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Introduction
It is widely accepted that the celebration of intangible heritage (or living culture) can enhance a community’s sense of identity, cohesion and value (Go et al., 2003; Keitumetse and Nthoi, 2009; Sarashima, 2013; Wendland, 2009). However, it is also essential to consider the effects which monetisation and commercialisation can have on indigenous intangible cultural heritage (ICH) practices, and the extent to which externally-facing showcasing is likely to promote commodification with its various negative consequences. This will depend upon a number of variables including the character of the social relations that are established between ‘hosts’ and ‘guests’. Cultural heritage is even, arguably, in danger of being distorted in aggressive attempts to underpin tourism and economic development strategies more generally. This would suggest that any commercialisation of ICH should be preceded by the cultural equivalent of an environmental impact assessment, in order to consider in which ways the proposed exposure of ICH to tourism is likely to affect both the cultural and economic value of the practice. 

The contrary argument is also valid; if ethical hurdles are satisfactorily overcome, then the economic development resulting from or associated with the safeguarding of the practice may generate tourism revenue, due to public interest surrounding the practice, without damaging the integrity of the ICH. However, while the latter may prove beneficial at a national scale, nevertheless local communities may not either receive or perceive as acceptable the putative financial benefits, which may be indirect. Furthermore, these may not compensate adequately for the loss of both their privacy and their unique access to the living culture in question. Scale is significant and serves to illustrate the dilemma of immediate benefits to ICH communities versus wider national socio-economic benefits, something which may prove crucial in terms of assessing the willingness of ICH communities to engage with what purports to be ‘safeguarding’ practices.

In the event that the ICH practice itself is dying out and either researchers or government officials are seeking to revive the practice and/or enforce its preservation for economic or politically exploitative reasons such as tourism, this further complicates the matter of beneficiaries. This perspective has been extended to a national scale by previous authors who argue that ICH practitioners who wish to safeguard the vivacity of local cultural expression must protect themselves against the arrival of new forms of capital accumulation, and national elites searching for innovative forms of exploitable resources. This essentially refers to the ‘Disneyfication’ of cultural expression, a derogatory term implying that heritage no longer appears as 'real' or authentic, but has been 'imagineered' to provide more appeal. Discussions on disneyfication tend to arise as soon as heritage is 'packaged' for consumption. This also emphasises the negative connotations of economic innovations and underscores a requirement for social awareness and defensive measures on the part of ICH owner practitioners.

This paper will examine the opportunities and challenges associated with assigning monetary value to certain ICH practices against the background of monetisation and commercialisation. The significance of such an assessment is especially important in the case of communities where tourist-related resource-based economic activity requires to be maximised in order to sustain community viability in the long term. In order to contextualise the community aspect against a specific interpretation of ICH, the current paper will present the case study of the Orkney Islands, Scotland. Specifically, it will consider the economic and cultural value of arts and heritage festivals which take place throughout the year, from the perspective of various literature resources and industry stakeholders. Stakeholder perspectives upon constraints operating on, and barriers to, monetisation, as well as otherwise evidenced advantages and disadvantages, constitute an important aspect of ICH. Such matters may represent emergent concerns within UNESCO – an especially important organisation in terms of the safeguarding and recording of ICH, which could not at the outset have been expected to realise the full implications of the implementation of its 2003 Convention on ICH. 

Economic valuation of intangible cultural heritage
The matter of how and under which circumstances it is possible to calculate the economic value of ICH activities and practices for distinct stakeholders has been discussed and debated throughout the ICH literature. Aas et al. (2005) suggested that some managers within heritage organisations are disinclined to accept that an economic value can be assigned to facets of heritage. The immaterial nature of ICH practices exacerbate this argument and many instances of ICH provide substantial challenges in terms of identification, cataloguing and assessing, let alone estimating its associated value in purely economic terms. According to the cultural heritage literature, the suggestion of difficulties in valuating ICH has been expressed by other stakeholders in addition to heritage organisation managers. For instance, Go et al. (2003) have stated that “[l]ocals may not even appreciate that heritage has an economic value beyond immediate survival considerations or symbolic importance” (p. 62). This argument is especially concerning, considering that the local populous is an essential value chain component as their belief in its economic value may have positive auxiliary consequences for the popularity and exposure of the heritage practice and therefore, incidentally, the value of its economic success. 
In terms of the exact rationale for why cultural heritage in general, and ICH in particular, is allegedly the subject of economic valuation impediments, different authors have provided distinct (and often conflicting) justifications. For example, Bedate et al. (2004) believe that the problems associated with the economic valuation of historic heritage are derived from “the inexistence of signiﬁcant markets that express that value in terms of real prices” (p. 110). This conclusion was based on their findings that the direct value of services originating from the heritage was inadequately registered, combined with the fact that, despite willingness to pay, they claim that the benefits associated with socially valuable heritage are unmarketable. If this is the case for material cultural heritage, how much more so is it the case for immaterial cultural heritage? Alternatively, Dalmas et al. (2015) more recently asserted that the exigencies of assigning monetary value to cultural heritage are actually correlated with its cultural dimensions which, they argue, partially encompass non-use values. This aspect of non-use value reasoning was also addressed by Azqueta and Delacámara (2006) who describe economic valuation techniques as “not suited for the task of discovering the value of something that society considers no longer as a commodity” (p. 531). An empirical study by Del Barrio et al. (2012) specifically investigated one type of ICH – namely cultural festivals – and they provided their own findings in relation to the issue of economic valuation. These findings exhibit similarities to those of Bedate et al. in terms of market prices, by concluding that cultural festivals are appropriately considered as ‘public goods’ and it is this aspect which is problematic in terms of market price measurements. 
In addition to the challenges relating to the economic valuation of ICH, the matter of best practice of how it should be valued in monetary terms also brings a myriad of complex and conflicting suggestions from the heritage literature. As a starting point, Bender (2015) recommends, as a means to assigning economic value specifically to living heritage, a network which would grant partner organisations access to enhanced marketing/branding activities, thus generating more tourism demand whilst supporting cultural resources. Interestingly, Del Barrio et al. (2012) discuss a range of what they describe as appropriate long-term economic valuation techniques for ICH – including Discounting of Cash Flows, Cost-Benefit Analysis and Social Return on Investment. They advise that the Discounting of Cash Flows is an appropriate economic valuation technique for “market-oriented projects, where the economic effects and costs generated are clearly measurable in market terms” (p. 241). This technique would therefore be problematic for valuing many instances of ICH on account of market ambiguities as discussed above. Alternatively, they suggest that the other two aforementioned valuation techniques would integrate approximations of the social return-on-investment of specific projects, thus providing potentially more relevance for evaluation of the economic value of ICH. 
Herrero et al. (2006) also discuss the use of economic impact models for cultural events in which they attest to their reliability but also caution on the additional dependency factors to be given consideration. For instance, they argue that their accuracy is only reliable when sufficient attention to detail is used in the fieldwork so as to eradicate any instances of result over-measurement. Furthermore, they suggest that the success of using economic valuation techniques is contingent on having research hypotheses which facilitate comparative results to related studies. Indeed, the above discussion highlights the complex and multifaceted nature of gauging the economic value of ICH as it clearly depends on numerous interrelated factors such as the type of cultural heritage, the nature of the research and the fieldwork strategy. Other scholars have emphasised the dependency factors associated with evaluating the economic value of ICH; for example, the study on cultural festivals by Del Barrio et al. (2012) concluded that their sizeable economic impact was necessarily reliant upon the geographic locality, event size and aptitude with attracting tourism.
The question remains as to what are the specific benefits of calculating the economic value of ICH and who would be the key beneficiaries? According to Fonseca and Rebelo (2010), ascertaining this elusive economic value would “establish coherent strategies with the habits and attitudes of the target public” (p. 340). They also described the economic knowledge of cultural heritage as an unfinished study area and proposed further research of a microeconometric level to address this gap. Other academics have called for further research into the economic aspects of ICH; for instance, Lee (2015) concluded from his empirical study of contingent valuation methods that further research should maintain this method when evaluating ICH practices in Korea. Alternatively, Del Barrio et al. (2012) criticised the lack of economic research into specific types of ICH – as opposed to the valuation method - by describing in their conclusions the “scant number of applied case studies in the domain of cultural festival evaluation, particularly with regard to efﬁciency evaluation and estimation of economic value” (p. 243). They also elaborated on this claim in their paper by advising that research studies should specifically focus on the long-term viability of financial investments in comparison with return-on-investment over a pre-determined period. 

Economic benefit vs exploitation
With the contentious issue of whether or not it is contextually (or ethically) appropriate for ICH practitioners to accept external financial incentives to engage in safeguarding, tourism or other commercial activities associated with their ICH, the question arises of what are the economics benefits of their practices? One may presume that the economic benefits would be minimal if external governmental schemes are seeking to compound the benefits with further incentives of a financial nature; however, this may not invariably be the case. Firstly, Hu et al. (2015) suggest that numerous heritages are subject to endangerment and yet, despite the amount of financial governmental investment, only a small minority of heritage protection directly benefits from this investment. Although some types of ICH do not need to rely on external funding and therefore can be sustained without any financial assistance, this argument supports the notion that some ICH communities (for instance those associated with cultural festivals often in peripheral rural locations) may derive enough economic benefits from the practices themselves in order to maintain sustainability and ensure their safeguarding for future generations. Or alternatively, if a financial imbalance is created whereby practitioners are not deriving sufficient economic benefits from either the practices or external incentives then this may contribute towards the expiration of the practice. Ultimately, this scenario would depend on the extent to which economic investment (either internal or external) is required in order to sustain the practice, and if the participants themselves exhibit enough dedication to the activity to re-establish a financial balance to the sustainability of the ICH. 
The nature of the economic benefits of ICH, and cultural heritage in general, are more complex and multi-faceted than one may initially appreciate. For instance, Herrero et al. (2006) proposed a range of both direct economic effects (such as production, income and employment) for the specific cultural sector in question, in addition to indirect effects (such as finances and tourism) for related sectors. Aas et al. (2005) have expressed that “[t]here is still the issue of optimizing the economic beneﬁts for the local community from the tourism/heritage relationship” (p. 34), thereby also acknowledging the issue from the additional perspective of tourism activities associated with the ICH practice in question. This statement also challenges the myth that linking cultural heritage activities to tourism guarantees economic stability for the practice. In terms of how exactly the economic benefits of this tourism/relationship for the ICH community can be optimised, the academic literature remains largely silent, with conceptual papers suggesting that certain types of ICH exhibit the potential to contribute towards economic growth without providing the necessary evidence to substantiate these claims (Grant, 2010). Consequently, further research may be required in order to explore this potentially significant topic from the perspective of either one specific type of ICH or across several. One isolated empirical research study was conducted by Del Barrio et al. (2012) from the context of cultural festivals. They found that the (significant) economic impact of these festivals is dependent on a number of key factors including the size of the festival and tourism attraction capabilities on account of the correlation with visitor spending. They also concluded that “the territorial economic effect of such events spans a limited area” (p. 241), with the economic benefits diminishing at a directly proportional rate to the proximity of the event (and therefore the spending). These findings are interesting but raise additional questions regarding to what extent the economic impact of cultural festival is also dependent on other external factors such as the topographical positioning of the festival (urban vs rural, interconnected vs isolated), the demographics of the festival attendants, the type of cultural heritage being performed at the festival and the cultural value of the festival. This last point may prove to be especially significant as governmental investment in cultural festival development (which may not invariably be welcomed by the festivals themselves) may have unexpected and adverse effects on the festival in terms of exploitation and cultural devaluation.  Logan (2007) advances the issue of involuntary safeguarding measures to the point of suppression of minority cultural groups and suggests deep political undertones with the implications of cultural heritage instruments. He also argued that governmental economic investment in minority ICH groups could result in resentment from dominant ethic groups (described here as ICH communities) who endure the resultant economic resource reallocation and the associated perceived lack of power. He concluded that “the 2003 Intangible Cultural Heritage Convention reinforce[s] the political anxieties held by the national governments” (p. 40) and these arguments further validate the rationale for ICH groups or communities to rebuff financial incentives for safeguarding engagement. This may therefore represent a potential avenue for further empirical research to explore the relationship between economic impact and cultural value of a particular type of ICH such as cultural festivals. As a direct result of the above discussion, the remainder of this paper will now present the Orkney Islands of Scotland as a case study on account of the proliferation of cultural festivals held there throughout the year, combined with a lack of studies into the economic/cultural value of these festivals as presented in the local industry reports and academic literature.

Case Study – Orkney Islands
The Orkney Islands constitute an archipelago which is geographically located approximately 16 miles north of the Scottish mainland. The archipelago consists of around 70 islands, only 20 of which are inhabited. Despite its small land area (the largest island “Mainland” covers a mere 202 square miles), the Orkney Islands are considered a cultural hotspot within Scotland beyond the four major cities due to the panoply of various cultural festivals staged throughout the year and indeed throughout the islands of the archipelago (see Figure 1 below). The next subsections will now explore some of the key festivals in terms of how the existing literature discusses their economic and cultural value.

 
[image: ]
·  Papay Gyro Nights Art Festival (First full moon in February)
·  Orkney Jazz Festival	(Last weekend in April)
·  Orkney Craft Festival	(April)
·  Orkney Nature Festival (16 - 22 May 2016)
·  Orkney Folk Festival	(26 - 29 May 2016)
·  Orkney Fine Wine Festival (First week in June)
·  St Magnus International Festival (17 - 26 June 2016)
·  Orkney Blues Festival (September)
·  Westray Sailing Regatta (July)
·  Sanday Arts Festival (July)
·  Kirkwall Sailing Regatta (August)
·  South Ronaldsay Boys’ Ploughing Match & Festival of the Horse (August)
·  North Ronaldsay Folk Festival (August)
·  Orkney International Science Festival (September)
·  Orkney Storytelling Festival (End of October)


Figure 1.	Location of cultural festivals on the Orkney Islands (image courtesy of Nilfanion, created using Ordnance Survey Data)

Economic value of Orkney cultural festivals
Over the past decade, according to industry report sources obtained in the public domain, at least twelve funders have provided financial investment to at least six of the cultural festivals which take place annually in the Orkney Islands. Table 1 below presents the details of these funding awards across the various festivals and awarding bodies. Although the findings presented in this table are as yet incomplete and inconclusive, they nevertheless provide tentative indications of the approaches of awarding bodies towards allocating funding to some of Orkney’s cultural festivals. For instance, the table indicates that the Orkney Folk Festival receives the most separate awards from different funders including the Orkney Islands Council (which provides funding equal to 10% of the total festival budget), Scotland’s Islands Funding (since 2011), The Turbine Fund and a £3,000 grant last year as part of the Year of Scotland Food and Drink 2015 (Beasant, 2012; Matarasso, 2012; Visit Scotland, 2015; Westray Development Trust, 2013). The cultural festival with the second highest number of separate funds awarded was The Orkney International Science Festival; in 2015 it received a £5,400 grant from the Argyll and Bute Regional Environmental Education Forum, a £10,000 grant from the Scottish Government’s Office of the Chief Scientific Advisor and a £2,975 grant from The Fishmongers Company (Miller, 2015). 
In terms of the cultural festival with the largest grants awarded by the funding bodies, the St Magnus International Festival received a total of £468,360 from Orkney Islands Council between the period of 2006-2011, which included yearly grants of £84,000 from 2006-2009 and then reduced amounts of £76,200 and £56,160 respectively from the final two years (Matarasso, 2012). Furthermore, between 2008 and 2011 it received annual incremental grants from Scottish Arts Council (now Creative Scotland) which totalled £549,771. Moreover, within this three-year time period, due to the inversely proportional rate of increase/decrease from the two funding bodies, the total funding income remained relatively stable at around £221,000 per year since 2010 after peaking at £229,000 in 2009. 
In terms of which funding bodies awarded grants to multiple cultural festivals, only two appear to have done so, based on the available data. In 2011, Scotland’s Islands Funding provided grants of undisclosed amounts to both the Orkney Folk Festival and the Orkney Storytelling Festival, whereas the Orkney Islands Council provided annual funds to the 
	Table 1.   Grants awarded from funding bodies to cultural festivals in Orkney
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Orkney Folk Festival to an amount equal to 10% of their overall festival budget, in addition to the substantial (but decreasing) annual grants to the St Magnus International Festival as detailed above. In terms of how the aforementioned funding grants have been allocated and the associated overall costs of running the five key cultural festivals in Orkney, as stated in Table 1, minimal evidence is publicly available. One exception is data relating to the Orkney Folk Festival, in which the Westray Development Trust’s annual report (2013) has stated that one festival event which was hosted by the Westray and Papa Westray Tourist Association and funded by the Turbine Fund had an ‘actual spend’ of £425.50 (in comparison with the initial application of £600). Additionally, the Scottish Islands Funding that it received in 2011, although of an undisclosed amount, was allocated to “an ambitious ‘trans-Atlantic sessions’ project, involving a multi-national concert and associated CD production” (Beasant, 2012, p. 18).
The Science Festival Report (Miller, 2015) provides a more systematic breakdown of how the Orkney International Science Festival’s 2015 total income of £18,375 (consisting of £10,000 of funding from the Scottish Government OCSA, £5,400 from ABREEF and £2,975 from The Fishmongers’ Company) has been spent. According to this report, £1,000 was spent on advertising in the Oban Times, £540 was spent on designing the programme and banner, £2,462.75 was spent on event costs (such as associated fees, hiring costs and materials) and £14,372.25 was spent on salary costs. Figure 2 below has been formulated to visualise the proportion of the total income from each funding body and how this total has been allocated to various expenditures in 2015. Despite the fact that most of the income/expenditure allocation of other cultural festivals in Orkney remains unknown, what we do know is that, in some cases, the funding provided by local authorities and awarding bodies has not only assisted in the financial sustainability of already established cultural festivals, but has also been the catalyst for their conception. For instance, the Orkney Nature Festival was inaugurated in 2013 through the three-year Enjoy Wild Orkney Project through pre-arranged funding by the RSPB Scotland, the Heritage Lottery Fund and the European Regional Development Fund (The Orcadian, 2015).
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Figure 2.	Comparison of Orkney International Science Festival 2015 income and expenditure

Cultural value of Orkney cultural festivals
It is appropriate to consider the economic value of cultural festivals in Orkney through the contextualisation of their cultural value by visitors, locals and cultural practitioners. The Orkney Folk Festival, which takes place on 26-29th May 2016, has been discussed in several of the local industry reports in terms of its cultural value from different perspectives. According to the ‘Orkney: Irresistible Islands’ report (McLean, 2008), this festival is locally beneficial in terms of cultural enrichment by exposing the festival attendees to both traditional and modern folk music, featuring visiting musicians from diverse countries around the world, in addition to local talent.
According to the report, although the festival is predominantly based in Stromness, several of the events are staged in some of the smaller islands and more rural areas, thus bringing associated cultural (as well as economic) impact on some of these less culturally-focused regions of the Orkneys. According to the ‘Independent Audience & Market Research Report’ by Heddle and Hinckley (2007), this expansion of the cultural festival events from the geographic epicentre of Stromness to some of these more peripheral zones is not only beneficial for these areas but also necessary for Stromness – which it describes as “already bursting at the seams during Festival weekend” (p. 34). The report also indicated that the success of the festival may result in pressure for further geographical expansion of the festival in future, despite both audiences and local businesses providing clear preferences towards maintaining the more intimate scale of current festival incarnation. Other reports also discuss the festival’s cultural value in terms of its educational and outreach associations. For instance, a recent Orkney Youth Music Forum report (McGregor, 2011) describes how the four-day festival incorporates an educational project in partnership with local schools, in addition to a youth concert which is led by the Orkney Heritage Fiddle Project. Moreover, the Orkney’s Creative Landscape 2012-2015 report (Beasant, 2012) details how the outreach activities of the festival extend beyond the four-day duration to other times of the year. It describes how the festival “runs community workshops, and events involving local talent and giving opportunities to young players and performers” (p. 23). These examples illustrate how the economic development of this cultural festival and its geographic expansion have auxiliary benefits for the cultural value of the festival through these educational and community initiatives.
The St Magnus International Festival has also received a substantial amount of speculation in the literature surrounding the cultural value associated with it. For example, the Orkney Youth Music Forum report (McGregor, 2011) explains how the festival “encourages schools’ groups to benefit through projects purposely designed for their active participation as well as visits to schools and workshops by visiting professional orchestras, ensembles and performers” (p. 21). According to the report, some of these projects have facilitated opportunities for local young orchestral musicians to work closely with the professional performers and even in some cases to perform alongside them on stage. Due to the international reach of the festival, these experiences may represent a key cultural catalyst for enhancing the diversified cultural perspectives of these young musicians as they derive creative inspiration from different musical cultures and genres. This is compounded with the difficulties in ascribing monetary value to social and community benefits which may have favourable economic and financial outcomes but on a much longer timeframe. The St Magnus International Festival has a reputation for local community involvement which extends to not only young musicians but also members of the Orkney youth culture and the wider community. This involvement has been exacerbated over the past several years through a number of George Mackay Brown Fellowship-partnered courses focusing on a range of creative and cultural disciplines such as composing, conducting, writing and singing (Beasant, 2012). The aspect of cultural value through the blurred distinction between the audience and professional performers at the St Magnus International Festival is also addressed in the ‘Stories & Fables’ report (Matarasso, 2012), in which it describes how it is “not easy to be self-important in Orkney, when you’re sharing facilities with everyone else” (p. 21). Significantly, the report also provides suggestions for the rationale behind this close interactivity of festival stakeholders. It achieves this by differentiating this festival as having a more informal and friendly characteristic than other similar festivals, and observes that this behavioural trait is valued by not only the performers and audience members but also secondary stakeholders such as stage crew and volunteers.  
The cultural value of Orkney’s cultural festivals can also be considered from the context of more diverse and idiosyncratic events. For instance, the South Ronaldsay Boys’ Ploughing Match & Festival of the Horse takes place every August and has invited speculation on its cultural value from recent industry reports. In this festival, it appears that the cultural value is derived from a combination of replication (of the horse through the ornate costumes that the children wear) and re-enactment (of the 200-year-old traditions associated with the horse ploughing matches) (McLean, 2008). Some recent writers have commented on how the cultural associations of this festival have developed and evolved over the years but yet still maintain an element of rigid tradition. Sutton-Hibbert (2015) discusses how the twentieth century revival of the original festival has facilitated the permitting of women to participate in the horse festival aspect of the overall activities. However, Dickie (2013) highlights the limitations of this cultural evolution by stating how “some residents would like to see female participation in the ploughing too, but as yet this has proved a change too far” (p. 1). Inevitably, the cultural value of some of these more long-standing cultural festival traditions must be considered from both the perspective of how they benefit the modern generation of participants and spectators, in addition to respecting the fundamental principles of the original traditions (even if contemporary perceptions may raise moral or ethical issues). 

Conclusions
This conference paper has explored the opportunities and challenges correlated with the assignation of economic value to ICH practices from the perspectives of monetisation and commercialisation for diverse stakeholder groups. Initially this was undertaken through analytical discussion of academic literature on topics related to the economic benefits vs exploitation of cultural heritage debate, in addition to examining the complexities associated with the economic valuation process for living culture. This assessment of the literature has identified substantial gaps in relation to how exactly the economic benefits of the tourism/relationship for ICH communities can be optimised for specific types of ICH activity. The review also acknowledges and advocates calls for further research into applied case studies in the domain of cultural festival valuation and how the economic impact of cultural festival development is affecting and enhancing associated cultural value. The subsequent case study presented in this paper has taken initial steps towards exploring the economic/cultural value associated with cultural festivals within the Orkney Islands of Scotland. Our findings indicate that, despite the proliferation of cultural festivals throughout the year and industry report publications which describe and detail some aspects of these events, there remains a notable lack of empirical research findings which satisfactorily address the questions and knowledge gaps identified throughout the current study. Consequently, this conference paper will serve as a starting point for a larger empirical study which has been funded by Edinburgh Napier University. This funded project will involve a research trip to the Orkney Islands in June 2016 in order to conduct qualitative, semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders including cultural festival directors, tour operators and senior members of the local council. The findings will be exploratory in nature and will aim to develop new understandings of the economic valuation of cultural festivals within remote geographic areas and the relationship between their economic impact and cultural value.
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