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THE VITOUR LANDSCAPE PROJECT AND ITS PARTNERS
(Giuliana Biagioli)
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The cultural landscapes we are dealing with are different
in history, economic and demographic structures, and
they are ruled differently according to the various institutions which are in charge of their protection and enhancement. Different also are the laws and regulations – national and international - which should provide for this item.
There is a great variety about sites:
First of all, in terms of dimension: from the larger area,
a surface of 2.943 square kilometers, Loire Valley, to the
much smaller 1.368 hectares of the “core-zone” of Lavaux.
The variety of size means also a more or less complicated dealing with state/ regional/ local public and private stakeholders and the existence from the beginning
of the inscription of management structures and plans,
nowadays under revision, or a lack until now in some
sites of such instruments, structure and plans.
See, for the variety of situation, the case of the Val de
Loire - two regions, four Departments, 161 local authorities and a consistent number of private stakeholders,
being the third largest wine-producing area of France.
Or the case of Upper Middle Rhine Valley - two federal
States with their federal laws, three Directions, five administrative districts, 53 Municipalities. And again Fertö
– Neusiedlersee - two nations, the first a federal state,
the second a centralised one.
Quite often, there are other protection types and
structures in or near the UNESCO sites: see the Cinque
Terre National Park , the ANPIL (Protected area of local
interest) for Val d’Orcia, and also the numerous National
or Regional Parks for other sites.
So there is also a problem and a scale of importance
(and of cooperation) of these organisms, from the case
of Cinque Terre in which the National Park overcame, at
least from the administrative point of view, the existence
of the UNESCO site, the public engineer structure, the
interregional syndicat of Val de Loire.

There is an important difference, which needs further
analysis, between sites more dependent on a federal or
a regional or even more local government (as in Austria,
Germany, Pico, Lavaux), sites of a sort of “mixed” situation (presence of the State but decentralised powers to
regions, as in Italy) and more centralised institutional
framework.
The legislative framework, either European or national
or regional and local, appears to be adequate at least
to the preservation of all sites, in many cases also favouring the enhancement. But we know very well that good
legislation does not avoid all risks and problems. In particular, problems related to development in many sites,
and/or the population getting older and older, or urban
pressure in other sites.
There is a variety of management structures and plans.
The majority of the sites have management plans approved by UNESCO. Only four did not have a UNESCO
management plan approved by UNESCO by April
2012: the two Italian sites Cinque Terre and Val d’Orcia,
Wachau and the Val de Loire. Of course, other planning
instruments are present, but maybe their coherence
with the UNESCO aims should be tested. Even where
the UNESCO plans have been made, they have recently
been reformulated or appear to need reformulation.
This is a further problem: what it was promised would
be done to get the inscription and what was really possible to do afterwards.
Taking all these differences into account, there is a very
strong link between the cultural landscapes we propose
as an example of good practices in our guidelines: they
are all World Heritage sites.
Our intention is to present the case of our sites as an
open laboratory of experiments in good practices, still
in progress, useful for other protected and / or endangered sites.

1. GENERAL INTRODUCTION

1.2.1. THE UNESCO VIEW
The common factor of the ten VITOUR sites is that
they are all on the World Heritage list, and all as “living
cultural landscapes”. The term “cultural landscape”
embraces a diversity of manifestations of the interaction
between humankind and its natural environment.
“They are illustrative of the evolution of human society and
settlement over time, under the influence of the physical
constraints and/or opportunities presented by their natural
environment and of successive social, economic and cultural forces, both external and internal. They should be selected on the basis both of their outstanding universal value
and of their representativity in terms of a clearly defined
geo-cultural region and also for their capacity to illustrate
the essential and distinct cultural elements of such regions.
Cultural landscapes often reflect specific techniques of
sustainable land use, considering the characteristics and
limits of the natural environment they are established in.” 1
According to the Operational Guidelines for the implementation of the World Heritage convention, there are
three categories of Cultural landscapes:
the clearly defined landscape designed and created
intentionally by man (such as gardens and parks)
the organically evolved landscape, with two sub-categories:
- a relict (or fossil) landscape;
- a continuing landscape is one which retains an active
social role in contemporary society closely associated
with the traditional way of life, and in which the evolutionary process is still in progress. At the same time it exhibits significant material evidence of its evolution over
time (which is the case of VITOUR landscapes).
the associative cultural landscape, with a strong link
with intangible heritage
This new category, the Cultural landscape, was adopted
by the World Heritage Committee in 1992, the very year
of the first “Earth Summit” in Rio, in order to bring nature
and culture closer together, with a new vision of sustainable development in the implementation of the World
Heritage Convention, enhancing the evolving interaction
between humankind and its natural environment.
After the widespread dissemination of Agenda 21,
landscape diversity was recognised as a resource which
should be maintained against economic, social, cultural
and technological globalisation.
Other UNESCO conventions, which have been adopted since then, have also to be taken into account in the
implementation of the World Heritage convention, and
especially in the management of cultural landscapes: these
are the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD, 1992), the
Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture
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(2001), the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (2003) and on the Protection and
Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions (2005).
In our cultural landscapes, vineyards are not always
the only feature, nor even the main feature, of the ten
UNESCO VITOUR sites. Four VITOUR vineyards have
been listed by themselves: Tokaj, Alto Douro, Pico and
Lavaux, the other landscapes being “mixed”, in different
proportions, with architecture, towns, nature, meadows
or other kind of agriculture.
The World Heritage inscription brings the need for
management respecting the “Outstanding Universal
Value” (OUV) for which the site has been selected, as
well as the authenticity and integrity of its “attributes”.
Each OUV is based on various criteria and attributes
which differ according to the characteristics of the site.
The UNESCO criteria are often presented and resented as
being “outsider” and “top down” criteria, especially since
there is a process of permanent monitoring by UNESCO,
UICN and ICOMOS, in order to ascertain that the OUV is
respected. But we must bear in mind that candidacy is not
compulsory, and though the listing proposal has been made
by the State, the initiative and selection of the sites, as well
as of their remarkable attributes are due to the authors of
the application files, who are generally local people, local
authorities, with the help of local experts, and more and
more, nowadays, with the inhabitants’ participation and
their full implication. It is, with their association to the management, the best chance of success on the long term.

1.2.2. THE EUROPEAN LANDSCAPE
CONVENTION
Besides the UNESCO corpus of conventions, the European Landscape Convention, adopted in Florence in
October 2000 by the Council of Europe, recognises that
landscape is an essential feature of human surroundings,
that it contributes to the formation of local cultures and
that it is a basic component of the European natural
and cultural heritage, contributing to human wellbeing
and consolidation of the European identity. It covers
all types of landscapes, natural, rural, peri-urban and
urban, outstanding as well as ordinary, that determine
the quality of people’s living environment.
The European Convention aims to encourage public
authorities to adopt policies and measures at local,
regional, national and international level for protecting,
managing and planning landscapes throughout Europe. The convention has been signed by 30 European
countries, not including Austria and Germany.

World Heritage Paper 26 World Heritage Cultural Landscapes A Handbook for Conservation and Management
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1.1. CULTURAL LANDSCAPES: DEFINITIONS
(Michèle Prats)
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1.2. THE STRUCTURING ELEMENTS OF THE LANDSCAPE ACCORDING
TO INHABITANTS, PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STAKE HOLDERS:
A VIEW FROM INSIDE (Giuliana Biagioli)
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Cultural landscapes are deeply anthropised, living territories. Their inclusion in UNESCO’s Word Heritage sites
does not deprive their inhabitants of the right to live their
daily life according to their expectations in terms of economic development, social welfare and quality of life, all
possibly at a higher level. On the other hand the commitments undertaken with UNESCO in terms of the preservation of a WH site can be in conflict with the needs of
a changing population, economy or society. In fact, the
cultural landscapes are the result of centuries of history,
which makes them a unique and inestimable heritage,
but the economic and social structures which have built
them may not be present any more, so there is an urgent
need to invent new initiatives to re-use the patrimony
heritage in order to save it from being destroyed or from
disappearing; and this is not an easy task.
Moreover, between the “external eye” of the international
institutions and/or of the visitors and the “eyes” of the inhabitants there can be different views. The “natives” have
an intimate relationship with their landscape which does
not necessarily correspond, for instance, to the UNESCO
criteria of inscription to the World Heritage List. Quite often the inhabitants expect some benefits for their territory
from the inscription, which are often neither guaranteed
nor implicit. In many cases the procedure for the inscription, at least for the majority of the cultural landscapes included in this analysis, was initiated at the highest levels of
government – the national state – and then went down to
the lower institutional levels. The inhabitants of the territory
in question were therefore not really consulted, at least not
decisively, and when the inscription on the World Heritage
List was finally conceded by UNESCO, they simply expected a quasi-automatic economic return for their territory,
which was followed by disappointment when they realised
that there would be no such influx of money for everybody.
The disappointment is even greater when the advantages
and disadvantages of inclusion in the WH (both are always
present) are not equally distributed among the inhabitants,
with a part of the population gaining (money) and the other
mainly losing (at least in terms of freedom, quality of life,
social relations). Hence, not only could the gap between
the views from outside and from inside the World Heritage
site be very deep, but there could also be different and
very divergent “views” from the inside as well.
Let us take two examples from a previous enquiry on two
of the sites participating in the Vitour Landscape project, Cinque Terre and Tokaj, plus the Saint Emilion2 site.
Between 80 to 100 interviews were conducted for each
site, half among ordinary inhabitants, half among winegrowers and institutional stakeholders.
In Cinque Terre, the majority of the inhabitants interviewed identified their intimate environment with “the
natural surroundings, the food, the family environment,

2

the sun, the sea, the mountain, and so on” , whilst one
of the oldest people added “now it is not as true as it
was”, and it is worth considering this again, given the fact
that another of those interviewed considered the proposed “beautiful viticultural landscape” to be an external, aesthetic announcement to visitors, but, in fact, it
remained a superficial message which avoided the real
problems. “You should not present the place as a postcard enriched by the UNESCO label”. With a simple and
standardised presentation to visitors, there is a risk of
“slipping on Cinque Terre”.
Of course, the sun, the sea and the smell of the food
cannot be introduced as criteria for inclusion in the WH
Cultural Landscapes. It is interesting, however, that this
kind of evaluation belonging to the inhabitant’s “intimate” landscape appears also in other cases; unfortunately this is not complete for all our sites.
But there are much more important problems:
While the UNESCO label and its criteria were more or less
accepted in Cinque Terre by the all of the inhabitants interviewed, the situation was quite different in Tokaj. Here the
inscription as a winegrowing site was not accepted by the
non-winegrowing interests and a division between wine
producers and other inhabitants clearly emerged in the
different representations of the landscape and the effects
of its inclusion in the WH as a historical winegrowing landscape. The inhabitants interviewed who do not take part
in winegrowing represent their landscape as being much
richer in natural resources and history: forests and, above
all, rivers as community links, instead of winegrowing.
In Tokaj, more than in Cinque Terre and Saint Emilion, not
only do the opinions of the ordinary inhabitants on the
landscape differ, but they are the opposite of the “official” ones (the criteria of UNESCO was identified by the
majority of those interviewed as being in the interest of
the great wine producers and the cause of an increase in
social differences).
The big problem, common to any protected area, and
emerging in our project, certainly for the two Italian
sites at least, is that there are, at the same time, social
categories immediately or potentially gaining from the
protection provided by the WH, with others losing. The
first group could also be part of an external area, with
only some benefits also for the local inhabitants (as in the
case of Tokaj), but in all cases, there are local residents
gaining from the protection (tourist operators, wine producers and sellers, etc.) and for whom the protection of
the territory is in itself an added value for their business.
On the other hand, a part of the population which, in the
case of the absence of a policy of social redistribution
of the “cultural landscape earnings”, will just suffer from
the transformation of their territory into “another place”
sometimes resembling an anonymous postcard.

Paysages d’exception, paysages au quotidien. Une analyse comparative des sites viticoles européens du Patrimoine mondial, coord. S. Briffaud- A. Brochot, 2010

1.3. THE CONSTITUTING ELEMENTS OF THE WINE GROWING CULTURAL
LANDSCAPES ACCORDING TO THE VITOUR LANDSCAPE PROJECT:
THE CONSTRUCTION OF A “GLOCAL” VIEW. (Giuliana Biagioli)
capes are local, unique places - otherwise they would
not be WH - but, at the same time, they become part of
World Heritage, their territories must adapt themselves
to new global expectations which must coexist with and
be integrated into their local identity.
Therefore, the policies relating to world heritage sites
well illustrates the consubstantiality of the process of
construction of an identity of the local space with the
phenomenon of globalisation.
The inscription, in fact, qualifies the local space relative to the global; it amplifies the uniqueness of a small
area in relation to the rest of the world.
At the same time, these territories receive, and are
influenced by, global views prepared by non-local institutions and players during discussions and debates on
such topics as general sustainable development, climate
change, GMO, food safety, and so on, all of which have
??
a worldwide origin and importance.3 These issues must,
however, be applied, on a local scale, more incisively
and accurately in the WH sites than in other territories,
as they are supposed to be an example of excellence.
A “glocal” view, therefore, is a necessity.
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This is the aim in the last part of our project: the transfer
of local practices from one site to another.
The protected areas, as with any other area in the world,
are affected by the globalisation phenomenon. In this
sense, although it is not the inscription itself which transfers the effects of global factors to the local sphere, it
does, however, amplify their impact on the inscribed territories. In fact, the inscription shines a beacon on each
site, which can now be seen everywhere in the world,
and reveals a new heritage to all eyes on the planet.
The inscription brings added value, not only symbolic,
but also economic as a result of the arrival of immediate
economic benefits (the growth increase in the tourism
sector is an example). On the other hand, an inscription predominantly depends on the “authenticity” and
“uniqueness” of a local area and it is for this reason, as
stated above, that “landscape diversity was recognised
as a resource which should be guarded and maintained
against economic, social, cultural, and technological
globalisation”.
Authenticity and diversity are required by tourists, as well
as by the consumers of local products. Cultural lands-

3

Paysages d’exception, paysages au quotidien, p. 19.
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