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ABSTRACT

Boosted since the inscription on the World Heri-
tage list, Loire Valley initiates a strategy of tourist 
development. It justifies the efforts of visibility of 
sites towards the visitors. The Domaine national de 
Chambord is a reference on a territory marked by 
a large number of famous sites and does not need 
heritage labels. It needs to be active on the social 
networks to value its excellence and develop loyalty 
from its publics. Is this arbitration the future of the 
communication or the privilege of the biggest sites?

According to the history of heritage labelling, la-
bels do not suit to big sites such as Chambord. On 

one hand, a qualitative study on the publics veri-
fies the limited impact of labels, brands, and other 
distinctive features on publics. On the other hand, 
according to a qualitative and quantitative study, 
it appears that alternative digital strategy on Face-
book allows to establish a new relation based on 
confidence between the users and the Domaine 
national de Chambord, which emphasizes its at-
tractiveness.
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RÉSUMÉ

Le Val de Loire s’inscrit dans une stratégie de 
développement touristique accéléré depuis 
l’inscription en 2000 au patrimoine mondial 
qui justifie les efforts de visibilité des sites à 
destination des visiteurs. Référence notable sur 
un territoire jalonné par un grand nombre de sites 
de notoriété et d’intérêt concurrents, le Domaine 
national de Chambord éprouve moins le besoin 
d’obtenir des labels du patrimoine que d’être actif 

sur les réseaux sociaux numériques pour valoriser 
son excellence, fidéliser ses publics. Cet arbitrage 
au profit des réseaux et aux dépens de l’expertise 
des labels est-il l’avenir de la communication ou 
bien le privilège des plus grands sites ? 

Le rappel du développement historique de la 
labellisation dans les domaines du patrimoine 
souligne le caractère peu adapté des labels aux 
grands sites tels que Chambord. De plus, une étude 
qualitative sur les publics du Domaine national a 
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vérifié l’impact limité des labels, marques, et autres 
signes distinctifs auprès des publics. En revanche, 
la stratégie numérique alternative impulsée à 
Chambord sur Facebook permet, sur la base d’une 
étude qualitative (netnographie) et quantitative, 
d’établir une nouvelle relation basée sur la confiance 

entre les utilisateurs et le site touristique, à même de 
renforcer son attractivité.

Mots-clés
Chambord, labels, patrimoine, Facebook, tourisme 

From the Grand Tour to the massification of tou-
rism, the 19th and 20th centuries saw the develop-
ment of tourism in France, initially reserved to an 
elite before being extended to the middle classes in 
the 1950s (Boyer, 2005). Originally founded on the 
frequentation of sites that were remarkable in terms 
of classical culture, the rise of tourism has accom-
panied the emergence of cultural heritage since the 
French Revolution (Boyer, 2005; Bertho Lavenir, 
1999). In this context, the historian will note that 
various markers of heritage appeared as early as the 
19th century on the initiative of the State that created 
official lists of a whole series of properties compri-
sing the national heritage. To this extent, we can 
refer to a heritage “supply” that is essentially origi-
nally cultural and targeting citizens. The “demand” 
remained the reserve of an elite able to engage in 
tourism but was already giving rise to early signs of 
promotion and the ranking of curiosities to be seen, 
particularly in the guide literature (Chabaud et al., 
2000). The advent of a genuine “heritage market” 
did not really emerge until the 1950s in a transfor-
med context where “producers” and “consumers” of 
heritage multiplied and that heritage became a com-
modity (Boyer, 2005; Prigent, 2013). Apart from the 
increase in the number of travellers, mass tourism 
normalised leisure behaviour by diversifying areas of 
interest beyond the classic elitist culture and trans-
formed tourist attractions into ordinary consumer 
products.  

From 1981 onwards, cultural policy boosted by Jack 
Lang lead to a reinforcement of the economic and 
tourist value of public heritage property, with en-
hanced communication, by an evolution in the status 
of state-owned sites towards more flexible forms of 
economic management (EPIC) and by the support 
of mediation regarding what is proposed in terms of 
cultural tourism. In this context, a certain form of 

competition occurs between cultural sites, especially 
in the Loire Valley with its plethora of both “large” 
and “small” sites, even though cultural attractions 
(zoos, leisure parks, etc.) are growing in number. 

Since the 19th century, the Loire Valley, lying in the 
heart of France has been renowned for its châteaux. 
As the area is close to Paris, it competes with the Ile-
de-France, Paris and the surrounding area, which 
attracts a large number of visitors. Since the Loire 
Valley became a World heritage site in 2000, it has 
been pursuing a fast-track tourism development 
strategy. The partnership work developed by the in-
ter-regional association of public entities, the Mission 
Val de Loire (literally, the Loire Valley Mission), 
has adopted a collective approach distinguishing 
“ambassador sites” from among more than 2,500 
châteaux in the Loire Valley, but without excluding 
individual efforts reinforcing visibility for visitors. 
In this context, the Domaine National de Chambord 
is a significant reference. Comprising a château and 
an estate of 5,400 ha, it is one of the sites that is 
strongly renowned on a national level. The site is re-
markable in terms of national history for the quality 
of the royal château built under François I, visited 
by Charles Quint, Louis XIV, Stanislas Leszczynski 
and later on by the Count of Chambord. The château 
is representative of Renaissance architecture and a 
chef-d’œuvre of the arts, boasting an estate the size 
of the city of Paris and that is home to exceptional 
hunting wildlife. The domain has been open to the 
public since the 19th century and has belonged to the 
State since 1930. Listed as an historic monument 
since 1840, it has been on the World Heritage list 
since 1981 before being incorporated into the wi-
der perimeter of the Loire Valley that became part 
of the World Heritage in 2000. After having been 
managed by the Centre of National Monuments for a 
long time, the site acquired the EIPC status in 2005, 
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thereby reinforcing its independent management 
and enabling it to develop its own independent tou-
rist strategy. As the ambassador site among the 22 
sites referenced in the Loire Valley by the Mission 
Val de Loire, the domain is located in an area with a 
great many well-known interesting and competitor 
sites, among which we cite the most remarkable châ-
teaux of Blois, Cheverny, Chaumont-sur-Loire in the 
immediate circle of the department of Loir-et-Cher, 
Amboise, Azay-le-Rideau, Chenonceau, Meung-sur-
Loire, Rivau, Valençay and Villandry a little further 
away in the departments of Indre-et-Loire, Loiret 
and Indre. Other tourist attractions are present in 
other towns of the Loire basin, with basilicas, less 
well-known châteaux, the zoo in Beauval, etc.

In a context where the choice is rich and diverse, 
the visibility of cultural heritage sites relies upon 
the creation of an image, the ability to highlight so-
mething specific and multi-targeted communication 
strategies. The Domaine National de Chambord is no 
exception to the rule, even if its existing reputation1 
sets it apart. Chambord is a prestigious monument 
that is well-known in France and abroad. It is now the 
first most-visited château in the Loire Valley and does 
not need to rely upon signs such as heritage labels of 
excellence that it already holds intrinsically, whereas 
it could make use of digital social networks. Although 
it does use labels, they are communicated modestly 
compared to other sites that showcase them with 
pride. The Domaine National de Chambord is highly 
active on digital social networks, as are most of the 
châteaux of the Loire Valley. Given the driving force 
played by the Domaine National de Chambord wit-
hin the Loire Valley, the site constitutes a particularly 
pertinent subject of study. The coexistence of pro-
motional tools and a different form of attractiveness 
seems to be the current norm, a strategy that has been 
adopted to attract as many people as possible, both to 
the masses and to those interested in specific visits. 
Being unable to diagnose what causes an increase 
in frequentation (Abrioux, 2020), managers do not 
hesitate in deploying a wide range of offers and refe-
rences, without any real arbitration: services policy, 
events, special visits, segmentation, proposal of an 
attractive site, labelling, digital social networks, me-
dia presence, locally, nationally and internationally, 

1 The test phase of a barometer of the Domaine, in reply to the question, “How did you find out about the Domaine National de Chambord?”, the 
majority replied its reputation.

if possible. Is the increased presence of digital so-
cial networks detrimental to labels? These tools are 
diametrically opposed to one another, as the former 
allow visitors to make comments that are publicly 
visible, whereas the latter are awarded according to 
the site’s ability to satisfy criteria defined by experts. 
The bottom-up approach of the experts towards the 
general public, can be replaced by a transversal peer-
to-peer approach with the  digital social networks, 
whose opinion  and strength in numbers are meant 
to reflect the value of the opinion (Cardon, 2015). In 
other words, are social networks the future of com-
munication for châteaux? How are social networks 
used by visitors? Little exploration has been carried 
out on the knowledge of the effects of these tools. On 
the one hand, measures of their impact are difficult 
to carry out and as a result, studies of the economic 
effects of labels are far and few between (Talandier, 
2008; Prigent, 2013). On the other hand, “new tech-
nologies” stimulate the imagination (Flichy, 2001; 
Cardon, 2010) and we tend to make them seem more 
important than they actually are, upgrading novel 
technology to the level of worship.   

Now we shall put into perspective how labels and 
digital social networks become known, build their 
reputation, how labels are used, and what they give 
rise to. The sociological issue we focus upon is the 
transformation “of the consumer figure” (Beuscart et 
al., 2016, p.141). How is a relationship of trust for-
med from models with such differing architecture? 
To what extent, or rather in what circumstances and 
what types of visitors allow themselves to be guided 
by these indicators? After distinguishing the diffe-
rent ways in which heritage is used, we will consider 
whether digital social networks are tools of tomor-
row or if they can exist alongside previous forms of 
distinction such as labelling approaches. Labels are 
received in a very heterogenous manner depending 
on the visitor’s profile. Digital social networks work 
according to a logic that is offset from the monu-
ment, based on an unstable relational approach. 
The Domaine national de Chambord is presented 
as a model that is then compared to other châteaux 
to see whether it announces a new way forward or 
whether it is only representative of well-established 
strategies.  
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The first part of this study addresses the problem 
through historical elements to highlight the complex 
development of labelling in heritage domains and 
how ill-suited it is to major sites such as the Domaine 
National de Chambord. In the second part, quantita-
tive and qualitative surveys of different populations 
measure the impact of labels, brands, appellations 
and other distinctive signs that appear to be rather 
ill-known and that are not apparently decisive factors 
that influence a decision to visit a site or not. Lastly, 
the third part of the study demonstrates the alterna-
tive digital strategy being encouraged at Chambord on 
Facebook. This social network enables a new relatio-
nal approach of trust to be established, based on the 
active participation of users of Chambord’s Facebook 
page. On the basis of a qualitative study (netnogra-
phy) drawn up from a corpus of comments made on 
the page, the results of the survey will be presented 
and discussed.

2 For example: “Monumental or majestic, great, beautiful, small, charming, imposing, enigmatic, mysterious, difficult to access, etc., the most 
beautiful, he purest in style the principal splendour, etc.”
3 The following graduation: Very interesting *, of the highest order ** for the Guide Bleu; is interesting *, worth visiting **, worth the journey *** 
for the Guide Vert.
4 Ancient for monuments and art, “culminating and offering a panorama” for natural sites, exceptional meaning “rare, unique, extraordinary, 
curious, original, etc.” for all, cf. Tanchoux in Tanchoux et Priet, 2020.

1. THE EMERGENCE  
OF DISTINCTIVE SIGNS
in the heritage field and  
the labels awarded to the Domaine  
National de Chambord

Labels appeared spontaneously in the second half of 
the 20th century and were organised according to a 
logic of competition for attention based on a commer-
cial model. They were extremely diverse and emerged 
in addition to protective legal tools or communication 
signs, generally in the form of logos that were visible 
to visitors. Despite their success in quantitative terms 
at the turn of this century, uniquely original heritage 
sites were marginalized.

1.1. Stars of the 19th-century  
tourist guides with  
20th century labels

Following the first initiatives of the 18th century that 
drew attention to curiosities, the number of guides in-
creased significantly in France, particularly at the end 
of the 19th century (Joanne in 1841 became the Guide 
Bleu in 1910, Pol in 1896, Michelin in 1900, Guide 
Vert in 1926, etc.). They were the first guides aimed 
at a wide public that provided information on sites to 
visit and representing something of a user manual for 
tourists. From 18702 onwards, comments and super-
latives were increasingly used. Classifications adop-
ted a system of stars to rank priorities for tourists vi-
siting sites, as they curiosities, hotels or restaurants. 
After 1918, the popular Guides Bleu and Vert3 marked 
places of interest according to various criteria4 using 
different typography (heavy print or italics) or using 
iconic signs along itineraries. Comments and stars 
used then were the forerunners of markers that are 
used today.

However, in the context of the 1950s, tourism adopted 
the commercial savoir-faire that had been developing 
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since the end of the 19th century to certify agricultural 
produce and manufactured goods5 to multiply signs 
of quality guaranteeing the value of tourist attrac-
tions. The reasoning was the same as that applied 
in the promotion of the quality and regional identity 
of food produce. As a specific sign of distinction of 
products on sale in a given market, the “label” is the-
refore similar to the category of collective marks of 
certification. Rather than aiming to differentiate one 
product from another, labelling aims to guarantee 
certain characteristics with reference to a set of crite-
ria that are regularly checked by an independent body 
for a public of consumers.

As long as a label is not registered with the INPI, it 
remains a distinctive sign that cannot be assimilated 
legally to a brand and does not represent a protec-
tive measure beyond being classified as an historic 
monument. But the overlap from the mid-1980s 
onwards of tourist and heritage labels, as well as logos 
relating to protective measures6 or to pure commu-
nication initiatives7 greatly increased the number of 
distinctive signs. The multiplication of labels for any 
one site clouded the difference between the various 
initiatives. From then on, they were assimilated to 
an accumulation of logos without any real means of 
understanding how they differed. Since then, through 
misuse of the term “label” with regard to its main 
meaning is obvious the daily assimilation to classifi-
cations, registrations, protections, brands, distinctive 
signs, etc. A plethora of f perceptions are now applied 
generally to many products and services. It can be 
likened to a communication strategy on quality that 
has been observed since the appearance of commer-
cial society. The promotion of quality labels is a recent 
phenomenon that raises new problems for economic 
stakeholders (Larceneux, 2001).

5 Office of patents and trademarks 1900, Appellations d’origine contrôlée 1935, multiplication of agricultural labels 1965-83, etc. cf. Tanchoux in 
Tanchoux et Priet, 2020.
6 The labyrinth of Reims for Monuments Historiques.
7 The logo of properties of the Centre des Monuments Nationaux.
8 Vieilles Maisons Françaises and Parc Naturel Régional (1967), Petites cités de caractère (1975), first to be entered on the World Heritage 
list (1978), Plus beaux villages de France (1982), Ville d’Art et d’Histoire (1985), Itinéraires culturels Européens (1987), Fondation du 
patrimoine label (1996), Plus beaux détours de France (1998), Patrimoine du xxe (1999), Géoparc (2000), Musée de France (2002), Jardin 
remarquable (2004), Entreprise du patrimoine vivant (2005), Patrimoine européen and Bateau d’intérêt patrimonial BIP label (2007), 
Grand site de France (2010), Maisons des illustres (2011).

1.2. How labels work and  
their contemporary success 

Legal protection of national heritage appeared at the 
dawn of the 20th century. But it was when various is-
sues of heritage, tourism and territorial planning is-
sues met that the “cloud” of labels emerged between 
1967 (Vieilles Maisons Françaises, Parc Naturel 
Régional) and 1985 (Ville d’Art et d’Histoire VPAH), 
expanding massively between 1996 and 20168. 
Stakeholders (private, regional, public, international 
institutions, etc.) accumulated or alternated objec-
tives of territorial development and the promotion of 
tourism, enhancements of national heritage and the 
ranking of memorial sense. Their use remained wit-
hin the confines of tourism (Tourisme et handicap 
2001, Qualité tourisme 2005, Entreprise du patri-
moine vivant 2006, etc.). These labels contributed to 
the symbolic construction of territories and became 
part of how local identities were represented. They 
mark tourist and cultural sites and promote certain 
qualities of a territory that people dream of, imagine, 
have perceived and experienced (Filloz & Colomb, 
2011).

In terms of engineering, the way in which candidate 
sites are awarded such markers works according to 
different processes, depending on whether the pro-
moter is public or private, national or local and also 
according to the type of property being promoted. 
Most labels have a set of clearly defined criteria that 
must be met for the sign to be awarded. Periodic re-
visions after a number of years confirm the whether 
the criteria have been met over time and will lead 
to suitable candidates having the mark renewed. In 
exchange, the increase the value of their investment 
and the quality of their site as a tourist attraction.

It is of fundamental importance to both public au-
thorities and private enterprise that the impact of 
labels be analysed as they ask themselves about the 



74 

Labellisation or social networks in the field of heritage: which winning strategy?  
The example of the Domaine national de Chambord

commercial efficiency of labelling compared to other 
forms of signalling. The managerial importance for 
organisations is to aim for a better understanding of 
what contributes to making a decision to purchase 
labelled products and services. This strategy must be 
correlated to a calculation of profitability of potential 
investments imposed by a programme of labelling. 
“Labelling is just one of many publicity options avai-
lable to companies. Decisions about labelling are 
studied just like any other decision about advertising 
strategy” (Golan, Kuchler &  Mitchell, 2000, p.7).

In 2016, five French Geoparks, fourteen Grands 
Sites de France, thirty-two Itinéraires Culturels 
Européens, fifty-one Parcs Naturels Régionaux, one 
hundred and five Plus beaux détours de France, one 
hundred and fourteen Petites Cités de caractère, 
one hundred and fifty-three Plus beaux villages de 
France and one hundred and eighty-six Villes et Pays 
d’Art et d’Histoire, two hundred and two  Maisons 
des illustres, four hundred and nineteen Jardins re-
marquables, one thousand and fifty-two properties 
on the World Heritage list, forty-two of which are 
in France, one thousand two hundred and eighteen 
Musées de France, one thousand three hundred and 
forty Entreprises du patrimoine vivant, two thousand 
eight hundred buildings were part of the Patrimoine 
du xxe siècle before the LCAP law of 7th July 2016, 
demonstrate the success of labelling as a strategy for 
visibility. Moreover, branching out onto a European 
and international scale, there are networks such as 
the Plus beaux villages or the Geoparks. In parallel, 
more than forty-four thousand Monuments histo-
riques, one hundred and three Secteurs sauvegardés 
and nearly seven hundred ZPPAUP-AVAP-SPR, 
one thousand seven hundred and fifty-eight Natura 
2000 sites, six thousand seven hundred Sites natu-
rels either listed or registered, all of which contribute 
to the legal protection of France’s heritage, whilst 

9 Qualité tourisme and Tourisme et handicap. Vignobles et découvertes and Distinction palace targeted..
10 Petites cités de caractère, Plus beaux villages de France, Ville et Pays d'Art et d’Histoire, Commune du patrimoine rural de Bretagne, Villes 
sanctuaires de France, Plus beaux détours de France, to which we add, to a lesser degree, the Port d’intérêt patrimonial.
11 Parc naturel régional, Forêt d’exception, Grand site de France, Géoparc.
12 Musée de France, FRAC, Centre culturel de rencontres, Pôle national de référence, and to a lesser extent Domaine national.
13 Vieilles maisons françaises, Fondation du patrimoine label.
14 Patrimoine du xxe siècle, Jardin remarquable, Maisons des illustres, Bateau d’intérêt patrimonial, Entreprise du patrimoine vivant, 
Patrimoine européen, Intangible Cultural Heritage-Patrimoine culturel immatériel of UNESCO, Memory of the World-Mémoire du monde.
15 Patrimoine en Isère, Communes du patrimoine rural de Bretagne, Port d’intérêt patrimonial.
16 Site naturel classé ou inscrit, Parc national, Zone Natura 2000.
17 On the World Heritage list or the Intangible Cultural Heritage or Memory of the World of UNESCO, Geopark, Patrimoine européen.

playing a secondary role as of a “marker of attention”, 
that can be likened to additional labels of excellence.

1.3. The distinctive signs of  
the Domaine National  
de Chambord

Although two of the four French “tourist” labels are 
open to any heritage site9, with the exception of being 
registered on UNESCO’s World Heritage list which 
can target an asset that is cultural and/or natural, 
“heritage” labels are reserved de facto to assets that 
have the adequate target criteria. In an attempt to 
establish a ranking, seven labels relate exclusively to 
the architectural heritage of towns10. Four of them 
are aimed at remarkable natural sites11, four others 
concern cultural museum-type structures12, and two 
relate to unprotected buildings of minor architectu-
ral interest that are often privately owned13. Strictly 
speaking, other labels single out properties that are of 
unique value or that are a unique form of heritage14.  . 
Moreover, three of the labels on this list apply to speci-
fic geographical areas15 and in addition, three protec-
tive measures protect natural heritage16, although the 
traditional Monument historique indicates a property 
that is excellent in terms of heritage point of view, 
without any particular reference to a specific mate-
rial form. Lastly, in terms of noteworthiness, these 
distinctive French signs are mainly meaningful to the 
French public. Only international labels17 export the 
image of national heritage abroad, with additional 
prestige and reference to how exceptional they area.

In this context, suitable distinctive signs for a site 
like Chambord are rather few in number. In the 
Loire Valley, the Domaine National de Chambord on 
UNESCO’s World Heritage list has the Qualité tou-
risme label in addition to other markers of attention 
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(Monument historique classé and holds the protected 
area Natura 2000 label). An application for the Jardin 
remarquable label was considered for the gardens 
that were inaugurated in 2017 by François Hollande. 
It is significant that the excellence of the site and its 
artistic historical and natural value stand out via its 
early classification as a Monument historique (1840), 
its entry on the Patrimoine mondial list (1981) and 
the presence of Natura 2000 areas. However, these 
forms of recognition are not exploited to the full in its 
communication. Information about the labels is not 
necessarily displayed at the entrance to the château as 
is the case for Villandry or le Rivau (Abrioux, 2020). 
This sort of information is displayed discreetly on the 
website, at the very bottom of the page and among 
an heterogenous groups of logotypes18,  , leaving out 
the Monument historique and Natura 2000 labels 
altogether. As for the digital social network labels, 
they appear at the top of the homepage and appear 
in several other places. It is equally significant that 
the Qualité tourisme and La Loire à vélo markers 
are displayed, unliked the Monument historique, 
markers that are not related to heritage factors, but 
that are more about tourism and how well visitors 
are received. Indeed, there is no point in seeking to 
emphasize heritage value if the quality of the welco-
me reserved for visitors is lacking. Finally, in terms of 
communication, the signs of quality, value or protec-
tion are often shown without any distinction whereas 
the digital social networks form a homogenous family 
that is presented in a coherent package. 

Now we can consider the extent to which visitors find 
their way around this plethora of distinctive signs.

18 Association des résidences royales européennes, Comité régional du Tourisme Centre-Val de Loire, Atout France, Ministère de la culture et de 
la communication, Ministère de l’agriculture, de l’agroalimentaire et de la forêt, Ministère de l’environnement, de l’énergie et de la mer.
19 The list of the 419 sites bearing the Jardin remarquable label was updated in February 2017. It includes 140 monuments: castles, manors, 
priories, abbeys or estates. There are 30 such sites in the Région Centre-Val de Loire, including 17 monuments such as the castles of Amboise, 
Ainay-le-Vieil, Bouges, Chaumont-sur-Loire, La Bussière, Le Rivau or Villandry.
20 On a national scale, 195 sites were labelled Maisons des illustres in 2013, including 35 châteaux. In the Centre-Val de Loire region, the châteaux 
of Saché, Sagonne, Sully and Valençay are labelled, thus 4 châteaux among the 11 establishments bearing the label.
21 The brand La Loire à vélo and Accueil à vélo were not included as they are specific to a region.
22 It is not a label in the strictest sense of the term, rather more a listing. However, it is used and perceived as a label; it thus acquires the same 
function. In this sense, the Monument historique, as a measure providing legal protection, could have been added to the list.
23 The list of labels presented in the first survey includes: Patrimoine européen, Grand site de France, Jardin remarquable, Fondation du 
patrimoine, Tourisme et handicap, Patrimoine mondial de l’UNESCO, Plus beaux villages de France, Musée de France, Entreprise du patrimoine 
vivant, Qualité tourisme, Écoquartier, Maisons des illustres, VPAH, Géoparc, a total of 14 labels. The list presented in the other surveys has been 
was extended to include 23 labels. In addition to those already mentioned, the following were added: Petite cité de caractère, Plus beaux détours 
de France, Patrimoine du xxe siècle, Forêt d’exception, Mémoire du monde, Parc national, Parc naturel régional, Bateau d’intérêt patrimonial, 
Intangible Cultural Heritage-Patrimone culturel immatériel.

2. FROM BEING WELL-KNOWN 
TO USING LABELS

France currently has a long and varied list of labels in 
the field of cultural and landscape heritage (Abrioux, 
2013; Lemière, 2014; Van de Moortele, 2014; Jeudy 
and Curnier, 2015; Lallement and Aïm, 2016). The 
list regarding châteaux is lighter. Our study concerns 
two labels (Jardin remarquable19 and Maisons 
des illustres20), two brands21 (Qualité tourisme 
and Tourisme et handicap) and a “pseudo-label”22 
(UNESCO World Heritage).

2.1.  Survey carried out  
on a population of  
heritage connoisseurs

Different quantitative and qualitative studies carried 
out between 2015 and 2016 within the framework 
of a regional research programme (Table 1) with in-
habitants from the Centre-Val de Loire region (two 
“population” quantitative surveys) and visitors from 
the châteaux of Chambord, Villandry and le Rivau 
(“visitor” qualitative surveys) looked into the level 
of knowledge people have about heritage labels, how 
the labels are perceived and used. The first two ques-
tionnaires focused on the relationship to heritage 
labels. Knowledge was measured via two questions: 
the ability to name one or more heritage labels and 
the extent of knowledge of the labels on a list23 of 
14 labels for the first survey and of 23 labels for the 
second survey. The answers were ordered as follows: 
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1° good knowledge, 2° vague knowledge (has heard of 
the label) or 3° no knowledge.

The data collected from the visitors of the three 
châteaux (grey lines on table 1) can be processed in 
qualitative terms with reference to knowledge and 
awareness of the labels and in quantitative terms by 
grouping the visitors’ answers according to each of the 
three sites (N = 101).

Priority has been given to the first quantitative sample 
and the results of the test phase, as the distribution was 
better controlled. The environment in which the two 
“population” questionnaires were distributed confers 
a specific profile upon the respondents: they are gene-
rally female, better qualified, urban dwelling and more 
used to visiting heritage sites than the average French 
person. More often than not, they belong to the ave-
rage and upper socio-professional classes. In addition, 
they are younger and generally live in the Centre-Val 
de Loire area. With the exception of the age criterion, 

24 Abbey, cathedral, cloister, church, monastery, etc.

they are therefore fairly close to the profile of the typi-
cal visitor of cultural and heritage sites (Donnat, 2011; 
Bigot et al., 2016). The individuals in the first sample 
visit heritage sites in particular (Bellamy et al., 2015). 
Frequency rankings of visits over the last 12 months 
according to the type of heritage show that sites that 
are accessed easily and free of charge (historic town 
centre or religious monument24). rank more highly. 
There is nevertheless is a very high proportion of vi-
sits to châteaux and fine art museums (71%). Many of 
those surveyed have visited several places belonging to 
the same category, slightly more than 40% having vi-
sited both châteaux and art museums. By way of com-
parison, the CREDOC survey (2014) studied a repre-
sentative sample of the French population and found 
61% of visitors to historic monuments and sites, in 
the widest meaning of the term (châteaux, cathedrals, 
town centres), within the previous 12 months, 41% of 
which included religious monuments (Table 2). In the 
test questionnaire, 24 people out of 48 indicated that 
they visited 4 or more sites a year. This comparison 

Type of survey N Survey 
period Means of survey

Quantitative surveys

Population (1) 150 March/April 2015

Questionnaires sent out to families and friends of students 
in the 2nd year of a Masters’ degree course in Local 

Management of Cultural Heritage. Surveys administered 
face to face and via Google forms via Facebook.

Population (2) 130 June 2016
Paper questionnaires sent out to families of students in the 
second year of a bachelor’s degree in Management. Surveys 

carried out face-to-face.

Qualitative surveys

Visitors to the château de 
Chambord (1) 34 March 2016 Recorded directive interview

Visitors to the château-
jardin de Villandry 51 October 2016 Recorded directive interview

Visitors to the château-
jardin du Rivau 16 October 2016 Recorded directive interview

Visitors to the château de 
Chambord (2) – Test phase 

of a questionnaire of the 
public’s knowledge

48 April/May 
2017 Questionnaires administered face to face

Table 1 – Survey characteristics
Source: the authors
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confirms the extent to which our main sample is sensi-
tive to national heritage.

A comparison the different surveys shows how similar 
the results are and means that we can say that they are 
significative of populations having a marked interest 
in heritage.

2.2. Awareness of labels:  
low spontaneous recall  
but labels that they  
"have heard about" 

There is no room for doubt. As already pointed out 
by Alexia Mercorelli (2014), with a few exceptions, 
heritage labels are not well known, a fact that was de-
veloped at the symposium Les labels du patrimoine 
dans le domaine du patrimoine culturel (Tanchoux 
et Priet, 2020). 41% of the first “population” sample 
are unable to recall the name of a label unaided – re-
member that the majority is close to heritage – 55% 
in the second population sample, which gives 69% 
when the results for all three châteaux are combined. 
Moreover, there is a lot of confusion as the signs 
cited are not always labels. In one third of the cases, 
the terms mentioned are approximate or erroneous 
(Abrioux, 2020). However, when a list of 14 labels 
or signs used as labels is presented, half of the same 
people recognise at least five of them (population 1). 
Only four labels are at least known by name to more 

than half of the people questioned. The most well-
known are UNESCO’s World Heritage (91%), Plus 
beaux villages de France (86%), Musée de France 
(56%) and VPAH (51%). Without any doubt whatsoe-
ver, the World Heritage is well recognised. It works 
as a “universal signal” that generates “enthusiasm” 
(Prigent, 2013). Nevertheless, the ability to identify 
it does not reflect having any precise knowledge. The 
qualitative study shows that few people are able to 
talk about it and to provide more specific detail as 
to what it actually means. The awareness of VPAH 
might appear to be reasonable at first but it is in fact 
relatively low considering the large number of people 
indicating that they visit historic town centres (Table 
2).

Table 3 summarises the awareness of the most re-
levant labels for châteaux. Awareness of the Jardin 
remarquable label is comparable to that of VPAH, 
viz. Strong at first sight, in fact disappointing if you 
take int account the taste that the individuals in the 
study population have for visiting natural sites (76% 
at least once a year and even 46% several times). The 
Maisons des illustres is seldom noted, in spite of the 
fact that the region boasts a rich heritage of resi-
dences and châteaux presenting this label. Lastly, the 
Qualité tourisme and Tourisme et handicap labels are 
also rarely identified. 

When visitors are questioned at the entrance to the 
château, they are unable to say whether the château 
they are about to visit has one or several labels (Table 

Survey population 1,  
Orleans 2015

CREDOC survey, 
2014

Visit in the last 12 
months

Several visits in the 
last 12 months

At least one visit in 
the last 12 months

Château-type monument 70,8 42,9

Fine art museum 71,4 41,4 27

Natural heritage 76,4 45,7

Religious monument 85 65 41

Historic town centre 87,9 68,6 36

Table 2 – Visits to heritage sites within the last twelve months (expressed as a %)
Source: the authors
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4). Yet as visitors enter the châteaux of Villandry and 
Le Rivau, the labels’ logos are displayed; visitors have 
no choice but to walk past them.25

Yes No

Chambord (1) 18 82

Rivau 19 81

Villandry 34 66

Chambord (2) 10 90

Table 4 – Do you know if the château 
 has any labels of signs? (%)

Source: authors’ analysis

Once again, the observation needs to be qualified by 
a better ability to recognise labels from a list. In the 
visitor sample, the ranking of the labels that were best 
detected is comparable to that of the general popu-
lation. Labels such as Qualité tourisme (+15 points) 
and particularly Jardin remarquable (+21 points) are 
much better known. With regard to the latter, a closer 
look at the detail for each château shows that this can 
be explained in part by those visiting Villandry and Le 
Rivau, known for their gardens (Table 3). The profile of 
the statements for both châteaux is highly comparable 
whereas the sample size is not the same and the visitors 

25 Proportion of respondents affirming that they know the name of at least one label from a list they were shown.

to Villandry come from a wide range of different de-
partments and those visiting  Rivau (20%) generally 
come from the department of the site or from one of the 
neighbouring departments (63% come from 5 nearby 
departments). The taste for gardens significantly in-
creases knowledge of the label but the connection to 
the site visited is not made often, despite the fact that 
both châteaux communicate regularly about their label. 
This result suggests that visitors do not necessarily 
refer to the label in deciding which site to visit. Label 
recognition is slightly better in the regional population 
that identifies the main châteaux, finding out about 
them via the local press and posters. Visitors from 
further afield do not notice that the Domaine National 
de Chambord is a multi-label site, although they could 
have used it as an indicator in choosing from among 
several prestigious sites. Chambord does not really 
need a “label” as it is generally extremely well known. 
The extended test questionnaire results (percentages 
are given from 98 answers and upwards) indicate that 
although the majority were visiting the site for the first 
time (67%), they were visiting the Domaine National de 
Chambord for its “intrinsic reputation” (100%), which 
is not necessarily the result of publicity. Advertising 
(reports, posters, etc.) may confirm or bring forward 
the moment when people visit the site (they remember 
the château) but advertising does not work in drawing 
people to the site.

Note that label awareness levels would be quite a 
bit lower if the samples were representative of the 

Population Average / 3 
châteaux

Visitors 
Chambord

Visitors 
Rivau

Visitors 
Villandry

Patrimoine mondial de l’UNESCO 91 97 91 100 100

Jardin remarquable 45 66 59 69 71

Tourisme et handicap 25 29 35 25 26

Qualité tourisme 19 34 38 31 33

Maisons des illustres 16 14 15 13 14

Table 3 – Awareness of heritage labels25 (% "yes")
Source: the authors
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population at large rather than being representative of 
heritage connoisseurs.   

The following factors increase label awareness:  

 ▪ How long the label has been present and the 
strength of the communication, 

 ▪ Having already visited a labelled site, in which 
case, when the label is mentioned, people refer 
to the site visited: “Ah, yes, I remember, I have 
visited …”. The label is identified because they 
have visited the site. This is particularly true for 
people who visit sites often. 

 ▪ Living close to or in a labelled zone. This is parti-
cularly evident for the VPAH label.

Labels cannot be forced upon people and unaided re-
call is low. However, labels are identified and many of 
those questioned had heard of them. Labels tend to act 
as a signal rather than working as an identified sign. 
Qualitative studies confirm that knowledge is approxi-
mative. Very few people are able to specify their ob-
jectives and how they work, which explains the lack of 
distinction between the various signs. Labels represent 
a sort of background noise in terms of communication. 
They are not identified in their own right, nor are they 
identified as a generic category. Labels are confused 
with other signs, appellations, protections or heritage 
and tourism brands.

2.3. Function and use of labels:  
quality signals used in  
certain conditions

Even if they are vaguely known, labels are indeed per-
ceived as a sign of quality, protection or of the value 
of a site, as pointed out by Marinos (2014). In the 
first sample, most of those questioned put protection/
conservation at the top of the list, whereas the main 
purpose of a label is to enhance value. In second posi-
tion, lies the signalling function of an exceptional site, 
one that is worth visiting; this comes closer to the role 
that a label is meant to play. The attractivity function 
comes a close third for tourists with the guarantee 
of the quality of services. Registration on the World 
Heritage list describes this path. Initially designed 

to provide a protective role to save certain sites from 
peril, the list has gradually shifted towards the promo-
tion of tourism, rallying the dialectic between tourism 
and heritage (Prigent, 2013; p.130-131), characteristic 
of the tension between two objectives and two milieux 
(Marcotte, 2014). In the second sample and based on 
interviews, the perception is a little different. Labels 
are viewed as guaranteeing a particular level and as 
an indication that a given site has a good reputation 
or that it is in some way special, if not exceptional 
(Abrioux, 2020).

The indicators highlighting the quality of a service 
are less well identified, as if the site’s intrinsic value 
remained the main concern. In this respect, we note 
a difference between those who promote tourism, 
encouraging labelling, aiming for internal returns, 
and those who manage sites. The latter are more sen-
sitive to results on the frequency of visits. As for visi-
tors themselves, based on the study about museums 
carried out by Jacqueline Eidelman (2012) and on 
the satisfaction data of the test survey in Chambord, 
visitors measure their satisfaction on the site’s value 
(architecture, collection), which is also revised by the 
quality of what is offered in the widest meaning of the 
term. Overall satisfaction is essentially determined 
by these factors, the rest being secondary. Moreover, 
being aware of the label does not necessarily mean that 
the label is used, as not everyone refers to it. A label 
may be known vaguely without being looked for. Thus, 
in the first sample, 70% of those who visit heritage 
sites state that a label does not determine their choice 
of site. However, 35% say that they are influenced re-
gularly by labels in other fields (foodstuffs, etc.) and 
51% say that they are sometimes influenced by a label. 
Labels influence them more in other sectors of their 
daily life. This is also true for those questioned at the 
entrance of the three châteaux: 75% of the Domaine 
National de Chambord, 69% of the visitors to the châ-
teau in Le Rivau and 71% of visitors to Villandry state 
that they are not inspired by labels. The main reasons 
of the lack of interest are:

 ▪ Labels are not a reflex/other criteria are 
preferred;

 ▪ Labels are not well-known;

 ▪ Labels could cast a shadow on other unlabelled 
sites that are just as interesting, unusual or 
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picturesque. In other words, these signs indicate 
that sites adopt a strategy; they reflect the mana-
gement’s approach much more than the value of 
the site itself;

 ▪ Labels apply standard criteria that produce stan-
dard sites. Some tourists prefer to leave certain 
things to chance, do their own research, and go 
by feeling rather than to give into the pressure 
of visiting sites that are designated as absolute 
musts of local tourism.  

However, turning to the 25% to 31% of visitors for who 
say that they may be encouraged to visit a site because 
of a label, they mention the following reasons:

 ▪ It is a “place to visit”, that is “recognised”, “not to 
be missed” and that it stands out from the others. 
All of these terms highlight the site as a key place 
to visit. We have already seen that Chambord 
does not need extra recognition as it already 
stands out;

 ▪ It is an indicator of quality (of the site, the offer, 
services, upkeep, etc.);

 ▪ It helps to make a choice among many possibili-
ties. This more practical aspect is generally men-
tioned by people who are not familiar with the 
area and what it has to offer. As we have already 
pointed out, this does not apply to Chambord 
because its reputation is already established;

 ▪ It indicates that a site is well maintained.

Visitors are also sensitive to labels depending on a 
particular context:

 ▪ Having a marked interest for a label’s theme, 
such as gardens, for example, increases the 
frequency of visits to the gardens, as well as the 
likelihood of detecting and being familiar with 
the label. However, those who are interested in 
gardens already know the label and do not rely 
upon it when deciding whether to visit a site;

 ▪ Being in an area that is less well known and/or if 
a visitor has a limited amount of time to spend, 
then labels can help to make specific choices.

Lastly, the socio-demographic profile of people who 
refer to labels from time to time describe people who 
are 40-50 years old, well qualified urban dwellers who 
regularly visit heritage sites. 

Labels appeal mainly to those who visit lots of sites! 

Not all labels have the same aura. They are used diffe-
rently depending on the visitor’s profile and on how 
much he/she knows about monument. Now we will 
look at how the digital social network model functions 
and how it distinguishes itself from the demarcation 
by labels.

3. FACEBOOK, A KEY  
INFORMAL CERTIFICATION
for the Domaine National de Chambord?

The popular development of tools such as Facebook, 
Pinterest or Tweeter has been the subject of many 
studies in the social sciences (Kaplan, 2012; Mlaiki et 
al., 2012). These studies highlight the importance of 
digital social media in the success of a brand’s deve-
lopment (Kaplan et Haenlein, 2010). These networks 
mean that tourist sites can now promote their acti-
vity to the public at large and enhance the impact of 
traditional tools (labels). Bearing this in mind, since 
2013, the Domaine National de Chambord has been 
making use of its Facebook page in particular (Figure 
1) and of a more informal awareness of its reputa-
tion to develop an interactive digital communication 
strategy. This third section presents an analysis model 
for the Facebook page of the Domaine National de 
Chambord.

3.1. Building a model  
for the analysis of  
a Facebook page:  
methods, tools and  
indicators of measurement

The choice of the Facebook platform as a tool for ana-
lysing digital social networks can be justified by the 
number of users and its functions. In Chambord, it is 
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also the social network that is the most widely used by 
the site’s visitors26.

In practice, many instruments fall explicitly within 
the scope of a social relations management and are 
actually quite close to management tools used in 
information systems. What are the indicators of ana-
lysis for a Facebook page? How can a user’s active 

26 During the test phase of the questionnaire for visitors, in reply to the question “Which of these networks do you consider to be the most 
interesting for sharing comments about Chambord?”, the majority of the 48 respondents stated “none”. But Facebook is the first platform to be 
mentioned, 3 points ahead of Tripadvisor, 12 points ahead of Instagram. Twitter and YouTube are not mentioned.

participation be measured? The study of a “fan” page 
is a relatively recent approach and not often used in 
management science. The aim of this analysis to iden-
tify the “vitality” indicators of the Domaine National 
de Chambord’s Facebook page. It then on to study the 
strategies tourism sites use when it comes to digital 
social networks. It is one of the most studied fields 
in social science, either as the subject of the study or 

Figure 1 – Facebook page of the Domaine National de Chambord
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if the study is about behaviour and use of digital social 
networks.

Methods of observation and analysis of the content 
are particularly fastidious. Two approaches emerge. 
The first one refers to the study of online interactions 
of practices and analyses on digital social networks 
(Stenger and Rampnoux, 2008). The second one refers 
more to the analysis of links between the members 
of these networks (Benavent, 2008). From this point 
of view, Rebillard (2007, p.110) underlines that a 
certain number of stages are essential in analysing 
mages on digital social networks such as Facebook. It 

is important to identify the status of content and the 
types of practices (video, photos, articles, etc.) and to 
assess the respective importance of the various content 
(metrics). In this study, the analysis of comments 
in 2017 (Table 5) representing the evaluation of the 
Domaine National de Chambord on Facebook (Figure 
2) underwent textual data analysis (TDA). Standard 
multiple correspondence analysis (Benzécri, 1992), 
also known as “correlations analysis”, is a type of sta-
tistical analysis designed for multidimensional data. It 
enables digital data to be represented in geometrical 
spaces in the form of a scatter plot. The analysis aims to 
determine a limited number of orthogonal axes to best 

Number of videos published in the month of April: 1

Publication date 5/04

Number of likes 470

Number of comments 13

Number of shares 230

Total 713

Number of photos published in the month of April: 3

Publication date 20/04 18/04 14/04

Number of likes 649 1600 632

Number of comments 21 29 10

Number of shares 120 239 42

Total 790 1868 684

Number of photos with news published in the month of April: 9

Publication date 20/04 19/04 19/04 18/04 12/04 7/04 6/04 2/04 1/04

Number of likes 293 209 67 325 59 126 410 558 1100

Number of comments 4 55 2 12 0 7 6 9 23

Number of shares 71 0 11 37 14 22 52 59 216

Total 368 264 80 374 73 155 468 626 1339

Number of page links published in the month of April: 8

Publication date 19/04 18/04 18/04 17/04 11/04 10/04 7/04 3/04

Number of likes 498 73 33 103 414 213 238 666

Number of comments 6 1 0 0 8 8 7 15

Number of shares 69 0 0 29 0 47 94 0

Total 573 74 33 132 422 268 339 681

Table 5 – Quantitative analysis of publications on the Facebook page of the château of Chambord (month of April)
Source: the authors
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summarize the data. Interpretations are then based on 
the proximity of the opposition between points (Wolff 
and Visser, 2005).

Thereafter, to study the influence of a given medium 
(photos, videos, information, etc.) on user partici-
pation, this study examines qualitative indicators of 
commitment. Every minute, the network receives 3.2 
billion “likes” (Source: Facebook, 2017). The “like” 
module has been embedded into the Facebook network 
since 2010, enabling each user to express his/her in-
terest for an item of content (publication by a user, 
comment, photo, etc.). Using the “like” button creates 
a link between the content in quest and the user who 
can share his/her “likes” with his community. So, to 

become a “fan” of a page, the web user has to make a 
deliberate choice. Using an internet search engine or 
through a friend’s recommendation,  person can go 
to the Facebook of the heritage site and click on the 
“like” button. In doing so, news from the heritage site’s 
Facebook page will appear directly in the web user’s 
Facebook “news feed”.

On this subject, Mazzoni (2006, p.484) points out that 
“producing a good network of interactions between the 
members of a group and particularly of the answers 
given to messages received can indicate active invol-
vement and a dynamic participation in collective acti-
vities”. Based on Table 5, our study provides indicators 
that can be used to analyse a Facebook page.

Figure 2 – Screenshot of the “Give your opinion” function 
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3.2. Study results.  
The metrics of the informal  
awareness indicators of the  
Facebook page of the Domaine 
National de Chambord

To measure the dynamism of the Domaine National 
de Chambord of digital social networks, it is helpful to 

begin by comparing (Table 7) the presence on different 
types of digital social networks of some of the châteaux 
of the Centre-Val de Loire region.

The châteaux of the Loire Valley are very present on 
digital social networks that have become part of their 
usual communication tools. The Domaine National de 
Chambord is active on five social networks, which puts 

INDICATORS COMMENTS

Interface typology Choice of interface Type of page set up

Audience Information capacities Number of people who like the page

Publication Production Number of publications in a given period

Web user involvement Interactivity
Number of “likes” to posts,  

number of shared publications,  
number of comments 

Originality of content Richness of the multimedia Type of content on the page (photos, 
competitions, videos, etc.)

Links between digital tools Cross-media Whether there a link to other digital sources 
(website, You Tube channel, etc.)

Table 6 – Indicators for the analysis of a Facebook page 
Source: the authors

Facebook Twitter Instagram Youtube Google+ Tripadvisor Vimeo Pinterest

Chenonceau X X X 3

Villandry X X X X 4

Chaumont-sur-Loire X X X X X X 6

Cheverny X X 2

Chambord X X X X X 5

Amboise X X X X X 5

Azay-le-Rideau X X X X 4

Rivau X X X X 4

Valençay X X X X 4

Blois X X X X X 5

Meung-sur-Loire X X X X 4

11 11 8 5 5 4 1 1

Table 7 – Comparison of digital social networks used by 11 châteaux of the Centre-Val de Loire
Source: the authors
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it higher than average category, overtaken only by the 
domain of  Chaumont-sur-Loire (6 social networks). 
Facebook and Twitter are used unanimously.

To complete this comparison, this research has focused 
on studying performance indicators of publications 
(commitment27, number of publications, etc.). The 
analysis of the number of “likes” is therefore an instant 
indicator of the relevance of digital information sent 
and also of how that information is perceived by users. 
However, the importance of an indicator is mainly 
revealed through calculations of the commitment rate 
(average number of commitments per post during a 
period of time / the total number of likes on the page), 
which provides a more pertinent metric of the interest 
shown in a particular item of content (Table 8).28

27 Commitment is measured by the number of (Like + Comments + Shares) / Number of fans.
28 A helpful indicator in comparing castles in terms of digital strategies concerns the number of posts published over a given period of time. The 
term “post” is used by the Facebook platform to describe a “posted” message (issued, sent) in a number of possible forms (reports, photos, video, 
games, etc.). 

On the Facebook page of the Domaine National de 
Chambord, the level of users’ participation can be 
identified in three ways: via a post’s “likes”, shares 
and comments. The like is an expression of agree-
ment with the publication. A share suggests that a 
user identifies with the post and that he/she needs to 
share it with his community. Lastly, a comment can 
be likened to a wish to interact with other users to 
add extra information, express appreciation or even 
open a discussion. This study (Table 8) shows the 
participation on the Facebook page of the Domaine 
National de Chambord is more often than not re-
duced to its most simple expression: a like or a sha-
ring of the post. The strongest level of interaction, 
represented by a comment, is not used that often. 
However, our study demonstrates that the Facebook 

Table 8 – Benchmarking the Facebook pages of 11 châteaux of the Centre-Val de Loire region  
Source: the authors

Total 
audience 

(number of 
likes)

Number of 
publications 

in April29

Commitment:  
users involved in the page  

in April  
(number of Likes, Shares  
and Comments on posts)

Ratio: average 
number of 

commitments 
per post in 

April

Ratio: average 
number of 

commitments 
per post in 

April / number 
of likes on the 

page

Users’ mark  
out of 5  

(24/05/2017)

Chenonceau 20556 23 4625L /  563P / 93C 229,6 0,012
4,8/5

(738 opinions)
Villandry 15 Publications launched on 14th May 2017 Unavailable

Chaumont Unofficial page
4,6

(251 opinions)

Cheverny 9920 27 2590L /  328P / 66C 110,5 0,011
4,6

(62 avis)

Chambord 31036 37 16375L /  2642P / 359C 523,7 0,017
4,6

(1435 opinions)

Amboise 1629 Unofficial page, no publications
4,6

(1300 opinions)

Azay le Rideau 649 Publications launched on 19th May 2017
4,5

(354 opinions)

Rivau 433 Publications launched on 21st May 2017
4,8

(59 opinions)

Valençay 535 Users’ publications
4,5

(192 opinions)

Blois 7902 17 1821L /  157P / 35C 118,5 0,015
4,7

(257 opinions)

Meung 2962 11 661L /  202P / 59C 84 0,028
4,6

(87 opinions)
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page of the Domaine National de Chambord collects 
many more commitments from Facebook users than 
the other heritage sites studied. This indicator pro-
vides interesting information on user perception of 
posts published on the Domaine’s page. Nevertheless, 
in studying the publication ratios, it should be noted 
that the château of Meung-sur-Loire boasts the hi-
ghest level of commitment with regard to the number 
of people having liked the Facebook page. The results 
of this study show that web users seldom interact via 
the “comment” function, which shows that there is a 
problem of reciprocity between web users and the he-
ritage sites. The digital social network of the Domaine 
National de Chambord is therefore described as not 
being very aggregated, which means that it loses in 
terms of strength and efficiency of persuasion (lack of 
information being shared, of collaborative construc-
tion, exchange of ideas, etc.).

In our study, an initial typology of the functionalities 
of communication tools available on Facebook pages 
demonstrates their great diversity. It also highlights 
the complex overlap of contexts inherent to the va-
riety of digital social relations. From this point of 
view, to further the processing of information avai-
lable on the Facebook page of the Domaine National 
de Chambord, this research concentrated on the “give 
your opinion” section in a computerised analysis of 
the semantics of the texts using the Tropes software.

3.3. Computerised analysis  
of textual data 

Figure 3 presents a geometric representation of the 
scatter plot. On this graph, each reference is repre-
sented by a sphere whose surface is proportional 
to the number of words it contains. The distance 
between the central category and the other refe-
rences is proportional to the number of relationships 
between them. When two references are close, they 
have a lot of relationships in common. References 
analysed to the left of the central category (in blue) 
are its predecessors, those to the right (in green) are 
its successors. Around the most cited term “château”, 
which describes the interest of visitors for the site, 
there are words that require comment. The transver-
sality between “visite” (visit) in blue and “HistoPad” 
in green describes the relationship between an “ac-
tant” and “acté”, literally “the one doing the action” 
and “the one that is acted upon”. The terms “histoire” 
(history), “architecture” and “jardin” (garden) illus-
trate the reasons why web users visit, constituent of 
the term “actant”, meaning that they are the ones 
carrying out the action. The terms “HistoPad” and 
“soleil” (sun) are categorised as «actés» - they are 
the ones subjected to the action. The scatter plot 
seems to illustrate the main reasons for visits to the 
Domaine National de Chambord.

Figure 3 – Graphic representation of the variables 
Source: the authors 
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DISCUSSION:
Is Facebook a symmetrical digital  
extension of labelling?

Digital social networks seem to extend the labelling 
strategy of tourist attractions aimed at active user par-
ticipation. There is nothing new about participation as 
such, as it already existed in the form of a visitors’ book 
in which visitors could note their comments. Facebook 
plays the same role as this classic tool. Whilst the 
initial intention is the same, the form of the media 
change the scope of what . On the one hand, a user can 
leave much more than just a comment, with possibility 
of now adding photos or videos, for example. On the 
other hand, there are now a variety of different forms 
of intervention, from a minimalist involvement of sim-
ply reading or clicking on the like-button to expressing 
a more developed point of view. The range of possi-
bilities for interaction multiplies the occurrences of 
intervention according to the level of implication. The 
1 / 10 / 100 specific to the functioning of collaborative 
tools could be transposed to the visibility of digital 
social networks. A low number of active contributors 
but a large quantity of beneficiaries of the comments 
made (readers) and moderate contributors (a click). 
Moreover, posts increase in length as comments are 
added. The expression is diffracted, the starting point 
is no longer the self-centred relationship between the 
monument and the individual, given that sharing en-
ables people to react to comments. Sharing encourages 
interaction and the  strength of their number gives 
added weight to the initial posts. Last but not least, 
posts, likes and comments have much greater visibility 
than comments left in a visitors’ book that require you 
take the time when actually visiting to find the book 
and to take the time to browse through it. The main 
concern was to write your comment rather than to 
read those others had entered. This had little impact 
on visitors. The impact of Facebook is much greater. It 
is an open book and visible to the public at large.

Comments and sharing of posts by Facebook users 
appear to favour acceptance of information, as they 
act on interpersonal influence, which is supposed to 
reduce the risk of dishonesty (Johnson et al., 2007). 
The voluntary and often spontaneous actions by users 
seem to have a positive impact on people’s percep-
tion of the Domaine National de Chambord’s brand 
image. The authors cited above underline Facebook 

users spend more than 25% of their time reading and 
interacting with items in their news feed. However, 
Ardelet and Brial (2011) report that the power of in-
fluence depends on the relationship that is created 
between the web users who contribute and those who 
just read. It is therefore possible to consider that an 
implicit relationship of “affection” can develop for a 
tourist attraction more easily through voluntary action 
of liking a page that automatically ends up in users’ 
news feeds. In this study, these statements need to be 
measured, as the level of commitment to posts on the 
Domaine National de Chambord page is more often 
than not a matter of reading or sometimes liking a 
post, comments being much rarer.

De facto, the initial function is exceeded through this 
external character. This current communication tool 
cannot be overlooked. It is hybrid in nature, both the 
object of expression and of communication. It satisfies 
the visitor’s need to appropriate and personalise his/
her visit, to leave something behind, to share feelings, 
impressions and opinions in a combination of many 
different registers. But this self-expression is also an 
instrument of communication for the site. It too has 
multiple registers as it provides both a direct evalua-
tion (a mark) or an indirect evaluation (comments 
in varying terms of praise, images that may or may 
not enhance the site). Indirect evaluation produces an 
image, yet this brand image is similar to the function 
of labelling and the stars of tourist guides stating and 
ranking what should be seen and how it should be 
seen, whilst presenting a standardised vision. Labels 
boost and guide practices that circulate and that might 
even establish a standard (a rules that complies with a 
model). They guarantee authenticity whose role is to 
reduce a perceived risk (Kapferer, 2003). From this 
perspective, digital social networks indicate “what we 
saw” and “how much we appreciated it”, whilst ex-
pressing the wish to share the experience at the same 
time. Sharing personal impressions combined with 
other posts, comments and likes, transforms them into 
standards for the public at large. Individual opinions 
fulfil a function that is close to that of labels with  de-
clarative characteristics: the ranking, prescription and 
making of an image.  

Labels with a top-to-bottom ranking system only ap-
peal to a minority of “knowledgeable” visitors or to so-
ciological or thematic segments. Disabled visitors are 
attentive to the Tourisme et handicap label, gardening 
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enthusiasts look out for the Jardin remarquable label. 
Most labels are aimed at existing target groups that 
are few in number. UNESCO’s international World 
Heritage label is more widely recognised and can guide 
foreign visitors. National labels are less well known 
but nevertheless play a signalling role, although they 
are not adhered to massively. These signs do not com-
pete with digital social networks. The postulate of the 
quantitative study even reveals additional sociological 
profiles. Labels appeal more to well-qualified people 
over 40 years old, digital social networks have greater 
appeal for slightly less well-qualified people of 20-30 
years old. What they have in common is the ability to 
mobilise those who are interested in cultural heritage 
(a public that is already won over) and particularly 
used only by a minority. But due to sharing, the digi-
tal social network minority has much higher visibility 
than labels. The latter displays its messages publicly, 
they are exported and distributed.

29 [URL: https://www.facebook.com/aquariumdetouraine]

CONCLUSION

The conclusion of this work is the occasion to put 
things into perspective and to take a critical look at 
the results obtained. The pertinence and the cohe-
rence of the results makes it possible to address the 
observations with regard to the theoretical framework 
as a whole. However, as we have already pointed out, 
it raises the problem of how digital tools are used to 
serve the labelling strategy of heritage sites. Labels 
and networks embody additional strategies whose 
aim would ideally be to reach specific segments of the 
public, which remains to be shown. It is important not 
to draw hasty conclusions of an opening up to sectors 
of the public by a self-satisfying magic of digital social 
networks. Those who read posts are not necessarily the 
public concerned and users share a sensitivity and even 
practices with regard to heritage that they have already 
integrated. Network theory calls for two hypotheses: 
does the circulation of messages occur through socially 
homogenous groups, which would reduce their impact, 
or does the circulation of messages reach populations 
that are further away from heritage sites and bring the 
theory of the strength of weak ties into play? Bonding 
or bridging? Supporting the network analysis by a 
more classic socio-demographic analysis would enable 
this aspect to be better understood. Nevertheless, the 
matter of replacement is not currently being asked: yet 
another piling-up strategy is already at work with la-
bels. However, the impact of hybrid tools that are open 
and free from any real internal control, remains to be 
observed. This raises the question of the action of site 
management. Should the networks be left well alone or 
is intervention necessary, along the lines of what the 
Aquarium de Touraine29 leisure attraction did early 
in the month of May and reply to each individual post, 
whether it was positive or negative? It is therefore 
difficult to say whether there is an identifiable brand 
strategy with regard to reinforcing the role of labels 
and the use of digital social networks. Even though the 
analyses of the interviews provide a more precise re-
presentation of their respective roles, the links remain 
rather ill-defined. Two other lessons can be learned 
from this research. Sites like the Domaine National 
de Chambord that are very active on the digital social 
networks win the battle for the number of visitors. The 
Domaine National de Chambord has a higher number 
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of virtual visits than the château of Chenonceau, which 
boasted being “the most visited château in the Loire 
Valley”. Visitor rankings are the other way around and 
commitment is also higher for the Domaine National 
de Chambord. Notwithstanding, the evaluation is more 
favourable for Chenonceau (Table 8). What impact can 
these results have on the respective reputations of these 
sites? What about the number of real visits? It would be 
interesting to keep track of these elements.

In adopting an interpretative approach to this research, 
the analysis model for this study is a representation of 
reality influenced by the perception of those in the field. 
The model presents a first reading of the role of digital 
social networks in the labelling strategies of heritage 
sites in France. Whilst this article is the final product 
of this research, it is also a starting point for further 
research. Many perspectives have been opened up as a 
result of this research. Two lines of development stand 
out. La first one involves mitigating the limits of this 
study by continuing to carry out qualitative surveys 
of users of digital social networks. The second line 
of research would be to compare practices in other 
European countries, which would bring the results of 
this study into perspective. Broadening out would rein-
force the idea of a major role played by digital social 
networks in brand strategy of heritage sites. The acti-
vity of the smaller châteaux such as Meung-sur-Loire 
or Le Rivau30, is correlated to their means, in that it is 
sustained but remains modest. These châteaux can ge-
nerate a lot of reactions (Meung) or obtain a very good 
evaluation31 (Rivau). Commitment and evaluation 
are often separate. Are digital social networks able to 
realise their ideal of horizontalization? Will they bring 
down the classic criteria, founded mainly on heritage 
value, determined “from the top” in favour of other, 
more open criteria (conviviality, mediation, welcome, 
etc.) supported “by the bottom”32? Perhaps that would 
mean that the promotion of sites is likely to alter the 
perception of their intrinsic heritage value.

30 An article in Le Monde dated 21st and 22nd May 2017 entitled “Châteaux off the beaten track” carried a sub-heading “Why not forget Chambord, 
Chenonceau and other stars f the Loire Valley? Other less well-known sites are well worth the visit”. The article makes apologist arguments in 
favour of eleven small sites including the châteaux of Le Rivau and Meung-sur-Loire.
31 In spite of a small number of evaluations (Table 8).
32 Note that the Guide vert Michelin has already revised the criteria for awarding its famous stars to include elements relating to “comfort” 
(Tanchoux et Priet, 2019).
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APPENDIX 1 
QUESTIONNAIRE (EXTRACT OF THE PART ABOUT LABELS)

D - LABELS IN THE FIELD OF HERITAGE

18° Do you know if the Domaine National de Chambord has any labels? If so, which ones?

19° Do you know any labels in the heritage field? (Name them)

20° Do you know the following labels?  (the extremes: A = knows well, sees what it refers to and D = knows 
vaguely, by name, has already heard of it without necessarily knowing what if refers to)

A B C D

Patrimoine européen (European Heritage Label)

Grand Site de France

Jardin remarquable

Fondation du patrimoine

Tourisme et handicap

Plus beaux villages de France

Patrimoine mondial de l‘UNESCO (UNESCO World Heritage)

Musée de France

Entreprise du patrimoine vivant

Qualité tourisme

Écoquartier

Maisons des illustres

VPAH

Geopark

Petite Cité de caractère

Plus beaux détours de France

Patrimoine du xxe siècle

Forêt d'exception

Mémoire du monde - Memory of the World

Parc national 

Parc naturel régional

Bateau d’intérêt patrimonial (BIP)

Patrimoine mondial immatériel - Intangible Cultural Heritage

Other(s)
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21° What do you think is the main interest for a heritage site in having a label?

22° What is the main interest for you in knowing that the heritage site has obtained one or several labels?

23°  Has the fact that a heritage site is labelled already been a decisive factor in choosing a site to 
visit? 

Y     -     N

Describe why in a couple of words: 

E- SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC AND LOCALISATION DATA

24° Age:

25° Sex:       M     -     F

26° Socio-professional category: 
Farmer 
Tradesmen, shop owners and business owners 
Managers and upper intellectual professions   
Intermediary professions
Employees
Unskilled workers
Retired
Other persons not otherwise employed

27° Level of national qualification (France):
Level VI: no qualification or secondary school leaver’s certificate
Level V: CAP or BEP (lower secondary school leaver’s certificate) 
Level IV: Baccalauréat général, technologique ou professionnel (upper secondary school leaver’s certificate)
Level III: Baccalauréat level + 2 years of additional study (DUT, BTS, DEUG, écoles des formations sanitaires 
ou sociales, etc.)
Levels II and I: Licence, maîtrise, master, DEA, DESS, doctorat) university qualifications of the second or 
third cycle (bachelor’s degree through to a PhD degree) or qualifications from the Grandes écoles.

28° Marital status: 

29° Number of children:      0     -     1     -     2     -     3    -     4     -     5 or more



94 

Labellisation or social networks in the field of heritage: which winning strategy?  
The example of the Domaine national de Chambord

APPENDIX 2 
INTERVIEW GUIDE – VISITORS

Type of visit to the Domaine National de Chambord

▪ Already been? If so, how many times, for how long, with whom and why? Why visiting again? What marked 
them? Positive and negative points? 

▪ Visiting with whom? 

▪ Reason for visit? Specific expectations?  

▪ What does Chambord represent? What attracts you? What images?  

▪ What does Chambord mean to you? What images/words come to mind? What characterises or defines it?  

▪ Do you feel a sense of pride? Belonging?  

▪ Does it play a role in defining who you are? Does it count towards your identity?  

Preparing the visit, circuit (Chambord in a wider context)

▪ On holiday? For how long? 

▪ What other activities? 

▪ What circuit?

▪ How long are you spending in Chambord? 

▪ What type of accommodation?

▪ Did you prepare your stay? What did you use to do so? 

▪ Did you read anything about Chambord? What type of things (on what media?)

Relationship to museums and monuments in general 

▪ Do you enjoy visiting museums, monuments, historical towns or districts, churches?

▪ Do you do so often? In what context, with whom? 

▪ What have you visited most recently, when and with whom? 

Labels

▪ Do you know whether the Domaine National de Chambord has any labels? If so, which ones?

▪ Do you know any labels in the heritage field?

▪ Ask them to tick boxes in a list

Socio-demographic and localisation data

▪ Age

▪ Sex

▪ Socio-professional category

▪ Level of qualification

▪ Marital status

▪ Number of children

▪ Location of home




