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Abstract
The preservation and nurturance of national heritage products, which are inherent to particular localities, are very 
significant for the economic and social vitality, and sustainable development of a country. National handicrafts are 
a means of maintaining national identity, originality, and distinction in a constantly changing world. For a long time 
Lithuania was an agrarian country, so its cultural heritage and handicrafts are closely related to the rural environment, 
culture, traditions, and materials. Nowadays this heritage is a very important source of alternative employment 
opportunities. In 2007 Lithuania enacted the Law of National Heritage Products; in 2008 and 2011 Programmes for 
the Protection of National Heritage Products, their Market and Development of Handicrafts were approved. The goal 
was to provide governmental support to create favourable conditions for the creation, realisation and popularisation 
of national heritage products. The aim of this paper is to evaluate the situation with traditional handicraft protection 
in Lithuania within the Programme implementation framework and to submit proposals for better implementation. 
The analysis shows that not all Programme goals were achieved: those for which municipalities were responsible 
were implemented better than those implemented by governmental institutions. A presumption could be made that 
the top-down approach is only partially suitable for the Programme implementation. The partners from the ‘bottom’ 
(associations, local activity groups) should be involved in the implementation of the Programme to reach better 
results.
Key words: cultural heritage, national heritage protection, traditional handicrafts, Lithuania, new social movements.

Introduction
2018 was officially launched by the European 

Union as the European Year of Cultural Heritage. The 
aim is to raise awareness of Europe’s cultural heritage, 
which has the power to bring communities together and 
to build a shared understanding of the uniqueness of the 
place we live in. Cultural heritage is the basis of every 
nation’s identity, helping to keep the consciousness 
of the nation as distinctive amidst the community of 
nations. Preservation of national cultural heritage, 
formed interactively with landscape, traditions and 
knowledge, stimulates sustainable development 
(Kniūkšta, 2014). Some authors argue that culture is 
a crucial element in sustainable development, as it 
forms peoples’ identities, cosmologies and epistemic 
frameworks, determining how the environment is 
viewed, understood and lived in, including social and 
economic systems. Culture shapes how humans act in 
the surrounding world (Nurse, 2006; Hawkes, 2001). 

Cultural heritage is divided into the tangible 
and the intangible. According to the UNESCO 
Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible 
Cultural Heritage ‘intangible cultural heritage 
means the practices, representations, expressions, 
knowledge, skills – as well as the instruments, objects, 
artefacts and cultural spaces associated therewith – 
that communities, groups and individuals recognise 
as part of their cultural heritage’ (UNESCO, 2003). 
Cultural heritage encompasses traditions, performing 
arts, social practices, rituals, festivals, knowledge 
and practices concerning nature and the universe and 
national handicrafts. Manufacturing of traditional 
heritage products is especially important for rural 
dwellers as alternative economic activity when the 

importance of agriculture in the employment structure 
of rural population is declining.

The preservation of national handicrafts is the 
topic of this article. To protect traditional handicrafts 
means to implement measures which ensure the 
viability of heritage through ensuring continuous 
practice, maintenance of the process of heritage 
production, and transmission of knowledge and 
skills through education for future generations. Until 
2007 the laws protecting national handicrafts were 
incorporated in common governmental programmes 
as cultural protection laws. Legal protection was 
episodic, directed towards implementation of projects, 
separate measures and initiatives, and the different 
institutions took part in protection processes: there 
was no integrated view. 

In 2007 the Parliament of the Republic of Lithuania, 
prompted by non-governmental associations and 
organisations, announced the Law of National Heritage 
Products (the Law), which was a strong top-down 
attempt to preserve traditional handicrafts as one part 
of the cultural heritage. The Law ensured governmental 
protection, allowing protection and dissemination of 
accumulated experience of national handicrafts. The 
principles of governmental maintenance were created. 
The Law defined national heritage products as the 
traditional handicraft products of craftsmen. The 
Law determined the principles of handicraft product 
classification and certification process, and specified 
favourable conditions for traditional craftsmen to 
create, realise, and popularise products of national 
heritage (The Republic of Lithuania, 2007). 

Certification ensured that products were made from 
traditional materials, by traditional methods, protecting 
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unique features, composition, and colour of wares. The 
system of certification enabled the systematisation of 
handicrafts and products of national heritage, marked 
with a specially-created logo. There are 72 certified, 
historically developed traditional handicrafts, and 
more than 2,700 certified national heritage products 
produced by around 600 certified craftsmen.

In 2008 the government of the Republic of Lithuania 
approved ‘The Programme for Protection of National 
Heritage Products, their Market and Development of 
Handicrafts for 2008 – 2015’ (the Programme), it was 
suspended in 2011 and a new, advanced Programme 
for 2012 – 2020 was approved. In this Programme 
a wide spectrum of governmental institutions were 
and are taking part: the Ministry of Agriculture of the 
Republic of Lithuania, Ministry of Culture, Ministry of 
Economy, Ministry of Environment, Lithuanian State 
Department of Tourism under the Ministry of Economy, 
and municipalities (self-government institutions). 
The meaning of traditional handicraft protection is 
multifunctional, which is why, for the preservation 
and adaptation to contemporary requirements, an 
integrated approach concerning implementation of 
protection measures was necessary. The multiplicity 
of selected cultural heritage protection measures was 
revealed in the Programme for Protection of National 
Heritage Products, their Market and Development of 
Handicrafts for 2012 – 2020 (further Programme). It 
was planned to operate in the economic dimension 
of sustainable development (job creation, income 
generation), the social dimension (development of a 
training system), and the environmental dimension 
(presentation, promotion and the use of cultural 
resources) (The Government of the Republic of 
Lithuania, 2011).

The situation and development possibilities 
of traditional handicrafts were analysed by V. 
Atkočiūnienė, A. Aleksandravičius and D. Albrektaitė 
et al., (2008b), V. Rudzkienė and R. Skrodenytė (2012). 
E. Ribašauskienė and D. Šumylė (2016) investigated 
the activity of traditional handicraft centres, G. 
Parafinavičė and I. Krikštaponytė (2010) analysed 
the realities and prospects of traditional craftsmen 
education and skills training. A. Aleksandravičius et 
al. (2008, 2009, 2012) researched endogenous and 
exogenous factors influencing the development of 
handicrafts and the role of traditional handicrafts in 
rural sustainable development. J. Ramanauskienė 
and Z. Vagonis (2010) investigated the benefits of 
interaction between the rural tourism and handicrafts. 
B. Žuromskaitė (2010) aimed to discover the role of 
traditional handicrafts in promoting cultural tourism. 
No research was done to investigate the results of the 
Programme implementation.

The aim of this paper is to evaluate the situation 
with the traditional handicraft protection in Lithuania 

within the Programme implementation framework and 
to submit proposals for better implementation. The 
tasks of the paper are: 1) to analyse the development of 
national heritage protection inspirations in Lithuania; 
2) to examine the extent of craftsmen involvement in 
the Programme, identifying the main challenges.

Materials and Methods 
Analysis of scientific literature, national documents, 

and discourse analysis were used to disclose the 
theme. To achieve the aim of the paper, the quantitative 
method of structured questionnaire was applied.

The intermediate results of Programme 
implementation were evaluated by comparing planned 
indicators with the achieved results. 

Three information sources were used to 
gather information about the implementation of 
the Programme: governmental organisations, 
municipalities, and craftsmen. The data from 
governmental organisations and self-governmental 
institutions were chosen to supplement the answers of 
craftsmen and for better explanation. 

To evaluate the intermediate results of the 
Programme implementation, the structured 
questionnaire was conducted in September–November 
of 2016 for two groups – certified craftsmen and 
municipal agents. 567 certified producers of national 
crafts were asked to fill in a questionnaire on an internet 
platform. 233 answers were received: according 
to statistics this ensures the representativeness of 
research with a confidence level of 95 per cent and 
a 5 per cent margin of error. The questionnaire was 
designed to investigate such themes as demographic 
characteristics of surveyed respondents, duration of 
activity and its aspects, and the use of government 
support measures. The research data were analysed 
using an Excel package. 53.6 per cent of respondents 
were dwellers of rural areas and small cities, and  
46.4 per cent were town craftsmen. 61.8 per cent have 
been creating national heritage products for more than 
10 years, 23.2 per cent for 6 – 10 years, and 13.7 per 
cent for 5 years and less. 65.2 per cent of respondents 
were women. The most frequent activities were 
knitting, weaving, pottery, carving, baking of bread, 
food preparation, and production of sweets. The 
majority of respondents were 40 – 59 years old,  
18.0 per cent – 60 years and older, 15.9 per cent 29 – 
39 years old and the smallest number – 2.6 per cent, 
were younger than 29. 

The questionnaire was sent by an e-mail to all 
municipalities of Lithuania, 31 responses were 
received, and it composed 51.7 per cent of the general 
set. According to statistics with a confidence level of 
95 per cent, the margin of error was 10 per cent. They 
were asked to indicate what measures they implement 
to improve the preservation of traditional craftsmen. 
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For the governmental organisations participating 
in the Programme implementation, official letters 
were sent asking them to contribute their input.

Results and Discussion
Tendencies of the cultural heritage protection

The preservation of cultural heritage has a long 
tradition in Lithuania. It was very important in the 
period when Lithuania was under the Soviet regime and 
started around the 1960s. The goals of the ethnocultural 
movement were to explore the country and regions, to 
preserve and clean monuments, to collect folklore and 
old songs, to organise ethnographic expeditions, folk 
groups and folk clubs, and to keep national traditions. 
Acting in secret, as the Soviet government inhibited 
such activity, a complex network of circles of friends, 
private and public spaces, hid under the legal shelter 
of official organisations. Conflict was directed 
towards the existing government, and activists sought 
to dissociate from the reality of Soviet society by 
establishing an alternative worldview, promoting 
alternative social norms of behaviour and community 
values (Ramonaitė & Kukulskytė, 2014). The 
members of movement were persecuted, punished and 
sanctioned, but an alternative community was formed 
and connected by a common identity. With the help 
of community members, meeting places and festivals 
were hidden, while a whole communication system 
existed. Because of the political situation, persecuted 
activists chose those forms of collaboration which 
reflected the networking principles of new social 
movements. According to scientific literature, this 
ethnocultural movement could be seen as a new 
social movement as it satisfies the main features 
and elements of new social movements scientists 
distinguish: conflictual interaction with opponents, 
networks of informal exchanges between individuals 
and/or organisations, and collective identity (Diani, 
2002). The reason new social movements arise is the 
human will to resist the state and state interference in 
the lives of private people (Žukaitė, 2016). The nature 
of new social movements is cultural and oriented 
towards a struggle for quality of life. The goal is to 
reconstruct values, personal identities and cultural 
symbols, contributing to the emergence of alternative 
lifestyles (Tovey, 2002). In contrast, the so-called old 
social movements were directed towards reducing 
material inequalities, while new social movements are 
guided by non-material considerations, concerning 
the achievement of symbolic goals, and the defence of 
symbolic resources (Woods, 2003). 

After Lithuania regained independence in 1990, 
joining the EU in 2004, political, economic, and 
social circumstances changed. While activities and 
networking of social movements transformed, the 
tendency to preserve national cultural heritage in 

grassroots ways still persists as an addition flow for 
governmental or top-down preservation of cultural 
heritage. In the face of globalisation, consuming 
mass culture products, Europeanisation, and the 
threat of convergence – the willingness to protect 
our nation’s individuality and its identity intensified. 
Non-governmental associations, non-profit seeking 
organisations (Lithuanian Folk Artists’ Association, 
Lithuanian Association of Ethnic Culture, and others) 
were established with the purpose of protecting ethnic 
culture and national heritage, and to unite national 
craftsmen. They sought common purposes: to protect 
national cultural heritage, handicrafts, identity, to keep 
traditions, improve the quality of life by suggesting 
better quality of handicraft products, which are not 
mass cultured ones. Those bottom-up initiators induced 
national government to pay more attention to national 
heritage and especially to protection of traditional 
heritage products, handicrafts and craftsmen. With 
pressure from them, the special Laws in 2007, 2008, 
and 2011 were accepted. The bottom-up approach in 
the preservation field was essential in the period of the 
Soviet Union and lasted as an important inspiration 
for cultural protection in later times. 

Results of Programme implementation
For the evaluation of craftsmen involvement in 

the Programme, four indicators, corresponding to 
objectives of the Programme, were measured:

•	 the craftsmen’s participation in government 
supported measures (implementation of the 
responsibility of government institutions);

•	 the creation of work places by craftsmen 
(implementation of the responsibility of 
government institutions);

•	 the improvement of craftsmen’s qualifications 
(implementation of the responsibility of 
government institutions);

•	 the influence of government support on the 
improvement of national heritage product 
image (implementation of the responsibility of 
government institutions and municipalities).

One of the objectives of the Programme was 
‘To develop the state support which will promote 
the preservation, creation and realisation of national 
heritage products’. The data of the craftsmen survey 
showed that on average 30.5 per cent of respondents 
used state support under the ‘Programme for the 
Protection of National Heritage Products, their Market 
and Crafts Development for 2012 – 2020’ each year to 
develop their craft activity. 85.9 per cent of respondents 
used the support for participation in exhibitions, fairs 
and festivals, 74.6 per cent purchased equipment or 
adapted premises for the activity, 67.6 per cent used 
support funds for product certification, and 59.1 per 
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cent for the publishing and organisation of educational 
events. The Programme predicted that 60 per cent of 
craftsmen would participate and use the government 
support measures. Achievement of the planned goal 
required an ambitious annual increase of at least 10 
percentage points of craftsmen participating in state 
support measures. The results of the survey also 
showed that the main reasons for not using the state 
support was lack of their own resources, and the lack 
of information about support measures. This could be 
explained by the Programme’s implementation top-
down principles when the highest-level institutions 
are responsible for the support supply. The top-down 
implementation principle of the Programme does not 
assure optimal collaboration between the support 
provider and recipient. Government institutions are too 
distant from the craftsmen and top-level information 
needs to be easily accessible by craftsmen. It is 
especially important bearing in mind that the majority 
of craftsmen live in rural areas and small towns, and are 
middle aged or older. No less important reasons for the 
non-use of governmental support are the complicated 
requirements and limited access for urban craftsmen, 
because a part of the measure is financed by the Rural 
Development Programme 2014 – 2020, the purpose of 
which is to support rural dwellers. 

An objective to ensure the adoption of ethnic 
cultural values and the continuity of traditional 
handicrafts through the creation of new working 
places was stated in the Programme. The survey 
data disclosed that only 13.8 per cent of respondents, 
using governmental support, created workplaces for 
themselves or family members. Half of those who 
created workplaces created part-time workplaces for 
themselves, one third of craftsmen created a full-time 
workplace for themselves, one fifth created a part-time 
workplace for a family member. Only 5.2 per cent of 
respondents created a full-time workplace.

One fifth of respondents indicated that support had 
no effect on creation of workplaces, and none were 
created. Such survey results allow assuming that in 
2020 the planned target will not be achieved. The 
Programme forecasts that 100 workplaces would be 
created in 2020 as a result of implementing support 
measures. According to the survey results, from 
2012 to 2016 only one third of the planned number 
of workplaces were created during the period. Here 
it could be stated that top-down implementation of 
the desired goal to create workplaces did not give the 
predicted results, and the approach was not vindicated.

By implementing the third objective of the 
Programme ‘To develop and coordinate the traditional 
craft training system’, it was expected that in 2020 the 
share of traditional craftsmen whose qualification level 
in the handicraft sphere will be evaluated as increased, 
following the implementation of the Programme 

measures, would reach 80.0 per cent. Governmental 
institutions are responsible for the implementation of 
this objective. Only 22.0 per cent of craftsmen pointed 
out that their level of qualification has risen due to the 
implementation of the Programme measures. This 
number discloses that a danger arises that the purpose 
of the criterion will not be achieved if no changes 
are made. The main causes of such a low result are 
the inadequate actions of the institutions involved in 
the implementation of the Programme by developing 
and coordinating the traditional craft education 
system. Methodologies necessary for qualification 
development were insufficiently developed, the 
network for the development of competences for 
national heritage product developers was not created, 
and the management, marketing, and entrepreneurship 
training was not organised. A large proportion of 
traditional craftsmen are middle-aged and elderly, 
and their entrepreneurship and ability to work under 
today’s business conditions are scant. On the other 
hand, the production of national heritage products 
requires a lot of time and labour costs; it is not a very 
lucrative economic activity, so it is unattractive for 
young people. In traditional craft technology training 
the transmission system is sluggish, so some crafts 
are on the brink of extinction. The proposal would be 
to dispense the implementation functions to the more 
flexible, adoptable bottom-up approach, when the 
lower institutions often are more capable to organise 
actual training in their regions in response to the 
requirements of craftsmen. 

The fourth objective of the Programme was to ‘Form 
the attractive image of national heritage products in 
the country and abroad’ and the Programme stipulates 
that by 2020, the average image of national heritage 
products will grow by 10 per cent a year among 
consumers. One of the most important measures 
of forming the image of national heritage products 
is certification of such products by the Ministry of 
Agriculture and the provision of a national heritage 
label. 88.0 per cent of craftsmen used a certification 
logo to mark their production: 60.5 per cent always, 
27.5 per cent sometimes. The craftsmen survey results 
showed that 26.6 per cent of respondents believe that 
because of the use of the national heritage label for 
more than 20.0 per cent of consumers the image of 
craftsmen production has improved, correspondingly 
24.8 per cent indicated that image has improved for 5 – 
14.0 per cent of consumers and 24.0 per cent indicated 
that image of national heritage products has improved 
for 15 – 20 per cent of consumers. It should also be 
noted that municipalities contribute significantly 
to the image formation of the national heritage 
products. The survey of municipal administrators 
showed that, in most municipalities, the promotion 
of national heritage products and traditional services 
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was organised in the form of exhibitions, traditional 
festivals and fairs: 75.0 per cent of respondents 
participating in the municipalities’ survey organised 
such events more than 8 times during the period of 
2008 – 2016. 51.6 per cent of the representatives of 
the municipal administrations indicated that more 
than once a year they place information about national 
heritage on the web site of the municipality, 32.3 per 
cent – that seminars were organised at least once a 
year in the municipality’s territory. About a half of 
municipalities provided craftsmen with franchise to 
trade, to obtain business licenses. This shows that the 
formation of national heritage product image is positive 
and that the analysed objective of the Programme’s 
implementation for 2020 is being achieved. 

The results disclosed that from the viewpoint of 
craftsmen not all indicators of the Programme will be 
achieved. One of the reasons is the top-down approach 
of the implementation principles. The Convention for 
the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage 
states that every state must take the necessary measures 
to preserve elements of cultural heritage and to 
involve as wide a range of participants in preservation 
as possible (UNESCO, 2003). Today’s situation and 
the received evaluation show that the input to the 
Programme only of the governmental organisations 
is insufficient. It is necessary to include a wider 
spectrum of actors in the Programme implementation. 
Measures prepared and used in the top-down approach 
should be supplemented by bottom-up support, which 
must be included in the Programme. The results 
disclosed that the implementation level was higher 
of those objectives of the Programme where the top-
down and bottom-up approach were combined, i.e. 
where protection measures included a wider range 
of supporting groups: government and municipal 
authorities. The bottom-up principle is characterised 
by cooperation, civic participation, local democracy. 
It manifests itself through direct representation, shown 
by the direct identification of needs and expectations, 
the involvement of local organisations in the 
formulation and implementation of policy decisions, 
and the achievement of policy goals and objectives 
through local agents (Atkočiūnienė, 2008).

Therefore, in the future, in order to ensure the most 
effective protection of cultural heritage and handicrafts 
and a more fluent implementation of the Programme, 
participation and cooperation must be assured, as 
well as synergy between different agents: local action 
groups, local communities, craft centres, associations, 
municipalities and governmental institutions. J. Blake 
(2009) emphasises the necessity to generate a state-
community approach, or in other words bottom-up 
and top-down partnership, with the government role 
as supportive in the sense of finance and expertise. A 
new approach to the preservation of cultural heritage 

should be discussed and the functions must be 
distributed among different levels of organisations.

In this paper, the formal legally-established 
protection of traditional handicrafts was analysed and 
this is the most frequent evaluation trend. Alongside 
the formal preservation of national heritage, which 
could be called the top-down approach, a bottom-up 
approach prevails, arising from grassroots activities. 
Historically bottom-up initiatives are inherent to 
Lithuania and have features of a new social movement. 
This approach could be explained by the fact that 
not all initiatives are formed from the top, but arise 
from the grassroots. The dimension of new social 
movements could be an additional feature explaining 
the results of the Programme. It could suggest one 
explanation why the formal support is so little used, 
as another dimension of cultural, handicraft protection 
exists. At least 8 associations, non-profit organisations 
operating for the protection of cultural heritage can be 
identified; they unite craftsmen and artists concerned 
about their activities and organise exhibitions, 
festivals, and fairs, develop publishing activity, and 
organise seminars and conferences. The phenomenon 
of a new social movement could be explained by the 
fact that formal side, the top-down approach to the 
preservation of national heritage does not affect all 
craftsmen: some act independently, not wanting to 
participate in formal structures, or participating only 
a little. A number of craftsmen are not certified, as it 
is their lifestyle choice to make some crafts in their 
leisure time – nor do they seek national support; they 
do not join formal networks or structures, but they 
participate in the preservation of cultural heritage 
in other different ways, through initiatives taken 
by associations. New social movements dissociate 
from institutional systems and are responses to life 
politicisation, when policy does not protect some 
interests. New social movements act like a protest 
against modernity (Gorlach, Lostak, & Mooney, 2008). 
The role of new social movements is shaping society. 
The intention to maintain cultural tradition reflects a 
collective (nationalist, folk) transformative identity 
construction within civil society that forms islands 
in the sea of public liberation. This dissociation from 
traditional channels could be the basis for growth of 
new social movements (Gorlach, Lostak, & Mooney, 
2008). The role and purpose of the movements in 
protecting national heritage and traditional handicraft 
preservation should be examined in future, broader 
research. 

Conclusions
The preservation of national cultural heritage has a 

long tradition in Lithuania. The grassroots movement 
of heritage protection during the Soviet period could 
be defined as one of the flows. Alongside governmental 
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protection the grassroots movement remains important 
following Lithuania’s regaining independence. This 
ethnocultural movement acted according to the 
principles of new social movements and was the 
bottom-up initiative which prompted government to 
preserve traditional national handicrafts by law. 

The analysis of the intermediate results of the 
Programme implementation showed a potential 
danger that not all objectives of the Programme will 
achieve planned results. It is especially important 
with regard to measures which were implemented by 
governmental institutions: that is the use of support 
measures, the creation of workplaces for craftsmen 
and the increase of craftsmen’s qualification level. 
The improvement of the image of national heritage 
products produced by craftsmen will achieve planned 
goals because the objective of this Programme will be 
implemented by municipalities, which are in closer 

relationship with craftsmen than are governmental 
institutions. 

The results of the craftsmen survey disclosed that 
the handicraft preservation implementation levels 
were higher where the approaches of top-down and 
bottom-up were combined, i.e. where protection 
measures included a wider range of supporting groups, 
for example, government and municipal authorities. 
Therefore, in order to ensure the most effective 
protection of cultural heritage and handicrafts, 
participation and cooperation, as well as synergy 
between participants like local action groups, local 
communities, craft centres, associations, government, 
and municipalities must be assured. The activity and 
influence of the movement towards cultural protection 
from the bottom-up level, which acts under the 
principles and ideology of new social movements, 
should be investigated more extensively. 
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