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Chapter 1 - Introduction
In the last decades ecological, social and economic vulnerabilities
stemming from the established modalities of the Globalization
emphasized the need for the shift from the so called “modernization
paradigm” to the “rural development paradigm” (Wiskerke, Bock, Stuiver,
Renting 2003). Within this paradigm, the concept of regional
development assumes that effective adaptations to environmental and
resource vulnerabilities need to be inherently territorially rooted
(Marsden, 2003; Wiskerke, 2009). The succeeding focus on territoriality
in EU rural development can be seen as one of the responses to the post
war mode of agricultural regulation and its techno–economic paradigm
(Van der Ploeg, 2000). This shift included transition process from the
traditional sectorial focus of development to a more place-based
approach, aiming to identify and employ the development potential,
which is retained on regional level. Such “regionalized” rural policies for
territorial and regional development emphasize the creation of economic
advantage in response to Globalization (Bristow 2010). The increased
focus on territorial, natural and cultural amenities & resources became
one of the cornerstones of rural development policies for developed
countries (OECD 2006).
Furthermore, new place-based strategies, which are being developed
within the new “rural paradigm”, are shaped as the construction of
identities or images around new agricultural goods and services (Horlings
& Marsden 2014). These approaches, which aim to stimulate
“reappearance” of goods and services embedded into the local context,
encourage rural communities to find development paths through
valorization of local assets and exploitation of unused or insufficiently
used resources (Horlings & Battalingi 2015).
An important component of place-based rural development is the
identification and (re-) appreciation of resources, which are cemented by
physical, ecological, cultural and social aspects that outline
distinctiveness of the particular area, containing the potential to
differentiate that area from others. Diversity of resources within the rural
areas and the contextual, traditional way of their combination provides
fertile soil for developmental innovations. Here innovation, is not
necessarily linked to the knowledge or technologies generated by
specialized bodies, but is inherent to social learning activities, to
repositioning vis-à-vis markets and technology (Van der Ploeg 1994).
Economic development of rural regions depends on a ”combination of
tangible and less tangible immobile resources and the way these interact
with each other in the local context” (Bryden and Munro 2000 p. 112).
Territorial development is emerging as a possible solution for not only the
industrialized economies, but also the economies of the developing
countries (Pecqueur 2001). In many developing countries the territorially
driven development can be detected as a part of strategy to address
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poverty and improve livelihood in rural areas, revitalize local assets and
turn them into the source of rent.
Development of rural areas is one of the priorities in the economic
agenda of the Eastern European country of Georgia, which is a lower –
middle income country with US$ 4057 GNI per capita. 41% of its
population live in rural areas and the average annual salary of a
farmworker amounts to only 64% of national average 1.
Georgia is a country of immense natural diversity with a number of
microclimates and rainfall patterns, which is an excellent basis for the
production of a wide variety of agricultural products. Variety of the
historical and cultural constellations shape distinctiveness of rural areas,
these rural places are unique compositions, not only an ongoing mix of
traces that are purely local and non-local but also influenced by traces of
the past (Anderson, 2012).
The diversity of natural and cultural repertoires throughout the rural areas
in Georgia is a fertile soil for valorization and refinement of the local
practices, traditions, technological procedures and intrinsic knowledge.
This potential may be optimally utilized through a combination of local
initiatives and focused interventions by various stakeholders in the
framework of place-based developmental agenda.
An example of traditional agricultural practice, embedded into the local
context, that bears characteristics of an endogenous resource of the
area, is the ancient, traditional wine making method, applied historically
in Georgia and particularly in the Kakheti region. It incorporates special
and immobile characteristics and images linked to the area. According to
this method, fermentation of the grape must, aging and storing is
conducted in the clay jars with special shape that are buried in the
ground. The whole process of the qvevri wine making is artisan practice,
based on local, contextual, traditional knowledge beginning from clay jar
production up to the wine maturation process.
Kakheti is the region of Georgia, where wine making is a core agricultural
activity and qvevri wine making and wine culture is perceived as a
historical, inherited attribute reflecting community’s belonging to the
place, culture and established cultural values. Georgia claims to be the
birthplace of wine; this statement is supported by recent discoveries,
namely wine residues were discovered on the inner surfaces of 8,000year-old ceramic storage jars, thereby assuming these were the oldest
traces of wine cultivation and therefore the birthplace of wine (Patrick
McGovern 2009). Here the perception of distinctiveness and identity is
enforced by the uniqueness of the traditional winemaking method.
Traditionality and uniqueness underline the community’s sense of
belonging to the place and cultural context and therefore plays a definitive
role in the formation of regional identity in Kakheti.
https://www.geostat.ge/en/modules/categories/22/national-accounts 2021.10.10
11:30
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Problem Statement

Endogenous development implies a co-production between humans and
their environment, expressed in practices (Van der Ploeg & Marsden
2008), and it creates synergies from fusing social assets like
traditions/practices/identities
with
environmental
assets
like
territory/landscape/nature. Qvevri wine making with its rich socio-cultural
repertoire can be characterized as an endogenous resource, which has
potential to promote territorially focused rural development. However, the
extent to which this territorial resource is utilized and serves interests of
the regional development, should be assessed and investigated. Need of
comprehensive analysis of the role of the territorial asset in Kakhetian
context is strengthened by the existing situation, which gives strong
incentives to rethink many aspects of the wine industry and related socio
economic issues in the region.
Among the limiting factors of the inclusive and dynamic regional
development, can be named prevalence of industrial mode of wine
production and existing supply chain model, which limits perspectives of
the territorially focused development and deters territorial assets from
playing greater role in more inclusive redistribution of the rent from the
wine related activities on regional level. Also, ongoing emergence and
activation of small wineries in the region is characterized with active
utilization of traditional wine processing techniques aiming the high end
export and domestic markets. However, their shift towards traditional
wine making lacks reconciliation and sustainable approach. Despite the
fact that qvevri wine is a well-recognized image of Georgian culture and
identity, its role as a potential source for increasing economic rent on
regional level is either narrowly perceived by producers as a marketing
tool for differentiation strategies, or is occasionally used by various local
players for capitalization within the narrow, particular settings. Whereas,
qvevri wine, as a product with strong socio cultural roots into local
communities, can play a role of catalyst in territorially based strategies
for countering existed industrial and corporate interest driven mode of
wine industry in Kakheti. As a regional product, it is a form of cultural
capital with the potential to leverage wider social and economic benefits
to local rural areas, (Ventura and Milone, 2000; Brunori and Rossi, 2000).
Moreover, l think that lack of systemic, interlinked approaches,
fragmented and short term policy measures and ill coordinated
engagement of state institutions and other institutional players also can
be blamed for retaining this resource insufficiently utilized for the broader
interests of the region. I think that by activating local actor’s role in
valorization process, there is possibility to retain adequate part of the rent
from the resource and redistribute it among wider circle of the local
stakeholders. Valorization processes cannot be successful without result
oriented and consensual collaboration among all stakeholders that aim
at long term goals. Therefore, this thesis aims to focus on unravelling the
5

problems that hinders the optimization of the public and private actor’s
interaction on regional and intra-regional level for higher utilization effect
for the region from the practice.
Taking into account abovementioned, research will be oriented to discuss
some valorization strategies in the light of the local, regional context to
identify the optimal pathways of valorization for this territorial resource
and its efficient utilization perspectives within the regional developmental
agenda. Accordingly, I am interested to investigate qvevri wine - not by
focusing on a product per se, but through emphasizing the notion of this
practice as a resource within the broader socio-cultural meaning and
potential, capable to influence developmental trajectories.
In order to provide factual background for the highlighted premises
above, problem context descriptive section is following:

Problem Context
Realization of the place-based potential of this wine is important in the
light of existing structure of wine industry in Georgia and in Kakheti
region, where almost 70% of the entire wine industry in concentrated.
Hence, when the country data about wine industry is provided, the figures
can be replicated to Kakheti region. As a matter of fact, almost 80% of
the revenues in the wine and spirit sector in Georgia comes from export.
Because of the high historical awareness of the Georgian wine, PostSoviet countries are the main export destinations, namely, Russia with
58% of the total export and 20% other CIS countries. Russia was the top
export destination, but this market can be characterized with lowest
average export price in 2020 (e.g. average export price in Russia was
1.3x lower than in China and 1.7x. lower to OECD countries)2
At the same time, around 90% of the country’s grapes are grown on
family farms (Anderson 2013). The average size of the vineyards owned
by households are around 1-3 hectares, average yield per ha in Georgia
is one of the lowest in the wine making countries, its estimation varies
from 3.6 t/ha to 5.3 tons/ha while world average is around 10tons/ha 3.
Industrial wine companies and producers usually purchase grapes from
the family farms. As their main source of revenues is export of non premium wines to traditional markets for Georgian Wines to Russia and
CIS, their purchasing prices, offered for grapes produced in family farms
are usually not acceptable for growers. To compensate expenses and
guarantee minimum income for growers, state subsidizes price of the
grapes. On average, in 2015-2021 state subsidized around 30-35% of

2https://www.galtandtaggart.com/en/reports/research-reports/georgias-wine-and-

spirits-sector
3 https://www.galtandtaggart.com/en/reports/research-reports/georgias-wine-andspirits-sector
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the grape’s purchasing price. 4
Primary producers of grapes are inefficient small scale grape growers,
their dispersed vineyards are producing comparatively small yields, and
hence their revenues are highly dependent on state subsidies.
Purchasing industrial companies are focused on traditional markets with
low entrance prices, therefore their margins do not allow to compensate
high prices for purchased grapes. Margin distribution among wine
growers and companies are quite unequal, if with weighted average
gross profit and EBITDA margins for industrial wine makers averages at
41.2% and 24.9%, respectively over 2017-20 5, grower’s revenues are
around 10-15% including state subsidies if the harvest was good
(Information attained during the field work).
This situation, when companies capitalize on low priced inputs from
growers and state subsidies, limits development perspectives for both,
companies and farmers. Companies are limited by the inferior quality of
grapes from small scale growers, while small scale farmers are locked
into minimum income trap, with few chances to upscale their income
base. Substantial problems remain in emerging segment of small
wineries that face strong resistance in entering high competitive
markets6, it is critically important for them to rely on local networks and
resources and employ appropriate forms of pluriactivity.
Existing model of Wine supply chain can be characterized as structurally
weak due to several reasons: inefficient and unorganized primary supply
of the grapes and high dependence on non-premium market, which is
chronically over-supplied globally, as the economies of large scale
possible in commodity wine production in the New World (Anderson
2013). This factor coupled with the vulnerability of the main markets like
former Soviet Union Countries, creates serious risks to wine industry in
mid- term perspective, if the same supply chain model will persist and no
alternative ways of resource distribution will be introduced.
During the last years, there is a visible tendency of big industrial wine
makers to cultivate their own vineyards, in order to control the quality and
produce more efficiently; as per info obtained from big producers, they
enjoy circa 2-2.5x higher grape yields compared to country average (info
from field work). This may cause further price squeeze for small scale
growers and also decrease of their bargain power towards companies.
In parallel to industrial wine production expansion, we see continuous
growth in number of small wineries. More precisely, family farms were
transforming from grape producers to wine makers. The number of family
wineries registering for commercial production increased from 402 in
2016 to 1,088 in 2019 (Info from the field work). From these new born
https://iset-pi.ge/en/publications/research-reports/1842-eu-supported-agriculturalcooperatives-in-georgia1
5 https://www.galtandtaggart.com/en/reports/research-reports/georgias-wine-andspirits-sector
6 https://www.galtandtaggart.com/en/reports/research-reports/georgias-wine-andspirits-sector
4
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wine producers, some succeeded in production of high quality bottled
wine, their artisanal production and focus on making high quality wine in
comparatively small quantities define high operational costs, hence,
despite some upscale in their activity, they struggle to penetrate premium
price markets. Their export sales are quite fragmental and they mainly
target niche consumers, because of high competition from wellestablished wine producers such as Spain, France and Italy, also
because of the high costs associated with marketing and product
shelving in retail chain supermarkets in OECD countries. Internal formal
market, highly dependable on touristic flows, with only 17.8% of the total
turnover of the wine sector on average over 2012-20 7, has its limits for
premium local wines and has become already oversupplied.
Above described situation needs some fresh approaches to address
structural weaknesses of the industry and particularly the small scale
operators. Enforcement of this segment of wine makers will be positive
factor for restructuring the existing model into more diversified and
sustainable one. One of the important elements for achieving that is
accent on appreciation of the local, territoril resources and redistribution
of rent from them within the region.
Research Question
The following research question have been formed to address the
abovementioned thesis objectives:
What is the potential role of traditional qvevri wine in regional
development of Kakheti?
For supplementing the main research direction and proper structuring of
the research design, there are three sub-questions which can specify
certain areas of the research objectives:
1. What are the place-based characteristics of qvevri wine?
2. What are the optimal forms of collective action for increasing local
actor’s benefits from this practice?
3. How do local actors seek to promote qveri wine as a cultural resource
of the territory, and what challenges do they face?
Summary
Above chapter highlighted regional developmental trajectories in
developed countries that are focused on appreciation of local, territorial
resources and retention of the main part of the rent from these assets
within regions. This mode of development enables (re) valorization of
7https://www.galtandtaggart.com/en/reports/research-reports/georgias-wine-and-

spirits-sector
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local, territorial assets through coherent collaboration of local actors for
achieving long term sustainable development of the territories. Rich
cultural context and existence of distinctive practices in local
communities create fertile background for successful implementation of
valorization strategies.
The traditional qvevri wine, that is inherently inscribed into identity of the
Georgian region Kakheti and is marker of local cultural environment, has
strong potential to enforce territorially focused developmental
trajectories.
The key premise of the research is claim that qvevri wine, as a cultural
resource of the region can be transformed into “Territorial Capital”
through collective action of the local actors. Appreciation of the role of
this cultural resource through regional developmental agenda will
facilitate reconfiguration of the existing industrial mode of wine producing,
which is related with various social and economic vulnerabilities.
Therefore, the research aims to investigate the features of the cultural
resource and its role in social, cultural and economic life of the local
communities. These findings further will help to identify the
characteristics of the practice that can facilitate selection of the optimal
strategies for valorization of the practice. Need for seeking more place
based strategies in regional development is defined by the configuration
of the local wine industry and the structural weaknesses of the supply
chain. Thus, brief descriptive picture of the local wine sector in the region
and related information also was provided, in order to validate the
premises of the problem statement.
To address the objectives of the research, subsequent research question
and sub questions are elaborated, that are interlinked and cover the
whole framework of the research.

Chapter 2 - Theoretical Framework
This paper discusses the potential of a regional resource, which is
embedded into local culture, history and traditions, and the possible
pathways for the increasing the positive impact it may have on regional
development. Place based products are endogenous resources that are
embedded into local territory. “A crucial aspect of endogeneity is the
sense of place, or sense of belonging that is expressed through shared
values and views “(Oostendie et. al, 2008; p. 53). Place is shaped by the
local resources and local resources bear characteristics of the place. A
“place identity” is fluid, but not built in one day; it is constructed through
history, through religious, political and cultural discourses and local
knowledge; a place identity is: the full set of unique characteristics or set
of meanings that exist in a place and its culture at a given point in time”
(Govers & Go, 2009, p.18). Place based products are the products that
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have a distinct place of origin, are of high quality, artisanal, and they are
contrasted to the ‘placeless’, standardized foods (Kneafsey 2010).
Horlings (2014) proposed three dimensional analytical framework for the
place based characteristics of the product:

PEOPLE/PRACTICES
Motivations & Capacitis
to engage in collective
valorizatoin process,
Know How, skills

PRODUCT
Distinctive
Organoleptic qualities
created by the farmers
and artizan processors

PLACE
Special Natural and
Cultural Resources, Soil,
Climate, Varietes, breeds,
Terroir

PLACE-BASED
PRODUCT

Above framework is appropriate tool for analysis of the place based
products in three interconnected domains that depicts main attributes of
the product in the local socio cultural context. Through this framework
research will focus on paths how the specific and distinctive qualities are
created, what kind of the regulative framework for the place-based
product is appropriate and what is its links to territorial development / the
regional economy.
Qvevri wine is place based product and its attributes are rooted into
cultural context of the region. Culture in some ways is defined as “local
knowledge” – ways of doing things and ways of understanding the world.
(Ray 1998). In local, territorial context, “local knowledge” may also be
understood as a specific way of interaction with the surrounding milieu,
within distinct social, historical and territorial boundaries. Culture is not
expressed only in practices and institutions, but also in the form of
subjective perceptions, sense-making, and the construction of narratives
and regional identities (Horlings & Dessein 2015). The local cultural
repertoires, formed throughout the centuries, shape “local knowledge”,
which also can be perceived as a cultural resource, characteristic for the
particular area. Place identity’ is built relying on history, through religious,
political and cultural discourses and local knowledge (Govers & Go,
2009). The territorial identity of a region is shaped and represented by
the cultural resources (also referred to as cultural markers), recognition
(or construction) and valorization of which may transform them as
resources available for the local territory (Ray1998).
Pacciani, Belleti, Scaramuzzi and Marescotti (2001) mention that for rural
development, one of the key elements is endogeneity, which implies
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dependence on local resources and presence of the contextual
knowledge, coupled with the local actors’ ability to build projects.
Local assets, that are representation of the specific, contextual
knowledge and socio cultural particularities within territorial boundaries,
refer to the concept of “territorial capital” in the sense that “territorial
capital” stems from valorization of regional assets rooted in social–
cultural notions of regional identity (Horlings & Marsden 2014). As qvevri
wine making method is a cultural phenomenon and is a resource rooted
in the particular territorial boundaries, appreciated by the local
communities and within their physical environment, “Local assets, in
other words, can be turned into ‘territorial capital’, which can be defined
as a stock of resources specific to the place and available to those who
live and work in the territory (Ventura & Brunori 2007, p160). Territorial
capital emphasizes “the incorporation of cultural resources into a
territorial identity in order to promote the “territory” in its entirety” (Ray,
1998, p.5,).
Qvevri wine making traditional practice can be reviewed and analyzed as
a phenomenon that can have direct impact on regional development, in
that the typical product assumes the role of an aggregative element for a
local dynamic, centered on a comprehensive development strategy
based on endogenous and inter-sectoral resources (Marescoti & Belleti
2002). From the prism of regional development, regional foods represent
potentially fruitful resources for development as they can incorporate,
and valorize, many local assets with special or immobile characteristics
linked to the area (Brunori and Rossi, 2000; Marsden, 2000).
Qvevri wine emphasizes the encapsulation of territory/culture within
products (Ray, 1998,). As an inherent component of local traditions,
identity and symbols, the product also has a socio-anthropological origin
as it derives also from the local culture, its inscription in a place is related
to their historical roots and the collective practices that produce the
product (Bérard&Marchenay, 2006).
Pacciani & Belletti (2001), Belleti & Marescotti (2002), (Traegera et al
2007) distinguish two main valorization strategies of cultural resources
within the development agenda: Supply Chain and Territorial Quality
strategies. While the Supply Chain Strategy is more about the
production and the rents from product attributes received by the actors
engaged into the supply chain, without focus on wider range of local
actors and their interests, Territorial Quality Strategy denotes
construction and projection of a (new) territorial identity to the “outside”,
whereas product assumes the “role of catalyst in the planning of a
comprehensive rural and integrated development strategy” (Belleti &
Marescotti, 2002, p4). For understanding the role of the typical, place
based product within the framework of this strategy, it should be seen as
a “cultural resource” that has special place in the cultural, social and
historical context of local communities. Strong embededness of this
cultural resource into the identity of the local communities make
relevance of the named strategy more apparent within a context of the
regional development (Pacciani &Belleti 2001).
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Mentioned concepts of valorization of the place-based products, can be
instrumental not only for analysis of the empirical findings related to the
existing dynamics in qvevri wine production and its implications, but also
can give conceptual leverage to discussions regarding broadening the
effect of this practice on regional and extra regional level.
Suitability of these two distinct strategies in the particular regional context
is determined by the objectives of the initiated process, the actors who
take the initiative in the implementation of the strategies, their approach
to the product and level of interaction among local actors.
Characterization of these two approaches are provided below:

Figure 1: Supply Chain vs Territorial Quality, source: Pacciani & Marescotti 2001

In supply chain strategy, often the actors not belonging to the typical
product supply chain, play a secondary role in the valorization initiatives.
In these cases the system of specific, place based knowledge according
to the type of choices adopted during the definition of the product
specifications, may be extraneous to the process of valorization of the
typical product (Belleti &Marescoti 2001).
At the same time, the central component of the mentioned valorization
strategies is the concept of the product regulation or remuneration,
mainly based on its geographical indication (GI), as it clearly conveys the
geographical origin, as well as the cultural and historical identity (Bowen
& Zapata 2009). For the majority of the conceptual approaches, GI
products are apparent manifestations of locality that play a central role in
designing the development strategies, carried out by local actors with the
12

aim to protect the local smallholders from global corporate forces, protect
the territory from the homogenization and loss of identity, and foster
territorially based, inclusive rural development.
The first remuneration efforts in Europe where related to the wine
industry. Moran (1993) highlights initial aim of the regulations on
denomination of origin in wines as instrument to convert quality
reputations, attributed to specific regions in wine production and trading
- into intellectual property of the regional actors. As a representation of
the local product, GIs are linked to a particular place, as ‘the special
quality of an agricultural product is determined by the character of the
place from which it comes’ (Gade 2004, p. 849).
Notions of place and GI are well interconnected into the concept of terroir,
as “GIs are fundamentally tied to the notion of terroir” (Bowen, 2011,
p.28). Moreover, GI system means application of the terroir concept,
because it aims not only to validate and enforce the complete traceability
of the place specific products but also to promote innovative forms of
rural development (Riviezo et.al. 2016). Thus, to describe the placebased characteristics of the traditional wine and discuss the production
and processing techniques developed in specific cultural and natural
environment, using of the concept of terroir seems appropriate, as place
based products are “local” products embedded in terroir (Horlings,
Lecture transcripts 2014). Terroir is compilation of social and natural
prerequisites and frames of the product. Tangible components of terroir
are however, also influenced by human impact such as knowledge and
practices of production. Overal, these are a part of a wider socio-cultural,
historical context (Gergaud & Ginsburgh, 2008). Terroir is a spatial
concept that links the actors, their roots, their social frames, their attitude
towards environment, and, most importantly, their agricultural practices.
Terroir concept, although perceived as heritage, centers on an active and
conscious social construction of the past, which shapes present placebased identity (Barham 2003). Terroir is also mentioned as a conceptual
tool to outline interdependence of environmental and human factors in
the construction of a regional brand image that is mainly the result of a
social construction process (Riviezo et.al. 2016).
Belletti and Marescotti (2002) discuss the positive correlation of the GIs
products, owned collectively on strengthening of the social capital of the
local groups. Also, the GIs are theorized as representations of the shifting
moral and ethical conventions of the local societies (Busch, 2000; Parrott
et al., 2002). Babcock and Clemens (2004) describe GI products as
assets that allow farmers with fewer capacity to stay competitive in
globalized markets.
Engagement of the local actors is key element for the effective
qualification process, as qualification transforms the local knowledge
incorporated within the typical product into the collective intellectual
property of the actor group (Moran, 1993; Thiedig and Sylvander, 2000;
Pacciani et al, 2001). Thus active collaboration of the local communities
facilitate successful implementation of the valorization strategies. As a
subject of collective ownership within delimited framework, the structure
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of the collective organization and the relationships between local supply
chain actors influence how the GI is developing and what is its
relationship with the territory (Bowen, 2011).
Collective action is important component of abovementioned concepts,
moreover,in broader regional perspective, cooperation among
smallholders within various forms of collective action is paramount for
communities in developing countries to achieve agricultural and rural
development (Abate 2018; Altman 2015; Wanyama et al. 2008). Small
scale peasant style businesses and small wine producers are more
dependent on revenues from qvevri wine tradition, than big, corporate
style wine companies, subsequently, optimally organized collective
action forms may have decisive role in their development and increased
revenues.
For thorough evaluation the perspectives of the collective action in the
local context, it is needful to understand the existing form and capacity of
the available social capital, which refers to the resource potential of social
relationships. (Agnitsch, Flora, Vern, Ryan, 2006). Valorization of the
place based products needs extensive engagement of local actors and
their capacity to collaborate for shared aims within the valorization
projects. While social capital means networks, norms, and social trust
that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefits (Putnam
1995), investigation the forms of social relations and norms will allow to
evaluate the ability of local actors to activate valorization process. When
social capital is present, it increases the capacity for purposeful action
and facilitates achievement of the objectives.
For the purposes of this research, it would be appropriate to outline the
division of the social capital as it is highlighted in the related literature,
into bridging and bonding forms of social capital (Putnam, 2000). Bonding
social capital tends to reinforce exclusive identities and homogeneous
groups (Putnam, 2000, p. 22). Prevalent in the close-knit, dense
relationships, closed networks (Coleman 1988). It is reinforcing cohesion
and shared values (Edelman et al., 2004). Bridging social capital, in
contrast, connects people or groups who are different from each other in
some way and addresses how social capital facilitates resource
acquisition (Agnitsch Flora, Vern Ryan 2006). Unlike bonding social
capital, where networks are comprised of similar people with presumably
similar resources, bridging social capital is crucial in acquiring a wider
variety of resources and enhancing information diffusion within and
between groups (Putnam, 2000).

Summary: conceptual framework
The main topic of this research is to identify the optimal role of the
traditional practice in the regional development. My assumption is that
this resource has potential to become important component for the
regional development that aims to enhance interests of the broad circle
of local actors and stimulate place based development.
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While thesis investigates the ways of increasing the role of the territorial
resource, and increasing role of the local resource is effected through
valorization mechanisms, I will discuss subsequent theoretical models of
the valorization strategies and their adjustability to the particular regional
setting of the Kakheti region. As theoretical models of the valorization
strategies, I have selected abovementioned Supply Chain and Territorial
Quality Strategies. My approach regarding the valorization models relies
on assumption that, while existing local structure of qvevri wine practice
utilization in Kakheti is more resembling Supply Chain Strategy
characteristics, Territorial Quality Strategy is the optimal framework for
Kakhetian context, taking into account the nature of this practice, its socio
cultural implications and form of potential that can be unfolded into the
regional development process. To validate mentioned statement, I will try
to analyze these theoretical models in the regional context, based on the
findings obtained through the research process and field work.
The named strategies are centered on notion of territorial capital. For
argumentation of the claim related to the optimal valorization strategy,
thorough investigation of the place based characteristics of the resource
and its role in local communities is needed. Qvevri wine practice stems
from the local knowledge and tradition, thus understanding the
interrelations and attitudes of the locals with this practice will help to
validate the selection of the appropriate model of valorization process.
Territorial capital is outcome of appreciation of the regional resources
that are rooted into notion of regional identity. At the same time,
valorization strategies within the regional development framework are
construed with reference to type and shape of the territorial assets, hence
thorough analysis of the particularities of this territorial asset and level of
its socio cultural integration will bring more clarity regarding the optimal
strategies of valorization.

Chapter 3 - Methodology

This chapter presents explanation of methodological aspects of the
research. It includes the research design and the methods used for
selection, information collection and data sampling and further analysis
of the obtained information. This research methodology aims to formulate
approaches for identifying the important linkages between traditional
wine making method and rural development process of the region.

Design of the study
Research focuses on particular geographical area, region of Georgia,
Kakheti. The research concerns the role and potential of the territorial,
cultural resource on this region’s development, within the bounded
15

setting and contextual frame, thus in overall configuration this research
represents case study, which is built on in-depth, contextual
understanding of the case, relying on multiple data sources (Yin, 2003).
My research is qualitative research and qualitative research study things
in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or interpret
phenomena, in terms of the meanings people bring to them (Denzin
&Lincoln, 2005). Peshkin (1993) specifies the following purposes that
qualitative research aims: Description, interpretation, verification and
evaluation.
Selected case study method is a qualitative approach in which the
investigator explores a bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded
systems (cases) over time through detailed, in-depth data collection
involving multiple sources of information (Creswell 2007). Case study is
identified as an inquiry strategy, a methodology, or a comprehensive
research strategy (Yin, 2003). Important feature of the case study design,
relevant for this research is that the method aims not only to answer the
‘what’ research question but also to explore ‘why’ and ‘how’ Yin (2013).
Case study is not studying cases per -ce, as the case study method is
not aimed to analyze cases, but it is a good way to define cases and to
explore a setting in order to understand it (Cousin, 2005). In this research
about qvevri wine, context has substantial meaning, hence case study
approach is useful in terms of providing context-dependent knowledge
that generates detailed insights about what is happening in the situations
studied (Stake, 2000). According to Bromley (1990), case study is a
“systematic inquiry into an event or a set of related events which aims to
describe and explain the phenomenon of interest” (p. 302).
Case studies are differentiated by their intent (Creswell, 2007). For
addressing the current study, explanatory approach of case study was
selected. Explanatory case studies may be undertaken to investigate
causal relationships; hence, they are mainly used for theory testing
(Baskarada 2014).
This research is aiming to investigate the case and gather data with the
intention to analyze the results with the reference to particular
development model, in other words analyze suitability of the particular
model in given environment based on research results.
Also, selected type of case study is appropriate, if we want to find
answers to a question in order to explain the causal links in real-life
situations that are too complex for the survey or experimental strategies.
In other terms, the explanations would link program implementation with
program effects (Yin, 2003). It is worth of mentioning, that Explanatory
approach considers modification and enhancement of the theory, if
inconsistencies between a preliminary theory and the evidence is
detected (Aneshensel, 2012).
It is essential that the researcher uses observational skills, builds trust
with the participants, and extracts the essential information from received
material. Further, personal insights, knowledge, and observations
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regarding the context is critical for objective interpretation of the findings.
At the same time, researcher must be fully aware of the personal biases
and preconceptions, and not let such biases interfere with fair and
accurate portrayal of the findings.
Case study method that I have chosen, applies data collection process,
which encompasses personal observations, open ended interviews with
focus group representatives and analysis of the available secondary
sources like policy and strategic documents.

Methods
In qualitative case study research data come largely from documentation,
archival records, interviews, direct observations, participant observation
and physical artifacts (Yin, 1994). My research also refers to factual and
quantitative data, which validates some components of the research, as
within case study research, it is possible to collect and integrate
quantitative survey data, which facilitates reaching a holistic
understanding of the phenomenon being studied (Baxter &Jack, 2008).
While formulating the approach to data collecting process, it was
acknowledged that in order to understand complex social phenomenon,
you either have to experience it yourself or learn from the experiences of
others (Harland, 2014).
Thus, the focus group for interviews was identified based on two points:
experience in the field of interest and possession of contextual
information.
For that purpose, the focus group was formed by wine makers, who are
practically engaged in qvevri wine making and related activities. Also,
personalities, who represent institutional actors and have relation with
qvevri wine and therefore possess possibly useful information.
While formation of the focus group, several factors where considered. In
Kakheti, qvevri wine is made by small scale farmers with semi
commercial interest, medium size wine cellars and industrial wine
makers, thus selection considered participation from every segment of
wine makers. The sample was represented not only by small scale
farmers and wine cellars, but also Investor owned industrial companies.
The separate focus group was formed from the Institutional stakeholders
that in some way are related either to policy forming and implementation,
or represent agricultural support organizations and NGOs.
For each focus group -producers and institutional stakeholders where
designed interview guides (see Appendixes A for Interview guides and B
for consent forms from participants). These guides were designed with
consideration of the objectives of the research and the theoretical models
used.
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Open ended interviews were conducted with the emphasis to allow
interviewee express and reflect in non-persuasive and free atmosphere,
but at the same time without losing the logical lead to central points of
the interview guidelines. The basic approach to data gathering process
was driven by the consideration that the case study approach is the close
collaboration between the researcher and the participants, while enabling
participants to tell their stories (Crabtree & Miller, 1999). Important
component of the interviewing process was to persuade the local wine
makers to avoid standard, “framed” and “neutral” answers and stimulate
their open engagement. For this I used the following strategy: Each
interview had some prologue, during which in a friendly atmosphere we
talked about the issues of their concern, I expressed my personal attitude
to the wine and to the people who pursue traditional way of wine making,
and sometimes we taste the wine and exchange ideas. It was important
for creating trust and responsiveness, they should perceive me as person
on their side, not the neutral supervisor. Also, I used some networking to
be recommended to some wine makers for their interviews. Mostly the
interviews were conducted in friendly and enabling atmosphere, as this
atmosphere was important component to hear real and honest
responses. Through the stories the participants are able to describe their
views of reality and this enables the researcher to better understand the
participants’ actions (Robottom & Hart, 1993).
Representatives of the Institutional stakeholders represented the state
policy implementation agencies (Ministry of Environmental Protection
and Agriculture), NGOs which have impact on policy formation and
elaboration of rural development support strategies. Their status,
knowledge and experience allowed them to provide more complex and
holistic visions related to research topic.

Figure 2: Research participants:
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Interviews were recorded, analyzed and important points inserted into
special form were this information thematically was ascribed to each sub
question.
Findings derived from this analytical form and further analysis around
three research compounds where used for conclusive part of the
research.

18

Primary sources and sampling
During the field work, the interviewees were selected based on the
purposive case sampling principle. Taking into account the nature of the
study, its trans-dimensional and interpretative character, it was assumed
that participants in the interviews should have a logical and relevant stake
in the study under investigation (Bryman, 2008). Purposive sampling
identifies and selects individuals or groups of individuals that are
especially knowledgeable about or experienced with a phenomenon of
interest (Cresswell & Plano Clark, 2011).
Kemper (2003) identifies seven principles for purposeful sampling, that
connoted with the research goals and could serve as a framework for the
sampling process: 1) the sampling strategy should stem logically from the
conceptual framework as well as the research questions being
addressed by the study; 2) the sample should be able to generate a
thorough database on the type of phenomenon under study; 3) the
sample should at least allow the possibility of drawing clear inferences
and credible explanations from the data; 4) the sampling strategy must
be ethical; 5) the sampling plan should be feasible; 6) the sampling plan
should allow the researcher to transfer/generalize the conclusions of the
study to other settings or populations; and 7) the sampling scheme
should be as efficient as practical.
Based on these premises, comparatively small number of
cases/interviewees was selected, that where likely to provide key
information and indications. In general the reasoning behind the sampling
process was guided by the approach that in order to best generalize, the
inquirer needs to select representative cases to include in the qualitative
study (Creswell 2007).
During the formation of the focus group, was considered various factors
like type of activity, size, and geographical coverage of intensive wine
producing places within the region.

Secondary Sources
In order to conduct comprehensive research, secondary data has been
analyzed from multiple types of sources: available academic journal
articles, focusing on structural transformation processes in Georgian
Agriculture; reports and analytical papers issued by the various donor
organizations and NGOs presented in the rural sector of Georgia;
Georgian Government strategic and policy documents, Researches
conducted by the various related to wine sector and rural development
organizations, for example investment banks and research institutions.
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Reliability and validity
The research has natural limitations consisting of geographical scale and
specific phenomenon under research. Generalization of the findings of
this case study research for the other regions could be related to possible
misinterpretations, as specific nature of this case study and the
particularity of existed context leaves few space for plausible
extrapolation of the findings. However, the research is not to present
generalized results, but to focus on relation of place-based resource on
regional development, with the emphasis to identify areas of better
valorization of this resource. Thus, the selected sample and the findings
of the research can only be indicative of the broader picture of the
phenomena.
In order to ensure the validity and the reliability of the findings, research
process employed several procedures. In order to develop in-depth
understanding of the phenomena, field research has been conducted
during certain timeframe, allowing for profound understanding of the local
contexts and ensuring the credibility of findings. Different data sources
have also been triangulated to provide coherent justification and
consistency in data corroboration.

Possible biases
During the research and later on during the analyzing process, possible
personal biases might have arisen, due to various subjective attitudes
towards state agencies or institutions, other producers or producer
groups. Possibility of biases related to cultural, religious and personal
values was also taken into account. Thus, reflexive of possible biases,
research was based on neutral stance. No sensitive issues, that might
instigate any irritation was touched and consequently, any complication
was avoided. Interviews have also been recorded, translated and
transcribed on the basis of neutrality.

Ethical considerations
For effective process of the field work it is important to understand the
local context, existing norms and power-relationships within the research
area. Contextual knowledge of the local particularities allowed to build
positive interpersonal atmosphere and subsequently, achieve maximum
cooperation of the focus group members. Fieldwork had two
components. During the first phase of the field work, informal
conversations with some local community members were organized,
intended to understand their general attitudes and perceptions, feel the
context. Prior to arrival, list of prospective interviewees has been
identified with the contact information. After the first phase, prospective
respondents were informed about the interview structure and subsequent
consent forms as per Wageningen University guidelines were submitted
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to the prospective respondents. Confidentiality and anonymity aspects
have also been included in the consent form. Participants were informed
about non-binding character of the interview, their rights to leave as soon
as they would find it somehow irritating. Also, they were informed, that
they may maintain anonymity or exclude any part of the interview from
the results. Special consent form is attached to this paper (see Appendix
C).

Chapter 4. Research Results

The research aimed to explore the role and the impact of the traditional
wine making method on regional development. To address the research
question, three main directions of inquiry where followed: What are main
characteristics of this wine making practice that outlines its place-based
nature; what is the optimal “modus operandi” for local actors for
collaboration that is related to qvevri wine; and how this practice can be
promoted as a cultural resource of the region.

I Sub question
What are the place base characteristics of the qvevri Wine?
Addressing the first sub question - what are the place
- based characteristics of the qvevri wine, would allow to identify the
characteristics of the practice, and the meanings that are attributed to it
by the local actors. Understanding level of integration of wine culture in
Georgian identity and the constellations though which this integration is
expressed could help to identify the pathways for valorization of this asset
in rural development process. The findings in this section are inferred
from the review of subsequent literature, personal observations and the
interviews conducted during the field work.

The Product
Specific organoleptic characteristics of the qvevri wine are results of
production and processing techniques developed by the
farmers/processors over many years in a specific natural and cultural
environment (Horlings 2014). The whole process of the wine production
and also production of its vessels-qvevris are representations of the
artisanal techniques preserved almost unchanged throughout the
centuries within the Kakhetian territorial boundaries.
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The Kakhetian wine making method differs from the broadly recognized
wine making technique and considers longer maturation (usually from
first phase of fermentation in September-October to the end of spring)
and maceration of the wine in the egg shaped clay vessel, which is
typically buried in the ground up to its neck. There are variations in
techniques of wine making in different regions of Georgia, adjusted
historically to local varieties and ecological particularities. In Kakheti,
long-term fermentation takes place by using “chacha” (Georgian name of
grape skins, seeds, pulps) for up to six months, before qvevris are
unsealed (Barisashvili 2011). Wine usually is not filtered, and in fact, the
ferment purposefully includes not only the grape juice but also pulp,
including seeds and skins. The fermentation process is natural and
without additives of any type.
Clay was the original wine vessel in the world, around the first century
BC wood was introduced and gained the ground, clay was forgotten,
except for Georgia (Glonti 2013, Feiring 2016). Georgia is rich and
always was rich with woods, Caucasian Oak is highly demanded and
famous for making fine quality wine barrels 8. Subsequently, it can be
assumed, that the rejection of Georgians to switch from clay to wood
would have other than practical reasons, not related to absence of
material or practices to make barrels. It can be assumed that here
tradition prevailed over the change.
Fermentation of wine in buried clay jars has its specific nature. First in
qvevri, which is placed underground, wine is fermented in naturally
consistent temperature, allowing maximum alignment of the fermentation
process with natural cycles. Second is that the egg shape of the vessel
aids gentle circulation and naturally clarifies the wine. Third, the material
of the vessel aids in micro-oxygenation, very small bit of exchange with
oxygen supports stable fermentation/maceration. Qvevri wines usually
are different from ordinary wines by the color. Extended skin contact in
the clay jars results in darker, amber shaped color for qvevri white wines.
The longer skin contact adds more texture and tannins to the wine
(Feiring 2016). Qvevri wine processing and maturation is maximally
aligned to natural processes and governed by them. Best results are
reached when wine maker has ability to optimally synchronize the wine
formation cycles with the natural processes. The optimal results depends
the specific nature of knowledge that wine maker shall have, knowledge
that stems from the condensed experience transferred generation to
generation.
Qvevri wine practice considers less interference from wine maker and is
more depended on natural processes. The both, standard and qvevri
wine making process is depicted below:

https://www.agrovin.com/en/oak-barrels-and-containers-learn-about-the-different-options/
(2022, 08.04.20:20)
8
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Figure 3. Comparison of standard wine making process with qvevri wine
making process (source: field work)

The above depiction clearly outlines the labor intensity of the qvevri wine
making process. Also, the wine is processed without additives and
inputs. It can be claimed that the wine making process is almost organic
by default. Locally qvevri wine is also named as “natural wine”.
The composition of clay, by which the qvevris are made also is an
important factor (Barisashvili 2011). Clay brings nutrition to wines and
allow for distinctive flavor development. The earthenware walls of qvevri,
made of clay and rich with mineral material, contribute to a particular
flavor profile (Glonti 2013). Qvevri shape is perfectly aligned for
fermentation of the wine in the natural environment. Shape of the qvevri
allows synchronization of the fermentation process with timing of juice
contact with ingredients in the vessel (pulps, skin,seeds). Ingredients
circulate inside and sunk gradually in egg shaped qvevri bottom
according their weight, that define the optimal timings for their extensive
contact with juice. Here important is how well shaped the qvevris are
made. The whole process is artisan and the results are dependent on
individual mastery of the qvevri maker. The qvevri makers usually do not
use any guidelines. As it was mentioned by the wine maker during the
interview: “There is no guide how to make good qvevri, there is no mold,
no form. The qvevri maker should feel the proportions and prepare clay
composite based on his personal perceptions,” “Clay must be free of
impurities. It must have specific mix of minerals. It should be properly
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limed from outside to keep the wine healthy. It must be porous but not
too porous…”
The decisive role in qvevri making process has individual knowledge of
the molder that mainly is based on practical experience and specific
know-how. The knowledge and know how is also transferred from
generation to generation, mainly through family members.
As it was mentioned above, the qvevri wine organoleptic characteristics
differ from known and generally established wine characteristics in the
west. It is stronger and has high tannin content with more distinctive,
sharper bouquet and has darker, amber/orange shape. Taste and color
are differentiation attributes that outline the specific typology of the wine.
Main conceptual difference of the qvevri wine comes from the principle
to keep the wine making process centered on sole exploration of the
grapes “energy” and its transfer into the final product. This approach was
explained by experienced wine maker during the interview following way:
“Qvevri wine philosophy is to take all from the grape. Grape components
(juice, pulps, pipes etc) are not in contact with other substances except
clay during the wine formation process. Our bouquet is full exploration of
the grapes. You receive fully its inner strength and energy. Europeans
mix grape with other flavors. They care more on taste, softness, and
richness of bouquet. We care to grasp everything from grape, take its
soul and put it into the wine”
Georgian sensibilities, how to organize wine quality, share many
considerations with the European perceptions, but they also differ in
important ways from methods developed in Italy, Portugal and France
(Sheltovna & Feuer 2016). This premise was proved during the field work,
as the local wine maker’s perceptions are not only governed by
sensual/organoleptic parameters of the wine. For local wine makers the
notion of the “Good Wine” is strongly associated with the wine making
practice itself, how this practice replicates the established, so called
“code of conduct” of the qvevri wine making. The “purity” of the process
and maximum alignment to traditional norms of wine making play
decisive role in “good wine” characterization. The best result for the wine
makers for their produce prevalently is reflected in the notions of “purity”
and “naturality”, and these characterizations are perceived as
constituencies of the notion of “traditional”. Rudimental perception
associates “purity” with “traditional”. Wine’s “purity” is often called as the
most important trait of the wine. This construct was validated by the
research participant Wine maker, who claimed: “Wine should be born
from the pure grape juice. You must not add anything. When you add,
when the juice is in contact with some other substance that is not from
grape, you receive wine with something. Not pure wine. You add nothing,
you take out nothing, until your wine is done- that is qvevri wine”.
The meaning of “purity” of the wine making method, which also is basic
attribute for labeling local produce as a “good wine”, presumably stems
from the religious conviction for purity (Feiring 2016). Strong articulation
of “purity” as a main characterization of the qvevri wine can be attributed
to the role of wine in value system of the Kakhetian rural communities.
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Analysis of the information gathered during the field work showed that
wine making is perceived by the locals as an instrument for mediation
that opens path towards sacral ancestral “values” or “knowledge”. When
synthesizing perceptions expressed by wine makers, it can be concluded
that the process of making wine helps to experience affinity and
“coexistence” with that rudimental layers of self-identity. Consequently,
established protective attitude of locals is construed in the way that this
mediation should be kept “purely”, without blending with external, without
compromising the purity of the “link to sacral that is revived by wine”.
Mentioned perceptions are well reflected in the approach expressed by
the local wine maker during the interview: “Our wine has character which
is similar to our character. When you drink your wine you meet yourself,
when you drink wine of your neighbor, you meet your neighbor, but even
with his better alter ego.” Another farmer, with whom I have been
discussing wine character, noticed: “Qvevri wine is result of traditional
tacit knowledge, not rationalized and scientifically proven. That wine
making knowledge comes from our ancestors. The wine reflects all this
accumulated knowledge, transferred generation to generation”.
This intimate and indigenous relationship with wine mostly is prevalent
among small scale, semi commercial wine makers that produce wine for
self-consumption and for closer circle of people and sell part of produce
mainly through informal channels. Biggest portion of this type of wine is
sold unbottled, in bulk and is consumed during the community special
events and local gatherings. Such product as a rule, should be applicable
for the Georgian fests, so called supras, which is huge gathering of
community with lot of food and drinks. - During this gatherings, usually
huge quantity wine is consumed, hence wine produced by small scale
producers are adjusted to this consumption pattern. The priority feature
of this type of wine is to be liked by community, by fest participants. This
wine was characterized during the field work by the farmer the following
way: “u can fest all night with this wine” and “can drink much without
headache in the morning”.
Bottled wines that are produced with commercial purpose usually employ
less strictness in complying with Kakhetian wine making methods. These
wines are made by use of traditional methodology, but at the same time
they are result of improvisation in order to smoothen distinctive
organoleptic characteristics of the qvevri wine by employing various
techniques- using secondary fermentation (separating juice from pulps
and skins and seeds earlier, or separate pulps from the beginning. That
variations allow them to reach lighter tannin concentrations and milder
tastes). Sometimes qvevris and other vessels are mixed during the
fermentation/maceration period. The reason of this approach was
explained by the wine cellar owner during the interview: “By employing
Kakhetian method, leaving wine the whole winter on the “chacha” makes
it much stronger and different from average wine lover’s taste, they have
more or less established perception of wine taste, and radical distancing
from this “taste box” will not be productive”. Attempts of “taming” qvevri
wine and adopting its qualitative characteristics to the broader consumer
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satisfactoriness is received by the small scale, peasant wine makers
reluctantly, like it was noticed by local farmer: “abandoning the ancestors
way of wine making” and such strategies are considered as a threat to
“what the Kakhetian wine is”.
The Distinctive organoleptic characteristics of the qvevri wine is not
determined by the use of specific type of natural inputs or their
combination or with specifity of the ecological conditions. This
distinctiveness stems from the exclusiveness of the practice of wine
making and its vessel. Every stage of the qvevri making and wine making
is guided by tacit, contextual knowledge, not formalized and based on
learning amid doing. The information and practices transcends through
the generations and is channeled through informal social networks
around the wine, which is evaluated and priced again through these
informal networks within the local communities.
Place
Need to discuss the connection of wine with the place logically directs
towards notion of terroir, which is central concept is European wine
perception.
However, In the process of research while investigating the local
understanding of the place as an attribute of the wine, different picture
was shaped. Based on analysis of the information from interviews with
local actors and data gathered from the literature sources, it was
unraveled, that classical understanding of terroir in Kakhetian context
needs reassessment. The perception of terroir among locals has different
connotations than that in Europe, as the European organizing principle
of terroir is centered on geographical basis, with “product diversity”
arising from the combinations of soil, water, climate and local know-how.
But the vernacular association of wine in Georgia most often begins with
wines categorized according to variety (e.g.breeds), which in fact
represents significant diversity, as in Georgia there are more than five
hundred endemic wine grape varieties (Charkviani 1962; Glonti 2010). In
Georgia, variety is often the first point of reference, while European
approach defines geography as a most important attribute, often varietals
are not easily found or, in some cases, not listed on European labels at
all (Sheltovna &Feuer 2016). In Kakheti variety is prevailing discourse
despite the existence of few historically constructed geographical
identities as a quality attributes. This approach is established feature
among locals. As a common practice, while discussing the wine, the first
reference is breed and then the place.
“The framework for terroir in Western Europe diverges in slight but
important ways from the basic modes of organizing and recognizing
quality in Georgia” (Sheltovna &Feuer 2016, p135). This premise was
validated in discussions during the field work, framing of consciousness
around the variety of wine rather than on geographical denomination is
apparent, mainly among the small scale wine makers. There are several
factors that empower resilience of this setting. Most important- existed
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structure of supply chain. Currently, a winery, small or big can buy part
of its raw material from vineyards within the specified region, wine
processing and bottling capacity might not be within the region, where
the variety is grown. Significant number of peasants/farmers are just
growers aiming to sell the harvest to cellars/wine factories.
The interaction and discussions with the wine makers during the field
work showed that this established setting is already under pressure from
the state institutions and emerging, new wineries that often have mixed
ownership, locals together with non-local investors. They try to adopt and
follow European principles of Geographical Indication. As a result, the
mix of varietal and geographical identifications on the labels are the most
spread among export oriented wineries. It is clearly noticeable that the
process of formation of the wine brand around the geographical
identification is still in process of establishing. Therefore, attempts to
integrate in branding process Georgian traditional approach with
contemporary European settings of “terroir”, to some extent lacks
authenticity and condenses rich local texture into “standardized box” of
wine perception. It is evident, that principle of the geographical origin will
prevail in this preexisting hierarchy, as top down initiatives from
regulating bodies and subsequent policies coupled with ongoing
intensive commercialization of the sector serve this purpose. “The
Georgian government believes that GI can be a good tool for building
awareness and improving the reception and value of Georgian wines,
and it aggressively promotes GI in its national development strategy 9.
This approach might help in reformatting Kakhetian Wine Identity to more
familiar to European broad segment of consumers’ perceptions, but at
the same time it threatens to miss the strong differentiation attribute of
the qvevri wine and also weaken the intrinsic resilience, that protected
qvevri wine’s authenticity towards various types of external threats.
Field work and intense interaction with wine makers helped to form the
general idea, what the meaning place in general has for the locals. Place
is perceived as a space, where the important markers of culture, history
and traditions meet in one point. Here tangible and intangible cultural
markers are interconnected and localized, their potential and full
spectrum is expressed through their attachment to the place and through
their representation in one area. Incorporated into one cultural texture,
they form holistic perception of the locality, belonging to the place, sense
of destiny to be part of this local context. This understanding of place
refers to the definition of the place identity as “the full set of unique
characteristics or set of meanings that exist in a place and its culture at
a given point in time” (Govers & Go, 2009, p.18).

People/Practices
Qvevri wine from the lens of placed based development can be
considered as a “territorialized complex good” (Landel et al., 2014), a
good with an ensemble of often non-codified “territorial attributes” such
9

Ministry of Agriculture Rural development Strategic Plan p14.
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as knowledge, emotions, images and experiences that are anchored in a
territory (Dessein 2016). Many occasions such as everyday meetings,
communal work and collective decision-making are accompanied with
wine, such that its production, distribution and consumption are structural
anchors in Georgian identity (Shtaltovna and Feuer 2016).
In general, qvevri wine is produced by: the households that sell part of
their produce unbottled; family-run small/medium size wine cellars that
mainly produce bottled wine; big wine corporations that produce small
quantities of the qvevri wine.
Actually, qvevri wine production is mainly diversified among households
and wine cellars, which also are usually transformed from family
winemaking into more commercially oriented entities. Thus qvevri wine is
grounded on rural communities and it represents inherent attribute of
household activity. As a rule, majority of the households try to make and
have their own wine without commercial interests or sell part of produce.
Based on information gathered during the interaction with the locals,
meaning of wine in value system of the local communities ascertains its
role as a reification of the identity. This role is expressed into religious,
socio cultural and symbolic dimensions of the place and the people.
Ritual, myths and symbols help in strengthening the attachment to place
(Relph, 1976) and bind people to a place (Horlings 2015). In Georgia,
wine is deeply integrated into Christian symbolism, even adoption of
Christianity is mediated by wine. As per belief validated by the Georgian
Orthodox church, Saint Nino, baptizer of Georgia in 4th century, was
visited by Virgin Mary, who gifted her with a grapevine and sent her to
Georgia for baptizing the nation. Pre-Christian, pagan culture of
Georgians was very much Dionysian (Feiring 2016). Thus, presumably
wine motives in Christian symbolism where borrowed from pre Christian,
pagan sacral meanings. Grapevine is inherent element of design of
Georgian Churches. Embededdness of the wine in religious beliefs and
social life is reflected into the rich symbolic context of mediation between
local communities and the wine culture.
The sacral meaning of the wine is well expressed into existence of so
called sacramental wine-“Zedashe”, which supposed to be the purest and
the highest quality. In most wineries, that attempt to replicate traditional
wine making and storing culture, one qvevri always is dedicated to
sacramental wine and is intended for donation to churches or for use
during the important celebrations. During the Field work, local farmer,
also parishioner of the local church noted: “God put all needed for wine
in grape. Christ was killed and buried underground to be resurrected for
bringing joy and the life. Grapes are crushed and buried in qvevris, that
actually is symbolizing the grave, to be transformed into the new form of
life bringing joy and happiness…”
Besides the symbolical connection with the belief, field work unraveled
for me another feature of attitude towards wine. For Kakhetians, wine
culture is associated with empowered resilience aiming to protect territory
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and identity from extra forces. Such premise is also enforced by analysis
of the literature. As a distinct in religion from its non-Christian neighbors,
Georgia was a subject of constant invasions, thus its people developed
a kind of posttraumatic stress disorder that motivates them to defend their
wine in a deeper way (Feiring 2016). Locals paraphrase local history as
an endless fight for survival, as an encounter with the invaders that aimed
not only to conquer, but also to eliminate the faith and culture the locals
employed and spread their own. For that purpose they had two main
targets-Christian Faith and Wine culture. Both where contradictory to
dogmas they wanted to be accepted by the locals. Same farmer,
mentioned above noted: “Wine and Christ are very close to each other
for us. We have perished a lot for both of them throughout the history”.
The perception of wine as an aspect of sacral that should be protected in
line with other sacral meanings is deeply inserted into conciseness of the
locals.
It could be said, that while the tradition of qvevri wine was preserved and
contained by the common people (the peasantry and lowest classes), the
European wine making traditions were replicated/owned by upper class
Georgians or foreigners with the first such wineries, opening in the
beginning of the XIX century. European wine traditions where admired
and followed consistently, ignoring the qvevri traditions. This attitude
remained in Soviet times, qvevri was considered as archaic, low quality
product, far from industrial standards and mass organoleptic
preferences. Therefore, the qvevri tradition survived and was contained
by the households and family cellars with the qvevri wine produced only
for own consumption. Certain dichotomy was apparent: High classes
wine was made according the European method, while Qvevri was
regarded as low end product for local ordinary people. Something similar
took place in old wine countries, where quality was associated with the
social position and reputation of vineyard owners; a distinction between
aristocratic and popular viticulture was often included in the discussion
on quality (Benedetto Rocchia & Manuela Gabbai, 2013).
Deep roots of wine into the self-reflection in Kakhetian population is
expressed not only in spiritual and religious modes of their life. Inherent
component of local social activity is traditional Georgian feast, so called
“supra”, that marks many life events and happening within the
community. Every important event (Child birth, baptizing, marriage, local
saint day celebration etc.) is celebrated with a supra, a formalized
gathering with lots of food and locally produced wine.
Place of “supra” in Georgian mentality is well expressed by Manning:
“The supra expresses the image the Georgians believe is especially
characteristic of themselves, which is that of carefree lovers of wine and
the wine ritual” (Manning N.D.: Chap.1, p 19). Bearing many elements of
ritual, “Supra” to some extent can be associated with the ritual that is of
the primary matrices for the reproduction of consciousness (Ortner
1984:157). However, taking into account frequency and habitual nature
of this gathering among local population, it will be not right to put a strict
boundary between “the ritual” and the “everyday” in the case of the supra.
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Though, not just ritual, but ordinary habits and practices are also the ways
to reproduce the system or social forms (Bourdieu 1977). Supra as a
framework for social interaction and wine here plays role of vessel that
disseminates sacral meanings into the social texture of the ritualized
gathering.
Small households and wineries, that do not have capacity to be fully
commercialized and are focused mainly on sales locally, sell their
produce mainly for the consumption during the “supras”. The quality
characteristics of the wines designated for “supras” are distinctive from
usual bottled wines. Characteristic of this wine by the local wine maker
is: “People drink much and wine should allow them to feast long”. Certain
wines are developed purposefully for certain events, ceremonies or times
of the year (Shtaltovna &Feuer 2016).
These types of wines have specific criterions for evaluation. Here
assessment of the wine and the person/family who have produced the
wine are much more interlinked and wine quality is attribute to personal
destiny and proud. This trait was explained by the wine maker
interviewed: “When you unseal qvevri for the very important day, you
should not fail. If you provide wine that is not admired, you harm the very
idea of that event”. Wine selection and provision process for supras have
specific, informal character. Rural communities rely on informal, social
links and networks, labelling and quality attributes are based on
personalities and wine makers names rather than on some
institutionalized quality standards.
It can be claimed that Kakhetian rural population is a society, where
significant wine consumption forms the backbone of social relations, and
this social relations are defining profile of transactions related to wine.
Proportionally to the level of commercialization/scale of producers, the
social linking component in interaction decreases. It can be claimed
based on analysis of the ongoing processes locally, that weakening the
social inclusion into the wine related processes and apparently strong
emphasis on demarcation between semi commercial local producers and
commercial oriented wine cellars may diminish capacity of the rural social
groups to maintain role of stewards of traditional know how, social norms
and meanings attributed to qvevri wine making.
Summary for the I sub question
Research conducted during the field work and the information gathered
while researching various literature sources gave enough evidence to
claim that qvevri wine making is an artisanal, traditional practice,
preserved and unchanged throughout the centuries among Kakhetian
rural population. Kakhetian qvevri wines have distinct, different from
broadly known tastes organoleptic characteristics and these
distinctiveness is stemmed mainly from the specific methodology by
which wine and its vessel-qvevri are made. Qvevri wine is of specific
quality, as its characteristics differentiate the product from the other
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products of the same category. It is perceived as such, as different,
because all its attributes (organoleptic, descriptive, socio cultural) are
different from other wines. This particularity is an important feature to
consider, meaning the product is not only specific; it is also unique, by its
combination of natural and human production factors, anchored to the
territory and socio cultural context. Qvevri wine making is based on tacit
knowledge, which is transferred through informal social channels,
through families and close circles, knowledge is retained locally.
The important conclusion that can be made about the definitive factors of
the distinctive nature of this wine is that these factors have cultural
ground, product is different because the particular socio cultural and
historical context defined its particularity and not the natural or
geographical factors. The product distinctiveness is defined by cultural
preconditions and not by the product endemic distinctiveness
(determined by soil, breeds, and other natural factors). So, not the
particular natural environment defined existence of the product, but the
cultural features and value system of the people. Subsequently, here
cultural and locality context is inseparable part of perception of this
product and therefore can create basis for valorization.
My field work and research clearly pointed that qvevri wine is strongly
integrated into value system of local communities. As part of cultural
identity, it has strong territorialization attributes that in turn had a power
to enforce resistance towards new cultural, economic or social settings.
Resilience of local established principles now are under pressure from
commercially driven actors, that lead the process of transforming local
attitudes and approaches to more acceptable for wider consumption
patterns. Wine cellars that are driven by commercial interests, are trying
to absorb European know how and traditions and replicate European
patterns of wine positioning. Often their strategy is based on efforts to
fuse local identities with European traditions of terroir. However, the
geospatial attributes, which have most substantial meaning for European
wines, in Kakheti traditionally played lesser role in wine recognition. The
normative framework of the European understanding of terroir is in the
process of establishment within commercially driven wine cellars, while
the small scale rural wine makers still employ more variety oriented
approach. It is worth of mentioning, that introduction of the different wine
making practices and their fusion with local settings, may have lasting
negative impact on protecting indigenous practice and may result in
losing the meanings the wine has now.

II Sub Question:
What are the optimal forms of collective action for increasing local
actor’s benefits from this practice?
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Various collective action forms are considered as an instruments that can
provide important platforms for capacity building, information exchange,
and innovation in rural settings. In 2017, in Georgia, 77% of farm
households were less than 1 ha in size and the average agricultural land
owned in Georgia was 1.4 ha, while the average farm size was 18.7
hectares in Western Europe and 13.8 ha in EU-27 (In most value chains,
including wine and hazelnut production (Georgia’s leading export
commodities), almost all primary producers are smallholders and family
farms10. Empirical findings and related literature unambiguously indicate
small scale of farming units as one of the main structural weakness of
Georgian agriculture, hindering rural development in Georgia and
subsequently in Kakhetian region also. The main stakeholders of
Georgian rural policy (GoG, EU, USAID, UNDP and other donors) where
actively focused to create attractive environment for development of
collective action models among farmers, in the framework of Georgian
rural development strategy. Around EUR 179 Mln. was spent by EU funds
for these purposes. Reviving producers’ groups became one of the main
pillars of this program (Kochlamazashvili et al. 2017). However,
information from subsequent literature and reflections from the field work
participants indicate, that strong emphasis from the main institutional
stakeholders to intensify horizontal collaboration among small scale
producers has lesser impact than anticipated.
The following picture was depicted after analysis of the interviews and
field work interactions with local producers: majority of individual,
small/medium size traditional wine makers struggle to operate selfsufficiently. The following topics, related to scale and capacity of their
activity have been identified as the main problems that limit development
and sustainability of the traditional wineries:
1. Complicated access to working capital for financing vineyard green
operations and wine processing.
Almost all small size interviewees faced some kind of problems in
interaction with financial institutions. Here two types of problems can be
named: Financial Institutions consider small scale producers as high risk
entities and either refuse to finance or offer over market interest rates.
Also, small producers lack abilities to submit proper applications and
other financial information to creditors.
2. Problems with obtaining necessary equipment individually.
Despite many state organized support initiatives to small scale
producers, wine makers still face problems with obtaining fixed assets for
increasing their activites. Expensive machinery (Tractors, bottling
machines etc) is not obtainable with their scale of activity. Wine producer
set out during the interview: “I could not buy tractor that I need for my
vineyard operations. Even Chinese tractor with 60hp costs EUR 35 000,

10

Country Study Report FAO 2019, p 17
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I, in good season sell wine worth of 15 000 EUR per annum, so
individually it is not affordable for me, alone I cannot buy this machine”.
3. Inability to build stable relations with internal /external markets.
Because of the limited scale, wine makers struggle to guarantee stable
supply and constant quality characteristics to the buyers. Also, as they
possess limited marketing capabilities, individually they have problems
to access end buyers. The majority of the small wineries sell their bottled
products through long channels dominated by intermediaries that keep
them far from the market. Winery owner explained the following: “Locally,
our bottled product goes to specialized wine shops, where wines are sold
very slowly due to huge quantity of wineries selling their produce and
limited awareness of small wineries on the market. For export, usually
more quantities and stable supply are needed than small winery
produces, to justify transportation and other expenses. Only very
expensive wines can be sold in small quantities”.
4. Extreme vulnerability to external shocks (pandemic etc) and changes
to market situation. Absence of reserves and high vulnerability
towards periodic decrease in inflows.
Absence of enough working capital and unstable sales make small
wineries vulnerable towards external shocks. Pandemic was a good
example of it. Sharp decrease of tourists, which were significant part of
wineries sales and increase in transportation fees put producers in the
hard situation. As it was noticed during the interview: “Tourist flow was
very important for us. Two years without tourists where devastating, as I
had to borrow to maintain my household, I had to sell wine with 30%
discount to traders for accumulating funds for my vineyard”
In general, communication with wine producers also outlined the
following: small farmers who lack sufficient resources individually, have
limited business skills and asymmetric market information cannot meet
the standards and therefore do not have access to high-value markets
(Markelova et al. 2009).
Many wine makers, normatively, see collective action as a solution for
alleviation of their problems. But it also was noticeable during the
discussions that they are reluctant to actively engage for collaboration.
As one producer said during the interview: “State should take a lead and
provide the initiative, which should be interesting for us. State is needed
to organize things and give a kick for the right format of cooperation”. At
the same time, ongoing activity of the institutional players to stimulate
cooperation and engage wine makers in formalized collaborative models
is assessed by wine makers as having a very limited success. The
projects under MEPA surveillance are characterized as complex and
ambitious, but without strength to sustain existing problems and
complications in the long run. Usually, projects, that where aiming to
support collective action development, mainly considered support of
cooperative establishment and as a stimulus mechanisms for newly
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formed cooperatives was chosen distribution of grants and other
production assets (tractors, equipment etc). This approach, mainly
targeted on quantitative parameters (number of coops supported;
number of members; fiscal size of material support, number of
farmers/producers participated into the training etc) usually resulted into
losing interests from farmer’s side, because as soon as grant component
of the projects had been accomplished, prevalent majority of the farmers’
organizations ceased activity 11.
It is assumed, that about 2/3 of the cooperatives that ever existed in
Georgia since 2013, appear to have been or are false cooperatives 12.
The real outcome was limited to the short term objectives of the both
sides: project beneficiaries, but as well project initiators. Particularly,
farmers where receiving grants, and project supervisors where receiving
positive feedback from them, who in exchange for received assets had
been evaluating projects as “successful”. In fact, Instead of forming basis
for long term sustainable growth and capacity building, prevailing majority
of the farmers engaged in the new collaborative frameworks preferred to
get short term practical gain from the projects and did not explore
potential of collective action.
As collective action frameworks, that require strong consolidation and
joint activity face significant skepticism, research chowed more positive
approach of actors to collective action forms that create space for
coordinated actions without putting operations under one umbrella. Such
collaboration, may have good potential for wine makers that are engaged
in pluriactivity. Almost all wineries, even small, try to expand activity by
creating tourist accommodating facilities in wineries. From 2010 to 2020
number of wine cellars accommodated for tourists increased in Georgia
from 80 to 928, their majority are situated in Kakheti. As Kakhetian wine
cellar owner, actively involved also in touristic business noted: “I am in
Touristic Business from 2006. Then main problem was to find winery
which tourists could visit. Existed ones where not accommodated for
touristic purposes, while the interest was quite big. Then I decided to
reconstruct and accommodate my old cellar which my family was not
using for commercial purposes”.
However, many wineries, due to lack of resources and knowledge, could
not manage to create acceptable service level and subsequently could
not compete for guests, that created additional problems as made
investments without pay back added burden to already financially weak
wine makers. Majority of wine producers that are involved in hospitality
business, outline need for coordination and collaboration with related
actors to address the problem. Interview with wine producer: “I have no
time to go to airport for meeting arriving tourists. I can meet them in my
cellar, and they will enjoy being here. But if I reconstruct old house for
The European Neighbourhood Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development
(ENPARD) https://eu4georgia.eu/enpard/
12 The European Neighbourhood Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development
(ENPARD) https://eu4georgia.eu/enpard/ (2022, 27.03; 12:45)
11
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staying, I should know that tourists will not be coming time to time, but
regularly, at least to cover my expenses”.
In order to support multi sectorial collaboration, GoG tried to replicate
Wine Route concept, which was implemented by its tourism and wine
agencies (www.gta.ge). GoG participation on the initial phase of the
project included trainings of the wine makers, mapping and drafting the
tourist routes, undertaking marketing expenses for promoting wine
cellars in the wine route brochures and installing road signs indicating
cellar name 13
The wine route is a network established around the theme (Brunori &
Rossi 2000). Qvevri wine have been used by the cellars as a sign for
being employing traditional, Kakhetian wine making practices, and
outlining importance of this practice as a cultural marker.
From the outcomes of the Wine route program, interviewees highlight
increased traceability of the cellars and possibility to receive trainings
regarding the organizational issues. However, intensifying of the
collective action through this format was not achieved, this initiative was
not transformed into platform for better coordination and interaction
among the actors. Prevalent majority of the involved participants in the
wine route utilized the practical benefits received from the state (insertion
of the signs on the roads, trainings, free listing in the brochures), but
interviews indicate that that this platform so far has not created additional
channels for better collaboration among various actors in wine and
hospitality industry.
Reality is that wineries and related business units rely more on personal
vis-à-vis relations, individual commitments and working in small
alliances, rather than focus on collective, coordinated action among wider
community of producers and actors.
Undeveloped collaborative attitudes can be explained by the lack of
“agency” among local actors. This weakness can be explained by the
established social structure in rural Kakheti. Based on conducted
interviews with producers and institutional actors, also according my
personal observation, it can be concluded that existing social networks
can be characterized by fragmented small groups, tied by close
relationships, – so called “brotherhoods”, or groups of mainly men that
have close interactions. These groups usually attempt to collaborate
among each other, but usually fragmentally and for achieving short term
concrete objectives. As soon as the collective actions reach certain level,
from which formalization of the relationships is needed to continue, joint
activities usually do not transform into formalized economic activity.
Market-type relations between members of the small community circles
(village, district) usually are limited. Here services often are not paid, as
“making money” at the expense of other fellow member of the same
community is regarded as bad manner– a veterinarian or agronomist for
13

https://programs.gov.ge.
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consultation for example, may offer consultations free of charge or for to
be invited for the dinner and drinks – although they freely establish such
relations beyond their villages. Amid spread poverty, in rural communities
persists strong traditions of the mutual social support in form of mutual
assistance, collection of money for weddings and funerals, for other
socially important life events. In a given situation, individual behavior is
strengthened by the belief that a person will receive as much as he gives
out. These interactions usually take place are within the boundaries of
the village.
In practice, small size wine makers collaborate, and mainly this
collaboration does not have any formal dimension. This collaboration
includes joint buying of needed components, they may cultivate/conduct
green operations on each other’s plots in rotation. Often transportation
means are used jointly etc. As a usual practice, these activities have
informal character and are based on personal, vis-à-vis relationships. For
more close partnerships choice usually are made from internal circle,
based on previous interactions or existing relative ties.
The prevalent “image” for the majority of the small scale wine makers the
stereotypical model of collective action represents an organization,
where state or any other authority from “outside”/”above” should take a
lead, manage and provide necessities for existence of the organization.
Sharing responsibility with other members and relying on joint decisions
are perceived cautiously, there is an apparent lack of trust in possibility
that through formalized, jointly governed horizontal structure, it could be
possible to protect the individual interests.
Many producers do not distinguish collective action forms. Cooperation
in general is associated with joint activity and consolidation of the assets.
This for them means losing actual control over private means of
production. Lack of understanding of the basic principles of cooperation,
how these principles can work in practice and lack of trust in ability of
others to act devoted reciprocal interests, may be considered as clearly
visible impediments for motivation to joint actions. ”If we process grapes
together, it is related to higher risk of disagreement. My business is my
business. Other will not do instead of you any good for you. I prefer to
start green operations earlier, whereas others would want to do it later.
How can we agree?” (Resident of a village in Kakheti, field work).
Certain ambiguity was also evident regarding the potential of collective
action models. Despite general skepticism and existing weak motivation
to go for collaboration, during discussions, majority of the small size wine
makers have demonstrated understanding of the reality, that cooperation
frameworks are the practical tool that can upscale their capabilities and
strengthen their positions, and there is almost no alternative for further
development of small size rural wine businesses without finding ways to
collaborate within collective action structures.
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Summary of the II Sub question
Prevailing skepticism and disengagement, absence of motivation for
developing collective action forms among wine makers can be explained
by several main reasons: 1.Still existing soviet legacy, as Georgia like
other Eastern European countries, has quite complicated history related
to the forms of collective action, still weak civil society components in the
rural areas. 2. Focus on short term objectives rather on long term
capacity building. Short term focus may be caused by the high average
age of rural actors, (average age of farmer in Kakheti is 60 years.
Geostat) as older farmers have a shorter planning horizon, which means
they are not as motivated as younger farmers to invest in the long-term
success (Hunnicutt 2002). 3. Inefficiency of the Governmental & Donors
collective action support programs/activity, their superficiality and flaws
in design, lack of proper perception of the existing local context and forms
of intervention. The external support programs, designed without deep
and thorough understanding of the particular context, can diminish the
efficiency and sustainability of the applied approaches, resulting in
“artificial” cooperation among rent-seeking farmers (Golovina and
Nilsson 2011; Michalek et al. 2018). 4. Lack of the social capital, absence
of trust among potential collaborators. 5. Lack of knowledge and
understanding about the collective actions forms.
If integrated forms of cooperation among homogenous actors face
certain complications, interviews showed stronger interest of the
producers towards collaborative schemes like Wine Route. Producers
perceive this type of collaborative scheme more positively because they
do not see risk of delegation of some part of their control over their
activity. It was apparent, that in case of innovative and feasible offerings
from the state institutions, they would participate actively and even adjust
their activities in favor of the shared interests. As collective action
enables small entrepreneurs to mobilize social capital (Brunori &Rossi
2000), development of this project with active and innovative
engagement of the state institutions by adding to the project more
components might create attractive framework for producers and related
actors to actively participate in the collective action.
To extrapolate the characteristics of the bonding and bridging capital on
representations of the local social context, we can infer from the research
results that in Kakheti it is apparent presence of signs of bonding social
capital, while local communities lack significantly bridging capital.
Bonding capital provides members of mainly homogenous groups with
strong, affective ties connecting group members to each other, and is
important in providing reciprocal social support and in-group solidarity.
Strong presence of bonding capital is detectable by interpersonal and
communal ties based on shared identities and values, relations based on
informal set of principles and codes of conduct. At the same time
communities are characterized by noticeable reluctance to enter into
formalized relations with other community members or strangers, actively
engage in creating viable organizational structures, undertake civil
responsibilities and rely on formal institutions. As it was noted during the
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interview: “We Kakhetians have very strict rules during our traditional
fests-supras. Everyone obeys those rules. But in real life, people desire
usually to avoid formalities. Therefore people prefer to be encircled with
less formalities”.
Such a state of affairs, when institutions and social relations are
maintaining weak exchanges, the social capital, presented within
Kakhetian communities may weaken the effectiveness of institutions that
are established from “top to bottom”, limiting their impact on communities
in which informal social relations are prevalent (Muskhelishvili 2010).
Based on my observations and interviews, I can argue that there is weak
preconditions for development of the horizontal collaborative models,
which require delegation of some decision making functions to joint body.
Also, local actors lack capacity to be organized formally for proactive
steps. Ability to initiate, elaborate, set a goal and consolidate efforts for
achieving that goal collectively seems to be weak. At the same time, it
can be said, that local communities have strong reactive ability,
organization against something seems to be much easier than organizing
in favor of something.
It is apparent that State and other institutional actors should employ the
strategy, which will be mix of “Top down” and “Bottom up” approaches,
adjusted to the local particularities and oriented towards “defending”
something substantial, related to the identity and social cultural norms.
However, despite general skepticism, locals are starting to acknowledge,
that collaboration is the solution to many shortcomings, therefore, there
is a space for inclusive initiatives from the “Top”, but without aiming short
term results and swift transformations. Models of coordination and
interaction of local actors may be centered on strengthening protective
attitude that is strongly inscribed into the social texture of the local
communities. Formalization of the collective action initiatives from the
“Top” that will be centered on protective mode of locals, might become
reciprocal. Such initiatives should be associated with gaining additional
rent through enforcing “protective” agenda, with extensive engagement
of local players.

III Sub Question.
How do local actors seek to promote qveri wine as a cultural
resource of the territory, and what challenges do they face?
In previous chapters it was shown that qvevri wine is a cultural resource
that has strong impact on social, cultural and economic life of the regional
communities. In other words, it is the encapsulation of territory/culture
within product and the resource for the commoditization of local/regional
culture (Ray 1998). Qvevri wine is representation of an origin-linked,
specific product. Therefore, as a cultural resource of the region it can
bring additional rent to the local actors if proper valorization measures
will be taken.
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Subsequent literature sources differentiate specific products based on
physical characteristics, organoleptic and Production process,
techniques and technical criteria (Horlings, 2014). The additional value
that could be attributed for the “specific quality” of the product is validated
by the intransferability and the (partial) irreproducibility of the assets used
in the production of the typical product. (Belletti, Marescotti & Scaramuzzi
2001).
Evidences gathered during the interviews and observations of the
community practices in the region showed that, typicality of the qvevri
wine stems from the synthesis of the appreciation of the wine culture
locally and employment of the traditional, unmodified techniques of wine
making. The practice is preserved and cemented by its deep
interconnection with the identity of the local communities. Hence when
specific character of the qvevri wine is discussed from the lens of
irreproducibility or intransferability, focus should be made not on specific,
defined by the place, biophysical characteristics of the product, but on
the interplay of the cultural and social factors, that are not transferable
and reproducible and represent encapsulation of the local identity. Here,
it can be said that local knowledge was a product of geographical
determinism as refracted through a lens of social constructivism (Van Der
Ploeg, 1995). It can be claimed, that the identity of the product is not
defined by the composition of the climatic, soil and biophysical
particularities, but mainly by the attributes that have cultural and social
character. Mentioned socio cultural roots of the qvevri wine is basis for
clearly denoted emphasis on the wine making practice as a prime value
embedded into local value system. Clear impression received from the
field work was that when you approach qvevri wine, you approach
practice, rather the product itself. Practice itself is valued and
appreciated, and then comes the wine. Therefore, I think that this setting
should be considered while discussing the ways of the valorization of the
qvevri wine in the rural development process.
As it was highlighted in the conceptual framework chapter of this paper,
one of the applicable tool for valorization of the place based product is
recognition mechanism of the special nature of the product based on its
Geographical Indication, which as a protective and valorizing instrument
initially was introduced in wine industry (Moran 1993).
Currently, Georgian GIs and AOs are protected by registration at
Sakpatenti, state agency for patents and rights, which runs an official
registry of the authorized users of Georgian geographical indications and
appellations of origin. Foreign AOs and GIs are protected on the basis of
intergovernmental agreement or international treaties. With EU GIs are
regulated by EU-Georgia Agreement on Mutual Recognition of
Geographical Indications of Agricultural Products and Foodstuffs14
In wine industry, from 19 registered AO labels, 14 are Kakhetian origin
wines. To protect authenticity of the qvevri as an authentic wine vessel,
it is registered also as a non-food GI. Together with qvevri, nomination
14

https://www.sakpatenti.gov.ge/ka/page/122/.
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“cradle of wine” is registered as a trade mark for usage by the Georgian
wine producers / exporters 15 . Kakhetian wine Appellations of Origin
defines organoleptic parameters and areas of origin for vines, but
technique and method of the wine making is not defined. Subsequently
wines regulated by AO can be processed as according qvevri practice,
also by using usual practice. Thus there are GI protection for particular
wines that can be made by qvevri technology, but nor qvevri wine as
separate type of wine, neither the CoP for this technology is not
registered and protected.
Local field research, conducted in Kakheti, related to valorization
pathways for qvevri wine, was focused to identify adjustability of the
product’s identity to three main benefits of GI scheme: GI products
usually are sold for higher prices than their analog industrially-produced
products (Babcock and Clemens, 2004); As GI label is collectively
owned, GIs have overall positive impact on rural economies and social
cohesion (Belletti and Marescotti, 2002) and GIs have resource to
connect producers and consumers as they have traceable identity and
are place-based, that allow the true environmental and social costs of
production to be accounted for (Marsden et al. 2000, Renting et al. 2003,
Van der Ploeg and Renting, 2000).
The results obtained from interviews with the wine makers demonstrated,
that by producers, GI principles in general are understood with limited
perspective, it is seen mainly as a tool to protect the wines from the
counterfeit alternatives. The wine makers outline main practical function
of the existing AO mechanisms to protect labels on exporting markets in
former soviet countries, where Georgian wine has good reputation and
misappropriation of the labels there was practiced.
In general, there are mixed attitudes among wine makers regarding the
fact, that qvevri wine still does not have formalized and elaborated Code
of Practice, which is usual component of qualification process for GIs.
The producers accentuate the possible complications in the process of
elaboration of CoP, as for establishing CoP, broad consensus should be
reached among various producers to identify and formalize all aspects of
the practice. This approach was well described by wine maker during the
interview: “Every wine maker has his own truth what is the best way to
make the wine. It seems really unrealistic to make all producers to
submerge to one guideline. Qvevri always was imaginative wine making,
you cannot put it in papers”. Moreover, Institutional actors, as it was
implicated during the interviews, prefer not to take initiative regarding the
CoP and defend their position referring to inability of small holders to
follow strict regulations. Local institutional players fear, that attempts to
formalize the Informal turnover of no bottled wine, which is named as a
main problem for restricting the regulative environment, will cause
negative social reaction. However, such passive position from institutions
may not be justified in terms of achieving better positioning of the regional

15
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cultural resources. Certifications are sites of conflict, negotiation and
power (Mutersbaugh et al., 2005).
Interviews with NGO representative unraveled problems with qvevri
molding. The specific knowledge about making qvevri vessels lacks
formalization and reconciliation, it is fragmental and is kept divided
among traditional family based qvevri makers. Some unformulated tacit
knowledge, regarding the optimal clay types, natural additives for the
best results and preparation techniques are already lost due to cuts in
generational lines of qvevri makers, loss of access to materials in specific
areas or change in ecological environment. However, the characteristics
of wines are affected both by aging time and types of containers (Baiano
et al. 2013), hence proper formation and building of wine vessels in qvevri
wine production is paramount. In fact, there is lack of scientific, validated
data regarding optimal qualitative parameters for qvevri (vessel) clay
composition. Scientific literature concerning qvevri and its aging system
lacks (Baiano & Mentana 2015). Above cliam also is validated by the
interview with qvevri maker, who described the following situation: “I
know that our ancestors for molding the qvevris used special type of
sludge available in some areas of Kvirila (river in western Georgia) bed.
What kind of mold was that, I do not know. I heard from my father that he
tried to find it, but the river bed has changed its direction or the sludge
was not found. As I know it gave special characteristic to the clay,
allowing wine to breathe better in the qvevri, qvevris with that loom where
a bit darker than the ones we have now…”
Many wine makers during interviews expressed concern, that for
promoting qvevri wine on high end markets, it is very important to have
solid scientific enforcement and validation of the qvevri qualitative
characteristics, as existing few solid researches show specific and
extraordinary character of qvevri wines, that should be enforced and
promoted- “the best oenological parameters, antioxidant content, and
volatile profiles of wine produced by cryomaceration under reductive
conditions were showed by the wines aged in glazed and engobe
amphoras, (i.e. qvevris)” (Baiano &Mentana 2015, p23).
As it was mentioned, qvevri wine does not have registration as a product,
regulated by special PDO/PGI mark. In interviews with industrial wine
producers, they outlined that are mainly focused on quantities and export
markets, therefore see no need in such regulation, as structure of export
indicates that their main emphasis is made on ordinary wines, qvevri wine
is only 5% of the total wine export 16. Despite recent increased popularity
within the international wine circles, qvevri wine export is of fragmental
character and is designated mainly to niche markets/specific
consumers17. Unsubstantial share of qvevri wine in export quantities of
the industrial wineries cause absence of their intentions of to capitalize
on qvevri wine PGI/PDOs. Qvevri wine needs higher labor input and
cannot be produced industrially, its cost price is higher than ordinary wine
16

Figure obtained during interview with state representative

17https://www.galtandtaggart.com/en/reports/research-reports/georgias-wine-and-
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for export, and therefore it does not fit to strategies of the big industrial
companies.
Field work showed that majority of the small wine makers lacks
subsequent understanding of the GI concept and on current stage prefer
to promote individual labels rather than focus on gaining collective
instrument for valorization. Bottled qvevri wines mainly are focused on
premium market and absence of GI that clearly indicates authenticity of
the technology of qvevri is impediment, as fine wine market is based on
a highly specific factors like suitable terroir, the presence of human
capital with proper characteristics, a ‘contextual’ knowledge based on a
long-term presence of the production in the area, and legal barriers to
competition together with quantity and quality regulation, as in the case
of PGI/PDO (Malorgio & Grazia, 2007).
However, qvevri wine by its characteristics actually is distinctive from
other wines, but formalized attribution to “mark” will strengthen and
outline this “differentiation” to the consumers that are used to perceive
this difference based on known marks and identifications. Additionally to
strengthening the “differentiation” element in wine perception, Qvevri
wine registration (as a product) under protective mark will have enforcing
effect for its function as a regional cultural mark and at the same time
protect its authentic character. A strict regulation contributes to preserve
origin labelled products, mainly in wine marketing (Lorencini 2013).
During the interviews with wine makers and state institution
representatives was expressed identical attitude towards lack of
regulative framework - it is assessed the following way: unrestrictive
regulation allows subsistence producers to survive, but at the same time,
all stakeholders agree that positioning qvevri wine as a cultural marker
for the region, “In order to project it outside the territory” (Ray, 1998) is
only possible if solid quality characteristics of the wine is preserved.
Some wine makers that have experience in selling their wine on
international markets, expressed concern about a potential negative
goodwill spill-over when tourists are met with the home-made wine which
is not regulated and might be of inferior quality. Increased touristic flow
may push some distressed producers to use the moment and negatively
influence the qvevri wine image which is still in formation for the “outside
world”. Need for stricter regulative environment is clear, as the critical
success factor of typical products and their designations is in their being
synonymous of quality (Renard 2005).
From interviewed wineries, almost half are hosting tourists, some
occasionally, few already have accommodation for staying. Majority of
remained wineries plan to expand activity to this direction.
Also, based on information received from the state institutional
representatives, combination of wine production with hospitality business
components is becoming trending in Kakheti. Local cultural markers abundance of historical sites, rich culture texture, both geographical and
ethnological, create advantageous mosaic for attractive positioning of the
region for touristic business purposes. Cultural markers play important
role in formation of the holistic image of the region, as destination can be
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viewed as a geographical space or region which is perceived as one
entity by the travelers (Buhalis, 2000; Ritchie and Crouch, 2003).
Statistics shows that tasting Georgian cuisine and wine has highest
portion (74.8%) among the activities undertaken by visitors. Tourists in
Georgia consider that three most important elements that could convince
them to visit a winery or a wine region are: culture and history (21%),
tasting of local food and wine (18%) and wine tasting (15%). Most of the
wine tourists prefer medium class hotel (55%) and guesthouse (27%); 18
Above data indicates high potential for the community-based tourism
incentives in the region. That is interesting from local development
perspectives, as this type of tourism involves local residents in the design
and development of tourism activities, and retains greater part of the
generated revenues in the community. Agritourism is one of the best
ways of affirmation, improvisation, and existence of the village, and
sustainable development in the country (Zunic, 2011).
During the interviews with the wineries which have experience in tourism,
it was revealed that tourists especially are attracted by the qvevri wine
and related practices coupled with rich gastronomical traditions, special
character of the Georgian fest-supra and traditional Georgian polyphonic
music. Very specific wine making method, integrated into rich cultural
context, plays central role in shaping attractive image of the region. One
wine cellar owner explained: “Visitors perceive Qvevri not as just different
than standard wine making technology. It is consolidating symbol of all
the specific layers of the local culture that is expressed in practices,
music, dishes, local churches, landscapes and historic artefacts”.
To summarize the reflections of the interviewed local actors regarding the
tourism, it can be claimed that role of traditional wine in development of
regional tourism industry is substantial. Qvevri wine as a cultural marker
can be viewed as a regional development tool, facilitating towards
integration of the primary (agriculture), secondary (wine industry) and
tertiary (tourism) sectors and at the same time highlighting the respective
wine territory’s landscape attributes and uniqueness of the regional
“touristic terroir” (Hall & Mitchell, 2002).
Summary of the III Sub question
The results of conducted interviews during the field work showed
undoubted consensus of private and institutional actors regarding the
substantial role of the qvevri wine as a regional asset in positioning of the
region to the “outside” world. For the locals, such role of the qvevri
practice and related cultural attributes stems from the notion, that the
“special quality of an agricultural product is determined by the character
of the place from which it comes” (Bowen 2011).
The qvevri wine makers that are focused on high end markets and
attempt to penetrate fine wine segment outlined during the interviews,
18

https://gnta.ge/statistics/ 2022 05.02.
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that the place-based characteristics of the Qvevri wine are providing a
comparative advantage for its promotion in the international wine
markets. Premium wine producer during interview explained these
advantages of the qvevri wine the following way: “It is almost impossible
to compete with established wines on the premium market, as their
bouquet, terroir, names are considered as golden standards and there is
no sense to compete for example with premium French wines by
adopting your wine to French wine perception sensibilities. Old world
wines are perceived as “best possible options” of wine perception, hence
if you follow their path, your best achievement can be being “best second”
or “very good shadow of the French good wine”. But if you make the wine
which is different and this distinctiveness is authentic, there are plenty of
people in the world who want to taste something different, authentic and
newly reappeared “old”. That people are our segment on the premium
market. “
Actually, the best examples of this type of wines is sold with small
quantities, mainly on niche markets and is becoming increasingly known
among wine circles. Based on NWA forecasts (Info from Interview with
NGO representative) qvevri wine sales will be increased steadily in
coming years. Taking into account the full reliance of the producing
process on local resources, increasing popularity of the qvevri wine on
foreign markets might lead to more incentives to local economy.
However, taking into account portion of the qvevri wine sold (5% of the
whole export 19) and the character of its comparative advantages, it is
hardly imaginable that in foreseen future qvevri wine demand will
increase significantly on premium market. This statement is enforced by
the notes from discussion with the representatives of the NGO and State
Body. There are and will be successful examples for supplying to
premium segment, but considering the scale and capacity of the premium
market sales, this process will not have substantial impact for those local
actors which are not part of this supply chain.
Therefore, qvevri wine export sales are important instrument in promotion
this asset as cultural resource, but for achieving more inclusive outcome
from valorization it is needed approach that will focus on possible impact
for wider circle of local actors.
In the context of the abovementioned statement, GI model application to
qvevri wine can become useful tool for consolidating wider circle of small
scale producers that need broad enabling framework for higher rent
retention from their produce. Introduction of GI and CoP for the qvevri
practice will add competitiveness to local wineries, as inclusion of the
authentic wine making methodology in GI scheme rather than orienting
on less known local, geographical boundaries in AOs, will add more
competitive power in form of “distinctiveness”. Some local Geographical
names within Kakheti may not be strong markers for “differentiation” than
authentic, unique methodology.

19
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Initiating GI introduction may additionally influence strengthening of the
social capital and enforcement of the weak “agency” of locals through
collective action that is needed for GI implementation and protection.
Small scale local actors need the framework that can stimulate coupling
the qvevri wine practice with spectrum of regional cultural markers. This
will create fertile environment for stimulating pluriactivity of wine makers.
Observations during the field work showed, that such activities mainly
concern hospitality business. I can argue that visitors are prone to visit
wine cellars, participate in qvevri wine making, wine testing and enjoy
Georgian fests-supras accompanied with traditional Georgian traditional
polychromic songs. This trend was described by the interviewee: “My
cellar is old, family owned building. The process of qvevri wine making
attracts tourists, they are offered to participate in harvesting and later
crushing of grapes into qvevri that is impressive event for them, all usually
is finished with Georgian traditional dinner with many wine drinking,
traditional music and local food. Some tourists make their own wine which
is stored in my qvevris. They are sealed and when time comes, I will
bottle and send to them, with their initials inscribed on the label.
Sometimes they even ask to send them photos of their qvevris”.
Hospitality is the sector that can enforce capacity of local wineries. Many
wine makers are already offering their services to tourists and many are
in process of adjusting their properties for such activities. Recreational
potential in the region is still more enhanced by old traditions and rich
cultural heritage, hospitality of local people (the Kakhetians), their
folklore, traditional cuisine with unique dishes (Paresishvili & Mirzaeva,
2017).
Notwithstanding the ambiguous attitude among wine makers regarding
the role of CoP and GI of qvevri wine, if there will be efforts made from
the institutional actors to highlight the positive side of this tools, I think
majority of producers will be convinced to participate in the process. More
Institutional support is needed for building producer’s horizontal
interaction in the form of associations and producer groups, which will
have capacity and inclusive legitimacy to introduce protective measures
based on local needs and development objectives. Such frameworks
might fill the gap created by the existing state introduced regulative
framework and stimulate more community based approaches towards
preserving and developing the cultural asset like qvevri wine.

Chapter 5. Discussion
Despite the fact that Georgia is relatively “newcomer” on the world wine
market, actually it has experienced around 8,000 vintages, boasts at
least 525 endemic varieties of grapes, features distinctive production
techniques centered on the use of clay vessels, qvevri, and has an
enviable reputation for hospitality involving lavish and lengthy feasts
(Anderson 2013). Due to historical and geopolitical misfortune, Georgia
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had no possibility to open its spacious wine culture to the outside world
until recently.
In relatively small land area of wine region Kakheti, which is home of
almost 70% of Georgian wine production, 20 wine is inscribed into the
archaeologically important agro ecological landscapes, into distinct
folklore and culinary culture, into monasteries and in Georgian
polyphonic songs. The basket of cultural and social expressions of the
region is shaped by the wine, it can said that in the fundament of local
self-identity is rooted two attributes of wine: This place is the cradle of
wine and our wine making practice is unique.
Most vividly the value of the qvevri wine is articulated in inclusive picture
of the local cultural, social and historical amenities. It can be said that
qvevri wine has potential to embody and reflect the whole spectrum of
cultural and social uniqueness of the region. Food product is viewed by
local actors as a marker of the local cultural system (Ray 1998), and
therefore, such symbolic meaning of this practice in the local
community’s social and cultural life creates foundation for the claim that
this product may play a function of catalyst of local interests around a
common project (Pacciani 2001).
Qvevri as a cultural marker of the region is extensively articulated in
different constellations by industrial actors, amid the efforts to open a new
market niche for historical wines (Keushgierian & Ghaplanyan, 2015).
Fragmentation of vineyards and weak social capabilities of locals for
collaboration determine weak bargaining power of grape growers
towards the companies that capitalize on growing demand from the
established markets (CIS &China) for inexpensive but fabled wines
(Sheltovna&Feuer 2016). Despite the fact that industrial companies main
markets are as mentioned above, for new markets, many Industrial wine
producers use qvevri as central component for their “differentiation”
marketing strategies, while qvevri wine share in industrial companies
output is not substantial. For industrial companies qvevri coupled with the
notion of “cradle of wine” plays the role of attribute, sign of Georgian wine
“historicity”, and “distinctiveness” without intentions to focus on the qvevri
wine as strategic product itself.
In the context of global competition, small and medium enterprises
(SMEs) as a rule in the wine sector choose to grow based on volume of
production or product differentiation (Anderson, 2012), for the Kakhetian
traditional
wine makers “Differentiation” strategy is priority, as growing number of
small and medium-size wine-producing enterprises, oriented mainly on
traditional winemaking practices are entering the market (Kemashvili
2012). Qvevri wine for them is main production item, and not a “sign” like
for the industrial companies. These small/medium wineries are inherent
part of local communities as prevalently they are former grape growers
with wine making knowledge stemming from ancestral inheritance. These
wineries try to grasp higher margin in positioning their produce as product
20https://www.geostat.ge/en/modules/categories/93/regional-statistics
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of traditional, artisanal practice, not a sign of “historicity”, but real
outcome of historically protected practice.
This dichotomy in existing utilization patterns of qvevri practice define the
different foreseen interests of these groups of producers. The possibility
of triggering complete rural development processes, or more in general
the typology and the intensity of the impact of the typical product on the
rural economy, depends on the possibility offered to the different local
actors to benefit from the action of valorization (Belleti &Marescoti 2001).
It can be assumed, that small/medium size wineries, that are integrated
part of the texture of the local communities, may play leading role in
attaching value to the typical product for its capacity of attracting
consumers and promoting at the same time a differentiated basket of
products and services localized in the area (Pacciani 2001). Coincidence
of Interests of the wineries and local communities is reflected into the
need of valorization strategy, which will protect qvevri wine from the role
of just “sign” of the wine produced industrially. Instead, for realization of
the potential, stored into the attitude of locals towards this practice, is
needed strategy that considers concentration on the product itself,
strengthening its protective attributes that will create additional
opportunities of increased rent for broader group of local actors.
From the suggested valorization strategies, conceptualized by Pacciani
2001, Belleti & Marescoti 2002; Traegera 2007 and discussed in the
previous chapters, Supply Chain Strategy is focused more on supply
chain actor’s interests to capitalize on increased rent from restrictive
qualification of the element of the supply chain in producing typical
product. In this strategy, central focus is on regulative mechanisms of the
product, from which the rent is created (Pacciani 2001). Also, the
geographical “name” of the typical product, as information summary for
the consumer, incorporates the rent associated with the territorial origin
(Pacciani, Belletti e Marescotti, 2001). Kakheti is not a “name” that can
add value to the product, as this name is still new and unestablished
connotation for the wine world. Hence, taking into consideration minor
share of the qvevri wine in total produce of the industrial producers and
existing uncertainty with the clear qualification principles for the qvevri
wine, this strategy may not be viable mechanism for stimulating
territorially based incentives. Also, in this strategy, often the actors not
belonging to the typical product supply chain, play a secondary role in
the valorization initiative. In these cases the specific, place based
knowledge according to the type of choices adopted during the definition
of the product specifications, may be unimportant to the process of
valorization of the place based product (Belleti &Marescoti 2001).
As a more suitable framework for the addressing above mentioned aims
of the broader circle of the local actors, may serve territorial quality or
Extended Territorial Strategy. Under this strategy, it is the territorial
identity and associations of the product that are the bases of value
generation, rather than the physical outputs of a single production
network and supply chain (Traeger 2007). Belleti & Marescoti (2002)
define several preconditions that should be met for suitability of this
strategy in the local context. First, the typical product must represent an
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identity element for local actors. Social cohesion and a high degree of
embeddedness of the local community and the firms is important, and
they should support the consolidation of the identity based on the product
in order to project it outside the territory (Ray, 1998). Also, attractiveness
(real or potential) of the product for extra-local consumers and the
possibility for the product to be sold within the area of origin.
Conducted interviews, gained information during the field work and my
personal observations validated the assumption, that qvevri wine
encapsulates notion of the Kakhetian cultural heritage and can be
represented as a ”sign” of the territory for positioning it to “outside” (Ray
1998), by it fitting to the fundamental premise of the Territorial Quality
Strategy.
Compatibility of the named strategy features with the local context allows
further reviewing the research results in the framework of the Territorial
Quality Strategy and discussions regarding the optimal measures for the
local actors to activate the strategy components.
As it was mentioned, central element of the valorization strategies is
qualification mechanisms which define standards of production and
supply, pre-determined codes of practice, certified or guaranteed by an
independent (often noncommercial) body (Traeger 2007). Differently
from Supply Chain model, Territorial Quality Strategy assumes
possibility, that the recognition path for a typical product often represents
the final or intermediate result of the process of valorization of the product
itself (Pacciani 2001). This is essential premise for successful
implementation of the strategy in Kakhetian context, as existing
identification mechanisms through state body (Sakpatenti) lacks
adjustment to the aims of regional development and inclusion of wider
circle of actors (discussed in the previous chapter). Sakpatenti interacts
well with the Samtresti (Big wine producer’s body) and various relevant
line ministries, but it is poorly connected to small-scale producers (Info
from Interviews). Also, there is no clear, elaborated approach towards
CoP of the Qvevri wine that should be a subject of wider consensus
among local producers. Likewise, the Territorial Quality strategy implies,
that codes of practice are drawn up via a consultative process involving
diverse stakeholders, arriving at a common understanding (Traeger
2007).
The qualification mechanisms in Territorial Quality strategy are
considered as tools to create or consolidate “notoriety”, not so much for
the product, as for the whole local economy. (Belleti & Marescoti 2002).
This characteristic of the strategy is in line with local needs to increase
value of “basket of local services”. As it was mentioned, backbone for
new Kakhetian regional developmental incentives is emerging net of
small scale local wineries that consider pluriactivity as a very substantial
part of their income (Field work information). Tourism and other local
activities -wine tourism, wine testing, gatrotourism, organization of
Georgian fests-supras (some mix of wine and gastronomic testing fused
with Georgian traditional polyphonic music) allows them to counter
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challenges of their moderate capacity and market penetration. Within the
Territotial Quality Strategy, the identities and associations are seen to be
utilizable by a broad range of actors who may apply them to a ‘basket’ of
goods and services (Pecqueur, 2001), resulting in a wide distribution of
economic rent.
An important aspect in order to activate a Territorial Quality Strategy is
given by the involvement of local public institutions, who has the power
of using a set of territorial planning and financial tools (Traeger 2007).
Also, local institutions may play a critical role in managing the
qualification process and the interests of diverse actors (Marescotti,
2002). In Kakhetian context we see week ability of local producers to
consolidate efforts and create horizontal structures aiming strengthening
their capacity. At the same time, institutional players with strong
international donor engagement are actively working for provision
supportive mechanisms for strengthening local wine producers.
However, as It was outlined by the small/medium producers during the
interviews, state approach is centered mainly on interest of big players,
as ultimate goal is to increase output and further export of the Georgian
wine (Field work results).
The state institutions support extensively industrial companies by
subsidizing grape purchases, also they have more comfort in accessing
to finances. Taking into account weak “agency” of the local actors,
institutional players should refocus their accent from output increase of
the industrial sector on stimulating measures to support initiation,
strengthening and capacity building of the local players. Growth in rural
areas strictly depends on the quality of the local institutional structure and
on its capacity to reinvent and rearrange economic choices if needed
(Trabalzi & DeRosa 2011).
Elaboration of the formalized CoP of the qvevri wine and the qvevris
could be one of the main topics for collaboration of the Institutional
players and local actor’s broad circle. Such thematic interaction on
consensual subject may unravel new formats and topics for further
strengthening of collaboration. Each member of the collective action
organization must believe the benefits of acting together exceed the
benefits of acting alone (Dune 1986).
Rural development is not just about “new things” being added to
established living style. It is about newly emerging and historically rooted
realities (Van Der Ploeg et al., 2000, p. 400). Thus how the increase of
role of historically rooted practice would influence rural development
process of Kakheti?
Addressing this question may be appropriate within three dimensions of
the rural development (Pacciani 2001):
1. Endogeneity – qvevri wine is endogenous product based on local
resources- goods, skills, and contextual knowledge. However, actors’
ability to consolidate around the resource for advancing local agenda is
49

weak. There is a need for external initiatives to help local communities to
organize themselves in formalized ways. At the same time these
initiatives should not be led by institutional actors. Institutional actor’s role
should be initiations and support by creating conditions for local actors
eventually to take a lead and strengthen trust towards ability of the
formalized frameworks to materialize their goals. The enabling
framework of the “Top to Bottom “ and “Bottom to Top” interaction should
be construed with the focus to redirect strong sense of identity of the local
communities related to the practice to the formalized social cohesion.
2. Integrated - As Carter (1993) notes, place is space to which meaning
has been ascribed. Qvevri wine is one of the meaning that is linked with
other cultural markers of the region and collectively they shape the
perception of the region. Qvevri wine practice is inscribed into the local
social and economic texture. Its social and cultural attributes coupled with
other cultural markers of the region (Historical Sites, Landscapes,
Gastronomy, Folklore) can stimulate economic activities related to
tourism, manufacturing and services.
Emerging network of small/medium size wineries look at multifunctional
model of activity as balancing source for their weaknesses in market
penetration. The wineries that focus on traditional wine making artisanal
practice are more attractive for tourists as they can offer integrated set of
local cultural attractions and real touch with ancient wine making practice.
Attributes of the qvevri wine’s “image” are not result of marketing
constructs, but they are real fragments of the live cultural process of the
local communities. Possibility to share this live experience makes qvevri
wine important contributor in perception of uniqueness of the local
atmosphere by visitors not familiar with local culture.
3. Sustainable – qvevri wine practice is artisanal process which is fully
relying on local resources, it is environmentally friendly, as qvevri wine
processing is organic by default (named as natural wine in local
communities). Specific production pattern, unreplaceable high labor
intensity and needed special know how deter this practice from industrial
model of production. Continued recognition of the Georgian wines would
not be for the more inexpensive wines but for the boutique operations,
the organic wines made with little intervention, the wines stripped back to
show the natural beauty of the people and the place (Feiring 2016).
Focus on utilization of diversity of endemic vines and methodology
considering “low intervention” principles in wine making makes qvevri
practice sustainable. Main attributes for the locals of the qvevri wine are
“Naturality” and “Purity”, hence the whole production and utilization
process is considering best sustainable practices.
In this thesis, based on my findigs I tried to argue that the optimal model
for the valorization of the qvevri wine in Kakhetan regional context is
Territorial Quality Strategy, discussed in previous chapters. Below I tried
to adjust the measures that should be taken in Kakheti with the principles
of the Strategy, in order to demonstrate the applicability of this model in
the local context:
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Extended
Territorial Main areas of intervention in Kakhetian Context
Strategy Principles
General
Territorial
1. Promotion of the qvevri wine as a consolidated
Objective Promotion,
image of the Kakhetian cultural distinctiveness,
coupled with notion of region as “Cradle of
Development of
Global Image of
Wine”; Emphasis on Practice (within the set of
the rural area
other cultural markers) as expression of the
and
cultural uniqueness and subsequent reference
to Region ;
contribution to
generation
of
2. Wine marketing externally should focus on
joint surplus
regional/country image rather than Individual
Wine attributes. Qvevri methodology as a “sign”
should be integrated with notion of “Cradle of
Wine” and other cultural markers of the Region.
3. Supporting measures to Increase role of
small/medium scale wine makers in the
formation process of the qvevri wine practice
as “regional identity”;
Actors
Local
1. In absence of horizontal inclusive mechanisms,
who take Associations.
State Central and Regional Institutional players
should initiate and support frameworks
initiative
Local
Public
Institutions.
facilitating horizontal collaboration of local
Supply
Chain
productive actors.
firms must be
2. Within the process of elaboration of Code of
“stimulated” to
Practice for qvevri wine and the qvevri itself,
take
part
which should be initiated by NWA, engagement
of the industrial companies in the process will
actively
in
initiative.
be positive factor.
Inclusion/ Initiators tend to
1. Institutional Players should take initiative and
Exclusion include
other
launch inclusive process for qvevri wine and
actors
to
qvevri CoP formalization.
encourage
2. Broad involvement in valorization measures of
all Public institutions –Research Centers, reps
maximum level
of related regional business and public sectors
of participation.
(Tourism, Horeca, and Museums etc) should
be welcome.
3. Creation of consulting and researching format
within the NWA comprising from families that
are ancestrally involved in qvevri molding.
Approach Focus
of
1. Qvevri wine and Qvevri need registered Code
productions
of Practice that will reflect traditional
process
methodology (Kakhetian method).
characteristics
2. Practice should be protected from the
and
territorial
individualistic interpretations in order to
externalities.
preserve “historical “identity and its value
Attention
on
based on this “historicity”.
“memory”
of
3. Qvevri wine making process itself has cultural
culture
and
value that may be used for strengthening
history if product
distinctive image of the region.
is
cultural
marker for local
community.
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External
Actor’s
role

Actors who take
initiative are not
directly involved
in supply chain
and frequently
rely on other
actors outside
the territory for
product
specifications
definitions.

Risk and Failure
in
Causes of convincing local
failure
supply
chain
firms in joining
the
initiative.
Inter-sectorial
cooperation
among the firms
aiming
in
creating
and
exploiting and
the
joint
territorial
surplus

1. International Donors /Institutions involved in
Georgian
Agricultural
Development
in
coordination with the GoG should focus on
attraction International Solid actors for
Research/validation and subsequent increase
of awareness of the qvevri practice and its
socio cultural attributes.
2. Similar to UNESCO recognition of qvevri as
worlds’s cultural heritage(In 2013), solid and
diversified scientific researches should be
intensified for strengthening and further
promotion of the claim of Georgia that it is
“Cradle of Wine”;
3. More thorough and multidimensional scientific
researchers also are needed to validate
advantageous qualitative characteristics of the
qvevri wine.
1. Without consolidated and adjusted narrative and
clear guidelines, Qvevri “story” may lose
marketing appeal when overused.
2. Existed weak bridging social capital may cause
complications among local actors to consolidate
efforts for shared goals.
3. Geopolitical and Political Risks may limit Tourist
Flows, by it squeezing the effect of the strategy.

Chapter 6. Conclusion
The central idea of this thesis was to investigate the place based
characteristics of the traditional wine making practice, embedded into
socio cultural context of the Kakheti region of Georgia. The investigation
was oriented to provide valid argumentation for selecting the optimal
valorization strategy from the theoretical models of the valorization
strategies provided in the previous chapters of this paper. The research
question of the thesis was construed based on this objective. Three sub
questoins of the research where aiming to frame the research within three
main directions: What are the nature of qvevri wine place based
characteristics, what is the potential of the social cohesion locally to
initiate collective action and what are the opportunities for the promotion
of the local cultural resource.
The research gave sufficient evidence to argue, that theoretical model of
Territorial Quality Strategy is optimal framework that can reflect the
particularities of the regional context for optimal valorization of the qvevri
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wine, for creation of the additional rent from this resource for the broad
circle of the local actors. This conclusion is relying on several
argumentations, that where unfolded during the research process:
1. Distinctiveness of this product is stemmed from the specific
methodology of wine making, which is retained unchanged
from ancient times. Retention of the practice unchanged
throughout the centuries is determined by the prioritized place
of the wine in the value system of the local communities, as
“Protection of the Identity” and “Protection of the Wine” has
almost the same connotation. Protection meant protection of
the practice “unchanged”. Being such strong attribute of the
cultural identity, qvevri wine can be regarded as element of the
strong territorialization, which has a capacity to enforce
resistance of the local communities against external modes of
resource distribution and also become central component for
the territorial development strategy.
2. Qvevri wine is valued by the local communities not only as a
product, but as a practice on the first place. The sense of
identity is strongly affiliated with the practice and safeguarding
the practice itself is a part of the sense of belonging to the place
and integral part of the local identity. Acknowledgement of the
practice itself as a source of value can be a possibility for
linking the practice with other cultural markers of the region, by
it attaining function of being central element of a “basket” of
goods and services. This “basket” of goods and services in the
framework of the regional development can grant opportunity
to broad circle of local actors to benefit from valorization
process.
3. While there is lack of social capital needed for initiating of the
projects and “proactive” pattern of social conciseness in local
communities, however, it can be claimed that local
communities have strong traditional capacity to be “reactive”
and consolidate for “protection” towards various external
imagined or real threats. This local social particularity should
be utilized in designing optimal mix of “Top down” and “Bottom
up” collaborative frameworks, initiated by the institutional
players with further transfer of initiative to local actors. State
role should become facilitator and supporter, while processes
should be led by formalized group of local actors.
4. Qvevri wine methodology needs comprehensive Code of
Practice elaborated by broad circle of stakeholders. Code of
Practice and initiation of introduction of the PGI for qvevri wine
will mainly serve interests not only of those limited number of
wine makers which successfully operate on premium market,
but named initiatives will enforce small/medium size wineries
with moderate capacity that struggle to become established.
Initiation campaigns of collective efforts aiming establishment
of the Code of Practice and GI should connote with the
“protective” feature of local social construct, in order to be
activated inclusively.
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Above findings are logically interplaying with the central preconditions of
the Territorial Quality Strategy: Typical product represent an identity
element for local actors (not only those involved in the production
process), it is the attractive for extra-local consumers (Belleti &Marescoti,
2002). Qvevri wine practice, that has capacity to integrate other cultural
markers of the region into one “basket”, can position full cultural
attractiveness of the region in its entirety to the “outside” (Ray, 1998).
This attribute of the Territorial Quality strategy is coinciding with the
interests of the broad circle of the local actors in Kakheti, attempting to
succeed in pluriactivities. Supply of products and services which
compose the “basket” may create consumer surplus higher than the sum
of the surpluses of each good sold separately (Pecqueur, 2001).
The same matching can be outlined with the findings discussed above
and the process which leads to PDO/PGI in this strategy. Actually, PGI
process pays attention not so much to supply chain and product aspects
in a pure marketing vision, as to the “extended production process”,
which also includes the production of territorial externalities (Pacciani,
Marescoti, 2001). Hence, PGI and CoP initiatives locally in Kakheti
logically also should be centered on qvevri wine practice in the first place.
How efficiently may this cultural resource be valorized greatly depends
on ability of various local institutional or private actors to collaborate
within the broadly accepted road map for valorization. Only through
collaborative endeavors of local communities is possible to transform the
intrinsic value of the practice into practical added value that will be
distributed among the wide range of local actors.
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Annex A
Questionarry Qvevri wine Producers:
1. Why you decided to start Qvevri Wine making? რატომ გადაწყვიტეთ
ქვევრის ღვინის წარმოება?
2. How do you describe the main characteristics of the qvevri wine? What
is the difference for you between the qvevri wine and ordinary wine
making? აღწერდით ქვევრის ღვინის მთავარ მახასიათებლებს? რა
განსხვავებაა ქვევრსა და ჩვეულებრივი ღვინის წარმოებას შორის?
3. What connects this practice with the place? What are the factors that
shape the identity of the qvevri wine? რა კავშირია ქვევრის ღვინოსა და
მისი წარმოების ადგილს შორის? რა ფაქტორები განსაზღვრავს ქვევრის
ღვინის იდენტურობას?
4. What are the marketing channels for your wine? რა გაყიდვის არხებით
სარგებლობთ?
5. Are you involved in other types of activities? How qvevri wine making
relates to these activities? How these activities influence each other? სხვა
რა ტიპის აქტივობებით ხართ დაკავებული? (საქმიანობა აგროსფეროში). რა
კავშირია ქვევრის ღვინის კეთებასა და ამ საქმიანობებს შორის? რა გავლენას
ახდენენ ეს საქმიანობები ერთამენთზე?
6.What
are
the
factors
that
contribute
to
qvevri
wine
recognition/branding? What are the main features of consumer
perception for this wine? რა ფაქტორები ახდენენ გავლენას ქვევრის ღვინის
აღიარებასა და ბრენდინგზე? რას აღიქვამს თქვენი აზრით მომხმარებელი
ქვევრის ღვინოსთან მიმართებაში?
7. How you cooperate with other local actors within the qvevri wine
making process/related activities? How can this cooperation become
more efficient? What will be the desired cooperation model for you? რა
ტიპის თანამშრომლობას აქვს ადგილი ქვევრის ღვინის წარმოების
პროცესში? როგორ შეიძლება ეს თანამშრომლობა უფრო ეფექტური გახდეს?
კოოპერაციის რა ფორმა იქნებოდა თქვენთვის ყველაზე მისაღები ამ
პროცესში?
8. What are the main problems connected with this wine making practice?
რა ძირითად პრობლემებს გამოყოფდით ქვევრის ღვინის წარმოებისა და
ოპერირების (წარმოება, რეალიზაცია ა.შ) პროცესში?
9.What
measures
should
regional/central
state
institutions
implement/organize for supporting qvevri wine makers and for increasing
the benefits from this practice?
რა ტიპის აქტივობებია საჭირო
ადგილობრივი და ცენტრალური ხელისუფლებიდან ქვევრის ღვინის
მწარმოებლების მხარდასაჭერად და ამ სექტორის სარგებლიანობის
გაზრდისათვის?
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10. How qvevri wine making can contribute to regional development of
Kakheti?
როგორ შეიძლება ქვევრის ღვინომ წვლილი შეიტანოს
რეგიონული განვითარების საქმეში?
Annex B
Questionnaire Institutional stakeholders (State Agencies, NGOs, Donor
Organizations etc)
1. How you describe the main characteristics of the qvevri wine making
practice? როგორ აღწერდით ქვევრის ღვინის ძირითად მახასიათებლებს?
2.
How you describe the connection of this practice with the territory?
How this practice influence the perception of the region? როგორ
აღწერდით
ამ
წარმოების
წესის
კავშირს
მისი
წარმოების
ადგილმდებარეობასთან? როგორ ზემოქმედებს ღვინის წარმოების ეს წესი
რეგიონის აღქმადობაზე?
3.
What are the main values related to this practice? What kind of
benefits can be “extracted” from this resource from regional development
perspective? რა არის ამ პრაქტიკასთან დაკავშირებული ძირითადი
ფასეულობები? რა ტიპის სარგებელი შეიძლება მიღწეულ იქნეს ამ
პრაქტიკიდან რეგიონული განვითარების კუთხით?
4.
Is Kakheti region a “sign” for the qvevri wine? Or qvevri wine is a
“sign” for Kakheti? Why? არის კახეთი "ბრენდი", მახასიათებელი
ქვევრის ღვინისთვის? თუ ქვევრის ღვინოა "ბრენდი", მახასიათებელი
კახეთისათვის? რატომ?
5.
Can qvevri wine play a role of cementing social cohesion? Why?
შეუძლია ქვევრი ღვინოს ითამაშოს როლი სოციალური კავშირების
გაძლიერების, სოციალური ურთიერთობების გაუმჯობესების საქმეში?
რატომ?
6.
How you describe the involvement of the institutional actors
(local/central government, NGOs) in supporting producers/branding the
qvevri wine?
როგორ დაახასიათებდით ინსტიტუციური აქტორების
(სახელმწიფო, არასამთავრობო ორგანიზაციები) ჩართულობას ქვევრის
ღვინის მწარმოებლებისა და პრაქტიკის ზოგადად მხარდაჭერის პროცესში?
7. What are the main inefficiencies of existing policies/strategies related
to utilizing this resource? რა არის სახელმწიფოს არსებულ სტრატეგიებსა
და შესაბამის მხარდამჭერ აქტივობებში ძირითადი ნაკლოვანებები, ქვევრის
ღვინის , როგორც აქტივის, უფრო ეფექტური უტილიზაციის მისღწევად ?
8.
How qvevri wine can influence regional development? What can be
the main drivers for this process? როგორ შეუძლია ქვევრის ღვინომ
გავლენა იქონიოს რეგიონულ განვითარებაზე? რა შეიძlება იყოს ამ პროცესის
მთავარი მამოძრავებლები?
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Annex c
RESEARCH PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
Who are we?
Wageningen University
Rural Sociology Chair Group
What are we doing?
Research:
What is the potential role of Qvevri Wine in Rural development of Kakheti, Georgia?
We want you to be involved in our research
This research will include site visits, participant observation, and semi-structured
interviews. Please read this sheet carefully and be confident that you understand its
contents before deciding whether to participate and provide signed consent. If you have
any questions about the project, please don’t hesitate to ask.
With your permission we will audio record the interview and transcribe the conversation
for analysis. If you don’t want to be audio recorded, that’s fine; you can still participate.
(we will take notes of our conversation).
Project Outputs and Website
The information we gather will be used for a thesis and other academic publications.
We may write about the research in a blog.
Benefits and risks of participating
By participating in this research you will be contributing to a better understanding of
Qvevri Wine Role in Rural Development of Georgia. You are free to decline to answer
any particular question you do not wish to answer for any reason. There are no known
risks if you decide to participate in this research study, but if you feel uneasy about your
continued participation you can withdraw your interview at any time (up to the point at
which it is processed/incorporated in publications). There are no costs to you for
participating in the study. The information collected may not benefit you directly, but
the information learned in this study should provide more general benefits.
Data management
The information collected from this study will be reported on in a way that ensures
confidentiality. To ensure confidentiality, data will be stored away safely and will be
viewed only by the project investigators. Also, pseudonyms (rather than your real name)
will be used in publications.
Your Rights
To reiterate, as a participant you have the right to:
(a) Withdraw from the project at any time and to withdraw any
unprocessed/unpublished data (including images) previously supplied.
(b) Be guaranteed that the project is for the purposes of research only.
(c) Be guaranteed that any personal information you provide will be safeguarded and
only disclosed where you have consented to the disclosure or as required by law.
(d) Be guaranteed that the security of the research data will be protected during and after
completion of the study.
The contact details of the Chief Investigators and Researchers are:
George Kankava
George.kankava@wur.nl
+995 577 410550
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CONSENT FORM
Consent
1. I have had the above project explained to me, and I have read the
information sheet.
2. I agree to participate in the above research project as described in the
Participant Information Sheet.
3. I agree to:
[ ] be interviewed and audio-recorded for this project.
[ ] be photographed for the purposes of the project.
[ ] allow the researcher to stay and work at the farm
4. I wish to:
[ ] remain anonymous in any publications or presentations associated with this
project.
[ ] be recognized in name for my contribution to the project and thus not
remain anonymous in any publications or presentations associated with the
project.
5. I acknowledge that:
(e) I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to
withdraw from the project at any time and to withdraw any
unprocessed/unpublished data previously supplied (unless follow-up is needed
for safety).
(f) The project is for the purpose of research. It may not be of direct benefit to
me.
(g) The privacy of the personal information I provide will be safeguarded and
only disclosed where I have consented to the disclosure or as required by law.
(h) The security of the research data will be protected during and after
completion of the study.
Participant’s consent
Full name of participant (Please print):
____________________________________________________________
Participant: _____________________________________
___________________
(Signature)
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Date:

