does not correspond to the manifest level of the safeguarding paradigm. As Sousa (2018, 26) asks: “Is there an incorrect approach to the video [production due to] lack of competence and lack of sensitivity to ethnographic and participatory methodologies?” 

A Short Insight into Visual Anthropology and Visual Ethnography 
The term visual anthropology was coined by Margaret Mead, because her initial use of “nonverbal” anthropology was not well received by her colleagues (Pink 2006, 131). In the 1930s, Mead and Gregory Bateson systematically used film and photography in their research in Bali and Papua New Guinea to present the “intangible aspects of culture” (Bateson 1942, xi) through a combination of texts and visual records. They followed the rescue paradigm and positivist models of film, while in the 1960s and 1970s dialogic, participatory, and reflexive methods were introduced (Rouch 1975; MacDougall 1975; Young 1975). The book Principles of Visual Anthropology (Hockings 1975) established visual anthropology as a distinct field of anthropology with its own methodology and epistemology. With the invention of a camera that synchronously recorded sound, visual anthropologists stopped talking about or instead of Others, but rather “gave” them a voice and enabled them to express their own views (Ruby 1991). An omniscient commentary or “voice of God” was no longer appreciated in ethnographic film. When filmmakers abandoned their authoritative position, they created a space for the construction of new knowledge in the encounters with the community under study (MacDougall 1975, 119). At the third corner of the triangle of knowledge creation is the film viewer: the plurality of perspectives, participatory approaches and the open structure of the film (absence of commentary) enable more complex forms of film communication (MacDougall 1978, 422; 1998, 193; 2019, 153).
Since there is no one definition of ethnographic film as the term covers “extremely diverse efforts in the cinema and social sciences” (MacDougall 1978: 405), I list some practical, methodological and ethical characteristics that can be valuable also in filmmaking about intangible cultural heritage. There is no screenplay in advance, as the ethnographic method is based on exchanges with the film subjects while filming. An ethical approach requires a respectful attitude towards the community under study, and since it is particularly important that the film does no harm to them, they are the first viewers (Heider 2006, 119; Križnar 1996, 101–102; van Zanten 2012, 92; Wolffram 2020, 200–201) and their feedback is taken into account. Even better is when the film subjects are actively involved in all phases of filmmaking (MacDougall 1998, 91, 150–164) in participative and collaborative productions (Ruby 1991, 56). Another ethical and methodological imperative is that the statements of the film subjects in their languages are heard, and the translations of these are given in subtitles (MacDougall 1998, 165–177; Henley 2021; cf. UNESCO 2015, point 118). Visual anthropologists very often work as researchers and filmmakers in one person (Mead 1975, 7; Rouch 1975, 87–88, 91) to minimize the influences of filming on the cultural practices under study. Ethnographic film is intentionally ascetic, because every added layer, such as music, commentary, intense aestheticization and distinctive authorial elements, distances the viewers from the authentic situation[endnoteRef:6] in the field (Husmann and Postma 2008, 13). [6:  As opposed to situations staged for filming or to reconstructions of past ways of living; in visual ethnography, any re-enactments in the film are supposed to be disclosed (Heider 2006, 11–12, 22–23; Henley 2020, 113–130). Also UNESCO advises against filming staged performances (UNESCO 2015, point 119) to emphasize the live heritage practices.] 

Another important fact for the topic under discussion is that European visual anthropologists, led by Jean Rouch, wanted to institutionalize ethnographic film after World War II, and therefore, under the auspices of UNESCO, they founded first the French and then the International Committee of Ethnographic Film (Comité international du film ethnographique). Although UNESCO, after two decades of intensive cooperation (1952–1972), stopped supporting the Committee’s efforts to establish institutions for ethnographic film production, film archives and educational programs (de Heusch 1988, 2007), the Committee did in fact connect visual anthropologists around the world and helped to institutionalize visual anthropology. Unfortunately, when UNESCO institutionalized the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage in the twenty-first century, its associates did not invite visual anthropologists to design the instructions for the filmmaking, and the result is that the films on the UNESCO website largely reproduce outdated logocentric approaches. The subordination of the visual to words was characteristic of the second phase of silent film, when cameras did not record synchronous sound in the field, while commentary and music could be added in the process of editing the film. Towards the end of the twentieth century, however, visual anthropologists rejected the primacy of textual principles of knowledge creation in their films (Taylor 1996, 86; MacDougall 1998, 254–274), and this can be used as an example to improve the films on intangible cultural heritage on UNESCO lists.
I argue that while UNESCO made a good choice of the film medium to document intangible aspects of heritage, its unique characteristics and potential have rarely been fully exploited in the safeguarding paradigm. Here I highlight film’s abilities to convey to the viewers experiential, emotional, tacit and embodied knowledge (MacDougall 1998, 81, 84, 265; Grasseni 2008, 165), the emic views of the film protagonists (Grasseni 2004, 16–7, 28), their cultural and personal identities (Ginsburg 1995, 266; MacDougall 2006, 55), and authentic soundscapes of heritage (Henley 2010, 138; van Zanten 2012, 91). 
Tacit skills and embodied knowledge are those that are learned in common activities in everyday life by imitating one’s parents or people in communities of practice (Lave and Wenger 1991). Apprentices used to learn craft skills by observing their masters and by mimesis, with little explanation being offered or received (Polanyi 1962, 51, 55). When practitioners know how to perform certain routines, but cannot describe the sequence of procedures, this is a sign that the embodied and tacit skills have, at some point, become part of their habitus (Bourdieu 1977, 78–79). The UNESCO safeguarding paradigm now transforms practices, skills and habitus into intangible heritage through metacultural production (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2004, 52–64). 
In the following sections I discuss two cases of film productions for nominations to the Representative List. The first one, on bobbin lacemaking in Slovenia, was edited from the existing footage of public TV station. The second film production on Lipizzan horse breeding traditions in eight European countries was much more complex; here, it is followed through the phases of pre-production, production and post-production. 

Bobbin Lacemaking in Slovenia
The 10-minute film for the nomination Bobbin Lacemaking in Slovenia (UNESCO 2018b) was edited in 2017 from footage for the series on bobbin lacemaking by Magda Lapajne, produced by Television Slovenia in 2015. This was suggested by the working group consisting of representatives of lacemakers, local and regional museums, the Ministry of Culture and the Coordinator for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage.[endnoteRef:7] This was the fourth Slovenian nomination, but the first one of an all-Slovenian heritage, as bobbin lacemaking is widespread in 120 schools, societies, sections and groups all over Slovenia, and also practiced by numerous individual bobbin lacemakers (Klekljanje 2018, 4, 7). As such, not all the practitioners knew each other, so this was an imagined community (Anderson 1991) composed of several communities of practice (Lave and Wenger 1991). Due to the historical delineation and competition between the communities of the Primorsko and the Gorenjsko regions, the members of the working group discussed how to balance the presentation in the film so that the practitioners, researchers, safeguarding experts and, ultimately, UNESCO evaluators, would be satisfied. [7:  In Slovenia, the Ministry of Culture is in charge of the Register of Intangible Cultural Heritage, and the Slovene Ethnographic Museum was appointed the Coordinator for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage in 2011. As a curator of ethnographic film, I explored the visualization of this heritage for the Slovenian Register and for the nominations to UNESCO lists. Two international conferences on filming the intangible heritage were organized, and the contributions are available in anthologies (Valentinčič Furlan 2015b, 2018b).] 

Since the Television Slovenia crew filmed a lot of footage in different regions of Slovenia, it was agreed to build the film narrative on the multitude of practitioners. The footage of a lacemaking school, seven lacemaking societies, two pattern designers and a textile and clothing designer would be taken in account, but not the Idrija Lace Festival, because there was no footage of the festival in Železniki in the Gorenjsko region. The film would start in Idrija, because lacemaking was known there in the seventeenth century, and continue in Gorenjsko and other parts of Slovenia, where it spread later. In accordance with UNESCO’s instructions, the author should show all types of knowledge transfer: formal in schools and informal in societies and families, as well as vertical between generations and horizontal within generations. The statements should testify to the social significance of this form of heritage, in the sense of cohesion in groups and societies, and reveal the personal motives and views of the lacemakers. Regarding the representation of age groups and genders, the author said that all generations were filmed, and two men along with the women, and so neither the film nor the nomination could be “accused of” discrimination against men (cf. Pietrobruno 2014; Tauschek 2015; UNESCO 2015, point 33; Janse 2023, regarding invisibility of women).
The members of the working group watched the film in February 2016 at the Slovene Ethnographic Museum, and it was sent to others via an online tool for sending larger files. The practitioners and museum curators praised the film and made some minor suggestions for additions, such as that the author add a statement from a teenager, if there was one in the footage. The representatives of the Ministry of Culture did not send any feedback, but after submitting the file they commented that the Idrija festival and museum exhibitions should be shown. When preparing the film, we gave priority to living practices over media representations of heritage and its promotion at festivals.
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Figure 1: Bobbin lacemaking, Idrija, 2008 (photo B. Uršič).
The film Bobbin Lacemaking in Slovenia (Lapajne 2017) uses a lot of statements, but it is still close to an experiential film because it presents the activities and emic views of the lacemakers, without third-person commentary or added music. Although Magda Lapajne generally uses background music in TV documentaries, she agreed that the sounds produced by bobbins and speech make a strong enough soundscape of the film. The film subjects are presented with their names and surnames, roles in lacemaking societies or schools, and places of residence, with an English translation given in subtitles. In this way, we took into account the practices of visual ethnography, as well as recommendations by Wim van Zanten (2012a, 90–91) and UNESCO (2015, points 118–122).
The film does not convey a story about the bobbin lacemaking heritage in a grand narrative (Lyotard 1979), but rather, in a postmodern manner, it brings together a multitude of voices and perspectives. Although I agree that film viewers can more easily identify with up to three or four film subjects (van der Zeijden 2018, 48), in films for nominations the selection and number of the film subjects depend on the geographic and social distribution of heritage, possible competitive relationships among practitioners and communities, and also on the footage available. In our case, we were able to select 14 female and two male practitioners, because we already had such a variety filmed; in case of a new film production, a smaller number of protagonists would be documented.
In terms of production, this film is characterized by a jump from pre-production (planning) to post-production (editing), similar to those reported by Juraj Hamar and Ľubica Voľanská (2015), and Mirela and Darije Hrovatin (2015), but at the same time it also differs from them. The footage on bobbin lacemaking was recent, high-quality, and visually uniform. We had access to the unedited material, so there was no need to assemble film excerpts with the limitations of different image formats and colour scales, graphics embedded in the picture, or statements already mixed together with background music. Magda Lapajne, who conducted the research, wrote the script, communicated with the film subjects and directed the documentary series, had the main say also in the editing of this film. The working group of practitioners and experts participated in guiding the content of the film in line with the heritage nominated, the UNESCO parameters and the ethics of visual ethnography. The collaborative production integrated different layers of knowledge in the manner of dialogic heritage (Harrison 2013, 223–226) and epistemic justice (Fricker 2007; Pantazatos 2017).

Lipizzan Horse Breeding Traditions 
The nomination Lipizzan Horse Breeding Traditions (UNESCO 2022b) to the Representative List of eight countries was coordinated by Slovenia in 2017–2020, and I was in charge of the film production. In April 2017, I was invited to join the working group and organize the film production process. As this was going to be a large scale production, I suggested inviting the Slovenian visual anthropologists Manca Filak and Žiga Gorišek as the filmmakers, while I took over the coordination of the film production. I had a positive experience of participating in the joint film production for nomination on dry stone walling (UNESCO 2018a), and I wanted to demonstrate the findings of both anthologies (Valentinčič Furlan 2015b, 2018b) in practical filmmaking, pursuing methods of visual ethnography. Therefore, Janez Rus, a professional director of the Lipica Stud Farm and the initiator of the nomination, was invited to participate in planning, filming and structuring the Slovenian and the joint films. As different competences, strengths and interests among participants in film production were expected (cf. Ruby 2000, 219), I planned that we would inform the heritage practitioners and members of the working group about the approaches and ethics of visual ethnography. 
Janez Rus, Manca Filak, Žiga Gorišek and I broadly agreed to design the Slovenian film based on the processes of foaling, daily and annual care of the horses, training and support activities at the stud farm, and culminating in performances on the Lipizzan Horse Day. A representative of the Slovenian Lipizzaner Breeding Association was included, the Janhar Riding Centre in Hraše, Gorenjsko. In 2019, the footage was filmed and the film Traditional Breeding of Lipizzan Horses (Filak and Gorišek 2019) was then edited. In October it was presented to the heritage bearers and members of working group. The bearers were satisfied with the film, with the exception that in the concluding sequence from the Lipizzan Horse Day event, a performance by a visiting white Arabian horse needed to be replaced by one with a Lipizzan horse. 
The main Slovenian coordinator regretted that the graceful performance of a French rider would be eliminated, as it was more in line with the beauty ideals of the era of perfect representations (Baudrillard 1994). The ethnographic filmmakers should not ignore the aesthetics and poetics of life, but neither should they glorify them (Morin 1988, 100–101). In the tension between the aesthetic and the documentary, the first can be chosen over the latter unless the second has a stronger professional significance, as beautiful shots better attract the attention of the audience. In film reception, the construction of knowledge and taking pleasure in aesthetic and emotional elements are very often intertwined (MacDougall 1998, 73).
The coordinator’s representative wished that more examples of private breeders be presented, as together they breed more Lipizzan horses than the Lipica Stud Farm. There were already numerous subjects in the Slovenian film, and we expected many more in the joint film, so it would make no sense to film more representatives of private breeders. Film is most powerful in the direct depiction of people, animals and situations, and showing a multitude of private stud farms as a visual generalization would diminish its power. Usually, the medium of generalization is the text and not the film (MacDougall 1998, 75).
A retrospective analysis of the film’s internal narrative (content) and external narrative (social context of film production) (Banks 2001, 11–12) has shown that the latter is symbolically reproduced in the first. The social power relations between the Lipica Stud Farm and the Slovenian Lipizzaner Breeding Association, in the context of drawing up the nomination file, resulted in a running time ratio of 5:1. To be specific, the Lipica Stud Farm was an initiator and active co-creator of the nomination, while the Association was passively involved in its preparation – it only engaged to contribute a letter of support and send a representative to the joint meeting in Hungry.
[image: F:\New folder\0 slo knjiga\v oblikovanje\Kobilarna Lipica Gorišek 1116.JPG]
Figure 2: Shoeing of a Lipizzan horse, Lipica, 2019 (photo Ž. Gorišek).
In October 2020, we presented the film to members of the international working group in Lipik, Croatia, as an example of a possible approach to filming their own heritage. We could not design the film for the multinational nomination as a collaborative production involving heritage bearers from the other seven countries, because we only had access to national representatives in the international working group. The idea of one team filming in all the participating countries was not accepted by the other countries. I assume that this is because the various states wanted to retain control over the presentation of their heritage and over their footage, as well. Besides, three states operated with a very limited budget, so in the end Slovenia covered the expenses for the film editing. When coordinating the film production, I mostly communicated with the national coordinators, who were representatives of ministries or national commissions for UNESCO, and mainly ethnologists or anthropologists by education, and very rarely directly with the filmmakers. In the working group of 27 people from Croatia, Hungary, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Italy, Austria (which joined in December 2018), and Romania (joining as late as in October 2019), only Janez Rus had experience with Lipizzan horse breeding, while the other countries only occasionally engaged comparable experts. Four countries filmed new footage, three countries combined existing and new footage, and one was limited to using the existing programmes produced by its state-funded TV station.
The knowledge construction of the joint film was formed in five steps. Since in 2018 it turned out that the members of the working group had little experience in filmmaking, I outlined the basic starting points of the film. All the countries were supposed to film everyday work with Lipizzan horses in their natural, cultural and social environments, and footage for two additional sequences, for example training sessions, characteristic working procedures, riding performances, horse-drawn carriage rides, festive events, sports, therapeutic riding, research activities and museum exhibitions. I encouraged the filming of activities and statements of practitioners in the same contexts, so that the relationship between people and horses was visible, and the unity of place and time was preserved (Valentinčič Furlan 2018c, points 1 and 2). Stereotypes from some videos on UNESCO website, such as statements by researchers filmed in university libraries that in the editing process would be illustrated with footage of activities in stud farms, were to be avoided.
The second step was carried out by the national coordinators and filmmakers in the participating states, with choices of which events, people and locations they would film (in cases when the state was limited to whatever footage was already available, this step was omitted). The materials were mostly received together with metadata and translations. 
In the third step of knowledge construction, national coordinators selected characteristic shots and statements from the footage. Some coordinators with no experience of film production were instructed about the basics of filmmaking, such as how to provide data on shots and statements with time codes, so that we could understand exactly which parts of their footage and which sentences were selected to be edited into the joint film. Two national coordinators failed to make a selection, so Gorišek and I examined their footage and suggested which parts to be used. To my surprise, this was achievable despite the pair of us only have a rough understanding of the relevant languages. I concluded that the basic principles of filming are rather uniform (cf. Hall 1997, 4), which is the result of the skilled vision of the filmmaking community of practice (cf. Grasseni 2004, 16–17, 28; Pink 2006, 4). Gorišek then edited the audiovisual sequences. 
I insisted that the heritage be interpreted by its practitioners, as the interlocutors are both sources of knowledge and individuals with their own agency (MacDougall 1998, 254; 2006, 55), and it would be unethical not to use the interviews received. Moreover, the faces and voices in a film affect the viewers through vision, hearing, sense of touch and kinaesthesia (MacDougall 1998, 266, 269). The film protagonists speak enthusiastically and emotionally about horses and their own engagement in breeding them, and while emotions can greatly stimulate the creativity in the chosen field (Hafstein 2018b, 106; Tolia-Kelly, Waterton, and Watson 2017; van de Port and Meyer 2018), they are not found in the text of the nomination form at all. In film, emotions and enthusiasm attract the attention of viewers, arouse their empathy and facilitate their identification with the protagonists (MacDougall 1998, 77, 262; 2006, 55). While a third-person commentary would allow for a more unified film style, it was not acceptable as it inevitably leads to a grand narrative (Lyotard 1979) of heritage experts, which should be avoided in the safeguarding paradigm. It was agreed with Gorišek and Rus that the off-commentary would only be introduced if the statements of practitioners did not provide all the necessary information, and music could be added in sequences with a very light soundscape. 
In the fourth step, the order of sequences was determined. The basic structure of the film (on paper) was conceived by Žiga Gorišek in December 2019. In the introduction, he envisaged a short cultural history of the Lipizzan horses (either in a caption or in off-commentary), and the idea of the Dutch journalist Frank Westerman that “when you touch a Lipizzaner, you are touching history”, from an early version of the nomination form. In the core body of the film, he arranged sequences about horse breeding and related traditional crafts, the care taken to maintain a pure breed, training sessions, performances and the social aspects of the practices. The concluding part was based on statements about the transfer of knowledge, love for horses and the Lipizzan horse as a symbol. A good solution here was to use footage of horses and carts in motion, filmed from the ground or with a drone, to indicate movements between locations in the eight countries. Gorišek’s editing plan opened up a discussion about certain aspects of the film’s structure. I defended the position that the transfer of knowledge should be shown throughout the film. Westerman’s quote emphasized the horse and history, while the main focus of the intangible heritage is on today’s practices, knowledge and skills of practitioners, and social roles of Lipizzan horses and practices of breeding. I also pointed out that the quote was an external view that Westerman learned from his parents in his childhood, while the essence of our film was the practices and opinions of the insiders. 
In January 2020, Janez Rus, Žiga Gorišek and I met in the editing studio. Westerman’s quote was not used, so the film starts with a sequence on Marko Maroševec and the Croatian proverb “Feed a horse as if he is an emperor, chase him like he is the devil.” Janez Rus suggested that instead of a caption or third person commentary on cultural history, his first person statement, which was not selected for the Slovenian film (due to the brevity required), could be used. His account made a good introduction to the film, so we edited it in and removed one of the Slovenian sequences. The main features of the film are the people-horses relationships and the ways of transmitting knowledge and skills. The 20-minute film (cf. UNESCO 2017, point 22) Lipizzan Horse Breeding Traditions (Gorišek 2020) is composed of 39 sequences in a single visual narrative – we simply trusted the audience to understand the message without subdividing the film into chapters with intertitles. The film subjects are identified by their names and surnames, the institutions or events they participated in, and the abbreviation of their country name. In the final credits, the main authors of the film are listed, along with the producers – the Slovene Ethnographic Museum and Ethnocinema Production.[endnoteRef:8] [8:  The footage, the film, and the data (Valentinčič Furlan 2020b) are kept in the Department of Ethnographic Film at the Slovene Ethnographic Museum. Altogether we received 21 hours of footage, so the ratio of initial footage to the finished film was 60:1. ] 

The fifth and final step of constructing knowledge in the film was the result of feedback from the international working group and the film subjects. When editing the film, we already took into account UNESCO’s recommendations and values, e.g. statements and visuals about the effects of the Balkan war on the herd and premises in Bosnia and Herzegovina were not selected (cf. UNESCO 2015, points 47–50). Shots of the consequences of animal suffering – horses’ loins, branded with identification numbers, were not shown, either (ibid., point 49). As agreed upon joint viewing of the film at the international meeting in Gödöllő, Hungary, in January 2020, we eliminated a shot of neglected hooves in the opening sequence, and a shot of the concrete floor in a private breeder’s stable that were deemed unacceptable by the equestrian professionals. A short statement of a Slovak rider who presented herself as a vixen at the traditional St Hubert hunt had to be edited out, because a fox’s tail was visible in the frame, and their use, as well as fox hunting is prohibited (Valentinčič Furlan 2020a). Thus political correctness directed the fine editing of the film, leading it to a simulacrum of idealized states (Baudrillard 1994). In late February 2020, there was an unexpected intervention of a State Party that wanted to include a sequence of their state stud farm in the film, which had already been confirmed by all the participating states. This was a reaction to a comment at the Vienna meeting, that the film showed seven state stud farms but not theirs, and the main coordinator of the nomination demanded that their wish be accommodated.
In Slovenia, the footage was filmed by visual anthropologists in cooperation with heritage practitioners, while in three other countries, representatives of official safeguarding bodies collaborated with filmmakers who had not been educated as visual anthropologists. In one of the participating states, a hired filmmaker was sent to the field without the researcher, so not all of his footage was useful. For example, he filmed a short interview with the director of a state stud farm, but two of his overstatements could have provoked complaints from other countries, and thus the state in question was asked to film a new statement. The conclusion was that a hired cameraperson may need some professional guidance when eliciting knowledge in exchanges with the film subjects. The decision of one state to use only footage from existing TV programmes ultimately meant that it contributed less knowledge to the joint film than other states. 
In the initial document with starting points for joint production, I envisaged that each country would have two minutes available in the total length of the film (Valentinčič Furlan 2018c, point 3). In practice, this was not possible because two countries sent very little footage and a third delivered subjectively filmed TV programmes. When we edited the sequences and arranged them into a meaningful narrative, we gave priority to the sequences from those three countries. Nevertheless, the different amounts or quality of footage delivered resulted in different ratios of running time per countries (Valentinčič Furlan 2020b, 7). 
In this context, the following question arises: How could we make a relatively coherent film narrative from the rather heterogeneous footage? A special case was the Romanian footage filmed in constant movement that, in some cases, did not show the speaking protagonist at all. Striving for a visually and structurally unified style in the film, Gorišek and I pursued the principle of showing all the subjects narrating for approximately ten seconds, so that the viewer sees them, and can read who they are and what their role in the heritage element is. We were able to edit two Romanian sequences into the film. Then, at a joint film viewing in Hungary, it was suggested that the Romanian statement without the visible speaker should be included in the film, or that in one sequence the footage be used in combination with an off-commentary. I argued that the film needs a unified structure – if we get to know the narrators in 38 sequences, it is disturbing that we do not see the person speaking in one. If we make use of an off-commentary, then it must appear several times throughout the film. Žiga Gorišek and Slovak filmmaker Michal Veselský supported this opinion.
In some phases, the processes of film pre-production, production, post-production and accessibility, established in visual ethnography and visual anthropology, have been subjected to political protocols and arbitrary decisions, such as when the main coordinator did not allow the publication of the film in March 2018, and it was only published in the Filmography of the Slovene Ethnographic Museum in December 2022. The non-exclusive granting of rights in the UNESCO safeguarding paradigm means that filmmakers and film producers can continue to use their film in addition to the UNESCO Secretariat and “third parties” (see the ‘ICH-07-video’ Grant of Rights among UNESCO n. d. b. ICH Forms; cf. ZASP-NPB11, Article 74).
The analysis demonstrates how many forces and tangents act on a multinational film production, from the lived realities of heritage practitioners and horses in eight states, the basic starting points of film production close to visual ethnography, the UNESCO guidelines, the wishes of working group members and the demands of States Parties, that were in play more or less from the beginning, to the financial constraints, group dynamics and issues of political correctness that were detected in the course of the filmmaking process.

Conclusion
Both film productions discussed here are experiential films focused on practices and skills, the emic views and voices of the heritage practitioners, their cultural and personal identities, as well as on authentic soundscapes of local environments and activities. Since many films accompanying nominations are edited from existing footage or excerpts of older films, an examination of the first case, among other things, draws attention to the possible limitations of such film reedits and compilations, an issue that is also revisited in the second case with regard to the use of state-funded TV programmes. However, the film production on lacemaking also considered the competitive relationships among the practicing communities, which are very often dissonant, although there is a tendency to present them as homogenous in the nomination forms (Waterton and Smith 2010, 4–5).
The second case on Lipizzan horse breeding reveals that it was much easier to apply participatory and collaborative approaches in a national production, while it was not possible to promote them fully in a multinational film production. The main reasons were that Slovene filmmakers were not given permission to film in other countries, while not all States Parties were familiar with participatory film methodologies, and the restricted financing in some of them was not helpful, either. The external narrative of film production (social relations) was thus reproduced in the film’s internal narrative (Banks 2001, 11–12), as countries with limited financial resources or film competence contributed fewer sequences to the joint film.
Both film productions paid little attention to the safeguarding measures and activities which are precisely documented in the nomination forms, and supported with evidence of inscriptions in the states’ inventories and the free, prior and informed consents of practitioners, groups and communities. This is the first reason I argue for the complementarity of filmic and written representations in the nomination files (Valentinčič Furlan 2015a, 105; cf. van Zanten 2012, 87–88; UNESCO 2015, point 122). There is yet another argument for developing complementary media messages. While films were of decisive importance to the jury during the Proclamation of Masterpieces, they have gradually become relatively marginal in assessing compliance with the criteria in the Operational Directives (UNESCO 2008/2024), compared to other components of the nomination file (Sicard 2018, 68–69). On the other hand, the online publications have greatly increased the worldwide visibility of films (ibid., 70–72; UNESCO 2015, point 120). Thus, both the function of the films and their target audience have changed in the past decade. It follows that the States Parties and filmmakers should reconsider how to design filmic representations, bearing in mind that the general online public is most probably interested in getting to know heritage and its practitioners, while not so much in the safeguarding measures.
Experiential films and collaborative productions are an alternative and a critique of the stereotypical word-and-sentence-based films on the UNESCO website that often reproduce established power imbalances (Hall 1997, 9–11; Tauschek 2015, 301) by not allowing heritage practitioners to express their views or to decide upon the filmic representations of their heritage. The visualization of intangible heritage can be further developed more inclusively if UNESCO re-engages visual anthropologists, continuing the collaboration that existed in the second half of the twentieth century. Namely, visual ethnography offers a toolkit of methods and practical examples that can promote the participation and collaboration of heritage practitioners in all phases of film production, from planning, filming and editing to managing film accessibility (Erlewein 2015; Valentinčič Furlan 2015a, 2018a, 2024). 
It is essential to inform heritage practitioners, safeguarding experts in States Parties, and UNESCO associates, responsible for preparing the guidelines for filmmaking and capacity-building programmes, about participatory and collaborative film approaches. Abandoning existing power positions can encourage dialogue and increase the social responsibility of all parties concerned (Black 2012, 224–237). Cultural identities in films are always created in the context of the given power relations in film production, and therefore the heritage community represented must be included in all decisions and representations of their heritage, regardless of the medium (Hall 1999; Ruby 1991, 51; Smith 2012, 534; Harrison 2013, 3). 
We need to keep in mind that films on the UNESCO website play an immensely important role in creating a global cultural memory about intangible heritage, its practitioners, their skills, languages and identities (Lipp 2013, 146; cf. UNESCO 2015, point 120; Sicard 2018, 70–72).
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