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ABSTRACT	

The	Italian	writer	Italo	Calvino	in	his	book	Mr.	Palomar	describes	a	scene	when	the	title	

character	is	standing	in	line	in	a	cheese	shop	and	in	front	of	him	are	displayed	cheeses	of	

every	form,	smell	and	taste.	While	observing	these	specialities	Mr.	Palomar	realises	that	

“behind	every	displayed	object	[is]	the	presence	of	the	civilization	that	has	given	it	form	

and	takes	form	from	it”	(Calvino,	2007,	p.	73).	This	thesis	aims	to	explore	what	‘gives	form	

and	takes	form’	from	the	mountain	cheese	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero	in	the	Italian	Dolomites.	

Food	is	the	essence	of	life	and	we	all	need	food	to	survive.	However,	food	is	much	more	

than	simple	sustenance	and	it	is	deeply	part	of	who	we	are.	Food	is	part	of	the	roots	of	a	

community	and	thus	it	is	embedded	in	the	culture	of	a	place	and	the	identity	of	its	people;	

it	is	a	heritage	resource.	At	the	same	time	food	is	a	touristic	attraction.	Each	destination	

offers	experiences	associated	with	its	own	particular	type	of	food	and	thus	creates	different	

foodscapes.	As	a	result,	food	is	part	of	the	process	of	heritage-making	occurring	in	a	locality	

as	well	as	of	tourism.	The	two	processes	are	interrelated	and	this	study	aims	to	explore	this	

intricate	 play.	 While	 the	 implications	 of	 the	 promotion	 of	 food	 heritage	 resources	 for	

tourism	have	been	investigated,	the	construction	of	the	food	heritage	resources	within	the	

locality	 and	 their	 implications	 for	 tourism	 need	more	 attention.	 This	 research	 aims	 to	

explore	 this	 side	of	 the	 relationship	 and	 thus	 to	 explore	 the	 role	of	 food	heritage	 for	 a	

destination	and	its	community.	

I	conducted	20	months	of	ethnographic	fieldwork	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero	over	which	time	

I	met	malgari	(mountain	farmers	who	lead	the	cattle	from	the	village	barns	to	the	mountain	

pasture),	 farmers,	 cheese	makers,	 hospitality	 providers	 and	members	 of	 the	 local	 Slow	

Food	 condotta.	 These	 represent	 the	 different	 communities	 of	 practice	 of	 the	 locality	

involved	 in	 the	 production,	 transformation,	 preparation	 and	 promotion	 of	 the	 cheese.	

Through	 the	 observations	 and	 reflections	 recorded	 in	 fieldwork	 journals,	 the	 informal	

conversations,	 the	 semi-structured	 interviews	 and	 the	 focus	 group	 discussions,	 I	

investigated	the	multiple	voices	and	perspectives	of	these	communities	of	practice	around	

the	 local	 cheese.	 With	 the	 support	 of	 Actor	 Network	 Theory	 I	 organised	 the	 different	

narratives	 in	 four	 versions	of	 cheese	which	 I	 named	Genuine	Cheese,	Touristic	Cheese,	

Official	Cheese	and	Cheese	of	Belonging.		
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The	emergence	of	four	stories	about	the	same	cheese	reflects	the	fact	that	the	cheese	is	part	

of	a	worldmaking	process	that	is	constantly	created	and	recreated	through	the	mobilisation	

of	the	different	actors.	Therefore,	even	if	the	physical	reality	of	the	cheese	is	singular,	the	

social	 reality	 reflects	 a	 composite	 cheesescape	 that	 expresses	 a	 multitude	 of	 voices,	

positions,	elements	and	practices.	Furthermore,	 the	analysis	of	 these	versions	of	cheese	

also	reveals	how	food	heritage,	as	a	tourism	related	resource,	can	be	part	of	a	process	of	

encounters	and	negotiations	that	ultimately	lead	to	the	creation	of	a	new	sense	of	belonging	

between	the	members	of	the	community	and	their	place.	Specifically,	the	illustration	of	the	

Cheese	of	Belonging	and	the	proposed	‘Food	of	Belonging’	triangle	demonstrate	a	process	

through	which	 the	 communities	of	practice	 realise,	 recognise	and	adhere	 to	 a	 common	

understanding	of	the	food	heritage	resource	of	the	locality.	This	process	is	at	the	base	of	

the	 co-creation	 of	 food	 heritage-based	 tourism	 experiences.	 This	 study	 concludes	 that	

tourism	is	a	social	and	cultural	force	that	can	shape	new	relations	between	people	and	place	

and	that	food	can	offer	a	pathway	to	create	new	heritage-based	networks	in	a	locality.	
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GLOSSARY	

Achillea	Moscata	 Nana:	simple	leaved	milfoil,	Scientific	name:	Achillea	millefolium	L.s.l	
Agricoltore	(pl.	
agricoltori)	

Farmer.		

Agritur	 Agritur	 stands	 for	 ‘agritourism’.	 Agritourism	 in	 Italy	 is	 formally	
regulated	by	a	state	law	since	1985	which	defines	the	requirements	to	
be	claimed	as	such.		

Agritur	malga		 Since	malga	has	become	place	of	agritourism,	it	is	common	to	refer	to	
those	offering	some	form	of	rural	hospitality	as	‘agritur’	

Alba	in	malga	 Translated	as	‘Sunrise	in	the	malga’.	It	is	a	touristic	activity	organised	
by	 Alba	 in	 malga	 the	 Strada	 dei	 Formaggi	 delle	 Dolomiti	 where	 the	
tourists	are	invited	to	join	the	life	of	the	malgaro	and	learn	about	cheese	
and	butter	

Alpeggio		 Has	two	meanings:	
Noun.	Grassland	on	top	of	the	mountain	(above	1400	m	altitude),	alpine	
meadows	(see	Figure	1.3,	upper	line	in	green	tone).		
Verb,	alpeggiare.	To	bring	the	livestock	to	graze	fresh	grass	on	top	of	
the	 mountains.	 This	 occurs	 approximately	 from	 mid-May	 to	 mid-
September,	 based	 on	 the	 altitude	 of	 the	 grassland	 associated	 (see	
Figure	1.4).		

Botìro	di	Primiero		 Botìro	is	the	local	dialect	word	for	butter.	Botìro	di	Primiero	is	a	butter	
traditionally	 made	 from	 raw	 milk	 and	 cream	 from	 the	 malga.	 It	 is	
produced	only	in	summer	months	in	mountain	pasture	grazing.	It	has	a	
history	of	excellence	 that	dates	back	 to	 the	 time	when	Primiero	was	
part	of	the	Serenissima	Venice	Republic	(16th	century).	The	quality	of	
the	 product	 derives	 both	 from	 the	 floral	 richness	 and	 variety	 of	 the	
pastures,	which	generate	its	intense	yellow	colour	and	rich	aroma,	and	
the	 accurate	 processing	 of	 the	 cream.	 This	 traditional	 method	 had	
almost	disappeared	over	the	years,	but	through	the	recognition	of	the	
Slow	Food	Presidium	it	was	relaunched	(see	appendix	A).	

Caldera		 Local	dialect.	Copper	pot	used	to	make	cheese.		
Caldo	 Warm	
Campanilismo	 Parochialism.	Is	the	feeling	of	excessive	attachment	and	proudness	for	

its	 ones	 native	 place,	 colloquially	 is	 also	 used	 to	 describe	 a	 playful	
competition	between	neighbouring	villages.	
In	the	literature	is	addressed	as	“folklorized	competition	and	animosity	
between	neighbouring	 localities	of	 comparable	 size	and	 importance”	
(Grasseni,	2016,	p.	32)	and	“the	very	Italian	sentiment	of	campanilismo	
(town	pride)”	(Di	Giovine,	2014,	p.	81).		

Campigolo		 Campigolo	is	the	centre	of	pasturelands	system	(see	Figure	5.2).	Here	
are	located	the	buildings	necessary	for	the	transformation	of	milk,	the	
creation	 of	 dairy	 products	 and	 the	 barns	 for	 the	 animals	 (Parco	
Naturale	Paneveggio	Pale	di	San	Martino,	2004,	p.	53).		

Canderli	(Canderli	alle	
ortiche)	

It	is	a	local	dish	of	the	area	made	of	bread	dumplings	with	herbs	and	
cheeses	served	with	butter	and	Trentingrana	on	top	(for	Trentingrana	
see	appendix	A).	

- Canderli	alle	ortiche	are	prepared	with	nettles	too.		
Carne	fumada	di	Siror	 The	smoked	meat	of	the	village	of	Siror	
Casaro	 Cheese-maker.		
Casèl	 Local	dialect	term	for	the	local	cheese	cooperative.		
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Casèra		 Local	dialect	 term.	Casèra	 is	 the	heart	of	 the	malga,	used	 for	cheese-
making	(see	Figure	5.3).	

Contadino	(pl.	
contadini)	

Italian	peasant.		

Convivenza	 Meaning	‘co-existence’,	or	more	literally	‘living	together’,	is	the	complex	
interactions	between	actors	in	the	Food	of	Belonging	(see	section	9.5.4).		

Cucina	Casareccia	 Defined	as	“local	and	non-elite	cuisine”.(Di	Giovine,	2014,	p.	79)		
Denominazione	di	
Origine	Protetta	(DOP)	

Protected	designation	of	origin	(PDO)	This	European	certification	
label	identifies	products	with	a	strong	link	to	the	defined	geographical	
area	where	they	are	produced	(Marcoz,	Melewar,	&	Dennis,	2016)	

Desmontegada	(Gran	
Festa	del	
Desmontegar)	

Local	dialect	term.	It	comes	from	the	verb	desmontegare,	which	literally	
means	 to	 come	 down	 from	 the	 mountains	 with	 the	 herds.	
Desmontegada	 is	 the	 day	 when	 the	 malgaro	 come	 down	 from	 the	
mountain	from	the	summer	with	the	cattle.	In	the	context	of	this	thesis	
Desmontedaga	 is	a	rural	 feast	held	when	animals	return	 from	malga	
after	 spending	 summer	 in	 the	 pasture.	 It	 has	 become	 a	 big	 touristic	
event	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero.	

Ente	Nazionale	per	il	
Turismo	Italiano	

Italian	Tourist	Board	

Favola	 Fable.	A	fictional	story,	it	has	a	moral	teaching	at	the	ends	and	involves	
animals	and	plants.		

Federazione	
Provinciale	Allevatori	
Trentini	

Provincial	Breeders/Farmers	Federation	of	the	Province	of	Trento	

Fiaba	 Fairy	 tale.	 A	 fictional	 story	 of	 entertainment	 with	 happy	 ending.	 It	
involves	magical	characters.		

Fondovalle:	 Grasslands	at	the	level	of	the	villages	(500-900	m	altitude)	(see	Figure	
1.3,	bottom	line	in	orange	tone).		

Freddo	 Cold.		
Grigia	Alpina(pl.	Grigie	
Alpine)	

Alpine	Grey	Cattle.	The	native	breed	of	livestock	of	Primiero	protected	
through	 a	 Slow	 Food	 Presidium	 See:	
https://www.fondazioneslowfood.com/en/slow-food-presidia/grigio-
alpina-cow/	

Hazard	Analysis	and	
Critical	Control	Points	
(HACCP)	

Hazard	Analysis	and	Critical	Control	Point	(HACCP)	is	a	self-monitoring	
method	employed	in	food	production	protocols	to	enforce	hygiene	and	
safety	requirements	at	every	stage	of	the	process”	(Grasseni,	2016,	p.	
8).	

Imprenditore	agricolo	
(pl.	impreditori	
agricoli)	

Agricultural	 entrepreneur.	 The	Article	 2135	 of	 the	 Italian	 Civil	 Code	
defines	 it	 as	 someone	 who	 professionally	 carries	 out	 an	 organised	
agricultural	activity	for	the	purpose	of	producing	and	exchanging	goods	
and	services.	The	agricultural	activity	has	as	ultimate	goal	the	market.	

Latte	qualità		 Value	of	milk	based	on	its	quality.	Cheese	cooperatives	buy	milk	from	
their	members	setting	the	price	of	milk	accordingly	to	its	quality.	

Lira	 Traditional	tool	used	for	breaking	the	curd.	
Lucanica	cariota	 Pork	sausages	of	the	Valle	del	Vanoi	
Malga	(pl.	malghe)	 It	refers	both	to	the	grassland	located	on	top	of	the	mountain	and	to	the	

associated	buildings	of	casèra	and	stalón	(see	Figure	5.2).		
Malgaro	(pl.	malgari,		
f.	malgara)	

Mountain	farmer	who	brings	the	herds	from	the	villages	to	the	upper	
pastures	of	the	malga	during	the	summer	and	stays	there	taking	care	of	
the	cattle	(milking	and	grazing).		

Martedì	a	Juribello	 Translated	 as	 ‘Tuesday	 at	 Juribello’.	 It	 is	 a	 touristic	 activity	 (cheese-
making	 demonstrations)	 organised	 by	 Malga	 Juribelo	 where	 the	
tourists	can	observe	the	cheese-maker	making	Stagionato	Juribello	(the	
aged	cheese	of	the	malga)	and	ricotta	
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Maso	 Buildings	 associated	 to	 prati	 (and	 in	 the	 past	 to	 the	 practice	 of	 hay	
making)	 used	 for	 animal	 recovery,	 hay	 storage,	milking	 and	 cheese-
making	practices	and	used	to	provide	shelter	for	the	family	of	farmers	
taking	care	of	these	tasks.	Today	these	buildings	have	been	reconverted	
mainly	into	second	homes	and	are	named	baita	(Bettega,	2017).	

Muccando	a	Valle	 Literally	translated	as	‘Cowing	downhill’,	touristic	activity	organised	by	
Malga	Lozen	where	the	toursits	walk	with	the	malgaro	and	his	family	to	
bring	the	cows	from	the	malga	to	the	village	barn	

Nutrire	il	Domani	 Translated	as	‘Nurturing	Tomorrow’.	It	is	the	name	of	the	research	final	
conference	of	the	Phase	1	-	Ethnographic	Fiedlwork	and	the	name	of	the	
research	project	carried	out	in	the	Phase	1	–	Cheese	Coop	Project	(see	
Figure	4.3)	

Paiolo	 Copper	 pot	 used	 to	make	 cheese	 and	 polenta.	 In	 local	 dialect	 called	
‘calgera	de	far	formai’	

Pascolo	(pl.	pascoli)	 Pastureland.		
Patrimonializzazione	 Heritagisation.		
Patrimonio	 Heritage.		
Patrimonio	culinario	 Culinary	heritage.		
Patrimonio	eno-	
gastronomico	

Gastronomic	heritage.		

Pianura	Padana	 Pianura	Padana	is	the	biggest	flat	area	of	Italy,	 in	the	Veneto	Region,	
strongly	devoted	to	extensive	agriculture.	In	the	area,	a	colloquial	way	
to	refer	to	Pianura	Padana	is	‘La	Bassa’	

Pizzaiolo	 Pizza	maker	
Polivante	 Specific	multi-purpose	stainless	steel	machine	for	cheese	making	that	

has	 a	 complex	 automatic	 system	 in	 which	 the	 temperature	 and	 the	
timing	of	each	step	are	pre-set	through	a	predefined	‘recipe’	

Prato	(pl.	prati)	 In	the	local	dialect	of	the	area	with	prato	is	intended	the	middle	height	
grassland	(900-1400m	altitude)	(see	Figure	1.3,	middle	line	in	yellow	
tone).	In	Italian	prato	literally	means	lawn.	

Prodotto	tipico	 Typical	product.	Gastronomic	heritage	of	a	specific	place.	
“In	 Italy,	a	prodotto	 tipico	 is	not	 just	 local,	 stemming	 from	a	specific	
locality,	but	 is	considered	representative	of	 its	distinctive	soil,	 fauna,	
flora,	 exposure,	 historically	 documented	 techniques	 and	 material	
culture,	 tools,	rural	architecture,	 terminology	and	prescribed	usage	–	
including	 associated	 festivities,	 folklore,	 religiosity	 and	 seasonality”	
(Grasseni,	2016,	p.	40).		

Raccontare	la	favola	 Fable-telling.		
Scagnel	 Local	dialect	term	for	one-legged	portable	milking	stool.		
Scuola	del	legno	 Professional	school	to	train	woodworkers	
Secio	dela	mungitrice	 Local	dialect	term	for	one	portable	single	bucket	for	milking.	
Slow	Food	condotta	 Slow	 Food	 group	 at	 local	 level	 known	 as	 community	 (‘condotta’	 in	

Italian).		
Slow	Food	Presidium	
(pl.	Presidia)	

Slow	Food-presided	niche	production.		

Sórch	 Maize	
Sórch	doretea	 Autochthonous	variety	of	maize	
Speck	di	Castrozza	 The	smoked	pork	belly	of	the	village	of	San	Martino	di	Castrozza	
Spino	 Traditional	tool	used	for	curd	cutting.	In	local	dialect	called	‘spin’.	Spino	

is	one	of	 the	most	 important	 tools	 in	 the	processing	of	Trentingrana	
cheese.	Its	name	derives	from	the	material	originally	used	to	make	it:	a	
thorn	branch.	Over	 time	 the	 tool	 released	pieces	 of	wood	 inside	 the	
cheese,	so	the	material	was	changing,	but	not	the	name.	Curd	is	broken	
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into	very	small	grains	with	the	size	of	corn	grains.	This	is	why	it	is	also	
called	‘Grana	cheese’:	for	the	tiny	graininess	of	the	dough.	

Stagionato	di	Juribello	 The	aged	cheese	of	Malga	Juribello	
Stalón		 Local	dialect	term.	Stalón	is	one	of	the	two	building	traditionally	part	of	

malga.	Its	function	is	dedicated	to	animals’	recovery	and	milking	(see	
Figure	5.3).	

Tipicità	 A	specific	way	to	address	the	culinary	or	gastronomic	heritage	based	on	
the	concept	of	traditional/typical	product.		

Tratturo	 Sheep	trail.		
Unione	Allevatori	
Primiero	Vanoi	

Union	of	Breeders/Farmers	of	Primiero	and	Vanoi	

Uso	civico	 Civic	 use	 is	 a	 right	 of	 collective	 enjoyment	 which	 is	
concretizedauthorised,	 on	 real	 estate,	 in	 various	 forms	 (hunting,	
pasture,	 forestry,	 sowing),	due	 to	members	of	 a	 community,	on	 land	
owned	by	public	or	private	entities.	

Zangola	 Wooden	butter	churn.	In	local	dialect	called	‘sangola’	or	or	‘bati	lat’.	‘Bati	
lat’	literally	means	‘milk	beater’.	
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1 INTRODUCTION	

1.1 The	legend	of	the	Wild	Man	

(Original	 version	 in	 Italian)	 In	 Val	 dei	 Mocheni	 vivevano	 uomini	 selvatici	 che	

abitavano	 nella	 foresta,	 avevano	 un	 aspetto	 spaventoso,	 ma	 un	 buon	 cuore	 e	

conoscevano	molti	buoni	consigli.	Un	uomo	selvatico	venne	una	volta	a	Roveda	ed	in	

un	 primo	 momento	 fece	 paura.	 Ma	 quando	 vide	 la	 povertà	 della	 brava	 gente	 si	

commosse,	si	comportò	amichevolmente	e	insegnò	loro	a	fare	il	burro,	a	preparare	il	

formaggio	e	ricotta.	Quanto	tutti	ebbero	imparato	queste	cose,	disse:	“Cara	gente,	ora	

devo	proseguire	il	cammino.	Prima	di	far	questo,	ditemi	cosa	desiderate	ancora	sapere	

ed	imparare?”	Ai	semplici	contadini,	che	erano	più	che	contenti	delle	loro	arti	appena	

imparate,	 non	 veniva	 in	 mente	 nessun	 desiderio	 e	 dissero:	 “Abbiamo	 già	 burro,	

formaggio	 e	 ricotta!	 Cosa	 dovremmo	 desiderare	 ancora?”.	 “Se	 aveste	 desiderato	

ancora	 qualcosa,	 vi	 avrei	 insegnato	 ancora	 qualcosa	 e	 sarei	 stato	 liberato”.	 Triste	

proseguì	la	strada	e	non	si	fece	più	vedere.	Ora	avrebbero	volentieri	imparato	da	lui	

ancora	di	più2.	

In	Val	 dei	Mocheni	Wild	Men	 used	 to	 inhabit	 the	 forests	 –	men	with	 a	 frightful	

appearance	but	kind	hearts	and	they	were	full	of	wisdom	and	advice.	One	day,	a	

Wild	Man	came	to	Roveda.	At	first	he	scared	the	villagers	but	when	he	saw	the	poor	

conditions	in	which	the	people	were	living,	he	was	moved.	Therefore,	he	decided	to	

become	 friendly	 and	 teach	 them	 to	make	 butter,	 cheeses	 and	 ricotta.	When	 the	

peasants	 learnt	 all	 of	 these	 things,	 he	 asked	 them,	 “Dear	 people,	 now	 I	 need	 to	

continue	my	journey.	Before	I	do,	please,	is	there	anything	more	you	desire	to	know	

and	 learn	 from	me?”	 Nothing	 came	 to	 mind	 to	 the	 simple	 peasants,	 who	 were	

already	happy	with	the	arts	they	had	just	learnt.	Therefore,	they	replied,	“Now	we	

have	 butter,	 cheeses	 and	 ricotta!	 What	 else	 should	 we	 desire?”	 The	 Wild	 Man	

replied,	“If	you	had	desired	to	learn	something	more,	I	would	have	taught	you	and	I	

would	have	been	liberated.”	Sadly	he	continued	his	journey	and	did	not	return	to	

	
2	This	legend	Uomini	selvativi	in	Val	del	Fersina	is	one	of	the	six	legends	in	the	book	Leggende	dell’Uomo	
Selvativo	edited	and	illustrated	by	Andrea	Foches.	
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the	valley.	Today,	the	peasants	would	have	liked	to	learn	something	more	from	the	

Wild	Man.	(My	translation).	

	
Figure	1.1	The	beginning.Wildman	teaching	how	to	make	cheese	

(Source:	Foches,	2007,	p.	17)	

“Legends	are	the	ancient	wisdom	of	the	people”	suggests	Giovanni	Kezich,	the	director	of	

the	Museum	of	Customs	and	Traditions	of	the	People	of	Trentino,	in	the	introduction	of	the	

book	where	I	took	this	legend	from	(Foches,	2007,	p.	4).	The	stories	that	the	legends	tell	

provide	elements	through	which	the	culture	of	the	people	and	of	a	place	can	be	deciphered	

(Perco	&	Zoldan,	2011).	The	legend	transcribed	here	is	set	in	one	of	the	valleys	of	Trentino,	

which	 is	 the	 Italian	 region	where	my	 fieldwork	 area	 is	 located.	 From	 the	 valley	 of	my	

research,	Valle	del	Primiero,	it	was	common	to	refer	to	the	Wild	Man	as	the	Mażaról	(Longo,	

2009).	The	Wild	Man	 is	a	 traditional	character	of	 the	alpine	culture	and	represents	 the	

archetype	of	the	man	of	the	mountains	who	combines	a	rough	attitude	and	a	genuine	heart.	

Therefore,	every	alpine	valley	has	its	own	version	and	its	name	slightly	changes	based	on	
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the	locality	and	the	different	dialects	used	(Foches,	2007),	but	its	cultural	meaning	remains	

the	same3.	

In	this	 legend	the	Wild	Man	teaches	the	 local	peasants	how	to	make	butter,	cheese	and	

ricotta,	signifying	introducing	in	this	way	that	the	art	of	cheese-making	is	embedded	in	the	

history,	traditions	and	culture	of	alpine	places.	When	people	ask	me	what	my	PhD	is	about,	

my	succinct	answer	is	‘about	cheese’.	I	would	elaborate	that	since	my	research	investigates	

the	cultural	values	and	the	practices	associated	with	food	heritage,	when	I	decided	to	do	

my	fieldwork	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero	in	Trentino	region,	the	object	and	the	subject	of	these	

contingent	relationships	was	the	cheese.	

I	also	particularly	love	the	ending	of	this	legend.	Academically	speaking,	it	suggests	a	gap	

in	knowledge.	The	story	does	not	give	any	hint	of	the	precise	gap	(since	it	is	just	‘something	

more’)	 but	 it	 is	 this	 desire	 for	 knowledge	 that	 resulted	 in	 the	 twenty	 months	 of	 my	

ethnographic	 research.	 In	 fact,	what	 I	 appreciate	about	 this	 ending	 is	 the	emphasis	 the	

legend	puts	on	the	dimension	of	learning,	an	act	that	it	is	better	not	to	postpone	(even	the	

‘humble	peasants’	of	 the	 legends	 today	regret	not	 taking	 the	opportunity	 to	 learn	more	

from	the	Wild	Man).	Not	only	is	learning	the	most	important	and	relevant	aspect	of	this	

journey	 of	 doctorate	 research	 but	 in	my	 case	 learning	 the	 ‘something	more’	 about	 the	

cheeses	is	definitely	what	I	have	been	doing	in	the	last	years.		

In	this	first	chapter	I	will	explore	how	my	research	is	connected	to	this	legend.	I	will	first	

describe	the	research	context	since	it	situates	the	ethnographic	research	I	conducted.	Then	

I	will	introduce	the	story	of	this	research.	By	doing	this,	I	hope	to	briefly	give	a	sense	of	the	

research	process	and	how	my	positionality	changed	along	the	unfolding	of	encounters	and	

conversations	I	experienced	during	my	fieldwork.	After	setting	the	scene	of	the	research,	I	

will	 illustrate	 the	gap	 in	 the	knowledge	 I	wish	 to	 address	 and	 the	 research	questions	 I	

	
3	The	website	of	the	Caseificio	Sociale	di	Primiero	(the	cheese	cooperative	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero)	reports	
its	own	version	of	the	legend	to	introduce	the	local	cheese	tosèla.	This	version	described	the	Mażaról	as	a	
cheese-maker	who	brought	the	cheese	making	‘art’	to	the	entire	Valley.	It	narrates	that	anyone	who	stepped	
into	one	of	his	footsteps	would	lose	their	memory	and	become	his	servant.	One	day	a	woman	happened	to	
become	 his	 servant	 and	 learnt	 from	 him	 how	 to	 make	 butter	 and	 beautiful	 cheeses	 until	 when	 she	
recovered	the	memory.	Therefore,	she	went	back	home	in	Valle	del	Primiero	where	she	taught	everything	
she	 learnt	 (Source:	 https://www.caseificioprimiero.com/news/la-leggenda-del-mazarol-e-della-
tosela_163,	accessed:	07/05/2020).	
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designed	to	gain	understanding.	I	will	then	clarify	the	potential	contributions	of	this	study	

and	I	will	finally	outline	the	structure	of	this	thesis.		

In	essence,	using	some	creativity,	this	thesis	could	be	a	continuation	of	the	legend	of	the	

Wild	Man.	Let’s	imagine…	let’s	imagine	that	later	on	in	the	Wild	Man’s	journey,	an	urban	

woman	in	her	thirties	casually	met	him	in	the	forest	of	Paneveggio4.	Let’s	imagine	she	did	

desire	to	know	something	more.	The	Wild	Man	introduced	the	woman	to	the	farmers,	the	

cheese-makers,	 the	malgaro,	 the	 restaurants	 owners	 and	 all	 the	 people	who	 know	 the	

‘something	more’	about	the	cheese.	Let's	imagine,	that	here,	you	can	read	the	story	of	her	

journey	and	what	she	learnt	from	the	cheeses	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero.	I	hope	I	will	be	able	

to	captivate	the	readers	with	my	story	as	much	as	I	was	when	I	read	the	legends	of	the	Wild	

Man.	

1.2 Valle	del	Primiero	

In	Italy,	at	the	border	between	Trentino	Alto	Adige	and	the	Veneto	Regions,	lies	Valle	del	

Primiero	(see	image	below	-Figure	1.2).	Although	the	name	refers	to	one	valley,	the	area	is	

composed	of	three	main	valleys	–	Valle	del	Primiero,	Valle	del	Vanoi	and	Valle	del	Mis	–	

which	are	located	within	the	confluence	of	Vanoi	and	Cismon	torrents	(see	image	above	-	

Figure	 1.2)	 This	 geography	 constitutes	 a	 rural	 and	 marginal	 area	 located	 in	 a	 border	

location	of	the	alpine	system.	At	the	same	time,	the	area	is	mountainous;	the	dolomitic	high	

peaks	of	 the	Pale	di	San	Martino	range	constitutes	an	 important	natural	element	of	 the	

territory	that	has	attracted	travellers	and	influenced	the	history,	economic	development	

and	culture	of	the	place.	This	context,	therefore,	offers	me	a	privileged	perspective	to	look	

at	 the	 internal	dynamics	of	a	 touristic	 community	 that	expresses	 its	 rural	 roots	 in	 food	

production,	as	represented	by	cheese.	

	 	

	
4	The	forest	of	Paneveggio	is	located	in	the	Natural	Regional	Park	Paneveggio	Pale	di	San	Martino	which	is	
within	the	area	of	my	fieldwork.	It	is	a	well-known	forest	of	fir	trees.	It	was	here	that	Antonio	Stradivari	
found	the	perfect	wood	to	make	his	violins	sing,	the	Stradivari	Violin	and	that	explains	why	the	Paveggio	is	
known	as	the	as	the	Forest	of	Violins.		
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Figure	1.2	Map	of	Primiero	(above)	and	map	of	Italy	(below)	
(Source:	Domus,	Agenzia	Immobiliare5	and	Google	Maps)	

	
5	 From	 the	website:	 https://www.agenziadomus.it/appartamento-casa/fiera-di-primiero-appartamenti-
vendita-VE167,	(accessed	07/05/2020).	
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Focusing	the	attention	on	tourism,	the	area	has	always	been	exposed	to	pilgrims,	travellers	

and	tourists	because	of	the	natural	beauty	of	the	dolomitic	limestone	landscape,	recognised	

in	2009	as	a	UNESCO	World	Heritage	Site	owing	 to	 the	 international	 significance	of	 its	

geomorphological	 and	 geological	 values.	 According	 to	 the	 Declaration	 of	 Seville6,	 “the	

sublime,	monumental	and	colourful	landscapes	of	the	Dolomites	have	also	long	attracted	

hosts	of	travellers	and	a	history	of	scientific	and	artistic	interpretations	of	its	values.”	Since	

the	 19th	 Century,	 geologists,	 botanists	 and	mountain	 climbers	 have	 come	 from	all	 over	

Europe	to	conquer	the	peaks	(Trentino	Sviluppo	SpA,	2012a).	The	first	hotel	was	built	in	

1873	in	the	village	of	San	Martino	di	Castrozza,	but	before	then	the	local	hospice	was	used	

to	assist	and	give	hospitality	 to	 travellers	crossing	 the	Rolle	Pass.	 In	 the	mid-1800s	 the	

hospice	became	an	inn	named	Rosetta	with	a	few	rooms	and	a	kitchen	(Leonardi,	2011).	

Hospitality,	thus,	is	ingrained	in	the	culture	of	the	people,	and	tourism	is	ingrained	in	the	

history	of	the	place.	

Focusing	the	attention	on	agriculture,	until	the	middle	of	the	20th	century	the	economies	of	

the	local	villages	were	based	on	agricultural	subsistence.	This	subsistence	was	expressed	

in	a	mixed	system	which	combined	the	mountain	agriculture	(large	plantations	of	corn,	

barley,	 rye	 and	 smaller	 plantations	 of	 beans,	 broad	beans,	 potatoes	 and	 cabbages)	 and	

livestock	farming	(Bettega,	2015;	Longo	&	Pastori,	2015b).	This	agro-pastoral	system	was	

structured	 in	 three	 agricultural	 landscapes	 (see	 Figure	 1.3)	 ranging	 from	 450	 metres	

(where	the	Vanoi	and	Cismon	torrents	meet)	to	3,192	metres;	the	highest	peak	is	Vezzana,	

part	of	the	Pale	di	San	Martino	range	(Comunità	di	Primiero,	2014;	Longo,	2009).		

At	the	level	of	the	villages	(500–900m	altitude),	there	were	the	fondovalle7	(grasslands	at	

the	level	of	the	villages)	lands	made	up	of	small	plantations	of	corn	(sórch)	and	vegetable	

gardens.	At	the	middle	elevation	(900–1400m	altitude),	there	were	the	prati	and	pascoli8	

(grassland	 and	 pasture)	 used	 to	 make	 the	 hay	 during	 summer	 and	 with	 some	 minor	

plantation	of	cereals.	Then,	in	the	upper	mountains	(from	1400m),	there	were	the	alpeggio	

(alpine	grasslands)	constituted	by	alpine	meadows	and	characterized	by	the	presence	of	

the	malga	(Comunità	di	Primiero,	2012;	Longo,	2006;	Longo	&	Pastori,	2015a).	The	word	

‘malga’	refers	to	a	system	that	comprises	the	highland	grassland	area,	with	pasture	and	

	
6	UNESCO,	World	Heritage	Committee	-	Seville,	26	June	2009.	
7	Val	or	paés	in	the	local	dialect.	
8	Pradhi	in	the	local	dialect.	
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meadow	and	associated	buildings,	which	normally	are	a	cattle	shed	used	for	milking	the	

animals	 and	 a	 mountain	 hut	 used	 for	 cheese	 production	 (Soane,	 Scolozzi,	 Gretter,	 &	

Hubacek,	2012).	In	the	current	colloquial	language,	malga	is	what	normally	remains	of	this	

system,	which	is	the	mountain	hut	with	its	related	grassland.	

This	 landscape	 is	 created	 through	 the	 practice	 of	 vertical	 transhumance	 where	 the	

livestock	are	herded	seasonally	in	order	to	find	fresh	pasture	to	graze	(Hong,	Bogaert,	&	

Min,	2014).	Traditionally,	the	cattle	used	to	spend	the	winter	in	the	villages	(fondovalle),	

then	in	spring	they	were	brought	to	the	middle	height	(prati	and	pascoli)	where	they	could	

graze	the	fresh	pasture	(Figure	1.4,	columns	3-4-5).	When	the	cows	finished	grazing	the	

pasture	 available	 at	 that	 altitude,	 during	 summer,	 they	were	 brought	 to	 the	 top	 of	 the	

mountain	(alpeggio)	where	they	could	graze	the	alpine	meadows	(see	Figure	1.4,	columns	

6-7-8-9).	During	this	time,	the	farmers	would	mow	the	pastures	at	middle	heights	to	make	

the	hay	for	the	winter.	In	autumn	the	cattle	were	brought	to	the	middle	height	for	one	last	

grazing	before	going	back	to	the	winter	barns	at	the	villages	(Bettega,	2015).	This	practice	

is	partially	used	today	since	the	cattle	are	brought	to	graze	the	alpine	meadows	in	malga	

during	 the	 summer,	 approximately	 from	 mid-June	 to	 mid-September	 (see	 Figure	 1.4,	

column	Luglio,	Agosto,	Settembre9),	while	the	prati	and	pascoli	are	employed	based	on	the	

land	available	for	each	farm.	

	
9	In	Italian	Luglio	is	July,	Agosto	is	August	and	Settembre	is	September.	
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Figure	1.3	Agro-pastoral	system	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero	

(Source:	Gratton	&	Longo,	2012,	pp.	10-11)	
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Figure	1.4	Local	vertical	mobility	

(Source:	Parco	Naturale	Paneveggio	Pale	di	San	Martino,	2004,	pp.	36-37)	
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The	boom	of	mass	tourism	(1955-1985),	in	conjunction	with	a	flood	that	occurred	in	1966	

and	destroyed	many	cultivated	crops,	contributed	to	the	valley’s	economic	shift	to	tourism	

(Comunità	di	Primiero,	2014;	Leonardi,	2009;	Longo	&	Pastori,	2015b),	especially	in	the	

localities	around	Fiera	di	Primiero	and	San	Martino	di	Castrozza	(Trentino	Sviluppo	SpA,	

2012a)	(see	image	above	-Figure	1.2).	This	also	changed	the	social	fabric	of	the	community	

and	led	to	the	abandonment	of	certain	practices,	knowledge	and	skills	in	favour	of	new	ones	

based	on	the	development	of	tourism	(Longo,	2009).	Valle	del	Primiero	is	now	described	

as	being	characterised	by	a	“tourism	monoculture”	(Longo	&	Pastori,	2015a,	2015b).	

Geographically	 being	 at	 a	 crossroads	 position	 meant	 that	 the	 area	 experienced	 the	

influence	of	different	 cultures.	At	 the	 same	 time	 the	geographical	 isolation	has	brought	

about	a	strong	 feeling	of	parochialism	within	 the	 local	 inhabitants	of	 the	 territory.	This	

feeling	 finds	 expression	 in	 the	 campanilismo	 –	 a	 playful	 competition	 between	 the	

neighbouring	the	villages	of	 the	area.	Di	Giovine	(2014)	described	the	campanilismo	he	

found	in	the	town	of	Pietralcina	in	the	South	of	Italy	as	“the	very	Italian	sentiment”	(p.	81)	

that	can	be	recognised	as	“town	pride”.	The	campanilismo	contextualizes	the	existence	of	

“folklorized	competition	and	animosity	between	neighbouring	localities	of	comparable	size	

and	 importance”	 (Grasseni,	 2016,	 p.	 32)	 or	 between	 the	 different	 economic	 and	 social	

groups.	When	 I	was	 looking	 for	 a	 place	 to	 stay	 during	 the	 fieldwork,	 I	 found	 a	 typical	

mountain	house	(called	maso)	restored	for	tourist	purposes	located	in	the	Valle	del	Vanoi	

in	the	locality	of	Cicona	(see	Figure	1.5).	

Valle	 del	 Vanoi	 is	 connected	 to	 the	 Valle	 del	 Primiero	 through	 the	 road	 built	 at	 the	

beginning	of	the	20th	century	that	crosses	the	Gobbera	Pass	and	through	a	tunnel	of	around	

three	kilometres	long	built	in	1994.	To	me	this	fact	was	irrelevant	until	living	there.	Then,	

I	came	to	realise	in	my	conversations	with	the	local	people	that	the	tunnel	represents	the	

social	divide	between	two	different	words	–	the	touristic	and	wealthy	Primiero	and	the	

agricultural	and	marginal	Vanoi.	This	is	one	of	the	different	cultural	divides	that	cross	the	

deep	cultural	roots	of	the	community.	

This	 area	 appeared	 to	 be	 particularly	 appropriate	 for	my	 study	 because	 I	 thought	 the	

combination	of	agriculture	and	tourism	could	offer	deep	insights	about	the	entanglement	

between	food	heritage	and	tourism	(see	chapter	3).	



39	

	
Figure	1.5	The	house	of	my	fieldwork	(author)	

1.2.1 Agriculture	and	tourism	in	Valle	del	Primiero	

Today,	 agriculture	 and	 tourism	 are	 still	 important	 activities	 of	 this	 area.	 Agriculture	 is	

constituted	essentially	of	professional	livestock	farms	associated	with	the	dairy	industry,	

which	 is	 led	 by	 the	 Caseificio	 Sociale	 di	 Primiero	 (Comunità	 di	 Primiero,	 2014).	 The	

Caseificio	Sociale	di	Primiero	is	the	local	cheese	cooperative	in	charge	of	collecting	the	milk	

of	all	47	the	farmers	of	the	eight	villages	of	the	valley	and	of	transforming	it	into	cheese	(see	

appendix	B).	 It	was	established	in	1973	by	the	local	 farmers	who	started	collecting	and	

processing	the	milk	in	1981	(Dalpiaz,	2013).	As	a	consequence,	the	farmers	started	to	focus	

mainly	 on	 the	 milk	 production,	 improving	 its	 quality	 and	 the	 techniques	 used	 for	 its	

production,	 but	 they	 ended	 their	 involvement	 in	 the	 cheese-making	 process.	 This	 was	

carried	 out	 by	 cheese-makers	 employed	 by	 the	 local	 cooperative	 making	 the	 local	

cheeses10,	today	represented	in	10	varieties,	became	an	important	food	product	of	the	area.	

The	main	products	are	the	Trentingrana	(to	which	is	dedicated	44%	of	the	total	amount	of	

	
10	The	cheeses	are	made	only	with	the	milk	of	the	47	local	farmers	belonging	to	the	cooperative.	
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milk	processed),	Nostrano	di	Primiero	(27%)	and	Tosèla	(9%)	cheeses	(Caseificio	Sociale	di	

Primiero,	2016)	(see	appendix	A).		

Since	the	valley	survived	on	livestock	farming	for	a	long	time,	the	cheese	produced	today	is	

still	embedded	in	the	history,	the	culture	and	traditions	of	the	place.	Other	smaller	niche	

food	productions	are	a	part	of	the	food	heritage	scene.	There	are	also	the	pork	sausages	

(lucanica	 cariota)	of	 the	Valle	del	Vanoi,	 the	smoked	meat	of	 the	district	of	Siror	 (carne	

fumada	di	Siror)	and	the	smoked	ham	(speck	di	Castrozza).	In	addition,	berries	and	officinal	

herbs	are	cultivated	by	a	 few	farms	along	with	smaller	cultivations	of	traditional	wheat	

(sórch	doretea).	A	local	brewery	produces	a	beer	with	90%	of	the	hops	cultivated	in	the	

area.	Informally	and	well	spread	around	the	villages	of	the	five	municipalities	are	about	

1,500-2,000	vegetable	gardens	cultivated	for	family	consumption	(Turra,	2013).	

These	food	products,	expressions	of	the	rural	and	agriculture	culture	of	the	place,	interact	

with	 tourism	 in	different	ways	and	various	 food	 tourism	experiences	are	offered	 in	 the	

locality.	When	I	selected	the	field	area,	I	was	particularly	interested	in	touristic	activities	

organised	by	the	regional	natural	park,	Paneveggio	Pale	di	San	Martino	(see	appendix	B),	in	

three	different	malghe11	of	the	valley,	aimed	at	experiencing	the	culture	of	the	malga	and	of	

its	food.	Similarly,	the	Strada	dei	Formaggi	delle	Dolomiti12	(see	appendix	B)	organises	the	

Alba	 in	malga13	where	 the	 tourists	 are	 invited	 to	 join	 “the	 real	 life	 of	 the	malga	 in	 the	

moment	the	malga	wakes	up:	milking,	cheese-making,	walking	in	the	alpine	meadows	and	

enjoying	an	authentic	mountain	breakfast”	(as	promoted	in	the	summer	calendar	booklet).	

In	 the	 programme	 Family	 Fun,	 local	 destination	 management	 organization	 Azione	 di	

Promozione	Turistica	San	Martino	di	Castrozza,	Passo	Rolle,	and	Primiero	e	Vanoi	(APT)	(see	

appendix	B)	promote	an	excursion	to	malghe	or	farms	where	kids	can	experience	the	rural	

life.	I	consequently	started	to	learn	about	food	heritage	and	tourism	from	the	malga.	The	

food	heritage	was	 the	 cheese	 and	 the	 tourism	experiences	were	mainly	 cheese-making	

demonstrations	and	encounters	with	the	malgari,	the	farmers	living	in	the	malga	during	

the	summer.		

	
11	The	touristic	experiences	promoted	by	the	Park	guides	during	the	summer	are	Formaggi	in	malga	(Malga	
Pala),	In	malga,	alla	sera…	(Malga	Canali)	and	Vivere	la	malga	(Malga	Bocche).	
12	Translated	as	the	Cheese	Route	of	the	Dolomites.	It	is	a	gastronomic	project	of	the	regional	destination	
management	organisation	that	connect	the	food	producers	with	the	hospitality	providers	of	the	valley.	
13	Translated	as	‘Sunrise	in	the	malga’.	It	is	a	touristic	activity	where	the	tourists	are	invited	to	join	the	life	
of	the	malgaro	and	learn	about	cheese	and	butter.		
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The	malga	represented	an	interesting	point	of	observation	of	the	internal	dynamics	of	the	

cheese,	 since	malga	belongs	 to	 the	agricultural	heritage	of	 the	place	and	 to	 the	 tourism	

development.	Today	of	the	67	malghe	used	in	the	past	for	the	alpeggio,	30	are	now	used	for	

the	 dairy	 industry	 and	 27	 are	 used	 for	 touristic	 purposes	 as	 an	agritur14	while	 10	 are	

abandoned	(Trentino	Sviluppo	SpA,	2012b).	

However,	I	realised	after	observing	the	malga	that	the	cheese	offered	there	was	actually	

produced	 in	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 at	 the	 village	 of	Mezzano.	 Thus	 I	 needed	 to	 delve	

further,	not	only	to	the	tops	of	the	mountains	but	also	down	to	the	villages	at	the	fondovalle.	

The	farmers	were	not	only	the	malgari	I	met	in	the	malghe	but	there	were	many	others	

making	 hay	 and	 milking	 cows	 in	 the	 winter	 barns.	 Most	 importantly,	 the	 tourism	

experiences	of	cheese	were	not	only	performed	in	agritur,	on	top	of	the	mountains,	but	also	

in	the	local	restaurants	and	hotels	located	in	the	villages.		

Today	the	tourism	sector	in	Valle	del	Primiero	comprises	140	hospitality	providers	(hotels	

and	restaurants)	and	28,000	bedplaces.	Of	 the	hospitality	providers,	66	are	restaurants	

(Faoro,	 2012)	 and	 of	 these	 only	 a	 small	 number	 are	 just	 restaurants,	 since	 often	 the	

restaurant	is	also	part	of	a	hotel.	I	discovered	this	has	significant	implications	in	terms	of	

food	offered	and	the	chefs’	involvement	in	the	choice	of	the	menu	dishes.	Often	the	hotels	

offer	sets	of	menu	choices	to	their	guests,	while	restaurants	prefer	the	‘a	la	carte’	option,	

which	offers	a	wide	choice	of	menu	dishes.	Three	of	the	total	number	of	restaurants	are	

part	 of	 the	 Slow	 Food	 movement15	 which	 means	 that	 the	 chefs	 and	 restaurants	 are	

committed	to	purchasing	and	employing	local	food	products	in	their	dishes.	Besides	these	

few	 realities,	 most	 of	 the	 140	 hospitality	 providers	 prefer	 to	 purchase	 food	 products	

through	the	HoReCa	(Hotel,	Restaurant,	Catering)	distribution	channel	and	thus	not	all	of	

them	support	local	food	producers.	The	total	that	local	hospitality	providers	spend	on	local	

cheese	is	between	3-4%	of	the	total	cheese	cooperative	revenue	(Trentino	Sviluppo	SpA,	

2012b).	

	
14	Agritur	stands	for	agritourism	(see	glossary	for	more	details).	The	activity	of	alpeggio	represented	by	the	
malghe	shows	important	connections	with	tourism.	First,	the	malghe	might	offer	forms	of	rural	hospitality:	
in	the	fieldwork	area	27	maghe	are	agritourism,	restaurants	or	place	where	to	purchase	the	food.	All	of	
these	 types	 are	 referred	 as	 ‘agritur’.	 Second,	 the	 malghe	 become	 part	 of	 touristic	 experiences	 and	
entrainments.	 The	 cheese	 cooperative	 manages	 five	 malghe:	 three	 designated	 to	 the	 animals	 of	 their	
members	(in	2010	there	were	around	260	animals)	and	two	used	for	touristic	purposes.	
15	Technically	called	Slow	Food	Alliance.	
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This	 is	 the	 research	 context	 in	 which	 I	 made	 my	 encounters,	 and	 developed	 my	

understanding,	and	the	elements	outlined	above	define	this	ethnographic	study.	

1.3 Telling	the	story	of	the	research,	telling	the	stories	of	cheese	

My	relationship	with	cheese	changed	since	this	thesis	evolved	to	become	 ‘about	cheese’	

and	this	became	clearer	during	the	first	three	months	of	my	fieldwork	in	2016	when	I	was	

visiting	almost	any	malga	located	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero	(and	these	visits	extended	also	

to	the	neighbouring	valleys).	There	I	would	meet	the	genuine	malgari	(see	chapter	5)	or	the	

touristic	hosts	(see	chapter	6)	who	were	taking	care	of	the	cattle	or	of	the	guests.	On	one	

hand,	sometimes	they	looked	surprised	at	the	appearance	of	an	urban	woman	trekking	up	

on	remote	mountain	tracks	with	such	a	curiosity	about	their	everyday	life;	on	the	other	

hand,	sometimes	they	looked	like	they	were	just	ready	to	welcome	me	and	all	of	my	‘exotic’	

questions.	Many	of	these	conversations	would	end	with	the	eating	of	cheese	being	involved.		

I	remember	the	first	time	I	was	asked	by	Ruggero,	after	our	conversation,	to	accompany	

him	to	milk	the	cows,	and	then	I	was	offered	the	chance	to	drink	the	raw	and	warm	milk	

directly	 from	 the	 cow’s	udder,	 the	 core	 ingredient	 for	 the	 creation	of	 the	 cheese.	 I	 also	

remember	when	I	causally	met	Mario,	during	one	of	my	bike	rides	and	how	he	offered	to	

show	me	his	‘improvised’	practices	of	cheese-making.	I	cannot	forget	the	passion	I	could	

see	in	Daniel,	a	20-year-old	boy	from	Bergamo,	when	he	gathered	his	owners’	cows	in	front	

of	the	shed	with	all	the	tourists	involved	in	the	activity	of	Alba	in	malga	taking	pictures	of	

such	a	‘normalised’	practice	of	his	daily	routine.	All	of	these	encounters	started	to	change	

my	 relationship	with	 the	 cheese.	 Cheese	was	 everywhere	 and	 thus	 slowly	 became	 the	

protagonist,	not	only	of	my	eating	options,	but	of	my	conversations	as	well.		

By	the	end	of	the	summer	when	the	cows	returned	to	the	winter	barn	in	the	local	villages,	

I	had	become	so	involved	that	I	was	invited	to	participate	in	an	unofficial	gathering	of	the	

close-by	valley	Slow	Food	condotta16	who	were	discussing	the	use	of	local	storage	rooms	

for	cheese	aging.	I	also	borrowed	some	books	from	the	local	library	to	learn	the	different	

phases	of	the	process	of	cheese-making	with	the	desire	to	try	to	do	it	myself.	Luckily	I	was	

	
16	The	Slow	Food	movement	was	started	in	Italy	by	Carlo	Petrini	and	a	group	of	activists	in	the	1980s	in	the	
town	of	Bra,	 in	Piedmont.	 In	some	countries,	as	 in	Italy,	Slow	Food	has	an	organizational	structure	at	a	
national	level.	At	the	local	level,	groups	known	as	communities	(‘condotta’	in	Italian)	coordinate	activities	
and	organize	events	at	the	local	and	regional	level	(source	of	info:	www.slowfood.com),	see	appendix	B.	



43	

rescued	from	this	attempt	by	Lorenza	who	offered	to	let	me	observe	her	“doing	it”	any	time	

I	wanted.	She	was	just	learning	to	make	cheese,	mixing	the	milk	of	her	goats	with	the	milk	

of	her	husband’s	cows.	We	became	friends.	Good	friends.	And	cheese	was	involved.		

Since	the	beginning	of	the	autumn	I	started	to	immerse	myself	even	in	the	smell-scape	of	

the	cheese.	The	Caseificio	building	contains	the	cheese	factory	at	the	back	and	the	cheese	

shop	at	the	front,	and	every	corner	of	the	building	smells	of	cheese.	During	the	first	meeting	

I	had	in	autumn	with	the	cheese	cooperative	director,	I	would	continuously	find	myself	with	

the	odour	of	the	cheese	in	my	nostrils	but	slowly	when,	in	spring	I	started	to	conduct	focus	

groups	with	cheese	cooperative	members	and	local	farmers,	I	became	more	comfortable	

with	that	smell-scape.	I	started	to	go	to	the	cheese	building	more	regularly	until	I	learnt	I	

was	 secretly	 called	 the	 ‘peasants’	 friend’.	 (See	 chapter	 4)	 From	 the	 perspective	 of	 the	

cheese,	being	a	peasant	 friend	was	a	 relevant	upgrade	 from	my	status	of	 ‘urban	 Italian	

dweller	living	in	New	Zealand	and	interested	in	malga’.	

I	realised	that	I	was	becoming	the	peasants’	friend	when	Giacomo	offered	to	let	me	stay	at	

his	farm	so	I	could	finalise	the	organisation	of	the	final	public	meeting	where	we	would	

involve	the	entire	community	in	the	discussion	about	cheese.	This	meeting	was	the	last	part	

of	my	research	in	order	that	I	could	give	back	to	the	community	what	emerged	from	the	

focus	groups	conducted	with	five	different	communities	of	practice	involved	with	cheese.	

As	we	were	guests	at	Giacomo’s	family	farm	for	three	weeks,	my	partner	offered	to	assist	

Giacomo	during	his	morning	routine	in	the	barn	as	way	of	exchange	for	the	act	of	generosity	

of	hosting	us.	Giacomo	accepted	thinking	that	my	partner	would	never	last	more	than	three	

days	(as	he	afterward	confessed)	and	gave	him	the	chore	of	cleaning	the	space	of	the	new-

born	calves	that	were	separated	from	the	mothers	and	were	fed	directly	from	the	feeding	

bottle.	He	would	first	clean	their	space	from	the	manure	produced	and	then	feed	them	one	

by	one.	At	the	end	of	the	weeks,	he	was	looking	at	Fulvia,	one	of	the	young	calves,	as	if	it	

was	Olivia,	his	Labrador.		

Living	at	Giacomo’s	represented	a	pivotal	moment	in	my	relationship	with	cheese	since	I	

started	 to	 look	 at	 it	 from	 an	 insider	 farming	 perspective.	 The	 dairy	 farms	 in	 Valle	 del	

Primiero	are	not	intensively	‘industrial’.	Since	the	establishment	of	the	Caseificio,	the	sector	

saw	a	reduction	in	the	numbers	of	farms	and	an	increase	in	numbers	of	their	animals,	with	

the	progressive	shift	to	more	productive	breeds	(Bovolenta,	2010).	At	the	same	time,	the	



44	

geographical	conformation	of	the	territory	did	not	allow	the	farms	to	grow	considerably	

and	thus	the	livestock	farming	is	still	composed	of	small-medium	farms	with	an	average	of	

19.4	cows,	with	some	having	 fewer	than	ten	cows	(Caseificio	Sociale	di	Primiero,	2016;	

Comunità	di	Primiero,	2014).	The	cows	are	milked	with	machines	–	not	by	hand	–	and	some	

farmers	(I	never	enquired	which	ones)	do	not	produce	their	own	hay	anymore	but	instead	

buy	 it	 from	 the	 flat	 area	 of	 the	 Pianura	 Padana17.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 the	 practice	 of	

haymaking	is	still	alive	and	practiced	and	is	encouraged	by	the	cheese	cooperative	in	the	

regulations	for	their	members.	The	farmers,	at	least	the	ones	I	met	(which	were	more	than	

half	of	members	of	the	cheese	cooperative),	would	know	their	cows	by	name.	I	personally	

assisted	Giacomo	by	waking	up	in	the	middle	of	the	night	to	assist	in	the	birth	of	his	cows	

or	I	could	personally	see	farmers	showing	care	and	love	to	their	cows	when	milking	them,	

walking	them	around	paddocks	and	pastures.		

The	final	meeting	in	June	I	just	mentioned	was	a	key	moment	of	my	research.	I	recognised	

that	I	played	a	role	in	the	dynamics	of	the	valley	when,	two	days	before,	I	had	to	quickly	

change	the	location	booked	for	a	bigger	one:	a	theatre.	The	public	meeting	was	entitled	

Nutrire	 il	Domani18	and	the	subtitle	mentioned	the	role	of	cheese	“Considerations	about	

dairy	farming,	food	and	tourism	in	Primiero	and	Vanoi”.	More	than	two	hundred	people	

attended	this	meeting	and	listened	to	these	considerations	directly	from	representatives	of	

the	Caseificio,	of	Unione	Allevatori	Primiero	e	Vanoi19	(see	appendix	B),	of	the	local	Slow	

Food	condotta20,	of	 the	 local	hospitality	providers	and	of	 the	Strada	dei	Formaggi	delle	

Dolomiti.	I	introduced	the	project	and	after	the	presentations	from	the	local	social	actors,	

three	academic	figures	were	invited	to	take	part	of	in	the	discussion	and	then	offered	time	

for	public	comments.	From	my	perspective	of	the	meeting	the	farmers	made	themselves	

accountable	 of	 being	 food	 producers	 –	 specifically	 cheese	 producers	 –	 and	 I	 think	 this	

signalled	a	shift	in	the	social	perception	of	their	role.	

After	the	conference	we	stayed	other	two	weeks	with	Giacomo,	we	made	the	hay	and	had	

dinner	with	Daniela,	Giovanni,	Giancarlo	and	any	farmer	who	would	invite	us.	Then	finally	

we	left	the	fieldwork	but	not	Italy.	During	that	summer,	the	cheese	cooperative	director	

contacted	me	to	offer	me	a	job	for	continuing	‘the	conversations	about	cheese’	with	hotel	

	
17	Located	in	the	nearby	region	of	Veneto.	
18	Translated	as	Nurturing	Tomorrow.	
19	Translated	as	the	Union	of	the	Local	Farmers.	
20	The	one	of	the	fieldwork	area	is	called	‘condotta	Feltrino	e	Primiero’.	
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owners	and	restaurant	managers.	The	local	farmers	wanted	these	social	actors	to	become	

more	involved	with	their	own	cheeses.	Part	of	the	conversations	of	the	public	meeting	in	

June	made	it	clear	that	there	was	a	need	to	strengthen	the	relationship	between	the	tourism	

and	agriculture	sectors,	and	that	cheese	could	be	the	element	of	collaboration.		

In	October,	I	was	back	in	Valle	del	Primiero	with	a	clear	intent:	to	investigate	the	role	of	

cheese	for	each	of	the	social	actors	involved	and	from	there	define	if	and	how	cheese	could	

become	an	 element	 of	 collaboration	between	 agriculture	 and	 tourism.	 I	was	doing	 this	

through	the	project	‘Nutrire	il	Domani’	(which	takes	the	name	after	the	public	meeting)21.	

I	was	completely	embedded	in	the	locality:	I	was	recording	the	focus	groups,	transcribing	

the	conversations,	creating	reports	for	the	participants,	and	writing	my	journal,	but	at	the	

same	time	I	stopped	to	look	at	what	was	happening	as	data.	I	followed	things,	people,	and	

events	as	they	unfolded.	Probably	at	that	point	I	changed	from	being	the	‘peasants’	friend’	

and	became	the	‘cheese	ambassador’.	Nobody	actually	addressed	me	that	way	but	I	think	it	

describes	the	shift	of	my	positionality	in	the	field	based	on	the	fact	that	the	cheese	became	

the	main	actor	of	my	ethnography	and	my	mobilisation	in	the	fieldwork.	This	feeling	was	

then	supported	conceptually	by	the	Actor	Network	Theory	(ANT)	and	specifically	by	the	

study	of	Ren	 (2011)	who	described	her	 fieldwork	area	 and	 the	dynamic	of	destination	

construction	in	Zakopane,	Poland,	through	the	actor	of	the	oscypek	cheese.	Building	upon	

her	work,	 cheese	 also	 became	 the	 protagonist	 in	my	 investigation.	 Following	 the	main	

actor,	 the	 cheese,	 I	discovered	a	web	of	 relations	between	 the	 cheese	and	 the	different	

communities	of	practice	involved	with	the	articulation	of	the	‘cheese	voice’.	

As	 mentioned,	 during	 the	 twenty	 months	 of	 ethnographic	 fieldwork,	 I	 never	 stopped	

writing	 my	 journal,	 transcribing	 the	 conversations	 and	 when	 possible	 recording	 them	

(actually	in	the	second	phase	of	the	project	I	learnt	how	important	it	was	to	record).	I	ended	

up	with	an	enormous	amount	of	data.	This	thesis	will	not	cover	all	the	encounters	I	had	and	

will	not	embrace	all	the	topics	that	emerged	from	the	numerous	conversations	I	had	or	all	

the	 reflections	 generated	 in	my	 journal.	 This	 thesis	will	 tell	 the	 stories	 of	 the	 cheese	 I	

encountered	 through	 the	 people,	 the	 places,	 the	 events,	 and	 the	 elements/entities	 I	

happened	to	interact	with	during	my	fieldwork.		

	
21The	project	 funded	by	the	Caseificio	Sociale	di	Primiero	and	with	the	contribution	of	 the	Associazione	
Albergatori	ed	Imprese	Turistiche	Primiero	(translated	as	Association	of	the	hotels	and	touristic	enterprises	
of	Primiero)	(see	Appendix	B)	and	of	Unione	Allevatori	Primiero	e	Vanoi.		
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In	telling	the	stories	of	the	cheese,	and	not	just	the	story	of	the	cheese,	I	also	wanted	to	

make	 clear	 from	 the	 beginning,	 in	 the	 way	 the	 findings	 are	 presented,	 that	 the	 food	

heritagisation	process	is	“an	ongoing	and	dynamic	process	(…)	constantly	re-pitched	and	

re-performed	 in	 relation	 of	 the	 actors’	 reciprocal	 positioning”	 (Grasseni,	 2016,	 p.	 4).	

Therefore,	there	is	not	one	cheese,	even	if	the	physical	reality	of	the	cheese	can	be	one.	

Translated	to	the	concept	of	food	heritage,	there	is	not	one	heritage,	even	if	the	physical	

reality	 could	 just	be	a	 specific	 kind	of	 food.	Furthermore,	heritage	 is	 a	 cultural	process	

(Kirshenblatt-Gimblett,	1995;	Smith,	2006)	and	food	becoming	heritage	is	part	of	a	cultural	

process	that	involves	people	(Kirshenblatt-Gimblett	&	Fernandez,	2003).	More	specifically	

it	involves	the	communities	of	practice,	whose	practices	can	be	directly	or	indirectly	related	

to	the	food	production,	processing,	promotion,	consumption.	This	cultural	process	takes	

place	when	tourism,	and	its	discourses	and	encounters,	is	considered	a	reality	(or	a	desire)	

by	the	community.	In	my	fieldwork,	the	local	actors	involved	also	created	their	own	version	

of	cheese	–	termed	the	‘Cheese	of	Belonging’	in	this	study	–	that	would	make	each	of	them	

comfortable	 in	 the	 tourism	 encounters	 they	 would	 have	 (or	 imagined	 having).	 The	

presence	of	tourism	in	the	locality	supported	the	community	in	this	attempt	of	creating	

their	own	cheese	version,	the	one	belonging	to	the	communities	of	practice	involved	in	that	

moment	of	creation.	

1.4 The	area	of	study	and	the	research	gap	

When	 I	 started	 my	 fieldwork,	 the	 general	 aim	 of	 my	 research	 was	 to	 investigate	 the	

relationship	 between	 agriculture	 and	 tourism.	 The	 evolution	 described	 gradually	

transformed	my	understanding	of	these	topics	and	also	led	some	aspects	of	the	research	to	

emerge	over	others.	Inevitably	the	questions	motivating	my	search	evolved	alongside	this	

process.	At	the	same	time,	to	me	it	is	evident	that	the	connection	between	the	initial	aim	of	

my	 research	 proposal	 and	 the	 area	 of	 study	 unfolded	 through	 the	 research	 process.	

Therefore,	in	situating	my	research,	which	is	the	aim	of	this	section,	I	move	from	defining	

and	interpreting	agriculture	and	tourism,	which	are	the	two	broad	topics	that	informed	my	

initial	quest.	Then	I	will	show	how	these	have	informed	the	way	I	approach	and	define	the	

specific	field	of	my	research,	this	being	the	entanglement	between	food	heritagisation	and	

food	heritage	tourism.	
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The	first	broad	topic	is	agriculture.	Agriculture	has	a	strong	relation	with	‘culture’,	which	is	

evident	even	in	the	etymology	of	the	word.	Agriculture	comes	from	the	Latin	verb	colere,	

which	means	‘cultivate’	and	from	the	noun	ager-agri	which	means	‘field,’	thus	agriculture	

literally	means	‘cultivate	the	field’	On	the	other	hand,	the	word	‘culture’	comes	from	the	

Latin	noun	culto,	which	shares	the	root	of	the	verb	colere	composing	the	word	agriculture.	

Culto	means	‘culture,	care’	(D'Avenia,	2016).	I	present	this	etymological	discussion	because	

I	want	to	emphasize	that	the	meaning	of	‘cultivating	the	field’	is	nuanced	with	the	practice	

of	 ‘taking	 care’	 and	 that	 the	products	of	 the	 field	 are	 the	manifestation	of	 this	 ‘care’	 or	

‘culture’.		

According	to	this	way	of	approaching	the	topic,	food	is	framed	as	a	cultural	product	of	a	

physical	place	and	thus	it	reflects	the	characteristics	of	a	specific	place	and	the	culture	of	

the	 people	 involved	 in	 the	 practice	 of	 cultivating	 and	 transforming	 the	 food.	 As	 a	

consequence,	 food	 is	 imbued	 in	 the	knowledge,	 the	 skills	and	 the	values	carried	within	

these	practices.	The	examination	of	food	from	this	cultural	perspective	creates	a	connection	

with	 the	 concept	 of	 heritage	 (Bell	 &	 Valentine,	 1997;	 Counihan	 &	 Van	 Esterik,	 2012;	

Hegarty	&	O'Mahony,	1999;	Miele,	2005).	In	this	thesis,	food	is	exactly	intended	as	heritage	

(Brulotte	&	Di	Giovine,	2014;	Timothy,	2016).	The	concept	of	heritage	and	particularly	of	

heritage-making	strongly	informs	the	definition	of	one	specific	area	of	my	study.		

The	specific	field	of	my	research	is	food	heritagisation.	I	first	found	this	expression	in	the	

article	of	Bessière	(2013,	p.	275)	where	she	uses	food	to	investigate	the	“process	of	heritage	

construction	 or	 heritagisation”	 as	 part	 of	 the	 tourism	 promotion.	 The	 food	 heritage	

construction	 is	 seen	 part	 of	 a	 broader	 intent	 of	 regeneration	 of	 rural	 areas	 thorough	

tourism	(Bessière,	2013;	Everett,	2008,	2016a;	Montanari	&	Staniscia,	2009;	Montanari,	

2004a).	 The	 process	 of	 food	 heritage-making	 has	 been	 mainly	 investigated	 from	

anthropological	perspectives	which	define	it	as	a	process	of	reinvention	of	food	(Grasseni,	

2006,	2007b,	2016;	Grasseni	et	al.,	2014;	Paxson,	2010b)	or	revival	(Di	Giovine,	2014;	Mak,	

2014).	 Brulotte	 and	 Di	 Giovine	 (2014)	 use	 the	 word	 “revitalization”	 to	 describe	 “how	

particular	 food	and	associated	practices	are	born,	reborn,	and	reborn	again	as	different	

type	of	components	in	a	food	chain”	(p.	20).	Both	the	perspectives	(tourism	related	and	

anthropological	ones)	suggest	looking	at	food	heritagisation	in	“the	dynamics	that	mobilise	

the	actors”	(Bessière,	2013,	p.	283)	and	in	“the	actors’	reciprocal	repositioning”	(Grasseni,	

2016,	 p.	 4).	 Considering	 these	 suggestions,	 in	 investigating	 the	 process	 of	 food	
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heritagisation	I	contemplate	the	cultural	and	social	dynamics	between	food	heritage	and	

the	people	involved	in	the	practice	of	agriculture	and	tourism.	

The	 second	broad	 topic	 is	 tourism.	Since	 tourism	 is	 interdisciplinary	area	of	 study	 it	 is	

important	to	clarify	how	this	academic	work	addresses	this	field.	Tourism	is	considered	

both	a	social	phenomenon	and	an	industry	(Carr	&	Broom,	2018;	Coles,	Hall,	&	Duval,	2009;	

Tribe	&	Liburd,	2016;	Veal,	2011)	and	thus	it	results	in	a	fragmented	area	which	“ranges	

from	 management	 scientists	 and	 economists,	 through	 cultural	 geographers	 and	

anthropologists	 to	 sociologists”	 (Tribe,	 2010,	 p.	 7).	 Since	 I	 consider	 tourism	 a	 social	

phenomenon	 and	 a	 social	 force,	 I	 agree	 with	 Higgins-Desbiolles	 (2006,	 p.	 1192)	 that	

tourism	is	“more	than	industry”.	Therefore,	I	focus	my	attention	on	the	social	and	cultural	

aspects	 implicated	 in	 the	 phenomenon.	 Furthermore,	 tourism	 engages	 with	 economic,	

ecological,	 social	 and	 cultural	 interactions	 (Lovelock	 &	 Lovelock,	 2013),	 and	 these	

interactions	also	involve	people.	The	people	can	be	the	ones	that	visit	a	place	as	visitors	or	

tourists,	or	 the	ones	who	 live	 in	 that	place,	often	referred	 to	as	 the	host	 community	or	

simply	framed	as	the	destination.	My	research	will	explore	the	point	of	view	of	the	people	

who	 live	 in	 the	 place	 and	more	 specifically	 of	 the	 communities	 of	 practice	 directly	 or	

indirectly	involved	with	the	practice	of	food	production,	transformation	and	promotion.	

Looking	at	the	social	and	cultural	phenomenon	of	tourism	means	focusing	on	the	social	and	

cultural	dynamics	of	the	social	actors	living	in	a	given	place.		

This	way	of	framing	tourism	provides	the	angle	through	which	I	look	at	the	second	specific	

area	 of	 my	 study:	 food	 heritage	 tourism.	 The	 attention	 of	 tourism	 scholars	 on	 the	

relationship	between	food	and	tourism	has	grown	considerably	in	the	last	two	decades,	as	

suggested	 in	different	review	articles	(Andersson,	Mossberg,	&	Therkelsen,	2017;	Boyd,	

2015;	Ellis,	Park,	Kim,	&	Yeoman,	2018;	Henderson,	2009;	Lee	&	Scott,	2015;	Rachao,	Breda,	

Fernandes,	&	Joukes,	2019).	In	investigating	food	heritage	and	its	interplay	with	tourism,	

my	research	explores	the	social	and	cultural	interactions	between	the	cultural	process	of	

food	heritage,	the	people	of	the	community	directly	or	indirectly	involved	in	the	process,	

and	the	entanglement	with	tourism	in	being	‘more	than	industry’.	This	area,	framed	with	

this	 angle,	 has	 not	 received	much	 attention.	 As	 previously	 introduced,	 Bessière	 (2013)	

looks	 at	 the	 process	 of	 food	 heritagisation	 focusing	 her	 attention	 on	 its	 interplay	with	

tourism.	Within	this	area	she	concentrates	in	understanding	the	interplay	between	food	

heritage	tourism	promotion	strategies	and	the	associated	food	heritage	systems.		



49	

My	research	focuses	on	the	food	heritagisation	process	and	its	relationship	to	tourism	as	

well,	whilst	looking	at	the	interplay	between	the	food	heritage	construction	and	the	actors’	

reciprocal	repositioning	in	the	locality.	Some	anthropologist	scholars	look	at	the	social	and	

cultural	dynamics	between	actors	occurring	in	the	locality	in	relation	to	food	heritagisation	

(Badii,	2014;	Brulotte	&	Di	Giovine,	2014;	Grasseni,	2016;	Grasseni	et	al.,	2014;	Paxson,	

2010b),	but	they	do	not	address	the	topic	within	food	heritage	tourism.	Further	studies	

examine	the	intimate	connection	between	place,	people	and	food	through	the	concept	of	

cultural	landscape	and	foodscape	(Amoruso	&	Salerno,	2019;	Taylor	&	Lennon,	2011,	2012;	

Taylor,	St	Clair,	&	Mitchell,	2015).	In	this	field	some	authors	study	the	implications	of	this	

relationship	for	tourism	(Anbalagan	&	Lovelock,	2014;	Carr,	2004b;	Hjalager	&	Richards,	

2002;	Knudsen,	Metro-Roland,	Soper,	&	Greer,	2008).	Finally,	tourist	scholars	look	at	the	

cultural	dynamics	occurring	in	a	 locality	 in	relation	to	food	heritage	tourism	but	do	not	

address	specifically	 the	process	of	 food	heritagisation	moving	behind	 this	phenomenon	

(Kim	&	Ellis,	2014;	Kim	&	Iwashita,	2015;	Thomé-Ortiz,	2017;	Timothy,	2016;	Timothy	&	

Ron,	2013b).	Thus	my	research	aims	to	bridge	these	two	areas	of	study	and	thus	provides	

a	 holistic	 understanding	 of	 the	 interplay	 between	 food	 heritagisation,	 tourism	 and	 the	

cultural	and	social	dynamics	between	the	actors	of	the	locality.		

1.5 Research	objectives	

The	previous	sections	made	clear	that	while	the	research	process	unfolded,	the	research	

questions	evolved	along	with	my	understanding	of	the	topics	and	my	positionality	during	

the	 fieldwork	 (see	 section	 4.5.6).	 I	 also	 showed	 how	 the	 aim	 of	 understanding	 the	

relationship	between	agriculture	and	tourism	drew	my	attention	to	food	heritage.	Putting	

food	heritage	at	the	centre	of	the	research	also	revealed	the	relevance	–	in	agriculture	and	

tourism	–	of	 two	related	phenomena:	 the	 food	heritagisation	process	and	 food	heritage	

tourism.		

The	main	aim	of	this	research	is	to	explore	the	relationship	between	the	food	heritagisation	

process	and	food	heritage	tourism	and	how	the	cheese	of	Valle	del	Primiero	can	shed	light	

on	this	interplay.	Since	the	general	objective	is	to	understand	the	entanglement	between	

two	phenomena,	I	broke	this	down	into	three	specific	objectives,	each	associated	with	a	

research	question	(see	Table	1.1).	
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The	first	research	question	focuses	on	the	key	object	of	both	food	heritagisation	and	food	

heritage	tourism:	food	heritage.	Food	heritage	engages	with	the	heritage-making	process	

and	with	tourism	phenomena.	Consequently,	it	is	created	by	the	exchanges	between	these	

two	social	and	cultural	practices	and	the	way	they	intertwine	with	each	other.	Examining	

the	distinguishing	characteristics	defines	the	boundaries	of	the	entanglement	between	the	

two	phenomena.	

The	second	research	question	focuses	on	the	phenomena	of	food	heritage	tourism.	Since	

food	heritage	creates	encounters	and	experiences	in	the	tourism	context,	investigating	how	

these	take	place	and/or	are	performed	in	the	locality	creates	the	knowledge	to	understand	

one	side	of	the	entanglement.		

The	third	research	question	focuses	on	the	other	side	of	the	relationship,	thus	it	explores	

the	food	heritagisation	process	 looking	at	 the	cultural	and	social	dynamics	between	the	

local	social	actors	of	the	locality	considered	with	my	fieldwork.	
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Table	1.1	Overview	aims	and	research	questions	

Research	Aim	 Research	
Objectives	

Research	Question	
(RQ)	

Topic	of	the	
literature	

To	explore	the	
relationship	
between	the	food	
heritagisation	
process	and	food	
heritage	tourism	
around	a	specific	
food	heritage	item.	

To	examine	the	
dimension	of	food	
heritage.	

1. What	does	it	take	for	
an	agricultural	
product	to	become	
food	heritage?	

Food	heritage	

To	investigate	the	
tourism	encounters	
and	experiences	
created	around	food	
heritage.	

2. What	tourism	
encounters	and	
experiences	of	the	
locality	does	food	
heritage	provide?	

Food	heritage	
tourism	

To	explore	the	
cultural	and	social	
dynamics	between	
food	heritage	and	
people	directly	or	
indirectly	involved	
with	food	heritage	
tourism.	

3. How	do	food	
producers	and	
hospitality	providers	
participate	in	the	
food	heritagisation	
process?	

Food	
heritagisation	

Bringing	together	the	knowledge	generated	in	the	analysis	of	each	research	question	will	

help	to	shed	light	on	relationships	between	food	heritagisation	processes	and	food	heritage	

tourism	and	the	ways	they	may	be	contingent	upon	each	other	

1.6 Research	contributions	

In	 the	 previous	 section	 I	 clarified	 that	 my	 investigation	 aims	 to	 understand	 the	

entanglement	 between	 food	 heritage	 tourism	 and	 the	 food	 heritagisation	 process	 that	

involves	the	local	communities.	To	do	this	I	aim	to	bridge	three	topics	of	the	literature,	these	

being	food	heritage,	food	heritage	tourism	and	food	heritagisation.	My	contributions	will	

address	these	specific	areas	of	the	literature	as	well	as	providing	a	broader	understanding	

of	the	relationships	between	these.	

One	contribution	of	this	study	will	be	to	explore	the	characteristics	of	food	heritage,	what	

elements	distinguish	it	from	any	other	food	resource	of	the	locality	and	contribute	to	the	

heritage	component.	The	second	contribution	 is	 to	 identify	 the	 tourism	encounters	and	
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experiences	occurring	around	this	food	heritage	resource	and	the	different	actors	involved	

in	 the	 creation,	 performance	 and	promotion	of	 food	heritage	 in	 the	 locality.	 These	 two	

contributions	 are	 particularly	 relevant	 to	 defining,	 empirically,	 the	 boundaries	 of	 food	

heritage	tourism.	

The	 other	 important	 contribution	 is	 to	 examine,	 through	 the	 cheeses	 of	 the	 valley,	 the	

process	 of	 heritage	 construction	 and	 thus	 the	 ways	 in	 which	 ‘the	 voice	 of	 food’	 is	

articulated.	This	contribution	will	reveal	some	aspects	of	the	food	heritagisation	process	

and	 its	 entanglement	with	 tourism.	 The	major	 purpose	 behind	 this	 study	 is	 indeed	 to	

explore	how	tourism	can	be	a	“social	force”	(Higgins-Desbiolles,	2006),	through	which	the	

local	communities	articulate	the	voice	of	the	meaning	of	their	food.	Creating	awareness	on	

this	 aspect	 can	 open	 up	 reflections	 about	 the	 implications	 of	 this	 relationship	 for	 the	

destination	 and	 their	 host	 communities.	 I	 think	 that	 tourism	does	 propose	 “authorized	

heritage	discourse”	(Smith,	2006,	p.	29),	but	I	also	think	that	at	the	same	time	the	 local	

communities	can	express	their	culture	through	tourism,	which	becomes	as	an	‘arena’	to	re-

think	about	heritage	resources	and	reconnect	with	these	in	a	new	way.	

1.7 Structuring	the	thesis	along	the	cheese-making	process	

When	 I	 left	my	 fieldwork	 at	 the	 end	 of	May	 2017,	 I	 had	 the	 feeling	 that	when	 in	New	

Zealand,	 back	 at	my	 desk,	 reading	 and	writing,	 I	 was	 going	 to	 detach	myself	 from	 the	

experience	of	being	a	‘peasants’	friend’	and	a	‘cheese	ambassador’.	I	must	admit	I	was	also	

welcoming	this	distance	because	I	felt	so	embedded	in	the	locality	that	I	felt	the	need	of	

time	and	space	to	organise	the	‘flow’	that	I	had	followed	during	the	previous	two	years	–	

the	flow	of	the	cheese.	The	Caseificio	was	the	last	place	I	said	goodbye	to,	with	my	small	Fiat	

Panda	car	completely	full	and	packed	(with	my	desk	tied	on	the	car	roof).	There	I	received	

from	Alberto	a	cheese	cloth	and	a	letter	which	now	I	keep	pinned	on	the	motivation	board	

at	the	side	of	my	desk.	The	letter,	which	Alberto	granted	me	permission	to	publish,	says:		

Cara	Chiara,	 questa	 è	una	 tela	da	 formaggio:	 è	 lo	 strumento	 che	 raccoglie	 i	 frutti	

dell’impegno	e	del	lavoro	di	molte	persone,	dall’allevatore	al	casaro;	filtra	il	prodotto	

pregiato	 da	 quello	 secondario;	 raccoglie,	 unisce	 e	 amalgama	 le	 singole	 briciole	 di	

cagliata,	 tenendole	 insieme	 per	 farne	 un	 tutt’uno	 e	 identificare	 una	 forma	 di	

formaggio	che	da	questo	processo	inizierà	a	acquisire	il	suo	valore!	Mi	piace	pensare	
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che	un	giorno,	quando	questa	tela	ti	passerà	casualmente	per	le	mani,	ti	ricorderai	di	

noi	e	del	percorso	che	abbiamo	fatto	insieme	in	questa	piccola	e	sperduta	valle	del	

Trentino	e	realizzerai	che,	in	fondo	in	fondo,	in	questa	esperienza	tu	hai	lavorato	come	

una	tela	da	formaggio,	raccogliendo,	filtrando	e	amalgamando	mondi	diversi	per	dare	

loro	una	nuova	forma,	una	nuova	identità	e	un	nuovo	valore!	Con	affetto	e	stima.	

Dear	Chiara,	this	is	a	cheese	cloth.	It	is	the	tool	that	harvests	the	fruits	of	the	work	

of	 many	 people,	 from	 the	 dairy	 farmers	 to	 the	 cheese-makers.	 It	 filters	 and	

distinguishes	 the	 refined	 product	 from	 the	 secondary.	 It	 gathers,	 combines	 and	

blends	the	cheese	crumbs	and	keeps	them	together	to	become	one	cheese	shape.	

From	this	process	the	cheese	will	start	to	acquire	value.	I	like	to	think	that	one	day,	

when	this	cheese	cloth	casually	passes	into	your	hands,	you	will	remember	us	and	

the	path	undertaken	together	 in	this	remote	valley	of	Trentino	and	that	you	will	

realise	 that,	 deep	 down,	 in	 this	 experience,	 you	 have	worked	 as	 a	 cheese	 cloth,	

gathering,	filtering	and	blending	different	words	to	give	these	a	new	shape,	a	new	

identity	and	a	new	value!	With	love	and	respect.	(My	translation).	

Not	only	does	this	letter	provide	insight	to	how	the	social	actors	involved	perceived	the	

work	we	did	together	and	my	presence	in	the	field,	but	also	the	way	Alberto	organises	the	

phases	of	this	work	also	completely	aligns	with	the	way	I	outline	my	thesis.	I	divided	my	

thesis	into	four	main	parts,	each	divided	into	chapters.	

The	first	part	is	called	‘identifying	the	shape’	and	its	title	takes	inspiration	from	the	words	

of	Alberto	when	he	refers	to	the	work	of	“identifying	a	cheese	shape	from	which	the	entire	

process	will	 acquire	 value”.	What	 a	 useful	way	 to	 describe	 the	 literature	 review	which	

shapes	 the	 boundaries	 of	 the	 research	 and	 gives	 sense	 to	 the	 findings	 and	 relative	

discussion.	The	shape	of	my	research	is	created	by	three	main	themes:	food	heritage,	food	

heritage	tourism	and	food	heritagisation	organised	in	two	chapters.	Chapter	2	is	dedicated	

to	food	heritage	and	chapter	3	is	dedicated	to	the	two	social	and	cultural	processes:	food	

heritagisation	and	food	heritage	tourism.	Since	the	understanding	of	their	relationship	is	

the	main	 focus	of	my	research,	presenting	 them	together	helps	me	clarify	how	the	 two	

processes	 cannot	 be	 separated	 but	 are	 part	 of	 a	 process	 of	 continuous	 exchanges	 and	

contamination.	Each	theme	builds	the	foundations	to	answer	one	of	the	research	questions,	
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thus	the	examination	of	the	three	themes	together	designates	the	boundaries	of	the	area	of	

this	study.	

The	second	part	of	 this	 thesis	 is	dedicated	 to	 the	 integrated	methodological	 framework	

which	organises	my	methodology	and	the	methods	of	data	collection	I	employed	and	the	

theory	I	used	to	frame	the	data	(see	section	4.6.1).	I	named	this	part	‘gathering,	combining	

and	blending	the	curd’	again	using	the	words	of	Alberto.	I	like	these	terms	because	they	

describe	accurately	the	way	I	shaped	the	‘integrated	ethnographic	approach’	that	inspires	

my	 research.	 This	 is	 modulated	 in	 three	 dimensions	 that	 allow	 me	 to	 describe	 the	

dimension	 of	 ‘being’	 the	 researcher,	 of	 ‘doing’	 the	 research	 and	 the	 ‘meaning-making’	

process	of	the	researcher	toward	the	research.	As	part	of	this	methodological	‘blending’,	in	

this	latter	dimension	I	introduce	the	ANT	that	I	employed	to	interpret	my	data	and	explain	

the	elements	composing	the	findings.		

The	third	part	of	the	thesis	is	called	‘filtering	the	refined	product’	and	relates	to	the	findings.	

It	shows	what	I	selected	to	be	the	precious	and	valuable	‘product’	of	my	research.	In	the	

social	sciences	and	especially	in	ethnography,	the	‘product’	is	a	vision,	an	understanding	

that	adds	further	comprehension	to	the	phenomena	under	study,	so	it	has	to	be	considered	

as	 an	 ‘intellectual	 product’.	 In	 this	 part	 I	 will	 tell	 the	 stories	 of	 the	 four	 cheeses	 I	

encountered	in	my	fieldwork:	the	Genuine	Cheese	(see	chapter	5)	and	the	Touristic	Cheese	

(see	chapter	6),	the	Official	Cheese	(see	chapter	7)	and	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	(see	chapter	

8).		

Lastly,	 the	 final	 part	 of	 the	 thesis	 develops	 the	 discussion	 generated	 from	 this	

understanding	 and	 clarifies	 the	 contributions	 made	 by	 this	 study	 to	 the	 wider	 area	

previously	analysed	in	the	literature	review.	Using	the	words	of	Alberto,	this	part	should	

be	named	‘harvesting	the	fruits’	but	I	did	not	like	to	use	the	word	‘fruit’	as	it	would	create	a	

dissonant	analogy	with	the	cheese	world.	Therefore,	I	found	a	good	analogy	in	the	cheese-

making	phase	‘ripening	the	cheese’	which	I	think	appropriately	describes	the	meaning	of	

Alberto’s	phrase.		

Ripening	the	cheese	–	also	called	aging	or	affinage	–	is	the	final,	and	for	
many	 cheeses,	 the	 most	 critical	 step	 of	 the	 cheese-making	 process.	 It	
involves	holding	a	cheese	for	a	designated	period	of	time	to	develop	its	
flavour,	texture,	and	final	personality.	(Karlin,	2011,	p.	25).		
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This	 description	 explains	 the	work	 and	 the	 aim	 of	my	 discussion	 very	well,	which	 are	

organised	into	chapter	9.	This	is	clearly	the	longest	chapter	of	the	thesis	but	its	unity	was	

necessary	to	address	the	holistic	understanding	I	aimed	to	provide	in	the	discussion.	Here	

I	show	how	the	four	different	versions	of	cheese	support	me	in	answering	the	research	

questions	that	inform	my	study,	and	how	the	combination	of	answers	sheds	light	on	the	

main	aim	of	the	research:	exploring	the	complex	entanglement	between	food	heritagisation	

and	food	heritage	tourism	in	a	locality.	
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PART	ONE:	IDENTIFY	THE	SHAPE	

When	considering	the	cheese-making	process,	one	of	the	first	tasks	of	a	cheese-maker	is	to	

identify	the	cheese	shape.	Cheeses	exist	in	countless	variations	(Katz,	2016),	and	this	huge	

assortment	 is	made	with	 the	same	 ingredients	–	milk,	 rennet,	bacterial	 culture	and	salt	

(Asher,	2015).	These	can	be	transformed	in	a	fresh	and	simple	cheese,	in	a	mouldy	or	soft	

cheese,	in	long-aged	washed	rind	cheese	or	even	in	a	hard	cheese.	Each	cheese	requires	a	

different	recipe	and	thus	different	temperatures	for	the	milk	ripening,	different	amount	of	

rennet	to	incorporate	and	different	time	needed	for	the	coagulation	(Boisard,	1991).	Any	

change	 of	 these	 elements	 changes	 the	way	 the	 process	 unfolds.	 Thus	 the	 choice	 of	 the	

‘shape’	defines	the	essence	of	the	cheese.	To	me	this	sounds	very	similar	to	the	literature	

review	and	this	is	why	I	found	this	title	particularly	appropriate	for	this	part	of	the	thesis.		

The	beginning	of	every	cheese-making	process	starts	with	the	milk	(Karlin,	2011)	and	the	

beginning	 of	 every	 research	 project	 starts	 with	 the	 literature.	 In	 this	 part,	 like	 a	

cheese-maker,	I	will	start	from	‘my	milk’,	the	literature,	and	I	will	define	the	shape	of	my	

research.	I	will	 illustrate	the	topics	with	which	this	study	engages	and	in	doing	so	I	will	

progressively	locate	my	work	in	order	to	identify	the	specific	conversations	I	am	in	and	the	

contributions	I	want	to	make.	My	literature	review	is	organised	around	the	three	research	

questions	(RQ)	introduced	in	the	previous	chapter	(see	Table	1.1).	

Both	food	heritage	tourism	and	food	heritagisation	converge	in	the	topic	of	food	heritage.	

Food	heritage	 is	 the	 object	 of	 the	 two	different	 phenomena	under	 study,	 therefore	 the	

understanding,	interpretations	and	definitions	of	this	theoretical	concept	is	central	for	the	

exploration	of	the	other	two.	Chapter	2	then	will	examine	the	literature	in	food	heritage.	In	

exploring	the	topic	of	food	heritage	I	will	show	the	relationship	of	food	with	culture	and	

how	food	embodies	the	culture	through	the	concept	of	heritage.	This	part	will	allow	me	to	

examine	the	dimensions	composing	the	‘heritage’	element	of	the	food	heritage	and	will	set	

the	foundations	to	address	the	first	research	question	of	the	thesis.	Then	I	will	provide	the	

final	definition	of	food	heritage	employed	in	this	thesis	and	the	examples	of	food	heritage	

illustrated	in	the	literature	in	order	to	draw	the	boundaries	of	this	first	theoretical	concept.		

Food	heritage	tourism	and	food	heritagisation	will	be	explored	in	the	following	chapter	3.	

I	decided	to	present	them	in	the	same	chapter	since	they	relate	to	the	concept	of	heritage,	
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and	more	precisely	on	the	process	of	heritage-making	(Kirshenblatt-Gimblett,	1995;	Smith,	

2006)	and	worldmaking	(Hollinshead,	2004;	Hollinshead,	Ateljevic,	&	Ali,	2009).	In	order	

to	occur,	the	heritage-making	process	requires	the	dimension	of	the	‘other’	and	in	my	thesis	

the	 ‘other’	 is	 analysed	 through	 the	 lens	of	 the	 tourism	phenomenon.	 Since	 tourism	 is	 a	

multidisciplinary	field	composed	of	many	perspectives	and	“tribes	of	knowledge”	(Tribe,	

2010;	Tribe	&	Liburd,	2016),	I	will	clarify	that	I	look	at	it	as	a	cultural	process	that	provide	

‘encounters’	 between	 people,	 things	 and	 places.	 In	 defining	 my	 way	 to	 conceptualise	

tourism,	I	will	argue	that	the	literature	presents	the	encounters	in	food	heritage	tourism	

both	as	encounters	between	guests	and	hosts	around	food	heritage	and	also	as	encounters	

between	the	local	people	and	their	own	food	heritage	resource.	My	study	will	focus	on	the	

latter.		

I	will	 then	 focus	 the	 attention	on	 the	 food	heritagisation	process	which	mobilises	 local	

actors	around	the	food	heritage	resources	drawing	attention	to	the	few	relevant	specific	

contributions	made	around	this.	I	will	show	that	it	is	presented	as	process	of	‘mobilisation’,	

the	 word	 is	 employed	 from	 Bessière	 (2013)	 to	 describe	 gastro-tourism	 system.	

Mobilisation	turns	food	into	heritage	and	the	actors	repositioned	in	their	social	relations;	

the	 word	 ‘repositioning’	 is	 used	 from	 Grasseni	 (2016)	 to	 describe	 the	 process	 of	

reinvention	of	food.	Mobilisation	and	repositioning	are	the	key	elements	that	the	literature	

presents	 and	 that	 I	 will	 consider	 when	 analysing	 the	 cheeses	 I	 ‘encountered’	 in	 my	

fieldwork.	This	last	section	will	support	me	in	the	understanding	of	the	food	heritagisation	

process,	which	creates	the	foundation	to	address	the	third	research	question	of	this	thesis.		
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2 FOOD	HERITAGE	

2.1 Conceptualising	food	heritage	

In	this	chapter,	I	will	set	the	theoretical	foundations	through	which	I	will	look	at	the	cheeses	

of	the	Valle	del	Primiero.	Are	the	cheeses	of	Primiero	a	tangible	expression	of	food	heritage?	

If	 so,	what	 is	 behind	 the	milk,	 rennet,	 bacterial	 culture	 and	 salt	 that	make	 the	 cheese?	

Simply	put,	this	chapter	responds	theoretically	to	these	questions	and	helps	me	to	navigate	

the	boundaries	of	my	study.	

I	 will	 first	 present	 what	 I	 call	 the	 ‘agricultural	 soul’	 of	 food.	 I	 will	 employ	 the	 three	

categories	of	 the	culinary	 triangle	 (raw,	 cooked,	and	rotted)	of	Lévi-Strauss	 (2012)22	 to	

analyse	some	food	items.	The	tea	and	herbs	will	illustrate	the	category	of	raw	food	while	

the	cheese	will	be	used	to	investigate	the	processed	(rotted)	category.	I	will	then	take	some	

examples	of	 traditional	dishes	 to	 explain	 the	 cooked	 category.	These	 specific	 cases	will	

support	 the	 vision	 that	 food	 is	 a	 composite	 reality	made	 up	 of	 tangible	 and	 intangible	

elements.	Having	set	these	theoretical	foundations,	I	will	argue	that	food	also	presents	a	

‘cultural	soul’	–	thus	that	it	is	a	cultural	product	–	because	it	is	rooted	in	a	specific	place	and	

it	is	the	expression	of	a	community	of	practice.		

Section	2.2	will	indeed	show	that	food	is	connected	to	a	place.	I	will	examine	that	food	is	

cultivated	 in	 a	 geographical	 location	with	 specific	 natural	 resources	 and	human-nature	

interactions	which	infuse	distinct	characteristics	to	the	product	itself.	The	section	2.3	will	

show	that	food	is	also	connected	to	the	people	of	that	specific	place,	and	most	specifically	

to	 the	 communities	 of	 practice	 that	 organise	 their	 ‘doings’	 around	 that	 agricultural	

produce.	In	the	final	section	2.4,	 I	will	develop	my	conceptualisation	of	 food	heritage	as	

resulting	 from	the	 interaction	between	 food,	place	and	people.	 In	 fact,	 food,	people	and	

place	are	the	three	elements	I	identified	through	which	to	explore	the	cultural	complexity	

of	food	and	the	heritage	dimension	that	emerges	from	a	food	item.	

The	 theoretical	 foundations	 illustrated	 in	 this	 chapter	 to	 interpret	 the	 concept	 of	 food	

heritage	will	also	inform	the	next	chapter.	Food	heritage	is	indeed	both	the	object	and	the	

	
22	The	article	The	Culinary	Triangle	was	originally	published	1966.	 It	 is	 included	 in	 the	book	Food	and	
culture:	A	reader	edited	by	Counihan	and	Van	Esterik	in	2012.	
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subject	of	food	heritagisation	and	food	heritage	tourism	and	thus	an	understanding	of	it	is	

also	pivotal	to	examine	these	other	two	key	theoretical	concepts	that	inform	my	research.	

2.1.1 Food	

Today	food	in	its	most	natural	(and	raw)	state	is	considered	to	be	an	agricultural	product	

(Bessière,	2013;	Segrè,	2015),	but	 it	has	not	always	been	 like	 this.	Before	 the	arrival	of	

agriculture	 and,	 therefore,	 the	 organised	 practice	 to	 produce	 food,	 food	 simply	 existed	

within	‘nature’	and	humans	would	come	into	possession	of	it	by	the	practice	of	gathering	

and	 hunting	 (Kindstedt,	 2012;	 Montanari,	 2004a).	 With	 the	 beginning	 of	 agriculture,	

10,000	years	ago	in	an	area	located	between	the	Near	and	the	Middle	East,	in	the	so-called	

Fertile	Crescent,	food	become	an	element	created	artificially	by	humans	(Crowther,	2013).	

This	 marked	 a	 ground-breaking	 step	 for	 human	 society	 which,	 from	 being	 nomadic,	

became	sedentary	(Montanari,	2004a,	2004b).	In	that	historic	time,	thanks	to	agriculture,	

humans	proved	to	be	capable	of	domesticating	both	plants	and	animals	and	therefore	were	

considered	the	rulers	of	the	natural	world23.	This	distinction	between	humans	at	one	side	

and	plants/animals	at	the	other	introduced	the	dualistic	opposition	between	culture	and	

nature	which	exists	to	this	day.	

Lévi-Strauss	 (2012)	 discusses	 the	 opposition	 between	 nature	 and	 culture	 through	 the	

analysis	 of	 the	human	activity	of	 cooking.	He	proposes	 a	 culinary	 triangle	whose	 three	

points	corresponds	to	different	categories:	the	raw,	the	processed	(that	he	defines	“rotted”)	

and	the	cooked.		

The	 raw	 constitutes	 the	 unmarked	 pole	 […]	 the	 cooked	 is	 a	 cultural	
transformation	of	the	raw,	whereas	the	rotted	is	a	natural	transformation.	
(Lévi-Strauss,	2012,	p.	41).	

He	concludes	that	each	of	this	category	contains	itself	both	elements	of	nature	and	culture,	

thus	that	food	is	then	an	element	created	by	the	combination	of	nature	and	culture.	This	

analysis	is	particularly	interesting	because	it	suggests	the	need	to	go	beyond	the	division	

of	nature	and	culture	and	to	 look	at	 the	 food	holistically	through	the	different	stages	 in	

which	the	same	food	presents	itself.	

	
23	The	origins	of	cheese	making	date	back	to	almost	the	beginning	of	agriculture	(Kindstedt,	2012).	
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In	its	raw	appearance,	food	is	strongly	connected	to	agriculture	and	to	those	who	practice	

it,	the	farmers,	are	considered	the	food	producers.	Raw	food	is	mainly	associated	with	rural	

areas	where	land	is	available	for	farming	(Hall,	Sharples,	Mitchell,	Macionis,	&	Cambourne,	

2003;	 Rinaldi,	 2017).	 This	 perspective	 supports	 the	 understanding	 that	 food	 has	 an	

agricultural	soul.	In	taking	into	account	this	dimension,	my	attention	will	also	be	focused	

on	 the	 cultural	 elements	 contributing	 to	 the	 raw	 food:	 the	 farmer,	 the	 traditional	

knowledge	 they	 relied	 upon	 in	 order	 to	 produce	 the	 agricultural	 produce	 and	 the	

agricultural	lands	where	the	food	originated.	

As	a	cooked	product,	food	is	connected	the	art	of	cooking	and	the	cuisine.	These	dimensions	

imply	an	alteration	of	the	product	from	nature	into	something	different	created	by	humans.	

Cuisine	consists	on	“the	chemical	modifications	induced	by	cooking	and	the	combination	

of	the	ingredients”	(Montanari,	2004a,	p.	29),	which	allow	the	transformation	of	food	from	

a	natural	 element	 to	 a	 cultural	 product.	This	 transformation	 is	well	 synthesized	by	 the	

expression	‘from	field	to	the	fork’	used	to	refer	to	the	integrated	nature	of	the	food	system	

(Thompson,	2015).	The	human	component	of	choosing	ingredients,	the	techniques	and	the	

technology	applied	for	the	transformation	of	the	product	are	part	of	the	cultural	soul	of	

food.	In	this	case,	the	cultural	elements	are	linked	to	food	preparation,	to	the	cultural	space	

of	 the	 kitchen	 (Sobal	 &	Wansink,	 2007),	 and	 to	 the	 chefs	 who	 transform	 the	 farming	

product	into	a	dish	(Laeis,	Scheyvens,	&	Morris,	2019).		

Between	these	two	extremes	(raw	and	cooked)	we	find	different	forms	of	alteration	of	food	

(processed	food)	which	were	introduced	to	overcome	the	limits	imposed	by	the	concepts	

of	space	and	of	time	within	the	food	system	(Montanari,	2004).	To	overcome	the	limits	of	

time	and	therefore	extend	the	duration	of	 food,	different	methods	were	developed.	The	

processes	of	conservation,	aging	and	fermentation	permit	food	to	last	longer	by	assuming	

new	 forms	 and	 tastes.	 Cheese-making,	 for	 instance,	 is	 a	 way	 to	 conserve	 the	 milk	

production	 (Kindstedt,	 2012).	 Through	 these	 processes	 the	 cultural	 soul	 of	 the	 food	

emerges	 from	 transformation	 and	 food	 production	 sites	 such	 as	 bakeries,	 butchers,	

breweries,	farms	and	also	dairies	or	cheese	factories	(Everett,	2016a).	

The	analysis	of	the	three	categories	of	the	culinary	triangle	illustrates	that	food	is	made	up	

of	natural	and	cultural	aspects	and	tangible	and	intangible	elements.	This	first	examination	

suggests	looking	at	food	as	a	multidimensional	concept.	
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2.1.2 Food	heritage	

To	explore	the	multi-dimensionality	of	food,	in	this	section	I	will	apply	the	categories	of	the	

culinary	triangle	to	analyse	some	food	heritage	items	presented	in	the	tourism	literature.	

In	 this	 way,	 I	 aim	 to	 explore	 what	 are	 the	 elements	 that	 emerge	 from	 this	 holistic	

understanding	of	food.		

Jolliffe	 (2007)	 analyses	 the	 food	 production	 of	 tea	 and	 its	 implication	 for	 tourism.	 In	

analysing	the	tea	industry	of	Sri	Lanka	the	tea	is	presented	as	raw	food	since	it	grows	in	

gardens,	 plantations	 and	 estates	 and	 thus	 is	 associated	 with	 the	 food	 cultivation	 and	

production	(Jolliffe	&	Aslam,	2009).	At	the	same	time,	by	presenting	tea-tourism	related	

activities,	tea	is	also	presented	as	processed	food.	After	the	picking/plucking,	the	tea	goes	

in	processing	factories.	The	finished	tea	is	then	offered	through	different	experiences	to	the	

tourists,	above	all	through	tea-tasting.	In	this	way	also	the	cooked	category	is	introduced.	

For	being	introduced	as	a	tourism	attraction	and	appreciated	as	a	cultural	product,	 it	 is	

argued	 that	 a	 close	 collaboration	 between	 tea	 plantation	 and	 tea-tourism	 related	

stakeholders	is	important	(Cheng,	Hu,	Fox,	&	Zhang,	2012).	Through	tourism	the	raw	food	

becomes	a	cultural	product	which	allows	to	experience	the	heritage	and	the	culture	of	the	

place.	In	this	case	study,	we	can	also	see	how	the	same	product,	the	tea,	can	be	inscribed	in	

the	 three	 different	 categories	 identified	 by	 the	 culinary	 triangle	 of	 Lévi-Strauss,	 thus	 it	

shows	the	complexities	of	food	in	that	it	is	a	composite	reality	which	encompass	its	raw,	

processed	and	cooked	versions.		

A	 similar	 conclusion	 can	 be	 drawn	 from	 the	 analysis	 of	 the	 coffee	 tourism	 in	 Rwanda	

(Anbalagan	&	Lovelock,	2014).	The	raw	food	is	described	as	“the	coffee	cherry	fruit”	(p.	87)	

and	is	associated	with	the	“coffee	farmers	in	the	hills	of	Rwanda”	(p.	93).	When	the	authors	

introduce	a	coffee	company	which	transforms	the	cherry	fruit	into	two	types	of	exported	

coffee,	 the	 RWACOF,	 the	 coffee	 is	 then	 seen	 as	 being	 processed.	 In	 this	 case	 study	 the	

dimension	of	the	cooked	is	missing	since	coffee-tasting	experiences	are	not	well	developed	

and/or	offered	to	tourists.	However,	the	authors	show	that	the	raw	product	is	an	element	

of	the	local	culture	and	thus	offer	the	potentiality	to	become	also	a	tourism	attraction.	

Similarly,	in	analysing	the	potential	of	medicinal	plants	in	Iran,	Torabi	Farsani,	Zeinali,	and	

Moaiednia	(2016)	conclude	that	the	herbs	are	“salient	elements	of	the	heritagescapes	of	
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tourism	destinations”	(p.	30),	and	thus	that	herbs,	as	raw	category,	already	imply	cultural	

aspects	especially	when	these	are	associated	with	the	dimension	of	heritage.	

While	tea,	herbs	and	coffee	are	presented	as	raw	food	that	is	then	processed	and	cooked,	

other	 food	 items	are	 initially	presented	as	 a	processed	 food.	 I	 focus	my	analysis	 of	 the	

processed	food	with	the	case	of	the	cheese,	even	if	I	encountered	examinations	of	other	

processed	types	of	food	such	as	olive	oil	(Alonso	&	Krajsic,	2013;	Alonso	&	Northcote,	2010;	

Campón-Cerro,	 Folgado-Fernández,	 &	 Hernández-Mogollón,	 2017;	 Papa,	 2002).	 Since	

cheese	 is	 what	 informs	 this	 research	 I	 think	 it	 deserves	 a	 special	 attention	 and	

understanding.	

When	 the	 cheese	 production	 is	 small	 and	 still	 linked	 to	 the	 traditional	 farming,	 the	

connection	with	its	raw	ingredient	is	often	mentioned	(Corti,	2011,	2012;	Grasseni,	2014c;	

Paxson,	 2010a,	 2010b,	 2011;	 Rytkönen,	 Bonow,	 Johansson,	 &	 Persson,	 2013;	 Vitrolles,	

2011).	In	discussing	the	re-emergence	of	the	traditional	goat-cheese	production	Rytkönen	

et	al.	(2013)	argue	the	importance	of	working	the	goat-milk	on	the	farm	in	order	to	keep	

the	 food	 knowledge	 locally.	 The	 goat	 milk,	 defined	 as	 the	 “raw	 material”	 (p.	 40),	 is	

considered	as	the	raw	category	of	the	goat	cheese.	The	same	is	argued	about	the	farmers	of	

Corna	who	created	a	cheese	 factory	to	transform	locally	 the	milk	 into	Stracchino	 (Corti,	

2012);	again	it	is	highlighted	the	connection	of	the	cheese	with	its	raw	ingredient,	the	milk.	

Vitrolles	(2011)	presents	the	production	of	Serrano	cheese	in	Brazil	and	states	that	this	

production	system	is	based	on	milk,	and	the	taste,	structure	and	colour	of	the	cheese	is	

given	 by	 the	 quality	 and	 the	 origin	 of	 the	 milk.	 Also	 Paxson	 (2010b)	 suggests	 the	

importance	of	the	place	(origin)	in	contributing	to	the	characteristics	of	the	raw	milk	and	

thus	of	the	quality	of	the	artisanal	cheeses	in	the	United	States.		

Finally,	 the	 cooked	 category	 of	 food	 is	 well	 discussed	 in	 the	 food	 tourism	 literature	

(Brulotte	&	Di	Giovine,	2014;	Everett,	2016a;	Everett	&	Aitchison,	2008;	Kim	&	Ellis,	2014;	

Kim	&	Iwashita,	2015;	Thomé-Ortiz,	2017;	Timothy,	2016;	Timothy	&	Ron,	2013b).	While	

the	previous	examples	illustrate	how	each	food	product	could	be	seen	as	raw,	processed	or	

cooked,	 the	 examples	 related	 to	 the	 cooked	 category	 especially	 focus	 on	 preparation	

techniques	more	than	raw	or	processed	ingredients.	Through	the	category	of	cooked	food,	

the	attention	shifts	from	the	foodstuff	to	the	foodway,	as	illustrated	in	the	example	of	the	

lamprey	and	the	lamprey	rice	dish	of	Portugal	(Teixeira	&	Ribeiro,	2013).	
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The	study	of	Thomé-Ortiz	(2017)	investigates	the	attitude	of	the	consumers	toward	one	of	

the	most	 traditional	 foods	 in	central	Mexico,	and	he	describes	 the	slow-cooked	 lamb	of	

Texcoco	as	“a	dish	with	history	and	socio-cultural	contents”	(p.	3).	Here	the	food	becomes	

a	dish	(the	cooked	category)	connoted	by	cultural	attributes.	These	are	given	not	from	the	

ingredients	 but	 from	 the	 culinary	 techniques	 as	 suggested	 by	 this	 affirmation:	 “Its	

preparation,	 more	 than	 a	 ritual,	 constitutes	 a	 culinary	 technique	 where	 the	 quality	 is	

associated	with	physical	labour,	skilful	elaboration	and	masterly”	(p.	4).	

Kim	and	Iwashita	(2015)	have	a	similar	focus	in	examining	the	Mizusawa	Udon	noodles,	

one	of	the	most	iconic	dishes	of	the	Japanese	cuisine.	The	authors	mention	the	ingredient	

used	to	make	the	dish:	“udon	is	a	thick	white	noodle	made	of	wheat	flour,	water	and	salt”	

(p.	91),	but	this	is	not	what	make	the	dish	distinctive.	They	describe	the	traditional	methods	

of	 preparation	used	by	udon	masters	 as	 an	 “obsessive	 craftsmanship	 and	 continuity	 of	

traditional	ways	of	making	fresh	udon	noodles”	(p.	95).		

The	culinary	triangle	of	Lévi-Strauss	together	with	the	application	of	its	categories	–	the	

raw,	the	rotten	and	the	cooked	-	to	the	specific	food	items	presented	in	the	literature	make	

clear	the	complexities	underpinning	the	concept	of	food.	It	reinforces	the	idea	that	food	is	

a	 multidimensional	 concept	 made	 up	 of	 natural	 and	 cultural	 aspects,	 of	 tangible	 and	

intangible	elements	(see	Figure	2.1).	Furthermore,	I	argue	that	the	raw,	the	processed	and	

the	cooked	can	be	seen	as	different	moments	of	the	evolution	of	the	food,	thus	as	a	process	

of	creation.	Any	culinary	heritage	begins	from	the	raw	phase	and	consequently	from	an	

agricultural	product.		
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Figure	2.1	Food:	A	multidimensional	concept	

Any	element	associated	with	the	different	‘stages’	of	the	cheese	will	help	build	up	the	whole	

heritage	dimension	of	the	food.	I	will	investigate	this	dimension	further	by	examining	the	

concept	of	intangible	food	heritage	in	the	next	section.		

2.1.3 Intangible	food	heritage	

The	previous	examination	also	gives	evidence	of	the	close	link	between	food,	culture	and	

heritage.	 It	 shows	 that	a	 single	 food	 item	brings	 together	different	people,	 requires	 the	

employment	of	various	culinary	practices	and	associated	knowledge	and,	finally,	it	requires	

specific	tools	and	involves	different	places.	The	combination	of	these	elements	suggest	that	

“food	 is	 central	 to	our	sense	of	 identity”	 (Fischler,	1988,	p.	275).	Upon	 the	relationship	

between	food	and	identity,	 it	 is	defined	the	heritage	dimension	of	 food	(Timothy,	2016;	

Timothy	&	Ron,	2013a,	2013b).	

The	definition	of	intangible	food	heritage	provided	by	Kim	and	Iwashita	(2015)	in	relation	

to	the	udon	noodle	focuses	exactly	on	the	elements	related	to	identity	formation:	

This	 intangible	 food	heritage	 can	be	 summarized	 in	 two	ways:	 (1)	 the	
physical	and	psychological	continuity	of	the	traditional	ways	of	making	
udon	from	one	generation	to	the	next	(e.g.	unchanged	recipes,	ingredients	
and	 foodways	 of	 their	 finest	 udon	noodles,	 unwritten	 recipes	 and	oral	
expressions);	and	(2)	the	shop	proprietors’	pride	in	their	products.	(p.	95).	

Food

Natural	and	
cultural	
aspects

Tangible	and	
intangible	
elements

Process	
(the	raw,	the	
processed	
and	the	
cooked)
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The	‘physical	continuity’24	is	given	by	the	dimension	of	place.	Food	is	strongly	connected	

with	 the	 territory,	 and	 consequently	 to	 the	 ‘taste	 of	 place’	 (Prada-Trigo,	 2017;	 Trubek,	

2008).	The	previous	cases	analysed	show	that	place	is	intended	to	refer	to	the	agricultural	

landscape	where	the	food	is	cultivated	and	produced	such	as	the	tea	plantations	(Jolliffe	&	

Aslam,	 2009)	 and	 the	 coffee	 farms	 (Anbalagan	 &	 Lovelock,	 2014).	When	 focusing	 our	

attention	on	cheese,	 the	cows	produce	milk	by	grazing	the	pasturelands.	Thus,	 together	

with	the	farms,	pasturelands	represent	the	natural25	landscape	of	the	cheese	(Bowen	&	De	

Master,	2014;	Corti,	2011,	2012;	Grasseni,	2006;	Paxson,	2010a,	2010b,	2011;	Vitrolles,	

2011).		

Furthermore,	the	previous	examination	shows	that	food	is	also	connected	to	the	processing	

sites	dedicated	to	 food	manufacturing	and	preservation,	such	as	workshops	and	cellars.	

Accordingly,	the	dimension	of	the	place	also	concerns	the	processing	factories	(Anbalagan	

&	Lovelock,	2014;	Jolliffe	&	Aslam,	2009)	and,	particularly	for	the	cheese,	the	cheese	factory	

(Corti,	2012;	Rytkönen	et	al.,	2013).	Finally,	the	cooked	versions	examined	illustrate	that	

place	 is	 also	 related	 to	 the	physical	buildings	where	 the	 food	 is	 served.	The	 traditional	

Japanese	architectural	style	of	the	udon	shops	are	the	expression	of	cultural	landscape	of	

the	village	(Kim	&	Iwashita,	2015).	And	as	“enjoying	the	natural	and	cultural	resources	of	

the	rural	outskirts	of	Mexico	City”	(Thomé-Ortiz,	2017,	p.	8),	is	what	makes	so	distinctive	

the	traditional	barbacoa	sold	from	food	vendors	 in	the	rural	setting	of	Texcoco.	 Indeed,	

several	 other	 studies	 that	 focus	 on	 food	 tourism	 recognise	 the	 relevant	 role	 played	 by	

restaurants,	 food	 shops	 and	 farms	 as	 the	 tourism	 attraction	 (Bessière,	 1998;	 Everett,	

2016a;	Hall	et	al.,	2003;	Moskwa,	Higgins-Desbiolles,	&	Gifford,	2015;	Ohe,	2007;	Presenza	

&	Del	Chiappa,	2013;	Richards,	2015;	Timothy,	2016;	Timothy	&	Ron,	2013b;	Tresidder,	

2015).		

Going	back	to	the	above	definition	about	intangible	food	heritage,	Kim	and	Iwashita	(2015)	

also	 mention	 the	 ‘psychological	 continuity’	 of	 the	 traditional	 ways	 of	 making	 food.	

Additionally,	 some	examples	of	 this	 aspect	 are	offered	 such	 as	 “the	unchanged	 recipes,	

unwritten	recipes	and	the	shop	proprietors’	pride”	(p.	95).	Here	the	attention	is	a	shift	from	

the	place	to	the	people	involved	with	the	food	practice.	Indeed,	the	cases	of	the	udon	noodle	

	
24	See	above	definition	“physical	and	psychological	continuity”.	
25	With	‘natural’	I	mean	the	traditional	or	normal	place	of	production,	rather	than	a	place	that	is	dominated	
by	natural	(native)	plants	and	animals.	
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and	the	slow-cooked	lamb	demonstrate	that	people	are	involved	with	the	making	of	food	

through	such	recipes	and	culinary	techniques.		

Similarly,	when	the	category	of	the	food	item	is	not	cooked	but	processed,	the	dimension	

of	the	people	is	expressed	through	the	processing	techniques.	The	different	examples	of	

cheese	analysed	refer	to	traditional	ways	to	work	milk	in	the	case	of	the	goat	cheese	 in	

Sweden	(Rytkönen	et	al.,	2013),	to	the	artisanal	cheese-making	in	the	Unites	States	(Bowen	

&	De	Master,	2014;	Paxson,	2010b,	2011),	or	to	the	‘authentic’	way	to	make	the	Bitto	(Corti,	

2011,	2012;	Grasseni,	2012).	They	all	focus	on	the	fact	that	the	people	involved	in	the	food	

practice	use	a	traditional	way	to	process	the	raw	ingredient	into	a	food	item.	Lastly,	also	

the	farmers	are	involved	in	the	food	production.	The	farming	practices	become	another	

lens	through	which	to	look	at	the	intangible	heritage	dimension	of	the	raw	category	of	food.		

These	practices	–	culinary,	processing	and	agricultural	–	are	then	based	on	specific	food	

knowledge	 that	 falls	 under	 ‘oral	 expressions”	 (see	 definition	 above),	 by	 the	 act	 of	 the	

passing	down	the	knowledge	from	generation	to	generation.	The	oral	transmission	feeds	

the	 psychological	 continuity	 of	 the	 practice	 between	 the	 people	 and	 thus	 becomes	 an	

important	element	of	the	food	intangible	heritage	(Mohd	Shazali	Md,	Ahmad	Esa	Abdul,	

Mohd	Salehuddin	Mohd,	&	Khairunnisa	Mohamad,	2018;	Sharif,	Zahari,	Nor,	&	Muhammad,	

2013).		

The	perspective	of	food	being	an	intangible	heritage	is	also	confirmed	by	the	Convention	

for	the	Safeguarding	of	Intangible	Cultural	Heritage	adopted	by	UNESCO	(2003).	It	defines	

Intangible	Cultural	Heritage	as:	

The	practices,	representations,	expressions,	knowledge,	skills	–	as	well	as	
the	 instruments,	 objects,	 artefacts	 and	 cultural	 spaces	 associated	
therewith	 –	 that	 communities,	 groups	 and,	 in	 some	 cases,	 individuals	
recognize	as	part	of	their	cultural	heritage.	(Art.	2,	Convention).	

Food	is	recognised	as	a	cultural	expression	of	a	population,	therefore	is	not	only	considered	

a	 cultural	 product	 but	 also	 a	 combination	 of	 techniques,	 procedures	 and	 preparation	

comprising	 the	culture	of	a	community	(Lixinski,	2018;	Timothy	&	Ron,	2013b).	This	 is	

shown	 by	 what	 has	 been	 listed	 in	 Representative	 List	 of	 the	 Intangible	 Heritage	 of	
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Humanity	 under	 the	 Convention:	 from	 foodstuff	 and	 foodways	 to	 the	 certain	 way	 of	

preparing	a	certain	dish,	and	the	festival/rituals	related	to	food	and	its	preparation26.		

The	same	article	(Art.	2)	concludes:	

This	 intangible	 cultural	 heritage,	 transmitted	 from	 generation	 to	
generation,	 is	 constantly	 recreated	 by	 communities	 and	 groups	 in	
response	 to	 their	 environment,	 their	 interaction	with	 nature	 and	 their	
history,	and	provides	them	with	a	sense	of	identity	and	continuity,	thus	
promoting	respect	for	cultural	diversity	and	human	creativity.		

In	this	section	I	explored	food	as	a	cultural	product.	This	examination	further	confirms	food	

as	a	multidimensional	concept;	 it	 is	not	 just	 the	 tangible	outcome	emerging	out	of	 food	

production	 and	 preparation(Tibère	 &	 Bessière,	 2011),	 but	 also	 implies	 the	 intangible	

dimension	given	by	the	interaction	between	the	place	–	natural	element	–	and	the	people	

involved	 in	 the	 food	cultivation,	production	and	preparation	 -	 the	cultural	element	(see	

Figure	2.1)	(Matta,	2013,	2016).		

This	 suggests	 that	 in	 the	 understanding	 of	 food	 heritage,	 the	 food	 product	 is	 both	

represented	by	 the	 cultural	 practices	 and	 traditions	of	 the	people	 involved,	 and	by	 the	

natural	 characteristics	 of	 the	 place	 where	 it	 is	 produced.	 Both	 place	 and	 people	 are	

elements	that	play	an	important	part	in	the	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage.	

2.2 Food	heritage	and	place	

In	the	previous	section,	I	illustrated	that	food	not	only	is	a	multi-dimensional	concept	but	

also	that	it	acts	as	a	heritage	resource.	This	view	supports	the	concept	of	food	heritage	I	

will	adopt	throughout	this	thesis.	Furthermore,	in	the	previous	section	I	also	pointed	out	

that	food	is	indeed	an	intangible	cultural	heritage	created	in	a	specific	place	from	a	group	

of	 people.	 Place	 and	people	 become	key	 components	 to	 examine	 in	 order	 to	 provide	 a	

holistic	 conceptualisation	 of	 food	 heritage.	 In	 this	 section,	 I	 will	 explore	 different	

	
26	Some	examples	of	foodstuff	included	in	the	List	of	the	Intangible	Heritage	of	Humanity	are	the	beer	in	
Belgium	(ascribed	in	2016),	the	bread	in	Armenia	(2014),	the	kimchi-making	in	the	Democratic	People's	
Republic	of	Korea	(2015),	the	sharing	kimchi	in	the	Republic	of	Korea	(2013),	the	Washoku	in	Giappone	
(2013).	Food	preparations	include	the	Dolma	making	in	Azerbaijan	(2017),	Nsima	in	Malawi	(2017)	and	
the	traditional	 flatbread	preparation	in	 in	communities	of	Azerbaijan,	 Iran,	Kazakhstan,	Kyrgyzstan	and	
Turkey	(2016)	and	coffee-making	practice	in	Arabic	societies	(2015).	Foodways	contemplated	in	the	list	
are	the	Mediterranean	diet	(2013),	the	Mexican	cuisine	(2010),	the	French	meal	(2010).	Interestingly	when	
considering	the	way	to	make	pizza	the	attention	is	given	to	the	person	making	-the	Neapolitan	Pizzaiuolo	
(2017)	–	this	highlighting	that	the	dimension	of	people	is	strongly	related	to	the	foodway	itself.	
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theoretical	concepts	that	will	contribute	to	define	the	relationship	between	food	heritage	

and	place.	

2.2.1 Terroir		

The	French	dictionary	contains	a	precise	word	–	terroir	–	to	describe	the	characteristics	of	

a	place	strongly	intertwined	with	the	qualities	of	the	food	produced.	This	word	reflects	the	

cultural	 understanding	 of	 French	 around	 food27.	 This	 foodview	 indicates	 a	 strong	

connection,	almost	spiritual,	between	a	 location	and	its	products.	The	different	nuances	

inherent	the	term	are	described	by	James	E.	Wilson,	author	of	Terroir:	The	Role	of	Geology,	

Climate	and	Culture	in	the	Making	of	French	Wines:	 

Terroir	has	become	a	buzz	word	in	English	language	wine	literature.	This	
lighthearted	 use	 disregards	 reverence	 for	 the	 land	 which	 is	 a	 critical,	
invisible	element	of	the	term.	The	true	concept	is	not	easily	grasped	but	
includes	 physical	 elements	 of	 the	 vineyard	 habitat—the	 vine,	 subsoil,	
siting,	 drainage,	 and	microclimate.	 Beyond	 the	measurable	 ecosystem,	
there	is	an	additional	dimension—the	spiritual	aspect	that	recognizes	the	
joys,	 the	 heartbreaks,	 the	 pride,	 the	 sweat,	 and	 the	 frustrations	 of	 its	
history.	(Wilson,	1998,	p.	55).	

As	this	quote	attests,	initially	the	term	was	indeed	applied	to	viticulture,	vineyard	and	wine	

production	(Barham,	2003,	2016;	Hall	et	al.,	2003).	Today	terroir	is	used	internationally	

and	 is	 employed	 to	describe	products	 other	 than	wine,	 such	 as	 cheeses	 (Bérard,	 2016;	

Paxson,	2010b).	Therefore,	 terroir	refers	 to	 the	geographical	 location	where	the	 food	 is	

cultivated	and	considers	natural	elements	related	to	the	climate,	the	geomorphology	and	

the	topography,	the	presence	of	water	and	the	soil	exposition	(Croce	&	Perri,	2017;	Paxson,	

2010b,	2013).	These,	together,	define	the	distinct	and	unique	characteristics	of	that	place.	

If	the	place	is	used	for	agriculture,	these	characteristics	will	be	reflected	in	the	final	product.	

At	 the	 same	 time,	 these	 place-specific	 products	 are	 the	 result	 not	 only	 of	 geographical	

conditions	but	also	of	human	knowledge	and	expertise.	It	is	interesting	to	notice	that	even	

if	Wilson	is	a	geologist,	his	definition	of	terroir	also	draws	attention	to	the	‘spiritual	aspect’	

	

27	In	France,	the	idea	of	terroir	also	delineates	the	geographic	origin	labeling	or	the	regulated	system	of	
Appellation	d’Origine	Contrôlée	(AOC)	(Paxson,	2013;	Trubek,	Guy,	&	Bowen,	2010).	
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of	the	land	associated	with	the	history	of	the	product	and	its	producers	(see	above).	The	

nature	of	this	boundary	between	a	product,	a	place	and	its	producers	is	so	intimate	and	

intangible	that	it	is	framed	as	spiritual.		

This	 spiritual	 nature	 is	 recalled	 also	 by	 the	 Latin	 expression	 genius	 loci	 that	 is	 often	

associated	with	 the	 concept	of	 terroir	 (Croce	&	Perri,	2017;	Di	Giovine,	2009a;	Paxson,	

2010a,	2010b).	Genius	 loci	 is	 translated	as	 the	 “spirit	of	 the	place”	and	 it	describes	 “an	

almost	genetic	tie	to	one's	land	of	origin	that	spawns	a	particular	habitus	and	processes	of	

production	that	simply	are	not	replicable	elsewhere”	(Brulotte	&	Di	Giovine,	2014,	p.	10).	

In	this	sense,	I	find	particularly	sharp	the	expression	terroir	intelligence	used	by	Randall	

Grahm,	a	Californian	winemaker	that	the	social	anthropologist	Trubek	(2008)	encounters	

in	her	cultural	journey	into	the	French	and	American	terroir,	and	to	which	she	refers	in	the	

epilogue	of	her	book:		

Terroir	 intelligence:	 [this]	 does	not	 entirely	 repose	 in	 the	 site	 itself,	 of	
course,	but	in	the	relationship	that	exists	between	the	land	and	those	who	
have	farmed	that	land	over	generations	(p.	250).	

The	 inclusion	 of	 this	 cultural	 acceptation	 of	 terroir	 implies	 the	 need	 to	 consider	 the	

intricate	cultural	and	natural	relations	developed	around	a	product.	That	is	what	Trubek	

(2008)	proposes	in	her	book	The	Taste	of	Place.	She	uses	the	concept	of	terroir	to	frame	the	

stories	of	people	–	winemakers,	chefs,	restaurants,	farmers	–	with	their	land	and/or	the	

product	they	cultivate,	transform	or	cook.	These	stories	not	only	provide	a	multifaceted	

definition	of	terroir	but	also	show	the	relevance	of	considering	people	as	part	of	the	same	

concept	of	terroir.	Simply	put,	people	contribute	to	‘the	taste	of	place’.	

This	 interpretation	 of	 terroir	 establishes	 a	 connection	 between	 food,	 place	 and	 people	

(Rinaldi,	2017).	While	terroir	focuses	the	attention	on	the	relationship	between	food	and	

place,	the	concept	of	cultural	landscape	moves	the	attention	of	this	interaction	to	place	and	

people.	In	the	next	section	I	will	delve	into	this	concept	in	order	to	enrich	the	understanding	

of	 the	 connection	 between	 food,	 place	 and	 people	 and	 advance	 the	 holistic	

conceptualisation	of	food	heritage.		
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2.2.2 Cultural	landscape	

The	 concept	 of	 cultural	 landscape	 has	 become	 increasingly	 relevant	 when	 UNESCO	

recognised	cultural	landscape	as	a	category	for	the	World	Heritage	List	and	when	the	World	

Heritage	Convention	became	in	1992	“the	first	international	legal	instrument	to	identify,	

protect,	conserve,	and	transmit	to	future	generations	cultural	 landscapes	of	outstanding	

universal	value”	(Rössler,	2000,	p.	28).	Today	further	international	policy	instruments	have	

officially	recognised	and	protected	the	cultural	 landscape28	(Agnoletti,	2006).	A	cultural	

landscape	 attests	 to	 a	 significant	 interaction	 between	 people	 and	 their	 natural	

environment	(Jansen-Verbeke	&	McKercher,	2013).	This	reciprocal	relationship	describes	

the	 close	 interplay	 between	 nature	 and	 culture	 and	 the	 tie	 between	 place	 and	 people	

(Taylor	 &	 Lennon,	 2011,	 2012;	 Taylor	 et	 al.,	 2015).	 Practically	 a	 cultural	 landscape	 is	

expressed	through	the	ways	people	shape	and	structure	their	landscape	through	time	and	

the	accumulated	knowledge	and	experience	developed	in	the	use	of	these	local	resources	

(Agnoletti,	2006;	Taylor	et	al.,	2015).	

In	carrying	the	traces	(present	and	past)	of	the	deep	relationship	between	man	and	nature,	

cultural	landscapes	are	defined	not	only	by	the	physical	features	of	the	land	but	also	by	the	

cultural	meanings	associated	to	these	by	the	community	(Taylor	&	Lennon,	2012).	These	

meanings	are	informed	by	the	cultural	beliefs,	the	values	and	the	traditions	of	the	people	

who,	over	time,	interact	with	their	natural	environment.	These	express	the	cultural	identity	

of	the	group	(Agnoletti,	2006;	Wijetunga	&	Sung,	2015).	

The	study	of	Carr	(2004b)	explains	that	many	landscapes	of	New	Zealand	are	considered	

to	be	taonga	(meaning	‘treasure’)	for	Maori,	the	original	inhabitants	of	such	areas,	and	that	

the	relationship	of	Maori	with	these	lands	is	at	the	base	of	their	sense	of	belonging	to	these	

places.	 The	 case	 illustrated	provides	 evidence	 that	 a	 cultural	 landscape	 also	 reveals	 an	

inseparable	 connection	 between	 territory,	 community	 and	 its	 tangible	 and	 intangible	

culture	(Amoruso	&	Salerno,	2019).	This	has	important	implications	when	we	consider	that	

these	cultural	landscapes,	as	in	the	case	of	Aoraki/Mount	Cook	National	Park	analysed	in	

the	article	of	Carr	(2004a)	can	also	become	attractions	for	tourism.		

	
28	These	instruments	are	the	World	Heritage	Convention	of	UNESCO	(1992),	the	Guidelines	for	Protected	
Area	Management	Categories	of	 International	Union	 for	Conservation	of	Nature	 (IUCN)	 (1994)	and	 the	
European	Landscape	Convention	(ECL)	of	the	Council	of	Europe	(2000).	
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Knudsen	et	al.	(2008)	support	this	vision	suggesting	that	the	meanings	associated	with	a	

landscape	“build	up	consequences	of	the	place’s	identity	process”	(p.	5),	and	therefore	that	

a	 cultural	 landscape	 is	 deeply	 related	 to	 the	 identity	 of	 a	 place	 and	 its	 inhabitants.	 In	

explaining	 this	 concept,	 they	provide	 the	 example	of	 a	pastoral	 landscape,	which	 I	 find	

particularly	interesting	considering	the	focus	of	my	research:	

A	pastoral	 landscape	may	inspire	a	romantic	sentimentality	in	virtually	
any	Western	tourist,	but	knowledge	of	whose	homes,	farms	and	cattle	are	
being	gazed	upon	 is	 restricted	 to	 the	 local	 inhabitants.	 (Knudsen	et	al.,	
2008,	p.	5).	

They	 highlight	 that	 the	 local	 inhabitants	 are	 the	 ones	 who	 possess	 the	 knowledge	 to	

‘explain’	 the	meanings	 of	 the	 landscape,	 and	 thus	 confirm	 the	 existence	 of	 this	 strong	

connection	between	people	and	place.	At	the	same	time,	the	authors	employ	the	concept	of	

landscape	as	the	focus	of	their	tourism	study	and	thus	look	at	a	pastoral	landscape	also	as	

part	of	the	tourism	experience.	They	show	the	different	meanings	associated	with	a	place	

from	 the	 perspectives	 of	 both	 insiders	 and	 outsiders	 and	 the	 implications	 of	 this	 for	

tourism.	 Similarly	 the	 cultural	 landscape	 of	 the	 Mongolian	 steppes	 with	 the	 nomadic	

pastoralists	is	what	attract	tourist	to	the	Mongolian	region	(Buckley,	Ollenburg,	&	Zhong,	

2008).	

In	 their	 study	 of	 coffee	 tourism	 Anbalagan	 and	 Lovelock	 (2014)	 describe	 the	 “coffee	

triangle”	of	Colombia,	highlighting	the	role	played	by	the	cultural	landscape	of	the	coffee	

for	Colombia	becoming	a	recognized	coffee	tourism	destination.	This	argument	suggests	

that	often	a	cultural	landscape	becomes	also	a	touristic	landscape	and	the	two	functions,	

agricultural	and	 touristic	 live	 side	by	side	 (Bonesio,	2007;	Buckley	et	al.,	2008;	George,	

Mair,	&	Reid,	2009).	When	the	landscape	serves	both	agricultural	and	tourism	purposes,	

which	occurs	everywhere	in	tourism,	we	are	in	front	of	a	multifunctional	landscape	(George	

et	al.,	2009;	Huang,	Stewart,	&	Yin,	2017;	Kawęcka	&	Krupiński,	2014;	Zheng,	Wang,	Luo,	&	

Zhou,	2019).	

2.2.2.1 Agricultural	landscape	

The	 example	 provided	 by	 the	 pastoral	 landscape	 described	 by	 Knudsen	 et	 al.	 (2008)	

introduces	the	idea	that	a	pastoral	landscape	is	a	cultural	landscape.	This	is	also	the	case	

with	 transhuman	 pastoralism	 and	 the	 associated	 highland	 and	 mountain	 pastures	
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produced	by	this	agro-pastoral	system	(Liechti	&	Biber,	2016;	Verona,	2006,	2016).	The	

inclusion	 of	 the	 agro-pastoral	 landscape	 of	 The	Causses	 and	 the	 Cévennes	 in	 the	Wold	

Heritage	 List	 confirms	 this	 understanding	 (UNESCO	 et	 al.,	 2013).	 The	 decision	 of	 this	

nomination	made	by	 the	World	Heritage	Committee	 is	based	on	 the	criteria	 iii	 and	v29.	

Criterion	 iii	 recognises	 that	 this	 agro-pastoralism	 represents	 a	 cultural	 tradition	 that	

ultimately	is	reflected	in	the	structure	of	the	landscape30.		

Additionally	this	example	supports	the	idea	that	cultural	landscapes	may	correspond	also	

with	the	agricultural	landscapes	(Amoruso	&	Salerno,	2019;	Aplin,	2007).	This	conclusion	

is	particularly	interesting	for	me	as,	simply	put,	agricultural	landscapes	are	landscapes	of	

food	 production	 (Hall	 et	 al.,	 2003).	 A	 well-known	 example	 of	 agricultural	 landscape	

recognised	as	a	Cultural	Landscape	from	UNESCO	is	the	Philippine	Rice	Terrace	(Ananayo,	

2013;	Aplin,	2007;	Nozawa,	Malingan,	Plantilla,	&	Ong,	2008)	but	there	are	some	that	are	

not	recognised	from	UNESCO	but	still	represent	the	heritage	of	a	locality`,	such	as	the	tea	

plantation	 in	 Sri	 Lanka	 (Wijetunga	 &	 Sung,	 2015).	 The	 initiative	 “Globally	 Important	

Agricultural	Heritage	System”	launched	in	2002	by	Food	and	Agricultural	Organisation	of	

the	 United	 Nations	 (FAO)	 is	 addressed	 to	 agricultural	 landscapes	 and	 has	 the	 aim	 of	

implementing	 actions	 to	 conserve	 the	 heritage	 of	 the	 landscape	within	 its	 agricultural	

development	(Agnoletti,	2006;	Jansen-Verbeke	&	McKercher,	2013;	Lixinski,	2018).	

Many	 agricultural	 landscapes	 are	 indeed	 the	 physical	 outcome	 of	 these	 constant	

interactions	between	people	and	place.	People	develop	knowledge,	 skills,	 techniques	 to	

respond	to	the	limits	of	a	specific	place	and,	by	doing	so,	the	place	constantly	is	changed	by	

the	 people	 (Agnoletti,	 2006).	 In	 this	 sense,	 agro-pastoralism	 is	 considered	 a	 form	 of	

agriculture	where	the	livestock	are	herded	either	seasonally	or	continuously	in	order	to	

find	 fresh	pastures	on	which	 to	graze	(Hong	et	al.,	2014).	This	means	 that	 the	alpeggio	

practiced	by	the	local	farmers	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero	(see	section	1.2)	also	shape	these	

cultural	landscapes	(Morena,	Bischetti,	Del	Gatto,	&	Gornati,	2019).		

	
29	See	Decision	n.	35COM	8B.39	“Cultural	Properties	-	The	Causses	and	the	Cévennes,	Mediterranean	agro-
pastoral	Cultural	Landscape	(France)”	(see	https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/4310).	
30	The	criterion	(iii)	reports	This	cultural	tradition,	based	on	distinctive	social	structures	and	local	breeds	of	
sheep,	is	reflected	in	the	structure	of	the	landscape,	especially	the	patterns	of	farms,	settlements,	fields,	water	
management,	 drailles	 and	 open	 grazed	 common	 land	 and	what	 it	 reveals	 of	 the	way	 this	 has	 evolved,	 in	
particular	since	the	12th	century	–	(Source:	https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1153,	accessed	25-01-2020).	
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When	these	are	managed	on	a	small-scale	also	become	significant	for	the	conservation	of	

biodiversity	 (Agnoletti	&	Rotherham,	2015;	Hong	et	al.,	2014),	and	 for	sustainable	 food	

production	(Östrup	Backe,	2013;	Rinaldi,	2017;	Zimmerer,	2014)		

Landscapes	 rich	 in	 biocultural	 diversity	 are	 often	 those	 managed	 by	
small-scale	or	peasant	farmers,	traditional	livestock	keepers/pastoralists,	
and	 small-scale/artisanal	 fishermen.	 (Agnoletti	 &	 Rotherham,	 2015,	 p.	
3156).	

As	an	agricultural	landscape	represents	a	specific	place	dedicated	to	food	production,	the	

link	 between	 food,	 place	 and	 people	 becomes	 clear.	 Indeed,	 together	 with	 the	 natural	

elements	of	the	place	(described	with	the	concept	of	terroir)	also	the	relationship	of	the	

people	 with	 the	 land	 provides	 distinctive	 qualities	 to	 the	 food	 product.	 Since	 the	 link	

between	food,	place	and	people	is	the	core	of	the	conceptualising	of	food	heritage	adopted	

in	this	research	(see	section	2.1),	the	exploration	of	the	concept	of	cultural	landscape,	and,	

then	 specifically,	 of	 agricultural	 landscape	 helps	 to	 shed	 light	 upon	 the	 intricate	 layers	

comprising	this	construct.		

2.2.3 Foodscape	

In	 the	previous	section	the	concept	of	cultural	 landscape	was	 introduced	to	explain	 the	

dimension	of	place	of	food	heritage.	I	argue	that	the	place	is	not	only	determined	by	the	

geographic	 location	 and	 its	 natural	 characteristics	 (see	 section	 2.1.1),	 but	 also	 by	 the	

mutual	relationship	between	people	and	their	environment.	According	to	Hillel,	Belhassen,	

and	Shani	 (2013,	 p.	 201)	 this	 intimate	 link	 can	 also	be	 framed	with	 the	 concept	 of	 the	

cultural-scape:	

The	 symbiotic	 relationships	 between	 territorial	 community	 and	 place,	
where	members	shape	their	locality	while	being	shaped	by	it,	transform	a	
simple	landscape	into	an	elaborate	cultural-scape.	

When	the	cultural-scape	relates	to	a	landscape	devoted	to	food,	the	construct	of	foodscape	

is	employed	(Björk	&	Kauppinen-Räisänen,	2019;	Crowther,	2013;	Hjalager	&	Richards,	

2002;	Kwik,	2008;	Lindenfeld	&	Silka,	2011;	Long,	2010;	MacKendrick,	2014;	Richards,	

2015;	Sage,	2010).	In	this	sense	food	makes	places	(Jochnowitz,	2008),	and	forms	a	place-

based	identity	(Crowther,	2013;	Lindenfeld	&	Silka,	2011).	
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In	analysing	the	foodscape	of	Maine,	Lindenfeld	and	Silka	(2011)	focus	on	the	 idea	that	

foodscape	 elicits	 the	 interconnections	 between	 people,	 food	 and	 place.	 This	 creates	 a	

strong	link	between	the	concept	of	foodscape	and	my	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	

(see	section	2.4).	They	suggest	that	the	collaboration	between	producers	and	community-

based	food	initiatives	and	the	blend	between	traditional	and	innovative	culinary	practices	

is	what	made	Maine	to	become	a	culinary	destination.	

Long	(2010)	employs	the	term	foodscape	to	describe	the	food	venues	and	food	products	

emerging	 in	 the	 new	 Appalachian	 cuisine.	 The	 foodscape	 she	 refers	 to	 is	 the	 city	 of	

Asheville,	an	urban	reality	whose	food	identity	is	changing	through	the	emergence	of	this	

new	cuisine.	The	food	served	in	the	restaurants	 is	grounded	in	the	surrounding	natural	

resources	but	it	does	not	necessarily	reflect	the	history	and	culture	of	the	area.	She	further	

builds	 this	argument	by	suggesting	 “terroir	might	be	 the	key”	 (p.	17)	 in	connecting	 the	

cultural	heritage	of	food	to	the	natural	resources	of	the	agricultural	landscape.	

Richards	(2015)	brings	this	analysis	further	by	suggesting	that	foodscapes	have	become	a	

tool	 for	 branding	 gastronomic	 destinations	 and	 thus	 suggests	 the	 idea	 of	 looking	 at	

foodscape	as	food	networks	through	which	the	whole	food	community	gathers.	The	recent	

study	of	Björk	and	Kauppinen-Räisänen	(2019)	applies	 the	concept	of	 foodscape	 to	 the	

destination	and	suggests	that	the	various	food	places	together	comprise	the	destination's	

foodscape.		

While	 terroir	 and	 cultural	 (agricultural)	 landscape	 focus	 our	 attention	 on	 a	 specific	

foodstuff	and	show	the	intricate	relationship	between	the	food	producers	and	the	place,	

the	concept	of	foodscape	presented	here	shifts	the	attention	from	the	foodstuff	and	the	food	

producers	to	the	entire	food	network.	The	focus	indeed	is	directed	on	the	relations	and	

alliances	developed	around	food	between	different	actors	in	a	destination:		

[Food	networks]	are	most	prevalent	at	 local	and	regional	 levels,	where	
local	food	producers	often	work	together	with	hospitality	providers	and	
tour	 operators	 to	 create	 new	 and	 engaging	 experiences	 for	 tourists	
(Richards,	2015,	p.	13).	

When	considering	the	network,	a	foodscape	can	be	analysed	at	different	scales.	Sobal	and	

Wansink	(2007)	consider	the	small	“-scapes”	of	the	kitchen,	table,	plate	and	food	associated	

to	 a	 domestic	 foodscape	 while	 Wegerif	 and	 Wiskerke	 (2017)	 explore	 the	 regional	
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foodscape	of	the	rice,	potatoes	and	maize	in	Dar	es	Salaam	encompassing	all	places	where	

producing,	processing,	distribution,	sales,	cooking	and	eating	take	place,	also	outside	of	the	

city.	

The	concept	of	 foodscape	has	been	also	narrowed	down	based	on	the	specific	 foodstuff	

considered.	This	view	bridges	the	two	previously	presented	since	it	enables	us	to	focus	our	

attention	 on	 both	 a	 specific	 foodstuff	 and	 the	 food	 producers,	 and	 to	 depict	 the	 entire	

network	of	actors	organised	around	this	food	resource.	The	study	of	Fusté	Forné	(2016c)	

examines	 the	 New	 Zealand	 region	 of	 Canterbury,	 strongly	 reliant	 on	 milk	 and	 cheese	

production,	through	the	concept	of	the	cheesescape,	thus	of	a	foodscape	organised	around	

cheese.		

Canterbury	cheesescapes	showcase	the	pure	identity	of	New	Zealand	land	
as	foodscapes	that	reflect	its	historical	background.	Cheese-makers,	their	
factories	 and	 farms	 as	 well	 as	 markets	 and	 cafes	 represent	 the	
iconography	of	Canterbury’s	cheesescapes.	(Fusté	Forné,	2016c,	p.	48).	

The	 cheesescape	 described	 above	 is	 indeed	 also	 made	 up	 of	 the	 cheese-makers,	 the	

factories,	 the	 farmers,	 the	 markets	 and	 cafes.	 This	 statement	 illustrates	 that	 the	

cheesescape	is	connected	to	the	land,	to	the	historical	and	cultural	context	of	the	place	and	

to	the	identity	of	the	people,	which	are	the	aspects	examined	through	the	concept	of	the	

terroir	and	the	cultural	landscape.	In	my	case,	the	foodscape	of	the	cheese	is	nested	in	the	

cultural	 landscape	 of	 the	 pasturelands	 and	 the	 Dolomites	 and	 thus	 is	 defined	 by	 the	

geography	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero	(see	section	1.2).	

At	 the	 same	 time,	 these	 specific	 foodscapes	 also	 draw	 our	 attention	 to	 the	 interaction	

between	people,	place	and	food	(Björk	&	Kauppinen-Räisänen,	2019;	Lindenfeld	&	Silka,	

2011;	Sage,	2010).	Looking	at	the	cultures	and	practices	surrounding	foods	and	thus	at	the	

underpinning	relationships,	cultural	beliefs,	values	and	knowledge	involved	widen	further	

the	conceptualisation	of	foodscape	(Panelli	&	Tipa,	2009).	This	intricate	network	enables	

us	 indeed	 to	 get	 to	 the	 essence	 of	 the	 food	 heritage.	 Consequently,	 the	 foodscape	 is	

intertwined	with	the	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	informing	this	research.	Since	food	

heritage	 emerges	 from	 the	 interplay	 between	 people,	 place	 and	 food,	 foodscape	 can	

become	a	 lens	 through	which	 to	explore	how	this	 interplay	 takes	place	and	what	 food-

networks	are	emerging	from	these	dynamic	exchanges.	
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2.3 Food	heritage	and	people	

In	the	previous	section	I	focussed	my	attention	on	the	dimension	of	place	of	food	heritage.	

I	illustrated	the	concept	of	terroir	and	how	this	describes	both	the	natural	characteristic	

and	the	human	elements	related	to	a	place.	This	concept	itself	entails	that	people	are	as	

much	as	the	centre	of	the	process	as	place,	as	synthesized	from	the	following	statement:		

People	are	a	large	part	of	the	story	of	terroir	and	goût	of	terroir,	even	if	
rock,	soil,	slope	and	sun	may	seem	to	be	the	central	characters.	(Trubek,	
2008,	p.	10).	

Then	 I	 expanded	 upon	 this	 human	 dimension	 by	 presenting	 the	 concept	 of	 cultural	

landscape	and	I	 then	enriched	this	understanding	with	a	discussion	of	 foodscapes,	 thus	

specific	 cultural	 landscapes	 associated	 with	 food	 cultivation	 and	 production.	 This	

understanding	fostered	the	argument	that	people	are	intertwined	with	place,	and	thus	the	

concept	of	place	itself	implies	the	dimension	of	people.	The	place	indeed	also	defines	the	

socio-cultural	boundaries	of	a	community	(Bessière,	1998,	2013).	The	aim	of	this	section	is	

to	expand	on	the	people	dimension	and	examine	how	food	heritage	is	connected	to	those	

involved	with	the	food	cultivation,	transformation	and	preparation.		

2.3.1 Community	of	practice		

This	 section	 aims	 to	 conceptualise	 the	 dimension	 of	 people	 through	 the	 lens	 of	 a	

community	 of	 practice.	 The	 term	made	 its	 first	 appearance	with	 the	work	 of	 Lave	 and	

Wenger	 (1991),	 an	 anthropologist	 and	 an	 educational	 theorist	 who	 were	 trying	 to	

understand	fully	the	process	of	learning.	They	examined	the	process	of	learning	through	

different	cases	of	apprenticeships31	and	arrived	at	the	conclusion	that	learning	is	not	just	a	

‘passive’	 process	 but	 also	 involves	 participating	 and	 engaging	 in	 a	 community.	 Later	

Wenger	(1998)	expanded	upon	this	concept	by	focussing	the	attention	on	the	community	

itself:	

These	practices	are	thus	the	property	of	a	kind	of	community	created	over	
time	 by	 the	 sustained	 pursuit	 of	 a	 shared	 enterprise.	 It	 makes	 sense,	

	
31	 Yucatec	 midwives,	 Vai	 and	 Gola	 tailors,	 US	 Navy	 quartermasters,	 meat-cutters,	 and	 non-drinking	
alcoholics	in	Alcoholics	Anonymous.	



77	

therefore,	to	call	these	kinds	of	communities	of	practice.	(Wenger,	1998,	
p.	45).	

She	 associates	 a	 community	of	people	 to	 a	practice	 and	 thus	 the	practice	 itself	 is	what	

brings	the	people	together	(“mutual	engagement”)	and	allows	them	to	share	a	negotiated	

purpose	 (“joint	 enterprise”)	 and	 common	 resources	 (“share	 repertoire”).	 Mutual	

engagement,	 joint	 enterprise	 and	 share	 repertoire	 are	 the	 elements	 that	 define	 a	

community	of	practice	(Farnsworth,	Kleanthous,	&	Wenger-Trayner,	2016;	Wenger,	1998).		

In	sharing	the	practice,	the	members	of	the	community	develop	a	“shared	repertoire”	that	

includes	“routines,	words,	tools,	ways	of	doing	things,	stories,	gestures,	symbols,	genres,	

actions,	or	concepts”	(Wenger,	1998,	p.	83).	The	shared	repertoire	is	then	a	tangible	and	

intangible	heritage	that	the	community	of	practice	produces	and	at	the	same	time	sustains	

by	its	own	practice.	This	creates	in	time	a	common	social	and	cultural	identity	that	defines	

the	socio-cultural	boundaries	of	a	community	(Bessière,	1998,	2013).	

The	 key	 dimensions	 of	 the	 community	 of	 practice	 are	 the	 practice	 and	 the	 domain	 of	

knowledge	 that	 it	 creates.	 The	 practice	 can	 be	 expressed	 through	 craft	 and	 skill-based	

activities	 (Lave	 &	 Wenger,	 1991).	 The	 knowledge	 is	 produced	 through	 the	 oral	

transmission	 between	 members	 of	 the	 community,	 thus	 involving	 the	 dimension	 of	

learning,	and/or	it	can	be	generated	by	the	application	of	the	practice,	therefore	through	

the	dimension	of	doing.	In	the	following	sections	(see	sections	2.3.2	and	2.3.3)	these	two	

dimensions	–	the	practice	and	the	domain	of	knowledge	that	it	creates	–	will	be	respectively	

explored.		

2.3.1.1 Community	of	practice	and	food	producers	

The	 concept	 of	 the	 community	 of	 practice	 conceived	 as	 the	 social	 theory	 of	 learning	

(Farnsworth	 et	 al.,	 2016),	 was	 then	 applied	 in	 the	 context	 of	 education	 and	 higher	

education	(Albrecht,	2012),	in	organisational	and	management	studies	(Fox,	2000;	Harris,	

James,	&	Harris,	2017;	Hildreth	&	Kimble,	2005),	and	also	in	information	technology	(Hara	

&	Kling,	2005).	Thus	its	use	has	diverse	applications	(Cox,	2005).	Since	the	attention	of	this	

research	is	on	food	heritage	the	exploration	of	this	concept	applied	to	food	studies	can	offer	

interesting	insights	in	the	conceptualisation	of	the	dimension	of	people	that	characterise	

the	food	heritage.	
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The	 anthropological	 research	 of	 Grasseni	 (2004)	 applied	 the	 concept	 of	 community	 of	

practice	 to	 the	breeders	of	Brown	Breed	 cows.	This	 is	 relevant	because	 she	 viewed	an	

activity	of	the	farming	world	as	a	“practice”	and	considered	a	specific	category	of	farmers	

–	the	breeders	–	a	community	of	practice	as	the	following	quote	explains:	

Most	breed	experts	are	first	and	foremost	farmers,	often	with	a	limited	
education	 but	 with	 a	 personal	 interest	 in	 farming.	 Rather	 than	 from	
zoology	textbooks,	they	are	likely	to	develop	an	understanding	for	breed	
selection	directly	from	the	management	of	the	family	herd,	as	well	as	from	
exchanges	 with	 other	 breeders.	 […]	 Breeders	 become	 trained	 in	 this	
complex	practice	by	participating	in	concrete	settings,	from	cattle	fairs	to	
farmers’	sheds.	(Grasseni,	2004,	p.	43).	

Considering	 farming	 as	 a	 practice	 opens	 the	 possibility	 to	 view	 also	 the	 producers	 of	

specific	food	items	as	a	community	of	practice.	In	my	research	the	dairy	farmers	are	then	

considered	 a	 community	 of	 practice.	 This	 is	 the	 view	 I	 adopt	 in	 this	 research	 whose	

understanding	 is	 confirmed	 by	 most	 recent	 studies,	 for	 example	 about	 producers	 of	

blueberries	(Hummel	et	al.,	2012).	Additional	support	for	this	understanding	comes	from	

studies	which	consider	cheese-makers	as	a	community	of	practice	(Corti,	2011;	Crowley,	

McAdam,	Cunningham,	&	Hilliard,	2018).	These	contributions	set	 the	 foundation	of	 this	

view	of	cheese-makers	as	a	community	of	practice	that	informs	my	research.		

Corti	 (2011)	 analyses	 the	 story	 of	 the	 Bitto	 cheese,	 an	 Italian	 alpine	 pasture	 cheese	

produced	in	the	Valle	Valtellina	in	Lombardy.	He	shows	the	events	occurring	around	the	12	

cheese	 producers32,	 nicknamed	 as	 Ribelli	 del	 Bitto33,	 who	 refuse	 to	 adhere	 to	 the	

Denominazione	d’Origine	Protetta	(DOP)	34,	created	for	the	cheese,	under	European	Union	

regulations.	They	disagreed	with	the	interpretation	of	the	geographical	production	area	of	

Bitto	 proposed	 by	 the	 DOP	 and	 with	 other	 aspects	 related	 to	 the	 ingredients	 and	 the	

methods	to	make	the	cheese.	They	supported	a	more	‘authentic’	version	of	the	same	cheese,	

today	commercialised	as	Bitto	Storico	(historic	Bitto)35	and	recognised	by	the	Slow	Food	

Presidia36.	Corti	(2011)	described	these	producers	as	a	community	of	practice:		

	
32	They	were	14	when	the	book	was	written	in	2011	(see.	p.	187).	
33	Translated	as	Bitto	rebels.	
34	It	corresponds	to	Protected	Designation	of	Origin	(PDO)	(see	glossary).	
35	See:	https://www.formaggiobitto.com/en/societa/consortium.	
36	 The	 Save	 Heritage	 Bitto	 Consortium	 (Consorzio	 Salvaguardia	 Bitto	 Storico),	 which	 was	 then	 called	
Associazione	produttori	Valli	del	Bitto,	obtained	Slow	Food	Presidia	recognition	in	October	2003.	The	Bitto	
Centre	in	Gerola	Alta	is	the	only	authorised	entity	that	can	guarantee	the	selection	and	the	quality	of	the	
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I	tried	to	focus	on	the	living	bond	between	the	history	of	the	Bitto	and	the	
personal	stories	of	the	“rebels”:	men,	woman,	young	follows	that,	during	
the	summer	–	while	I	am	writing	–	are	milking	and	cheese-making.	They	
belong	 to	 a	 wider	 community	 of	 practice	 that	 crosses	 roles	 and	
generations.	 A	 community	 […]	 that	 was	 able	 in	 the	 recent	 years	 to	
leverage	on	its	intangible	heritage	(p.	13).	[my	translation37].	

This	statement	also	demonstrates	that	the	cheese	is	seen	as	an	intangible	heritage,	thus	

suggests	a	 link	between	the	community	of	practice	and	the	 food	heritage.	 I	will	expand	

upon	this	insight	in	the	next	section.		

2.3.1.2 Food	heritage	communities	of	practice	

In	 the	 last	 section,	 I	 illustrate	 that	 Corti	 (2011)	 considered	 the	 Bitto	 rebels	 also	 a	

community	 of	 practice	 organised	 around	 a	 common	 intangible	 cultural	 heritage,	 the	

cheese.	While	this	supports	the	view	that	informs	my	research	of	cheese-makers	being	a	

community	of	practice,	 it	also	goes	further	because	the	intent	of	these	cheese-makers	is	

also	to	safeguard	the	cultural	traditions	associated	with	the	cheese	production:		

What	matters	is	that	for	centuries	some	social	groups	bounded	to	specific	
localities,	 and	 thus	 part	 of	 the	 common	 cultural	 heritage,	 practiced	
specialised	activities	of	animals,	farming	and	cheese-making.	To	be	farmer	
and	 cheese-maker	 is	 completely	 different	 from	 having	 animals	 and	
working	 some	 milk	 […]	 the	 specific	 knowledge	 is	 scrupulously	
safeguarded	and	 transmitted	within	 exclusive	 groups.	 (Corti,	 2011,	pp.	
93-94)[my	translation38].	

The	safeguard	of	cultural	traditions	is	also	the	purpose	of	heritage	communities	of	practice.	

This	is	another	type	of	community	of	practice	particularly	relevant	when	analysing	food	

heritage.	A	heritage	community	of	practice	is	described	as	a	group	of	people	who,	either	

	
cheeses	made	according	to	the	rules	of	the	Storico	Slow	Food	Presidia.	This	Presidia	was	born	in	order	to	
value	the	alpine	cheese	production,	which	happens	in	a	historical	area	with	the	use	of	a	percentage	of	goat’s	
milk	and	without	 industrial	 chemicals	or	 feeds.	There	are	12	cheese-makers	 in	 the	Save	Heritage	Bitto	
Consortium	(Source:	www.formaggiobitto.com,	accessed	02/02/2020).	
37	Ho	cercato	di	mettere	a	fuoco	il	legame	vivente	tra	la	storia	del	bitto	e	quella	personale	dei	ribelli:	uomini,	
donne,	ragazzi,	ragazze	che,	questa	estate	–	mentre	sto	scrivendo	–	sono	intenti	a	mungere	e	quagiàa.	Essi	
appertengono	a	una	più	ampia	comunità	di	cibo	e	practica	che	attraversa	ruoli	e	generazioni	Una	comunità	
che	[...]ha	saputo	in	anni	recenti	far	leva	sul	grande	patrimonio	immateriale	sviluppando	una	straordinaria	
mobilitazione	simbolica	(Corti,	2011,	p.	12-13).	
38	Quello	che	conta	e’	che	per	secoli	alcuni	gruppi	sociali	legati	a	specifiche	localita’,	e	quindi	partecipi	di	
una	 comune	 eredita’	 culturale,	 abbiano	 praticato	 attivita’	 di	 allevamento	 e	 produzione	 casearia	
specializzata.	Essere	allevatori	e	casari	era	cosa	tutto	diversa	dal	possedere	ed	utilizzare	animali	e	lavorare	
un	po	di	latte	[…]	le	conoscenze	specifiche	erano	gelosamente	custodite	e	tramandate	all’interno	di	gruppi	
relativamente	chiusi	(Corti,	2011,	pp.	93-94).	



80	

politically	or	on	the	ground,	take	care	to	maintain,	restore	and	revive	a	cultural	tradition	

(Adell,	Bendix,	Bortolotto,	&	Tauschek,	2015).	 If	 this	cultural	 tradition	 is	 the	creation	of	

food	(as	in	the	above	cited	case	of	the	Ribelli	del	Bitto)	it	is	clear	that	there	is	an	interplay	

between	community	and	food	heritage	since	“heritage	becomes	a	project	to	be	developed	

by	communities	of	practice”	(Adell	et	al.,	2015,	p.	8).	In	making	food,	the	communities	of	

practice	 create	 a	 cultural	 heritage	 that	 they	 then	 themselves	 are	 devoted	 to	 continue	

developing	by	their	practice	(Timothy,	2011,	2016;	Timothy	&	Ron,	2013a).	This	shows	the	

intricate	 relationship	 between	 food,	 heritage	 and	 community	 of	 practice	 and,	 thus,	 is	

particularly	relevant	in	my	final	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	(see	section	2.4).	

2.3.2 Food	practices	

The	previous	section	clarified	that	in	a	community	of	practice	people	are	interrelated	in	a	

group	as	they	share	the	same	practice.	Therefore,	the	practice	itself	is	a	relevant	aspect	that	

brings	the	people	together	and	creates	a	common	cultural	and	social	system,	tangible	and	

intangible,	between	them.	

The	concept	of	practice	connotes	doing,	but	not	just	doing	in	and	of	itself.	
It	 is	 doing	 in	 a	 historical	 and	 social	 context	 that	 gives	 structure	 and	
meaning	to	what	we	do.	In	this	sense,	practice	is	always	social	practice.	
(Wenger,	1998,	p.	47).	

The	practice	then	is	composed	of	as	“explicit”	and	“tacit”	(Wenger,	1998,	p.	47)	elements	

that	are	decisive	to	carry	on	the	practice	and	thus	for	the	existence	of	the	same	community	

of	practice.	This	research	looks	at	the	practice	through	the	focus	of	the	food	heritage	and	

thus	in	this	section	I	will	look	at	the	practices	organised	around	food	and,	those	‘explicit	

and	tacit’	elements.	

In	applying	the	concept	of	practice	to	the	cheese,	the	categories	of	‘the	raw,	the	processed	

and	the	cooked’	analysed	in	the	previous	section	(see	section	2.1.1)	can	shed	light	upon	the	

varieties	of	food	practices.	In	its	raw	appearance,	cheese	is	strongly	connected	to	milk	and	

those	who	produce	it	–	the	farmers	–	are	the	relative	community	of	practice.	Agricultural	

practices	 enable	 farmers	 to	 produce	 food	 as	 a	 raw	 ingredient	 that	 can	 be	 either	

transformed	 or	 cooked.	 Cowsheds,	milking	 techniques,	 defined	 parameters	 of	 the	milk	

quality	are	some	of	the	elements	of	this	food	practice.	
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The	cooked	food	is	connected	to	the	art	of	cooking	and	to	the	cuisine.	Culinary	practices	are	

those	 that	 allow	 the	 transformation	 of	 food	 from	 a	 raw	 element	 into	 a	 dish	 and	 are	

undertaken	by	the	chefs,	who	can	be	considered	its	relative	community	of	practice.	Dishes,	

ingredients,	menu,	kitchen,	and	recipes	are	elements	of	this	practice.		

Then,	 there	are	 the	practices	 that	are	 related	 to	 food	 transformation	where	 the	milk	 is	

alternated	from	its	raw	(and	‘natural’)	state	to	become	cheese.	The	relative	community	of	

practice	 are	 the	 cheese-makers	 and	 the	 cheese	 factory,	 the	 cheese-making	 tools,	 the	

codified	procedures	and	regulations	related	to	the	cheese-making	process	are	part	of	this	

food	practice.	

Bringing	together	these	understandings,	food	practices	can	be	described	as	acts	of	‘doing’	

related	 to	 farming,	 transforming	 and	 preparing	 the	 foods.	 These	 doings	 involve	 the	

different	communities	of	practice	dedicated	to	these	specific	purposes.	In	the	case	of	the	

cheese,	which	is	the	focus	of	my	research,	my	attention	is	then	directed	to	the	agricultural	

practices	 of	 the	 dairy	 farmers	 who	 produce	 the	 milk,	 and	 to	 the	 culinary	 practices	

undertaken	by	the	cheese-makers	–	thus	the	transformation	of	milk	into	cheese	–	as	well	

as	the	dish	preparationmade	by	the	chefs39.	This	understanding	advances	the	argument	

that	these	practice	are	not	purely	material	processes	of	‘transformation	of	ingredients’	but	

they	also	operate	in	the	register	of	meanings,	identity	and	culture	(Fischler,	1988).	

The	term	‘foodways’	is	often	employed	to	describe	these	sets	of	elements	(explicit	and	tacit)	

and	thus	to	define	a	food	practice	with	this	cultural	acceptation	(Bortolotto	&	Ubertazzi,	

2018;	Brulotte	&	Di	Giovine,	2014;	Cheung,	2013;	Hall	&	Gössling,	2013;	Hall	et	al.,	2003;	

Long,	2010;	Timothy,	2016;	Timothy	&	Ron,	2013b;	UNESCO	et	al.,	2013).	

Foodways	 encompass	 more	 than	 the	 foodstuff	 itself.	 It	 includes	 the	
culinary	smells,	sights,	sounds,	and	eating	practices	of	a	people	or	region,	
as	 well	 as	 culinary	 routes,	 sites,	 and	 landscapes.	 Cooking	 methods,	
recipes,	ingredients,	dining	customs,	social	connotations,	aliment-related	
rituals	and	festivals,	hunting	and	farming	traditions,	and	family	ties	are	all	
part	of,	and	influenced	by,	foodways.	(Timothy	&	Ron,	2013,	p.	99).	

Foodways	 refers	 to	 the	 network	 of	 behaviors,	 traditions,	 and	 beliefs	
concerning	food,	and	involves	all	the	activities	surrounding	a	food	item	
and	 its	 consumption,	 including	 the	 procurement,	 preservation,	

	
39	For	instance,	in	the	area	of	my	fieldwork	the	cheese	is	often	served	in	a	dish	together	with	polenta.	
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preparation,	presentation,	and	performance	of	that	food.	(Yoder,	1972	in	
Long,	2004,	p.	8).	

Given	the	tangible	and	intangible	elements	connected	to	the	foodways,	one	food	production	

can	distinguish	one	place	from	another	and	thus	can	become	an	important	element	of	food	

heritage	tourism	(Bessière,	2013).	This	argument	traces	the	connection	of	food	practices	

and	food	heritage	tourism	and	thus	confirms	the	relevance	of	adopting	the	community	of	

practice	as	a	lens	through	which	to	conceptualise	the	dimension	of	people	related	to	food	

heritage.	This	will	be	further	discussed	at	the	conclusion	of	this	chapter	in	relation	to	the	

research	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	(see	section	2.4).		

2.3.3 Food	knowledge	

In	 the	previous	section	 I	 illustrated	that	a	community	of	practice	 is	organised	around	a	

common	practice.	This	practice	creates	a	domain	of	knowledge	that	is	collectively	shared	

between	the	members	(Corti,	2011;	Grasseni,	2004;	Kato,	2017).	

In	presenting	the	artisanal	cheese	in	the	United	States,	Paxson	(2010a)	suggests	that	the	

quality	of	 the	raw	 ingredient	and	 its	origin	are	as	equally	 important	as	 the	skills	of	 the	

artisan	cheese-makers,	who	adjust	the	fermentation	and	coagulation	process	accordingly	

to	 the	 seasonal	 and	 climate	 variations	 presented.	When	 she	mentions	 the	 skills,	 she	 is	

referring	to	the	practice	of	cheese-making	but	then	she	continues	showing	that	these	skills	

are	related	to	the	ability	of	the	cheese-makers	to	adapt	the	fermentation	and	coagulation	

process.	 She	 here	 refers	 to	 a	 specific	 knowledge	 linked	 to	 the	 practice	 itself.	 First,	 she	

considers	 that	 this	 knowledge	 plays	 an	 important	 role	 for	 the	 creation	 of	 the	 artisanal	

cheese	of	the	United	States.	Second,	she	also	shows	that	the	nature	of	this	knowledge	is	

often	intangible.	To	an	akin	conclusion	arrives	the	study	of	Bowen	and	De	Master	(2014)	

about	 the	Wisconsin	 artisanal	 cheese	makers	who	understand	 their	 cheese	 heritage	 as	

characterised	by	embedded	knowledge.	

Similar	is	the	argument	made	by	Crowley	et	al.	(2018,	p.	51)	about	the	Irish	artisan	cheese	

producers:		

Cheese-making	like	other	forms	of	artisan	knowledge	is	tacit,	‘sticky’	and	
difficult	to	transfer	in	the	absence	of	close	and	deep	interaction.	Second,	
the	inherent	variability	in	cheese-making	requires	constant	learning	and	
adjustments.	
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This	 description	 also	 indicates	 that	 this	 food	 knowledge	 is,	 on	 one	 side,	 passed	 down	

between	the	members	of	the	community	of	practice	through	oral	transmission	(Bertella,	

2011;	Mohd	Shazali	Md	et	al.,	2018;	Montanari,	Costa,	&	Staniscia,	2008;	Ramli,	Zahari,	

Halim,	&	Aris,	2016;	Sharif	et	al.,	2013).	On	the	other	side,	it	is	continuously	recreated	in	

the	application	of	the	practice.	A	community	of	practice	learns	by	doing	and	does	through	

learning,	 and	shares	with	one	another	 the	experiences	and	 information	of	 this	process.	

Therefore	 the	practice	 itself	 involves	both	 the	act	of	doing	(the	practice)	and	 the	act	of	

learning	 (the	 knowledge)	 as	 the	 studies	 of	 Paxson	 (2010b)	 and	 Crowley	 et	 al.	 (2018)	

confirms.	

Knowledge	is	a	central	component	in	the	creation	of	foodways	and	cuisines	also	according	

to	Timothy	(2016,	p.	1):	

Knowledge	 and	 experience	 inform	 people	 about	what	 crops	will	 grow	
where	and	how	best	 to	cook	them,	and	with	knowledge,	 foodways	and	
recipes	are	passed	down	to	the	next	generation.	

The	link	between	the	community	of	practice	and	knowledge	is	also	mentioned	in	some	of	

the	studies	about	specific	food	heritage	items	previously	illustrated	(see	section	2.1.2).	In	

the	 preparation	 of	 the	 slow-cooked	 lamb,	 the	 preparations	 are	 described	 as	 labour-

intensive	 since	 they	are	 correlated	 to	 “physical	 labour,	 skilful	 elaboration	and	masterly	

knowledge	 of	 the	 product”	 (Thomé-Ortiz,	 2017,	 p.	 4).	 The	 “mastery	 knowledge	 of	 the	

product”	cited	above	is	the	food	knowledge	inherent	in	the	creation	of	food	heritage.		

Similarly,	the	“obsessive	craftsmanship	and	continuity	of	traditional	ways	of	making	fresh	

udon	noodles”	(Kim	&	Iwashita,	2015,	p.	95)	is	what	makes	these	the	most	authentic	of	

Japan’s	traditional	udon	noodles.	 In	particular	the	expression	“traditional	way	of	doing”	

recalls	the	definition	of	“traditional	food	knowledge”	(TFK)	coined	by	Kwik	(2008)	as:	

The	collected	wisdom	of	many	generations	of	people	who	have	learned	
how	to	produce,	prepare	and	pass	on	their	skills	in	food	provisioning	(p.	
60).		

This	definition	and	the	other	studies	presented	indicate	that	the	transmission	of	specific	

knowledge	(Corti,	2011)	and	related	cultural	traditions	(Adell	et	al.,	2015)	creates	a	sense	

of	 belonging	 between	 the	 members	 of	 a	 community	 of	 practice	 and	 thus	 nurtures	 its	
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survival.	Furthermore,	it	suggests	that	food	knowledge	is	part	of	the	intangible	heritage	of	

a	community	and	the	knowledge	blended	within	the	locality.	

Fonte	(2008)	explores	the	different	forms	of	 local	knowledge	associated	with	local	food	

and	with	the	phenomenon	of	its	valorisation.	In	the	analysis	of	this	local	knowledge	she	

identified	 different	 forms	 of	 local	 knowledge:	 lay,	 traditional,	 tacit,	 contextual.	 The	 lay	

knowledge	 relates	 closely	 to	 the	 way	 Timothy	 (2016)	 connects	 food	 heritage	 to	 the	

dimension	of	knowledge.	The	lay	knowledge	is	described	as	a	‘technical’	form	of	knowledge	

utilised	by	farmers	and	producers	to	grow	and	prepare	the	food	and	that	is	transmitted	in	

informal	situations	of	learning40.	It	is	particularly	relevant	for	my	research	since	it	strongly	

relates	to	the	concepts	of	community	of	practice	and	food	practice	previously	described.	

In	investigating	the	types	of	knowledge	present	in	food	tourism	Bertella	(2011)	identifies	

the	local	food	knowledge	concerning	local	food	products,	recipes	and	traditions.	This	type	

of	knowledge	contributes	to	the	development	of	food	tourism	initiatives.	By	stating	that	

“food	knowledge	is	essential	for	food	tourism”	(p.	366),	Bertella’s	study	is	also	relevant	for	

this	research	since	it	traces	a	link	between	community	of	practice,	food	knowledge	–	thus	

the	knowledge	related	to	the	practice	of	food	cultivation,	production	and	preparation	–	and	

food	tourism.	

2.3.4 Food	history	

In	conceptualising	the	dimension	of	people	through	the	lens	of	the	community	of	practice,	

our	attention	 is	also	brought	to	the	practices,	 thus	the	elements	that	bring	together	the	

people	into	a	group.	Also,	through	the	act	of	sharing	the	same	practice	the	community	of	

practice	creates	and	transmits	knowledge	within	their	own	membership.	Food	knowledge	

thus	becomes	another	key	aspect	to	consider	in	relation	to	food	heritage.	To	conclude,	this	

group	of	people	also	share	the	same	history	that	helps	to	trace	the	origins	of	the	practice	

and	the	history	of	the	product.	The	latter	represents	another	element	to	consider	when	

conceptualising	food	heritage	as	I	will	illustrate	in	this	section.		

Each	specific-place	food	item	incorporates	a	history	which	retraces	the	origins	of	the	product	

–	thus	of	the	place	of	production	–	(see	section	2.2.1)	and	also	recollects	the	history	of	its	

	
40	Also	the	term	ecological	knowledge	is	used	to	describe	a	form	of	knowledge	related	to	the	relationship	
between	a	community	and	the	land	use	(Ianni,	Geneletti,	&	Ciolli,	2015).	
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producers	 (see	 section	 2.3.1).	 This	 history	 of	 a	 gastronomic	 product	 also	 illustrates	 the	

evolution	of	the	production	and	preparation	techniques	(see	section	2.3.2)	and	the	resulting	

expertise	and	knowledge	gained	by	the	community	of	practice	(see	section	2.3.3).	

This	history	can	be	traceable	 in	written	or	oral	sources.	For	example,	 the	history	of	 the	

medical	herbs	of	Iran	can	be	traced	back	to	the	recorded	texts	of	Qanoon	fel	teb	and	of	Kitab	

al-hawi	which	were	used	in	Iran	in	the	thirteenth	century	to	teach	the	history	of	oriental	

medicine	(Torabi	Farsani	et	al.,	2016).		

The	story	of	the	oscypek	cheese	can	be	traced	back	to	back	to	the	Fifteenth	Century	when	

it	was	produced	in	the	mountains	by	local	shepherds	(Fonte,	2008;	Ren,	2011)	but	today	

the	same	cheese	finds	expression	in	multiple	recipes	(Adamski	&	Gorlach,	2010)	and	actors	

(Ren,	2011).	

Some	food’s	origins	are	only	passed	down	orally	from	generation	to	generation	attesting	its	

strong	link	with	the	food	knowledge	and	the	collective	memory	of	a	community	of	practice.	

This	 is	 the	 case	of	 the	Zolfino	 beans	 illustrated	by	Badii	 (2014).	 In	 this	 specific	 case,	 the	

ambiguity	 around	 the	 historical	 origins	 of	 the	 product,	 and	 thus	 about	 the	 traditional	

cultivation	techniques	and	practice,	creates	internal	conflicts	among	the	small	producers	and	

the	bigger	farms.	The	former	emphasises	the	importance	of	inherited	know-hows	and	savoir-

faire	in	the	farming	techniques	while	the	larger	farms	focus	on	modernising	the	production	

process	to	increase	the	harvest.	Similarly	conflicts	have	characterised	the	production	of	Bitto	

Cheese	(Corti,	2011),	in	which	the	producers	–	Bitto	rebels	–	aim	to	safeguard	the	cheese-

making	production	similar	to	its	origins	(see	section	2.3.1.1).		

Both	written	 and	 oral	 sources	 trace	 the	 contents	 of	 a	 collective	 history	 and	 convey	 an	

historical	depth	to	the	gastronomic	product,	which	is	an	important	attribute	of	the	heritage	

dimension	 as	 suggested	 by	 Bessière	 (2013),	 a	 rural	 sociologist	who	 first	 looked	 at	 the	

process	of	food	heritagisation	and	tourism:		

[A]	gastronomic	heritage	 is	an	 indicator	of	a	historical	 characteristic,	 a	
reference	to	time	or	a	heritage	whose	transfer	and	reproduction	are	an	
expression	 of	 a	 close	 temporal	 relationship	 between	 the	 past	 and	 the	
present.	Therefore,	the	analysis	of	the	historical	report	again	brings	into	
question	the	continuity	of	expertise,	linking	the	history	of	a	product	to	its	
contemporary	reality.	(Bessière,	2013,	p.	280).	
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While	in	some	cases	this	historical	memory	acts	as	a	glue	for	the	members	of	a	community	of	

practice	and	protects	their	cultural	and	social	identity	(Bessière,	1998,	2013),	in	other	cases	

it	creates	internal	debates	and	conflicts	as	the	cases	of	Zolfino	beans	and	the	Bitto	rebels	

demonstrate	(Badii,	2014;	Corti,	2011,	2012;	Grasseni,	2011,	2012;	Papa,	2006).	However,	

the	historical	precedence	is	what	made	it	possible	to	create	a	process	of	heritage-making	

around	food	(Barham,	2003,	2016;	Bérard,	2016;	Bessière,	2013).	

The	disappearance	of	 traditional	 society	produced	a	 temporal	distance	
that	made	it	possible	to	recover	objects	from	the	past	into	modern	society.	
(Badii,	2014,	p.	140).	

The	 historical	 depth	 thus	 becomes	 a	 very	 important	 factor	 in	 the	 food	 heritagisation	

process	that	will	be	analysed	in	the	next	chapter,	and	thus	needs	also	to	be	considered	as	

an	element	associated	with	the	food	heritage	resource.	

2.4 Food,	place	and	people	

In	the	last	sections	(see	sections	2.2	and	2.3)	I	identified	people	and	place	as	the	two	key	

elements	 through	 which	 to	 explore	 the	 cultural	 complexity	 of	 food	 and	 the	 heritage	

dimension	 that	 emerges	 from	 a	 food	 item.	 This	 understanding	 set	 the	 basis	 of	 my	

conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	that	I	will	 illustrate	in	this	section.	While	I	 illustrated	

that	this	understanding	comes	from	the	analysis	of	the	literature,	here	I	want	to	make	the	

point	that	it	is	also	informed	by	concrete	strategies,	such	as	the	one	proposed	in	FAO’s	guide	

about	origin-linked	products	(Vandecandelaere,	Arfini,	Belletti,	&	Marescotti,	2009).	

The	FAO	is	a	specialised	agency	of	the	United	Nations	that	has	food	and	agriculture	at	the	

core	of	 its	mission.	 It	was	established	to	reduce	hunger	and	food	insecurity,	 to	 improve	

agricultural	 productivity	 and	 food	 distribution	 and	 better	 the	 conditions	 of	 rural	

populations	(Degarege,	2019).	In	2010	FAO	created	a	practical	guide	to	promote	origin-

linked	products	as	a	way	to	foster	rural	development.	In	its	introduction	it	is	indicated:		

Today,	 this	 link	among	a	product,	 a	place	and	 the	 inhabitants	not	only	
represents	a	heritage	to	be	preserved,	but	also	has	a	market	value	in	its	
own	right	(Vandecandelaere	et	al.,	2009,	p.	xi).	

While	the	approach	to	use	origin-linked	products	as	a	way	to	foster	rural	development	is	

not	new	(Bessière,	1998;	George	et	al.,	2009;	Tregear,	2003),	 it	 is	 interesting	how	these	
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products	have	been	 framed	as	heritage.	The	heritage	dimension	 is	 given	by	 the	unique	

combination	of	natural	resources	and	cultural	assets	in	a	given	territory,	which	resembles	

the	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	I	presented	previously	based	on	the	analysis	of	the	

literature.		

The	 FAO	 guide	 gives	 also	 some	 indication	 about	 the	 nature	 of	 these	 resources.	 Natural	

resources	are	climate,	soil,	local	animal	breeds,	plant	species	and	traditional	equipment	and	

these	elements	are	very	similar	to	the	theoretical	concepts	of	terroir,	cultural	landscape	and	

foodscape.	 The	 cultural	 assets	 are	 presented	 as	 traditions,	 know-how	 and	 local	 skills,	

historical	and	cultural	practices	and	traditional	knowledge	associated	with	producing	and	

processing	 the	 products.	 (Vandecandelaere	 et	 al.,	 2009).	 Again	 these	 resemble	 my	

conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	and	people	though	the	concept	of	community	of	practice	

which	 I	 then	 developed	 also	 along	 with	 the	 elements	 that	 connect	 the	 members	 of	 a	

community	of	practice	–	aspects	such	as	food	practice,	food	knowledge	and	food	history.	The	

interactions	between	these	elements	determine	a	clear	 link	between	product,	people	and	

place,	as	represented	in	the	figure	reported	in	the	guide	(Figure	2.2).	

	

Figure	2.2	Interactions	between	people,	product	and	place	
(Source:	Vandecandelaere,	2009,	p.	11)	
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In	 addition,	 this	 link	 between	 food,	 place	 and	 community	 creates	 the	 gastronomic	

attractiveness	of	a	destination	(Hillel	et	al.,	2013)	and	thus	creates	a	bridge	between	food	

heritage	and	food	heritage	tourism.	In	chapter	3,	food	heritage	tourism	will	be	analysed	in	

detail.		

Therefore,	based	on	this	understanding,	I	will	readapt	this	figure	to	the	specific	concepts	

emerged	from	the	previous	examination	(see	Figure	2.3).	Through	this	figure	I	respond	to	

the	questions	that	I	introduced	at	the	beginning	of	this	chapter:	Are	the	cheeses	of	Primiero	

a	 tangible	 expression	 of	 food	heritage?	 If	 so,	what	 is	 behind	 the	milk,	 rennet,	 bacterial	

culture	and	salt	that	make	the	cheese?	

	

Figure	2.3	Conceptualisation	food	heritage	

The	conceptualisation	focuses	directly	on	food	heritage	and	not	on	a	product	(as	Figure	

2.2)	or	a	 food.	 In	 the	previous	section	(see	section	2.1)	 I	 clarified	 that	 I	 look	at	 food	as	

multidimensional	concept,	a	process	 that	 includes	cultural	and	natural	aspects,	 tangible	

and	intangible	elements	that	contribute	to	the	heritage	dimension	of	the	food	item.		

The	 foodscape	 is	 what	 describes	 the	 dimension	 of	 place	 since	 this	 theoretical	 concept	

provides	 a	 broad	 lens	 through	 which	 to	 look	 at	 all	 the	 places	 connected	 with	 food	

cultivation,	transformation,	preparation	and	promotion,	and	also	shifts	the	attention	to	the	

relations	 created	 between	 the	 actors	 involved.	 This	 supports	 the	 view	 of	 the	 intimate	

Food	Heritage

Foodscape	
(networks	between	the	
actors,	agricultural	

landscape	and	food	venues)

Community	of	practice
(practice,	knowledge,	
foodways,	history)
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interconnection	 between	 people	 and	 place	 that	 informs	my	 examination	 of	 place	 (see	

section	2.2.2).		

Finally,	the	community	of	practice	is	the	lens	through	which	I	look	at	the	people	involved	

in	 the	 food	 cultivation,	 transformation,	 preparation	 and	 promotion.	 In	 examining	 this	

dimension,	I	will	also	refer	to	the	way	the	practice	carries	on	and	is	transmitted	and	to	the	

tacit	and	explicit	elements	that	contribute	to	its	continuation.	

To	 conclude,	 this	 understanding	 of	 food	 heritage	 finds	 correspondence	 in	 the	 holistic	

definition	provided	by	Bessière	(2013,	p.	279)	on	gastronomic	heritage	that	I	will	employ	

throughout	my	research:	

This	heritage	includes	all	processed	and	non-processed	farming	products,	
the	knowledge	and	know-how	applied,	the	small-scale	production	linked	
to	farming	activity,	as	well	as	any	object	or	knowledge	linked	to	this	set	of	
values.	

In	 presenting	 my	 conceptualisation	 of	 food	 heritage	 (see	 Figure	 2.3)	 I	 framed	 the	

boundaries	 of	 the	 central	 object	 of	 my	 research.	 In	 the	 next	 chapter	 I	 will	 adopt	 this	

conceptualisation	to	define	the	other	two	theoretical	concepts	that	guides	this	study:	food	

heritage	 tourism	 and	 food	 heritagisation.	 This	 will	 set	 up	 the	 basis	 to	 explore	 the	

relationship	 between	 the	 two	 processes,	 which	 represents	 the	 ultimate	 aim	 of	 my	

investigation	(see	Table	1.1).	
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3 INTERPLAY	OF	FOOD	HERITAGE	TOURISM	AND	FOOD	
HERITAGISATION	

3.1 Introduction	

Food	heritage	 tourism	is	 the	combination	of	 food	heritage	and	tourism.	 In	 the	previous	

chapter	I	illustrated	the	way	I	approach	the	concept	of	food	heritage	and	in	the	following	

sections	I	will	clarify	how	I	look	at	the	phenomenon	of	food	heritage	tourism.	

In	the	section	3.2	I	will	start	from	examining	how	food	has	been	integrated	in	tourism	and	

which	perspectives	have	been	adopted	in	order	to	set	the	boundaries	of	my	research.		

In	the	section	3.3	I	will	combine	this	understanding	of	tourism	with	my	conceptualisation	

of	 food	 heritage	 previously	 provided	 (see	 Figure	 2.3Figure	 2.3	 Conceptualisation	 food	

heritage)	 in	 order	 to	 further	 set	 the	 boundaries	 of	my	 research.	 I	will	 argue	 that	 food	

heritage	tourism	embraces	a	socio-cultural	perspective	where	the	attention	shifts	on	the	

components	of	culture	and	 identity	associated	to	 food	(Everett,	2012,	2016b;	Everett	&	

Aitchison,	2008;	Kim	&	Ellis,	2014;	Sims,	2009;	Timothy	&	Ron,	2013a).	

Lastly,	 the	 final	section	3.4	 is	dedicate	 to	 food	heritagisation	and	 thus	 to	 the	process	of	

turning	food	into	a	cultural	resource.	The	exploration	of	these	concepts	will	support	my	

understanding	about	the	interconnection	between	food	heritagisation	and	tourism,	which	

is	the	ultimate	object	of	this	research	(seeTable	1.1).	

3.2 Overview	of	food	tourism	

Tourism	is	a	complex	and	interdisciplinary	phenomenon	which	can	be	approached	from	

different	knowledge	systems	(Coles	et	al.,	2009;	Tribe	&	Liburd,	2016)	and	perspectives	

(Tribe,	2010;	Veal,	2006).		

The	student	of	leisure	and	tourism	faces	a	daunting	challenge	of	having	to	
grasp	the	essence	of	wide	discipline	contributions	to	the	field.	(Veal,	2006,	
p.	21)	

In	 this	 fragmented	 field	 two	major	 forces	are	 represented	 (Carr	&	Broom,	2018;	Tribe,	

2009,	2010;	Tribe	&	Liburd,	2016;	Veal,	2006).	One	is	related	to	the	business	of	tourism	

where	tourism	is	considered	mainly	for	its	economic	function.	On	the	other	hand,	tourism	
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is	viewed	as	a	social	science	practice	and	at	the	centre	of	analysis	are	the	cultural	aspects	

of	the	phenomenon	(Higgins-Desbiolles,	2006;	Lovelock	&	Lovelock,	2013).	From	this	latter	

position	 indeed	 originates	 the	 “critical	 turn	 in	 tourism	 studies”	 which	 encourages	 the	

adoption	 of	 a	 cultural	 approach	 to	 tourism	 (Ateljevic,	 Harris,	 Wilson,	 &	 Collins,	 2015;	

Ateljevic,	Morgan,	&	Pritchard,	2013;	Ateljevic,	Pritchard,	&	Morgan,	2007;	Hollinshead	et	

al.,	2009;	Pritchard,	Morgan,	&	Ateljevic,	2011;	Van	der	Duim,	Ren,	&	Jóhannesson,	2012).	

This	‘cultural	turn’	has	its	counterpart	in	food	tourism	studies	(Ellis	et	al.,	2018).	Cuisine	

and	food	has	been	an	area	of	interest	for	tourism	studies	in	the	late	1990s	(Albala,	2013;	

Long,	2012;	Zhen,	2019).	Wine	plays	an	important	role	in	the	development	of	the	field	since	

“wine	tourism”	represents	one	of	the	first	research	areas	of	study	(Hall,	1996)41.	The	first	

terms	which	approach	this	line	of	inquiry	include	“tasting	tourism”	(Boniface,	2003),	“food	

tourism”	(Hall	&	Douglas,	2000;	Hall	et	al.,	2003),	“gastronomic	tourism”	(Bessière,	2001;	

Hjalager	&	Richards,	2002)	and	“culinary	tourism”	(Long,	2004).	The	terms	cuisine	and	

culinary	tourism	emphasise	the	link	between	food	and	culture42.		

The	way	in	which	the	interplay	between	food/cuisine	and	tourism	is	addressed	reflects	the	

previously	mentioned	fragmentation	that	distinguish	tourism	studies.	Some	reviews	of	the	

field	organise	accordingly	the	different	areas	of	food	tourism	(Boyd,	2015;	Ellis	et	al.,	2018;	

Henderson,	 2009;	 Lee	 &	 Scott,	 2015;	 Rachao	 et	 al.,	 2019).	 The	 scholars	 who	 consider	

tourism	mainly	as	industry	see	food	as	a	tourism	product	and	thus	for	the	demand	side	they	

focus	on	the	food	tourism	activities,	tourists’	experiences	and	behaviours.	For	the	supply	

side	 they	 direct	 the	 attention	 on	 destination	management,	marketing	 (Hüller,	 Heiny,	&	

Leonhäuser,	2017)	and	promotion	around	the	attraction	of	food	(Cheng	et	al.,	2012),	and	

on	the	concept	of	food	systems	(Hall	&	Gössling,	2013).	Alternatively,	some	scholars	who	

approach	tourism	as	a	social	and	cultural	phenomenon	look	at	food	as	a	cultural	resource	

to	develop	destinations	(Alonso	&	Northcote,	2010;	Anbalagan	&	Lovelock,	2014;	Everett	

&	Slocum,	2013;	Fusté	Forné,	2016a)	and	regenerate	rural	areas	(Bessière,	1998;	Jansen-

	
41	One	of	the	first	definitions	of	food	tourism	comes	from	a	research	paper	entitled	“Wine	tourism	in	New	
Zealand”	 presented	 in	 Conference	 at	 the	 University	 of	 Otago	 in	 1996.	 In	 this	 paper,	 then	 recalled	 in	
successive	publications	(Everett,	2016a;	Hall	et	al.,	2003,	pp.	770-771),	Hall	defined	wine	tourism	as	“Wine	
tourism	can	be	defined	as	visitation	to	vineyards,	wineries,	wine	festivals	and	wine	shows	for	which	grape	
wine	tasting	and/or	experiencing	the	attributes	of	a	grape	wine	region	are	the	prime	motivating	factors	for	
visitors”	(Hall,	1996,	p.	109).	
42	In	this	research	I	consider	food	as	the	element	of	the	touristic	experiences.	However,	the	same	concept	
can	be	applied	to	cuisine	and	thus	culinary	tourism	or	gastronomy	and	gastronomic	tourism.	See	Ellis	et	al.	
(2018)	for	more	details	on	the	use	of	the	terminology		
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Verbeke	&	McKercher,	2013).	Others	explore	the	relation	of	food	with	personal	(Timothy,	

2011;	Timothy	&	Ron,	2013b),	regional	(Everett	&	Aitchison,	2008;	Hjalager	&	Johansen,	

2013;	Jiménez-Beltrán,	López-Guzmán,	&	González	Santa	Cruz,	2016;	Timothy,	2016)	and	

national	identity	(Alexander,	2000;	Alonso,	2013;	Alonso	&	Krajsic,	2013;	Fox,	2007;	Mak,	

2014;	Metro-Roland,	2013;	Rath,	2016).	Within	 the	 first	are	of	 research	 the	connection	

between	food	an	identity	emerges	while	in	these	last	two	areas	of	research,	many	highlight	

the	connection	between	food	and	heritage.	

3.2.1 Cultural	perspectives	in	food	tourism	

A	starting	point	definition	of	food	tourism	is	provided	by	Hall	et	al.	(2003)	who	describe	

food	tourism	as	

Visitation	 to	 primary	 and	 secondary	 food	 producers,	 food	 festivals,	
restaurants	 and	 specific	 locations	 for	 which	 food	 tasting	 and/or	
experiencing	the	attributes	of	specialist	 food	production	region	are	 the	
primary	motivating	factor	for	travel	(p.	10).	

This	‘umbrella’	definition	has	then	been	enriched	by	different	perspectives	and	approaches	

adopted	in	the	following	studies	exploring	the	relationship	between	food	and	tourism	(Ellis	

et	 al.,	 2018).	 In	 this	 definition	 the	 attention	 is	 on	 the	 tourists	 and	 their	 primary	 visit	

motivation.	Based	on	the	intensity	of	the	tourists’	motivations	and	interests	ranging	from	

low	 to	 moderate	 to	 high,	 Hall	 et	 al.	 (2003)	 differentiate	 between	 rural,	 culinary,	

gastronomic,	gourmet	and	cuisine	tourism43.	In	this	perspective	food	(or	wine)	is	a	specific	

attraction	and	thus	one	element	of	the	tourist	experience.	

Everett	(2016a)	shifts	the	attention	from	the	overall	tourism	experience	to	the	experiences	

that	food	provides:	

Food	tourism	can	be	considered	both	the	activities	undertaken	by	those	
who	 visit	 a	 specific	 food/drink	 tourism	 sites	 (...)	 than	 those	 who	
consciously	 produce	 and	 deliver	 these	 experiences.	 (Everett,	 2016a,	 p.	
11).	

Similarly	 to	 the	definition	by	Hall,	 the	 first	 part	 of	 the	 explanation	 focuses	 on	 the	 food	

tourists	 and	 the	practice	 of	 gastronomic	 consumption.	Much	 literature	 concentrates	 its	

	
43	Gastronomic,	cuisine	and	gourmet	tourism	are	all	related	to	a	high	interest	described	as	“travelling	to	a	
destination	with	the	primary	motive	being	the	visit	to	a	specific	restaurant,	market,	winery”	(p.	10).	



93	

attention	on	the	tourists	with	the	aim	to	cast	light	on	food	tourism	through	the	analysis	of	

the	 motivations	 and	 eating	 patterns	 of	 food	 tourists	 (Everett,	 2008,	 2016a;	 Everett	 &	

Aitchison,	2008;	Kim	&	Iwashita,	2015;	Mak,	Lumbers,	&	Eves,	2012;	Thomé-Ortiz,	2017).	

However,	the	second	part	of	this	definition	addresses	the	producers	and	the	deliverers	of	

food	 experiences	 thus	 providing	 a	 more	 holistic	 approach	 to	 looking	 at	 this	 field	 of	

research.	 Particularly,	 since	 my	 research	 focuses	 on	 the	 communities	 of	 practice	 that	

cultivate,	produce	and	sell	the	cheeses	in	Primiero,	this	second	viewpoint	is	particularly	

relevant	because	it	draws	the	attention	to	the	other	side	of	tourism,	the	hosts.		

Another	element	to	consider	is	that	this	definition	focuses	the	attention	on	the	concept	of	

experiences.	Through	the	framework	of	the	experience	economy	(Pine	&	Gilmore,	1998,	

2011),	other	studies	 look	at	 the	concept	of	experiences	 for	 the	understanding	 food	and	

wine	tourism	(Mei,	Hågensen,	&	Kristiansen,	2020;	Pikkemaat,	Peters,	Boksberger,	&	Secco,	

2009;	Quadri-Felitti	&	Fiore,	2012;	Richards,	2015).	In	particular	food	tourism	experiences	

are	at	the	core	of	a	theoretical	framework	about	cheese	tourism	(Fusté	Forné,	2016b).	Since	

these	experiences	are	strongly	intertwined	with	place	and	in	particularly	with	foodscape	

(as	we	have	seen	in	the	previous	section),	they	will	be	illustrated	in	a	following	section	of	

this	chapter	related	to	the	places	of	food	heritage	tourism	(see	section	3.3.1).	Here	what	is	

interesting	is	the	application	of	the	concept	of	food	experiences	in	the	context	of	cheese	

production,	that	is	also	the	context	of	my	study.	

Another	perspective	from	which	to	examine	food	tourism	is	provided	by	the	anthropologist	

Long	(2004)	who	defines	culinary	tourism	as	an	“intentional	and	reflective	encounter	with	

any	culture,	including	one’s	own,	through	culinary	resources”	(Long,	2004,	p.	7		in	Everett,	

2016a,	p.	11).	Here	attention	is	moved	to	the	nature	of	this	encounter	–	between	tourists	

and	 food	 –	 which	 ultimately	 defines	 the	 experiences	 of	 culinary	 tourism.	 The	 word	

“encounter”	is	very	meaningful	since	it	is	at	the	heart	of	tourism	and	recalls	the	host-guest	

relationship	that	takes	place	in	tourism	(Gibson,	2010).	In	this	area	of	research,	tourism	is	

then	seen	as	a	socio-cultural	phenomenon	and	thus	the	attention	is	brought	to	the	culture,	

differently	 from	 the	 previous	 definitions	 which	 look	 at	 tourism	 more	 as	 an	 economic	

activity,	thus:	

Tourism	 is	a	process	by	which	meanings	are	assigned	 to	activities	and	
objects	 and	 by	 which	 activities	 and	 objects	 are	 interpreted.	 It	 is	 a	
perspective;	a	way	of	viewing	and	experiencing	that	attends	to	contrast	



94	

with	 the	 familiar.	As	 such,	 it	 is	 also	 a	 resource	 for	 expressing	 identity,	
satisfying	 aesthetic	 needs,	 and	 enacting	 social	 roles	 and	 relationships.	
(Long,	2004,	p.	12).	

Therefore,	food	is	a	meaningful	object	that	supports	the	encounter	with	another	culture	

and	becomes	the	way	to	discover	“the	cultural	other”	(Long,	2004,	p.	11),	and	the	culture	

of	the	place	(Lanfranchi,	2008;	Tibère	&	Bessière,	2011).	This	view	is	strongly	connected	

to	the	understanding	of	food	as	a	cultural	product	adopted	in	my	research.	Moreover,	this	

definition	 is	 particularly	 significant	 in	 framing	 the	 boundaries	 of	 my	 research	 since	 it	

highlights	 that	 both	 tourism	 and	 food	 are	 resources	 for	 negotiating	meanings	 and	 for	

expressing	identity.	This	understanding	indeed	anticipates	the	relationship	between	food	

heritage,	 tourism	 and	 the	 process	 of	 food	 heritage	 construction,	 also	 called	 food	

heritagisation	(Bessière,	2013),	on	which	I	will	focus	in	the	second	part	of	this	chapter.	

3.2.2 Actors	and	networks	in	food	tourism	

In	the	previous	section	I	examined	the	way	tourism	studies	look	at	food	and	I	argue	that	

food	tourism	can	be	examined	from	mainly	three	perspectives:	food	is	a	tourism	attraction,	

food	proposes	 tourism	 experiences,	 food	 is	way	 to	 discover	 the	 “cultural	 other”	 (Long,	

2004,	p.	11).	At	the	same	time,	tourism	itself	can	be	approached	as	an	economic	activity	or	

as	 a	 socio-cultural	 phenomenon.	Additionally,	 tourism	also	deals	with	 the	 tourists	who	

engage	with	 food	experiences	and/or	with	 the	hosts	who	deliver	 the	 food	experiences.	

Putting	 these	notions	 altogether,	 it	 becomes	 clear	 that	 food	 tourism	 is	 an	 arena	where	

different	actors	work	together	and	create	economic,	social,	cultural	relations.		

This	is	illustrated	by	the	following	image:	

At	 the	 heart	 of	 food	 and	 wine	 tourism	 are	 the	 producers	 and	 their	
businesses;	radiating	out	from	this	heart	are	the	places	and	events	that	
enhance	and	optimize	the	core	resource,	e.g.	restaurants,	wine	bars	and	
shops,	museums,	local	food	or	wine	festivals,	tasting	sessions	and	cookery	
courses.	Finally,	it	spreads	out	to	include	points	of	sale,	accommodation	
facilities	 and	 tourist	 services;	 indeed	all	 the	 actors	 that	 are	part	 of	 the	
tourist	supply	(and	those	who	are	not)	of	a	destination.	(Croce	&	Perri,	
2017,	p.	9).	

This	 image	 also	 recalls	 the	 concept	 of	 foodscape	 analysed	 in	 the	previous	 chapter	 (see	

section	2.2.3).	This	approach	thus	shifts	the	examination	from	the	food	producers	to	the	
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entire	food	network,	including	the	actors	of	from	hospitality	sector,	like	hotels,	restaurants,	

managers	and	 tour	operators	 (Richards,	2015).	 In	 this	sense,	 the	relations	between	 the	

actors	become	the	focal	point	for	outlining	a	foodscape	and	a	valuable	approach	to	food	

tourism.		

The	aim	of	this	section	is	to	illustrate	the	ways	through	which	these	relations	are	framed.	I	

will	describe	three	main	theoretical	concepts	used	to	delineate	the	relations	between	the	

actors	in	the	food	arena	and	thus	to	show	the	complexity	of	the	relations	occurring	in	food	

tourism.	

The	supply	chain	is	the	first	theoretical	concept	used	to	describe	the	relations	in	the	food	

industry.	It	describes	the	linkages	and	the	interdependencies	between	different	actors	with	

regard	to	a	specific	product.	This	concept	has	been	applied	for	the	analysis	of	food	tourism	

(Everett,	 2016a;	 Hall	 et	 al.,	 2003;	 Smith	 &	 Xiao,	 2008).	 In	 particular	 Everett	 (2016a)	

proposes	an	overview	of	a	generic	 food	 tourism	supply	chain	and	organises	 it	 in	 seven	

stages:	 production	 of	 food	 (agriculture),	 processing	 (food	 manufacture),	 marketing,	

communication	 and	 distribution,	 transportation	 and	 communication,	 service	 and	

consumption	(provision	of	food	and	drink),	waste	and	recycling	and	customer	feedback.	In	

this	organisation	of	the	chain,	the	stage	linked	to	service	and	consumption	corresponds	to	

the	hospitality	sector	(hotels	and	restaurants).	Hotels	and	restaurants	purchase	the	local	

products	and	offer	them	on	their	menu	to	tourists.	

Within	the	supply	chain,	also	the	concept	of	the	short	supply	chain	has	become	particularly	

relevant	 for	 food	 tourism.	 A	 short	 supply	 chain	 indeed	 designs	 shorter	 geographical	

distances	between	producers	and	consumers,	thus	it	contributes	to	the	“re-spatialisation”	

(Ilbery	&	Maye,	2005)	and	re-localisation	(Grasseni,	2014a,	2014c)	of	 food	thus	creates	

localized	food	system	(Feagan,	2016).	The	origin-linked	products	mentioned	in	the	guide	

of	the	FAO	(see	section	2.4)	corresponds	to	this	concept	(Vandecandelaere	et	al.,	2009).	

Sometimes	 the	 term	alternative	agri-food	network	 is	used	 to	describe	 the	 short	 supply	

chain	(Bazzani	&	Canavari,	2013).	The	application	of	this	concept	in	the	tourism	context	

can	be	seen	in	examples	like	the	farmers’	markets	and	farm	door	sales	(Hall,	2013;	Hall	&	

Gössling,	2013;	Hall	et	al.,	2003).	

Clusters	are	the	second	theoretical	that	describes	relations	between	different	actors.	The	

concept	 comes	 from	 the	 business	 world	 to	 indicate	 where	 a	 group	 of	 interconnected	
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enterprises	agglomerates	in	a	specific	geographical	area	(Porter,	1990).	The	fact	that	these	

enterprises	 share	 the	 same	 natural	 and	 cultural	 environment	 recall	 the	 concept	 of	 the	

terroir	(Lee,	Wall,	&	Kovacs,	2015).	Food	clusters	are	considered	as	a	way	to	develop	a	

creative	economy	in	tourism	(Richards,	2011)	and,	indeed,	wine	and	cheese	are	associated	

with	 food	 clusters	 (Croce	&	 Perri,	 2017).	 These	 creative	 food	 clusters	 can	 support	 the	

interactions	and	collaborations	among	food	producers	as	well	as	providers	of	food	such	as	

hotels	and	restaurants	(Lee	et	al.,	2015;	Lee	&	Scott,	2015).	

Networks	 are	 the	 third	 theoretical	 concept	 I	 considered	 to	 describe	 the	 collaboration	

between	providers	of	 local	 food	products	and	 food-related	experiences	 (Holloway,	Cox,	

Venn,	&	Kneafsey,	2006;	Marsden	&	Smith,	2005).	Specifically,	with	regard	of	food	tourism	

the	concept	of	network	has	been	used	to	analyse	food	and	wine	routes	(Corigliano,	2002;	

Everett,	2016a;	Mei,	Lerfald,	&	Bråtå,	2017;	Östrup	Backe,	2013).	These	food	networks	are	

also	considered	tools	for	the	development	of	rural	tourism	(Bessière,	1998;	Holloway	et	al.,	

2006;	Östrup	Backe,	2013).	

Montanari	 et	 al.	 (2008)	 suggest	 that	 clusters	 are	 more	 indicated	 for	 a	 high	 quality	

gastronomic	product	whose	supply	chain	can	be	located	in	a	delimited	territory	while	the	

network	is	suitable	for	the	high	quality	gastronomic	products	located	in	various,	and	not	

contiguous,	territories.	The	network	is	a	flexible	concept	that	has	also	the	advantage	for	a	

territorial	 actor	 to	 belong	 to	 more	 than	 one	 network	 and	 thus	 for	 the	 territory	 to	 be	

comprised	of	overlapping	food	networks.	

These	 concepts	 demonstrate	 that	 any	 perspective	 on	 food	 heritage	 tourism	 needs	 to	

consider	the	complexity	of	the	relations	that	occur	between	different	actors	and	the	food	

heritage	 resource.	 In	 this	 sense,	 the	 employment	 of	 Actor	Network	 Theory	 (ANT)	 (see	

section	4.6)	supports	this	understanding	and	enables	to	approach	the	intricate	relations	

created	in	food	heritage	tourism.	Additionally,	this	theory	not	only	focuses	attention	on	the	

human-actors,	as	these	theoretical	concept	suggests,	but	also	extends	the	analysis	to	non-

human	 actors,	 thus	 to	 the	 other	 elements	 that	 participate	 in	 the	 food	 network.	 This	

supports	the	value	of	using	ANT	when	examining	an	entire	foodscape	(or,	in	this	PhD,	a	

‘cheesescape’)	within	a	destination	(see	section	2.2.3).	
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3.3 Conceptualising	food	heritage	tourism		

In	 the	 previous	 section	 I	 illustrated	 the	 different	 angles	 adopted	 in	 the	 studies	 of	 food	

tourism	 and	 I	 highlighted	 that	 the	 view	 of	 food	 as	 a	 cultural	 construct	 adopted	 in	 this	

research	finds	correspondence	in	the	view	of	food	tourism	as	an	encounter	with	another	

culture.	This	is	reflected	through	the	following	simple	consideration:	

When	 a	 product	 is	 an	 essential	 ingredient	 of	 an	 exquisite	 local	 dish,	
tourists	 not	 only	 enjoy	 a	 gastronomic	 experience	 but	 also	 enter	 into	
contact	with	the	host	community's	culture.	(Croce	&	Perri,	2017,	p.	9).	

In	this	view	also	tourism	is	seen	as	social	and	cultural	practice	(Higgins-Desbiolles,	2006;	

Lovelock	&	Lovelock,	2013).	In	this	sense,	building	upon	the	understanding	of	Long	(2004)	

(see	section	3.2.13.1),	food	heritage	tourism	becomes	a	way	to	negotiate	the	meaning(s)	of	

the	food	resource	and	consequently	to	express,	though	this	resource,	the	identity	and	the	

culture	of	the	place.	

Furthermore,	in	introducing	Everett	(2016a)’s	two-sided	definition	of	food	tourism	(see	

section	3.2),	 I	also	emphasised	that	this	research	will	 focus	on	the	people	of	the	place	–	

those	involved	in	the	food	production	and	delivery	of	food	experiences	–	and	not	on	the	

tourists.	As	a	consequence,	the	attention	will	be	directed	on	how	these	people	negotiate	the	

meanings	 of	 the	 food	 heritage	 resource	 and	 thus	 how	 they	 express	 their	 own	 culture	

though	food	and	tourism.	

This	composite	understanding	build	 the	 foundations	 to	outline	 the	conceptualisation	of	

food	 heritage	 tourism	 that	 will	 inform	 my	 research	 and	 that	 can	 further	 be	 explored	

through	examining	the	intersection	of	agriculture,	culture	and	tourism	described	by	the	

following	statement:	

The	 roots	 of	 food	 tourism	 lie	 in	 agriculture,	 culture	 and	 tourism	 […]	
Agriculture	 provides	 the	 product,	 namely,	 food;	 culture	 provides	 the	
history	 and	 authenticity;	 and	 tourism	 provides	 the	 infrastructure	 and	
services	 and	 combines	 the	 three	 components	 into	 the	 food	 tourism	
experience.	These	three	components	form	the	basis	for	the	positioning	of	
food	tourism	as	one	of	the	components	in	the	tourism	paradigm.	(Du	Rand	
&	Heath,	2006,	p.	209).	

In	 the	previous	 chapter	 I	 argued	 that	 that	 agriculture	 and	 culture	 are	 two	aspects	 that	

comprise	food	heritage	and	I	referred	to	these	as	the	‘agricultural	and	cultural	souls’	of	the	



98	

food.	I	showed	that	the	‘agricultural	soul’	is	expressed	through	different	constructs	such	as	

the	 terroir	 (see	 section	 2.2.1),	 the	 cultural	 landscape	 (see	 section	2.2.2)	 and	 the	 entire	

foodscape	(see	section	2.2.3).	The	analysis	of	the	‘agricultural	soul’	of	food	suggests	to	look	

at	food	as	a	cultural	product.	Going	deeply	into	the	‘cultural	soul’	of	the	food,	it	emerges	the	

concept	of	the	community	of	practice	(see	section	2.3.1),	and	its	food-related	practice	(see	

section	 2.3.2),	 knowledge	 (see	 section	 2.3.3),	 and	 history	 (see	 section	 2.3.4).	 This	

combination	of	elements	immerses	the	food	items	within	a	cultural	dimension,	that	is	often	

expressed	 also	 through	 intangible	 aspects	 which	 makes	 the	 food	 associated	 with	

(intangible	cultural)	heritage.	Now	this	section	aims	to	bring	this	understanding	within	the	

tourism	context	and	thus	investigate	the	‘touristic	soul’	of	food.	In	this	way	I	will	unite	the	

three	components	of	agriculture,	culture	and	tourism	into	food	heritage,	as	the	following	

figure	shows	(see	Figure	3.1	Food	heritage	tourism	).	

	
Figure	3.1	Food	heritage	tourism	components	

	

This	figure	ties	these	three	elements	and	frame	food	heritage	tourism	for	the	perspective	

of	 this	 study.	 The	 ‘agricultural	 soul’	 of	 food	 is	 indeed	 represented	 by	 the	 circle	 of	

‘agriculture’	and	is	comprised	of	the	elements	mentioned	above;	the	‘cultural	soul’	of	the	

food	 is	 illustrated	with	 the	 circle	 of	 ‘culture’	 and	 consist	 of	 the	 intangible	 aspects	 just	

described.	These	two	souls	 intersect	with	touristic	one	and	with	the	associated	tourism	

experience	of	“a	particular	type	of	food	or	the	produce	of	a	specific	region”	(Hall	et	al.,	2003,	
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p.	 10).	 Through	 this	 experience,	 the	 food	 expresses	 the	 culture	 of	 the	 place	 and	 of	 the	

people	involved	in	the	food	production,	transformation,	preparation	and	promotion.	It	is	in	

fact	a	living	culture	and	thus	a	cultural	heritage	(Timothy,	2011;	Timothy	&	Boyd,	2003).		

Given	these	essential	premises,	this	section	aims	to	connect	all	of	these	pieces	to	illustrate	

my	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	tourism.	The	concepts	illustrated	for	food	heritage	

will	now	be	 framed	within	 the	 tourism	context.	 I	will	 then	utilise	 the	same	dimensions	

explored	for	food	heritage	and	therefore	I	will	focus	my	analysis	of	food	heritage	tourism	

and	the	dimension	of	place	and	people.		

In	section	3.3.1	I	will	connect	the	concept	of	the	place,	and	particularly	that	of	foodscape,	to	

the	field	of	tourism.	I	will	also	suggest	looking	at	foodscapes	as	experience-scape	of	tourism	

experiences	(Richards,	2015).	These	are	characterised	by	the	fact	that	they	offer	the	taste	

of	the	place	(agriculture)	and/or	of	the	‘other’	(culture)	and	not	only	of	the	product	and	

thus	enable	the	theoretical	development	of	the	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	tourism	

suggested	(see	Figure	3.1).	

Section	3.3.2	will	focus	on	the	dimension	of	people	of	food	heritage	tourism.	The	concept	

of	the	communities	of	practice	previously	introduced	with	food	heritage	will	be	employed	

to	 frame	 the	 ‘people’	 involved	 in	 food	 tourism	 (culture).	 This	 concept	will	 connect	 the	

different	 stages	 of	 the	 agro-food	 chain	 introduced	 in	 the	 previous	 section	 (see	 section	

3.2.2),	 thus	 with	 the	 cultivation,	 preparation	 and	 promotion	 of	 the	 food	 item.	 I	 will	

therefore	 introduce	 the	 farmers,	 the	 food	 producers,	 the	 hospitality	 providers,	 and	 the	

possible	collaborations	between	them.	

3.3.1 Food	heritage	tourism	and	foodscape	

In	the	previous	chapter,	whilst	exploring	the	relationship	between	food	heritage	and	place	

I	examined	the	concepts	of	terroir,	cultural	landscape	and	foodscape.	These	offer	different	

perspectives	 on	 the	 dimension	 of	 place:	 a	 specific	 geographic	 location,	 an	 integrated	

landscape	 created	 from	 the	 close	 interaction	 between	 man	 and	 nature;	 a	 network	 of	

relations	 created	 around	 the	 food	 item.	 From	 the	 previous	 examination,	 I	 argued	 that	

foodscapes	 are	 cultural	 networks	 of	 people	 and	 places	 around	 food	 and	 thus	 that	 the	

landscape	is	to	be	intended	as	a	set	of	elements/relations/system	around	which	the	food	

resource	finds	expression.	Therefore,	foodscape	already	implies	the	presence	of	tourism	
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actors.	This	section	aims	to	adapt	this	concept	to	the	tourism	context	and	thus	explore	how	

a	foodscape	interacts	with	tourism.	

In	connecting	the	concept	of	foodscape	with	tourism,	a	clear	example	is	the	farmer	market	

which	describes	a	localized/regionalized	food	network	(Hall,	2016;	Rinaldi,	2017).	Farmer	

markets	are	examples	of	tourism	since	the	farm	originates	products	grown,	produced	and	

transformed	in	the	locality,	that	are	exhibited	and	sold	from	the	food	producers	directly	to	

the	consumers	(Björk	&	Kauppinen-Räisänen,	2019;	Fusté	Forné,	2018;	Hall,	2013;	Hall	&	

Gössling,	2013).	Food	markets	become	a	way	through	which	the	tourist	can	experience	the	

authenticity	of	 the	product	 (Fusté	Forné,	2016c)	and	 through	which	 the	heritage	 (fruit,	

vegetable	and	animal	food	products)	can	be	promoted	and	sold	(Hall,	2016).		

Food	festivals	have	a	strong	relation	with	tourism	since	the	participants	include	tourists	

(Timothy	&	Pena,	2016).	At	the	same	time	these	festivals	connect	the	food	heritage	with	

the	 communities	 and	 this	 can	 improve	 the	 relations	 between	 the	 different	 actors	

composing	the	community	as	the	demonstrated	by	case	of	the	Gilroy	festival	in	California	

created	 around	 garlic	 (Adema,	 2009).	 Adema’s	 analysis	 suggests	 that	 in	 this	 case	 the	

foodscape	 is	 the	result	of	a	cultural	creation	that	strengthens	 the	community’s	sense	of	

belonging	through	sharing	the	same	past	related	to	garlic.	Furthermore,	the	annual	garlic	

festival	made	Gilroy	known	as	the	garlic	capital	of	the	world	and	this,	as	illustrated	in	the	

book,	 has	 evident	 implications	 for	 tourism	and	 especially	 for	 place	 branding	 and	place	

selling	of	the	locality.	

The	interrelationship	between	foodscape	and	tourism	has	been	also	analysed	through	the	

lens	of	a	specific	food	item.	The	study	of	the	cheesescape	of	Canterbury,	in	New	Zealand	is	

an	example	that	is	relevant	for	this	research.	In	this	case	the	foodscape	is	seen	through	the	

linkage	between	agriculture	produce	and	tourism	(Fusté	Forné,	2016c;	Laeis	et	al.,	2019;	

Telfer	&	Wall,	1996):		

Cheesescapes,	and	cheese	tourism	broadly,	mean	a	powerful	connexion	
between	dairy	 farming	and	 tourism	 industries.	 (Fusté	Forné,	2016a,	p.	
45).	

The	author	includes	as	part	of	the	food	network	created	from	this	foodscape	the	visits	to	

factories,	farms	and	the	farmers’	market.	I	consider	this	view	particularly	interesting	as	this	

foodscape	fosters	the	encounter	between	producers	and	consumers	(as	for	the	case	of	the	
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farmers’	markets	and	the	food	festivals)	as	well	as	between	hosts	and	guests	(in	the	case	of	

factory	 or	 farm	 visits).	 These	 encounters	 are	 based	 on	 the	 fact	 that	 the	

consumer/guest/tourist	can	experience	the	food	in	a	setting	that	connects	himself/herself	

with	 the	 locality	 and	 the	 place	 associated	with	 the	 food	 practices	 and	 thus	 reflect	my	

conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	previously	proposed.	

Specifically,	focusing	on	the	alpine	cheese	of	the	Dolomites,	a	foodscape	could	be	illustrated	

with	the	following	relations	between	the	actors:		

A	hike	in	the	mountains	could	easily	include	a	stop	at	a	dairy	hut	to	see	
how	alpine	cheese	is	made	and	to	taste	it,	ideally	while	sitting	at	a	table	
overlooking	 herb-rich	 meadows	 and	 savouring	 the	 aromas	 of	 those	
precise	herbs	in	the	cheese.	(Croce	&	Perri,	2017,	p.	10).	

The	tourist,	the	mountain	dairy	hut	(similar	to	a	malga),	the	restaurant	overlooking	the	

pasturelands,	 the	 herbs	 of	 the	 meadows,	 are	 all	 element	 that	 describe	 this	 specific	

cheesescape.	 This	 description	 is	 particularly	 significant	 since	 it	 illustrates	 exactly	 the	

foodscape	 associated	 to	 the	 food	 heritage	 of	 my	 research	 –	 the	 alpine	 cheese	 of	 the	

Dolomites.	 It	 also	 shows	 that	 the	 foodscape	of	 the	cultural	 landscape	of	malga	can	also	

offers	 different	 experiences:	 for	 instance,	 the	 trekking	 on	 the	 pastureland,	 the	 cheese-

making	demonstrations	and	taste	of	the	alpine	cheese	in	malga.	This	introduces	the	concept	

of	 the	 experiences	 associated	with	 a	 specific	 landscape	 that	 I	 will	 develop	 in	 the	 next	

section.		

3.3.1.1 Experience-scape	

In	the	previous	section	(see	section	3.2.1)	I	illustrated	that	the	relationship	between	food	

and	tourism	has	been	influenced	by	the	development	of	the	“experience	economy”	(Pine	&	

Gilmore,	1998,	2011),	and	thus	the	concept	of	experience	constitutes	a	central	element	of	

this	 relationship	 (Richards,	 2015).	 This	 lens	 can	 also	 frame	 the	 relationship	 between	

foodscape	and	tourism	and	thus	a	foodscape	can	also	be	viewed	as	a	landscape	of	tourism	

experiences	around	food.	With	this	argument,	the	concept	of	‘experience-scape’	emerges	

(Chen,	Suntikul,	&	King,	2019;	Mei	et	al.,	2020;	O'Dell	&	Billing,	2005).		

Björk	 and	 Kauppinen-Räisänen	 (2019)	 analysed	 different	 types	 of	 foodscape	 emerging	

from	 a	 destination	 and	 arrived	 to	 the	 conclusion	 that	 some	 foodscapes	 are	 staged	 for	

tourism	through	organised	service	encounters	(this	is	the	case	of	restaurants,	for	instance).	
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At	the	same	time	they	notice	that	the	tourists	experience	foodscapes	more	casually	through	

their	encounters	with	the	everyday	lives	of	the	locals.	While	the	latter	gives	the	locals	an	

important	 role	 as	 food	 ambassadors	 of	 a	 destination,	 the	 former	 focuses	 on	 the	 the	

organised	experiences	offered	from	the	tourism	context.		

Different	authors	have	examined	and	identified	these	organised	food	tourism	experiences.	

Smith	and	Xiao	(2008)	suggest	that	there	are	three	main	experiences	associated	to	food	

and	these	are	food	festival,	restaurant	and	farmer	market,	and	Everett	(2016a)	suggests	

that	 food	 festivals	 are	 the	most	 successful	 food	 tourism	 initiatives	 in	 the	 last	 20	 years.	

Bessiere	and	Tibere	(2013)	followed	the	tourists	step	by	step	during	their	stay	in	four	rural	

areas	in	southwest	France	in	order	to	identify	the	experience	of	food	and	eating	they	engage	

with.	 The	 results	 confirm	 that	 these	 are	mainly	 visits	 to	 farms,	 food	markets,	 eating	 in	

traditional	restaurants	and	wineries.	These	organised	experiences	relate	to	the	tasting	of	

the	local	food	and	typical	dishes	(Boniface,	2003).	

The	 contribution	 of	 Fusté	 Forné	 (2016b)	 focuses	 specifically	 on	 cheese	 tourism	 that	 is	

described	as	“visiting	areas	of	cheese-making	and	milk	production”	(p.	68).	He	proposed	a	

wheel	to	identify	the	services	and	the	experiences	associated	to	the	cheese	tourism.	Some	

of	these	services	are	related	to	the	direct	and	indirect	selling	of	cheese	and	the	cheese	itself	

can	become	an	experience	of	the	trip	to	bring	home	through	purchasing	it	as	a	souvenir	

(Bessière,	2001;	Everett,	2016a).	This	is	also	one	of	conclusions	of	the	study	of	Bessiere	and	

Tibere	(2013)	previously	mentioned.	On	the	other	hand,	the	experiences	listed	are	related	

to	visits	(to	farm	and	to	production	site),	to	demonstration	and	tasting	and	to	food	festivals.		

What	all	these	experiences	have	in	common,	though,	is	that	they	can	be	framed	through	the	

concept	of	taste-scape	(Everett,	2016a).	The	taste-scape	is	associated	with	tourism	places	

that	enable	the	tourists	to	experience	the	food	with	a	full	body	engagement.	Since	food	is	a	

multisensory	object,	it	can	provide	multisensory	experiences	where	tourists	can	savour	not	

only	the	taste	of	the	food	but	immerge	in	it	with	all	senses	and	thus	activate	their	personal	

and	physical	connection	with	the	food	resource	(Du	Rand	&	Heath,	2006;	Everett,	2008;	

Kirshenblatt-Gimblett,	1999).	Therefore	the	taste-scape	can	be	further	nested	in	related	

smell-scape	(Dann	&	Jacobsen,	2003;	Kabat-Zinn,	2014),	sound-scape	(Kato,	2009)	and	to	

the	wider	idea	of	a	multisensory	landscape	(Rogowski,	2016).	
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In	associating	smell-scape	and	the	sound-scape	to	a	specific	foodscape,	like	the	one	of	the	

cheese,	it	is	necessary	to	consider	the	smells	and	sounds	produced	within	the	landscapes	

associated	with	the	 food	production,	 transformation	and	preparation.	 In	 the	case	of	 the	

foodscape	of	the	alpine	cheese	described	in	the	previous	section	(see	section	3.3.1),	 the	

‘gaze’	 on	 the	 cow-grazing	 on	 the	 alpine	 pastureland	 (Urry,	 1990)	 can	 then	 become	

associated	to	the	smells	of	the	cows	manure	that	can	be	detect	when	walking	through	this	

landscape	(smell-scape)	and/or	the	sounds	that	the	cows’	bells	produce	when	these	move	

along	 the	 landscape	 (sound-scape)	 (Everett,	 2008;	 Urry,	 1992;	 Urry	 &	 Larsen,	 2011;	

Vittersø	&	Amilien,	2011).	

This	 landscape	 can	 also	 offer	 different	 experiences:	 for	 instance,	 if	 the	 trekking	 on	 the	

pastureland	is	followed	by	the	taste	of	the	alpine	cheese	in	malga	–	thus	by	an	experience	

of	food	tourism	–	the	landscape	is	part	of	the	experience	and	connects	the	food	item	with	

the	place	where	it	is	produced.	

3.3.2 Food	heritage	tourism	and	community	of	practice	

In	 exploring	 the	 concept	 of	 food	 heritage	 and	 people	 I	 examined	 the	 concept	 of	

communities	 of	 practice	 and	 found	 it	 an	 accurate	 lens	 through	 which	 to	 look	 at	 the	

dimension	of	food	and	people	(see	section	2.3.1).	I	argued	that	the	communities	of	practice	

bring	their	practices	and	associated	knowledge	into	the	food	item	and	the	combination	of	

these	reflect	the	different	layers	of	the	local	culture	that	food	heritage	expresses.		

In	 the	 previous	 section	 about	 the	 food	 heritage	 communities	 of	 practice	 (see	 section	

2.3.1.2)	 the	 food-related	 practices	 identified	 were	 agricultural	 practices,	 food	

transformation	 practices	 and	 food	 preparation.	 While	 the	 attention	 was	 directed	 only	

towards	 food,	 now	 the	 perspective	 requires	 a	 wider	 angle	 that	 includes	 also	 tourism	

practices	related	to	food.	In	this	sense	the	sociological	approach	adopted	Bessière	(2013)	

in	building	a	definition	of	food	heritage	can	assist	in	the	identification	of	these	food	tourism-

related	practices:	

This	approach	is	based	on	the	different	stages	of	the	agro-food	chain,	with	
production	 (raw	 materials,	 knowledge	 and	 expertise	 related	 to	
production…),	processing	(processed	products,	knowledge	and	expertise	
related	 to	 processing),	 distribution/marketing	 (location	 and	 product	
form,	 knowledge	 and	 expertise	 linked	 to	 distribution/marketing)	 and	
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consumption	 (material	 and	 immaterial	 aspects	 of	 consumption).	
(Bessière,	2013,	p.	279).	

Here	attention	is	directed	towards	not	only	‘production’	and	‘processing’	but	also	towards	

‘distribution/marketing’	 and	 ‘consumption’	 (p.	 279)	 that	 are	 all	 practices	 that	 can	 be	

associated	with	tourism.	

Through	 a	 close	 analysis	 of	 the	 above	 definition,	 within	 the	 practices	 related	 to	 food	

production	the	community	of	practice	of	the	farmers	brings	into	the	entire	agro-food-chain	

“the	 raw	materials,	knowledge	and	expertise	 related	 to	production”	 (p.	279).	The	same	

applies	to	the	community	of	practice	of	the	food	transformers,	as	the	cheese-makers,	who	

contribute	with	the	“processed	products,	knowledge	and	expertise	related	to	processing”	

(p.	 279).	 This	 understanding	 suggests	 that	 food	heritage	 tourism	 involves	 the	different	

food-related	practices	and	additionally	the	knowledge	and	expertise	associated	to	these	

practices.	The	skills,	know-hows	and	traditions	that	the	community	of	practices	possess	

indeed	become	part	of	 the	 tourism	attraction,	 as	 the	next	 section	will	 show	 (Daugstad,	

2005;	Daugstad,	Rønningen,	&	Skar,	2006).		

The	 definition	 also	 includes	 the	 material	 and	 immaterial	 practices	 related	 to	 the	

‘consumption’	(p.	279)	and	thus	introduces	the	figure	of	the	tourist.	This	research	does	not	

focus	 on	 the	 demand	 side	 and	 thus	 I	 do	 not	 expand	 this	 definition	 by	 considering	 the	

tourists	 as	 a	 community	 of	 practice.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 I	 do	 consider	 the	 existence	 of	

tourists	as	part	of	the	food	related	experiences	that	the	community	of	practice	brings	into	

the	 tourism	 context.	 I	 then	 relied	 on	 the	 concept	 of	 foodscape	 and	 experience-scape	

previously	analysed	to	suggest	looking	at	the	community	of	practice	in	tourism	through	the	

encounters	between	host	and	guests	that	in	the	case	of	food	heritage	tourism	become	also	

the	encounters	between	producers	and	consumers.	In	the	following	sections	I	will	look	at	

each	community	of	practice,	thus	the	farmers	and	food	transformers	(see	section	3.3.2.1)	

and	the	hospitality	providers	(see	section	3.3.2.2)	and	the	experiences	they	offer	to	tourists.		

3.3.2.1 Food	producers	

The	first	step	of	the	agro-food	chain	described	from	the	above	definition	by	Bessière	(2013)	

is	the	agricultural	production	and	thus	refers	to	the	role	of	the	food	producers.	Agriculture	

has	a	multifunctional	nature	that	induces	farmers	to	not	only	dedicate	to	the	agriculture	
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and	land	management	but	also	moves	their	attention	toward	the	tourism	sector	(Daugstad	

et	 al.,	 2006;	 Torres	 &	 Momsen,	 2011).	 This	 is	 the	 result	 of	 the	 diversification	 of	 the	

agriculture	into	tourism	activities	(Hjalager,	1996;	Ohe,	2007;	Sharpley	&	Vass,	2006;	Van	

Der	Ploeg	et	al.,	2000).	From	a	farmer	perspective	this	is	translated	into	the	development	

of	agritourism44	(Åke	Nilsson,	2002;	Che,	2016;	Phillip,	Hunter,	&	Blackstock,	2010).		

A	useful	typology	of	agritourism	suggests	that	these	farms	can	take	multiple	forms	(Phillip	

et	al.,	2010).	This	classification	is	based	on	three	criteria	of	which	one	is	the	level	of	contact	

between	the	tourist	and	the	agricultural	activity45.	Three	of	the	identified	agritourism	types	

are	 distinguished	 because	 the	 agricultural	 produce	 is	 incorporated	 in	 the	 visitor	

experience.	 The	 agricultural	 produce	 becomes	 the	 element	 around	 which	 the	 tourist	

experience	is	defined	(Ohe	&	Ciani,	2011;	Ohe	&	Kurihara,	2013).	In	these	cases,	the	contact	

is	indirect	through	the	dish	of	a	menu	while	it	is	direct	through	farm	demonstrations	and	

hand-on	experiences.	The	food	is	included	in	the	cuisine	offered	from	the	farm	and	is	sold	

directly	to	the	tourists,	since	agritourism	farms	look	for	a	way	to	diversify	their	offer.	At	the	

same	 time,	 many	 agritourism	 operations	 offer	 demonstrations	 in	 the	 farm	 and	

interestingly	for	my	study	some	examples	of	the	farm	demonstrations	are	milking	cows,	

sheepdog	display	and	cattle	driving	(Phillip	et	al.,	2010,	p.	757).		

Some	studies	focus	their	attention	of	the	authenticity	of	these	experiences	and	thus	on	the	

back	and	front	stages	of	the	farmer’s	demonstrations	(Daugstad	&	Kirchengast,	2013)	and	

argue	 that	 the	 rurality	becomes	packaged	 for	 tourism	purpose	and	 farmers	adapt	 their	

reality	based	on	the	touristic	interests	(Åke	Nilsson,	2002;	George	et	al.,	2009;	Ohe	&	Ciani,	

2011).	Nevertheless,	the	agritourism	farmer	becomes	the	ambassador	of	the	agricultural-

life	style	and	provides	different	rural	experiences	to	the	tourists	(Mei	et	al.,	2020).		

The	multifunctional	farmer	is	also	a	figure	particularly	relevant	to	show	how	food	heritage	

tourism	can	unite	 the	different	elements	of	 the	agri-food-chain	 through	a	person	 (Mao,	

Grunfeld,	DeLacy,	&	Chandler,	2014).	The	farmer	of	the	agritourism	offers	experiences	that	

	
44	For	an	overview	of	the	definitions	used	in	the	literature	for	agritourism	and	related	labels	see	Phillip	et	
al,	2010	(p.	755).	Other	common	terms	are	agritourism,	agrotourism,	farm	tourism,	farm-based	tourism	
and	vacation	farms.	
45	 The	 Italian	 legislation	 that	 regulates	 agritourism	 (law	n.	 96/	 2006)	 clarifies	 that	 the	 farms	must	 be	
connected	 to	agriculture	and	 that	 the	agritourism	can	be	performed	only	by	 the	 farmer	and	his	 family	
members.	However	 the	main	 activity	 of	 the	 farmer	must	 remain	 the	 agriculture,	making	 clear	 that	 the	
agricultural	production	is	the	central	element	of	the	farm	(Lupi,	Giaccio,	Mastronardi,	Giannelli,	&	Scardera,	
2017).	
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allow	the	 tourist	 to	create	connections	between	the	raw,	 the	processed	and	the	cooked	

version	 of	 the	 local	 food	 produce.	 This	 is	 well	 explained	 by	 the	 experience	 of	 the	

agritourism	 Porta	 dei	 Parchi	 in	 Abruzzo	 (Montanari,	 2004a).	 The	 farmer	 created	 a	

programme	“adopt	a	sheep”	around	which	he	was	able	to	connect	the	different	elements	of	

the	entire	supply	chain	related	to	the	sheep.	He	created	a	thematic	route	within	his	farm	

where	 the	 pasture	 around	 the	 farm,	 the	 milk	 production	 and	 the	 final	 sheep	 cheese	

products	were	all	 integrated	 into	an	experience	 to	offer	 to	 the	 tourists	 (Cox,	Holloway,	

Venn,	 Kneafsey,	&	Dowler,	 2011;	Holloway	 et	 al.,	 2006;	Montanari,	 2009;	Montanari	&	

Staniscia,	2009).	This	case	study	shows	that	the	farmer	takes	an	active	role	in	providing	the	

experience	 to	 the	 tourists	 and	 in	 creating	 the	 contact	 between	 the	 food	 resource,	 the	

farming	culture	and	the	tourists	(Mei	et	al.,	2020).	

According	to	Boniface	(2003)	potentially	any	site	of	food	production	is	a	venue	for	tourism.	

Therefore,	as	a	strategy	of	diversification	food	producers	other	than	farmers	are	opening	

their	doors	to	tourists	(Everett,	2012,	2016a).	This	is	the	case	of	small,	 local,	 family-run	

businesses	such	as	bakeries,	butchers	and	dairies	that	from	being	workplaces	also	become	

spaces	 of	 touristic	 experiences.	 This	 ‘third	 space’	 transforms	 these	 places	 and	 brings	

together	 the	 producer	 and	 the	 consumer	 in	 a	 new	 encounter	 between	 host	 and	 guest,	

producer	 and	 consumer	 (Everett,	 2012).	 In	 this	 research,	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	

represents	this	new	arena	of	tourism	experiences.		

To	conclude,	in	the	experience	provided	on	site,	farmers	and	food	producers	become	an	

ambassador	of	the	locality	or	the	mediator	of	the	cultural	experience	around	food,	and	to	

engage	the	tourists	they	make	use	of	story-telling	(Mei	et	al.,	2020),	as	I	will	expand	upon	

in	the	section	3.3.2.3.	

3.3.2.2 Collaborations	with	hospitality	

The	examples	discusses	in	the	previous	section	show	that	tourism	and	agriculture	have	the	

potentiality	 to	complement	each	other	and	work	 together	(Telfer	&	Wall,	1996;	Torres,	

2003;	Torres	&	Momsen,	2011).	This	occurs	when	farmers	become	the	‘host’	and	the	food	

producer	 open	 their	 doors	 to	 tourists,	 but	 it	 can	 also	 be	 the	 outcome	 of	 strategies	 of	

networking	 and	 collaboration	 (Boesen,	 Sundbo,	 &	 Sundbo,	 2016;	Mei	 et	 al.,	 2017;	 Vik,	

Benjaminsen,	&	Daugstad,	2010).	The	collaboration	between	food	producers	and	tourism	
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operators	 is	 a	 way	 to	 connect	 different	 food-related	 communities	 of	 practice	 and	 the	

tourism	sector.	

In	this	regard	the	attention	also	is	shifted	on	the	provision	of	local	agri-food	products	via	

hotels	and	restaurants	(Hüller	et	al.,	2017).	The	study	of	Fusté	Forné	(2016a)	on	the	Cheese	

of	Vall	de	Boí	analyses	the	offers	of	local	cheese	in	the	menu	of	the	local	restaurants	and	

concludes	 that	 the	 role	 of	 restaurants	 is	 to	 bridge	 a	 connection	between	producer	 and	

consumer	through	the	employment	of	local	products	(Fusté	Forné,	2016a,	2016b).		

In	a	study	carried	out	in	four	rural	areas	in	southwest	France,	Bessiere	and	Tibere	(2013)	

notice	that	the	role	of	restaurants	is	essential	in	the	tourist’	discovering	of	the	local	food	

and	that	even	affects	the	purchasing	practices	of	the	tourists.	They	found	that	the	tasting	of	

the	local	food	in	a	restaurant	leads	the	tourists	in	bringing	that	local	product	back	home	as	

souvenirs.	In	this	way	food	become	a	cultural	object	impregnated	with	meanings,	emotions,	

of	places	experienced	by	the	tourists	(Everett,	2016a)	

The	menus	and	the	dishes	that	restaurants	proposed	to	their	guests	and	tourists	play	an	

important	part	of	the	food	experiences	that	need	to	be	considered:		

The	 menu	 can	 be	 approached	 as	 the	 culinary	 equivalent	 of	 the	
geographical	map,	guiding	the	customer	through	the	fare	offered	by	the	
establishment.	Like	the	map,	it	is	of	greater	importance	as	a	guide	through	
the	culinary	territory	to	outsiders,	such	as	tourists,	than	to	locals.	It	is	the	
principal	means	of	mediation	between	the	establishment’s	offerings	and	
prospective	customers	(although	the	display	of	 ready-made	dishes	and	
oral	explanations	and	recommendations	by	the	staff	may	supplement	it	or	
even	substitute	for	it).	(Cohen	&	Avieli,	2004,	pp.	770-771).	

Furthermore,	the	restaurants	transform	themselves	(and	not	just	their	menus)	to	attract	

an	 “ethically-minded	 consumer”	 (Everett,	 2016a,	 p.	 210)	 There	 are	 in	 fact	 restaurants	

which	go	beyond	just	the	employment	of	 local	products	 in	their	dishes	and	embrace	an	

embedded	cuisine	in	the	elements	of	the	local	culture,	history	and	environment.	The	case	

study	of	Noma	restaurant	in	Denmark	is	a	model	since	the	food	products	are	all	foraged	in	

the	geographical	landscape	where	the	restaurant	is	located	and	therefore	they	cannot	be	

transported	to	another	location,	making	this	restaurant	unique	expression	of	the	terroir,	

therefore	 described	 as	 terroir	 restaurants	 (Tresidder,	 2015).	 In	 this	 specific	 case	 the	
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restaurant	creates	a	foodscape	which	raises	the	knowledge	and	attractiveness	of	the	Nordic	

Food	and	even	of	Denmark	as	a	tourist	destination.		

The	important	role	that	restaurants	and	cafés	play	can	even	extend	further	the	choice	of	

the	 local	 food	products	and	they	can	become	place	 that	encourages	debates	about	 food	

choices	and	sustainability.	This	is	the	case	of	the	Sara’s	café	in	South	Australia	and	its	‘no	

menu’	approach	that	encourages	local	food	and	in-season	produce	(Moskwa	et	al.,	2015).	

Both	these	case	studies	point	out	the	role	that	restaurants,	menus	and	dishes	play	in	food	

heritage	 tourism:	 not	 only	 they	 promote	 the	 local	 product	 but	 they	 contribute	 in	 the	

encounter	with	the	culture	of	a	place	and	its	people.	These	cases	show	the	potentialities	of	

restaurant	in	creating	a	connection	between	the	agriculture,	the	place	and	the	product.	

On	the	other	hand,	the	literature	also	attests	that	food	provision	in	tourism	is	based	mostly	

on	minimising	direct	 costs	 (Everett,	 2016a)	 and	 “on	purchase	 the	 cheapest	 foodstuffs”,	

using	Hall’s	words	(Hall	&	Gössling,	2013,	p.	299).	Everett	and	Slocum	(2013)	highlight	the	

importance	of	changing	the	approach	of	chefs,	buyers	and	managers	to	local	procurement.	

To	 understand	 this	 pattern	 some	 studies	 explore	 the	 barriers	 for	 the	 restaurants	 to	

purchase	local	food	(Alonso	&	Northcote,	2010;	Everett	&	Slocum,	2013),	such	as	the	health	

and	 safety	 regulations	 (Everett,	 2016a;	 Montanari	 et	 al.,	 2008;	 Montanari	 &	 Staniscia,	

2009)	 and	 the	 availability	 of	 the	 local	 food	 resources	 (Bélisle,	 1983;	 Sims,	 2010).	

Additionally,	 the	 lack	 of	 knowledge	 exchange	 between	 food	 producers	 and	 hospitality	

providers	is	seen	as	one	of	main	barriers	in	the	development	of	collaborative	food	tourism	

initiatives	(Bertella,	2011;	Everett,	2016a;	Everett	&	Slocum,	2013).	

3.3.2.3 Food	story-telling	

The	quote	of	Bessière	(2013)	that	opened	this	section	(see	section	3.3.2)	shows	that	the	

different	phases	of	the	agri-food	chain	were	organised	around	the	communities	of	practice	

just	analysed	and	the	knowledge	and	traditions	that	they	have	developed	in	this	regard.	

The	 communities	of	practice	 share	 this	 expertise	 through	demonstrations	and	hand-on	

activities.	 In	 this	 section	 I	 will	 focus	 the	 attention	 on	 the	 demonstrations	 of	 farming	

activities,	of	food	production	processes	and	any	hands-on	activity	that	allows	the	tourist	

(guest	and	consumer)	 to	get	 in	 contact	with	 the	 food	product	 in	 the	different	 stages	of	

evolution	analysed	with	the	culinary	triangle	of	Lévi-Strauss	(2012)	(see	section	2.1.1).		
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Furthermore,	the	knowledge	and	the	expertise	that	each	community	of	practice	possess	in	

relation	 of	 the	 food	 produce	 becomes	 part	 of	 the	 tourism	 experience	 and	 attraction	

(Daugstad	&	Kirchengast,	2013;	Daugstad	et	al.,	2006;	Mei	et	al.,	2020).	This	is	transmitted	

to	 the	 tourists	 through	 interpretation	 and	 story-telling,	 whose	 role	 for	 food	 heritage	

tourism	experiences	will	be	explored	in	this	section.	

Heritage	interpretation	is	a	communication	process;	an	informal	process	of	education	that	

aims	 at	 presenting	 and	 explaining	 aspects	 and	 meanings	 of	 the	 natural	 and	 cultural	

heritage	 of	 a	 tourist	 destination	 to	 visitors	 (Moscardo,	 2014).	 In	 heritage	 sites	 the	

interpretation	 is	part	of	 the	experience	and	the	 fruit	of	work	of	heritage	experts	(Staiff,	

Bushell,	&	Watson,	2013b).	I	therefore	employ	the	expression	‘food	heritage	interpretation’	

to	 refer	 to	 a	 process	 of	 interpretation	 directed	 to	 provide	 new	 insights	 and	 deeper	

understanding	of	the	food	heritage	resource	of	the	locality.		

The	 literature	 presents	 some	 studies	 about	 food	 narrative	 and	 story-telling.	 These	

narratives	are	intended	as	stories	communicated	through	food	not	only	as	a	product	but	

also	to	the	meaning	attached	to	the	place	where	the	food	is	created	(Berno	&	Fusté	Forné,	

2019).	 These	 narratives	 are	 part	 of	 a	 process	 of	 heritage	 interpretation	which	 creates	

stories	about	the	food	heritage	resources	and	its	foodscape.	

An	ethnographic	study	about	the	cheese	artisans	of	Vermont	in	the	United	States	shows	the	

importance	of	the	cheese-mongers'	practice	of	telling	specialized	narratives	called	cheese	

stories	(DiStefano	&	Trubek,	2015).	The	stories	enable	the	consumers	to	feel	a	sense	of	

connection	with	the	food	producers	through	providing	an	understanding	of	the	values	and	

the	 meanings	 the	 Vermont	 artisan	 cheese-makers	 associated	 to	 their	 practice	 of	 food	

production.	Moreover,	 the	study	of	the	cheese	narratives	of	Canterbury	in	New	Zealand	

shows	that	the	cheese-makers	and	artisans	were	able	to	convey	the	unique	narrative	of	the	

Canterbury	earthquake	through	the	production	of	a	soft	goat	cheese	that	contained	a	layer	

of	 ash	 in	 the	 middle	 (Berno	 &	 Fusté	 Forné,	 2019).	 In	 this	 case,	 the	 narrative	 was	

communicated	through	the	food	product	while	in	the	case	of	the	cheese-monger	the	cheese	

artisans	employ	story-telling.		

Story-telling	is	indeed	part	of	the	farm	visits,	food	demonstrations	and	any	situation	that	

allows	a	personal	 contact	between	 the	 food	producers	 and	 the	 consumer,	 such	as	 food	

shop/boutique	 and/or	 a	 farmer	 market.	 Therefore,	 the	 art	 of	 story-telling	 becomes	



110	

essential	in	the	creation	of	the	tourism	experiences	and	in	the	encounter	between	host	and	

guest	or/and	producer	and	consumer	previously	described	(Mei	et	al.,	2020).	

Furthermore,	 the	 interpretation	 and	 the	 story-telling	 created	 around	 the	 food	 heritage	

resource	recalls	the	fact	that	heritage	is	a	socio	cultural	construct	(Bessière,	1998).	In	next	

section	I	will	focus	my	attention	on	the	work	heritage	does	(Bessière,	2013;	Kirshenblatt-

Gimblett,	1995;	Smith,	2006)	 in	order	 to	develop	 the	 theoretical	understanding	of	 food	

heritagisation	and	the	food	heritage	tourism	and	define	the	relationship	between	the	two	

phenomena.		

3.4 Heritagisation	or	heritage-making	

To	introduce	this	section	I	need	to	recollect	the	agricultural	and	cultural	souls	of	the	food	

presented	 in	 the	 previous	 chapter	 (see	 sections	 2.2	 and	 2.3).	 In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 also	

presented	another	soul	of	the	food:	the	touristic	soul	(see	section	3.3).	This	section	will	

connect	the	dots	paying	the	attention	to	the	process	of	the	creation	of	this	touristic	soul.	

The	word	“heritagisation”	has	not	entered	into	the	English	dictionary	and	the	composite	

term	“heritage-making”	is	the	appropriate	way	to	describe	this	process.	On	the	contrary,	

the	Italian	vocabulary	has	this	specific	word.	In	Italian,	heritage	is	defined	as	patrimonio	

and	patrimonializzazione	is	the	process	of	creating	the	heritage.	Therefore,	two	different	

words,	 with	 the	 same	 Latin	 origin,	 distinguish	 heritage	 as	 an	 object	 from	 heritage	 as	

process.		

In	her	analysis,	Grasseni	(2016)	suggested	that	the	word	‘patrimonio’	(in	English	literarily	

translated	as	‘patrimony’)	refers	to	a	common	property	handed	down	from	generation	to	

generation	and	thus	pertains	to	autochthonous	residents	or	to	a	community.	According	to	

her	view,	the	custodian	and	the	guardianship	are	the	essence	of	the	patrimony	and	thus	the	

locality	 represents	 the	 focus	of	 the	heritage.	This	 etymologic	 fact	 is	 relevant	because	 it	

implies	 a	 different	 perception	 about	 what	 heritage	 is,	 a	 perception	 that	 divides	 the	

scholarship	in	English	and	scholarship	in	Latin	languages	(Grasseni,	2016).		

The	idea	that	heritage	is	not	just	an	object	but	is	a	process	was	developed	within	heritage	

and	 folklore	 studies.	 In	 her	 article	 Theorizing	 Heritage,	 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett	 (1995)	

reflects	on	the	words	‘folklore’	and	‘heritage’	and	she	bases	her	theorization	on	the	view	
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that	“heritage	is	a	mode	of	cultural	production	in	the	present	that	has	recourse	to	the	past”	

(p.	369).	As	such,	heritage	speaks	in	the	present	and	creates	meaning	in	the	present,	even	

when	refers	to	objects	or	way	of	life	of	the	past.	Furthermore,	her	understanding	associates	

the	heritage	industry	with	tourism	as	explained	in	the	following	passage:	

The	heritage	industry	“exports”	its	product	through	tourism.	Tourism	is	
an	 export	 industry,	 one	 of	 the	 world's	 largest.	 Unlike	 other	 export	
industries,	 however,	 tourism	 does	 not	 export	 goods	 for	 consumption	
elsewhere.	 Rather,	 it	 imports	 visitors	 to	 consume	 goods	 and	 services	
locally.	To	compete	for	tourists,	a	location	must	become	a	destination,	and	
heritage	 is	 one	 of	 the	 ways	 locations	 do	 this.	 Heritage	 is	 a	 way	 of	
producing	"hereness”	(p.	373).	

This	shift	of	perspective	brings	the	reflection	of	heritage	away	from	the	object	itself	and	

toward	the	process	of	heritage-making	(Hall	&	McArthur,	1996;	Timothy	&	Boyd,	2003).	

The	focus	is	on	how	tourism	and	the	heritage	industry	produce	the	heritage	and	not	on	the	

heritage	product	 itself.	This	 interpretation	gives	 importance	to	the	meanings	associated	

with	heritage	and	created	in	the	present.	

This	broad	view	is	also	represented	in	the	famous	opening	statement	“there	is	not	such	a	

thing	as	heritage”	adopted	in	the	work	of	Smith	(2006)	entitled	Uses	of	heritage,	that	deeply	

impacted	the	studies	on	heritage:	

Heritage,	I	want	to	suggest,	is	a	cultural	process	that	engages	with	acts	of	
remembering	that	work	to	create	ways	to	understand	and	engage	with	
the	present	(p.	44).	

Thus	heritagisation	is	seen	as	the	cultural	process	that	any	heritage	object	engages	with.	

Thus,	 to	 understand	 the	 meanings	 and	 values	 associated	 to	 any	 form	 of	 heritage	 the	

attention	needs	to	be	shift	on	the	process	of	heritage-making,	the	act	of	turning	the	object	

into	a	heritage	resource.	According	to	Bessière	(2013),	this	process	is	entitled	by	a	group	

that	“heritagises,	selects,	effects	a	classification	and	emphasises	a	value”	(p.	277)	around	an	

object.	

This	concept	of	heritagisation	as	proposed	above	finds	its	counterpart	in	tourism	studies	

in	the	percept	of	worldmaking	(Hollinshead,	2004;	Hollinshead,	2007;	Hollinshead	et	al.,	

2009).	Worldmaking	indeed	can	help	to	see	what	“tourism	does”	and	“the	sorts	of	things	in	

which	 tourism	 is	 involved”	 (Hollinshead	 et	 al.,	 2009,	 p.	 428).	 In	 this	 view,	 tourism	 is	
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presented	an	agent	of	change	-	a	‘worldmaking	agent’	that	makes,	re-makes,	but	also	de-

makes	places,	people	and	heritage.	Tourism	participates	in	this	heritage-making	process	

through	 the	 power	 of	 representations	 (Hollinshead,	 2007).	 Tourism	 ‘re-narrativizes’	

images	 of	 place	 and	 people	 and	 ‘spectacularizes’	 certain	 places,	 people	 and	 practices	

(Hollinshead	 et	 al.,	 2009).	 Very	 similarly	 to	 the	 statement	 of	 Bessière	 (2013)	 reported	

above,	Hollinshead	et	al.	(2009,	p.	435)	states:	

Local	people	select/organize/produce/represent	particular	 local	places	
and	 spaces	 (rather	 than	 others)	 to	 reinforce	 to	 both	 themselves	 and	
outsiders	 whom	 they	 (those	 locals)	 are	 –	 or	 whom	 they	 would	 really	
prefer	to	be!	

Local	people	become	part	 of	heritagisation	process	 also	 through	 the	power	of	 tourism.	

Therefore,	 based	 on	 both	 the	 suggestions,	 heritage-making	 and	 worldmaking	 are	 two	

forces	that	both	can	contribute	to	the	creation	of	new	form	of	belonging	between	the	people	

and	their	place.	Food	is	the	type	of	heritage,	central	to	this	study,	that	undergoes	through	

the	interplay	of	these	processes	and	can	become	the	focal	point	through	which	the	actors	

of	the	community	finds	new	relationship	among	themselves	and	with	the	territory.	

In	examining	food	heritage	I	turn	my	attention	towards	the	process	of	food	heritagisation	

and	I	look	at	this	cultural	process	in	order	to	understand	how	the	people	‘heritagises’	and	

consequently	what	the	heritage	resource	comes	to	represent	for	the	locality	and	how	this	

is	 revealed	 to	 the	 tourists.	 In	 this	way,	 I	will	 also	 show	how	 the	worldmaking	agent	of	

tourism	is	expressed.	

3.4.1 Food	heritagisation	

Food	heritagisation	is	at	the	crossroad	of	food	heritage	and	food	heritage	tourism,	and	thus	

is	a	key	concept	of	my	research.	This	specific	term	was	introduced	by	Bessière	(2013)	who	

looked	at	three	regions	of	France	and	the	different	ways	the	tourism	arena	promotes	the	

heritage	related	to	their	specific	food	resource	and	call	this	process	“food	heritagisation”.	

To	view	a	specific	food	item,	the	cheese,	as	part	of	the	‘heritage	arena’	the	work	of	the	social	

anthropologist	Grasseni	(2016)	adopted	a	critical	ethnography	to	analyse	the	process	of	

food	heritage.	In	her	analysis	she	suggests	that	in	the	Italian	language	there	is	also	a	specific	

notion	 –	 namely	 tipicità	 –	 to	 address	 specific	 way	 of	 conceptualizing	 the	 culinary	 or	
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gastronomic	heritage.	Tipicità	–	as	patrimonio	–	poses	the	attention	on	the	autochthony,	

something	 typical	 of	 a	 place	 and	 its	 community,	 very	 similar	 to	 the	 concept	 terroir	

previously	analysed	(see	section	2.2.1).	She	chooses	to	examine	the	cheese	as	a	“political	

conduit”	(p.	4)	for	looking	at	the	complexity	of	the	heritage	governance.		

Previously	in	her	work	The	reinvention	of	food,	Grasseni	(2007b)	uses	the	lens	of	the	cheese	

to	look	at	the	discourse	and	practices	around	food	heritage.	Through	the	expression	of	the	

“reinvention	 of	 food”	 she	 describes	 a	 process	 in	 which	 social	 local	 actors	 engage	 to	

transform	 local	 food	 into	 heritage	 food.	 She	 argues	 that	 this	 process	 passes	 through	 a	

“calibration”	 based	 on	 the	 redefinition	 and	 interpretation	 of	 traditions	 related	 to	 food.	

While	she	does	not	look	at	this	process	in	its	overplay	with	tourism,	she	deeply	engages	

with	the	process	of	turning	the	cheese	into	heritage.	To	depict	this	process,	she	looks	at	the	

cheese	as	an	actor	able	to	mobilize	resources	and	dynamics	of	networking	between	the	

actors	 (conflicts	 or	 alliances).	 This	 understanding	 of	 cheese	 and	 of	 the	 process	 of	 food	

heritagisation	strongly	informed	my	view	of	the	cheese	of	Primiero.		

The	concept	of	invention	and	reinvention	is	embraced	by	other	anthropologists	(Grasseni	

et	 al.,	 2014).	 Paxson	 (2010b)	 focuses	 attention	on	 the	American	 cheeses	 to	 look	 at	 the	

transformation	of	 the	cheese-making	practices	and	the	value	associated	to	the	artisanal	

cheese-makers	to	the	tradition.		

Brulotte	 and	 Di	 Giovine	 (2014)	 focus	 on	 different	 ways	 in	 which	 food,	 its	 cultivation,	

preparation	and	consumption,	is	used	to	advance	claims	of	cultural	heritage	and	how	these	

claims	revitalize	the	local	communities.	Particularly	Di	Giovine	(2014)	analyses	how	in	the	

Italian	village	of	Pietralcina,	in	the	South	of	Italy,	the	Cucina	Casareccia	(local	cuisine)	has	

been	 invented	 in	 related	 to	 the	 revival	 of	 the	 religious	 figure	 of	 Padre	 Pio	 after	 his	

beatification.	He	describes	 this	process	using	 the	 term	 ‘revitalisation’	and	argues	 that	 it	

concerns	the	invention	of	traditions	and	not	their	rediscovery.	Furthermore,	this	process	

does	 not	 occur	 only	 once	 as	 the	 gastronomic	 product	 is	 put	 through	 ‘multiple	

revitalisations’:	

From	 agricultural	 product	 to	 ingredient	 dish	 to	 cuisine,	 the	 original	
material	continually	takes	on	new	lives,	new	significances,	and	new	roles	
as	it	moves	through	different	social	contexts,	impacts,	and	is	impacted	by,	
other	actors.	(p.	79).	
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This	specific	example	is	also	relevant	for	my	research	to	reflect	on	the	interplay	between	

food	heritage,	 food	heritagisation	and	tourism	since	 the	 town	of	Pietralcina	started	this	

process	of	‘invention’	as	a	consequence	of	the	development	of	religious	tourism	associated	

with	 the	Padre	Pio	who	was	born	 in	 this	 town.	Pietralcina	 thus	reinvigorates	 itself	as	a	

touristic	destination	by	linking	its	heritage,	including	food,	to	the	Italian	Saint	able	to	attract	

thousands	of	tourists	to	the	area.	

The	 term	 reinvention	 is	 employed	 also	 by	 Mak	 (2014)	 in	 describing	 the	 process	 of	

heritagisation	of	the	water	buffalo	milk	products	in	China.	In	his	anthropological	studies	he	

looks	at	the	revival	of	the	indigenous	water	buffalo	cheese	and	milk	products	in	the	city	of	

Shunde,	and	argues	that	these	processes	were	based	on	the	reinvention	of	traditions	and	

driven	by	the	local	government	to	serve	political	and	commercial	goals.		

This	indigenous	milk	tradition	was	maintained,	revived,	and	reinvented	
precisely	because	these	products	could	be	commoditized	and	sold	in	the	
global	market	of	heritage	tourism.	(p.	323).	

Very	similar	is	the	ethnographic	study	of	(Klein,	2018)	on	the	production,	marketing	and	

consumption	of	rubing,	a	goat	milk	cheese	made	in	Yunnun	province	in	the	Soutwest	of	

China.	The	attempt	to	promote	rubing	as	a	local	product	was	led	by	the	government	within	

a	wider	national	project	aiming	at	modernizing	the	agro-food	system	and	“corporatize	[the]	

cheese	production”	(p.	80).	As	consequence,	a	modern	and	industrialised	process	replaced	

the	artisanal	production	method	and	this	form	of	‘heritagisation’	generated	opportunities	

for	dairy	food	corporations.	However,	some	of	the	small-scale	producers	created	their	own	

unofficial	brand	and	found	their	informal	network	within	the	heritage-making	process	of	

rubing.	

The	 study	 of	 the	 water	 buffalo	 cheese	 of	 Shunde	 (Mak,	 2014)	 also	 highlights	 that	 the	

‘reinvention’	 of	 the	 products	 corresponded	 to	 the	 ‘reinvention’	 of	 the	 culinary	 history	

through	mass	media	and	chefs	association	which	allow	the	city	of	Shunde	to	list	its	double-

boiled	milk	as	UNESCO	intangible	heritage.	This	examination	confirms	the	overall	view	that	

the	process	of	food	heritagisation	creates	meaning	in	the	present	based	on	resources	of	the	

past	and	that	tourism	can	be	seen	as	part	of	global	forces	participating	to	this	process.	Here	

the	 author	 suggests	 that	 the	 forces	 of	 globalisation	 affect	 the	 local	 process	 of	 food	



115	

heritagisation	and	this	argument	is	the	same	proposed	by	the	study	of	Grasseni	(2016)	on	

the	alpine	cheese	in	Italy.	

This	argument	 is	also	confirmed	by	similar	studies	 that	direct	attention	 to	 the	 labelling	

process	and	its	implications	for	the	traditional	food	heritage	(Corti,	2012;	Grasseni,	2005b,	

2012;	 Papa,	 2006;	 Welz,	 2013).	 In	 particular	 the	 study	 of	 Badii	 (2014)	 examines	 the	

heritagisation	of	the	Zolfino	beans	in	Tuscany	and	its	labelling	procedures	and	describe	this	

as	 a	 “process	 of	 identity	 essentialization“	 (p.	 142).	 In	 this	 case,	 the	 creation	 of	 a	 ‘new’	

identity	associated	 to	 the	 traditional	 food	heritage	 is	a	 reflection	of	what	 ‘others’	 (Slow	

Food,	European	Union)	expect	and	envision	for	the	locality.	The	same	is	reported	in	the	

case	of	the	heritagisation	of	pinole	in	Mexico	where	its	inclusion	into	the	Slow	Food’s	Art	of	

Taste46	-	therefore	a	reflection	of	what	Slow	Food	sees	of	the	pinole	-	recreates	a	“feeling	of	

pride	in	belonging”	(p.	148)	between	the	Mexicans	(Littaye,	2015).	

Not	only	these	cases	show	how	the	local	context	and	the	local	food	heritage	can	also	be	

shaped	by	global	policies,	but	 they	also	 illustrate	 the	 implications	of	 this	process	 in	 the	

locality.	As	stated	by	Badii	(2014):	

Traditional	 food	 heritage	 becomes	 the	 metaphor	 of	 belonging,	 a	
rediscovered	relationship	between	subject	and	territory.	(p.	142).	

Therefore,	food	heritigisaion	creates	new	relationships	of	belonging	of	the	community	with	

its	 territory	 (Alonso,	Kok,	&	O'Brien,	 2017;	Bessière,	 2013;	 Littaye,	 2015;	Thomé-Ortiz,	

2017).	In	the	next	chapter,	I	will	explore	how	tourism	becomes	part	of	this	interplay.	

3.4.2 Food	heritagisation	in	tourism	

The	studies	presented	look	at	the	process	of	heritagisation	to	understand	issues	such	as	

governance	 and	 policies	 (Badii,	 2014;	 Brulotte	 &	 Di	 Giovine,	 2014;	 Di	 Giovine,	 2014;	

Grasseni,	2006,	2016;	Mak,	2014).	Within	this	line	of	inquiry,	tourism	is	contemplated	as	a	

contributing	 force	 of	 the	 process.	 Not	 many	 studies	 look	 at	 the	 process	 of	 food	

heritagisation	only	through	the	focus	on	tourism.		

Everett	 (2016a)	agrees	with	the	concept	of	 the	 invention/reinvention	of	 food	proposed	

above.	She	argues	that	communities	invent	heritage	traditions	to	respond	to	the	demands	

	
46	Slow	food	online	catalogue	of	heritage	foods	(see:	www.fondazioneslowfood.com/en/what-we-do/the-
ark-of-taste).	
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of	tourism,	reflecting	the	argument	that	the	heritage	industry	gives	its	product	to	tourism	

(Kirshenblatt-Gimblett,	1995).	This	argument	gives	an	insight	into	how	the	two	processes	

are	related	and	how	looking	at	food	heritage	and	food	tourism	can	lead	us	to	examine	the	

process	of	food	heritagisation	in	tourism.		

Therefore	tourism	is	a	force	that	creates	process	of	heritage	re-modelling	(Bessière,	2013).	

In	explaining	this	position,	she	indicates	that	“producers	are	[…]	manipulating	their	identity	

[…]	to	facilitate	growing	consumptive	demands”	(p.	124).	She	does	not	examine	any	specific	

acts	of	food	heritagisation	occurring	in	a	locality	and	within	a	community	as	a	response	to	

the	growth	of	food	tourism,	but	she	sees	these	as	a	form	of	heritage	manipulation.	

The	study	by	Bessière	(2013)	is	the	first	to	look	at	these	acts	of	food	heritagisation	and	its	

link	with	tourism	development.	She	looks	at	the	process	of	heritage	promotion	and	how	

actors	mobilise	and	organise	in	to	new	heritage-based	networks.		

The	existence	of	shared	recognition,	of	a	‘heritage	awareness’	established	
by	the	actors	involved,	correlates	with	a	feeling	of	belonging	to	the	same	
value	system.	(p.	282).	

Similar	 to	 the	 argument	made	 by	Badii	 (2014),	 Bessiere	 and	Tibere	 (2013)	 found	 that	

traditional	 food	 heritage	 creates	 in	 the	 locality	 a	 new	 sense	 of	 belonging	 between	 the	

actors,	 that	 is	 reflected	 in	 a	 new	 network	 between	 them.	 She	 examined	 the	 actors’	

mobilization	and	the	consequence	network	heritage	creation	in	three	rural	regions	located	

in	the	south-west	of	France	around	their	food	heritage:	the	Laguiole	cheese,	Aubrac	beef,	

aligot	or	cured	meat	for	the	Nord	Aveyron	region,	the	Roquefort	cheese	for	the	Sud	Aveyron	

region	 and	 the	 foie	 gras	 and	 truffles	 for	 the	Périgord	Noir	 region.	 These	 three	 regions	

described	three	different	forms	of	heritage	promotion	–	traditional/artisanal;	industrial;	

rural	enterprise-centered	–	which	are	characterised	by	three	different	levels	of	integration	

of	 the	 gastronomic	 heritage	 into	 the	 tourism	 promotion	 –	 absent,	 emerging	 and	

established.	Here	 tourism	 is	 seen	 as	 a	 force	 that	 creates	 a	 ‘patrimonial	 conscience’	 (or	

‘heritage	 awareness’	 as	 reported	 in	 the	 statement	 above)	 and	 thus	 contributes	 to	 the	

construction	of	a	new	link	between	people	place	and	product.	These	links	are	reflected	in	

heritage-networks.	

This	PhD	focuses	its	attention	on	the	food	heritage	tourism	promotion	and	my	research	

aims	 to	 investigate	 the	 other	 side	 of	 the	 tourism	 phenomenon,	 the	 food	 heritage	
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construction.	Inspired	by	the	concept	that	food	heritagisation	creates	new	heritage-based	

networks	in	the	locality	(Badii,	2014;	Bessière,	2013;	Littaye,	2015),	I	investigate	how	the	

relations	between	the	actors	are	organised	around	the	food	heritage.	In	this	sense	I	will	

employ	ANT	since	 it	allows	me	to	observe	the	actors	 involved	in	the	network	and	their	

discourses.	Interestingly,	thanks	to	this	theory,	I	will	look	at	the	human	actors,	mainly	the	

communities	of	practice	involved	in	the	food	cultivation,	transformation	and	preparation,	

but	I	will	also	consider	the	non-human	actors	that	encompass	all	the	other	elements	that	

are	involved	in	the	process	of	food	heritagisation.	The	places	of	production,	the	tools,	the	

animals	will	all	become	part	of	this	network	that	will	help	me	to	shed	light	on	the	intricate	

relationship	between	food	heritage,	food	heritagisation	and	food	heritage	tourism.	
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PART	TWO:	GATHERING,	COMBINING	AND	BLENDING	THE	CURD		

Cheeses	 are	 started	 with	 lactic	 acid	 bacteria,	 indigenous	 to	 raw	 milk,	
which	feed	upon	the	milk's	lactose	sugars	when	the	milk	is	first	warmed.	
The	Lactobacillus	bacteria	ferment	the	lactose	to	lactic	acid	and	increase	
the	 acidity	 of	 the	 milk,	 allowing	 the	 milk	 proteins	 to	 reconfigure	 and	
coagulate	 into	 curd	with	 the	 rennet	 enzyme	 that	 is	 added	 to	 the	milk.	
(Asher,	2015,	p.	30).	

This	quote	explains	how	curds	are	created	and	milk	coagulates	so	when	the	curds	become	

firm	 (see	 Figure	 3.2),	 the	 cheese-maker	 is	 ready	 to	 cut	 these	 into	 the	 proper	 sizes,	

depending	on	the	style	of	the	finished	cheese,	these	will	be	small	as	rice	or	larger	as.	Then	

the	curds	need	to	be	cooked	or	washed	to	expel	the	whey	from	the	curds	(Karlin,	2011).		

	
Figure	3.2	Cheese-maker	gathering	the	curd	(author)	

This	is	a	picture	I	took	of	a	cheese-maker	during	this	process,	here	he	was	touching	the	

curds	with	its	hand	and	by	the	texture	deciding	when	to	start	the	gathering	process.	In	this	

process	 the	 intervention	 of	 the	 cheese-maker	 will	 distinguish	 the	 characteristics	 and	

quality	 of	 the	 cheese:	 the	 ‘senses’	 are	 fundamental	 in	 guiding	 him/her	 to	 establish	 the	

aspect	of	the	milk,	the	amount	of	coagulant	needed,	the	timing	for	the	curds	to	become	firm	

and	the	size	of	the	curds	pieces	(Katz,	2016).	Altogether	these	aspects	of	the	cheese-making	
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process	can	be	described	as	‘gathering,	combing	and	blending	of	the	curd’	using	the	words	

written	by	Alberto	in	his	letter	which	give	the	title	of	this	part	(see	section	1.7).	

What	does	this	part	of	the	process	mean	in	terms	of	my	research?	Chapter	4	will	show	how	

I	 personally	 gathered,	 combined	 and	 blended	 the	 ingredients	 –	 milk,	 rennet,	 bacterial	

culture	 and	 salt–	 of	 my	 cheese.	 Therefore,	 I	 will	 introduce	 the	 methodology	 and	 the	

concepts	and	tools	I	need	in	order	to	create	the	integrated	approach	that	characterises	my	

fieldwork	and	the	following	interpretation.		
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4 METHODOLOGY	AND	METHODS	

4.1 Introduction	

In	this	chapter,	I	will	set	the	methodological	foundations	through	which	I	will	look	at	the	

cheeses	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero.	Which	is	the	worldview	and	mind	work	that	I	am	bringing	

into	my	research?	How	can	I	build	my	understanding?	Whose	stories	am	I	going	to	tell?	

How	can	these	stories	participate	in	the	creation	of	my	final	account?	This	chapter	presents	

three	dimensions	through	which	I	will	respond	to	these	methodological	questions.		

The	section	4.2	I	will	present	the	broader	umbrella	of	my	research	–	interpretivism	and	

qualitative	inquiry	–	which	secure	the	foundation	of	my	ethnographic	approach.	

In	the	section	4.3	I	will	introduce	the	first	dimension	of	this	approach	which	I	call	the	‘way	

of	seeing’47,	thus	the	worldview	and	intrinsic	approach	that	informs	my	way	of	‘being’	in	

the	research.	Concept-metaphors	 like	flâneur	(section	4.3.1),	serendipity	(section	4.3.2),	

and	reciprocity	(section	4.3.3)	helped	me	to	describe	this	dimension.		

Another	important	tool	of	my	‘way	of	seeing’	is	the	ethnographic	fieldwork	since	it	frames	

the	way	I	build	my	knowledge.	Therefore,	the	section	4.4	is	dedicated	to	illustrate	how	my	

fieldwork	practice	develops	(section	4.4.1)	and	evolves	during	the	extended	time	of	my	

research	and	together	with	the	changes	of	my	positionality	(section	4.4.2).	

At	the	same	time,	moving	in	the	practicality	of	my	field,	I	also	employed	and	mastered	a	

series	 of	 ‘ethnographic	 techniques’	 that	 support	 me	 in	 ‘looking’	 at	 the	 topics	 of	 my	

investigations	and	interact	with	my	participants.	Therefore,	in	the	section	4.5	I	describe	my	

‘way	 of	 looking’.	 Section	 4.6	 describes	 my	 ‘way	 of	 interpreting’	 and	 thus	 the	meaning	

making	process	I	used	to	analyse	and	interpret	my	understanding	and	thus	to	create	my	

final	ethnographic	account.	This	represents	the	last	element	of	my	integrated	ethnographic	

approach	that	I	will	synthesise	in	the	last	section,	4.7.	

	
47	Wolcott	 (2008)	 introduces	 the	 distinction	 between	 ‘way	 of	 seeing’	 and	 ‘way	 of	 looking’	 in	 his	 book	
Ethnography.	 A	way	 of	 seeing.	 He	 invites	 qualitative	 researchers	 to	make	 a	 distinction	 between	 “doing	
ethnography”	and	“borrowing	(some)	ethnographic	techniques”	(p.	43).	What	the	author	stresses	is	that	
ethnography	is	a	mind	work	more	than	a	method	and,	according	to	the	title	of	his	book,	it	is	a	particular	
‘way	of	seeing’	and	not	a	set	of	techniques	for	‘looking’	at	something.	
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4.2 Interpretivism	and	qualitative	inquiry	

The	distinction	between	ethnography	as	a	‘way	of	seeing’	and	a	‘way	of	looking’	made	by	

Wolcott	finds	correspondence	in	the	broader	debate	about	ethnography	(Harrison,	2018;	

Mannay	&	Morgan,	2015;	Mills	&	Ratcliffe,	2012).	This	debate	is	centred	around	whether	

ethnography	 is	 intended	 as	 a	 methodology	 and/or	 a	 research	 practice,	 expressed	 by	

Harrison	(2018,	pp.	4-5):	

Ethnography	 references	 both	 a	 research	 and	 inscription	 (i.e.,	 writing-
process-to-written-product)	practice.	Ethnography	is	research	in	that	it	
describes	a	methodology	(distinguished	from	a	research	method)	[…]	At	
the	 same	 time,	 it	 is	 an	 inscription	 practice	 in	 that	 the	 products	 or	
ethnographic	research	[…]	are	referred	to	as	ethnographies.	

As	a	research	tradition,	ethnography	is	rooted	on	the	fields	of	anthropology	and	sociology,	

but	 then	found	application	 in	numerous	other	 fields,	such	as	cultural	studies	(Atkinson,	

Delamont,	 Coffey,	 Lofland,	 &	 Lofland,	 2007),	 leisure	 studies	 and	 tourism	 (Saldanha	 &	

Klopfer,	2014;	Simoni	&	McCabe,	2008).	The	application	in	other	fields	reinvigorates	the	

debate	since	the	uses	of	ethnography	have	grown	considerably	and	are	approached	from	

different	perspectives	of	knowledge	and	in	different	contexts	of	analysis	(Hammersley	&	

Atkinson,	2007;	Lopes	&	Durão,	2011;	Mills	&	Ratcliffe,	2012).	

It	 has	 been	 approached	 as	 a	 methodology	 (Cappelletto,	 2009;	 Mills	 &	 Ratcliffe,	 2012;	

Wolcott,	2005,	2008),	as	a	research	approach	(Hall,	2011;	O'	Gorman,	MacLaren,	&	Bryce,	

2014)	and	as	a	method	(Adams,	2012;	Nunkoo,	2018)	and	 this	has	assisted	 the	shift	of	

ethnography	from	a	project	of	qualitative	enquiry	to	a	set	of	tools	to	apply	in	the	field.	The	

latter	approach	is	seen	as	problematic	since	it	does	not	provide	secure	foundations	that	

underpin	the	research	journey	and	the	way	the	ethnographer	approaches	their	fieldwork	

(Mannay	&	Morgan,	2015).	Therefore,	I	will	start	this	section	of	methodology	by	‘securing	

the	foundations’.	To	do	so	I	will	ground	my	research	in	an	appropriate	paradigm	(Creswell,	

2013,	2018;	Denzin	&	Lincoln,	2002;	Henderson,	2006).	

A	paradigm	is	a	belief	system	around	concepts	that	inform	the	research	and	therefore	guide	

how	 it	 is	 conducted	 (Denzin	 &	 Lincoln,	 2011;	 Hall,	 2011;	 Henderson,	 2006).	Within	 a	

particular	theoretical	research	context,	the	paradigm	defines	the	ontological	(word	view),	

epistemological	(knowledge	construction)	and	methodological	(data	collection)	approach	



122	

positioning	 the	 research	 and	 the	 researcher	 (Ayikoru,	 2009;	 Corbetta,	 2003;	 Denzin	 &	

Lincoln,	2000;	Phillimore	&	Goodson,	2004).	The	paradigm	is	described	as	a	way	to	look	at	

the	 word,	 a	 mental	 work,	 and	 interpretative	 form	 that	 move	 the	 theoretical	 research	

forward	(Corbetta,	2003),	therefore,	to	me,	it	looks	similar	to	the	‘way	of	seeing’	appointed	

in	Wolcott	(2008)’s	thought.	

The	 two	 paradigms	 that	 have	 oriented	 research	 more	 broadly	 are	 positivism	 and	

interpretivism	 (Altinay	 &	 Paraskevas,	 2008;	 Corbetta,	 2003;	 Henderson,	 2006;	 Patton,	

2002,	 2015).	 Positivism	 has	 been	 more	 commonly	 associated	 with	 scientific	 research,	

while	interpretivism	has	its	roots	in	the	social	sciences	(Veal,	2006).	The	former	promotes	

‘one’	 reality	 to	 be	 uncovered	 (Denzin	 &	 Lincoln,	 2005)	while	 the	 latter	 sees	 reality	 as	

product	 of	 multiple,	 divergent	 and	 interrelated	 voices	 and	 perspectives.	 The	 positivist	

approach	to	research	is	often	associated	with	quantitative	research	while	the	interpretive	

one	with	qualitative	inquiry	(Altinay	&	Paraskevas,	2008;	Corbetta,	2003;	De	Lillo,	2010;	

Denzin	&	Lincoln,	1994).	In	positivist	research,	the	researcher	starts	with	a	theory	and	tests	

it	with	empirical	data	(deductive)	while	in	interpretive	research	the	researcher	starts	with	

the	data	and	tries	to	derive	a	theory	about	the	phenomenon	observed	(inductive)	(Altinay	

&	Paraskevas,	2008;	Corbetta,	2003;	Veal,	2006).		

My	 research	 focuses	 on	 food	 heritage	 and	 specifically	 on	 the	 local	 cheese	 of	 Valle	 del	

Primiero.	 Supported	 by	 the	 literature	 (see	 chapters	 2	 and	 3),	 I	 consider	 the	 cheese	 as	

something	 socially	 and	 culturally	 constructed	 and	 thus	 as	 the	 reflection	 of	 ‘multiple	

realities’.	Furthermore,	the	central	aim	of	this	research	is	to	investigate	the	multiple	voices	

and	perspectives	of	the	communities	of	practice	around	the	local	cheese	and	from	these	

examine	how	the	process	of	food	heritagisation	overlays	with	that	of	tourism.	Considering	

this	 premise,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 my	 research	 is	 qualitative	 in	 nature	 and	 based	 on	 an	

interpretative	 paradigm.	 Ethnography	 indeed	 sits	 comfortably	 within	 interpretive	

philosophical	approaches	to	research	(Creswell,	2013;	Henderson,	2006;	O'	Gorman	et	al.,	

2014;	Patton,	2015).	

Given	this	foundation,	I	can	come	back	to	exploring	the	methodology	of	this	research.	Guba	

and	 Lincoln	 (1994,	 p.	 108)	 explain	 that	methodology	 asks	 the	 question:	 “how	 can	 the	

inquirer	go	about	finding	out	whatever	they	believe	can	be	known?”	My	answer	is	with	an	

“ethnographic	way	of	seeing”,	borrowing	the	expression	of	Wolcott	(2008).	
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4.3 Ethnographic	ways	of	seeing	

In	 the	 different	 editions	 of	 the	Handbook	 on	 Qualitative	 Research,	 Denzin	 and	 Lincoln	

(2018)	suggest	looking	at	the	qualitative	researcher	as	a	bricoleur.		

The	product	of	the	interpretive	bricoleur’s	labour	is	a	complex,	quilt-like	
bricolage,	 a	 reflexive	 collage	 or	montage;	 a	 set	 of	 fluid,	 interconnected	
images	and	representations.	(p.	12).		

Hollinshead	 (1997)	 applied	 the	 concept	 of	 bricoleur	 specifically	 for	 tourism	 research.	

Furthermore,	in	the	special	issue	of	the	Journal	of	Social	Anthropology	(Salazar,	2017),	the	

different	authors	presented	concept-metaphors	to	explain	their	personal	experiences	and	

ethnographic	practices	and	to	inform	their	theoretical	reflections.	This	approach	inspired	

me	 to	 use	 concept-metaphors	 as	 part	 of	 my	 bricoleur	 work	 and	 thus	 describe	 my	

ethnography	through	the	support	of	the	figure	of	the	flâneur,	the	attitude	of	the	Princep	

Serendip	–	from	which	derives	the	attitude	of	serendipity	–	and	the	concept	of	reciprocity.	

An	 additional	 concept	 I	 bring	 into	 my	 methodological	 bricolage	 is	 the	 fieldwork.	

Ethnography	in	tourism	has	been	used	to	understand	the	tourists’	perspective	about	their	

travel	experiences	or	about	the	tourist	destinations	they	visit.	Furthermore,	it	is	employed	

to	examine	the	effect	of	tourism	on	particular	destinations	(Tucker,	2003),	on	some	host	

people	(Adams,	1992)	and	on	specific	aspects	of	the	community,	such	as	the	rebuilding	of	

traditional	 houses	 (Erb,	 2008)	 or	 the	 reorganisation	 of	 local	 craft	 (Forshee,	 2001).	

Regardless	 of	 the	 topics,	 all	 these	 accounts	 have	 in	 common	 that	 they	 are	 based	 on	

ethnographic	 fieldwork	 (Adams,	 2012;	 Crang	 &	 Cook,	 2007;	 Hall,	 2011;	 Nash,	 2000;	

Wolcott,	2005)	which,	then,	I	consider	the	core	element	of	my	approach.	

Therefore,	I	will	use	this	bricolage	style	to	describe	my	‘ethnographic	way	of	seeing’	and	

I	will	represent	this	‘quilt-like	bricolage’	(see	above	definition)	by	stitching	four	different	

concepts	that	conjointly	compose	my	methodological	approach	as	shown	in	the	Figure	

4.1.	

At	the	centre	of	this	figure	is	the	 ‘ethnographic	way	of	seeing’	since	this	comprehensive	

concept	allows	me	 to	work	with	different	 specific	 concepts	 that	altogether	 inspired	my	

being	 an	 ethnographer	 and	 thus	my	way	 of	 seeing.	 These	 four	 concepts	 informing	my	

approach	 are	 represented	 by	 the	 smaller	 circles	 connected	 to	 each	 other.	 These	 are	
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respectively	ethnographic	fieldwork,	flâneur,	serendipity	and	reciprocity.	The	shape	of	the	

circle	describes	well	that	these	concepts	are	interrelated	in	a	fluid	way	and	thus	that	one	

idea	flows	into	the	other	and	contribute	to	the	fullness	of	the	entire	process.	

	
Figure	4.1	My	ethnographic	‘way	of	seeing'	

In	the	next	sections,	I	will	go	through	these	four	concepts	in	order	to	illustrate	how	each	

informs	my	research	process.	

4.3.1 Flâneur	and	flâneuse	

In	the	special	issue	of	the	Journal	of	Social	Anthropology	introduced	above	(Salazar,	2017),	

the	different	authors	employ	 figures	of	mobility	such	as	 the	 flâneur,	 the	pedestrian,	 the	

pilgrim,	the	tourist,	the	nomad	and	the	exile	to	describe	their	ethnography.	Inspired	by	this	

way	to	illustrate	the	research	practice	and	process,	I	myself	will	employ	the	figure	of	the	

flâneur	to	describe	my	‘way	of	seeing’.	

The	flâneur	is	a	figure	described	by	Baudelaire	and	is	part	of	the	bohemian	culture	to	which	

this	 nineteenth-century	 French	 literary	 figure	 belonged.	 The	 flâneur	 is	 described	 as	 a	

person	strolling	around	a	place	and	experiencing	it	through	different	positions:	

To	be	away	from	home,	and	yet	to	feel	at	home;	to	behold	the	world,	to	be	
in	 the	 midst	 of	 the	 world	 and	 yet	 remain	 hidden	 from	 the	 world.	
(Baudelaire,	1986,	p.	34	in	Beeton,	2015,	p.	107).	

My	
ethnographic	
'way	of	
seeing'

Flâneur

Serendipity

Reciprocity

Ethnographic	
fieldwork
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Tourism	scholars	have	used	the	figure	of	the	flâneur	to	describe	a	post-modern	tourist	and	

flânerie	 to	 illustrate	 the	 complexity	 of	 tourist	 experiences	 (Beeton,	 2015;	 Elkin,	 2017;	

Wearing	&	Foley,	2017;	Wood,	2005).	In	an	analysis	of	the	relationship	between	tourism,	

movies	and	landscape	Beeton	(2015,	p.	108)	writes:	

In	many	instances,	I	have	strolled	as	a	flâneuse	through	these	landscapes,	
both	 literally	 and	 figuratively,	 providing	 a	 series	 of	 personal,	
autoethnographic	reflections.	

Also	in	the	exploration	of	tourist	performances	at	Las	Vegas,	Wood	(2005,	p.	317)	compares	

his	own	experience	to	that	of	the	flâneur:		

My	strolls	through	Las	Vegas	draw	much	from	Walter	Benjamin's	musings	
on	the	flâneur.		

Both	these	authors	explain	their	own	research	experience	and	practice	through	the	figure	

of	 the	 flâneur	 and	 both	 highlight	 that	 the	 act	 of	 strolling	 encourages	 an	 ethnographic	

account.	Even	if	flânerie	has	never	been	considered	a	proper	methodological	concept	there	

have	been	some	contributions	that	have	reflected	on	the	flâneur	to	describe	the	reflexive	

postmodern	researcher	(Grbich,	2004;	McLaren,	1997,	2018).	These	have	compared	their	

research	experience	to	that	of	the	flâneur,	thus	creating	a	bridge	between	ethnography	and	

the	 flâneur	 and	 supporting	 the	 view	 that	 the	 flâneur	 can	 become	 a	 way	 of	 ‘doing	

ethnography’	(McLaren,	1997).	All	these	authors	refer	to	their	experiences	within	urban	

environments	whereas	I	will	apply	the	same	approach	to	the	rural	 location	of	Primiero,	

with	its	villages,	valleys	and	mountains.		

The	act	of	walking	is	also	strongly	related	to	the	act	of	flânerie	(Beeton,	2015;	Elkin,	2017;	

Nuvolati,	2006)	as	the	flâneur	walks	through	the	landscape	in	order	to	experience	it	from	

different	perspectives.	The	walking	is	described	as	“strolling”	(Beeton,	2015;	Wood,	2005)	

but	also	as	“wandering”	(Coates,	2017;	Nuvolati,	2006),	thus	describing	an	attitude	of	not	

being	directed	to	a	specific	destination.	When	a	person	walks	(or	wanders,	or	strolls)	the	

dimension	 of	 time	 slows	 down	 and	 the	 dimension	 of	 the	 space	 gets	 closer.	 Both	 these	

conditions	stimulate	deeper	observations	and	sharper	reflections	(Nuvolati,	2006).		

By	 putting	 together	 all	 of	 these	 elements,	 the	 flâneur	 appears	 to	me	 as	 someone	who	

cultivates	 the	pleasure	of	 the	present	moment	 (the	here	and	now)	and	 the	art	of	being	

patient.	Through	 this	 ‘slow	speed’	 the	 flâneur-researcher	explores	and	understands	 the	
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place	and	people	with	whom	he/she	gets	in	contact.	During	all	my	fieldwork	I	aimed	to	

embody	 this	 ‘slow	speed’	as	 I	was	aware	 that	being	an	ethnographer	 requires	 time.	To	

develop	a	deep	and	holistic	understanding	is	a	process	that	cannot	be	rushed.	The	slow,	

wandering	and	explorative	dimension	of	 the	 flâneur	enriched	my	ethnographic	attitude	

and	this	is	why	I	considered	it	a	relevant	concept	to	illustrate	my	methodological	approach.	

4.3.2 Serendipity	

The	 other	 concept-metaphor	 informing	 my	 methodological	 approach	 comes	 from	 the	

Persian	 fairy	 tale	 of	 The	 Three	 Princes	 of	 Serendip48	 from	 which	 the	 English	 novelist	

Walpole	 seems	 to	have	 coined	 the	word	 ‘serendipity’	 (Rivoal	&	Salazar,	 2013;	Wolcott,	

2010).	I	use	this	word	–	and	thus	I	refer	to	this	attitude	–	to	describe	my	‘way	of	seeing’.		

Serendipity	is	the	coincidence,	the	accident	or	the	changing	condition	through	which	the	

researcher	accesses	and	uncovers	patterns,	follows	unknown	directions	and	makes	new	

discoveries.	 Serendipity	 is	 what	 happens	 to	 your	 research	 when	 you	 are	 looking	 for	

something	else	(Holbrook,	2017).	

This	unexpected	event	can	take	the	shape	either	of	good	or	evil	(Merton	&	Barber,	2004),	

such	as	episodes	of	death,	illness	and	natural	disasters.	In	both	cases,	these	episodes	are	

sustained	 by	 a	 positive	 attitude	 (Wolcott,	 2010),	 a	 prepared	 mind	 (Florczak,	 2015),	 a	

sagacity	(Holbrook,	2017)	and	a	proactive	dimension	of	the	researcher	(Pieke,	2000).	The	

accident	 itself	 does	 not	 constitute	 serendipity	 if	 indeed	 it	 is	 not	 accompanied	 by	 an	

understanding	 and	 interpretation	 that	 allows	 the	 researcher	 to	 obtain	 the	 unplanned	

insight	(Rivoal	&	Salazar,	2013).	This	attitude	is	what	I	am	interested	in	to	focus	on	as	part	

of	my	methodological	approach.		

Even	 if	 the	 role	 that	 serendipity	 plays	 in	 research	 discoveries	 has	 been	 recognised	

(Åkerström,	 2013),	 few	 contributions	 reveal	 the	 serendipitous	 circumstances	 –	 events,	

encounters,	 conversations	 –	 that	 strongly	 affect	 the	 development	 of	 the	 research	 and	

support	 the	researchers	 to	rethink	or	restructure	 the	course	of	 the	research	previously	

planned	or	 at	 least	 expected	 (Giabiconi,	 2013;	Keikelame,	 2017;	 Pieke,	 2000;	 Pigliasco,	

Finney,	Mostafanezhad,	&	Young,	2015;	Simard	&	Laberge,	2015;	Tilche	&	Simpson,	2017;	

	
48	Coming	from	the	relative	tale	‘Princep	of	Serendip’.	
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Wolcott,	 2010).	 Serendipity	 is	 considered	 especially	 relevant	 in	 ethnography	 (Rivoal	&	

Salazar,	2013)	and	Wolcott	(2010)	in	his	book	Ethnography	lessons:	A	primer	dedicates	an	

entire	chapter49	to	the	role	that	serendipity	played	in	his	professional	and	personal	life.	

Serendipity	requires	the	researcher	to	make	a	positive	interpretation	of	what	is	happening	

even	 if	 what	 is	 happening	 does	 not	 go	 in	 the	 direction	 planned	 and	 thus	 it	 asks	 the	

researcher	to	be	open	to	what	comes	along	the	way.		

Serendipity’s	lesson	[…]	suggests	that	you	can	usually	find	a	silver	lining	
somewhere.	The	real	message	of	serendipity	is	[…]	to	appreciate	however	
things	happen	to	fall	into	place.	(Wolcott,	2010,	p.	138).	

In	my	approach	to	this	research	I	wanted	to	remain	open	to	the	possibility	that	new	things	

could	be	uncovered	along	the	way.	In	this	direction,	time	is	an	important	ally	since	it	allows	

the	researcher	to	go	back	and	forth	to	the	data	collected	in	a	constant	process	of	reflection	

and	interpretation	while	in	the	field.	

Serendipitous	 research	 requires	 ‘time’	 –	 making	 time	 to	 observe,	
understand	and	ponder,	and	stretching	 time,	 if	needed,	 to	go	back	and	
forth	between	the	traditionally	separated	periods	of	data	gathering	and	
analysis.	(Rivoal	&	Salazar,	2013,	p.	180).	

This	non-linear	process	that	required	me	to	constantly	analyse	and	challenge	my	data	is	

what	makes	serendipity	very	close	to	the	‘erratic	way’	of	the	flâneur	and	as	such	create	the	

possibility	to	“meet	surprises	and/or	confirmations	about	the	themes	treated”	(Nuvolati,	

2006,	 p.	 47)50.	 The	 concepts	 are	 interrelated	 and	 this	 combination	 enriches	 the	 entire	

research	process.	Further	below	(see	section	4.4.2),	I	will	show	how	serendipity	unfolded	

unplanned	directions	for	my	investigation	and	thus	contributed	to	the	final	shape	of	my	

research.		

	
49	See	pp.	44-64	[Serendipity	is	when	things	fall	into	place	(p.	50),	when	you	jump	into	opportunities	(p.53)	
and	when	you	“envision	a	study	that	you	like	to	do”	and	ask	to	do	it	(p.	55).	It	is	also	when	one	thing	lead	
to	the	another	(p.	58)	and	you	have	the	flexibility	to	welcome	these	turning	moments	and	not	to	remain	
fixed	in	your	habits	or	pre-packed	ideas	(p.	60).	
50	 Reference	 to	 the	 quote	 [in	 Italian]	 “Nel	 mio	 erratico	 percorso	 di	 indagine,	 intriso	 di	 serendipity,	
incontravo	sorprese	e	conferme	sui	temi	trattati,	collegamenti	inediti	con	altre	questioni	e	confini	tematici	
più	netti,	testimonianze	in	forma	di	micro-storie	e	argomentazioni	di	portata	più	generale”	(p.	47).	
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4.3.3 Reciprocity	

Doing	research	is	about	building	relationships	(Ceglowski,	2000)	and	more	specifically	at	

the	heart	of	the	ethnographic	research,	lies	the	relationship	building	with	the	participants	

(Glowczewski,	 Henry,	 &	 Otto,	 2013).	 The	 researcher-researched	 relationship	 is	

characterised	by	power	differentials51	that	require	the	researcher	to	take	a	methodological	

and	ethical	stance	 in	order	to	develop	accordingly	the	research	project	 itself	(Cushman,	

Powell,	&	Takayoshi,	2004;	Powell	&	Takayoshi,	2003).	What	informs	my	‘way	of	seeing’	

and	thus	‘being’	in	this	relationship?	In	this	section	I	will	explore	the	concepts	that	shape	

how	 I	 envision	 the	 researcher-researched	 relationship	 and	 how	 I	 formulate	 the	

construction	of	knowledge	within	this	encounter.	

In	 qualitative	 inquiry,	 research	 is	 often	 conceptualised	 as	 a	 researcher–participant	 co-

construction	 of	 knowledge	 and	 thus	 both	 researcher	 and	 participants	 are	 seen	 as	

inseparable	part	of	the	entire	knowledge	creation	and	final	product	(Karnieli-Miller	et	al.,	

2009;	 Trainor	 &	 Bouchard,	 2013).	 This	 can	 take	 the	 shape	 of	 collaborative	 mode	 of	

knowledge	production	(Denzin	&	Giardina,	2014;	Denzin	&	Lincoln,	2005;	Diver	&	Higgins,	

2014)	and/or	of	a	reciprocal	relationship	(Ben-Ari	&	Enosh,	2020;	Cushman	et	al.,	2004;	

Glowczewski	et	al.,	2013;	Powell	&	Takayoshi,	2003).	In	either	form,	the	researchers	and	

researched	 communities	 can	 gain	 from	 being	 part	 of	 the	 research	 project	 (Powell	 &	

Takayoshi,	2003).	

A	 “reciprocal	 relationship”	 is	 described	 along	 the	 following	 “attentiveness”	 of	 the	

researcher:		

Building	 a	 reciprocal	 relationship	 with	 participants	 require	 an	
attentiveness	 to	 relationship	 building	 –	 an	 attentiveness	 to	 the	
personalities,	desires,	needs	and	knowledge	of	 the	people	 involved;	 an	
attentiveness	to	the	give-and-take	of	human	interaction;	an	attentiveness	
to	 participants	 as	 human	 beings.	 (Powell	 &	 Takayoshi,	 2003,	 pp.	 395-
396).	

	
51	Interestingly	the	term	used	to	address	the	participants	(such	as	informant,	interviewee,	participant,	co-
researcher	 and	 collaborator)	 might	 uncover	 some	 of	 these	 power	 relations	 occurring	 between	 the	
researcher	and	the	researched	(Karnieli-Miller,	Strier,	&	Pessach,	2009).	
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Furthermore,	some	authors	envision	reciprocity	as	a	way	to	reduce	the	inequalities	of	the	

asymmetrical	 power	 relationship	 between	 researcher	 and	 participants52,	 normally	

through	the	act	of	‘giving	back’	(Bakas,	2017;	Denzin	&	Giardina,	2014;	Ybarra,	2014).	On	

the	 other	 hand,	 other	 scholars	 frame	 reciprocity	 regardless	 of	 the	 symmetrical	 or	

asymmetrical	 relationship	 (Ben-Ari	 &	 Enosh,	 2020;	 Diver	 &	 Higgins,	 2014;	 Trainor	 &	

Bouchard,	2013).	The	latter	provides	a	more	holistic	view	of	reciprocity,	which	I	embrace	

for	my	conceptualisation.		

Ben-Ari	and	Enosh	(2020)	acknowledges	that	equality	in	research	parties	is	unrealistic	and	

recognises	 the	 existence	 of	 power	 differentials	 between	 researcher	 and	 participants.	

However,	 they	 see	 that	 these	 differences	 can	 enrich	 the	 research	 process	 and	 the	

knowledge	 construction.	 They	 shift	 the	 attention	 from	 the	 researcher-researched	

relationship	to	a	wider	relationship	between	each	party	and	the	subject	under	study.	This	

creates	a	third	space	where	each	can	bring	into	the	exchange	a	different	form	of	knowledge	

and	mutual	interest	toward	the	topic	under	investigation:	

Producing	 knowledge	 can	 be	 perceived	 as	 a	 joint	 venture	 of	 the	
researcher	and	the	participant,	so	that	reciprocity	can	be	thought	of	as	a	
defining	attribute	of	the	research	relationship	(p.	82).	

Within	the	creation	of	this	‘joint	venture’,	reciprocity	need	also	to	be	contextualised	in	the	

ongoing	and	ever	changing	process	of	redefinition	of	the	relationship	between	participants	

and	researcher	throughout	the	entire	research	process	(Karnieli-Miller	et	al.,	2009;	Powell	

&	Takayoshi,	2003).	This	invites	the	researcher	and	the	participants	to	understand	how	

they	 can	 reciprocally	 benefit	 from	 the	 different	 stage	 of	 the	 project.	 This	 dynamic	

negotiation	sometimes	lets	this	‘joint	venture’	shifts	toward	participatory	approaches.	It	is	

common	 indeed	 that	 the	 application	 of	 reciprocity	 is	 often	 located	 in	 action	 research	

(Trainor	&	Bouchard,	2013).	

In	explaining	the	evolution	of	my	research,	in	the	coming	section	(see	section	4.4.2),	I	will	

also	illustrate	that	my	own	research	has	shifted	toward	this	‘participatory’	direction	since	

the	Phase	Two	of	my	research	(called	the	‘Cheese	Coop	Project’)	(see	Figure	4.3)	aligns	with	

some	 principles	 of	 the	 Participatory	 Action	 Research	 (PAR)	 approach.	 With	 PAR	 my	

	
52	This	is	often	the	case	of	feminist	researchers	(Karnieli-Miller	et	al.,	2009;	Powell	&	Takayoshi,	2003)	and	
those	advocating	participatory	action	research	(Ben-Ari	&	Enosh,	2020).	
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research	 project	 shares	 the	 idea	 of	 an	 active	 engagement	 of	 the	 researcher	 and	 the	

participants	into	the	subject	of	study	and	the	responsibility	of	both	parties	to	contribute	to	

the	evolution	of	the	knowledge	production.	Specifically	this	involvement	is	associated	with	

community	 development,	 tourism	 planning	 and	 tourism	 product	 development	

(Arcidiacono	&	Procentese,	2005;	Goebel,	Camargo-Borges,	&	Eelderink,	2019;	Schmitz	&	

Lekane	Tsobgou,	2016).	It	also	fosters	a	sense	of	belonging	of	the	community	toward	its	

place	and	its	resources	(Arcidiacono	&	Procentese,	2005)	and	the	increased	awareness	of	

possible	collaboration	between	the	actors	(Schmitz	&	Lekane	Tsobgou,	2016).	

However,	my	research	was	never	conceptualised	as	such	and	thus	is	not	fully	steeped	in	

the	shared	responsibility	between	researcher	and	participants	(into	the	research	design,	

data	 collection	 and	 analysis)	 neither	 in	 the	 orientation	 toward	 the	 ‘change’	 (Capriello,	

2012;	Fals-Borda	&	Rahman,	1991;	Fals	Borda,	2013;	Henderson,	2006;	McIntyre,	2008;	

Reason,	2007;	Whyte,	1995).	Therefore,	I	place	my	conceptualisation	of	reciprocity	out	of	

this	methodology.	

The	 wandering	 attitude	 of	 the	 flâneur	 supported	 by	 the	 open	 mind	 of	 serendipity	

contributes	to	this	reciprocal	approach	in	the	knowledge	production,	and	thus	I	see	the	

three	 concepts	 strongly	 intertwined	 as	 shown	 in	 the	 visual	 representation	 of	 my	

‘ethnographic	way	of	seeing’	(see	Figure	4.1).		

4.4 Ethnographic	fieldwork	

As	 illustrated	previously,	 the	 origin	 of	 the	 term	 ‘ethnography’	 lies	 in	 anthropology	 and	

typically	 where	 Western	 anthropologists	 conduct	 fieldwork	 in	 an	 ‘exotic’	 setting	 that	

produces	a	descriptive	account	of	a	local	context	(Grasseni,	2007a)	or	of	a	community	and	

its	culture	(Atkinson	et	al.,	2007;	Hall,	2011;	O'	Gorman	et	al.,	2014;	Wise,	2018).	Therefore,	

in	response	to	the	question	‘What	is	ethnography?’	(Delamont,	201153),	the	core	elements	

often	mentioned	 are	 the	 long	 period	 spent	 on	 the	 field	 –	 the	 fieldwork	 (Adams,	 2012;	

	
53	 Sara	 Delamont	 replies	 to	 the	 question	 “What	 do	 you	 mean	 by	 the	 term	 "ethnography"?	 in	 a	 video	
retrieved	from	SAGE	Research	Methods	(2011)	as	the	following	“I'm	always	a	bit	thrown	when	people	tell	
me	they're	doing	an	ethnography	and	then,	when	I	dig	down,	they're	actually	doing	focus	groups,	because	I	
would	call	that	qualitative	research.	I	wouldn't	call	that	ethnography.	But	if	somebody	had	watched,	oh,	I	don't	
know,	200	hours	of	nursing	students	and	then	they	did	some	focus	groups	to	get	at	some	things	they	wanted	
to	talk	about,	I	wouldn't	be	bothered	if	they	called	that	an	ethnography.	But	for	me,	it's	being	in	a	setting	for	
a	 long	 period,	 and	 the	 predominant	 data	 form	 that	 comes	 out	 is	 field	 notes”	 (see:	
http://methods.sagepub.com/video/what-do-you-mean-by-the-term-ethnography).	
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Cappelletto,	2009;	Mannay	&	Morgan,	2015;	Nunkoo,	2018;	Tilche	&	Simpson,	2017)	–	and	

what	comes	out	of	it:	the	field	notes	(Sanjek,	2019).	

The	definition	of	‘fieldwork’	proposed	by	Hammersley	and	Atkinson	(2007,	p.	1)	focuses	its	

attention	on	the	extend	period	of	time:	

Fieldwork	usually	 required	 living	with	 a	 group	of	 people	 for	 extended	
periods,	often	over	the	course	of	a	year	or	more,	in	order	to	document	and	
interpret	their	distinctive	way	of	life,	and	the	beliefs	and	values	integral	to	
it.		

From	 the	 experience	 of	 Malinowski	 (1884-1942),	 who,	 as	 reported	 by	 Adams	 (2012)	

inadvertently	spent	two	years	of	immersion	in	the	Trobriand	Islands,	in	ethnography	the	

belief	 was	 introduced	 that	 the	 most	 effective	 approach	 to	 researching	 cultures	 was	

participating	 and	 observing	 everyday	 life	 over	 a	 long	 period	 of	 time.	 This	 time	 indeed	

would	allow	the	anthropologist	to	see	the	world	through	the	eyes	of	its	participants	and	

thus	develop	a	real	understanding	of	the	culture	and	community	under	investigation.	The	

value	 of	 this	 time	 investment	 is	 still	 appreciated	 and	 suggested	 by	 many	 authors	

(Hammersley	&	Atkinson,	2007;	Harrison,	2018;	Mannay	&	Morgan,	2015;	Millar,	2018;	

Phillimore	&	Goodson,	2004;	Taggart	&	Sandstrom,	2011).	

This	long	immersion	in	the	field	enables	the	researcher	to	gain	the	trust	of	the	community	

(Adams,	2012),	to	nurture	the	possibility	of	serendipity	(Mannay	&	Morgan,	2015)	and	of	

change	(Millar,	2018).	Also	the	act	of	doing	the	fieldwork	is	itself	an	apprenticeship	of	how	

the	fieldwork	practice	works	(Cappelletto,	2009;	Grasseni,	2018)	and	thus	the	researcher	

learns	in	an	on-going	manner	how	to	engage	with	the	field	and	to	adapt	the	direction	of	the	

study	to	what	comes	out	from	the	participants	and	the	observation	of	the	setting.	In	this	

sense	everything	from	the	fieldwork	becomes	important,	even	the	in-between	moments	as	

attested:	

This	 immersion	 engenders	 the	 possibility	 of	 serendipity	 not	 only	 in	
relation	 to	 the	 accidental	 nature	 of	 something	 unexpected,	 but	
importantly	 also	 the	 space	 to	 draw	 novel	 connections	 and	 synthesise	
insights.	 In	 contrast,	 for	 new	 researchers,	 particularly	 undergraduates,	
who	plan	to	conduct	an	interview	between	9am	and	10am,	often	there	is	
a	 tendency	 to	 neglect	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 in-between.	 (Mannay	 &	
Morgan,	2015,	p.	170).	
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Together	with	the	time	spent	in	the	community,	the	essence	of	the	ethnographic	fieldwork	

is	the	description	of	the	experience.	This	description	is	often	described	as	“thick”	(Denzin	

&	Lincoln,	1994;	Geertz,	2008)	and	it	reports	information	not	only	on	what	people	say,	feel,	

and	do	but	also	any	contextual	details	that	can	enrich	the	understanding	of	the	social	and	

cultural	relations	of	the	place	(Grasseni,	2007a;	Kole,	2010;	Ponterotto,	2006).	These	thick	

descriptions	are	reported	in	the	field	notes,	which	represent	a	key	aspect	of	the	immersion	

in	the	field	as	much	as	to	be	considered	part	of	the	identity	of	the	ethnographer54	(Sanjek,	

2019).	The	field	notes	allow	the	researcher	to	produce	knowledge	in	situ	and	to	constantly	

interpret	 the	 problem	 under	 investigation	 (Cappelletto,	 2009).	 If	 written	 as	 thick	

description	they	contribute	to	thick	interpretation	(Ponterotto,	2006)55.		

Wolcott	(2005)	describes	the	fieldwork	as	a	space	between	the	science	and	the	art	and	Hall	

(2011)	brings	the	attention	to	the	relationship	between	fieldwork	and	play.	Therefore,	both	

suggest	 that	 an	 overall	 approach	 to	 the	 field	 requires	 diligence	 and	 rigour	 as	much	 as	

insightfulness	and	creativity.	The	final	research	is	created	by	the	unique	combination	of	the	

skills	of	the	researcher,	the	external	conditions	happening	in	the	field	and	the	encounters	

created	 by	 the	 research.	 In	 the	 next	 section	 I	 will	 describe	 the	main	 characteristics	 of	

ethnographic	fieldwork	in	order	to	contextualise	my	personal	experience.	

4.4.1 Long-term	fieldwork		

Following	 the	methodological	 directions	 reported	 in	 the	 previous	 section	 I	 planned	 to	

undertake	 a	 long	 period	 of	 fieldwork	 of	 about	 12	 months.	 A	 long-term	 fieldwork	 is	

definitely	a	rare	choice	within	the	whole	tourism	studies	(Andrews,	Jimura,	&	Dixon,	2019).	

Among	 the	 few	 ethnographies	 in	 tourism	 that	 rely	 on	 long-term	 fieldwork	 are	 the	

longitudinal	ethnographic	study	of	20	years	about	 the	community	of	Goreme	 in	Turkey	

(Tucker,	2003),	the	research	over	the	years	in	western	Flores	in	eastern	Indonesia	(Erb,	

2008)	likewise	the	ethnographic	account	of	12	years	in	one	indigenous	community	in	the	

Peruvian	Amazon	(Stronza,	2010).	I	was	inspired	by	the	depth	of	understanding	provided	

by	these	studies	which	explore	the	interactions	between	a	specific	community	and	tourism	

	
54	Personally	the	field	diaries	I	would	carry	around	in	my	visits	to	malga	or	to	any	meeting	I	planned	were	
often	part	of	the	jokes	about	my	’researcher’	identity	with	my	participants	and	one	time	while	I	was	taking	
a	picture	of	the	cows	moving	from	one	pasture	to	another,	the	malgaro	found	my	diary	and	offered	it	to	a	
cow!	
55	Ponterotto	mentions	Denzin	(1898)	as	the	one	who	made	the	contribution	of	thick	description	as	thick	
interpretation.	
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and	investigate	how	the	local	people	adapt	and	recreate	their	culture	for	the	purposes	of	

tourism.		

My	research	is	the	result	of	an	extensive	(planned)	fieldwork	of	13	months	–	from	June	

2015	to	June	2016,	followed	by	another	(unplanned)	seven	months	–	from	October	2016	

to	May	2017	–	in	the	area	where	I	kept	working	indirectly	on	the	topics	of	my	research	

thanks	to	a	job	contract	with	the	cheese	cooperative.	For	simplicity	I	will	name	the	first	

phase	‘ethnographic	fieldwork’	and	the	latter	‘Cheese	Coop	Project’56.		

I	also	need	to	disclose	to	the	reader	that	initially	I	thought	I	could	focus	my	analysis	only	on	

the	 ethnographic	 fieldwork	 time,	 but	 then	 I	 realised	 that	 the	 following	 seven	 months	

represents	a	pivotal	part	of	my	research.	In	that	time,	I	developed	trusting	relationships	

with	my	participants	and	I	was	granted	an	inside	access	to	look	at	the	dynamics	occurring	

in	 the	 place	 in	 terms	 of	 food	 heritage,	 food	 heritagisation	 and	 food	 heritage	 tourism.	

Therefore,	 my	 interpretation	 cannot	 distinguish	 between	 these	 two	 phases	 as	 my	

understanding	is	part	of	a	whole	experience	of	the	20	months’	field	immersion.	

4.4.2 The	evolution	of	the	research	

These	two	phases	(the	first	13	months,	and	the	later	seven	months)	are	characterised	by	

moments	of	‘change’	that	led	my	research	and	my	positionality	in	the	field	to	evolve.	All	of	

these	 changes	 were	 embedded	 in	 the	 three	 methodological	 concepts	 presented	 in	 the	

previous	 section	 and	 thus	 here	 I	 will	 show	 how	 flâneur,	 serendipity	 and	 reciprocity	

concretely	 shaped	 my	 ethnographic	 fieldwork	 and	 set	 the	 foundations	 for	 employing	

different	methods	in	my	ethnography.	

The	first	time	on	the	field	was	indeed	characterised	by	the	need	to	familiarise	myself	with	

the	 context	 and	 with	 my	 ‘being	 an	 ethnographer’.	 Therefore	 it	 was	 a	 time	 of	

“apprenticeship”	of	the	fieldwork	practice	(Cappelletto,	2009)	and	flânerie	was	definitely	

my	‘way	of	being’	in	the	field.	I	spent	the	first	months	of	my	research	visiting	27	malghe	of	

the	area57	since	they	represent	an	interesting	place	from	which	to	look	at	the	dynamics	of	

food	heritagisation	and	tourism.	In	these	occasions	I	had	informal	conversations	with	the	

malgari	 I	 met	 there;	 I	 also	 took	 part	 in	 some	 tourism	 initiatives	 and	 observed	 the	

	
56	It	stands	for	Cheese	Cooperative	Project.	
57	20	visits	to	malga	in	Valle	del	Primiero	plus	7	visits	in	neighbour	valleys	(see	Appendix	D).	
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interactions	of	the	malgari	with	the	tourists	(see	Table	4.2).	Then,	by	the	end	of	the	summer	

I	realised	that	the	alpeggio	was	drawing	to	a	closure,	that	the	cows	would	go	back	in	the	

winter	barns	in	the	villages	and	thus	that	the	malga	could	not	continue	to	provide	the	lens	

through	which	to	observe	the	dynamics	occurring	around	cheese.		

As	a	consequence,	I	started	to	expand	my	research,	not	only	to	consider	the	perspective	of	

the	malgari	but	also	 to	 the	whole	 category	of	 farmers	and	 to	 the	other	 communities	of	

practice	directly	or	indirectly	connected	with	the	local	cheese.	At	this	stage	I	embraced	fully	

the	concept	of	 ‘reciprocity’	in	my	way	of	being	in	the	field.	I	started	my	conversation	by	

presenting	the	work	previously	done	on	the	malga	and	providing	some	insights	about	my	

on-going	 considerations.	 I	 started	 to	notice	 that	 this	 approach	 allows	 the	 space	 for	my	

participants	to	build	upon	this	vision.	Any	conversation	would	lead	to	another	as	they	were	

all	in	the	same	flow	of	information	even	if	held	with	different	people,	very	similar	to	what	

the	flâneur	would	feel	in	its	contact	with	the	city	(Nuvolati,	2006).	To	build	the	reciprocal	

relationship	I	also	started	sharing	with	my	participants	a	summary	of	the	conversations	

and	highlighting	the	main	points	and	some	reflections	these	generated.	These	brought	new	

material	to	the	conversation	and	thus	the	flow	of	knowledge	exchange	kept	expanding.		

This	stage	added	layers	of	complexities	to	my	understanding	of	the	community	and	I	begin	

to	 access	 an	 area	 of	 conflictual	 visions	 about	 the	 local	 cheese	 as	 heritage	 resource	

(Filippucci,	2009).	Within	this	messy	material	(or	because	of	this	messy	material)	I	also	

become	very	receptive	to	sight	unforeseen	directions	I	was	not	considering	–	as	serendipity	

suggests	(see	section	4.3.2).	This	serendipitous	attitude	found	fertile	soil	through	a	‘turning	

point	conversation’	which	changed	completely	an	 important	assumption	 I	was	bringing	

into	 the	 research,	 that	 of	 farmers	 considering	 themselves	 to	 be	 food	producers.	 In	 this	

conversation	with	Giacomo	 I	 learnt	 that	 there	was	an	on-going	discussion	between	 the	

farmers	regarding	their	role	as	food	producers	and	land	managers	and	this	insight	opened	

up	a	new	direction	of	investigation	for	me.	

Supported	by	the	belief	of	the	reciprocal	relationship	with	my	participants,	I	began	to	fully	

co-created	the	following	part	of	the	research	with	my	participants	–	farmers	and	cheese	

cooperative	 members	 –	 and,	 in	 following	 their	 stances,	 I	 decided	 to	 organise	 a	 public	

discussion	on	the	role	of	cheese	for	the	territory.	During	this	stage	of	the	research,	“each	

party	contributes	–	not	necessarily	to	the	other	party	–	but	to	a	matter	of	common	interest,	
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an	 issue	 of	 concern”	 (Ben-Ari	 &	 Enosh,	 2020,	 p.	 80).	 Ultimately,	 the	 research	 project	

become	a	 ‘joint	venture’	between	my	participants	and	me	with	 its	own	name:	Nutrire	 il	

Domani58.	

To	 organise	 these	 discussions,	 I	 involved	 in	 focus	 group	 conversations	 additional	

communities	of	practice	that	in	the	previous	stage	I	interviewed	such	as	the	local	Slow	Food	

condotta	 (composed	 of	 food	 activists)	 and	 the	 Strada	 dei	 Formaggi	 delle	 Dolomiti	 (see	

appendix	 B).	 To	 include	 the	 perspective	 about	 the	 touristic	 side	 of	 the	 cheese	 I	 also	

connected	with	the	hospitality	providers,	namely	hotels	and	restaurants.	The	contents	of	

the	focus	groups	were	then	reported	in	the	final	public	meeting	that	was	held	on	10th	of	

June,	2016	and	which	saw	250	attendees	(see	Figure	4.2).	

	
Figure	4.2	Public	meeting	‘Nutrire	il	Domani’	(Laura	Galassi)	

This	event	signed	the	‘official’	end	of	my	ethnographic	fieldwork	(the	planned	one)	and,	at	

the	same	time,	set	up	the	basis	for	the	Cheese	Coop	Project.	One	of	the	important	outcomes	

for	the	territory	coming	out	of	the	public	meeting	was	the	fact	that	the	cheese	cooperative,	

the	farmers,	the	hotels	and	restaurant	providers	officially	claimed	the	need	to	collaborate	

with	one	another	around	the	local	cheese.	From	this	‘claim’	the	Cheese	Coop	Project	was	

envisaged	and	then	practically	planned	and	developed	with	my	involvement	as	facilitator	

of	the	focus	groups	and	manager	of	the	project	activities	(see	chapter	8).	The	Cheese	Coop	

Project	allowed	to	keep	 ‘nurturing’	 (using	 the	word	of	 the	name	project)	 the	reciprocal	

relationship	with	my	participants	and	our	joint	venture.	

	
58	Translated	as	‘Nurturing	Tomorrow’.	
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Even	if	each	stage	of	this	research	alone	can	stand	as	an	autonomous	piece	of	research,	each	

one	contributes	to	the	development	of	the	sequential	phase	and	thus	all	of	them,	together,	

created	the	complex	mosaic	of	my	understanding	(see	Figure	4.3).	Through	this	figure,	I	

identified	the	four	stages	described	in	this	section	with	the	corresponding	months	of	my	

fieldwork	and	a	unique	name	in	order	to	provide	more	clarity	on	the	evolution	of	my	long-

fieldwork.	

	
Figure	4.3	The	phases	of	my	research	

The	two	main	phases	and	the	respective	micro-phases	addressed	in	a	different	way	the	

research	objectives	and	thus	enriched	the	full	understanding	of	the	phenomena	(see	Table	

4.1).	 From	Phase	One,	micro-phase	a	 ‘Encounter	 in	 the	malghe’	 allowed	 to	observe	 the	

tourism	encounters	and	experiences	offered	by	the	cheese	and	thus	contributed	to	respond	

to	the	Research	Question	(RQ)	2.	The	micro-phase	b.	 ‘Conversation	about	malga,	cheese	

and	much	more’	enriched	the	understanding	acquired	with	the	observations	and	casual	

conversations	 with	 the	 views	 of	 participants	 belonging	 to	 different	 communities	 of	

practice.	These	 conversations	 gave	me	 insights	 about	 the	 agricultural	 dimension	of	 the	

cheese	and	responded	to	the	RQ	1	The	micro-phase	c.	‘Dialogues	around	cheese’	and	the	

Phase	Two	‘Mobilisation	around	cheese’	opened	up	spaces	of	investigation	of	the	dynamics	

of	networking	between	the	different	communities	of	practice	involved	in	the	production,	

transformation,	preparation,	promotion	of	the	cheese.	I	explored	how	food	producers	and	

hospitality	providers	participate	in	the	food	heritagisation	process	and	thus	addressed	the	

RQ3.	In	particular,	the	Cheese	Coop	Project	(Phase	Two)	was	an	on-going	process	of	food	
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heritagisation	to	which	I	took	part	actively	for	my	role	as	facilitator	(and	project	manager)	

and	thus	strongly	enrich	my	comprehension	of	this	phenomena	as	I	will	explain	in	detail	by	

presenting	 the	Cheese	of	Belonging	(see	chapter	8).	Although	any	singular	micro-phase	

contributed	mainly	to	one	of	the	research	objectives	(as	just	described),	it	also	sheds	light	

on	 the	 other	 research	 objectives	 and	 contribute	 to	 explore	 the	 overall	 research	 aim.	

Therefore,	the	significance	of	this	process	is	given	by	this	integrated	approach	where	the	

combination	of	the	phases	deepened	my	comprehension.	

Table	4.1	Overview	aims	and	research	questions	

Research	Aim	 Research	Objective	 Research	Question	

To	explore	the	
relationship	between	
the	food	heritagisation	
process	and	food	
heritage	tourism	
around	a	specific	food	
heritage	item.	

To	examine	the	dimension		
of	food	heritage.	

1. What	does	it	take	for	
an	agricultural	
product	to	become	
food	heritage?	

To	investigate	the	tourism	
encounters	and		
experiences	created	
around	food	heritage.	

2. What	tourism	
encounters	and	
experiences	of	the	
locality	does	food	
heritage	provide?	

To	explore	the	cultural		
and	social	dynamics	
between	food	heritage	and	
people	directly	or	
indirectly	involved	with	
food	heritage	tourism.	

3. How	do	food	
producers	and	
hospitality	providers	
participate	in	the	
food	heritagisation	
process?	

4.5 Ethnographic	methods	

In	 the	 previous	 section	 I	 illustrated	 the	 ‘way	 of	 seeing’	 that	 inspired	my	 ethnography.	

Following	the	idea	of	being	a	researcher-bricoleur	(Denzin	&	Lincoln,	2018;	Hollinshead,	

1997),	 I	 identified	 four	methodological	 concepts	 –	 flâneur,	 serendipity,	 reciprocity	 and	

ethnographic	fieldwork	–	that	informed	my	way	to	be	an	ethnographer	and	I	showed	how	

my	 research	 unfolds	 accordingly	 with	 these	 guiding	 principles.	 The	 research	 indeed	

unfolds	along	 four	micro-phases	 illustrated	above	(see	Figure	4.3).	 In	 this	section	 I	will	

explain	how	each	phase	was	characterized	by	different	methods:	the	observations	and	the	

informal	 conversations	 for	 the	 phase	 ‘Encounters	 in	 malghe’;	 the	 semi-structured	
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interviews	for	‘Conversations	about	malga,	cheeses	and	much	more...’	and	the	focus	groups	

for	‘Dialogue	around	cheese’	and	‘Mobilization	around	the	cheese’	(see	Table	4.2).	

In	describing	these	methods,	I	will	expand	upon	what	Wolcott	(2008)	defines	as	the	“way	

of	looking”	(p.	41).	The	way	of	looking	refers	to	the	set	of	tools	that	sustains	the	researcher	

in	their	research	and	specifically	the	techniques	used	to	collect	the	data.	It	describes	the	

operative	dimension	of	‘doing	the	research’.	In	particular,	I	will	illustrate	how	I	approached	

the	participants	and	how	I	carried	out	the	encounters	and	the	conversations	that	informed	

my	study.	I	will	argue	that	my	way	of	seeing	indeed	informs	my	way	of	looking	(Wolcott,	

2008)	and	thus	the	two	dimensions	are	integrated,	as	I	will	illustrate	in	the	conclusion	of	

this	chapter.	

4.5.1 Observations,	informal	conversations	and	field	notes	

Ethnographic	 accounts	 come	 from	 the	 ethnographer’s	 “embodied	 engagement	with	 the	

world”	 (Ingold,	 2014).	 Observation,	 informal	 conversations	 and	 field	 notes	 were	 the	

instruments	 chosen	 for	 entering	 into	 the	 ‘field’	 and	 for	 expressing	 this	 ‘embodied	

engagement’.		

During	those	first	four	months	my	attention	was	directed	to	the	malghe	since	these	operate	

during	that	time	(summer)	and	they	represent	an	interesting	place	from	which	to	look	at	

the	dynamics	of	food	heritagisation	and	tourism.	I	visited	27	malghe	of	the	area	and	had	

informal	conversations	with	30	malgari	(see	appendix	D).	Furthermore,	I	participated	in	

twelve	tourism	activities	occurring	in	the	malghe,	with	cheese	and	butter	demonstrations	

included.	I	experienced	the	touristic	Alba	in	Malga	promoted	by	Strada	dei	Formaggi	delle	

Dolomiti	and	took	part	with	the	tourists	in	the	visits	organised	by	the	guides	of	the	regional	

natural	park	Paneveggio	Pale	di	San	Martino	(see	appendix	B).	

In	my	observation,	I	looked	at	the	food	practices	(food	cultivation,	food	transformation	and	

food	 preparation)	 through	 observing	 the	 different	 communities	 of	 practice	 (farmers,	

cheese-makers,	and	chefs)	while	they	are	working.	To	describe	the	practice,	I	relied	on	the	

‘explicit’	and	‘tacit’	elements	that	comprise	the	same	practice,	thus,	I	focused	the	attention	

also	on	the	elements	participating	in	the	practice	itself	(tools,	rules,	language,	and	symbols)	

and	that	represent	signs	of	the	belonging	between	the	members	of	the	same	community.		
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I	also	employed	informal	conversation	(Patton,	2002)	to	become	familiarised	with	my	field	

site	over	the	first	months	(June	2015	–	September	2015).	In	my	visits	to	malga	I	arrived	

unannounced,	and	thus,	they	were	received	with	surprise	from	the	malgaro	who	was	there	

carrying	 out	 their	 daily	 activities	 with	 the	 animals.	 I	 briefly	 introduced	 myself	 and	

explained	very	broadly	my	research.	From	this	starting	point	generally	the	conversation	

would	unfold	in	a	casual	way.	To	maintain	the	conversation	with	an	informal	tone	I	would	

rarely	take	out	my	journal	from	the	bag	pack	and	scribble	in	front	of	my	informants.	Only	

after	the	final	greetings,	 I	used	to	disappear	back	along	the	trail	 that	brought	me	to	the	

malga	and	sit	on	a	rock	and	hand	write	almost	compulsively	the	conversation	by	recording	

step	by	step	the	whole	encounter	 in	my	paper	 journal	n.	1	(I	wrote	four	paper	 journals	

throughout	the	whole	fieldwork,	see	Figure	4.4)	

	
Figure	4.4	Taking	fieldnotes	and	my	four	paper	journals59	(author)	

I	recorded	what	I	observed	and	the	conversations;	I	did	not	describe	the	person	or	the	place	

but	with	key	words	and	I	mostly	registered	the	dialogues	and	the	main	points.	A	day	or	a	

few	days	after	the	conversation	occurred,	I	used	to	transcribe	the	field	notes	into	a	Word	

document	 of	 the	 encounter	 adding	more	 details	 such	 as	 the	 description	 of	 the	 person	

encountered	and	the	place	visited.	At	this	stage	I	enriched	the	notes	with	my	reflections	

and	interpretations,	employing	a	reflective	account	(Hall,	2011;	O'	Gorman	et	al.,	2014).	

This	 created	 a	 thick	 description	 of	 the	 conversation	 (Ponterotto,	 2006).	 I	 consider	 this	

	
59	These	are	different	from	my	ethnographic	diary	which	I	write	in	a	Word	document	after	the	conversation.	
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material	composing	my	ethnographic	dairies	(see	Table	4.2).	Furthermore,	the	act	of	re-

writing	allowed	me	to	become	familiar	with	my	data	whilst	in	the	field	and	thus	produce	

first	interpretations	of	my	data	that	informed	my	successive	encounters.	In	this	way,	the	

process	 of	 theory	 development	 and	 data	 collection	 and	 analysis	 occurred	 almost	

simultaneously	in	an	intertwined	and	combined	process	(Corbetta,	2003;	De	Lillo,	2010;	

Henderson,	2006;	Patton,	2002).	

I	 slowly	 realized	 that	 the	 informal	 conversations	were	 a	method	 very	 suitable	 for	 the	

situation	and	the	persons	I	met	at	the	malga.	As	it	was	already	very	surprising	for	these	

people	 to	 see	an	urban	woman	 in	her	mid-thirties	 approaching	 them	on	 the	 top	of	 the	

mountains	with	the	desire	to	know	more	about	their	lifestyle,	I	did	not	feel	comfortable	

asking	them	to	conduct	an	interview.	That	would	sound	an	excessively	bizarre	request	for	

the	context.	In	addition,	most	of	these	informants	were	not	the	kind	of	persons	who	feel	

comfortable	 with	 question	 asking	 and	 answering.	 The	 choice	 to	 be	 a	malgaro	 is	 often	

related	to	the	attitude	and	desire	of	these	people	to	be	in	a	remote	place	for	three/four	

months	of	the	year60.	

Moreover,	this	informal	phase	influenced	positively	the	development	of	the	relationships	

with	 subsequent	 research	 participants.	 In	 knowing	 that	 I	 had	 had	 these	 encounters	

revealed	to	them	something	about	my	ethnographic	approach.	I	had	the	feeling	that	in	their	

eyes	this	experience	gave	credibility	to	my	persona	and	this	become	important	in	creating	

trust.	Discussing	some	anecdotes	from	this	early	phase	opened	up	opportunities	for	new	

dialogue	and	additional	insights	during	my	second	phase	of	research.	At	this	stage	I	started	

to	employ	semi-structured	interviews,	which	I	will	illustrate	in	this	coming	section.	

4.5.2 Semi-structured	interviews	

Qualitative	interviews	are	considered	“a	two-way	exchange”	(Jennings,	2005,	p.	17)	that	

fosters	 the	 concept	 of	 co-construction	 of	 knowledge	 and	 thus	 the	 possibility	 to	 build	 a	

reciprocal	 relationship	 (Gubrium	 &	 Holstein,	 2002;	 Gubrium,	 Holstein,	 Marvasti,	 &	

McKinney,	2012;	King,	Horrocks,	&	Brooks,	2019).	Therefore,	 they	represented	another	

tool	 I	 put	 in	 my	 ethnographer	 kit.	 Distinctions	 can	 be	 made	 between	 interviews,	

	
60	At	least	that	is	what	they	would	always	mention	to	me	about	what	they	love	about	their	job,	along	with	
the	contact	with	the	nature	and	with	the	animals.	
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conversations	 and	 dialogue	 based	 on	 the	 researcher’s	 purpose,	 ideas	 and	 tasks.	 Both	

conversations	and	dialogue	seek	to	get	the	meanings	of	the	participants’	subjective	reality	

but	 the	 dialogue	 also	 aims	 to	 create	 a	 space	 for	 further	 co-creation	 upon	 the	 reality	

investigated	(Bjerke,	2007).		

Otherwise	 interviews	 take	 different	 forms	 which	 can	 be	 placed	 along	 a	 continuum:	

structured,	 semi-structured	 and	 unstructured	 interviews	 (Jennings,	 2005;	 Veal,	 2011).	

Semi-structured	 interviews	 usually	 develop	 around	 some	 key	 questions	 previously	

identified	 by	 the	 researcher	 and	 created	 in	 a	 flexible	way	 so	 that	 they	 can	 take	 shape	

according	to	the	progress	of	the	dialogue	and	with	attention	to	how	the	narrative	of	the	

participant	unfolds	(Galletta,	2013).	The	participant	is	asked	different	questions	and	the	

conversation	 is	 personalised	 to	 the	 specific	 context	 created	 by	 that	 situation	 (Wolcott,	

2008).	

I	started	to	employ	this	method61	when	I	started	to	conduct	my	research	in	the	villages	

instead	of	on	the	top	of	the	mountains,	after	the	alpeggio	ended	(See	Figure	1.4).	At	that	

point	 I	 intentionally	 identified	 local	 stakeholders	 with	 the	 aim	 to	 understand	 their	

perspectives	around	malga	and	its	related	topics	–	the	cheese,	the	farmers,	issues	of	land	

management	and	tourism	promotion.	I	interviewed	14	participants	and	with	a	few	of	them	

and	 I	 had	 a	 follow	 up	meeting;	 thus	 I	 conducted	 17	 unstructured	 and	 semi-structured	

interviews	(see	Table	4.2).	These	additional	views	greatly	enriched	the	understandings	I	

had	previously	acquired	from	my	informal	conversations	with	the	malgari	and	through	my	

observations	(Jorgensen,	1989).	

In	 these	 conversations	 I	 did	 not	 use	 the	 audio-recorder.	 Indeed	 it	 is	 recognised	 that	

recording	 devices	 are	 “not	 mute	 or	 innocent	 entities	 that	 simply	 record	 interviews”	

(Nordstrom,	2015,	p.	389),	and	thus	they	need	to	be	treated	in	a	reflexive	way	(Lee,	2004).	

In	avoiding	 the	use	of	 the	recording	device,	 I	decided	 to	widen	 the	boundaries	of	 these	

conversations	beyond	the	pressing	of	the	record	button	on	the	machine	(Nordstrom,	2015).	

I	 wanted	 to	 create	 a	 more	 extended	 time	 of	 exchange	 with	 my	 participants	 which	 I	

implemented	with	other	practices	and	with	the	support	of	the	long-term	fieldwork.	During	

	
61	I	employed	mostly	semi-structured	interviews	in	the	sense	that	before	the	meeting.	I	did	have	a	set	of	
key	questions	to	address.	However,	these	semi-structured	interviews	took	the	form	of	‘dialogue’	(Bjerke,	
2007).	 At	 the	 centre	 of	 the	 exchange	 indeed	was	 the	 interactions	 and	 therefore	 any	 conversation	was	
conceived	as	to	be	developed	over	several	occasions.	
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the	interviews	I	did	take	notes	in	my	paper	journal	and	afterward	I	shared	a	report	of	the	

conversation	with	the	participants.	Therefore,	I	also	tried	not	to	sacrifice	the	reliability	of	

the	process	by	choosing	these	other	practices	on	which	to	rely	my	understanding	upon.	

During	these	interviews	I	would	note	the	words	they	were	saying	and	other	details	I	would	

notice	or	questions	and	comments	coming	into	my	mind	while	they	were	speaking	so	not	

to	interrupt	the	flow	of	the	conversation.	I	used	to	start	the	conversation	by	telling	them	

my	experience	of	visits	 to	 the	malga	with	 the	 intention	 to	create	a	relaxed	and	 friendly	

environment	(O'Reilly,	2012),	and	then	I	normally	had	an	icebreaker	question	very	broad	

which	let	the	participants	to	bring	into	the	conversation	what	they	were	happy	to	share	

and	considered	relevant.	The	discussion	usually	unfolded	along	the	topics	proposed	by	the	

interviewee	since	my	approach	was	to	co-construct	the	conversation	together	with	them.	

Furthermore,	 giving	 space	 to	 the	 topics	 they	 wanted	 to	 bring	 in,	 also	 gave	 me	 some	

information	about	what	they	associated	with	the	local	cheese,	which	was	an	underlying	

question	of	all	of	semi-structured	interviews.	

Prior	to	conducting	the	interview,	I	obtained	the	informed	consent	from	each	participant	

verbally	so	not	to	add	any	formality	in	the	exchange,	which	I	wanted	to	keep	as	natural	as	

possible.	The	 interviews	were	around	one	and	a	half	hours.	Normally	by	the	end	of	 the	

conversation,	when	I	closed	my	journal,	the	participants	would	disclose	other	information	

(Jennings,	2005).	Normally	these	were	remarks	perceived	to	be	less	‘officially’	sharable	–	

through	the	notes	in	the	journal	–	so	when	I	was	not	taking	notes	in	the	journal	they	decided	

to	‘unofficially’	share	additional	insights	on	some	issues	touched	during	the	conversation.	I	

did	register	these	details	in	the	second	writing	up	of	my	field	notes	in	the	Word	document,	

clearly	indicating	that	were	‘off	the	record	information’	(Warren,	2002).	I	did	not	use	these	

statements	 since	 I	 consider	 that	 sharing	 this	 information	 after	 I	 closed	 the	 journal	

represented	a	breaching	of	their	consent.	Other	times	the	interviewee	would	interrupt	the	

flow	of	the	conversation	adding	“do	not	write	this	down”	and	thus	making	sure	that	I	would	

not	record	that	specific	information	(Nordstrom,	2015).	

In	order	to	foster	trust	between	my	informants	and	myself,	I	would	share	the	summary	of	

the	conversation	some	days	later.	To	produce	the	summary,	I	organised	the	conversations	

in	themes	by	using	a	mind	map	(Burgess-Allen	&	Owen-Smith,	2010;	Buzan,	1988;	Buzan	

&	Buzan,	2006;	Gineprini	&	Guastavigna,	2007;	Northcott,	1996;	Svantesson,	1990).	Based	
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on	the	themes	identified,	I	highlighted	the	related	contents	shared	by	the	participant	and	

from	these	 I	would	create	 the	report.	The	 intentions	behind	 this	practice	were	various:	

firstly,	I	wanted	to	make	sure	my	understandings	were	clear	to	them,	second	I	wanted	them	

to	have	 the	possibility	 to	add	 information	or	discuss	 further	what	 I	had	taken	 from	the	

conversation,	finally	I	wanted	to	create	material	to	keep	the	flow	of	the	conversation	going.	

I	 consider	 that	 the	 process	 of	 trust	 building	 and	 knowledge	 co-creation	 produced	 by	

sharing	these	summaries	fostered	the	conditions	which	made	it	possible	for	me	to	conduct	

focus	groups	with	a	participatory	approach.	In	the	next	section	this	method	of	research	will	

be	presented.	

4.5.3 Focus	groups	

The	employment	of	the	focus	group	as	a	method	commenced	after	my	conversation	with	

Giacomo	(see	section	4.4.2)	which	provided	the	possibility	for	me	to	organise	the	‘dialogues	

around	the	cheese’	(see	Figure	4.3).	The	support	of	Giacomo	in	the	research	opened	the	

door	to	engage	with	other	members	of	the	Unione	Allevatori	Primiero-Vanoi	(see	appendix	

B)	and	of	the	cheese	cooperative	and	thus	involve	in	the	conversation	the	communities	of	

practice	of	the	farmers	and	cheese	producers.	I	then	contacted	a	reference	person	of	each	

of	 the	 other	 three	 communities	 of	 practice	 –	 restaurants,	 hotel	 owners	 and	 Slow	Food	

condotta	–	and	had	their	approval	for	conducting	a	focus	group	with	the	members	they	

suggest.	

The	focus	group	is	based	on	the	group	as	a	source	of	information	and	it	is	considered	an	

appropriate	tool	to	explore	the	participants’	 thoughts	and	opinions	about	certain	issues	

(Haukeland,	Daugstad,	&	Vistad,	2011).	It	is	suggested	that	the	discussion	would	take	place	

among	people	who	have	a	direct	 experience	and	 interest	 in	 the	 topic	 and	who	 identify	

themselves	as	belonging	to	the	same	social	group	(Acocella,	2012;	Krueger	&	Casey,	2015;	

Morgan,	 2001).	 The	 focus	 group	 thus	 enabled	 me	 to	 investigate	 how	 each	 of	 these	

communities	of	practice	related	to	the	cheese	and	what	issues	they	would	bring	into	the	

conversations.	In	this	way	I	privileged	the	group	view,	 instead	of	the	individual	opinion	

obtained	with	the	semi-structured	interviews	(Morgan,	2001).	Furthermore,	focus	groups	

are	based	on	the	interactions	between	the	members	of	a	group	(Acocella,	2012;	De	Lillo,	

2010),	and	thus	could	show	me	relational	dynamics	I	would	not	be	able	to	observe	in	the	
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semi-structure	 interviews	 employed	 previously.	 I	 held	 a	 first	 focus	 group	 for	 each	

community	and	each	lasted	between	two	to	three	hours	with	around	5-8	participants	each.		

At	that	stage	I	had	an	understanding	of	the	main	issues	around	malga	and	cheese	and	I	also	

had	a	sense	of	the	dynamics	between	the	different	actors	involved.	I	felt	more	confident	

about	my	role	as	a	researcher	and	I	was	recognized	as	such	by	my	participants.	In	addition,	

the	participants	saw	the	focus	groups	as	a	preparatory	step	for	the	final	public	meeting	we	

were	organizing	as	a	joint	venture	(see	section	4.3.3and	4.4.2)	to	present	the	results	of	the	

research.	This	 created	 a	 collaborative	 environment	 that	 supported	 the	 adoption	of	 this	

method	(Krueger,	1998).	

I	was	not	new	to	 focus	groups	and	thus	 I	 felt	confident	 in	 facilitating	 the	dialogues	 (De	

Felice,	Falcone,	&	Saaty,	2009;	Fox,	1987;	Krueger,	1998;	Krueger	&	Casey,	2015).	I	was	

aware	of	–	and	I	could	observe	–	the	dynamics	of	power	that	normally	manifest	within	a	

group	and	are	reflected	 in	 the	way	 the	conversation	 takes	place	with	 the	most	obvious	

implications	of	some	who	speak	more	and	some	who	stay	aside	(Acocella,	2015;	Krueger,	

1998).	 Becasuse	 I	 approached	 the	 recording	 device	 in	 a	 ‘reflexive	 way’	 (Lee,	 2004;	

Nordstrom,	 2015),	 in	 these	 circumstances	 I	 felt	 that	 audio	 recording	 the	 focus	 groups	

would	provide	more	reliability	to	this	part	of	the	process.	I	delivered	a	written	consent	form	

to	the	participants	taking	part	in	the	focus	groups	that	they	signed.	I	had	the	feeling	this	

practice	fostered	the	perception	among	the	participants	to	be	active	player	in	the	research	

process	 and	made	 them	more	 responsible	 about	 their	 role	 and	 contribution	 (Acocella,	

2015).	 Since	 I	 was	 satisfied	 with	 this	 practice	 of	 providing	 a	 report	 after	 the	 semi-

structured	interviews,	I	also	created	a	report	for	each	focus	group	about	the	main	themes	

and	positions	emerged	for	each	discussion.	I	then	shared	the	document	and	its	content	in	a	

follow	up	meeting	with	each	group	in	order	to	create	a	base	of	common	knowledge	to	share	

during	the	public	meeting.	I	finally	held	five	focus	groups	and	four	follow	up	meetings	for	

the	third	stage	of	my	research	(Table	4.2).	
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Table	4.2	Research	phases	and	methods	
	

Ethnographic	Fieldwork	 Cheese	Coop	
Project	

Phase	 1a.	
Encounters	
in	malga	

1b.	
Conversations	
about	malga,	
cheeses	and	
much	more…	

1c.	
Dialogues	around	
the	cheese	

2a.	
Mobilisation		
around	the	cheese	

Time	 June	-
September	
2015	

October2015-	
February	
2016	

March	–	
June	2016	

November	2016-	
May	2017	

Methods	 Casual	
conversations	
Observations	

Semi-
structured	
interviews		
	
(No	audio	
recording)	

Focus	groups	
(FG)	
	
	
(Yes	audio	
recording)	

Focus	groups	
(FG)	
	
	
(Yes	audio	
recording)	

Numbers	 Visit	to	27	
malghe	and	
informal	
conversations	
with	30	
malgari	
	
	
Observation	
of	12	tourism	
initiatives	in	7	
malghe	

17	formal	
conversations	

1st	round:	5	FG		
2	FG	farmers;	1	
FG	cheese	coop;	
1FG	restaurants;	
1	FG	Slow	Food;	1	
FG	hotel	owners	
	
2st	round:	4	FG	
2	FG	farmers;	1	
FG	cheese	coop;	1	
FG	Slow	Food	

1st	round:	6	FG	
3	FG	farmers;	1	FG	
restaurant;	2	FG	
restaurant-hotel	
owners	
	
	
	
2nd	round:	5	FG	
3	FG	for	reciprocal	
visits;	2	FG	for	pilot	
actions	

Ps62	 30	Ps	 14	Ps63	 26	Ps	 30	Ps	

Data	 Ethnographic	
diary	n.	1	
	
	
Photos	

Ethnographic	
diary	n.	2-	
	
	
Conceptual	
maps	
	
Report	of	the	
interviews	

Ethnographic	
diary	n.	3-4	
	
	
Transcript	of	the	
focus	groups		
	

Report	with	key	
themes	of	each	
FG	

Digital	Ethnographic	
Diary	(App	Day	One)	
	
Transcript	of	the	
focus	groups		
	
Report	with	key	
themes	of	FG	

	
62	Abbreviations	for	participants.	
63	Two	of	these	participants	were	working	at	the	provincial	level:	Provincial	Breeders/Farmers	Federation	
of	 the	Province	of	Trento	and	Provincial	Destination	Management	Organisation	Trentino	Marketing,	 see	
Appendix	C.	
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The	whole	Cheese	Coop	Project,	the	fourth	phase	of	my	research	that	I	named	‘mobilisation	

around	the	cheese’,	was	organised	around	focus	groups	as	well.	The	first	round	of	six	focus	

group	discussions	was	organised	only	within	each	community	of	practice	–	farmers,	cheese	

cooperative,	hotel	owners	and	restaurant	managers.	The	second	round	of	five	focus	groups	

combined	two	communities	of	practice	together	in	order	that	these	could	work	to	co-create	

actions	of	collaboration	(see	Table	4.2).	In	this	last	phase,	I	held	a	total	of	11	focus	groups,	

each	lasting	between	90-180	minutes.	

4.5.4 Study	site	and	participants	

In	chapter	1	I	presented	the	Valle	del	Primiero	(see	section	1.2)	which	is	the	area	where	I	

conducted	my	ethnographic	fieldwork.	The	area	of	my	fieldwork	is	the	Valle	del	Primiero.	

It	is	a	mountainous	territory	of	just	over	41,000	hectares	(Comunità	di	Primiero,	2014),	

located	 in	 the	North	East	 part	 of	 Italy	 in	 between	 the	province	 of	Trento	 (autonomous	

region	of	Trentino	Alto	Adige)	and	the	province	of	Belluno	(Veneto	Region)	(Bettega,	2015).	

When	I	arrived	in	June	2015	the	area	was	comprised	of	eight	districts	(Canal	San	Bovo,	

Imer,	Mezzano,	Transacqua,	Fiera	di	Primiero,	Tonadico,	Siror,	Sagron	Mis)	(Comunità	di	

Primiero,	 2014,	 2018).	 During	 my	 fieldwork	 four	 of	 these	 (Fiera	 di	 Primiero,	 Siror,	

Tonadico	e	Transacqua)	agreed	to	merge	 into	one	(Primiero	San	Martino	di	Castrozza),	

which	occurred	with	a	referendum	in	June	2015,	thus	now	resulting	in	an	area	comprised	

of	five	municipalities.	

The	idea	to	conduct	my	fieldwork	in	my	home	country	–	not	in	my	hometown,	though	–	was	

carefully	considered.	Since	ethnography	enabled	me	to	decipher	the	cultural	and	relational	

dynamics	organised	around	the	food	heritage	and	thus	allowed	me	to	address	the	aim	of	

my	research,	it	was	important	to	me	to	access	the	cultural	code	of	my	community	(language	

and	wider	cultural	DNA).	In	this	way	I	could	focus	my	attention	not	on	the	culture	in	general	

but	on	how	the	culture	–	and	cultural	meanings	–	were	organised	around	the	food.	

Additionally,	 food	 is	 embedded	as	part	 of	 the	 Italian	 culture	 and	of	 the	 “Made	 in	 Italy”	

concept	(Montanari,	2004a).	It	is	argued	that	the	recipe	book	of	Pellegrino	Artusi64	written	

in	1891	played	a	role	effectively	from	the	early	years	of	Italian	unification	and	it	addresses	

the	significance	of	food	for	Italians	(Helstosky,	2003).	Around	the	same	period,	the	Italian	

	
64	La	Scienzia	in	cucina	e	l’arte	di	mangiar	bene	or	Science	in	the	Kitchen	and	the	Art	of	Eating	Well.	
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Tourist	Board	(Ente	Nazionale	per	il	Turismo	Italiano)	commissioned	the	publication	of	an	

artistic	 map65	 with	 the	 principal	 gastronomic	 specialities	 of	 each	 region	 of	 Italy,	

anticipating	the	phenomena	that	today	corresponds	to	gastronomic	tourism	(Croce	&	Perri,	

2017).	

This	 ingrained	 food	 culture	 is	 also	 reflected	 in	 the	 language.	 As	 suggested	 by	 Grasseni	

(2016),	there	is	a	specific	Italian	word	‘prodotto	tipico’	to	indicate	the	gastronomic	heritage	

of	a	place.		

In	Italy,	a	prodotto	tipico	is	not	just	local,	stemming	from	a	specific	locality,	
but	 is	 considered	 representative	 of	 its	 distinctive	 soil,	 fauna,	 flora,	
exposure,	historically	documented	techniques	and	material	culture,	tools,	
rural	 architecture,	 terminology	 and	 prescribed	 usage	 –	 including	
associated	festivities,	folklore,	religiosity	and	seasonality	(p.	40).	

Additionally	the	Slow	Food	movement	was	set	up	in	Italy	in	1986	with	the	aim	to	celebrate	

the	joy	of	slow	eating,	which	then	become	a	point	of	reference,	also	internationally,	around	

food	production,	preparation	and	consumption	(Hall,	2012;	Petrini,	2003,	2016).	

Specifically,	the	main	economic	activities	of	the	area	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero	have	been	

based	on	agriculture	and	tourism	(see	setion	0).	I	thought	that	the	combination	offered	by	

this	case	study	could	offer	deeper	insights	about	the	entanglement	between	food	heritage	

and	tourism	(Beeton,	2005;	Yin,	2014).	Additionally,	thanks	to	the	fact	that	the	livestock	

farming	survived	and	developed	for	a	long	time	in	the	area,	the	cheese,	which	is	its	direct	

product,	 is	a	food	embedded	in	the	history,	traditions	and	culture	of	the	people	and	the	

place	(Hjalager	&	Richards,	2002).	

Before	 conducting	 the	 fieldwork,	 since	 the	 area	 in	 question	was	 new	 to	me,	 I	went	 to	

conduct	preliminary	research	of	a	few	days	in	January	2015	to	explore	the	study	site	and	

take	the	first	steps	for	the	development	of	the	research.	During	this	time,	I	met	the	Director	

of	 the	 Parco	 Paneveggio	 Pale	 di	 San	 Martino	 (see	 appendix	 B)	 and	 I	 learnt	 that	 they	

organised	 summer	 touristic	 activities	 in	 three	 different	malga66	 of	 the	 valley,	 aimed	 at	

experiencing	the	culture	of	the	malga	and	of	 its	food.	Similarly,	the	Strada	dei	Formaggi	

delle	Dolomiti	(see	appendix	B)	organises	the	Alba	in	malga	where	the	tourists	are	invited	

	
65	Carta	delle	Principali	specialità	gastronomiche	delle	regiona	itialiane.	
66	Formaggi	in	malga	(Malga	Pala),	In	malga,	alla	sera…	(Malga	Canali),	Vivere	la	malga	(Malga	Bocche).	
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to	join	the	life	of	the	malgaro	and	learn	about	cheese	and	butter.	These	two	experiences	

really	 attracted	 my	 attention	 and	 become	 the	 starting	 point	 of	 my	 observations.	

Furthermore,	in	the	conversation	with	the	Director	of	the	Park	I	also	had	the	feeling	there	

were	some	conflicting	views	about	the	use	of	the	pastures	which	could	add	insights	into	the	

phenomena	I	was	looking	at.	

The	choice	of	 the	14	participants	 for	 the	 semi-structured	 interviews	 (see	 section	4.5.2)	

came	after	a	first	phase	of	observations	made	in	malga	and	the	informal	conversation	I	had	

with	the	malgari	(see	section	4.5.1).	These	gave	me	enough	insights	to	identify	the	different	

realities	directly	and	indirectly	involved	with	the	production,	transformation,	preparation	

and	promotion	of	the	cheese	of	the	valley.	Therefore,	the	first	participants	were	selected	

non-randomly	using	a	purposive	sampling	technique	which	focuses	the	attention	on	how	

much	can	be	learnt	from	the	participants	identified	(Creswell,	2014;	Lapan,	Quartaroli,	&	

Riemer,	2012;	Patton,	2002;	Reybold,	Lammert,	&	Stribling,	2013)	(see	appendix	C).		

After	this	round	of	interviews,	I	embraced	the	focus	group	method	as	discussed	above	(see	

section	 4.5.3).	 Based	 on	 the	 contents	 of	 the	 previous	 interviews,	 I	 established	 which	

communities	of	practice	were	more	relevant	for	deciphering	the	cultural	meanings	and	the	

dynamics	 occurring	 around	 the	 local	 cheese	 and	 defined	 the	 information-rich	 cases	

(Patton,	 2002).	 Furthermore,	 thanks	 to	 the	 contacts	 developed	 through	 the	 semi-

structured	interviews,	I	was	able	to	identity	a	reference	person	for	each	group	(Arcury	&	

Quandt,	1999).	This	person	proposed	the	other	members	of	the	group	to	be	involved	in	the	

focus	group	discussion	and	normally	they	were	part	of	the	decision	making	board	of	the	

group	(see	appendix	C).	The	danger	of	this	solution	is	that	the	choice	of	the	participants	

reflects	the	power	dynamics	within	the	same	group	and	and	dissenting	voices	might	be	

excluded	(Banks	&	Scheyvens,	2003).	At	the	same	time	since	the	members	of	the	group	

were	 already	 familiar	 with	 each	 other,	 they	 felt	 safer	 in	 expressing	 their	 opinions	

(Haukeland	et	al.,	2011).	

The	first	focus	groups	were	then	directed	at	the	farmers,	cheese	cooperative,	Slow	Food	

condotta,	Strada	dei	Formaggi	delle	Dolomiti	and	hotel	owners.	The	table	below	(see	Table	

4.3)	shows	the	role	of	each	community	of	practice	within	food	heritage	and	the	aspects	I	

identified	 that	 they	 could	 bring	 into	 the	 conversations.	 For	 the	 complete	 list	 of	 the	 78	

participants	with	their	profiles,	refer	to	appendix	C.	
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Table	4.3	Communities	of	practice	and	their	involvement	in	the	focus	groups		

Community	of	practice	 Relationship	with	the	
cheese	

Topics	for	the	conversations	

Farmers	(Unione	
Allevatori	Primiero-
Vanoi)	

Food	producers	 Raw	ingredient	(milk),	agricultural	
practices	(milking,	hay	making,	
grazing)	

Cheese	cooperative	
(Caseificio	Sociale	di	
Primiero)	

Food	transformers,	
food	sellers	

Transformation	of	food	(cheese),	
cheese-making	process,	
opportunities	and	challenges	in	
selling	the	cheese	

Slow	Food	Association	 Food	activists	 Overview	of	food	productions	in	
Primiero.	
Other	perspectives	on	milk,	cheese	
agricultural	practice,	cheese-
making	process.	
Feeling	of	the	community	around	
the	cheese	production	

Cheese	Route	of	the	
Dolomites	(Strada	dei	
Formaggi	delle	
Dolomiti)	

Food	promotion,	
collaboration	with	
hotel	and	restaurants	
to	promote	the	use	of	
local	products	

Cheese	use	for	hospitality	
providers,	challenges	and	
opportunities.	
Initiative	of	collaborations	to	
promote	the	food	and	the	
perception	about	collaboration	of	
hospitality	providers	and	food	
producers/transformers	

Hotel	owners	 Dining/breakfast	
options	for	guests	

Cheese	use	for	hotel	owners,	
challenges	and	opportunities	

Restaurants		 Food	preparation	 Use	of	cheese	for	cooking	practice,	
challenges	and	opportunities	of	
employment	of	cheese	in	food	
preparation	for	chefs	and	
restaurant	managers	

Finally,	with	the	Cheese	Coop	project	the	groups	were	decided	based	on	the	project	aim.	

Since	 this	 was	 to	 foster	 the	 collaboration	 between	 farmers	 and	 hospitality	 providers	

through	 the	 cheese,	 the	 groups	 involved	 were	 farmers,	 cheese-makers,	 hotel	 and	

restaurant	owners.	In	the	first	focus	group	held	with	hotel	and	restaurant	owners	together,	

the	participants	uncovered	the	differences	they	perceived	between	these	two	groups	and	

they	indicated	that	they	preferred	being	treated	as	two	different	communities	of	practice,	
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one	based	on	the	practice	of	cooking	(dish	preparation)	and	the	other	on	food	promotion	

(dining)	(see	last	two	rows	-	Table	4.3).	

4.5.5 Ethical	considerations	

The	issue	of	ethical	research	arose	after	World	War	II	when	horrific	experiments	conducted	

on	 the	 prisoners	 of	 the	German	Nazi	 concentration	 camps	were	 revealed	 (Veal,	 2011).	

These	events	raised	concerns	on	the	ethical	conduct	of	the	research	as	well	as	the	use	of	

findings	 of	 unethically	 conducted	 research	 (Veal,	 2011),	 and	 issues	 emerged	 especially	

when	 the	 research	 involved	 human	 and	 animal	 subjects.	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 important	 to	

address	the	issue	of	ethics	of	this	research	since	this	study	focuses	on	human	beings	and	

depicting	 their	 perspectives,	 experiences,	 knowledge	 and	 skills.	 Additionally,	 being	 an	

ethnographic	study,	the	information	has	been	collected	within	the	relationships	of	trust	I	

have	built	with	the	participants	during	the	20	months	of	my	stay	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero	

(Kvale	&	Brinkmann,	2015).	Therefore,	it	is	important	for	me	to	consider	any	relational	and	

ethical	implications	on	how	to	include	this	material	in	the	thesis.	

Before	the	fieldwork	I	made	sure	to	complete	the	university’s	ethical	documentation	to	gain	

ethical	approval	(see	appendix	E).	Therefore,	as	indicated	in	the	form,	I	made	sure	to	gain	

a	verbal	informed	consent	from	my	participants	before	the	semi-structured	interviews	and	

a	written	one	before	the	first	roundtable	of	the	focus	group	discussion	for	any	participant	

of	each	group	involved.	During	the	focus-group	discussions,	I	anticipated	that	I	was	going	

to	use	the	audio-recorder	and	that	if	any	of	them	did	not	feel	comfortable	with	the	device	I	

could	 otherwise	 take	 notes.	 Additionally,	 a	 brief	 outline	 of	 the	 research	 was	 provided	

verbally	to	give	an	idea	to	my	participants	of	the	motivations	behind	conducing	the	study	

and	 I	 clearly	 elucidated	 to	 each	 of	 them	 that	 they	 could	withdraw	 at	 any	 point	 of	 the	

conversations	and	that	no	information	shared	would	be	included.	

Another	area	of	concern	was	related	to	the	use	of	the	real	names	for	the	participants.	In	

analysing	different	ethnographies,	 I	noticed	 that	 the	use	of	 the	pseudonyms	 is	common	

(Grasseni,	2016;	Tucker,	2003),	thus	I	decided	to	give	my	participants	the	option	between	

being	 named	 or	 remained	 anonymous	 (see	 appendix	 E).	 However,	 the	majority	 of	 the	
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participants	preferred	to	use	the	real	name	and	only	for	a	few	of	them	I	have	employed	

pseudonyms67.		

Ethical	practice	also	 includes	 the	notion	of	giving	something	back	to	 the	participants	 in	

order	to	acknowledge	their	participation	and	contribution	to	the	study	(Bakas,	2017;	Diver	

&	Higgins,	2014;	Robson,	2002,	2011;	Ybarra,	2014	).	For	me	it	was	important	not	only	that	

the	different	communities	of	practice	involved	in	the	focus	group	discussions	could	have	a	

common	arena	to	discuss	the	different	perspectives	and	clarify	their	positions,	but	also	I	

felt	that	these	dialogues	about	the	food	heritage	of	the	locality	could	be	given	back	to	the	

whole	extended	community.	This	ethical	consideration	was	at	the	base	of	the	final	public	

meeting	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 third	 and	 fourth	 phase	 of	 the	 research	 (see	 Figure	 4.3).	

Additionally,	the	decision	to	involve	different	experts	in	the	specific	subjects	illustrated	in	

the	 public	 discussion,	 was	 considered	 as	 an	 additional	 practice	 of	 giving	 back	 to,	 and	

empowerment	of,	 the	 community.	Their	 insights	 could	 enrich	 the	understanding	of	 the	

whole	community	toward	their	own	heritage	resources	and	tourism	and	food	policies	and	

practices.	The	participation	of	250	attendees	at	the	Phase	1	final	public	meeting	on	June	the	

10th,	2016	(see	Figure	4.2	and	Figure	4.3-Phase	1)	and	230	at	the	final	meeting	of	the	Cheese	

Coop	Project	on	May	29th,	2017	(see	Figure	4.3-Phase	2)	was	indeed	a	good	validation	for	

the	approach	chosen68.		

4.5.6 Positionality		

There	 has	 been	 a	 rise	 of	 concern,	 among	 qualitative	 researchers,	 about	 the	 role	 of	 the	

researcher	 in	 the	 production	 of	 knowledge.	 Worldviews,	 values,	 beliefs,	 and	 their	

autobiographies	 are	 all	 elements	 that	 a	 researcher	 brings	 into	 their	 own	 research	 and	

which	 influence	 the	 entire	 research	 process,	 the	 relationship	 with	 the	 researched,	 the	

actions	 taken,	 the	 questions	 asked	 and	 the	 interpretations	 given	 to	 the	 process	 of	

knowledge	production	(Bakas,	2017;	Cohen,	2013;	Hall,	2011;	Keikelame,	2017;	Wilson	&	

Hollinshead,	2015).		

	
67	For	the	ones	who	agreed	verbally	I	made	sure	to	ask	their	preference	afterward	in	a	written	email.	For	
the	ones	that	did	not	express	any	preference	or	I	was	not	able	to	reach,	I	opted	for	the	use	of	pseudonyms.		
68	The	local	blog	CartaPesta	reports	an	interview	with	Roberta	Garibaldi,	one	of	speaker	invited	for	the	final	
meeting:	http://www.cartapesta.news/turismo/cultura-cibo-territorio	(accessed	27/05/2017).	
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Reflexivity	is	seen	as	a	way	for	the	researcher	to	reflect	on	these	subjective	aspects	and	

experiences	 and	 thus	 bring	 more	 awareness	 into	 the	 entire	 research	 process	 (Cohen,	

2013).	The	research	positionality	–	thus	the	role	of	a	dual	insider	and	outsider	–	is	part	of	

these	 reflections	 (Bakas,	 2017;	 Cohen,	 2013;	 Keikelame,	 2017).	 Particularly	 in	

ethnographic	accounts,	reflexivity	is	vital	since	the	researcher	becomes	embedded	with	the	

participants,	 their	 stories	 and	 the	 entire	 locality	 (Lumsden,	 Bradford,	 &	 Goode,	 2019;	

Phillimore	&	Goodson,	2004).		

Bakas	(2017)	reflects	on	the	hybrid	positionality	of	being	“a	 friend	but	not	a	 friend”	(p.	

127)69	 with	 her	 participants	 and	 the	 advantages/disadvantages	 that	 her	 positionality	

played	 in	 her	 research	 process.	 Reflections	 of	 this	 dual	 position	 often	 occurs	 in	 my	

reflective	accounts	as	well	and	produced	a	constant	negotiation	within	my	‘researcher	self’.	

I	will	briefly	shed	light	on	this	through	two	episodes.	

The	first	episode	is	when	I	discovered	that	I	was	called	‘the	peasants’	friend’.	It	was	April-

May	 (2016)	when	 a	 neighbour	 loudly	 said	 to	me:	 “Look	who	 is	 coming:	 the	 peasants’	

friend!”	I	remember	that	hearing	that	nickname	made	me	smile	and	I	still	think	about	that	

moment	as	a	turning	point	of	self-awareness	about	my	position	in	the	field.	That	nickname	

influenced	my	questioning.	I	started	to	reflect	on	the	boundaries	of	the	friend–non	friend	

continuum	 in	my	 relationships	with	my	participants.	 The	 second	 episode	 concerns	 the	

unexpected	death	of	one	of	my	participants.	After	being	 informed,	 I	wrote	down	 in	 the	

journal	a	reflection	that	makes	clear	how	blurry,	even	for	me,	were	the	boundaries	of	this	

insider/outsider	position.	

My	position	is	particular;	I	am	an	insider	but	I	am	not	one	of	them.	In	this	
uncertain	state	from	being	and	not	being	I	end	up	growing	closer	to	them	
(referring	to	the	farmers	both	as	a	group	and	as	individuals),	than	what	I	
like	to	admit	to	myself.	Even	more	curious	is	to	realise	I	feel	part	of	a	group	
of	cow	farmers	without	even	know-how	to	milk	a	cow!”70	(16/02/2017).	

Keikelame	(2017)	argues	that	the	researcher’s	position	unfolds	at	distinct	phases	of	the	

project	and	thus	that	the	researcher	may	find	that	they	hold	different	types	of	positions	

	
69	She	refers	to	this	concept	taking	inspiration	from	the	study	of	O'Reilly	(2012)	who	says	“one	of	us,	but	
not	one	of	us”	(p.	36).	
70	My	translation	of	the	following	Italian	text:	La	mia	è	una	posizione	particolare,	sono	dentro	ma	non	sono	
una	di	loro.	E	in	questo	limbo	tra	l’essere	e	il	non-essere	finisco	per	affezionarmi	a	loro,	come	gruppo	e	come	
singoli,	molto	di	più	di	quello	che	dico	a	me	stessa	e	ancora	più	curioso	mi	sento	parte	di	un	gruppo	di	allevatori	
pur	non	sapendo	neanche	come	si	munge	una	mucca.	
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throughout	the	same	research	project.	Any	change	of	position	requires	a	negotiation	not	

only	with	the	“research	self”,	as	illustrated	with	the	two	narrated	episodes,	but	also	with	

the	same	participants.		

I	faced	this	relational	challenge	when	I	came	back	to	the	research	area	with	the	Cheese	Coop	

Project	(see	section	4.4.2).	If	in	the	first	phase	of	the	research	I	was	an	ethnographer	and	

my	role	was	to	observe	the	dynamics	of	the	valley	around	food,	heritage	and	tourism,	in	the	

second	 part	 I	 took	 up	 an	 active	 role	 as	 facilitator	 and	 project	 manager.	 This	 created	

additional	layers	of	complexity	that	became	objects	of	my	reflections.	It	also	became	object	

of	‘reflections’	for	the	actors	of	the	territory	and	indeed	I	was	interviewed	by	a	local	blog	

who	 started	 the	 article	 stating	 “we	 thought	 it	 would	 be	 interesting	 to	 go	 deeper	 and	

discover	who	is	this	young	lady	and	what	are	the	resources	that	she	was	able	to	provide	to	

our	territory”71.	

Personally,	I	felt	I	was	committed	as	a	researcher	–	in	my	way	to	approach	the	research,	the	

participants	and	the	conversations	–	but	I	also	had	a	commitment	as	project	manager	to	

deadlines	 and	 project	 objectives.	 This	 double-commitment	 influenced	 my	 ‘research	

objectives’.	In	the	first	phase	my	aim	was	to	respond	to	my	research	questions	and	thus	

uncover	insights	which	could	add	understanding	to	the	process	of	food	heritagisation	and	

tourism,	while	 in	 the	 second	phase	my	aim	was	 to	work	 in	 the	 interests	 of	 the	 groups	

involved,	and	thus	to	 foster	the	collaboration	between	them.	The	relationships	with	my	

participants	changed	when	I	realised	that	for	achieving	the	project	objectives	I	needed	to	

negotiate	with	 them	–	not	only	 listening	and	understanding	 their	positions.	 In	 this	new	

exchange,	 I	 become	more	 aware	 of	 the	 power	 dynamics	 occurring	 between	 them	 and	

between	them	and	me,	which	I	did	not	reflect	upon	in	the	first	phase	of	my	research.	

As	Hall	(2011,	p.	317)	reminds	“a	good	fieldwork	is	as	much	about	finding	something	in	

ourselves	as	it	is	about	who	and	what	we	are	studying”	and	along	the	same	line	“If	research	

doesn’t	change	you	as	a	person,	then	you	haven’t	done	it	right”	(Wilson,	2008,	p.	135).	Even	

if	every	interpretation	is	always	incomplete,	as	Wilson	and	Hollinshead	(2015)	remind	us,	

reflecting	upon	my	positionality	sustained	my	efforts	to	bring	elements	of	which	I	was	often	

unaware	into	a	space	of	personal	awareness	and	fiding	something	new	about	myself.	This	

	
71	 My	 translation	 from	 the	 following	 article	 -	 http://www.cartapesta.news/cultura/intervista-chiara-
massacesi-la-regia-nutrire-domani	-	published	in	a	local	blog	Carta	Pesta	(accessed	10/01/2020).	
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awareness	inevitably	enriched	my	research	and	the	same	reflexivity	become	a	process	of	

growth	as	a	researcher.	

4.6 Analysis	

In	the	previous	sections	I	clarified	that	my	research	started	from	the	reality	of	the	malga,	

considered	as	a	privileged	place	to	look	at	the	relationships	between	food	heritage	and	food	

heritage	tourism.	By	walking	to	the	27	malghe	of	the	area	(see	appendix	D),	I	accessed	these	

rural	 buildings	 on	 top	 of	 the	mountains	 –	 some	 of	 which	were	 renovated	 for	 tourism	

purposes.	I	observed	the	cows	grazing	the	mountain	pastures	or	being	milked	inside	the	

cowshed.	I	met	and	talked	to	30	malgari,	I	tasted	cheeses	and	carried	some	on	my	backpack	

when	 they	 were	 offered	 to	 me.	 I	 was	 also	 so	 lucky	 to	 observe	 cheese-making	

demonstrations;	 while	 some	 were	 proper	 touristic	 performances,	 others	 were	 just	

ordinary	daily	practices.	

These	 first	 steps	 in	 the	world	 of	malga	 connected	me	 to	 the	 life	 of	 the	 villages,	 to	 the	

farmers,	each	with	its	own	farm,	animals,	system	of	milking,	 land	management,	manure	

storage	and	disposal	systems.	The	milk	produced	by	their	animals	connected	me	to	the	

cheese	cooperative,	to	its	President	and	Director,	to	the	cheese-makers	and	to	the	variety	

of	cheeses	displayed	in	the	cheese	factory	local	shop.	Following	the	cheese,	I	discovered	

that	local	restaurant	and	hotel	owners	offered	the	local	cheeses	to	tourists	through	local	

dishes	presented	in	the	menu	or	during	the	‘Cheese	buffet’	dinner.		

When	slowly	all	these	connections	emerged,	I	started	to	realise	that	the	same	object	–	the	

cheeses	of	the	valleys	–	could	describe	multiple	realities,	relations,	beliefs,	discourses	and	

practices	and	thus	that	all	the	actors	were	connected	to	the	cheese	in	a	different	way	and	

all	these	ways	would	shape	different	cheeses.	The	Figure	4.5	comes	from	a	book	created	for	

a	 local	 exhibition	 about	 the	 food	 history	 of	 Primiero	 and	 that	 image	 opens	 the	 section	

dedicated	to	the	‘milk’	(Gratton	&	Longo,	2012,	p.	38).	It	visually	describes	all	the	actors	

and	elements	connected	to	the	milk	and	the	cheese	and	thus	shows	the	web	of	relations	

that	I	will	describe	through	my	analysis.	



155	

	
Figure	4.5	Actors	and	elements	of	the	cheese	(Source:	Gratton	&	Longo,	2012,	p.	38)	
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Actor	Network	Theory	(ANT)	enabled	me	to	analyse	this	web	of	relations,	the	encounters	

and	the	discourses	I	recorded	in	my	journals,	as	part	of	a	“messy	and	heterogeneous	reality”	

of	cheese	(Jóhannesson,	Ren,	Van	der	Duim,	&	Munk,	2014,	p.	126).	ANT	became	my	way	to	

‘meaning	making’	 and	 interpreting	my	data,	 thus	 a	methodological	 framework	 through	

which	I	visualise	and	then	interpret	the	observations	and	conversations	occurring	during	

the	20	months	of	my	fieldwork.	In	the	next	section	I	will	present	ANT	and	the	authors	who	

inspired	me	to	employ	this	theory	in	such	a	creative	way.	I	will	then	identify	the	guiding	

elements	to	develop	my	analysis.	

4.6.1 Actor	Network	Theory	

Actor	Network	Theory	was	born	within	science	and	technology	studies	during	the	1980s	

but	since	then	has	been	applied	in	different	areas	of	social	science	such	as	organisational	

studies,	anthropology	and	sociology.	The	last	fifteen	years	have	seen	an	increasing	interest	

in	this	theory	in	the	field	of	tourism	research	(Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2014;	Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	

2012).	Its	applications	within	the	tourism	field	provides	a	way	to	encompass	the	dichotomy	

of	understanding	the	tourism	field	as	a	business	practice	or,	at	the	opposite,	a	cultural	and	

social	activity	(Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2012).	

ANT	ontology	and	epistemology	fit	well	in	my	methodological	way	of	seeing	and	looking.	

Many	ANT	 studies	 are	 based	 on	 ethnographic	 accounts	 (Beard,	 Scarles,	&	 Tribe,	 2016;	

Jóhannesson,	Ren,	&	Van	der	Duim,	2015;	Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2014)	and	thus,	ANT	is	open	

to	data	derived	from	ethnographic	research	methods.	The	observations,	field	notes	and	in-

depth	conversations,	coming	from	informal	conversations,	semi-structured	interviews	or	

focus	groups,	could	feed	the	use	of	this	theory.		

As	the	name	suggests,	the	foundation	of	ANT	lies	on	the	concept	of	actors	and	the	networks	

that	the	actors	create	in	their	reciprocal	interactions	(Michael,	2017).	In	ANT	studies,	the	

actor	 is	described	as	“plural	things”	(Latour,	2005;	Simoni,	2015);	or	a	“colourful	actor”	

(Widtfeldt	 Meged,	 Stilling	 Blichfeldt,	 Hansed,	 &	 Hvass,	 2014);	 or	 a	 “messy	 object”	

(Middelveld,	 Van	 der	 Duim,	 &	 Lie,	 2015).	 It	 is	 a	 ‘plural	 thing’	 which	 enacts	 different	

networks	of	relations;	it	is	‘colourful’	since	it	is	created	from	the	ongoing	process	of	web	

making	 between	 the	 networks	 of	 relations;	 lastly,	 it	 is	 also	 conceived	 as	 a	messy	 as	 it	

creates	networks,	which	are	not	mutually	exclusive	but	can	coexist.	
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This	provides	a	new	vision	of	the	research	object	as	assembled	in	concrete	
practices	 and	 performances	 involving	 human	 and	 non-human	 actors,	
discourses	 and	 technologies	 which	 are	 ordered	 and	 translated	 in	 the	
network,	revealing	a	messy	entanglement	of	places,	events,	phenomena,	
actors	and	things.	(Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2014,	p.	124)72.	

Therefore,	the	actor	is	not	necessarily	a	human	being,	and	even	more	important,	it	is	not	a	

fixed	entity	but	is	something	dynamic,	understood	in	its	becoming.	ANT	shifts	the	attention	

from	the	why	questions	to	the	how	(Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2015),	as	the	main	objective	is	to	

understand	the	process	of	formation	of	these	realities	and	not	the	realities	themselves.	

This	view	assigns	primacy	 to	process	of	 formation	as	opposed	 to	 their	
final	products,	and	to	flows	and	transformations	as	against	state	of	matter.	
(Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2015,	p.	5).	

Looking	at	different	ethnographic	studies	employing	ANT,	the	actor	has	sometimes	taken	

the	shape	of	an	object	as	in	the	case	of	the	different	currencies	(Simoni,	2015,	2016),	or	the	

cigars	in	Cuba	(Simoni,	2009,	2016;	Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2012).	It	has	also	been	investigated	

as	a	natural	resource	in	the	case	of	the	coral	reef	(Middelveld	et	al.,	2015),	wildlife	(Rodger,	

Moore,	 &	 Newsome,	 2009),	 or	 the	 earth	 (Gren	 &	 Huijbens,	 2012).	 It	 has	 also	 been	

considered	as	an	animal,	as	is	the	case	of	the	gorillas	of	Uganda	(Van	der	Duim,	Ampumuza,	

&	Ahebwa,	2014),	elephants	 (Whatmore	&	Thorne,	2000),	whales	and	dolphins	 in	New	

Zealand	 (Cloke	 &	 Perkins,	 2005),	 Cumbrian	 sheep	 (Law	 &	Mol,	 2008),	 fish	 in	 Norway	

(Jóhannesson	et	al.,	 2014),	 and	salmon	 (Mueller,	2015;	Pierce,	2015).	Furthermore,	 the	

actor	has	also	been	analysed	as	a	practice	as	the	act	of	fly-fishing	(Preston-Whyte,	2008),	

and	gardening	(Shimoyamada,	2018)	or	a	touristic	object	such	as	the	backpack	(Walsh	&	

Tucker,	2009).	The	concept	of	the	actor	can	also	be	used	for	framing	discourses	on	food	

(Beard	et	al.,	2016;	Forney	&	Häberli,	2016),	and	Ren	(2011)	focuses	on	the	smoked	Polish	

cheese	–	 the	oscypek	cheese	–	 to	understand	how	 it	contributes	 to	 the	construct	of	 the	

tourism	destination	of	Zakopane.	Similarly,	my	colourful	actor	is	the	cheese.		

The	variety	of	these	studies	show	that	any	actor	is	a	dynamic	reality	that	enacts	different	

networks	of	relations.	We	can	imagine	the	actor	to	be	a	knot	connected	to	other	knots	–	

“entities-becoming-actors”	 (Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2012,	p.	12)	–	 through	 lines	–	 “lines	of	

becoming”	(Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2015,	p.	242).	The	messy	sums	of	these	intersections	define	

	
72	Also	reported	in	Jóhannesson	et	al.	(2015,	p.	10).	



158	

the	 networks,	 which	 describe	 encounters	 and	 controversies	 between	 the	 actors.	 The	

network	 can	 be	 imagined	 as	 “weaving	 of	 the	world”	which	 display	 how	 “everything	 is	

entangled	with	everything	else”	(Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2015,	p.	4).	

The	different	modes	of	ordering	 the	relations	of	 the	networks	 is	 called	 translation,	and	

eliciting	translation	is	the	central	objective	for	the	researcher	(Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2012;	

Van	der	Duim,	Ren,	&	Thor	Johannesson,	2013).	There	are	two	main	actions	a	researcher	

can	put	in	place	to	order	the	relations	of	networks	that	he/she	encounters	in	the	object	of	

study.	The	first	is	the	simple	suggestion	made	by	Latour	(2005,	p.	12)	to	“follow	the	actor”	

(Beard	et	al.,	2016;	Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2015;	Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2014;	Ren,	2011;	Simoni,	

2009;	Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2012).	By	following	the	actor,	the	researcher	starts	to	see	the	

connections	with	other	actors	(human	and	non-human),	with	practices	enacted	and	with	

discourses	and	interpretations	produced.	All	of	these	represent	the	knots	of	the	network	

through	which	to	observe	the	consequent	process	of	formation	of	multiple	realities.	All	of	

these	elements	describe	the	object	of	the	study,	which	is	messy	and	complex	in	nature.	

The	second	is	to	make	connections	and	associations	based	on	the	encounters	and/or	the	

controversies	between	the	actors	and	on	the	presence	and/or	the	absences	of	elements	in	

the	networks.	Even	 the	absence	of	 something	can	define	a	different	 reality	of	 the	same	

object	as	was	in	the	case	of	the	hygienic	rules	which	differentiate	the	traditional	and	tourist	

versions	from	the	modern	and	unique	ones	of	the	ospytek	cheese	(Ren,	2011).	

Since	the	focus	of	this	theory	are	the	networks	of	relations	between	human	and	non-human	

actors,	it	enables	us	to	depict	a	foodscape	(see	section	2.2.3)	such	as	the	one(s)	emerging	

from	 the	 Primiero	 cheese	 that	 my	 research	 aims	 to	 explore.	 It	 helps	 to	 examine	 the	

relational	dynamics	between	the	people,	the	places	and	other	elements	that	comprise	such	

a	cheesescape	(Fusté	Forné,	2016c).	Furthermore,	tourism	is	a	relational	phenomenon	and	

ANT	provides	a	lens	through	which	to	examine	the	network	of	relations	occurring	among	

the	different	actors	(Beard	et	al.,	2016),	such	as,	in	my	case,	the	farmers,	the	cheese-makers	

and	the	hospitality	providers.	 In	the	section	3.2.2	I	 illustrated	that	concepts	such	as	the	

supply	chain,	the	agro-food	chain,	the	clusters	and	the	networks	have	all	been	applied	for	

framing	the	relational	aspects	of	tourism	and	ANT	is	a	tool	to	outline	these	relations.	Lastly,	

as	I	look	at	the	human	actors	as	communities	of	practice,	it	is	also	suggested	that	ANT	can	

tell	 us	 how,	 in	 concrete	 practice,	members	 of	 the	 communities	 of	 practice	 change	 that	



159	

practice	or	innovate	(Fox,	2000).	The	practice	I	will	be	focusing	the	attention	on	is	the	food	

heritagisation,	 and	 ANT	 will	 thus	 support	 my	 understanding	 of	 how	 the	 different	

communities	of	practice	relate	to	their	own	food	heritage	resource.		

4.6.2 Following	the	cheese		

The	aim	of	my	analysis	was	 to	describe	 the	networks	of	 relations	 that	 the	 local	 cheese	

enacts	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero	and	illustrate	the	different	realities	of	the	cheese	emerging	

from	 my	 observations	 and	 conversations	 with	 the	 different	 communities	 of	 practice	

involved	in	the	research.	In	applying	the	Actor	Network	Theory	to	my	study	I	was	strongly	

inspired	and	then	supported	by	the	work	of	Carina	Ren	about	the	oscypek,	a	smoked	Polish	

cheese	(Ren,	2009,	2011).		

Ren	(2011)	focuses	on	the	cheese	to	investigate	“its	workings	and	role(s)	in	the	destination	

construction”	 of	 Zakopane	 (p.	 866),	 and	 this	 emerges	 in	 four	 different	 versions	 as	

traditional,	 tourist,	 modern	 and	 unique	 cheese	 (p.	 117).	 Ren	 identified	 the	 traditional	

oscypek	as	the	one	connected	to	shepherding	and	the	cheese-making	heritage	of	Górale,	

the	polish	mountains	of	Tatra,	the	shepherd's	hut	located	in	mountain	pasture	surrounding	

Zakopane	and	the	sheep	milk.	On	the	other	hand,	the	touristic	version	emerged	from	other	

configurations	between	the	actors:	along	with	the	vending	huts	on	Zakopane’s	main	street	

new	producers,	sellers	and	buyers	appear.	The	sheep’s	milk	is	replaced	with	cow’s	milk	

that	allows	a	year-round	milk	supply.	The	modern	oscypek	is	connected	with	the	offices	

and	administrators	of	Warsaw	and	Brussels,	it	is	linked	to	policies,	quality	standards	and	

new	 regulatory	 requirements.	 Lastly,	 the	 unique	 oscypek	 enacts	 as	 a	 marketing	 and	

branding	tool	coming	out	of	the	labelling	process	aiming	at	including	the	oscypek	on	the	

DOP	List	of	regional	product	of	the	European	Union,	the	first	Poland	product	to	obtain	this	

status.	

These	versions	all	co-exist	 in	the	same	locality	and	connect	different	people,	 things	and	

activities.	According	to	this	vision,	if	the	cheese	enacts	different	realities,	then	the	cheese	is	

a	multiple	object	itself,	as	argued	by	Middelveld	et	al.	(2015)	in	their	study	about	the	coral	

reef:		

The	 main	 argument	 is	 that,	 instead	 of	 thinking	 about	 multiple	
interpretations	of	the	same	object,	we	should	think	–	in	this	case	–coral	
reefs	as	multiple	objects	themselves	(p.	41).	
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Along	with	the	oscypek	(Ren,	2009,	2011;	Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2012)	and	the	coral	reef	

(Middelveld	et	al.,	2015)	previously	analysed,	also	the	case	of	the	Gorrillas	of	the	Bwindi	

National	Park	in	Uganda,	see	the	object	–	the	gorilla	–	emerging	in	different	versions	(Van	

der	Duim	et	al.,	2014).	The	gorilla	is	part	of	the	local	livelihood	practices,	is	a	‘trophy’	in	the	

hunting	practice	and	it	is	‘the	man’s	closest	neighbour’	in	the	scientific	environment.	It	is	

also	the	‘endangered	species’	for	the	conservationists	and	the	‘object	of	the	tourist	gaze’	for	

the	tourists	visiting	the	destination	(Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2014;	Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2014).		

My	research	builds	upon	this	way	of	viewing	the	actors,	objects	and	realities	as	multiple	

and	accordingly	I	will	interpret	the	cheese	and	its	narratives	in	this	manner.	Furthermore,	

the	way	Ren	(2009,	2011)	proposes	the	different	networks	for	the	same	cheese	influenced	

my	 way	 of	 analysing	 the	 data	 and	 then	 presenting	 the	 findings,	 as	 I	 will	 show	 in	 the	

following	chapters	(see	chapters	5,	6,	7	and	8).	

In	 practice	 I	 interpreted	 my	 ethnographic	 accounts	 (field	 notes	 and	 transcriptions	 of	

conversations	 and	 focus	 groups)	 to	 trace	 the	 connections	 between	 the	 different	 actors	

(human	and	non-human	alike),	 the	various	entities	 involved	and	 the	multiple	practices	

enacted.	Therefore,	entities,	actors	and	practices	comprised	my	four	networks	of	cheese	as	

I	will	show	in	the	concluding	sections	of	each	version.	In	the	category	of	entities	I	include	

the	natural	elements	(Middelveld	et	al.,	2015)	and	the	places	and	physical	structures	(Ren,	

2011).	With	the	category	of	actors	I	consider	both	the	human	actors	such	as	the	people	

(Middelveld	et	al.,	2015;	Simoni,	2015),	the	non-human	actors,	thus	the	animals	(Preston-

Whyte,	2008;	Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2014)	and	the	natural	resources	(Middelveld	et	al.,	2015)	

that	 become	part	 of	 the	 cheese	networks.	With	 the	 category	 of	 practice,	 I	 consider	 the	

actions	put	in	place	by	the	different	people	in	their	making	of	the	cheese.	These	connections	

will	show	both	the	relational	encounters	and	the	controversies	enacted	through	the	local	

cheese	of	Primiero	and	thus	will	define	the	making	of	the	food	heritagisation	and	the	food	

heritage	tourism	in	the	locality.	

4.6.2.1 A	methodological	note:	how	to	follow	the	cheese	

I	illustrated	in	the	previous	section	there	is	a	growing	number	of	papers	whose	research	is	

based	on	ANT	and	tourism	(Cloke	&	Perkins,	2005;	Preston-Whyte,	2008;	Ren,	2009,	2011;	

Rodger	et	al.,	2009;	Simoni,	2009,	2015,	2016;	Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2014;	Walsh	&	Tucker,	

2009).	 Nevertheless	 there	 are	 still	 unexplored	 theoretical	 and	 practice	 issues	 that	 the	
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researcher	faces	in	the	choice	of	this	methodological	framework	(Beard	et	al.,	2016).	The	

main	challenge	I	faced	in	employing	ANT	is	how	to	create	the	‘process	of	ordering’	(Ren,	

2011)	 of	 the	 connections	 of	 the	 network	 (Cohen,	 2018).	 More	 specifically	 I	 needed	 to	

address	 the	clear	direction	to	 ‘follow	the	actor’	made	 first	by	Latour	(2005)	and/or	the	

relative	‘methodology	of	the	following’	(Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2014).		

Theoretically	the	concept	is	simple	but	I	did	not	know	how	practically	I	could	follow	the	

actor.	The	literature	offered	me	various	evidences	of	networks	created	thanks	to	this	advice	

but	I	could	find	few	explanations	on	how	these	accounts	were	exactly	generated	(Beard	et	

al.,	2016).	How	then	could	I	trace	the	relationships	and	interactions	encountered	through	

the	cheeses	enactments	in	my	research?	How	will	I,	in	my	analysis,	follow	the	cheese?		

It	has	been	found	that	mind	maps	and	conceptual	maps	are	valuable	tools	for	ensuring	the	

broad	 range	 of	 views	 and	 perspectives	 are	 represented	 (Burgess-Allen	 &	 Owen-Smith,	

2010;	Jackson	&	Trochim,	2002;	Legget,	2012;	Meier,	2007;	Wheeldon	&	Faubert,	2009).	A	

mind	map	is	a	diagram	used	to	represent	concepts,	ideas	or	elements	linked	to	a	central	

topic.	 It	can	 include	words,	drawings	and	colours	which	all	enhance	 the	visual	 thinking	

(Buzan,	1988;	Buzan	&	Buzan,	2006;	Gineprini	&	Guastavigna,	2007;	Svantesson,	1990;	

Wheeldon	&	Åhlberg,	2012).	The	mind	map	became	my	methodological	tool	which	visually	

enabled	 me	 to	 organise	 key	 words	 and	 views	 that	 emerged	 from	 the	 use	 of	 thematic	

analysis	(see	section	4.6.3).	In	this	way	I	could	trace	the	connections	between	the	elements	

emerging	 from	my	 observations	 and	 conversations	 and	 finally	 ‘cut	 the	 network’	 of	 the	

cheese	(Ren,	2011;	Strathern,	1996).	In	the	following	section	I	will	describe	how	I	combine	

the	minds	maps,	the	thematic	analysis	and	the	ANT	networks.	

Comparing	what	emerged	from	my	maps	with	the	categories	employed	from	the	studies	on	

ANT	 previously	 analysed,	 I	 recognised	 some	 common	 “units	 of	 analysis”	 (Jackson	 &	

Trochim,	2002).	My	mind	maps	around	the	cheese	have	in	common	the	interaction	with	

natural	 resources	 (hay,	pasture,	 cows,	wildflowers),	with	physical	 tools	 (milk	collection	

track,	 cheese	 factory	machinery,	 copper	pots	etc…)	and	physical	 structures	 (cow	sheds,	

malga,	 cheese	 factory	 etc…).	 Also	 each	 network	 of	 cheese	 is	 entangled	 with	 specific	

practices	(farming,	manure	management,	cheese-making,	land	management,	story-telling)	

and	 relative	 communities	 of	 practice	 (farmers,	 cheese-makers,	 restaurants	 and	 hotel	
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owners).	I	will	include	the	mind	map	created	for	each	version	of	cheese	at	the	beginning	of	

each	findings	chapter	in	order	to	highlight	the	elements	constituting	the	network73.	

In	sorting	out	these	units	of	analyses,	I,	then,	realised	that	I	could	further	organise	these	

elements	along	three	main	categories,	except	for	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	(chapter	8)	that	

follows	a	different	process	of	ordering.	Therefore,	entities,	actors	and	practices	compose	

the	network	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	(chapter	5),	the	Touristic	Cheese	(chapter	6)	and	the	

Official	Cheese	(chapter	7)	as	I	will	show	in	the	conclusion	section	of	each	version.	This	

similar	process	of	ordering	contributes	in	the	building	of	the	arguments	involved	in	the	

construction	of	my	discussion.	

4.6.3 Thematic	analysis	and	translation	process	

Thematic	analysis	is	a	versatile	tool	that	has	been	applied	in	qualitative	tourism	research	

(Esfehani	&	Walters,	2018;	Walters,	2016;	Zhu,	Duncan,	&	Tucker,	2019).	To	organise	and	

interpret	my	material	in	a	theoretically	and	methodologically	sound	manner,	I	was	broadly	

guided	by	the	six-phase	iterative	analysis	process	(Attride-Stirling,	2001;	Braun	&	Clarke,	

2006;	Nowell,	Norris,	White,	&	Moules,	2017;	Walters,	2016).	The	material	analysed	comes	

from	the	observations	and	conversations	in	malga	recorded	as	personal	notes	in	the	four	

paper	journals	and	in	two	digital	ones,	from	the	semi-structured	interviews,	which	were	

organised	in	written	reports	approved	by	each	participant,	and	from	the	transcriptions	of	

the	20	focus	group	discussions	(see	Table	4.2).	

In	 particular,	 this	 analytic	 method	 invites	 the	 use	 of	 web-like	 diagrammatic	 networks	

(Attride-Stirling,	2001).	Therefore	the	mind-maps	(Buzan,	1988;	Buzan	&	Buzan,	2006)	are	

a	sound	graphic	representation	 for	distinguishing	the	basic	 themes	 from	the	organising	

themes	in	a	systematic	way	and	consequently	providing	a	shape	to	the	thematic	network	

(Wheeldon	 &	 Åhlberg,	 2012;	Wheeldon	 &	 Faubert,	 2009).	 Attride-Stirling	 (2001)	 pays	

special	attention	to	the	creation	of	the	thematic	network	through	diagrams	and	dedicates	

three	stages	of	the	process	to	the	exploration	of	the	network.	This	approach	slightly	differs	

from	the	ones	proposed	for	tourism	research	(Walters,	2016),	but	in	my	case,	due	to	the	

importance	given	to	the	thematic	network,	was	significant	for	conducting	my	analysis.		

	
73	The	colours	chosen	for	each	version	of	cheese	are	then	recalled	in	the	figures	of	the	discusion	to	create	a	
stronger	visual	connection.	
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In	the	organisation	of	my	thematic	network	I	was	broadly	led	by	the	theoretical	direction	

to	‘follow	the	actor’	given	by	the	ANT	as	I	illustrated	in	the	previous	section.	ANT	provided	

the	 interpretative	 lens	 through	which	 to	 look	 at	 the	 codes	 generated	 from	my	 data:	 it	

suggests	seeking	the	human	and	non-human	actors	to	create	the	network	of	analysis.	At	

the	same	time,	the	thematic	analysis	indicates	an	analytic	process	through	which	to	identify	

the	actors	and	the	themes	associated	with	each	actor.	Thus	the	two	approaches	–	thematic	

analysis	and	ANT	–	could	be	well	combined	thanks	to	the	flexibility	of	both.	

The	first	step	of	the	process	is	related	to	the	coding	of	the	material	while	phases	2	and	3	

focus	on	the	theme	development.	In	these	two	analytic	steps,	the	use	of	the	mind	map	is	

apposite.	The	organising	themes	referred	indeed	to	the	actors	around	which	I	organised	

each	version	of	cheese.	Thus,	the	four	thematic	networks	reflect	the	same	organising	actors	

but	the	themes	associated	with	each	actor	differ	from	each	other.	For	instance,	in	the	data	

corpus,	different	codes	refer	to	the	cows	and	to	the	pastureland	and	the	two	became	two	

organising	actors	of	my	thematic	networks.	However,	each	network	presents	a	different	

sub-theme	 associated	 with	 this	 actor.	 For	 instance,	 the	 cows	 were	 presented	 as	

companions	 and	 friends	 in	 the	Genuine	Cheese	 (given	 the	 theme	of	 ‘speaking	with	 the	

animals’)	while	the	same	actor,	the	cows,	become	the	centre	of	the	touristic	experiences	in	

the	thematic	network	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	(given	the	theme	of	‘the	touristification	of	the	

cow’).	 (see	 Figure	 5.1	 and	 Figure	 6.1).	 Thus,	 alternative	 readings	 of	 the	 data	 (even	

contradictions)	were	not	only	considered	but	were	highlighted	in	the	way	the	data	were	

presented.	This	represented	a	solid	way	to	avoid	any	omissions	(Braun	&	Clarke,	2006;	

Nowell	et	al.,	2017;	Walters,	2016).	Furthermore,	this	‘symmetrical	way’	to	organise	the	

thematic	networks	(from	which	is	excluded	the	Cheese	of	Belonging)	also	allowed	me	to	

compare	the	different	versions	and	triangulate	the	information	(trustworthiness).		

Another	aspect	 to	consider	when	conducting	a	 thematic	analysis	 is	my	role	as	bilingual	

researcher	and	 the	 consequent	 issue	of	 translation	 (Esfehani	&	Walters,	2018).	While	 I	

conducted	my	fieldwork	in	my	mother	language	(Italian)	the	doctorate	needs	to	be	written	

in	English,	raising	the	issue	of	translation.	Researchers	can	successfully	act	in	a	dual	role	of	

the	researcher	and	the	translator	due	to	their	in-depth	experience	and	understanding	of	

the	 research	 context	 (Nes,	 Abma,	 Jonsson,	&	Deeg,	 2010;	 Zhu	 et	 al.,	 2019).	Within	 this	
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context	the	timing74	of	the	translation	becomes	a	relevant	step	of	the	process	within	the	

thematic	analysis	(Esfehani	&	Walters,	2018;	Santos,	Black,	&	Sandelowski,	2015;	Zhu	et	al.,	

2019).	Esfehani	and	Walters	(2018)	suggest	a	translation	timing	model	along	the	six	phases	

of	 the	 thematic	 analysis	 process	 (Walters,	 2016).	 They	 identified	 a	 translation	 point	

between	Phases	2	and	3	while	Zhu	et	al.	(2019),	using	the	same	process,	indicated	they	had	

two	translation	points,	between	Phase	2	and	Phase	3	with	the	codes,	and,	then,	one	at	the	

final	phase	(post	Phase	6)	with	the	data	extracts.	

Following	the	process	described	by	Esfehani	and	Walters	(2018),	my	translation	point	was	

between	Phase	6	and	post-Phase	6.	However	in	my	case	I	followed	the	steps	identified	by	

Attride-Stirling	 (2001)	which	 do	 not	 correspond	 exactly	 to	 the	 ones	mentioned	 above.	

Especially	the	last	three	phases	of	Attride-Stirling	(2001)	all	related	to	the	description	and	

exploration	 of	 the	 network	 which	 differs	 from	 the	 process	 described	 by	 Esfehani	 and	

Walters	(2018),	occurring	in	Phase	6.	Practically,	I	created	the	codes,	the	organising	theme	

and	the	global	theme	first	in	Italian	and	therefore	the	first	thematic	network	was	created	

in	the	original	language.	The	shift	from	the	original	language	to	the	translated	one	occurred	

when	the	network	was	explored,	described	and	analysed	which	corresponds	to	Phase	6	in	

the	process	of	Esfehani	and	Walters	(2018)	and	to	step	3	in	Attride-Stirling	(2001).		

As	suggested	by	Zhu	et	al.	(2019)	the	data	extracts	selected	were	translated	at	the	very	end.	

While	some	(Esfehani	&	Walters,	2018;	Santos	et	al.,	2015)	see	that	the	translation	at	this	

stage	enhances	the	gap	between	what	was	told	and	what	was	interpreted	and	translated,	I	

took	this	alternative	approach,	to	keep	working	until	the	end	with	the	meanings	that	the	

original	 language	expressed.	Therefore,	 leaving	the	data	extract	 in	the	original	 language	

allowed	me	to	refer	to	the	nuances	that	the	expressions	and	ways	of	saying	carried	within	

the	words	and	thus	to	clarify	and	to	bring	these	into	the	description	in	the	text	of	the	final	

report.	

Bridging	 the	model	 of	 Attride-Stirling	 (2001)	with	 the	 translation	 points	 described	 by	

Esfehani	and	Walters	(2018)	was	felt	to	be	beneficial	for	research	such	as	mine,	that	places	

special	attention	on	the	creation	of	the	thematic	network.	Furthermore,	this	approach	also	

	
74	Esfehani	and	Walters	described	the	timing	as	“the	point	in	the	process	where	the	material	is	translated	
from	the	source	language	into	the	target	language”	(p.	3158).	



165	

contributed	to	linking	the	ANT	(based	on	the	concept	of	networks	development)	with	the	

thematic	analysis,	thus	enriching	the	two	analytic	approaches.	

4.7 Conclusion:	integrated	ethnographic	approach	

In	 this	 chapter	 I	 outlined	 that	 I	 was	 strongly	 inspired	 by	 the	 distinction	made	 by	 the	

anthropologist	 Wolcott	 (2008)	 between	 ‘way	 of	 seeing’	 and	 ‘way	 of	 looking’	 within	

ethnography.	During	my	fieldwork,	then,	I	kept	going	back	and	forth	from	data	to	theory	

and	from	theory	to	data	and	in	this	process	I	faced	a	new	‘way	of'	that	was	not	mentioned	

in	Wolcott’s	distinction	and	was	related	to	the	meaning-making	process	(O'	Gorman	et	al.,	

2014).	 Therefore,	 I	 created	 an	 integrated	 ethnographic	 approach	 based	 on	 these	 three	

dimensions:	way	of	seeing,	way	of	looking	and	way	of	interpreting	(see	Table	4.4)	

In	 this	 sense	 I	 embraced	 the	 view	of	 considering	 ethnography	 as	 a	worldview	 through	

which	‘seeing’	the	reality	I	am	investigating,	a	set	of	specific	tools	to	use	for	‘looking’	at	the	

object	of	inquiry	(cheese)	and	finally	a	way	of	making	sense	of	what	I	see	in	my	interactions	

with	the	people	within	the	context	of	my	investigation.	Ethnography	for	me	is	an	integrated	

approach	 that	 starts	 from	 the	methodology,	develops	 through	 the	methods	and	 find	 its	

expression	through	the	analysis.	
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Table	4.4	Integrated	Ethnographic	Approach	

Way	of	(Wolcott’s	
terminology)	

Elements	of	the	
research	

Dimension	of	the	
researcher	

Methodological	
issues	

Way	of	seeing		 The	researcher	and	
the	research		

Being		 Positionality	/	
Reflexivity		

Way	of	looking		 The	researcher	and	
the	fieldwork		
	

Doing		 Ethnographic	
Techniques	
(data	collection)	

Way	of	interpreting		 The	researcher	and	
the	texts		

	Meaning	making	/	
personal	sensing		

Ethnographic	
Interpretations	
(data	
interpretation)	

In	 the	section	on	 ‘way	of	 seeing’	 (1st	 raw	–	Table	4.4)	 I	 illustrated	my	approach	 to	 the	

research.	 In	 this	way	 I	 described	who	 I	 am	and	which	are	 the	beliefs	 and	 the	personal	

characteristics	which	define	me	as	researcher	and	thus	influence	my	way	of	doing	research	

and	my	meaning-making	process.	This	is	the	strongly	subjective	area	of	the	approach	and	

concerns	the	dimension	of	‘being’	of	the	researcher.	Therefore,	by	illustrating	my	way	of	

seeing	I	aim	to	create	an	understanding	of	my	way	of	looking	and	thus	to	create	a	bridge	

between	 the	 dimension	 of	 ‘being’	 and	 ‘doing’.	 The	 second	 dimension	 ‘way	 of	 looking’	

(Wolcott,	2008)	describes	the	methods	I	employed	in	my	research	and	the	techniques	used	

to	collect	the	data	and	thus	involves	the	dimension	of	‘doing’	of	the	researcher	(2nd	raw	–	

Table	4.4).	This	dimension	is	intertwined	with	the	previous	one.	

I	 then	 added	 a	 third	 dimension	which	 I	 named	 ‘way	 of	 interpreting’,	which	 creates	 an	

additional	 layer	 to	my	methodological	 approach	 (3rd	 raw	–	Table	4.4).	This	dimension	

explained	how	 the	meaning	making	process	of	 the	 researcher	 toward	 its	own	research	

takes	place.	I	applied	ANT	as	a	way	to	present	my	findings.	As	illustrated,	ANT	conceptually	

provides	an	exhaustive	and	nuanced	way	 to	outline	 the	complexity	of	 the	different	and	

interrelated	viewpoints	of	my	participants	and	 thus	communicate	a	clear	picture	of	my	

findings.	 Data	 interpretation	 is	 a	 central	 aspect	 of	 an	 ethnographic	 account,	 since	 it	

discloses	 the	 process	 of	 personal	 sensing	 (O'	 Gorman	 et	 al.,	 2014)	 and	 the	 way	 the	
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researcher	reflects	upon	his/her	own	research.	I	consider	this	last	dimension	essential	to	

complete	an	integrated	ethnographic	approach.		

The	three	dimensions	above	in	fact	interweave	with	one	another.	Their	boundaries	cannot	

be	defined	clearly,	 contrary	 to	what	 is	visually	shown	by	 the	 table	 (see	Table	4.4).	One	

dimension	 blurs	 into	 the	 other	 and	 the	 reciprocal	 interrelations	 create	 the	 integrated	

approach.	 The	 combination	 of	 these	 elements	 contributes	 to	 the	 creation	 of	 my	

ethnographic	account,	indeed	my	‘story’	become	‘four	stories’	(Wolcott,	2009).	These	are	

the	stories	of	the	different	versions	of	cheese	I	met	through	my	participants	and	embedded	

in	various	elements	participating	in	these	realities.	These	will	be	presented	in	the	next	four	

chapters.		
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PART	THREE:	FILTERING	THE	REFINED	PRODUCT		

In	describing	the	cheese-making	process,	the	Karlin	(2011)	divides	the	process	into	five	

main	steps:	ripening	the	milk	/	coagulation	and	curd	finishing	/	draining,	moulding	and	

pressing	the	curd	/	drying	/	and	lastly	ripening	or	aging.	This	part	of	the	thesis	is	called	

‘Filtering	 the	 refined	product’	 and	 corresponds	 to	what	 is	 also	 referred	 to	 as	 ‘draining,	

shaping	and	pressing	the	curd’.	

This	phase	of	the	process	is	illustrated	in	the	following	way:		

Draining,	molding,	and	pressing	curds	are	all	processes	to	expulse	more	
whey	and	knit	the	curds	together	in	a	solid,	whole	cheese.	As	such,	these	
processes	 have	 a	 great	 impact	 on	 the	 final	 texture	 and	 other	
characteristics	of	a	cheese.	(p.	20).	

From	 this	 process	 emerges	 the	 essence	 of	 the	 cheese.	 The	 curds	 created	 from	 the	

acidification	and	successive	coagulating	of	the	milk	slowly	surfaced	and	separates	from	the	

whey.	The	cheese-maker	eliminates	the	excessive	whey	and	can	do	this	with	three	different	

methods:	draining	curds	 in	a	colander	 (see	Figure	4.6),	using	a	cheesecloth	or	draining	

curds	in	moulds.	

	
	

Figure	4.6	Draining	curds	in	a	colander	(author)	
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In	 following	 one	 of	 these	 procedures	 the	 cheese-maker	 gets	 rid	 of	 the	 unnecessary	

components	 and	 keeps	 the	 ‘juicy	 part’.	 Then	 the	 curds	 are	 pressed	 altogether	 and	 this	

pressing	will	give	the	shape,	the	texture	and	the	characteristics	to	the	final	cheese.	

I	would	describe	it	in	a	very	similar	way	the	process	that	brought	me	to	identify	the	four	

versions	of	cheeses	that	I	will	present	in	the	next	chapters.	Let	us	imagine	that	the	curds	

are	 the	 stories	 I	 have	 heard,	 observed,	 recorded,	 transcribed	 and	 analysed,	 and	 let’s	

imagine	that	the	colander	or	the	cheese	cloth	is	the	Actor	Network	Theory	I	used	to	filter	

these	stories.	This	theory	indeed	helped	me	to	define	what	is	the	‘good	stuff’	of	my	stories,	

what	I	needed	to	let	emerge	in	the	surface	and	thus	to	keep	for	the	creation	of	the	final	

story.	From	this	‘filtering	process’	my	findings	took	shape.		

In	 the	 next	 chapters	 I	 will	 present	 the	 stories	 of	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese	 (chapter	 5),	 the	

Touristic	 Cheese	 (chapter	 6),	 the	 Official	 Cheese	 (chapter	 7)	 and	 lastly	 the	 Cheese	 of	

Belonging	(chapter	8).	As	anticipated	(see	section	4.6.2.1),	each	chapter	will	start	with	the	

relative	mind	map	which	 introduces	 the	key	words	and	concepts	 individuated	with	 the	

thematic	 analysis	 (see	 section	 4.6.3).	 I	 first	 drew	 the	 mind	 maps	 by	 hands	 and	 then	

reproduced	these	digitally	with	a	mind	mapping	software	on	Google	Drive75.	I	designed	the	

maps	illustrated	in	the	following	chapters	(see	Figure	5.1,	Figure	6.1,	Figure	7.1	and	Figure	

8.1)	with	the	program	‘Adobe	Illustrator’	and	the	graphic	symbols	are	created	by	Maria	

Martini	e	Silvia	Massacesi.	

	 	

	
75	The	application	is	named	‘MindMap	2.0	For	Google	Drive’.	



170	

5 GENUINE	CHEESE	

	
	

Figure	5.1	Genuine	Cheese	mind	map	 	
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5.1 Introduction	

In	this	section	I	will	introduce	the	first	version	of	cheese	created	by	the	different	actors	I	

met	during	my	visits	to	malga.	All	the	encounters	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	bring	a	sense	of	

genuine	 hospitality	 which,	 as	 will	 be	 illustrated	 in	 the	 following	 paragraphs,	 result	 in	

distinctive	 and	 complex	 practices,	 narratives	 and	 interpretations.	 The	 genuineness	

transmitted	 by	 the	 malgaro,	 the	 rudimentary	 cow	 sheds	 for	 milking	 and	 the	

unsophisticated	 dairy	 room	 for	 cheese-making,	 inspired	 me	 to	 name	 this	 cheese	 as	

‘genuine’.	

The	mind	map	that	opens	this	chapter	synthetizes	the	important	aspects	of	this	network	

through	six	key	words	(located	in	the	main	brunch	radiating	from	the	cheese)	and	it	shows	

the	human	and	non-human	actors	I	considered	for	my	analysis	and	for	the	creation	of	the	

Genuine	Cheese	(see	Figure	5.1).	This	figure	represents	the	final	product	of	the	thematic	

analysis	I	conduced	(see	section	4.6.3)	and	provides	the	overall	structure	of	this	chapter.	

Indeed	each	section	of	this	chapter	is	dedicated	to	one	of	the	actors	of	the	network:	the	

agricultural	malga	(section	5.2),	the	pastureland	(section	5.3),	the	animals	(section	5.4),	the	

malgaro	(section	5.5),	the	milk	and	the	practice	of	milking	(section	5.6)	and	the	cheese	and	

the	practice	of	cheese-making	(section	5.7).	The	way	the	network	has	been	created	is	then	

replicated	in	the	other	versions	of	the	cheeses	(see	chapters	6	and	776)	so	to	clearly	show	

similarities,	differences,	absences	and	inclusions	between	the	different	cheesescapes.		

The	Genuine	Cheese	takes	its	origins	from	malga.	As	already	illustrated	in	the	section	1.2,	

malghe	are	summer	cow	sheds	that	are	part	of	the	transhumance	system	of	alpine	farming.	

These	are	buildings	located	at	the	top	of	mountains	and	associated	with	extended	pastures	

where	cows	are	brought	during	the	summer	to	graze	and	be	milked.	The	cattle	stay	on	top	

of	the	mountains	under	the	care	of	the	malgaro,	the	Italian	word	to	indicate	the	farmer	who	

takes	care	of	the	cattle	in	the	malga	on	top	of	the	mountain.	Originally,	the	malgaro	would	

take	care	of	the	cattle	of	various	farmers	in	order	to	allow	them	to	concentrate	their	efforts	

such	as	on	cutting	the	grasslands	around	the	villages	to	make	hay.	The	hay	produced	during	

	
76	The	Cheese	of	Belonging	in	chapter	8	is	organised	differently	because	it	describes	a	process	and	not	a	
network.		
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the	summer	fed	the	cows	during	late	autumn,	winter	and	early	spring.	This	system,	called	

alpeggio,	has	evolved	and	with	it	the	function	of	malga,	but	one	that	now	is	less	and	less	

connected	 to	 the	 animal	 and	 pasture	management,	 rather,	 slowly	 becoming	 a	 place	 of	

tourism	consumption	(see	section	6.2).	Even	though	that	 is	 the	tendency,	 there	are	still	

some	malghe,	mostly	rural,	that	still	have	at	the	heart	of	their	activities	the	animals	and	the	

grazing	practice.	These	are	the	ones	associated	with	the	Genuine	Cheese.	

I	 will	 call	 these	 as	 ‘agricultural	 malga’,	 borrowing	 the	 expression	 used	 by	 Sergio	 who	

employed	 this	 term	to	differentiate	his	malga	 from	the	 touristic	ones.	He	described	 the	

difference	as	the	following:		

When	the	tourists	arrive	to	your	malga,	you	are	less	capable	to	look	after	
the	animals.	Either	you	choose	the	animals	or	you	choose	the	tourists!	(Diary	
1,	09/09/2015)77.	

The	agricultural	malga	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	are	located	mostly	in	rural	places	reachable	

by	mountain	hikes	or	by	tratturi	(translated	as	sheep	trails)	but	not	accessible	by	paved	

road.	 In	these	remote	mountain	barns,	 I	discovered	the	genuine	version	of	 the	Valle	del	

Primiero	cheeses.	

5.2 Agricultural	malga	

The	agricultural	malga	is	a	physical	element	participating	as	an	actor	in	the	network	of	the	

Genuine	Cheese	as	 I	 illustrated	 in	the	related	mind	map	(see	Figure	5.1)	one	of	 the	key	

words	associated	to	malga	is	‘rural	–	agric’.	In	this	context,	malga	is	understood	both	as	a	

place	related	to	the	management	of	the	commons	(Dolšak	&	Ostrom,	2003;	Ostrom,	2002)	

more	than	a	critical	part	of	the	natural	and	cultural	heritage	of	the	Alps	as	it	represents	the	

tangible	and	intangible	expression	of	an	alpine	community	and	its	way	of	life	(Corti,	2011,	

2012;	Verona,	2006).	

In	 the	 first	 interpretation,	malga	 is	 considered	 a	 commons	 (Casari,	 2007;	 Tagliapietra,	

2011),	hence	it	is	a	public	good	managed	by	the	commons	law,	which	in	the	area	goes	under	

the	name	uso	civico	(Comune	di	Primiero	San	Martino	di	Castrozza,	2016).	Section	III	of	the	

law	established	that	the	malga	is	property	of	the	municipality	and	that	the	municipality	has	

	
77	See	Table	4.2	for	the	phases	of	the	research	and	the	associated	time	period.	Diary	stands	for	ethnographic	
diary	and	as	illustrated	I	produced	four	ethnographic	dairies	using	the	program	Word	Office	and	one	digital	
diary	(for	the	Cheese	Coop	Project)	employing	the	Journaling	App	‘Day	One’.	
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to	contract	out	its	use,	first	to	its	residents.	If	none	of	the	residents	undertake	the	contract,	

then	malga’s	use	can	be	contracted	out	to	people	residing	outside	the	municipality.	The	

presence	of	this	law	in	my	fieldwork	area	still	contributes	to	the	fact	that	malga	are	mostly	

managed	by	local	people	and	thus	have	maintained	their	original	agricultural	function.	This	

explains	why	‘uso	civico’	also	appears	as	one	of	the	key	words	of	my	thematic	analysis	(see	

Figure	5.1).	

Since	 the	use	of	 the	malga	 is	 granted	by	 the	municipality	 to	 the	 residents	who	make	a	

specific	application,	the	municipality	takes	care	of	the	overall	management,	improvement	

and	valorisation	of	 the	 common	pasturelands	 through	a	 specific	office	dedicated	 to	 the	

common	 lands:	 the	Forestry	Service.	The	Management	Plan	of	 the	Forest	Service	of	 the	

municipality	creates	juridical	obligations	for	the	malgaro.	When	I	asked	to	talk	to	someone	

of	the	Forest	Service	in	order	to	understand	better	the	obligations	of	malgaro	and	the	role	

malga	 plays	 for	 the	 municipalities	 of	 the	 villages,	 Silvano,	 a	 foresty	 ranger	 of	 the	

municipality	of	Mezzano,	welcomed	me	in	his	office	with	an	open	Management	Plan	on	his	

desk.	It	was	a	large	volume	also	comprising	cartographic	sections	of	the	pasturelands	of	all	

the	malghe	under	the	jurisdiction	of	the	municipality.	

[Silvano]	welcomed	me	at	his	desk.	On	the	walls	there	are	pictures	of	him	
and	the	other	forest	rangers,	on	the	tidy	desk	there	are	a	couple	of	papers	
and	at	hand	there	is	the	plan	Piano	di	Assestamento	Beni	Silvo-Pastorale.	
He	thinks	I	have	seen	many	of	these	while	it	is	the	first	one.	He	informed	
me	that	the	section	I	am	interested	about	it	is	called	Alpi	e	Pascoli.	(Diary	
2,	19/12/2015).	

In	this	conversation	he	declared	that	the	malghe	are	not	economically	advantageous	for	a	

municipality.	On	one	hand,	 the	maintenance	of	 the	structure(s)	 is	expensive	and	on	the	

other	 hand,	 the	 rent	 contract	 under	 the	 uso	 civico	 law	 is	 low	priced.	 Furthermore,	 the	

maintenance	of	the	structure	becomes	an	issue	of	conflicts	between	the	municipality	and	

lessees.	The	law	clarifies	that	extraordinary	maintenance78	is	under	the	responsibility	of	

the	 municipality	 while	 ordinary	 maintenance79	 is	 under	 the	 lessees’;	 however,	 the	

boundaries	 between	 the	 two	 are	 blurred	 and	 thus	 generate	 many	 contentious	

relationships.	Any	legal	controversy	normally	costs	more	to	the	municipality	than	what	it	

	
78	Extraordinary	maintenance	is	related	to	the	construction	projects	and	modifications	needed	to	renovate	
or	build	structural	part	of	the	building	as	well	as	the	integration	of	hygienic,	sanitary	or	technical	services.		
79	Ordinary	maintenance	is	related	to	works	of	restoration,	renovation	and	replacement	and	finishing	of	
the	building.	
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earns	from	the	contracts,	thus	resulting	in	an	additional	expense	in	its	budget.	Therefore,	

as	explained	by	the	Forest	Service,	the	choice	of	the	municipality	to	keep	contracting	out	

the	malga	is	culturally	related;	actually,	Silvano	defined	it	as	a	moral	obligation.	

The	 reason	 the	 municipality	 keeps	 investing	 on	 the	 malga	 is	 moral,	
economically	 it	would	not	make	sense.	The	abandonment	of	 the	malga	
would	make	 the	 residents	 feel	 they	 have	 been	 abandoned	 as	well.	 (...)	
There	is	a	rural	mentality	here	and	the	residents	take	care	of	their	own	
grassland.	(Diary	2,	19/12/2015).	

According	to	Silvano,	the	rural	mentality	is	because	the	generation	who	had	survived	World	

War	II	(the	fathers	of	some	of	the	elder	residents)	bought	with	their	own	finances	the	lands	

from	the	Welsperg	counts,	a	German	family	who	used	to	possess	them	all.	This	still	creates	

a	strong	connection	between	some	of	the	residents	and	the	common	lands.		

For	 the	municipality,	 the	maintenance	 of	malga	 is	made	 possible	 only	 through	 specific	

funds	 provided	 by	 European	 projects80.	 The	 European	 Union	 has	 in	 fact	 realised	 the	

importance	of	malga	for	rural	tourism	development	and	as	a	consequence	has	created	a	

specific	fund	to	account	for	this	(Pardini	&	Nori,	2011).	These	contributions	make	the	local	

malghe	part	of	a	global	context	(Grasseni,	2007a).	In	a	conversation	I	had	with	Claudio,	the	

director	of	 the	Federazione	Provinciale	degli	Allevatori	Trentini81	 (see	appendix	B)	and	

manager	of	Malga	 Juribello,	he	explained	that	when	 funds	are	granted,	 the	municipality	

remakes	the	malga	according	with	the	EU	regulations	and	normally	decides	to	combine	the	

zootechnical	activity	with	an	agritourism	one	by	adding	an	additional	structure	for	food	

services.	 The	 evolution	 into	 restaurant-related	 structure,	 disciplined	 with	 the	 law	 on	

agritourism,	 has	made	 the	 renovated	malga	 become	 a	 place	 of	 tourism	 attraction	 (see	

section	6.2).	

There	 are	 also	European	 funds	 for	 the	 renovation	of	malga	 structures.	
When	there	is	a	renovation,	nearly	all	of	the	malghe	pair	the	zootechnical	
activity	to	the	agritourist	one.	The	latter	is	mainly	associated	with	food	
service.	(Diary	2,	26/11/2015).	

Without	access	to	these	funds,	the	municipality	only	aims	to	‘keep	afloat’	the	malga	that	

have	not	completely	been	abandoned	or	have	collapsed	(Dong	et	al.,	2011).	The	Genuine	

	
80	The	project	is	called	‘Plan	for	Rural	Development’	as	indicated	in	the	mind	map	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	
(see	Figure	5.1).	
81	Tranlsated	as	Provincial	Breeders/Farmers	Federation	of	the	Province	of	Trento.	
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Cheese	 belongs	 mostly	 to	 these	 rural	 malga,	 which	 are	 characterised	 by	 a	 very	 basic	

environment	 and	 are	 not	 associated	 with	 any	 agritourism	 activity	 and,	 even	 more	

importantly,	with	any	hygienic	regulations.	The	simple	structure,	sometimes	even	rough,	

plays	an	important	part	in	the	way	the	practices	are	enacted	in	the	malga	(Figure	5.1).		

This	 background	 information	 helps	 also	 to	 contextualise	 the	 second	 interpretation	 of	

agricultural	malga	as	the	tangible	and	intangible	expression	of	an	alpine	community	and	its	

way	of	life.	This	understanding	is	indeed	informed	by	an	historical	dimension	that	sees	the	

practices	of	pastureland	management	and,	consequently,	animals’	grazing,	as	lying	at	the	

heart	of	the	malga.	This	connection	with	the	‘historic	origins’	(see	section	2.3.4)	makes	this	

malga	to	be	the	‘real’	one,	in	the	narratives	of	the	many	malgaro	and	farmers	I	met.		

A	malga	without	animals	is	not	a	malga,	according	to	Giacomo.	(Diary	2,	
13/11/2015).	

In	presenting	the	malga,	the	guide	says	“A	malga	that	has	not	become	an	
agritur,	is	a	malga	that	does	the	malga”.	It	seems	there	are	malga	that	are	
not	doing	the	malga	anymore.	(Diary	1,	06/08/2015).	

In	this	way	the	Genuine	Cheese	provides	the	elements	to	create	an	‘archetype’	for	all	the	

cheeses	 of	 the	 valley.	 Any	 version	 of	 cheese	 ‘borrows’	 this	 historical	 depth	 from	 the	

agricultural	malga	and	uses	the	historic	origins	for	its	network.		

5.3 The	green	and	gold	pasture	

Malga	is	comprised	not	only	of	the	physical	buildings	but	also	of	the	surrounding	grazing	

lands,	making	it	to	all	effects	a	cultural	landscape	(Agnoletti,	2006;	Agnoletti	&	Rotherham,	

2015;	Hong	et	al.,	2014;	Taylor	&	Lennon,	2011,	2012;	Taylor	et	al.,	2015).	Actually	the	

pasture	is	the	centre	of	the	system	as	reported	from	the	text	of	the	booklet	produced	from	

the	ethnographic	museum82	of	the	area.	

The	 centre	 of	 pasturelands	 system	 is	 the	campigolo	with	 the	buildings	
necessary	 for	 the	 transformation	 of	 milk,	 the	 conversion	 of	 the	 dairy	

	
82	Museo	Ecografico	del	Vanoi	is	part	of	the	seven	Ecomusei	del	Trentino.	Ecomuseums	are	actors	of	local	
development	that	operate	on	the	territory	to	integrate	culture,	environment,	craftsmanship	and	farming	
with	the	aim	to	valorise	the	identity	and	memory	of	the	local	community	(Provincia	Autonoma	di	Trento,	
2011).	The	father	of	the	concept	of	Ecomuseum	are	French	Hughes	de	Varine	and	George-Henri	Rivière.	
Varine’s	 book	Les	 racines	 du	 futur:	 le	 patrimoine	 au	 service	 du	 développement	 local	 (Varine,	 2002)	 is	 a	
milestone	of	this	field	of	study	(Varine,	2002).	
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products	and	the	recovery	for	the	animals.	(Parco	Naturale	Paneveggio	
Pale	di	San	Martino,	2004,	p.	53).	

	
Figure	5.2	Elements	of	the	campigolo	

(Source:	Parco	Naturale	Paneveggio	Pale	di	San	Martino,	2004,	p.	53)	

	Therefore	 the	malga	 is	 just	 one	 of	 the	 elements	 of	 the	 pastureland	 system	 (0)	 and	 is	

normally	composed	of	two	buildings:	the	casèra	which	is	the	heart	of	the	malga	and	it	is	

used	 for	 cheese-making	 and	 the	 stalón	 for	 the	 animals’	 recovery	 and	 milking	 (Parco	

Naturale	Paneveggio	Pale	di	San	Martino,	2004).	

	
Figure	5.3	Elements	of	the	casèra	and	the	stalón	

(Source:	Parco	Naturale	Paneveggio	Pale	di	San	Martino,	2004,	p.	54)	

This	historical	tradition	is	confirmed	in	the	way	the	uso	civico	contract	is	structured.	When	

I	 read	 a	 specific	 uso	 civico	 contract	 of	 the	Vanoi	Valley83,	 I	 realized	 that	 the	 legislative	

commitments	 of	 the	malgaro	 are	mainly	 associated	with	 the	 pasture:	 an	 obligation	 for	

	
83	The	one	for	the	Malga	Boalon	called	‘Contratto	Uso	di	Concessione	Malga	Boalon	e	Pascoli	Fiamena’.	
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grazing,	improvement	of	the	meadows,	and	clearing	of	access	roads.	Considering	that	the	

main	 duties	 of	malgaro	 are	 related	 to	 pasture	management	 along	with	 the	 care	 of	 the	

animals,	the	pasture	itself	is	a	pivotal	actor	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	network	(see	Figure	5.1).	

Actually,	 I	 arrived	 at	 the	 conclusion	 that	 cheese	 itself	 is	 a	 secondary	 element	 of	 the	

agricultural	malga	since	the	cheese-making	practice,	thus	the	cheese	production,	is	a	side	

effect	of	the	care	for	the	animals.	While	this	care	is	firstly	centred	on	the	pasturelands,	then,	

the	malgaro	also	milks	the	cows	as	part	of	their	daily	routine	and	consequently	makes	the	

cheese.		

5.3.1 The	gold	pasture	

The	importance	of	pasture	and	its	maintenance	is	also	attested	by	the	EU	which	created	a	

special	fund	called	‘contribution	of	mountain	pastures’84	disciplined	by	the	Law	n.	4	of	the	

Province	 of	 Trento	 (Provincia	 Autonoma	 di	 Trento,	 2003)	 (Figure	 5.1).	 This	 fund	was	

created	 to	 avoid	 the	 pasture	 abandonment	 typical	 of	 many	 mountain	 areas	 and	 to	

encourage	mountain	 farmers	 to	 keep	 using	 the	 pasturelands	 for	 animals’	 grazing.	 This	

grant	is	provided	directly	to	the	malgaro	and	is	based	on	a	calculation	of	the	land	hectares,	

thus	 the	 wider	 the	 area,	 the	 greater	 the	 contribution.	 In	 some	 cases	 the	 grants	 have	

produced	positive	effects,	as	in	the	malga	I	visited	where	Giulia	explained	that	she	breaks	

even	between	the	expenses	for	the	animals’	feed	and	the	earning	from	cheeses	and	meat	

produced.	The	 real	profit	 is	provided	by	 the	EU	contributions.	According	 to	 this,	 she	 is	

informally	 subsidized	by	EU	 funds	 to	maintain	 the	practice	of	 bringing	his	 cows	 to	 the	

malga.	

However,	 the	way	 the	 contribution	 is	 given,	which	 is	 based	 on	 the	 amount	 of	 pasture	

hectares,	 has	 created	 a	 counter-effect	 that	 was	 informally	 defined	 to	 me	 as	 ‘malga	

speculation’	(see	Figure	5.1).	As	described	by	Claudio85,	this	makes	the	malga	become	an	

“office	without	animals”	and	cow	farming	a	“title	holding	activity”.		

The	risk	for	the	malga	of	today	is	represented	by	the	competition	between	
dairy	 farmers	 or	 dairy	 agencies	 to	 obtain	 the	 European	 Union	
contributions.	 It	 is	 like	 a	 sort	 of	 malga	 speculation	 since	 the	 malga	
becomes	linked	only	for	the	titles	(for	instance	100	animals	corresponds	

	
84	Art.	24	“Interventi	di	sostegno	dell’alpeggio”	and	art.25	“Alpicultura”,	Legge	provinciale	n.4/2003.	
85	Previsously	mentioned	in	the	section	5.3.	Claudio	 is	the	Director	of	the	Federazione	Provinciale	degli	
Allevatori	Trentini	(see	Appenidx	B)	and	the	manager	of	Malga	Juribello.	
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to	1000	hectares)	and	is	not	associated	anymore	to	the	practice	of	pasture	
management	and	animals’	care.	(Diary.	2,	26/11/2015).	

Considering	that	malga	are	normally	associated	with	large	numbers	of	hectares,	there	is	a	

rapid	 increase	 in	 the	number	of	 farmers,	also	coming	 from	outside	areas,	offering	huge	

contributions	for	rent	with	the	intention	only	to	hold	the	title	that	would	allow	them	access	

to	 the	 European	 contributions.	 In	 my	 conversation	 with	 the	 forest	 ranger,	 Silvano	

described	what	actually	happens.	He	explained	that	in	these	cases,	the	farm	owner	would	

call	the	forestry	office	at	the	beginning	of	the	summer	to	ask	for	the	“numbers”	(he	uses	this	

word	in	reference	to	the	hectares)	and	that	was	the	only	contact	he	would	have	with	the	

lessees	since	probably	the	cows	were	not	even	sent	there.	Since	the	contributions	become	

so	 central	 in	 the	 management	 of	 the	 pastureland,	 I	 see	 this	 attitude	 as	 creating	 ‘gold	

pasture’	instead	of	‘green	pasture’,	as	I	reflected	in	the	title	of	this	section	and	in	Genuine	

Cheese	mind	map	(see	Figure	5.1).	

5.3.2 The	green	pasture	

In	 my	 area	 of	 study,	 the	 common	 situation	 in	 the	 entire	 alpine	 context	 was	 strongly	

mitigated	by	the	uso	civico	law	that	enforced	the	municipality	to	give	priority	to	the	offers	

made	by	its	residents.	When	pasturelands	are	well	managed	and	looked	after	they	bloom	

with	wild	 flowers.	These	 are	 eaten,	 together	with	 the	 grassland,	 by	 the	 cows	 and	 their	

characteristics	are	transferred	to	the	milk	and	then	to	the	cheese.	The	‘wild	flower’	is	an	

important	actor	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	(see	Figure	5.1)	since	its	presence	guarantees	the	

high	quality	 of	 the	pasturelands,	 its	 good	management	 and	 consequently	 attests	 to	 the	

value	of	the	job	done	by	the	malgaro.	

When	I	participated	in	a	malga	tour	organized	by	the	neighbouring	valley’s	local	Slow	Food	

condotta,	we	walked	in	Malga	Cagnon	de	Sora’s	meadows.	On	that	occasion,	the	Slow	Food	

guide	explained	that	the	bitter	taste	of	the	cheese	produced	in	that	specific	malga	was	given	

by	the	flowers	of	simple	leaved	milfoil86,	a	perennial	flower	plant	growing	in	that	area	and	

grazed	by	the	cows	(Ecomuseo	del	Lagorai,	2014).	

We	tasted	two	types	of	cheese.	One	is	pretty	bitter	and	this	is	due	to	the	
conditions	 of	 the	 aging	 process	 of	 this	 summer	 characterised	 by	 hot	
weather	and	one	is	more	mild	and	younger	than	the	first	of	few	weeks.	

	
86	Scientific	name:	Achillea	millefolium	L.s.l.	
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Both	of	the	cheeses	are	very	tasty	and	slightly	bitter,	the	bitterness	comes	
from	Achillea	Moscata	Nana,	 a	white	 flower	 in	 the	 cows’	 pastures	 and	
gives	 this	 taste	 to	 their	milk	 and	 consequently	 to	 the	 cheese.	 (Diary	1,	
7/09/2015).	

The	 pasturelands	 theoretically	 feed	 the	 cows	 during	 the	 summer.	 However,	 when	 I	

observed	the	milking	practices	I	noticed	that	the	malgari	gave	some	hay	and	fodder87	to	the	

cows	before	beginning	the	milking	phase.	Ruggero,	who	was	keeping	just	his	six	cows	in	

the	malga	and	had	a	very	genuine	approach	to	the	animals,	would	give	one	cup	of	fodder	

(around	1	kilo)	to	the	cows	while,	he	said,	an	intensive	dairy	farm	would	give	them	between	

6-10	kilograms.	

He	tied	the	cows,	give	them	the	fodder	(he	puts	one	scoop	for	each)	while,	
he	 says,	 the	 intensive	 dairy	 farms	 give	 about	 10	 kilograms	 each	 cow.	
(Diary	1,	16/09/2015).	

Normally	the	Genuine	Cheese	is	produced	with	a	little	amount	of	forage88	and	mainly	with	

fresh	grass	(see	Figure	5.1).	The	quantity	of	forage	given	to	the	cows	is	an	important	issue	

since	the	Genuine	Cheese	system	is	centred	on	the	practice	of	pasturelands	management	

and	animals’	grazing.	The	grass	feeding	matter	becomes	a	source	of	conflict	between	those	

who	ask	for	‘sustainable	cow-farming’	and	those,	as	the	cow-farmers,	who	need	to	produce	

a	certain	amount	of	milk.		

Many	farmers	do	not	send	the	cows	in	malga	anymore	since	the	animals	
would	come	back	wasted	away.	There	the	cows	walk	a	 lot	and	eat	 less	
animal	feed.	The	aim	of	the	farmer	today	is	the	milk	production.	(Diary	2,	
30/11/2015).	

5.4 Speaking	with	the	animals	

Animals	are	the	other	actors	participating	in	the	Genuine	Cheese	network	(see	Figure	5.1).	

In	response	to	my	question	to	the	malgari	on	what	they	like	most	about	the	life	in	malga,	

all	 of	 them	would	 answer	 something	 involving	 the	 animals.	 Animals	 seem	 to	 be	 a	 real	

concern	 and	 passion	 of	 the	 malgaro.	 Many	 narratives	 were	 used	 to	 describe	 the	

	
87	The	fodder	is	acquired	from	outside	since	Valle	del	Primiero	does	not	cultivate	cereals,	barleys,	maize,	
wheat	etc.	
88	The	forage	(foraggio	in	Italian)	is	a	generic	noun	used	to	describe	the	food	given	to	the	animals.	Thus	it	
includes	both	dry	grass	and	fodder.		
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relationships	 they	 held	 with	 their	 animals.	 Roberto	 commented	 on	 the	 satisfaction	 he	

experienced	when	he	needed	to	move	the	cattle	from	one	meadow	to	another:	

I	walked	and	walked	until	arriving	to	the	top	where	the	cattle	were	grazing.	
I	was	carrying	with	me	some	salt	as	they	seem	to	love	it.	I	started	calling	
them	saying	“Toè!	Toè!89”	and	the	cows	were	coming	to	me	and	followed	my	
steps	until	I	gathered	all	of	them	here,	in	front	of	the	malga.	These	are	the	
satisfactions	of	this	job!	(Diary	1,	11/09/2015)90.	

Ruggero	was	 the	 first	who	 explained	 to	me	 that	 around	milking	 time,	 the	 cows	 gather	

almost	automatically	in	front	of	the	cowshed	and	when	the	doors	of	the	barn	open	each	of	

them	goes	directly	to	its	place	(see	Figure	5.4).	They	remember	their	own	place	as	they	

remember	the	tracks	and	different	meadows	of	the	malga	from	previous	years.		

We	go	to	gather	the	seven	cows	that	need	to	be	milked	and	that	later	will	
sleep	in	the	shed	–	the	three	grigie	alpine91	are	his	while	the	others	are	of	
his	boss	–	it	is	the	dog	who	gather	them	in	from	of	the	shed	…	[Ruggero]	
asks	 me	 if	 I	 learn	 that	 each	 cow	 knows	 its	 place	 in	 the	 shed,	 they	
remember	it	and	go	directly	there,	they	also	remember	from	the	previous	
years	the	roads	and	the	pastures.	(Diary	1,	16/09/2015).	

Sergio	calls	each	cow	with	its	name	and	his	productive	animals	are	now	as	old	as	17	years.	

He	 considers	 this	 as	 evidence	 that	 he	 treats	 his	 animals	 well	 and	 does	 not	 “push	 the	

production”.		

He	knows	his	animals	by	name,	one	by	one.	He	even	has	some	cows	that	
are	17-19	years	old	and	they	keep	producing	milk	(it	is	a	testimony	that	
he	does	not	push	them,	according	to	what	he	says).	(Diary	1,	9/09/2015)	

The	use	of	names,	the	age	of	the	animals	and	above	all	the	practice	of	talking	to	them,	are	

all	narratives	that	accompanied	the	cows	of	the	Genuine	Cheese,	thus	their	inclusion	into	

my	thematic	analysis	(see	Figure	5.1).	Giulia,	a	young	malgara	with	whom	I	spent	two	days	

together	in	her	malga,	told	me	that	her	brother	“speaks	to	the	animals”	and	this	affects	the	

animals’	behaviour;	she	claimed	you	could	recognize	the	animals	kept	by	her	brother	as	

they	were	happier.	

	
89	The	dialect	word	for	‘salt’.	
90	Direct	quotes	are	in	Italics	while	written	quotes	not.	
91	In	Primiero	the	native	breed	of	livestock	is	the	Grigio	Alpina	(Alpine	Grey	Cattle)	that	is	protected	through	
a	Slow	Food	Presidium.	
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The	fourth	(brother)	is	Marco,	21years	old,	he	did	the	Scuola	del	legno92,	
artistic	personality	to	which	the	sister	seems	very	bound.	She	tells	me	that	
he	truly	loves	the	animals,	he	speaks	to	them.	And	the	generation	of	calves	
and	 cows	 raised	 by	 him,	 you	 can	 tell,	 they	 are	 different.	 (Diary	 1,	
5/09/2015).	

	
Figure	5.4	Cows	on	the	pasturelands:peaks	and	malga	on	the	background	(author)	

When	I	asked	a	malgaro,	who	was	looking	after	the	cows	for	the	first	time	(as	in	the	years	

before	he	use	to	care	for	horses),	what	was	the	difference	between	horses	and	cows	he	said	

there	was	none	as	“I	would	speak	to	both!”	he	declared.		

We	meet	the	malgaro	Walter,	that	I	learnt	he	was	a	horse	breeder.	It	is	the	
first	years	he	takes	care	of	cows,	“to	change	a	bit”	he	says.	(…)	I	asked	him	
what	 is	 the	 difference	 between	 horses	 and	 cows	 and	 he	 says	 “None.	 I	
speak	with	both	of	them”.	This	concept	of	talking	with	the	animals	as	a	
way	to	take	care	and	form	a	relationship	with	the	animals	is	common	in	
my	conversations.	(Diary	1,	7/09/2015).	

Talking	 with	 animals	 is	 a	 way	 to	 express	 care	 and	 love.	 One	 of	 the	 most	 common	

expressions	I	heard	from	malgari	in	charge	of	the	animals’	care	was	“If	they	feel	you	treat	

them	well,	in	return,	they	treat	you	well”.	

You	must	like	to	be	with	the	animals,	since	they	are	the	heart	of	the	malga.	
According	to	[Luciano]	there	are	good	cows	and	bad	cows.	They	are	not	
like	the	humans,	if	you	treat	them	well,	they	are	happy.	You	get	worried	if	
they	are	not	well.	If	they	are	well,	you	are	fine	too.	(Diary	1,	28/08/2015).	

	
92	Translated	as	‘Professional	school	to	train	woodworkers’.	



182	

A	 dog,	 sometimes	 two,	 accompanies	 the	malgaro	 of	 Genuine	 Cheese.	 Dogs	 are	 another	

animal	of	the	system	(see	Figure	5.1)	as	they	help	the	malgaro	move	the	cows	from	one	

meadow	to	the	other	and	gather	the	cattle	from	the	surrounding	pasture	in	front	of	the	

cowshed	for	the	milking	process.	Each	malgaro	speaks	of	the	dogs	as	the	best	helpers	(see	

Figure	5.5)	and	compares	a	dog’s	value	to	a	certain	number	of	men;	according	to	what	they	

shared,	the	rapport	can	be	as	high	as	one	dog	to	ten	men!	I	wrote	down	the	following	note	

just	after	a	conversation	with	Luciano.	

The	dogs	are	important;	they	work	for	10!	(28/08/2015).	

	
Figure	5.5	Dog,	cow	and	malgaro	running	(author)	

5.5 The	malgaro,	genuine	seasonal	farmer	

The	elements	described	above	trace	the	boundaries	of	the	Genuine	Cheese,	and	thus	malga,	

pasturelands,	 cows	 and	 dogs	 animate	 the	 network	 (see	 Figure	 5.1).	 However,	 when	 I	

followed	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese	 I	 also	 met	 the	 malgari	 as	 the	 previous	 sections	 attested.	

Normally	the	malgari	of	Genuine	Cheese	are	seasonal	farmers	in	the	sense	that	they	have	a	

job	during	 the	winter	different	 from	 the	one	 they	do	on	malga	during	 the	 summer.	This	

differentiates	them	from	the	farmers	who	own	cattle	during	the	whole	year	and	participate	

in	the	Touristic	Cheese	(see	section	6.5)	and	Official	Cheese	(see	section	7.2.1).		

The	genuine	malgaro	has	an	approach	to	animals,	to	the	milking	process	and	to	the	cheese-

making	which	involves	a	sense	of	professionalism	based	on	improvisation	and	knowledge	

transmission,	which	I	consider	two	key	words	of	this	network	(see	Figure	5.1).	Mario	(67	
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years	old),	for	instance,	learnt	to	make	cheese	from	the	55-year	old	experienced	cheese-

maker	of	the	malga	where	he	used	to	work	when	he	was	between	eight	and	twelve	years	

old.	Most	of	those	who	just	become	farmers	for	the	summer	had	an	affective	connection	

with	the	malga	life	style,	mostly	grounded	on	childhood	memories.	

He	 learnt	 to	make	 the	cheese	 from	a	cheese-maker	of	Malga	Miesnotta	
who	worked	there	since	he	was	20	and	until	he	was	75.	In	the	valley	there	
was	a	school	for	cheese-makers	that	now	does	not	exist	anymore.	There	
are	 still	 a	 few	 cheese-makers	 of	 that	 generation	 alive.	 (Diary	 1,	
13/07/2015).	

In	comparing	all	of	these	meetings,	I	noticed	that	the	encounters	with	the	malgaro	of	the	

Genuine	Cheese	are	casual.	These	are	not	places	you	can	find	in	the	touristic	leaflets	or	at	

the	information	site	of	the	area,	so	the	visitors	I	met	in	these	malga	were	generally	persons	

who	personally	knew	the	malgaro	and	the	malga.	

We	arrive	at	the	malga,	he	welcomes	us,	when	three	guys	with	the	pickup	
arrive.	They	are	the	owners	of	the	horses	and	went	here	to	see	how	they	
are	 (...)	 when	 they	 finally	 leave	 and	 take	 a	 walk	 to	 the	 mountain	 hut	
Ruggero	 invites	 as	 to	 see	 his	 little	 cheese-making	 room.	 (Diary	 1,	
16/09/2015).	

Other	visitors	happened	to	find	the	malga	randomly	in	their	hikes	or,	like	me,	would	know	

of	 its	existence	from	the	topographic	maps	of	 the	area.	The	Genuine	Cheese	follows	the	

wandering	of	the	flâneur	(see	section	4.3.1)	which	enable	serendipitous	encounters	(see	

section	4.3.2)	(Gibson,	2010;	Shaw,	2010;	Tucker,	2003).		

Given	the	accidental	nature	of	the	meetings,	you	might	find	a	young	malgaro	with	his	family	

or	a	rustic	man	living	by	himself,	just	to	mention	two	typologies	of	the	various	malgaro	you	

can	get	encounter	(see	Figure	5.6)	(Fassio,	Battaglini,	Porcellana,	&	Viazzo,	2014).		
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Figure	5.6	Genuine	seasonal	farmers	(author)	

	

However,	 there	 is	 not	 any	 common	 rule	 and	 every	 malga	 is	 different.	 The	 human	

biodiversity	of	malga	 is	reflected	on	 the	biodiversity	of	cheeses	whose	aspect	and	 taste	

change	 from	 one	 to	 another	 and	 from	 one	milking	 process	 to	 another.	 Although	 these	

unique	aspects	the	malgari	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	shared	a	genuine	hospitality:	I	always	

came	home	with	a	piece	of	cheese	or	a	bottle	of	 fresh	milk	or	with	special	moments	 to	

remember.		

We	need	to	wait	in	front	of	the	zangola	until	the	noise	of	the	milk	beater	
changes,	then	the	little	window	become	cleaner	by	itself,	he	opens,	here’s	
the	butter.	He	works	it	with	the	hands	and	the	cold	water	and	then	placed	
the	newborn	butter	 in	a	bucket	with	cold	water	 to	conserve	 it.	 [Mario]	
gives	us	the	fresh	milk,	some	butter,	his	hospitality	is	genuine.	(Diary	1,	
16/09/2015).	

Standing	close	to	me	there	is	a	young	boy	with	his	own	steel	bucket.	He	
come	 to	 get	 the	 fresh	 milk,	 he	 is	 the	 son	 of	 the	 agritur	 Vigneto	 di	
Montagna93.	He	looks	around,	assists	to	the	milking	procedure	and	then	
they	fill	his	bucket,	he	gets	the	car	and	leaves.	They	prepare	a	bottle	of	
fresh	milk	for	me	as	well.	They	are	very	candid.	(Diary	1,	16/09/2015).	

This	 sense	 of	 genuineness	 inspired	me	 to	 name	 this	 cheese	 as	 ‘genuine’	 but	 the	word	

‘informal’	could	be	appropriate	as	well.	What	distinguishes	these	encounters	from	others	I	

had	with	malgaro	of	the	more	touristic	malga	is	that	they	are	informal	and	do	not	follow	a	

script.	

	
93	I	changed	the	name	with	an	invented	one	so	that	the	real	agritur	is	not	identifiable.	
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When	I	meet	this	malgari,	I	need	to	win	my	prejudices	based	on	their	look,	
on	the	 fact	 they	are	rustic	man	(…)	 If	 I	 think	about	 the	encounter	with	
Alessandro,	 he	 was	 very	 hospitable	 in	 inviting	 us	 to	 his	 malga	 to	 eat	
polenta.	It	might	be	common	to	do	in	the	past:’you	make	the	filling	and	I	
make	the	polenta’.	He	showed	openness	toward	me	but	I	need	to	win	this	
discomfort	and	trust	these	genuine	encounters,	which	are	‘not	safe’	in	the	
sense	that	there	are	no	implicit	scripts	of	behaviour	between	hosts	and	
guests.	(Diary	1,	16/07/2015).	

In	these	reflective	lines	I	wrote	on	my	journal,	I	realised	that	genuineness	goes	along	with	

discomfort	 and	 dealing	 with	 discomfort	 and	 uncertainty	 is	 needed	 in	 order	 to	 live	 an	

‘authentic’	 experience	 (Cohen	&	Cohen,	 2012;	Daugstad	&	Kirchengast,	 2013).	Tourism	

standardizes	 these	 encounters	 in	 a	 set	 of	 implicit	 rules	 of	 behaviours	 of	 interaction	

between	hosts	and	guests	which	ultimately	dilute	the	richness	of	a	cultural	exchange.	By	

providing	 a	 sense	 of	 security	 and	 comfort	 to	 the	 experience,	 a	 part	 of	 its	 authenticity	

disappears.		

5.6 	The	slow	milk	

In	my	serendipitous	encounters	with	 the	genuine	malgaro,	 I	happened	to	participate	 in	

various	milking	processes.	By	describing	 these	 I	 indirectly	present	another	actor	of	 the	

network,	the	milk.	Milk	is	created	in	the	practices	of	cow	milking	and	is	transformed	on	the	

practice	 the	 cheese-making	 (see	 section	 5.7).	 The	milking	 requires	 following	 the	 same	

steps:	

The	procedure	is	the	following:	they	clean	the	udders,	put	the	machines	
into	the	udders	of	one	cow,	they	wait	until	the	milk	is	finished,	detach	the	
machine	 from	 one	 cow	 and	 then	 they	move	 to	 another	 one.	 (Diary	 1,	
09/09/2015).	

This	process	is	repeated	for	the	number	of	cows	kept	in	the	barn.	The	malgaro	moves	from	

one	cow	to	another	with	the	scagnel94	and	the	secio	dela	mungitrice95	(see	Figure	5.7),	which	

I	consider	to	be	distinctive	elements	of	the	‘milk	actor’	and	the	‘milking	practice’	(see	Figure	

5.1).	 These	 simple	 tools	 contribute	 to	 provide	 an	 unsophisticated	 characteristic	 to	 the	

Genuine	Cheese.		

	
94	Local	dialect	for	one-legged	portable	milking	stool.	
95	Local	dialect	for	portable	single	bucket	for	milking.	
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They	have	four	portable	single	buckets	for	milking	and	two	portable	one-
legged	milking	stools	with	a	big	spring	at	its	centre,	one	for	him	and	one	
for	his	assistant.	(Diary	1,	09/09/2015).	

	
Figure	5.7	Milking	cows	in	agricultural	malga	(author)	

In	 addition	 to	 the	 simplicity,	 a	 sense	of	 slowness	 is	 conferred	 to	 the	 experience	by	 the	

repetition	of	the	same	gestures	over	and	over.	I	personally	felt	that	the	time	had	slowed	

down	while	assisting	and	observing	 the	various	milking	processes	 in	malga	and	on	my	

personal	 journal	 I	wrote	 various	 considerations	 about	 the	 concept	 of	 ‘slow’,	which	 has	

become	a	central	narrative	in	food	production	(Carraro,	2016;	Grasseni,	2005b;	Honoré,	

2004;	 Schneider,	 2008;	 West	 &	 Domingos,	 2012)	 and	 to	 food	 tourism	 experiences	

(Dickinson	&	Peeters,	2014;	Fullagar,	Markwell,	&	Wilson,	2012;	Guiver	&	Mcgrath,	2016;	

Oh,	Assaf,	&	Baloglu,	2016).	This	explains	why	I	associated	the	‘milk	actor’	of	the	network	

with	the	word	‘slow’	(see	Figure	5.1):	

While	I	observe	them	I	think	that	is	not	a	creative	job,	but	it	is	a	job	made	
of	care.	It	is	slow,	with	a	lot	of	waiting	times	and	practices	repeated	over	
and	over.	(Diary	1,	09/09/2015).	

In	Italy	the	narrative	of	the	‘slow’	has	become	popular	as	a	result	of	the	creation	of	the	Slow	

Food	movement	(Hall,	2012;	Schneider,	2008)	which	arose	as	an	avant-garde	response	to	

the	 fast	 food	and	 the	 fast-life	proposed	with	 it	 (Petrini,	2003,	2016).	The	philosophy	of	

slowness	(Honoré,	2004)	creates	conflicts	between	those,	normally	the	consumers,	who	
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give	a	positive	connotation	to	it,	and	those,	as	the	producers,	who	do	not	necessarily	agree	

with	this	vision	(Grasseni,	2005b).		

Alongside	this	is	the	narrative	of	the	‘less’.	In	the	conversations	around	cheese-making,	an	

argument	made	from	the	members	of	the	Slow	Food	condotta	is	that	the	quality	of	the	milk	

is	given	by	producing	a	smaller	quantity	of	it.	Small	batch	or	artisan	are	similar	terms	used	

to	add	value	to	related	products	(Ferrell,	2019;	Leissle,	2017;	Paxson,	2010b).	The	same	

philosophy	is	not	necessarily	believed	by	the	producers	and	the	farmers,	who	use	technical	

criteria	(such	as	percentages	of	fat,	of	protein	etc...)	to	determine	the	quality	of	the	milk	

(see	 section	 7.2.2).	 Therefore,	 in	 the	 cheese	 world,	 the	 numbers	 of	 litres	 produced	 is	

another	 important	 issue	 related	 to	 the	 milk	 actor.	 Normally	 in	 agricultural	 malga	 the	

numbers	of	 litres	produced	 is	 lower	 than	 the	ones	produced	 in	 the	winter	barns	of	 the	

villages.	This	 is	due	 to	 the	 (mostly)	grass	diet	 regime	and	 to	 the	 fact	 the	animals	graze	

pasturelands	 and	 consequently	 move	 more.	 Thus	 the	 milk	 of	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese	 is	

informed	by	the	philosophy	of	the	slow	and	of	the	less.	

Lastly	the	milk	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	is	milked	in	the	cow	shed	of	the	malga	and	processed	

in	a	dairy	room	of	the	same	malga	edifices;	all	 the	processes	are	undertaken	within	the	

agricultural	malga	unit,	on	the	top	of	the	mountains.	The	Genuine	Cheese	is	the	only	cheese	

really	made	in	malga.	This	is	a	distinguishing	characteristic	of	this	network,	as	the	milk	used	

in	the	Touristic	and	Official	versions	of	the	cheese	is	required	to	be	given	to	the	cheese	

cooperative	to	be	processed	there	(see	section	6.2.1.1	and	section	7.2.2.1).	

5.7 Free	spirited	cheese-making	

The	cheese-making	process	 is	 the	 last	element	of	 this	network	(see	Figure	5.1)	and	the	

practice	 through	which	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese	 takes	 shape.	 As	 described	 previously	 (see	

section	5.2),	agricultural	malga	are	characterized	by	a	rudimentary	environment,	which	

does	not	meet	the	hygienic	and	sanitary	standards	required	from	the	Hazard	Analysis	and	

Critical	Control	Point	(HACCP)	regulation96.	The	lack	of	hygienic	standards	also	determines	

how	the	cheese-making	process	develops.	The	conditions	of	work	are	not	as	clean	as	the	

ones	required	at	the	cheese	cooperative	(see	section	7.3.1).	The	malgaro	makes	their	own	

	
96	According	to	Marriott,	Schilling,	and	Gravani	(2018,	p.	110),	“the	objective	of	HACCP	is	to	ensure	that	
effective	 sanitation	 and	 hygiene	 and	 other	 operational	 considerations	 be	 conducted	 to	 produce	 safe	
products	and	to	provide	proof	that	safety	practices	have	been	followed”.	
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cheese	without	using	latex	gloves	and	employing	the	tools	created	ingeniously	with	what	

he/she	already	owns.	

We	enter	into	the	kitchen	(…)	at	the	right	side	of	the	wood	burner	he	has	
placed	the	bigger	copper	pot.	He	starts	to	pour	there	the	milk	of	the	night	
before	and	the	one	just	milked	the	same	morning.	(...)	He	poured	the	milk	
of	the	previous	night	from	a	steel	basin.	On	top	there	is	the	cream	surfaced	
during	the	night	and	he	uses	a	kind	of	‘small	broom’	tool	to	pour	the	milk	
and	 at	 the	 same	 time	 to	 keep	 the	 cream	 in	 the	 basin.	 (Diary	 1,	
13/07/2015).	

Old	reconverted	tools	are	used	in	cheese-making.	To	make	the	butter	Mario	used	as	zangola	

an	old	wooden	butter	churn	to	which	he	had	added	the	motor	of	a	washing	machine	in	

order	to	make	it	look	and	work	as	a	current	electric	version	(see	Figure	5.8).	Ruggero	had	

a	proper	churn	paddle	electrically	driven	but	it	was	leaking	and	he	covered	the	leak	with	

his	finger	when	I	assisted	in	his	practice	of	making	the	butter.	

	
Figure	5.8	Ingenious	zangola	for	butter	making	(author)	

In	the	area	of	malga	dedicated	to	cheese-making,	a	copper	pot	called	(and	in	local	dialect	

calgera	de	far	formai)	is	located	nearby	ready	to	be	used	to	heat	the	milk	and	begin	the	

cheese-making	process	(see	images	above	on	the	left	and	below	on	the	right	-	Figure	5.9).	

The	paiolo	(see	images	above	and	below	on	the	right	-	Figure	5.9)	is	another	element	that	

strongly	characterise	this	network	because	conventionally	the	tool	is	not	allowed	by	the	

hygienic	regulations,	thus	the	inclusion	of	this	key	word	in	the	mind	map	of	the	Genuine	



189	

Cheese	(see	Figure	5.1).	The	copper	pot	is	often	paired	with	the	spino	(in	local	dialect	spin97)	

and	 the	 lira,	 two	 traditional	 tools	 used	 for	 breaking	 the	 curd	 and	 for	 curd	 cutting	

(Papademas	et	al.,	2017).	

	
Figure	5.9	Cheese-making	traditional	tools	(author)	

The	morning	milking	is	added	to	the	milk	of	the	previous	night98	and	it	is	poured	in	the	

paiolo	heated	up	over	the	fire.	When	the	milk	reaches	the	temperature	required	(see	image	

below	on	the	left	-	Figure	5.9),	rennet	is	added	and	the	milk	slowly	changes	its	consistency	

(see	image	below	on	the	right	-	Figure	5.9).	The	cheese-maker	employs	the	curd	cutting	

tool	and	here	one’s	knowledge	and	experience	plays	a	crucial	role.	He/she	decides	the	size	

of	the	curd	pieces	and	based	on	this	he/she	also	recognizes	by	the	touch	with	the	hands	

when	the	process	is	over	and	the	curd	can	be	poured	into	the	moulds.	Cheeses	are	aged	in	

a	dedicated	room	with	pine	boards	and	shelves;	pine	wood	is	said	to	absorb	the	moisture	

better	as	told	me	by	Giuseppina,	providing	additional	quality	to	the	aging	process.	

The	raw	cheese	produced	in	these	agricultural	malga	exists	outside	of	the	formal	market	of	

the	cheese	cooperative.	The	cheese	cannot	be	sold	through	the	official	channels	so	it	is	sold	

or	exchanged	as	part	of	the	informal	economy.	In	my	encounters	with	the	malgari	of	the	

Genuine	 Cheese,	 I	was	 often	 told	 that	 the	 cheeses	were	made	 for	 family	 consumption.	

	
97	The	word	spino	mean	thorn	in	English.	The	first	tools	were	done	with	stiff	and	sharp-pointed	dried	woody	
branches	that	reminded	a	long	thorn.		
98	The	first	contains	the	cream,	the	second	not	since	in	that	case	the	cream	is	used	to	make	the	butter.	
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Therefore,	when	I	was	introduced	in	the	cheese	aging	rooms,	I	was	often	surprised	to	notice	

the	numbers	of	cheeses	that	were	placed	on	the	shelves.	These	were	exceeding	the	amount	

needed	by	a	single	family!	Often	I	would	return	from	the	mountains	to	my	house	carrying	

Genuine	Cheese	or	genuine	butter	in	my	backpack.	I	discovered	these	cheeses	were	made	

for	 ‘friends’	 and	 I,	 too,	 was	 one	 taking	 these	 acts	 of	 ‘reciprocity’	 occurring	 in	 these	

encounters.		

I	 presented	 this	 practice	 of	 cheese-making	 with	 the	 adjective	 ‘free-spirited’	 since	 it	 is	

undertaken	 in	 an	 informal	 setting	and	 is	 carried	out	with	 ingenious	 tools	 and	both	 the	

aspects	go	beyond	the	‘conventional’.	In	the	next	section	I	will	finally	describe	the	entire	

network	of	 the	Genuine	Cheese	by	putting	 together	 these	 characteristics	with	 the	ones	

illustrated	previously.		

5.8 The	network	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	

The	previous	sections	showed	the	entities,	 the	actors	(human	and	non-human)	and	the	

practices	 involved	 in	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese	 and	 the	 stories	 told	 by	 these	 heterogeneous	

connections	(see	Figure	5.1).	In	this	section	the	mind	map	is	presented	with	an	appropriate	

table	(see	Table	5.1)	which	explains	the	Actor	Network	Theory	(ANT)	categories	used	to	

frame	 this	network:	 entities,	 actors	and	practices	 (see	 section	4.6.2.1).	Therefore,	 I	will	

unite	 the	 different	 elements	 of	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese	 network	 and	 point	 out	 those	

contributing	 to	 an	 understanding	 of	 food	 heritage,	 food	 heritage	 tourism	 and	 food	

heritagisation.	What	does	the	Genuine	Cheese	show	us	with	respect	to	these	theoretical	

concepts?	The	analysis	presented	here	is	partial	as	it	only	relates	to	the	Genuine	Cheese,	

therefore	it	will	then	become	part	of	a	wider	discourse	in	which	the	main	elements	of	the	

different	networks	will	be	linked	together	within	the	framework	of	the	food	heritagisation	

process	(see	section	9.5).	
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Table	5.1	Network	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	

Entities	 Actors	 Practices	

Agricultural	malga	 Malgaro	
(seasonal	farmer)	

Pastureland	management		

Pasturelands	 Animals	
(cows	and	working	dogs)	

Cow	grazing	

Ingenious	tools	 Wild	alpine	flowers	 Speaking	with	the	animals	

	 Slow	milk	 Milking	

	 	 Cheese-making	

At	 the	 heart	 of	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese	 is	 the	 practice	 of	 pastureland	 and	 cow	 grazing	

management	(see	section	5.3).	These	agricultural	practices	are	essential	in	the	production	

of	the	slow	milk	(see	section	5.6),	which	represents	the	raw	food	of	this	network	(Lévi-

Strauss,	2012).	This	simple	information	represents	an	important	understanding	about	the	

linkages	between	agriculture	 and	 tourism	 (Bessiere	&	Tibere,	 2013;	Kim	&	Ellis,	 2014;	

Torres	&	Momsen,	2011),	since	it	demonstrates	that	food	heritage	is	based	on	agricultural	

practices	and	thus,	indirectly,	that	food	heritage	tourism	relies	on	agriculture	as	well.	

The	slow	milk	contains	the	flavour	and	taste	of	the	grass	and	wildflowers	(see	section	5.3.2)	

that	the	cows	have	eaten	while	grazing.	The	pasture	of	one	malga	is	different	from	that	of	

another	and	this	provides	unique	characteristics	to	the	cheese	(Katz,	2016),	as	was	the	case	

of	 flowers	 of	 simple	 leaved	milfoil	 of	Malga	 Cagnon	 de	 Sora.	 This	 element	 reflects	 the	

characteristics	 of	 the	 terroir.	 Furthermore,	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese	 represents	 the	 deep	

understanding	of	the	cultural	landscape	of	the	malga,	associated	to	the	agricultural	practice	

of	alpeggio	and	its	associated	traditions.	

The	practices	involved	in	the	Genuine	Cheese	are	pastureland	management,	cow	grazing,	

speaking	with	the	animals,	milking	and	cheese-making	(see	Table	5.1)	and	the	malgari	are	

the	communities	of	practice	in	charge	of	carrying	them	out	(see	section	5.5).	This	simple	

fact	 shows	 that	 food	 heritage	 is	 rooted	 in	 people	 and	 more	 specifically	 in	 a	 specific	

community	of	practice	(Lave	&	Wenger,	1991;	Wenger,	1998).	Many	of	the	malgari	met	in	

this	research	learnt	how	to	milk	a	cow	and	how	to	make	cheese	from	other	farmers	and	

from	previous	experiences	in	malga.	Their	expertise	comes	from	a	knowledge	transmitted	

but	also	from	readapting	what	they	learnt	to	the	situation	they	are	living	in	(Corti,	2011;	
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Grasseni,	 2004,	 2007c).	 The	 food	 knowledge	 is	 then	 a	 mix	 between	 transmission	 and	

improvisation.	This	 is	also	well	proven	by	the	cheese-making	tools	of	 this	network	(see	

section	5.7)	where	old	utensils	have	been	readapted	for	the	food	transformation	process.	

The	Genuine	Cheese	also	gives	some	hints	in	terms	of	our	understanding	of	food	heritage	

tourism.	The	simple	and	informal	meetings	I	had	with	the	genuine	malgari	on	top	of	the	

mountains	indicate	that	food	heritage	tourism	can	offer	serendipitous	encounters	between	

host	and	guests	(Gibson,	2010;	Shaw,	2010;	Tucker,	2003).	Since	these	encounters	do	not	

follow	a	script	that	defines	the	interactions	as	the	Touristic	Cheese	instead	illustrates	(see	

next	chapter),	these	can	offer	different	exchanges	between	hosts	and	guests.	In	the	case	of	

the	Genuine	Cheese	 I	 could	 observe	 that	 the	 encounters	 I	 had	were	based	on	 informal	

exchanges,	 and	 consequently	 on	 the	 notion	 of	 reciprocity	 in	 food	 heritage	 tourism,	 as	

illustrated	by	my	coming	back	home	with	gifts	of	milk	and	cheese	(see	section	5.5	and	5.7).	

The	Genuine	Cheese	suggests	another	important	conversation	related	to	the	historic	depth	

of	 the	 food	 heritage.	 In	 the	 conversations	 reported	 in	 this	 chapter	 (see	 section	 5.2),	 I	

showed	that	the	agricultural	malga	is	considered	to	be	the	‘real’	one	since	it	maintains	a	

connection	with	 the	 original	 functions,	 these	being	pasturelands	management	 and	 cow	

grazing.	The	connection	with	these	historical	origins	provides	historic	depth	to	the	food	

heritage	 and	 thus	 demonstrates	 that	 food	 heritage	 is	 steeped	 in	 history	 (Adamski	 &	

Gorlach,	2010;	Bessière,	1998,	2013;	Fonte,	2008).	The	next	chapter	will	illustrate	that	the	

other	versions	of	cheese	borrow	this	historical	depth	from	the	rural	and	agricultural	malga	

and	enact	it	in	their	networks.	In	doing	so	an	‘archetype’	of	cheese	is	created.	
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6 TOURISTIC	CHEESE	

	
Figure	6.1	Touristic	Cheese	mind	map	
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6.1 Introduction		

In	this	chapter	I	will	present	the	Touristic	Cheese.	This	cheese	network	takes	life	from	the	

encounters	I	had	with	the	multifunctional	malgari	of	the	15	agritur	malghe	I	visited	during	

the	summer	of	2015-2016	(See	appendix	D).	The	rudimental	dairy	room	(casèra)	of	the	

agricultural	malga	 (see	Figure	5.3)	 is	 converted	 into	 a	proper	 restaurant	 of	 the	 agritur	

malga.	 I	 will	 show	 how	 the	 introduction	 of	 this	 new	 unit	 suggests	 a	 dual	 purpose,	 of	

agriculture	and	of	tourism,	for	the	malga	and	consequently	I	will	examine	how	the	entities,	

actors	and	practices	related	to	this	network	are	two-fold.	The	name	of	this	cheese	suggests	

indeed	that	the	cheese	becomes	also	a	touristic	experience.	

The	mind	map	at	the	beginning	of	this	chapter99	(see	Figure	6.1)	displays	the	same	actors	

of	the	previous	network:	the	malga	(section	6.2),	the	pastureland	(section	6.3),	the	animals	

(section	6.4),	the	malgaro	(section	6.5),	the	milk	and	the	practice	of	milking	(section	6.6)	

and	the	cheese	and	its	associated	practice	(section	6.7).	However	the	Touristic	Cheese	tells	

a	different	story	of	 the	cheese	which	ultimately	describes	a	specific	 cheesescape	(Fusté	

Forné,	2016c)	from	the	one	high	in	remote	mountains	as	described	by	the	quote	of	Croce	

and	Perri	(2017)	in	the	section	3.3.1.	

Many	of	the	malgari	I	met	in	my	visits	are	still	farmers	who	take	care	of	the	animals’	grazing	

and	milking	but	 they	 are	 also	 ambassadors	 of	 the	 farming	heritage	 of	 the	malga.	 I	will	

introduce	Gianna,	who	provides	to	her	guests	‘teaching	lessons’	about	the	peasant	lifestyle	

and	the	gentle	Giorgio	who	creates	experiences	around	the	malga’s	farm	animals	for	the	

urban	children	who	are	not	familiar	with	rabbits,	hens,	pigs,	goats	and	cows.	Those	people	

are	supported	by	their	own	family	as	Bruno,	whose	wife	Sivia,	with	her	parents,	is	in	charge	

of	the	kitchen	and	the	hospitality.	All	of	these	malgari	have	in	common	a	connection	with	

the	agricultural	malga	which	they	do	not	want	to	disappear	and	thus	interpret	this	reality	

for	 the	current	 times	and	 in	doing	so	creating	a	new	version	of	 the	heritage	 (Palmer	&	

Tivers,	2018;	Staiff,	Bushell,	&	Watson,	2013a)	

The	cowshed	and	the	casèra	become	the	wall	that	encloses	the	‘farming	heritage’	–	made	

up	of	cows,	pasturelands,	raw	milk	and	genuine	products.	This	became	part	of	the	story-

	
99	The	map	is	designed	with	the	graphic	design	program	Adobe	Illustrator	and	the	graphic	symbols	are	
created	by	Maria	Martini	e	Silvia	Massacesi.	
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telling	that	the	malgaro	uses	during	the	milking	experiences	or	the	cheese	demonstrations	

performed	 for	 the	 tourists	 (Edensor,	 2001;	Murti,	 2020;	 Tivers,	 2002).	 As	 Giancarlo,	 a	

farmer,	once	explains:	

We	will	tell	you	the	fairy	tale	and	we	will	keep	telling	it	to	them	because	it	is	
what	the	tourists	want	to	hear	(14/12/2016).	

I	will	also	discuss	how	having	local	cheese	listed	on	a	menu	assumes	a	new	meaning	–	often	

it	is	tasted	while	sitting	at	the	outdoor	tables	of	a	restaurant	overlooking	the	campigolo,	

thus	 in	 the	same	agricultural	 landscape	where	 it	has	been	created.	The	 landscape	 itself	

becomes	an	important	element	of	this	network	because	not	only	is	it	a	good	visual	element	

for	picture-taking	but	also	provides	additional	auditory	and	olfactory	elements	that	enrich	

the	cheesescape	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	(Edensor,	2018;	Everett,	2008;	Urry,	1992;	Urry	&	

Larsen,	2011).	

6.2 The	agritur	malga		

If	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese	 is	 produced	 in	 the	 agricultural	 malga,	 the	 Touristic	 Cheese	 is	

produced	in	the	agritur	malga	(see	Figure	6.1)	In	the	Valle	del	Primiero	the	word	agritur	

(which	stands	for	agritourism)	is	used	to	define	the	mountain	farms	that	operate	also	for	

touristic	purposes.	The	term	is	composed	by	two	words:	‘agri’,	which	means	agricultural	

and	‘tur’,	which	represents	the	inclusion	of	the	tourism	component.	The	first	malga	of	the	

area	became	a	restaurant	in	1985-86	adhered	to	the	legislation	on	agritourism	and	from	

that	time	on	the	word	agritur	become	more	and	more	associated	with	the	reality	of	the	

malghe	of	the	area.	Summer	represents	their	operating	season	since	it	represents	the	time	

where	the	farmers	make	the	hay	at	the	villages	and	the	cows	are	brought	to	graze	the	fresh	

pasture	on	top	of	the	mountain	according	to	the	practice	of	the	alpeggio	(see	Figure	1.4).	

Therefore,	together	with	the	long-held	tradition	and	heritage	of	cow	grazing	and	milking	

practices,	 a	 tourism	 experience	 constructed	 around	 food	 service	 becomes	 another	

important	element	of	this	renovated	malga	unit.	

As	a	consequence	of	this	evolution	the	malga	becomes	a	composite	reality	which	carries	

out	a	dual	function:	agricultural,	on	one	side,	and	touristic,	on	the	other.	This	dual	purpose	

is	 also	 reflected	 in	 the	 architecture	 of	 the	 agritur	 malga,	 whose	 rural	 buildings	 are	
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renovated,	 thanks	 to	 the	 European	 Union	 and	 the	 Province	 funds100	 (see	 section	 5.2)	

(Morena	et	al.,	2019).	From	an	architectural	point	of	view,	the	renovation	consists	in	the	

conversion	 of	 the	 casèra	 (see	 Figure	 5.3)	 into	 a	 restaurant.	 The	 stalón	 (cowshed)	 (see	

Figure	5.3)	 retains	 the	original	 agricultural	 function	 related	 to	animal	 care	and	milking	

practices;	sometimes	it	is	upgraded	with	the	installation	of	modern	milking	machines	and	

equipped	with	a	system	of	cooling	tubes	and	a	milk	cooling	tank.	The	cowshed	keeps	alive	

the	 connection	 of	 the	 agritur	 malga	 with	 its	 original	 agricultural	 function	 whilst	 the	

restaurant	introduces	the	new	touristic	side.	

It	is	all	renovated	with	care	to	detail:	it	is	composed	by	a	restaurants	made	
with	breaks,	wooden	tables	and	a	fountain	outside,	then	on	the	back	there	
is	the	cowshed	for	the	animals	and	one	specific	area	for	the	pigs,	hens,	
etc…	(Diary	1,	18/07/2015).	

This	change	is	also	reflected	in	the	separation	of	the	malga	within	two	distinct	geographical	

units:	 on	 one	 side	 the	malga	 restaurant	with	 the	 adjacent	 campiogolo	 (see	 Figure	 5.2)	

employed	 for	 the	 food	 service	 and	 at	 the	 other	 side,	 the	 original	 cowshed	 with	 other	

surrounding	pasturelands	used	for	the	animals’	care.	This	physical	dislocation	creates	a	

partial	or	total	rupture	of	the	cultural	landscape	of	malga	itself,	which	is	culturally	reflected	

in	the	disconnection	of	the	agritur	malga	from	the	farming	heritage.	The	animals	are	no	

longer	at	the	heart	of	the	cultural	landscape,	as	for	the	Genuine	Cheese,	and	are	confined	to	

one	geographical	area	defined	by	the	cowshed	and	the	grazing	lands.		

In	the	case	of	Malga	Rolle,	for	instance,	the	Province	wanted	the	malga	to	
be	 divided	 into	 two	 units,	 the	 malga	 along	 the	 main	 street	 become	 a	
restaurant,	 the	one	 in	 front,	once	a	stalón,	 is	not	used	anymore	 for	 the	
animals.	 They	 are	 now	 at	 Malga	 Costoncella.	 This	 disconnected	 the	
indivisible	unity	of	the	malga;	“a	malga	without	animals	is	not	a	malga”,	
said	Giacomo.	(Diary	2,	13/11/2017).	

Furthermore,	 the	 renovation	 that	 invested	 all	 the	 agritur	 malghe	 improves	 their	

accessibility.	 Since	 the	malga	 is	 normally	 located	 on	 top	 of	 the	mountains	where	 fresh	

pasture	grows	constantly	during	the	summer,	this	geographical	location	is	often	associated	

with	long	trekking	and	strenuous	conditions.	With	the	renovation	the	malga,	it	is	common	

that	paved	roads	are	built	 to	access	 the	buildings	and,	when	 it	 is	not	possible	 to	arrive	

directly	in	front	of	the	malga,	a	short	trail	allows	one	to	arrive	easily	to	the	campigolo	which	

	
100	The	funds	are	part	of	the	‘Piano	di	Sviluppo	Rurale	‘(Plan	of	Rural	Development).	
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represents	the	malga’s	access.	Agritur	malga	becomes	therefore	a	place	accessible	for	every	

person,	not	only	fit	hikers,	and	in	this	way	any	of	them	can	easily	experience	spectacular	

views	of	mountain	landscapes.	Furthermore,	the	accessibility	of	agritur	malga	is	a	crucial	

condition	 for	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	milk	 track	 to	 collect	 the	milk	 or	 the	 transport	 of	

ingredients	to	cook	the	dishes	of	the	menu,	as	I	will	discuss	in	the	next	two	sections.	

In	this	section	I	illustrate	that	malga	become	divided	into	two	different	realities.	In	the	next	

two	 subsections	 6.2.1	 and	 6.2.2	 I	will	 describe	 respectively	 the	 agricultural	 side	 of	 the	

agritur	malga	presenting	the	part	related	to	the	cowshed	and	the	wider	pasturelands,	and	

the	 touristic	 side	 represented	 by	 the	 malga	 restaurant	 (renovated	 casèra)	 and	 the	

campigolo.	

6.2.1 High	altitude	barn	

The	agricultural	side	of	the	agritur	malga	is	based	on	two	agricultural	practices:	pasture	

management	on	one	 side	 and	 cow	milking	on	 the	other.	Whilst	 in	 the	Genuine	Cheese,	

pasture	 management	 and	 consequently	 cow	 grazing	 are	 central	 for	 the	 malgaro	 (see	

section	5.3.2)	in	the	agritur	malga	cow	milking	is	the	crucial	agricultural	practice.	

In	 relation	 to	 the	pastureland	management,	 the	Slow	Food	Association	and	 the	Natural	

Regional	Park	of	the	area	condemn	the	practice	of	‘easy	pasturelands’	which	can	result	in	

total	or	partial	abandonment	of	the	grazing	lands.	In	a	conversation	I	had	with	Vittorio101,	

he	suggested	that	the	total	or	partial	abandonment	of	pasturelands	is	due	to	the	reduction	

of	the	numbers	of	animals	going	to	malga	and	thus	of	the	total	amount	of	grazing	lands	

needed	to	feed	them.	Furthermore,	the	introduction	of	forage	(mostly	of	grain)	in	malga	

has	reduced	the	necessity	of	outdoor	grazing	for	the	cattle	and	as	a	consequence,	the	steep	

or	arduous	meadows	are	not	grazed	and	have	become	uncultivated.	This	is	what	I	wrote	

down	during	the	conversation	with	Vittorio:	

The	risk	that	the	malga	is	facing	today	is	the	abandonment.	For	the	park	
this	means	the	development	of	new	habitats	(young	shrubs	and	forest)	
and	 the	weakening	 (until	 the	disappearance)	 of	 the	 current	 ones.	 This	
abandonment	can	be	total	or	partial	(...)	the	latter	can	be	related	to	the	fact	

	
101	The	Director	of	the	Natural	Regional	Park	Paneveggio	Pale	di	San	Martino	(see	appendix	C).	
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that	malga	is	not	used	anymore	in	its	original	function	but	for	others,	such	
as	tourism.	(Diary	2,	9/12/2015).	

To	contrast	the	phenomenon	of	partial	or	total	abandonment	of	the	malghe	located	within	

the	jurisdictional	territory	of	the	Natural	Regional	Park,	an	entire	chapter	of	the	Park	Plan	

is	dedicated	to	each	of	these	(Parco	Naturale	Paneveggio	Pale	di	San	Martino,	2016a).	For	

each	malga	there	is	a	defined	a	series	of	strategies	to	put	in	place	in	order	to	maintain	the	

habitat	 and	 enhance	 the	 pasturelands’	 quality	 (Parco	 Naturale	 Paneveggio	 Pale	 di	 San	

Martino,	2016b).	Since	the	Park	Plan	is	a	strategy	document,	it	does	not	create	any	juridical	

consequence	for	the	malgaro.	Vittorio	affirmed	indeed	that	the	strategies	suggested	by	the	

Park	 are	 just	 guidelines	 to	 be	 followed.	Therefore,	 in	 his	 opinion,	what	 is	 important	 in	

managing	 the	pasturelands	 is	 to	 create	alliances	between	 the	complex	system	of	malga	

composed	by	various	actors	such	as	the	owners	(the	municipality)	and	the	managers	(the	

malgari)	who	have	their	own	requests.	

The	expression	‘high	altitude	barn’	entitles	this	section	and	represents	one	of	the	key	words	

of	 the	Touristic	Cheese	mind	map	 (see	Figure	6.1).	The	expression	was	employed	by	a	

member	of	the	Slow	Food	Association	to	direct	my	attention	to	the	fact	that,	in	relation	to	

the	animals’	care,	the	activities	carried	out	in	the	agritur	malga	are	very	similar	to	the	ones	

implemented	by	the	farmers	in	their	own	barns	at	the	villages	during	the	winter.	Thus	I	

found	that	it	describes	well	the	shift	of	attention	from	the	green	and	gold	pasturelands	to	

the	milk	production.	

The	malgari	of	the	agritur	malga	are	indeed	often	dairy	farmers	all	year	around	(and	not	

seasonal	 farmers	 as	 for	 the	 agricultural	malga)	 and	 thus	 they	 are	 also	members	 of	 the	

cheese	cooperative	(see	section	0).	They	have	thus	the	obligation	to	deliver	the	litres	of	

milk	they	produce	to	the	cooperative	(except	a	quantity	they	are	allowed	to	keep	for	family	

use).	This	obligation	regulates	the	operation	during	the	winter	and	during	the	summer	as	

well,	 therefore	 it	 is	 also	 applied	 for	 the	milk	 produced	 on	 top	 of	 the	mountains	 in	 the	

malghe.	During	summer,	 in	 fact,	 the	milk	tankers	of	the	cheese	cooperative	drive	to	the	

different	malghe	to	collect	the	milk	of	its	members	(see	Figure	6.3),	instead	of	going	to	some	

of	their	winter	barns	(see	section	7.2.2).	

As	a	consequence,	sometimes	also	the	cowsheds	have	been	renovated	with	a	milking	area	

furnished	with	modern	milking	machines	and	with	a	system	of	cooling	tubes/pipes	that	
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carries	 the	 fresh	 raw	milk	 to	 a	 cooling	 tank	where	 it	 can	be	 stored	at	 the	 temperature	

required102	until	the	arrival	of	the	milk	tanker	(see	Figure	6.2).	This	occurs	once	a	day	in	

the	morning:	 collecting	 the	milk	 produced	 that	morning	 and	 the	 previous	 evening	 for	

transport	to	town.		

	
Figure	6.2	Cooling	tank	in	renovated	malga	during	a	turistic	activity	(author)	

This	arrangement	makes	the	cowshed	of	agritur	malga	very	similar	to	the	winter	barns	of	

the	villages	and,	as	suggested	in	the	conversation	with	Gianco103,	the	mind-set	of	the	winter	

barns’	milk	production	is	moved	from	the	villages	in	the	valleys	to	the	high	altitude	of	the	

mountains.		

6.2.1.1 Round-trip	of	the	milk	

In	accordance	with	the	cheese	cooperative	regulations	the	malgari	need	to	keep	the	quality	

of	milk	up	to	the	standards	required,	as	if	they	were	acting	in	their	winter	barn.	Giorgio	

explains	this	concept	to	the	tourists	during	a	guided	tour	in	his	malga	by	introducing	the	

story	that	farmers	have	a	‘report	card’	(see	Figure	6.1).	The	‘milk	report	card’	is	based	on	

the	 scores	 achieved	 by	 the	 farmers	 in	 providing	 different	 components	 (casein,	 protein	

etc…)	that	confer	the	quality	to	the	milk.	

(Here	I	reported	what	he	said	during	the	visit)	In	one	hour	and	45	minutes	
we	milk	around	45	cows.	I	do	take	a	report	card	too,	as	I	need	to	show	that	

	
102	Required	by	the	cheese	cooperative	regulations.	
103	Gianco	is	a	historian	of	the	evolution	of	the	territory	(see	appendix	C).	At	the	time	he	was	also	working	
for	a	local	amministrative	body.		
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I	make	a	high	quality	milk.	A	man	comes	 twice	a	month	and	 takes	 the	
blood	 sample	 from	 each	 my	 cows	 to	 check	 the	 quality.	 The	 quality	
changes;	 in	winter	 the	 cows	 are	 stationary	 and	we	 give	 them	hay	 and	
medical	herbs	while	here,	in	summer,	they	move	a	lot	and	it	is	harder	to	
keep	the	quality	as	high.	(Fieldnotes,	21/07/2015).	

Although	the	 importance	of	 the	specific	parameters	established	 in	 the	 ‘report	card’,	 the	

characteristics	of	the	summer	milk	made	in	the	agritur	malga	are	different	from	the	ones	

of	the	winter	milk	made	in	the	barns	since	the	cows	graze	the	alpine	fresh	pasture	(Marino	

et	al.,	2014).	The	grass	and	flowers	of	the	pasture	contain	peculiar	qualities	which	cannot	

be	found	in	the	regular	feed	and	thus	on	the	winter	cattle’s	diet.	These	affect	the	properties	

of	the	raw	milk	and	consequently	of	the	cheese.	For	instance,	the	beta-carotene	content	of	

the	 fresh	 pasture	 provides	 an	 intense	 yellow	 colour	 to	 the	 butter	 and	 cheese	 (Bogacz-

Radomska	&	Harasym,	2018).	These	elements	are	used	in	the	narrative	of	the	malgaro	(see	

sections	6.6	and	6.7)	to	show	the	connection	between	the	territory	of	the	malga	and	the	

local	cheeses.	Furthermore,	the	cheese	cooperative	indeed	creates	a	line	of	cheeses	based	

on	malga	-	the	malga	cheeses	(see	Figure	6.1)	-	showing	a	more	tinged	tone,	that	recalls	this	

specific	element	of	the	terroir.	

	
Figure	6.3	Milk	truck	for	a	rural	malga	(author)	

Since	the	raw	milk	produced	in	agritur	malga	is	collected	by	the	milk	tanker	of	the	cheese	

cooperative	(see	Figure	6.3),	it	goes	to	the	factory	in	the	village	to	become	cheese.	Thus	in	

the	shape	of	cheese,	then,	it	comes	back	to	the	agritur	malga	to	appear	on	the	menu	of	the	

restaurant.	I	called	this	journey	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	as	the	‘round-trip	of	the	milk’	and	
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the	malga	cheese	line	of	the	cheese	cooperative	is	emblematic	of	this	reality	as	the	mind	

map	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	shows	(see	Figure	6.1).	The	malgaro	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	

does	 not	 carry	 out	 the	 practice	 of	 cheese-making	 and	 this	 represents	 one	 of	 the	main	

differences	 between	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese	 and	 the	 Touristic	 Cheese.	 The	 lack	 of	 cheese-

making	 in	 the	 malga	 represents	 a	 specific	 feature	 of	 agritur	 malga	 and	 explains	 the	

relevance	that	raw	milk	plays	in	this	reality	as	I	will	illustrate	in	the	section	dedicated	to	

the	milking	practices.	

6.2.2 High	altitude	restaurants	

In	the	previous	section	I	illustrated	the	agricultural	side	of	agritur	malga	and	in	this	section	

I	will	 dedicate	my	attention	 to	 the	 touristic	 one.	 I	 introduced	 that	 the	 casèra,	 the	main	

building	of	agricultural	malga,	changes	its	function	by	becoming	a	proper	restaurant	with	

a	legalised	kitchen	and	a	set	of	indoor	and	outdoor	tables	for	the	guests.	Playing	with	the	

expression	of	the	‘high	altitude	barn’,	I	created	its	touristic	counterpart,	the	‘high	altitude	

restaurant’.	This	 represents	another	key	word	used	 to	 illustrate	 the	cheesescape	of	 the	

Touristic	Cheese	(see	Figure	6.1).		

	
Figure	6.4	Outdoor	tables	over	the	campigolo	of	Malga	Juribello	(author)	

The	first	malga	of	the	area	–	Malga	Juribello	–	became	a	restaurant	in	1985-86	and	today	

during	the	summer	this	malga	serves	around	10-12,000	meals,	and	an	average	of	100-120	

visitors	are	welcomed	daily	(see	Figure	6.4).	
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Another	 distinctive	 malga	 of	 the	 area,	 along	 the	 Passo	 Rolle	 road,	 is	 the	 Malga	 Rolle,	

managed	by	the	cheese	cooperative.	When	I	first	visited	on	my	journal	I	noted	down:		

The	waiters	have	i-Pads	to	take	the	orders,	there	are	plenty	of	people	who	
arrived	 with	 motorbikes	 and	 cars,	 which	 are	 just	 parked	 outside	 the	
malga.	Many	of	 these	people	 come	 from	 the	 city,	 are	dressed	 like	 they	
were	in	the	city	(with	high	hills!)	but	here	they	can	look	at	the	Pale104!	This	
malga	is	like	a	restaurant,	a	bit	rustic,	and	in	beautiful	position.	(Diary	1,	
28/08/2015).	

As	part	of	the	agritourism	legislation,	the	agritur	malga	is	required	to	offer	its	own	products	

and	the	ones	produced	locally.	The	local	food	is	indeed	one	the	principal	elements	of	this	

reality	and	this	is	reflected	on	the	malga	menus,	and	it	is	expressed	through	the	use	of	local	

products	and	the	preparation	of	dishes	of	tradition	(Figure	6.1).	According	to	Pietro,	one	

the	malgari	of	Malga	Juribello,	the	menus	need	to	have	only	genuine	and	traditional	dishes	

cooked	simply	with	local	products.	What	is	important	in	this	vision	of	the	food	menu	is	not	

the	variety	of	dishes,	but	the	origins	of	the	products	used	and	the	quality	of	the	few	dishes	

prepared.	

Therefore,	in	the	restaurant	of	the	malga	the	cheeses	of	the	cheese	cooperative	–	the	malga	

cheeses	and	also	other	ones	 like	 the	 tosèla	 (see	appendix	A)	 -are	offered	as	part	of	 the	

dishes	of	the	tradition	(see	Figure	6.5).	

	
Figure	6.5	Traditional	dish	with	tosèla,	polenta,	luganega	and	mushrooms	

in	Malga	Pala105	(Michela	Turra)	

The	importance	of	using	local	origins	products	on	the	menu	was	also	stressed	in	some	of	

the	conversations	I	had	with	the	host	agritur	malgara,	Gianna,	who	offers	the	same	menu	

	
104	I	refer	to	Pale	di	San	Martino	range.	
105	Malga	Pala	menu:	First	course:	gnocchi	di	polenta	canederli	minestrone	o	minestra	d'orzo;	
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the	whole	 summer	 (with	 some	 special	 dishes	 prepared	 occasionally)	with	most	 of	 the	

dishes	cooked	daily.		

(Here	I	reported	what	she	said	during	our	conversation):	“In	a	malga,	you	
cannot	 find	 French	 fries	 because	 we	 make	 the	 milk	 here!”	 (Fieldnotes,	
11/07/2015).	

The	menu	for	Gianna	is	part	of	her	wider	mission	to	educate	the	tourists	(that	she	described	

as	the	“less	fortunate”	coming	from	the	world	of	“concrete”)	about	the	agricultural	values	

of	the	mountains.	The	menus	become	a	way	to	promote	the	farming	heritage	of	the	place.		

On	 the	 other	 hand,	 some	 agritur	 malghe	 have	 focussed	 their	 attention	 mainly	 on	 the	

tourism	side	of	the	malga,	as	the	title	of	this	section	indicate.	In	these	cases,	the	experience	

of	malga	is	only	about	the	choice	of	dishes	and	the	malghe	have	become	proper	restaurants	

offering	different	typologies	of	dishes,	not	only	the	local	products	and	dishes	linked	to	the	

traditional.	This	aspect	is	strongly	criticised	by	some	farmers,	but	also	from	restaurants	

owners	and	members	of	Slow	Food,	as	they	all	feel	that	by	introducing	more	‘global	food	

dishes’	(i.e.	the	French	fries	mentioned	by	Gianna)	the	agritur	malga	has	been	taking	away	

the	farming	heritage	from	the	reality	of	the	cultural	landscape	of	malga.		

These	 restaurant-malghe	 propose	 themselves	 as	 places	 of	 authentic	
nature	and	of	genuine	products	(…)	In	reality	their	menus	propose	a	wide	
variety	of	dishes,	whose	ingredients	are	transported	from	the	villages	and	
other	 localities	 (...)	 The	 tourist	 closes	 the	 eye	 in	 front	 of	 these	
contradictions	and	just	‘gaze’	the	genuineness	of	the	place,	that	reminds	
how	life	was	‘once	upon	a	time’,	far	from	the	stress	of	the	city	and	urban	
lifestyle.	(Fieldnotes,	April	2016).	

Independently	of	the	menu	choices,	the	food	of	the	malga	–	and	the	cheese	–	is	part	of	the	

attraction	for	tourists	and	its	genuineness	is	given	not	only	by	the	farming	heritage,	but	also	

by	the	location	where	it	is	served	and	consumed.	Thus	this	creates	a	cheesescape	where	

the	cheese	connects	the	agricultural	side	of	malga	with	the	touristic	one.	

	
Second	course:	Polenta	tosèla	formaggio	fuso	salsiccia	goulasch	di	manzo	costicine	agnello	al	forno	patate	
uova	Spek	cavolo	cappuccio	patate	saltate	funghi	poi	c'è	il	tagliere	di	affettati	e	formaggio;	
Dessert:	torta	di	mele	strudel	crostata	torta	di	ricotta	e	amaretti	torta	al	cioccolato	panna	montata	panna	
cotta	yogurt	frutti	di	bosco.	
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6.3 The	postcard	effect	of	pasturelands	

In	 the	 previous	 section	 I	 illustrated	 that	 food	 is	 a	 touristic	 attraction	 of	 agritur	malga	

(Berno,	Kline,	&	Wolf,	2014;	Bessiere	&	Tibere,	2013;	Boniface,	2003;	Everett,	2016a;	Hall	

et	al.,	2003).	In	this	section	I	will	consider	another	important	attraction	for	the	tourists	who	

visit	the	agritur	malga,	and	thus	I	will	introduce	the	role	played	by	the	alpine	landscape	and	

the	scenery	that	the	malga	offers	to	its	visitors	(see	Figure	6.6).		

	
Figure	6.6	Cheesescape:	malga,	cow	and	Dolomites	(author)	

Since	the	malghe	are	normally	located	on	top	of	the	mountains	where	fresh	pasture	grows,	

their	landscape	is	characterized	by	two	main	elements,	on	one	side	the	pastoral	meadows	

where	the	cows	graze	and,	on	the	other	side,	the	mountain	peaks	of	the	Dolomites	(see	

Figure	6.1).	It	thus	represents	an	agro-pastoral	landscape	of	high	value	and	thus	a	cultural	

landscape	(Agnoletti,	2006;	Agnoletti	&	Rotherham,	2015;	Edensor,	2018;	Hong	et	al.,	2014;	

Taylor	&	Lennon,	2011,	2012;	Taylor	et	al.,	2015;	Urry,	1992;	Urry	&	Larsen,	2011),	as	I	

noted	different	times	in	my	ethnographic	diary:	

The	malga	 is	 located	 in	 a	 beautiful	 valley	 embraced	 by	 the	mountains	
which	 design	 a	 crowd,	 the	 steep	 pasturelands	 stretch	 until	 the	 forests	
creating	a	 ‘typical’	alpine	 landscape	 like	 the	one	 I	 see	 in	 the	postcards.	
(Diary	1,	11/07/2015).	

The	malghe	are	situated	in	places	of	extreme	beauty;	often	being	on	the	
tops	 of	 the	mountains,	 they	 enjoy	 privileged	 geographical	 positions	 to	
look	at	the	landscape.	(Diary	2,	6/11/2015).	
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The	geographical	location	of	the	malghe	offers	spectacular	views	of	mountain	landscapes	

and	thus	make	them	also	a	touristic	attraction	for	the	scenery	they	offer.	Furthermore,	the	

area	of	study	is	part	of	the	Dolomites	mountain	range	which	has	been	recognised	in	2009	

as	a	UNESCO	World	Heritage	Site	according	to	the	two	natural	criteria	vii106	and	viii107.	As	

described	in	the	synthesis	of	the	inscription,	the	Dolomites	are	“highly	distinctive	mountain	

landscapes	that	are	of	exceptional	natural	beauty”	(UNESCO,	2009,	p.	187)	(see	section	1.2).	

Giovanni	 il	 CiverMalgaro,	 a	 host	 malgaro	 agreed	 that	 all	 the	 malghe	 have	 attractive	

mountain	landscapes	but	he	added:	

(Here	I	reported	what	she	said	during	our	conversation):	Then…we	can	
then	 discuss	 on	 who	 has	 the	 best	 view	 of	 the	 peaks!	 (Fieldnotes,	
27/08/2015).	

Claudio,	mentioned	the	view	of	Cimon	della	Pala108	as	a	distinguishing	point	of	his	Malga	

Juribello.		

(Here	 I	 reported	what	he	said	during	 the	conversation)	With	not	much	
effort	 you	 are	 at	 high	 altitude	 under	 Cimon	 della	 Pala!	 (Diary	 2,	
26/11/2015).	

Along	with	the	Dolomites,	the	pasturelands	become	a	touristic	attraction.	Pasturelands	of	

the	agritur	malga	are	both	the	grazing	lands	belonging	to	the	wider	territory	of	the	malga	

and	the	campigolo	(see	Figure	5.2),	the	specific	meadow	next	to	the	restaurant	building.	

Tourists	walk	to	the	malga	through	the	pastoral	 landscape	and	encounter	the	cows	and	

malgari	and	their	dogs	in	the	landscape.	

When	I	took	part	to	the	visits	organised	by	the	Park	(see	appendix	D),	we	would	walk	to	

the	malga	accompanied	by	a	nature	guide,	who	would	explain	different	details	about	the	

habitat	we	were	passing	through	(see	image	on	the	left	-	Figure	6.7).	

	
106	To	be	included	on	the	World	Heritage	List,	sites	must	be	of	outstanding	universal	value	and	meet	at	
least	 one	 out	 of	 six	 cultural	 and	 four	 natural	 criteria.	 Criterion	 vii	 is	 related	 to	 “superlative	 natural	
phenomena	 or	 areas	 of	 exceptional	 natural	 beauty	 and	 aesthetic	 importance”	 (source	 of	 info:	
https://whc.unesco.org/en/criteria).	
107	 Criterion	 viii	 is	 related	 to	 geological	 features	 of	 the	 landscape:	 “to	 be	 outstanding	 examples	
representing	major	stages	of	earth's	history,	 including	 the	record	of	 life,	 significant	on-going	geological	
processes	in	the	development	of	landforms,	or	significant	geomorphic	or	physiographic	features”	(source	
of	info:	https://whc.unesco.org/en/criteria).	
108	Even	though	it	is	not	the	highest	peak	of	the	Pale	di	San	Martino	group,	Cimon	della	Pala	is	the	best-
known	peak	for	its	elegant	shape.	
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We	walk	along	a	tratturo	(sheep	trail)	that	crosses	the	forest	until	it	opens	
into	a	valley,	just	under	(the	peaks	of	the	group)	Pale	di	San	Martino.	Since	
we	are	walking,	we	first	meet	the	pasturelands	and	the	cows,	then	we	can	
get	 a	 glimpse	 of	 the	 malga	 located	 on	 top	 of	 the	 mountain.	 (Diary	 1,	
18/08/2015).	

To	 validate	 this	 consideration	 and	 move	 it	 further,	 it	 also	 comes	 to	 my	 mind	 of	 the	

experience	Muccando	a	Valle109	organised	by	Malga	Lozen.	

	
Figure	6.7	Walking	through	the	pastoral	landscape	(author)	

For	two	consecutive	summers	the	malgaro	and	his	family	decided	to	offer	the	possibility	

for	the	tourists	to	walk	the	cows	with	them	when,	at	the	end	of	the	season,	they	had	to	go	

back	to	the	winter	barn	at	the	village	floor.	I	took	part	in	this	activity	and	more	than	30	

tourists	participated	(see	image	on	the	right	-	Figure	6.7).	

The	cows	move	on	quietly,	some	kids	joke	to	whip	them,	to	have	fun	or	
maybe	to	feel	they	are	like	a	malgaro,	the	remaining	group,	made	of	adults,	
chats	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 line	 and	 look	 around	 in	 the	 forest.	 (Diary	 1,	
19/09/2015).	

This	demonstrates	that	the	agricultural	landscape	of	the	pasturelands	that	these	farmers	

travelled	by	themselves	every	season	have	become	touristic	landscapes	and	thus	part	of	

the	 tourism	 experience	 of	 agitur	malga.	 This	 recalls	 the	 concept	 of	 the	multifunctional	

landscape	(George	et	al.,	2009;	Kawęcka	&	Krupiński,	2014).	

	
109	The	literal	translation	is	‘Cowing	downhill’.	
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The	campigolo,	the	meadow	surrounding	the	restaurant,	has	a	special	position	within	the	

pasturelands	 of	 the	 agritur	malga	which	needs	 dedicated	 attention.	 Since	 it	 is	 the	 area	

adjacent	to	the	restaurant,	its	outdoor	tables	normally	overlook	this	section	of	the	pasture	

where	normally	some	cows	graze	around.	The	cows,	the	act	of	grazing	and	the	pasture	itself	

become	all	elements	providing	additional	value	of	the	entire	cultural	landscape	as	declared	

by	Franco:	

(Here	 I	 reported	what	he	said	during	 the	conversation)	The	cow	 in	 the	
middle	of	the	pasture	makes	not	only	to	agriculture	but	also	(it	creates)	the	
postcard	 effect.	 Then,	 if	 a	 peak	 pops	 up	 from	 behind…	 (Diary	 2,	
15/12/2015).	

This	is	one	my	favourite	quotes	because	Franco	designates,	with	extreme	simplicity	and	

vividly,	some	of	the	elements	contributing	to	this	cheesescape	and	he	describes	the	whole	

concept	as	‘postcard	effect’.	This	expression	advises	the	title	of	this	section	and	one	of	the	

key	words	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	mind	map	(see	Figure	6.1)	due	to	the	centrality	of	this	

aspect	in	the	cheesescape.	

The	campigolo	becomes	indeed	the	‘postcard’	of	the	agritur	malga,	thus	representing	the	

visual	 ‘gaze’	for	photo-taking	(Crang,	1997;	Dinhopl	&	Gretzel,	2016).	During	my	visits	I	

certainly	noticed	that	the	majority	of	the	tourists	would	take	a	picture	of	the	campigolo	

with	the	cows	(see	Figure	6.1).	I	did	it	myself	too!	(see	Figure	6.8).		

Although	the	cow	is	a	central	figure	of	this	‘postcard’,	also	provides	additional	dimensions	

to	the	cultural	landscape	of	the	malga.	

Along	the	way	there	is	nobody.	Then	before	arriving,	the	road	climbs	and	
the	cows’	bells	make	sound.	The	malga	is	nearby.	(Diary	1,	11/08/2015,	
my	translation).	
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Figure	6.8	Peaks	and	cows	on	the	campigolo	of	Malga	Bocche	(author)	

In	this	description	I,	myself,	notice	that	the	sounds	of	the	bells,	which	indicate	the	closeness	

to	the	malga,	are	part	of	 the	pastoral	 landscape	I	am	walking	through.	The	bells	 indeed	

create	a	sound-scape,	which	define	a	further	aspect	of	the	cultural	landscape	associated	to	

the	malga	(Kato,	2009).	The	same	can	be	applied	for	the	fresh	manure	left	along	the	way,	a	

smell-defined	universe	 that	 defines	 a	 smell-scape	 (Dann	&	 Jacobsen,	 2003;	Kabat-Zinn,	

2014).	 These	 is	 later	 remembered	 from	 the	 nose	 of	 the	 tourists	 during	 the	 milking	

experiences	(see	section	6.6),	as	I	noted	down	on	my	paper	block	notes	during	a	visit:	

We	 enter	 in	 the	 cowshed	 and	 the	 kids	 hold	 their	 noses	 “How	 smelly!”	
(Fieldnotes,	21/07/2015).	

Therefore,	 the	combination	of	visual,	acoustic	and	olfactory	elements	contributes	to	the	

creation	of	a	multisensory	landscape	and	associated	multisensory	touristic	experiences	an	

encounters	(Everett,	2008;	Gibson,	2010;	Rogowski,	2016;	Urry	&	Larsen,	2011).	

6.4 The	touristification	of	the	cow	

In	the	previous	section	I	anticipated	that	the	cow	becomes	an	important	element	of	the	

cultural	 landscape	 of	 the	 malga	 since	 with	 its	 presence,	 its	 smell	 and	 its	 sound,	 it	

participates	in	the	creation	of	the	cheesescape	that	the	tourists	experience.	Furthermore,	

not	only	cows	but	also	goats,	pigs,	horses,	chickens	and	rabbits	populated	some	agritur	

malga,	which	ultimately	make	these	similar	to	‘real’	mountain	farms	(see	Figure	6.1).	The	

dimension	of	the	animals	creates	the	link	between	the	malga	and	the	farming	heritage	and	
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thus	they	symbolize	the	authenticity	of	the	products	offered	on	the	restaurant	menu	(see	

section	6.2.2).	

The	cow	is	the	‘queen’	of	the	animals	of	the	farm.	In	this	section	I	argue	that	its	role	goes	

even	beyond	the	tourists’	gaze	since	they	also	engage	with	the	cow	as	an	 ‘object’	of	 the	

tourism	experience	(Everett,	2008;	Urry,	1992;	Urry	&	Larsen,	2011).	One	of	the	common	

activities	proposed	to	the	tourists	is	the	cow	milking.	What	I	want	to	examine	in	this	section	

is	not	the	practice	itself,	since	this	will	be	discussed	later	in	this	chapter	(see	section	6.6),	

but	how	the	cow	becomes	a	central	element	of	the	touristic	experience	of	the	agritur	malga.		

I	 will	 present	my	 personal	 observations	 about	 the	 cow	 and	 the	 farm	 animals,	 which	 I	

accurately	described	in	my	journal	and	thus	contribute	to	generate	this	understanding.	

We	arrive	to	the	malga	(…)	then	we	go	to	the	cowshed,	we	open	the	door	
and	from	this	huge	empty	room	a	mooing	comes	out.	There	is	only	one	
cow	kept	within	the	walls	of	the	cowshed	who	waits	to	be	milked	by	us.	
Mauro	explains	to	us	that	they	milked	the	cow	just	a	bit	in	the	morning	so	
that	it	has	the	milk	for	us	(…)	after	explaining	in	detail	how	the	milking	
works,	Mauro	invites	the	kids	to	milk	the	cow.	All	of	us	(at	least	a	group	of	
30	people)	are	gathered	around	the	cow,	each	ready	with	the	mobile	to	
take	 a	 picture,	 the	 cow	 becomes	 an	 attraction	 and	 it	 is	 not	 an	 animal	
anymore.	They	milk	the	cow,	they	take	the	picture.	Then:	next	turn,	next	
kid.	The	cow	is	handled	and	milked	by	50	hands	in	half	an	hour.	The	cow	
becomes	a	milking	machine	and	the	malgaro	a	facilitator	of	the	touristic	
experience.	(Diary.1,	17/07/2015).	

After	the	milking	was	over	the	malgaro	looked	at	the	tourists	and	invited	them	to	feed	the	

other	animals	and	all	the	tourists	followed	him	to	the	backyard	area	where	there	were	pigs,	

chickens	and	the	wide	range	of	farm	animals.	While	there,	he	was	stopped	by	another	group	

of	 tourists	who	 asked	 him	 if	 their	 children	 could	milk	 the	 cow	 as	well.	 A	 new	milking	

performance	started.	Again	the	same	cow	was	milked	by	a	further	40	hands	(see	Figure	

6.9).	

Another	group	stops	him	and	asks	him	“can	you	please	make	our	kids	to	
milk	 the	 cow	 as	well?	 (The	malgaro	 asks)	 “How	many	 are	 you?”	 (The	
tourist	 replies)	 “Almost	 25”.	 After	 accompanying	 the	 group	n.	 1	 to	 the	
farm’s	 animals’	 backyard	 and	 say	 goodbye	 to	 them,	 he	welcomes	 (few	
second	later)	the	group	n.	2	at	the	door	of	the	cowshed.	Again	he	tells	them	
about	the	malga,	the	numbers	of	cows	etc…	and	then	they	get	inside	the	
cowshed	 to	 milk	 the	 cow.	When	 the	 milking	 operations	 end,	 the	 cow	
finally	gets	out	of	the	cowshed	and	makes	a	huge	mooing.	A	tourist	jokes	
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with	the	others:	the	cow	is	saying	“What	I	have	to	do	for	the	tourists!”.	
(Diary	1,	17/07/2015).	

I	 was	 filming	 the	 scene	 of	 the	 released	 cow	 bellowing	 strongly	when	 I	 overheard	 this	

comment	of	the	tourist,	which,	shows	that	the	tourists	have	a	sense	of	awareness	that	the	

cow	is	part	of	a	performance	made	to	please	them.	The	reflections	I	reported	regard	one	

specific	experience	at	Malga	Bocche	since	I	consider	this	to	be	an	exemplary	case	of	what	I	

defined	‘the	touristification	of	the	cow’.	This	case	describes	that	the	milking	practice	loses	

its	agricultural	function	in	favour	of	becoming	a	performance	(see	section	6.6).	As	a	matter	

of	fact	the	cow	is	the	subject	of	this	performance	and	is	deprived	as	well	of	its	agricultural	

identity	(Carr,	2009;	Carr	&	Broom,	2018).	

	
Figure	6.9	Touristification	of	the	cow	(author)	

This	experience	is	of	course	unique	to	this	malga	and	thus	different	from	other	cow	milking	

I	participated,	even	if	overall	the	script	for	the	tourists	follows	the	same	steps.	In	Malga	Pala	

the	malgaro	sits	close	to	the	cow	and	the	children	and	parents	gathered	around	him	to	milk	

the	cow.	With	a	kind	attitude	he	helped	each	of	them	to	let	the	warm	milk	come	out	from	

the	udders	into	a	bucket	(see	Figure	6.10).	
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Figure	6.10	Cow	at	the	centre	of	the	attention	(author)	

In	this	malga,	the	atmosphere	is	more	intimate,	the	cows	are	taken	by	an	assistant	from	the	

pasturelands	and	not	 left	 in	 the	cowshed	waiting	 for	 the	 tourists.	Here	more	respect	 is	

shown	for	the	agricultural	practices	and	thus	the	farming	heritage	is	stronger,	but,	at	the	

same	 time,	 the	cows	still	 remains	an	 ‘object’	of	 the	 tourism	experience	(Urry	&	Larsen,	

2011).	

6.5 Multifunctional	malgaro		

The	Touristic	Cheese	demonstrates	very	clearly	the	multi-functionality	of	agriculture	and	

the	figure	of	the	multifunctional	farmer	(Brandth	&	Haugen,	2011;	Ohe,	2007;	Sharpley	&	

Vass,	 2006).	 The	 careful	 reader	will	 have	 noticed	 that	 the	 previous	 sections	 indirectly	

revealed	the	different	roles	taken	up	by	the	malgaro	of	the	agritur	malga.	In	section	6.2.1	

which	described	the	agricultural	side	of	agritur	malga,	it	was	mentioned	that	a	malgaro	was	

an	all-around-year	farmer,	member	of	the	cheese	cooperative,	is	in	charge	of	the	animals’	

care,	 thus	 pasture	 management	 and	 cow	milking.	 In	 the	 section	 6.2.2	 I	 illustrated	 the	

touristic	side	of	 the	agritur	malga	and	 the	relevance	assumed	by	 the	restaurant	 lead	 to	

wonder	if	the	malgaro	was	himself/herself	involved	in	the	food	service.	Finally,	in	the	last	

section	(see	section	6.4)	the	journal	observations	I	shared	made	clear	reference	to	the	fact	

that	 the	malgaro	acted	as	a	 ‘facilitator	of	 the	touristic	experience’.	While	 the	role	of	 the	

malgaro	as	farmer	has	been	widely	covered	in	the	section	dedicated	(see	section	6.2.1),	

more	attention	needs	to	be	given	to	the	other	two	roles	of	the	malgaro	when	he/she	deals	
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with	 the	 tourists.	 This	 section	 will	 cover	 these	 topics	 through	 the	 actor	 of	 the	

‘multifunctional	malgaro’	(see	Figure	6.1).	

The	 first	element	 to	consider	 is	 the	 food	service.	This	 involves	welcoming	guests	 in	 the	

restaurants,	cooking	the	dishes	of	the	menu	and	serving	at	the	table.	Normally	a	natural	

sharing	of	roles	brings	the	family	of	the	malgaro	to	take	part	in	this	aspect	of	the	malga.	

Most	of	the	malghe	I	visited	presented	this	family	dimension,	which	makes	me	arrive	to	the	

conclusion	that	it	is	a	strong	characteristic	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	(see	Figure	6.1)	(Fassio	

et	 al.,	 2014).	Malga	 Juribello	 is	 a	 large	malga	 of	 the	 area	 that	 shows	 clearly	when	 the	

relevance	of	family	business	really	comes	in	to	play.	It	is	run	by	the	families	of	two	brothers;	

while	the	wives	are	in	charge	of	the	management	of	the	food	service	and	are	assisted	by	the	

daughters,	the	men	are	in	charge	of	the	animals’	care	and	assisted	by	the	sons	on	various	

operational	aspects	including	the	cheese	demonstration	and	the	cheese	shop.	Malga	Lozen	

is	a	smaller	reality	of	 the	Valle	del	Vanoi	 and	 is	 run	by	one	 family	with	 the	 inclusion	of	

extended-family	members.	The	wife	of	the	malgaro	is	assisted	by	her	parents	in	the	food	

service	(including	the	cooking)	while	the	husband	is	in	charge	of	the	animals’	grazing	and	

milking	practices.	The	organization	of	Malga	Pala	and	Malga	Canali,	for	instance,	is	very	

similar	to	the	latter.	Malga	Fossetta	is	run	just	by	one	large	family	with	the	farmer,	the	wife	

and	their	five	children.		

My	observations	were	supported	by	Alberto	who	commented:		

In	 the	 past	 years,	 malga	 has	 become	more	 and	more	 an	 agritur.	 This	
means	that	the	activity	is	not	run	by	a	farmer	alone,	but	by	the	entire	farm	
family.	 Today	 we	 are	 entering	 into	 a	 new	 phase	 where	 the	 second-
generation	families	are	taking	over	the	(running	of)	malga.	This	means	we	
have	a	group	of	farmers’	families	working	in	the	same	malga	and	this	will	
introduce	further	evolutions	to	the	system.	(Diary	2,	24/11/2017).	

The	 second	 element	 to	 consider	 is	 related	 to	 the	 milking	 experience	 and	 the	 other	

experiences	provided	to	tourists	when	the	malgaro	acts	as	the	ambassador	of	the	malga	

lifestyle	and	of	the	wider	mountain	farm	world	(Daugstad,	2008;	Daugstad	et	al.,	2006).	

He/she	performs	as	an	interpreter	by	accompanying	and	creating	the	experience	for	the	

guests	 and	 the	 narration	 follows	 a	 poetic	 pattern	 thus	 suggesting	 I	 call	 him/her	 ‘the	

malgaro	story-teller	who	thinks	like	a	poet’!	(see	Figure	6.1).	I	could	observe	and	listen	to	

this	way	 of	 poetic	 thinking	 and	 talking	 during	my	 visits	 to	 the	 agritur	malghe:	 Gianna	
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compared	the	sound	of	the	cows’	bells	to	the	symphony	of	Bach	and	Beethoven,	Giorgio	

described	the	malga	milk	as	a	white	juice	of	unique	beneficial	proprieties,	in	contrast	with	

the	standardised	white	element	of	the	milk	carton.	In	these	narrations	the	inconvenient	

details	are	omitted	and	the	malga	lifestyle	is	presented	as	in	a	fable.	I	borrowed	the	term	

fable	(favola	in	Italian)	from	my	participants	since	more	than	one	farmers	refer	to	these	

practice	as	raccontare	la	favola	(translation:	‘fable-telling’).	One	time	I	noted	down	in	my	

journal:	

(Here	I	reported	what	Giacomo	said	during	one	of	our	conversations)	he	
[ref	to	a	specific	malgaro]	colours	what	he	saw	or	lived	in	the	malga	to	
make	it	more	similar	to	a	fable,	but	his	stories	are	real.	The	young	malgari	
do	 not	 have	 stories	 to	 tell	 since	 they	 did	 not	 do	 the	 hard	 life	 of	 dairy	
farming,	therefore	they	create	a	character	and	its	story.	The	malga	is	the	
place	where	this	image	of	the	dairy	farmer	is	made	known	and	this	tale	
speaks	also	about	the	cheese.	(Diary.	1,	13/11/2015).	

In	the	next	section	I	will	describe	the	fable	telling,	thus	the	specific	practice	of	story-telling	

carried	out	by	the	multifunctional	malgaro.	

6.5.1 The	fable-telling		

The	previous	discussion	suggests	that	the	malgaro	interprets	the	agritur	malga	as	part	of	a	

performance	created	to	tell	the	story	of	the	farming	heritage	of	the	place.	On	the	other	hand,	

I	could	learn	from	my	observations	and	conversations	in	malga	that	sometimes	the	intent	

of	the	story-telling	is	also	educational.		

She	affirms	that	she	wants	to	give	rules	to	the	tourists,	she	wants	to	teach	
to	the	“less	fortunate	persons”	(as	she	refers	to	the	people	coming	from	
the	cities)	who	“come	from	the	concrete”	(how	she	refers	 to	 the	urban	
environment)	the	values	of	the	peasant	world.	She	describes	her	teaching	
as	 “to	 show	 them	 to	 see	 the	 nature	 in	 the	 concrete”.	 (Diary.	 1	
11/07/2015).	

As	explained	by	Gianna,	I	could	notice	that	at	the	centre	of	this	educational	approach	is	the	

difference	perceived	between	the	rural	and	the	urban	lifestyle	(Montanari	et	al.,	2008).	The	

malgaro	story-teller	is	moved	by	the	belief	that	tourists	(who	mostly	come	from	an	urban	

background)	visit	the	malga	to	get	in	contact	with	the	nature	and	the	animals	as	in	the	cities	

this	(contact)	is	very	rare	(or	it	is	just	with	their	pets,	as	one	of	them	says).	Therefore,	they	

encourage	this	contact	through	a	learning	experiences	(see	Figure	6.1).		
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Malga	Pala	invented	an	activity	for	kids	to	hold	rabbits	in	the	arms,	Malga	Bocche	offers	

rides	with	a	donkey	around	the	campigolo.	Sometimes	the	activities	are	not	based	on	the	

animals	but	still	they	keep	the	educational	 intent.	Gianna	created	a	different	activity	for	

every	tourist	visit	she	organizes	during	time.	Anytime	I	visited	her	malga	with	a	group	of	

tourists,	she	makes	a	different	performance	(and	I	went	there	four	times!).	One	time	she	

accompanied	the	group	of	about	ten	tourists	in	the	pasture	and	showed	the	different	plants	

and	 flowers	 explaining	 their	 healthy	 properties	while	 another	 time	 she	 had	 previously	

lighted	up	a	fire	inside	a	dead	tree	trunk	and	cut	a	dozen	green	branches	of	a	specific	tree.	

Together	with	her	husband	she,	then,	explained	how	to	make	the	sticks	that	were	once	used	

by	the	farmers	to	gather	the	animals.		

The	expression	of	‘fable-telling’,	which	entitles	this	section,	is	particularly	appropriate	to	

explain	the	story-telling	of	the	multifunctional	malgaro	since	the	fable	is	distinguished	from	

the	fairy-tale	(or	other	type	of	stories)	because	it	offers	a	moral	teaching	at	the	end110.	In	

the	experience	of	the	agritur	malga	this	‘moral	teaching’	could	be	provided	by	the	learning	

activities	 for	 the	 tourists	 described	 above.	 Continuing	 the	 metaphor	 of	 the	 favola	 I	

introduced	 in	 the	 previous	 section,	 I	 thus,	 wonder	 if	 it	 would	 be	more	 appropriate	 to	

consider	the	malgaro’s	story-telling	being	similar	to	fable-telling.		

The	 narration	 of	 the	malgaro	 story-teller	 is	 indeed	 about	 the	malga	 life	 and	 it	 reveals	

aspects	related	to	the	practices	of	milking	and	of	cheese-making,	thus	of	food	production	

and	transformation.	It	is	a	way	for	the	farmers	to	reveal	the	meaning	of	their	tangible	and	

intangible	heritage	to	the	tourists	(Mei	et	al.,	2020).	The	dimension	of	learning	of	the	fable-

telling	 can	 be	 a	 bridge	 to	 the	 dimension	 of	 entertainment	 of	 the	 story-telling	 through	

heritage	interpretation	(Moscardo,	2014;	Walker	&	Moscardo,	2014).		

While	the	milking	is	a	practice	carried	out	by	the	malgaro	of	the	agritur	malga,	the	cheese-

making	is	not	(see	sections	6.2.1).	The	latter	is	a	complex	aspect	to	communicate	to	the	

tourists.	The	effective	food	transformation	occurs	in	the	cheese	cooperative	buildings	at	

the	 floor	 of	 the	 valley	 but	 the	 raw	 milk	 produced	 in	 the	 malga	 is	 effectively	 the	 one	

employed	to	make	the	cheese	comprising	the	final	dishes	served	at	the	restaurant	tables	of	

the	 agritur	malga	 (see	 section	 6.2.1.1).	 In	 the	 following	 sections	 I	will	 describe	 how	 in	

	
110	According	to	Bettelheim	(1976)	a	fable	is	prescriptive,	telling	what	one	ought	to	do;	and	it	“demand[s]	
and	threaten[s]”.	A	fairy	tale,	on	the	other	hand,	“far	from	making	demands...	reassures,	gives	hope	for	the	
future,	and	holds	out	the	promise	of	a	happy	ending”	(p.	26).	
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agritur	malga	the	cheese	is	mainly	a	matter	of	narration	and	performance	and	that,	as	a	

consequence,	the	raw	milk	(and	not	the	cheese)	becomes	the	protagonist,	together	with	the	

cows,	of	the	story	the	malgaro	narrates.	

6.6 The	milking	experiences	and	the	‘warm’	milk	

In	the	last	section	I	described	that	milking	itself	becomes	a	performance	for	the	tourists	

and	part	of	the	narration	of	the	story-teller	malgaro	about	the	farming	and	rural	lifestyle.	

In	this	section	I	will	explain	what	this	experience	consists	of	and	the	relevance	of	the	raw	

milk	 in	 this	context.	These	experiences	are	actually	part	of	 the	encounters	between	the	

malgaro	and	the	tourist,	thus	I	consider	them	part	of	the	relationship	between	host	and	

guest	(see	Figure	6.11).	

	
Figure	6.11	Milking	experiences	(author)	

Today	most	 of	 these	 encounters	 between	 the	malgaro	 and	 the	 tourist	 follow	 a	 ‘script’	

consisting	 of	 a	 common	 narrative	 between	 the	 various	 malgari	 story-tellers	 and	 the	

performances	of	certain	practices	(Hollinshead	et	al.,	2009).	In	the	conversations	I	had	with	

the	malgari	of	agritur	malga,	many	of	 them	shared	 that	 initially	 these	encounters	were	

fortuitous	and	that	tourists	participate	in	these	experiences	accidentally,	as	it	happens	to	

me	with	the	Genuine	Cheese	(see	section	5.5).	Bruno,	a	farmer	who	also	manage	an	agritur	

malga	with	his	family,	reported	to	me	that	when	the	tourists	learnt,	from	the	wife	Silvia	

who	was	serving	the	tables	of	the	restaurant,	that	the	cows	were	milked	in	situ,	they	asked	
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for	the	time	of	the	milking	procedure.	He	told	me	that	many	of	them	would	stay	 longer	

because	wanted	 to	 assist	 in	 the	milking	 he	would	 carry	 out	 in	 the	 cowshed.	 At	Malga	

Juribello,	Claudio	told	me	that,	even	if	they	organise	a	cheese-making	performance	every	

Tuesday	(see	section	6.7.1)	when	the	farmers	milk	the	cows,	the	tourists	stop	and	ask	if	

they	can	assist	at	the	process.		

The	cows	milking	is	a	theatre111.	When	the	farmers	milk,	the	tourists	stop	
and	look	at	it.	We	take	these	things	for	granted,	but	for	them	it	might	be	
the	first	time	in	their	lives	they	have	the	opportunity	to	see	a	cow	milked.	
(Diary	2,	24/11/2015).	

These	 conversations	 reminded	 me	 the	 concept	 of	 the	 frontstage,	 backstage	 and	 pseudo-

backstage	experiences	in	tourism	(Daugstad	&	Kirchengast,	2013).	The	ones	just	described	

made	me	think	of	the	pseudo-backstage,	where	the	daily	activities	of	the	farmers	take	place.	In	

the	cases	illustrated,	it	is	interesting	to	note	that	the	tourists,	in	showing	the	interest	to	take	

part	in	milking,	also	communicate	a	desire	to	co-create	the	experience	also	in	participating	into	

the	back-stage	(Binkhorst	&	Den	Dekker,	2009;	Campos,	Mendes,	Valle,	&	Scott,	2018).		

In	 employing	 this	 differentiation	 I	 can	 refer	 to	 the	 front-stage	 concept	 adapted	 from	

Goffman	by	MacCannell	(1973)	to	the	experiences	I	previously	associated	with	a	‘script’,	

which	defined	the	story	that	the	malgaro	would	narrate	to	the	tourists	as	if	he/she	were	in	

a	‘theatrical	performance’.	The	tourists	are	accompanied	to	the	cowshed	to	assist	and	carry	

out	the	milking.	While	the	tourists	assist	in	the	milking,	the	malgaro	story-teller	explains	

the	procedures	and	shows	how	to	milk	by	hand	(and	rarely	also	with	the	milking	machine).	

The	tourists	gather	all	around	one	cow	and	the	cow	is	the	exhibition	itself	(see	section	6.4).	

Then,	the	tourists	are	invited	to	milk	the	cow	themselves;	normally	the	children	go	first	and	

then	the	adults.	The	milking	is	done	mainly	with	the	cows,	but	I	also	assisted	one	done	with	

goats.	As	goats	are	smaller	are	better	suited	for	children,	showing	evidence	that	the	script	

even	considers	adjustment	based	on	the	needs	and	characteristic	of	its	audience.		

The	raw	milk	is	the	tangible	outcome	of	the	milking	practices	of	tourists	and	it	contributes	

to	give	authenticity	to	the	experience.	The	malgaro	story-teller	usually	invites	the	tourists	

to	taste	the	natural	and	fresh	milk	just	coming	out	of	the	cow’s	udder	and	tourists	normally	

are	surprised	about	its	warm	temperature.	At	any	of	the	six	milking	performances	I	assisted	

	
111	He	used	the	Italian	word	teatrino,	literally	translated	as	‘small	theatre’.	
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with	(see	appendix	D),	the	main	comments	tourists	made	about	the	milk	were	about	its	

temperature.	I	wrote	down	in	my	notebook:	

The	tourist	says:	“This	is	completely	different	milk	(than	the	one	we	are	
used	to)”.	After	having	tried	the	just	milked	milk,	the	other	tourist	replies:	
“Oh	 my	 God,	 it	 is	 warm!”	 They	 realise	 that	 warm	 is	 the	 ‘authentic’	
temperature	of	the	milk.	(Fieldnotes,	19/07/2015).	

This	specific	detail	inspired	me	to	introduce	the	term	‘warm’	(caldo	in	Italian)	associated	

to	the	actor	of	the	milk	(see	Figure	6.1)	as	well	as	in	the	title	of	this	section.	Caldo	provides	

a	sense	of	‘authenticity’	not	only	to	the	milk	–	the	raw	ingredient	–	but	also	to	the	cheese	–	

the	food	product.	On	the	other	hand,	the	excitement	expressed	by	the	tourists	toward	this	

element	confirms	the	perception	of	the	malgaro	story-teller	about	the	difference	between	

rural	and	urban	life	(see	section	6.6)	and	thus	contributes	indirectly	to	the	replication	of	

the	milking	performance	itself.	

The	other	element	of	attraction	for	the	tourist	is	that	the	milk	is	not	only	warm	but	also	raw	

(see	Figure	6.1).	Raw	means	that	the	milk	has	not	undergone	any	thermal	treatment	and	it	

presents	its	original	components	not	transformed	by	the	heating	process	(Donnelly,	2016;	

Nash,	1996).	Concerns	about	the	safety	of	the	raw	milk	has	led	to	restrictions	in	its	sale	in	

many	 jurisdictions112	 (Nash,	 1996;	West,	 2008).Today	 it	 is	 uncommon	 for	 consumers	 to	

access	it	since	normally	milk	is	sold	pasteurised	(Grasseni,	2014c).	Therefore,	the	experience	

in	agritur	malga,	where	the	access	to	raw	milk	is	filtrated	by	the	malgaro	story-teller,	creates	

an	element	of	intimacy	between	the	tourist,	the	food	and	the	place.	This	intimacy	between	

the	tourist	and	the	malgaro,	the	tourist	and	the	cow,	and	the	tourist	and	the	warm	milk	gives	

a	unique	experience	to	the	tourist	that	is	not	available	to	the	urban	peers.	

Another	element	to	consider	in	relation	to	the	raw	milk	is	the	beta-carotene	enzyme	(see	

section	6.2.1.1).	As	mentioned	before,	the	conversion	of	this	enzyme	from	the	pasture	floral	

composition	to	the	properties	of	the	milk	produced	in	malga,	is	then,	visible	on	the	cheese.	

These	assume	a	yellow	tone,	which	differentiate	the	cheese	produced	in	malga	from	the	

ones	produced	with	the	milk	of	the	winter	barns,	thus	is	a	trait	of	this	cheesescape	(see	

Figure	6.1).	The	‘yellow	colour’	is	also	often	part	of	the	narrative	of	the	malgaro	with	the	

tourists	and	recalls	the	element	of	the	‘wild	flower’	within	the	Genuine	Cheese	(see	section	

	
112	In	Italy	it	is	the	national	Law	169	of	1989	(paragraph	6),	which	prescribes	that	raw	milk	cannot	be	sold	
unless	it	is	purchased	directly	on	the	farm’s	premises.	EU	Regulation	853	of	2004	(article	10,	8a).	
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5.3.2).	 In	the	story-telling	the	malgaro	discusses	the	 ‘yellow	colour’	with	the	tourists	by	

describing	or	interpreting	the	special	qualities	of	the	cheeses	of	malga	as	we	will	see	in	the	

last	section	dedicated	to	cheese-making.		

6.7 Cheese	performances	

In	describing	the	round-trip	of	the	milk	(see	section	6.2.1.1).	I	explained	that	the	raw	milk	

produced	 in	 agritur	 malga	 is	 conveyed	 to	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 milking	 tanker	 that	

transports	it	to	the	factory	at	the	village	where	the	‘official’	transformation	will	be	executed,	

as	next	chapter	will	illustrate.	The	cheeses	can	then	make	their	return	to	the	agritur	malga	

by	appearing	on	the	menu	of	the	restaurant	(see	arrows	in	Figure	6.1).	

Considering	 that	 the	 cheese	 cannot	 be	 produced	 in	 agritur	 malga,	 the	 cheese-making	

demonstrations	 are	 mainly	 performances	 for	 the	 tourists	 (Edensor,	 2006,	 2009).	 The	

malgaro	 put	 on	 the	 hat	 of	 the	 story-teller	 and	 accompanies	 the	 tourists	 in	 the	 cheese-

making	process	by	showing	step	by	step	how	the	cheese	is	made.	The	cheese	performances	

are	significant	for	the	agritur	malga	since	they	show	the	correlation	between	the	raw	milk	

and	the	final	dishes	that	the	tourists	can	taste	in	the	menu	of	its	restaurant.	

The	importance	of	making	this	connection	evident	for	the	tourists	was	emphasised	in	the	

first	conversation	I	had	with	the	cheese	cooperative	Director.	Since	the	cheese	cooperative	

manages	some	agritur	malga	(Malga	Rolle	and	Malga	Fossernica),	Alberto	underlined	that	

these	 represent	 a	 strategic	 element	 to	 communicate	 to	 the	 tourists	 what	 the	 cheese	

cooperative	does.		

According	to	Alberto,	in	malga	they	can	explain	better	what	they	really	do,	
while	in	the	factory	is	harder	to	communicate	that	behind	the	machines	
there	is	a	territory	and	that	the	elements	of	that	territory	define	the	(final)	
products.	 The	 tourists	 look	 for	 the	 authenticity	 of	 what	 the	 cheese	
cooperative	 does	 and	 in	 malga	 they	 can	 visibly	 see	 the	 relationship	
between	the	cheese	and	the	territory	–	the	colour	of	the	cheese	depends	
on	 the	 cows’	 diet	 –	 and	 the	malga	 shows	 a	 production	 process	 that	 is	
authentic	and	genuine.	The	malga	is	not	an	industry,	it	is	a	house,	and	thus	
spread	 a	 level	 of	 warmth	 that	 the	 cold	 steel	 (of	 the	 factory)	 cannot	
transmit	 […]	 the	 tiles	 and	 steel	 butter	 churn	 against	 the	 green	
pasturelands.	(Diary	2,	24/11/2017).	

The	 existence	of	 agritur	malga	 creates	 a	warm	environment	where	 tourists	 can	 see	 that	

behind	the	cold	stainless	steel	machines	of	the	cheese	factory,	there	are	pasturelands,	cows	
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and	farmers.	The	cheese	cooperative	also	organises	cheese-making	demonstration	inside	the	

factory,	 but	 Alberto	 thinks	 the	 steel	machines	 of	 the	 factory	makes	 the	 experience	 cold	

(freddo	in	Italian)	whilst	the	malga	with	the	green	pasturelands	offers	a	warmer	environment	

(caldo	 in	 Italian).	The	caldo	environment	of	 the	malga	 (as	 caldo	was	 the	 ‘authentic’	milk	

tasted	 in	the	milking	demonstrations)	provides	a	sense	of	genuineness	to	the	production	

process	and	thus	consequently	of	the	final	outcome:	the	cheeses	(see	Figure	6.12).	

	
Figure	6.12	Cold	and	warm	experiences:	steel	machines	of	the	factory	and	the	green	

pasturelands	of	the	malga	(left:	author;	right:	cheese	cooperative	archive)	

During	 the	 cheese	 demonstrations,	 some	 agritur	 malga	 stress	 in	 their	 favour	 this	

dichotomy	between	the	factory	and	the	malga	synthetized	by	Alberto.		

When	we	arrived	to	the	malga,	they	have	just	put	the	milk	to	boil.	Two	
granddaughters	of	the	malgaro	are	waiting	for	us.	In	the	kitchen	there	is	
the	paiolo113.	The	malgaro	explains	how	they	make	the	tosèla:	(I	reported	
some	words	he	used)	“Not	with	the	milk	of	the	paper	box	…	It	is	natural,	
without	 preservatives”.	 Then	 he	 says	 that	 processing	 at	 the	 cheese	
cooperative	is	done	with	another	method	which	heats	the	milk	to	higher	
temperature.	(Diary	1,	21/07/2015).	

From	the	kitchen	the	wife	passed	a	bowl	with	some	fresh	tosèla114	just	made,	which	was	

offered	to	us	from	the	malgaro	story-teller.	With	his	story-telling,	he	was	suggesting	that	

even	the	tosèla	of	the	cheese	cooperative	was	not	as	fresh	and	genuine	as	the	one	we	could	

taste	there	from	the	bowl.	The	demonstration	is	casual	since	we	could	not	observe	the	wife	

making	tosèla	in	the	kitchen	and	they	did	not	show	the	cheese-making	process.	

	
113	Copper	pot	used	to	make	cheese	or	polenta,	see	glossary.	
114	Tosèla	is	a	fresh	cheese	(more	precisely	a	curd	cheese)	produced	with	cow’s	milk	on	the	same	day	of	
milking	so	that	all	the	fragrance	of	the	mountain	pasture	herbs	remains	intact,	preserving	the	milk’s	flavour	
(see	appendix	A).	
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Tourists	do	not	pay	to	participate	in	these	activities	but	normally	the	demonstrations	are	

conveyed	as	part	of	the	wider	experience	in	agritur	malga	which	also	includes	a	meal	at	the	

restaurant.	Normally	the	cheese	performances,	likewise	the	milking	experiences	described	

in	the	previous	section,	follow	a	‘script’.	Actually,	the	cheese	demonstrations	are	allowed	

only	in	the	malghe	that	in	their	work	of	renovations	have	created	a	room	with	proper	and	

modern	cheese-making	machines	according	to	HCCP	and	safety	regulations	(Montanari	et	

al.,	2008;	Montanari,	2004a).	This	explains	why	Giorgio	presents	the	tosèla	without	really	

going	through	the	cheese-making	process.	In	the	next	paragraph	I	will	focus	my	attention	

on	two	cheese-making	demonstrations	to	explore	the	narratives	associated	with	them.		

6.7.1 Tuesdays	at	Juribello	

Some	malga	organised	cheese	demonstrations	as	part	a	promotional	strategy.	This	was	the	

case	of	martedì	a	 Juribello	 (translated	as	 “Tuesday	at	 Juribello”)	 at	Malga	 Juribello	 (see	

Figure	6.1).	It	is	important	to	consider	that	this	malga	(already	mentioned	in	this	chapter	a	

number	of	times)	is	on	Passo	Rolle	and	thus	takes	advantage	of	a	strategic	location	between	

the	most	spectacular	alpine	peaks	and	the	trekking	trails	of	the	area.	The	malga	is	property	

of	the	Province	and	managed	by	the	Federazione	Provinciale	degli	Allevatori	Trentini	(see	

appendix	B),	thus	it	 is	a	well-regulated	facility	with	a	substantial	restaurant	and	a	small	

cheese	shop	inside	the	structure.	Martedì	a	Juribello	are	inserted	in	the	summer	calendar	

of	the	local	tourism	destination	organisation	-	APT	San	Martino	di	Castrozza	(APT)	(see	

Appendix	B),	which	is	provided	in	the	three	different	visitors’	centres	of	the	area.		

A	 room	with	modern	 cheese-making	machines	 is	 arranged	 for	 the	malgaro	who	 comes	

along	with	 a	 professional	 cheese-maker	 and	his	 young	 assistant	 (see	 Figure	 6.13).	 The	

demonstration	 itself	 is	 set	 as	 an	 exhibition:	 two	 huge	 steel	 pots,	 built	 externally	 with	

stonework	and	lined	internally	with	copper	are	located	at	the	centre	of	the	room	as	it	was	

the	stage	of	the	performance.	In	front	of	these,	there	is	a	set	of	raised	steps	from	where	the	

cheese-making	 could	 be	 observed.	 It	 works	 as	 a	 viewing	 platform,	 which	 shows	 the	

transformation	of	a	natural	element	–	the	milk	–	into	a	touristic	attraction,	not	differently	

for	ones	used	for	wildlife	tourism	(Higham,	Lusseau,	&	Hendry,	2008).	When	I	participated	

I	located	myself	at	the	lower	part	of	these	steps	and	the	story-teller	malgaro	explained	step	

by	 step	 what	 the	 cheese-maker	 was	 doing,	 sometimes	 also	 providing	 technical	 and	

educational	insights	of	the	operations	to	the	tourists.		
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Figure	6.13	Cheese-making	demonstration	(author)	

Here	an	extract	of	my	diary	which	provide	a	sense	of	the	experience:	

At	the	beginning	of	the	demonstration	we	are	six	assisting,	then	I	count	
17,	at	the	end	the	room;	it	is	so	packed	that	I	cannot	even	count	all	of	us.	
It	 is	 full	 of	 children	 who	 invaded	 the	 ‘stage’,	 the	 area	 where	 the	
demonstration	 took	place.	Pietro	explains	what	Giuseppe	 (casaro115)	 is	
doing,	Giuseppe	is	assisted	by	his	grandson	in	keeping	the	fire	going,	 it	
seems	the	fire	has	to	be	kept	constantly	alive	under	the	caldera116.	He	first	
shows	 us	 how	 they	make	 Stagionato	 di	 Juribello117	 and	 then,	 with	 the	
leftovers	of	the	first	cheese	making	process,	they	make	the	ricotta.	At	the	
beginning	 Pietro	 explains	 that	 Giuseppe	 added	 a	 cheese	 starter,	 with	
thickening	 properties,	 in	 the	 warm	 milk.	 Then	 he	 commences	 in	
describing	the	milk	itself.	He	does	it	with	quite	a	passion,	he	suggests	that	
the	milk	appears	white	and	all	the	same	to	us,	but	it	is,	in	reality,	made	up	
by	a	rich	combination	of	factors,	between	which	copious	and	diversified	
bacteria	that	is	taken	from	what	the	cows	have	eaten	in	the	pasture.	Since	
they	eat	fresh	grass,	this	contains	the	beta-carotene	enzyme	which	gives	
the	yellow	colour	to	the	butter	and	to	the	cheese.	The	milk	is	also	different	
from	day	to	day	and	it	is	the	experience	of	the	casaro,	the	skills	and	his	
knowledge,	 that	 allow	 him	 to	 manage	 all	 of	 these	 imperceptible	
differences	during	the	cheese-making	process.	(Diary	1,	21/07/2015).	

This	 description	 not	 only	 provides	 the	 elements	 to	 understand	 how	 the	 cheese	

demonstrations	are	performed	but	also	gives	evidence	that	the	malgaro	‘thinks	like	a	poet’	

(see	section	6.5).	Furthermore,	the	story-telling,	which	alternates	the	technical	details	with	

	
115	Cheese-maker,	see	glossary.	
116	Copper	pot	used	to	make	cheese	and	polenta,	see	glossary.	
117	The	aged	cheese	of	the	malga,	see	glossary.	
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the	education	insights,	also	contributes	in	the	creation	of	the	experience	for	the	tourists	

who	are	introduced,	as	in	a	fable	(see	section	6.5.1),	into	the	magic	of	the	cheese-making	

and	consequently	of	the	cheeses.	

6.7.2 Sunrise	in	the	malga	

Two	of	the	cheese-making	demonstrations	I	took	part	in	(see	Appendix	D)	were	organised	

by	Strada	dei	Formaggi	delle	Dolomiti	within	the	wider	umbrella	of	the	touristic	activity	Alba	

in	Malga	(see	Figure	6.1).	These	were	promoted	with	a	dedicated	leaflet	and	also	inserted	in	

the	summer	calendar	of	the	local	tourism	destination	organisation.	In	this	case,	the	existence	

of	a	‘script’	is	proved	by	the	fact	that	these	activities	are	promoted	within	the	whole	province	

by	the	different	 local	destination	management	organisations	who	adhere	to	the	initiative.	

The	format	of	the	activity	was	planned	in	the	office	of	the	Trentino	Marketing,	the	provincial	

Destination	Management	Organisation	(see	Appendix	B).	Based	on	my	observations	I	could	

also	acknowledge	that	there	are	unique	aspects	that	make	one	experience	differ	from	the	

other.	These	aspects	are	mostly	based	on	the	different	characteristics	of	the	malgaro	and	of	

the	malga,	thus	involve	the	dimension	of	the	people	and	the	place	in	food	heritage	tourism	

experiences	(Vandecandelaere	et	al.,	2009).		

The	activity	considers	that	the	tourists	enjoy	the	malgaro	in	his/her	daily	routines	and	thus	

the	activity	starts	in	the	morning	when	the	sun	rises.	The	‘script’	therefore	plans	the	arrival	

of	 the	 tourists	 in	 the	malga	 the	day	before	 the	 cheese-making	demonstration,	with	 the	

dinner	and	the	stay	overnight	included118.	Then	the	day	after,	at	the	sunrise,	the	tourists	

take	 part	 at	 the	 milking	 activities	 of	 the	 farmer	 and	 then	 at	 the	 cheese-making	

demonstrations.	The	experience	is	concluded	with	a	breakfast	with	the	local	products.		

I	will	report	here	the	activity	of	Alba	in	Malga	I	had	in	Malga	Fossernica,	a	malga	owned	by	

the	 cheese	 cooperative	 that	 produces	 the	 local	 butter	Botìro	 di	 Primiero	 di	Malga	 (see	

Appendix	A)	which	is	also	part	of	Slow	Food	Presidium.	In	addition,	in	this	malga	I	both	

observed	the	butter	production	in	a	visit	I	did	by	myself	then	with	the	experience	of	Alba	

in	Malga.	Therefore,	the	different	perspectives	can	help	to	enrich	its	description	and	the	

	
118	For	the	tourists	interested	in	this	option.	This	implies	that	the	malga	can	offer	accommodations	or	that	
a	night	is	arranged	in	partnership	with	a	close-by	rural	accommodation.		
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understanding	that	this	experience	provides.	When	I	observed	the	butter	making	myself,	I	

was	invited	inside	the	butter	making	room	together	with	Dimitri,	the	malgaro:		

We	enter	in	the	butter	making	room,	the	temperature	is	cold,	everything	
is	clean,	the	tools	are	modern,	in	front	of	the	steel	sink	some	nails	hold	the	
different	wooden	tools.	On	the	floor	there	are	some	plastic	buckets	with	a	
hose	that	transports	the	cold	water.	A	bucket,	closer	to	the	sink,	contains	
the	hot	water.	All	the	tools	are	first	washed	in	the	hot	and	then	in	the	cold	
water,	the	same	occurs	with	the	hands	(…)	the	butter	churn	machine	is	
going	(…)	the	entire	process	lasts	35	minutes.	From	the	top	glass	of	the	
machine	I	can	see	the	colour	of	the	buttermilk	slowly	changing	throughout	
the	 process,	 when	 the	 process	 ends	 the	 glass	 cleans	 itself	 and	 the	
buttermilk	 separate	 from	 the	 butter,	 which	 solidifies	 in	 small	 grains.	
(Diary	1,	12/07/2015).	

Dimitri	and	his	wife	Lily	would	compact	the	grains	by	hand	and	kept	them	constantly	wet	

with	first	cold	and	then	hot	water	before	finally	imprinting	the	butter	dough	with	a	carved	

wooden	stamp	with	the	image	of	pasture	flowers	on	the	left	edge	(see	Figure	6.14).	

	
Figure	6.14	Botìro	di	Primiero	di	malga	(author)	

The	same	procedure	is	shown	during	the	butter	demonstrations	but	the	tourists,	instead	of	

being	inside	the	room	as	I	was,	stand	outside	the	malga	and	look	into	the	room	through	

windows	(see	Figure	6.15).	The	room	is	equipped	with	a	long	central	window	from	which	

the	process	can	be	easily	observed	and	a	smaller	window	on	the	side.		

The	 tourists	 observe	Dimitri	 from	outside.	 The	 room	 is	 equipped	with	
windows	from	where	it	is	possible	to	see	inside	(…)	It	is	a	real	stage,	where	
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the	tourists	look	inside,	and	inside	Dimitri	and	his	son	make	the	butter.	A	
the	conclusion	of	the	first	part,	the	tourists	go	to	have	breakfast	on	the	
campigolo	 (…)	 Then	 we	 come	 back	 to	 observe	 the	 stage	 n.	 2	 ‘the	
solidification	 of	 the	 cream	 into	 butter’	 (…)	 Dimitri,	 from	 the	 window,	
shows	us	that	the	butter	has	been	transformed	into	small	grains	(…)	When	
the	 lady	 says	 goodbye	 to	Dimitri	 she	 tells	 that	 she	will	 call	 the	 cheese	
cooperative	to	have	the	butter	done	on	that	day	because	it	is	the	one	her	
daughter	 participated	 in	 doing	 (she	 was	 invited	 to	 beat	 the	 wooden	
stamps	at	the	end	of	the	process).	(Diary	1,	07/08/2015).	

As	in	the	demonstration	described	in	the	previous	section	(see	section	6.7.1),	the	location	

itself	suggests	 that	a	performance	 is	 taking	place:	 the	room,	the	cheese-maker	enacts	 the	

butter	making	and	from	the	window,	outside	the	malga,	the	tourists	observe	the	show.	Here	

instead	of	a	viewing	platform,	 the	cheese-making	demonstration	 is	observable	 through	a	

viewing	 window,	 which	 separates	 the	 consumer	 from	 the	 producer,	 the	 food	 from	 its	

embodied	experience	through	what	Everett	defined	a	“sanitized	gaze”	(Everett,	2016a).	

	
Figure	6.15	Tourists	observing	the	butter	making	process	for	viewing	windows	(author)	

Like	in	a	real	theatrical	performance,	between	one	phase	and	the	other,	while	the	machine	

is	working,	the	tourists	are	invited	in	a	table	set	in	the	campigolo	to	taste	the	breakfast	with	

the	genuine	local	products	such	as	milk,	cheeses,	butter,	berry	jams	made	by	a	local	farm,	

homemade	cake	etc.	

Furthermore	the	different	perspectives,	from	inside	the	room	and	from	outside	the	malga,	

suggests	 again	 the	 concept	 of	 the	 frontstage,	 backstage	 and	 pseudo-backstage	 of	 the	

touristic	experience	(Daugstad	&	Kirchengast,	2013).	In	this	case,	again,	to	the	tourist	–	the	

daughter	 of	 the	 lady	 I	 described	 in	 my	 observation	 above	 –	 is	 given	 the	 possibility	

participate	 in	 the	pseudo-	backstage	and	again	aspects	of	 co-creation	of	 the	experience	

emerges	as	demonstrate	the	fact	she	made	the	butter	that	will	be	then	sold	at	the	cheese	
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cooperative.	The	co-creation	provides	a	sense	of	ownership	of	the	lady	toward	that	specific	

butter	the	daughter	made.	

The	 two	 cheese-making	 demonstrations	 examined	 also	 show	 that	 the	 genuineness	 of	 the	

cheese,	butter	and	in	general	of	the	local	products,	served	at	the	breakfast	or	at	the	restaurant,	

are	 created	 not	 only	 by	 the	 ingredients	 of	 the	 food	 itself	 but	 from	 cultural	 tangible	 and	

intangible	elements	that	participate	in	its	creation	(and	co-creation).	Therefore,	the	cows,	the	

enzyme	beta-carotene	of	the	milk,	the	story-telling	of	the	malgaro,	the	gestures	of	the	casaro,	

the	caldera	and	the	wooden	stamps	all	contribute	in	the	creation	of	these	cheesescape.	

6.8 The	network	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	

This	section	aims	to	translate	the	entities,	the	actors	and	the	practices	composing	Touristic	

Cheese	Mind	Map	(see	Figure	6.1)	into	a	table	(see	Table	6.1)	through	which	to	identify	the	

main	characteristics	of	this	network	and	connect	them	to	the	research	aims	of	this	study.	

Therefore,	 the	Touristic	Cheese	will	 be	 seen	 in	 the	 light	of	 theoretical	 concepts	of	 food	

heritage,	 food	heritage	 tourism	and	 food	heritagisation	process	 (see	 chapters	2	and	3).	

What	 does	 the	 Touristic	 Cheese	 show	 with	 regard	 of	 these	 theoretical	 concepts?	 The	

aspects	provided	through	this	examination	constitute	some	of	the	definitive	considerations	

upon	which	 to	develop	an	understanding	about	 the	 interactions	between	 food	heritage	

tourism	and	the	food	heritagisation	(see	chapter	9).	

Table	6.1	Network	of	the	Touristic	Cheese		

Entities	 Actors	 Practices	

Agritur	malga	
(high	altitude	restaurant)	

Malgaro	
(multifunctional	host)	

Cow	grazing		
(agricultural	practice)	

Agricutural	malga	
(high	altitude	barn)	

Malgaro	family	
(and	various	assistants)	

Story-telling	
(touristic	practice)	
The	Cheese	is	narrated	

Pasturelands	
(campigolo)	

Cows	and	farm	animals	 Milking	
(touristic	practice)	
The	Cheese	is	performed	

Dolomitic	peaks	
(Cimon	de	la	Pala)	

Raw	warm	milk	 Cheese-making	
(the	round-trip	of	the	milk)	
The	Cheese	is	performed	
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The	 first	 important	 contribution	 of	 the	 Touristic	 Cheese	 is	 to	 describe	 a	 specific	

cheesescape	 and	 thus	 contribute	 to	 its	 understanding	within	 the	 tourism	 arena	 (Fusté	

Forné,	2016c).		

Within	 this	 cheesescape,	 the	 Touristic	 Cheese	 reaffirms	 some	 of	 the	 considerations	

examined	through	the	Genuine	Cheese	(see	section	5.8).	The	raw	milk	collected	from	the	

agritur	malga	by	the	milk	 tanker	of	 the	cheese	cooperative	comes	 from	the	agricultural	

practice	 of	milking	 cows	 (see	 section	 6.2.1)	 and	 thus	 supports	 the	 argument	 that	 food	

heritage	 is	 based	 also	 on	 agricultural	 practices.	 This	 finding	 further	 validates	 that	 the	

pasturelands’	 floral	 composition	 is	 reflected	 in	 the	 properties	 of	 the	 milk	 and	 then	

transferred	into	the	yellow	colour	of	the	malga	cheeses,	which,	in	this	case,	represent	the	

food	 heritage.	 The	 enzyme	 beta-carotene	 grazed	 by	 the	 cows	 in	 the	 alpine	 meadows	

represents	the	visible	reproduction	of	the	specific	terroir	where	the	cheese	comes	from,	as	

also	the	Genuine	Cheese	validated.		

At	the	same	time,	the	Touristic	Cheese	shows	that	the	agricultural	practices	just	described	

become	also	touristic	practices	and	that	each	element	of	this	network	is	informed	by	these	

dual	functions.	Therefore,	as	its	name	suggests,	this	network	offers	relevant	insights	with	

regards	 of	 food	 heritage	 tourism.	 The	 cow	 milking	 is	 not	 just	 a	 way	 to	 provide	 the	

ingredients	to	make	the	cheese,	but	it	also	becomes	a	practice	narrated	and	performed	for,	

and	experienced	first-hand	by,	the	tourists,	and	is	thus	a	touristic	practice.	The	malgaro,	

from	being	only	a	farmer	(as	for	the	Genuine	Cheese),	becomes	a	multifunctional	host	who	

serves	the	meal	in	the	outdoor	tables	of	the	restaurant	and	acts	as	an	ambassador	of	the	

malga	lifestyle.	The	cow,	from	being	the	source	of	the	milk	production	and	a	friend	of	the	

malgaro	 (as	 for	 the	 Genuine	 Cheese),	 becomes	 an	 element	 of	 attraction	 for	 touristic	

experience	and	the	‘friend’	of	all	the	tourists.		

Since	 the	milk	 produced	 in	 the	 agritur	malga	 is	 transported	by	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	

tanker	to	the	cheese	factory	to	become	malga	cheese,	the	cheese-making	disappeared	as	an	

agricultural	practice	of	the	malga.	However,	it	keeps	existing	as	a	demonstration	for	the	

tourists.	 These	 elements	 suggest	 that	 food	 heritage	 tourism	 creates	 narrations,	

performances	and	demonstrations	around	agricultural	practices	and	that	the	elements	of	

these	practices	(being	the	people,	animals	and	tools)	become	part	of	the	experience	for	the	

tourists.	The	malgaro	story-teller	follows	a	‘script’	of	narratives	and	actions	that	turn	the	
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cheese-making	process	into	an	experience	for	the	tourists	whom,	in	assisting	in	it,	become	

part	of	it	(see	section	6.7.1	and	6.7.2).	This	shows	that	food	heritage	tourism	is	introduced	

through	the	practice	of	story-telling	and	through	hand-on	demonstrations.		

I	also	showed	that	the	story-telling	has	also	educational	intentions	since	is	motivated	by	

the	desire	of	the	malgaro	to	educate	the	tourists	about	the	rural	lifestyle	that	the	malga	

symbolises	 (Corti,	 2004;	 Daugstad	 &	 Kirchengast,	 2013;	 Daugstad	 et	 al.,	 2006).	 In	 the	

section	dedicated	 to	 the	story-telling	practice	 (see	section	6.5.1),	 I	posit	 that,	given	 this	

educational	dimension,	 it	was	more	correct	 to	talk	of	 ‘fable-telling’.	 I	suggested	that	 the	

dimension	of	learning	of	the	fable-telling	can	be	a	bridge	to	the	dimension	of	entertainment	

of	the	story-telling	through	heritage	interpretation	(Moscardo,	2014;	Walker	&	Moscardo,	

2014).	 This	 suggests	 the	 relevance	 of	 interpretive	 information	 and	 experiences	 for	 the	

development	of	food	heritage	tourism.		

The	Touristic	Cheese	creates	interactions	between	different	communities	of	practice:	the	

famers	who	milk	the	cows,	the	malgaro	who	offers	food	and	food	stories	to	the	tourists,	the	

cheese-makers	who	demonstrates	how	to	transform	the	milk	into	the	cheese.	The	malga	

cheeses	appear	in	the	menu	of	the	high	altitude	restaurants	where	the	dishes	are	tasted	on	

the	outdoor	tables	overlooking	the	campigolo	where	the	cows	graze.	The	same	architecture	

of	 the	 malga,	 with	 its	 renovated	 casera,	 become	 part	 of	 the	 narration	 (Danielmeier	 &	

Albrecht,	2015).	This	creates	a	taste-scape	where	the	food	heritage	is	connected	not	only	

to	the	local	ingredients	or	traditional	recipes	but	also	to	the	agricultural	landscape	of	which	

it	is	part	(Everett,	2016a).	

The	touristic	experience	is	given	not	only	by	the	dish	itself	but	also	by	the	place	where	the	

food	is	served	and	consumed	(Boniface,	2003;	Everett,	2008,	2012).	The	pastoral	landscape	

where	 the	 cows	 graze	 becomes	 indeed	 part	 of	 a	 cheesescape	where	 the	 tourists	 walk	

through	the	pastures	in	order	to	reach	the	malga	and	then	taste	the	food	from	the	outdoor	

tables	of	 the	 restaurant.	All	of	 these	elements	 connect	 the	experiences	provided	by	 the	

landscape	associated	to	the	Touristic	Cheese	to	a	sound-scape	(Kato,	2009),	a	smell-scape	

(Dann	 &	 Jacobsen,	 2003;	 Kabat-Zinn,	 2014)	 and	 overall	 to	 a	 multisensory	 landscape	

(Rogowski,	2016).	The	tourists	engage	in	the	landscapes	associate	to	the	Touristic	Cheese	

with	all	 the	senses	 (Everett,	2008;	Urry,	1992;	Urry	&	Larsen,	2011).	This	 combination	
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suggests	to	look	at	food	heritage	tourism	also	through	the	concept	of	the	experience-scapes	

that	a	cheesescape	can	offer	(Chen	et	al.,	2019;	O'Dell	&	Billing,	2005).	

Thus	 this	 section	 also	 proposes	 the	 idea	 that	 the	 cheesescape	 created	 by	 the	 Touristic	

Cheese	is	comprised	not	only	of	actors,	activities	and	venues	but	also	of	the	tangible	and	

intangible	 elements	 associated	 to	 these.	 In	 the	 next	 section	 I	 will	 be	 described	 a	 new	

cheesescape	 created	 through	 the	 network	 of	 the	 Official	 Cheese	 and	 we	 will	 explore	

another	story	of	the	cheese	of	Primiero.	
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7 OFFICIAL	CHEESE	

	
Figure	7.1	Official	Cheese	mind	map	
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7.1 Introduction	

In	this	chapter	I	will	introduce	the	Official	Cheese.	I	met	the	Genuine	and	Touristic	Cheeses	

through	my	encounters	at	the	malghe	on	top	of	the	mountains	during	the	summer	months,	

while	here	I	invite	the	reader	to	come	down	with	me	to	the	villages	of	the	Valley.	The	Official	

Cheese	is	produced	in	the	cheese	cooperative	factory	named	Caseificio	Sociale	di	Primiero	

at	the	village	of	Mezzano	all	year-round.	This	makes	the	cheese	cooperative	the	‘authority’	

of	the	local	cheeses,	which	explains	naming	this	cheese	as	‘official’.	

Generally	speaking,	the	cheese	cooperative	represents	the	local	cheese	and	between	the	

two	there	is	an	interchangeable	relationship.	The	whole	community	recognises	the	cheese	

cooperative	–	known	in	the	local	dialect	as	casèl	–	as	the	‘official’	entity	who	takes	care	of	

the	 tangible	 production	 of	 cheeses	 of	 the	 valley.	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 the	 cheeses	 are	 all	

recognisable	through	specific	packaging,	 labels	and	occasionally	certifications	as	part	of	

this	 reality.	To	 conclude	 the	picture	of	 the	official	 organisation	of	 the	 cheese,	 I	 need	 to	

mention	 that	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 is	 member	 of	 the	 Provincial	 cheese	 cooperative	

Consorzio	dei	Caseifici	Sociali	Trentini119	(Concast)	(see	Appendix	B),	that	brings	together	

16	local	cheese	cooperatives.	The	Provincial	Cooperative	is	the	result	of	provincial	policies	

aiming	at	identifying	and	commercialising	key	agricultural	products	of	the	province.	Again,	

this	provides	an	official	status	to	this	cheese	network.	

If	you	agree	to	come	with	me	to	Mezzano	and	enter	into	the	cheese	cooperative	shop	you	

will	be	introduced	into	this	official	world.	First,	before	even	entering	the	shop	you	will	be	

captured	by	the	representation	painted	on	the	door	entrance	(see	Figure	7.2).	

	
119	Translated	as	‘Consortium	of	the	cheese	cooperatives	of	the	province	of	Trento’	(see	appendix	B).	
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Figure	7.2	Entrance	of	the	cheese	cooperative	shop	(cheese	cooperative	archive)	

Inside	the	roof	fascia	the	different	malghe	of	the	valleys	are	painted,	reminding	us	that	the	

cheese	is	connected	to	the	various	pasturelands	of	the	mountains	around.	At	the	centre	of	

the	portal	you	can	also	see	different	scenes	of	farming	and	cheese-making	occurring	at	the	

villages	(see	Figure	7.1)	and	at	the	prati.	This	reminds	us	that	the	cheese	is	connected	to	

the	embedded	skills	of	these	two	communities	of	practice.	Farmers,	winter	barns,	cheese-

makers,	cows,	farming	and	cheese-making	tools	are	all	portrayed.	

Then	you	can	use	one	of	the	two	doors	located	in	the	main	entrance	to	enter.	Inside	the	

shop,	a	cheese	display	will	appear	in	front	of	you	exhibiting	the	different	varieties	of	local	

cheese.	

	
Figure	7.3	The	cheese	shop	display:	the	cheese	museum	(cheese	cooperative	archive)	

You	will	be	able	to	notice	the	colours	and	textures	of	each	shape	of	cheese	and,	if	you	ask	

the	 cheese	 shop	assistants	 (see	Figure	7.3),	 you	will	 be	even	able	 to	 taste	 the	different	
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flavours	and	smell	each	of	the	pieces	offered	(see	Figure	7.4).	The	Official	Cheese	is	what	is	

behind	this	first	contact	with	the	cheese	display.	

	
Figure	7.4	Varieties	of	cheese	(cheese	cooperative	archive)	

The	mind	map	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 this	 chapter	 is	 the	 result	 of	 the	 thematic	 analysis	 I	

conduced	(see	section	4.6.3)	to	 identify	the	actors	of	 the	Official	Cheese120.	Some	actors	

remain	the	same	as	Genuine	and	Touristic	Cheese	such	as	the	pasturelands,	the	milk	and	

practice	of	milking,	the	cheese	and	the	practice	of	cheese-making.	Others	are	very	similar,	

for	instance	instead	of	the	malga,	it	appears	the	barn	and,	similarly,	instead	of	the	malgaro	

it	 appears	 the	 farmer.	 Finally,	 the	 main	 difference	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 network	 is	 the	

introduction	of	the	cheese	shop,	a	new	venue	for	this	cheesescape	(see	Figure	7.1).	

This	 chapter	 is	 organised	 on	 the	 concept	 of	 ‘the	 cheese	 with	 the	 three	 souls’	 which	

summarises	 the	main	 features	 emerging	 from	 the	 thematic	 analysis	 and	 the	 associated	

mind	map	that	I	will	explain	in	the	section	7.2.	The	section	7.2.1	explores	the	‘agricultural	

soul’	which	is	linked	to	the	farmers	(see	section	7.2.1),	the	barns	(see	section	7.2.2)	and	the	

pasturelands	(see	section	7.2.3).	Section	7.3	investigates	the	soul	connected	to	the	cheese-

making	production	which	I	call	‘food	soul’	and	section	7.4	describes	the	‘commercial	soul’	

which	take	shape	through	the	cheese	shop	(see	section	7.4.1)	and	the	different	locations	

which	serve	as	a	showcase	for	the	cheese	(see	section	7.4.2).	The	Official	Cheese	describes	

another	cheesescape	and	tell	another	story	of	the	cheese	of	Primiero.	

	
120	The	map	is	done	with	the	graphic	program	‘Adobe	Illustrator’	and	the	graphic	symbols	are	created	by	
Maria	Martini	e	Silvia	Massacesi.	
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7.2 Cheese	with	the	three	souls	

In	 the	previous	 section	 I	 clarified	 that	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 is	 the	protagonist	 in	 this	

network.	While	this	is	a	valid	statement,	in	this	section	I	will	expand	upon	the	complexity	

of	this	truth.	Reading	the	website	of	the	cheese	cooperative	in	the	menu	section	dedicated	

to	introducing	the	company121	it	is	written:	“the	cheese	company	is	a	cooperative	of	around	

63	members,	of	which	20	of	them	conferred	the	milk	only	during	the	summer	in	the	time	

of	alpeggio”122.	This	opening	sentence	clarifies	that	the	local	farmers	of	the	valleys,	who	

produce	the	milk	that	will	then	be	transformed	into	cheese,	make	up	the	majority	of	the	

cheese	cooperative.	Thus	the	cheese	cooperative	can	also	be	seen	as	the	organisation	of	the	

group	of	farmers	in	a	united	entity.		

Continuing	reading	the	text,	it	is	also	reported:	“the	cheese	cooperative	has	13123	fixed	term	

employees	and	 five	 seasonal	 staff	members	who	guarantee	 the	operation	of	 the	 cheese	

company	 and	 the	 connected	 cheese	 shop”124.	 Moreover,	 this	 concluding	 sentence	 also	

clarifies	 that	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 is	 comprised	 of	 the	 cheese	 company	 –	where	 the	

cheese-making	production	occurs	–	and	the	cheese	shop	–	where	the	cheeses	are	sold	to	

the	 public.	 Therefore,	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 is	 simultaneously	 made	 up	 by	 the	

cheese-makers	who	transform	the	farmers’	milk	into	cheese	shapes	and	the	cheese	shop	

assistants	who	retail	these	shapes.	

As	anticipated	in	the	previous	section,	the	arrangement	of	these	communities	of	practice	

configures	a	cheese	with	three	souls	(see	the	three	arrows	of	Figure	7.1,	these	connect	the	

actors	 and	 the	 associated	 souls).	 The	 local	 farmers,	who	 provide	 the	 fresh	milk	 to	 the	

cheese	factory,	gives	the	cheese	its	‘agricultural	soul’	(see	section	7.2.1).	The	cheese-makers	

who	transform	the	milk	into	cheese	are	the	protagonist	of	the	cheese-making	process,	and	

together	with	the	machines,	knowledge,	temperatures	and	ferments	participate	in	the	‘food	

soul’	 of	 this	 cheese	 (see	 section	 7.3).	 Ultimately,	 the	 local	 shop,	 owned	 by	 the	 cheese	

cooperative	itself,	is	used	to	sell	the	products,	and	along	with	other	promotional	strategies	

	
121	See.	https://www.caseificioprimiero.com/azienda	(accessed	19/02/2020).	
122	My	translation	of	the	following	text:	“Il	Caseificio	è	una	cooperativa	che	conta	circa	63	soci,	di	cui	un	
ventina	conferiscono	solamente	in	estate,	durante	il	periodo	dell’alpeggio”.	
123	In	2015	the	fixed	term	employees	are	14	(Caseificio	Sociale	di	Primiero,	2016).	
124	My	translation	of	the	following	Italian	text:	“Il	Caseificio	di	Primiero	dà	lavoro	a	13	dipendenti	fissi	e	5	
stagionali	per	il	funzionamento	del	caseificio	e	del	negozio	annesso”.	
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creates	the	‘commercial	soul’	of	the	cheese	(see	section	7.4).	In	the	coming	subsections	I	

will	explore	the	‘agricultural	soul’	of	the	Official	Cheese.	

7.2.1 Agricultural	soul	

	
Figure	7.5	Family	of	farmers	(Enrica	Pallaver	Photography)	

We	are	not	an	industry;	we	are	a	group	of	farmers’	families.	These	words	pronounced	by	

Michele	in	the	first	focus	group	I	conducted	with	the	members	of	the	cheese	cooperative	

probably	represent	one	of	the	concepts	I	heard	most	often	when	talking	with	the	farmers	

about	the	casèl.	It	means	that	at	the	heart	of	the	agricultural	soul	of	the	Official	Cheese	are	

the	47	families	of	farmers	who	are	members	of	the	cheese	cooperative	and	confer	the	fresh	

milk	 to	 the	 cheese	 factory	 (Caseificio	 Sociale	 di	 Primiero,	 2016).	 In	 the	 Figure	 7.5	 is	

represented	the	family	of	Giacomo	and	Lorenza.	

In	the	area	of	my	fieldwork,	it	is	common,	in	the	colloquial	language,	to	name	the	farmer	as	

contadino	denoting	an	Italian	peasant.	However,	when	I	asked	the	farmers	to	describe	their	

job,	they	described	themselves	as	professionals	of	mountain	agriculture	(see	Figure	7.1).	
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Ultimately,	article	2135	of	 the	 Italian	Civil	Code125	 introduces	 the	 juridical	 figure	of	 the	

imprenditore	 agricolo126	 (see	 section	 3.3.2.1).	 It	 thus	 identifies	 the	 farmer	 with	 the	

entrepreneur,	thus	stressing	the	concept	that	agriculture	is	a	professional	activity	directed	

to	 the	market	 and	 thus	 including	 a	 strong	 economic	 and	 technological	 dimension.	This	

etymological	 discussion	 clarifies	 that	 today	 the	 identity	 of	 the	 farmers	 reaches	 along	 a	

continuum	from	the	peasant	to	the	entrepreneur	(Tucker,	2010).	

These	multiple	identities	are	also	evident	in	the	description	of	the	term	‘food	producers’127:	

The	 producers	 look	 hesitant	 whether	 being	 agricoltori128,	 imprenditori	
agricoli	or	contadini	that	it	is	then	–	simply	but	not	excessively	–	the	work	
that	allows	all	of	us	to	eat.	(Segrè,	2015,	p.	12).	[my	translation]	129	

This	statement	is	particularly	relevant	if	we	consider	that	its	author,	Andrea	Segre’,	is	not	

only	a	professor	at	the	Department	of	Agricultural	and	Food	Science	at	Bologna	University,	

but	since	2014	is	also	the	president	of	the	Edmund	Mach	Foundation	in	San	Michele	all’Adige	

(see	Appendix	B).	This	is	an	agrarian	institution	located	close	to	the	city	of	Trento	within	

the	province	of	the	area	where	I	conducted	my	fieldwork	and	it	is	where	the	majority	of	the	

farmers	 of	 the	 valley	 were	 (and	 are	 also	 today)	 educated.	 Therefore,	 the	 educational	

programme	of	this	institute	dedicated	to	the	zootechnics	is	articulated	in	different	thematic	

modules	 that	encompass	economical,	 technical	and	more	general	agricultural	expertise,	

reflecting	the	complexity	of	becoming	a	dairy	farmer	in	today’s	world.		

Bearing	 this	 contextual	 information	 in	mind,	 I	will	 now	backtrack	 to	 the	way	 the	 local	

farmers	 define	 themselves.	 When	 I	 asked	 Flavio	 what	 he	 meant	 with	 the	 word	

‘professional’	he	stressed	the	fact	that	each	farm	calls	for	a	different	management	system	

based	on	its	specific	characteristics.	The	place	where	the	farm	is	located,	the	extension	of	

the	farmlands,	the	numbers	of	animals,	the	history	of	the	family,	the	participation	of	the	

	
125	 The	 Article	 2135	 of	 the	 Italian	 Civil	 Code	 defines	 that	 the	 imprenditore	 agricolo	 (agricultural	
entrepreneur)	is	someone	who	professionally	carries	out	an	organised	agricultural	activity	for	the	purpose	
of	producing	and	exchanging	goods	and	services.	The	agricultural	activity	has	as	ultimate	goal	the	market.	
126	Literally	translated	as	‘agricultural	entrepreneur’.	
127	 The	 description	 comes	 from	 the	 Italian	 book	 Cibo	 (meaning	 ‘food’)	 whose	 aim	 is	 to	 present	 the	
complexity	of	the	food	world	through	the	adjectives	used	to	describe	the	food	in	dictionary-style	book.	
128	Translated	as	‘farmer’.	
129	 My	 translation	 of	 the	 following	 Italian	 text:	 “I	 produttori	 sembrano	 incerti	 tra	 l’essere	 agricoltori,	
imprenditori	agricoli	o	contadini,	che	poi	è	–	semplicemente	ma	non	troppo	–	il	lavoro	che	consente	a	tutti	
di	mangiare”	(p.	12).	
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family	in	the	farming	activity	are	the	aspects	that	delineate	the	peculiarity	of	each	farm.	

Therefore,	each	farmer	is	challenged	in	a	different	way	according	to	these:	

There	is	the	one	who	works	towards	producing	more	milk	so	to	get	a	higher	
return,	 the	 one	 who	 works	 towards	 cutting	 more	 hay	 so	 to	 gain	 more	
contributions	 for	 it,	 there	 are	 different	 directions,	 let’s	 say	 (different)	
philosophical	schools.	(Flavio,	07/04/2016).	

In	 this	 way,	 each	 dairy	 farm	 revolves	 around	 common	 elements	 (animals’	 care,	 milk	

production	 and	 land	 management)	 which	 are	 carried	 out	 differently	 by	 each	 farmer	

according	 to	 the	 strengths	 and	 weaknesses	 of	 the	 farm.	 The	 term	 ‘professionals’	

emphasizes	the	feeling	of	the	farmers	that	they	practice	a	professional	activity	that,	as	such,	

requires	a	variety	of	skills	 that	go	beyond	the	sole	agricultural	dimension	and	needs	 to	

consider	multiple	dimensions.	

Therefore,	I	argue	that	the	professionalism	of	the	farmer	is	related	to	being	a	milk	producer	

(see	section	7.2.2),	a	mountain	farmer	(see	section	7.2.3),	and	a	food	producer	(see	arrows	

Figure	7.1).	Regarding	the	latter,	in	the	area	of	my	fieldwork	this	is	supported	by	the	fact	

that	the	farmers	are	also	members	of	the	cheese	coop	and	thus	participate	indirectly	in	the	

cheese-making	process	and	thus	food	production	(see	section	7.3).	The	next	sections	will	

expand	upon	each	of	the	aspects	mentioned,	which	are	also	reported	under	the	actor	‘multi	

soul	farmer’	in	the	Official	Cheese	mind	map	(see	Figure	7.1).	

7.2.2 Village	barns	

The	 milk	 production	 occurs	 in	 the	 barns	 of	 the	 villages.	 This	 practice	 of	 the	 farmers	

connects	the	agricultural	soul	of	the	cheese	to	its	food	soul	since	in	the	barns	the	farmers	

produce	 the	milk,	 the	raw	 ingredient	 that,	at	 the	cheese	 factory,	becomes	cheese	 (Lévi-

Strauss,	 2012).	 The	 establishment	 of	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 and	 its	 evolution	plays	 an	

important	 role	 in	 how	 the	 milk	 production	 evolved	 in	 the	 area	 within	 the	 sector	 of	

mountain	 dairy	 farming.	 This	 evolution	 also	 affected	 the	way	 the	 village	 barns	 of	 each	

farmer	are	organised	and	therefore	these	represent	another	‘actor’	of	the	mind	map	(see	

Figure	7.1).	

When	I	asked	the	famers	what	the	cheese	cooperative	meant	to	them,	the	conversations	

unfolded	around	what	agricultural	practices	were	 introduced	and	conversely,	what	had	

disappeared	since	it	started	to	operate	in	1981.	The	farmers	brought	to	my	attention	that	
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the	cheese	cooperative	carried	out	an	important	economical	function	since	for	the	first	time	

it	guaranteed	a	fixed	monthly	salary	to	the	farmers	determined	by	the	amount	of	milk	they	

produced.		

On	the	other	hand,	since	this	economic	stability	revolved	around	the	quantity	delivered,	

the	mountain	farmers’	income	had	become	highly	dependent	on	the	litres	of	milk	produced	

(see	Figure	7.1).	As	a	consequence,	the	famers	started	to	produce	more	litres	of	milk	in	

order	 to	 obtain	 a	 higher	 income.	 Therefore,	 they	 created	 bigger	 mountain	 farms	 by	

increasing	 the	numbers	of	animals	and	 thus	 the	 total	amount	of	milk	produced130.	This	

created	a	change	in	the	structure	of	the	barns	and	the	numbers	of	animals	possessed	by	

each	 farmer.	 Today	 the	 challenges	 associated	 with	 these	 numbers	 also	 affect	 the	

management	of	the	farmlands,	as	I	will	explain	in	the	next	section.	

The	second	problem	that	the	dairy	farming	of	Primiero	is	facing	today	is	
the	 numbers	 of	 animals	 and	 consequently	 the	 production	 of	 local	 hay	
(forage).	It	is	a	small	valley	and	if	each	farmer	would	have	50	cows,	there	
will	not	be	a	place	for	all	of	them	[in	the	territory].	On	the	other	hand,	you	
cannot	 say	 you	 can	 have	 30	 cows	 and	 you	 can	 have	 20.	 (Giacomo,	
13/11/2015).	

In	 providing	 economic	 stability,	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 also	 works	 toward	 the	

improvement	of	the	quality	of	the	milk	produced	by	introducing	specific	regulations	and	

parameters	 for	an	additional	payment	 called	Latte	Qualità	 (see	Figure	7.1).	Today	milk	

samples	are	analysed	at	least	twice	a	month	for	each	farm	of	the	area	and	based	on	the	

amount	of	fat,	protein,	bacterial	count	and	somatic	cells	of	these	analyses	the	additional	

payment	is	given	(Caseificio	Sociale	di	Primiero,	2015,	2019).	

In	 the	 conversations	 with	 the	 farmer	 about	 the	 regulations	 introduced	 by	 the	 cheese	

cooperative	and	affecting	the	management	of	their	practices,	one	of	the	farmers	invited	me	

to	reflect	on	the	following:	

When	an	old	famer	milked	by	hand	[referring	to	the	time	where	farmers	did	
not	confer	the	milk	to	the	cheese	cooperative],	everything	would	go	into	the	
milk	bucket	and	then	consequently	on	the	cheese	that	all	of	us	used	to	eat.	
So	 I	 do	 ask	 to	 you:	 is	 it	 better	 today	 or	 then?	 (Giovanni	 Battista,	
21/04/2016).	

	
130	More	animals	correspond	to	higher	amount	of	litres	produced.	
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Although	 the	 implications	 related	 to	 the	 change	 in	 the	milk	 production,	 this	 statement	

draws	the	attention	on	the	improvements	the	farmers	see	associated	with	the	presence	of	

the	cheese	cooperative	and	the	regulations	consequently	introduced.	

7.2.2.1 Geographical	milk	

In	this	subsection	I	will	discuss	a	regulation	on	the	use	of	local	forage	that	was	introduced	

by	 the	 cheese	 cooperative.	 This	 regulation	 is	 very	 relevant	 and	 therefore	 it	 deserves	 a	

dedicated	section	since	its	presence	determines	what	I	called	‘geographical	milk’,	which	is	

the	milk	I	associated	with	the	Official	Cheese	(see	Figure	7.1).	

This	 cheese	cooperative	 regulation	states	 that	 the	 farmers	must	mainly131	use	 the	 local	

forage	 to	 feed	 their	 animals	 in	 order	 to	 produce	 a	 milk	 that	 is	 respectful	 of	 the	

characteristics	of	the	local	environment.	This	regulation	not	only	affects	the	quality	of	the	

milk	(and	its	geography)	but	also	gives	some	requirements	to	the	farmers	about	the	diet	to	

give	to	their	cattle	and	thus	affects	their	agricultural	practices.	If	on	one	hand	the	farmers	

were	encouraged	to	foster	their	roles	as	milk	producers	and	thus	produce	more	litres	of	

milk	 (see	 section	 7.2.2)	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 the	 cheese	 cooperative,	 in	 introducing	 this	

regulation	tried	to	create	a	balance	between	this	‘productivity’	and	a	greater	attention	to	

the	farmlands	and	cattle	diet.	However,	the	cheese	cooperative	has	not	put	in	place	any	

controlling	 process,	 as	 it	 is	 challenging	 to	 effectively	measure	 the	 quantity	 of	 local	 hay	

produced	and/or	the	amount	imported.	

From	this	regulation	emerges	the	concept	of	 the	geographical	milk.	With	geographical	 I	

mean	that	the	geography	and	thus	the	‘local	origin’	of	the	milk	become	important	in	making	

the	 cheese	 rooted	 into	 the	place	 (Barham,	2003,	2016;	Bérard,	2016).	The	milk	 indeed	

reflects	the	characteristic	of	the	territory132	as	it	is	produced	from	local	cows,	fed	with	the	

hay	made	by	the	local	farmers	with	the	grass	of	the	local	pasturelands	(see	Figure	7.1).	The	

locality	is	a	central	aspect	that	will	be	reflected	in	the	final	product	(see	section	7.3.3).	

	
131	In	the	cheese	cooperative	regulations,	the	exact	percentage	of	the	local	forage	to	use	is	not	indicated,	
however	 the	 in	 the	 regulations	 adopted	by	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 for	 the	production	 of	 some	 specific	
cheeses	–	DOP	Puzzone	di	Moena	and	Grana	Padano	–	the	percentages	specified	are	respectively	60%	and	
75%.	
132	What	in	this	research	was	described	as	terroir	(see	section	2.2.1).	
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7.2.3 Farmlands	

In	addition	to	their	animals’	care	and	their	milk	production,	the	farmers	take	care	of	the	

land.	This	aspect	makes	them	closer	to	the	figure	of	the	contadino	as	it	connects	them	to	

the	countryside	and	the	rural	environment	where	they	carry	out	their	practices.		

The	farmers	reflected	upon	the	importance	of	their	role	as	‘keeper	of	the	mountains’	and	

thus	on	the	way	they	manage	their	pasturelands,	as	depicted	in	the	following	statement:		

Our	commitment	to	the	pasturelands	is	very	important	because	if	you	take	
the	 farmers	off	 that	 land	you	do	not	have	much	 (...)	 our	presence	allows	
keeping	the	 lands	alive	and	in	equilibrium	with	the	natural	environment.	
(Giovanni,	12/05/2016).	

The	difference	between	farming	in	flat	areas	and	mountainous	ones	is	strongly	recognised	

in	 the	 area	 of	 the	 fieldwork	 because	 geographically	 the	 area	 is	 located	 between	 the	

mountain	 range	 of	 the	 Dolomites	 (Trentino	 Region)	 and	 the	 flat	 area	 of	 the	 Pianura	

Padana133	(Veneto	Region)	(see	Figure	1.2).	

In	 a	 mountain	 environment,	 the	 land	 is	 highly	 fragmented	 due	 to	 geographical	 and	

morphological	barriers	and	some	portions	of	grassland	are	steep	and	not	easy	to	access.	

The	farmers’	tractors	cannot	work	through	steep	grassland	and	the	management	of	these	

sections	would	require	the	farmers	to	do	the	work	by	hand,	which	does	not	fit	the	current	

mindset	of	efficiency	and	productivity.		

	
133	Pianura	Padana	 is	 the	biggest	 flat	 area	of	 Italy,	 in	 the	Veneto	Region,	 strongly	devoted	 to	extensive	
agriculture.	
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Figure	7.6	Hay	making	by	hand	(Enrica	Pallaver	Photography)	

In	the	plain	areas,	the	land	is	all	flat	and	thus	completely	accessible	by	tractor.	This	aspect	

represents	one	of	the	differences	occurring	between	mountain	and	flat	land	and	shows	that	

mountain	context	offers	additional	challenges	for	the	farmers	(Bovolenta,	2010;	Bovolenta,	

Pasut,	&	Dovier,	2008;	Gios,	2008;	Orland,	2004).		

Further	aspects	of	this	difference	emerged	from	the	examples	reported	during	different	

conversations	I	had	with	the	farmers.	Here	Giulia	highlights	the	higher	cost	associated	with	

the	mountain	agriculture:		

Practicing	agriculture	in	the	mountains	is	different	than	doing	it	in	the	flat	
area,	 that	she	refers	 to	as	Bassa134.	Let’s	do	the	example	of	agricultural	
machinery.	In	the	mountain	environment	it	lasts	less	and	there	are	higher	
expenses	 for	 its	 maintenance	 and	 for	 the	 transport.	 (Diary	 1,	
02/09/2015).	

Other	 considerations	 on	 the	 same	 topic	 emerged	 in	 one	 of	 the	 focus	 groups	 with	 the	

farmers:	

Giacomo:	In	the	flat	area	you	build	a	huge	barn	and	put	the	animals	inside	
to	 produce	 the	milk,	 the	 barn	 is	 an	 obscenity	 but	 it	 does	 not	matter	 […]	
Flavio:	Here	the	consumer	buys	the	cheese	at	the	cheese	cooperative	and	3-
4	kilometres	away	there	are	the	barns	where	the	milk	has	been	produced.	
You	are	visible;	you	cannot	hide	behind	a	leaflet!	(24/04/2016).	

	
134	Colloquial	way	to	refer	to	Pianura	Padana.	
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An	additional	challenge	they	face	is	due	to	the	fragmented	nature	of	the	land.	Every	little	

piece	 of	 land	 is	 owned	 by	 different	 private	 owners	 and	 the	 farmers	 need	 to	 work	 on	

dislocated	sections	in	order	expand	the	quantity	of	land	and	the	productivity	of	their	own	

farms.	

Ernesto:	our	problem	is	that	the	territory…	the	lands	are	private.	We	cannot	
do	what	we	want	[…]	Flavio:	it	results	complicated	even	to	undertake	any	
ameliorative	work	as	logically	everyone	is	owner	of	its	own	piece	of	land;	
Giancarlo:	and	they	do	not	allow	you	to	do	it.	(24/04/2016).	

Farmlands	 assume	 such	 an	 important	 role	 for	 the	 farmers	 since	 these	 enable	 the	

agricultural	 practices	 of	 hay	 making	 and	 manure	 management	 that	 I	 will	 respectively	

illustrate	in	the	next	two	sub-sections.		

7.2.3.1 Hay	making		

Hay	making	is	associated	with	the	agricultural	soul	of	Official	Cheese	(see	Figure	7.1).	Hay	

making	is	the	practice	of	the	mountain	farmers	to	produce	forage	to	feed	their	own	cattle.	

It	 involves	 different	 operations,	 which	mainly	 include	mowing,	 drying	 and	 storage.	 By	

cutting	 the	grasslands	(mowing),	 then	turning	 through	(drying),	and	stacking	(storage),	

mountain	farmers	use	the	lands	to	produce	food	for	the	animals.	

	
Figure	7.7	Hay	making	with	the	tractors	(Enrica	Pallaver	Photography)	

In	carrying	out	this	activity,	they	consider	themselves	as	food	producers.	I	admit	that	the	

first	 time	 I	 heard	 this	 concept	 I	was	 very	 surprised.	 I	 assumed	 that	 farmers	were	 food	

producers	 because	 they	 produce	 the	milk	 used	 to	make	 cheese	 not	 because	 they	were	

making	the	hay	for	their	cattle!	
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The	majority	of	us,	also	produces	the	food	to	feed	their	animals,	it	does	not	
only	 produce	 the	 raw	 ingredient	 that	 will	 become	 food.	 (Giovanni,	
07/04/2016).	

The	 hay	making	 practice	 is	 also	 the	 symbol	 of	 the	 relationship	 of	 the	 farmer	with	 the	

territory.	 If	 the	 farmer	still	produces	his/her	own	hay	and	does	not	need	to	supply	any	

(additional)	quantity	of	forage	from	the	flat	area,	the	milk	is	made	with	elements	of	the	

locality	and	thus	reflects	the	terroir.	

Our	farms	need	to	be	[embedded]	in	the	territory,	in	the	sense	that,	in	my	
opinion,	we	do	not	have	to	have	big	farms	that	are	committed	to	buy	the	
product	[ref	to	hay]	from	outside.	We	need	to	have	farms	[embedded]	in	the	
territory,	that	keeps	the	land,	that	produces	their	own	hay	and	milk,	only	in	
this	 way	 you	 have	 a	 local	 product	 [referring	 to	 cheese]	 effectively	
representing	the	territory.	(Giancarlo,	07/04/2019).	

Conversely,	if	the	farmer	purchases	their	hay	from	the	flat	area,	the	milk	is	not	connected	

to	the	local	land	when	converted	into	cheese.	When	I	asked	Giancarlo	to	further	explain	this	

concept	he	described	the	difference	between	‘being	food	producers’	(ref.	quote	above)	and	

‘being	food	processor’	(ref.	quote	below):	

You	realise	[that	you	are	not	making	a	local	product]	when	you	don’t	have	
enough	territory	for	the	manure	disposal	or	when	you	have	to	buy	the	hay	
from	outside,	do	you	understand?	You	do	not	have	enough	territory.	In	this	
way	you	become	a	‘food	processor’,	you	take	the	hay	from	the	flat	area	and	
transform	it	into	milk.	(Giancarlo,	07/04/2019).	

The	tractor	is	an	important	element	of	the	hay	making	practice,	as	it	is	the	tool	employed	

to	mow	the	grass	(see	Figure	7.7).	However,	taking	with	an	historian	of	the	area	about	the	

evolution	of	the	territory,	I	found	out	that	he	sees	the	farmers	as	being	more	connected	to	

their	tractors	than	to	their	lands,	and	in	his	view,	the	tractor	represents	the	disconnection	

of	the	farmer	and	their	role	as	food	producer.	

In	this	sense,	the	farmers	were	expropriated	of	their	knowledge	and	skills	in	
this	matter	[ref	to	cheese-making]	and	were	put	on	top	of	a	tractor	to	go	
back	and	forward.	(Gianco,	14/12/2015).	

But	the	farmers	consider	the	tractor	a	crucial	element	of	their	hay	making	practice	and	in	

the	continuity	of	the	land	management	aspect	related	to	their	job.	In	this	case	a	specific	

element,	 the	 tractor	 (see	 Figure	 7.1),	 assumes	 completely	 opposite	 meanings	 for	 two	

communities	of	practice.	The	meanings	reflect	 the	different	 interpretations	given	to	 the	

agricultural	practices,	which	ultimately	affect	the	way	the	food	is	perceived.		
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7.2.3.2 Manure	disposal	

The	farmland	is	also	used	for	the	disposal	of	 livestock	manure	(see	Figure	7.1).	Manure	

disposal	 is	 a	 practice	 which	 provides	 rich	 nutrients	 to	 the	 soil,	 when	 it	 is	 carried	 out	

according	to	certain	standards	(Rufino	et	al.,	2007;	Van	der	Meer,	2008).	When	the	quantity	

of	manure	is	excessive,	the	practice	ceases	to	be	beneficial	and	it	will	eventually	result	in	

nutrients	 overloading	 the	 soil	 (Petersen	 et	 al.,	 2007).	 According	 to	 the	 farmers,	 the	

excessive	 accumulation	 of	 animal	 waste	 on	 the	 land	 is	 strongly	 related	 to	 the	

unsustainability	of	the	farm	itself.	When	the	number	of	animals	is	beyond	the	space	needed	

for	the	disposal	of	their	waste	or	when	the	animals	are	fed	excessively	in	order	to	increase	

the	milk	production,	the	direct	consequence	is	an	excessive	production	of	manure.	When	

the	waste	to	dispose	on	the	soil	is	disproportionate	to	the	amount	of	land	available,	it	is	

likely	that	the	land	is	just	used	for	manure	disposal	and	not	for	hay	making,	and	thus	the	

quality	of	the	pasturelands	and	of	the	environment	deteriorates.	

Furthermore,	the	wrong	disposal	techniques	and	poor	timing	contribute	to	these	issues.	

For	example,	if	the	waste	comes	into	contact	with	surface	or	ground	water	it	can	affect	the	

quality	 of	 the	 aquatic	 environment.	 Environmental	 issues	 also	 arise	 due	 to	 the	 high	

quantity	 of	 nitrogen	 absorbed	 by	 the	 soil	 which	 affects	 its	 biodiversity	 and	 its	 floral	

composition.	The	letter	‘Considering	the	Umbelliferae’	(see	Figure	7.1)	presented	during	

late	summer	2015	by	Slow	Food	condotta	 together	with	another	nine	 local	associations	

aimed	to	raise	the	attention	of	the	community	and	municipal	administrators	toward	the	

local	 farmers	 and	 to	 denounce	 the	 environmental	 effects	 of	 manure	 disposal	 on	 the	

pastureland	(see	Appendix	F).		

The	letter	suggests	to	“stop,	breathe	and	consider	the	story	of	a	cow	parsnip135”,	presented	

as	an	invasive	species	growing	in	nitrogen-rich	soil.	By	retracing	its	evolution,	it	illustrates	

the	excessive	effluent	disposal	in	grassland	and	meadows	practiced	by	the	local	farmers	

and	the	consequent	use	of	weed	killer	to	control	the	spread	of	invasive	species.	Alternative	

solutions	such	as	to	dispose	less	effluent	or	to	dispose	just	mature	manure	are	suggested.	

This	letter	became	a	source	of	confrontation	between	the	actors	of	the	area	and	drew	public	

attention	to	the	sensitive	topic	of	manure	and	effluent.		

	
135	Common	name	for	a	genus	/species	of	the	family	of	the	Umbelliferae.	
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This	was	 a	 highly	 discussed	 topic	 during	 the	 focus	 group	 conversations,	 both	with	 the	

farmers	and	with	the	members	of	the	Slow	Food	condotta.	The	latter	explains:		

From	our	perspective,	when	we	talk	about	weed	control	in	pasturelands,	we	
are	talking	about	food.	(Antonella,	11/05/2016).	

In	fact,	the	topic	was	brought	to	the	attention	of	the	community	also	with	the	declaration	

of	Antonella,	the	representative	of	local	Slow	Food	condotta,	at	the	public	final	meeting:	

The	challenges	of	the	dairy	farmers	today	are	paid	on	two	levels	[…]	one	is	
to	maintain	the	credibility	of	being	the	figure	who	cares	and	maintains	our	
territory.	(10/06/2016).	

It	was	very	interesting	for	me	as	a	researcher	to	see	that	speaking	of	cheese	meant	speaking	

of	land.	On	one	hand,	it	confirms	that	food	is	still	strongly	rooted	in	a	terroir	but	at	the	same	

time	reminded	me	the	challenges	that	a	farmer	lives	out	between	their	multiple	identities	

of	being	a	‘contadino’,	‘agricoltore’	and	‘imprenditore	agricolo’	(as	I	reported	at	the	section	

7.2).	 Additionally,	 for	 me,	 as	 a	 social	 science	 researcher,	 it	 was	 difficult	 to	 make	 any	

evaluation	on	the	“veracity”	of	 this	problem	since	 it	 is	an	 issue	 involving	knowledge	on	

natural	sciences	(and	even	chemistry!)	which	I	do	not	possess.	

To	have	another	insider	perspective	on	this	issue	I	also	talked	with	Luigi,	the	head	of	the	

local	 Forestry	Office	 in	 order	 to	 understand	 the	 challenges	 that	 the	 Forest	 Service	was	

facing	when	dealing	with	the	lands	of	the	farmers.	Was	the	effluent/manure	disposal	done	

properly?	 Was	 the	 quantity	 of	 effluent/manure	 disposed	 excessive	 for	 land	 available?	

Finally,	 he	 suggested	 inviting	 a	 professor	 from	 Padua	 University	 to	 speak	 about	 the	

practices	around	effluent/manure	management	and	disposal	and	reflect	with	the	farmers	

on	ways	they	could	‘measure’	the	quality	of	the	local	pasturelands	to	eventually	improve	

these.	

During	the	Cheese	Coop	Project,	the	attention	was	directed	to	the	collaboration	between	

farmers	and	hospitality	providers.	However,	the	farmers	agreed	to	conduct	two	specific	

focus	groups	just	on	the	topic	of	manure	disposal.	The	professor	from	Padua	University	

participated	but	no	actions	were	put	in	place	during	the	project.	When	I	came	back	a	year	

later	(August	2018)	for	a	few	days	visit,	I	learnt	from	Alberto	that	they	were	working	with	

the	agrarian	institute	Edmund	Mach	Foundation	in	San	Michele	all’Adige	(see	Appendix	B)	

on	 the	 quality	 of	 pasturelands.	 This	 means	 that	 the	 farmers	 agreed	 to	 work	 towards	
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improving	the	quality	of	the	grass	on	their	farmlands.	This	was	an	unexpected	effect	of	the	

raised	awareness	that	was	created	around	the	‘agricultural	side’	of	the	Official	Cheese,	as	

confirmed	in	a	written	communication	I	had	with	Alberto:	

The	 project	 ‘Prati’	 is	 indeed	 the	 continuation	 of	 the	 project	 ‘Nutrire	 il	
Domani’	[ref	to	Cheese	Coop	Project].	The	aim	of	the	project	is	to	improve	
the	quality	of	the	farmlands,	to	reduce	the	invasive	plants	and	additionally	
increase	the	quality	and	quantity	of	the	forage	made	with	local	hay.	Some	
farmers	have	committed	in	providing	some	portions	of	their	farmlands	to	
carry	out	the	improvements	required.	Up	to	now	these	improvements	has	
been	 paid	 by	 the	 cheese	 cooperative.	 (WhatsApp	 communication	
20/02/2020).	

The	fact	the	cheese	cooperative	is	paying	for	the	improvement	of	the	farmlands	of	the	

farmers	confirms	my	argument:	speaking	about	cheese	means	speaking	about	land.	It	also	

demonstrates	that	taking	care	of	the	milk	transformation	begins	in	taking	care	of	the	

pastureland.	

7.3 Food	soul	

Alberto	 defines	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 as	 il	 casaro	 dei	 casari136	 (see	 Figure	 7.1).	 As	

mentioned	in	the	introduction	of	this	chapter,	the	cheese	cooperative	is	the	main	actor	of	

the	valleys	producing	local	cheeses	with	the	milk	delivered	by	the	local	farmers	Figure	7.8).		

This	is	part	of	an	agreement	where	the	local	farmers	are	committed	to	exclusively	provide	

their	milk	to	the	cheese	cooperative.	They	cannot	make	their	own	cheeses	with	the	milk	

they	produce.	On	the	other	hand,	since	the	cheese	cooperative	only	works	with	cows’	milk,	

the	few	goat	farmers	cannot	count	on	the	support	of	the	cheese-making	factory	and	thus	

they	make	their	own	cheeses.	Therefore,	the	goat	cheeses	are	another	type	of	local	cheeses	

produced	and	commercialised	 in	 the	area	and	 some	are	 sold	at	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	

shop.	

As	part	of	the	regulations	of	the	cheese	cooperative,	the	cheese-making	is	allowed	only	in	

the	cheese	factory	and	not	in	malga.	The	attentive	reader	would	remember	at	this	point	

that	in	Touristic	Cheese	the	milk	produced	in	the	malghe	of	the	area	with	the	cows	of	the	

cheese	 cooperative	 members	 is	 transported	 to	 the	 cheese	 factory	 at	 Mezzano	 and	

	
136	Translated	as	‘the	cheese-maker	of	all	cheese-makers’.	
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transformed	there.	Then	the	same	milk,	 in	 the	shape	of	cheeses,	does	come	back	to	 the	

malghe	and	become	part	of	 the	dishes	offered	 from	 the	menu	of	 their	 restaurants	 (see	

section	6.2.1.1.).	

	
Figure	7.8	Cheese-maker	making	ricotta	in	the	cheese	factory	

(Enrica	Pallaver	Photography)	

What	makes	this	cheese	as	Official	is	indeed	also	the	existence	of	regulations,	like	the	ones	

just	mentioned,	since	these	provide	a	sort	of	‘license’	for	the	local	cheese	to	operate.	It	is	

like	this	version	of	Cheese	dresses	in	the	uniform	of	the	‘authority’	where	the	procedures	

validate	 its	 existence	 (see	 cheese	 symbol	 of	 Figure	 7.1).	 This	 is	 especially	 true	 when	

addressing	 the	 ‘food	 soul’	 of	 this	 cheese	 where	 regulations	 are	 abundant	 and	 criteria,	

standards,	and	parameters	are	needed	to	attest	to	the	quality	of	the	production	process	and	

the	final	product.	

The	cheese	cooperative	works	daily	with	a	significant	amount	of	milk,	around	14,000	kg	

daily137.	 To	 handle	 this	 quantity,	 the	 structure	 is	 organised	more	 systematically	 than	 a	

singular	 farmer-cheese-maker	would	do.	 The	 system	behind	 the	production	 confers	 an	

industrial	component	to	the	Official	Cheese:	 industrial	practices	are	thus	put	in	place	to	

regulate	 the	milk	 transformation	process	and	the	consequent	cheese	production.	At	 the	

same	 time,	when	 I	 had	my	 first	 conversation	with	Alberto,	 he	 promptly	 (and	 proudly)	

highlighted	the	part	of	the	process	that	still	requires	the	touch	of	the	hand	of	the	casaro,	the	

	
137	This	data	comes	from	an	internal	document	of	cheese	cooperative	about	the	milk	provision	(kilograms)	
for	January-December,	2017,	2018	and	2019.	
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cheese-maker.	The	cheese-makers’	knowledge	and	skills	thus	provide	a	human	component	

to	the	Official	Cheese.	Lastly,	there	are	aspects	of	the	locality	that	emerge	during	the	cheese-

making	process	that	distinguish	this	cheese.	I	will	expand	upon	the	industrial	components,	

the	human	components	and	the	locality	in	the	following	sub-sections.	

7.3.1 Industrial	components	

Following	the	itinerary	of	the	cheese,	the	truck	of	the	cheese	cooperative	drives	daily	to	the	

different	 farms	 of	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 members	 to	 collect	 the	 milk138.	 Each	 farm	

provides	the	same	quantity	of	milk	at	the	same	time,	every	day139.	I	observed	this	practice	

many	times	when	I	was	visiting	the	farmers	in	their	farms.	The	truck	is	furnished	with	a	

cooling	tank	system	that	allows	keeping	the	milk	just	collected	at	a	constant	temperature	

while	on	the	way	to	the	cheese	factory	(see	Figure	7.9).	

	
Figure	7.9	The	milk	truck	(Enrica	Pallaver	Photography)	

When	it	arrives	there,	the	milk	is	deposited	in	two	huge	cooling	tanks	that	will	keep	the	

temperature	 low	 for	 the	whole	night.	 In	 this	way,	 the	milk	 stays	 fresh	and	 ready	 to	be	

processed	in	the	following	morning	by	the	cheese-makers.	

	
138	For	each	farm,	the	milk	collection	is	done	once	or	twice	a	day.	The	truck	collects	the	milk	after	the	milking	
time	both	 in	 the	morning	and	 in	 the	afternoon,	based	on	 the	areas	where	 the	 farm	 is	 located.	Only	 the	
farmers	that	produce	a	small	quantity	of	milk,	and	thus	do	not	have	the	cooing	tank	system	in	their	own	
farm,	convey	the	milk	twice	a	day	after	the	two	milking	times.	
139	The	milk	collection	time	can	vary	during	the	different	seasons,	for	instance	in	summer	the	milk	truck	
extends	its	driving	route	to	reach	the	different	malghe	(see	Touristic	Cheese).	
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Each	morning	at	5am	 the	 first	 cheese-makers	 start	 their	 job140.	The	cheese-makers	use	

their	naked	hands	(without	plastic	gloves141)	to	touch	the	milk,	to	feel	its	texture	after	the	

coagulation,	 to	decide	when	 the	 curd	 is	 ready,	 to	 fold	 the	 cheesecloth	 and	 to	press	 the	

cheeses.	Hands	are	important	components	of	this	network	(see	section	7.3.2)	together	with	

the	temperatures	(see	Figure	7.1).	

The	 temperature(s)	 set	 for	 the	 milk	 during	 the	 different	 stages	 of	 the	 cheese-making	

process	are	fundamental	 in	defining	the	final	type	of	the	cheese.	Furthermore,	concerns	

about	the	safety	of	the	raw	milk	(see	section	7.3.3)	have	led	to	restrictions	in	its	use	and	as	

a	consequence	various	parameters	are	used	to	assure	the	high	standard	of	the	milk	and	the	

related	cheese	(Asher,	2015).		

Normally	the	temperatures	are	controlled	by	the	casari	based	on	the	type	of	cheese	they	

are	 going	 to	 make.	 However,	 there	 is	 a	 specific	 multi-purpose	 stainless	 steel	 machine	

(called	in	Italian	polivante)	that	has	a	complex	automatic	system	in	which	the	temperature	

and	the	timing	of	each	step	are	pre-set	through	a	predefined	‘recipe’.	Even	if	this	part	of	the	

process	is	automated,	the	casari	need	to	supervise	the	entire	process	and	eventually	change	

the	temperatures	during	the	processing	according	to	the	how	they,	with	the	hand	touch,	

‘feel’	the	curd.	

In	 order	 to	 understand	 the	 cheese-making	practice	 I	was	 introduced	 to	 a	 the	 technical	

adviser	of	 the	 cheese	 cooperative,	Giampaolo.	He	 informed	me	 that	 the	majority	of	 the	

cheeses	are	made	with	 raw	milk,	but	 for	a	 few142	 the	milk	undergoes	a	heat	 treatment	

needed	in	this	case	to	confer	to	the	cheese	the	solubility	required	for	these	types	of	cheese.	

This	 highlights	 again	 that	 any	 choice	 about	 the	 temperature	 affects	 the	 cheese-making	

process	and	outcome.	

The	 times	 followed	 by	 the	 truck	 for	 collecting	 the	 milk,	 the	 repetitive	 nature	 of	 the	

operations,	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 temperatures	 before	 and	 during	 the	 cheese-making	

process,	the	precision	of	the	processing	time	thanks	to	the	polivante	are	indeed	all	essential	

elements	of	this	network	as	reported	in	the	mind	map	(see	Figure	7.1).	I	argue	that	times,	

	
140	 Between	 6	 and	 7am	 other	 cheese-makers	 arrive	 and	 the	 cheese	 making	 process	 ends	 around	 10-
10.30am	each	morning.		
141	I	am	drawing	attention	to	the	plastic	gloves	since	I	consider	these	as	the	symbol	of	hygienic	requirements	
which	in	this	case	are	absent	from	this	network.	
142	Only	the	cheeses	‘Dolomiti’	and	‘Fontal’.	
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temperatures,	 and	 the	 steel	 machines	 are	 non-human	 actors,	 using	 the	 word	 of	 Actor	

Network	Theory	(ANT)	(see	section	4.6.1)	that	give	evidence	of	the	industrial	components	

of	the	Official	Cheese.	

7.3.2 	Human	components	

In	the	previous	chapter	I	clarified	that	cheese-makers’	hands	still	play	an	important	role	in	

the	 transformation	 process	 and	 for	 defining	 when	 the	 coagulation	 ends.	 With	 their	

experience	they	decide	when	the	curds	have	reached	the	consistency	needed	for	that	type	

of	cheese	and	then	collect	it	with	a	cloth	and	put	in	the	form	to	be	drained	or	pressed.	When	

I	conducted	the	 focus	groups	with	 the	cheese	cooperative	members,	 the	cheese-making	

process	was	described	as	a	craft	art	and	the	cheese-maker	as	an	artisan	of	the	food.		

Adriana:	The	challenge	for	the	casaro	is	to	make	the	same	cheese	with	a	
milk	 that	 changes	 every	 month	 […]	 Alberto:	 [ref	 to	 previous	 speech	 of	
Adriana]	I	think	she	did	not	mean	that	the	cheese	was	absolutely	identical	
in	its	characteristics.	It	is	obvious	that	the	milk	of	May	would	taste	different	
from	the	milk	of	June	and	that	the	milk	of	November	will	have	another	taste	
too.	The	variability	exists.	The	challenge	is	to	make,	within	this	variability	of	
the	milk,	a	cheese	[that]	tastes	always	good.	(25/04/5016).	

Giovanni	Battista.	explains	when	the	importance	of	this	human	touch:	

The	industry	homologates	everything;	we	do	not	absolutely	do	this.	If	there	
is	a	small	imperfection	in	the	production	process,	first	you	touch,	feel,	smell	
[the	 cheese].	 The	 industry	 is	 all	 the	 same	 and	 it	 has	 to	 come	 000143	 for	
everything	[implicit:	here	it	does	not].	(25/04/5016).	

In	the	conversation	with	Alberto	he	also	mentions	the	importance	of	the	knowledge	and	

experience	of	the	cheese-maker	which	is	one	of	the	important	elements	of	the	network	(see	

Figure	7.1).	He	says	that	the	cheese-makers	adapt	the	industrial	process	of	the	machines	to	

the	weather	 conditions	 and	 the	 season	 of	 the	 year,	 and	 this	 varies	 every	 day,	 thus	 the	

supervision	 of	 the	man	 over	 the	machine	 is	 still	 fundamental,	 according	 to	 Alberto,	 to	

assure	high	quality	cheeses	(see	Figure	7.10).		

	
143	With	the	expression	‘it	has	to	come	000’	it	means	‘it	has	to	be	identical’.	
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Figure	7.10	Cheese-maker	supervising	the	making	of	tosèla	

(Enrica	Pallaver	Photography)	

When	I	had	a	conversion	with	Giampaolo,	he	also	made	me	notice	that	many	of	the	types	of	

cheese	produced	are	washed-rind	cheeses.	It	means	that	during	the	cheese	curing	process	

the	cheese-makers	regularly	visit	the	cellars,	turn	the	cheeses	around	by	hand	and	decide	

when	to	wash	the	forms	rind	with	a	solution	of	saltwater	brine	to	allow	the	development	

of	specific	bacteria	(see	Figure	7.11).	The	cheese-makers	decide	how	much	water	and	salt	

is	needed	in	the	solution	and	how	often	the	cheese	needs	to	be	washed	with	this	washing	

solution.		

	
Figure	7.11	Cheese-maker	washing	the	rind	of	the	cheese	

(Enrica	Pallaver	Photography)	

Again,	the	knowledge,	experience	and	skills	of	the	cheese-maker	protagonists	are	essential	

elements	of	this	human	component	of	the	cheese.	
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7.3.3 Taste	of	the	locality	

Raw	milk	has	become	a	symbol	of	resistance	in	the	world	of	cheese-making,	an	element	to	

resist	the	homogenization	and	standardisation	of	flavours	and	practices	in	favour	of	a	more	

localized-based	culture	(Katz,	2016).	The	raw	milk	 is	mostly	used	in	the	cheese-making	

process	of	the	cheese	cooperative	and	makes	the	cheeses	strongly	connected	to	the	work	

of	the	farmers	(see	section	7.2.2.1).	In	a	conversation	with	Giampaolo,	the	technical	adviser	

of	the	cheese	cooperative,	he	distinguished	between	the	types	of	cheese	based	on	the	heat	

treatment	undergone	by	the	milk.	In	this	way	he	introduced	the	concept	of	the	raw	cheeses,	

which	 are	 the	 ones	made	with	 the	 raw	milk.	 To	make	 these	 cheeses	 the	milk	 has	 not	

undertaken	any	heat	treatment	and	still	contains	the	full	body	of	characteristics	as	it	come	

from	the	cows’	udder.	Giampaolo	began	to	describe	the	process	of	cheese-making	starting	

from	the	work	of	the	farmers	in	the	barns	since	as	it	affirms:	“the	diet	of	the	cows	has	direct	

effects	on	the	quality	of	the	milk”	and	thus	affects	the	entire	process	of	cheese-making	and	

the	final	result.		

Raw	milk	itself	represents	the	geography	of	the	place	through	its	enzymes	and	live	cultures	

(see	Figure	7.1).	The	enzymes	of	the	milk	come	from	the	diet	of	the	animals	and	thus	they	

reflect	how	the	 farmers	choose	 to	 feed	 their	cattle.	Consequently,	 it	 is	connected	 to	 the	

work	of	hay	making	made	by	the	farmers	to	produce	local	forage	for	the	winter	(see	section	

7.2.3.1).	 Furthermore,	 it	 is	 also	 connected	 to	 the	 pasturelands	 in	 general	 since	 many	

farmers	 leave	 the	 animals	 to	 graze	 in	 the	 surrounding	 farmlands	 before	 and	 after	 the	

alpeggio	when	the	weather	conditions	still	allow	having	fresh	grass	(see	section	7.2.3).	

Nevertheless,	localized	elements	are	also	found	in	the	cultures	and	ferments	used	in	the	

cheese-making	 process.	While	 normally	 industrial	 cheese	 production	 practices	 require	

industrialized	ferments	created	from	multinational	companies	(Asher,	2015),	the	cheese	

cooperative	decided	to	create	their	own	culture	by	using	the	milk	of	the	local	farmers	and	

thus	 containing	 indigenous	 microorganisms.	 Through	 the	 natural	 culture,	 the	 specific	

characteristics	 of	 the	 place	 are	 brought	 again	 into	 the	 cheese	 and	 the	 cheese	 becomes	

strongly	rooted	in	the	terroir.	

The	 local	 flavour	 is	 also	 assured	 by	 using	 the	 traditional	way	 of	making	 the	 cheese	 as	

Giovanni	Battista	explains:	
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Ours	 is	a	product	 that	come	 from	the	practices,	 traditions	and	skills	of	a	
community	and	its	farming	culture,	because	each	community	is	specialised	
in	a	certain	type	of	cheese	(...)	and	here	they	have	been	doing	washed-rind	
cheeses	since	the	early	times.	(25/04/5016).	

As	discussed	above	the	cheese-makers	wash	by	hand	the	rind	of	the	cheese	while	it	goes	

through	the	aging	process	in	the	cellars	and	this	practice	represents	the	traditional	way	the	

cheeses	were	cured	in	the	locality.	

7.4 Commercial	soul	

The	geographical	milk	is	the	element	of	the	network	that	connects	the	‘agricultural	soul’	

(see	section	7.2.1)	and	the	‘food	soul’	(section	7.3)	of	the	Official	Cheese.	In	this	section,	

dedicated	 to	 the	 ‘commercial	 soul’	 I	will	 illustrate	how	 the	milk,	once	 transformed	 into	

cheese,	finally	becomes	a	touristic	attraction.	In	this	way	I	will	connect	the	different	souls	

of	the	Official	Cheese	(see	arrows	of	Figure	7.1)	and	provide	a	holistic	description	of	this	

network.	

This	 section	 illustrates	 how	 the	 Official	 Cheese	 is	 promoted,	 narrated	 and	 sold	 to	 the	

tourists	and	I	call	the	combination	of	these	actions	as	the	‘cheese	show’,	as	represented	in	

the	 mind	 map	 (see	 Figure	 7.1).	 With	 the	 term	 ‘commercial’	 indeed	 I	 refer	 to	 all	 the	

strategies	put	in	place	in	order	for	the	cheeses	to	arrive	to	the	consumers	and	thus	for	the	

cheese	to	‘show	up’	in	the	tourism	arena.	Since	the	focus	of	the	research	is	on	food	heritage	

tourism	in	looking	at	the	consumers,	here,	I	will	mostly	direct	my	attention	to	the	tourists,	

and	not	to	the	domestic	consumers.	

The	cheese	shop	is	the	element	that	connects	these	three	souls	together	and	that	bridges	

the	 farmers	 to	 the	 tourists	 (see	Figure	7.1).	 Indeed,	 the	 first	action	put	 in	place	 for	 the	

‘commercial	 soul’	 of	 the	 Official	 Cheese	 is	 the	 creation	 of	 a	 cheese	 shop	 in	 the	 cheese	

cooperative	 building.	 The	 cheese	 shop	 as	 explained	 in	 the	 introduction	 to	 this	 chapter	

displays	the	assortment	of	cheeses.	

Therefore,	 looking	 at	 the	 ‘commercial	 soul’	 of	 the	Official	 Cheese	 I	 consider	part	 of	 the	

‘cheese	show’	the	act	of	purchasing	at	the	cheese	shop.	In	this	understanding	I	applied	the	

concept	explored	 through	 food	souvenirs	 (Everett,	2016a)	 (see	section	3.3.1.1).	For	 the	

tourists	the	cheese	purchased	at	the	cheese	shop	of	Mezzano	acts	(often)	as	a	souvenir	to	
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bring	 home	 in	 order	 to	 experience	 a	 taste	 of	 the	 locality	 even	 when	 back	 from	 their	

holidays.		

The	cheese	thus	not	only	shows	up	in	the	cheese	shop	though.	It	is	also	narrated	during	the	

cellar	visits	organised	by	the	cheese	cooperative	during	the	summer	and	on	other	special	

occasions.	This	narration	reminds	us	of	the	concept	of	story-telling.	Lastly,	the	cheese	show	

and	its	story-telling	can	even	leave	the	buildings	of	the	cheese	cooperative	at	Mezzano	and	

occur	in	the	malghe	managed	by	the	cheese	cooperatives,	who	become	a	showcase	of	the	

agricultural	and	food	soul	of	the	Official	Cheese.	In	the	following	subsections	I	will	illustrate	

how	cheese	becomes	a	souvenir	thanks	to	the	actors	–	human	and	not	human	–	taking	part	

in	this	touristic	experience	(see	section	7.4.1)	and	how	the	cheese	is	differently	narrated	

during	the	cellar	visits	or	in	the	showcase	of	the	malghe	owned	by	the	cheese	cooperative	

(see	section	7.4.2).		

7.4.1 The	cheese	souvenirs	

Inside	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 shop,	 the	 Official	 Cheese	 is	 exhibited	 and	 the	 tourist	

participates	 in	 the	 creation	 of	 this	 version	 by	 purchasing	 one	 or	more	 types	 of	 cheese	

displayed.	 I	 personally	 observed	many	 customers	 asking	 questions	 of	 the	 cheese	 shop	

assistant	about	the	cheese	and	asking	if	they	could	wrap	them	so	their	purchases	can	be	

protected	during	their	further	travels	(Sørensen	&	Jensen,	2015).	Angioletta,	the	owner	of	

a	mountain	hut	restored	for	hospitality	purposes,	confirmed	that	all	of	her	guests	return	

home	with	a	piece	of	the	local	cheese	purchased	at	the	cheese	shop.	

When	introducing	the	cheese	shop	at	the	beginning	of	this	section,	I	deliberately	used	the	

verb	‘exhibit’	to	bring	to	mind	an	art	exhibition,	and	related	the	cheese	to	a	piece	of	heritage.	

Adriana,	a	farmer,	compared	the	local	shop	to	the	cheese	museum	narrated	in	the	novel	Mr.	

Palomar	by	the	Italian	writer	Italo	Calvino	(2007).	

There	is	a	beautiful	passage	in	the	book	of	Calvino	which	is	exactly	about	the	
cheese.	When	I	read	it,	it	come	to	my	mind	our	reality,	it	is	not	the	cheese	
made	with	milk	and	rennet,	but	it	is	what	this	cheese	communicates	to	you.	
Maybe	 the	consumer	does	not	ask	yourself	many	questions	as	 the	 text	of	
Calvino	suggests	…	I	wonder	when	they	enter	into	the	cheese	shop	and	see	
this	wide	assortment	of	cheeses,	what	do	 they	 think?	Which	questions	do	
they	have?	(Adriana,	25/04/2015).	
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In	 the	 novel,	 the	 shop	 of	 ‘specialities’	 (froumageres)	 is	 perceived	 by	 Mr.	 Palomar,	 the	

customer,	 as	 a	 museum	 where	 “behind	 every	 displayed	 object,	 the	 presence	 of	 the	

civilization	that	has	given	it	form,	takes	form	from	it”	(Calvino,	2007,	p.	73).	

I	found	this	comparison	between	the	cheese	shop	and	the	museum	particularly	insightful	

to	describe	the	commercial	soul	of	the	Official	Cheese	(see	Figure	7.1).	In	this	regard	indeed,	

the	novel	illustrates	the	existence	of	a	reciprocal	relationship	between	the	cheese	and	the	

customer144,	which	I	also	consider	important	in	the	commercial	strategies	of	the	cheese	

cooperative.	 Here	 the	 consumer	 is	 described	 as	 someone	 unable	 to	 understand	 the	

differences	between	the	different	varieties	of	cheese	displayed	 in	 the	shop	and	Adriana	

feels	the	same	about	the	consumers	of	the	cheese	shop.	

This	 consideration	 indirectly	 stresses	 the	 importance	of	 informing	 the	 consumer	about	

each	type	of	cheese.	Alberto	confirmed	that	when	the	cheese	 is	narrated,	 the	consumer	

better	appreciates	the	value	behind	the	cheese	and	thus	is	less	driven	by	choices	based	on	

the	component	of	price.	

When	you	explain	the	product	 to	the	people,	 the	people	understands	and	
appreciates	it.	They	appreciate	it	also	considering	the	price,	in	the	sense	that	
[when	they	understood	the	value	of	the	product]	they	are	happy	to	pay	more.	
(Alberto,	25	April	2015).	

Francesca	D.S.,	who	works	 for	 the	Strada	dei	Formaggi	delle	Dolomiti,	 also	stresses	 this	

concept	by	saying	that	the	tourists	need	to	be	educated	to	look	at	the	signs	attesting	to	the	

quality	of	the	food:	

Our	[work]	with	the	tourist	is	an	on-going	learning	process	[…]	you	want	
them	to	understand	why	I	make	you	pay	for	my	polenta	with	cheese	two	
euro	more,	that	I	use	a	high	quality	corn	flour,	that	the	cheese	is	local,	hence	
I	support	the	local	production.	If	I	tell	them	and	I	explain	these	aspects	to	
them,	in	this	way	I	“educate”	–	in	inverted	commas	–	also	the	tourist	that	
maybe	the	next	time	that	go	out	to	eat	in	another	local	restaurant	looks	for	
information	and	asks	these	kind	of	questions.	(09/11/2015).	

If	the	reader	can	remember,	the	idea	of	tourism	as	a	form	of	education	of	the	tourists	was	

also	part	of	the	Touristic	Cheese.	For	example,	Gianna	organised	the	touristic	activities	in	

	
144	Refers	 to.	 “It	 is	not	a	matter	of	choosing	 the	right	cheese,	but	of	being	chosen.	There	 is	a	reciprocal	
relationship	between	the	cheese	and	the	customer:	each	cheese	awaits	its	customer,	poses	so	as	to	attract	
him,	 with	 a	 firmness	 or	 somewhat	 haughty	 graininess,	 or,	 on	 the	 contrary,	 by	 melting	 in	 submissive	
abandon”	(Calvino,	2007,	p.	72).	
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her	malga	 inspired	by	her	mission	 to	 educate	 the	 tourist	 about	 the	 rural	 life	 style	 (see	

section	6.5.1).		

The	 first	 intermediary	of	 this	 cheese	 is	 the	 cheese	 shop	assistant	 (see	Figure	7.1),	who	

responds	to	the	questions	of	the	tourists	about	the	cheese.	It	is	of	extreme	importance	as	a	

commercial	strategy	to	attune	to	the	requests	of	the	consumers,	to	interpret	their	desires	

in	relation	to	a	specific	cheese	type	and/or	suggest	one	based	on	their	ability	to	read	the	

person	in	front	of	them.	I	did	conduct	a	meeting	with	the	cheese	shop	assistants	and	it	was	

interesting	for	me	to	notice	that	they	were	not	completely	aware	of	the	importance	of	their	

role	as	intermediary	in	the	‘cheese	museum’.	Therefore,	the	reader	can	imagine	my	recent	

surprise	when	 I	 found	 in	 the	Facebook	page	of	 the	cheese	cooperative	 the	cheese	shop	

assistants	promoting	the	different	types	of	cheese	(see	Figure	7.12);	it	is	indeed	another	

seed	 sowed	 through	 the	 awareness	 rise	 from	 the	 conversations	 introduced	 by	 this	

research.		

	
Figure	7.12	Cheese	shop	assistants	promoting	the	different	cheese	varieties	

(Enrica	Pallaver	Photography)	

Along	 with	 the	 assortment	 of	 local	 cheeses,	 the	 presence,	 in	 the	 shop,	 of	 other	 local	

products,	even	if	they	are	not	cheese-related,	also	contributes	to	the	story	of	the	Official	

Cheese	(see	Figure	7.1).	In	the	corner	of	the	shop,	you	can	find	the	craft	beer	made	by	the	

local	brewery	BioNoc,	 the	 local	honey	and	 the	 local	 fruit	 juices	 and	preserves	made	by	

Dalaip	de	Pape.	There	is	also	the	local	herb	tea	(Vanoi	officinalis)	or	different	types	of	fresh	

pasta	(like	canderli	or	spatzlee)	of	the	local	pasta	maker	Pastificio	Primiero.	In	displaying	
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the	assortment	of	cheeses	together	with	other	local	and	regional	gastronomic	products	of	

the	valleys,	the	shop	indeed	becomes	the	point	of	reference	of	local	food	and	agricultural	

products.		

7.4.2 Cellar	visits	versus	malghe	showcase	

To	tell	the	story	of	the	cheese,	the	cheese	cooperative	organises	cellars	door	visits	as	well	

as	 using	 its	 owned	 malghe	 as	 a	 showcase	 to	 promote	 its	 cheeses	 (see	 Figure	 7.1).	 In	

undertaking	these	promotional	activities,	the	cheese	cooperative	is	sustained	by	the	Strada	

dei	Formaggi	delle	Dolomiti	(see	appendix	B)	that,	according	to	Alberto,	operates	as	the	

cheese	cooperative’s	 ‘marketing	office’.	The	touristic	activity	of	Alba	 in	Malga	described	

with	the	Touristic	Cheese	(see	section	6.7.2)	is	a	strategy	to	promote	the	Official	Cheese:	

the	tourists	can	learn	about	the	local	cheeses,	the	art	of	cheese-making	and	the	life	of	a	

mountain	farmer.	While	this	event	describes	both	an	aspect	of	the	Touristic	and	the	Official	

Cheese,	there	are	specific	actions	that	only	relate	to	the	Official	Cheese	network.		

One	 of	 these	 is	 the	 visit	 to	 the	 cheese	 factory	 and	 its	 cellars.	 The	 visits	 can	 be	 booked	

through	the	destination	management	organization	and	are	promoted	in	the	website	of	the	

Strada	 dei	 Formaggi	 delle	 Dolomiti.	 A	minimum	 of	 ten	 persons	 are	 required.	 During	 a	

specific	 time	 of	 the	 year,	 the	 visits	 are	 open	 to	 the	 public.	 The	 year	 of	my	 fieldwork,	 I	

participated	in	a	visit	at	the	cheese	factory	during	the	week	of	the	Desmontegada145	(see	

section	8.3.1.1).	Margherita,	one	of	the	longest-term	employees	of	the	cheese	cooperative,	

conducted	the	visit.	We	were	supplied	with	plastic	covers	to	put	over	our	shoes	and	we	

could	then	enter	the	spaces	for	the	cheese-making	process	and	observing	the	stainless	steel	

cooling	tanks,	at	the	entrance,	and	the	steel	machines,	similar	to	big	pots,	in	the	operations	

area	(Everett,	2008,	2012,	2016a).	Margherita	explained	the	cheese-making	process	which	

we	 could	 not	 observe	 in	 person	 since	 this	 occurs	 early	 in	 the	morning.	We	 then	were	

conducted	to	the	cellars	of	the	cheese	factory	where	the	different	wooden	shelves	host	the	

different	types	of	cheese	during	the	ageing	process	(Papademas	et	al.,	2017).		

After	 the	 cheese-making	 operations,	 the	 products	 arrive	 in	 this	 room.	
There	are	big	tanks	with	water	and	salt	where	some	cheeses	are	floating.	
The	guide	says	that	some	types	of	cheese	stay	there	just	few	hours	while	
the	Trentingrana	stays	even	24-28	days.	She	explains	that	each	product	

	
145	Desmontedaga	 is	 a	 rural	 feast	held	when	animals	 return	 from	malga	 after	 spending	 summer	 in	 the	
pasture.	It	has	become	a	big	touristic	event	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero.	
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needs	a	different	environment	for	the	aging	process	[…]	she	brings	us	to	
the	aging	rooms	and	explains	that	for	the	aging	process	they	use	wooden	
shelves	of	pine	 since	 there	 is	 an	exchange	of	microorganisms	between	
cheese	and	wood.	(Diary	1,	25/09/2015).	

The	 last	 two	 rooms	are	dedicated	 to	 the	Trentingrana,	 a	 core	production	of	 the	 cheese	

cooperative	(see	Appendix	A).	Trentingrana	is	a	cheese	typical	of	mountain	areas	within	

the	wider	protected	designation	of	origin	(DOP)	of	Grana	Padano	cheese	(see	Figure	7.13).	

Being	part	of	 a	 geographic	 indication	 scheme	of	 the	European	Union,	 it	 is	 regulated	by	

procedural	 guidelines	 which	 define	 criteria	 to	 take	 part	 in	 the	 geographical	 protected	

production	(Marcoz	et	al.,	2016).	

	
Figure	7.13	Cellar	room	for	Trentingrana	and	the	DOP	authentications	labels		

(cheese	cooperative	archive)	

The	 provincial	 cheese	 cooperative,	 Concast	 (see	 section7.1),	 operates	 in	 relation	 to	

Trentingrana	 by	 articulating	 the	 different	 productions	 of	 the	 local	 cheese	 cooperatives	

through	 commercial	 agreements.	 These	 commercial	 agreements	 represent	 another	

channel	of	expression	of	the	commercial	soul	of	the	cheese	(see	Figure	7.1).	

However,	according	to	Alberto,	the	cellar	visits	do	not	transmit	the	‘agricultural	soul’	of	the	

Official	Cheese	as	well	as	the	malghe	can	do.	The	steel	machines	do	not	recall	the	work	of	

the	farmers,	the	alpine	pastures	of	the	surrounding	mountains	or	the	cows	that	produce	

the	milk.	Therefore,	in	the	commercial	soul,	the	malghe	owned	by	the	cheese	cooperative	

plays	a	 significant	 role.	The	cheese	cooperative	manages	 five	malga:	 three	 ‘agricultural’	

maghe	 (see	 section	 5.2)	 designated	 to	 keep,	 during	 the	 alpeggio,	 the	 animals	 of	 their	
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members	(in	2010	there	were	around	260	animals)	and	two	used	for	touristic	purposes	

(see	section	6.2).	As	illustrated	in	the	Touristic	Cheese,	the	cheese	director	sees	the	malga	

as	offering	a	more	genuine	experience	for	the	tourists.	It	allows	for	personal	contact	with	

the	farmers,	their	family	and	story,	and	with	the	territory.	According	to	the	quote	reported	

(see	section	6.7)	the	malga	transmits	a	sense	of	warmth	that	the	coldness	and	stainless	steel	

of	the	cheese	factory	cannot	(see	Figure	6.12).	Therefore,	the	cheese	cooperative	uses	the	

malga	as	a	 showcase	 for	 the	Official	Cheese:	Malga	Rolle	presents	all	 the	assortment	of	

cheeses	in	the	inner	boutique	shop	(see	Figure	7.14)	as	well	as	using	the	cheese	in	many	of	

the	dishes	included	in	the	menu.		

	
Figure	7.14	Cheese	boutique	at	Malga	Rolle	(Enrica	Pallaver	Photography)	

Malga	Fossernica	di	Dentro	is	the	restaurant	associated	with	the	Malga	Fossernica	di	Fuori	

where	the	local	butter	is	produced	during	the	summer.	Thus,	it	presents	the	more	‘genuine’	

part	of	the	story-telling	of	the	Official	Cheese.		

7.5 The	network	of	the	Official	Cheese	

In	 this	 chapter	 I	 illustrated	what	participated	 in	 the	 creation	of	 the	 cheesescape	of	 the	

Official	 Cheese	 and	 illustrate	 the	 relations	 between	 the	 different	 actors,	 entities	 and	

practices	involved	in	this	network	(see	Figure	7.1).	Understanding	and	deciphering	these	

intricate	relationships	provides	additional	insights	into	the	concepts	of	food	heritage,	food	

heritage	 tourism	 and	 food	 heritagisation	 and	 contributes	 to	 our	 understanding	 of	 the	

questions	underpinning	this	thesis	about	the	entanglement	between	food	heritagisation	
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and	food	heritage	tourism.	As	done	for	the	Genuine	and	Touristic	Cheese	I	translated	the	

mind	map	into	an	organised	table	in	order	to	present	the	main	features	of	this	network	(see	

Table	7.1).	The	arguments	I	will	present	here,	will	then	be	integrated	with	the	suggestions	

provided	by	the	other	versions	of	cheese	and	thus	will	contribute	in	building	the	discussion	

of	the	findings	(see	chapter	9).	

What	does	the	Official	Cheese	show	in	term	of	food	heritage,	food	heritage	tourism	and	food	

heritagisation?	Given	the	multi-faceted	nature	of	the	Official	Cheese,	represented	by	the	

three	souls	examined	in	this	chapter,	this	network	offers	insights	into	the	agricultural	and	

food	 transformation	 practices.	 In	 addition,	 the	 cheese	 shop	 and	 the	 other	 promotional	

strategies	 also	 give	 hints	 about	 the	 tourism	 practices	 organised	 around	 the	 food	

production.	

Table	7.1	Network	of	the	Official	Cheese	

Entities	 Actors	 Practices	

Village	barn	 Local	farmers	
(multi-soul)	

Manure	disposal		
(agricultural	practice)	

Farmlands	 Local	hay	 Hay	making		
(agricultural	practice)	

Milk	truck	 Geographical	milk	 Milking	
(agricultural	practice)	

Cheese	factory		
(steel	machines	
temperature,timing)	

Casaro	hands	 Cheese-making	
(food	tranformation)	

Cheese	shop	display	 Cheese	shop	assistants	 Story-telling	
(touristic	practice)	
The	Cheese	is	narrated	

The	Official	Cheese	confirms	the	importance	of	the	agricultural	practices	in	the	creation	of	

the	food	heritage.	As	for	the	other	versions	of	cheese	the	raw	milk	comes	from	the	milking	

practice	 of	 the	 farmer	 but	 the	 Official	 Cheese	 also	 shows	 its	 connection	 with	 other	

agricultural	practices	of	the	farmers.	

The	 farmers	 play	 an	 important	 role	 also	 concerning	 the	 way	 they	 decide	 to	 use	 their	

farmlands	 and	 thus	 in	 the	way	 they	 conduct	 the	 activities	 of	 hay	making	 and	manure	

disposal	(Marini,	Klimek,	&	Battisti,	2011).	These	agricultural	practices	are	related	to	the	
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conservation	of	biodiversity	and	thus	represent	represent	the	relationship	of	the	farmer	

with	the	territory	(Marini	et	al.,	2011).	Therefore,	they	also	become	object	of	tensions	with	

the	other	users	of	the	territory	as	testified	by	the	letter	‘Considering	the	Umbelliferae’	(see	

Appendix	F)	presented	by	the	Slow	Food	condotta.	

Furthermore,	the	farm-related	decisions	they	make	in	these	issues	affect	the	quality	and	

quantity	of	the	locale	forage	employed	in	the	diet	of	the	cows	and	thus	produces	an	effect	

also	on	the	cheese	by	conferring	to	it	more	(or	fewer)	heritage-related	aspects.	These	can	

be	seen	in	the	concept	of	the	‘taste	of	the	locality’	that	is	expressed	in	elements	like	the	local	

enzyme	and	cultures	that	show	up	in	the	raw	milk.	

The	‘taste	of	the	locality’	does	not	depend	only	on	the	employment	of	local	hay	in	the	cows’	

diet,	but	also	from	the	cultural	and	traditional	practices	employed	by	the	cheese-makers	in	

the	production	of	the	cheeses.	On	one	hand,	the	presence	of	the	raw	milk	and	local	hay	in	

this	 network	 confirms,	 as	 for	 the	 Touristic	 and	 Genuine	 Cheese,	 the	 importance	 of	 the	

dimension	 of	 terroir	 in	 the	 food	 heritage.	 At	 the	 same	 time	 the	 practice	 of	 the	

cheese-makers	suggest	 that	 the	same	terroir	also	 includes	a	cultural	dimension	which	 I	

consider	to	be	part	of	the	entire	cultural	landscape	of	cheese.	

The	Official	Cheese	indeed	shows	that	food	heritage	is	rooted	in	people	(see	section	2.3).	

The	 expertise	 of	 the	 cheese-makers	 in	 defining	when	 the	 curds	 have	 coagulated,	 their	

capacity	to	adapt	the	cheese-making	process	to	the	different	seasonal	characteristics	of	the	

milk,	or	to	decide	if,	when	and	how	much	water	to	use	for	the	wash	rind	cheeses,	are	all	

intangible	 cultural	 practices	 associated	with	 this	 specific	 community	of	 practice.	At	 the	

same	 time,	 these	 traditional	 elements	 are	 combined	 with	 more	 innovative	 and	

technological	know-how	that	the	stainless	steel	machines	–	with	their	different	timing	and	

temperature	processes	–	represent.	

Additionally,	this	version	of	Cheese	is	particularly	interesting	as	it	shows	the	inclusion	of	

different	communities	of	practice	–	farmers,	cheese-makers,	cheese	shop	assistants	–	in	the	

construction	of	food	heritage.	These	communities	are	all	connected	through	their	practices.	

The	farmers	are	connected	to	the	cheese-makers	through	the	milk	and	the	cheese-makers	

are	connected	to	the	cheese	shop	assistants	through	the	cheese.	This	shows	the	intricate	

and	 interdependent	 relationship	 between	 these	 communities	 and	 food	 heritage	 (Corti,	

2011;	Crowley	et	al.,	2018;	Hummel	et	al.,	2012).		
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The	Official	Cheese	also	 introduces	new	tourism	practices	 related	 to	 food	heritage.	The	

centre	of	these	practices	is	represented	by	the	‘cheese	museum’	which	displays	and	sells	

the	 different	 varieties	 of	 local	 cheeses.	 Selling	 the	 cheese	 is	 indeed	 a	 touristic	 activity,	

especially	 when	 the	 shop	 assistant	 not	 only	 provides	 the	 commercial	 services	 to	 the	

tourists	 (cutting,	 weighting	 and	 packaging	 the	 cheese)	 but,	 also	 provides	 a	 story	 that	

involves	 the	 specific	 elements	 of	 the	 cheese	 that	 contribute	 to	 its	 heritage	 dimension	

(Sørensen	 &	 Jensen,	 2015).	 By	 providing	 such	 attention	 they	 contribute	 to	 the	 Official	

Cheese	becoming	a	souvenir	(Everett,	2016a).	

Furthermore,	these	elements	are	also	narrated	with	specific	touristic	activities	such	as	the	

visits	 to	 the	cellar’s	door	of	 the	cheese	 factory	and/or	 the	cheese	 tasting	offered	at	 the	

malghe	owned	by	the	cheese	cooperative.	In	these	cases,	the	shop	assistants	become	tour-

guides	of	the	experience	and	the	narrators	of	the	cheese,	similarly	to	the	multifunctional	

malgaro	of	 the	Touristic	Cheese	 (see	 section	6.5).	Within	 these	experiences,	 the	 cheese	

factory	or	the	malga	assume	additional	value	as	places	of	tourism	attraction	since	they	offer	

tangible	and	multisensory	stories	related	to	the	product	(Everett,	2008,	2012).	Watching	

production	processes,	visiting	the	ageing	cellars,	tasting	the	cheese	in	the	boutique	of	the	

malga	become	part	of	the	experience-scape	(Chen	et	al.,	2019;	O'Dell	&	Billing,	2005)	that	

food	heritage	offers	to	the	tourists	(Everett,	2016a).		

In	connecting	the	cheesescape	described	by	the	Official	Cheese	with	the	ones	illustrated	

with	the	Genuine	and	Touristic	Cheese	I	argue	that	the	same	cheese	can	engage	in	similar	

realities	but	 in	different	ways.	Therefore,	each	cheesescape	tells	a	different	story	of	 the	

same	cheese.	The	cheese	itself	is	a	dynamic	and	ever	changing	concept	that	is	negotiated	

between	the	different	actors	composing	each	network.	In	the	next	chapter	I	will	present	

the	Cheese	of	Belonging,	and	deepen	the	understanding	of	“the	dynamics	that	mobilise	the	

actors”	(Bessière,	2013,	p.	283)	and	“the	actors’	reciprocal	repositioning”	(Grasseni,	2016,	

p.	4)	within	the	cheesescape	of	the	Cheese	of	Belonging.	
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8 CHEESE	OF	BELONGING	

	
Figure	8.1	Cheese	of	Belonging	mind	map	
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8.1 Introduction	

In	this	chapter,	the	reader	is	introduced	to	a	new	version	of	cheese,	the	Cheese	of	Belonging.	

This	encounter	is	a	bit	different	from	the	previous	ones	with	the	Genuine,	Touristic	and	

Official	Cheeses.	While	in	the	other	versions	of	cheese,	each	community	of	practice	engaged	

in	the	network	with	its	own	actors,	entities	and	practices,	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	narrates	

the	process	of	the	creation	of	a	food	heritage-based	network.	

The	Cheese	of	Belonging	is	indeed	a	cheesescape	in	its	process	of	formation	because	it	is	

defined	by	the	“local	actors’	mobilisation”	(Bessière,	2013,	p.	283),	and	specifically	by	the	

organisation	of	the	different	communities	of	practice	around	the	food	heritage	resource.	In	

this	process,	the	different	communities	of	practice	found	themselves	to	develop	a	sense	of	

connection	 and	 belonging	 with	 cheese	 and,	 in	 sharing	 this	 common	 heritage,	 they	

interconnect	with	each	other.	

Differing	 from	 the	other	 three	Cheeses,	 this	 version	arises	within	–	 and	not	 from	–	 the	

research	I	carried	out.	In	this	way	I	moved	“from	a	research	ON,	to	a	research	WITH	AND	

FOR”	(Koster,	Baccar,	&	Lemelin,	2012).	Even	if	this	approach	is	suggested	for	conducting	

indigenous	research,	I	think	it	is	valuable	advice	for	any	research	that	involves	the	local	

communities	(Wise,	2018).	As	illustrated	in	chapter	4	(see	sections	4.3.3,	4.4.2	and	4.5.6),	

this	shift	made	the	second	phase	of	my	research	similar	to	an	action	research	project	(Fals-

Borda,	2001;	Fals	Borda,	2013)	and	my	participants	 similar	 to	 co-researchers	 (Jones	&	

Bryant,	 2016;	 McIntyre,	 2008).	 This	 part	 of	 the	 research	 was	 indeed	 a	 ‘joint	 venture’	

between	my	participants	and	myself	(Ben-Ari	&	Enosh,	2020)	(see	section	4.3.3).		

More	 specifically	 the	participatory	 approach	 that	 characterise	 this	 phase	 of	 the	 research	

allows	the	different	communities	of	practice	of	the	locality	–	the	farmers,	the	cheese-makers,	

the	restaurants	and	hotel	providers	–	to	take	part	 in	the	food	heritagisation	process.	The	

mind	map	created	by	the	thematic	analysis	to	identify	this	cheesescape	is	organised	indeed	

around	 the	 communities	 of	 practice	 mentioned	 (see	 Figure	 8.1)146.	 Since	 I	 participated	

actively,	together	with	the	communities	of	practice	involved,	in	the	creation	of	food	heritage	

networks	around	the	cheese,	I	consider	being	part	of	this	network	as	well	(see	Figure	8.1).	

	
146	The	map	is	designed	with	the	program	‘Adobe	Illustrator’	and	the	graphic	symbols	are	created	by	Maria	
Martini	e	Silvia	Massacesi.	
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This	chapter	describes	how	the	process	of	 food	heritagisation	developed	and	what	was	

created,	which	I	call	the	‘Cheese	of	Belonging’.	I	coined	this	term	to	define	a	type	of	food,	

not	 just	 a	 cheese,	 ingrained	with	 the	 sense	 of	 belonging	 of	 a	whole	 community.	 I	 was	

inspired	by	the	argument	of	Badii	(2014,	p.	136):	“Traditional	food	heritage	becomes	the	

metaphor	of	belonging,	a	 rediscovered	relationship	between	subject	and	 territory”	 (see	

section	3.4.1).	This	suggests	that	within	the	process	of	food	heritagisation,	a	rediscovered	

relationship	of	belonging	occurs	between	the	communities	of	practice	and	the	territory,	

and	I	observed	that	the	unfolding	of	this	process	enables	the	constitution	of	food-heritage	

networks	in	the	locality.	

Does	this	process	interweave	with	tourism?	How	do	the	two	work	together	and	shape	the	

food	heritage	of	the	locality?	These	questions	bring	our	attention	to	the	overall	aim	of	the	

research	 (see	Table	 4.1)	 on	 exploring,	 through	 the	 cheese	 of	Primiero,	 the	 relationship	

between	the	food	heritagisation	process	and	food	heritage	tourism	occurring	in	the	locality.	

This	version	of	cheese	is	particularly	relevant	to	decipher	some	of	the	dynamics	occurring	

within	the	food	heritagisation	process.	

8.2 Cheese	Coop	Project	

In	 chapter	 4	 I	 suggested	 looking	 at	 my	 twenty	 months’	 fieldwork	 as	 comprising	 the	

(planned)	ethnographic	fieldwork	and	the	(unplanned)	Cheese	Coop	Project	(see	section	

4.4.1).	I	illustrated	how	the	Cheese	Coop	Project	originated	from	the	final	public	meeting	of	

my	ethnographic	fieldwork	(see	Figure	4.2)	and	consequently	from	the	‘dialogue	around	

the	cheese’	that	actively	involved	five	different	communities	of	practice	of	the	locality	and	

indirectly	the	whole	community	(see	Table	4.3).	On	that	occasion,	the	different	speakers	

framed	the	local	cheese	as	a	gastronomic	heritage	of	the	place,	and	see	this	as	a	resource	

for	 tourism	 development.	 Furthermore,	 the	 representative	 of	 the	 hospitality	 providers	

remarked	the	importance	of	offering	the	local	cheeses	to	the	tourists	as	a	way	to	promote	

the	culture	of	the	territory.		

I	 wish	 that	 touristic	 operators,	 therefore	 hotel	 owners	 and	 restaurant	
managers,	cheese	cooperative	dairy	and	farmers	can	sit	around	a	table	and	
find,	 sooner	or	 later,	a	synthesis	 that	allow	to	[…]	an	understanding	that	
would	allow	us	to	promote	more	local	product.	(Antonio,	10/06/2015).	
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In	 late	 August	 2016	 I	was	 invited	 by	 Alberto	 to	write	 a	 project	 proposal	 to	 carry	 this	

‘dialogue’	and	thus	come	back	to	Valle	del	Primiero	for	further	months.	I	happily	accepted	

this	offer	since	the	idea	of	working	again	in	the	community	and	having	the	possibility	to	

observe	the	practical	outcomes	coming	out	of	my	own	doctoral	research	was	particularly	

attractive	to	me	(Nunkoo,	2018).	Alberto	also	clarified	that	through	the	project	the	cheese	

cooperative	 and	 the	 farmers	 aim	 to	 create	 actions	 of	 collaboration	with	 the	hospitality	

providers	around	the	local	cheese	as,	consequently,	in	the	project	proposal	I	wrote:		

The	 current	 project	 is	 addressed	 to	 any	 farmer,	 hotel	 owner	 and	
restaurant	 of	 the	 valleys	 and	 its	 main	 focus	 is	 to	 create	 activities	 of	
collaboration	between	them	(…)	First	aim	of	 the	current	proposal	 is	 to	
foster	a	dialogue	between	farmers	and	hotel	owners	in	order	to	create	the	
active	collaboration	between	the	two	sectors147.	

8.2.1 Overview	of	the	project	

In	the	previous	section	I	clarified	that	the	cheese	cooperative	and	the	farmers	initiated	the	

project	 by	 contacting	 me	 and	 requesting	 a	 project	 proposal.	 When	 the	 project	 was	

approved	 internally,	 it	 was	 funded	 mainly	 by	 the	 Caseificio	 Sociale	 di	 Primiero	 –	

representing	 the	world	of	 the	 food	producers	–	and	 in	a	 small	part	by	 the	Associazione	

Albergatori	e	Imprese	Turistiche	del	Primiero	e	Vanoi-	ASAT	-	representing	the	hospitality	

providers	(see	Appendix	B).		

I	was	involved	as	manager	of	the	project	and	facilitator	of	the	focus	groups.	I	moved	again	

to	Valle	del	Primiero	at	the	end	of	October	2016	for	seven	months	(see	Figure	4.3).	I	left	the	

area	after	a	second	public	meeting	held	at	the	end	of	May	2017	and	when	two	pilot	actions	

of	collaboration	were	defined	and	announced	to	the	whole	community.	Since	the	actions	

created	are	still	informing	the	promotional	strategies	of	the	cheese	cooperative	(see	Figure	

7.12),	 I	do	not	consider	that	the	project	ended	when	I	 left	 the	area	but	surely	our	 ‘joint	

venture’,	thus	the	work	of	facilitation	between	the	different	communities	of	practice,	ended	

at	that	point.		

My	 role	 was	 essentially	 to	 enable	 each	 community	 of	 practice	 to	 expresses	 their	 own	

contextual	knowledge	and	facilitate	the	exchanges	of	these	specific	knowledge	between	the	

	
147	My	translation	from	unpublished	project	document	‘Proposta	per	attivita’	di	ricerca	azione	nel	territorio	
di	Primiero	and	Vanoi’.	
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different	communities	of	practice	involved	(Kato,	2017;	Reason,	2007).	Concretely	this	meant	

that	the	project	was	organised	around	different	rounds	of	focus	groups	discussion	(see	Table	

4.2).	These	rounds	corresponded	to	the	three	phases	comprising	the	whole	project	that	were	

called	 ‘exploring	 the	 network’	 (phase	 1),	 ‘reciprocal	 connections’	 (phase	 2)	 and	 ‘creating	

collaborations’	(phase	3).	The	table	below	shows	these	three	phases	(see	Table	8.1).	

The	work	carried	out	during	the	three	phases	generated	two	pilot	actions	of	collaboration	

called	‘Adopt	a	barn’	(action	of	collaboration	between	farmers	and	hotel	owners)	and	‘Photo-

recipes’	(action	of	collaboration	between	cheese	cooperative	and	restaurant	owners).	

Table	8.1	Cheese	Coop	Project:phases	and	participants		

Project	Phase		 Community	of	
Practice	involved	

Meeting(s)	 Date	

Exploring	the	
network	

	

Farmers	 3	focus	groups	on	
the	role	of	food	for	
farmers	

November	24,	2016	
December	14,	2016	

January	31,	2016		

Restaurants	 1	focus	group	on	
the	role	of	food	for	
restaurants	

December	13,	2016	
January	16,	2017	

Hotel	providers	 2	focus	groups	on	
the	role	of	food	for	
hotels	

December	13,	2016	
March	8,	2017	

Reciprocal	
connections	
	

Farmers	and	hotel	
providers	

1	Visit	to	the	barn	 March	16,	2017	

Hotel	providers	and	
farmers	

1	Visit	to	the	hotel	 March	27,	2017	

Restaurants	and	
Cheese	cooperative	
staff	

1	Visit	to	the	cheese	
factory		

March	15,	2017	

Creating	
collaborations	

	

Hotel	providers	and	
farmers	

Pilot	Action	‘Adopt	
a	barn’	for	hotels	

April	5,	2017	
May	3,	2017	

May	24,	2017	

Cheese	cooperative	
staff,	photographers,	
restaurant	owners	

Pilot	Action	‘Photo-
recipes’		

10	individual	visits	
(April	-	May	2017)	
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The	table	above	shows	for	each	phase	the	communities	of	practice	involved	(see	Table	8.1).	

Fourteen	farmers	were	involved.	The	farmers	are	also	members	of	the	cheese	cooperative	

(see	section	2337.2.1)	and	thus	they	participated	in	the	network	through	this	dual	role.	

However,	the	cheese	cooperative	is	also	comprised	of	the	cheese-makers	and	the	cheese	

shop	assistants,	who	were	involved	into	the	commercialisation	of	the	cheese	(see	section	

7.4).	Five	people	from	the	cheese	cooperative	were	also	actively	engaged	in	the	project.	On	

the	side	of	the	hospitality	providers,	ten	accommodation	providers	took	part	in	the	project	

and	these	included	hotels	and	one	mountain	lodge.	Nine	restaurant	owners	participated.	

I	initially	considered	the	hotel	owners	and	restaurants	as	a	single	community	of	practice	

since	I	focused	my	attention	on	the	practice	of	cheese	tourism	promotion.	At	the	first	focus	

group	(see	Table	8.1),	they	suggested	to	be	considered	as	two	distinctive	communities	of	

practice	 since	 the	 logic	 informing	 their	 practices	 were	 very	 different	 as	 explained	 by	

Pierantonio:	

For	a	hotel	owner	the	logic	is	a	bit	different	from	the	one	of	the	restaurants,	
who	can	be	more	motivated	[to	propose	the	local	cheeses]	as	its	strength	are	
the	dishes	[implicit	they	present	to	the	guests].	(09/05/2016).	

This	clarification	also	shows	how	the	participatory	approach	of	the	project	was	meaningful.	

The	 participants	 were	 able	 to	 explain	 a	 divergent	 sense	 of	 belonging	 toward	 the	 food	

heritage	 resource	 and	 illustrate	 how	 this	 differently	 informs	 their	 practices.	 For	 the	

restaurants,	the	food	is	a	central	element	of	the	community	of	practice	and	thus	it	plays	a	

fundamental	role.	For	the	hotel	owners	instead,	food	involves	a	marginal	aspect	of	the	core	

activities	since	their	attention	is	mostly	directed	to	the	host-guest	relationship.		

Since	the	interest	of	each	community	of	practice	toward	the	cheese	was	differ,	 the	pilot	

actions	were	the	result	of	these	differences.	The	first	action	of	collaboration	involves	the	

hotel	 owners	 and	 the	 farmers	while	 the	 second	 one	 concentrates	 on	 the	 collaboration	

between	restaurants	and	the	cheese	cooperative.	

8.3 Process	of	belonging	

In	the	introduction	I	anticipated	that	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	describes	the	process	through	

which	different	elements,	practices	and	actors	come	together	within	the	same	network.	The	

peculiarity	of	this	network	is	that	it	assembles	the	different	communities	of	practice	–	the	
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farmers,	the	cheese-makers,	the	restaurants	and	hotel	providers	–	around	the	cheese	(see	

Figure	8.1).	

This	 emerging	 interconnection	 contributes	 to	 a	 new	 “relationship	 of	 belonging”	 (Badii,	

2014,	p.	136),	between	the	multiple	actors,	entities	and	practices	of	each	communities	of	

practice	that	indeed	describe	a	process	of	belonging.	Concretely	this	is	represented	by	the	

“local	actors’	mobilisation”	(Bessière,	2013,	p.	283)	around	the	food	heritage	resource	that	

occurs	 through	 the	 three	 different	 phases	 of	 the	 Cheese	 Coop	 Project.	 Each	 phase	 is	

associated	with	an	element	that	characterises	the	relationship	of	the	community	of	practice	

with	the	food	heritage	resource	and/or	between	them.		

In	 the	 next	 section	 8.3.1,	 I	will	 examine	 the	 phase	 ‘exploring	 the	 network’	where	 each	

different	community	of	practice	will	acknowledge	its	own	relationship	with	food	heritage	

resource.	The	successive	section	8.3.2	will	describe	the	phase	of	‘reciprocal	connections’	

where	the	communities	of	practice	realise	that,	by	belonging	to	the	same	place,	they	share	

the	same	food	heritage	resource	and	thus	they	are	connected	to	each	other.	Based	on	this	

‘acknowledgment’	and	‘realisation’,	they	mobilise	in	the	creation	of	a	food	heritage-based	

network.	 Specifically,	 I	will	 describe	 the	 third	phase	 ‘creating	 collaborations’	 in	 section	

8.3.3	and	I	will	 illustrate	the	actions	put	 in	place	by	farmers	and	hotel	owners	with	the	

initiative	‘Adopt	a	Barn’	and	the	collaboration	between	cheese	cooperative	and	restaurant	

owners	through	the	‘Photo-recipes’.	In	the	analysis	of	this	last	phase,	I	will	show	a	process	

of	 ‘adherence’	 of	 the	 different	 communities	 of	 practice	 around	 a	 shared	 food-heritage-

based	network,	that	I	call	‘Food	of	Belonging’.	The	theoretical	implications	of	this	process	

will	be	analysed	in	the	next	chapter.	

8.3.1 Exploring	the	network	

This	 phase	 will	 describe	 the	 relationship	 of	 the	 farmers,	 the	 cheese	 cooperative,	 the	

restaurants	managers	and	hotels	owners	with	the	cheese.	During	the	series	of	focus	group	

discussions	of	this	first	phase	of	the	project	(see	Table	8.1),	each	community	of	practice	

explored	 its	 own	 network	 and	 examined	 its	 own	 relationship	 with	 the	 food	 heritage	

resource.	

Farmers	 explored	 their	 connection	 to	 cheese	 through	 the	 milk	 production	 and	 the	

management	of	the	farmlands,	as	already	illustrated	from	other	cheese	versions	(see	Figure	
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8.1).	At	the	same	time,	the	cheese	cooperative	recognises	the	connection	with	the	farmers	

through	 the	milk	 itself	which	 is	 then	 transformed	 into	 cheese	 through	 the	 practices	 of	

cheese-making	 (see	 full	 arrows	Figure	8.1).	While	 these	 interrelated	 relations	 between	

farmers,	cheese	cooperative	and	cheese-makers	was	already	described	in	the	network	of	

the	 Official	 Cheese	 (see	 chapter	 7),	 what	 makes	 this	 network	 different	 is	 the	 act	 of	

acknowledgment	that	these	communities	of	practice	go	through	in	reflecting	upon	their	

relationship	with	 the	 cheese	 and	 thus	 the	 awareness	 this	 generates	on	 their	 reciprocal	

roles.	

At	the	same	time,	this	phase	allowed	the	tourism	operators	to	reflect	on	their	relationship	

with	the	local	cheese.	On	one	side	the	hotel	owners	recognised	that	the	cheese	buffet	they	

organise	for	their	guests	interconnect	their	reality	to	the	local	cheese	and	indirectly	to	its	

producers,	thus	making	the	cheese	buffet	is	an	important	element	of	this	cheesescape	(see	

Figure	8.1).	They	also	disclosed	that	for	large	hotels148	the	component	of	the	price	affects	

the	choice	of	purchasing	the	local	cheese	that,	given	their	quality,	are	more	expensive	than	

other	 non-local	 options.	 On	 the	 other	 side,	 the	 restaurants	 reflected	 on	 the	 important	

dialogue	with	the	chefs	in	the	selection	of	the	dish	raw	ingredients,	which	includes	the	local	

cheese.	 Through	 this	 selection,	 the	 chefs	 revisited	with	 creativity	 the	 local	 dishes	 that	

become	part	of	the	restaurant’s	menu.	Thus	chefs,	local	ingredients,	and	local	dishes	are	

the	elements	that	the	restaurants	bring	into	this	cheesescape	(see	Figure	8.1).	

In	 the	 next	 sections,	 I	 will	 detail	 the	 focus	 group	 conversations	 of	 each	 community	 of	

practice	so	that	I	will	present	respectively	the	three	different	positions	of	the	farmers/	food	

producers	 (section	 8.3.1.1),	 the	 hotels	 owners	 (section	 8.3.1.2)	 and	 the	 restaurant	

managers	(section	8.3.1.3).		

8.3.1.1 The	farmer	celebrity	

In	 the	 conversations	 I	 had,	 the	 farmers	 reconsidered	 their	 roles.	 They	 presented	

themselves	as	milk	producers,	bringing	into	the	network	elements	already	participating	to	

the	Official	Cheese	such	as	the	winter	barn,	the	relationship	with	the	animals,	the	litres	of	

milk	 produced	 and	 provided	 to	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 (see	 Figure	 8.1).	 Also,	 they	

mentioned	that	their	job	did	not	finish	with	the	milk	production.	In	fact,	Adriana,	one	of	the	

	
148	Large	hotel	based	on	the	hotel	size,	not	on	the	targeted	guest	profile.	
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farmers,	 affirmed:	 “our	 role	 goes	 much	 beyond	 the	 mere	 purpose	 of	 milk	 production”	

(21/04/2016).		

Therefore,	they	also	reflected	on	their	role	as	‘keeper	of	the	mountain’	(see	Figure	8.1)	and	

highlighted	 that	 the	 farmers	 maintaining	 the	 pasturelands	 also	 creates	 the	 cultural	

landscapes	 upon	which	 tourists	 decide	 to	 come	 to	 the	 area	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 young	

farmer	Lorenzo:	

[Hotel	owners	have	to	understand	that]	the	quality	of	our	product,	of	our	
milking	techniques	and	the	work	we	do	with	the	animals	is	fine.	In	addition,	
we	need	them	to	understand	that	without	us	there	is	nobody	in	charge	of	
maintaining	the	land,	[in	a	long	perspective]	without	us	there	will	not	be	any	
hotel	owner	as	there	will	be	no	tourism	(13/12/2016).	

For	the	latter	part	of	this	statement,	it	seems	that	farmers	have	a	strong	awareness	about	

the	role	they	play	for	the	tourism	as	well.	They	show	this	awareness	also	in	relation	to	their	

role	as	‘celebrities’	(see	Figure	8.1),	from	which	I	took	the	inspiration	for	the	title	of	this	

section.	 Giacomo	 used	 the	 expression	 ‘celebrity’	 in	 the	 following	 statement:	 “today	 the	

farmer	has	become	a	celebrity	needed	to	talk	about	the	territory”.	It	is	a	word	that	implies	an	

act	of	‘performance’,	in	which	they	indeed	feel	the	need	to	‘represent’	or	be	part	of	a	‘fable’	

that	is	told	to	the	tourists	(Edensor,	2001,	2009,	2018).		

The	concepts	of	the	‘fable’	and	‘performance’	also	emerged	from	the	Touristic	Cheese	in	

relation	 to	 the	 cheese-making	demonstrations	 in	malga,	 but	 in	 these	 conversations	 the	

farmers	explained	their	inclusion	into	the	tourism	system	as	‘celebrity’	taking	its	origins	

from	a	 feast	organised	at	 the	end	of	summer	called	 ‘Gran	Festa	del	Desmontegar’149(see	

Figure	8.1).	This	rural	event	celebrates	the	return	of	the	animals	from	the	malga	on	top	of	

the	mountains	to	the	winter	barn	in	the	villages,	down	in	the	valley	(Corti,	2004;	Timothy	

&	Pena,	2016).		

I	personally	observed	(one	as	participant	observant)	two	of	these	feast	parades	through	

the	street	of	the	towns.	The	farmers	walk	through	the	villages’	roads	with	their	animals,	

decorated	with	flowers	and	other	adornments	(see	Figure	8.2).	

	
149	In	dialect	it	is	called	Desmontegada,	see	glossary.	
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Figure	8.2	Adorned	cow	during	the	Desmontegada	

(Roberto	de	Pellegrin	-	Of	Projects)	

They	carry	floats	though	which	they	reinterpret	and	perform	the	old	farming	traditions	

(see	Figure	8.3).		

	
Figure	8.3	Floats	parade	reinterpreting	the	old	farming	traditions	

(left:	APT	Desmontegada	archive;	right:	author)	

They	are	the	absolute	protagonists	and	the	ones	who	attract	numbers	of	tourists	along	the	

streets	of	the	four	villages	involved	(see	Figure	8.4).	
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Figure	8.4	Farmers	parade,	with	typical	dresses,	through	the	streets	of	the	villages		

(left:	Roberto	de	Pellegrin	-	Of	Projects;	right:	APT	Desmontegada	archive)	

I	interviewed	the	group	of	farmers	who	first	established	the	feast	in	1999.	On	this	occasion	

I	 learnt	that	such	a	 feast	does	not	come	from	any	traditions	since	 it	started	as	a	playful	

competition	with	the	neighbouring	village	in	Val	di	Fassa.	Nobody	really	believed	it	could	

become	such	an	attraction,	but	today,	as	declared	from	Giovanni	Battista:		

It	 is	 the	most	 important	 event	 in	Primiero	because	 there	 is	 an	 economic	
return	for	everybody,	also	for	ourselves	(24/11/2016).		

Along	 the	 same	 line	 Adriana	 describes	 how	 the	 feast	 changes	 the	 relationship	 of	 the	

community	with	the	farmers:	

There	are	moments	when	we	become	an	important	figure	because	there	is	
a	touristic	return	out	of	our	actions.	These	are	spread	a	bit	on	the	whole,	
while	there	are	other	times	when	our	behaviour	bothers	everybody	in	town:	
it	is	when	we	manure	the	pasturelands	and	the	smell	covers	the	surrounding	
areas.	Everyone	complains	about	it.	(24/11/2016).	

This	feeling	is	pretty	common	between	farmers	as	this	following	statement	suggests:	

Some	are	bothered	by	us	all	year-round…	except	for	the	three	days	of	the	
Desmontegada.	(Cesare,	24/11/2016).	

In	 the	 last	 20	 years	 the	 feast	 has	 taken	 place	 at	 the	 end	 of	 every	 summer150.	 Farmers	

realised	that	the	event	has	become	one	of	the	major	attractions	of	the	valley	and	thus	an	

important	opportunity	for	restaurants	and	hotels	to	attract	guests.	Therefore,	they	realised	

that	they	play	a	role	within	the	tourism	system.	On	the	other	hand,	in	this	feast	farmers	

	
150	Last	edition	2019.	
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replicate	the	story	of	the	good	old	days,	wearing	traditional	dresses,	performing	traditional	

farming	 practices,	 avoiding	 references	 or	 representation	 of	 their	 modern	 role	 and	

production	practices	–	as	industrial	farmers.	This	last	issue	came	out	from	Giancarlo	in	one	

of	the	focus	group	discussions:	

We	are	the	ones	who	want	to	be	considered	professional	farmers	but	we	are	
the	first	ones	who	contribute	to	the	creation	of	the	fairy	tale,	because	the	
glorification	of	the	fairy	tale	is	the	Desmontegada.	(14/12/2016).	

According	to	these	conversations,	a	strong	connection	between	farmers	and	the	tourism	

sector	 emerged.	 This	 relationship	 is	 reciprocal.	 Farmers,	 as	 members	 of	 the	 cheese	

cooperative,	are	aware	that	the	cheese	shop	sells	the	highest	volume	of	cheeses	during	the	

days	 of	 the	 feast	 and	 thus	 understand	 the	 importance	 that	 hospitality	 providers	 and	

restaurants	can	play	in	term	of	cheese	purchases	as	Giacomo	shared:	

If	the	tourism	…	the	hotel	owners	realise	the	importance	of	our	product	and	
the	 importance	 of	 what	 we	 do	 in	 the	 territory,	 and	 thus	 increase	 their	
volume	of	cheese	purchase,	everybody	wins.	(14/12/2016).	

In	this	way	in	our	conversations	they	also	realised	that	they	were	not	alone	in	the	cheese	

network	and	that	the	presence	of	hotel	owners	could	be	beneficial	to	the	entire	system	if	

they	could	 recognize	 the	 importance	of	 the	 farmers’	 role	 in	 the	wider	community.	As	a	

consequence,	the	farmers	and	myself	decided	to	invite	the	hotels	owners	to	visit	their	barns	

in	order	to	show	them	the	different	activities	they	carried	out	in	their	work.	In	the	focus	

groups	 dedicated	 to	 organizing	 the	 visits,	 farmers	 clarified	 the	 elements	 and	 practices	

which	they	wanted	the	hotels	owners	to	pay	attention	to.	They	also	suggested	discourses	

about	quality	of	milk,	pasturelands,	hay	making	and	manure	management.	The	visit	set	the	

base	 of	 a	 phase	 of	 reciprocal	 connection	 because	 discourses,	 in	 which	 practices	 and	

elements	previously	belonging	to	one	community	of	practice	were	shared	with	the	wider	

network	where	other	communities	of	practice	were	involved.		

8.3.1.2 The	cheese	buffet	of	the	hotels	

During	the	focus	groups	with	the	hotel	owners	it	emerged	that	food,	and	specifically	the	

local	cheese,	played	a	small	part	of	the	hotel	owners’	daily	activity	as	they	interact	with	the	

food	just	when	serving	dinners	or	breakfast	to	their	guests.	These	represent	the	‘practices’	

which	allowed	them	to	interact	with	the	local	cheeses:	
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For	a	restaurant	it	is	a	distinction	to	describe	a	dish	because	one	chooses	a	
restaurant	based	on	what	you	can	eat	there,	while	for	the	hotel	it	is	not	like	
this.	Many	things	are	considered	more	industrially.	One	[ref	to	a	guest]	asks	
“how	much	does	it	cost?”	and	does	not	ask	“what	are	you	offering	me?”	Here	
it	 is	 the	difference!	Therefore,	 for	us	 sometimes	 it	 is	a	bit	harder	 to	offer	
higher	quality	products,	as	 [from	our	guests’	point	of	 view]	everything	 is	
homologated	and	taken	for	granted.	(Pierantonio,	13/12/2016).		

Because	 of	 this	 perception,	 the	 food	 heritage	 resource	 is	 treated	 differently	 by	 the	

restaurants	 as	 shown	by	 the	 example	of	 the	use	of	 cheese	bowls	 for	Trentingrana	 (see	

Figure	8.1)	described:	

Another	example	are	the	cheese	bowls	for	the	Grana151.	I	never	had	a	guest	
who	asked	me	“which	type	of	Grana	do	you	serve	here?”	We	should	be	honest	
about	this	because	the	Trentingrana	[the	local	Grana	made	from	the	milk	of	
mountain	farmers]	is	much	more	expensive...”.	(Pierantonio,	13/12/2016).	

This	statement	also	shows	that	the	choice	of	the	local	cheese	is	a	minuscule	detail	for	the	

hotel	 owners,	 since	 they	 assume	 their	 guests	 would	 not	 even	 notice	 it.	 Conversely,	

restaurant	managers	are	aware	that	gastronomic	tourists	 look	for	these	details	as	I	will	

show	in	the	next	section.	More	broadly	food	is	contemplated	as	one	minor	aspect	of	the	

daily	 routine	 of	 a	 hotel	 owner.	 It	 is	 just	 a	 marginal	 aspect	 of	 the	 hospitality	 services	

provided	by	the	hotels	and	therefore	even	if	the	hotel	owners	might	recognise	the	quality	

of	the	local	product,	they	do	not	necessarily	invest	in	it.	According	to	this	account,	the	menu	

of	 the	 hotel	 differs	 to	 the	 one	 of	 the	 restaurants	 and	 hotel	 owners	 normally	 offer	 two	

different	menus:	one	for	hotel	guests,	with	a	daily	selection	of	two	or	three	dishes;	another	

one,	a	la	carte,	for	casual	diners	which	offers	a	greater	variety	of	dishes.	In	the	menu	for	the	

latter	polenta	and	canederli	dishes	include	the	local	cheese.	In	the	menu	for	to	the	hotel	

guests,	often	many	hotels	propose	the	cheese	buffet	once	a	week.	Here	cheese	is	the	major	

player.	This	buffet	represents	the	main	interaction	they	have	with	the	local	cheeses	and	

thus	with	the	cheese	assortment	from	the	cheese	shop	(see	dashed	arrow	Figure	8.1).	Some	

of	the	hotels	set	up	the	table	with	cheese	boards	and	tags	with	the	name	of	the	local	cheese.	

Some	of	them	propose	pairing	combination	between	wine	and	cheese	or	between	cheese	

and	local	jams	(see	Figure	8.5).	

	
151	Pierantonio	implicitly	refers	to	the	Grana	or	Parmesan,	the	versions	made	from	milk	of	the	farmers	of	
the	flat	land.	
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Figure	8.5	Hotel	cheese	buffet	served	with	cheese	boards	and	tags	

(Brunet	Hotels	archive)	

Polenta,	 canederli	 and	 the	 cheese	 buffet	 are	 the	 elements	 which	 create	 reciprocal	

connections	between	the	cheese	shop	and	the	hotels	of	the	area	as	the	mind	map	shows	

(see	see	dashed	arrow	-	Figure	8.1).	During	the	focus	group	they	agreed	that	the	existence	

of	the	cheese	buffet	creates	also	a	stronger	connection	with	the	famers:		

If	you	look	at	my	hotel,	we	do	work	with	the	local	cheese.	Once	a	week	we	do	
a	 big	 buffet	 with	 the	 cheeses,	 we	 put	 tags	 with	 names	 and	 a	 small	
description.	It	would	be	interesting	if	a	farmer	could	come	to	the	hotel	that	
night	and	present	the	cheeses,	he	could	wear	his	typical	dress.	We	could	set	
up	the	place	with	a	couple	of	bales	of	hay	to	create	more	atmosphere.	Our	
guests	would	love	that!	(Renzo,	13/12/2016).	

Hotel	owners	see	the	farmers	as	 ‘performing	characters’	who	can	provide	an	additional	

value	to	the	hospitality	service	they	offered	to	their	guests	(see	dashed	arrow	-	Figure	8.1),	

as	clearly	explained	by	the	Renzo’s	statement	above.	

8.3.1.3 The	alliance	of	chefs	and	restaurants		

The	 last	 community	of	practice	 comprises	of	 the	 restaurant	owners.	The	community	of	

practice	here	 is	represented	more	by	the	duo	comprising	the	restaurant	owner	and	the	

chef(s),	as	the	constant	dialogue	between	them	is	what	creates	the	restaurant’s	philosophy	

and	style.	These	are	ultimately	reflected	on	the	menu	and	its	dishes.	Cheeses	normally	are	

proposed	in	the	menu	as	part	of	a	bigger	dish	of	which	the	cheese	itself	can	be	a	minor	or	

major	element.	Typical	dishes	prepared	with	the	local	cheeses	are	polenta	and	canederli	

(see	Figure	8.1).	With	polenta,	the	cheese	is	a	major	ingredient:	the	local	fresh	tosèla	cheese	

(see	Appendix	A)	is	presented	together	with	polenta	and	a	couple	of	locally	made	sausages	
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(‘Polenta,	 tosèla	 e	 luganega’),	 or	 a	mix	 of	 local	 cheeses	 is	melted	 on	 top	 of	 the	 polenta	

(‘Polenta	e	formaggi	fusi’).	Canederli	is	local	dish	of	the	area	composed	of	bread	dumplings	

that	be	filled	with	herbs	and	cheeses	and	served	with	butter	and	Trentingrana	on	top.	The	

presence	of	the	cheese	in	the	menu	of	the	restaurants	creates	a	strong	connection	between	

the	chefs	of	the	restaurants	and	the	cheese	assortment	of	the	shop.	This	relationship	is	well	

explained	by	the	restaurant	owner	Nicola:	

I	am	the	owner	of	the	restaurant	and	I	am	passionate	about	the	cuisine,	but,	
of	course,	it	is	the	presence	of	two	chefs	and	our	relationship	that	make	us	
saying	that	we	do	not	want	to	always	offer	the	same	things.	It	is	important	
to	have	this	enthusiasm.	Then	you	can	have	a	passionate	owner	who	is	not	
followed	by	the	chefs	or	chefs	with	great	inspiration	which	are	not	followed	
by	the	owner.	So	you	might	find	yourself	with	a	great	enthusiasm	on	one	side	
which	 is	 not	 corresponded	 by	 the	 other	 one.	Who	 is	 going	 to	 lose	 here?	
(13/12/2016).	

A	consequence	of	the	close	relationship	with	their	chefs	is	that	the	restaurants’	owners	are	

conscious	of	how	the	quality	of	the	food	purchased	is	relevant	for	their	chefs	in	order	to	

build	up	a	menu	on	which	they	agree.	Nicola	commented:	

Effectively	in	the	kitchen,	you	can	transform	the	ingredients	to	make	a	dish,	
but	if	the	original	product	is	of	high	quality	from	the	beginning,	your	dish	
inevitably	stays	of	high	quality.	While	if	its	ingredients’	quality	is	low,	you	
can	transform	it,	you	can	eventually	improve	it,	but	you	cannot	have	a	high	
quality	result.	(13/12/2016).	

In	this	statement	the	restaurant	owner	was	mentioning	the	quality	of	the	local	cheeses.	He	

was	aware	the	quality	of	the	initial	ingredients	will	be	then	transferred	in	the	quality	of	the	

finalised	dishes	created	by	 the	chefs.	Therefore,	 restaurant	managers	declared	having	a	

strong	sense	of	identity	in	relation	to	the	local	food	as	the	food	itself	plays	such	a	central	

part	 in	 their	 activity.	 Their	 ability	 to	 communicate	 this	 identity	 into	 their	 dishes	 is	

paramount	 as	 it	 can	 be	 communicated	 in	 any	 dish,	 as	 explained	 by	 the	 pizzaiolo152	

Gianmario:	

If	you	want	to	offer	local	products	in	a	different	way,	you	need	creativity	(…)	
If	you	create	a	pizza	with	the	local	products,	something	interesting	comes	
out.	You	do	not	put	these,	there,	randomly.	We	propose	a	pizza	with	local	
products	paired	with	a	 local	beer	and	our	clients	do	not	even	look	at	the	
price	of	it	when	making	the	order.	(16/01/2017).	

	
152	Translated	as	‘pizza	maker’.	
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Food	is	a	central	element	for	the	restaurants	and	the	choice	to	include	local	food	on	the	

menus	is	strongly	related	to	the	identity	that	the	owners	want	to	convey	to	the	visitors.	For	

some	 it	 is	 related	 to	 the	philosophy	of	 the	 restaurant,	 as	Angioletta,	who	owns	a	 small	

restaurant	explained:		

It	is	a	choice	one	wants	to	do,	I	aim	for	products	only	from	Primiero	valley	
because	of	I	want	to	convey	the	identity	of	Primiero,	then,	it	is	logical,	I	do	
have	other	products	in	my	pantry,	but	honestly	I	prefer	to	give	to	my	client	
what	comes	from	Primiero.	(13/12/2016).	

While	 for	 others,	 it	 is	 a	 strategic	 element	 to	 satisfy	 the	 guests’	 needs,	 as	 explained	 by	

Giovanni	il	CiverMalgaro	who	manage	a	food	kiosk	in	his	malga:	

We	are	in	a	time	where	the	consumers	ask	“Do	you	make	this?”	Is	it	of	your	
production?	It	(being	a	local	product)	is	an	additional	value.	(16/01/2017).	

In	both	cases	though,	the	challenge	faced	by	the	restaurants	is	how	to	communicate	this	

choice.	According	to	their	experience,	offering	some	tasting	experiences	is	crucial	to	make	

the	client	understand	the	quality	of	the	cheeses	and	therefore	to	improve	the	restaurant’s	

offer.	In	the	conversations	from	the	focus	groups,	it	emerged	that	for	proposing	a	tasting	

experience	the	restaurants	owners	need	a	certain	level	of	knowledge	to	be	transmitted	to	

the	clients.	Such	knowledge	does	not	often	belong	to	the	restaurants’	owners’	community	

of	practice	as	illustrated	by	Francesca:	

We	lack	in	valorising	the	product	for	what	it	is.	This	is	precious	for	everybody	
in	the	same	way.	We	need	elements	on	which	to	focus	our	communication	…	
We	do	not	know	how	to	communicate	it	(the	cheese)	since	we	are	the	first	
one	who	do	not	know	much	about	it.	(13/12/2016).	

This	 conversation	 helped	 the	 restaurant	 owners	 to	 become	 aware	 that	 they	 needed	 to	

create	a	collaboration	with	the	cheese-makers	to	learn	more	about	the	local	cheese	in	order	

to	provide	some	additional	information	to	their	clients.	Doing	so,	restaurant	owners	can	

better	appreciate	the	quality	of	the	local	dishes	offered	on	their	menus.		

8.3.2 Reciprocal	connections	

The	second	phase	of	the	project	enabled	each	community	of	practice	to	engage	with	their	

practices	and	knowledge	around	the	cheese.	Reciprocal	visits	between	farmers	and	hotel	

owners	 on	 one	 side	 and	 between	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 and	 the	 restaurants	 were	
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organised	in	order	each	group	could	share	their	own	specific	practice	and	knowledge	with	

the	other	community	of	practice	(Reason,	2007).	

In	 the	 ‘visit	 to	 the	barn’	 (see	Table	8.1)	 the	 farmers	 illustrated	 to	 the	hotel	owners	 the	

different	agricultural	practices	that	they	carry	out	in	their	own	farms153	(see	Figure	8.6),	

and	reciprocating	in	the	‘visit	to	the	hotel’	(see	Table	8.1)	the	hotel	owners	explained	their	

tourism	practices	to	the	farmers154.	Both	the	visits	ended	with	a	final	cheese	buffet	where	

both	farmers	and	hotel	owners	could	learn	from	each	other	about	the	use	of	local	cheese	

on	the	menus.	

	
Figure	8.6	Visit	to	the	barn	with	final	tasting	of	the	cheeses	

(Above:	Greta	Ruaro,	below:	author)	

The	 ‘visit	 to	 the	 cheese	 factory’	 (see	 Table	 8.1)	 guided	 by	 the	 director	 and	 a	 technical	

adviser	showed,	similarly	to	a	cellar	visit	(see	section	7.4.2),	all	the	operations	of	cheese-

making	process,	from	the	milk	transformation	to	the	cheese	aging	process	(see	Figure	8.7).	

	
153	 The	 following	 local	 blog	 Carta	 Pesta	 reports	 this	 meeting	 to	 the	 local	 community:	
http://www.cartapesta.news/turismo/turismo-allevamento-primiero-lancia-sfida	(accessed	24/03/2017).	
154	 The	 following	 local	 blog	 Carta	 Pesta	 reports	 this	 meeting	 to	 the	 local	 community:	
http://www.cartapesta.news/economia/turismo-e-allevamento-gli-albergatori-ospitano-gli-allevatori	
(accessed	04/04/2017).	
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Figure	8.7	Visit	to	the	cheese	factory	with	tasting	of	the	cheeses	(author)	

This	 visit	 ended	with	 a	 specific	 session	 of	 cheese	 tasting	where	 Giampaolo	 guided	 the	

restaurant	managers	to	notice	four	specific	aspects	for	each	cheese	(see	Figure	8.7).	From	

this	learning	exercise,	the	unique	characteristic	of	each	type	of	cheese	were	highlighted	and	

reported	in	a	tasting	table	that	the	restaurant	could	consult	to	organise	testing	sessions	for	

their	guests.	Additionally,	the	cheese	cooperative	offered	to	carry	out	a	training	day	in	situ	

to	support	each	restaurant	manager	interested	in	the	creation	of	a	tasting	session	(pairing,	

experiences	etc).		

The	sharing	of	knowledge	and	practice	around	 the	 food	heritage	 resource	between	 the	

different	 communities	 of	 practice	 facilitates	 a	 process	 of	 realisation.	 The	 farmers,	 the	

cheese	cooperative,	the	restaurants	and	hotel	owners	realise	that	the	cheese	was	indeed	as	

a	resource	of	the	whole	locality,	thus	a	food	heritage	resource	of	the	territory.	This	built	a	

new	 awareness	 in	 the	 community	 about	 the	 relationship	 of	 belonging	 to	 the	 territory	

(Badii,	2014;	Bessière,	2013).	

8.3.2.1 Farmers	and	hotel	owners	

Coming	back	to	the	collaboration	between	hotel	owners	and	farmers,	it	is	
fundamental	what	we	are	doing.	We	have	to	know	their	world,	their	task	is	
to	 keep	 the	 mountain	 alive	 and	 ours	 is	 the	 same	 at	 the	 bottom	 of	 the	
mountains.	 We	 should	 make	 them	 know	 our	 world	 and	 make	 them	
understand	 that	 our	world	 is	 not	 easy	 as	 they	 picture	 it;	 we	 should	 put	
ourselves	in	the	conditions	to	know	and	understand	their	world	too.	(Paolo,	
08/03/2017).	
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This	statement	of	hotel	owner	Paolo	summarises	the	complementary	nature	of	the	roles	

between	hotel	owners	and	farmers.	It	also	shows	how	the	local	actors	slowly	realised	the	

importance	of	learning	about	each	other.	This	need	is	at	the	base	of	the	second	phase	of	the	

project	named	‘reciprocal	connections’	as	farmers	and	hotel	owners	decided	to	visit	each	

other’s	workplace	reality	to	create	a	stronger	relationship	within	the	network	of	the	cheese	

(see	dashed	arrow	Figure	8.1).		

Specifically,	the	farmers	decided	to	organise	a	visit	to	a	traditional	barn	and	to	a	modern	

one.	In	this	way	they	could	show	how	the	agricultural	practices	adapt	to	the	specificities	of	

each	 reality	 and	 thus	 recall	 the	 concept	 of	 farmers	 being	 professionals	 of	 mountain	

agriculture	(see	section	7.2.1).	During	the	visit,	the	hotel	owners	were	invited	to	observe	

the	work	of	the	farmers	and	listen	to	how	they	described	it,	whilst	during	the	visit	to	the	

hotel,	the	farmers	could	learn	about	the	different	tasks	a	hotel	manager	has	to	deal	with.	At	

the	end	of	these	reciprocal	visits,	Francesca,	one	hotel	owner,	noted	down	some	similarities	

between	the	two	jobs.	She	created	a	table	illustrating	the	different	duties	of	the	farmer	and	

their	correspondence	with	the	duties	of	the	hotel	manager	and	entitled	this	creative	work	

‘What’s	the	moral	of	this	story?’	(see	Appendix	G).		

The	message	was	clear	for	all:	the	reciprocal	visits	become	an	opportunity	for	farmers	and	

hotel	owners	to	recognise	their	reciprocal	interconnectedness	and	thus	to	share	a	sense	of	

belonging	toward	the	same	territory,	of	whose	heritage,	the	cheese	is	a	part.	

8.3.2.2 Cheese	cooperative	and	restaurants	

Sincerely	I	do	not	know	the	processes	they	use	to	make	the	‘Primiero	cheese’	
or	the	‘Fiorito’.	We	know	how	to	communicate	[the	value	of	the	cheese	to	the	
guests]	if	we	know	how	they	make	the	cheeses!	Many	of	us	have	never	milked	
a	 cow	 or	 assisted	 at	 a	 cheese-making	 demonstration.	 (Francesca,	
15/03/2016).	

The	admission	of	the	restaurant	owners	that	they	did	not	know	much	about	the	cheese-

making	processes	and	the	quality	of	the	different	local	cheeses	they	offer	to	their	guests	

opened	up	a	request	to	learn	more	about	these	aspects.	This	acknowledgment	formed	the	

basis	for	the	visit	to	the	cheese	factory	(see	dashed	arrow	Figure	8.1)	where	the	restaurant	

owners	could	learn	about	the	cheese-making	process	procedures,	observe	the	machines	

employed	 and	 walk	 through	 the	 cooperative	 site,	 including	 the	 various	 cellars.	

Furthermore,	at	the	end	of	the	visit	they	had	a	tasting	session	with	Giampaolo,	the	technical	
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adviser	of	the	cheese	cooperative,	where	they	could	appreciate	the	properties	of	the	cheese	

tasted.	 This	 session	 also	 represented	 a	 way	 they	 could	 themselves	 use	 to	 present	 the	

cheeses	to	their	guests	and	encourage	them	to	taste	them.	

8.3.3 Creating	Collaboration	

The	 last	phase	of	 the	project	 ‘creating	 collaboration’	 aimed	 to	develop	a	pilot	 action	of	

collaboration	between	 the	 farmers	and	 the	hotel	owners	on	one	 side,	 and	between	 the	

cheese	cooperative	and	the	restaurants	owners	on	the	other	side	(see	dashed	arrows,	two	

different	purple	of	Figure	8.1).	The	 idea	 to	pair	 the	communities	of	practice	within	 this	

network	of	relations	emerged	from	the	focus	group	discussions	and	the	needs	each	group	

expressed	about	the	collaboration.		

The	hotel	owners	declared	their	interest	in	offering	a	tailor	made	experience	to	their	guests	

about	the	local	product	and	farmers,	who	saw	themselves	as	‘celebrities’	for	the	tourism	

sector	 (see	 section	 8.3.1.1),	 embraced	 the	 idea	 to	 become	 the	 story-teller	 of	 these	

experiences.	They	saw	this	as	a	way	to	have	control	over	the	contents	of	the	‘fable’	that	was	

told	to	the	tourists	and	thus	an	opportunity	to	communicate	not	only	the	story	of	the	old	

days	but	also	their	professional	side.		

The	action	‘adopt	a	barn’	comes	from	these	new	relations.	Each	hotel	owner	was	paired	

with	a	farmer	and	the	relative	village	barn.	As	a	consequence	of	this	association,	its	guests	

would	be	exclusively	offered	 to	visit	 the	paired	barn	guided	by	 the	 farmer.	This	would	

illustrate	his/her	job	and	though	these	activities	would	tell	the	story	of	the	local	cheese.	In	

return,	 the	hotel	owner	committed	to	serve	the	 local	cheeses	 to	 their	guests	during	the	

dinner	of	the	same	evening	of	the	visit155.		

The	cheesescape	of	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	become	associated	to	these	experience-scapes	

which	offer	to	the	tourists	the	possibility	to	learn	and	experience	the	traditions	and	the	

culture	of	the	place	through	the	cheese	O'Dell,	2005	#1029;Fusté	Forné,	2016	#564;Mei,	

2020	#1066}.	This	action	was	trialled	during	Easter	2017;	 later	each	pairing	of	 farmer-

	
155	 The	 following	 local	 blog	 Carta	 Pesta	 reports	 this	 meeting	 to	 the	 local	 community:	
http://www.cartapesta.news/economia/turismo-allevamento-via-gemmellaggio-stalla-albergo	(accessed	
09/04/2017).	
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hotel	owner	planned	 its	own	calendar	of	weekly	or	 fortnightly	visits	 for	 the	summer	of	

2017	(see	Figure	8.8)	

	
Figure	8.8	Visit	of	‘Adopt	a	barn’	(Azienda	Agricola	Turra	Gianmaria	&	Flavio	archive)	

The	restaurant	owners	showed	an	interest	in	advancing	their	knowledge	about	the	cheese	

in	order	to	be	able	to	create	new	dishes	to	put	on	their	menus.	The	cheese	cooperative	saw	

in	this	an	opportunity	to	sell	their	products	through	promotional	actions	around	the	use	of	

the	cheese	in	the	local	restaurants.	Therefore,	each	restaurant	owner	decided	to	‘adopt	a	

variety	of	cheese’	produced	by	the	cheese	cooperative	with	which	to	create	a	recipe	of	dish	

to	 insert	 in	 its	 menu.	 Because	 of	 this	 association,	 restaurant	 owners	 and	 the	 cheese	

cooperative	planned	the	‘Photo-recipes’	initiative	with	the	restaurant’s	chef.	

Professional	photographers	did	a	shoot	of	each	chef	during	their	cooking	practice	to	create	

a	postcard	illustrating	the	ingredients,	the	cooking	steps	and	the	final	result	of	the	dish	with	

the	variety	of	cheese	adopted	(see	Figure	8.9).	The	QR	code	included	in	the	postcard	was	

then	linked	to	that	specific	cheese	variety	in	order	that	the	cheese	cooperative	buyers	could	

have	 access	 to	 the	 recipe	 associated	with	 the	 cheese	 purchased.	 Postcards	were	made	

available	at	restaurants,	at	the	cheese	factory	stop	and	the	main	touristic	points	and	hotels	

(Appendix	H).	 In	addition,	 through	 the	QR	code,	 the	 customers/tourists	would	 learn	 to	

which	 restaurant	 they	 could	 go	 to	 taste	 the	 recipe	 reported	 in	 the	 postcard.	 This	 joint	

marketing	activity	went	further;	the	cheese	cooperative	agreed	to	teach	the	restaurants’	

staff	 how	 to	 communicate	 the	menu	 options	 prepared	with	 the	 local	 cheeses	 and	 two	

operators	 from	 Strada	 dei	 Formaggi	 delle	 Dolomiti	 delivered	 the	 personalised	 training	

sessions.	
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Figure	8.9	Photo	shooting	of	canederli	alle	ortiche	made	by	the	Agritur	Broch	

(Left:	Alessandro	Pianalto,	right,	author)	

This	 last	 phase	 describes	 that	 after	 the	 process	 of	 awareness	 and	 then	 the	 realisation	

obtained	with	 the	 previous	 phases,	 the	 actors	mobilise	 or	 recompose	 around	 a	 shared	

vision	of	the	food	heritage	that	builds	their	“patrimonial	conscience”	(Bessière	(2013,	p.	

290).	The	adherence	to	this	patrimonial	conscience	creates	a	new	network	of	relations	of	

the	actors	around	the	food	heritage	resources.	These	are	the	food-heritage	based	networks.	

8.4 The	network	of	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	

Since	 the	Cheese	of	Belonging	describes	 the	process	 through	which	 the	actors	mobilise	

around	their	own	food	heritage,	it	provides	insights	into	the	food	heritagisation	process	

and	 illustrates	 that	 the	 different	 communities	 of	 practice	 shared	 with	 each	 other	 the	

agricultural	 and	 gastronomic	 heritage	 of	 the	 Valle	 del	 Primiero	 (Bessière,	 2013).	 This	

understanding	created	from	this	network	is	represented	in	the	Table	8.2.		
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Table	8.2	Network	of	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	

Community	of	
practices	connected	

Cheese	Coop	
project	phases	

Dynamics	described	

Farmers,	
cheese-makers,	
restaurants	and	hotel	
owners		

Exploring	the	
network	

Recognition	
Each	community	of	practice	goes	
through	a	process	of	recognising	their	
heritage	and	developing	a	sense	of	
awareness	toward	the	heritage	
dimension	of	its	
agricultural/gastronomic	product.	

Each	community	of	practice	develops	it	
own	network	of	relations	with	the	food	
heritage	resource.		

Farmers,	
cheese-makers,	
restaurants	and	hotel	
owners		

Reciprocal	
connections	
Visit	to	the	barn,	
visit	to	the	hotel,	
visit	to	the	cheese	
factory	

Realisation	
Each	community	of	practice	shares	its	
own	relationship	with	the	
agricultural/gastronomic	heritage	and	
thus	realises	the	relationship	of	other	
communities	of	practice	toward	the	
same	heritage	resources.		

‘What’s	the	moral	of	
the	story?’	
(see	appendix	G)	

Sharing	mutual	ownership	makes	the	
communities	of	practice	realising	they	all	
belong	to	the	same	network/territory.		

Farmers,	
cheese-makers,	
restaurants	and	hotel	
owners	

Creating	
collaborations		

Adhesion	
The	different	communities	of	practice	
adhere	to	a	mutual	understanding	of	the	
food	heritage	resources	and	thus	create	a	
common	ground	for	collaborations.		

Actions:	
Adopt	a	Barn	
Photo-recipes	

Convivenza	
The	Cheese	of	Belonging	connects	the	
different	communities	of	practice;	each	
community	of	practice	recognises	the	
dimension	of	heritage	of	the	local	food	
resources	within	the	network	with	other	
actors	and	communities	of	practice.		

Food	of	Belonging.	The	case	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero	cheeses:	

• Food	of	Belonging	is	a	process	of	food	heritagisation;	
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• Food	of	Belonging	is	the	food	recognised	as	heritage	of	the	place	from	the	local	
actors	(recognition);	

• Food	of	Belonging	is	created	with	specific	practices	which	unite	the	different	
communities	of	practice	(realisation);	

• Food	of	Belonging	is	the	glue	connecting	each	community	of	practice	to	its	territory	
(adhesion).	

In	the	 first	phase	of	 the	project	 ‘exploring	the	network’,	 the	 focus	groups	conversations	

were	carried	out	within	one	community	of	practice	at	a	time	and	concentrated	on	the	group	

relationship	with	the	food	heritage	resource.	The	farmers	reflected	on	their	role	as	milk	

producers	and	mountain	land	keeper.	In	doing	so	they	recognised	the	strong	bond	they	

have	with	 the	 raw	 ingredients	 –	pasturelands	 and	milk	 –	which	 create	 the	 cheese	 (see	

Figure	8.1).	The	cheese	cooperative	staff	and	cheese	shop	assistants	reflected	both	on	their	

practice	 of	 transforming	 the	 farmers’	 milk	 into	 cheese	 and	 of	 promoting	 the	 final	

assortment	of	cheeses	offered	in	the	shop	(see	Figure	8.1).	The	hotel	providers	recognised	

that	the	local	cheese	does	not	play	an	important	role	on	their	daily	activities	but	they	also	

acknowledge	that	its	presence	in	the	cheese	buffet	contributes	to	the	experiences	they	want	

to	 offer	 to	 their	 guests	 (see	 Figure	 8.1).	 Lastly,	 the	 restaurant	 owners	 reflected	 on	 the	

relation	with	 the	 local	cheeses	which	pass	 through	their	relationship	with	chefs	and	on	

menu	choices	made	(see	Figure	8.1).	The	conversations	around	these	matters	allowed	each	

community	of	practice	to	recognise	the	role	of	the	cheese	within	the	network.	This	phase	

demonstrates	that	each	community	of	practice	needs	to	go	through	a	process	of	awareness	

in	order	to	recognise	the	cheese	as	part	of	its	own	network	(1st	raw,	see	Table	8.2)	and	thus	

to	create	a	“patrimonial	conscience”	(Bessière,	2013,	p.	290).	

The	phase	of	‘reciprocal	connections’	of	the	process	enables	each	community	of	practice	to	

share	this	new	awareness	about	its	own	relationship	with	the	heritage	resource	with	the	

other	 communities	 of	 practice	 involved	 in	 the	 network.	 When	 visiting	 the	 barns,	 the	

farmers	explained	to	the	hotel	owners	their	relationship	with	the	cheese	and	through	this	

narrative	 they	 clarified	 the	way	 they	 “recognise,	 interpret	 and	 claim	 a	 given	 heritage”	

(Bessière,	2013,	p.	283).	On	the	other	hand,	the	hotel	owner	could	learn	about	the	skills	and	

techniques	and	tools	used	by	the	farmers	to	produce	the	 local	milk.	The	same	occurred	

during	 the	 visit	 to	 the	 hotel,	were	 the	 owners	 could	 explain	 how	 the	 local	 cheese	was	

employed	within	 the	services	provided	 to	 the	guests	and	 the	 farmers	could	 learn	more	
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about	the	various	tasks	hospitality	providers	dealt	with	in	their	daily	practices.	When	the	

restaurant	owners	visited	 the	cheese	cooperative	 factory	 they	 learnt	how	 the	cheese	 is	

made	and	the	skills,	the	production	techniques	and	the	tools	used	by	the	cheese-makers.	

They	also	tasted	the	varieties	of	cheeses	together	with	a	cheese	specialist.	At	the	same	time,	

the	members	 of	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	 learnt	 the	 cheese	dishes	 options	 offered	 in	 the	

different	restaurants’	menus.	At	the	end	of	the	phase	of	the	reciprocal	visits,	the	cheese	is	

recognised	as	a	common	heritage	for	the	locality	(2nd	raw,	see	Table	8.2).	

This	“heritage	realisation”	(Bessiere	&	Tibere,	2013,	p.	282)	builds	the	foundation	for	the	

different	communities	of	practice	to	live	together.	I	will	employ	the	Italian	term	convivenza	

–	meaning	‘co-existence’,	or	more	literally	 ‘living	together’	–	to	describe	this	situation	in	

which	the	different	elements,	practices	and	actors	live	together	within	the	same	network	

(4th	raw,	see	Table	8.2).	This	condition	is	grounded	on	the	realisation	and	recognition	just	

examined,	which	I	consider	two	key	elements	of	the	process.	Thanks	to	these,	the	different	

communities	 of	 practice	 realise	 that	 they	 belong	 to	 the	 same	 place	 and	 thus	 that	 they	

recognise	to	have	a	common	ownership	on	the	food	heritage	resource.		

Based	on	this	understanding,	they	can	also	constitute	a	food	heritage-based	network.	The	

food	heritage-based	network	 coming	out	 of	 the	project	 is	 based	on	 the	phase	 ‘creating	

collaborations’	which	contemplated	actions	of	collaborations	(Mei	et	al.,	2017).	Farmers	

and	hotel	owners	co-developed	the	action	‘Adopt	a	barn’	to	offer	visits	to	the	farmers’	barns	

and	cheese	tastings	experience	for	the	guests	of	the	hotels.	With	the	action	‘Photo-recipes’	

the	 cheese	 shop	 and	 the	 chefs	 co-create	 recipes	 to	 promote	 the	 local	 cheese	 in	 the	

restaurants’	menus	(see	Figure	8.1).	These	actions	demonstrate	that	in	this	specific	case	

the	communities	of	practice	adhere	(Bessière,	2013)	to	a	common	vision	of	the	heritage,	

and	thus	were	able	to	co-create	tourism	experiences	around	it	(3rd	raw,	see	Table	8.2).		

Specifically,	I	called	the	Food	of	Belonging,	the	food-heritage	network	described	from	the	

Cheese	of	Belonging.	It	is	the	result	of	the	adhesion	of	the	different	communities	of	practice	

to	a	mutual	understanding	of	the	food	heritage	resource	(see	section	8.3.3),	which	occurred	

thanks	to	the	realisation	(see	section	8.3.2)	and	recognition	(see	section	8.3.1)	that	each	

community	of	practice	went	through	during	the	process	of	convivenza	(5th	raw,	see	Table	

8.2).	
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PART	FOUR:	RIPENING	THE	CHEESE	

The	final	part	of	the	thesis	is	called	‘ripening	the	cheese’.	This	is	the	last	part	of	the	cheese-

making	process,	“the	most	critical	step	of	the	cheese-making	process”	(Karlin,	2011,	p.	25)	

because	 it	 is	 when	 the	 cheese	 develops	 its	 unique	 personality.	 This	 process	 is	 very	

mysterious	and	fascinating	and	the	way	the	cheese	evolves	is	compare	to	an	evolving	forest	

ecosystem:	

Forms	of	life	succeed	one	another	in	cheeses	as	they	age:	The	cultures	that	
dominate	 a	 cheese	 change	 over	 time,	 in	 successions	 similar	 to	 the	
changing	plants	 in	evolving	forest	ecosystems.	Within	cheeses,	cultures	
cooperate	 and	 compete	 and	 pave	 the	way	 for	 others	 to	 succeed	 them.	
Starter	bacterial	cultures	give	way	to	ripening	bacteria	and	yeasts,	which	
give	way	to	fungal	cultures,	and	sometimes	even	insects,	as	the	cheeses	
age.	(Asher,	2015,	p.	30).	

This	evolution	takes	place	in	a	specific	environment	(caves,	cellars,	etc)	that	nurture	the	

proliferation	of	colonizing	species	of	yeasts,	fungus	cultures,	species	of	insect	that	grow	and	

feed	 upon	 the	 cheese.	 At	 the	 same	 time	 the	 cheese-makers	 control	 the	 fungal	 growth	

according	to	the	characteristics	of	the	cheese.	The	techniques	of	brushing,	oiling,	waxing,	

bandaging,	and	smearing	rinds,	and	keeping	cheeses	submerged	in	brine	exist	to	stop	the	

growth	of	fungus	(Asher,	2015).	The	washed-rind	cheese	of	the	cheese	cooperative	(see	

section	7.3.2)	is	an	aging	method	that	encourages	the	development	of	a	new	ecology	on	the	

rind	of	the	cheese.	The	blue	cheese	is	an	iconic	example	of	this	ripening	process	where	the	

fungus	grows	inside	the	cheese	instead	of	just	on	the	rind	and	provides	unique	flavours,	

colours	and	consistency	to	the	cheese	(Edgar,	2007).	

This	 evolving	 and	 continuously	 changing	 process	 is	 based	 on	 the	 bacteria	 growth	 and	

evolution.	 Its	 development	 is	 controlled	 by	 the	 cheese-maker	 who	 chooses	 the	

environment	for	the	aging,	the	methods	of	keeping	the	bacteria	at	check	and	keeps	an	eye	

(and	hand)	on	the	process	continuously.	Thus	I	see	similarities	between	the	ripening	and	

aging	of	the	cheese	with	the	evolution	of	any	research	process,	to	which	this	last	part	is	

dedicated.	
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9 DISCUSSION	AND	CONCLUSION	

9.1 Introduction	

I	need	to	recall	here	the	legend	that	opened	this	thesis,	about	the	Wildman	who	taught	the	

peasants	how	to	make	butter,	cheese	and	ricotta	(see	setion	1.1).	Having	arrived	at	this	last	

chapter	of	my	thesis	it	is	important	to	remember	that	the	legend	ends	with	the	supposition	

that	the	Wildman	that	has	still	some	secrets	to	teach	the	peasants	but	he	had	not	shared	

these	since	they	did	not	show	interest	in	advancing	their	knowledge.	Furthermore,	we	also	

need	to	bring	to	mind	the	Italian	writer	Italo	Calvino	that	in	the	short	story	of	Mr.	Palomar	

recalled	by	Adriana	(see	section	7.4.1)	which	pointed	out	that	behind	every	cheese	there	is	

a	 civilization	 (Calvino,	 2007).	 This	 chapter	 represents	 the	 sequel	 to	 the	 legend	 of	 the	

Wildman	and	to	the	story	of	Mr.	Palomar	since	it	examines	what	is	behind	the	cheeses	and	

what	this	can	teach	us.	Metaphorically	speaking,	the	secrets	of	the	Wildman	are	what	is	

behind	my	research	questions.	This	chapter	elaborates	on	what	we	have	learnt	from	the	

four	versions	of	cheese	in	relation	to	the	research	questions,	and,	by	doing	so,	advances	our	

knowledge	of	food	heritage,	food	heritagisation	and	food	heritage	tourism.	

In	the	previous	chapters	we	learnt	that	the	local	cheese	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero	is	enacted	

in	four	different	ways	and	that	each	version	of	cheese	is	connected	to	different	and	similar	

actors,	entities	and	practices.	We	learnt	that	the	Genuine	Cheese	has	its	historical	origins	in	

the	agricultural	malga	and	that	its	milk	reflects	the	flavour	and	the	taste	of	the	fresh	alpine	

grass	 and	 wildflowers.	 We	 learnt	 from	 the	 Touristic	 Cheese	 about	 the	 cheese-making	

performances	for	the	tourists	made	by	the	host	malgaro	and	about	the	transformation	of	

the	agricultural	landscape	of	the	pasturelands	into	a	touristic	postcard.	We	learnt	that	the	

Official	Cheese	is	created	by	the	strong	alliance	of	the	farmers	with	the	cheese	cooperative	

and	that	the	assortment	in	the	cheese	shop	can	be	described	as	a	‘museum’	showcasing	the	

tradition	and	the	history	of	the	locality.	Lastly,	we	learnt	that	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	is	a	

process	 that	 brings	 the	 different	 communities	 of	 practice	 together	 to	 have	 a	 “heritage	

realisation”	(Bessière,	2013,	p.	289),	upon	which	new	food-heritage	based	networks	are	

created;	and	specifically	we	learnt	about	the	network	of	this	Food	of	Belonging.		

In	this	chapter,	I	will	discuss	how	the	aspects	described	from	each	network	contribute	to	

an	understanding	of	food	heritage,	food	heritage	tourism	and	food	heritagisation.	The	next	
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section	9.2	provides	a	brief	recapping	of	the	aims	and	process	of	this	research.	Then,	since	

each	cheese	network	provides	insights	for	answering	my	research	questions,	the	chapter	

is	organised	 into	 three	 leading	sections,	each	corresponding	 to	 the	principal	element	of	

each	 research	question.	 Section	9.3	 addresses	 the	 first	 research	question	by	 examining	

what	 the	 four	 cheese	 versions	 reveal	 about	 food	heritage.	 Section	 9.4	 seeks	 to	 provide	

answer	to	the	second	research	question	through	analysing	what	the	four	cheese	versions	

show	us	about	food	heritage	tourism	and,	lastly,	section	9.5	provides	insights	on	how	the	

four	 cheese	 versions,	 in	 particular	 the	 Cheese	 of	 Belonging,	 reveal	 about	 food	

heritagisation.	

9.2 Overview	of	the	research	

The	overall	aim	of	my	research	is	to	understand	how	the	food	heritagisation	process	that	

involves	the	food	heritage	of	a	locality	intertwines	with	the	social	practice	of	tourism,	and	

more	specifically	with	food	heritage	tourism.	To	create	an	understanding	of	this	complex	

topic	I	identified	three	subtopics	associated	with	three	research	questions.	As	introduced	

in	chapter	1	(see	section	1.5),	the	thesis	poses	the	following	research	questions.	

Table	9.1	Overview	aims	and	research	questions	

Research	Aim	 Research	Objective	 Research	Question	

To	explore	the	
relationship	between	
the	food	heritagisation	
process	and	food	
heritage	tourism	
around	a	specific	food	
heritage	item	

To	examine	the	dimension	
of	food	heritage	

1. What	does	it	take	for	
an	agricultural	
product	to	become	
food	heritage?	

To	investigate	the	tourism	
encounters	and	
experiences	created	
around	food	heritage	

2. What	tourism	
encounters	and	
experiences	of	the	
locality	does	food	
heritage	provide?	

To	explore	the	cultural;	
and	social	dynamics	
between	food	heritage	and	
people	directly	or	
indirectly	involved	with	
food	heritage	tourism	

3. How	do	food	
producers	and	
hospitality	providers	
participate	in	the	
food	heritagisation	
process?	
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The	first	question	calls	into	play	the	‘agricultural’	and	‘cultural	soul’	of	food	heritage	(see	

sections	2.1.1	and	2.3)	while	the	second	question	draws	upon	its	‘touristic	soul’	(see	section	

3.3).	 Food	 heritage	 engages	 with	 agriculture,	 culture	 and	 tourism	 phenomena	 and	

consequently	is	created	by	the	exchanges	between	these	social	and	cultural	practices	and	

the	way	they	intertwine	with	each	other	(see	Figure	3.1).	

To	answer	these	questions,	I	conducted	ethnographic	fieldwork	for	13	months	(from	June	

2015	to	June	2016)	in	which	I	lived	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero.	I	then	went	back	to	live	in	the	

Valley	 for	 a	 further	 seven	months	 (from	October	 2016	 to	May	 2017)	 employed	 by	 the	

cheese	cooperative	(see	sections	4.4.1	and	4.4.2).	This	additional	time	inevitably	enriched	

my	understanding	of	 the	 field	study	region	and	of	 the	dynamics	occurring	between	 the	

participants	of	my	study.	During	the	whole	stay	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero	I	observed	tourism	

and	 agricultural	 practices	 related	 to	 the	 local	 cheeses	 of	 the	 valleys	 and	 I	 conducted	

conversations	with	malgari,	farmers,	cheese-makers,	hospitality	providers	and	members	

of	the	local	Slow	Food	condatta.	These	conversations	were	both	informal	(see	section	4.5.1)	

and	 formal	 (see	 section	 4.5.2	 and	 4.5.3).	My	 observations	 and	 related	 reflections	were	

recorded	in	fieldwork	journals	(see	Figure	4.4).	Actor	Network	Theory	supported	me	in	

organising	my	understandings	 through	 the	 representations	 of	 the	Genuine	 (chapter	 5),	

Touristic	(chapter	6),	and	Official	Cheeses	(chapter	7)	and	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	(chapter	

8).	These	cheeses	represent	different	‘processes	of	ordering’	between	entities,	actors	and	

practices	(Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2015;	Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2014;	Ren,	2011;	Van	der	Duim,	Ren,	

&	Jóhannesson,	2017;	Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2012;	Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	2013).	

To	answer	the	first	research	question	I	will	illustrated	the	elements	that	distinguish	food	

heritage.	 These	 elements	 act	 similar	 to	 a	DNA	 code	 since	 they	 contain	 the	 information	

encoded	 with	 the	 practices	 of	 food	 cultivation	 and	 transformation,	 which	 are	 then	

translated	into	the	final	product,	the	food	item	itself.	These	elements	not	only	become	part	

of	the	food	heritage	but	also	intertwine	with	the	social	practice	of	tourism	and	thus	I	will	

show	how	food	production	intertwines	with	tourism.		

The	second	research	question	seeks	to	frame	the	ways	in	which	food	heritage	appears	in	

the	 tourism	 system	 to	 shed	 light	 on	 the	 relationships	 between	 food	 heritage	 and	 food	

heritage	 tourism.	 Within	 the	 tourism	 experiences,	 activities	 and	 encounters,	 I	 was	
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interested	 in	 exploring	 the	ways	 through	which	 the	 cheese	of	 the	Valle	 del	 Primiero	 is	

offered	as	food	heritage	to	tourists.	

The	last	research	question	relates	to	the	food	heritagisation	process,	thus	the	way	the	food	

heritage	 is	 constructed	 in	 the	 locality.	 In	my	 case	 I	 analyse	 the	 dynamics	 between	 the	

different	 communities	of	practice	–	dairy	 farmers,	 cheese-makers,	 restaurant	managers	

and	hotel	owners	–	and	the	cheese.	I	will	argue	that	these	dynamics	represent	a	process	of	

food	heritagisation	through	which	food	heritage	is	shaped	and	consequently	food	heritage-

based	networks	are	created.	This	last	piece	of	understanding,	of	the	relationship	between	

food	heritage,	 food	heritage	tourism	and	 food	heritagisation,	 is	 the	ultimate	goal	of	 this	

research.	

9.3 What	do	the	four	cheeses	tell	us	about	food	heritage?		

Food	heritage	is	connected	first	to	an	agricultural	product	(Bessière,	2013;	Crowther,	2013;	

Montanari,	2004a,	2004b;	Segrè,	2015),	and	the	common	feature	of	all	the	cheese	versions	

is	that	they	come	from	the	raw	milk	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero	(Corti,	2011,	2012;	Grasseni,	

2014c;	 Kindstedt,	 2012;	 Paxson,	 2010a,	 2010b,	 2011;	 Rytkönen	 et	 al.,	 2013;	 Vitrolles,	

2011).	Not	all	agricultural	products	become	a	part	of	the	food	heritage	of	a	community	and	

there	are	some	elements	which	characterized	the	ones	who	have	gone	through	this	process	

of	‘transformation’.	The	four	cheese	networks	can	therefore	provide	some	understanding	

of	this.		

Consequently,	in	section	9.3.1.	I	will	examine	how	the	raw	milk	of	the	four	cheese	versions	

is	connected	to	a	specific	place,	which	the	pasturelands	represent.	In	section	9.3.2	I	will	

demonstrate	through	the	four	cheeses	that	food	heritage	is	rooted	in	people	and	that	this	

understanding	makes	it	possible	to	apply	the	concept	of	communities	of	practice	to	food	

heritage.	In	section	9.3.3	I	will	argue	that	food	heritage	takes	shape	through	the	practices	

and	knowledge	that	these	people	share.	Finally,	in	the	section	9.3.4,	I	will	investigate	the	

origins	of	these	versions	of	cheese	and	I	will	suggest	that	food	heritage	has	an	historical	

dimension.	This	knowledge	deepens	the	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	tourism	that	I	

presented	(see	Figure	2.3).	
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9.3.1 Food	heritage	is	place-specific	

The	application	of	the	culinary	triangle	of	Lévi-Strauss	(2012)	to	the	different	food	items	

presented	in	the	literature	(see	sections	2.1.1and	2.1.2),	suggests	that	in	the	analysis	of	the	

cheese,	I	need	to	direct	my	attention	not	only	to	the	cheese	–	as	processed	food	–	but	also	

to	its	raw	and	cooked	version.	The	raw	ingredient	to	make	cheese	is	the	milk.	Furthermore,	

the	concept	of	 terroir	and	cultural	 landscape	(see	sections	2.2.1	and	2.2.2)	suggests	 the	

need	to	look	at	the	pasturelands	as	the	place	where	the	food	–	in	its	raw	stage	–	is	initially	

created156.	

In	this	section	I	will	illustrate	what	the	Genuine,	Touristic,	Official	Cheeses	and	the	Cheese	

of	 Belonging	 demonstrated	 about	 the	 relationship	 between	 food	 (see	 section	 2.1.1	 and	

2.1.2)	 and	 place	 (see	 sections	 2.2.1,	 2.2.2	 and	 2.2.3).	 This	 information	 provides	 deeper	

comprehension	to	the	conceptualisation	on	food,	place	and	people	presented	in	chapter	2	

(see	Figure	2.3)	and	specifically	on	the	dimension	of	food	and	place.	

I	synthetized	visually	this	understanding	with	the	quadrant	below	where	each	square	is	

dedicated	to	a	specific	Cheese	(see	Figure	9.1).	The	colours	comprising	the	quadrant	recall	

the	ones	used	in	the	mind	maps	to	identify	the	four	different	cheese	networks	(see	Figure	

5.1,	Figure	6.1,	Figure	7.1	and	Figure	8.1).		

	
156	 In	my	examination	 I	 considered	 the	pasturelands	of	 the	malga,	whose	milk	 is	used	 for	 the	 summer	
production	of	cheese,	and	the	pasturelands	used	by	the	various	dairy	farmers	before	and	after	the	season	
of	hay	making.	Looking	at	the	pastureland	means	to	also	consider	its	dry	version	relative	-	the	hay.	Since	
the	hay	comes	from	the	specific	grassland	pastures	its	characteristics	are	strongly	intertwined	with	the	
pasturelands	they	come	from.	
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Figure	9.1	Quadrant	of	food	heritage	and	place	

All	the	four	versions	of	cheese	come	from	the	raw	milk	of	the	local	farmers’	cows,	which,	in	

turn,	 comes	 from	 a	 specific	 and	 defined	 place	 that	 reflects	 each	 cheesescape:	 the	

pastureland.	The	Genuine	Cheese’s	slow	milk	is	produced	on	top	of	the	mountains	of	the	

agricultural	 malga	 (see	 section	 5.2),	 it	 comes	 specifically	 from	 the	 surrounding	 high	

pastures	and	meadows	of	the	Dolomite	Primiero	region	where	the	animals	graze	during	

the	summer	(see	section	5.3,	also	see	Figure	9.1,	green	quadrant).	The	Touristic	Cheese	

makes	use	of	the	same	source	of	milk	(see	section	6.6)	but,	then,	the	milk	is	transported	by	

the	tanker	down	to	the	cheese	factory	in	the	village	of	Mezzano	(see	section	6.2.1.1),	to	be	

later	transformed	into	cheese	(see	Figure	9.1,	orange	quadrant).	

Considering	the	Genuine	Cheese	and	Touristic	Cheese	in	relation	to	the	pasturelands,	the	

comparable	elements	of	these	networks	are	respectively	wildflowers	and	the	enzyme	beta-

carotene.	 These	 are	 peculiar	 components	 of	 the	 place	 and	 contribute	 to	 the	 final	 taste	

(bitter)	 and	 aspect	 (yellow	 colour)	 of	 the	 malga	 cheeses	 (see	 Appendix	 A);	 thus	 their	

inclusion	 into	 the	 networks	 (see	 Figure	 5.1	 and	 Figure	 6.1).	 These	 elements	 recall	

characteristics	 such	 as	 exposure	 of	 the	 pasturelands	 to	 the	 sun	 or	 to	 shadow,	 the	

pasturelands’	floral	composition,	and	other	geological	features	that	are	all	components	of	

the	place.	Defined	in	this	way,	 the	place	 is	strongly	 interpreted	on	the	wider	concept	of	

terroir	 (see	section	2.2.1),	and	these	versions	of	cheese	confirm	this	way	of	 framing	the	

place	 in	 relation	 to	 food	heritage	 (Bérard,	 2016;	Croce	&	Perri,	 2017;	Hall	 et	 al.,	 2003;	

Genuine	Cheese
•Alpine	pasturelands	of	the	malga
•Stalón and	casèra of	the	malga

Touristic	Cheese
•Alpine	pasturelands	of	the	malga
•Stalón	of	the	malga
•Cheese	factory

Official	Cheese
•Farm	pasturelands	(hay)
•Village	farms
•Cheese	Factory

Cheese	of	Belonging
•Alpine	pasturelands	of	the	malga
•Farm	pasturelands	(hay)
•Stalón of	the	malga
•Cheese	factory

Food	heritage	
and	place
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Paxson,	2010b,	2013;	Smith,	2015;	Trubek,	2008;	Trubek	&	Bowen,	2008;	Trubek	et	al.,	

2010).	

The	Official	Cheese’s	milk	originates	 from	the	various	 farmers’	barns,	which	are	spread	

around	 the	 whole	 area	 of	 the	 research,	 mostly	 at	 the	 villages	 (see	 Figure	 9.1,	 blue	

quadrant).	 The	 same	 origin	 describes	 the	 Cheese	 of	 Belonging	 (see	 Figure	 9.1,	 purple	

quadrant).	 Similarly,	 to	 the	Genuine	and	Touristic	Cheese,	 this	milk	 is	 connected	 to	 the	

pastureland.	 However,	 it	 is	 notable	 that	 in	 these	 cases	 pastureland	 is	 more	 widely	

interpreted.	

Pastureland	also	takes	the	shape	of	the	local	hay	produced	with	the	grass	of	the	farmlands	

by	the	farmers	during	the	summer	while	their	cows	graze	the	fresh	alpine	pasture.	In	this	

case,	 the	pasture	not	only	shows	 the	natural	elements	of	 the	place	but	also	reflects	 the	

intricate	relationship	between	the	farmers	and	the	natural	environment.	Looking	at	this	

intimate	 link	 between	 farmers	 and	 pastureland,	 the	 place	 can	 also	 be	 framed	with	 the	

concept	of	the	cultural	landscape	(see	section	2.2.2),	suggesting	that	food	heritage	can	thus	

be	associated	either	with	the	specific	dimension	of	the	terroir	or	with	the	wider	acceptation	

of	cultural	landscape	(Agnoletti,	2006;	Carr,	2004a;	Jansen-Verbeke	&	McKercher,	2013;	

Knudsen	et	al.,	2008;	Taylor	&	Lennon,	2011,	2012;	Taylor	et	al.,	2015;	Wijetunga	&	Sung,	

2015).	 These	 agricultural	 land-use	 techniques	 are	 the	 alpeggio	 for	 the	 Genuine	 and	

Touristic	Cheese	and	the	hay	making	for	the	Official	Cheese	and	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	

(Amoruso	&	Salerno,	2019;	Aplin,	2007).	

In	 analysing	 the	 elements	 of	 ‘place’	 emerging	 from	 the	 four	 versions	 of	 cheese,	 I	 also	

discover	that	the	place	also	refers	both	to	the	physical	buildings	and	structures	inserted	

into	 the	 pasturelands	 and	 designated	 to	 carry	 on	 the	 agricultural	 practices	 of	milking,	

grazing	and	hay	making.	For	the	Genuine	Cheese	this	is	the	stalón	and	the	casèra,	for	the	

Touristic	Cheese	it	is	the	cowshed	associated	with	the	agritur	malga	and	the	cheese	factory	

where	the	malga	milk	is	transformed.	For	the	Official	Cheese	and	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	

the	milk,	from	the	farm,	is	transported	to	the	cheese	factory	to	become	cheese	and	thus,	

from	these	three	versions,	a	new	place,	related	to	food	manufacturing	and	transformation,	

emerges	(Corti,	2012;	Everett,	2012,	2016a;	Rytkönen	et	al.,	2013).	The	concept	of	place	

illustrated	 here	 also	 implies	 the	 cultural	 aspects	 –	 buildings,	 machines	 and	 tools	 –	

embedded	in	the	landscape	of	food	(see	section	2.2.3).	Here	place	is	interpreted	using	the	
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wider	lens	of	a	foodscape	(Björk	&	Kauppinen-Räisänen,	2019;	Crowther,	2013;	Hjalager	&	

Richards,	2002;	Kwik,	2008;	Lindenfeld	&	Silka,	2011;	Long,	2010;	MacKendrick,	2014;	

Panelli	&	Tipa,	2009;	Richards,	2015;	Sage,	2010;	Wegerif	&	Wiskerke,	2017).	

The	 concept	 of	 foodscape,	 thus,	 suggests	 to	 look	 at	 the	 place,	 or	 more	 specifically	 a	

destination,	such	as	in	my	research	the	one	of	Primiero,	and	the	networks	created	around	

the	cheese	(Björk	&	Kauppinen-Räisänen,	2019;	Lindenfeld	&	Silka,	2011;	Richards,	2015;	

Wegerif	 &	Wiskerke,	 2017).	 Each	 version	 of	 cheese	 is	 indeed	 a	 cheesescape,	 a	 specific	

foodscape	organised	around	the	cheese	(Berno	&	Fusté	Forné,	2019;	Fusté	Forné,	2016c),	

as	I	will	illustrate	in	the	coming	section	9.4.	

9.3.2 Food	heritage	is	people-rooted	

In	 the	 previous	 section	 the	 four	 cheese	 versions	 support	 the	 understanding	 of	 the	

conceptualisation	of	food	as	a	multidimensional	concept	(see	Figure	2.1)	in	which	different	

natural	and	cultural	elements,	tangible	and	intangible	aspects	participate	in	the	creation	its	

heritage	dimension	(see	section	2.1.3).	This	cultural	understanding	of	place	also	anticipates	

that	food	heritage	is	rooted	on	the	dimension	of	people,	as	I	will	show	in	in	this	section.	

All	four	versions	of	cheese	are	connected	to	people,	or,	using	Actor	Network	Theory	(ANT)	

language,	to	human	actors	(see	Figure	9.2).	As	done	in	the	previous	section,	I	organised	

visually	 this	 information	with	 the	 figure	 below	where	 each	 quadrant	 is	 dedicated	 to	 a	

specific	 cheese157	 (see	 Figure	 9.2).	 This	 provides	 additional	 understanding	 to	 the	

conceptualisation	on	food,	place	and	people	presented	in	chapter	2	(see	Figure	2.3)	and	

specifically	on	the	dimension	of	food	and	people	(see	section	2.3).	

	
157	The	colours	comprising	the	quadrant	recall	the	ones	used	in	the	mind	maps	to	identify	the	four	different	
cheese	networks	(see	Figure	5.1,	Figure	6.1,	Figure	7.1	and	Figure	8.1).	
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Figure	9.2	Quadrant	of	food	heritage	and	people	

The	Genuine	Cheese	revolves	around	the	genuine	malgaro	(see	section	5.5)	that	live	in	the	

agricultural	 malga	 during	 the	 summer	 (see	 Figure	 9.2,	 green	 quadrant).	 The	 Touristic	

Cheese	relies	on	the	multifunctional	host,	the	malgaro	and	their	family	(see	section	6.5)	

who	take	care	of	the	agritur	malga	and,	sometimes	helped	by	some	assistants,	walk	the	

cows	in	the	pastureland	or	milk	them	in	cowsheds	on	top	of	the	mountains	(see	Figure	9.2,	

green	quadrant).	 The	 official	 Cheese	 is	 created	by	 the	 combination	of	 the	 farmers	 (see	

section	7.2.1),	the	cheese-makers	employed	at	the	cheese	factory	(see	section	7.3)	and	the	

cheese	shop	assistants	(see	section	7.4)	as	shown	by	the	blue	quadrant	(see	Figure	9.2).	

The	 Cheese	 of	 Belonging	 unites	 all	 the	 communities	 of	 practice	 into	 a	 food	 network	

(Richards,	2015)	and	thus	describes	a	specific	foodscape	(Long,	2010;	MacKendrick,	2014;	

Sage,	2010),	which	encompasses	agricultural	and	tourism	linkages	(Laeis	et	al.,	2019).	The	

farmers	 are	 connected	 to	 the	 cheese-makers	 through	 the	milk;	 the	 cheese-makers	 are	

connected	 to	 the	 cheese	 shop	 assistants	 through	 the	 cheese;	 restaurant	 owners	 are	

connected	to	the	cheeses	through	the	chefs;	and	chefs	are	connected	to	the	tourists	through	

the	dishes	on	the	restaurants’	menus.	Even	the	hotel	owners,	when	they	offer	the	cheese	

buffet	 dinner	 to	 their	 guests,	 are	 connected	 to	 the	 cheeses	 of	 the	 local	 shop	 and	 thus,	

indirectly,	to	the	cheese-makers	who	produced	the	cheese	and	to	the	farmers	who	provide	

the	raw	material	for	the	production	(see	Figure	9.2,	purple	quadrant).	

Genuine	Cheese
•Genuine	malgari

Touristic	Cheese
•Host	malgaro	and family
•Seasonal	farmers	assistants
•Cheese-makers

Official	Cheese
•Farmers
•Cheese-makers
•Cheese	shop	assistants

Cheese	of	Belonging
•Farmers	and	host	malgari
•Cheese-makers	and	cheese	shop	
assistant
•Restaurants	managers	and	chefs
•Hotel	owners

Food	heritage	
and	people
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To	conclude	I	argue	that	each	of	these	groups	of	people	–	malgari,	farmers,	cheese-makers,	

cheese	 shop	 assistants,	 and	 chefs	 –	 shares	 a	 practice	 and	 a	 way	 of	 conducting	 their	

activities,	 therefore	 each	of	 these	 can	be	 considered	 a	 community	 of	 practice	 (Wenger,	

1998;	 Wenger	 &	Wenger-Trayner,	 2015).	 This	 concept	 has	 already	 been	 employed	 in	

relation	to	agricultural	practices	(Grasseni,	2004,	2005a,	2007a),	and	to	food	production	

(Corti,	 2011;	Crowley	et	 al.,	 2018;	Hummel	et	 al.,	 2012),	 and	with	 the	 support	of	 these	

findings	I	argue	that	this	conceptualisation	can	be	expanded	upon	to	include	food	heritage	

(Adell	et	al.,	2015).	Food	heritage	 is	 thus	a	 living	heritage	existing	with	 the	people	and	

through	the	people.	

9.3.3 Food	heritage	is	embedded	in	practices	and	knowledge	

In	the	previous	section,	the	four	versions	of	cheese	support	the	understanding	that	food	

heritage	is	rooted	in	different	communities	of	practice	and	is	thus	embedded	in	the	social	

and	 cultural	 system	 they	 have	 created	 through	 their	 practices	 of	 food	 production,	

transformation,	preparation	and	promotion.		

The	Genuine	Cheese’s	network	is	the	only	network	based	upon	one	community	of	practice	

(see	Figure	9.2,	green	quadrant)	This	occurs	as	the	genuine	malgaro	accomplishes	different	

practices:	 cow	 grazing,	 milking,	 and	 lastly	 transforming	 the	 milk	 into	 cheese.	 In	 the	

Touristic	Cheese	the	host	malgaro	and	the	family	take	care	of	the	tourism	practices	of	the	

high	 altitude	 restaurant	 of	 the	 agritur	 malga.	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 he	 also	 takes	 care,	

sometimes	with	few	assistants,	of	 the	agricultural	practices	of	milking	and	cow	grazing.	

However,	 the	 milk	 transformation	 is	 entrusted	 to	 the	 cheese-makers	 of	 the	 cheese	

cooperative	(see	Figure	9.2,	orange	quadrant).	Very	similar	to	this	is	the	case	of	the	Official	

Cheese,	 where	 the	 farmers	 take	 care	 of	 the	 agricultural	 practices	 and	 the	 cheese	

cooperative	takes	care	of	the	cheese-making	(see	Figure	9.2,	blue	quadrant).	

Food	heritage	thus	relies	not	only	on	the	communities	of	practice	but	also	on	the	 food-

related	practices	that	different	groups	of	people	undertake	such	as	producing,	processing,	

cooking,	presenting,	promoting	and	selling	food	(see	section	2.3.2).	In	the	next	sections,	I	

will	connect	the	communities	of	practice	of	the	Genuine,	Touristic,	Official	Cheeses	and	the	

Cheese	of	Belonging	with	the	relative	practices	and	knowledge	they	are	associated	with.	
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9.3.3.1 Food-related	practices	

All	versions	of	cheese	result	from	the	combinations	of	different	practices	carried	out	by	one	

or	more	communities	of	practice.	This	represents	the	‘doings’	which	fall	into	four	major	

categories.	

The	first	category	concerns	the	agricultural	practices.	The	genuine	malgaro	of	the	Genuine	

Cheese,	the	seasonal	farmer	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	and	the	whole	year	around	farmer	of	

the	Official	Cheese	are	 all	 associated	with	 agricultural	practices.	These	are	 represented	

mainly	by	the	pasturelands	grazing	and	cow	milking.	In	the	case	of	the	Official	Cheese,	the	

practice	of	grazing	is	also	related	to	hay-making	rather	than	simply	putting	the	cows	out	to	

pasture.	Hence	each	network	of	cheese	presents	agricultural	practices	carried	out	by	the	

community	of	practice	of	the	farmers.	This	understanding	supports	the	view	of	agriculture	

as	a	practice	related	to	food	heritage	(Grasseni,	2004;	Hummel	et	al.,	2012;	Ren,	2011).		

The	second	category	concerns	the	practices	of	food	manufacturing	and	transformation.	The	

cheese-makers	of	the	Touristic	and	Official	Cheese	and	of	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	are	the	

protagonists	of	this	practice.	The	practice	contains	both	artisanal	elements	(the	touch	of	

the	curd,	 the	movement	of	 the	cheesecloth,	 the	application	of	 the	water	 solution	 in	 the	

cheese	 rind)	 and	 technological	 ones	 (cooler	 tanks,	 cheese-making	machines,	 automatic	

temperatures	and	timing).	This	understanding	supports	the	view	of	cheese-making	as	a	

practice	related	to	food	heritage	(Corti,	2011;	Crowley	et	al.,	2018).	

The	 third	 category	 includes	 the	 culinary	 practices.	 These	 refer	 to	 the	 dish	 preparation	

completed	by	the	chefs	 in	restaurants	and	hotels.	 In	particular,	 the	Cheese	of	Belonging	

shows	 that	 the	 chefs,	 in	 their	 culinary	practice,	need	 the	 inspiration	 to	 re-interpret	 the	

traditional	dish,	but	also	the	capacity	to	choose	high	quality	ingredients.		

Finally,	the	fourth	category	concerns	all	the	practices	related	to	food	promotion	and	selling	

that	I	propose	to	classify	as	tourism	practices.	Within	the	tourism	practices,	then,	the	four	

versions	of	cheese	show	that	story-telling	takes	on	a	great	importance	with	food	heritage.	

It	is	performed	along	with	other	food	related	practices	and	is	based	on	the	knowledge	and	

expertise	 that	 each	 community	 of	 practice	 possess	 in	 relation	 of	 the	 food	 produce	

(Daugstad,	2005;	Daugstad	et	al.,	2006;	Mei	et	al.,	2020).	The	milking	demonstrations	and	

cheese-making	performances	were	executed	 for	 the	 tourists	by	 the	host	malgaro	of	 the	
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Touristic	Cheese.	In	the	case	of	the	Official	Cheese,	the	assortment	of	the	cheeses	made	the	

shop	similar	to	a	cheese	museum	where	the	cheese	shop	assistant	become	an	intermediary	

between	the	cheese	‘exhibited’	and	the	tourists.	Moreover,	the	cellar	visits	respond	to	the	

intent	of	the	cheese	cooperative	to	tell	the	story	of	the	cheeses	by	showing	the	locales,	the	

tools	and	the	procedures	associated	with	the	cheese-making	to	the	tourists.	Altogether	the	

understanding	described	above,	food	practices	can	be	said	to	be	acts	of	‘doing’	related	to	

farming,	transforming,	preparing	and	promoting	the	food	heritage.	

9.3.3.2 Food	knowledge	

When	seasonal	farmers	look	at	the	grass	of	the	meadow	on	which	cows	have	been	grazing,	

they	can	read	from	the	remaining	grass	if	it	is	time	to	move	the	cattle	to	a	nearby	meadow	

or	not.	When	farmers	make	the	hay,	they	can	deduce	when	it	is	time	to	make	the	bales	by	

the	 smell	of	 the	dried	grass.	When	a	 cow	 is	pregnant,	 farmers	 can	often	know	by	 their	

connection	with	the	animal	approximately	when	the	birth	will	take	place.	When	cheese-

makers	put	their	hands	into	the	thickened	milk,	they	are	able	to	recognise	by	touching	it	

when	it	is	time	to	cut	the	curd.	Similarly,	when	cheese-makers	aggregate	the	curd	with	the	

cloth	in	order	to	put	it	in	the	cheese	mould,	they	know	the	movements	necessary	to	keep	

the	curd	stiff.	The	practices	described	above	are	all	different,	but	all	imply	the	existence	of	

a	 specific	 intangible	 knowledge,	 which	 is	 inherent	 within	 a	 community	 of	 practice.	

Specifically,	this	concerns	the	traditional	food	knowledge	investigated	by	different	authors	

in	relation	to	food	heritage	(Alonso,	2013;	Alonso	&	Krajsic,	2013;	Badii,	2014;	Bertella,	

2011;	Bowen	&	De	Master,	2014;	Brulotte	&	Di	Giovine,	2014;	Grasseni,	2011;	Jolliffe	&	

Aslam,	2009;	Kim	&	Iwashita,	2015;	Kwik,	2008;	Mak,	2014;	Paxson,	2010b,	2011;	Thomé-

Ortiz,	2017;	Tibère	&	Bessière,	2011;	Timothy,	2016).	

While	 some	 aspects	 of	 the	 knowledge	 described	 above	 are	 inherited	 from	 previous	

generations	(Bertella,	2011;	Mohd	Shazali	Md	et	al.,	2018;	Montanari	et	al.,	2008;	Ramli	et	

al.,	2016;	Sharif	et	al.,	2013),	other	aspects	are	the	result	of	application	of	the	practice	over	

time	(Fonte,	2008;	Timothy,	2016).	Indeed,	knowledge	and	skills	are	not	only	transmitted	

but	are	also	learnt	by	the	repetitive	use	of	specific	tools	within	the	practice.	The	ingenious	

butter	churn	machine	created	with	parts	from	an	old	washing	machine	that	characterise	

the	Genuine	Cheese,	the	copper	pot	of	the	‘good	old	days’	shown	in	the	Touristic	Cheese,	

the	modern	stainless	steel	machinery	of	the	cheese	cooperative	of	the	Official	Cheese	and	
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of	the	Cheese	of	Belongings	describe	the	different	tools	associated	with	each	practice.	The	

four	cheeses’	networks	show	that	the	tools	connected	with	the	practice	play	an	important	

role	in	the	creation	of	knowledge	and	in	the	way	the	practice	unfolds	and	evolves.	

Furthermore,	I	argue	that	the	existence	of	modern	tools	and	their	application	in	the	practice	

enable	 the	practice	 itself	 to	evolve	(Adamski	&	Gorlach,	2010;	Gorlach	&	Kovách,	2006;	

Mohd	Shazali	Md	et	al.,	2018;	Sharif	et	al.,	2013).	At	the	same	time	this	evolution	can	be	

seen	as	the	disappearance	of	the	practice	itself	(Haig,	2010).	Let	us	consider	the	example	

of	the	hay	making	practice	proposed	by	the	Official	Cheese.	This	reminds	us	that	today	the	

farmers	all	use	motorised	tractors	and	that	hay	making	by	hand	is	not	practiced	anymore.	

Farmers	do	not	use	the	old	styled	sickles	for	doing	the	job	by	hand,	thus	such	tool-related	

knowledge	has	almost	disappeared	and	the	hay-making	practice	is	not	disappeared	but	has	

evolved.		

At	 the	 same	 time	 the	 cheese	 versions	 also	 suggest	 another	 interesting	 implication	

associated	with	the	evolution	of	the	practice.	Let	us	consider	the	discourse	about	milking	

by	hand.	The	Official	Cheese	shows	that	the	practice	of	milking	is	carried	out	by	the	farmers	

with	milking	machines	and/or	though	modern	milking	stations	built	within	the	barns.	At	

the	 same	 time,	 it	 is	 very	 interesting	 to	 notice	 the	 practice	 of	milking	 by	 hand	 has	 not	

completely	disappeared	as	shown	by	milking	performances	of	the	Touristic	Cheese.	Here	

what	occurred	in	the	evolution	of	the	practice	is	that	it	shifts	from	being	an	agricultural	

practice	to	become	a	tourism	one	(Adell	et	al.,	2015;	Bertella,	2011;	Bessière,	2013;	Rodzi,	

Zaki,	&	Subli,	2013;	Stefano,	2012;	Tauschek,	2011).	Similarly,	with	the	tools,	the	copper	

pot	that	is	not	used	anymore	for	the	cheese-making	of	the	Official	Cheese	is	then	proposed	

in	the	network	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	and	becomes	an	exhibit	for	the	cheese	performances	

(Edensor,	 2006;	Mei	 et	 al.,	 2020).	 These	 elements,	 as	 I	will	 show	 in	 one	 of	 the	 coming	

sections	(see	section	9.4.3),	become	part	of	the	performances	and	thus	story-telling	and	

interpretation	 imbued	 the	 touristic	 experiences	 of	 a	 ‘nostalgic	 tone’	 (Bessière,	 2013;	

Everett,	2016a;	George	et	al.,	2009;	Salazar,	2013;	Timothy,	2016).		

9.3.4 Food	heritage	is	steeped	in	history	

All	the	four	networks	rely	upon	elements	that	connect	the	cheese	to	its	historical	‘origin’.	

In	the	Genuine	Cheese,	the	agricultural	malga	and	the	friendship	of	the	malgaro	with	the	
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animals	 and	 the	 pasture	 where	 the	 wildflowers	 are	 eaten	 by	 the	 cows,	 are	 strongly	

connected	with	 the	 historical	 dimension	 of	 the	 agricultural	malga	 and	 the	 tradition	 of	

vertical	 transhumance	 (see	 section	 1.2	 and	 Figure	 1.4).	 This	 historical	 dimension	

contributes	 to	 the	 construction	 of	 an	 ‘archetype’	 of	 the	 local	 cheeses	 that	 provides	 a	

heritage	dimension	to	the	food	product.		

The	historic	origin	of	the	agricultural	malga	are	indeed	‘rediscovered’	in	the	narrative	of	

the	Touristic	Cheese	and	elements	of	that	reality	are	proposed	through	the	story-telling	of	

the	malgaro.	Therefore,	even	if	the	cheese	offered	at	the	agritur	restaurant	of	the	Touristic	

Cheese	is	connected	to	the	cheese	cooperative	history,	and	thus	with	the	Official	Cheese,	

the	heritage	created	around	the	cheese	relies	on	the	Genuine	Cheese’s	history.		

In	 the	 case	 of	 the	Official	 Cheese	 the	 origin	 is	 situated	within	 the	 establishment	 of	 the	

cheese	 cooperative,	 which,	 according	 to	 its	 members,	 changes	 the	 world	 of	 the	 local	

farmers	and	 thus	of	 the	 cheese	 itself.	The	 cheese	become	a	 ‘new’	 type	of	 cheese	which	

differs	 from	 the	 ‘archetype’	 version	 of	 ‘the	 old	 days’	 because	 the	 cheese	 cooperative	

introduced	hygiene	regulations	and	milk	analysis	to	improve	the	quality	of	milk	used	for	

the	cheese-making	process.	The	Cheese	of	Belonging	relies	on	 this	version	of	 cheese	 to	

develop	its	network.	

Some	studies	show	cases	that	within	processes	of	cultural	revitalisations	of	heritage	(Di	

Giovine,	2009b;	Ukaegbu,	Carr,	&	Tucker,	2018),	the	historic	origins	are	also	invented	to	

create	 the	 food	heritage	 resource	 (Brulotte	&	Di	Giovine,	2014;	Grasseni,	 2007b,	2011;	

Grasseni	et	al.,	2014;	Mak	et	al.,	2012).	While	this	is	not	the	case	of	the	cheese	networks	

analysed,	the	Touristic	Cheese	shows	that	the	origins	are	revitalised	for	touristic	purposes.		

Additionally,	 the	 specific	 origins	 discussed	 for	 each	 network	 confers	 an	 historical	

dimension	to	the	cheese,	which	therefore	becomes	an	element	of	the	history	and	tradition	

of	the	place.	This	demonstrates	that	the	inclusion	of	historical	depth	provides	elements	for	

the	heritagisation	of	 the	 food	 (Badii,	2014;	Bessière,	2013;	Corti,	2011;	Grasseni,	2011,	

2012;	Kim	&	Ellis,	2014;	Kim	&	Iwashita,	2015;	Papa,	2002).	
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9.4 What	do	the	four	cheeses	tell	us	about	food	heritage	tourism?	

In	the	previous	section	I	described	that	food	heritage	is	place	specific,	rooted	in	people,	

embedded	in	practice	and	knowledge	and	steeped	in	history.	In	relation	to	the	practices	

related	 to	 the	 food	 heritage,	 I	 concluded	 that	 these	 can	 be	 described	 as	 acts	 of	 ‘doing’	

related	to	farming,	transforming,	preparing	and	promoting	the	food	heritage.	I	classified	

the	latter	as	‘tourism	practices’.	

In	this	section	I	will	direct	my	attention	to	the	understanding	that	the	four	networks	of	

cheese	provide	about	the	relations	between	food	heritage	and	tourism,	thus	the	tourism	

practices	being	only	a	small	part	of	the	entire	picture.	This	examination	will	address	the	

second	research	question	of	the	study,	which	enquires	about	what	tourism	encounters	and	

experiences	of	the	locality	the	food	heritage	provides.	

As	anticipated	in	the	previous	section	(see	section	9.3.1),	the	four	cheese	networks	can	be	

framed	as	cheesescapes	since	they	describe	the	networks	of	relations	between	different	

actors,	entities	and	elements	around	the	 food	heritage	resource	of	 the	cheese	(Berno	&	

Fusté	Forné,	2019;	Fusté	Forné,	2016c).	This	is	an	important	understanding	also	because	

the	four	cheeses	become	a	way	to	deeply	explore	the	cultural	and	social	aspects	embedded	

in	these	cheesescapes	and	provide	a	better	understanding	on	how	these	elements	interact	

with	tourism.		

In	 looking	 closer	 at	 these	 cheesescapes,	 I	 realised	 that	 food	heritage	 tourism	promotes	

encounters,	 experiences	 and	 stories.	The	 cheesescape	of	 the	Genuine,	Touristic,	Official	

Cheeses	and	of	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	demonstrated	that	food	heritage	appears	in	the	

encounters	 between	 host	 and	 guest	 –	 and/or	 between	 producer	 and	 consumer	 –	 and	

through	the	experiences	that	these	encounters	facilitate.	Additionally,	these	experiences	

are	 strongly	 intertwined	 with	 other	 tourism	 practices:	 performances	 and	 story-telling	

(Daugstad	&	Kirchengast,	2013;	Daugstad	et	al.,	2006;	DiStefano	&	Trubek,	2015;	Mei	et	al.,	

2020).	The	performances	become	a	way	to	‘exhibit’	the	culture	and	traditions	of	the	people	

(Edensor,	2001,	2006,	2009),	and	story-telling	becomes	a	way	to	‘educate	the	tourists’,	as	

Gianna	 declared	 (see	 section	 6.2.2),	 and	 to	 provide	 an	 experience	 which	 supports	 the	

creation	of	a	more	intimate	contact	with	the	locality.	



303	

Therefore,	this	section	is	organised	around	these	three	main	ideas.	In	the	section	9.4.1	I	will	

argue	that	food	heritage	tourism	promotes	encounters,	in	section	9.4.2	I	will	illustrate	the	

experience-scapes	associated	with	food	heritage	tourism,	and	lastly	in	section	9.4.3	I	will	

explore	the	food	stories	and	the	associated	practice	of	food	story-telling	that	characterise	

the	encounters	and	experiences	of	food	heritage	tourism.	

9.4.1 Encounters	

In	 this	 section	 I	will	 argue	 that	 the	 four	 versions	 of	 cheese	 show	us	 that	 food	heritage	

tourism	takes	place	through	encounters	between	hosts	and	guests	or	between	producers	

and	consumers.	Each	version	of	cheese	focuses	on	specific	elements	as	I	show	visually	with	

the	 quadrant	 below	 (see	 Figure	 9.3)158.	 The	 sum	 of	 this	 information	 provides	 deeper	

comprehension	to	the	conceptualisation	on	food	heritage	tourism	presented	in	chapter	3	

(see	section	3.3)	and	specifically	on	the	dimension	of	food	heritage	tourism	and	people	(see	

section	3.3.2).	

The	Genuine	Cheese	describes	simple	and	informal	encounters	that	do	not	follow	a	‘script’	

and	 that	 I	 framed	 to	 be	 serendipitous	 (see	 Figure	 9.3,	 green	 quadrant).	 The	 Touristic	

Cheese	shows	us	an	‘ordinary	host-guest	relationship’	where	the	host	malgaro	welcomes	

the	tourists	in	their	mountain	farm	–	the	agritur	malga	–	and	takes	care	of	the	experiences	

around	food.	He	acts	as	an	ambassador	of	a	way	of	life	–	that	of	the	malgaro	–	by	showing	

to	the	tourists	the	milk	and	cheese-making	demonstrations	or/and	by	serving	the	food	at	

the	table	of	the	high	altitude	restaurant	(see	Figure	9.3,	orange	quadrant).	This	recalls	the	

concept	of	agritourism	where	the	rurality	is	interpreted	for	tourism	purpose	and	farmers	

adapt	 their	 reality	 based	 on	 the	 touristic	 interests	 (Åke	 Nilsson,	 2002;	 Daugstad	 &	

Kirchengast,	2013;	George	et	al.,	2009;	Ohe	&	Ciani,	2011).	

	
158	The	colours	comprising	the	quadrant	recall	the	ones	used	in	the	mind	maps	to	identify	the	four	different	
cheese	networks	(see	Figure	5.1,	Figure	6.1,	Figure	7.1	and	Figure	8.1).	
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Figure	9.3	Quadrant	on	encounters	of	food	heritage	tourism	

The	Official	Cheese	describes	a	specific	food-based	relationship	centred	mainly	on	the	food	

production	process.	 In	 this	case,	 the	experience	with	 food	 is	strongly	 filtered	 through	a	

specific	community	of	practice,	the	food	producers,	and	concerns	principally	the	practices	

of	cheese-making.	Thus,	the	tourism	encounters	occur	between	producers	and	consumers	

(see	Figure	9.3,	blue	quadrant).	These	emerging	forms	of	tourism	transforms	producers	in	

new	figures	of	the	tourism	arena	and	consequently	transform	place	of	production	in	place	

of	consumption	(Everett,	2012,	2016a).		

Lastly,	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	unites	these	aspects	and	alternates	host-guest-producer-

consumer	encounters	within	the	whole	experience	of	food	heritage	tourism	(see	Figure	9.3,	

purple	quadrant).	This	alternation	of	the	people	providing	the	tourism	experience	is	well	

illustrated	by	the	two	pilot	actions	‘Adopt	a	barn’	and	‘Photo-recipes’	where	respectively	

farmers	collaborate	with	hotel	owners	and	the	cheese	cooperative	collaborates	with	the	

restaurant	managers	 (see	 section	 8.3.3).	 It	 demonstrated	 strategies	 of	 networking	 and	

collaboration	between	food	producers	and	tourism	operators	(Boesen	et	al.,	2016;	Cohen	

&	Avieli,	2004;	Hüller	et	al.,	2017;	Mei	et	al.,	2017;	Schmitz	&	Lekane	Tsobgou,	2016;	Vik	et	

al.,	2010).	

Genuine	Cheese
• Serendipitous

Touristic	Cheese
• Host-guest

Official	Cheese
• Producer-consumer

Cheese	of	Belonging
• Host-guest	/producer-

consumer

Encounters
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9.4.2 Experience-scapes	

In	the	Genuine,	the	Touristic,	the	Official	and	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	cheesescapes,	the	

agricultural	 landscape	 where	 the	 cows	 graze	 during	 the	 summer	 becomes	 a	 touristic	

landscape	where	tourists	walk	to	reach	the	malga.	The	locales	of	the	cheese	cooperative	

where	the	cheese-making	occurs	become	places	where	tourists	observe	the	process	of	food	

transformation.	The	village	barns	of	the	farms	where	the	milk	is	produced	become	places	

where	tourists	experience	learning	about	the	farming	lifestyle.	The	shop	where	the	cheese	

cooperative	 sells	 the	 cheese	 become	 a	 cheese	 boutique	 for	 souvenirs.	 These	 elements	

suggest	 that	 the	 four	 versions	 of	 cheese	 show	 that	 the	 concept	 of	 experience-scape	 is	

central	in	food	heritage	tourism.	

The	 concept	 of	 experience-scape	 suggests	 focusing	 on	 the	 experiences	 that	 the	 four	

different	cheesescapes	offer	(Chen	et	al.,	2019;	Mei	et	al.,	2020;	O'Dell	&	Billing,	2005).	As	

done	 in	 the	 previous	 section,	 I	 described	 these	 elements	 through	 a	 quadrant	 where	 I	

illustrate	what	the	analysis	of	my	four	cheesescapes	demonstrated	(see	Figure	9.4)159.		

	
Figure	9.4	Quadrant	on	the	experience-scapes	of	cheesescape	

The	 idea	 of	 a	 quadrant	 suggests	 that	 these	 elements	 are	 all	 different	 components	 that	

characterise	 the	 experience-scapes	 associated	 with	 food	 heritage	 and	 thus	 that	 food	

	
159	The	colours	comprising	the	quadrant	recall	the	ones	used	in	the	mind	maps	to	identify	the	four	different	
cheese	networks	(see	Figure	5.1,	Figure	6.1,	Figure	7.1	and	Figure	8.1).	

Genuine	Cheese
•Reciprocity
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•Performances	(milking	and	
cheese	making)
•Tasting (high	altitude	
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Official	Cheese
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•Food	souvenirs	(cheese	shop,	
cheese	botique	in	malga)

Cheese	of	Belonging
•Combination	of	experiences:	
visit	to	farm,	demonstration,	
tasting

Experiences
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heritage	tourism	can	take	multiple	shapes.	Putting	this	understanding	into	the	perspective	

of	the	cheesescape,	it	does	enrich	with	a	wider	range	of	experiences	the	wheel	of	cheese	

tourism	proposed	by	Fusté	Forné	(2016b)	(see	section	3.3.1.1).	

The	Genuine	Cheese	is	the	only	cheesescape	that	is	not	touristic,	therefore	the	encounters	

between	the	genuine	malgaro	with	the	tourists	are	casual.	However	the	cheeses	or	the	fresh	

milk	I	was	given	sometimes	to	bring	home	suggests	concepts	of	reciprocity	and	exchanges	

related	 to	 serendipitous	 encounters	 of	 tourism	 (see	 Figure	 9.4,	 green	 quadrant)	 This	

supports	the	idea	that	foodscape	can	be	experienced	more	casually	through	the	encounters	

of	the	tourists	with	the	everyday	lives	of	the	locals	(Björk	&	Kauppinen-Räisänen,	2019).	

The	 Touristic	 Cheese	 proposes	 milking	 and	 cheese-making	 performances,	 hands-on	

activities	 and	 the	 traditional	 dishes	 (with	 cheese)	 on	 the	 menu	 of	 the	 high-altitude	

restaurants	of	the	malga.	(see	Figure	9.4,	orange	quadrant)	The	Official	Cheese	offers	cellar	

visits,	and	an	assortment	of	cheeses	to	purchase	at	the	cheese	shop	or	in	the	boutique	of	the	

malga	(see	Figure	9.4,	blue	quadrant).	The	Cheese	of	Belonging	combines	these	different	

experiences	through	the	collaboration	of	the	different	communities	of	practice	(see	Figure	

9.4,	 purple	 quadrant).	 The	 farmer	 shows	 his/her	 own	 farm	 and	 his/her	 agricultural	

practices	to	the	guests	of	the	hotel	whilst	the	hotel,	during	a	cheese	buffet,	offers	to	the	same	

guests	the	cheese	purchased	at	the	cheese	cooperative.	The	cheese	on	the	buffet	can	become	

performances	when	the	 famers	communicate	what	 is	behind	the	buffet,	as	suggested	by	

Renzo,	one	of	the	hotel	owners	(see	section	8.3.1.2).	The	cheese	shop	sells	to	the	consumers	

the	 cheeses	 that	 appear	 in	 a	 photo-recipe	 whose	 QR	 code	 show	 them	 when	 they	 can	

personally	taste	a	dish	with	that	specific	cheese	in	one	of	the	local	restaurants	(see	Appendix	

H).	Again,	the	‘cheese	souvenir’	(see	section	7.4.1)	can	also	become	a	touristic	experience	

when	tasted	in	a	local	restaurant	thank	to	the	QR	code.	

Furthermore,	 the	 Touristic	 Cheese	 also	 reveals	 that	 the	 experiences	 around	 food	 also	

involve	the	animals,	specifically	the	cows,	which	become	a	touristic	object	of	a	multisensory	

experience	of	the	tourists	and	the	attraction	in	the	milking	demonstrations	(see	section	

6.6).	This	understanding	directs	the	attention	on	the	role	of	animals	in	tourism	(Carr,	2009;	

Carr	&	Broom,	2018),	and	specifically	suggests	the	idea	to	look	at	farm	animals	as	object	of	

tourism	performances.	
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Similarly,	tools	of	the	art	of	cheese	losing	their	agricultural	purpose	to	be	exhibited	as	part	

of	the	entertainment.	The	copper	pot	used	by	Giorgio	to	make	the	fresh	tosèla,	the	wooden	

stick	of	the	old	days	proposed	by	Gianna	(see	sections	6.5.1),	and	the	old	tools	hanging	on	

the	wall	of	the	high	altitude	restaurants	are	all	tangible	objects	of	the	farming	traditions	of	

the	place.	 In	a	similar	way,	 the	use	of	such	traditional	 tools	was	also	observed	with	the	

original	version	of	the	ospyteck	cheese	(Ren,	2011).	

Another	important	aspect	to	note	is	that	these	experience-scapes	are	strongly	connected	

with	 specific	 taste-scapes	 (Boniface,	 2003;	 Everett,	 2008,	 2016a;	 Hjalager	 &	 Richards,	

2002).	Each	version	of	cheese	is	indeed	connected	to	a	different	taste-scape.	With	regard	

to	the	taste-scape	of	the	Touristic	Cheese,	I	mentioned	that	the	experience	of	eating	at	the	

outdoor	table	of	the	high-altitude	restaurant	of	the	malga	is	accompanied	by	the	postcard	

effect	of	the	peaks	of	the	mountains,	the	campigolo	and	the	cows	grazing	that	the	tourists	

gaze	upon	(see	section	6.3).	This	gaze	becomes	much	more	than	a	visual	experience,	since	

the	same	landscape	is	a	smell-scape	when	it	is	associated	with	the	manure	of	the	cows	and	

also	a	sound-scape	when	connected	to	the	sounds	of	the	cows’	bells	(Edensor,	2006,	2018;	

Urry	&	Larsen,	2011).	The	taste-scape	of	the	Official	Cheese	is	also	associated	with	the	smell	

of	cheese	that	runs	through	the	whole	factory	or	the	sound-scape	of	the	machines	at	work.	

The	taste-scape	thus	offers	multisensory	experiences	related	to	the	food	(Du	Rand	&	Heath,	

2006;	Everett,	2008,	2016a;	Kirshenblatt-Gimblett,	1999;	Rogowski,	2016).	

9.4.3 Food	story-telling	

With	the	exception	of	the	Genuine	Cheese,	what	all	the	cheese	versions	have	in	common	is	

that	they	follow	a	certain	narrative	(that	I	defined	in	the	findings	as	‘script’)	and	that	this	

narrative	 is	comprised	of	different	cheese	stories	 introduced	with	the	practice	of	story-

telling	(Berno	&	Fusté	Forné,	2019;	DiStefano	&	Trubek,	2015;	Mei	et	al.,	2020).		

In	the	quadrant	below	(see	Figure	9.5)	I	visually	organised	the	considerations	generated	

from	each	cheesescape	analysed	in	the	matter	of	 food	story-telling	(see	section	3.3.2.3).	

Supported	by	this	understanding	in	this	section	I	will	argue	that	food	story-telling	becomes	

a	 vehicle	 to	 show	 the	 intricate	 relations	 between	 food,	 people	 and	 place	 described	 by	

conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	(see	section	2.4).	
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Figure	9.5	Quadrant	on	story-telling	in	food	heritage	tourism	

I	started	this	section	stating	that	the	Genuine	Cheese	is	the	only	version	which	does	not	

follow	a	certain	narrative.	As	clarified	in	the	previous	section,	the	Genuine	Cheese	is	the	

only	cheesescape	that	is	not	touristic,	thus	encounters	between	malgari	and	tourists	are	

more	serendipitous	and	the	associated	story-telling	about	the	malga	is	part	of	these	casual	

conversations	I	myself	come	into	during	the	first	phase	of	my	research	(see	section	4.5.1).	

I	called	this	as	‘conversational	story-telling’	(see	Figure	9.5,	green	quadrant)	that	can	be	

part	of	the	casual	encounters	of	the	tourists	with	the	everyday	lives	of	the	locals	(Björk	&	

Kauppinen-Räisänen,	2019).	

In	the	Touristic	Cheese,	when	interpreting	the	cheese,	the	host	malgaro	is	the	ambassador	

of	 the	 malga	 life	 style	 and	 in	 this	 way	 he	 creates	 narrations,	 performances	 and	

demonstrations	around	the	agricultural	and	culinary	practices.	The	narration	lies	upon	the	

‘once	upon	a	 time’	dimension	of	 the	Genuine	Cheese,	which	 itself	becomes	a	 sort	of	 an	

archetype	of	the	same	story.	Since	the	agricultural	malga	of	the	Genuine	Cheese	is	perceived	

to	be	‘the	real	one’	(see	section	5.2).	This	perception	gives	a	historical	depth	to	the	food	

heritage	and	thus	connotes	the	experience	as	‘authentic’	(Daugstad	&	Kirchengast,	2013;	

Mei	et	al.,	2020;	Sims,	2009).		

Even	 if	 the	malgaro	of	 the	Touristic	Cheese	 today	does	not	milk	 the	 cows	by	hand,	 the	

narrative	of	‘milking	by	hand’	is	still	alive	in	the	milking	performances	for	the	tourists	(see	

Genuine	Cheese
•Conversational	story-telling

Touristic	Cheese
•Warm	story-telling:	the	story	is	
a	'performance'	between	what	
it	is	real	and	what	it	is	invented	

(warm)

Official	Cheese
•Informative	story-telling:	the	
story	is	what	is	real	and	what	is	

done

Cheese	of	Belonging
•Collective	story-telling	through	
the	combination	of	story-telling	
styles:	conversational,	warm	

and	informative

Food	
story-telling
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section	6.6).	Also,	even	if	the	malgaro	of	the	Touristic	Cheese	today	does	not	focus	mainly	

on	the	cow	grazing,	the	narrative	of	the	‘green	pasturelands’	is	still	alive.	The	enzyme	beta-

carotene	 found	 on	 the	wild	 flowers	 of	 the	 pasturelands	 of	malga	 defines	 the	 common	

narrative	of	the	‘yellow	cheeses’	that	the	host	malgaro	proposed	during	the	cheese-making	

performances	(see	section	6.7).	This	story-telling	crosses	the	boundaries	between	what	is	

real	and	what	is	not,	however	it	provides	a	warm	atmosphere	to	the	experience	by	giving	a	

strong	touch	of	the	place	(terroir	and	cultural	landscape)	and	of	the	people	(communities	

of	practice)	involved	with	the	food	heritage.	This	suggested	me	to	call	this	story-telling	as	

‘warm’	(see	Figure	9.5,	orange	quadrant),	taking	the	inspirations	from	the	word	used	by	

Alberto	to	describe	the	connection	between	the	cheese	and	the	agritur	malga	(see	quotes	

section	6.6).	

In	the	Official	Cheese	the	story-telling	is	enjoyed	at	the	cheese	cooperative	buildings	and	

the	narration	focuses	principally	on	the	cheese-making	process.	The	story-telling	is	more	

real,	more	informative,	than	invented;	but	at	the	same	time,	as	mentioned	by	the	Director	

of	the	cheese	cooperative,	it	is	less	warm	(see	Figure	9.5,	blue	quadrant).	The	relationship	

between	the	terroir,	the	people	and	the	product	is	more	visible	than	in	the	cellars’	visits	

where	 the	 stainless	 steel	 machinery	 confers	 a	 ‘sense	 of	 industry’	 to	 the	 experience	

(seeFigure	6.12	Cold	and	warm	experiences	Figure	6.12).	Therefore,	the	malga	owned	by	

the	cheese	cooperative	becomes	a	place	‘in	between’,	where	the	cheese	cooperative	can	tell	

‘the	real	story’	with	a	‘warmer	approach’	(see	sections	6.7	and	see	section	7.4.2).	

Between	 these	 two	 approaches	 contradictions	 emerged:	 traditions	 versus	 innovation;	

traditional	versus	factual	knowledge;	and	artisanal	methods	versus	industrial	methods.	As	

food	is	a	living	heritage,	the	reality	embraces	all	these	types	of	knowledge	and	methods	

within	 the	 same	 cheeses.	 However,	 in	 the	 story-telling	 this	 complexity	 is	 not	 well	

articulated,	if	not	by	the	combination	of	different	experiences	and	different	story-tellers,	as	

is	the	case	of	the	Cheese	of	Belonging.	

The	Cheese	of	Belonging	articulates	different	experiences	(visits	to	farms,	demonstrations,	

tastings)	 and	 alternates	 different	 story-tellers	 (farmers,	 cheese-makers,	 restaurant	

managers)	and	thus	different	story-telling	styles	(see	Figure	9.5,	purple	quadrant).	‘We	all	

tell	the	story’	is	how	the	farmers	framed	the	style	of	story-telling	given	within	the	Cheese	of	
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Belonging.	The	combination	of	people	and	approaches	provides	a	holistic	experience	where	

the	tourists	can	better	grasp	the	complexity	of	the	living	heritage	of	food.	

Food	 tells	 the	 stories	 of	 terroir,	 stories	 of	 animals,	 stories	 of	 agricultural	 and	 food	

production	tools;	food	also	tells	the	stories	of	traditions,	ways	of	doing,	ways	of	living,	the	

ways	of	a	community	of	practice.	Therefore,	these	food	stories	imply	the	knowledge	and	

expertise	 that	 each	 of	 the	 communities	 of	 practice	 possess	 (Adell	 et	 al.,	 2015;	Bertella,	

2011;	Corti,	2011;	Crowley	et	al.,	2018;	Paxson,	2010a).	This	domain	of	knowledge	and	

expertise	become	itself	part	of	the	tourism	experiences	and	performances	(Daugstad,	2005;	

Daugstad	et	al.,	2006;	Kim	&	Iwashita,	2015;	Mei	et	al.,	2020;	Thomé-Ortiz,	2017;	Timothy,	

2016).	

These	stories	foster	the	understanding	of	the	locality	and	thus	story-telling	becomes	a	way	

to	educate	the	tourists,	to	provide	learning	experiences	to	better	know	the	locality.	Food	

heritage	tourism	thus	tells	the	story	of	the	place	and	of	the	people	of	the	place	through	the	

food	product.	This	understanding	becomes	very	relevant	for	the	conceptualising	of	food	

heritage	adopted	in	this	thesis	(see	section	2.4),	since	it	shows	that	story-telling	can	indeed	

illustrate	 to	 the	 tourists	 the	 connection	 between	 food,	 people	 and	 place	 and	 thus	 can	

provide	an	understanding	of	the	heritage	dimension	associated	with	the	food	resource.	

9.5 What	do	the	four	cheeses	tell	us	about	food	heritagisation?	

While	the	Genuine,	Touristic	and	Official	Cheese	contribute	widely	to	the	discussion	of	food	

heritage	and	food	heritage	tourism,	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	is	very	relevant	for	exploring	

the	 food	 heritagisation	 process	 and	 thus	 to	 offer	 understandings	 relevant	 to	 the	 third	

research	question	of	this	thesis.	At	the	base	of	the	food	heritagisation	process	is	that	food	

heritage	 connects	 different	 communities	 of	 practice.	 The	 Official	 Cheese	 illustrates	 the	

connections	between	the	communities	of	practice	of	farmers,	cheese-makers	and	cheese	

shop	 assistants	 and	 their	 respective	 practices	 of	 producing,	 processing,	 presenting,	

promoting	and	selling	the	cheese.		

The	Cheese	of	Belonging	 further	widens	 these	 connections	 including	 into	 the	network	 the	

restaurants	and	the	hotel	owners,	and	thus	the	tourism	and	hospitality	service	providers.	The	

cheese	sold	in	the	shop	is	purchased	by	the	local	restaurants	whose	chefs	present	it	in	the	final	

dishes	of	their	menus	and	it	is	also	purchased	by	the	hotel	owners	who	mostly	employ	it	during	
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the	cheese	buffet	they	organize	weekly	for	their	guests.	In	this	version	of	cheese,	the	different	

actors	take	part	and	engage	into	the	definition,	interpretation	(as	well	as	re-definition	and	re-

interpretation)	of	their	food	heritage	resource.	This	network	evidences	the	process	of	food	

heritagisation	 (Bessière,	 2013;	 Littaye,	 2015)	 and	 the	 worldmaking	 agent	 of	 tourism	

(Hollinshead,	2004;	Hollinshead,	2007;	Hollinshead	et	al.,	2009).	

Since	I	was	also	an	actor	in	this	process,	as	the	Cheese	of	Belonging’s	network	illustrates,	I	

could	observe	the	dynamics	between	the	actors	and	how	their	mobilisation	shaped	the	food	

heritage.	 I	 could	 also	 observe	 how	 food	 heritage-based	 networks	 were	 constituted.	

Specifically,	as	described	in	chapter	8	this	process	was	structured	along	the	three	phases	of	

the	Cheese	Coop	Project	which	I	called	respectively:	realisation,	recognition	and	adherence.		

Based	on	the	final	considerations	of	that	chapter	(see	section	8.4),	I	created	the	table	below	

(see	Table	9.2)	where	I	summarise	the	different	Cheese	Coop	Project	phases	(first	column)	

and	the	dynamics	between	the	actors	(second	column).	In	this	section	I	will	show	that	these	

dynamics	define	the	evolution	of	the	entire	process	and	the	creation	of	the	food	heritage.	

First	I	will	examine	the	three	key	components	emerging	from	the	network	(last	column	of	

the	table)	which	provide	insights	for	describing	the	food	heritagisation	process.	Then	I	will	

demonstrate	 that	 these	 three	 elements	 ultimately	 contribute	 to	 the	 formation	 of	 food	

heritage-based	networks	which	sustains	the	food	heritage	itself.	

Table	9.2	Findings	of	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	on	food	heritagisation		

Project	phases		 Dynamics	between	the	actors		 Component	of	the	
Food	Heritagisation	

1.	Exploring	the	
network		

Reflecting	on	its	own	story	/	relationship	
with	the	food	heritage	resource		

Heritage	Recognition	
(awareness)		

2.	Reciprocal	
connections		

Recognising	the	stories	and	relationship	of	
the	other	communities	of	practice	with	the	
food	heritage	resource		

Heritage	Realisation	

(ownership)	

3.	Creating	
Collaboration		

Putting	the	different	stories	together	
create	a	common	ground	for	
understanding	and	shared	knowledge	

Heritage	Adhesion		
(collaboration)	
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9.5.1 Food	heritage	recognition		

In	 the	 first	 phase	 of	 the	 project	 ‘exploring	 the	 network’,	 each	 community	 of	 practice	

examined	their	relationship	with	the	food	heritage	resource	and	consequently	recognised	

the	food	heritage	resource	(see	1st	raw,	Table	9.2).	Based	on	my	conceptualisation	of	food	

heritage	(see	section	2.4)	this	growing	awareness	strengthens	the	link	between	the	food	

heritage	and	the	communities	of	practice	(see	Figure	2.3).	

Specifically,	 farmers,	cheese-makers,	cheese	shop	assistants,	 restaurant	managers,	chefs	

and	hotel	owners	realised	that	the	cheese	is	connected	to	their	own	terroir	and	embedded	

in	their	own	culture,	traditions	and	history	(Badii,	2014;	Corti,	2011;	Grasseni,	2014b;	Hillel	

et	al.,	2013;	Kim	&	Iwashita,	2015).	Therefore,	they	realised	the	importance	of	the	object	in	

question	within	the	group.	They	also	negotiated	the	meaning	of	this	heritage	resource	by	

recollecting	elements	of	their	own	identity	and	retained	the	ones	that	mostly	connected	

them	with	the	cheeses.		

The	 article	 of	 (Bessière,	 2013)	 on	 the	 food	 heritagisation	 describes	 this	 moment	 of	

realisation	as	the	following:		

At	the	heart	of	the	identification	of	heritage	there	is	a	familiarity,	a	form	
of	recognition,	an	‘inherited	conscience’,	and	a	shared	judgement	on	the	
importance	of	the	objects	in	question	(p.	282).	

Furthermore,	in	doing	so	they	also	create	a	new	narrative	about	the	relationship	held	with	

the	cheese.	In	this	process	of	introspection,	each	community	of	practice	acknowledges	the	

existence	of	the	food	heritage	resource	and	becomes	aware	of	their	own	relationship	with	

it.		

This	 is	 a	 necessary	 step	 of	 the	 food	 heritagisation	 process.	 I	 argue	 that	 without	 the	

development	of	this	sense	of	awareness	there	cannot	be	any	process	of	food	heritagisation.	

As	a	consequence,	a	relevant	consideration	emerging	from	this	initial	phase	of	the	process	

is	 the	 basic	 and	 fundamental	 understanding	 that	 as	 long	 as	 the	 agricultural	 and	

gastronomic	product	is	not	connected	to	a	community	of	practice,	it	is	not	heritage	as	it	

does	not	belong	to	the	people	of	the	place.	
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9.5.2 Food	heritage	realisation	

The	‘reciprocal	connections’	phase	connects	the	different	communities	of	practice	around	

the	same	food	heritage	resource.	While	initially	the	heritage	awareness	is	negotiated	and	

shared	within	 each	 community	 of	 practice,	with	 this	 phase	 an	 entire	 group	 awareness	

occurs.	 In	 the	 Cheese	 Coop	 Project,	 the	 reciprocal	 visits	 built	 the	 basis	 for	 this	 shared	

recognition.		

This	realisation	represents	a	 fundamental	component	of	 the	heritagisation	process.	The	

communities	of	practice	realise	that	the	food	heritage	resource	is	generated	in	the	specific	

geographical	and	cultural	space	in	which	they	are	located	(see	sections	2.2.1	and	2.2.2).	

They	also	recognise	 that	 the	 food	heritage	resource	 is	created	by	some	communities	of	

practice	of	the	network	with	the	the	employment	of	specific	practices	and	knowledge	(see	

sections	2.3.2	and	2.3.3).	In	this	way,	the	communities	of	practice	also	become	aware	that	

the	food	heritage	is	embedded	in	their	collective	history	(see	section	2.3.4).	Through	this	

reciprocal	 recognition	 the	 network	 created	 around	 the	 local	 cheese	 expands	 and	 each	

community	of	practice	realises	the	existence	of	the	food	heritage	resources	in	the	locality	

and	realises	that	the	same	resource	connects	each	community	of	practice	to	the	other.	This	

phase	supports	the	developing	of	a	mutual	sense	of	heritage	realisation	among	the	actors	

of	the	locality.	

This	corresponds	to	how	Bessière	(2013)	describes	the	process:	

Food	takes	up	new	meanings	that	awaken	a	process	of	heritage	realisation	
among	the	local	actors	(p.	282).	

Furthermore,	 this	 realisation	 results	 in	 what	 Bessière	 (2013,	 p.	 289)	 terms	 “rural	 re-

composition”.	In	this	phase,	the	food	heritage	resource	of	the	locality	is	re-interpreted	as	

part	of	the	wider	network,	the	foodscape	(see	section	2.2.3),	and	therefore	is	not	exclusively	

considered	as	an	internal	resource	of	a	single	community	of	practice.	They	realise	to	share	

a	common	ownership.	Based	on	my	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	(see	section	2.4)	this	

growing	 awareness	 creates	 the	 link	 between	 the	 food	 heritage	 and	 the	 foodscape	 (see	

Figure	2.3).	

The	agricultural,	gastronomic,	culinary	product	needs	also	to	be	recognised	as	part	of	the	

heritage	of	the	locality.	In	the	previous	section	I	argued	that	without	the	development	of	
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this	awareness,	the	food	product	is	just	a	local	resource	and	not	a	heritage	resource	of	the	

locality.	In	this	section	I	built	upon	this	concept	and	I	argue	that	when	the	initial	awareness	

inherent	each	community	of	practice	is	shared	with	other	communities	of	practice,	a	sense	

of	common	ownership	is	transferred	to	the	entire	foodscape.	

9.5.3 Food	heritage	adherence	

In	the	project’s	 last	phase	 ‘creating	collaboration’,	 farmers	and	hotel	owners	strengthen	

their	 new	 relation	 creating	 the	 action	 ‘adopt	 a	 barn’	 and	 establish	 a	 network	 of	

collaboration.	 The	 hotels	 promote	 to	 their	 guests	 an	 exclusive	 possibility	 to	 visit	 their	

‘adopted’	barn	and	this	enables	the	farmers	to	 introduce	a	(new)	collective	narrative	of	

their	role	in	food	production.	On	the	other	side,	the	cheese	cooperative	and	the	restaurant	

owners	strengthen	their	(new)	relation	with	the	action	‘Photo-recipes’.	The	clients	of	the	

cheese	cooperative	had	the	exclusive	possibility	to	receive	the	local	recipe	made	with	the	

cheese	they	purchase	and	taste	the	dish	in	one	of	the	local	restaurants	proposing	it	on	the	

menu.	This	means	that	the	actors	organize	around	these	(new)	relations	produced	in	the	

process	 of	 heritage	 acknowledgement	 and	 realisation	 (see	 3rd	 raw,	 Table	 9.2).	 Such	

mobilisation	creates	the	foundation	for	the	creation	of	a	foodscape	organised	around	an	

experience-scape	(see	section	9.4.2).	

These	actions	can	be	seen	as	part	of	the	process	of	adherence	of	the	communities	of	practice	

to	 a	 common	 gastronomic	 heritage	 that	 Bessière	 (2013,	 p.	 282)	 describes	 with	 the	

following:		

This	process	of	adherence,	or	claiming	local	ownership,	gives	gastronomic	
heritage	a	legitimised	local	and	internal	character,	securing	its	attachment	
to	the	community.	

Within	 these	 (new)	 enactments,	 the	 heritage	 evolves	 as	 part	 of	 an	 internal	 process	 of	

encounter	and	negotiation	between	the	communities	of	practice	engaging	with	the	Cheese	

of	Belonging.	Specifically,	by	connecting	those	who	produce	the	raw	ingredients	(farmers)	

with	 those	who	 transform	 these	 into	 a	 specific	 food	 product	 (cheese	 cooperative)	 and	

finally	with	those	who	prepare	it	in	a	final	dish	(restaurants,	hotels,	chefs),	the	Cheese	of	

Belonging	 performs	 as	 a	 living	 collective	 history	 shared	 by	 the	 different	 actors	 of	 a	

destination.		
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In	this	common	ground,	food	becomes	the	heritage	of	the	whole	community	and	thus	an	

element	 of	 convivenza.	 Convivenza	 is	 the	 Italian	 word	 (translated	 as	 “co-existence)	 I	

employ	to	describe	a	process	of	living	together	in	which	the	complex	interactions	between	

the	different	elements,	practices	and	actors	come	together	within	the	same	network.	This	

results	 in	 the	 cross-fertilization	 between	 the	 different	 elements,	 entities	 and	 practices	

comprising	the	network.	This	new	connection	encourages	the	creation	of	a	new	foodscape	

based	on	the	food	heritage-based	networks	organised	around	the	food	heritage	resource	

(Bessière,	2013).	

“Adherence	 is	one	of	 the	outcomes	of	 the	 local	 actors’	mobilisation”	 (Bessière,	2013,	p.	

283),	 and	 the	 resulting	organisation	of	 food	heritage-based	network.	 It	 is	 based	on	 the	

adhesion	of	the	communities	of	practice	to	the	understanding	of	the	food	heritage	resource	

created	in	the	phase	of	realisation	and	recognition.	This	creates	a	(new)	sense	of	belonging	

of	the	different	communities	of	practice	around	the	food	heritage	resource.	This	sense	of	

belonging	creates	new	relations	between	the	actors	and	the	creation	of	a	new	foodscape.	

Based	on	my	conceptualisation	of	food	heritage	(see	section	2.4),	the	food	heritage-based	

networks	strengthen	 the	 link	between	 food	and	communities	of	practice	 (that	emerged	

during	the	phase	of	heritage	realisation	–	see	section	9.5.1)	and	the	link	of	the	communities	

of	practice	with	the	foodscape	(developed	during	the	phase	of	the	heritage	realisation	–	see	

section	 9.5.2).	 The	 double	 connection	 bridges	 the	 ultimate	 connection	 between	 food,	

people	 and	 place	 (see	 Figure	 2.3).	 This	 is	 an	 important	 understanding	 because	 it	

demonstrates	that	these	dimensions	–	food,	people	and	place	–	analysed	for	food	heritage	

can	become	the	categories	to	consider	also	when	examining	a	food	heritagisation	process.	

9.5.4 Food	of	Belonging	

The	aim	of	this	section	is	to	bring	the	previous	analysis	into	the	context	of	the	literature	of	

food	 heritage	 and	 food	 heritage	 tourism.	 With	 the	 expression	 ‘Food	 of	 Belonging’	 I	

condensed	the	dynamics	described	in	the	process	described	above	(see	sections	9.5.1,	9.5.2,	

9.5.3	and	Table	9.2).	The	Food	of	Belonging	is	indeed	the	type	of	food	heritage	coming	out	

of	the	food	heritagisation	process	illustrated	with	the	network	of	the	Cheese	of	Belonging.	

This	 network	 of	 relations	 is	 defined	 by	 the	 ‘sense	 of	 belonging’	 between	 the	 different	

communities	of	practice	of	a	destination	and	the	food	heritage.	It	also	shows	‘a	rediscovered	
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relationship	between	the	subject	and	the	territory’	(Badii,	2014,	p.	136;	Bessière,	2013)	

(see	sections	8.1	and	3.4.1).	

As	seen	in	the	different	phases	of	the	food	heritagisation	process	and	with	the	concrete	case	

of	the	Cheese	of	Belonging,	I	argue	that	the	process	of	food	heritagisation	encourages	one	

or	more	communities	of	practice	to	develop	a	sense	of	connections	and	belonging	with	the	

food	heritage	resource	and	eventually	between	them.	Therefore,	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	

connects	people	and	place	and	these	reciprocal	connections	form	a	food	heritage-based	

network,	that,	will	then	constitute	a	foodscape	(or,	in	this	PhD,	a	‘cheesescape’).	

Since	the	Food	of	Belonging	is	one	type	of	food	heritage-based	network	created	through	

the	mobilisation	of	the	actors	around	the	food	heritage,	I	use	a	triangle	to	represent	this	

mobilisation	 and	 thus	 to	 describe	 its	 process	 and	 network	 (see	 Figure	 9.6).	 The	 inner	

triangle	describes	the	dimension	of	the	convivenza	between	the	different	communities	of	

practice	where	the	cross-fertilisation	between	their	own	elements,	practices	and	actions	

occurs.	 At	 the	 base	 of	 the	 triangle,	 one	 angle	 describes	 the	 inner	 realisation	 of	 each	

community	 of	 practice	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 food	 heritage	 resource	 and	 the	 other	 angle	

describes	 the	 recognition,	 when	 the	 food	 heritage	 resource	 become	 part	 of	 the	 group	

ownership.	These	represent	the	two	key	aspects	of	the	food	heritage	network	creation,	and	

thus	they	constitute	the	base	of	the	Food	of	Belonging	triangle.	At	the	'top'	corner	opposite	

its	base,	it	is	the	last	apex.	This	represents	the	adhesion	of	the	community	of	practices	to	

the	understanding	of	 the	 food	heritage	resource	created	 in	 the	phase	of	realisation	and	

recognition	as	described	in	the	Table	9.2.	
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Figure	9.6	The	Food	of	Belonging	triangle	

Based	on	this	triangle	I	argue	that	the	Food	of	Belonging	is	the	result	of	the	adhesion	of	the	

different	communities	of	practice	to	a	mutual	understanding	of	the	food	heritage	resource,	

which	occurred	thanks	to	the	realisation	and	recognition	that	each	community	of	practice	

went	through	during	the	process	of	convivenza.	

Furthermore,	in	the	case	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero,	the	Cheese	of	Belonging	represented	a	

process	of	food	heritagisation	and	its	analysis	suggests	the	following	considerations	for	the	

Food	of	Belonging:	

1. Food	of	Belonging	is	the	food	recognised	as	heritage	of	the	place	from	the	actors	of	the	

destination;	

2. Food	of	Belonging	is	created	with	specific	practices	that	unite	different	communities	of	

practice;	

3. Food	of	Belonging	is	the	‘glue’	connecting	each	community	of	practice	to	its	territory.	

The	final	discussion	proposed	in	this	section	suggests	some	theoretical	contributions	that	

this	thesis	makes.	In	the	next	section	I	will	concentrates	on	the	distinctive	theoretical	and	

methodological	contributions	generated	from	the	creation,	the	analysis	and	the	discussion	

of	the	Genuine,	Touristic,	Official	Cheeses	and	Cheese	of	Belonging.		
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9.6 Conclusions		

In	this	section	I	will	describe	the	contributions	to	academic	knowledge	and	the	implications	

of	my	research.	 I	 first	present	my	theoretical	contributions	which	are	based	on	the	key	

findings	presented	in	the	previous	sections	(see	sections	9.3,	9.4	and	9.5).	The	four	versions	

of	cheese	presented	and	the	multiple	enactments	of	each	cheesescape	contribute	to	 the	

understanding	of	 food	heritage,	 food	heritage	tourism	and	food	heritagisation	and	their	

relationships	(see	Table	9.1).	

Furthermore,	 the	 Cheese	 of	 Belonging	 opens	 up	 reflections	 on	 the	 food	 heritagisation	

process	from	the	perspectives	of	the	locality,	therefore	it	shows	how	the	communities	of	

practice	of	the	locality	interrelate	with	each	other	in	the	food	heritage	construction	process.	

This	understanding	leads	to	identifying	key	elements	of	the	process	which	help	to	conceive	

how	 food	 heritage-based	 networks	 are	 constructed	 (Bessière,	 2013),	 and	 to	 propose	 a	

framework,	the	Food	of	Belonging	Triangle,	which	synthesizes	this	conceptualisation.	

The	second	part	of	the	contributions	addresses	my	methodological	choices.	The	extensive	

fieldwork	 of	 20	months	 strongly	 relied	 on	 ethnography	 and	 I	 advanced	 an	 ‘integrated	

ethnographic	approach’	(see	section	4.7)	defined	in	three	different	dimensions	to	describe	

my	personal	approach	(see	Table	4.4).		

To	frame	the	conversations,	the	observations	and	journal	reflections	undertaken	during	

the	 ethnographic	 fieldwork,	 I	 used	 Actor	 Network	 Theory	 (ANT)	 (Beard	 et	 al.,	 2016;	

Jóhannesson,	2009;	Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2015;	Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2014;	Latour,	2005;	Ren,	

Pritchard,	&	Morgan,	 2010;	 Van	der	Duim	 et	 al.,	 2017;	 Van	der	Duim	 et	 al.,	 2012)	 and	

thematic	 analysis	 (Attride-Stirling,	 2001;	 Braun	 &	 Clarke,	 2006;	 Nowell	 et	 al.,	 2017;	

Walters,	2016).	

Furthermore,	I	discuss	the	implications	of	the	new	knowledge	generated	and	I	indicate	a	

research	 agenda	 that	 my	 work	 opens	 up.	 I	 raise	 questions	 and	 make	 suggestions	 for	

possible	further	research.		

9.6.1 Theoretical	contributions		

The	main	aim	of	my	research	is	to	explore	the	relationship	between	the	food	heritagisation	

process	and	food	heritage	tourism	within	the	context	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero.	To	do	so,	I	
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identified	three	specific	research	questions,	which	would	ultimately	contribute	to	provide	

holistic	 insights	 to	 these	 intertwined	 phenomena.	 The	 following	 table	 (Table	 9.3)	

summarises	 the	 links	 between	 the	 research	 questions	 (column	 1),	 the	 findings	 and	

discussion	generated	 from	these	(column	2)	 the	specific	contributions	my	thesis	makes	

(column	3)	and	the	areas	of	the	literature	where	these	are	made	(column	4).	I	will	discuss	

these	aspects	according	to	the	area	of	the	literatures	of	reference	in	the	following	three	sub-

sections.	

Table	9.3	Research	contributions	

	
Research	
Question	(RQ)	

Findings	/	
Discussion	

Specific	
Contribution	

Area	of	the	
literature	

1. What	does	it	take	
for	an	agricultural	
product	to	become	
food	heritage?	

Common	
elements	between	
the	four	versions	
of	cheese	

Characteristics	
food	heritage	

Food	heritage	

2. What	tourism	
encounters	and	
experiences	of	the	
locality	does	food	
heritage	provide?	

Tourism	
encounters	and	
experiences	of	the	
different	cheese	
versions		

Food	heritage	
tourism	
experiences		
	
Communities	of	
practice	
	
Foodscape/	
cheesescape	

Food	heritage	
tourism	

3. How	do	food	
producers	and	
hospitality	
providers	
participate	in	the	
food	heritagisation	
process?	

The	process	of	
creation	of	the	
Cheese	of	
Belonging		

Process	of	
heritage	
construction		
	
	
Food	of	Belonging	
Triangle	

Food	
heritagisation		
	
	
	
Food	heritage-
based	networks	

9.6.1.1 Food	heritage	

The	first	contribution	of	my	research	is	to	have	identified	the	distinguishing	characteristics	

of	 food	 heritage	 in	 order	 to	 determine	 the	 object	 of	 the	 study	 and	 thus	 to	 define	 the	

boundaries	of	my	research.	Both	food	heritage	tourism	and	food	heritagisation	are	based	

on	 the	 food	 heritage	 resource	 but	 the	 tourism	 discourses	 are	 different	 if	 the	 food	 is	
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considered	for	its	social	and	cultural	nature	or	for	its	economic	value	and	attractiveness.	

This	research	draws	our	attention	to	the	social	and	cultural	significance	of	food	(see	2.1.3)	

and	 contributes	 to	 creating	 an	 understanding	 about	 the	 sociocultural	 aspects	 that	 are	

associated	 with	 the	 alpine	 cheese	 production	 and	 how	 cheese	 has	 become	 a	 heritage	

resource	in	the	Italian	Dolomites.		

In	this	thesis	I	identified	the	distinguishing	elements	that	enable	an	agricultural	product	to	

become	food	heritage	(see	Table	9.3,	RQ	1).	The	four	versions	of	cheese	presented	in	the	

finding	chapters	described	different	realities,	networks	of	actors	and	meanings	but	at	the	

same	time	these	versions	share	common	elements,	which,	I	argue,	represent	the	essence	of	

the	 food	 heritage	 resource,	 independently	 from	 the	 specific	 enactment	 of	 each	 cheese	

network	described.	In	analysing	the	different	versions	of	the	same	heritage,	the	cheeses	of	

the	valley,	I	concluded	that	food	heritage	is	place	specific	(see	section	9.3.1),	people-rooted	

(based	on	the	concept	of	community	of	practice)	(see	section	9.3.2),	embedded	in	practices	

and	knowledge	(see	section	9.3.3)	and	history	based	(see	section	9.3.4).	These	four	aspects	

represent	the	fundamental	characteristics	which	created	the	network	of	each	cheese	and	

thus	define	the	food	heritage	resource.	This	contributes	to	the	discussion	on	food	heritage,	

culinary	heritage	and	gastronomic	heritage	(Brulotte	&	Di	Giovine,	2014;	Everett,	2016a;	

Hall	et	al.,	2003;	Hjalager	&	Richards,	2002;	Timothy,	2011).		

Additionally,	the	four	networks	of	cheese	show	that	even	if	the	tangible	‘object’	they	refer	

to	is	one	–	the	Cheeses	of	the	Valle	del	Primiero	–	this	‘object’	carries	out	various	stories	

based	on	the	different	voice	the	communities	of	practice	articulate	–	the	Genuine,	Touristic,	

Official	 Cheese	 and	 the	 Cheese	 of	 Belonging.	 This	 understanding	 contributes	 to	 the	

understanding	of	heritage	as	a	cultural	process	(Kirshenblatt-Gimblett,	1995;	Kirshenblatt-

Gimblett	&	Fernandez,	2003;	Smith,	2006;	Timothy,	2011;	Timothy	&	Boyd,	2003).	

9.6.1.2 Food	heritage	tourism	

The	second	contribution	defines	the	boundaries	around	the	phenomenon	of	food	heritage	

tourism.	The	aim	of	this	part	of	the	research	is	to	have	identified	some	specific	experiences	

and	encounters	generated	in	the	context	of	food	heritage	tourism	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero	

(see	Table	9.3,	RQ	2).	The	four	versions	of	cheese	provided	important	insights	on	this	topic:	

I	observed	that	the	food	heritage,	the	cheese,	was	mainly	introduced	in	encounters	between	

hosts	and	guests,	and	consumers	and	producers.	In	these	experiences	tourists	purposely	
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visit	locations	and	engage	in	experiences	related	to	food	production,	transformation	and	

preparation.	 I	 illustrated	 the	 various	 milking	 and	 cheese-making	 ‘performances’	 and	

informative	demonstrations,	the	visits	to	farm	and	to	the	cellars	and	the	various	activities	

associated	with	cheese	tastings.	In	these	experiences	the	food	heritage	resource	is	part	of	

a	performance	 (Daugstad,	2005;	Edensor,	2001,	2006,	2009,	2018;	Sjölander	Lindqvist,	

Adolfsson,	&	Bohlin,	2014).	The	host	accompanied	this	performance	with	the	story-telling	

as	 a	way	 to	 engage	 the	 guests,	 through	 the	 food,	 in	 a	wider	 experience	 of	 the	 locality	

(Everett,	2008;	Mei	et	al.,	2020;	Urry	&	Larsen,	2011;	Vittersø	&	Amilien,	2011).	I	argue	that	

the	story-telling	provides	information	on	the	terroir	where	the	food	was	produced,	on	the	

people	 involved,	 on	 the	 skills	 and	 know-how	 needed,	 on	 the	 origins	 of	 the	 product.	

Threfore,	in	the	tourism	encounters	and	experiences,	the	distinguishing	elements	of	food	

heritage	also	represented	the	foundations	upon	which	the	story-telling	practice	took	place.	

I	also	made	another	contribution	introducing	the	concept	of	the	communities	of	practice	

into	the	food	heritage	tourism	literature	and	indirectly	on	the	conceptualization	of	the	food	

heritagisation	process.	Considering	that	food	heritage	is	strongly	based	on	the	people-place	

connection,	 I	 decided	 to	 explore	 this	 combination	 by	 analysing	 the	 different	 ‘people’	

involved	–	dairy	farmers,	cheese-makers,	chefs	and	hospitality	providers	–	with	the	lens	

provided	by	the	concept	of	 the	community	of	practice	(see	section	2.3.1).	A	 few	studies	

(Corti,	 2011;	Crowley	 et	 al.,	 2018;	Grasseni,	 2004;	Hummel	 et	 al.,	 2012)	 employed	 this	

concept	to	explain	food	related	concepts,	but	none	of	them	have	applied	it	to	the	tourism	

arena.	The	concepts	of	supply	chain	(Everett,	2016a;	Smith	&	Xiao,	2008),	culinary	system	

(Hall	&	Gössling,	2013)	food	networks	(Feagan,	2016;	Rinaldi,	2017),	and/or	food	cluster	

(Lee	&	Wall,	2012;	Rachao	et	al.,	2019)	are	often	used	to	describe	actors	and	networks	in	

food	tourism,	but	all	of	 these	approaches	have	 failed	to	consider	the	social	and	cultural	

components	of	the	network.	The	concept	of	community	of	practice	brings	these	factors	into	

the	understanding	of	the	networks	and	enabled	me	to	investigate	both	the	food	heritage	

tourism	and	food	heritagisation	process	from	a	social	and	cultural	perspective.	I	argue	that	

the	 communities	 of	 practice	 are	 central	 elements	 of	 both	 the	 processes	 I	 focussed	my	

attention	on.	

Furthermore,	 as	 illustrated	 in	 the	 section	 9.3.1	 each	 version	 of	 cheese	 represents	 a	

cheesescape,	a	specific	foodscape	organised	around	the	cheese	(Berno	&	Fusté	Forné,	2019;	

Fusté	Forné,	2016c).	The	foodscape	is	a	conceptual	tool	that	enables	to	show	this	intricate	
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network	 (Björk	 &	 Kauppinen-Räisänen,	 2019;	 Hjalager	 &	 Richards,	 2002;	 Kwik,	 2008;	

Lindenfeld	&	Silka,	2011;	Long,	2010;	MacKendrick,	2014;	Panelli	&	Tipa,	2009;	Richards,	

2015;	Sage,	2010;	Wegerif	&	Wiskerke,	2017).	My	contribution	is	to	have	explored	deeply	

the	 cultural	 and	 social	 aspects	 embedded	 in	 these	 cheesescape	 and	 provide	 a	 better	

understanding	on	how	these	elements	interact	with	tourism.	

9.6.1.3 Food	heritagisation	

The	third	contribution	of	my	research	is	to	have	examined	the	food	heritagisiton	process	

occurring	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero	between	the	communities	of	practice	of	farmers,	cheese-

makers,	restaurants	and	hotel	owners	(see	Table	9.3,	RQ	2).	My	research	presented	four	

different	versions	of	cheese	to	investigate	how	the	food	heritagisation	process	developed	

in	the	locality	where	food	heritage	is	produced	and	maintained.	While	Bessière	(2013)	who	

first	 introduced	 this	 concept,	 looked	 at	 this	 in	 terms	 of	 food	 heritage	 promotion,	 I	

investigated	the	process	in	terms	of	food	heritage	construction.	Although	different	authors	

(Badii,	2014;	Bertella,	2011;	Brulotte	&	Di	Giovine,	2014;	Kim	&	Ellis,	2014;	Kim	&	Iwashita,	

2015;	Mak,	2014;	Thomé-Ortiz,	2017;	Timothy,	2016)	examine	different	aspects	of	food	

heritagisation,	few	contributions	enable	us	to	examine	how	the	entire	process	develops.	

The	Cheese	of	Belonging	opens	up	reflections	on	the	food	heritagisation	process	from	the	

perspectives	of	the	locality.	

I	 therefore	 argue	 that	 the	 food	 heritagisation	 process	 is	 rooted	 within	 the	 relations	

between	the	food	heritage	resource,	food	heritage	tourism	and	the	communities	of	practice	

involved.	 During	 the	 food	 heritagisation	 process	 the	 communities	 of	 practice	 mobilise	

around	 the	 food	 heritage	 resources	 and	 generate	 networks	 upon	 which	 tourism	

experiences	will	then	be	based.	The	reciprocal	relationships	between	these	elements	define	

the	process	upon	which	the	food	heritage	itself	evolves	and	is	constructed	in	a	dynamic	

process	 of	 interdependent	 exchanges.	More	 specifically	with	 the	Cheese	of	Belonging,	 I	

investigated	how	farmers,	cheese-makers,	restaurants’	chefs	and	hospitality	providers160	

organised	 themselves	 in	 food	heritage-based	networks.	 I	 focused	my	attention	on	 their	

dynamics	of	heritage	realisation,	recognition	and	adherence	(see	sections	9.5.1,	9.5.2	and	

9.5.3).	Based	on	this,	I	argue	that	when	the	communities	of	practice	of	a	destination	are	

	
160	The	different	communities	of	practice	of	my	research.	
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involved	 in	 the	 food	 heritagisation	 process,	 the	 food	 heritage	 becomes	 a	 ‘collective	

heritage’.		

While	 the	 process	 itself	 is	 not	 linear,	 I	 could	 identify	 three	 key	 components	 that	

characterize	 the	process	 and	build	 the	 foundations	 of	 the	 ‘collective	heritage’.	Heritage	

realisation	 is	 one	 of	 the	 three	 components,	 as	 it	 is	 necessary	 that	 the	 communities	 of	

practice	acknowledge	the	existence	of	the	food	heritage	resource.	This	step	can	be	part	of	

an	internal	process	of	each	community	of	practice	whose	members	found	themselves	to	

discuss	and	reflect	on	their	bond	with	the	food	heritage	resource,	as	 it	happened	in	my	

fieldwork.	These	 conversations	 recollect	awareness	about	 the	meanings,	 the	values,	 the	

practices	 associated	 to	 the	 food	 heritage.	 A	 second	 component	 of	 the	 process	 is	 the	

recognition	that	exists	when	these	conversations	are	brought	within	the	interactions	with	

the	 other	 communities	 of	 practice.	 There	 is	 a	 need	 for	 the	 communities	 of	 practice	 to	

understand	and	recognise	to	each	other	the	meanings,	the	values	and	the	practices	each	

associated	to	food	heritage.	In	this	interplay	the	convivenza	takes	place.	Furthermore,	the	

presence	of	 these	 components	 in	 the	 interactions	between	 the	communities	of	practice	

creates	a	process	through	which	they	adhere	collectively	to	the	food	heritage	resource.	The	

cross-fertilization	between	the	communities	of	practice	occurs	throughout	this	process	and	

a	new	sense	of	belonging	of	the	community	to	its	food	heritage	resources	is	developed.	I	

define	this	circumstance	as	Food	of	Belonging.	 It	represents	a	form	of	community-based	

food	 heritage	 where	 the	 wider	 concept	 of	 collective	 heritage	 is	 applied	 to	 the	 food	

(Bessière,	1998).	To	represent	 this	understanding	 I	 created	 the	Triangle	of	 the	Food	of	

Belonging	 (see	Figure	9.6)	which	 illustrates	 the	process	generated	 from	 the	knowledge	

acquired	from	my	findings.		

9.6.2 Methodological	contributions	

My	research	was	qualitative	in	nature	since,	as	outlined	in	the	chapter	4	(see	section	4.2)	I	

perceive	 food	 as	 something	 socially	 constructed,	 complex	 and	 ever	 changing	 (Bessière,	

2013;	Brulotte	&	Di	Giovine,	2014;	Grasseni,	2006,	2007b,	2014b,	2016;	Grasseni	et	al.,	

2014;	Long,	2004;	Paxson,	2010a;	Timothy,	2016;	Timothy	&	Ron,	2013a,	2013b;	West	et	

al.,	 2012).	 It	 is	 based	 on	 an	 interpretative	 paradigm	 and	 I	 employed	 an	 ethnographic	

approach	throughout	my	entire	research	(Andrews	et	al.,	2019;	Atkinson	et	al.,	2007;	Crang	

&	Cook,	2007;	Hammersley	&	Atkinson,	2007;	Harrison,	2018;	Ingold,	2014;	Lopes	&	Durão,	
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2011;	O'	Gorman	et	al.,	2014;	Wolcott,	2008)	Ethnography	indeed	sits	comfortably	within	

interpretive	philosophical	approaches	to	research	(Creswell,	2013;	Henderson,	2006;	O'	

Gorman	et	al.,	2014;	Patton,	2015).		

To	detail	my	ethnographic	approach,	 I	created	a	 framework	based	on	three	dimensions	

linked	to	the	‘way	of	being’	of	the	researcher,	the	‘way	of	doing’	the	research	and	the	‘way	

of	making	sense’	of	the	research	(see	Table	4.4).	This	structure	allowed	me	to	show	the	

interconnections	between	my	values	and	beliefs	alongside	the	methods	used	to	conduct	

the	 research	 and	 interpret	 the	 data.	 I	 also	 employed	methodological	 concepts	 such	 as	

flânerie	(Coates,	2017;	Nuvolati,	2006)	and	serendipity	(Florczak,	2015;	Hazan	&	Hertzog,	

2012;	Holbrook,	2017;	Wolcott,	2010)	and	reciprocity	(Ben-Ari	&	Enosh,	2020;	Cushman	

et	al.,	2004;	Glowczewski	et	al.,	2013;	Powell	&	Takayoshi,	2003)	to	support	the	definition	

of	the	approach.	The	personal	approach	that	I	described	in	the	methodology	chapter	(see	

section	 4.7)	 enriches	 the	 theory-building	 and	 the	 wider	 understanding	 of	 the	 use	 of	

ethnography	in	tourism	studies	(O'	Gorman	et	al.,	2014;	Wise,	2018).	

I	employed	ANT	to	frame	the	ethnographic	accounts	and	thus	this	research	enriches	the	

conversation	on	ANT	 in	 tourism	studies	 (Jóhannesson	et	al.,	2015;	Van	der	Duim	et	al.,	

2012).	 In	 designating	 the	 cheese	 of	 the	 Valle	 del	 Primiero	 to	 be	 the	 ‘colourful	 actor’	

(Widtfeldt	Meged	et	al.,	2014)	around	which	to	organise	the	four	networks	that	I	described	

in	my	findings	chapters,	I	was	strongly	inspired	and	then	supported	by	the	work	of	Carina	

Ren	(Ren,	2009,	2011).	Thus,	my	research	gained	insights	and	adds	evidence	as	to	how	ANT	

is	 an	 appropriate	 theory	 and	 an	 appropriate	 framework	 to	 examine	 food	 heritage.	

Furthermore,	the	four	networks	created	around	the	cheese	also	described	a	cheesescape	

(see	 sections	 9.3.1	 and	 9.6.1.2).	 This	 understanding	 suggests	 that	 ANT	 is	 a	 valuable	

approach	for	a	rich	exploration	of	the	concept	to	foodscapes	(Björk	&	Kauppinen-Räisänen,	

2019;	Kwik,	2008;	Lindenfeld	&	Silka,	2011;	Long,	2010;	MacKendrick,	2014;	Panelli	&	

Tipa,	2009;	Richards,	2015;	Sage,	2010;	Wegerif	&	Wiskerke,	2017).	

Lastly,	my	research	contributes	to	the	discussion	on	how	ethnographic	 fieldwork-based	

accounts	can	be	framed	within	ANT	and	thematic	analysus	(see	sections	4.6.2.1	and	4.6.3).	

It	is	recognised	that	ANT	can	be	employed	within	an	ethnographic	study	(Van	der	Duim	et	

al.,	 2017)	 and	 in	 my	 case	 the	 two	 approaches	 are	 treated	 as	 complementary.	 The	

ethnographic	approach	defines	the	attitude	(the	‘way	of	seeing’)	and	the	type	of	accounts	
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of	the	research	(the	‘way	of	looking’)	while	ANT	delineates	the	wider	perspective	within	

which	 these	 accounts	will	 be	 displayed	 (the	 ‘way	 of	 interpreting’)	 (see	 Table	 4.4).	 The	

informal	conversations,	formal	conversations,	the	focus	group	discussions,	the	field	notes	

and	journal	reflections	of	my	research	all	contributed	to	the	understanding	of	the	social	

process	of	tourism,	and	specifically	on	the	food	heritagisation	process	within	tourism.	The	

ethnographic	approach	strengthened	the	quality	of	the	ANT	assemblage	I	proposed	which	

was	made	possible	through	the	thematic	analysis.	At	the	same	time,	ANT	allowed	me	to	

frame	my	ethnographic	encounters	and	relative	accounts	within	a	process	of	ordering.	

9.6.3 Future	directions:	limitations	and	implications		

My	 study	 incorporates	 the	 concept	 of	 communities	 of	 practice	 to	 examine	 the	 social-

cultural	components	of	food	heritage	tourism	and	the	nature	of	a	foodscape.	While	there	is	

agreement	about	the	relevance	of	the	relational	aspect	involving	a	foodscape	(Ellis	et	al.,	

2018;	Everett,	2016a;	Rachao	et	al.,	2019),	few	studies	have	focused	their	attention	in	the	

relational	dynamics	between	 the	different	actors	 involved.	Further	 investigation	on	 the	

communities	of	practice	and	their	relationship	with	the	food	heritage	resource	would	be	of	

great	use	to	decipher	the	link	between	food	heritage	tourism	and	the	food	heritagisation	

process.	 This	 direction	 of	 study	 could	 also	 be	 expanded	 upon	 with	 further	 empirical	

research	exploring	the	implications	for	the	communities	that	are	part	of	these	processes.	

Investigating	this	body	of	knowledge	would	represent	an	interesting	extension	of	theory-

building	about	the	food	construction	of	the	food	heritagisation	process.		

The	version	of	Cheese	of	Belonging	presented	in	my	findings	supported	the	exploration	of	

the	 food	 heritagisation	 process	 and	 the	 consequent	 creation	 of	 food	 heritage-based	

networks.	The	Food	of	Belonging	is	indeed	the	description	of	a	process	of	inclusion	of	the	

community	 into	 the	 food	 heritagisation	 process.	 This	 exploration	 is	 confined	 to	 the	

network	 configured	 through	 the	 ‘joint	 venture’	 conducted	 with	 my	 participants	 (see	

section	8.2).	Advancing	the	investigation	on	other	dynamics	of	food	heritage	creation	could	

support	 the	 formulation	 of	 a	more	 holistic	 framework	 of	 understanding	 for	 the	whole	

phenomenon	of	food	heritagisation,	of	which	the	Food	of	Belonging	is	just	a	part.	New	case	

studies	on	food	heritagisation	processes	can	present	the	creation	of	similar	or	dissimilar	

networks	and	thus	validate	the	existence	of	the	concept	of	Food	of	Belonging.	On	the	other	
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hand,	through	the	exploration	of	other	food	heritage-based	networks	new	dynamics	and	

processes	can	be	discovered.		

To	conclude,	even	if	my	data	collection	ended	when	I	left	the	field,	the	food	heritagisation	

did	not	end	there	since	it	is	an	ever-changing	process.	It	would	be	extremely	valuable	to	

follow	up	and	delve	into	the	evolution	of	the	cheeses	of	the	valley	to	examine	the	evolution	

of	the	food	heritage-based	networks	in	the	locality.	A	longitudinal	study	on	how	the	process	

unfolds	 in	 a	 long-term	 perspective	 could	 provide	 beneficial	 understandings	 on	 food	

heritage	tourism,	considering	especially	the	role	rural	communities	can	play	in	this	social-

cultural	process	and	long	term	implications	for	the	destination.	

	 	



327	

CONCLUDING	REMARKS	

I	 think	 that	when	 something	 is	 finishing	 it	 is	 a	 good	practice	 to	 come	back	 to	 its	 start.	

Therefore,	after	this	long	journey	of	discovery,	I	feel	the	need	to	go	back	to	the	legend	of	

the	Wild	Man	which	started	the	many	thousands	of	words	of	this	thesis.	At	the	end	of	that	

opening	section,	I	suggested	to	use	some	creativity	and	to	imagine	that,	after	having	left	the	

peasants,	the	Wild	Man	casually	met	a	woman	in	her	thirties	in	the	forest	of	Paneveggio.	I	

suggested	that	we	imagine	that	the	story	you	have	now	read	was	the	continuation	of	the	

legend	of	the	Wild	Man.	Therefore,	in	order	to	return	to	the	start	of	my	journey	I	need	to	go	

to	the	forest	of	Paneveggio	where	my	‘everything’	with	the	cheese	started.	Let’s	go	back	

there!		

When	walking	into	the	forest,	 I	 listened	to	the	magic	whispers	of	the	old	trees.	Some	of	

these	trees	have	the	shape	of	Stradivarius	Violins	and	travel	around	the	world.	Maybe	one	

of	these	is	now	being	touched	by	the	elegant	hands	of	extraordinary	violinists	to	become	a	

magnificent	melody	that	will	provide	an	 inspiring	environment	 for	people	 like	me,	who	

listen	 to	 music	 while	 writing…	 aren’t	 we	 all	 connected?	 While	 contemplating	 these	

thoughts	I	saw	a	meadow	in	the	middle	of	the	forest	and	from	there	I	could	see	a	fire	going.	

I	come	closer	and,	there,	I	found	again	the	Wild	Man.	I	said	for	a	reason	that	it	is	a	good	

practice	to	come	back	to	the	beginning	when	you	are	finishing!	

He	recognised	me,	actually	he	looks	like	he	was	there	waiting	for	me	since	he	did	not	even	

look	up	when	 I	walked	 toward	him.	After	 a	moment	 (or	 two)	of	 silence	he	 started	 the	

conversation:	“Dear	Chiara,	what	is	the	something	more	you	have	learnt	from	me?”	This	

direct	question	unsettled	me	a	little.	Where	could	I	start	from?	Shall	I	tell	him	all	the	details	

of	the	encounters	I	have	had	in	the	Valle	del	Primiero?	Shall	I	provide	him	with	the	summary	

of	my	conclusions?	Or	maybe	an	abstract	would	do?	He	perceived	I	was	a	bit	disoriented	

and	 therefore	 clarified	 his	 question.	 “Do	 not	 use	 big	 words,	 do	 not	 over	 complicate,	

simplify!	I	just	want	one	sentence”	(oops,	I	am	afraid	the	Wild	Man	started	talking	like	my	

supervisors…).	

I	breathed	deeply.	 I	 looked	at	him	and	I	said,	 “I	 learnt	 that	one	question	opens	another	

question,	that	one	secret	reveals	another	secret	and	the	knowledge	finishes	only	when	the	

desire	 to	 know	 ends	 or	 is	 temporarily	 fulfilled”.	 He	 smiled	 a	 bit	 entertained	 by	 this	
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philosophical	response.	I	am	still	asking	myself	if	I	could	reply	instead	“I	learnt	that	cheese	

is	not	made	only	with	milk,	rennet,	bacterial	culture	and	salt	but	with	the	cultural	practices	

and	social	values	of	the	people	who	make	it,	transform	it,	sell	it	and	narrate	it”.	That	would	

have	been	more	pertinent	perhaps	with	the	topic	of	our	conversation.	Coming	back	to	the	

story	of	the	Wild	Man,	after	he	smiled	charmingly	he	concluded	“Now	I	need	to	continue	

my	journey.	Before	I	do,	please,	is	there	anything	more	you	desire	to	know	and	learn	from	

me?”161.	Without	hesitation,	I	replied	“Yes,	there	is”.	

In	that	moment,	he	looked	at	me	with	the	greatest	gratitude	and	then	he	dissolved	and	with	

him,	the	copper	pot,	the	curd	cutting	tool,	the	fire	and	even	the	meadow.	I	was	alone	in	the	

forest	and	I	could	see	the	sun	filtering	between	the	tall	trees	that	maybe	have	been,	or	will	

become,	music.	I	like	to	think	that	in	the	moment	I	said	“Yes,	there	is”	the	Wild	Man	was	

liberated...	but	to	be	honest	I	would	not	be	surprised	to	meet	him	again	in	my	next	journey!	

My	thesis	purposefully	started	with	the	words	that	Dante	Alighieri,	one	of	the	most	famous	

Italian	poets	who	wrote	in	the	Divine	Comedy:	“consider	your	origins:	you	were	not	made	

to	 live	 as	brutes,	 but	 to	 follow	virtue	 and	knowledge”.	Dante	 let	Ulysses,	 the	hero	who	

symbolises	 curiosity,	 pronounce	 the	words	 that	 represent	 the	 deepest	 synthesis	 of	 his	

wisdom.	In	opening	my	thesis	with	these	words	not	only	I	did	want	to	celebrate	my	Italian	

origins	(“consider	your	origins”)	but	also	to	celebrate	the	joy	that	comes	within	this	act	of	

curiosity	and	knowledge	(“to	follow	virtue	and	knowledge”)	that	this	thesis	represents.		

Thank	you	for	reading	my	story!	

	

	

	

	

	

	
161	The	Wild	Man	asks	this	same	question	to	the	peasant	of	the	legend.	My	translation	from	Foches,	2007	p.	
16	
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Figure	9.7	The	end.	Wildman	disappearing		

(Source:	Foches,	2007,	p.	19)	
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APPENDICES	

Appendix	A:	List	of	Cheeses	of	Caseificio	Sociale	di	Primiero	

The	most	reputable	cheeses	

Trentingrana	DOP	

	

	
Cheese	 with	 a	 thick	 rind,	 straw-yellow	
colour,	 the	 paste	 is	 compact,	 hard	 and	
grainy.	 A	 solid	 cheese	 with	 no	 holes.	
Delicate	 and	 fragrant	 taste,	 with	
herbaceous	 and	 floral	 hints	 and	 lactic	
sensations.	Characteristic	of	the	
Trentingrana	is	its	sweet	taste	despite	the	
aging.	
Aged	types:	9-12	months;	12-18	months;	
19-24	months.	
It	is	the	mountain	cheese	of	the	Grana	
Padano	DOP	Consortium	and	it	is	made	
from	milk	coming	exclusively	from	farms	
in	the	Trentino	region.	

Nostrano	di	Primiero:	Fresco	and	Stagionato

	

 
In	the	Italian	tradition,	it	is	common	for	a	
single	 cheese	 to	 have	 two	 different	
expressions:	 one	 fresh	 (Fresco)	 and	 one	
aged	(Stagionato).	
Fresco:	Washed	rind	cheese,	straw-yellow	
colour,	 and	 semi-hard	 consistency,	 with	
scattered	 and	 irregular	 holes.	 It	 has	 a	
sweet	and	mild	taste;	 it	smells	of	melted	
butter	 with	 nutty	 aroma.	 Aged	 2-3	
months.	
Stagionato:	The	same	cheese	as	above	but	
aged	7-8	months.	The	taste	is	intense	and	
decisive	 and	 it	 smells	 of	 butter	 with	
earthy	aroma.		

Tosèla

	

	
Raw	paste	cheese,	it	is	soft	and	compact.	
White	 or	 pale	 hay	 colour,	 the	 taste	 is	
fragrant	 and	 delicate	 and	 you	 can	 smell	
the	fresh	milk	and	cream.	Not	aged,	to	be	
consumed	fresh.	
The	 traditional	 recipe	 requires	 tosèla	 to	
be	cut	in	slices	and	cooked	in	a	pan	with	
butter.	It	is	served	with	polenta	aside.	
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Malga	cheeses	

Trentingrana	di	Malga	DOP	

	
	

	
Very	 similar	 to	 Trentingrana	 DOP	 but	 made	
with	the	raw	milk	produced	in	malga.	
Cheese	with	a	thick	rind,	straw-yellow	colour,	
the	paste	is	compact,	hard	and	grainy.	A	solid	
cheese	 with	 no	 holes.	 Delicate	 and	 fragrant	
taste,	with	nutty	 and	melted	butter	 aroma.	 It	
presents	 crystals	 of	 calcium	 in	 the	 paste.	
Characteristic	of	the	Trentingrana	is	its	sweet	
taste	despite	the	aging.	Aged:	12-18	months.	

Nostrano	di	Primiero:	Fresco	di	Malga	and	
Stagionato	di	malga	

	

	
	
Very	similar	 to	Primiero	Fresco	and	Primiero	
Stagionato,	 but	 made	 with	 the	 raw	 milk	
produced	in	malga.	
For	 this	 reason,	 these	 cheeses	 preserve	 the	
aroma	 of	 numerous	 essences	 of	 alpine	
pastures.	
The	Fresco	presents	a	sweet	and	delicate	taste	
while	 the	 Stagionato	presents	 an	 intense	 and	
decisive	flavour.	

	 	
Botìro	di	Primiero	di	Malga		
	

	

	
	
Butter	made	with	raw	cream	naturally	
surfaced	in	malga	with	the	milk	produced	
during	the	summer	in	the	alpeggio.	It	has	an	
intense	colour,	which	goes	from	pale	hay	to	
gold	yellow.	It	has	a	soft	texture,	easily	spread.	
It	has	a	moderate	herbaceous	smell,	with	
floral	and	vivid	herbal	notes.		

Slow	Food	Presidium. .	
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Appendix	B:	List	of	Actors	

	

Associazione	 Albergatori	 ed	
Imprese	 Turistiche	 della	
Provincia	 di	 Trento	 -	 Ufficio	
territoriale	Fiera	di	Primiero		

Association	of	Hoteliers	and	Tourism	Companies	of	the	
Province	of	Trento	-	Fiera	di	Primiero	territorial	office.	It	
promotes	the	interests	of	its	members.		

Azione	di	Promozione	Turistica	
San	Martino	di	Castrozza,	
Passo	Rolle,	and	Primiero	e	
Vanoi	(APT)		

APT	is	the	local	destination	management	organisation	of	the	
area.	Together	with	other	13	local	destination	management	
organisations,	it	is	part	of	Trentino	Marketing,	the	umbrella	
provincial	destination	management	organisation	created	to	
develop	tourism	in	Trentino.	(see:	www.visittrentino.info/en)	

Caseificio	Sociale	di	Primiero	 The	local	cheese	cooperative	of	Primiero,	established	in	1973	
by	the	local	farmers,	started	collecting	and	transforming	the	
milk	in	1981.	Today	it	collects	milk	from	all	47	the	farmers	
spread	in	the	five	villages	of	the	valleys	transforming	it	into	
cheese.	It	is	member	of	Consorzio	dei	Caseifici	Sociali	
Trentini.	

Consorzio	 dei	 Caseifici	 Sociali	
Trentini	(CONCAST)	

Consortium	of	the	cheese	cooperatives	of	the	province	of	
Trento.	The	Provincial	Consortium	brings	together	16	local	
dairies.	It	is	the	result	of	provincial	policies	aiming	at	
identifying	and	commercialising	key	agricultural	products	of	
the	province.	One	of	its	members	is	Caseificio	Sociale	di	
Primiero.		

Federazione	Provinciale	degli	
Allevatori	Trentini	

Provincial	Breeders/Farmers	Federation	of	the	Province	of	
Trento.		

Parco	Naturale	Paneveggio	
Pale	di	San	Martino		

Regional	natural	park,	established	in	1967	by	the	Province	of	
Trento.	It	includes	three	different	valleys	in	the	area:	
Primiero	Valley	(within	which	the	Valle	Vanoi	and	Valle	Mis	
are	included),	Val	di	Fiemme	and	Val	di	Fassa.	The	park	lays	
on	7	municipalities.		

Slow	Food		
- Slow	Food	condotta	
- Slow	Food	Presidia	

Slow	Food	Foundation	for	Biodiversity	was	started	in	Italy	by	
Carlo	Petrini	and	other	activists	in	the	80s	in	the	town	of	Bra,	
in	Piedmont.	In	Italy,	Slow	Food	has	organizational	structures	
at	a	national	level	and	at	a	local	level.		

- Slow	Food	condotta:	Such	groups	are	known	
as	community	(condotta	in	Italian).	These	coordinate	
activities	and	organize	events	at	local	and	regional	
level.	(see:	www.slowfood.com).	
- Slow	Food	Presidia:	These	are	projects	that	
protect	small-scale	quality	traditional	products	in	
need	of	safeguarding.		
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Strada	dei	Formaggi	delle	
Dolomiti	

Cheeses	route	of	the	Dolomites.	It	is	part	of	the	food	route	
initiative	promoted	at	provincial	level	by	Trentino	Marketing,	
the	umbrella	provincial	company	created	to	develop	tourism	
in	Trentino.	The	organisation	aims	to	connect	the	food	
producers	with	the	hospitality	providers	through	a	network	
of	experiences	and	initiatives	within	a	designed	geographical	
area	(Strada	dei	Formaggi	delle	Dolomiti,	2013).		

Unione	Allevatori	Primiero	e	
Vanoi	

Union	of	Breeders/Farmers	of	Primiero	and	Vanoi.		

Edmund	 Mach	 Foundation	
in	San	Michele	all’Adige	

This	is	an	agrarian	institution	located	close	to	the	city	of	
Trento	and	it	is	where	the	majority	of	the	farmers	of	the	
province	are	educated.	
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Appendix	C:	List	of	Participants	

	

	 Name	
M
/	
F	

Local
162	 Background	info	

Research	Phases163	

1a	 2b	 1c	 2a	

1	 Adriana	 F	 local	 farmer,	cheese	coop	
member	

	 	 X	 X	

2	 Alberto	 M	 local	 Director	cheese	coop		 	 X	 X	 X	

3	 Alberto	C.	 M	 local	 Slow	Food	member	 	 	 X	 	

4	 Alessandro	 M	 local	 malgaro	 X	 	 	 	

5	 Andrea	
M	 local	 small	restaurant	with	few	

rooms|	
food	shop	

	 	 	 X	

6	 Angioletta	
F	 local	 small	restaurant	with	few	

rooms	 	 	 X	 X	

7	 Anita	 F	 non-
local	

malgara	 X	 	 	 	

8	 Antonella	 F	 local	 President	Slow	Food	 	 X	 X	 	

9	 Antonella	
F	 local	 medium	size	hotel	with	

restaurant	open	to	
outsider	visitors	

	 	 	 X	

1	 Antonella	

F	 local		 council	member	
big-size	hotel	with	
restaurant	open	to	outside	
visitors,	

	 	 	 X	

11	 Antonio	

M	 local	 big-size	hotel	with	
restaurant	open	to	outside	
visitors,	(president	APT	
from	June	2017)	

	 	 X	 X	

12	 Bruno	
M	 local	 farmer	

cheese	coop	member	 X	 	 	 X	

13	 Cesare	
M	 local	 President	cheese	coop	

(from	02/2017)	
farmer	

	 	 X	 X	

14	 Chiara	 F	 local	 Slow	Food	member	 	 	 X	 	

	
162	Local	origin:	Valle	del	Primiero;	non	local:	any	other	place,	also	neighbouring	valleys	
163	See	Figure	4.3	for	the	phases	of	the	research	
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15	 Claudio	
M	 non-

local	
Director	Provincial	
Farmers	Federation	
agritur	host	

	 X	 	 	

16	 Daniel	
M	 non-

local	
malgaro	
cheese-maker	 X	 	 	 	

17	 Daniela	

F	 local	 farmer	
cheese	coop	member	
agritur/restaurant	
manager	

	 	 	 X	

18	 Diego	
M	 local	 forest	ranger	of	the	

Forestry	Office	
(Canal	San	Bovo)	

	 	 X	 	

19	 Dimitri	
M	 non-

local	
malgaro	
cheese	maker	
cheese	coop	employee		

X	 	 	 	

20	 Dora	
F	 local	 Strada	dei	formagggi	delle	

Dolomiti	(Staff)	 	 X	 	 X	

21	 Elisa	 F	 local	 agritur	host	 X	 	 	 	

22	 Elisabetta	
F	 non-

local	
Destination	Management	
Organization	-Trentino	
Marketing	(Staff)	

	 X	 	 	

23	 Ernesto	

M	 local	 farmer	
cheese	coop	member	
member	Union	of	the	Local	
Farmers	
agritur	host	

	 	 X	 X	

24	 Fabio	
M	 local	 farmer	

cheese	coop	member	 	 	 X	 X	

25	 Fabrizio	
M	 local	 agritur	host	

cheese	coop	employee	 X	 	 	 X	

26	 Flavio		

M	 local	 farmer	
cheese	coop	member	
member	Union	of	the	Local	
Farmers	

	 X	 X	 X	

27	 Francesca	
F	 local	 member	Union	of	the	Local	

Farmers	 	 	 X	 	

28	 Francesca	 F	 local	 restaurant	 	 	 	 X	

29	 Francesca	
D.S.	

F	 local	 Strada	dei	formaggi	delle	
Dolomiti	(Staff)	

	 X	 X	 	
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30	 Francesco	

M	 non-
local	

malgaro	
farmer	
agritour	host	 X	 	 	 	

31	 Franco	 M	 local	 Council	member	 	 X	 	 	

32	 Germano	
M	 local	 medium	side	hotel	(3rd	

generation)	with	
restaurant	only	for	guests	

	 	 X	 X	

33	 Giacobbe	
M	 local	 President	Park	Paneveggio	

Pale	di	San	Martino	 	 	 	 X	

34	 Giacomo	

M	 local	 President	Union	of	the	
Local	Farmers		
farmer	
cheese	coop	member	

	 X	 X	 X	

35	 Giampaolo	
M	 non-

local	
cheese	coop	technical	
adviser	
cheese	specialist	

	 	 X	 X	

36	 Giancarlo	

M	 local	 Farmer	
cheese	coop	member	
member	Union	of	the	Local	
Farmers	
agritur	host	

	 	 X	 X	

37	 Gianco	
M	 local	 Historian	of	the	evolution	

of	the	territory	 	 X	 	 	

38	 Gianmaria	
M	 local	 farmer,	cheese	coop	

member	 	 X	 	 X	

39	 Gianmario	
M	 local	 pizzeria	and	food	shop	

boutique	manager	
	 	 X	 X	

40	 Gianna	 F	 local	 malgara	and	agritur	host		 X	 	 	 	

41	 Giorgio	
M	 local	 malgaro	

farmer	
cheese	coop	member	

X	 	 	 	

42	 Giovanni	

M	 local	 farmer	
cheese	coop	member	
member	Union	of	the	Local	
Farmers	
agritur	host	

	 	 X	 X	

43	 Giovanni	
M	 local	 medium	size	hotel	with	

restaurant	open	to	
outsider	visitors	

	 	 	 X	
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44	 Giovanni	
Battista	

M	 local	 President	cheese	coop	
(until	02/2017)	
farmer	

	 	 X	 X	

45	 Giovanni	il	
CiverMalgaro	

M	 local	 malgaro	 X	 	 	 X	

46	 Giulia	
F	 non-

local	
malgara	
farmer	 X	 	 	 	

47	 Giulia	 F	 local	 Slow	Food	member	 	 	 X	 	

48	 Giulia	

F	 local	 farmer	
cheese	coop	member	
agritur/restaurant/educati
onal	farm	manager	

	 	 	 X	

49	 Giuseppe	
M	 non-

local	
cheese-maker	

X	 	 	 	

50	 Giuseppina	
F	 non-

local	
malgara	
cheese-maker	 X	 	 	 	

51	 Lily	
F	 non-

local	
malgara	
cheese-maker	wife	 X	 	 	 	

52	 Lorenza	 F	 local	 farmer,	cheese-maker	 	 X	 X	 X	

53	 Lorenzo	
M	 local	 farmer,	cheese	coop	

member	 	 	 	 X	

54	 Luciano	 M	 non-
local	

malgaro	 X	 	 	 	

55	 Luigi	
M	 local	 head	of	the	Forestry	Office	

(Primiero	e	Vanoi)	 	 X	 	 X	

56	 Maddalena	 F	 local	 Slow	Food	member	 	 	 X	 	

57	 Mara	 F	 local	 alpine	hut	manager	 	 	 X	 	

58	 Margherita	 M	 local	 cheese	coop	employee	 X	 X	 X	 X	

59	 Mario	 M	 local	 malgaro	 X	 	 	 	

60	 Markus	 M	
&		

non-
local	

malgaro		 X	 	 	 	

61	 Martina	
F	 local	 farmer	

cheese	coop	member	
agritur/restaurant	owner	

	 	 X	 X	

62	 Massimo	

M	 local	 Farmer	
cheese	coop	member,	
agritur/restaurant/	
educational	farm	manager	

	 	 	 X	

63	 Mauro		
M	 local	 farmer	

agritur	host	 X	 	 	 	
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65	 Michela	

F	 local	 farmer	
cheese	coop	member	
member	Union	of	the	Local	
Farmers	
agritur	host	

	 	 X	 X	

66	 Michele	
M	 local	 farmer	

cheese	coop	member	
hotel	owner	

	 	 X	 	

67	 Nicola	 M	 local	 restaurant	with	few	rooms	 	 	 X	 X	

68	 Paolo		
M	 local	 medium	size	hotel	with	

restaurant	open	to	
outsider	visitors	

	 	 	 X	

69	 Pierantonio	
M	 local	 medium	side	hotel	(2	or	

3rd	generation)	with	
restaurant	only	for	guests	

	 	 X	 	

70	 Pietro	
M	 local	 malgaro	

cheese-maker	 X	 	 	 	

71	 Renzo	

M	 non-
local	

President	ASAT	
medium	size	hotel	with	
restaurant	open	to	
outsider	visitors,	

	 	 	 X	

72	 Roberto	 M	 local	 malgaro	 X	 	 	 	

73	 Ruggero	 M	 non-
local	

malgaro	 X	 	 	 	

74	 Sergio	
M	 local	 malgaro	

farmer	
cheese	coop	member	

X	 	 	 	

75	 Silvano	
M	 local	 forest	ranger	of	the	

Forestry	Office	(Mezzano)	
	 X	 	 	

76	 Silvia	 F	 local	 agritur	host	 X	 	 	 X	

77	 Valeria	
F	 local	 Destination	Management	

Organisation	APT	(Staff)	
	 X	 	 	

78	 Vittorio	 M	 local	 Director	Park	Paneveggio	
Pale	di	San	Martino	

	 X	 	 X	
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Appendix	D:	Visits	to	Malghe	

Name	Malga	 Type	of	
Malga	

Day(s)	of	
visit	

Observation	
(O)	

Conversation	
(C)	

What	I	observed	

1 Malga	Agnerola	 Agricultural	 16/09/2015	 O	/	C	 Observation	of	milking	

2 Malga	Boalon	e	Fiamena	 Agricultural	 13/07/2015	
O	/	C	

Observation	of	butter-
making	and	cheese-
making	

3 Malga	Bocche	 Agritur	 18/07/2015	
28/08/2015	

O	

Touristic	activity	
promoted	by	the	Park	
guides	'Cheeses	in	
malga'	

4 Malga	Canali	 Agritour	

09/07/2015	
11/07/2015	
16/07/2015	
24/06/2016	 O	/	C	

Touristic	activity	
promoted	by	the	Park	
guides	'Cheeses	in	
malga'	

5 Malga	Civertaghe	/	Zivertaghe	

Agricultural	
with	food	
kiosk	

27/08/2015	
C	 	

6 Malga	Crel	 Agritur	 15/09/2015	 C	 Menu	

7 Malga	Doch	 Agricultural	
16/07/2015	
9/09/205	
14/09/2015	 O	/	C	 Observation	of	milking	

8 Malga	Fosse	e	Fosse	di	sotto	

Agricultural		
(Cheese	
Coop)	

28/08/2015	
C	 	

9 

Malga	Fossernica	
di	fuori	and	
Malga	Fossernica	
di	dentro	

Agricultural	
Agritur		
(Cheese	
Coop)	

11/07/2015	
07/08/2015	

O	/	C	

Observation	butter	
making	
Touristic	activity	
promoted	by	Strada	
dei	Formaggi	delle	
Dolomiti	'Sunrise	in	
Malga'	

10 Malga	Fossetta	 Agritur	 15/06/2017	
25/08/2018		C	 	

11 Malga	Grugola	 Agricultural	 09/08/2015	 C	 	

12 Malga	Juribello	
Agritur	
Cheese	shop	
botique	

11/08/2015	
26/11/2015	 O	/	C	

Touristic	Activity	
'Tuesday	at	Juribello'	

13 Malga	Lozen	
Agritur	
Educative	
farm	

19/09/2015		
O	/	C	

Touristic	Activity	
'Muccando	a	Valle'	
Photo-recipe	



395	

14 Malga	Neva	(Neva	II)	 Agricultural	 16/09/2015	
22/09/2015	 O	

Observation	of	butter-
making	and	milking	
Desmontegada	of	bulls	

15 Malga	Pala	 Agritour	 07/07/2015	
21/07/2015	

O	/	C	

Tourism	activity	
promoted	by	the	Park	
guides	'Cheeses	in	
malga'	

16 Malga	Rolle	

Agritur	
(Cheese	
Coop)	
Cheese	shop	
botique	

08/07/2015	
05/02/2016	

O	/	C	 Photo-recipe	

17 Malga	Sternozzena	 Agricultural		 10/09/2015	 O	/	C	
Observation	of	pasture	
management	

18 Malga	Vallazza	 Agritur	 28/08/2018	 O	 Menu	
19 Malga	Venegia	 Agritur	 17/01/2015	 O	 Menu	
20 Malga	Venegiotta	 Agritur	 28/01/2016	 O	/	C	 Menu	

	

Visits	to	malghe	in	neighbour	valleys	

Name	Malga	 Type	of	Malga	 Day(s)	of	
visit	

Observation	
(O)	

Conversation	
(C)	

What	I	observed	

21	

Malga	
Agnalezza	
(Val	di	
Fiemme)	

Agricultural	 13/09/2015	

O	/	C	

Touristic	activity	
promoted	by	Slow	
Food	condotta	
(Lagorai)	

22	
Malga	Cagnon	
de	Sora	
(Lagorai)	

Agricultural	
and	touristic	 07/09/2015	

O	/	C	

Touristic	activity	
promoted	by	Slow	
Food	condotta	
(Lagorai)	

23	
Malga	Casera	
Casabolenga	
(Lagorai)	

Agricultural	 07/09/2015	

O	/	C	

Touristic	activity	
promoted	by	Slow	
Food	condotta	
(Lagorai)	

24	

Malga	
Cavallara	
(Val	di	
Fiemme)	

Agritur	+	
cheese	shop	
botique	

01/09/2017	

O	/	C	 Adopt	a	cow	initiative	
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25	Malga	Colo	(Lagorai)	

Agritor	+	
cheese	shop	
botique	

07/09/2015	

O	/	C	

Touristic	activity	
promoted	by	Slow	
Food	condotta	
(Lagorai)	

26	

Malga	
Framont	
(Agordo,	
Veneto	region)	

Agricultural	
and	touristic	

2-3/	
09/2015	

O	/	C	
I	spent	two	days	with	
the	malgara	in	malga	

27	
Malga	Sass	
(Val	di	
Fiemme)	

Agricultural	+	
restaurant	

18-
19/07/2015	

	

Turistic	activity	
promoted	by	Strada	
dei	Formaggi	delle	
Dolomiti	'Sunrise	in	
Malga'	

	

	 	



397	

Appendix	E:	Ethics	Application	Form	‘Category	A’,	including	

information	sheet	and	consent	form	
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Appendix	F:	Letter	‘Considering	the	Umbelliferae’	
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Appendix	G:	‘What’s	the	moral	of	this	story?’	

MORALE	DELLA	FAVOLA?	

Facciamo	tutti	lo	stesso	mestiere	di	vivere,	solamente	c’e	chi	

Allevatori	 Albergatori	

Va	a	coltar	e	curar	i	pradi	 Cura	“campagne”	marketing,	siti	
web	e	portali	

Siega,volta	e	fa	rele	 Risponde	a	tutte	le	e-mail	
Sperandi	di	fare	“buon	raccolto”	

Porta	-restela	par	dopo...	
Cura	e	raccoglie	le	conferme	delle	
prenotazioni	

Descompesar	tel	tabia'	
E	offre	il	miglior	sorriso	all'arrivo	
degli	ospiti:	check-in;	

Carga	el	fen,sternis,	scoa,	neta	
met	a	posto	la	stala	

Coordina	i	reparti	per	un	miglior	
servizio	di	qualita'	

Zernis	en	bon	fen	e	mangime	par	
aver	la	mejo	lat	

Conquista	l'ospite	a	tavola	con	
prodotti	scelti	

Molz	tuti	i	di	
Accompagna	per	mano	l'ospite	per	
tutta	la	vacanza	

Speta	el	camion	del	caselt		 Saluta	l'ospite...	check	out	

Par	far	tuti	insieme	en	bon	formaj	
da	vender	

Sperando	che	qui	da	noi	“gli	sia	
piaciuto”	e	ritorni	

Francesca,	a	hotel	owner,	created	this	table	after	the	reciprocal	visits	between	farmers	

and	hotel	owners.	She	compared	their	jobs.	On	the	left	side	the	tasks	that	the	farmers	

deal	with,	on	the	right	side	the	tasks	the	hotel	owner	carries	out.	The	title	of	the	table	is	

‘What	 is	 the	 moral	 of	 the	 story?’	 and	 she	 finds	 similarities	 between	 these	 two	

communities	of	practice.	She	conclude	that	both	care	that	the	visitors	will	have	a	good	

experience,	the	farmers	make	sure	to	produce	a	healthy	milk	for	making	a	good	cheese	

and	the	hotel	owners	proving	high	quality	experiences	to	their	guests.	
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Appendix	H:	Photo-recipe	and	QR	code	

	

	


