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Abstract. Advertising is one of the most widely used marketing resources in the bever-
age industry, yet the wine industry has not made an intense use of this resource over 
time. The small average size of wineries together with rising concerns about the effec-
tiveness of advertising has led many wineries to use alternative strategies to market 
their products: collective brands, the display of prizes and medals on their labels, or 
positive ratings in expert guides. In this sense, the objective of the present study was 
to analyse the behaviour of wineries regarding their use of advertising as a marketing 
resource. Specifically, we analysed the advertising strategy of wineries with respect to 
the existence of publicly available wine ratings. The method was based on the estima-
tion of a Heckit model that simultaneously identifies the variables underlying the deci-
sion to invest in advertising and the determinants of the amount of money invested. 
The results revealed a nonlinear relationship between wine ratings and advertising 
investment. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Food and beverage companies resort to different strategies to promote 
their products. Among them, advertising is often used to convince consum-
ers to select a specific product over that of competitors, communicating posi-
tive and persuasive information about the company and its products to the 
target market. In fact, advertising can enhance brand awareness [1], brand 
equity [2] and create a reputation premium, enabling the price of an adver-
tised brand to be higher than that of competing products with the same 
characteristics [3]. Furthermore, advertising can discourage potential com-
petitors to enter the market [4]. When a firm has a strong market position, 
an effective use of advertising can be helpful to charge higher prices and 
increase profits [5]. 

Despite its potential benefits, there is some uncertainty in the academic 
literature as to the effectiveness of advertising [6–8]. Some researchers have 
raised doubts about the relationship between advertising investment and per-
formance [3,9–11]. Several researchers have even found an absence of a link 
between advertising investment and sales performance [11–16]. Consequently, 
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advertising effectiveness is under continuous scrutiny by 
researchers and practitioners.

In the wine industry, the link between advertis-
ing investment and performance is under- researched, 
and the scarce number of studies that do exist on this 
topic do not offer conclusive results. On the one hand, 
[17] provide evidence that advertising might positively 
impact sales. Their results for the US market show that 
the advertising of imported wines significantly increas-
es imports for most countries. On the other hand, [18] 
show that advertising investments are not significantly 
related to wine sales in the US market at an aggregate 
level. However, they suggest that in mature markets 
competition is intense, and firms attempt to increase 
their revenue and market share through their market-
ing efforts. The authors can hardly conclude, however, 
that advertising is the only driver of sales. Indeed, other 
factors such as brand appeal or discounts may have an 
impact on sales and revenues. 

In Spain, wineries have introduced several market-
ing and advertising campaigns in the media since the 
1980s in order to overcome decreasing domestic demand 
and growing international competition [19]. The absence 
of a clear effect, however, of advertising investments 
on firm performance has led many small wineries to 
employ alternative marketing strategies, including some 
which are specific to the wine industry (e.g. fostering 
high ratings in wine guides). This situation has led to 
the existence of two different groups of wineries: a first 
group of wineries that relies on advertising as a power-
ful marketing strategy (with varying degrees of adver-
tising intensity), and a second group of wineries that do 
not make these types of investments and rely on alter-
native strategies. In this paper, we seek to contribute to 
the literature by exploring the reasons underlying winer-
ies’ behaviours. We focus in particular on the effect that 
wine ratings have on the advertising strategy of Spanish 
wineries. Wine ratings are frequently used in the wine 
industry to signal product quality because they represent 
a useful tool to compensate for information asymmetries 
between consumers and wineries. Although some 
authors (e.g. [20–22]) have raised concerns about qual-
ity assessment inconsistencies between judges or inco-
herence by a same judge over time, they still constitute 
important informative clues for consumers. Indeed, [23] 
provide evidence that consumers attribute a high cred-
ibility to independent expert recommendations. These 
ratings may, to some extent, affect wineries’ advertising 
strategies.

In this sense, the objective of the present study 
was twofold. First, we sought to find out the variables 
that might explain the decision to invest in advertis-

ing or not. We propose a model to explain the differ-
ences between wineries that do invest in advertising and 
firms that do not. Furthermore, we tried to explain the 
amount of money invested in advertising. We focused 
on the effect that publicly available ratings may have 
on these strategic advertising decisions. Second, we 
compared several performance and profitability ratios 
among these two groups of wineries to assess the effec-
tiveness of advertising investments in the Spanish wine 
industry.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Advertising effectiveness and the wine industry

In a mature competitive market, firms have differ-
ent strategies at their disposal to promote their prod-
ucts [24], such as price discounts, vouchers, increasing 
the amount of sales staff and points of sale, or advertis-
ing, which is a major means of appealing to consumers 
[25]. Through advertising, firms send a message that 
allows consumers to obtain information about the firm/
brand and compare it with that of various competitors 
to make their purchase decisions. In this sense, firms 
advertise across several media vehicles, striving to build 
a cohesive message to increase the individual and joint 
effect of their investment [26]. Advertising can be used 
to convince consumers to buy a certain brand instead of 
that of competitors, to increase consumers’ loyalty, and 
to reduce their sensitivity to price which can ultimately 
raise a firm’s market share [27, 28]. 

Given their potential benefits, some scholars have 
focused on estimating the positive effects expected of 
advertising investments on different performance and 
profitability ratios. Most of these studies find a positive 
effect of advertising investments on performance [27, 
29–33]. For example, [30] provide evidence of a long-
term relationship between advertising spending and 
market capitalisation. Their results show that advertis-
ing has an effect on firms’ market capitalisation through 
its effect on sales and profits. In the same line, [29] state 
that a productive firm should be able to expand its mar-
ket share through advertising. However, some studies 
have failed to find a clear relationship between advertis-
ing and performance [3, 10, 30] or have even found no 
link at all between these variables [12, 14–16, 34].

Several explanations have been given to these contra-
dictory results. For example, [34] suggest that advertis-
ing effectiveness may differ between expansion and con-
traction economic periods. They show that advertising 
investment during recessions may lead to more financial 
outcomes (e.g. sales) than advertising investment dur-
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ing periods of growth. According to other authors, it is 
reasonable to expect that not all companies will reap the 
same benefits from advertising. Thus, [35] claim that the 
relationship between advertising and performance is not 
straightforward and other factors, such as advertising 
intensity or firm size might moderate this relationship. 
Indeed, certain authors [35–38] have found that bigger 
firms make a more intense use of advertising and obtain 
higher returns than smaller firms. In the same line, [33] 
point out that advertising has a moderate influence on 
sales in the short and long term. Advertising should thus 
be considered an adaptive learning process that may take 
some time to be noticed. [39] provide evidence of robust 
positive effects of advertising but stress the need to con-
sider the originality and creativity of advertising, as the 
effects are stronger for high-involvement products com-
pared to low-involvement products. 

In the beverage industry, most of the previous liter-
ature has focused on analysing the effect of advertising 
on alcohol consumption at an aggregate level. Contrary 
to what could be expected a priori, most of the studies 
found no effect of advertising on total alcohol consump-
tion [40]. However, a recent study [41] suggests a tiny yet 
consistent positive correlation between alcohol adver-
tising exposure (wine, beer and spirits) and drinking 
behaviour. 

In the specific case of the wine industry, few stud-
ies have estimated the effect of advertising on wine con-
sumption, and the scarce number of studies in this area 
that do exist do not offer conclusive results. On the one 
hand, [17] illustrate how advertising might have a posi-
tive effect on sales in the US market. They show that 
advertising of imported wines significantly increases 
the quantity of imports for most countries. On the oth-
er hand, [18] show that advertising investments are not 
significantly related to wine sales in the US market at an 
aggregate level. However, they do suggest that in mature 
markets competition among firms is intense. Although 
firms strive to increase their revenue and market share 
through marketing efforts, it would be highly unreal-
istic to suggest that advertising is the only sales driver. 
Indeed, other promotional activities (e.g. price dis-
counts) may also have an impact on sales, so it would be 
difficult to precisely determine the effect of advertising 
on sales without considering these issues. [42] examine 
advertising effectiveness from the perspective of adver-
tising productivity, showing that it is greater in the case 
of wineries associated with a collective brand than for 
non-associated wineries. Their results also indicate that 
advertising productivity is higher in the case of brands 
with a better firm reputation, and this result is moder-
ated by the degree of competition.

In the Greek market, [43] show that firms’ promo-
tions offering information about the origin and other 
specific wine attributes, free samples, leaflets or new 
market channels through “wine routes” are more effec-
tive than advertising. Furthermore, according to their 
results, promotional expenses along with market share 
affect profitability.

Based on a different perspective, [44] focused on 
advertising creativity and examined the potential effec-
tiveness of advertising targeted towards Millenni-
als. They showed that current wine advertising is not 
appealing to this market segment, who would prefer 
wine advertisements based on fun, social, and relaxed 
settings. Similarly, [45] found that wine brands should 
focus their advertising on the social aspects of wine 
when trying to reach Millennials. In the same line, [46] 
examine the contents of wine advertising (types of pho-
tographs) and their effect on the adoption of technologi-
cal solutions in this field.

Eventually, [47] have estimated the relationship 
between advertising investment and reputation in the 
framework of companies that belong to a collective 
brand in the Spanish wine industry and invest in adver-
tising. Their results evidence a curvilinear relationship 
between advertising investment and reputation. Besides, 
results also show that the market share of the winery 
negatively moderates this relationship. To some extent, 
our paper expands this previous article as our sample 
includes wineries that invest in advertising but also win-
eries that do not invest in advertising. 

2.2 Wine quality and advertising investment: the role of 
wine ratings

The link between quality and advertising investment 
is a major marketing issue [48] as advertising investment 
can be informative about product quality. But the com-
plexity of this theoretical relation shows that a clear rela-
tionship between quality and advertising investment has 
in fact not been demonstrated in past research [49].

On the one hand, the signalling theory [50] indi-
cates a positive relationship between quality and adver-
tising investment in the case of experience goods [48] 
because firms that produce high-quality products might 
use advertising to signal to consumers their commit-
ment to quality [51, 52]. For example, [53] found that 
advertising can be a useful signal to improve consumers’ 
evaluations of advertised products. On the other hand, 
firms with low-quality products may also use advertis-
ing to compensate for the loss of quality as advertising 
differentiates products and reduces demand cross-elas-
ticities. Following this reasoning, product quality and 
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advertising investment would present a negative associa-
tion [27, 54]. Indeed, the seminal study by [55] suggests a 
negative relationship, since a high degree of advertising 
intensity may be used to increase consumer preferences 
for low quality products [27]. [56] provides a review that 
shows how different studies offer conflicting evidence in 
support of these contradictory viewpoints.

In the case of experience products, quality is very 
difficult to assess before consumption and alternative 
theoretical approaches consider the link between qual-
ity and advertising investment, focusing on reputation. 
When consumers are not able to assess quality before 
their purchase, some extrinsic cues may in fact act as a 
proxy of quality [57, 58]. For example, in the wine indus-
try, price has played a traditional role as a proxy of wine 
quality [59]. At the same time, the brand (commercial 
brand and collective brand like a denomination of ori-
gin [60]) may have a role in this sense. In this paper we 
focus on the potential effect of firm and product reputa-
tions. However, prior evidence has also revealed conflict-
ing results. Some studies find a positive association when 
quality ratings are published and widely disseminated 
(e.g., [51]). In the same line, [53] illustrate how more 
highly rated experience products are found to be adver-
tised more. This evidence is consistent with the company 
reputation model of [52] that assumes that reputation 
has a positive effect on advertising because firms with 
high quality products use advertising to inform consum-
ers of their commitment to quality [51]. Conversely, [49] 
show that available online ratings have a negative effect 
on advertising investment as firms with higher ratings 
invest less in advertising, suggesting that reputation 
through ratings might act as a substitute for advertising 
investment. 

Based on the reasoning above, we adopted in this 
study the integrated view of [48] according to which 
a non-linear link exists between quality and advertis-
ing investment. In this sense, we propose the following 
hypothesis:

H1a. Publicly available wine ratings affect the likelihood 
of investing in advertising.
H1b. Wine ratings have a nonlinear effect on the amount 
of money invested in advertising.

3. METHOD AND DATA

3.1 Method

A Heckit model estimation was conducted to 
explain the advertising strategy of wineries. This model 
was originally developed by [61, 62], and its main advan-

tage is to avoid sample selection bias, which involves the 
incidental truncation that arises when the dependent 
variable is observed only if other variables take on par-
ticular values [63]. Under the Heckit model the depend-
ent variable is only observable for a portion of the data, 
and this model permits the error terms to co-vary. Thus, 
in our context, the model decomposes a winery’s adver-
tising strategy into two stages: the decision to invest in 
advertising (or not) and the amount of money invested. 
The model has been previously used in the wine indus-
try to test the willingness to pay for sustainable wines 
[64]. The resulting two-equation model was as follows:

di* = ∑R
r=1 γr W1ir+ ui (1)

Invi = ∑S
s=1 βs W2is+ εi observed only if di* > 0 (2)

where W1ir is a vector of r variables related to winery i 
that determine the decision to invest in advertising di, 
and gr are the associated parameters. The di variable is 
binary, with a unitary value when the latent variable is 
above zero (di*>0), and zero otherwise. W2is is a vector of 
s variables related to winery i associated with the deci-
sion regarding the amount of money invested (Invi), and 
bs reflects the effect of these variables on this decision. 
It is worth noting that the log-transformation is applied 
to the dependent variable Invi, thus semi-elasticities are 
obtained directly from the parameters. The error terms 
ui and ei follow a bivariate standard normal distribution, 
and standard deviations su and se, and covariance seu. 
Full information maximum likelihood is used to obtain 
the parameter estimates. To test the effect of wine rat-
ings on advertising spending, two different models were 
estimated, including linear (Model 1) and quadratic 
(Model 2) effects separately. To implement this method-
ology, we use the sampleSelection library of the statistical 
package R [65].

3.2 Sample and variables 

The hypotheses were tested within the framework 
of the Spanish wine industry. For the sample selection 
we use the population of wineries included in the 1102 
section of CNAE-2009, which is the equivalent of code 
2084 of the US SIC classification (wines, brandy and 
brandy spirits), and is found in the Bureau Van Dijk 
database. From the initial sample we discarded compa-
nies with missing values in any of the relevant variables. 
Besides, to ensure the homogeneity of the sample, we 
excluded wineries that mainly produce brandy and oth-
er distilled high alcohol products. Following this proce-
dure, the final sample comprised a total of 835 winer-
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ies, operating between 2004 and 2014, and represented 
more than 70% of Spain’s total wineries’ sales revenue 
over the whole period. 

The data was collected and matched based on the 
sources described next. Data on advertising spending 
were obtained from the Information for Advertising 
Expenditures (Infoadex) database (https://www.infoadex.
es), which provides information on advertising expendi-
ture in Spanish media in the form of print, broadcast, 
outdoor, and Internet advertising. Financial, account-
ing and another specific firm information was obtained 
from the Bureau Van Dijk database (https://www.bvdin-
fo.com). Information on designations of origin (DO) was 
gathered from the publicly available listings of the differ-
ent DOs and their respective websites. Wine ratings were 
obtained from the renowned Spanish guide The best 
wines in Spain (Repsol Guide), which offers expert blind 
tasting quality scores on a 100-point scale. All monetary 
values are deflated by the GDP deflator index.

The model’s dependent variable is the winery’s adver-
tising strategy, which is broken down into two decisions: 
the decision to invest in advertising (measured through 
a dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the winery 
invests in advertising in period t, and 0 elsewhere); and 
the decision of how much money the winery i invests 
during period t, which is measured in euros (Invit). 

The variables listed below are considered to explain 
the winery’s advertising decisions: 

i) Number of wine references with ratings (NumRef-
sj): this variable reflects the number of wine references 
marketed by the winery that appear in the guide. Adver-
tising investment can be inf luenced by this variable 
because a wider product assortment is more likely to be 
associated with greater levels of advertising [54].

ii) Wine ratings (WRj): this variable is measured 
through the average quality ratings of the wines market-
ed by the winery. It is a proxy of the winery’s reputation. 
Wine guides ratings based on sensory assessments are 
used in the wine industry to measure quality and repu-
tation [66].

iii) Designation of origin (DOj): this variable reflects 
whether the winery belongs to a Designation of Origin 
that acts as a collective trademark, signaling the origin, 
nature or quality of the wines. It is measured through a 
dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the winery 
belongs to a Designation of Origin and 0, otherwise. 

iv) Type of designation of origin (DOTypej): this var-
iable is based on the different requirements established 
to achieve a DO status and is a proxy of the collective 
trademark reputation [67]. If a winery uses a collective 
trademark to market its wines, this information will be 
indicated on the wine’s label, which is publicly available 

to consumers. The Spanish system establishes four dif-
ferent categories of DO wines. Thus, this variable takes 
a value of 4 for Estate Wines, 3 for Qualified Designa-
tions of Origin, 2 for Designations of Origin and 1 for 
Quality Wines. For wineries that belong to several indi-
cations we have considered the highest level of DO type 
achieved, as we don’t know the percentage that every 
DO represents for the winery.

v) Winery experience (Experiencej): this variable 
is measured as the number of years since the winery’s 
establishment. The age of the company is usually asso-
ciated with its advertising investment. Indeed, the repu-
tation of a firm spreads through positive (or negative) 
word of mouth once it has been established for the first 
time [68]. Hence, consumers will have more information 
about earlier entrants in the market and will depend less 
on advertising, so later entrants will probably need to 
invest more in advertising [54].

vi) Winery size (Sizej): this variable is measured 
based on the winery’s volume of assets [69]. This vari-
able is included because firm size can affect advertis-
ing investment as larger firms dispose of more financial 
resources to invest in promotion [70].

The descriptive statistics are shown in Table 1. Of 
the sample’s 835 wineries, 189 invest in advertising and 
646 do not. The average monetary amount invested is 
51,240 euros per year. A total of 696 wineries belong to a 
DO, while 139 do not. Of the total, 273 wineries appear 
in the guide each year, 347 never appear in the guide, 
and 215 wineries appear only some years. Most of the 
correlations among the variables are relatively low. How-
ever, and as it might be expected, advertising spending 
and size of the winery are positively correlated (0.553). 
Besides, the correlation between the variables DO and 
DOType is closed to 1.  

4. RESULTS

First, a Heckit model estimation was conducted to 
explain the wineries’ advertising strategy and to test the 
proposed hypotheses. The procedure allowed us to iden-
tify the drivers of the advertising strategy, which was 
broken down into the decision to invest (or not) and the 
decision on the amount of money invested. To test the 
effect of wine ratings on advertising spending, two dif-
ferent models were estimated, including linear (Model 1) 
and quadratic (Model 2) effects separately (see Table 2). 
The variables DO and Experience served as instruments 
and were included only in the selection equation (Eq.1).

We implemented the two-step Heckman procedure 
that includes the inverse Mills ratio in the second step as 
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a regressor. Results show that the coefficient of this vari-
able (λ) is significant in both models. Besides, the results 
showed significant correlations (ρ), which proves that the 
correlation between the disturbances of the decision to 
invest in advertising and the amount of money invested 
is significantly different from zero. The latter shows the 
advantages offered by the Heckit model for this analy-

sis as it permits the error terms to co-vary. Moreover, it 
confirms the two-step managerial decision process: first, 
the decision to invest (or not) in advertising and, second, 
the amount of money invested.

Regarding the determining factors of the decision 
to invest in advertising (Eq. 1), all the variables includ-
ed were significant. According to the results, the num-

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations among variables.

Variable Mean
(SD) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

(1) 
AdvSpending

51240
(4783 E02) 1.000 0.125 -0.009 0.043 0.062 0.198 0.553

(2) NumRefs 1.174
(1.713) 1.000 0.145 0.278 0.245 0.203 0.266

(3) Wine 
ratings

90.486
(1.791) 1.000 -0.012 0.030 -0.029 0.067

(4) DO 0.833
(0.372) 1.000 0.933 0.012 0.087

(5) DOType 2.5579
(1.344) 1.000 0.014 0.127

(6) Experience 19.141
(15.658) 1.000 0.274

(7) Size 9856.6
(31645) 1.000

Table 2. Determinant factors of wineries’ advertising strategy.

Model 1 Model 2

Coeff SD p-value Coeff SD p-value

Eq.1
Intercept −5.084 0.151 <0.001 −5.085 0.151 <0.001
NumRefs 0.289 0.011 <0.001 0.289 0.011 <0.001
DO 0.512 0.078 <0.001 0.512 0.078 <0.001
Experience 0.007 0.001 <0.001 0.007 0.001 <0.001
Size 0.390 0.016 <0.001 0.390 0.016 <0.001

Eq. 2
Intercept 6.973 2.736 0.011 211.426 82.005 0.009
NumRefs 0.043 0.034 0.209 0.045 0.034 0.186
Wine ratings −0.015 0.029 0.610 −4.551 1.818 0.012
Wine ratings (^2) 0.025 0.010 0.012
DOType 0.049 0.063 0.431 0.041 0.063 0.512
Size 0.455 0.067 <0.001 0.431 0.067 <0.001
lambda −0.361 0.176 0.040 −0.378 0.181 0.037
Log-L −6357.247 −6354.139
Sigma 1.816 1.815
Rho (ρ) −0.199 −0.208
Obs. 8351 8351
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ber of wine references in the portfolio included in the 
guide was significant, showing that a wider assortment 
of products with available quality ratings is associated 
with a greater probability of investment in advertis-
ing [54]. This result supports Hypothesis 1a, implying 
that wine ratings are not substitutes for advertising. It 
seems that wineries that produce quality wines wish to 
inform consumers of their commitment. In addition, the 
results also provide evidence that wineries that belong 
to a DO are more likely to invest in advertising. Despite 
the fact that the collective trademark reputation might 
help to market the wines, the results showed that it is 
more likely that wineries with a DO decide to invest in 
advertising, probably to reinforce their market position. 
Ultimately, the control variables that reflect a winery’s 
experience and size were also significant in the selection 
equation (Eq.1). The latter finding shows that market 
pioneer entrants are more likely to invest in advertising 
than later entrants. Furthermore, firm size was positive-
ly and significantly associated with advertising invest-
ment, which suggests that larger wineries are more likely 
to invest in advertising. An explanation could be that 
big companies have more resources to invest in promo-
tion than smaller ones [70]. These results were robust in 
Models 1 and 2.

In relation to the determinants of the amount of 
money invested in advertising (Eq.2), the estimations 
generated interesting insights. Model 1 proposes a lin-
ear relationship between wine ratings and advertis-
ing investment, while Model 2 proposes a nonlinear 
relationship. First, the number of wine references with 
publicly available ratings was also non-significant, so 
this variable did not have any influence on the amount 
of money invested. However, the results showed that 
the average rating of the wines included in the guide 
was not significant in Model 1, where a linear relation-
ship was assumed. For its part, Model 2 illustrates a 
U-shaped relationship between wine ratings and the 
amount of money invested (the parameter of the vari-
able WR is negative and significant and the parameter 
of the variable WR (̂ 2) is positive and significant). These 
results show that wineries with low-level average ratings 
and wineries with high-level average ratings invest more 
money in advertising than wineries with medium- lev-
el average ratings. These results confirm Hypothesis 1b 
as publicly available wine ratings (which act as a proxy 
of the winery’s reputation) have a nonlinear effect on 
the amount of money invested in advertising. It seems 
that the number of references appearing in the guide 
presents less significance than the average valuation of 
these wines, which can act as a sign of reputation [66] 
and better reflect the winery’s commitment to quality. 

In both models, the DO type variable is non-significant, 
implying that the collective reputation of the differ-
ent DO types does not influence the amount of money 
invested in advertising. Finally, as expected, the winery’s 
size also exerts a positive effect on the amount of money 
invested in advertising. 

In the second stage, traditional profitability indexes 
were estimated to test the differences between wineries 
that invest in advertising and wineries that do not. We 
also tested the difference between wineries with (and 
without) publicly available wine ratings. Specifically, the 
traditional returns on assets (ROA), returns on equity 
(ROE) and returns on investments (ROI) ratios were 
computed. Results are shown in Table 3.

The average profitability ratios were 0.6 per cent for 
ROA, 4.2 per cent for ROE and 6.9 per cent for ROI. To 
test the differences between investing and non-invest-
ing in advertising wineries a two-tailed t-test was per-
formed. This test accounts for the possibility of the rela-
tionship in both directions. In this sense, the ROA was 
higher for investing wineries while the ROE was higher 
for non-investing wineries, and these differences were 
statistically significant. Furthermore, the ROA was high-
er for wineries with publicly available ratings while the 
ROE was higher for wineries without publicly available 
ratings, and these differences were also statistically sig-
nificant. However, no significant differences appeared 
when considering ROI as a performance measure. Nev-
ertheless, much caution should be exercised, because 
performance ratios do not give the whole picture of win-
ery performance. This descriptive approach shows that 

Table 3. ROI, ROE and ROA estimates.

ROA ROE ROI

Advertising
Yes Mean 0,018 0,021 0,048

(SD) (0,074) (0,268) (0,344)
No Mean 0,002 0,048 0,075

(SD) (0,071) (0,576) (1,424)

Test difference t=-9,084
(p=0,000)

t=2,062
(p=0,039)

t=0,877
(p=0,380)

Public wine ratings
Yes Mean 0,012 0,030 0,054

(SD) (0,075) (0,428) (0,819)
No Mean 0,001 0,052 0,083

(SD) (0,069) (0,592) (1,547)

Test difference t=-7,623
(p=0,000)

t=1,981
(p=0,048)

t=1,102
(p=0,270)

Total Mean 0,006 0,042 0,069
(SD) (0,072) (0,522) (1,262)
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no one-size-fits-all strategy exists, since no robust and 
consistent differences can be obtained regarding the per-
formance of wineries that invest (or not) in advertising 
and the wineries that appear (or not) in publicly avail-
able quality ratings. These results are consistent with the 
findings of other studies that have failed to find a clear 
association between advertising investment and perfor-
mance (e.g. [11]).

In this paper we have focused on the potential effect 
of wine ratings (a signal of reputation) on the advertis-
ing strategy of a winery. Although prior evidence has 
revealed conflicting results, our results evidence a posi-
tive association between the existence of publicly avail-
able quality ratings and advertising investment, what is 
in line with [51]. Besides, our results are aligned with 
[53], who evidence that more highly rated experience 
products are advertised more. In this sense, this evi-
dence is consistent with the company reputation model 
[52]. When it comes to the association between advertis-
ing and performance, our results are aligned with [11], 
as the relationship between advertising and performance 
is not clearly supported.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In the wine industry, some firms make the deci-
sion to invest while others foster alternative marketing 
strategies to promote their wines. Despite the potential 
benefits of advertising, the lack of a clear link between 
advertising investments and performance and the small 
average size of wineries might explain why the intensity 
of this resource is very low in this industry compared to 
other beverage industries. Thus, alternative marketing 
strategies —such as promoting positive worth of mouth, 
the presence of medals and awards on wine labels or 
fostering ratings in the best-known wine guides— are 
frequently used by wineries [71]. Wine ratings are par-
ticularly popular in the wine industry because they offer 
consumers a signal of wine quality which they can rely 
on to make informed purchase decisions. In this paper, 
we focused on the effect of these publicly available wine 
ratings on wineries’ advertising strategy.

The results of the present study showed that the 
number of wine references with publicly available wine 
ratings in wine guides has a positive influence on the 
winery’s likelihood to invest in advertising. Moreover, 
the results provide evidence of a U-shaped relation-
ship between wine ratings and advertising investment: 
wineries with low and high average wine ratings invest 
greater amounts of money than firms with medium 
wine ratings.

According to [72] the most effective means of com-
munication in the wine industry is word of mouth, since 
most consumers often follow other people’s recommen-
dation when buying wines. To spread a positive word of 
mouth, wineries can employ different strategies, from 
direct visits to wineries to advertising, which is consid-
ered the last item in the communication mix. In fact, 
long-term advertising is an effective tool to communi-
cate the winery’s positioning in the market [72]. From a 
managerial viewpoint, two important decisions regard-
ing the advertising strategy are made. First, manag-
ers decide whether to invest in advertising or not, and 
in a second stage, they decide which amount of money 
should be invested. Bearing in mind that the winer-
ies aim to choose the best available strategy to promote 
their wines, no one-size-fits-all strategy seems to exist. 
While some wineries invest in advertising, others rely 
on collective brands (DO) to promote their wines. Our 
results showed that the wineries that belong to a DO 
are more likely to invest in advertising. In addition, 
the number of wines with publicly available wine rat-
ings also has a positive influence on the probability of 
investing in advertising: it seems that wineries seek to 
inform consumers of their commitment to quality. Once 
the winery has decided to invest in advertising, it must 
determine the amount of money to be invested. Our 
results demonstrate that this strategy is employed by 
low- and high-quality producers. Indeed, wineries with 
low ratings would use advertising to convince consum-
ers to buy their wines, while wineries with high ratios 
also strive to reinforce their market position to attract 
consumers. Both types of wineries attempt to spend 
their advertising budgets effectively while meeting cus-
tomer needs.

The present work presented several limitations 
that should be addressed in future studies. First, only 
two dimensions of wineries’ advertising strategy were 
explored: the decision to invest or not and the amount 
of money invested. However, other decisions, such as 
the media employed or advertisements’ content and 
creativity, were not considered. They are, however, also 
part of wineries’ advertising strategy. Second, this paper 
only considered one Spanish wine guide (i.e. the Repsol 
guide) as the publicly available rating variable. Despite 
being very well-known during the sample period, it is 
not the only guide available to consumers. For example, 
other professional guides such as “Peñin” or “Gourmets” 
are also very popular in Spain. Future research should 
address these limitations. In the same way, it would be 
interesting to consider the influence of publicly available 
rating that are not professional. Indeed, wine ratings fea-
turing in user-generated platforms, such as Vivino, have 
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become very popular in recent years and they may also 
affect the advertising strategies of wineries. 
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