© 00 N O DA WN PR

W W W W W N N NNNNDNNDNNNNNR PR R R B p B p R op
B W N P O O ®® N O 01 B W N P O W ® N O 0l M W N R O

L =Y . .
S = Wine . and Polic
e B?Economlcs Y

How European consumers value wine credence attributes: a cross-country
comparison of France, Greece and Italy

Raffaele Zanchini?, Simone Blanc?, Stefanos Theodorakis®, Giuseppe Di Vita?, Valentina Maria
Merlino®, Filippo Brun®, Stefano Massaglia’
! Department of Agricultural, Forest and Food Science (DISAFA), University of Turin, Grugliasco,

Italy, Email: raffaele.zanchini@unito.it

2 Department of Agricultural, Forest and Food Science (DISAFA), University of Turin, Grugliasco,

Italy, Email: simone.blanc@unito.it

3 Department of Agricultural, Forest and Food Science (DISAFA), University of Turin, Grugliasco,

Italy, Email: stefanos.theodwrakis@gmail.com

4 Department of Agriculture Food and Environment (Di3A), University of Catania, Italy, Email:

giuseppe.divital@unict.it

® Department of Agricultural, Forest and Food Science (DISAFA), University of Turin, Grugliasco,

Italy, Email: valentina.merlino@unito.it

¢ Department of Agricultural, Forest andl Food Science (DISAFA), University of Turin, Grugliasco,
Italy, Email: filippo.brun@unito.it

" Department of Agricultural, Forest and Food Science (DISAFA), University of Turin, Grugliasco,

Italy, Email: stefano.massaglia@unito:it

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Simone Blanc, Department of
Agricultural, Forest and Food Science (DISAFA), University of Turin, Grugliasco, Italy, Email:

simone.blanc@unitozit

This article hasbeen accepted for publication and undergone full peer review but has not been through
the copyediting, typesetting, pagination and proofreading process, which may lead to differences

between this version and the Version of Record.

Please cite this article as:

Zanchini R., Blanc S., Theodorakis S., Di Vita G., Merlino V.M., Brun F., Massaglia S. (2025), How
European consumers value wine credence attributes: a cross-country comparison of France, Greece
and Italy, Wine Economics and Policy, Just Accepted.

DOI: 10.36253/wep-15235


mailto:raffaele.zanchini@unito.it
mailto:simone.blanc@unito.it
mailto:stefanos.theodwrakis@gmail.com
mailto:giuseppe.divita1@unict.it
mailto:valentina.merlino@unito.it
mailto:filippo.brun@unito.it
mailto:stefano.massaglia@unito.it
mailto:simone.blanc@unito.it

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58

59

60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67

Abstract

Several attributes can be used to differentiate wine products to meet consumer interest and thus
increase producer visibility, attractiveness and revenues. Perception of the same attribute may depend
on various factors that characterise the subjects, such as individual, behavioural and situational
characteristics, like their country of origin. This study aims to identify which credence attributes and
related levels motivate consumers the most to buying wine, by comparing the results obtained in three
different European countries: France, Greece and Italy.

A conjoint experiment based on linear assumption was administered using price, production.method,
Geographical Indications (Gls) and wine origin as product attributes. The conjoint data were analysed
in three steps: performing a model with the whole sample; performing three madels using national
data to compare results between the countries; and performing a cluster analysis using the Ward
method to associate consumer characteristics with product attributes.

Results show that wine origin is the most valued attribute for.choosing wine, followed by the
production method. Cross-country evaluation reveals several significant differences among the
attributes of the production method, geographical indication.and origin. The cluster analysis identified
three groups named: Higher-priced and nation-specific wine seekers; Certification seekers and Price-
sensitive consumers.

This paper provides several implications for both.academicians and enterprises. Indeed, it is the first
evaluation comparing the role given by-consumers to biodynamic certification in a cross-country
evaluation. Several indications are also provided for producers who can help differentiate better wine

production by earning a higher.income.

Keywords: wine consumption, organic, geographical indications, biodynamic, conjoint analysis

1. Introduction

Producers adopt several strategies to differentiate wine production with the aim of reaching new
market segments and gaining consumer attention. Among the strategies, communicating valuable
credence characteristics of products can help producers mitigate asymmetric information by
increasing consumer awareness and consequently obtain proper income from product sales [1,2].
Following this line, wineries have adopted various certification schemes, either related to product
sustainability, such as organic certification, or to geographical indications (GIs), such as protected
designation of origin (PDO) or protected geographical indication (PGI) [3].

Focusing on geographical indications, which are regulated by Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013 of the
2
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European Parliament and of the Council, Europe has seen a greater spread of PDO wines compared
to PGI ones [4]. In the literature, different aspects of Gl wine consumption have been assessed, as
well as the importance attached by consumers to these certifications [5]. In fact, a recent paper
indicates that PDO certification provides positive utility to consumers and can be considered as a
driving attribute of consumer decision-making [6]. PGI wines are preferred to ones without Gls,
however these products are considered to be at an intermediate level compared to PDO products and
consumption determinations may change, particularly those related to consumer habits, such as the
purchasing channel [7].

The study of the importance of GI for consumer choice was also conducted in a cross-country analysis
that showed the high relevance of this attribute for wine choice in the total sample, showing, however,
heterogeneous perception when comparing selected markets (ltaly, USA, UK) [8].

[9] conducted a study among Colombian wine consumers highlighting how appellation of origin,
nutritional information, and health warnings are key aspects in conveying a positive perception of
product quality. Although criteria related to the production system seem to be less important for
consumer choice [10], organic certification plays a discriminating role in wine consumer decision-
making [11].

Organic certification was first regulated by Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007, later amended by
Implementing Regulation (EU) No 203. Certification can be considered an effective differentiation
tool; indeed, consumers show a positive-attitude towards organic wine and are more willing to pay
for it [12]. In addition, when the attribute is compared with other characteristics, it gains high
importance and can be considered a discriminating driver of wine consumption [13]. A recent study
showed that consumers have a heterogeneous attitude towards organic certification; although there is
an important market niche willing to buy organic wine [14]. Sillani et al. [15] also showed that
information on organic production methods, together with the grape variety, were two of the most
important attributes, followed by price, for the heterogeneous sample of buyers considered. Among
the certifications related to sustainability aspects, a recent study analysed consumer preferences for
wine ‘certified- for sustainability, comparing the behaviour of US and Italian consumers and
highlighting divergent attitudes between consumers in the two countries [16]. Demeter certification
can be used in wine to indicate a product developed using biodynamic practices [17]. Biodynamic
agriculture is based on the theory of anthroposophy and was founded by R. Steiner in 1924, who
identified this method as a possible response to the increase in chemical inputs in agriculture [18].
Biodynamic agriculture also refers to philosophical concepts, a holistic approach to agriculture and
agronomic practices that have not been scientifically verified; therefore, this method is considered

more of a belief or spiritual approach than a cultivation technique [19]. In this paper, we do not wish
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to delve into the claims and cultivation practices prescribed by the Biodynamic method of cultivation.
However, given the objective possibility of applying Demeter certification to wines to differentiate
products, it is necessary to assess whether there is a niche of interested consumers and what
characteristics they have. To do this, a recent study [20] evaluated consumer willingness to pay
(WTP) by comparing conventional, organic, and biodynamic certifications. The authors observed that
consumers expressed a positive WTP for biodynamic wine, which was higher than for conventional
and lower than for organic wine.

The origin of the product was also found to be able to guide consumer choices. In a conjoint.analysis
study, different wine origins provided different levels of utility; in particular, wine produced in
countries known as typical producers was rated higher [21]. In Spanish regions, origin was considered
an important attribute; however, by segmenting the original sample of consumers, a portion of
individuals preferred inexpensive wine to locally produced wine, while consumers in Madrid rated
locally produced wine higher [22]. In Italy, consumers were clustered, allowing researchers to
identify different groups interested in specific wine characteristics, including local origin [23]. The
origin of wine can be extremely important, since export may. represent a significant share of
producers’ revenues [24].

Another important aspect of wine consumption is that consumer preferences towards product
attributes can change depending on their origin. For example, in a cross-country analysis, [25] found
that Italian consumers were the most interested in price, while US respondents were the least. Further
indications of the importance of consumers origin were suggested by [26], who found that Nova
Scotia respondents valued price and region of origin more than Canadians. These results are
significant as they indicate that a considerable amount of the variability in consumers’ choices arises
from their origin. In anether cross-country analysis conducted by Perrouty et al. [27] considering
France, Austria, Germany. and the United Kingdom, the region of origin emerged as the most
important attribute for wine selection, both for expert and regular consumers in all the considered
countries. Therefore, cross-country comparisons are needed to get a clearer picture of the role of wine
attributes. Conversely, in the same study, comparing expert and regular consumers, the price
perception changed between the two groups. In fact, moving on to price, this attribute can also be
considered an important factor in consumer choices, as those concerned about price were less willing
to pay for organic wine [28]. Regarding the quantification of the utility derived from price attribute
levels, unlike other food products where price is predominant [29], in the case of wine it may also be
a secondary attribute [30].
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1.1 Objectives and research questions

Considering the importance of product valorisation and the need to market better products based on
communicating the quality characteristics of wine, the general aim of this study is to identify which
credence attributes and attribute levels are most valued by consumers in three different countries of
the European Union and to compare the results across these countries. The wine attributes price,
production method, geographical indication and product origin were chosen to be compared using a
conjoint experiment.

The general aim was analysed in depth through the following research questions:

1) Which wine attributes and attribute levels are most valued by European consumers?

2) Are there differences in the perception of wine characteristics by consumers in different EU
countries?

3) Is it possible to segment European consumers according to different/wine attributes and attribute
levels?

This study enables a better understanding of the factors that drive consumers towards wine
consumption. In particular, by developing a cross-country evaluation, it will be possible to understand
how preferences differ in various European countries and thus gain deeper insights regarding the role
of the selected credence attributes in wine differentiation. Furthermore, to the best of our knowledge,
this article is the first attempt to compare consumer interest in biodynamic certification as a
production method in a cross-country evaluation. As for the other attributes, this is the first time they
are combined, analysed and compared.in a study involving France, Greece and Italy.

Following the introductory section, the article is organised into four parts: Methodology, in which
data collection, conjoint experiment and inferential statistics are addressed; Results, in which the
results are explained; Discussion, which aims to compare the results with the current literature;
Conclusion, in which the main findings, implications, limitations and future perspectives of the

research are summarised.
2. “Methodology

2.1 Data collection

To collect data on European consumer interests in different aspects of wine consumption, a multi-
section survey was developed using Google Forms. The questionnaire consisted of four sections as
follows: (1) Conjoint experiment; (2) General wine consumption habits and characteristics; (3)
Consumer beliefs regarding intrinsic and extrinsic characteristics of wine; (4) Socio-demographic
features of the respondents. Data collection took place in early 2020 by sharing a link generated by

Google Forms on several social networks and specialised wine consumption forums found in Greece,
5
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France, and Italy. The choice of specialised forums was made to boost the likelihood of collecting
data from current wine consumers and thus improve the reliability of the responses. The study focuses
on the data of the conjoint experiment and the socio-demographic characteristics that are required to
meet the research questions. Regarding the conjoint experiment, a detailed explanation will be
provided in a specific methodology sub-section; while in the other sections, questions were asked
using binary questions (yes/no) and on a 5-points Likert scale. A total of 506 questionnaires were
collected and used for statistical processing after a consistency check of the answers. Indeed, as a
preliminary step to data analysis, a data cleaning process was performed in which variables were
coded and missing values and inconsistent values, defined as out-of- Likert scale values, were
searched for. In fact, responses presenting inconsistent values were dropped’because they were
considered unreliable due to the possible low cognitive effort used by the respondent. Missing values
were also discarded. A total of 592 records were present in the first database from which 86 responses
were removed, representing approximately 14.5%. The socio-demographic characteristics of the
respondents located in the cleaned database are shown in Table 1. Details on the composition of the
sample are described in the Annex 1, which shows an equal distribution across countries, gender and
age; also reporting a comparison with the 2020 Census of the population of the three countries, which
highlights the limitations of socio-demographic representativeness of the sample, considering the

difficulty of interviewing consumers in a pandemic period.

Tab.1 Characteristics of the sample (n = 506)

Variables Items Frequency Percent
Gender Male 279 55.14
Female 227 44.86
18-35 293 57.91
Age 36-50 122 24.11
over 50 91 17.98
1-2 208 41.11
Family members 3-4 241 47.63
>4 57 11.26
Middle school 14 2.77
. High school 95 18.77
Education University degree 212 41.90
Postgraduate 185 36.56

Up to

1000€month >4 10.67
1001-2000 131 25.89
Income 2001-3000 108 21.34
3001-4000 69 13.64
>4000 62 12.25
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No answers 82 16.21

Italy 178 35.18
Countries France 184 36.36
Greece 144 28.46

2.2 Conjoint analysis

A conjoint experiment based on the linear hypothesis was chosen to assess the value given by
consumers to different wine attribute rankings. The study included four wine credence attributes with
different levels indicated in table 2. Concerning the selection of price levels, this attribute was selected
by direct market analysis conducted in large retail chains and specialized stores in the countries under
study: the average price observed during the data collection period was chosen as'the central value,
while the range was determined with a percentage deviation of 20% [25]. No-substantial differences
were found between the three considered markets, so it was chosen to use-the same price in the survey
in the three countries. Another aspect to contemplate concerning-the choice of attributes is the
introduction of Geographical indication as a general presence of PDO and PGI certifications. This
approach aims to derive an average level of utility not specific for these certifications. This choice
was developed based on two closely related considerations: The first is a methodological constraint.
As noted by [31] , to maximize the reliability of estimates and obtain dependable responses, the
number of cards in conjoint ranking experiments should be limited to facilitate the classification task
for consumers. In fact, the orthogonal design has proven to be a useful tool for minimizing the number
of cards, thereby preserving the reliability of responses and, consequently, the estimates [32].
However, if the Gl attribute had been considered with three levels, the minimum number of cards
would have increased, thus making the classification task more challenging for consumers. The
second consideration is related to the novelty of the product. Given the model constrictions in terms
of number of cards and considering the novelty derived from the introduction of the biodynamic
certification, Gls were treated as an attribute with two levels, while the production method had three,
facilitating comparison among conventional, organic, and biodynamic.

The model yields a variety of valuable insights into consumer preferences, including the mean relative
importance for food attributes as a weight of attribute values [33,34] and part-worth utilities for
attribute levels [30]. Moreover, when the linear model is adopted, the part-worth utilities that can be
considered as regression coefficients, can be interpreted as marginal probabilities [35]. In this context,
the econometric model enabling the estimation of part-worths can be formalised as indicated in

Equation 1.



215

216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223

224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239

J
Vi = Z.Bj Xjk €Y)
=

Where y, is the utility perceived by consumers for k-th stimulus represented by the number of cards
(k=1,..., k). B; the coefficients of the regression that in the ranking conjoint are also considered as
utility levels. Finally, x;, represent the variables adopted in the model or the attributes levels as a
matrix of dummy variables [36]. Similarly, to other studies [31,37] goodness of fit of the model was
evaluated using Person's R and Kendall's Tau which are indicators of the correlation between
observed and estimated preferences. Considering the high values obtained, the models were deemed

robust for analysing the results.

Tab. 2 Attributes and levels adopted in the conjoint analysis
Attributes Attribute levels
Low (4.00€/bottle); middle (6.00€/bottle);

Price high (8.00€/bottle)
Production method Conventional, organic, biodynamic
PDO/PGI None; yes
Origin Local, national, imported

To determine the best conjoint model to administer, two important issues must be addressed:
maximising both the efficiency of the model and the consumer responses [32]. When ranking conjoint
analysis based on ordinary least squares (OLS) is used, as in this study, these issues are solved using
an orthogonal design [32]. The orthogonal design can be considered the principal experimental design
for maximising the information obtained from product profiles, while avoiding cognitive overload
for consumers [31]. An.orthogonal design can be derived from a full factorial design, which cannot
be used in data collection since the number of profiles represents all possible combinations of attribute
levels, generating a defined number of cards that are difficult for consumers to manage [38]. This
strategy-allows the experiment to be administered to consumers, reducing the cognitive effort required
for the task assigned to them, i.e., to rank the cards or products profiles compared to a full factorial
design [31,37]. Moreover, generating an orthogonal design produce uncorrelated product profiles,
avoiding overlap among attributes levels, preserving model efficiency and solving multicollinearity
issues [29]. Based on these considerations, an orthogonal design was applied in the study to the
attributes and attribute levels, resulting in nine conjoint cards shown in Table 3. To improve

readability, a visual representation of the conjoint cards is presented in Annex 2.
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Tab.3 Card profile used in the conjoint experiment

Card Price Production PDO/PGI Origin
method
1 High Organic None Local
2 High Biodynamic None National
3 Mid Conventional None National
4 Mid Biodynamic Yes Local
5 Mid Organic None Imported
6 Low Biodynamic None Imported
7 Low Conventional None Local
8 High Conventional Yes Imported
9 Low Organic Yes National

We chose not to describe the attributes used in the experimental design to minimize biases like social
desirability and cognitive bias [39]. By avoiding detailed explanations, respondents-are more likely
to provide genuine evaluations based on their impressions and experiences. This approach is
especially relevant for credence attributes, such as the “local” attribute, which underscores the wine’s
connection to its origin—encompassing terroir, climate, soil; and _winemaking traditions. The
interpretation of "local™ can vary widely, from wines produced within a small village to those from a
broader wine region, depending on the individual's knowledgeand experience [40]. Local wines are
often appreciated for their authenticity and reflection of regional heritage.

The conjoint analysis was performed twice: the first on the entire sample, to answer the first research
question, and the second by dividing the responses according to country of origin, to answer the
second research question. The second analysis produced results for each country in which data was
collected. To determine whether there were significant differences between the part-worth utilities of

the attribute levels, according.to the origin of the consumers, the ANOVA model was applied [29].

2.3 Cluster analysis

To answer the.third research question, the Conjoint analysis was further explored by applying a
cluster analysis based on the Ward method, which enables the development of groups with high
within-group -homogeneity [41] using squared Euclidean distances between observations [42].
Indeed, the first analysis provides a personal utility pattern for each consumer that can be considered
as an individual preference towards the level of attributes employed in the design [30]. These utility
patterns can be clustered, obtaining homogeneous groups of consumers [31,34,43]. When cluster
analysis is applied, one question should be addressed: which cluster solution should be used?
Different strategies can be adopted, but in this study the best cluster solution was evaluated using the
Dunn index, which assesses separations among cluster and internal compactness [44]. The highest
index value was found for the three-clusters solution. Once the clusters were obtained, the ANOVA

9
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model was applied to evaluate significant differences among the utility patterns [30,43]. In addition,
the chi-square test was chosen to assess differences in the frequencies of socio-demographic
characteristics among clusters [45].

All analyses were performed using IBM SPSS 27, except the best cluster solution, which was

performed using the R package NbClust [46].

3. Results

3.1 Conjoint analysis outcomes

Table 4 shows the results obtained from the Conjoint Analysis performed on the whole sample of
consumers. In terms of the mean relative importance calculated for each attribute among European
consumers, wine origin was the most valued, followed by the production-method. Price was
considered as the third most important attribute, while certification of erigin was the last attribute. To
gain insights into the role of the attribute level, the evaluation of utility estimation coefficients is
required. Starting with price, the results suggest that European consumers prefer higher prices. As for
the production method, conventional production results in negative utility, while organic production
is preferred by the surveyed sample. Compared to the biodynamic method, the coefficient is close to
0, indicating that this certification is irrelevant. The presence of PDO/PGI certifications is considered
an important factor for consumers, as the coefficient is quite high and positive. Finally, imported wine
provides negative utility, while national and locally sourced products are appreciated by consumers,

especially local wine.

Tab.4 Conjoint results based on.whole sample (h=506)

Utilit Mean
Attributes Attribute levels thty relative
estimate .
importance
Low price -0.232
Price Middle price -0.047 22 48
High price 0.279
Conventional -0.630
Production method Organic 0.617 27.40
Biodynamic 0.013
None -0.713
PDO/PGI 20.
OPG DOP/IGP 0.713 066
Local 0.634
Origin National 0.283 29.47
Imported -0.916

10
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Constant 5.238

Goodness of fit of Pearson’s R 0.998
the conjoint analysis Kendall’s Tau 0.944

Moving on to the second conjoint analysis, which concerns differences between countries, the results
are shown in Table 5. Several significant differences were observed, indicating that various credence
wine attributes may be valued differently, depending on the origin of the consumers. Regarding price,
the results indicate that Italian consumers are the most interested in this attribute in terms of mean
relative importance. However, no significant differences in utility estimates were observed.
Focusing on the production method, consumers from France valued this attribute the most. Significant
differences were observed between conventional and organic production. In fact, French consumers
are the least interested in conventional production while being the most interested in organic
production. Biodynamic production was not significant, but slight differences can be observed where
Italian consumers perceived a negative utility from this certification.and French consumers perceived
the most positive utility.

The presence of a geographical indication is the most valued by Greek consumers, both in terms of
mean relative importance and utility estimate. Finally, several significant differences were observed
for each level of origin attribute. Local production was preferred by consumers in France, who
obtained the highest utility coefficient. Interestingly, Greek consumers are the only group indifferent
to local production, obtaining the highest utility from national wine. With regard to imported wine,
French consumers considered this attribute as a negative indicator of wine quality more than
respondents in other countries, based.on the negative utility obtained.

Tab.5 Conjoint results based on country preferences

Attributes Attribute levels Ult'“ty Mean Utility Mean Utility Mean
taly France Greece
Low price -0.129 -0.226 -0.366
Price Middle price -0.120 24.76 -0.031 21.71 0.023 20.63
High price 0.249 0.257 0.343
Conventional***  -0.328 -0.870 -0.697
Production method Organic** 0.468 26.38 0.755 29.43 0.623 26.06
Biodynamic -0.140 0.114 0.074
None * -0.583 -0.747 -0.832
PDO/PGI DOP/IGP* 0.583 20.93 0.747 19.90 0.832 21.28
Local *** 0.781 1.051 -0.081
Origin National *** -0.088 27.93 0.034 28.96 1.058 32.03
Imported *** -0.693 -1.085 -0.977
Constant * 5.194 5.249 5.277

11
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Goodness of fit of Pearson’s R 0.996 1.000 0.997
the conjoint analysis  Kendall’s Tau 0.944 1.000 0.944

* ** %% significant results according to one-way ANOVA. P-value <0.01;0.05;0.001, respectively.

3.2 Cluster analysis outcomes

Cluster analysis was performed on the consumer part-worth utility pattern to achieve a deeper
understanding of European consumers based on similarity in attribute preferences and. socio-
demographic characteristics. ANOVA and chi-square tests, performed on the utility patterns and
socio-demographic frequencies respectively, revealed several significant differences. Table 6 shows
the results of the cluster analysis in terms of mean relative importance and utility estimates, while
Table 7 shows the distribution of socio-demographic data among the clusters.

Starting with cluster 1, the results indicate that these consumers are most interested in the price and
origin attributes, when considering the indicator of mean relative importance. They perceive the
highest utility for medium- and high-priced wine, indicating that the attribute could be considered as
a quality indicator for this group. In addition, this cluster places the highest importance to nationally
produced wine. Finally, consumers in this group do not consider the geographical indication
certification and perceive a slight utility for organic production. Based on these considerations, this
cluster can be named “High price and natien-specific”. In terms of socio-demographic
characteristics, this group includes middle and. older age consumers with a high school diploma and
an income of over €4000 per month.

The second group obtained the highest mean relative importance for the PDO/PGI certification
attribute and the second highest for the production method and origin. Considering utility terms, these
consumers are very attentive to. PDO/PGI certifications: in fact, the coefficient is the highest among
the clusters. In terms of production method, the cluster perceived the greatest utility from organic
certification. Anterestingly, biodynamic certification is also considered in this cluster, and respondents
who appreciate-local production and high-priced wines can also be found. Given these characteristics,
the cluster can be called “Certification seekers”. Focusing on socio-demographic characteristics,
the group contains mainly young consumers with a university degree and with an income of €1000-
2000 and 3000-4000 per month.

The last group has the highest mean relative importance for the production method. Remarkably, this
is the only group that appreciates conventional wine. Regarding the price attribute, these consumers
are interested in low-priced wine, while a low positive utility is obtained by organic and local products
in the other attributes. On the basis of these characteristics, this group can be called "*Price-sensitive

consumers™. Analysing the socio-demographic characteristics, this cluster grouped mainly young
12



336 consumers with a high level of education and a low-intermediate level of income in the range of
337  €1000-2000 per month.

Tab.6 Conjoint results based on cluster analysis

Attributes Attribute levels U?r:lt:ys((i); 1 Mean U(tr:lgégll)z Mean U(tr:h:tylgisl)3 Mean
Low price *** -1.321 -0.348 0.744
Price Middle price *** 0.642 30.82 -0.259 18.78 0.024 26.05
High price *** 0.679 0.607 -0.768
Conventional***  -0.271 -1.220 0.563
Production method Organic*** 0.208 17.26 0.849 27.81 0.317 32.91
Biodynamic *** 0.063 0.371 -0.880
None *** 0.047 -1.065 -0.354
PDO/PGI DOP/IGP *** 0.047 14.31 1065 22.61 0.354 20.01
Local *** -0.392 1.060 0.264
Origin National *** 1.313 37.61 0.162 30.81 -0.085 21.04
Imported *** -0.921 -1.221 -0.179
Constant *** 4,984 5.:355 5.118
Goodness of fit of R di Pearson 0.995 1.000 0.997
conjoint analysis  Tau di Kendall 0.944 1.000 0.944
*** significant results according to one-way ANOVA. P-value <0.001
Tab.7 Frequency analysis on cluster results
Variables Items Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 p-value
Gender Male 0.63 0.53 0.55 0.328
Female 0.38 0.47 0.45
18-35 0.45 0.59 0.62 0.067 *
Age 36-50 0.28 0.23 0.24
over 50 0.28 0.17 0.14
1-2 0.41 0.44 0.35 0.507
Family members 3-4 0.48 0.46 0.50
>4 0.11 0.10 0.15
Middle school 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.020**
. High school 0.32 0.17 0.14
Y University degree 0.30 0.45 0.42
Postgraduate 0.34 0.35 0.42
Up to €1000/month 0.11 0.12 0.15 0.055*
1001-2000 0.25 0.35 0.26
Income 2001-3000 0.30 0.20 0.37
3001-4000 0.15 0.18 0.12
>4000 0.18 0.15 0.11

*** significant results according to the chi-square test. P-value < 0.1;0.05 respectively
338
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4. Discussion
The results obtained from the adopted models allow the research questions to be addressed,
suggesting that different credence attributes and attribute levels influence the behaviour of wine
consumers differently, also considering the different countries of origin of the individuals.
Starting with the first research question, it emerges that wine attributes are valued differently by
consumers. Among the evaluated attributes, the origin of the product is considered the most important
for European wine consumers. This result is partially in line with current literature suggesting the
importance of wine origin [47]. In fact, various studies suggest that the origin of wine-isa critical
information for consumers [48].
Moreover, our study confirms the negative utility derived from imported wine [49,50], highlighting
the strong impact of the cultural and national identity on wine choice [51]. The results are also
consistent with the study of [26], who found price and origin as the mostimportant attributes for wine
selection.
Production methods represent the second most important attribute, ‘confirming the current trend
among wine consumers who consider this characteristic extremely important for product choices [49].
The attribute levels provide different utility scores; in fact, an organic label is preferred over
biodynamic certification, which seems to be.indifferent for consumers. This result confirms current
literature indicating that biodynamic certification'may only interest to a limited portion of consumers.
In fact, consumers are less willing to pay-for biodynamic wine than for organic wine [20].
The study highlights that price is an important driver of wine consumer choices [24,26]; in particular,
a higher price provides greater utility, suggesting that consumers consider price as a sign of quality,
as observed in Barcelona [22] or-in Germany [52]. This result is also supported by consumer
literature, since the importance. of price as a sign of quality is typical of consumer science and can
also be found in other products [34,53,54]. Moreover, when compared with other wine characteristics,
price can also represent a secondary driver of consumer preferences [5]. However, in many cases, a
high price doesn't guarantee high quality. Factors such as branding and scarcity can inflate the price
of a wine without necessarily reflecting its intrinsic quality, and in the presence of limited knowledge,
wine prices act as information tool to evaluate the quality [7,55]. Furthermore, the relationship
between price and quality can vary depending on the wine market, region, and grape variety [55,56].
In some cases, lesser-known wineries may produce high-quality wines at relatively affordable prices,
while well-established brands may command higher prices based on reputation rather than quality
alone [57].
It is interesting that the geographical indications, such as PDO and PGI, obtained the least mean

relative importance score. This result indicates that when certification of origin is compared with
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other attributes, it might have secondary importance in consumer choices. However, the results do
not contradict the literature when adopting the multi-attribute evaluation method as an estimation tool
[14,58]. The utility estimate for certification is very high, indicating that consumers positively value
such characteristic [5].

Proceeding to address the second research question, this study reveals regional differences among
wine consumers, affirmatively answering the question. These findings constitute a significant novel
aspect of this paper. Notably, to the best of our knowledge, no study has compared Italian consumers
with Greek or Greek with French wine consumers. Conversely, only a couple of studies have
conducted cross-country analyses between Italian and French consumers [59,60]. Starting with the
price attribute, no significant differences were found between countries, suggesting that this attribute
is perceived similarly by consumers. This outcome can be explained by the high importance given by
wine consumers to price, as indicated in studies conducted in different European countries [52,61,62].
The conventional production method provided the least utility to French consumers. This outcome,
coupled with the highest perceived utility of organic and PDO certification, suggests that French
consumers are particularly attentive to wine quality certification. These results partially confirm
existing literature on cross-country analyses, where French consumers are attentive to wine quality
[47] and interested in organic production [60]./An important outcome is related to the utility perceived
by biodynamic certification, which provides a slightly positive utility only to Greek consumers,
suggesting that market opportunities are-mainly in this country. Regarding local production, these
products are mainly appreciated by.French consumers, followed by Italian consumers, confirming
the interest in this attribute [60,63]. French and Italian consumers have a strong cultural emphasis on
traditional foods and beverages, including wine. They are often more familiar with local wine
varieties, grape cultivars, and-winemaking techniques than with wines from other regions or
countries. This familiarity breeds a sense of comfort and trust in local products, making them a
preferred choice [64,65].

Moreover, a remarkable result emerged: Greek consumers exhibit a greater interest in national wine
rather'than in.products from specific territories. An indirect explanation may lie in the Greek wine
market’s export-oriented nature, thereby reducing the importance of local production [66].

European consumers were effectively clustered, facilitating an answer to the third research question.
The first identified group, called “Higher-priced and nation-specific seekers” displayed a connection
between high price and higher income, consistent with existing literature. High-income consumers
may perceive expensive wines as being of higher quality or prestige due to their higher price points.
They may be willing to pay a premium for wines that are perceived as luxurious or exclusive,

regardless of their actual intrinsic quality [67]. Furthermore, the link between older consumers and
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high price is reaffirmed, as these respondents are more willing to pay for wine [28]. The connection
between national wine and income could be attributed to variety-seeking behaviour [57]. In fact,
opting for national wines over local ones may broaden choices, given the availability of numerous
products.

The “Certification seekers” cluster was identified, in which the connection between younger
consumers and different certifications was highlighted. This result is in line with current literature, in
which younger people show a higher attitude towards certified wine [48] and confirms the'results
obtained by Capitello and Sirieix (2019) [60], who found that the organic attribute needsa high level
of education to be properly appreciated by consumers. In addition, this paper confirms the importance
given by younger generations to the Geographical Indications of wine [6].

Finally, our results suggest that consumers with high incomes are also interested in wine quality
certification [65]. However, it is also possible that individuals with average. incomes are interested in
organic and PDO wine.

The last cluster was called “Price-sensitive consumers” and groups younger generations with low-
intermediate incomes. The results are in line with current-literature, since younger generations may
have lower incomes, making them primarily price-driven, and thus price-sensitive consumers [6,65].
Low-income individuals often have limited disposable income, making affordability a primary
concern when choosing wines. Price-sensitive consumers are more likely to opt for lower-priced
wines that fit within their budget constraints [68]. This peculiar attitude was also found in other agri-

food products, suggesting the importance of this cluster in consumer science [69,70].
5. Conclusion

5.1 Main findings

This study sheds light on.some important information from the conjoint ranking experiment, which
enables the role of different wine credence attributes among consumers in Greece, France and Italy
to be estimated. Based on the conjoint model performed on the overall sample, origin appears to be
the most-important factor in terms of mean relative importance and the local origin of the wine
provided.greater utility than the national or imported product. Among the production method levels,
organic wine was the most valued by consumers, while biodynamic was considered indifferent as the
coefficient was close to zero. Concerning price, consumers were mainly interested in high-priced
products. Finally, the geographical indication was the least important attribute in terms of mean
relative importance. However, the high estimated utility coefficient for the presence of Gls suggests
that this attribute is highly valued by consumers.

Differences between countries were observed, particularly in terms of the utility derived from the
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organic method, which was higher for French consumers, as well as the importance attached to Gls.
Regarding the origin of the product, French and Italian consumers were mainly attracted by the local
product, while Greek consumers by national wine.

Three distinct groups were identified and named: High price and national wine seekers; Certification
seekers and Price-sensitive. Inferential tests suggest that age, income and education can be used to

characterise wine consumers.

5.2 Implications

This work provides several implications for both academics and business. It represents the first
evaluation comparing consumers perceptions of biodynamic certification across multiple countries.
On the producer side, several indications emerge that can aid in differentiating wine production and
achieving higher income. The role of certifications such as Gl and organic is reaffirmed confirmed
as effective tools for enhancing wine marketing. Indeed, in France and-Italy, consumers are more
interested in local production that can be enhanced by organic, PDO or PGI indications. Finally,

biodynamic was found to play a marginal role in each country, suggesting its limited effectiveness.

5.3 Limitations and further research

The study has a number of limitations that are worthy to be discussed to help readers to interpret the
results. The first limitation is related to the sample; in fact, since the sampling was carried out online,
a limited selection of consumers in terms of gender, age group and income was possible, which is
more easily done in the case of face-to-face interviews. Therefore, the sample could be unbalanced
for certain socio-demographic aspects, limiting the possibility of inferring the entire population.
These limitations in data collection are mainly due to the need to collect data online for the limits
imposed in the pandemic period by COVID-19 in 2020.

The second limitation‘is attributable to the methodology itself. While conjoint analysis is a valuable
tool in_marketing analysis, the number of attributes that can be included is limited, potentially
influencing the importance derived from the combination of attributes used in the analysis.
Additionally, the use of Geographical indications (PDO, PGI) in the orthogonal design with two
levels (presence or absence) may have resulted in an average utility level, rather than a specific one
for these certifications.

Future steps in the analysis may include evaluating the willingness to pay for different attributes,
including biodynamic, in a cross-country evaluation, covering the same countries evaluated in this
paper or others. In addition, the effectiveness of other combinations of attributes as wine

differentiators can be tested.
17



474
475
476
477
478
479

480
481
482
483
484
485
486
487
488
489
490
491
492
493
494
495
496
497
498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505
506

Declaration of interests
The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal relationships
that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper.

Funding
This research received no external funding.

References

[1] H. Kendall, B. Clark, C. Rhymer, S. Kuznesof, J. Hajslova, M. Tomaniova, P. Brereton, L.
Frewer, A systematic review of consumer perceptions of food fraud and authenticity: A European
perspective, Trends in Food Science & Technology 94 (2019) 79-90.

[2] M. Rui, A. Sparacino, V.M. Merlino, F. Brun, S. Massaglia, S. Blane, Exploring consumer
sentiments and opinions in wine E-commerce: A cross-country -comparative study, Journal of
Retailing and Consumer Services 82 (2025). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2024.104097.

[3] D. Vergamini, F. Bartolini, P. Prosperi, G. Brunori, Explaining regional dynamics of
marketing strategies: The experience of the Tuscan wine producers, Journal of Rural Studies 72
(2019) 136-152.

[4] C. Dias, L. Mendes, Protected designation of origin (PDO), protected geographical indication
(PGI) and traditional speciality guaranteed (TSG): A bibiliometric analysis, Food Research
International 103 (2018) 492-508.

[5] L.M.-C. Martinez, M.B. Molla-Bauza, F.J.D.C. Gomis, A.M. Poveda, Influence of purchase
place and consumption frequency over quality wine preferences, Food Quality and Preference 17
(2006) 315-327.

[6] R. Capitello, L. Agnoli, S. Charters, D. Begalli, Labelling environmental and terroir attributes:
Young Italian consumers’ wine preferences, Journal of Cleaner Production 304 (2021) 126991.

[7] G. Di Vita, F. Caracciolo, F. Brun, M. D’ Amico, Picking out a wine: Consumer motivation
behind different quality wines choice, Wine Economics and Policy 8 (2019) 16-27.

[8] N. Casolani, A. Ciccarelli, M.A. Perito, E. Chiodo, The Importance of Region of Origin in
Sparkling Wines: An International Analysis of Consumers’ Perception, Sustainability 16 (2024) 390.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16010390.

[9] D. Escandon-Barbosa, J. Rialp-Criado, The impact of the content of the label on the buying
intention of a wine consumer, Frontiers in Psychology 9 (2019) 426438.

[10] A. Chamorro, J.M. Garcia-Gallego, H. da C. Trindade-Carlos, Study on the importance of
wine bottle design on consumer choices, British Food Journal 123 (2021) 577-593.

18



507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515
516
517
518
519
520
521
522
523
524
525
526
527
528
529
530
531
532
533
534
535
536
537
538
539
540

[11] M. Lanfranchi, A. Zirilli, A. Alibrandi, C. Giannetto, The behaviour of wine consumers
towards organic wine: a statistical analysis through the non-parametric combination test, International
Journal of Wine Business Research 33 (2021) 275-287.

[12] P. Tait, C. Saunders, P. Dalziel, P. Rutherford, T. Driver, M. Guenther, Estimating wine
consumer preferences for sustainability attributes: A discrete choice experiment of Californian
Sauvignon blanc purchasers, Journal of Cleaner Production 233 (2019) 412-420.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.06.076.

[13] S. Sillani, Consumer perceptions and motivations in choice of minimally processed
vegetables, British Food Journal 117 (2015) 970-986.

[14] F. Boncinelli, A. Dominici, F. Gerini, E. Marone, Insights into organic'wine consumption:
behaviour, segmentation and attribute non-attendance, Agricultural and Food Economics 9 (2021) 1—
16.

[15] S. Sillani, A. Miccoli, F. Nassivera, Different preferences for wine communication, Wine
Economics and Policy 6 (2017) 28-39.

[16] M. Rui, F. Rosa, A. Viberti, F. Brun, S. Massaglia, S. Blanc, Understanding Factors
Associated with Interest in Sustainability-Certified Wine among American and Italian Consumers,
Foods 13 (2024) 1468.

[17] Demeter international, (2021). https://[demeter.net/biodynamics/biodiversity/ (accessed
February 8, 2022).

[18] A. Castellini, C. Mauracher,.S. Troiano, An overview of the biodynamic wine sector,
International Journal of Wine Research 9 (2017) 1-11.

[19] K. Lewis, S. Cassells, The spiritual dimension of biodynamics: an alternative source of capital
in the rural context, in: Exploring Rural Enterprise: New Perspectives on Research, Policy & Practice,
Emerald Group Publishing Limited, 2014.

[20] G. Scozzafava, F. Gerini, F. Boncinelli, C. Contini, L. Casini, How much is a bottle of
conventional, organic or biodynamic wine worth? Results of an experimental auction, Food Quality
and Preference 93 (2021) 1042509.

[21] R. Veale, P. Quester, Consumer sensory evaluations of wine quality: The respective influence
of price and country of origin, Journal of Wine Economics 3 (2008) 10-29.

[22] R.Bernabéu, M. Diaz, F. Oliveira, Consumer preferences for red wine in the Spanish market,
Ciéncia e Técnica Vitivinicola 31 (2016) 88-97.

[23] G. Gallenti, S. Troiano, F. Marangon, P. Bogoni, B. Campisi, M. Cosmina, Environmentally
sustainable versus aesthetic values motivating millennials’ preferences for wine purchasing: evidence

from an experimental analysis in Italy, Agricultural and Food Economics 7 (2019) 1-16.

19



541
542
543
544
545
546
547
548
549
550
551
552
553
554
555
556
557
558
559
560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574

[24] A. Dal Vecchio, S. Massaglia, V.M. Merlino, D. Borra, M. Hao, Italian wines in China’s e-
commerce market: focus on Piedmont region products, Italian Journal of Food Science 30 (2018).
[25] A. Annunziata, E. Pomarici, R. Vecchio, A. Mariani, Do consumers want more nutritional
and health information on wine labels? Insights from the EU and USA, Nutrients 8 (2016) 416.

[26] H.A. Jantzi, M.B. McSweeney, An overview of wine consumers in Nova Scotia, Canada: A
conjoint analysis study, Journal of Wine Research 30 (2019) 48-61.

[27] J.P. Perrouty, F. d’Hauteville, L. Lockshin, The influence of wine attributes on region of
origin equity: An analysis of the moderating effect of consumer’s perceived expertise, Agribusiness
22 (2006) 323-341. https://doi.org/10.1002/agr.20089.

[28] C. Mauracher, 1. Procidano, M. Valentini, How product attributes and consumer
characteristics influence the WTP, resulting in a higher price premium for organic wine,
Sustainability 11 (2019) 1428.

[29] G. Di Vita, R. Zanchini, G. Falcone, M. D’ Amico, F. Brun, G. Gulisano, Local, organic or
protected? Detecting the role of different quality signals among Italian-olive oil consumers through a
hierarchical cluster analysis, Journal of Cleaner Production.290 (2021) 125795.

[30] A. Annunziata, E. Pomarici, R. Vecchio, ‘A. Mariani, Nutritional information and health
warnings on wine labels: Exploring consumerinterest and preferences, Appetite 106 (2016) 58-69.
[31] A. Annunziata, R. Vecchio, Consumer perception of functional foods: A conjoint analysis
with probiotics, Food Quality and Preference 28 (2013) 348-355.

[32] J.F. Bridges, A.B. Hauber, D..Marshall, A. Lloyd, L.A. Prosser, D.A. Regier, F.R. Johnson,
J. Mauskopf, Conjoint analysis-applications in health—a checklist: a report of the ISPOR Good
Research Practices for Conjoint Analysis Task Force, Value in Health 14 (2011) 403-413.

[33] G. Di Vita, R.«Zanchini, D. Spina, G. Pappalardo, E. Schimmenti, M. D’Amico, The
Hierarchical Utility.of Credence Attributes of Orange Marmalade: What do ConsumerS Look for in
a Multi-Claim " Food Product?, Journal of Marketing Communications (2023) 1-30.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2023.2273539.

[34] " G. DiVita, R. Vecchio, M. Borrello, R. Zanchini, G. Maesano, G. Gulisano, F. Brun, M.
D’Amico, Oh my darling clementine: heterogeneous preferences for sustainable citrus fruits,
Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems 36 (2021) 557-568.

[35] A.B. Hauber, J.M. Gonzélez, C.G. Groothuis-Oudshoorn, T. Prior, D.A. Marshall, C.
Cunningham, M.J. IJzerman, J.F. Bridges, Statistical methods for the analysis of discrete choice
experiments: a report of the ISPOR conjoint analysis good research practices task force, Value in
Health 19 (2016) 300-315.

[36] E. Pelzer, The Potential of Conjoint Analysis for Communication Research, Communication

20



575
576
577
578
579
580
581
582
583
584
585
586
587
588
589
590
591
592
593
594
595
596
597
598
599
600
601
602
603
604
605
606
607
608

Research Reports 36 (2019) 136-147. https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2018.1559138.

[37] T. Mancuso, R. De Cianni, G.A. Di Vita, E. Spada, F. Brun, D.C. Spadaro, R. Zanchini,
Understanding Italian consumers’ perceptions of tomato agricultural innovation: Exploring the nexus
between sustainability, health and consumer beliefs, Journal of Cleaner Production 435 (2024)
140528. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2023.140528.

[38] D.McCullough, A User’s Guide to Conjoint Analysis, Marketing Research 14 (2002) 18-23.
[39] K.E. Stanovich, R.F. West, On the relative independence of thinking biases and cognitive
ability., Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 94 (2008) 672.

[40] E. Mazaheri, M.-O. Richard, M. Laroche, The role of emotions in online consumer behavior:
a comparison of search, experience, and credence services, Journal of Services Marketing 26 (2012)
535-550.

[41] L.C. Shan, A. De Brun, M. Henchion, C. Li, C. Murrin, P.G. Wall, F.J. Monahan, Consumer
evaluations of processed meat products reformulated to be healthier—A conjoint analysis study, Meat
Science 131 (2017) 82-89.

[42] T. Strauss, M.J. von Maltitz, Generalising Ward’s-method for use with Manhattan distances,
PloS One 12 (2017) e0168288.

[43] G. Hailu, A. Boecker, S. Henson, J. Cranfield, Consumer valuation of functional foods and
nutraceuticals in Canada. A conjoint study using probiotics, Appetite 52 (2009) 257—265.

[44] S. Wajrock, N. Antille, A. Rytz, N. Pineau, C. Hager, Partitioning methods outperform
hierarchical methods for clustering consumers in preference mapping, Food Quality and Preference
19 (2008) 662—-669. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2008.06.002.

[45] M. Miraballes, A. Gdmbaro, Influence of Images on the Evaluation of Jams Using Conjoint
Analysis Combined with. Check-All-That-Apply (CATA) Questions, Journal of Food Science 83
(2018) 167-174.

[46] M. Charrad, N. Ghazzali, V. Boiteau, A. Niknafs, NbClust: an R package for determining the
relevant number of clusters in a data set, Journal of Statistical Software 61 (2014) 1-36.

[47] " M.-P.Séenz-Navajas, J. Ballester, D. Peyron, D. Valentin, Extrinsic attributes responsible for
red wine quality perception: A cross-cultural study between France and Spain, Food Quality and
Preference 35 (2014) 70-85.

[48] G. Maesano, G. Di Vita, G. Chinnici, P. Gioacchino, M. D’Amico, What’s in organic wine
consumer mind? A review on purchasing drivers of organic wines, Wine Economics and Policy 10
(2021) 3-21.

[49] A. Galati, G. Schifani, M. Crescimanno, G. Migliore, “Natural wine” consumers and interest

in label information: An analysis of willingness to pay in a new Italian wine market segment, Journal

21



609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629
630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
641
642

of Cleaner Production 227 (2019) 405-413.

[50] R. Mehta, N. Bhanja, Consumer preferences for wine attributes in an emerging market,
International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management (2017).

[51] N.-H. Le, H.-M.T. Nguyen, T. Van Nguyen, National identity and the perceived values of
foreign products with local brands: The case of local wine in Vietnam, Asia Pacific Journal of
Marketing and Logistics (2013).

[52] M. Janssen, I. Schéufele, K. Zander, Target groups for organic wine: The importance of
segmentation analysis, Food Quality and Preference 79 (2020) 103785.

[53] V.M. Merlino, S. Massaglia, D. Borra, A. Mimosi, P. Cornale, Which Factors Drive Consumer
Decisions during Milk Purchase? New Individuals’ Profiles Considering Fresh Pasteurized and UHT
Treated Milk, Foods 11 (2021) 77.

[54] J. Mota-Gutierrez, A. Sparacino, V.M. Merlino, S. Blanc, F. Brun, F.Massimelli, E. Vassallo,
D. Borra, S. Massaglia, Socio-demographic and cross-country differences in attention to sustainable
certifications and changes in food consumption, Npj Science of Food 8(2024) 31.

[55] F. Caracciolo, M. D’ Amico, G. Di Vita, E. Pomariei, A. Dal Bianco, L. Cembalo, Private vs.
collective wine reputation, International Food and Agribusiness Management Review 19 (2016) 191
210.

[56] B.-H. Ling, L. Lockshin, Components of wine prices for Australian wine: How winery
reputation, wine quality, region, vintage, and winery size contribute to the price of varietal wines,
Australasian Marketing Journal (AMJ) 11 (2003) 19-32.

[57] F. Caracciolo, M. Furno, M. D’Amico, G. Califano, G. Di Vita, Variety seeking behavior in
the wine domain: A consumers segmentation using big data, Food Quality and Preference 97 (2022)
104481.

[58] V.M. Merlino, D. Borra, V. Girgenti, A. Dal Vecchio, S. Massaglia, Beef meat preferences of
consumers from Northwest Italy: Analysis of choice attributes, Meat Science 143 (2018) 119-128.
[59] A. Annunziata, L. Agnoli, R. Vecchio, S. Charters, A. Mariani, Health warnings on wine
labels: A discrete choice analysis of Italian and French Generation Y consumers, Wine Economics
and Policy 8 (2019) 81-90.

[60] R. Capitello, L. Sirieix, Consumers’ perceptions of sustainable wine: An exploratory study in
France and Italy, Economies 7 (2019) 33.

[61] A. Krystallis, P. Chrysochou, An exploration of loyalty determinants in Greek wine varieties,
EuroMed Journal of Business (2010).

[62] M. Stanco, M. Lerro, G. Marotta, Consumers’ preferences for wine attributes: A best-worst
scaling analysis, Sustainability 12 (2020) 2819.

22



643
644
645
646
647
648
649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656
657
658
659
660
661
662

[63] N. Palmieri, M.A. Perito, Consumers’willingness to consume sustainable and local wine in
Italy, Italian Journal of Food Science 32 (2020).

[64] A. Hertzberg, G. Malorgio, Wine demand in Italy: an analysis of consumer preferences, New
Medit 7 (2008) 40-46.

[65] I. Schéaufele, U. Hamm, Organic wine purchase behaviour in Germany: Exploring the attitude-
behaviour-gap with data from a household panel, Food Quality and Preference 63 (2018) 1-11.

[66] V.A. Vlachos, A macroeconomic estimation of wine production in Greece, Wine Economics
and Policy 6 (2017) 3-13.

[67] G. Migliore, A. Thrassou, M. Crescimanno, G. Schifani, A. Galati, Factors affecting consumer
preferences for “natural wine”: An exploratory study in the Italian market, British Food Journal
(2020).

[68] C. Aqueveque, Consumers’ preferences for low-priced wines’ packaging alternatives: the
influence of consumption occasion, gender, and age, British Food Journal 125 (2022) 781-793.
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-09-2021-1040.

[69] G. Di Vita, G. Maesano, R. Zanchini, C. Barbieri, D. Spina, F. Caracciolo, M. D’ Amico, The
thin line between tradition and well-being: Consumer responds to health and typicality attributes for
dry-cured ham, Journal of Cleaner Production 364 (2022)132680.

[70] S. Massaglia, D. Borra, C. Peano, F. Sottile, V.M. Merlino, Consumer Preference
Heterogeneity Evaluation in Fruit and-Vegetable Purchasing Decisions Using the Best—Worst
Approach, Foods 8 (2019) 266

23



