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Abstract 27 

In 2025 global wine trade declined in value, volume and average price. A similar combination 28 

occurred in 2020, but the current downturn has lasted longer and coincides with a sustained fall 29 

in consumption. Rising average prices, which carried the value of world wine trade through the 30 

past decade, no longer offset lower volumes, a pattern consistent with fading premiumisation. 31 

Combining global trade statistics with the ProWein Business Survey 2026 (n = 1,002), this 32 

paper examines where the contraction originates and how the sector responds. Both sources 33 

point to weak demand as the main constraint. Industry experts rank cost pressure, weak 34 

purchasing power, health concerns and alcohol policy well above trade restrictions. In the 35 

United States, declared import values fell much more than volumes after the higher tariff on 36 

European wine took effect, partly because of the weaker dollar, and volumes followed in 2026. 37 

41% of respondents expect exports to shift away from the United States, while 15% of exporters 38 

to the United States report having redirected exports so far. The destinations that are still 39 

growing remain small, so reallocation is likely to appear in trade statistics only gradually. 40 

Keywords: global wine trade, tariffs, premiumisation, export diversification, industry 41 

expectations. 42 

1. World Wine Trade in 2025 43 

In 2025, global trade in wine and must declined on all three dimensions. Export value fell by 44 

6.3% to €33,774 million, export volume by 4.7% to 94.8 million hectolitres, and the average 45 

export price by 1.7% to €3.56 per litre [1]. This was the third consecutive year of falling export 46 

revenues. Value, volume and average price last declined together in 2020. Unlike that episode, 47 

the current decline follows two years of falling value and is not linked to an exceptional external 48 

event. The combination matters more than either figure on its own: for most of the past decade, 49 

falling volumes were offset by rising average prices, so that the value of world wine trade 50 

continued to grow [2, 3]. This mechanism no longer operates. Average export prices peaked in 51 

2023 and declined in 2024 and 2025, so the sector now trades less wine at lower average prices. 52 

The average price is the ratio of total value to total volume. It falls when individual wines are 53 

sold at lower prices, when the composition of trade shifts towards cheaper wines, and, for values 54 

converted into euros, when the euro appreciates. During 2025 the euro rose by 13.1% against 55 

the US dollar [4]. The decline is therefore consistent with a fading premiumisation trend but 56 

does not establish it on its own. It does show that higher average prices no longer compensate 57 

for lost volume. 58 



 

 

These aggregate figures nevertheless conceal substantial differences across product categories, 59 

supplying countries and destination markets. Identifying those differences is essential both to 60 

locate where the main problems lie and to distinguish structural change from temporary 61 

adjustment, which in turn determines which strategies are appropriate. The paper combines two 62 

data sources that are unique to the wine sector and complementary in nature. Long-term global 63 

trade statistics, elaborated for this paper and in large part not previously published [1], record 64 

realised transactions and therefore describe what has happened. Values reported in national 65 

currencies were converted into euros at monthly average exchange rates provided by S&P 66 

Global [1]. Figures for earlier years may differ slightly from those in previous editions of this 67 

series [2, 3], because reporting countries revise their statistics. All years shown here come from 68 

the same data extraction and are comparable with each other. The ProWein Business Survey, 69 

conducted annually by Hochschule Geisenheim University on behalf of ProWein [5], records 70 

the perceptions and expectations of experts along the entire supply chain and therefore describes 71 

the conditions under which the transactions of the coming years will be decided. Sections 1 and 72 

2 present the trade evidence, Section 3 the survey evidence, and Section 4 draws the two 73 

together. 74 

1.1 Declining wine consumption drives a contraction of global wine trade 75 

The contraction of world wine trade coincides with a contraction of world wine consumption, 76 

which is its most plausible main driver. According to OIV estimates, global consumption fell 77 

from 236 million hectolitres in 2019 to 208 million hectolitres in 2025, a loss of 28 million 78 

hectolitres or 11.9% (Figure 1) [6]. The decline is not confined to a single region or to the 79 

pandemic period; it has continued, and accelerated, in every year since 2021. 80 

 81 

Figure 1. Evolution of world wine consumption, 2000 to 2025, in million hectolitres. Source: OIV [6]. 82 

The decisive difference from earlier periods of falling consumption lies in the geography of 83 

demand. In the 1990s and in the early years of this century, volumes no longer consumed in the 84 



 

 

traditional producing countries were absorbed by growing markets elsewhere, and world trade 85 

expanded even as domestic consumption in Europe declined. That compensating mechanism is 86 

no longer operating. Consumption lost in the established markets is not being recovered 87 

elsewhere, and world wine trade has therefore entered a recession of its own. Earlier national 88 

boom-and-bust cycles were out of step across countries, whereas the current downturn affects 89 

all major producing countries at the same time [7]. Since 2019, world wine exports have lost 90 

11.8 million hectolitres, falling from 106.6 to 94.8 million hectolitres, a decline of 11.1% 91 

(Figure 2). 92 

 93 

Figure 2. Value and volume of world trade in wine and must, 2012 to 2025. Export value in € billion (left axis) 94 

and export volume in million hectolitres (right axis). Based on data from [1]. 95 

Figure 2 shows that the decline in traded volume, interrupted only briefly in 2024, resumed in 96 

2025. The stabilisation of 2024 is best read as a temporary effect rather than a recovery: it was 97 

driven to a considerable extent by anticipatory shipments to the United States ahead of the 98 

tariffs that were expected, and subsequently imposed, in 2025 [2, 8]. Section 3.2.2 confirms this 99 

mechanism at firm level. Export value has fallen more slowly than volume, but its decline 100 

steepened in 2025, because average prices in euros were no longer rising. Value has now fallen 101 

for three consecutive years, from the post-pandemic peak of €37,891 million in 2022 to €33,774 102 

million in 2025. 103 

1.2 Average export prices and signs of fading premiumisation 104 

The development of average export prices is shown in Figure 3. Between 2012 and 2022 the 105 

average price of traded wine rose from €2.52 to €3.57 per litre. Over the full period there have 106 

been three episodes of decline. The first was a single year in 2014 (from €2.61 to €2.54). The 107 

second covered 2019 and the pandemic year 2020 (from €3.04 to €3.01 and then €2.83). The 108 



 

 

third is the current phase, in which prices fell in both 2024 and 2025 after peaking at €3.65 in 109 

2023. The first two episodes were short and were followed by a rapid return to the upward path. 110 

Whether the present decline will be reversed in the same way cannot yet be judged, and it is 111 

this question that will determine the value of world wine trade over the coming years. 112 

 113 

Figure 3. Average price of traded wine and must, 2012 to 2025, in € per litre. Bars in light shading mark years in 114 

which the average price fell relative to the previous year. Based on data from [1]. 115 

The current episode differs from its predecessors. The declines of 2014 and 2019 were small, 116 

and the decline of 2020 coincided with an exceptional event. The present one coincides with a 117 

sustained contraction of demand. If average prices do not recover, the sector faces a deflationary 118 

configuration in which falling volumes are no longer compensated but amplified in value terms. 119 

For producers this is a materially different environment from the one that prevailed until 2022, 120 

and it requires a different set of strategies. 121 

Taking a longer view, world wine exports have risen by 7.7% in value since 2017 (the year of 122 

a major break in the official statistics) but fallen by 13.8% in volume, implying a 24.9% increase 123 

in the average export price. Up to 2022 this pattern was consistent with premiumisation, with 124 

fewer litres sold at higher prices and turnover nevertheless rising [3], although inflation and 125 

shifts in product mix also contributed. Exchange rates worked in the opposite direction. 126 

Between the end of 2016 and the end of 2025 the euro appreciated by 11.5% against the US 127 

dollar, 13.4% against the Canadian dollar and 49% against the Japanese yen [4], which lowers 128 

the euro value of trade invoiced in these currencies. Since 2022 the same decomposition no 129 

longer holds, and the value gain accumulated over the period has been progressively eroded. 130 



 

 

1.3 Changes by product category 131 

The decline is distributed very unevenly across categories (Figure 4). Still bottled wine remains 132 

by far the largest, with €22,289 million of exports in 2025, followed by sparkling wine at €8,229 133 

million, bulk wine at €2,469 million, bag-in-box at €666 million and must at €122 million. 134 

Since 2017 sparkling wine has clearly led the market, increasing its export value by 40.2% and, 135 

uniquely among the categories, its volume as well, by 23.2%. Bag-in-box grew by 22.5% in 136 

value and still bottled wine was flat at 0.4%, while bulk wine lost 7.0%; in volume every other 137 

category contracted by between 15% and 19%. The implied price movements are instructive: 138 

sparkling wine achieved its growth with a price increase of some 14%, whereas still bottled 139 

wine raised its average price by roughly 23% and yet barely maintained its export value. 140 

Sparkling wine grew by selling more, still bottled wine defended revenue by charging more, 141 

and only the first strategy expanded the category. The main driver of growth has therefore been 142 

affordable sparkling wine, above all Prosecco [9]. 143 

 144 

Figure 4. World wine exports by product category: export value in 2025 (€ million) and change in value and 145 

volume between 2017 and 2025 (%). Volume change for must not available. Based on data from [1]. 146 

In 2025, however, every category declined in both value and volume (Figure 5), sparkling wine 147 

and bag-in-box somewhat less than still bottled and bulk wine. Sparkling wine’s share of world 148 

wine trade has consequently risen to 24.5% of value and 11.3% of volume, while still bottled 149 

wine has led the decline. 150 



 

 

 151 

Figure 5. Change in world wine exports by product category between 2024 and 2025, in %. For each category the 152 

left bar shows the change in value and the right bar the change in volume. Based on data from [1]. 153 

Figure 5 also shows the deflationary tendency at category level. For sparkling and still bottled 154 

wine, value fell more sharply than volume, implying lower average prices. Bag-in-box showed 155 

the reverse, and bulk wine prices held steady as value and volume moved in parallel. Price 156 

erosion in 2025 was thus concentrated in the packaged categories that generate most of the 157 

sector's value, while smaller recent harvests limited bulk supply and shielded the commodity 158 

segments. Within each category, lower average prices may also reflect a shift towards cheaper 159 

wines and, for exports invoiced outside the euro area, exchange rate effects. 160 

1.4 Changes by wine colour 161 

Within still wine, the subcategories have developed very differently. The figures by colour refer 162 

only to exports from European Union countries, whose tariff codes distinguish colour; the 163 

dataset is therefore narrower than the global aggregate but sufficiently large to be representative 164 

of the still wine trade [2]. 165 

Over the eight years since 2017 the trend has been clearly more favourable for white wine than 166 

for red and rosé, although red wine still accounts for the larger share of sales (Figure 6). In 167 

value, exports of white bottled still wine grew by 37.7%, against 6.3% for red and rosé. In 168 

volume, white wine gained 2.8% while red and rosé lost more than a quarter of their sales, at 169 

−25.6%. 170 



 

 

 171 

Figure 6. Exports of bottled still wine from EU countries by colour: value (€ million) and volume (million litres) 172 

in 2025, with the change since 2017. Based on data from [1]. 173 

This relative advantage was confirmed in 2025 (Figure 7). Red and rosé bottled wines from the 174 

European Union declined by 7.0% in value and 7.8% in volume, while white wines fell by only 175 

1.8% and 2.8% respectively. Both subcategories raised their average price by approximately 176 

1%, so that the difference between them is one of quantity demanded rather than of pricing. 177 

 178 

Figure 7. Change in EU exports of non-sparkling bottled wine by colour between 2024 and 2025, in %, for value, 179 

volume and average price. Based on data from [1]. 180 

Taken together, recent developments have favoured sparkling wine over still wine and, within 181 

still wine, white over red and rosé. What the more successful categories have in common is that 182 

they are fresher and more accessible than traditional red wines, a shift that is consistent with 183 

the growth of no- and low-alcohol products and of wine-based beverages documented in the 184 

consumer literature [10, 11]. Anderson [7] also links the decline of red wine to changing 185 

fashion, higher alcohol levels and the contraction of the Chinese market. Because the pattern 186 



 

 

has now persisted for several years and is visible in both the long-term and the annual 187 

comparison, it is better described as a structural shift in demand than as a cyclical fluctuation. 188 

2. Insights into Export and Import Markets 189 

2.1 Development of key exporters 190 

All nineteen leading wine-exporting countries recorded lower export revenues in 2025, and all 191 

except Portugal and New Zealand also exported smaller volumes. The three largest exporters – 192 

France, Italy and Spain – recorded comparatively moderate declines (Table 1). 193 

Table 1. Export performance of the three leading wine exporters in 2025 and over the period 2017 to 2025. Based 194 

on data from [1]. 195 

 Export value 

2025 (€ million) 

Value 2024–

25 (%) 

Value 2017–

25 (%) 

Volume 

2024–25 (%) 

Volume 

2017–25 (%) 

Avg. price 

2024–25 (%) 

France 11,193 −4.4 +23.0 −2.0 −15.8 −2.5 

Italy 7,778 −3.7 +29.8 −2.0 −2.4 −1.8 

Spain 2,980 −4.1 +2.7 −3.4 −16.0 −0.7 

 196 

In 2025 the three countries met the same conditions with different strategies. Their category 197 

shipments to main markets suggest that France cut prices to limit falling bottled wine sales, 198 

recording the sharpest drop in average price (−2.5%); that Italy held its position at broadly 199 

stable prices; and that Spain moved part of its portfolio, notably sparkling wine, upmarket at 200 

the cost of steeper volume losses. 201 

The contraction of 2025 was driven above all by the New World producers. Australia, Chile 202 

and Argentina each recorded double-digit declines in export value, and the United States fell 203 

furthest of all: its tougher trade policy appears to have depressed not only its wine imports but 204 

also its exports, most plausibly through retaliation by affected trading partners (Section 2.3.2; 205 

[8]). 206 

Over the longer term, Figure 8 shows a marked divergence. Since 2017 France has increased 207 

its export value by some 23% and Italy by close to 30%, while Spain has grown by only 2.7%. 208 

Over these eight years the two leading exporters together added more than €3,800 million in a 209 

market that grew by only €2,400 million, capturing the entire net increase and more. At the 210 

other extreme, the United States lost 42% of its export revenue in euro terms, a decline already 211 

under way and then sharply exacerbated by the collapse of 2025, while Chile, Argentina and 212 



 

 

Australia each lost between 22% and 25%. Figure 8 also shows the growing weight of 213 

intermediaries: Belgium, whose declared exports have more than tripled, together with the 214 

Netherlands and Denmark. 215 

These value gains were not matched in volume. All of the five largest exporters shipped less in 216 

2025 than in 2017, several of them substantially. Italy's was the only modest decline (−2.4%), 217 

and among the major producers only Portugal and New Zealand increased their volumes. The 218 

gains therefore rested on rising prices. With average prices now falling (Figure 3), the same 219 

pattern is unlikely to produce comparable gains in the coming years. 220 

 221 

Figure 8. Leading wine-exporting countries by export value in 2025 (€ million), with the change between 2017 222 

and 2025. Negative changes in red. Based on data from [1]. 223 

2.2 Insights into major import markets 224 

Among importing countries, the divergence in 2025 was even more pronounced than among 225 

exporters. Seven of the nineteen largest markets increased their import volumes, led by 226 

Belgium, Sweden and Portugal, each with growth above 7%. The sharpest contractions were in 227 

China (−26.7%), Russia (−20.7%) and Latvia (−19.8%), followed by the Netherlands (−12.4%) 228 

and Italy (−10.2%), where the decline mainly reflects weaker demand for imported bulk wine. 229 



 

 

In the United States, import volume fell moderately in 2025 (−2.0%), while import value in 230 

euros fell much more (−11.6%). The euro appreciated by 13.1% against the US dollar during 231 

2025 [4], so a considerable part of the value decline in euros reflects the exchange rate. The 232 

decline deepened to −25% in the first half of 2026. The trade dispute also depressed import 233 

value into Canada (−12%). 234 

Figure 9 shows that two developments dominate the longer-term picture. The first is the sharp 235 

contraction of the Asian markets once expected to drive the growth of world wine trade: since 236 

2017, import value has fallen by 49% in China and by 45% in Hong Kong, while Russia's 237 

imports have declined by 10% [2, 12]. The second, less frequently noted, is a broad 238 

diversification of destinations. Most other major markets grew in value over the period, among 239 

them the United Kingdom (+25%), the Netherlands (+29%), Sweden (+36%), and Belgium and 240 

Denmark (+22% each). The largest absolute gain, however, came from the residual group of 241 

smaller markets, whose imports rose by 27% to €8,024 million in 2025. Although the fifteen 242 

largest importers still account for 76% of declared imports, wine is now imported by 155 243 

reporting markets, and these smaller destinations have contributed most to the growth in export 244 

value. 245 

 246 

Figure 9. Leading wine-importing countries by import value in 2025 (€ million), with the change between 2017 247 

and 2025. Negative changes in red. Based on data from [1]. 248 



 

 

This shift towards a larger number of smaller destinations is among the more consequential 249 

developments of the period. It reduces exporters' exposure to any single market but raises their 250 

distribution costs, since serving many small markets requires more importer relationships, more 251 

registrations and more commercial effort per litre sold than serving a few large ones. This long-252 

term trend predates the tariffs of 2025. The strategies reported in the survey (Section 3.3) 253 

indicate that exporters intend to continue it, but the trade data do not show how much of the 254 

past growth came from exporters' strategies and how much from demand in the destination 255 

markets. 256 

In volume terms the picture is considerably weaker. Only four of the fifteen main destinations 257 

imported more wine in 2025 than in 2017, and among the twenty-seven largest markets only 258 

Brazil, Côte d'Ivoire and Spain recorded growth of more than 30%. Most of the others imported 259 

less wine at the end of the period than at the beginning, with the steepest declines in China, 260 

Russia and France. 261 

2.3 Key issues in leading import markets 262 

Exporters declare shipments to 276 destinations, but trade is highly concentrated: the 23 markets that 263 

each account for more than 1% of world export value together represent more than 86% of world wine 264 

trade in both value and volume. The following sections examine four of these markets that were 265 

particularly affected by developments in 2025 (the United States, Canada, Russia and China) and then 266 

turn to the emerging destinations in Africa, which stand out for growth rather than contraction. 267 

2.3.1 United States: import values fell more than volumes after the tariff increase 268 

After months of uncertainty and repeatedly revised tariff announcements, a 15% tariff on wine and most 269 

other goods from the European Union was set in July 2025 and applied from 7 August 2025 [13, 14]. In 270 

the last five months of the year, U.S. wine imports fell by 32.1% in value but by only 7.9% in volume 271 

compared with the same period of 2024. Values are expressed in euros. The euro was stronger against 272 

the US dollar in August to December 2025 than a year earlier, so part of the value decline reflects the 273 

exchange rate. For comparison, the corresponding declines in the five months after the outbreak of the 274 

COVID-19 pandemic were 23.4% and 6.2%. By both measures, the decline after the tariff exceeded the 275 

initial impact of the pandemic. 276 



 

 

 277 

Figure 10. Imports of wine and must into the United States, rolling twelve-month totals, December 2017 to 278 

December 2025. Import value in € billion (left axis) and import volume in million hectolitres (right axis). Based 279 

on data from [1]. 280 

Figure 10 shows a pattern characteristic of shocks in this market: value reacts far more strongly than 281 

volume. This was the case in 2020, when the pandemic compressed import value while volumes held 282 

up, and it is the case again in 2025. In both episodes much of the adjustment appeared in declared value 283 

per litre and less in shipments. The average declared value per litre fell by 26.3% in the last five months 284 

of the year, most markedly for French wine. This figure combines changes in the prices charged by 285 

exporters, shifts in the product mix and the depreciation of the US dollar against the euro, which the 286 

trade data cannot separate. An equivalent reduction in exporters' prices cannot be inferred from it. In 287 

2025 the decline therefore appeared mainly in value per litre, with the quantity effect following later. 288 

Data for the first half of 2026 show both still sharply down, by 16.8% in volume and 25.2% in value. 289 

The combination of higher tariffs and weaker U.S. demand points to a persistent decline in imports that 290 

is likely to extend through the rest of 2026. 291 

2.3.2 Canada: retaliation created opportunities for other suppliers 292 

U.S. wine exports to Canada fell by 61.5% in 2025. The decline reflects retaliation rather than 293 

general commercial turbulence: in response to U.S. tariffs on Canadian goods, most provincial 294 

liquor boards delisted U.S. wines, and this administrative exclusion was reinforced by a marked 295 

shift in Canadian consumer preference away from U.S. products. In absolute terms, U.S. exports 296 

to Canada fell by C$452.8 million (equivalent to €287 million) and 39.5 million litres (Figure 297 

11). 298 

Other suppliers filled most of the volume vacated by U.S. wines. Shipments to Canada rose by 299 

8.1 million litres from Chile, 7.5 million from France, 3.5 million from New Zealand, 3.4 300 



 

 

million from Spain, 3.3 million from Australia, 2.9 million from Italy and 2.6 million from 301 

Argentina. In relative terms, Chile (+25.8%), New Zealand (+24.9%) and Argentina (+23.6%) 302 

grew fastest. Canada thus offers the clearest illustration in the 2025 data of the indirect effects 303 

of tariff policy: the losses of the country imposing tariffs are not confined to its own import 304 

market but extend to its exports, and the resulting reallocation benefits mainly third-country 305 

suppliers rather than the domestic industry of either party [8]. 306 

 307 

Figure 11. Wine imports into Canada by country of origin in 2025, in million litres, with the change on 2024 in 308 

million litres. Negative changes in red. Based on data from [1]. 309 

2.3.3 Russia: continued decline with stabilisation in the second half of 2025 310 

The war in Ukraine and the condition of the Russian economy have had substantial effects on 311 

wine exports to Russia. Because Russia no longer publishes its own trade data, these exports 312 

can only be observed as declared by the exporting countries. Shipments fell immediately after 313 

the outbreak of the war, between February and August 2022, rebounded sharply until July 2023, 314 

and have declined since. In 2025, exports to Russia fell by 20.7% in volume and 21.6% in value 315 

(Figure 12). 316 



 

 

 317 

Figure 12. Declared exports of wine and must to Russia, rolling twelve-month totals, December 2017 to December 318 

2025. Export value in € billion (left axis) and export volume in million hectolitres (right axis). Based on data from 319 

[1]. 320 

In the second half of 2025, shipments stabilised at approximately 2.2 million hectolitres and 321 

€650 million. This stabilisation should not be read as a turning point. Russia currently benefits 322 

from higher energy revenues following the oil price shock caused by the war involving Iran in 323 

2026, which may temporarily support its capacity to import wine, while the economic burden 324 

of the war in Ukraine and the sanctions regime persists. Since these forces work in opposite 325 

directions and neither is predictable, Russia remains one of the principal sources of uncertainty 326 

in the outlook for world wine trade rather than a market with an identifiable trend. 327 

2.3.4 China: the 2024 rebound proved temporary 328 

The 2025 data show that the recovery of Chinese wine imports in 2024, after several years of 329 

continuous decline, was only temporary (Figure 13). The removal in March 2024 of the tariffs 330 

that had long restricted Australian wine had seemed to mark the start of a lasting recovery [12]. 331 

In 2025, however, Australian export volume declined moderately, Chilean volume fell by 332 

43.7%, and those from France and Spain each fell by 28.7%. Among the thirteen largest 333 

suppliers, only New Zealand, Georgia and Germany increased their exports to China. 334 

Overall, Chinese wine imports fell by 14.6% in value and 26.7% in volume in 2025, while the 335 

average price rose by 16.5% to €6.07 per litre. China is therefore importing considerably less 336 

wine than in previous years, but at markedly higher prices, and it remains a relevant destination 337 

for premium products. The longer-term development of the Chinese market and its prospects 338 

are analysed in detail in [2] and are not repeated here. 339 



 

 

 340 

Figure 13. Imports of wine and must into China, rolling twelve-month totals, December 2017 to December 2025. 341 

Import value in € billion (left axis) and import volume in million hectolitres (right axis). Based on data from [1]. 342 

2.3.5 Smaller but promising markets in Latin America and Africa 343 

Against the generally negative trend of 2025, several smaller destinations developed positively. 344 

In Latin America, wine imports grew by 34.4% in value between 2017 and 2025, despite a 345 

slight decline in the final year and a fall in volume over the period as a whole. This exceeds 346 

both the 20.1% growth recorded by the European Union and the rates of around 20% observed 347 

in other European countries. Mexico, the Dominican Republic, Colombia and Brazil are among 348 

the fastest-growing markets for wine consumption and imports. 349 

For Africa, the figures are based on exports declared by supplying countries rather than on the 350 

importing countries' own statistics. On this basis, the value of wine shipped to Africa grew by 351 

12.5% in 2025 and by more than 45% since 2017. This growth was driven more by prices, 352 

which rose by around 40% over the eight years, than by volumes. Figure 14 shows the 353 

distribution across markets. Growth has been particularly strong in Côte d'Ivoire, Angola, 354 

Nigeria, Cameroon and the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and more recently in Morocco. 355 

These markets show outstanding growth in relative terms, though not yet in absolute volumes. 356 

South Africa also receives substantial declared shipments, mainly from the United States and 357 

Australia. Among the leading suppliers, Spain and, to a lesser extent, Portugal and France 358 

appear to have benefited most from the expansion of African markets. 359 



 

 

 360 

Figure 14. Declared world wine exports to African markets in 2025 (€ million), with the change on 2024. Negative 361 

changes in red. Based on data from [1]. 362 

For both regions, the main qualification is scale. Their growth rates are striking precisely 363 

because their absolute size is small, and the volumes involved cannot offset the losses in the 364 

established markets. Their significance lies less in the volume they absorb than in what they 365 

indicate about the direction of diversification, which is already visible in Figure 9 and consistent 366 

with the strategic responses reported in Section 3.3. 367 

3. Industry Perceptions: Challenges, Frictions in the U.S. Market and Strategic Responses 368 

Trade statistics describe the past, and in periods of policy discontinuity they are an imperfect 369 

guide to the near future because observed flows are shaped by anticipatory behaviour. 370 

Perceptions of risk are forward-looking: they govern listing decisions, inventory policy, market 371 

entry and exit, and investment in distribution relationships, and hence the trade flows of 372 

subsequent years. The evidence here is drawn from the ProWein Business Survey 2026 (n = 373 

1,002) [5], conducted annually since 2017 by Hochschule Geisenheim University on behalf of 374 

ProWein among experts along the entire supply chain. The 2026 wave was fielded between 21 375 

October and 27 November 2025. Questions on the effects of the U.S. tariffs (Figures 16 and 376 

17) were answered by the 180 producers and exporters who ship wine to the United States, and 377 

the expectations for the U.S. market (Figure 18) by 518 respondents from all groups along the 378 

supply chain. Because the sample is a self-selected panel of industry professionals, the results 379 

are expert assessments rather than population estimates; their value lies in the consistency of 380 

the instrument over time, which permits comparison of rankings across waves [2, 3]. The 2026 381 

wave also contained open-ended questions on strategic responses, analysed in Section 3.3. 382 



 

 

3.1 Persistent cost pressure and weak demand 383 

At the beginning of 2026 the sector faced a set of challenges largely unchanged from the 384 

previous year. Respondents assessed the expected impact of nine potential threats on their own 385 

business; Figure 15 reports the share expecting a strong or very strong effect. 386 

 387 

Figure 15. Expected impact of key threats and challenges on the own business. Share of respondents expecting a 388 

strong or very strong effect (4 and 5 on a five-point scale), in %, ProWein Business Survey 2026, n = 1,002 [5]. 389 

Rising costs (75%) and reduced consumer spending power (67%) again rank first and second, 390 

as in the 2025 wave [15]. Together they describe a classic margin squeeze: costs rise while 391 

income-driven demand contracts, so cost increases cannot be passed on without losing volume. 392 

A third consecutive year of this squeeze implies a cumulative erosion of profitability and of the 393 

capacity to invest in vineyards, brands and commercial capability. 394 

The second cluster concerns demand itself. Reduced consumption for health reasons (59%) and 395 

stricter alcohol policies (57%) now rank above the global economic downturn (52%) and the 396 

shift of preferences towards other beverages (52%). Concern about alcohol policy has risen 397 

steadily since 2022 [2, 3, 15]. The distinction matters: cyclical weakness is reversible, whereas 398 

changing health attitudes and tighter regulation shift the demand curve itself. The sector's own 399 

assessment thus answers the question posed in the 2023 review, whether the challenges are 400 

temporary or structural, in favour of the structural reading [3, 7]. 401 



 

 

A third, less prominent cluster comprises weather and climate change (34%), staff shortages 402 

(30%) and trade restrictions (28%). The last rank of trade restrictions is surprising, since the 403 

survey followed the most disruptive episode in wine trade policy in two decades. Three 404 

explanations are plausible. Measured against the tariff of up to 200% threatened in March 2025, 405 

the 15% rate applied from August was widely perceived as relief. Trade restrictions affect only 406 

firms exporting to the United States, so the sample-wide share understates their severity for 407 

those exposed (Section 3.2). Finally, tariffs mainly redistribute trade between destinations and 408 

suppliers, whereas declining consumption reduces its total. On this reading, removing the tariffs 409 

would not by itself restore the sector's position. The ranking reflects perceived severity and 410 

does not quantify the contribution of tariffs and of demand to the decline in trade. 411 

Producers and trade respondents rank the nine items similarly, with two exceptions. Trade 412 

respondents place more weight on the shift towards other beverages, consistent with their 413 

proximity to the point of sale [10, 11], while producers weight regulation and alcohol policy 414 

more heavily [5]. Each tier perceives most acutely the risks that materialise first at its own stage. 415 

Since consumer signals reach producers only with the lag of the order cycle, producers risk 416 

adjusting their portfolios later than the market requires. 417 

3.2 New frictions in the U.S. import market 418 

3.2.1 From announcement to implementation 419 

The tariff episode of 2025 evolved in several stages. In March 2025, a duty of up to 200% on 420 

wine from the European Union was announced. Following repeated revisions, a rate of 15% 421 

was set for most goods of EU origin, wine included, and applied from 7 August 2025 [13, 14]. 422 

A sector-specific exemption for wine and spirits, sought by industry associations on both sides 423 

of the Atlantic, was not granted. 424 

Three dimensions of this episode should be distinguished analytically.  425 

• First, the level of the final tariff is moderate relative to the rates initially announced, yet 426 

substantial for a product category in which ex-works margins frequently fall below 15%.  427 

• Second, and arguably of greater consequence, the volatility of policy announcements 428 

over a five-month period increased the option value of deferring irreversible 429 

commitments such as market entry, listing negotiations and brand investment [16]. This 430 

interpretation is consistent with the record level of the wine trade uncertainty index 431 

observed for 2025 [8].  432 



 

 

• Third, the three-tier structure of U.S. distribution amplifies the transmission of the tariff 433 

to retail prices, as the duty is successively marked up by importers, wholesalers and 434 

retailers [2]. In relative terms, this cascading effect falls most heavily on wines at lower 435 

price points, where the price elasticity of demand is highest. 436 

3.2.2 Firm-level exposure and adjustment 437 

Respondents exporting to the United States (n = 180) were asked how their business had been 438 

affected and how they had responded (Figure 16). Only 18% report no change, so more than 439 

four in five were affected within the first months of the new regime. 440 

The most frequent consequence is a loss of export volume (48%), followed by a loss of export 441 

value (32%). The survey does not record whether respondents who reported lower export value 442 

also lowered prices or margins, so the two items are reported separately here. In Figure 17, 2% 443 

of exporters report bearing the duty in full and 26% report that the importer bears it in full. 444 

Whether the 26.3% fall in declared value per litre (Section 2.3.1) reflects concessions by some 445 

exporters, a shift in product mix or the exchange rate cannot be determined from either source. 446 

Anticipatory stockpiling (23%) corroborates the inventory effect inferred in Section 1.1 [2, 17]: 447 

volumes recorded in 2024 and early 2025 overstate underlying consumption, and the correction 448 

is already visible in the first half of 2026 (Section 2.3.1). 22% adjusted their pricing for the U.S. 449 

market. The item does not record the direction or size of the adjustment. 450 



 

 

 451 

Figure 16. Effects of and responses to the U.S. import tariffs. Share of respondents in %, multiple responses 452 

possible, producers and exporters shipping to the United States, n = 180, ProWein Business Survey 2026 [5]. 453 

Only 15% diverted exports to other markets, and only 4% adjusted their product mix. Export 454 

relationships are market-specific investments (importer selection, label registration, listings, 455 

brand building) whose costs are largely sunk, so alternative destinations cannot be found 456 

quickly at comparable prices [18, 19]. Slow reallocation in the short run is therefore plausible. 457 

In Figure 18, 41% agree that producers will increasingly shift their exports to markets other 458 

than the United States. That item concerns producers in general and was answered by 518 459 

respondents from all groups along the supply chain, whereas the 15% refer to measures taken 460 

by the respondent's own business among the 180 exporters to the United States. The difference 461 

suggests that diversification is more widely anticipated than currently reported. It does not show 462 

how many firms have been unable to implement their plans. The 17% who lost importer 463 

contracts deserve particular attention: severed relationships are not restored when a tariff is 464 

withdrawn, so barriers of limited duration can have persistent effects [19]. 465 

3.2.3 The incidence of the tariff 466 

Figure 17 shows how respondents describe the arrangement with their importers. Among 467 

exporters to the United States, 47% share the cost, 26% report that the importer bears it in full 468 

and only 2% bear it themselves; 18% reached no agreement because the relationship was lost. 469 



 

 

 470 

Figure 17. Allocation of the tariff burden between exporter and importer. Share of respondents in %, producers 471 

and exporters shipping to the United States, n = 180, ProWein Business Survey 2026 [5]. The remaining 7% gave 472 

other answers or open comments. 473 

Three observations follow. First, in almost all continuing relationships respondents report that the 474 

importer bears the duty wholly or in part. A shared cost does not reveal the proportions borne by each 475 

side, and the survey does not show whether importers recover their costs through higher selling prices. 476 

The results therefore describe reported arrangements between trading partners and do not quantify the 477 

final distribution of the burden among exporters, intermediaries and consumers. For the tariff rounds of 478 

2018 and 2019, studies of U.S. prices found near-complete pass-through [20, 21, 22]. The survey results 479 

are compatible with that evidence but do not test it. Second, the quarter of exporters whose importer 480 

bears the duty in full suggests differences in bargaining power. One plausible explanation is that 481 

suppliers of origin-specific wines that cannot be replaced at short notice are in a stronger position than 482 

suppliers of substitutable wines. If so, tariff incidence would depend on product differentiation, itself 483 

the outcome of long-run investment in brands and origins [9]. Third, the 18% without agreement are the 484 

most instructive category: standard incidence analysis considers only the intensive margin and therefore 485 

misses the cost of relationships that cease to exist. 486 

3.2.4 Expected market developments to 2027 487 

Figure 18 reports expectations for the U.S. market to 2027. Nearly half (49%) expect a 488 

noticeable rise in the retail price of imported wines, consistent with the cascading described 489 

above and with Figure 17. 490 



 

 

 491 

Figure 18. Expectations for the development of the U.S. wine market by 2027. Share of respondents 492 

agreeing with each statement in %, multiple responses possible, all respondent groups, n = 518, ProWein 493 

Business Survey 2026 [5]. 494 

Three items in Figure 18 are most revealing in combination. While 49% expect higher retail 495 

prices for imported wine, only 25% expect sales of domestic U.S. wine to increase, and 30% 496 

expect the tariffs to weaken overall U.S. wine consumption in favour of other alcoholic 497 

beverages. Respondents thus expect the protective rationale of the tariff, that demand diverted 498 

from imports accrues to domestic producers, largely to fail. Imported and domestic wines are 499 

imperfect substitutes [23], and substitution increasingly occurs between wine and other 500 

beverages rather than within wine [10, 11]. Where cross-category substitution dominates, an 501 

import tariff shrinks the wine category as a whole and harms the U.S. wine sector instead of 502 

protecting it. 503 

Expectations for distribution point in the same direction. 27% expect the three-tier system to 504 

weaken and 19% expect faster consolidation among importers and distributors, plausibly 505 

because a duty marked up at every tier squeezes the middle tier, where margins are thinnest. 506 

Such consolidation raises entry barriers for small importers and for the small foreign producers 507 

who depend on them. Only 15% expect volumes to normalise within a few years. Respondents 508 

thus regard the new environment as persistent, and under irreversibility, persistent uncertainty 509 



 

 

depresses investment even without further tariff increases [16]. Finally, government subsidies 510 

to maintain exporters' presence in the U.S. market were selected by only 8%, the lowest share 511 

of all items. This shows limited support for this measure. It does not show that the remaining 512 

respondents oppose subsidies. 513 

3.3 Beyond the U.S. market: strategic responses of the global wine sector 514 

3.3.1 Data and approach 515 

The 2026 wave also asked producers and exporters to describe in their own words how they 516 

assess the situation in the United States and which measures they are taking. Of the 180 517 

producers and exporters shipping to the United States, 85 gave a substantive answer. The 518 

responses were coded inductively in two steps, with a large language model (ChatGPT, 519 

OpenAI, in the version available in January 2026) as support and the authors deciding on all 520 

codes, following current recommendations for human-in-the-loop use of such models in 521 

qualitative analysis [24, 25]. Statements on how respondents interpret the situation were first 522 

grouped into recurring narratives, which resulted in three interpretations. Statements on 523 

measures were then coded by named destinations, stated strategic logic and time horizon, and 524 

recurring combinations were condensed into five archetypes of reallocation. The model 525 

proposed initial codes and groupings. The first author checked every proposed code against the 526 

original responses, revised and merged categories and defined the final categories. The analysis 527 

is exploratory. The categories describe the range and relative prominence of strategic positions, 528 

not their frequency in the population. 529 

3.3.2 Three interpretations of the situation 530 

Three narratives dominate the open responses. They are not mutually exclusive, and each has 531 

distinct strategic implications. 532 

Demand weakness rather than tariffs. Many respondents locate the primary problem not in 533 

the tariff but in a structural weakening of U.S. demand, and they expect the market to shrink, 534 

with intensified competition in the premium segments. Recovery is seen to depend on consumer 535 

demand rather than trade policy. The responses are accordingly defensive: protecting visibility, 536 

prioritising flagship wines and maintaining flexibility within existing distribution. 537 

Political volatility as the binding constraint. A second narrative identifies unpredictability 538 

itself as the principal risk, since frequent changes in tariffs and import rules raise the cost of 539 



 

 

irreversible commitments. The result is a wait-and-see posture: firms hold existing positions, 540 

avoid new sunk investments and regard stability as the precondition for renewed engagement. 541 

This is the option-value argument of Section 3.2 in practitioners' terms, and it may contribute 542 

to the difference between the share expecting producers to shift exports (41%) and the share 543 

reporting that they have done so (15%). 544 

Market adjustment rather than political intervention. A third group regards wine as a minor 545 

item in trade relations and considers the sector's political leverage overestimated. Negotiated 546 

compensation is rejected as unrealistic in favour of market-based adjustment through efficiency, 547 

portfolio optimisation and diversification. Respondents in this group ask policy makers above 548 

all for predictability. This matches the small share selecting export subsidies (8%), although 549 

that share alone does not indicate a general rejection of subsidies. 550 

3.3.3 Five archetypes of geographic reallocation 551 

These interpretations translate into concrete export strategies, and the sector is not pursuing a 552 

single dominant replacement for the United States. Five archetypes can be distinguished, 553 

differing less in destination than in risk profile, entry cost and time horizon (Table 2). 554 

Table 2. Archetypes of export reallocation identified in the open responses of the ProWein Business Survey 2026 555 

[5]. 556 

Archetype Strategic logic Principal destinations Time horizon 

Asia pivot Substitution of U.S. volumes by 

structurally growing markets; 

acceptance of higher entry 

barriers 

China, Japan, South Korea, 

Taiwan, Hong Kong, 

Singapore, South-East Asia 

Long-term 

growth 

Broad diversification Portfolio-based risk 

management; avoidance of 

market concentration; 

incremental growth across 

several destinations 

Europe, Asia, South 

America; global multi-

market approach 

Medium-term 

stabilisation 

Intra-European 

rebalancing 

Low entry barriers; regulatory 

and cultural proximity; fastest 

substitution of volumes 

Eastern Europe, 

Scandinavia, Benelux, 

Germany, Poland, Czech 

Republic 

Short- to 

medium-term 

adjustment 

Americas outside the 

United States 

Similar consumption patterns and 

trade structures; use of existing 

importer relationships; lower 

political risk 

Canada, Brazil, selected 

Latin American markets 

Medium-term 

stabilisation 

Selective niche 

expansion 

Importer-driven opportunities; 

small volumes at higher 

Africa (incl. West Africa), 

Mauritius, Georgia 

Opportunistic, 

exploratory 



 

 

Archetype Strategic logic Principal destinations Time horizon 

uncertainty; complementary 

rather than substitutive 

 557 

Two articulated archetypes, broad diversification and intra-European rebalancing, are notable 558 

for what they are not: neither seeks to replace U.S. volumes with an equivalent single market. 559 

Intra-European rebalancing offers the fastest substitution, because entry costs are lowest and 560 

proximity greatest, but the European market is itself contracting. Gains there redistribute sales 561 

among suppliers rather than expand the market, with price pressure the likely consequence.  562 

The Asia pivot promises structurally growing demand but requires long-term investment 563 

precisely when uncertainty raises the required return, and the Chinese experience since 2017 564 

(Section 2.3.4) cautions against treating Asian growth as assured.  565 

Reallocation towards the Americas outside the United States builds on existing importer 566 

relationships and is the least costly form of diversification for firms already active there. Canada 567 

in 2025 (Section 2.3.2) is the clearest realised instance, and the growth of Latin American 568 

markets (Section 2.3.5) supports this route. Selective niche expansion is opportunistic and 569 

complementary, although the growth of African markets (Section 2.3.5) shows that it is not 570 

merely aspirational. 571 

3.3.4 Implications 572 

Across all five archetypes, export reallocation is driven less by the search for a one-to-one 573 

replacement of the U.S. market than by diversification and risk management. Asia and Europe 574 

are the most important regions for adjustment, the Americas beyond the United States play a 575 

stabilising but secondary role, and Africa and Oceania remain marginal in volume. The sector's 576 

stated preference is to spread exposure rather than concentrate it in a single alternative 577 

destination. This is a rational response to the experience that dependence on one large market 578 

turns a political event into an existential risk. It continues the diversification of destinations 579 

visible in the trade data since 2017 (Figure 9), which predates the tariffs of 2025. 580 

4. Discussion and Conclusions 581 

The two sources used in this paper observe the same year from opposite ends of the causal 582 

chain: trade statistics record outcomes, the survey records perceptions and firm behaviour. Their 583 

analytical value lies chiefly in the points at which they converge. 584 



 

 

4.1 Demand is the most plausible main driver of the contraction 585 

For the development of world wine trade, the decline in average export prices is at least as 586 

important as the tariff. Export value, volume and average price declined together in 2025, as 587 

they did in 2020. Unlike in 2020, the decline follows two years of falling value and coincides 588 

with a sustained contraction of consumption. Higher average prices no longer compensate for 589 

lower volumes (Sections 1.1 and 1.2). Part of the decline in prices measured in euros reflects 590 

the appreciation of the euro and possibly changes in product mix. The weakening of 591 

premiumisation is therefore an interpretation consistent with the data, which the aggregate 592 

average price alone does not establish. The survey supports this reading. Cost pressure and 593 

weak purchasing power head the list of threats, health concerns and alcohol policy rank above 594 

the business cycle, and trade restrictions rank last (Figure 15). Both sources point to the demand 595 

side as the main constraint and suggest that it is largely structural. The survey ranking reflects 596 

perceived severity, however, and does not measure the contribution of demand and tariffs to 597 

the decline. On this reading, removing the tariffs would not by itself restore the sector's position. 598 

4.2 After the tariff, declared import values fell before volumes did 599 

Combined, the two datasets clarify the U.S. adjustment more fully than either could alone. In 600 

the five months after the tariff took effect, import value in euros fell by 32.1% and volume by 601 

7.9%, implying a 26.3% fall in declared value per litre (Section 2.3.1). This figure combines 602 

changes in exporters' prices, in product mix and in the euro/dollar exchange rate, which the 603 

trade data cannot separate. Price concessions by exporters are one possible explanation and 604 

remain a hypothesis. The survey describes how exporters and importers arranged the duty. 47% 605 

of exporters report sharing it with the importer, 26% report that the importer bears it in full and 606 

2% bear it alone (Figure 17). These arrangements do not reveal the shares borne by each side 607 

or the final burden on consumers. They are compatible with the pass-through found for the U.S. 608 

tariff rounds of 2018 and 2019 [20, 21, 22].  609 

Two implications follow. The 2025 figures understate the eventual volume effect, and because 610 

23% of exporters stockpiled ahead of the tariffs, part of the subsequent decline reflects an 611 

inventory correction rather than a further deterioration of demand. The data for the first half of 612 

2026 (−16.8% in volume, −25.2% in value) are consistent with both. 613 



 

 

4.3 Reallocation is more widely expected than reported 614 

41% of respondents agree that producers will increasingly shift exports away from the United 615 

States, while 15% of exporters to the United States report having redirected exports already 616 

(Figures 16 and 18). The two items differ in content and in respondent base (518 respondents 617 

from all groups and 180 exporters to the United States), so their difference is no direct measure 618 

of a gap between the same firms' intentions and actions. It suggests that diversification is more 619 

widely anticipated than implemented so far, which is plausible given the cost and time required 620 

to build market-specific positions [18, 19]. 621 

In the trade data, Canada is the clearest case of a shift between suppliers in 2025, following the 622 

delisting of U.S. wines by most provincial liquor boards (Section 2.3.2). The growth of the 623 

smaller import markets (27% in value since 2017), of Latin American destinations (34%) and 624 

of African destinations (more than 45%) documents a longer-term diversification of 625 

destinations (Sections 2.2 and 2.3.5). It shows where exporters can find additional demand, but 626 

it predates the tariffs of 2025 and cannot be attributed to them. 627 

The destinations named in the archetypes of Table 2 are growing in the trade statistics, but on 628 

a scale far below what would be needed to replace the United States. The constraint lies not 629 

only in the sunk costs of entry but in the simultaneous contraction of most established markets, 630 

while the destinations that are still growing remain too small to absorb the volume lost 631 

elsewhere. At sector level, a fallacy of composition applies. If many exporters redirect volumes 632 

into the same accessible destinations, the result is intensified competition and price pressure 633 

rather than restored margins. What is individually rational is collectively self-limiting, above 634 

all within Europe. 635 

4.4 Polarisation continues, and price erosion has reached the packaged categories 636 

Both sources support the polarisation hypothesis developed in earlier contributions to this series 637 

[2, 3]. It is also consistent with the divergence between premium and non-premium wine 638 

documented by Anderson [7]. Since 2017, sparkling wine has grown strongly in value and 639 

volume, while still bottled wine has stagnated in value and lost almost a fifth of its volume. 640 

White wine has outperformed red and rosé by a wide margin (Sections 1.3 and 1.4). The survey 641 

reports the same shift towards fresher, more accessible and lower-alcohol styles [10, 11], and 642 

identifies producers of traditional, mostly red wines with high production costs as those under 643 

greatest pressure [5].  644 



 

 

The 2025 data add one qualification. Price erosion is concentrated in sparkling and still bottled 645 

wine rather than in the commodity segments (Figure 5). Polarisation is therefore no longer only 646 

a question of which categories grow, but also of where margins are eroded. 647 

4.5 What the sector asks of policy 648 

Only 8% of respondents selected export subsidies as a measure, and one group of open 649 

responses regards politically negotiated compensation as unrealistic (Sections 3.2.4 and 3.3.2). 650 

This indicates limited demand for subsidies among respondents. It does not show a general 651 

rejection of subsidies or of government intervention. Recent analysis suggests that subsidies for 652 

distillation or exports can delay the adjustment of supply to lower demand [7]. What 653 

respondents ask for most clearly is predictability in trade policy and a regulatory framework 654 

flexible enough to permit rapid adaptation of products, packaging and market strategies [5]. 655 

The survey results support this priority. The most durable costs of 2025 lie less in the duty itself 656 

than in the loss of importer contracts reported by 17% of exporters and in the consolidation of 657 

the U.S. middle tier expected by 19%, both of which persist after a tariff is withdrawn [19]. 658 

4.6 Outlook and research agenda 659 

For 2026, the evidence points to a further decline in traded volume: pre-tariff inventories must 660 

be worked off, the quantity response to the tariffs is only beginning, and consumption continues 661 

to fall. Whether the price decline proves to be a third short episode, comparable to those of 2014 662 

and 2019–2020, or the beginning of a sustained deflationary phase is the most important open 663 

question for the value of world wine trade. Anderson [7] expects low prices to persist until 664 

surplus stocks are cleared and the least profitable vineyards are removed. The answer is likely 665 

to depend more on demand than on trade policy. 666 

Three research questions follow.  667 

• First, how large are the sunk costs of market-specific export investment, and how long 668 

is the lag between the intention to reallocate and its appearance in trade statistics?  669 

• Second, how are margins affected in the destinations that receive redirected volumes?  670 

• Third, which structural features of national wine sectors account for the persistent 671 

divergence in export performance documented in Section 2.1 [9]?  672 



 

 

Their relevance is greater in a contracting than in an expanding market, since the allocation of 673 

declining volumes, rather than the distribution of growth, becomes the central economic 674 

problem. 675 

 676 
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