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The call for papers for the 2010 ISDA symposium highlights the difficulties encountered by researchers in the diffusion of innovations within the agricultural community. What obstacles are getting in the way of communication between the two? Analyses of the relations between science and society have already pointed to the reflexivity taken on by actors, and which has led them to question the notion of "progress" and the capacity of science to instigate and orient changes unanimously considered as desirable. This research has prompted new forms of coordination between researchers and actors: focus groups, hybrid and discussion forums, etc. In this paper, however, we would like to analyse more specific points stemming from a situation of "blockage" encountered in the course of a study on the environmental quality of wines regarding the authenticity of a terroir taste in the certification system known as Appellation d'Origine Contrôlée (AOC) [START_REF] Teil | Des vins sans pesticides? Une analyse de la prescription à la consommation[END_REF]. Indeed, this case is interesting for two reasons: first, because no major controversy between scientists and actors ensued, and this despite a wide range of interpretations; secondly, the solution is unlikely to reside in a reflexive, consulting and/or negotiating authority from which scientists would teach winemakers to draw the right conclusions from their actions, whilst finding out about the objections raised by actors against any innovation or orientation that scientists deem worthy of support. This particular blockage is therefore not a matter for the kind of mediations mentioned above.

A return to the authenticity of terroir

Recently, a number of wine-makers have denounced the loss of terroir in French AOC wines and strongly questioned the techniques of vitiviniculture, which they accuse of masking the terroir. As a result, they have attempted to sanitise and reinvent their activity with the aim of restoring the authentic taste of their terroirs. Agrobiology, biodynamics as well as integrated agriculture have been crucial to this endeavour due to their ability to limit the use of inputs often blamed for concealing the terroir. Biodynamics is without a doubt the agronomical theory which has pushed farthest this framed limitation on the wine-makers' involvement in their own vineyards -hence its popularity amongst the advocates of the search for terroir. This wish to bring terroir back into the AOCs led the INAO to consider reforming the AOC wines' regulations in order to give a larger part to terroir. Production constraints have been reviewed; so have the tasting panels. Yet, in the latter case, the question remains as to the type of test through which wine tasters should evaluate the annual production of AOCs and certify the presence of terroir. On the administration's part, such a test proves an indispensable guarantee if they want to justify the display of a discriminating label on bottles. But the talks come up against the issue of what criteria would make it possible to identify such a presence. Three groups have expressed different viewpoints on this matter: agronomical and soil sciences, taste sciences and the winegrowers who campaign to defend the terroir.

The first group has conducted extensive research to define and characterise the different wine terroirs. But their results have remained unsatisfactory. Although they have succeeded in drawing an ever-growing list of contributing factors, it was to the expense of the list of distinctive gustatory traits. Aside from the few who still persevere in their characterising efforts, the majority of researchers agree to consider terroir as a cultural or social construction rather than a natural one. On the other hand, taste sciences have focused their attention on a discriminating grouping of wine tastes according to their terroir of origin. This second strategy has also failed, but it led to slightly different conclusions than those of agronomists and pedologists. The problem lies not in the terroir but in taste itself: the search for correspondences between wines and tastes has revealed the irreducible variety of taste, leading scientists to acknowledge its resolutely idiosyncratic and unquantifiable nature. If taste itself induces incontrollable differences in perception, the question of the soundness or otherwise of terroir becomes useless. For scientists, the idea of a gustatory test that would guarantee the presence of terroir is thus doubly unfounded. And the same goes for the terroir-defending winegrowers, though for different reasons. For them, the notion of terroir is in no way unfounded. The change of practices they initiated has indeed resulted in significant changes in taste, thereby validating their move towards a renewed viticulture. But the idea of testing the presence of terroir through a number of indicators is overly reductive. In fact, it is the very notion of terroir which was lost through years of bad practice, a slow drift of taste. Regaining the taste of terroir calls for a quest they refuse to see being limited or oriented by means of criteria that may soon prove null and void. In the absence of means of testing, reforms appear to be suspended. But this situation cannot go on without compromising the existing AOC legislation: if there is no way of identifying a terroir's taste, then the qualitative distinctions established by AOCs are nothing short of a fraud. To press on with reforms and find an acceptable alternative trial also means turning their back on the findings of scientists, in the hope that they might somehow be wrong. Is there a third way out of this dilemma? To escape this dead-end, we must step aside from mutual denunciations of irrationalism ('these biodynamics enthusiasts are fooling themselves with their outlandish theories') or narrow-mindedness ('these researchers are too concerned with their own careers to see the limits of their approach') and instead pay attention to the ways in which scientists and activists are drawing opposite conclusions about terroir.

Is there a reality to terroir?

For agronomists, the terroir has a reality only on the condition that a "definition" can be found to sort out its various actualisations, or "empirical terroirs". The notion itself should not change each time a winegrower identifies a new terroir; the latest occurrence must find a place within a predefined space of variations. The terroir must therefore be "reducible" to a foolproof theoretical-scientific description through which the whole of the variables contributing to the terroir and their underlying factors can be classified, thereby accounting for the ordered diversity of empirical terroirs.

Having found no such description, scientists had to conclude that the concept of terroir is indeed unsubstantiated, that it has no reality, or at least no "objective" reality, since it may still originate from the "imagination" or the creativity of actors. Taste sciences have proceeded differently; not through an inventory of taste factors, but by attempting to establish discerning connections between terroir products and their associatedin this case, gustatory -representations. If certain elements or features of the various representations of terroir wines mark them out from those associated with other wines, then specific attributes must belong to the referent of these representations, that is, to the terroir wines themselves. This requires exercising control over the sources of variation that do not belong to the wines and so could corrupt their representations. In order to achieve this, these scientists rely exclusively on the technique of blind tasting which, according to them, gives access to an objective representation of the taste of wine, i.e. one that bears no influence from the taster. Once again, this approach has not succeeded in associating a difference in gustatory representation with the presence or otherwise of terroir. However, this time the scientists have not concluded that there is no such thing as terroir. Since tasters provide different gustatory representations despite the use of blind tasting, it is within the sensory apparatus itself that these scientists looked for, and eventually found, the cause of such variations. It is therefore taste which, because of its unreplicability, is considered by them to be an unreliable tool of representation. Wine-makers do not reason in this way. To them, terroir is a quest, its taste a result through which they can evaluate the validity of their viticultural approach and the practices deriving from it. Taken individually, winegrowers can have different ideas of what constitutes a terroir -generally very much related to their own plot of land. Taken collectively, the notion of terroir allows for a multiplicity of meanings. It is up to wine-makers to sort them out, each judging whether or not they agree to the conception of terroir defended by someone else or present within the wine. Taken collectively, this selection process assesses and establishes soft hierarchies amongst the terroir's various interpretations and expressions. Within this collective, no single understanding of the terroir prevails and the winegrowers remain open to their colleagues' suggestions. When evaluating a wine, it is crucial for them to know about the project of their producers, their understanding of terroir and their practices, so they are able to compare what they feel to the grower's intentions as well as to their own expectations. This is the reason why they do favour blind tasting, since it would be impossible for them to form an appropriate opinion without any knowledge of the wine's "intentions", without comparing it with similar ones. Yet, they do not solely rely on sighted tasting either, and will sometimes shift to blind mode whenever they feel their expectations may be turning into "preconceptions". They don't limit themselves to a single wine or to a unique session, but rather multiply occasions for sampling and comparison. Neither do they taste in isolation, preferring instead to confront their opinions to those of others wine-makers, but also to wine critics, retailers, wine stewards and other terroir wines enthusiasts. However, this tasting collective is not boundless and open to all. If their judgements evaluate the wines, they also serve to evaluate their authors; so that each taster is being judged by his or her own peers and, as is the case with the interpretations of terroir, the collective constructs soft hierarchies amongst the various judges. This critical collective thus instigates another evaluative process on the expression of terroir. Contrary to scientific procedures, it is based not on reduction but on extension, by adding an ever-growing number of concrete expressions of the terroir. Each wine-maker or taster always retains a situated, narrow view of the terroir which, although it never amounts to its collective interpretation, nevertheless fuels the search for increasingly refined and erudite interpretations. The notion of terroir that results from such procedure is not illusory: it is irrevocably distributed, provisional and collective. The consequences of this other way of proceeding are important. The test that the administrations are hoping for is unachievable: the kind of critical control in which this collective is engaged cannot be reproduced with "representative" judges, in a standardised place and within a prescribed time. The test is always too reductive and simplistic for winemakers in search of terroir.

An alternative to the test?

The point is not to decide who is right and who is wrong about terroir. It is by paying attention to the practices of actors and to their own procedures for generating concepts and knowledge that we have been able to move beyond the controversy and identify a solution in the adjustment of trials in line with this procedure. It is probably possible to design critical simulations or enhanced forms of peer-based judgements that would overcome both the tendencies of blind tasting to induce overly personal evaluations of unknown objects and the biases of sighted tasting, such as its overemphasis on the product and its intentions, or the overemphasis of consensual opinions. But is such a formalised, goal-oriented procedure really necessary, and will the resulting objectification of terroir not revive suspicions around AOCs in the same way that the former AOC tasting panels did? Wouldn't it be more effective to leave to the critical wine-makers the task of collectively judging the outcome of their own approach to terroir, guaranteed by their own practices, even if it means imposing a few restrictions on their acts of evaluation?