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Abstract

:

This study explores consumers’ preferences for corporate social responsibility (CSR) initiatives implemented in the wine sector. Moreover, it investigates consumers’ perception and price premium for four wine certifications related to corporate social responsibility (i.e., SQNPI Sustainable Quality; V.I.V.A. Sustainable Wine; Organic, and Equalitas—Sustainable Wine). Overall 251 regular Italian wine consumers participated in an online survey. Their preferences for 11 CSR initiatives implemented in the wine sector were assessed through a best–worst scaling analysis. The study findings show that the most important CSR initiatives for consumers are “health and food safety”, “sustainable agricultural practices”, and “air pollution”. By contrast, those least important for consumers are “energy consumption”, “sustainable packaging”, and “fair trade”. Consumers expressed a positive perception in terms of CSR performance for all the certifications investigated, while their price premium was higher for wine with Organic certification. The study offers several implications for wineries. Specifically, it suggests the CSR initiatives that wineries may implement to fully meet consumers’ preferences.
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1. Introduction


The wine sector is one of the most important agri-food sectors in the EU and in Italy either in terms of revenue or employment [1,2,3]. The Italian agri-food sector, in fact, is largely represented by the wine supply chain, especially when considering the value of exports, which, in 2018, was up to 5.44 billion euros for the certified wines (i.e., PDO, PGI) [4]. Further, it plays a crucial role in shaping the Italian rural landscape, which is heavily outlined by the presence of vineyards [5]. The latter, through thematic food and wine routes (e.g., the wine roads), act as a strategic lever to promote tourism in rural areas [6,7].



Over the last decade the Italian wine sector has faced several challenges, mainly due to the high competition from countries as Chile, New Zealand, and South Africa that are appearing in the world wine scene and expanding their market share [8,9]. Changes in citizen-consumers’ preferences and consumption habits towards wine is putting the sector under pressure too [8]. Furthermore, while in the new wine countries there is an increase either in terms of production or consumption, in the old world wine countries (i.e., Italy, France, Spain) there is a contrasting situation [9]. The per capita wine consumption, in fact, is reducing in favor of other alcoholic beverages [10,11,12]. Moreover, citizen-consumers are evolving their wine preferences, paying more attention to the social, ethical, and environmental dimensions of wine production [13,14,15,16]. The concept of product quality is changing accordingly, incorporating the social costs associated with the production [17].



To face these challenges and societal concerns, wineries are currently implementing a strategic approach in their business operations, namely corporate social responsibility (CSR) [18,19]. CSR can account for social, environmental, and ethical issues of citizen-consumers. Further, it increases companies’ reputation, meeting the current market needs and strengthening consumers’ loyalty [20,21,22]. Lastly, a flourishing research stream shows that socially responsible agri-food companies are able to secure a price premium for their products [23,24,25,26].



On the one hand CSR creates several benefits for companies; on the other hand, the structure of the Italian wine sector is mainly characterized by small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), often family-run and with limited size [27] and financial resources, and this induces wineries to focus on few CSR initiatives. These are mostly related to the environmental and social dimension of CSR and are often locally limited [18]. Acknowledging consumers’ preferences for CSR initiatives would enable wineries to adapt their business strategies, focusing their efforts on those initiatives more appealing to consumers.



The literature on consumers’ preference for CSR initiatives in the agri-food sector is somewhat recent [21,28,29] and, in some cases, focused on specific agri-food value chains such as milk [24,30,31], meat [32], and fish [33]. As for the wine sector, studies on consumer preferences only marginally investigated corporate social responsibility. Specifically, they focused on consumers’ preferences for wine with sustainable attributes [11,34,35,36,37,38] or with social, ethical, and environmental certifications [13,39,40]. Indeed, the literature on sustainability in the wine sector has arisen only recently [41,42]. Further, it focused mainly on the environmental dimension of sustainability [43,44], mostly implementing the life cycle assessment methodology [45,46,47]. Other scholars, instead, analyzed the sustainability programs and the certification processes at an international level, highlighting their main characteristics to clearly identify similarities and differences to the practitioners [41,48]. To the best of our knowledge, there is a lack of studies exhaustively analyzing consumer preferences for CSR initiatives [39,49].



This study goes in this direction, extending the current literature on wine consumer preferences. Specifically, it aims to assess: (i) consumers’ preferences for different CSR initiatives implemented in the wine sector; (ii) consumers’ perception of wine certifications related to CSR; (iii) consumers’ price premium for different wine certifications related to CSR.



The next section of the paper summarizes the questionnaire administered, the CSR initiatives and certifications investigated, as well as the methodology carried out in the study. The study findings are shown in the Results section, while they are fully discussed in the Discussion one. The paper ends outlining the study implications and limitations.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Survey Methodology and Questionnaire


A web-based structured questionnaire was administered to a convenient sample of Italian wine consumers. Participants interviewed had to be above the minimum legal age for drinking alcohol (i.e., 18 years in Italy) and consume wine at least once a month. Data gathering took approximately two months, from April to May 2020, by implementing a nonprobability sampling method. Participation in the study was facilitated adopting different platforms (e.g., email, WhatsApp, Facebook, LinkedIn). Further, respondents were not granted any monetary incentives. The questionnaire opened with a brief message introducing the general purpose of the study and explaining that it was fully anonymous. To detect potential issues due to the misinterpretation of the questions posed, a pilot test was carried out with a limited number of participants (i.e., 20). No changes were made to the questionnaire as result of the pilot test.



The questionnaire consisted of five sections, while its completion took, on average, 20 minutes. Specifically, the first section posed a set of five questions to detect consumers’ consumption habits such as frequency of consumption, place of purchase, place of consumption, consumption occasion, and wine purchase by price point. The second section of the questionnaire detected consumers’ preferences for several CSR initiatives implemented in the wine sector, namely energy consumption, water consumption, air pollution, support for the local community, attention to the employees, fair trade, waste management, sustainable agronomic practices, health and food safety, biodiversity, and sustainable packaging. The third section of the questionnaire uncovered consumers’ perception of four wine certifications related to corporate social responsibility (i.e., SQNPI Sustainable Quality; V.I.V.A. Sustainable Wine; Organic; Equalitas—Sustainable Wine). The four wine certifications were introduced to participants with a brief description and their logo (Table 1).



The fourth section of the questionnaire detected how much consumers are willing to pay more for each of the wine certifications explored in the study. Participants had to express how much they were willing to pay more (from €0.00 to €3.00 with 50 euro cent increments) for a 750 mL red wine bottle with the sustainable certification compared to one without it. Participants were informed that the average price for a 750 mL red wine bottle is €5.00.



In the fifth section of the questionnaire, respondents’ socio-demographic characteristics were collected.



The following paragraphs describe, in detail, the methodology applied in the study to detect consumers’ preferences for the 11 CSR initiatives, as well as their perception of the four wine certifications related to CSR.



2.1.1. Consumers’ Preferences for CSR Initiatives in the Wine Sector


Consumers’ preferences towards 11 CSR initiatives implemented in the wine sector were uncovered implementing a best–worst scaling (BWS) analysis [50]. The BWS analysis, also called maximum difference approach, was firstly implemented by Finn and Louviere [51] in the early 90s. Recently, several studies on consumer behavior [52,53,54], food preferences [55], and wine marketing [8,10,50,56] applied this methodology, mostly due to its main advantage. Compared to other evaluation methods, in fact, BWS analysis is free of bias related to respondent’s culture. The method can rank consumers’ preferences for specific attributes by asking consumers to pick the “best” and “worst” ones in terms of importance among different pairs of alternatives (i.e., the choice set). The latter are the characteristics that maximize the difference in utility.



The best–worst scaling analysis was introduced by a scenario describing the current issues that the wine sector is tackling. Then, a brief description of the 11 CSR initiatives assessed in the study was provided (Table 2).



The current study implemented a balanced incomplete block design (BIBD) (11,5,5,1) to assess the 11 CSR initiatives. Specifically, respondents were asked to repeatedly evaluate the CSR initiatives in 11 choice sets with five initiatives each repeated five times across the choice sets. As shown by Table 3, in each choice set, respondents had to pick the “most” and “least” important CSR initiatives when purchasing a bottle of wine.




2.1.2. Label Mapping


In this section, participants had to state their perception of a 750 mL bottle of wine with different certifications related to CSR (i.e., SQNPI Sustainable Quality; V.I.V.A. Sustainable Wine; Organic; and Equalitas—Sustainable Wine). Specifically, they were asked to state how the four wine certifications perform in the 11 CSR initiatives investigated in the study. The CSR performance of the certified wines, compared to the ones without it, was assessed on a seven-point Likert scale where 1 is “much worse” and 7 is “much better”.



The certifications explored in the study cover the main sustainable programs in the Italian wine market. Specifically, V.I.V.A. Sustainable Wine is an official certification provided by the Ministry for Environment, Land and Sea Protection that encompasses all three responsibilities of sustainability (i.e., environmental, social, and economic), while SQNPI Sustainable Quality ensures sustainability along the whole production process and was conceived by the Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Forestry Policies. Equalitas—Sustainable Wine is assessed considering environmental, social, and economic indicators that are verifiable and measurable. Lastly, Organic refers mainly to the environmental dimension of sustainability and is largely established among consumers.






3. Results


3.1. Sample Description


Overall, 266 participants took part at the study, while 251 respondents fully completed the questionnaire. Table 4 illustrates their descriptive statistics. The majority of participants were male (61% of the total sample), in their forties (Mean age: 41; ±11.9), and living in a family consisting, on average, of three members (±1.1). As for education, respondents tended to be highly educated, with roughly half of the sample holding a university degree (48%) and a quarter either a high school degree (24%) or a post-university degree (e.g., master’s, PhD) (24%). Lastly, the majority of respondents were employed (51.8%) and had a monthly family income between €2001 and €4000 (39%).




3.2. Wine Consumption Habits


Respondents stated that they drink wine regularly during the week (Table 5). Furthermore, the sample interviewed was roughly equally distributed among those drinking wine every day (20%), 2–3 times per week (22%), and once a week (20%). The results show that respondents mostly prefer to purchase wine both at supermarkets, hypermarkets, discount stores (35%), and directly from the producer (33%). More than half of consumers interviewed drink wine at home (56%) and during dinner (62%). Finally, consumers spend, on average, between €5.00 and €10.00 (39%) on a 750mL bottle of wine.




3.3. CSR Preferences for Consumers


To address the first study aim, a best–worst scaling analysis was implemented in the study. According to the study design, each CSR initiative was shown five times across the 11 choice sets. Thus, the individual best–worst score (B–W score) for the initiatives investigated ranges from +5 to −5. Since the study design is balanced [8,50], the B–W scores generated through the difference of the frequencies are a fair approximation of those obtained by running a multinomial logit model [56].



Consumers’ preferences for CSR initiatives are generated computing the individual B–W score (Table 6). This is calculated as the difference between the number of times a CSR initiative is picked as the most important from the times it is picked as the least important. Accordingly, a positive B–W score implies an interest from consumers towards the CSR initiative. Indeed, a positive B–W score means that the number of times it is chosen as most important overcomes those where it is selected as least important. Conversely, when the B–W score is negative, consumers assign less value to a specific initiative. To this extent, consumers’ purchasing behavior is not affected by that specific CSR initiative.



The results revealed that five out of 11 CSR initiatives were valued positively by consumers (Table 6). The CSR initiatives more important for respondents are “health and food safety” (B–W score: 666), “sustainable agricultural practices” (337), and “air pollution” (161). These CSR initiatives seem to have a positive and deep effect on consumers when purchasing a bottle of wine. By contrast, those least important for consumers are “energy consumption” (-338), “sustainable packaging” (-320), and “fair trade” (-296). These aspects are less likely to be taken into account by consumers in their purchasing decisions.



To assess if the B–W score means were statistically significant different, a paired-samples t-test was performed across all pairs of CSR initiatives (Table 7). Results show that a few pairs of CSR initiatives are not statistically significant (i.e., p-value higher than 0.05). Furthermore, the difference in the CSR initiatives is not equal to zero between “fair trade”, “sustainable packaging”, and “energy consumption”; among “waste management”, “water consumption”, “attention to the employees”, and “biodiversity”; as well as between “attention to the employees”, “biodiversity”, and “support for the local community”.




3.4. CSR Information Conveyed by the Four Wine Certifications


The second aim posed by the study was to uncover the CSR information conveyed by the four wine certifications. As shown in Figure 1, all the wine certifications investigated, although differently, are able to cover the entire domains of CSR.



Further, Organic, SQNPI Sustainable Quality, and V.I.V.A. Sustainable Wine certifications are perceived similarly by consumers in terms of few CSR initiatives. Indeed, they are positively perceived by consumers in terms of "health and food safety" and "sustainable agronomic practices" CSR initiatives. The latter along with “biodiversity” received higher scores in the Organic certification compared to the others. Consumers also consider Organic wine attentive to “air pollution” while less involved in supporting the economic development of the territory (i.e., “fair trade”). Consumers attach a similar valuation to SQNPI Sustainable Quality certification. V.I.V.A. Sustainable Wine performs well in such CSR initiatives as “air pollution”, “biodiversity”, and “water consumption”. Lastly, Equalitas—Sustainable Wine is mostly associated with the social dimension of CSR. Consumers, in fact, assign to this certification a higher commitment to “support for the local community”, “attention to the employees”, and “fair trade”.




3.5. Consumers’ price premium for the Wine Certifications


Uncovering the price premium consumers are willing to pay for wines produced by wineries implementing CSR was the third aim addressed in the study. The study, for each of the four certifications investigated, asked participants to state how much they were willing to pay for a 750 mL bottle of certified red wine, compared to another without certification. Respondents expressed their price premium on a scale ranging from €0.00 to €3.00 with increments of 50 euro cents. Table 8 shows descriptive statistics of consumers’ price premium for the four certified wines investigated.



Results shows that consumers assigned the highest price premium to the Organic wine (Mean: €1.66), while the lowest one to the SQNPI Sustainable Quality certification (€1.29). As for the highest price level expressed by respondents, the study suggests that 19% of consumers are willing to pay a price premium of €3.00 for Organic wine compared to the V.I.V.A. Sustainable Wine, SQNPI Sustainable Quality, and Equalitas—Sustainable Wine (14%, 13%, and 11% of the sample, respectively) (Figure 2).





4. Discussion


This study aimed to overcome some the limitations occurring in previous studies [39,49], investigating consumers’ preferences for as many as 11 CSR initiatives implemented in the wine sector. Prior studies, in fact, focused mostly on a few CSR activities such as the environmental one, neglecting those related to the ethical and social aspects. The current study also attempted to investigate how consumers perceive the CSR efforts conveyed by the main Italian wine certifications related to CSR, as well as their price premium for the certified wines. Acquiring knowledge about the CSR initiatives consumers are willing to pay more would enable wineries to rethink their business strategies. Further, they will better serve their consumers, delivering on the market a product that meets their preferences.



The study showed that food healthiness and safety is relevant for consumers. Previous scholars pointed out that this aspect is decisive in affecting consumers’ purchasing decisions and WTP for food products [23,35,57]. This interest may be due to the several food scandals that have undermined consumers’ trust in the food sector [20,58]. Study participants ranked “sustainable agricultural practices” as the second most important CSR initiative that wineries should focus on. The food sector is often under scrutiny for environmental issues arising from the conventional agricultural practices that massively rely on the use of pesticides and fertilizers [58]. As for consumers’ preferences regarding such CSR initiatives as “air pollution” and “waste management”, previous studies revealed contrasting results. A similar study on consumers’ preferences towards CSR in the dairy sector [24,30,31] showed that consumers are less interested in these CSR initiatives. However, this may also depend by the sector investigated. For instance, some food sectors may have a larger effect on some CSR dimensions that in turn raise consumers’ awareness. “Water consumption” emerged among those positively evaluated by consumers. This result is in contrast with the one of Pomarici et al. [59] who found a limited interest in wine with a reduced water footprint. To this extent, the attention towards the use of water resources may be affected by respondents’ age. Indeed, while older consumers still show limited concern for water saving, mainly due to a lack of knowledge on water footprint, younger consumers are more informed and concerned about sustainability and the exploitation of natural resources [60].



Overall, consumers expressed a positive perception in terms of CSR performance for all the certifications investigated, while their price premium was higher for the Organic one. This is consistent with the best–worst scaling results. Indeed, respondents ranked “health and food safety” and “sustainable agricultural practices” as the most important CSR initiatives. Organic certification was also assessed as high in these two areas. The high price premium uncovered for this certification may be related to its diffusion in the market, as well as the consolidated knowledge of consumers towards this certification [61]. Although the main focus of the Organic certification is on reducing the environmental impact [41], previous studies showed that it is often associated with many CSR dimensions [61], such as food safety [62], healthy food [63], environmental protection [64], and ethical and social issues [65]. The lower price premium observed for the other certifications investigated may be due to their recent launch on the market and the limited focus on the wine. Accordingly, consumers may be not aware of the certification protocols and CSR initiatives accounted for.




5. Study Implications and Limitations


The results of the study offer useful implications for wineries. Since “health and food safety” and “sustainable agronomic practices” are the CSR initiatives most preferred by consumers and particularly associated with Organic certification, wineries may decide to invest more in this certification. This will allow producers to strengthen their turnover by selling their wines at a higher price. Despite their lower value, consumers expressed positive perception and price premium for the other certifications investigated as well. However, albeit with small differences, consumers perceived the four wine certifications almost indistinctly. Accordingly, wineries who decide to invest in these certifications should address their efforts on communication to better convey their peculiarities mainly in terms of CSR initiatives accounted for.



The study has some limitations that limit generalization of results. First of all, the study findings may not represent the preferences of wine consumers in Italy. This limitation is due to the limited number of participants in the study and the sampling method implemented. Accordingly, future research may involve a larger sample to increase the representativeness of the study results. Future studies may also segment the sample on the basis of participants’ socio-demographic characteristics and consumption habits to identify potential changes in consumers’ preferences for the CSR initiatives investigated. Scholars may also extend the analysis to other wine certifications related to corporate social responsibility. A further limitation concerns the methodology implemented to detect consumers’ price premium. Furthermore, the study findings rely on stated preferences and not on revealed preferences. Thus, the price premium assessed may be overestimated by consumers due to potential hypothetical and social desirability bias. Finally, a limited amount of information was provided to consumers about the CSR initiatives investigated, and this may have affected the results of the B–W analysis.
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Figure 1. Consumers’ perception of the wine certifications for the 11 CSR initiatives. 
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Figure 2. Consumers’ price premium by price range (€) for the four certified wines. 
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Table 1. Certifications assessed in the survey and their descriptions.
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	Certification
	Logo
	Description





	SQNPI Sustainable Quality
	 [image: Sustainability 12 05230 i001]
	This certification shows that the wine was obtained from grapes treated with integrated cultivation practices (e.g., limitation in the use of chemicals on grapes).



	V.I.V.A. Sustainable Wine
	 [image: Sustainability 12 05230 i002]
	This certification shows that the winery respects specific sustainability standards both in vineyard and cellar. Sustainability is assessed by four indicators: air, water, vineyard, and territory.



	Organic
	 [image: Sustainability 12 05230 i003]
	This certification shows that the wine is organic and employs grapes obtained by cultivation practices that ban the use of pesticides or chemical fertilizers. Further, the wine has a reduced sulfite content.



	Equalitas—Sustainable Wine
	 [image: Sustainability 12 05230 i004]
	This certification shows that wine meets specific sustainability standards and is obtained adopting good agronomic and cellar practices, as well as social (relationships with local stakeholders) and economic initiatives (employees’ incentives and fair prices for suppliers).
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Table 2. Corporate social responsibility (CSR) initiatives implemented in the wine sector.
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	CSR Initiatives in the Wine Sector
	Description





	Energy consumption
	The winery’s involvement in reducing energy consumption in the vineyard and cellar and/or to using energy produced from renewable sources.



	Water consumption
	The winery’s involvement in reducing water consumption, also adopting a water recycling system in cellar.



	Air pollution
	The winery’s involvement in reducing the emissions generated by its activities and consequently their impact on climate change.



	Support for the local community
	The winery’s involvement in supporting donations to and/or sponsorships of local initiatives (e.g., cultural, sports, etc.).



	Attention to the employees
	The winery’s involvement in giving all workers the same opportunities as well as fair or higher than market wages.



	Fair trade
	The winery’s involvement in supporting the economic development of the territory and suppliers (e.g., ensuring a guaranteed minimum price).



	Waste management
	The winery’s involvement in valorizing, internally, the byproducts produced (e.g., fertilizers) and/or in other sectors (e.g., cosmetics, animal husbandry, energy, etc.).



	Sustainable agronomic practices
	The winery’s involvement in adopting sustainable agronomic practices aimed at preserving soil fertility and reducing the environmental impact.



	Health and food safety
	The winery’s involvement in reducing the use of chemical products both in vineyard and cellar (e.g., wines with reduced sulfite content).



	Biodiversity
	The winery’s involvement in preserving biodiversity in the vineyard, promoting the development of spontaneous flora and fauna.



	Sustainable packaging
	The winery’s involvement in adopting recyclable packaging and/or reducing environmental impact such as corks made of glass or sugar cane and light glass bottles.
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Table 3. Example of a choice set shown to participants.
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Which of the Following Corporate Social Responsibility Initiatives do you Think are the Most Important and Least Important Aspects that a Winery Should Focus On?






	
Most important

	

	
Least important




	
□

	
Water consumption

	
□




	
□

	
Biodiversity

	
□




	
□

	
Waste management

	
□




	
□

	
Health and food security

	
□




	
□

	
Sustainable packaging

	
□
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Table 4. Respondent demographics (N = 251).
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	Variable Name and Description
	Mean
	Frequency
	SD
	Min
	Max





	Gender
	0.390
	
	N/A
	0
	1



	Female
	
	39.0%
	
	
	



	Male
	
	61.0%
	
	
	



	Respondent’s age
	40.813
	
	11.962
	18
	75



	Household size
	3.251
	
	1.175
	1
	8



	Education level classes

Primary school

Secondary school

High school

University degree

Above university degree
	3.936
	

0.0%

3.2%

24.3%

48.2%

24.3%
	0.782
	1
	5



	Occupation status

Employed

Self-employed

Housewife/husband

Retired

Student

Unemployed
	1.892


	

51.8%

34.3%

0.8%

2.0%

8.4%

2.7%
	1.342
	1
	6



	Family monthly income classes

<€2000

€2001–€4000

€4001–€6000

€6001–€8000

>€8000
	2.657
	

19.9%

38.7%

15.1%

8.4%

17.9%
	1.369
	1
	5
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Table 5. Wine consumption habits of respondents.
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	Variable Name and Description
	Frequency





	Wine consumption frequency

Every day

4–5 times per week

2–3 times per week

Once a week

2–3 times per month

Once a month
	

20.3%

7.6%

22.3%

19.9%

13.9%

16.0%



	Favorite wine place of purchase

Supermarket, hypermarket, discount store

Directly from the producer

Pub/restaurant

Wine bar

Online

Others
	

35.1%

32.7%

9.2%

13.5%

4.4%

5.1%



	Favorite wine place of consumption

At home

At friends’ homes

Pub/restaurant

Lounge bar/wine bar
	

55.8%

21.1%

18.3%

4.8%



	Favorite wine consumption occasion

Lunch

Aperitif

Dinner

After dinner

Party

Others
	

19.9%

4.4%

62.2%

2.0%

10.8%

0.7%



	Wine purchase by price point

<€5.00

between €5.01–€10.00

between €10.01–€15.00

between €15.01–€20.00

between €20.01–€25.00

>€25.01
	

24.3%

39.0%

16.7%

15.1%

3.2%

1.7%
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Table 6. Respondents’ preferences for the CSR initiatives.
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	CSR Initiatives
	Total Best
	Total Worst
	B–W Score





	Health and food safety
	710
	−44
	666



	Sustainable agricultural practices
	449
	−112
	337



	Air pollution
	284
	−123
	161



	Waste management
	186
	−147
	39



	Water consumption
	206
	−184
	22



	Attention to the employees
	209
	−228
	−19



	Biodiversity
	152
	−182
	−30



	Support for the local community
	227
	−307
	−80



	Fair trade
	103
	−399
	−296



	Sustainable packaging
	102
	−422
	−320



	Energy consumption
	95
	−433
	−338







The CSR initiatives are ranked according to the B–W score.
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Table 7. Mean comparison of the CSR initiatives in the wine sector.
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CSR Initiatives

	
Average B–W Score

	
Mean Comparison *






	
Health and food safety

	
0.765

	

	

	




	
Sustainable agronomic practices

	
0.634

	

	

	




	
Air pollution

	
0.564

	

	

	




	
Waste management

	
0.516

	

	
X

	




	
Water consumption

	
0.509

	

	
X

	




	
Attention to the employees

	
0.492

	

	
X

	
X




	
Biodiversity

	
0.488

	

	
X

	
X




	
Support for the local community

	
0.468

	

	

	
X




	
Fair trade

	
0.382

	
X

	

	




	
Sustainable packaging

	
0.373

	
X

	

	




	
Energy consumption

	
0.365

	
X

	

	








* t-test p < 0.05; Xs in the same column or row mean that the CSR initiatives are not significantly different.
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Table 8. Consumers’ price premium for the four certified wines (€).






Table 8. Consumers’ price premium for the four certified wines (€).





	Certification
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max





	SQNPI Sustainable Quality
	1.29
	0.94
	0.00
	3.00



	V.I.V.A. Sustainable Wine
	1.53
	0.86
	0.00
	3.00



	Organic
	1.66
	0.93
	0.00
	3.00



	Equalitas—Sustainable Wine
	1.37
	0.89
	0.00
	3.00
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