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Abstract: The demand for environmental labels is increasingly becoming important for consumers
to differentiate products and to make an informed choice. This study reports the findings of a
business case study in Nova Scotia (Canada) that demonstrates how renewable wind energy and
wind labeling can extend the competitive advantage of a producer. By using qualitative case study
techniques, the study generates evidence which suggests on the firm level that wind energy and
labelling influences competitive advantage of firms, can dictate a premium price, can differentiate
products, yet achieve a low-cost advantage. Wind labels also have the potential to drive the supply
chain’s environmental value to the consumer as the end user by requiring the distribution chain to
follow good environmental practices. On the consumer level, in terms of label information, whereby
product qualities cannot be evaluated by a search prior to purchase or by experience after purchase,
eco-friendliness of the product can take predominance. Not all consumers will buy eco-friendly eggs;
instead, there are other factors that drive consumers, such as their opinions towards wind technology,
consumer psychographics, personality, and other behavioural determinants and, hence, attract a
strong niche market. Finally, for the trust in labels, though the producer does not have third party
accreditation, the labels work for them, through the means-end chain analysis where egoistic and
altruistic intentions persuade environmental behaviour. As such, this study highlights the probability
that in principle, there appears to be an opportunity for wind labelling to be successful; in practice,
wind labelling is bound to attract a particular niche market through differentiation strategies.

Keywords: environmental labelling; wind energy labels; competitive advantage; premium price;
product differentiation

1. Introduction

Sustainability is regarded as one of the most complex challenges that businesses must encounter.
There is an increasing pressure for companies to broaden its scope through reporting and accountability,
moving from economic outcomes for shareholders to sustainability outcomes for all stakeholders [1].
Companies need to finding challenging ways to combat environmental degradation and to increase
sustainable performances for all their operational activities.

The literature shows sustainability is multidimensional and incorporates many areas such
as sustainable development, human sustainability, social sustainability, ecological sustainability,
environmental sustainability, and corporate sustainability [2]. Achieving corporate sustainability
involves developing business models for the greening of all their operational activities, in particular,
renewable resources and their marketing activities. Against this backdrop, this research looks at how
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sustainability in terms of a business model can use marketing strategies to differentiate products yet,
at the same time, deliver value to customers.

Sustainability within businesses is associated to competitiveness, social inclusion, and
environmental integrity through the principles of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) [3,4]. Business
sustainability is characterized as “adopting business strategies and activities that meet the needs of
the enterprise and its stakeholders today while protecting, sustaining, and enhancing the human and
natural resources that will be needed in the future” [5].

Several authors have devised business models; the Stubbs and Cocklin [2] study demonstrates
the “ideal type” of sustainability-oriented business models involving normative principles of
organizational development. These authors used case-based theory building for sustainability-oriented
business models that involved examples of sustainability-driven organizations such as Interfac Inc.
and Bendigo Bank [6]. Apart from other operational and environmental performance measures, their
emphasis on the ideal type of sustainability-oriented business models also consisted of structural
and cultural attributes of an organization that involves developing community spirit, investing in
employees, trust and loyalty, and sustainability assessment and reporting [6].

Teece [7] identifies a fundamental business model as follows:

A business model describes the design or architecture of the value creation, delivery, and
capture mechanisms employed. The essence of a business model is that it crystallizes
customer needs and ability to pay, defines the manner by which the business enterprise
responds to and delivers value to customers, entices customers to pay for value, and converts
those payments to profit through the proper design and operation of the various elements of
the value chain.

(p. 179)

A green sustainable business model would include objectives that aim towards supporting
sustainable development. There is limited literature on how sustainable development is
operationalized within firms [8,9]. Sharma [9] is of the opinion that researchers need to theoretically
envision structures, strategies, and outcomes as firms move towards obtaining sustainability. There are
also suggestions for a more in-depth research to identify business models that can develop competitive
solutions for the wellbeing of the natural environment [6,10].

This study reports the findings of a sustainable business model in Nova Scotia (Canada) that
demonstrates how renewable energy and wind labeling can extend the competitive advantage of a
producer. More specifically, it looks at environmental strategies by integrating marketing strategies to
differentiate products yet, at the same time, deliver value to customers. By using qualitative case study
techniques, this study generates evidence which suggests how the uses of a product differentiation
strategy, premium pricing, and wind labeling strategies can provide associated benefits and value
for producers and consumers. First, we apply Porter’s generic theory of competitive advantage [11]
to show producers can gain a competitive advantage by using wind energy and wind energy labels.
Second, we demonstrate that self-declared wind labels can be equally, if not completely, beneficial
for producers and retailers, and lastly, we examine the extent to how producers can create consumer
confidence in wind labeling which can impact the overall viability of wind energy labeling, thus
creating a viable sustainable business model.

The implications of the findings are important for either commercial or agricultural producers,
particularly about using wind energy labels. Specifically, there is an apparent paucity with regards
to energy labeling and renewable energy. A carefully designed energy labeling strategy aimed at
reducing emissions and at the same time differentiating as well as informing consumers of energy use
is helpful. The introduction of the new wind energy labeling certification indeed reflects this need.
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2. Research Method

There are different reasons where case studies are applied by scientists and researchers, for
instance, to test theories [12,13]; to describe [14]; and to advance theory about subjects, themes, or
topics [15–17]. These topics can cover various issues that either involve internal organization [18,19],
group processes [20], strategy [21], or when one has to extend the knowledge from a specific case to
draw inferences about the general case.

Yin [22] suggests that a case study can consist of a single or multiple study for the understanding of
the phenomenon. There are several reasons when a single case study method is required. For example,
it creates a high-quality theory and a deeper understanding of the subject [23,24]; it also increases the
confidence of their representativeness [25]. A case study can capture the intricacies of a single case.

This study applied a single case study research approach [26–28] with a social constructivist
perspective [29] to examine the use of wind energy labeling to stimulate consumer demand and to
show how producers can benefit from using these labels. A producer is selected as the unit of analysis.
A single case is a legitimate qualitative research approach [27,30,31], and in our case, it can contribute
to refining theories and to help generate issues for further examination, as well as to help establish
some limits to the generalizability [27].

Theory building research is not subordinate to theory testing research [32]. Theory building is
achieved by understanding the in-depth view of the single case in particular [29,33,34]. A qualitative
case study research is relevant for addressing the research questions, partly because of the lack of
previous research in wind energy label applications [29,35], and because the research on wind energy
labels are largely unexplored, it would be better understood through qualitative research [26,36].

The study examines a producer from an egg production industry in Canada, using a single
farm business as the unit of analysis. This single case serves as a revelatory purpose to critically
test the existing theory [22]. For this case study, observational research was used that involved a
thorough descriptive analysis of the firm to understand and create new findings. It was a naturalistic
observation, and the researchers also made use of documents, archives, and other printed material
that was available to them.

3. The Industry

Prior to the 1950s, the Canadian agricultural industry primarily consisted of small-scale operators.
However, as with other industrialized countries, agricultural intensification with an associated
intensive input use has helped to consolidate and transform the sector. Farmers’ cooperatives, farm
inputs companies, and other private firms involved in egg production have helped to transform
the activities into a vertically integrated industry, resulting in the industry controlling the outputs
produced within the supply chain [37]. Small-scale farming evolved from a secondary to a primary
enterprise with specialized farming systems. Since the 1990s, small-scale egg laying hen production
emerged partly due to the changing consumer demand for “natural” and organic eggs. Some of the
drivers of the growth of the egg industry in Canada include innovation and increased investment by
entrepreneurial producers and processors [38].

Canada implements government-supervised poultry, and the egg industry functions under a
systematic marketing policy framework called supply management that is proposed to encourage
enough volumes of egg production to meet consumer demands [38]. In the province of Nova Scotia,
there are several egg graders, packers, and distributors. The industry is regulated by the Provincial
Egg Producers organization and with a supply management system to control the supply and demand
of eggs [39].

4. The Business Model

Bayview Poultry Farm Ltd is a market leader in the industry and one of the very first farms in
Nova Scotia, Canada to install wind turbines. The company uses wind energy labels to differentiate its
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product, thereby helping to create a unique product for the consumer market. The eggs produced on
Bayview Poultry Farm are promoted to consumers using wind energy labeling on their packaging.

Firms can sustain social and environmental responsibility in several ways, including product
stewardship and environmental labels reflecting the use of environmentally friendly production
methods. An important objective for a green product is to reflect a producer’s responsibility for
products at the end of their useful life and, at the same time, reducing the impact on the environment.
While this traditional view in theory compels manufacturers and producers to clean up their act, the
contemporary view suggests developing product certification and ecolabelling programs [40]. Product
certification and environmental labeling programs indicate that the product is environmentally friendly
and the manufacturer/producer, at the same time, is also observing their environmental responsibility.
Bayview farm implements the provincial environmental farm plan program and practices which help
in managing adverse environmental impacts of the farm operation in question.

Producers can use environmental labeling as part of mandatory or regulatory compliance
requirements or for anticipated economic benefits. In either case, the adoption of the environmental
label may require additional resources and investments. Bayview farm invested in three Skystream
3.7 wind turbines installed on the farm. This produces enough energy on site to keep the farms
going [41]. Bayview Farm is a 12,000-laying-hen operation, with 3 Skystream wind turbines which
supply about 75% of the farm’s electrical power needs. On-farm electricity cost has been reduced
substantially, as well as its output of greenhouse gases [42]. The farm sells some of its eggs to an
independent country grocery store within the vicinity, while a larger share of the total production
is sold to a distributor under the Maritime Pride label. In addition, the farm’s eco-friendly brand is
sold to the Sobeys grocery chain [43]. Sobeys Inc. is a large national retail chain in Canada with more
than 1300 stores in 10 provinces. Sobeys has other retail operating divisions in the country, including
IGA, Foodland, FreshCo, Price Chopper, and Thrifty Foods, which target their products differently
to specific consumer segments and niches [44]. Bayview’s eco-eggs are also sold to many coop food
stores throughout Atlantic Canada.

To help consumers become aware of the eggs produced using green energy from wind turbines, the
egg carton packaging comes with the picture of three wind turbines. The egg cartoon package also has
the terms “Eco-friendly” and “Produced with Wind Power”, along with the company name. Canada
requires a standard "Nutrition Facts" label for most prepackaged food products [45]. However, the
nutrition label on the Bayview Poultry Farm egg cartoon is inside the cover of the carton. Consumers
interested in the nutritional information about the eggs may not readily be aware of this information.
In general, the nutrition information is commonly displayed on the outside of the product packaging
to help consumers check claims on nutrition. The drawback with their labeling, where there are two
or more labels, is that they should be placed on the packaging in a way that minimizes information
overload and should be easy for consumers to make an informed choice [46].

The farm has been in operation for over 20 years. It is approximately eight years since the wind
turbines were installed, and it appears that consumers continue to buy the eggs, suggesting that the
eco-friendly product has met with some success. The market response to Bayview’s eco-friendly eggs
has been positive, given that various retailers within the chain work closely with Bayview Poultry Farm
to promote its environmentally friendly farming methods. A vice president of Coop Atlantic noted
that the premium offered for the Bayview Poultry Farms eco-friendly eggs sold in their stores “are the
only product on the market that relies on wind power to generate the electricity used in growing these
eggs. This provides shoppers with the opportunity to feel good about their purchases. By purchasing
Bayview eggs, shoppers are making an impact on the environment, while also supporting our Atlantic
First commitment to the region.” [47]. By consumers buying eco-friendly eggs, they help- to contribute
to value-added environmental activities of the producer. In fact proponents state that sustainable value
added shows how much more a company has contributed to sustainability and not necessarily limited
to whether a company is sustainable [48].
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4.1. Differentiation Strategies

In this section, we apply a framework underlying Porter’s [11] generic theory to explain how
the manager of Bayview uses product differentiation strategy and associated benefits to provide
value for their consumers. In the early 1990s, the literature shows that low-cost leadership or basic
differentiation may not necessarily provide enough of a sustainable competitive edge [49] and that firms
are required to do more in terms of sustainability. Integrating environmentalism in marketing enhances
a positive corporate image and increases the success of a business enterprise. Corporate environmental
responsiveness allows firms to remain competitive, increases market share, and enhances corporate
reputation [50–53]. It promotes profitability, improves employee motivation and commitment, and
increases customer loyalty [54].

Though there has been a contradiction around the focus of dual competitive strategies, several
companies have been successful in using these strategies, i.e., IKEA, Southwest Airlines, Toyota, IBM,
Caterpillar, and McDonald’s as such examples [55,56]. Similarly, a single strategy has also been very
successful with companies such as Walmart and Air Asia [57]. Although Porter’s work has been
considered in the literature as the most influential and widely tested [58–60], it has also met with
several criticisms [61] or suggestions to modify, expand, or combine the strategy topology [62], although
lacking specificity for being complex to measure, being superficial, and lacking independence [63].
However, the original model has been recognized and widely used.

An important goal of most entrepreneurs in a market with several economic agents is to achieve
a competitive advantage. Porter [11] (1980) noted that two basic strategies that can help attain a
competitive advantage relate to competing on production cost or competing by product differentiation.
Both strategies offer opportunities to outperform the competition [11]. Market leaders tend to prefer
exploiting product differentiation strategies than cost efficiencies, as the former tends to be more
profitable over the long-term [58].

Porter [11] views product differentiation in terms of the “uniqueness” in the product offering.
Some marketer analysts define differentiation as attributes which are “perceived by the customer to
differ from its competition on any physical or nonphysical product characteristic including price” [64]
(p. 4). Although product differentiation is particularly relevant for more durable consumer products,
Levitt [65] notes that the strategy can also generate successful outcomes for other commodities and
can be achieved through branding. Some analysts argue that by endorsing a product label, the product
becomes a “self-fulfilling prophecy” [66]. Product differentiation can also be achieved by external
means, such as a reputation for reliable delivery or other services offered by the retailer [67,68]. The
success of this strategy is relevant when there is little that a producer can do to differentiate a product
from the competition.

Bayview applies product differentiation by exploiting wind power generated on-farm as a unique
attribute in its egg production process. This is a unique first-mover advantage because competitors
within the Nova Scotia egg industry had yet to use this green energy system on their farm operations,
thereby helping them to position their products on the market. According to Porter [11], uniqueness
should have some attributes that are widely valued by buyers [11] and ones that many buyers in a
market perceive as important. By differentiating based on green energy, Bayview uses this uniqueness
to promote its eggs as “eco-eggs”.

4.2. Premium Price

According to Porter [11], the uniqueness that producers generate from product differentiation
should be rewarded with a premium price to the producer. However, Bayview reported that it does
not charge a premium for the eco-eggs it sells to distributors and final retail outlets. Although, there
are initial wind turbine installation costs, the manager of Bayview indicated that the wind resource is
“free” and can be harnessed to generate electricity. The producer received rebates for the wind power
installations under a provincial government green energy program. However, retailers of the eco-eggs,
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such as Sobey’s, charge a higher price for the eco-eggs. For example, a dozen eggs in a local Sobeys
retail store was sold for 21% higher than an alternative store brand.

Two important issues related to price premiums emerge from the Bayview case study, namely, (i)
consumer willingness to pay premium prices and (ii) vertical integration in the egg distribution chain
and the consequences for charging premium prices.

On eco-products, there is a controversy over premium prices. For instance, the Food and
Water Europe [69], a consumer advocacy organization, noted that eco-labels can help increase the
public acceptance of products produced using controversial farming operations. On the other hand,
some consumers are willing to pay a premium for green products endorsed with environmental
labels [70–74], while others are willing to pay higher prices but unwilling to compromise on product
quality regardless [75].

In a survey of 25,000 internet respondents in 51 countries, Nielson [76] reported that 22% of
respondents would pay more for “eco-friendly” products [76]. Some consumers are willing to pay
even up to the extent of 10% more for socially responsible products [77]; on the other hand, the Boston
Consulting Group in 2008 surveyed 9000 consumers in 9 countries, Canada being one of them, and
found that about 30% of consumers are willing to pay a 10% premium on ingestibles such as meat,
dairy, seafood, and other produce [78]. Nonetheless, the National survey sponsored by Dupont and
Mohawk Industries interviewed 1001 US homeowners and found that consumers would pay at least
5% more for products made with renewable resources [79]. In summary, some consumers are willing
to pay a premium for green products. For commodities like eggs, as suggested above, it is more likely
to demand a premium of 10%; however, the “eco-friendly” eggs produced by Bayview was retailing
for 21% more than other store brands.

According to Porter’s [11] notion of product differentiation, product uniqueness is inherently
costly. Thus, it is important to have price premiums to cover the cost associated with such uniqueness
(if any). On other hand, other analysts suggest that a differentiation strategy can help lower cost by
increasing sales volume, efficiencies in the learning curve, and economies of scale and scope [80,81].
By using wind energy on the farm, Bayview reported to the Nova Scotia Federation of Agriculture
that the on-farm wind energy produced significantly reduced its electricity costs and greenhouse
gas emissions [41]. Porter [11] argues that differentiation is “usually” costly to a firm, but this is a
unique case, as for Bayview that uses wind energy, the cost to produce is cheaper. The gains in cost
efficiencies may accrue directly to the producer or passed on to retailers in a supply chain that is
vertically integrated.

4.3. Bayview’s Wind Labeling Strategy

The intention behind labelling is that consumers should be able to use them in their decision
making [82]. Three arguments arise from Bayview’s wind label influences; one is how is information
about the label presented to the consumer and the ability of the consumer to engage [83]? Secondly,
how will consumers act on wind labels [84]? Third, how does the consumer trust the label to help them
to attain some goal [85]?

4.3.1. Consumer Information

The conduit for evaluating environmental labels is not the producer but the consumer to make an
informed choice. The primary question, however, is does wind labelling have the power to influence
consumer choice as it has so intended? The goal of consumer policy for environmental labelling is
to enable consumers to make an informed choice through education and information [85], for the
information to be timely, and for claims to be relevant [83]. The claims made on the label by Bayview
are accurate as it indicates the eggs produced uses wind energy. In general, this is an important
criterion for labelling.

The literature identifies that unlike other labelling processes where consumers strongly
demand appropriate label information, there appears to be considerable uncertainty on labelling
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information [86–88]. Labelling should be clear, allowing the consumer to avoid misrepresentation
about environmental attributes; it must be transparent, truthful, discriminatory, based on sound
science, and substantiated and must not mislead consumers [89–92]. In Bayview’s case, the label is easy
to read and understand but limited in its form; as such, it only states “Eco-friendly” and “Produced
with Wind Power”.

What consumers know and how they understand is important to our understanding of wind label
adoption. This is best described by the theory of information economics which shows how information
affects an economy and economic decisions; it gives a more realistic view of a market exchange between
a buyer and seller [93]. In comparison to other forms of labeling, one may argue that Bayview Poultry
only demonstrates a symbol of the windmill, with eco-friendly written on the packaging; it stands to
argue whether this information is enough for consumers to make an informed choice.

This can be explained by how consumers seek information. Karstens and Belz [93] explain using
the work of Nelson [94,95] and of Darby and Karni [96] who suggest that when buying products for
the first time, consumers only have a limited means of information about the price and quality of the
product, the consumer needs to search for more information. Here, search means that the product
quality can be inspected by the consumer prior to purchase; if the quality cannot be inspected by the
consumer prior to purchase, then consumers buy the product and experience the quality by using it.
Extending Nelson’s work, Darby and Karni [96] introduced a third quality, called credence qualities,
whereby product qualities cannot be evaluated by a search prior to purchase or by experience after
purchase. Hence, other attributes of the product such as eco-friendliness can take predominance; this
is precisely in the case of Bayview’s wind energy labels.

4.3.2. Consumer Actions

Consumer actions largely depend on behavior, and whether a person will undertake to
accept wind labelling specifically simply does not stand up to drawing a general examination;
instead, there could be other factors that require examination, such as their opinions towards wind
technology, consumer psychographics, personality, and other behavioural determinants. Straughan
and Roberts [97] clearly identified that concerns about the environment can have a poor effect, but
the extent to which the individual consumer believes that his or her actions are likely to make
a difference will have a significant effect on the environment. This is called perceived consumer
effectiveness. Perceived consumer effectiveness has been found to have a positive effect on attitudes
and environmentally conscious behaviour relationship [98,99].

Like with any technology, there are mixed opinions, and the same coexists with wind energy.
While there are some survey reports that support this technology [100,101], many have disagreed with
wind energy. For instance, the social acceptance of wind technology is also seen as problematic [102].
There is a strong local opposition with renewal energy [103–106]. These are important considerations
in terms of wind technology that will influence consumers to act in favour of wind labeling.

In effect, researchers have that identified wind farms create an impression on aesthetic stigmas,
which has evoked emotions within the community [107]. These emotions can be unsupported if they are
negative and can be more damaging, as Coddington [108] has pointed out that green consumption also
implies the satisfaction of consumer’s emotional needs. In response to this and other manifestations,
notably, emotional benefits such as intrinsic value felt by consumers when supporting a deserving
cause, often driven by this “warm glow of giving”, can be derived from the product [109,110]. Similarly,
Ritov and Kahnemann [111] expressed that those consumers had a feeling of wellbeing (“warm glow”)
and also associated with acting in an altruistic way [112]. In the case of Bayview labels, it has a symbolic
representation of wind mills, which creates a semiotic emotional meaning of wind energy. Further
research is required to probe into determining the type of emotional impacts that drive decisions.

Wind labels in Bayview’s case displayed energy usage; other attributes of the product are also
beneficial to the consumer. Consumers attempt to buy products based on the inherent functional
values of a product. In other words, the functional aspect should be seen as beneficial to the consumer.
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The functional value of the eggs can range from being organic, vegetarian, omega-3 enhanced, vitamin
enhanced, or free range and free run. Orth and De Marchi [113] suggest that the functional benefits are
largely associated to the inherent advantages of the consumption status of the product and correspond
to attributes of the product that motivates consumers. How consumers act will largely depend on
the nature of the consumer and their needs hierarchy; for instance, those with altruistic obligation
about the environment will be more inclined to use wind labels for making purchases. Instead, not all
consumers will readily accept wind label; there will only be a particular niche market or segment of a
market that are willing to buy wind-labelled products or green products.

4.3.3. Consumer Trust

Bayview’s labeling is categorized as type II labeling, that is self-declared labels, which are normally
endorsed by the producer. Typically, type I labels are voluntary and uses multiple measures to access
environmental programs by manufactures. Companies meeting their standards are awarded the
label. This labeling is endorsed by independent third parties. Type III, on the other hand, uses a
higher quantitative-based assessment to assess product life cycle data; this is also endorsed by third
parties [114]. Do type II labels used by self-producers put Bayview to a disadvantage? Type II labels
are likely to distort Bayview’s credibility of the label, as it is endorsed by the producers themselves
and unlike type I or III labels which are endorsed by credible third-party sources. Furthermore,
consumers require a level of trust and knowledge on the endorsement of the wind label. Since this is a
self-regulated label endorsed by the producer, consumers would have to trust the producer.

Trust, in terms of wind labelling, can be seen as “having faith or trust in the efficacy of
authorities” [115,116]. Wind labels, in particular the new type III labels as compared to the
self-regulated labels, have credentials as they are endorsed by third party, owing to how much
confidence consumers have in the third-party accreditation. On the other hand, self-regulated labels
used by Bayview works based on Bagozzi and Dabholkar [117] who suggest an analysis of the
means-end chain where egoistic and altruistic goals persuade environmental behaviour, but if altruistic
goals have a greater tendency to motivate, then even self-declared labels will appeal to this sort
of behaviour.

5. Wind Energy Labelling

The idea of environmental labeling is widely accepted because it advocates marketing promotion
and has long been known to be a support mechanism towards consumer application for green choices.
Universally, these environmental labels can be affirmed directly by symbols, emblems, logos, or words.
While they can be implicitly or explicitly expressed, these labels are only practical if they fulfill their
intended goals [82]. No doubt, from a marketing perspective, environmental labels can assist producers
to expand their market share and become competitive [118] and, if designed carefully, have a tendency
to improve sales and to assist firms to improve all around environmental performance [82].

Wind energy is a clean source of renewable energy, and its new official label is making an entry
in the market for entrepreneurs, producers, both suppliers (manufacturers/importers), and retailers.
Wind labeling provides an opportunity to more widely publicize the benefits connected with using
energy from renewable technologies [119]. The wind energy consortium (consisting of the Global Wind
Energy Council, World Wildlife Fund (WWF), the LEGO Group, and UN Global Compact) started
an initiative to develop the first global consumer label that identifies a product made using wind
power. The consortium is expanding to include over 6200 organizations in over 130 countries [120].
This proposal for the first global consumer label for wind energy labelling started in January 2011, with
the WindMade™ consolidating its proposal in June 2011. The standard stipulates that participating
member companies have to source a minimum of 25% of their electricity from wind power. The advent
of this formal wind label is categorized as a type III environmental label. Although, the traditional
benefits of wind energy are known, a better understanding of wind energy labeling is required to
examine how they are likely to influence market behavior at two levels: the adoptive behavior of
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consumers at the consumer level and at the firm level, the benefits that firms would yield at an optimal
outcome if they use wind labels.

Different stakeholders’ benefit from wind energy labeling. From a consumer’s perspective,
environmental labels allow consumers to make an informed environmental choice. From a producer’s
perspective, it aims to assist producers to become more socially responsible and is able to differentiate
their products, thereby gaining a competitive advantage. Labelling is often viewed by producers
as a cooperative association between government regulators and businesses. From a government’s
perspective, governments have responded by sorting, implementing, and validating eco-labeling
programs that involve over thousands of products in varying countries [121] and that are often
introduced as a suitable, though partial, policy tool to regulate environmental problems [122].
The social acceptance of wind energy was also found to be positive [123].

6. Managerial Implications

However, further research is required to identify the feasibility of wind energy labelling and its
performance which remains to be questioned. Some assumptions based on the case can be made in
terms of managerial implications. Wind energy and wind energy labelling is effective on two levels:
the firm level and the consumer level. On the firm front, it can be seen that wind energy and labelling
influences competitive advantage of firms, dictates a premium price, and can differentiate products,
yet achieve a low-cost advantage. Wind labels also have the potential to drive the supply chain’s
environmental value to the consumer as end user, by requiring the distribution chain to follow good
environmental practices. The producer can create a domino effect.

On the consumer level, by the evidence and success of Bayview using self-declared wind labels,
we make the observation that wind labels further question many issues in terms of consumers
using wind labels for differentiation. Furthermore, a well-designed environmental label needs to
motivate consumers to adapt to environmental practices. In terms of label information, whereby
product qualities cannot be evaluated by a search prior to purchase or by experience after purchase,
eco-friendliness of the product can take predominance, which is the apparent case for Bayview. Not all
consumers will buy eco-friendly eggs; instead, there could be other factors that drive consumers
such as their opinions towards wind technology, consumer psychographics, personality, and other
behavioural determinants. Hence, Bayview’s case is a case of a strong niche market. Finally, for the
trust in labels, however, Bayview does not have third party accreditation, yet the labels seem to work
for them; this could purely be contributed to a means-end chain analysis, where egoistic and altruistic
goals compel environmental behaviour.

The generalizations of a single case study cannot be made, but some recommendations can
be provided in terms of managerial implications. Managers can take a proactive view on using
wind energy to build a strong competitive advantage for their products, which, in turn, would
also help in operationalizing environmentally clean technologies within their sustainable business
model. This will lead to developing a positive and ethical corporate image. In terms of customer
interventions by introducing green operations, the sustainable business model is likely to meet
customers’ expectations, to improve market share, and potentially to achieve a long-term profit
for this niche market. Ecolabelling with third party accreditation can be obtained to allow consumers
to make an informed choice.

7. Limitations and Future Research

The main limitation of the study is that it is a single case study, whereby robust generalizations
cannot be inferred; thus, examining a larger qualitative sample is required, whereby the depth and
intricacy of the case study data can demonstrate how such correlated factors influence each other.
Future research can quantify the methodology to provide further insights into sustainable business
models. Expanding consumer insights to further describe the relationship of buying behaviour and
consumer characteristics may provide a useful understanding for green niche markets and how they



Sustainability 2019, 11, 1218 10 of 15

can be translated in buying action. Other operational aspects can be considered, apart from marketing
strategies and renewable resources.

8. Conclusions

The sustainable business model demonstrates that producers and retailers that use wind energy
to differentiate their produce can obtain a competitive advantage. This case scenario as an analogy
is a compelling argument on how investing in wind energy labels can increase consumer confidence
despite the odds on the literature suggesting otherwise. Presenting the concept of wind energy, as a
means of confronting producers and manufacturers challenges an ambitious undertaking, in which
green products and environmental labels logically play an important role. Contrary to popular belief,
wind energy labels can create a huge impact on consumers’ decision making. The unintended causes
of wind energy and contemporary challenges are outlined and discussed along with appropriate
assumptions. For the new wind energy labeling being introduced in the form of type III, this research
forms a platform as a compelling starting point for future research.

In conclusion, these types of consumers that will be receptive towards wind technology are also
consumers with pro-environmental characteristics. These niche segments of consumers are those
that will associate with environmental labels and pursue those labels to make choices. The trust in
the labels is also critical and so is the functional value of the product that should also be considered.
Producers should be aware of the emotional impact the environment can have on certain consumers.
In principle, there appears to be an opportunity for wind labelling to be successful in practice; it is
bound to attract a particular niche market.
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