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Evaluation of the effects of changesin regulatory policies on
consumer s per ception: the case of designationsof origin in the

wine common mar ket organisation

Chiodo E., Casolani N. and Fantini A.

Abstract
The paper analyses how different aspects connewaiitd regulations can influence the
consumers’ quality perception and the value thahstmners attribute to the wine sector
products. In particular, aspects concerning labeliand presentation of designations of origin,
which, in turn, mirror different regulations of pilaction methods, are considered. Consumers’
preference can allow enterprises to complying wmitbre restrictive rules and sustain higher
costs for differentiate their products and achignigher quality. When choosing a product,
consumers do not evaluate each single quality fawtiv the product as a whole, therefore the
analysis has to be done with a methodology conisideboth the combination of all
characteristics of the product, and the contribatiaf every factor to the creation of value for
consumers. For this reason the value that consuratribute to different characteristics is
evaluated through an experimental economic analggiglying the method of the Conjoint
analysis.

Keywords: Conjoint analysis, designations of orjgiwine sector regulation, consumer
perception

JEL classification: Q 13, Q 18

1. INTRODUCTION

In the Common Agricultural Policy, support measuaes usually joined to regulatory
ones. The wine CMO maybe represents the most evedk@mple. The Council Regulation (EC)
No 479/2008 is divided in: Titles that contain ordypport policies (i.e. Title 1l - Support
Measures), Titles that contain only regulatory jsimns (i.e. Title Il - Regulatory Measures:
oenological practices and restrictions, designatioh origin and geographical indications,
traditional terms, labelling and presentation, picat and inter-branch organisations), Titles in
which regulatory provisions are joined to expendityolicies (i.e. Title V — Production
potential: unlawful plantings, transitional plamgiright regime, grubbing-up scheme).

While for expenditure policies a set of specificsttmments has been elaborated
(effectiveness, impact evaluation, etc.) to evaatoices in a way that is as much as possible
objective, for regulatory policies the evaluatismbt so easy. However, it cannot be denied that
changes in regulatory systems produce effects targise competitiveness, either operating on
the costs side (i.e. oenological practice restmi or designations of origin product
specifications) or operating on the incomes onepeta allowing enterprises to differentiate
products and collocate them in higher added valakket segments.
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In particular provisions in wine labelling and peagtion, which are joined to rules on
production methods linked to health concerns, origmd quality would allow consumers to
distinguish between products of higher and lowealitu level and differentiate consumers’
willingness to pay. This is possible if consumenms @ble to notice the diversities and attribute a
higher value to some quality aspects of the praduct

The paper analyses how different aspects connedtedregulations can influence the
consumers’ quality perception and the value thaisumers attribute to the wine sector
products. In particular, aspects concerning lafgliand presentation, which, in turn, mirror
different regulations of production methods, arasidered. Consumers’ preference can allow
enterprises to complying with more restrictive sulend sustain higher costs for differentiate
their products and achieve higher quality.

Generally, in retail selling points, consumers maahoose on the basis of extrinsic cues,
used as quality signals of the product. Moreovsey tcannot taste the product or get specific
information about it by the selling point staff.

In this case, attributes that are usually consitiémemarketing and sensory studies are:
packaging (bottle colour and shape, label, eteand name (producer, geographical indication),
information about wine characteristics (varietygiom of origin, vintage) and price.

However, we have also to consider other informatiat is directly linked to rules about
labelling and wine products presentation (Reg. &€ @97/09), concerning compulsory (i.e.
horizontal rules about ingredients: “contains sitgdf) or optional particulars (i.e. the
indication of a geographical unit smaller or larg¢jesin the area underlying the designation of
origin; terms referring to certain production mathpindication of the Community PDO and
PGI symbols; terms referring to a holding; the rafean enterprise like producer and bottler at
the same time: “produced and bottled by...”), as wadl information concerning other
regulations like the EU organic legislation (CounRegulation (EC) No. 834/2007 about
organic production and labelling of organic prodjct

All these attributes are not usually taken into sideration together in evaluating
consumers’ preferences, even if some studies andifferences in consumers’ perception and
willingness to pay between organic and traditiowéthe products (Sirieix, Remaud, 2010).
However, we feel that they are significant sinceytikan modify consumers’ perceptions and
preferences considerably.

In the new wine CMO, an evident novelty is also thenge in provisions concerning
designations of origin and geographical indicatijombich are brought back to the rules
concerning all the other PDO and PGI agro-food pet&l On the wine labels, producers can
insert the PDO (and PGI) abbreviation and log@ddition or as a replacement for the national
designations that were previously in use in eadlomal state (in Italy DOC, DOCG and IGT).
So the effect of this change in consumers’ peroagias to be analysed.

In this study, we consider the following elemer&éd to regulation provisions that can
be used by enterprises as means of differentiatipnoduct labelling and presentation:

* the discipline of organic farming (Council Regutetti(EC) No 834/2007);
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« the possibility of using additional producer orgaation brands (Italian Dlgs. April, 8

2010, No 61, in application of the Council Reguat{EC) No 479/2008);

« the indication of the name of the producer anduitier, and other specific indications

about production methods (Reg. EC No 607/09);

« the content of sulphur dioxide in wines and theesutoncerning its indication on the
labels (Reg. EC No 607/09 and Directive 2000/13/EC)

All these elements influence the consumers’ quatigrception and the value that
consumers attribute to a product and, therefoesr thillingness to pay for it, so conditioning
the profitability of the enterprises.

When choosing a product, consumers do not evaksth single quality factor but the
product as a whole, therefore the analysis hag tddme with a methodology considering both
the combination of all characteristics of the pragdand the contribution of every factor to the
creation of value for consumers. For this reasenviilue that consumers attribute to different
characteristics linked to regulation aspects wdlldvaluated through an experimental economic
analysis applying the method of the Conjoint arialys

Conjoint analysis is usually used for guiding epieses in their marketing choices; in
this paper we use this technique, together withidfaand Cluster analysis, to evaluate how
regulations and provisions in wine labelling aneégantation can affect consumers’ quality
perception. More than two hundred questionnaire® teeen drawn up by wine consumers in
the Abruzzi Region, evaluating different labels af protected designation of origin
“Montepulciano d’Abruzzo DOC” wine.

2. METHODOLOGY

21. TheConjoint analysis

Conjoint analysis is a marketing technique thateaeshers use to determinate the
importance of some aspects of a product/servicassumes that consumers may be able to
evaluate a range of products/services along somelieensions, called attributes. With the
Conjoint analysis we construct different seriespafduct profiles (concepts) that represent a
possible product or service, in our case a diffecembination of information on wine labels
and prices (different scenarios). The aim of treeagch is to estimate the importance of each
attribute of the plan. For categorical attributédse utility function consists of part-worth
estimate for each level of the attribute. The miadimulation models use this information to
predict how each respondent would choose amongnatiee products.

In the literature related to the agricultural andd field, there are various applications of
the conjoint analysis to the study of the impacsoime factors/elements of a product on the
purchase decisions. Cicia and Perla (2000) haveedawut an experiment of Conjoint analysis
applied to the organic extra-virgin olive oil, aymhg four attributes: the place of origin
(Campania, Tuscany, Calabria), the institute ofifization (AIAB or IMC), the aspect (limpid
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or cloudy) and the price (10,000, 15,000 and 25@@igan lire). The impact of the place of
origin is the most important.

In the wine field an interesting experimentatiors leeen realized from Szolnoki et al
(2010) that has estimated the impact on variougetarof consumers of some variables
characterizing the product: the type of wine (PiGoay, Palatinate Riesling, Moselle Riesling),
the shape of the bottle (Bordeaux, Schlegel), tleuc of the bottle (green, brown, white) and
three different styles of label; in this study wased a reduced plan that is constituted of 9
different profiles. Nardella (2009) has applied t@enjoint analysis to the milk product,
studying the impact of some factors on the pro@eceptance: expiration, origin of the milk,
percentage of fat. All the variables has been etatl with a score from 0 to 100. Others
interesting applications have been carried outtbergoroducts, like bovine meat (Makokha et
al, 2007), fish (Haldrendt et al, 1991), transgemilk (Schnettler et al, 2008).

2.2. Thefull profile technique

There are different ways to use the Conjoint anslgad different techniques. With the
full profile method, complete products are presgteconsumers, namely with all attributes of
a product at the same time. In any case the pradwstaluate is a real physical object or similar
to real.

The method is developed constructing various @sefilo estimate/to order. In each
profile, all the factors are present although vditierent combinations of levels and attributes.
The respondent must then classify/estimate eadilepusing a criterion of preference: it could
be liking, purchase intention, or other scalesrefgrence.

With the full profile method the nhumber of possibl®files grows in extremely fast way
thanks to the various combinations of attributed lawels. So it has to be reduced to a fraction
of all possible combinations. The plan must be rmzdd with a sufficient rotation of the
attributes and with a sufficient number of profilesorder to maintain the overall significance
of the experiment.

In the applied method , the respondent is askesssign a score of preference to each
profile, constituted by the label and the pricetloé wine, indicating a number comprised
between 1 and 100 (score method). Then the imdaetch attribute on the decision of the
consumers and the part-worth of the differentlatas will be estimated.

The full profile method better mirrors what consusactually do, they focus on the
complete product, not only on some aspects of tinafact, the importance of full profile
Conjoint analysis is that consumers value the prbdaonsidering all factors together. In this
case the situation is similar to the real procédsiging.

3. RESEARCH DESIGN

The survey concerned more than two hundred winewmers, interviewed at the Faculty
of Agriculture of the University of Teramo and iiffdrent wine shops in the Abruzzi region
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(Italy). The participants had to answer to a questaire composed by two parts: the first part
containing questions about personal informatictitudes in wine consumption and wine sector
knowledge; the second one containing pictures glitdabels differing for some elements and
identifying eight different profiles of the sameopuct. The respondents had to evaluate each
profile on a scale from 1 to 100 on the basis @f Willingness to buy the specific product
profile.

The patrticipants evaluated different versions ef same label of a designation of origin
Montepulciano D’Abruzzo DOC wine, provided by adbproducer and modified by an image
managing software to obtain eight different produgtofiles. Therefore, the profiles are the
same for the characteristics concerning the typeviak, the name and description of the
product, the denomination of origin, the year, &f@holic strength by volume, the label stile,
but differ for indications related to the respeicsame regulations.

In this way the labels are comparable to a label BDO wine sold on the Italian market
in terms of information, aspect and way to prese@tcontents.

The regulatory aspects took in consideration aeedtyanic production of grapes, the
membership of a Designation of origin Consortiumtfiis case the “Consorzio di Tutela Vini
d’Abruzzo”), the sulphites content, production apdkttling in the enterprise. The variable
“price” has been added to these elements, withpingose to verify his influence as a
marketing variable.

Organic production is regulated by the Council Ration (EC) No 834/2007; this is the
variable more often analysed in literature, but motconjunction with the other factors
considered in the paper. Usually a premium price daganic products is recognized by
consumers, especially if sensible to natural andremmental aspects, even if this positive
attitude does not always seem to extend to orgaimes (.

The obligation of indicating the presence of sukhion the label is regulated by
Directive 2000/13/EC that was modified by Directi2@03/89/EC; the use of the terms
“contains sulphites” or “sulphur dioxide” is compaly when the SO2 concentration is higher
than 10 mg/L or 10 mg/kg. The opportunity of avoglthis indication (very difficult to achieve
because a small amount of sulphur dioxide is nlyu@oduced by the yeast during the
fermentation stage of winemaking) can be used dikeindicator of naturality (sulphites are
usually aggregated to prevent microbial contamimgtiand safety (sulphites are considered
allergens) of the product.

The indication of wine “produced and bottled” iretlenterprise (Reg. EC No 607/09)
represents another guarantee of origin and natuialithe product, because indicates that the
production and bottling of a designation of origin geographical indication wine is done
directly by the wine grower.

Finally the use of a Designation of origin Consgorti brand (regulated by the Italian
Dlgs. April, 8 2010, No 61 in application of the @wil Regulation (EC) No 479/2008) is
another guarantee of origin and control of the potidn.
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The variable price has been divided in four rangdsch usually identify in literature
(Rabobank, 2003) different segments: popular premigprice range between 3-5 euro),
premium (5-7 euro), super premium (7-14 euro) dtrd-premium (14-25 euro).

The experimental design has been constructed wigldaced orthogonal plan with eight
profiles, presented in Table 1. The software engadipr the experiment is SPSS 18.0.

Table 1: Experimental design

Brand I
Profile (label) Membership of Indication “ Inglcatlé)n d Grapes’ organic Pri
number the Consortium “contains sulphites prct)) uce "an certification fice range
S ottled
Abruzzi wines
1Present Not present In the enterpriseNot present From 5 to 7 euros
2Present Not present Bottled in other Indication of organic From 14 to 25 euros
enterprise certification
3Present “contains sulphitesin the enterpriselndication of organic From 3 to 5 euros
certification
4Not present Not present Bottled in other Not present From 3 to 5 euros
enterprise
ENot present “contains sulphitesin the enterpriseNot present From 14 to 25 euros
€Not present “contains sulphitesBottled in other Indication of organic From 5 to 7 euros
enterprise certification
7Not present Not present In the enterpriselndication of organic From 7 to 14 euros
certification
€Present “contains sulphitesBottled in other Not present from 7 to 14 euros
enterprise

Source: own elaboration

The valid answers to the questionnaire have be@&n e sample is composed by 42%
of people between 18 and 30 years, 30% betweem@H4@ years and 28% with more than 41
years. Male are 55% and female 45%.

The 46% of the sample declare sufficient knowledfythe wine sector, 26% quite good
knowledge, 22% very limited knowledge and only 6Pthe® sample are expert or professional
of the sector.

The sample is composed by 47% of people with a wmedfrequency in wine
consumption (at least once a week), 20% of regoasumers (daily consumption), 20% of
social drinker (at least once a month), while 13¥pepple drink wine rarely (less than once a
month).

4, RESULTS

4.1. Analysis of the utility values and the relative importance of the factors

In the following table are indicated the main réswif conjoint analysis that indicate the
relative importance of the various factors.
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Table 2: Conjoint Analysis. Relative importancelu# factors (%)

Factor Level %
Consortium (= Associated or not to “Consorzio diefatVini d’Abruzzo”) 18.399
Sulphites (= Contains sulphites or not) 9.583
Bottling place (= The wine is bottled in the prodastenterprise or in other enterprise 27.591
Organic certification (= Organic certification oot) 11.968
Price range (= The four different price rangegiusehe experiment) 32.459

Source: own elaboration

From the result of the conjoint analysis it turnst éhat the greatest importance is
attributed to the price, with a score of approxehai32.5%; then we find the bottling place,
with a value of approximately 27.6% and the asgioeiaor not to a Consortium brand. The
organic certification of grapes has a relative ingnace in the consumers’ perception of about
12% and the presence or not of sulphites repretimisast important factor (about 9.6%).

Table 3: Estimate of the factors utility value

Factor Level Utility value
Consortium Associated 3.355
Not associated -3.355
Sulphites It contains sulphites -1.748
It does not contain sulphites 1.748
Bottling place In the enterprise 5.031
In other enterprise -5.031
Organic certification Certificated 2.182
Not certificated -2.182
Price range From 3 to 5 euros 3.289
From 5 to 7 euros 5.076
From 7 to 14 euros -1.603
From 14 to 25 euros -6.762
(Constant) 48.856

R of Pearson — Value 1.000
Tau of Kendall — Value 1.000

Source: own elaboration

Referring to the price values, a positive utiliggults to be correlated to the ranges from 3
to 5 euros and from 5 to 7 euros, while negatiiyutharacterizes the ranges from 7 to 14
euros and, above all, that from 14 to 25 euros. 4@%e sample has answered “controlled
denomination of origin (DOC)” to the question: “Rason its acquaintance, which of the
following acronyms better indicates the wine toaw®mation of origin of high quality? ”; 32%
believe that the denomination of protected orig®P) is a synonymous of a better qualitative
level, while 19% answered that the acronyms dantbtate qualitative differences.

The weight of the various factors that influenke thoice of the consumer in terms of
product acceptance differs in the various rangagef. For individuals aged 18 — 30 years the
price variable has a relative importance of 27.28 mepresents the most important element; in
the range between 31 and 40 years the incidensaabf factor is 47.9%, while over 41 years
the most important element is the bottling placetHe range between 18 and 30 years the
various factors (with the exception of the affilmt to the “Consorzio di Tutela Vini
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d’Abruzzo”, whose relative influence on the prodacteptance is evaluated only the 9,5%)
have a similar incidence that is close to 20%.

Table 4: Relative importance of the factors / aayege of the sample

Between 18 and 30 years Between 31 and 40 years Over 41 years

(n=87) (n=62) (n=58)
Consortium 9.564 19.899 30.025
Sulphites 21.814 2.804 1.185
Bottling place 20.254 26.579 41.136
Organic certification 21.175 2.836 13.312
Price range 27.194 47.881 14.343

Source: own elaboration

The price is an element that influences more mér8¢a8) than women (27.1%), while the
sulphites seem to be considered by the sampleciefipdy the feminine component, the least

important factor (respectively, 11% by men and BYowomen).

Table 5. Relative importance of the factors / gende

Male (n=113) Female (n=94)
Consortium 16.788 20.632
Sulphites 11.204 7.336
Bottling place 23.285 33.565
Organic certification 12.389 11.383
Price range 36.335 27.083

Source: own elaboration

It turns out that the price is the factor of highiaspact for the standard and occasional
consumer (36% and 35%), while, for the frequentsaomer and for the non-consumers, the
bottling place results to be the most importantda¢10.1% and 27.6%).

Table 6: Relative importance of the factors / feeragy of wine consumption

Regular consumption Medium Occasional (at least Non consumer

(daily) (at least once a week) once a month)  (less than once a month)

(n=42) (n=97) (n=41) (n=27)
Consortium 13.924 18.04 25.341 16.2
Sulphites 7.061 11.287 1.64 18.761
Bottling place 40.887 22.05 27.774 27.576
Organic
certification 9.195 11.843 10.155 20.012
Price range 28.933 36.779 35.09 17.451

Source: own elaboration
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The price range 7-14 euros, generally with a negathpact on the product acceptance, it
IS instead a positive member of the utility bothr foegular wine consumers and for the
consumers who have insufficient acquaintance optbduct wine.

4.2.  Market segmentation (factor analysis and cluster analysis)

The need to be fast in developing new products @maequence of constant changes in
the market, strong competition, globalization arificdiit economic situation, contributes to
make product improvement a key point for on-goingipetitive advantage (Deliza R., Macfie
H., Hedderley D.). In the competitive and dynaminevmarket, it's very important for the wine
producers not only to find out what kind of prodube consumers look for, but also to
understand which particular information, providedthe label, can influence the consumers
acceptance of a specific wine bottle.

To study the consumer attitude towards the progufdactor analysis was used to analyse
the main components of the consumer’s charactsistid product. The aim of this research is
to enable the response of each wine consumer andilgsed for the relative importance of each
factor and, similarly, performing consumers carclostered.

The statistical analysis was performed using theSS8tatistical package.

Table 7: Factor Analysis. Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation  Analysis N
Age 1.86 .827 207
Purchase frequency 2.26 928 207
Product cognition 2.84 841 207
Sex .5459 49910 207
Purchase place 2.6618 1.27776 207
DOC_DOP 0.1836 0.38808 207
Profile 1 61.88 23.071 207
Profile 2 44.35 24.874 207
Profile 3 60.97 27.542 207
Profile 4 43.32 27.699 207
Profile 5 39.84 24.494 207
Profile 6 45.98 23.779 207
Profile 7 52.86 22.312 207
Profile 8 41.65 23.101 207

Source: own elaboration

Table 8: KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 731
Bartlett's Test of Approx. Chi-Square 877.90
Sphericity 9
Df 91
Sig. .000

Source: own elaboration
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Table 9: Rotated Component Matrix (a)

Component
1 2 3

Profile 4 .856 -.194 -.144
Profile 3 .854 .148
Profile 6 773 433 -.134
Profile 1 .705 .168 112 .255
Profile 5 -.148 .823 .167
Profile 8 .228 .758 .102
Profile 7 311 717 -114
Profile 2 .138 671 -.218
Product cognition .839
Purchase frequency .824
Age -.109 -.336 .793
Purchase place .278 -.143 .392 570
Sex -.216 -.296 -.448 408
DOC_DOP .906

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalizatian.Rotation converged in 5 iterations.

Table 10: Total Variance Explained

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative %

1 2.842 20.303 20.303
2 2.520 18.001 38.304
3 1.754 12.531 50.835
4 1.355 9.675 60.510
5 1.098 7.845 68.356

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Results of the Factorial Analysis are statisticallynificant (KMO = 0.731) and the first
5 components explain more than 68% of the totaamae of the studied phenomenon:

e Component n. 1 “YOUNG PEOPLE WITH LOW PRODUCT COGMDN": it
explains more than 20% of the total variance armbiselated to young male subjects that
mainly buy wine at restaurants, without a detakedwledge of the product and with a
standard frequency of purchase; the preferencehfortypes of wine is above all for
profiles 4, 3 and 7, while high price appears dediyl to be little appreciated (profile n.
5, characterized by a negative coefficient).

* Component n. 2 “WOMEN AVAILABLE TO PAY FOR QUALITY" it explains 18%
of the total variance and is characterized by womdm buy in wine cellar; their
preferred product profiles are 5, 8 and 7, indigal preference for wine characterized by
a medium-high range of price.
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e Component n. 3 “YOUNG WOMEN WITH LOW PRODUCT COGNON": it is

characterized by young women with little knowledgfethe product, which is bought
irregularly, above all at the large-scale retabt; this component differs from the others,
in the sense that it is not correlated to the pegiee for details product profiles.
Component n. 4 “MATURE AND TRADITIONALLY WOMEN?”: 1 is correlated to
mature women who buy wine mainly at restaurantgshaut detail cognition of the
product and with a standard frequency of purchiassems that they do not appreciate
the organic wine and the one bottled by the produce

Component n. 5 “MEN LOOKING FOR PRICE-QUALITY REIAONSHIP”: it is
correlated above all to male subjects that dedtatéference for DOP and DOC quality
marks, without detailed knowledge of the product avith a standard frequency of
purchase; this component is also characterizedibgleiaged consumer, which express
preference for profile 1 and shows not to apprediaparticular profile 4.

Results of cluster analysis, obtained using thedva described components as variable,

provided 5 segments (of which the fifth represdm only subject that has given extremely
positive judgments to the several profiles):

First segment (35 elements): mainly young men, withood product cognition; their
wine purchases are characterized by an averageeiney, and they buy wine mainly at
the restaurant; they identify the DOC mark (60%)renéimes than the DOP one
(34.29%), as a quality indicator; in this segmeet @an verify a remarkable preference
for the wine profiles 3 and 4;

Second segment (83 subjects): mainly young woméh, avsufficient product cognition;
their wine purchases are characterized by loweaquisacy than the average; they buy
wine above all from the producer or at the restaurthey identify the DOC mark
(56,63%) more times than the DOP one (39.76%),a amiality indicator; the wine
profiles 1 e 7 are the most preferred in this sedme

Third segment (42 subjects): medium age subjedisdifferentiated by sex, with little
more than sufficient product cognition; their wiperchases are characterized by an
average frequency; they buy wine above all frompraducer or at the restaurant; they
identify the DOC mark more times than the DOP oms, a quality indicator; the wine
profiles 1 e 7 are the most preferred in this sedme

Fourth segment (46 subjects): medium age male ctgbjeith little more than sufficient
product cognition; their wine purchases are charaed by an average frequency; they
buy wine above all from the producer; almost 7084he subjects of this segment
correctly identify both the DOC and DOP marks aasligpiindicators; the wine profiles 1
e 3 are the most preferred in this segment;

Fifth segment (1 subject): not to be considered
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Table 11: Cluster Analysis - Average of the genderable in the 5 cluster

Cluster n. of cases Women (%) Men (%)

1 35 25.7 74.3
2 83 61.4 38.6
3 42 52.4 47.6
4 46 26.1 73.9
5 1 0.0 100.0
Total 207 45.4 54.6

Source: own elaboration

Table 12: Cluster Analysis - Average of the wimefiles evaluation

Cluster profile 1 profile 2 profile 3 profile 4 piitef 5 profile 6 profile 7 profile 8

1 77.0 38.5 91.4 82.4 16.8 713 52.5 37.2
2 64.8 58.2 61.5 46.6 54.6 53.2 68.5 54.2
3 39.0 24.9 35.6 16.9 25.7 175 27.0 23.2
4 65.8 40.6 61.2 325 42.5 38.7 47.9 38.3
5 70.0 90.0 5.0 5.0 90.0 90.0 80.0 80.0
Total 61.9 44.3 61.0 43.3 39.8 46.0 52.9 41.6

Source: own elaboration

Table 13: Cluster Analysis - Average of the ideadifion of DOC and DOP as a quality
indicators
Cluster n. of cases DOC (%) DOP (%) No differencg (% Total (%)

1 35 60.0 343 5.7 100
2 83 56.6 39.8 3.6 100
3 42 81.0 16.7 2.4 100
4 46 0.0 30.4 69.6 100
5 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 100
Total 207 49.3 31.9 18.8 100

Source: own elaboration

We can observe that results of cluster analysisvshim general, that no segments are
characterized by the availability to pay for a leotif the studied wine that is more than seven
euro, which is a low-medium price. This confirme tlesults of Conjoint analysis, in the sense
that price seems to be the variable that influgnmese than others components, the consumers
demand analysed in this paper. Anyway, the secegdeant, characterized by the feminine
presence, shows the highest evaluations for the exgensive wine (profile 2 and 5).

We can also verify another confirmation of resuifs ACP analysis, which is the
presence, in the wine market, of a segment chaizeteby the feminine demand that should be
considered, if confirmed by a larger survey, farcassful wine marketing.

5. CONCLUSIVE REMARKS

This study provides a non-traditional segmentatimsed not only on demographic and
behaviour aspects of wine consumers but also oimblas that indicate the individual
acceptance for specific product attributes angtireeption of changes in regulatory policies.
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Also aspects of wine labelling and presentationictvtare not usually analysed and are
directly linked with regulatory policies, affectalian consumer perception, especially when
linked with naturality, quality control and safetgpects.

In our analysis attributes like the membership oPrmtected designation of origin
Consortium (that may mean a deeper quality andralbbgtiarantee) and the indication of wine
produced and bottled in the enterprise have higheortance than the organic certification.
Also the absence of the indication “contain sulphatakes some importance. These are all
elements of further differentiation within the dgsation of origin wines category.

At the same time the effects of new rules or chamgeegulation should be analysed also
in relation with the effects on enterprise compeditess and consumers’ quality perception.

Price is confirmed to be a key element, and we hawederline that the higher positive
influence of price on consumers’ preference corséra wines of the category “premium” (5-7
euro).

The differentiated attribution of quality to brab®C rather than to PDO put in evidence
for EU policy makers the need to inform the Eurap@é@ne consumers in a more efficient way,
considering that only about 19% of the sample,tehesl into segment n. 5, gave the correct
answer about these quality indicators. Labellingigleation of origin wines with different
indications (PDO and / or DOC) and using the ComigydPDO Logo can increase confusion in
the consumers.

It was possible to identify different segments @nsumers characterized by their
acceptance or rejection of the product attributesiy cognition of new designations of origin in
the wine common market organization and their deamtc and consumption habits.

From these results, emerges the interesting agspfedifferentiation of the women
preferences from the men’s ones, and this is ailisgbrmation for the market-orientation.

The results show clearly that, while is confirméeé importance of a traditional factor
like the price for the majority of wine consumeesnerge differences among subgroups of
consumers aggregated by their responses to conceptaited by the wine label. So it is
possible to identify meaningful segments of wineastoners on which elaborate a market-
oriented strategy.
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