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Abstract

In 2025 global wine trade declined in value, volume and average price. A similar combination
occurred in 2020, but the current downturn has lasted longer and coincides with a sustained fall
in consumption. Rising average prices, which carried the value of world wine trade through the
past decade, no longer offset lower volumes, a pattern consistent with fading premiumisation.
Combining global trade statistics with the ProWein Business Survey 2026 (n = 1,002), this

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

point to weak demand as the main constraint. Industry experts rank coSfapressure, weak
In the

ariff on

purchasing power, health concerns and alcohol policy well above trade
United States, declared import values fell much more than volumes a
European wine took effect, partly because of the weaker dollar, and v d in 2026.

41% of respondents expect exports to shift away from the Unite tes, While 18% of exporters

to the United States report having redirected exports soffariglhe“destinations that are still

growing remain small, so reallocation is likely to appear 1 fatistics only gradually.

Keywords: global wine trade, tariffs, premiu @ , diversification, industry

expectations.

1. World Wine Trade in 20

In 2025, global trade in wine an lined on all three dimensions. Export value fell by

6.3% to €33,774 milli

continued to gfew [2, 3]. This mechanism no longer operates. Average export prices peaked in
2023 and declined in 2024 and 2025, so the sector now trades less wine at lower average prices.
The average price is the ratio of total value to total volume. It falls when individual wines are
sold at lower prices, when the composition of trade shifts towards cheaper wines, and, for values
converted into euros, when the euro appreciates. During 2025 the euro rose by 13.1% against
the US dollar [4]. The decline is therefore consistent with a fading premiumisation trend but
does not establish it on its own. It does show that higher average prices no longer compensate

for lost volume.
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These aggregate figures nevertheless conceal substantial differences across product categories,
supplying countries and destination markets. Identifying those differences is essential both to
locate where the main problems lie and to distinguish structural change from temporary
adjustment, which in turn determines which strategies are appropriate. The paper combines two
data sources that are unique to the wine sector and complementary in nature. Long-term global
trade statistics, elaborated for this paper and in large part not previously published [1], record
realised transactions and therefore describe what has happened. Values reported in national

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

Global [1]. Figures for earlier years may differ slightly from those in previg litions of this

the same data extraction and are comparable with each other. The P @ e§S Survey,
conducted annually by Hochschule Geisenheim University on‘B€half 0f ProWgein [5], records
the perceptions and expectations of experts along the entire supp i erefore describes
the conditions under which the transactions of the coming¥ye cided. Sections 1 and
2 present the trade evidence, Section 3 the surv

together.

1.1 Declining wine consumption driv contpaction of global wine trade

s with a contraction of world wine consumption,

which is its most plausible main ording to OIV estimates, global consumption fell
from 236 million he

hectolitres or 11.9% 1) [6].

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

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

demand. In the 1990s and in the early years of this century, volumes no longer consumed in the
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traditional producing countries were absorbed by growing markets elsewhere, and world trade
expanded even as domestic consumption in Europe declined. That compensating mechanism is
no longer operating. Consumption lost in the established markets is not being recovered
elsewhere, and world wine trade has therefore entered a recession of its own. Earlier national
boom-and-bust cycles were out of step across countries, whereas the current downturn affects
all major producing countries at the same time [7]. Since 2019, world wine exports have lost

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

(Figure 2). \‘
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Figure 2. Value and volume of wo e in and must, !012 to 2025. Export value in € billion (left axis)

and export volume in million hectoli on data from [1].

Figure 2 shows that ed volume, interrupted only briefly in 2024, resumed in

2025. The stabilisati 24 is bes

read as a temporary effect rather than a recovery: it was
anticipatory shipments to the United States ahead of the
subsequently imposed, in 2025 [2, 8]. Section 3.2.2 confirms this

million in 2025.

1.2 Average export prices and signs of fading premiumisation

The development of average export prices is shown in Figure 3. Between 2012 and 2022 the
average price of traded wine rose from €2.52 to €3.57 per litre. Over the full period there have
been three episodes of decline. The first was a single year in 2014 (from €2.61 to €2.54). The
second covered 2019 and the pandemic year 2020 (from €3.04 to €3.01 and then €2.83). The
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third is the current phase, in which prices fell in both 2024 and 2025 after peaking at €3.65 in
2023. The first two episodes were short and were followed by a rapid return to the upward path.
Whether the present decline will be reversed in the same way cannot yet be judged, and it is
this question that will determine the value of world wine trade over the coming years.

4 -
EEl price increase on previous year 3.57 3.62 3.62 354

price decline on previous year
3.04 3, 01
2.75 282 82
2.52 461 254
2 I I

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

€ per Iitre

Figure 3. Average price of traded wine and must, 2012 to 202 in light shading mark years in

which the average price fell relative to the previous year. Bas

The current episode differs from its predecessers. The d es of 2014 and 2019 were small,

and the decline of 2020 coincided with vent. The present one coincides with a

For producers this is 1 rent environment from the one that prevailed until 2022,

and it requires a dif] of strategies.

Taking a longegvi wine exports have risen by 7.7% in value since 2017 (the year of
amaj 1 fficiadStatistics) but fallen by 13.8% in volume, implying a 24.9% increase
in the a ice. Up to 2022 this pattern was consistent with premiumisation, with
igher prices and turnover nevertheless rising [3], although inflation and
shifts in pr t mix also contributed. Exchange rates worked in the opposite direction.
Between the end of 2016 and the end of 2025 the euro appreciated by 11.5% against the US
dollar, 13.4% against the Canadian dollar and 49% against the Japanese yen [4], which lowers
the euro value of trade invoiced in these currencies. Since 2022 the same decomposition no

longer holds, and the value gain accumulated over the period has been progressively eroded.
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1.3 Changes by product category

The decline is distributed very unevenly across categories (Figure 4). Still bottled wine remains
by far the largest, with €22,289 million of exports in 2025, followed by sparkling wine at €8,229

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

Since 2017 sparkling wine has clearly led the market, increasing its export value by 40.2% and,
uniquely among the categories, its volume as well, by 23.2%. Bag-in-box grew by 22.5% in

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

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

wine raised its average price by roughly 23% and yet barely mai

Sparkling wine grew by selling more, still bottled wine defe e by gharging more,
and only the first strategy expanded the category. The main dri ro therefore been

affordable sparkling wine, above all Prosecco [9].

A
Export value 2025 (€ million) Change in value 2017-2025 (%) Change in volume 2017-2025 (%)

Bottled still _ 22,289 +0.4 185
Sparkling-8,229 _+40.2 -+23.2

Bu\k. 2,469 7.0 147
Bag—in—BoxIﬁBﬁ -+22,5 17.7
Must| 122 +0.0

Figure 4. World wine ex

volume between 2017 202 . Volume change for must not available. Based on data from [1].

wine trade uently risen to 24.5% of value and 11.3% of volume, while still bottled

wine has led decline.
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Figure 5. Change in world wine exports by product category between 2024 and 2025, in %. % egory the

left bar shows the change in value and the right bar the change in volume. Based o

Figure 5 also shows the deflationary tendency at category lev sparkli d still bottled
wine, value fell more sharply than volume, implying lower Bag-in-box showed

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

sector's value, while smaller recent harvests

segments. Within each category, lower i ay also reflect a shift towards cheaper

wines and, for exports invoic

1.4 Changes by wine colour

nce 2017 the trend has been clearly more favourable for white wine than
for red and ro8¢, although red wine still accounts for the larger share of sales (Figure 6). In
value, exports of white bottled still wine grew by 37.7%, against 6.3% for red and rosé. In
volume, white wine gained 2.8% while red and rosé lost more than a quarter of their sales, at

—25.6%.
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Export value 2025 (€ million) Export volume 2025 (million litres)

Red & rosé CReIYE +6.3% since 2017 Red & rosé WP -25.6% since 2017

White - 5,355 +37.7% since 2017 White - 1,353 +2.8% since 2017

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

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

This relative advantage was confirmed in 2025 (Figure 7). Red and ro s ffom the
European Union declined by 7.0% in value and 7.8% in volu il wipes fell by only

1.8% and 2.8% respectively. Both subcategories raised their approximately

cp
1%, so that the difference between them is one of quantity{dematide than of pricing.

B Red & rosé White
27 +1.0%  +1.0%
S 0. I
LN
o
& 727 ~1.8%
g —2.8%
S
(]
g
g —6-
£
© —7.0%
—81 ~7.8%
1 1 I
Value Volume Average price
.
Figure 7. Ch in ports of non-sparkling bottled wine by colour between 2024 and 2025, in %, for value,

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

Taken together, recent developments have favoured sparkling wine over still wine and, within
still wine, white over red and rosé. What the more successful categories have in common is that
they are fresher and more accessible than traditional red wines, a shift that is consistent with
the growth of no- and low-alcohol products and of wine-based beverages documented in the
consumer literature [10, 11]. Anderson [7] also links the decline of red wine to changing

fashion, higher alcohol levels and the contraction of the Chinese market. Because the pattern
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has now persisted for several years and is visible in both the long-term and the annual

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

2. Insights into Export and Import Markets

2.1 Development of key exporters

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

except Portugal and New Zealand also exported smaller volumes. The thre¢

France, Italy and Spain — recorded comparatively moderate declines (Table

Table 1. Export performance of the three leading wine exporters in 2025 and over the . Based
on data from [1].
Export  value | Value 2024- | Value 2017- | Volume Avg. price
2025 (€ million) | 25 (%) 25 (%) 2024-25 (%)
France | 11,193 —4.4 +23.0 SW 2.5
Italy 7,778 =37 +29.8 -1.8
Spain 2,980 —4.1 +2.7 -0.7
In 2025 the three countries met the saie condi ith different strategies. Their category

shipments to main markets su t prices to limit falling bottled wine sales,

recording the sharpest drop in a (—2.5%); that Italy held its position at broadly

stable prices; and tha

the cost of steeper

The contracti riven above all by the New World producers. Australia, Chile
double-digit declines in export value, and the United States fell

furthest : r trade policy appears to have depressed not only its wine imports but

[8D).

Over the longer term, Figure 8 shows a marked divergence. Since 2017 France has increased
its export value by some 23% and Italy by close to 30%, while Spain has grown by only 2.7%.
Over these eight years the two leading exporters together added more than €3,800 million in a
market that grew by only €2,400 million, capturing the entire net increase and more. At the
other extreme, the United States lost 42% of its export revenue in euro terms, a decline already

under way and then sharply exacerbated by the collapse of 2025, while Chile, Argentina and
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Australia each lost between 22% and 25%. Figure 8 also shows the growing weight of
intermediaries: Belgium, whose declared exports have more than tripled, together with the

Netherlands and Denmark.

These value gains were not matched in volume. All of the five largest exporters shipped less in
2025 than in 2017, several of them substantially. Italy's was the only modest decline (—2.4%),
and among the major producers only Portugal and New Zealand increased their volumes. The
gains therefore rested on rising prices. With average prices now falling (Figure 3), the same

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

France |, . 193 +23%

italy | 77 ¢ +30%

spain |G 2 °:° +3%

Other countries 2,351 -16%
Australia [ 1.385 -22%

Chile I 1345 —-25%

New Zealand [ 1.117 +5%
Germany i 290 —2%
Portugal [ 954 +23%

United States i} 757 —42%
South Africa JJJj 557 ~12%
Argentina JJj 550 -23%
Belgium [Jj 507 +257%
Netherlands JJj 439 +45%
Singapore JJj 436 +4%
United Kingdom [J] 435 -31%

€ million in 2025, with change 2017 to 2025 in right column

Figure 8. L Mrﬁng countries by export value in 2025 (€ million), with the change between 2017
and 2025. Negatiwe changes in red. Based on data from [1].

2.2 Insights into major import markets

Among importing countries, the divergence in 2025 was even more pronounced than among
exporters. Seven of the nineteen largest markets increased their import volumes, led by
Belgium, Sweden and Portugal, each with growth above 7%. The sharpest contractions were in
China (—26.7%), Russia (—20.7%) and Latvia (—19.8%), followed by the Netherlands (—12.4%)

and Italy (—10.2%), where the decline mainly reflects weaker demand for imported bulk wine.
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In the United States, import volume fell moderately in 2025 (—2.0%), while import value in
euros fell much more (—11.6%). The euro appreciated by 13.1% against the US dollar during
2025 [4], so a considerable part of the value decline in euros reflects the exchange rate. The
decline deepened to —25% in the first half of 2026. The trade dispute also depressed import

value into Canada (—12%).

Figure 9 shows that two developments dominate the longer-term picture. The first is the sharp
contraction of the Asian markets once expected to drive the growth of world wine trade: since

2017, import value has fallen by 49% in China and by 45% in Hong Ko

while Russia's

imports have declined by 10% [2, 12]. The second, less frequently A6 is a broad

reporting markets, and these smaller destinations h:

value. (
P N

Other countries - 8,024 +27%
United States 5,542 +6%
united Kingdom - NG - 2/ +25%
Germany I 2 658 +3%
canada - IIEEEN 1693 +2%

Japan N 1493 +5%
Netherlands | NG 1477 +29%
china N 1258 -49%
Switzerland N 1.191 +16%
Belgium N 1173 +22%

France I 884 +5%

sweden I 876 +36%

Hong Kong I 742 -45%
Denmark I 697 +22%
Russia JJJi| 650 -10%
singapore I 632 +23%

€ million in 2025, with change 2017-2025 in brackets

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

and 2025. Negative changes in red. Based on data from [1].
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This shift towards a larger number of smaller destinations is among the more consequential
developments of the period. It reduces exporters' exposure to any single market but raises their
distribution costs, since serving many small markets requires more importer relationships, more
registrations and more commercial effort per litre sold than serving a few large ones. This long-
term trend predates the tariffs of 2025. The strategies reported in the survey (Section 3.3)
indicate that exporters intend to continue it, but the trade data do not show how much of the
past growth came from exporters' strategies and how much from demand in the destination

markets.

In volume terms the picture is considerably weaker. Only four of the fiftee
imported more wine in 2025 than in 2017, and among the twenty-se
Brazil, Cote d'Ivoire and Spain recorded growth of more than 30%.

less wine at the end of the period than at the beginning, with nes in China,

Russia and France.

2.3 Key issues in leading import markets

Exporters declare shipments to 276 destinations, ra highly conegntrated: the 23 markets that

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

xamine four of these markets that were

the US dollar ugust to December 2025 than a year earlier, so part of the value decline reflects the
exchange rate:

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

or comparison, the corresponding declines in the five months after the outbreak of the

initial impact of the pandemic.
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Figure 10. Imports of wine and must into the United States, rolling twelve-mo

December 2025. Import value in € billion (left axis) and import volume igymillion es (right axis). Based

on data from [1].

Figure 10 shows a pattern characteristic of shocks in this m4 ar more strongly than

volume. This was the case in 2020, when the pandemi value while volumes held

up, and it is the case again in 2025. In both episodes mul
per litre and less in shipments. The average decla itrl€fell by 26.3% in the last five months
of the year, most markedly for French wi i mbines changes in the prices charged by

exporters, shifts in the product i iati the US dollar against the euro, which the

Data for the first half o still sharply down, by 16.8% in volume and 25.2% in value.
The combination of hi iffs and weaker U.S. demand points to a persistent decline in imports that

is likely to extend t

ion"created opportunities for other suppliers

U.S. wine anada fell by 61.5% in 2025. The decline reflects retaliation rather than
cial turbulence: in response to U.S. tariffs on Canadian goods, most provincial
liquor boards delisted U.S. wines, and this administrative exclusion was reinforced by a marked
shift in Canadian consumer preference away from U.S. products. In absolute terms, U.S. exports
to Canada fell by C$452.8 million (equivalent to €287 million) and 39.5 million litres (Figure
11).

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

8.1 million litres from Chile, 7.5 million from France, 3.5 million from New Zealand, 3.4
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million from Spain, 3.3 million from Australia, 2.9 million from Italy and 2.6 million from
Argentina. In relative terms, Chile (+25.8%), New Zealand (+24.9%) and Argentina (+23.6%)
grew fastest. Canada thus offers the clearest illustration in the 2025 data of the indirect effects
of tariff policy: the losses of the country imposing tariffs are not confined to its own import
market but extend to its exports, and the resulting reallocation benefits mainly third-country

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

italy [, /65 +2.9

France IS¢ 6 +7.5
Australia N, oo +3.3
Chile I, -© 3 +8.1

spain NG 7 +3.4

United States 24.7 -39.5
New Zealand | IIEGINININNGzG 17 4 +3.5
Argentina | IEGNGz:NG 135 +2.6
Portugal | NG 130 +0.9
South Africa 11.7 -3.1
Germany lll 3.8 +0.1
Austria |} 2.4 +0.2
Greece || 1.5 -0.1
Other origins || 1.4 +0.2
Moldova [ 1.3 -2.7
Hungary | 0.9 +0.2

Million litres imported in 2025, with change from 2024 in million litres in right column

Figure 11. Wine impoztshinto da by country of origin in 2025, in million litres, with the change on 2024 in

million litres. Negativ in ased on data from [1].

onti cline with stabilisation in the second half of 2025

al d the condition of the Russian economy have had substantial effects on
Russia. Because Russia no longer publishes its own trade data, these exports
can only be observed as declared by the exporting countries. Shipments fell immediately after
the outbreak of the war, between February and August 2022, rebounded sharply until July 2023,
and have declined since. In 2025, exports to Russia fell by 20.7% in volume and 21.6% in value

(Figure 12).
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Figure 12. Declared exports of wine and must to Russia, rolling twelve-month total

2025. Export value in € billion (left axis) and export volume in million hectoli (rigl

[1].

.2 million hectolitres and
€650 million. This stabilisation should not be read 48 a tisning . Russia currently benefits

from higher energy revenues following the oilgomi ) the war involving Iran in

in the outlook for world wine tra a market with an identifiable trend.

2.3.4 China: the 2024 und proved temporary

The 2025 data sh. ery of Chinese wine imports in 2024, after several years of

continuous declingy, was ondy temporary (Figure 13). The removal in March 2024 of the tariffs

that ha i ustralian wine had seemed to mark the start of a lasting recovery [12].
In 2025,
43.7%, and

ustralian export volume declined moderately, Chilean volume fell by
se from France and Spain each fell by 28.7%. Among the thirteen largest

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

Overall, Chinese wine imports fell by 14.6% in value and 26.7% in volume in 2025, while the
average price rose by 16.5% to €6.07 per litre. China is therefore importing considerably less
wine than in previous years, but at markedly higher prices, and it remains a relevant destination
for premium products. The longer-term development of the Chinese market and its prospects

are analysed in detail in [2] and are not repeated here.
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Figure 13. Imports of wine and must into China, rolling twelve-month totals, Dece ? Mber 2025.

Import value in € billion (left axis) and import volume in million hectolitr ta ased gn data from [1].

Against the generally negative trend of 2025, severa
In Latin America, wine imports grew by 34.4% i
slight decline in the final year and a fall in
both the 20.1% growth recorded by the

For Africa, the figur

importing countries'

12.5% in 2025 an@i by more 45% since 2017. This growth was driven more by prices,
over the eight years, than by volumes. Figure 14 shows the
kets. Growth has been particularly strong in Cote d'Ivoire, Angola,
d the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and more recently in Morocco.
how outstanding growth in relative terms, though not yet in absolute volumes.
South Africa also receives substantial declared shipments, mainly from the United States and
Australia. Among the leading suppliers, Spain and, to a lesser extent, Portugal and France

appear to have benefited most from the expansion of African markets.
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Other African markets - 182.9 +5%

céte d'Ivoire I ©° 2 +28%
South Africa G 2 5 +24%
Angola IIININGNGEGEEN - 2 +30%
Nigeria NG ¢1.° +14%
Morocco N 516 +30%
cameroon I 3°5 +12%
Congo, Dem. Rep. 1N 27.5 +24%
Ghana - 25.5 -7%
Namibia - 23.2 -35%
Togo I 232 +9%

Kenya N 22.0 +12%
Burkina Faso I 20.8 +27%
Mauritius - 20.6 -1%

€ million in 2025, with change on 2024 in brackets

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

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

For both regions, the main qualification is scale. Thei e striking precisely

because their absolute size is small, and the volu involved cannot offset the losses in the
established markets. Their significance lies less in lume they absorb than in what they
indicate about the direction of diversiﬁcation,<hich is visible in Figure 9 and consistent

with the strategic responses reported in <c:10n
3. Industry Perceptions: Challex ic n the U.S. Market and Strategic Responses

Trade statistics desc

e past, and in periods of policy discontinuity they are an imperfect

guide to the near ecause observed flows are shaped by anticipatory behaviour.

Perceptions of riski@are forwa king: they govern listing decisions, inventory policy, market

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

vidence here is drawn from the ProWein Business Survey 2026 (n =
annually since 2017 by Hochschule Geisenheim University on behalf of
ProWein among experts along the entire supply chain. The 2026 wave was fielded between 21
October and 27 November 2025. Questions on the effects of the U.S. tariffs (Figures 16 and
17) were answered by the 180 producers and exporters who ship wine to the United States, and
the expectations for the U.S. market (Figure 18) by 518 respondents from all groups along the
supply chain. Because the sample is a self-selected panel of industry professionals, the results
are expert assessments rather than population estimates; their value lies in the consistency of
the instrument over time, which permits comparison of rankings across waves [2, 3]. The 2026

wave also contained open-ended questions on strategic responses, analysed in Section 3.3.
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3.1 Persistent cost pressure and weak demand

At the beginning of 2026 the sector faced a set of challenges largely unchanged from the
previous year. Respondents assessed the expected impact of nine potential threats on their own

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

Rising costs 75

Reduced consumer spending power 67

Consumers reducing consumption
because of health concerns

ul
{o]

Stricter alcohol policies

hx 4

Consumers shifting preferences_ 52
to other beverages

Unusual weather patterns and _ 34
climate change
staff shortage || | 3
International trade restrictions_ 28

M the own business. Share of respondents expecting a

le), in %, ProWein Business Survey 2026, n = 1,002 [5].

Figure 15. Expected impact of key th

strong or very strong effect (4 and 5 on

Rising costs (75%) an ced constitner spending power (67%) again rank first and second,
as in the 2025 w : er they describe a classic margin squeeze: costs rise while

income-driven cts, so cost increases cannot be passed on without losing volume.

The second er concerns demand itself. Reduced consumption for health reasons (59%) and
stricter alcohol policies (57%) now rank above the global economic downturn (52%) and the
shift of preferences towards other beverages (52%). Concern about alcohol policy has risen
steadily since 2022 [2, 3, 15]. The distinction matters: cyclical weakness is reversible, whereas
changing health attitudes and tighter regulation shift the demand curve itself. The sector's own
assessment thus answers the question posed in the 2023 review, whether the challenges are

temporary or structural, in favour of the structural reading [3, 7].
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A third, less prominent cluster comprises weather and climate change (34%), staft shortages
(30%) and trade restrictions (28%). The last rank of trade restrictions is surprising, since the
survey followed the most disruptive episode in wine trade policy in two decades. Three
explanations are plausible. Measured against the tariff of up to 200% threatened in March 2025,
the 15% rate applied from August was widely perceived as relief. Trade restrictions affect only
firms exporting to the United States, so the sample-wide share understates their severity for
those exposed (Section 3.2). Finally, tariffs mainly redistribute trade between destinations and

suppliers, whereas declining consumption reduces its total. On this reading, f@moving the tariffs

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

does not quantify the contribution of tariffs and of demand to the decline in ¢

Producers and trade respondents rank the nine items similagly, wi xceptions. Trade

respondents place more weight on the shift towards other ages, iStent with their
and alcohol policy
more heavily [5]. Each tier perceives most acutely the risks'tha ialise first at its own stage.
Since consumer signals reach producers only witl [ (the“order cycle, producers risk

adjusting their portfolios later than the marke,

3.2 New frictions in the U.S. import market

3.2.1 From announcement to i

The tariff episode of evolved 1 several stages. In March 2025, a duty of up to 200% on

wine from the Eurg ion was dnnounced. Following repeated revisions, a rate of 15%
was set for most g@eds in, wine included, and applied from 7 August 2025 [13, 14].

A sector-specific@xemptiofiffor wine and spirits, sought by industry associations on both sides

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

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

e Second, and arguably of greater consequence, the volatility of policy announcements
over a five-month period increased the option value of deferring irreversible
commitments such as market entry, listing negotiations and brand investment [16]. This
interpretation is consistent with the record level of the wine trade uncertainty index

observed for 2025 [8].
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e Third, the three-tier structure of U.S. distribution amplifies the transmission of the tariff
to retail prices, as the duty is successively marked up by importers, wholesalers and
retailers [2]. In relative terms, this cascading effect falls most heavily on wines at lower

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

3.2.2 Firm-level exposure and adjustment

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

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

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

The most frequent consequence is a loss of export volume (48%), foll
value (32%). The survey does not record whether respondents, cXport value

also lowered prices or margins, so the two items are reported s igure 17, 2%

Anticipatory stockpiling (23%) corroborates the inventotggeffcct inferred in Section 1.1 [2, 17]:
underlying consumption, and the correction
.3.1). 22% adjusted their pricing for the U.S.

size of the adjustment.

W
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Lost export value to the US_ 32
Increased inventory in the US_ 23
prior to the tariffs
Adjusted pricing for the US_ 22
market
No, nothing has changed_ 18
Lost importer contracts_ 17
Diverted exports to other- 15
markets

Adjusted product mix for the US
market

Figure 16. Effects of and responses to the U.S. import tariffs. Sha dents in %, multiple responses

possible, producers and exporters shipping to the United Stat Business Survey 2026 [5].

Only 15% diverted exports to other markets onl¥gd% adjusted®their product mix. Export
relationships are market-specific inves ts\@mporter selection, label registration, listings,

brand building) whose costs largelg, sunk, so“dlternative destinations cannot be found

quickly at comparable prices [1 cation in the short run is therefore plausible.

In Figure 18, 41% agree that pro increasingly shift their exports to markets other

than the United State at item c@mcerns producers in general and was answered by 518
respondents from rou ong the supply chain, whereas the 15% refer to measures taken
by the respond iness among the 180 exporters to the United States. The difference
s more widely anticipated than currently reported. It does not show
how m een unable to implement their plans. The 17% who lost importer
contracts des@gve particular attention: severed relationships are not restored when a tariff is

withdrawn, arriers of limited duration can have persistent effects [19].

3.2.3 The incidence of the tariff

Figure 17 shows how respondents describe the arrangement with their importers. Among
exporters to the United States, 47% share the cost, 26% report that the importer bears it in full

and only 2% bear it themselves; 18% reached no agreement because the relationship was lost.
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Both the importer and our company share_ 47
the cost
The importer carries the cost, our_ 26
revenue per litre remains unchanged
No agreement - we lost our importer(s) - 18

We carry the full costl 2

Figure 17. Allocation of the tariff burden between exporter and importer. Share of respondents in %, producers
and exporters shipping to the United States, n = 180, ProWein Business Survey 2026 [5]. T ining 7% gave

other answers or open comments.

final distribution of the burden among exporters, inte
2018 and 2019, studies of U.S. prices found near-c s-threugh{d20, 21, 22]. The survey results
are compatible with that evidence but do not testiit. Secon uarter of exporters whose importer
bears the duty in full suggests differenc ower. One plausible explanation is that
suppliers of origin-specific win ¢ replaced at short notice are in a stronger position than
suppliers of substitutable wines. I in would depend on product differentiation, itself
the outcome of long-run investment i origins [9]. Third, the 18% without agreement are the
most instructive catego ce analysis considers only the intensive margin and therefore

misses the cost of re

Figure
noticeable

above and igure 17.
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Retail prices for imported wines in the US
will rise noticeably

ey
(=)

Producers will increasingly shift their
exports to markets other than the US

.
[

The tariffs will weaken overall wine
consumption in the US, benefiting other
alcoholic beverages

w
o

The tariffs will weaken the entire three-tier
system in the US (importers, wholesalers,
retailers, on-trade)

Sales of domestic (e.g. Californian) wines in
the US will increase

(9]

N I
N
~

The tariffs will accelerate consolidation
among US importers and distributors

=
(e}

Tariffs will have only short-term effects;
trade volumes will normalise within a few
years

-
(9]
\v

Governments of wine-producing countries should
support exporters with subsidies to maintain
their presence in the US market

[e5]

Figure 18. Expectations for the development of the U. marke 2027. Share of respondents

agreeing with each statement in %, multiple responses possi espondent groups, n =518, ProWein

Business Survey 2026 [5].
Three items in Figure 18 are alM@eindeombination. While 49% expect higher retail

prices for imported wine, only 2 € les of domestic U.S. wine to increase, and 30%

expect the tariffs to en over

beverages. Respondents thdls, expect the protective rationale of the tariff, that demand diverted
from imports producers, largely to fail. Imported and domestic wines are
and substitution increasingly occurs between wine and other
ithin wine [10, 11]. Where cross-category substitution dominates, an
import tari inkS the wine category as a whole and harms the U.S. wine sector instead of

protecting it:

Expectations for distribution point in the same direction. 27% expect the three-tier system to
weaken and 19% expect faster consolidation among importers and distributors, plausibly
because a duty marked up at every tier squeezes the middle tier, where margins are thinnest.
Such consolidation raises entry barriers for small importers and for the small foreign producers
who depend on them. Only 15% expect volumes to normalise within a few years. Respondents

thus regard the new environment as persistent, and under irreversibility, persistent uncertainty
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depresses investment even without further tariff increases [16]. Finally, government subsidies
to maintain exporters' presence in the U.S. market were selected by only 8%, the lowest share
of all items. This shows limited support for this measure. It does not show that the remaining

respondents oppose subsidies.

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

3.3.1 Data and approach

assess the situation in the United States and which measures they are t: the 180
producers and exporters shipping to the United States, 85 gave a answer. The
responses were coded inductively in two steps, with a la n mogdel (ChatGPT,
OpenAl, in the version available in January 2026) as support andShe au deciding on all
codes, following current recommendations for huma of such models in

qualitative analysis [24, 25]. Statements on how r e

grouped into recurring narratives, which resulte

measures were then coded by named destinations, sta egic logic and time horizon, and
recurring combinations were conden hetypes of reallocation. The model
proposed initial codes and group . or checked every proposed code against the
original responses, revised and
is exploratory. The ¢ i e the range and relative prominence of strategic positions,

not their frequency in

3.3.2 Three in f the situation

inate the open responses. They are not mutually exclusive, and each has

distinct s i cations.

Demand w ess rather than tariffs. Many respondents locate the primary problem not in
the tariff but in a structural weakening of U.S. demand, and they expect the market to shrink,
with intensified competition in the premium segments. Recovery is seen to depend on consumer
demand rather than trade policy. The responses are accordingly defensive: protecting visibility,

prioritising flagship wines and maintaining flexibility within existing distribution.

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

itself as the principal risk, since frequent changes in tariffs and import rules raise the cost of
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irreversible commitments. The result is a wait-and-see posture: firms hold existing positions,
avoid new sunk investments and regard stability as the precondition for renewed engagement.
This is the option-value argument of Section 3.2 in practitioners' terms, and it may contribute
to the difference between the share expecting producers to shift exports (41%) and the share

reporting that they have done so (15%).

Market adjustment rather than political intervention. A third group regards wine as a minor
item in trade relations and considers the sector's political leverage overestimated. Negotiated

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

portfolio optimisation and diversification. Respondents in this group ask pa

1e sector is not pursuing a

single dominant replacement for the United Sta ypes can be distinguished,

differing less in destination than in risk profi t t and'timeWorizon (Table 2).
Table 2. Archetypes of export reallocation iden in en fesponses of the ProWein Business Survey 2026
- \ A

Archetype Strategic logic Principal destinations Time horizon

Asia pivot Substitution .S. volumes by
wing markets;

higher entry

China, Japan, South Korea,
Taiwan, = Hong  Kong,
Singapore, South-East Asia

Long-term
growth

Broad diversifiGation 10-based risk | Europe, Asia, South | Medium-term
ement; avoidance  of | America; global multi- | stabilisation
et concentration; | market approach

cremental  growth  across
several destinations

Intra-Europe Low entry barriers; regulatory | Eastern Europe, | Short- to

rebalancing and cultural proximity; fastest| Scandinavia, Benelux, | medium-term

substitution of volumes Germany, Poland, Czech |adjustment
Republic
Americas outside the | Similar consumption patterns and | Canada, Brazil, selected | Medium-term
United States trade structures; use of existing | Latin American markets stabilisation
importer relationships; lower
political risk

Selective niche | Importer-driven  opportunities; | Africa (incl. West Africa), | Opportunistic,

expansion small  volumes at  higher | Mauritius, Georgia exploratory
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Archetype Strategic logic Principal destinations Time horizon

uncertainty; complementary
rather than substitutive

Two articulated archetypes, broad diversification and intra-European rebalancing, are notable
for what they are not: neither seeks to replace U.S. volumes with an equivalent single market.

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

proximity greatest, but the European market is itself contracting. Gains ther@redistribute sales

among suppliers rather than expand the market, with price pressure the likel

The Asia pivot promises structurally growing demand but requiresglon
precisely when uncertainty raises the required return, and the Chine 1 ce 2017

(Section 2.3.4) cautions against treating Asian growth as assur

existing importer

eady active there. Canada

complementary, although the growth icam, markets (Section 2.3.5) shows that it is not

merely aspirational.

3.3.4 Implications

Across all five arch export ré@llocation is driven less by the search for a one-to-one

S 5
replacement of theflJ.S. marRet than by diversification and risk management. Asia and Europe

are the most 1 rt ns for adjustment, the Americas beyond the United States play a
stab seco e, and Africa and Oceania remain marginal in volume. The sector's
stated p isito spread exposure rather than concentrate it in a single alternative

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

turns a politi€al event into an existential risk. It continues the diversification of destinations

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

4. Discussion and Conclusions

The two sources used in this paper observe the same year from opposite ends of the causal
chain: trade statistics record outcomes, the survey records perceptions and firm behaviour. Their

analytical value lies chiefly in the points at which they converge.
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4.1 Demand is the most plausible main driver of the contraction

For the development of world wine trade, the decline in average export prices is at least as
important as the tariff. Export value, volume and average price declined together in 2025, as
they did in 2020. Unlike in 2020, the decline follows two years of falling value and coincides
with a sustained contraction of consumption. Higher average prices no longer compensate for
lower volumes (Sections 1.1 and 1.2). Part of the decline in prices measured in euros reflects
the appreciation of the euro and possibly changes in product mix. The weakening of

premiumisation is therefore an interpretation consistent with the data, whi€h the aggregate

4.2 After the tariff, declared import values

Combined, the two datasets clarify the stment more fully than either could alone. In

ook efft

the five months after the tarif]
7.9%, implying a 26.3% fall i ‘%
changes in exporters' prices, in prod and in the euro/dollar exchange rate, which the

import ¢ in euros fell by 32.1% and volume by

trade data cannot sep
remain a hypothesigffhe stiey describes how exporters and importers arranged the duty. 47%
of exporters repgrt it with the importer, 26% report that the importer bears it in full and

. These arrangements do not reveal the shares borne by each side

nsumers. They are compatible with the pass-through found for the U.S.
and 2019 [20, 21, 22].

Two implications follow. The 2025 figures understate the eventual volume effect, and because
23% of exporters stockpiled ahead of the tariffs, part of the subsequent decline reflects an
inventory correction rather than a further deterioration of demand. The data for the first half of

2026 (—16.8% in volume, —25.2% in value) are consistent with both.
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4.3 Reallocation is more widely expected than reported

41% of respondents agree that producers will increasingly shift exports away from the United
States, while 15% of exporters to the United States report having redirected exports already
(Figures 16 and 18). The two items differ in content and in respondent base (518 respondents
from all groups and 180 exporters to the United States), so their difference is no direct measure

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

widely anticipated than implemented so far, which is plausible given the cost and time required
to build market-specific positions [18, 19].
owing the

’
§ % vt of the

inations (34%) and

In the trade data, Canada is the clearest case of a shift between suppliers in 2

delisting of U.S. wines by most provincial liquor boards (Section
smaller import markets (27% in value since 2017), of Latin ica

of African destinations (more than 45%) documents a -te ersification of

destinations (Sections 2.2 and 2.3.5). It shows where ex fin itional demand, but
it predates the tariffs of 2025 and cannot be attribut h
The destinations named in the archetypes of growingm the trade statistics, but on

e
lace th

ed States. The constraint lies not

a scale far below what would be needed to

only in the sunk costs of entry but in thé§imulta ntraction of most established markets,

while the destinations that ate “‘Stall gr
elsewhere. At sector level, a fall

into the same accesst

ing @main too small to absorb the volume lost

position applies. If many exporters redirect volumes

, the result is intensified competition and price pressure
rather than restored . What is"individually rational is collectively self-limiting, above

all within Europe.

4.4 isagi in@ies, and price erosion has reached the packaged categories

Both sour e polarisation hypothesis developed in earlier contributions to this series
[2, 3]. It is consistent with the divergence between premium and non-premium wine
documented by Anderson [7]. Since 2017, sparkling wine has grown strongly in value and
volume, while still bottled wine has stagnated in value and lost almost a fifth of its volume.
White wine has outperformed red and rosé by a wide margin (Sections 1.3 and 1.4). The survey
reports the same shift towards fresher, more accessible and lower-alcohol styles [10, 11], and
identifies producers of traditional, mostly red wines with high production costs as those under

greatest pressure [5].
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The 2025 data add one qualification. Price erosion is concentrated in sparkling and still bottled
wine rather than in the commodity segments (Figure 5). Polarisation is therefore no longer only

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

4.5 What the sector asks of policy

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

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

This indicates limited demand for subsidies among respondents. It does show a general

rejection of subsidies or of government intervention. Recent analysis suggests ubsidies for

flexible enough to permit rapid adaptation of products, pack
The survey results support this priority. The most durable cg
than in the loss of importer contracts reported by 17% o

the U.S. middle tier expected by 19%, both of whi

4.6 Outlook and research agenda

For 2026, the evidence points to a furth@r declin ed volume: pre-tariff inventories must

iffsis only beginning, and consumption continues
to fall. Whether the price decline a third short episode, comparable to those of 2014
and 2019-2020, or t
question for the va orld wine trade. Anderson [7] expects low prices to persist until
surplus stocks are least profitable vineyards are removed. The answer is likely

to depend more emandithan on trade policy.
Three r est follow.

w large are the sunk costs of market-specific export investment, and how long

is the lag between the intention to reallocate and its appearance in trade statistics?
e Second, how are margins affected in the destinations that receive redirected volumes?

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

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



673  Their relevance is greater in a contracting than in an expanding market, since the allocation of
674  declining volumes, rather than the distribution of growth, becomes the central economic

675  problem.

676



677

678
679

680
681
682

683
684
685

686
687
688

689

690
691

692
693

694
695
696

697
698
699

700
701
702
703

704
705
706
707

References

[1] R. del Rey, International Trade Data, elaborated by Del Rey AWM, based on the S&P
Global platform. 2026

[2] R. del Rey, and S. Mueller Loose, State of the International Wine Markets in 2024: Stability
in Global Wine Trade Amid Declining Consumption and Production. Wine Economics and

Policy, 2025. 14(2): p. 119-132. https://doi.org/10.36253/wep-17914

[3] S. Mueller Loose, and R. del Rey, State of the International Wine Maskets in 2023. The

wine market at a crossroads: Temporary or structural challenges? Wine Econo

2024. 13(2): p. 3-14. https://doi.org/10.36253/wep-16395

ics and Policy,

[4] European  Central Bank, Euro  foreign excha rates.
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/stats/policy and exchange rates/

html/index.en.html, accessed 23 October 2026.

e _exchange rates/

[5] S. Loose, ProWein Business Report 2026. 2026, Pro\

[6] OIV, State of the World Vine and Wine Sector i ernational Organisation of
Vine and Wine: Dijon

[7] K. Anderson, Why the current glob ne indus
2026. First View, p. 1-25. https://doi.orghl0.101 026.10125

risis? Journal of Wine Economics,

[8] K. Anderson, and G. Wittw .-led tariff war on international trade in wine,

2025.  20: p. 204-221.

beer, and spirits. Journal Economics,

consumers’

inking behaviour regarding no-, low- and mid- alcohol wines: a systematic
scoping review and guiding framework. Journal of Marketing Management, 2025. 41(7-8): p.
703-733. https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2025.2499101

[11] N. Waehning, and V.K. Wells, Product, individual and environmental factors impacting
the consumption of no and low alcoholic drinks: A systematic review and future research
agenda. Food Quality and Preference, 2024. 117: 105163.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2024.105163



708
709

710
711

712
713

714
715

716
717

718
719

720
721

722
723

724
725
726

727
728
729

730
731
732

733
734
735

736
737
738
739

[12] K. Anderson, China’s Wine Market: Recent Shocks, Long-term Prospects. 2025, Wine
Economics Research Centre, University of Adelaide: Adelaide.

[13] European Commission, Joint Statement on a United States—European Union Agreement
on Reciprocal, Fair and Balanced Trade. 2025: Brussels.

[14] The White House, Executive Order "Further Modifying the Reciprocal Tariff Rates", 31
July 2025. Washington, DC.

[15] S. Loose, ProWein Business Report 2025 — Shaping the Future of Win
Diisseldorf.

e. 2025, ProWein:

[16] A.K. Dixit, and R.S. Pindyck, Investment under Uncertainty. 1994, P niversity
Press: Princeton. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt7sncv

[17] L. Frescobaldi, “Wine consumption in recession. P i iling misled the

of entry with sunk costs. American Economic Revi

[19] R. Baldwin, and P. Krugman, Persistent exchange rate shocks. The
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 1989. 104(4)ap. “https://doi.org/10.2307/2937860

[20] M. Amiti, S.J. Redding, and D.E. Weinstein mpact of the 2018 tariffs on prices and

tives, 2019. 33@): p. 187-210.

welfare.  Journal  of

https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.33.4.

[21] P.D. Fajgelbau , P.J. Kennedy, and A.K. Khandelwal, The return to

protectionism. T erly Journal of Economics, 2020. 135(1): p. 1-55.

Q
https://doi.org/40. jZ

, B. Neiman, and J. Tang, Tariff pass-through at the border and at
the stor i US trade policy. American Economic Review: Insights, 2021. 3(1): p.

[23] P.S. Armington, A theory of demand for products distinguished by place of production.
Staff Papers — International Monetary Fund, 1969. 16(1): p. 159-178.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3866403

[24] R.H. Tai, L.R. Bentley, X. Xia, J.M. Sitt, S.C. Fankhauser, A.M. Chicas-Mosier, and B.G.
Monteith, An examination of the use of large language models to aid analysis of textual data.
International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 2024. 23.
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069241231168



740  [25] L. Hamilton, D. Elliott, A. Quick, S. Smith, and V. Choplin, Exploring the use of Al in
741  qualitative analysis: A comparative study of guaranteed income data. International Journal of

742 Qualitative Methods, 2023. 22. https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069231201504



	1. World Wine Trade in 2025
	1.1 Declining wine consumption drives a contraction of global wine trade
	1.2 Average export prices and signs of fading premiumisation
	1.3 Changes by product category
	1.4 Changes by wine colour

	2. Insights into Export and Import Markets
	2.1 Development of key exporters
	2.2 Insights into major import markets
	2.3 Key issues in leading import markets
	2.3.1 United States: import values fell more than volumes after the tariff increase
	2.3.2 Canada: retaliation created opportunities for other suppliers
	2.3.3 Russia: continued decline with stabilisation in the second half of 2025
	2.3.4 China: the 2024 rebound proved temporary
	2.3.5 Smaller but promising markets in Latin America and Africa


	3. Industry Perceptions: Challenges, Frictions in the U.S. Market and Strategic Responses
	3.1 Persistent cost pressure and weak demand
	3.2 New frictions in the U.S. import market
	3.2.1 From announcement to implementation
	3.2.2 Firm-level exposure and adjustment
	3.2.3 The incidence of the tariff
	3.2.4 Expected market developments to 2027

	3.3 Beyond the U.S. market: strategic responses of the global wine sector
	3.3.1 Data and approach
	3.3.2 Three interpretations of the situation
	3.3.3 Five archetypes of geographic reallocation
	3.3.4 Implications


	4. Discussion and Conclusions
	4.1 Demand is the most plausible main driver of the contraction
	4.2 After the tariff, declared import values fell before volumes did
	4.3 Reallocation is more widely expected than reported
	4.4 Polarisation continues, and price erosion has reached the packaged categories
	4.5 What the sector asks of policy
	4.6 Outlook and research agenda

	References

