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Abstract

This exploratory research investigates and compénesimpact of country
location on small business competitive strategyocdF wine industry is selected to
minimize environmental “noise.” Sample consists63f Northern California and 23
Spanish wineries via mail and in-person survey.pBedents are grouped by company
size. Hypotheses are tested for location impachiohe vs. mass-market strategies and
on product diversification vs. retrenchment stregegFindings indicate some support for
country effects on small business propensities éekseconomies of scope and
diversification. Implications for researchers armagbitioners suggest a need to build
competence, social networks, and intra-industrylabokation to minimize location
advantages.
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CHALLENGE AND CHANGE: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY OF
COMPETITIVE STRATEGY IN THE NORTHERN CALIFORNIA AND
SPANISH WINE INDUSTRIES

Globalization, rapid technology and product/servide cycle changes and
industry consolidation greatly impact small bussess (Ward, 1997). Such external
forces dictate that small businesses develop grawviiegies with the highest potential
for value creation and associated risk, or be eyt forced to exit from the market.
Attributes peculiar to the family-owned small biess, nevertheless, tend to increase the
difficulty of choosing the highest return and highask-bearing projects as compared to
their professionally run or publicly owned rivalSchulze, Lubatkin, and Dino, 2002).
These attributes include resistance to changesiaveto risk, and short-termism with
regards to payback periods and innovation in prbducervice strategies (Poza, 1989;
Upton, Teal, and Fealan, 2001; Ward, 1997; War89).9

These dynamics are salient for the wine industtyictv has been dominated for
over a century by family-owned and family-run smialisinesses. That domination has
recently been challenged by the purchase of famiheries by large alcohol beverage
conglomerates that create liquidity events, i.ehg®y out for the family owners, and also
seek to professionalize the industry in the wak#hefexternal environmental challenges.
How to compete successfully in the wake of industipsolidation and globalization is
of great significance to the small, family-ownede/ibusiness.

The global balance of power in the wine industrg Baifted from Old World
producers such as France, Italy, and Spain to Nesld\producers such as Argentina,
Australia, and Chile (Castaldi, Silverman, and Sgng, 2004; Cholette, 2004; Radford,
2005). Power has also shifted from small family-edrwineries to large multinational
conglomerates: in the U.S. alone, the eight largasinesses produce 75 per cent of the
wine sold; an estimated 1,600 wineries producerémeaining 25 per cent (Kim and
Maubourgne, 2005: 24). In this new environment Isvéace intense competition,
mounting price pressure, increasing bargaining pake€istributors and retailers (due to
consolidation in those channels), and flat demasgpite overwhelming choice (Kim and
Mauborgne, 2005: 25). The wine industry has becmtreasingly unattractive.

Successful small businesses “must seek a balateedre the ends to which the
organization aspires and the ways and means alaitabthem” (Steiner and Solem,
1988). However, some researchers suggest that e all-encompassing theoretical
framework capable of explaining and guiding theatsfyic management of small
businesses, although several have attempted todoctm a theory (Churchill and Lewis,
1989; Flamholtz, 1986; Greiner, 1972; Scott andcBruL984). Prior empirical research
into the strategic behavior of businesses in thewidustry has focused on documenting
the frequency of organizational entry and exit @aebix and Swaminathan, 1991,
Stoeberl, Parker, and Joo, 1998), the creatiomtefr-Horganizational networks (Brown
and Butler, 1995), the evolution of wine speciali€fwaminathan, 1995), competitive
strategies of Northern California wine business&ir(sky, Stanny, McCline, and Eyler,
2001), competitive strategies of regional Spanigtevbusinesses (Sainz Ochoa, 2002),
and export strategies of small Spanish wine produ@uarez-Ortega, 2003). Comparing
how leaders of wine businesses in different coastperceive strategic choice in the
wake of industry dynamism has not yet been adddeyse remains of great significance.
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This paper seeks to address a gap in previous smsithess research regarding
how location is associated with strategic choicke Tesearch question is: do small
businesses in different countries converge or divén their strategic orientations, i.e., to
what extent does location affect strategic choid&® next section examines prior
perspectives regarding competitive strategy. Pnaeedfor constructing a sample and
survey instrument are developed. Results from aislpf the association between
location and strategy are presented. Implicationgdsearchers of small businesses and
practitioners are given, culminating in suggestifanduture researchers.

STRATEGIC PERSPECTIVES

Building on the approach developed by d’Amboise Bhddowney (1988), two
strategic perspectives can be drawn from the titeea (1) specialization in the business’s
task environment and (2) new product/market devekg to create economies of scope
in order to overcome barriers to growth. Thesepeatves provide a useful taxonomy of
the competitive strategies of the small family bess.

Specialization in the Task Environment

The task environment includes key factors that atliye affect and/or are
influenced by competitive strategies: stakeholdmrd rivals (Scott and Bruce, 1987,
Wheelen and Hunger, 1986; Chen, 1996). A smalln®ass can develop a competitive
advantage using its flexibility to provide produetsd services or to perform activities
better than its larger, more broadly-based congrstifLau, 1996; Porter, 1985). Other
sources of advantage include: (1) serving a mankgie and defending that market
segment (Clifford and Cavanagh, 1985; Porter, 198%jor, Gilinsky, Grab, Hahn and
Hilmi, 1990); (2) following a path of least resista relative to the industry’s competitive
forces (Miller, 1988; Porter, 1980); (3) leveragmglistinctive competence, i.e., a special
skill or unique product that could be protectedallyade secret, brand name or copyright
(Barney, 1991; Hamel and Prahalad, 1993; Port&80}t&nd (4) investing and applying
new technology to develop proprietary processesultil and Lewis, 1989).
Specialization of production or innovation in ogeras would develop a capability to
support and defend the market niche (McCann, Leoer@ro, and Haley, 201

Small businesses may also pursue a broad produk#trdevelopment strategy
involving the following elements: (1) diversifyirigto new products (Porter, 1980); (2)
entering early into new markets or product/senapglications (Biggadike, 1979); (3)
expanding overseas (Brush, 1996; Lohrke, Frankdingd Kothari, 1999); or (4)
diversifying via acquisition (Maruso and Weinzimm&®99). Inability to pursue at least
one of the above strategic elements poses a b#orgnowth. If small businesses stake
out positions or niches making them less vulneréblattack from competitors, then the
niche itself may become a restriction on furthevgh. Lumpkin and Dess (1995: 1404)
argue that, “excessive simplicity in the later stgof development affects an
organization’s ability to exploit existing or newgguct-market opportunities more than
its ability to efficiently allocate and utilize r@grces.”
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Hypothesis |: Staking out a niche or focus position, e.g. via serving a well-defined
customer group and investing in new technology, should be positively associated with
country location.

Hypothesis |1: Pursuing a broad-based strategy, i.e. developing a wide range of
commodity-type products, should be independent of country location.

New Product/Market Development

The strategy-making process traditionally involizesinded rationality and formal
planning in response to perceived stimuli in thektanvironment (Ansoff, 1965). Taken
together, stimuli (customers, competitors, and Bapg) and resources (natural, human,
and capital) are important sources of competitideaatage (Gimeno & Woo, 1999).
According to Porter (1990), differences across toes in terms of endowments and
institutional conditions play out in strategic ctes. Country-level stimuli and resources
may be illustrated by the dynamics of competitiamoag countries competing for global
domination of the wine industry. Not all nation® areated equal in terms of growing
conditions for grapes, and not all cultures areaetive markets for wine made from
those grapes (for example, Asian markets have beeticularly slow to change their
cultural habits to include wine at the dinner tabl€hough the “Old World” wine-
growing (and high-consumption) countries of Eurd@ee held a historic competitive
advantage in terms of perceived quality, the “NewrM/ wine producers in the US,
Australia, New Zealand, South America, and SouthcAfwould certainly argue that
they are catching up to (and in some instancedakiag) certain European producers in
wine quality. In terms of consumption, Europe dgaemains the largest market for
wine (Castaldi, Silverman, and Sengupta, 2004). tiiet New World wine producers
(with the sole exception of the US) have vastly llenadomestic markets for wine.
(Cholette, 2004) Wine producers should be eageleterage learning into global
markets.

Two most essential strategy levers for any busiaesghe product or service it
delivers and the markets it sells into (Ansoff, 396-or each of these, there are two basic
states: current and new. There are today’s custoaret there is the rest of the world that
could become customers. Small businesses can sell nidheio current offerings, or
they can modify them, or they can rationalize th@duct lines to focus only on the
highest growth and/or highest margin products. Antry-level strategy could result in
economies of scope (Hamel and Prahalad, 1993; MiidsSnow, 1978).

Hypothesis Ill:  Pressures towards increasing complexity would indicate that new
product/market development, e.g. via creating new product concepts or innovation in
processes, should be positively associated with country location.

Hypothesis 1V:  Retrenchment, e.g. via decreasing the number of markets served or
consolidation, should be independent of country location.
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METHODOLOGY

Sample selection and response rates

One means of examining the testing and comparirgréal world strategy
making processes of small businesses would bettham directly. In this regard a focal
industry was selected that was regional and idabté (to hopefully minimize
environmental noise in the investigation) and saughdentify and evaluate sources of
competitive advantages as noted by small businessrs.

Research commenced with a pilot study consistingeritically structured hour-
and-a-half, face-to-face interviews with leaders I Northern California wine
businesses. Results of the pilot test indicatetittieaquestionnaire was too lengthy and a
section asking respondents for anecdotal informatias cut from the final version. The
resulting questionnaire booklet sent to the ow@i€Is of 368 Northern California
wineries listed in th&Vines & Vines 1999 annual directory consisted entirely of Likert-
scale questions. Respondents were asked to dedtrebusiness and to rate the
importance of fourteen competitive strategies autyeemployed. Question order was
randomized to minimize biases and to test questionguture surveys. The Northern
California sample produced 118 surveys: 83 competd 34 incomplete and one
unidentifiable, for a total response rate of 32.08fter elimination of incomplete or
unidentifiable surveys, the response rate was 80868 or 22.6%. Of the remaining
83, 67 (81%) of the sample businesses provideduotmh data.

A similar mail survey to a universe of 66 wine mess leaders in Northern Spain
(primarily Catalonia, Penedes, Priorat, and Ridisted in locally published business
directories was conducted using a translated wersiothe survey instrument. The
resulting response rate was 34.8%, for a totaBafigable responses. Completed surveys
were verified by structured one-and-a-half houlofetup interviews with respondents in
person and examination of company annual repomssspreleases, and web sites.
Questionnaire length was deemed to be the maj@ecaluinon-response. Neither size nor
ownership (public vs. private) appeared to caugeifstant differences in response rates
of sample businesses.

RESULTS

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics about the @rthérn California and 23
Northern Spain wineries that provided productiotad®ata inPanel A show that the
majority of the wineries were private (94% and 7486 produced wine at their own
facilities (71% and 96%).

! For much of the latter half of the "2@entury, Spanish vintners enjoyed the positiobeifig the world’s
lowest cost producer of wine. The number of Spaashpanies registered in the wine sector increbged
about 12% from 3,500 in 1996 to over 4,000 in thary2000 (ICEX, 2004). Net sales increased by 58%
from €2.8 billion in 1996 to €4.5 billion in the 22000; investments in tangible assets increased f
€77.2 billion to €379.6 billion over that same per{(ICEX, 2004). By 2000, however, Spanish wines ha
already begun losing global market share, in syitaeir low cost position in a market charactedlibs
rising world wine prices. Spanish wines, cherisfogdheir affordability as well as their quality ene
suddenly priced out of the market (Jones, 1999).
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Table 1: Comparative Descriptive Statistics: N. Cafornia v. Spanish Samples

Panel A
Attribute of Business Number of Wineries Percentage of Wineries
Northern Northern Northern Northern
California Spain California Spain
(ny = 67) (n, = 23) (ny = 67) (n, = 23)
Ownership
Public 4 7 6.0% 26.1%
Private 63 16 94.0 73.9
Where wine produced
Own facility 47 22 71.2% 95.7%
Custom crush 9 - 13.6 -
Both of above 9 1 13.6 4.3
Other 1 1.5 =
Number of separate brands distributed and sold
1 brand 37 3 56.1% 13.0%
2-3 brands 16 8 24.2 34.8
4+ brands 10 10 15.2 43,5
No branded products 1 2 1.5 8.7
Did not specify 2 - 3.0 -
Panel B
Attribute of Business Means Medians
Northern Northern Northern Northern
California Sain California Spain
(nl = 67) (n2 = 23) (n]_ = 67) (n2 = 23)
Product portfolio - price categories
Economy (< $3) 0.00% 12.39% 0.00% 0.00%
Sub-Premium ($3 - $7) 2.20 49.48 0.00 60.00
Premium ($7 - $10) 8.45 12.74 0.00 5.00
Ultra-Premium ($10 - $14) 11.52 9.52 0.00 2.00
Deluxe ($14 - $25) 38.29 11.39 25.00 0.00
$25 - $50 23.23 0.87 7.50 0.00
$ >50 6.65 0.22 0.00 0.00
Geographic sales
Regional|  38.25% 25.35 35.00% 15.00
National 53.31 44,43 57.50 40.00
International 6.61 30.22 5.00 25.00
Age (years) 28.51 52.22 20.00 21.50
Sales and distribution of products
Brokers/Agents 28.50% 8.39% 15.50% 0.00%
Sales force 22.79 15.69 0.00 0.00
Own retail outlets, tasting rooms 11.98 1.78 10.00 0.00
External sales/marketing company 22.56 53.91 0.00 60.00
Direct mail/telemarket/wine club 9.34 2.22 10.00 60.00
Outside services and other 3.37 14.09 0.00 4.00
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Major differences between the two samples were thammajority of the
Californian wineries sold one brand (56%) while ajonity of the Spanish wineries
(78%) produced and sold multiple bran®@snel B of Table 1 shows that most of the
Californian wineries competed in the deluxe andrdd25 price categories, 38% and
23%, respectively, whereas most of the Spanish nesecompeted in the economy
(13%) and sub-premium (49%) segments. On averageNorthern California wineries
sold 53% of their product in the U.S. (excludindifoania), 38% in California and 7%
internationally. By contrast, the Northern Spaimeries sold 25% of wine produced to
regional markets, 44% to national markets, and 30%xport markets on average.
Whereas the Northern California wineries sold a amigj of their products via
brokers/agents (29%) and sales force (23%) on geef@panish wineries primarily sold
products via external sales and marketing compaftid%c). Notably, the Northern
California businesses placed somewhat greater esigoba developing their own retail
outlets and tasting rooms (12% on average vs. 2%d)am direct mail and wine clubs
(9% on average vs. 2%).

Volume segments
To facilitate comparisons between two samples ¢oimi similarly sized
businesses, the Northern California sample wasldd/into two approximately equal

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics: Volume of Cases Bduced by Sample Businesses

Panel A: Volume Ranges

1999 1998 1997
Northern Calif. “Low
Volume” (n =34)
Mean 9,032.8 7,874.0 6,811.7
Median 6,500.0 5,500.0 5,000.0
St. Dev. 7,349.8 7,228.4 6,154.4
Northern Spain (n = 23)

Mean 4,048.0 3,555.8 3,199.3
Median 153.5 151.0 89.0
St. Dev. 14,841.5 12,945.8 11,848.8

Panel B: Compound Annual Growth Ratesin Volume

Northern Calif. Northern

“Low Volume” Spain
(n=34) (n=23)

3 yr Compound Annual Growth Rates

Min -16.53% -12.12%
3rd Quartile 9.13% 11.45%
Mean 17.35% 14.06%
Median 12.78% 13.42%
1% Quartile 43.93% 28.95%
Max 123.61% 36.33%
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sized segments. Thirty-four of the California wiesr produced output greater than
25,000 cases and were “high volume,” whereas 3&mnaa produced 25,000 or fewer
cases and were “low volume.” See Table 2 for dptus statistics.

Mean volume produced by businesses in the Nortigpain sample was
somewhat skewed by one larger producer among smhblisinesses Panel A).
Compound annual growth rate in case production slightly higher for the California
sub-sample Ranel B). We are now able to compare the two standardsasdples to
determine what, if any differences there are in petitive strategies deployed.

Competitive Strategies

Several strategies appear to be significantly nmoportant for the Spanish than
for the California producers. See Table 3. Thesgegjies include: (1) rapidly responding
to customer needs, (2) selling new product rangesisting customers, and (3) selling to
customers in new overseas markets. For the Cabfgmoducers, strategies in support of
capturing and defending market niches appear tmds& important: (1) serving a well-
defined customer group, (2) attracting and holdingh quality staff, and (3) serving a
local market or markets. A broad differentiationa@s) strategic orientation for Spanish
producers vs. narrow orientation (niche) for Cahfa producers provides limited but not
conclusive support for Hypothesis I, and no supfmrtypothesis Il.

Table 3
Competitive Strategies of ‘Like Sized’ Sample Busiessegn; = 34 and p=23]
(Scale: 1 =lowest importance, 7 = highest importance)

Northern California Northern Spain
“Low Volume” Sample Sample
(Annual case sales (Annual case sales
< 20,000) < 20,000)
n=34 n =23
) Std. . Std.
Mean | Median| pey. | Mean | Median | pey.
Respond rapidly to customer needs 4)3 50163 | 5.8 6.0 0.95
Attract and hold high quality staff 5.3 6.0 171 | 4.7 5.0 2.00
Invest in new technology 4.4 50| 1.71| 5.0 5.0 1.66
Serve a well-defined customer group or nighe5.6 6.0 1.35| 5.1 6.0 1.66
Sell to customers in new markets overseas 3.9 4{02.03 | 5.6 6.0 1.41
Create new product concepts 4.2 5.0 1.80| 5.2 6.0 1.62
Enter early into growth markets 4.4 40| 1.70 | 5.0 5.0 1.43
Sell new product ranges to exist. customers 3.8 4l01.87 | 5.6 6.0 1.56
Serve a local market or markets 4.8 5.0 188 | 4.4 5.0 1.62
Develop exclusive processes 3.2 40 189 | 5.0 5.0 1.77
Become a smaller, more flexible organizatipn 32 03, 175| 4.7 4.0 1.68
Acquire other companies 1.9 1.0] 181 | 1.9 1.0 1.78
Decrease the number of markets served 2.0 20171 | 1.6 1.0 1.04
Adjust sales goals and profit goals downward 202 51| 170 | 24 2.0 1.81

Note: Top three competitive strategies for eadisample are in boldfaced type.
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For both samples, process and product technologtegies correlate most
closely with a strategy to meet rapidly changingtomer needs, providing limited
support for Hypothesis Ill. Early entry into higlhogvth markets, exclusive processes,
and flexibility correlate most closely with diveisation via new product development,
presumably to meet rapidly changing customer ne®is.significant correlations,
however, are found for Hypothesis 1V, relating tetrenchment and consolidation
strategies. See correlation matrix in Table 4. Beeaof the limited data set, a linear
regression would not significantly improve an assent of the incremental
contributions of individual strategies.

Table 4
Correlation Matrix Among Study Variables*

Variables (1 = strongly disagree,
7 = strongly agree) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1 Respond rapidly to changing customer needs

2 Sell new ranges of products 0.71

3 Sell to customers in new markets overseas  0.14 0.13

4 Create new product concepts 0.74 0.79 0.18

5 Serve a well-defined customer group -0.01-0.01 0.12-0.01

6 Enter early into high growth markets 0.53 0.28-0.19 0.63-0.04

7 Develop exclusive processes 0.70 0.55-0.04 0.72 0.00 0.52

8 Investin new technology 0.63 0.54 0.11 0.58-0.01 0.38 0.74

9 Become a smaller, more flexible organization 0.54 0.37 0.11 0.66-0.19 0.54 0.79 0.72

10 Attract and retain high quality staff 0.59 0.37 0.11 0.64 0.03 0.37 0.76 0.64 0.73

11 Serve a local market or markets -0.02 0.05-0.44 0.03 0.21 0.03 0.15 0.26-0.01 0.14

12 adjust sales and profit goals downward 0.22 0.00-0.17 0.20 0.07 0.57-0.05-0.20 0.12 0.03-0.21

13 Acquire other companies 0.10 0.04 0.24 0.21-0.12 0.16 0.19 0.41 0.38 0.19 0.05-0.10
14 Dpecrease number of markets served -0.56-0.62-0.25-0.48-0.04-0.01-0.53-0.46-0.25-0.33 0.01 0.29-0.12

*Simple correlations of 0.60 (marked in boldfacgpe) are significant at p < 0.05.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Driven by growing global demand for higher quaktynes at more reasonable
prices, a worldwide wine grape glut that reduces maaterials costs for some producers,
and the need to increase access to internationahéls, all wine producers are no longer
competing in a domestic environment (Orr, 1999)onkthe vineyard to the bottle, new
technology enables winemakers to satisfy the demafdbuyers domestically and
globally (Radford, 2005). New marketing efforts areating flavors and brands that can
compete in more than one market and at more thenpoe point (Crawford, 2005).
Prior studies have shown that a minimum output@060 cases per year is considered
the minimum to capture any economies of scaleigitidustry (Brown and Butler, 1995;

10
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Swaminathan, 1995). Still, it may well be that thesinesses in this investigation are
concentrating more on staying small and presertheg uniqueness, considered vital for
“branding” and differentiating a commaodity prodlige wine (Beverland and Lindgreen,
2002). Equally ambiguous is whether these newaitivees are driven by external forces
or by conscious internal decisions (Quinn, 1980& May never know the answer.

Regarding the competitive strategies of the respotsl it appears that risk-
taking, innovative, and proactive (entrepreneuealyy strategies may be instrumental to
achieving initial growth (Sainz-Ochoa, 2002; Uptdeal and Felan, 2001). Later or new
entrants to this industry should consider purs@ingaggressive” strategy aimed at niche
market definition and penetration via "entreprer@urbehaviors (Biggadike, 1979).
Established businesses in this industry perhapstteaxperience diminishing efficacy of
entrepreneurial behavior and during the transifibase, need to pay greater attention to
building management systems and market share (8ndttBruce, 1987). For mature,
slower growth businesses in the wine industry,ding more “administrative” processes
such as tighter financial controls could lead tqoiiaved operating efficiency, cost
competitiveness, and increased performance (Ta@binsky, Hilmi, Hahn, and Grab,
1990).

While among the sample respondents there are d$eemeamples of larger
businesses that had successfully pursued innovaitiis proved to be the exception
rather than the rule. Leaders of wine business appe eventually best serve their
interests by emphasizing the establishment of akmtd control, standardized
operations, formal rules and procedures, or othmechanistic” tools designed to
promote internal efficiency in an uncertain envir@nt (Slevin and Covin, 1997). The
environmental jolts impacting the wine industry fiecent years have generated a
desperate need for a comprehensive understandingire business best practices
(Venkatraman and Van de Ven, 1998). In the wordsegtral wine business leaders who
responded anecdotally to our survey, the followsegm to apply to all wine businesses,
regardless of size or situation:

» Wine business leaders need to develop long-terranéial and marketing
planning tools; (Ireland and Hitt, 1997; McGee &fwok, 2000).

» Winery principals that are production oriented néedlearn” how to develop
marketing and promotional skills; (Beverland anadgreen, 2002; Kotler and
Gertner, 2002)

» Each management group must look to co-opetitiatesjies employed to varying
extents by wine businesses in Australia and Newlaheato encourage the
development of “networks for success,” particuladyenable entry into export
markets. (Beverland and Lindgreen, 2002; Brandeggmand Nalebuff, 1996

Building competence, social networking, and intrdustry collaboration foster
entrepreneurial opportunities and competitive ath@es particularly in turbulent
environments (Svendsen, 1998). Butler and Hand&91) affirm that strategic
networking is most valuable for established busasdnterested in growth and profit.
Networking can also help smaller firms achieve ewoies of scale in the supply and
distributions chains, considered critical for eimtgrexport markets (Lohrke, Franklin,
and Kothari, 1999).

11
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The results should be interpreted with cautioneinms of their applicability to
other mature industries. Because the study wa®eply in nature and turned out to be
parsimonious in terms of sample sizes, no caudatioeships are implied. Further
research should explore the differential impact@hpetitive strategies on growth rates.
Future research should also be designed to oversamme of the limitations of this
study. The relatively small sample of businessa$ executives included in the field
study may have led to some instability in the desioe statistics. For example, the
negative impact of consolidation and downsizing wasiewhat surprising, in that one
would expect that since the industry is highly fremmted and mature, merger and
acquisition or retrenchment activities would haveem more prevalent, particularly
among those smaller wineries seeking greater ssad@omies while preserving their
uniqueness as “brands.” Medium-sized wine busisessgy need to pursue a
retrenchment strategy, e.g. limiting case productio winnowing out less profitable
brands, in order to command premium price segmamisderive above-average returns.
Longitudinal research using grounded field researly. case studies of individual
businesses, as well as with larger sample sizeeeésled to determine the nature and
impact of consolidation and retrenchment strategidasis industry (Kenyon-Rouvinez,
2001).

The wine industries in Northern California and Nern Spain were selected for
this exploratory investigation in order to elimieahdustry differences and because both
have a growing but identifiable membership, somevbbm are new entrepreneurial
entrants competing against a few well-establishetparate and family businesses
(Crawford, 2005). Rapid strategic shifts are difficsince the wine industry is highly
regulated, capital-intensive, and has long lea@sifmetween planting grapes and selling
wine (Jones, 1999). Respective businesses in @aahtry need to work in concert to
help smaller producers develop strategies to emar product/markets, particularly in
export markets.

12
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