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Although currently in use, the English term "natural wine" is subject to debate within the oenological

The Wild Nature of Vins Nature: * An Oeno-centered Counterpoint ** To add or not to add inverted commas: do we perceive the world through representations?

My aim here is to provide a counterpoint to Christelle Pineau's beautiful, very well researched chapter on the categories associated with vins nature, as well as the fluctuations of these categories. My comment will focus on an epistemic point, a divergence in opinion about the conditions of knowledge production, as well as the way wine and its actors are viewed. I feel the more encouraged to provide this comment as the author took a stance opposite to mine in her long introduction. There she declared herself in favor of using inverted commas with the word nature, inverted commas that I had elsewhere suggested to do without (Mariani 2021). As it appears, the punctuation marks in question are a point of contention that could indeed make for an interesting starting point for the discussion.

I understand that by placing the word nature between quotation marks-like many other terms such as "domestic," "wild," etc.-Christelle Pineau wanted to point to the polysemy of the word. In doing so, she, as the author, signals to the reader that the term in question does not designate what it might appear to designate literally-i.e., she positions herself in a symbolic register. Necessary as this might sometimes be, the insistence on placing many words between inverted commas feels problematic to me. Moreover, this practice seems to reveal a type of ambiguous positioning, and it is in relation with this positioning that my comment is organized. In order to warn the reader not to take the categories the author uses literally, the author must first assume that he or she risks doing so, in other words that the reader spontaneously perceives the world through categories. In this case, a reminder that the words do not actually designate what they appear to designate might be indeed welcome. Another implication of this warning, however, is that the actors of the ethnography (the winemakers here) themselves are in fact oblivious of the artifice; unware of the warning contained by the inverted commas, they remain automatically prisoners of appearances, trapped in a literal categorical interpretation of their reality. More generally, the overuse of inverted commas gives the impression that the world today, the observable world, resists description; hence the need to constantly relativize it. As if there were an outside reality that existed by definition (i.e., nature) of which we could only make disconnected and fleeting representations.

When used as categories in a (modern) scientific inquiry, natural, domestic, and wild do not need to be placed between inverted commas, because they have been specifically created-"purified" (Latour 1993)-to designate specific things and to order our understanding of the world. The actors have their own categories too. While these might sometimes seem to overlap with the scientific ones, since the words are the same, it is indeed rare that they designate the same things. And that is because the actors do not aim to be scientific, namely to use these terms with accuracy. Therefore, we, as researchers, cannot take the actors' representations to reference our own, or for that matter take the use of the word wild by the actors to be commensurable with the use of the same word by researchers. Moreover, we cannot pretend that these representations play the same role in organizing the experience of people as they do in organizing the experience of researchers. Describing and classifying are certainly ways to understand and know the world, but they are not the only ones. In failing to acknowledge that, we avow ourselves logocentric, conflating knowledge in general with a particular (scientific) form of knowledge.

Vins nature: turning the modern perspective upside down Let us therefore start by overturning the assumption that people perceive the world through representations and that these representations are in themselves liable to describe the states of the world, on the model of natural sciences. In other words, let us not take the fluctuating meanings of words too seriously and focus instead on the phenomena they are meant to reference.

The French term nature can be used both as a noun and an adjective. As a noun, it describes an essence: it is the nature studied by biologists, an object which is real for them and, as a result, which they never place between inverted commas. This nature can be paired with the adjective naturel (natural), which conjures a degree of naturalness. Anthropologists of wine often place the adjective between inverted commas precisely to signal that the quality to which it refers is not fully accomplished-or, in other words, that it does not meet the scientific ideal. Consequently, the way people use this term is interpreted vis-à-vis an abstract definition and its corresponding (modern) model of knowledge. Yet, I don't know of any winemaker who, by claiming that his or her wine is natural, means to say that the wine exists as such in nature, i.e., it is produced outside any relationship with it. In practice, the adjective natural does not refer to the naturalness of wines but to a more subtle quality that deserves to be discussed, namely the absence of artificialization, 1 i.e., the refusal to incorporate inputs, 2 as Christelle Pineau rightly observed.

This specificity is better rendered by the French (invariable) adjective nature, which is less equivocal than naturel (natural), despite the two being used interchangeably in practice. As an adjective, nature designates a pragmatic quality, an appearance without makeup or artifice. For instance, in French, yogurt is said to be nature when it has no flavoring added, or a person is said to be nature to emphasize her spontaneity, the fact that she does not care about conventions. Spontaneity is not assessed in the absolute or against an ideal fixed once and for all (Nature); it is instead assessed in relation to an experience, a phenomenological point of view. In this sense, one does not expect a vin nature to be natural, instead-just like one expects a person to "be without makeup" 3 -one expects it to demonstrate "sincerity." 4 The anthropologist should be prompted, therefore, to think outside the modern frame of evaluation, for, if the naturalness of a wine is not a relevant standard, then other ways to speak about it and those who produce it must be out there. A good starting point would be to ask a different set of questions.

To sum up, a vin nature is not a cultural object; it is not matter on which representations and conventions, commercial, ideological, or otherwise, are projected but an honest, autonomous partner with whom one builds something. Surely, wine participates in cultural histories-it is produced, sold, and consumed-but as an autonomous actor. It retains its freedom to assert its qualities in relations. If rewilding is defined-scientifically-as living outside society and conventions, then vins nature are by definition wild. They enjoy the ultimate freedom of living independently and of carrying this disposition to live freely, even imposing it on humans. While this does not prevent them from having relationships with humans, these relationships cannot be grasped through the wild/domestic frame.

Sulfur-free wines rewild the world around them

Let us now make an effort towards symmetrization, leaving behind for a while the anthropocentric 1 On the other hand, a lower level of artificialization means a higher level of naturalness. But here the essence is longer placed in object position; it is indeed the consequence of a different purpose, to which it becomes subordinated.

2 Water included-which can be used to lower the level of alcohol if it is too high-despite its being a natural product.
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This description shows up a lot. point of view of representations and its underlying cognitive assumption, and consider how a wild natural wine acts on the world around it. To this end, let us use sulfur dioxide as a point of entry. Sulfur dioxide, or SO2, is generally used as a wine preservative, stabilizing the musts and the drink by making them less dependent on oxygen. It also prevents the development of certain components that human sensibilities find unappealing. Indeed, the mastering of this chemical component in the early twentieth century revolutionized the history of winemaking. 5 In France, it was at the root of a "conservative" paradigm, intrinsically linked with the opportunities offered by sulfur dioxide to stabilize wines and, in doing so, make them comply with human temporalities and designs. Guille-Escuret (1989) shows how the tradition (and the aesthetic) of vins de garde largely overlapped with the big Bordeaux bourgeois dynasties that found in this definition of the drink an opportunity to pass on an inheritance that only increased its value over time, a stock that could serve them to capitalize on their socioeconomic ambitions. A wine that can be kept is a wine available during the windows of opportunity, whether social or commercial. It is also a wine whose quality is easier to predict, "reliable" bottles that one can taste, for example, in south-western France before safely describing and selling them to American buyers. 6 Choosing to stop using sulfur dioxide, the winemakers producing vins nature deprive themselves of an important ally. Giving up a fundamental means of control, they make their wines much less available for their own designs, much less predictable, more uncertain, and more difficult to manage. By that, they stop defining wines as objects, as malleable supports on which they can inscribe their intentions and conventions before submitting them to the public's evaluation. And they also deprive themselves of the possibility to provide a guarantee for their wines, the way it is done for other products, in advance. They limit conservation and become constrained to find other, faster outlets for their wines. In the absence of sulfur, an entire ecology of relations must be revisited and thought anew; the wines call for new forms of marketing, oenological techniques, storage methods, 7 assessment criteria (Mariani 2021), and forms of sociability that are shorter-lived than those of their cousins preserved with sulfur-more recreational, and more urban as well. 8 Choosing to acknowledge and preserve the autonomy of their wines, the winemakers put them in a position to impose some of their qualities, qualities that they have gathered outside of the relationship, outside of the human. Such dispositions arising outside of any direct anthropic control9 are wild by definition. They are brought out of the wine itself by native yeasts and bacteria. To the extent to which they constrain the humans to give up some of their expectations and social and cultural conventions, one might say that these dispositions specific to vins nature have the power to rewild in turn the world around them. 10 Finally, adopting for a while "the point of view of the wine" allows us to relativize the point of view of humans, and more specifically their role in rewilding wines. Vins nature are wild by definition. Because they tend to impart this quality to their surrounding world, they are as much a cause of the 5 The use of sulfur in winemaking and oenology dates back to a long time ago. I am referring here to the mastering of the use of sulfur, which was achieved relatively late.
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The links between the storage capacities and the development of social inequality were amply documented. They played a key role in the Neolithization of human societies, but they predate this process by long (Scott 2017) and persist to this day. It can be said that the nineteenth-and twentieth-century Bordeaux area provided a remarkably favorable ground for these processes in the form of technological innovations and social interests. For example, vins nature don't fare well under Protected Designation of Origin standards, which are designed to stabilize specific oenological qualities and are therefore incapable to account for variability and diversity.
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It is difficult to associate sharing a Bordeaux grand cru-too expensive and too difficult to drink during its young years because of the high tannin level and oakiness, both artifices that improve preservation-with the playful consumption that vins nature afford. Just as it is difficult to associate a wine tailored to patiently last throughout the years with the aesthetic of the ephemeral and the impermanent that vins nature call for. change as they are a consequence of it. They cannot therefore be said to be the product of a fashionable ideological quest because they stem from a deeper-reaching, ontological reversal: the will of certain humans to give a different definition of what wines should be and of the place they should have within relationships. The object here is not the wine but the relationship. 11 In principle, this relationship is egalitarian since it is established between equally autonomous entities. In practice, it does not rule out the development of forms of domination but it makes them more difficult to become established and perpetuated. In dealing with a vin nature, humans willingly force themselves to make a detour, i.e., they avoid a prioritization of their designs and redirect anthropic pressure from the wine towards its ecology Less focused, this pressure is more difficult to apply to wines. This makes the relationship fundamentally more balanced, cosmopolitical by definition.

It is this relationship, as well as its quality and its maintaining, that the winemakers I worked with seemed to seek. They may not have used the scientifically right words to describe it-is that even possible?-but everything in their attitude and the daily diligence they exerted to maintain their commitment communicated it.

On trust

Giving a place to other actors than humans in anthropological accounts is one of the major challenges for the discipline. One way of doing that is to focus on people who give themselves a more prominent place to the beings that they work with, not only in their accounts but most of all in their practices. Some winemakers do that by constituting their relationship with their wines around the radical choice to no longer artificialize them. In this respect, they do more than represent their drinks differently-if indeed representation is even an aim for them. What they do is acknowledge the integrity of their wines, thus allowing them to play a more important, even causal role in human-wine relations. And, in doing so, they prepare the ground for a processual, open ontology, where uncertainty is a core value and rewilding a tropism.

In my ethnographic practice, I have made the choice to share my interpretations with the people and invite them to discuss my work, since I take the liberty to discuss theirs. In this context, I was often faced with the winemakers' criticisms, reproaching me that I tried to account for their practices with the help of representations that they found "caricature-like." At first, I thought that the representations were not the right ones and that I had to find new ones. Finally, however, I realized that they had themselves a hard time putting the essential, what mattered most for them into words. Often these difficulties ended with them inviting me to "see for myself," suggesting that I needed to participate, to engage in order to understand. In short, they thus confirmed that what deserved attention was not located in their representations-i.e., in their minds-but in their wines and the relations that they maintained with them. By questioning my frame of reference, they asked me to embrace a different epistemology, which does not make the relations with the world conditional on words (which is not to say that this should prevent us from using words to speak about these relations).

Discussing the modern opposition wild/domestic in terms similar to my line of argument, Ingold (2000) recalls the relations between hunter and prey. Like in the case of wine, the prey is never entirely an object; it is never fully available, accessible to human designs. Now, hunter-gatherers do not try to cancel out this risk. They do not try to control nature but rather the relationship they have with it-in arguing this, Ingold cites Ridington. Hunter-gathers manage uncertainty indirectly; they choose to build trust rather than transform the world:

  7

This, like the one in the previous note, is a term that I heard from the winemakers themselves.

The wines are indeed controlled but indirectly, as their integrity and autonomy are preserved.

This explains why vins nature are generally described using terms that express their individualistic nature: "rebel," "original," "impolite," "unconventional," "punk," or simply "free."

I argue elsewhere that at the origin of this choice there must also be a will to reclaim a power to define and explore possibilities that agricultural modernity has largely preempted.

Acknowledging the wild nature of their wines, winemakers make a similar choice, with similar implications. They establish a relationship based on mutuality and trust ("a fair expectation" as Ingold put it), a moral relationship between autonomous individuals that requires putting in place tailored forms of knowledge and judgments.

That is why hunters attach such enormous importance to knowledge and its acquisition. This is not knowledge in the natural scientific sense, of things and how they work. It is rather as we would speak of it in relation to persons: to "know" someone is to be in a position to approach him directly with a fair expectation of the likely response, to be familiar with that person's past history and sensible to his tastes, moods and idiosyncrasies. … [T]he hunter does not transform the world, rather the world opens itself up to him. (Ingold 2000: 72)