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Showcasing green: how culture influences sustainable behavior 
in food eco-labelling

Design/methodology/approach: We tested the impact of culture dimensions through an 
econometric model, on a sample composed by several countries of the world, in which at least a 
food certification is in force.
Purpose: The aim of this study is to verify, through Hofstede’s 6-D model, the impact of national 
culture on the implementation of eco-labelling activities on the supplier side, in order to provide 
consumers information about the sustainable behavior adopted by firms.
Findings: Interesting results have been obtained and discussed, proving the existence of a 
relationship between culture and corporate sustainability showcasing. Cultural heritage has a deep 
influence on sustainable consumption demand. Firms need to put more effort to showcase their 
green behavior. Economic indicators have a role in fostering sustainable behavior.
Originality/value: Food labelling is little explored, despite its growing importance for consumers. 
This research is a window in green marketing issues, specifically in global branding strategies.

Keywords: Eco-labels; National Culture; Sustainable Behavior; Food Eco-labelling; Hofstede 6-D 
model.

1. Introduction
As well known, the survival of human beings, as well as their evolution, is highly connected to the 
enhancement of agricultural production and ecosystem services (Tilman et al, 2002). Their 
importance is confirmed in literature by several studies, in which agriculture is often put beside 
sustainability in order to explain how and in which direction future research is going. In 1990, 
MacRae et al. defined sustainability in agriculture as a “philosophy and system of farming”, whose 
roots lie in a set of values reflecting empowerment, awareness of ecological and social realities, and 
one’s ability to take effective action. Therefore, on these grounds, a set of goals were defined with 
the purpose of reducing the long-term impact on the natural heritage caused by human activities 
(Francis and Youngberg, 1989). Agriculture and agri-food systems need to be completely oriented 
towards the three dimensions of sustainability, where the latter shall be intended in its most 
modern concept (Elkington, 1997, 1998). The perspective to adopt must be complete where, at the 
environment, it is crucial to include the economical, technical and social instances too, from the 
strategic stage (Yunlong & Smit, 1994; Smith & McDonald, 1998). For this reason, the primary sector 
has been deeply analyzed, in order to define the best practices as well as a new set of indicators to 
evaluate its sustainable assessment (Latruffe et al., 2016). It is not a simple work, considering all the 
aspects related to this very important challenge, where the balance between production and 
consumption implies several evaluations (Reisch et al., 2013). Many authors tried to give a valid 
contribution, adopting an integrated vision, or proposing a specific measure for a detailed aspect 
(Hayati et al., 2010; Sabiha et al., 2016; Janker et al., 2019). In the last decades the monitoring of 
sustainability was also supported by different indexes that focused many aspects, from the rule of 
law to the environmental performances and so on (Reytar et al., 2014). 

For example, Pretty (2007) fixed some golden rules which established the conditions of sustainable 
processes, which are as follows:

- Integrate biological and ecological processes such as nutrient cycling, nitrogen fixation, soil 
regeneration, allelopathy, competition, predation and parasitism into food production 
processes;
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- Minimize the use of those non-renewable inputs that cause harm to the environment or to 
the health of farmers and consumers;

- Make productive use of the knowledge and skills of farmers, thus improving their self-
reliance and substituting human capital for costly external inputs; and

- Make productive use of people’s collective capacities to work together to solve common 
agricultural and natural resource problems, such as for pest, watershed, irrigation, forest 
and credit management. 

The reason of this high awareness is strictly connected with the relevance of this topic, since 
agriculture is the first activity to put in a deep connection the natural environment with the human 
activity. However, a real change toward a more balanced system could be obtained not only through 
the imposition of new laws, but also through voluntary actions (Banterle et al., 2018), identifying 
new guidelines (Baritz et al., 2018) as well as favoring the stakeholders’ inclusion (Cheyns, 2011). 
Moreover, there is an increasing demand for sustainable agricultural products and food, at a pace 
that is proportional to the rise of environmental concerns among population, above all in the 
premium or quality segment (Belz & Schmidt-Riediger, 2010). 

Many firms have transformed their production and distribution systems to reduce their carbon 
footprint; moreover, coffee retailers, have introduced new practices into their supply chains to 
ensure better working conditions for the farmers, dealing with other aspects of sustainability, 
looking more at the social issues; architects and technicians have included innovative design 
features into new buildings to reduce consumption of energy, water, and materials (Castka and 
Corbett, 2016). These improvements are often “hidden” and difficult to observe (Terlaak, 2007) so 
firms try to find several ways to enlighten consumers about them. Products might be labeled as 
“carbon zero”, “fair trade” or “organic” to communicate the firms’ social and environmental novel 
behaviors to consumers (Harbaugh et al., 2011; Hartlieb and Jones, 2009) and retailers report a fast-
increasing demand for “green” products (TerraChoice, 2010). To give an answer to market demands, 
eco-labels were introduced as a measure of firms’ sustainable behavior above all towards 
consumers and stakeholders (D'Souza, 2004). They identify a synthetic – but effective – indicator 
which application allows comparisons in terms of best practices, product quality, and social and 
environmental impact among firms, representing a marketing instrument too (Atanasoaie, 2013). 
Over the years, the interest in eco-labels in practice grew to the point of giving birth to a real 
“market”, alongside the growing concerns for sustainable consumption and the tightening of 
regulations by governments regarding sustainability goals as well as environmental and social 
preservation. Nowadays, however, it seems that this market of labels is full of overlapping 
certifications. Of course, this is not an optimal scenario as it makes them less recognizable and less 
authoritative toward the market and consumers (Annunziata et al., 2019). 

The aim of this paper is to understand whether culture has to deal with the spread of food 
sustainability certifications, i.e., eco-labels, and in what measure they are influenced by culture. For 
this reason, we considered Hofstede’s national culture dimensions as a benchmark for our analysis. 
A remainder of this paper is as follows: the next paragraph fixes a theoretical background of eco-
labelling in food and the sustainability-culture nexus, then we follow up the methodology and the 
results of the analysis; the paper ends with discussions and conclusions on the study. 

2. Theoretical background

2.1 Towards a sustainable food system 
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The evidence of climate change issues has led, in the last years, to a radical change in consumption 
habits, pushing consumers, from the majority of the countries to react to such critical situation (the 
rise of planet’s temperature, critical levels of GHG emissions, polar ice meltdown, and so on). Agri-
food sector, more than others, has accepted this radical change in the way of acting in business, 
being accountable in its relevant role played in climate change and environmental impact issues 
(Azzurra et al., 2018). Overall, all the actors along the whole food supply chain have an impact on 
the environment (Grunert, 2011), starting from animal, fish, and plant production, passing through 
all food processing stages and the way it is transported, and finally, the way consumers buy and 
dispose of food. As a result, its production and consumption impact the environment in terms of 
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs), water pollution, and loss of biodiversity, events which, according 
to Reisch et al. (2013), will be further exacerbated by future world population growth. As a matter 
of facts, it is clear that such barely sustainable practices, especially in food production and farming, 
ought to be changed in favor of less impacting processes of production and consumption (TP 
Organics, 2019). These last two aspects represent the starting point of this study.

A first way to inquire possible paths of change in production, efficiency of factors and more 
sustainable supply chain systems is to analyze possible positive effects on the agriculture sector 
(Clark and Tilman, 2017). A central aspect is, first of all, to identify the most effective green practices 
to be adopted in the outlook of environmental protection, such as avoiding the overuse of pesticides 
and respecting the normal life cycle of the production of plants and animals, employing resources 
more efficiently, avoiding disruptive effects on the ecosystem. One of these practices is adopting 
Organic Agriculture, which arises as an alternative to food produced with agrochemicals and 
agricultural inputs (Reynaldo et al., 2019). According to IFOAM (2005), Organic Agriculture is defined 
as a production system that regenerates the health of soils, ecosystems, and people. More 
specifically, it relies on ecological processes, biodiversity and cycles adapted to local conditions, 
rather than the use of inputs with adverse effects. Therefore, Organic is the production system that 
combines tradition, innovation, and science to benefit the shared environment and promote fair 
relationships and a good quality of life for all involved (IFOAM, 2005). 

As regards the consumption, transition towards a more sustainable food system is focused on the 
consumer behavior (Sargant, 2014; Vittersø and Tangeland, 2015); purchasers, shall adopt 
consumption habits that aim to diminish their impact on the environment and contribute to the 
local economy with their socially responsible choices (Sargant, 2014). In fact, like a ‘break point’ in 
the chain (Grunert, 2011), consumers can reward more sustainable food production by choosing 
those products made according to certain green production standards, that are fundamental 
determinants of food security, safety and human health (Myers et al., 2013). However, since 
sustainability is a characteristic that cannot be seen or touched, to be appreciated, products made 
in this way must be communicated. One way to communicate food sustainability is the use of eco-
labels (Erskine & Collins, 1997), which indicates an attribute associated with environmentally 
friendly products that can provide the value of a product. 

2.2 Eco-labelling in the agri-food industry

The presence of eco-labels on agri-food products resumes a concrete effort to provide better and 
deeper characteristics from different perspectives, since they are also an answer to a rising concern 
in product details (Zepeda et al., 2013). There are a considerable number of eco-labels on food 
products, whose common denominator is the fact that they are adopted on a voluntary basis. Most 
of them cover only certain aspects of the broader sustainability concept, while others focus on 
signaling issues related to environmental protection, fair trade, animal welfare, carbon footprint, 
local production, and other aspects. According to OECD (1997), there are three main types of labels: 
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- Type I labels insist on parameters of the environmental impact of products and production 
processes, released by third party organizations, generally government supported. They 
aim at fostering the improvement of firms’ sustainable behavior by comparing different 
products of the same segment, so firms voluntarily apply to obtain them;

- Type II labels are arbitrary declared by firms, which make determined statements about 
characteristics of their products, generally referred to environmental concern aspects; 

- Type III labels usually correspond to the accomplishment of certain indices, giving 
information about the product and have independent verification.

Eco-labels, in particular, comply with the Type I features, characterized by criteria that are regularly 
verified by dedicated bodies, which provide for the display of a logo that makes consumers aware 
of the sustainable behavior of such firms. Specifically, a product certification is generally 
accompanied by a process certification. In fact, it is unthinkable that a sustainable output can be 
obtained without sustainable inputs transformed through sustainable processes. 

Firms are currently able to trace sustainable processes and their ESG commitment through the 
attribution of certification to all sorts of goods and service provided. This commitment is driven by 
the achievement of a specific aim: the rise in consumers’ trust. Some scholars (Galarraga Gallastegui, 
2002; Loureiro et al, 2002) argued that consumers are likely to pay a premium price if the product 
is endowed with an eco-label. This is an interesting result which leads to important considerations 
regarding the attributes that come with the release of the label: perceived quality of products, food 
safety, and environmental and health concerns above all, but also trust and brand loyalty when 
labels are combined with well-known CSR conscious firms (Perrini et al., 2010). For what regards the 
approach to sustainable consumption decision making process, and environmental impact, i.e., an 
adequate signaling strategy of reducing pollution (e.g., carbon emission reduction) leads to a fairer 
behavior by consumers, which are more willing to purchase such products which are told to be less 
harmful for the environment (Vanclay et al, 2011).

Ecolabel’s certifier bodies’ attributes, as the features of the ecolabel itself, are a determining factor 
in granting products and services to be identified as reliable and successful in showing accuracy of 
responsible propensity. Evidence shows that NGOs are acknowledged to be more trustworthy than 
other subjects as a guarantor and issuer of eco-labels (Nilsson, Tunçer, and Thidell, 2004; De 
Pelsmacker et al., 2005).

It is overstated that the proliferation of eco-labels could lead to a growing confusion among 
consumers about the truthfulness, the provenience, and the impartiality of several of such 
certifications (Thorne, 2009). However, as pointed out by some scholars, there has been a lot of 
confusion around eco-labels, due to the high number of such certifications, the consequent lack of 
clarity, as well as the attempt made by some companies that have used this tool to do greenwashing 
actions. Indeed, when information released with regard to green products characteristics is not fully 
accessible and understandable, the virtuous spiral stringing environmentally responsible firms and 
consumers is compromised, with the crucial implication that companies are no longer encouraged 
in investing in their efforts in sustainability issues (Iraldo, Testa, and Bartolozzi, 2014).

However, even if these data detect a relevant signal in response to food safety and quality issues, 
the existence of such a high number of certifications is clearly a limit because it undermines the 
right of consumers to simplicity and good information. Tregear and Giraud (2011), indeed, stated 
that future developments in Geographical Indication systems and certification should consider how 
to align codes of practice and qualification criteria with dimensions of importance to food 
consumers/citizens. As a matter of fact, even the traditional and heritage aspects have problems of 

Page 4 of 14British Food Journal

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60



British Food Journal

recognition by the certifications, due to the lack of a linkage between factual and material 
components in the transfer of information on food characteristics (Treager and Giraud, 2011). 

Furthermore, given the recent hard times due to Covid-19, informing the consumer about the safety 
of the product they are buying through a label is still a crucial issue, linked to the need to avoid a 
collapse of its trust, especially in relation to those production activities that were affected the most 
by the pandemic crisis. From this point of view, the enhancement of quality and local production 
could be considered a lever to realize a generalized economic recovery. Providing consumers with 
clear information on the safety and quality of products – especially the local ones – through eco-
labels is a way to promote local development. In this way, indeed, it could be possible to support 
short supply chains (Canfora, 2016), create informal relationships of trust and good reputation 
(Migliore et al, 2015), and give credit to retailers who, in most cases, associate Type I eco-labels with 
their private label, thus providing an increase of trust in the brand equity (Castaldo et al., 2009; 
Perrini et al., 2010). 

Overall, reducing the information gap between producers and buyers of eco-sustainable products 
is certainly one of the fundamental functions of eco-labels. In fact, because of the presence of a 
third party that guarantees the customer compliance with public and transparent environmental 
standards by the manufacturer, buyers can be at ease and safe in making their purchasing decisions 
(Jahn et al., 2005; van Amstel et al., 2008). 

To contribute to the debate on eco-labels, it could be interesting to study whether and how much 
this relationship of trust can be influenced by aspects rooted in a country’s national culture. It is 
known, in fact, that the national culture can guide the choices of its citizens in certain directions, 
and, in this particular case, it may or may not push consumers towards a greater level of acceptance 
of eco-labelled products. 

2.3 National culture model

“The collective programming of the mind distinguishing the members of one group or category of 
people from others” is the definition of culture issued by Geert Hofstede (1991).

The six dimensions of national culture are based on extensive research done by Geert Hofstede, 
Gert Jan Hofstede, Michael Minkov and their research teams. The application of this research is used 
worldwide in both academic and professional management situations. The Hofstede model of 
national culture consists of six dimensions. The cultural dimensions represent independent 
preferences for one state of affairs over another that distinguish countries (rather than individuals) 
from each other (Hofstede, 1991).

The country scores on the dimensions are relative, in that we are all human and simultaneously we 
are all unique. In other words, culture can only be used meaningfully by comparison. The model 
consists of the following dimensions: power distance (PDI), that expresses the degree to which the 
less powerful members of a society accept and expect that power is distributed unequally; 
individualism vs. collectivism (IDV), can be defined as a preference for a loosely-knit social 
framework in which individuals are expected to take care of only themselves and their immediate 
families; masculinity vs. femininity (MAS), which represents a preference in society for achievement, 
heroism, assertiveness, and material rewards for success; uncertainty avoidance (UAI) expresses a 
measure to which the members of a society feel uncomfortable with uncertainty and ambiguity 
(Hofstede, 1991); long-term orientation (LTO) indicates the measure of how societies look at the 
future with suspicion or take the challenge of evolution with pragmatism and effort; indulgence vs. 
restraint (IVR) stands for a society that allows relatively free gratification of basic and natural human 
drives related to enjoying life and having fun (Hofstede et al, 2005, 2010; Hofstede-insights, 2019). 
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The 6-D model on national culture has been widely employed to assess consumer behavior and firm 
marketing strategies across different countries. De Mooij and Hofstede (2002) argued that retailing 
strategies ought to adapt to every specific context in order to payoff best. This is of particular 
interest for our analysis, assuming this model to be very useful and appreciated in cross-cultural 
marketing studies. Indeed, this model has been employed in the most different economic sector, 
proving its feasibility and adaptability to different context. Global marketing strategies are naturally 
affected by cultural factors which are not easily interchangeable and dynamically changing from 
time to time. As proved also by Beugelsdijk and Welzel (2018), our society – especially in younger 
generations – is encountering a season of epochal cultural changes, as it happened for past 
generations. Even though, it is barely impossible to trace such changes in a particularized way in 
order to find a general golden rule to obtain a new, unbiased model on cultural values. Other several 
attempts of updating the Hofstede’s model are being currently carried on: Minkov et al. (2018a; 
2018b) provided new values and rationalization of some of the cultural dimensions, which actually 
still lacks data for all the countries involved in this study. For this reason, a stable and rather 
complete indicator for some crucial parameters assessing national values is a useful tool to 
understand, in this specific context, the existence of a relationship between culture and 
consumption, i.e., if there is a direct link between the demand for sustainability from the consumers 
and the sustainable behavior adopted and signaled by firms. 

2.4 Building the research model

Based on the theoretical background built, we decided to match data about eco-labels in the food 
industry with national culture dimensions. Many scholars inquire the relationship between national 
culture and sustainable behavior, especially from the consumer perspective, proving the existence 
of a relationship between collectivistic values and sustainable purchase (Kimura and Nakajima, 2011; 
Han and Kim, 2019). The present study, instead, aims to flip the perspective on the supply side, in 
order to capture the possible existence of sustainable behavior in production processes. The 
following paragraph conveys the quantitative methodological process.

3. Materials and Methods
We collected data exclusively concerning the food and agriculture industry, by detecting interesting 
data from Eco-label Index database. We encountered 148 labels divided into 44 countries. We 
decided to attribute the presence of a single label (i.e., the EuroLeaf), being an EU label, to each of 
the countries of the European Union. Other national and international eco-labels are country 
specific. We also collected data of national culture dimensions from Hofstede insights database, 
which provides values for more than 120 countries in the world. 
The descriptive statistics related to our dataset are summarized in table 1 as follows:

Table 1. Descriptive statistics (own elaboration)
Average Median Dev. Std Min Max

ecolabels 3783,00 2000,00 7685,00 1000,00 51,00

PDI 56,59 57,00 23,07 11,00 100,0

INV 53,65 59,00 21,92 14,00 91,00

MAS 48,89 50,00 22,13 5000,00 100,0

UA 63,96 64,00 23,71 8000,00 100,0

LTO 55,98 55,50 19,31 21,00 88,00

IND 45,59 48,00 19,38 13,00 78,00

PPC 33849,00 26043,00 26103,00 1238,00 111100000,00
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Population 101100000,00 11100,00 284800000,00 620,00 1398000000,00

LN_Population 18,43 9,31 19,47 6,43 21,06

Finally, we decided to assess the relationship country based by acquiring variables such as the GDP 
per capita and the population of the countries considered. As can be seen from the descriptive 
statistics, the standard deviation of the variables that measure the nation scale is very high. For this 
reason, we will treat the dimension through a logarithmic transformation.

In order to accomplish to our task, we first operated a correlation among our variables. 

                                Table 2. Correlation matrix (own elaboration)
 Eco-labels PDI INV MS LTO UA IND PPC Population

Eco-labels 1

PDI -0,354737587 1

INV 0,566299866 -0,78158 1

MS 0,223889974 0,166845 0,202963 1

LTO -0,275041569 0,506555 -0,47725 -0,15435 1

UA -0,353623437 0,523378 -0,36733 0,046572 0,00882 1

IND 0,401240192 -0,91945 0,768175 -0,05986 -0,69462 -0,38953 1

PPC 0,288045433 -0,68826 0,491154 -0,19461 -0,60062 -0,11728 0,645612 1

Population 0,864430921 -0,05156 0,354413 0,191066 -0,01937 -0,21219 0,079143 0,000441 1

According to the matrix obtained (Table 1), we observe interesting and intuitive results: Distance of 
Power, the Long-term Orientation and the Uncertainty Avoidance are negatively correlated with the 
number of eco-labels, while the Individualism, the Masculinity and the Indulgence are positively 
correlated with the number of eco-labels. On the other hand, also GDP per capita and population 
are positively correlated with the number of eco-labels. 
We also built seven econometric models, interpreting the number of eco-labels as the dependent 
variable. The first is given by: 

                                                         (1)𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑖 =  𝛽′0 + 𝛽′1𝑃𝑃𝐶𝑖 + 𝛽′2𝑃𝑂𝑃𝑖 + 𝜀′𝑖 𝑖 = 1,…,44

Then, for each  , we consider the following model:𝑗 = 1,…, 6

                     (2)𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑖 =  𝛽0,𝑗 + 𝛽1,𝑗𝐻𝑂𝐹𝑖,𝑗 +  𝛽2,𝑗𝑃𝑃𝐶𝑖 + 𝛽3,𝑗𝑃𝑂𝑃𝑖 +  𝜀𝑖,𝑗 𝑖 = 1,…,44

Where HOFi,j is jth Hofstede’s dimension of the ith country, PPCi the GDP per capita and POPi the 
population of the ith country. We tested our model through the software Gretl.

4. Results
According to the models built, we decided to operate a logarithmic transformation for GDP and POP 
variables. We, therefore, encountered the following results: 
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                               Table 3. Model I-VII: OLS, using observations 1-44. Dependent variable: eco-labels

model I model II model III model IV model V model VI model VII

const -46,098 * -34,058 -34,1083 * -46,075 * -41,618 * -45,085 * -45,9025

L_PPC 2,93 * 2,051 1,32 2,926 * 2,827 * 3,186 ** 2,62

L_Population 2,091 * 2,1287 * 1,85 * 2,071 * 2,007 * 2,1562 * 2,03

PDI PowerDistance -0,0634 **

INV Individualism 0,1189 *

MS Masculinity 0,0046

UA UncertaintyAvo -0,04

LTO LongTermOr -0,078

IND Indulgence 0,073

Adj. R2 0,22 0,223 0,28 0,2018 0,2183 0,245 0,232

n. observations 44 44 44 44 44 44 44

The first model reported (model I - Table 3) gave a very positive outcome, detecting a high significant 
model. Both the independent variables revealed a very low p-value, while the R-squared parameter 
is quite low. We then tested each of the Hofstede’s dimensions in the model, revealing no 
significance except for Power Distance and Individualism, as reported in Table 3.

Power Distance turned out to be significant, according to model II, with a p-value <0.05, with an 
adjusted R-squared parameter slightly higher than in model I, but still quite low. 
Individualism, as well, is significant in the frame of the model III, with a p-value <0.1. Here the quality 
of the model is a bit higher, with an adjusted R-squared of 0.28. Others, unfortunately, resulted non-
significant.

It was decided to model the variables population and wealth according to logarithmic models, both 
to reduce the variance and to better link the variables to the models in the literature. Size is a 
fundamental aspect of empirical analyses on cultural variables (Beugelsdijk et al 2016). Therefore, 
in our model this aspect was captured by the population and GDP variables (in logarithm).
The significance of the models is very low in general. This is not surprising in exploratory models 
that relate new variables in the literature. This study aims to lay the foundations for further 
developments, as specified below. Indeed, strong restrictions on cross sectional data do not allow 
the exploration of even more robust models such as panel models. The applied heterogeneity and 
sensitivity analysis relate to the fact that the results for all Hofstede dimensions are presented here, 
one by one. For reasons of space, the results of the models with the interactions between the 
variables are not presented and remain available upon request of the reader. 

5. Discussion
The study aimed at revealing the existence of a possible relationship between the eco-labels and 
national culture. Results are controversial, not very intuitive, but anyway interesting and 
meaningful. First, we saw that the wealth of a country is positively impacting the number of eco-
labels. This is a quite important and intuitive result, demonstrating a popular paradigm which sees 
richer countries more concerned on environmental issues. The positive observation directly coming 
from the dataset is the presence of very low-income countries, such as Indonesia, Malaysia, and 
Kenya, which showed an attitude toward sustainability issues. 
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Moreover, an interesting fact is reported by the direct correlation and the positive impact of 
population on the number of eco-labels. Most populated countries have more labels than other, 
which leads to the first consideration, assuming the necessity to record a wider control action on 
production activities. 
This comes from the dataset, once more, observing that in some countries, internationally 
recognized labels are supported by local or national certifications. The size of the country, in this 
sense, both in term of population and richness, has a relevant influence on sustainability issues. 
Another aspect regards the relationship between cultural dimensions and eco-labels. The study did 
not prove a solid relationship but showed the existence of a strong correlation among variables. The 
only resulting significant are power distance and individualism. The first dimension is related to the 
perception of the distance between government and people, which, in some way, confirm a lack of 
interaction among stakeholders on the establishment of those criteria for the creation and issue 
process of eco-labels, while the second is a feature related to ambition and success, and it also the 
one showing the highest correlation among the six dimensions. This aspect stresses, on the producer 
side, the aspect of voluntariness of adopting eco-labels. 
The weak relationship may be related to many difference factors, first the nature of the dataset: we 
employed one of the world’s most recognized indexes (i.e., Ecolabel index), but we only focused on 
a single industrial sector, the agri-food one, which is endowed with “only” 148 certifications 
worldwide. The extension to other industrial sectors may enlarge the sample, and also make the 
relationship more significant. 
A final consideration may be given about the relationship between cultural differences and food 
security: in this glance, the relationships inquired, with such variables significatively impacting on 
the eco-labels – and therefore a higher concern on sustainable development issues, including food 
safety and security -, once more underlines the disparity among richer and poorer countries, which 
is unavoidably related to cultural and country-based factors which we attempted to capture through 
our analysis. The UN Agenda 2030 with its sustainable development goals underlines the objectives 
of food security for all countries, especially poorer countries which suffer from an unstable – or, 
worse, corrupted – political system, a weak economic structure, and several social and health issues 
which obstacle the path towards an improvement in the provision of more secure and safer food. 
The limits and difficulties of conducting an analysis with Hofstede's cultural dimensions are well 
summarized in Steel's work (Steel et al. 2020). 

6. Conclusions
The paper aimed at inquiring the relationship between cultural values and sustainable behavior 
through the Hofstede’s national culture 6-D model. Meaningful results have been observed from 
the analysis, so that some implications occur: first, culture is a relevant component in the formation 
of a sustainable behavior, also on the firm side. Business and organizational culture influence the 
component of corporate sustainability, and the food industry reveals to be one of the most central 
sectors to showcase a sustainable process. Second, the solidity of the economy is also important in 
adopting sustainable behaviors: the richest countries are more eager, and for sure better equipped, 
to adopt sustainable behaviors. 

Another important aspect raising from the analysis is the ability of firms and organization to signal 
their sustainable behavior, based also on the cultural context they operate in. Acquiring a 
certification, most of the times, corresponds to a relatively consistent cost, which of course ought 
to be balanced on a potential pay-off on a long term, which are sometimes not certain to obtain if 
their green marketing strategy is not effective or, simply, target consumers are not interested in it. 
Analyzing cross-cultural context has a relevant practical implication in the field of marketing 
analytics, studying the opportunity to exploit the sensitivity of sustainable consumers to gain a 
competitive advantage deriving from the signaling of a green behavior. 
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Developing countries or poorer countries need to better structure their economies first, in order to 
plan a long-term sustainable development strategy. Third, most populated countries have more 
certifications than less populated, and this is probably due to the fact that size is less controllable, 
so a stronger demonstration of sustainable behavior help bigger countries to keep the horizon. 

Although results are interesting and appreciable, some limitations affected it: Hofstede’s model on 
national culture is limited because not including all the countries, missing information may not let 
us reveal a more complete framework. Moreover, as assumed by Kirkman et al. (2006) and 
Beugelsdijk et al. (2017), a possible limitation of the application of Hofstede’s national cultural 
differences model derives from the fact that it measures cultural differences, but not cultural 
distance among the analyzed countries. The opportunity to update such a study with the continuous 
integrations to Hofstede’s model could lead to more detailed results on such approaches to business 
culture studies. Among the limitations of the model a problem of endogeneity ought to be 
highlighted, although classic conditions have been neutralized. The nature of the available data and 
the strong theoretical background repair the emerging results from possible threats. It is anyway 
possible to follow up such issues with other methodologies and other data, also in future research.

Indeed, the time invariance of Hofstede’s model may not consider some relevant aspects of business 
culture, even though the number of certifications recovered has not changed at all in the last years. 
On the other hand, recent studies carried on by Minkov et al. (2018) made new attempts to update 
some of the Hofstede’s original dimensions, i.e., the Long-Term Orientation, which has been reset 
as Flexibility vs. Monumentalism, with the aim to capture new shades regarding aspects of self-
enhancement and self-stability or consistency.  Future research may be addressed to add new 
components to measure sustainable behavior by firms, and also to employ differently implemented 
variables to assess national culture.
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