Is It Worth Getting Labeled? The Case of MSC-Certified Seafood
Carlos Martinez-de-Ibarreta & Carmen Valor
Pages 1-19 | Published online: 07 Apr 2017 http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08974438.2017.130365
[bookmark: _GoBack]Access to full paper in http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/08974438.2017.1303657?scroll=top&needAccess=true
Abstract
Whereas much research has examined consumers’ attitudes towards eco-labels, there is a lack of research examining whether niche eco-labels give a competitive advantage in consumer markets. This paper aims to fill this gap by exploring the four conditions of market success (evidence of price premiums, market share, access to retailers, and elasticities) established in the literature. Three varieties of MSC-certified fish are studied, by using panel data obtained from the Nielsen retailers’ panel. Differences are observed across the three varieties which leads to the following conclusions: MSC-labelled products do not systematically sell at a premium; price has an inelastic effect on the demand of certified national brands, but increased distribution has a very elastic effect on demand; and MSC labelled products do not experience seasonal effects. Overall, the paper concludes that the consumer market is responding favourably to the label but eco fish is in an introductory stage. Price premiums vary across species and across brands; the retailer’s brand is playing a prominent role. 




1. Introduction
The growing trend for market-based regulation in the food industry has led to widespread use of ecolabels or third-party certification. There are different types of labels in the food domain: generalist, such as organic that is usually found in grains, vegetables, eggs, and meat; and niche labels that are only found in one type of product (e.g. fish). Niche labels have rarely been object of research. 
Labels have a twofold goal. First, labels are a management system for ensuring environmental protection. Second, they are an instrument which shapes demand (Kvalvik et al., 2014): they give information about an environmental attribute or communicate the environmental performance of the product and also act as an aide-memoire thus allowing willing consumers to purchase the labeled brands. 
This research is positioned in the second type and focuses on a niche label for seafood: Marine Stewardship Council (MSC). This label is a quasi-monopoly in the product category (for a description of MSC, see Roheim, 2003). 
Findings vis-à-vis the influence of eco-labels on consumers´ preferences for seafood products are inconsistent. Survey-based studies have found that consumers are willing to pay a premium price (Jaffry et al., 2004; Roheim et al., 2011; Witkin et al., 2015), which was later confirmed by a British study of Alaska pollock based on scanner data – premium of 14% (Roheim et al., 2011).In contrast, others cite evidence that sustainability is only a minor concern in their purchasing (Kvalvik et al., 2014) or that consumers will not sacrifice a favorite fish to purchase a less-favored fish that has an eco-label (Goyert et al., 2010; Gutierrez and Thornton, 2014). Other studies seem to confirm this as they show that eco-certified products are niche markets with market shares of less than 5% (Fliess et al., 2007).
The limited and contradictory research about the consumers’ response to the MSC label, and sustainable fish in general, is at odds with the importance of knowledge about demand. As ecolabels are voluntary systems, fisheries will not adopt the label unless they perceive it may bring a competitive advantage. Getting the label entails a significant investment for a fishery; it is likely that fisheries will make such an effort if they reap benefits in the consumer market. Thus, it is key to know whether being certified provides a competitive advantage in the market. To our knowledge, this question has not been entirely answered. 
This study intends to enrich existing literature in three ways. First, by using behavioral data (actual sales), it aims to raise validity as most of the studies have used hypothetical data such as surveys or choice experiments (to our knowledge only one study has used scanner data to assess demand responses to MSC, Roheim et al., 2011). The validity of these methods has been questioned by researchers. Goyert and colleagues (2010) report the case of a supermarket that charged a premium of 10% following survey results, but their market share was cut by 50%. This shows that consumer reported data and behavioral data may be quite different.
Second, existing research has been conducted in countries where eco-certified fish reaches market shares higher than the average for eco-certified goods (Fliess et al., 2007). Sales of such goods in these countries may lead to misleading conclusion that eco-labelled products are successful, when the actual case may be that these countries are the exceptions rather than the rule. Therefore, to correctly assess whether eco-labels provide a competitive advantage, it is necessary to present evidence from other countries as consumers’ responses vary across countries (Johnston et al., 2001). In Spain, the willingness to buy eco-certified fish is strong (91%) (WWF, 2011) but use of eco-labels is still marginal, which is the situation faced by many countries. By focusing on a country where penetration of labels is closer to averages, validity of findings will increase as findings are replicated across the population and could provide insights for markets where eco-labels are at the introductory stage. 
Third, as previous studies have found that preferences vary inter-species (Johnston et al., 2001), this study presents results of three products (hake, cod, and processed hake) to examine whether demand reacts differently in each case. 
2. Studies on demand for sustainable fish
Few studies have examined demand for MSC or other sustainable labels in the fish industry. Existing studies have examined two issues: whether consumers have a preference for sustainable seafood (Jaffry et al., 2004; Johnston et al., 2001; Uchida et al., 2014), what the profile of “green fish” buyer looks like (Brécard et al., 2009) and how much more they are willing to pay for this attribute (Johnston et al., 2001; Roheim et al., 2011; Uchida et al., 2014). 
2.1. Consumers´ preferences for sustainable fish
Academic research about consumers´ preferences for sustainable fish is scant. According to an article featured in The Telegraph in 2011 (The Telegraph, 2011), across Europe 88% of people would support fish coming from sustainable sources and 78 per cent of people across the 14 EU countries polled wanted to see the fisheries policy reformed. A previous survey (Seafood Choices Alliance, 2005) found that purchases of seafood by European consumers were driven largely by quality considerations, but 79% report that environmental considerations are also important, even more important than price or convenience. 86% of consumers declare they would be more likely to buy seafood labeled as environmentally friendly. The average price premium supported is 10%; 25% of consumers are willing to pay 10% more.
In Spain the willingness to buy eco-certified fish is even stronger (91%) (WWF, 2011). However, this result should be handled with caution. A four-country study of sustainability and food (Grunert et al., 2014) found that Spanish consumers exhibited the highest level of concern of the four studied countries; yet, use of sustainable labels was rather low. 
Choice experiments also reveal a preference for sustainable fish. Yet, this preference is affected by other factors, such as the type of species (Johnston et al., 2001) or the knowledge about fish stocks (Uchida et al., 2014)
Studies of other sustainable labels have found that willingness to buy environmentally friendly goods is not enough: recognition and understanding of sustainable label are key antecedents of label use (Grunert et al., 2014; Valor et al., 2013). However, research on sustainable labels has concluded that consumers cannot understand existing labels (Aspers, 2005, D´Souza et al., 2007, Iwanow et al., 2005, Stø and Strandbakken, 2005) and this lack of knowledge is a barrier to increased sales. 
Also, consumers will buy labeled-products if they trust the label. Trust in the label has been found greatly influenced by the credibility of the awarding body: when a label is backed up by an independent party (e.g. NGO or government), the credibility increases (D´Souza et al., 2007; De Pelsmacker et al., 2005; Langer et al., 2008). However, other studies have found that consumers receive food assurance schemes (Eden et al., 2008; Pieniak et al., 2007) with widespread skepticism and distrust.   
A study of Spanish consumers (Carrero and Valor, 2012) found that awareness of the MSC logo was pretty low: only 1 out of 10 consumers recognized the logo on a list of 12 sustainable labels. Still the figure was similar to the recognition of the European organic label (10.3%) or Ecolabel (10.3%) and twice as much as that of FSC (4%). Fewer were able to correctly identify the issue protected by the MSC label and the awarding organization (17.4% and 2.2% of those recognizing the label). It is therefore not surprising that they award a credibility score of 5/10 points. 
Finally, some studies have described the profile of consumers in the understanding that socioeconomic factors influence consumers´ preferences (Brécard et al., 2009). The profile of a green fish consumer is a young woman, well-educated, well-informed on the state of marine resources and not very trusting of the regulation of the fisheries. Yet, other studies have reached other results. Johnston and colleagues (2001) found that in Norway higher education and age are associated with a lower probability of selecting certified seafood. Consistently with Brécard and colleagues (2009), they found that a greater likelihood of selecting eco-labeled seafood is associated with females and higher income.
2.2. Willingness to pay for eco-certified fish
Another way of studying whether eco-labels provide an advantage is by examining consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP). Survey-based studies have found that consumers are willing to pay a premium (Roheim et al., 2011). Studies using choice experiments have estimated a WTP of 15% -25% although this percentage varies depending on the origin of the fish (local vs. imported) and the trust in the information provided (Uchida et al., 2014). 
Since these results are based on hypothetical data the validity of these figures can be questioned. To our knowledge, only one paper used scanner data to compute the price premium actually paid for MSC-labeled products in UK. They found that on average consumers paid a premium of 14% which they found is higher than the premium paid for Fair Trade coffee in the British market (Roheim et al., 2011). 
2.3. Consumers purchases and MSC-certified fish
As aforementioned, this paper intends to assess whether being eco-certified provides fisheries with a competitive advantage in consumer markets. Previous papers on market benefits of eco-labels (Christian et al. 2013, Goyert et al., 2010, Roheim et al., 2011) and of quality labels more broadly (Fotopoulos and Krystallis, 2001) have established that four conditions may provide with such an advantage. (1) Products sell at a premium; (2) Market shares are high and/or growing; (3) There is growing access to retailers; and (4) Positive own price elasticities and neutral cross price elasticities are observed. 
The rationale for these four criteria lies in the positive dynamics that eco-labels are expected to create: eco-labels eliminate information asymmetries between producers and consumers so that concerned consumers can find a product to buy in accordance to their beliefs even when prices are higher (1); demand then shifts to eco-certified products which will translate into higher market shares for eco-labelled fish (2). Retailers observing increasing sales begin introducing eco-certified fish into their portfolio (3). Finally, elasticities to eco-certified products are expected to be positive or neutral (Ngobo 2011). The “sustainable” nature of the product is a credence attribute as it cannot be assessed by consumers before, during or after purchase. In this type of product, prices have an important signaling function: a rise in price is interpreted by consumers as a sign of quality and is expected to raise trust as well as sales; conversely, a price cut would be negatively evaluated by consumers and demand will drop (4). Some authors (Goyert et al., 2010; Kvalvik et al., 2014) have defended that elasticities may be the best indicator of the nature of the good. Positive own-price elasticities and neutral cross-price elasticities will suggest that MSC-labeled products have successfully differentiated themselves in the market and have become superior goods thus fisheries may negotiate higher prices. However, if elasticities are negative to their own-price and greater than elasticities of non-certified fish, we should conclude that the differentiation has not been successful and/or the product is too pricey for the market.
3.Method
3.1.Data 
Data was obtained from the Nielsen retailers’ panel called Scan Track. This panel recorded sales from a sample of scanning-equipped chain and large independent grocery stores. The universe of retailers in Madrid amounts to 59 super stores and 1,652 supermarkets; the sample included in the panel is 59 and 770 respectively. To construct the sample, Nielsen takes into account sales potential (current and projected sales) and not retailers’ numerical representation. This form of sampling is considered optimal to quantify actual sales and gives the most accurate quantification of the volume and value sold of each product. 
Fishmongers are excluded from the universe as the panel only collects information of free-service grocery stores. However, this exclusion will not bias the results as no independent fishmonger has certification of chain custody, according to the MSC website. The only certified wholesaler does not serve independent fishmongers. Therefore, we would not find MSC-certified fish in fishmongers. 
The three subcategories of products examined are frozen hake, frozen cod and frozen processed hake, which represent 45% of total frozen fish purchases and 85% of certified frozen fish purchases. It must be noted that frozen fish is the second most important category after fresh fish and represents 20% of total fish consumption (Magrama 2014).
Data cover a time span of 104 weeks from September 2011 to September 2013. Although for certified frozen cod and certified frozen hake, there is only information from September 2012 to September 2013, which adds up to a total of 55 weeks.
Stock Keeping Units (SKUs), or unique codes attributed to an item, were given by Nielsen to differentiate between species and determine whether the SKU was MSC certified or non-certified and whether it was a national brand (NB) or private brand (PB). Therefore, this paper considers ten different “products” (NB certified frozen hake, NB non certified frozen hake, etc.) grouped into three species. It is worth mentioning that processed hake is the only PB certified product that exists.
3.2.Demand equations
For each product “i”, belonging to subcategory (specie) “C”, which includes j=1,2,…J products, a demand equation has been specified for econometric estimation, each of them with the following structure:
								[1]
where ln(qt) stands for the natural logarithm of units sold, ln(q(t-1)) stands for one week lagged sales, ln(pjt) stands for unit price (in logs) of product j in week t.  ND stands for numerical distribution, whereas Widthjt stands for “width of promotion” of product j in week t. 
The demand equation follows the standard double-log functional form for quantities and prices, as it is usual in marketing econometric literature (Hoch et, al, 1995, Alston et al., 2002). Numerical distribution and width promotion were not transformed because they are percentage themselves and this eases interpretation. 
The coefficients can be directly interpreted as price elasticities, being own-price elasticities when subscripts i and j are equal, and cross-price elasticities otherwise. 
 coefficients represent sales – numerical distribution semi-elasticities, and  sales semi-elasticities to changes in width of promotion. Finally  and  coefficient captures percentage changes in sales in the period of Christmas and Lent, respectively.
3.3.Variables definition
Quantities. Equivalent physical units sold from each category have been used as dependent variables in each demand equation. They have been measured in logs due to two reasons: first, weekly quantities show high positive (right) skewness; second, the univariate relationship between quantities sold and price is not linear.
Lagged log-quantities. Each equation includes one week lagged equivalent  units  sold  (in  logs)  to capture possible  inertial  effects  in  sales if  one week’s sales influence  sales  for  the  following week due to stockpiling effects or the habitual inclusion of fish in the shopping basket. 
Prices. For each week and product, prices are calculated by dividing sales value between sales units. Therefore, price is given as a unit value, not actual price (Roheim et al. 2011). Prices have measured in logs for the same reasons as quantities above. 
Numerical distribution. This variable  has  been  calculated  as  the  percentage of  retailers  selling  each  of  the products each week. ND is an indicator of availability of the product, as a high ND indicates widespread availability. 
Width of promotion. This variable has been calculated as a percentage of retailers where the subcategory is sold by promotion over total number of retailers where the subcategory j is for sale. It is worth mentioning that the effects that both availability and width of promotion have on sales depends on the size of the retailers where the product is present or on promotion. A large retailer gives more people the opportunity to buy the product than a small retailer (making the assumption that no one chooses a retailer because of certified fish). Therefore, both variables should have been built weighted by retailer size, but this information was not available for the authors. 
Seasonal Time effects. 
Christmas. This variable takes value 1 if the week “i-th” is week 50, 51 or 52 (Christmas time and  previous  weeks,  when  it  is  supposed  consumers  make  their  purchases  for  Christmas celebrations),  and  it  takes  value  0  otherwise.  This dummy tries to capture seasonal effects on prices due to Christmas (and pre-Christmas) special buys.
Lent. This variable takes value 1 if the week belongs to the Lent period (six weeks previous to Easter) and 0 otherwise. This dummy intends to capture seasonal effects on sales due to Easter's cooking traditions. In the Catholic tradition, meat consumption is forbidden some days during Lent period. The tradition is to replace meat with fish, especially cod. Nowadays, despite the loss of religious influence, the cooking traditions remain and this is the rationale for adding this variable to the models.
3.4.Model and econometric technique of estimation 
[bookmark: gjdgxs]Instead of estimating each equation separately, three SUR systems of equations were computed, one for each of the species. Each of these SUR systems conjointly estimates the three brands for hake and cod (MSC-certified NB, noncertified NB, and PB), and the four brands for frozen processed hake (MSC-certified NB and PB, and noncertified NB and PB). 
The reason for using SUR models is that as the error terms of each equation within each of the categories could be contemporaneously correlated (all unobserved effects common to the whole category), we can achieve a more efficient estimation than by doing separated estimations by OLS (Zellner 1962). 
The Breusch–Pagan test rejects the null hypothesis that residuals in each equation are uncorrelated at a 1% level of significance for frozen hake and frozen hake systems, whereas the strength of evidence against the null is lesser in the frozen processed cod system. It must be remarked that these gains in efficiency can only be achieved if the set of regressors in each equation of the system is not the same, as it is in this case.
4. Results
4.1. Market share
Data is shown for the whole period and for each third of the sample time span; as this is a growing market, averages can be misleading. For instance, frozen cod reaches a share of 5.1% in the last third of the time span, although the average share in the analyzed period is 3.4%. Therefore, this procedure will yield more accurate estimations. 
Shares of eco-certified fish are marginal, albeit growing, in the three species (see Table 1). The market is dominated by national brands; only for frozen processed hake is there a PB offering a certified variety. The share is even smaller for PBs, but the growth rate is higher than the other certified NBs in the subcategory. The market share is comparable to that of other eco-certified goods (Fliess et al., 2007). 
INSERT HERE TABLE 1
4.2. Price and price premiums
To estimate price premiums, the non-certified private brand (PB) was chosen as the base category[footnoteRef:1] as private brands are the category with the cheapest prices. Average premium prices (in percentage) are shown for the whole period and for each third of the sample time span (see Table 1).  [1:  Other papers estimate a hedonic price model, where price is explained by different attributes of product (Roheim et al., 2011); however, this information is not available in the scanner data and cannot be calculated.] 

Data show that certified fish does not necessarily sell at a premium price. Frozen cod is systematically sold at a lower price than their non-certified counterparts. The frozen processed hake PB is also sold for a lower price than the non-certified PB. In contrast, NB frozen processed hake is double the price of the baseline. Last, certified NB frozen hake shows a modest but erratic premium (about 10% in the first third, -1% in the second and 7,5% in the third). Retailers and producers are probably testing to determine the right price, adjusting it throughout the period.
The premium for MSC-certified goods varies inter-species and depending on whether the product is sold under a retailer’s brand or a manufacturer’s. Moreover, as Table 1 shows, the width of promotion evidences that eco-certified fish has a similar promotional behavior as their counterparts. There is not a different pattern between certified and non-certified; the only exception is PB processed hake. 
4.4. Access to retailers
Table 1 shows the numerical distribution for each product for the whole period and for each third of the sample time span. Numerical distribution can be seen as a proxy for product availability or access to retailers. Data shows that certified frozen fish is available in a small percentage of retailers (less than a fifth of them at maximum); yet availability is growing fast (e.g. it more than doubled along the time span) except in the case of the PB frozen processed hake which has a marginal presence in only a couple of retailers across the whole period (only one chain is offering this product and its market share is around 3.7%). 
4.5. Model results
Tables 2, 3 and 4 show main estimation results for the three SUR models proposed in this paper; one for each of the subcategories above mentioned. Model results will allow the assessment of the four conditions of favorable demand (elasticities) and to examine the influence on demand of the previous variables. Comments presented below are mainly focused on estimates for the certified fish varieties. 
4.5.1. Own price elasticities
Frozen cod. The estimate of the price coefficient for certified NB frozen cod is -2.71. Since the model has a log specification, this coefficient can be directly interpreted as elasticity. In this case, it means that a 1% increase in price causes sales to decline by -2.71%. As this elasticity has a negative sign, we conclude that differentiation of this good has not been successful. Furthermore, it can be seen that this own-price sensitivity is similar of that of non-certified NB (-2.98) but greater than non-certified PB (-1.75). Therefore, a price reduction could produce a stronger sales growth in certified cod and non-certified NB. 
Frozen hake. The results for own-price elasticity for frozen hake offer a similar picture to that of the frozen cod. The price semi-elasticity of certified NB is -2.57, similar to non-certified and greater than non-certified PB. Thus, the same comments apply in this case.  
Frozen processed hake. In this subcategory, results are different. The same pattern observed above repeats here for certified NB and non-certified NB and PB: own-price elasticity is still negative for certified NB with a value of -1.61. In contrast, certified PB frozen hake presents a significant and positive elasticity with an estimated value of 4.16. This would suggest that this product may be perceived by consumers to be of higher quality and therefore consumers are willing to pay a higher price. These results suggest that the private brand eco-certified fish is the SKU with the desired own-price elasticity. Yet the sample size is small and therefore this result should be understood as tentative. 
4.5.2. Cross price elasticities
Frozen cod. Coefficients of non-certified fish prices are non-significant in the model. Thus, certified frozen cod sales are not affected if non-certified varieties change their prices. Conversely, the price of certified frozen cod influences the sales of its counterparts: negatively for the PB cod, and positively for the NB. Therefore, the certified and the PB variety should be seen as substitute goods although this relationship is only one-sided. This could suggest that there is a core base of customers who are loyal to the MSC-fish. 
Frozen hake. In this variety, contrary to the results above, the certified NB and the non-certified PB are substitute goods, although the differences in the intensity of the asymmetry are remarkable: changes in non-certified PB hake influences certified hake sales almost twenty times that of its counterpart. Non-certified NB and certified hake are less related. 
Frozen processed hake. In this variety, certified PB and certified NB show a quite different pattern. Certified NB Processed hake behaves in a similar way to the certified frozen hake. However, certified PB processed hake has no significant cross-price elasticities. Therefore, certified PB frozen processed hake, despite its little importance, is a product that seems to occupy a market niche of a luxurious nature in the category. 
Width of promotion is non-significant in frozen cod and frozen processed hake and slightly sensitive in the case of frozen hake: if the percentage of shops where the product is on promotion increases by 1%, sales increase by 0.9%. These results, along with price elasticity results, suggest that certified fish demand is price-driven, but not promotion-driven. 
4.5.3. Numerical distribution
It is worth noting that the elasticity has not been computed for certified PB fish because its numerical distribution has not changed in the sample time span. Availability of certified varieties has a positive influence on demand. Moreover, demand is more sensitive to availability for certified fish than it is for its counterparts.  
4.5.4. Lagged quantities
Elasticities with respect to the previous week's sales also present different patterns among subcategories. No significant relationship between past and present sales has been found for either certified frozen cod or for certified NB frozen processed hake. Nevertheless, there is a positive and barely significant relationship (p-value=.08) for certified NB frozen hake, although with a small elasticity value of 0.14. This elasticity is clearly greater for certified PB frozen processed hake, with a value of 0.80. This result suggests that for this variety, consumers tend to repeat purchases from one week to the next.
4.5.5. Seasonal time effects
Weekly sales of certified NB frozen cod, certified NB hake did not change in a significant way during Lent. Therefore it seems that the tradition of preparing cod-based dishes during Lent could be holding. However, again PB frozen processed hake experienced a sales increase of 35% in Lent. Regarding the Christmas period, none of the certified varieties show a rise in sales. 
INSERT HERE TABLES 2, 3 AND 4
5. Conclusions
This paper has examined whether being eco-certified may provide brands with a competitive advantage, in the particular domain of seafood. Given the size and growth rates of the market, we conclude that it is at an infancy stage; MSC-certified brands were introduced a year ago. Therefore, the market is still at an introductory stage, yet the timespan is insufficient to assess whether sales of these products will follow an inverted “U” shape over time or not. 
Scholarship has defended that the price premiums are a likely reason for the limited size of the market. However, this does not seem to be the case here. It is difficult to reach an overall conclusion about the premium as there is no common pattern across species. Some varieties sell at a premium and others at a lower price. Also, the premium itself varies over time, evidencing an erratic pattern. This suggests that brands are testing what the right price should be. Moreover, the differences in price and premium across species may be due to different market structures and consumers’ preferences in each variety. Available data did not allow further examination. Future research should examine whether this is the case.
Price elasticities however, suggest that the certified national varieties have not succeeded at differentiating their brand. Own-price elasticities are negative and of greater size than their counterparts which means that a price reduction could produce stronger sales growth in the certified national varieties than in the counterparts. Only the certified brand has positive own-price elasticities which should be seen as an indication of successful differentiation in the market.
A second reason to explain the limited size of the market is the constrained availability. This explanation fits better with the data although again there are differences across varieties. Moreover, the model shows that demand reacts very favorably to increases in availability and does so systematically for the three varieties under examination. This should be read as good news for certified fisheries. If sales increase as distribution increases, it is because they are tapping into an underlying preference of consumers. Their efforts should therefore go on to increase the reach of retailers selling certified fish. 
All indications of a positive response to demand are present in the private label: even though their share of the market is marginal, the growth rates are higher than that of the national brands, own-price elasticity is positive and cross price elasticity is negative. Research in organic markets has reached similar conclusions about the positive reaction of demand to organic private labels (Bezawada and Pawles, 2012; Ngobo, 2011). Further research should focus on certified private brands and assess its potential, examining the reasons why the indicators are systematically better for PB than for NB. 
Looking at the empirical results, fisheries should consider marketing their products under the retailers' brands as findings show that this may contribute to a competitive advantage in the market. 
Also, brands should make efforts should to create a differentiated product, maybe by creating awareness of the MSC logo and what it entails and by promoting the unique aspects of MSC-certified seafood, be it the differential impact on the environmental and contribution to marine resources, or by emphasizing health-related attributes. They should also try to address the potential distrust in the label, by communicating wide and large the process for awarding the label and who is the awarding body.
Regarding pricing, brands should not follow neither price driven nor promotion driven strategies. As results do not show any common pricing strategy, it should be recommended to test different price premiums (respect to non-sustainable varieties) in order to achieve the optimal price. The key factor seems to be to create a differentiated product, and to make of price another signal of quality rather than a barrier.
There are evidences of repeated purchases; consequently, brands could offer promotions aimed at encouraging trial and later on, build customer loyalty. It is clear that the main barrier for consumers is availability. Certified fisheries are not gaining access to retailers. Our data show that sales are very sensitive to availability and it is plausible to fear a vicious circle: not enough sales drive MSC-certified goods out of retailers, which in turn would prevent greater sales. Studies, such as the one presented here, may be used by brands to make their case vis-à-vis retailers to gain distribution coverage.
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