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Abstract

Mountain products have been introduced in the EU supplemented with governing regulations to mainstream the
products originating from mountain areas with adequate market facilities and use as a differentiating tool compared
with conventional products. Since its formalisation and adoption of relevant laws in the national context in
Romania, the adoption of the optional quality term Mountain Label among the producers has been astonishing.
Considering the good market in Romania for quality and locally sourced products, mountain labels and their use
among the producers were regarded as having a better impact on the economic and market status. The research
intended to pursue an answer in the same direction to see if producers were able to fully exploit the EU optional
quality term Mountain Label scheme at the national level in Romania or if there was dissatisfaction among the
producers with the rules of utilizing the label. A general producer survey with questionnaires was planned,
organized, and implemented on the three mountain massifs surrounding Brasov city to elicit the necessary findings.
Due to continuous support from the relevant authorities in the registration of the label, the producers were
interested in enlisting themselves in the quality scheme; however, poor marketing and promotional assistance were
some of the problems identified as general problems that caused the producers to be disappointed in the labelling
scheme. Although most of the producers had a good idea of the benefits associated with the label, only 50% of them
were engaged in some way in highlighting the mountain label in their promotional activities. Different statistical
tests like the U-test, correlation analysis, and chi-square tests were used in conjunction with the different findings
visualisations to derive insightful findings. The findings of the research can be beneficial to comprehend existing
scenarios of mountain labels and producers’ perceptions of mountain labels post-registration, propose different
systematic reformations for better efficiency of operations of mountain labels, and realize its initial objectives.
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INTRODUCTION without misappropriation, mountain labels in
the EU were effectuated to increase the
competitiveness  of  the  traditionally
predominant mountain farming system. The
use of mountain labels on mountain products

The Romanian mountains face myriad
difficulties and challenges because of their
mountainous landscape attributes like steep

slopes, altitude, higher agriculture costs, and
food production costs. The mountain regions
in Romania are also highly characterized by
rapid depopulation and lower productivity [1].
Also, contemporary consumers are willing to
pay a higher price for a high-quality product
with a well-known source of origin [8]. In
attempt to compensate for the adversity faced
by the mountain producers as a consequence
of the geographical constraints and supply
authentic mountain products to the consumers

can be an opportunity for mountain producers
to enable them to receive premium prices for
the products [20]. As there exists limitation on
the research of the suitability of the labels
from the producer’s perspective, the relevance
of the present study highlights the existing
state of mountain labels execution in Romania
taking a reference region of mountainous
counties surrounding Brasov region.
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According to EU Regulation N0.1151/2012,
the term ‘mountain product’ is established as
an optional quality term [16]. This term is
exclusively applicable to designate products
meant for human consumption as outlined in
the Treaty, under the conditions that:

(@) The raw materials and feedstuffs for farm
animals primarily originate from mountain
areas.

(b) For processed products, the processing
itself occurs within mountainous areas.

In Romania, the specific legislation pertaining
to the use of the Optional Quality Term
"Mountain" label is validated by the following
two regulations. [15].

-The Decision No. 506 of July 20, 2016 for
the institutional framework and measures to
apply the Commission Delegated Regulation
(EU) No 665/March 11, 2014 [7]
supplementing  Regulation (EU) No
1151/2012 of the European Parliament and of
the Council concerning to the conditions of
using the optional quality term "mountain
product,” governing the framework for
certification, verification, and control.

-The order of the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Development no. 52/2017 [11] for
endorsing the procedure for verifying the
conformity of data in the task book for
acquiring the privilege to use the optional
quality term "mountain product” and for
assessing compliance with both European and
national legislation by the economic operators
granted the right to use this optional quality
term, amended by the Order no. 321 of
September 28, 2017.

Elementary and fundamental conditions that
the producers and economic operators must
satisfy before registering their products on the
mountain registry are:

a) The geographical area must be a mountain
area as specified as the delimited area
according to the National Rural Development
Program 2014-2020.

b) A mountain product must be designed for
human consumption, under the following
conditions:

-The primary source of raw materials, as well
as fodder for farm animals, must originate
predominantly from mountainous areas.
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-For processed products, the processing must
also occur within mountainous areas.

Romania is the sole country that does not
implement derogations based on geographical
location distance as specified in the European
Commission Article 31(1)(b) of Regulation
(EU) No 1151/2012 and Article 1(1) and (2)
of Regulation (EU) No 665/2014.

As observed, there is high upward trend in the
process of registration of mountain label
certification by the producers in Romania.
One such reason is due to the robust
operationalization of the National Agency of
the Mountain Areas (ANZM), which has been
functioning in collaboration with producers,
making them realize the mountain products'
utilities and benefits, which has led to a better
understanding of the scheme among the
producers [6]. In order to completely
capitalize on the locally available resources,
the Romanian authorities needs to play crucial
role in assisting the mountain producers
facilitating in certification with national and
international recognition like mountain labels
[18].

The objective of the research is to pursue an
answer in the same direction to see if
producers were able to fully exploit the EU
quality scheme Mountain Products at the
national level in Romania or if there was
dissatisfaction among the producers with the
rules of utilizing the label.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

As the registration of mountain labels in
Romania has been on steady rise through the
years after the enactment of the legislation
and all governing regulations, there has been
limitation on research conducted to assess the
perception of the producers post-registering to
the optional quality scheme.

The elementary purpose of this analysis and
research is to identify the existing state of the
mountain label registration in Romania,
observing the pattern of registration variation
over the years, understand the more dominant
product category registered and the counties
which have shown been at the forefront in
terms of registering in the optional quality
scheme. Similarly, on the other hand, the
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research had more comprehensive approach of
assessing the impact of labels on the
registered producers.
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Map 1. Map of the study area: Fégéras, Bucegi,
and Sudica massifs
Source: [12].

The framework for the research to was
adopted through different available study [19]
and implemented to local context. For this, a
study of producer was conducted on the
nearby ~mountain massifs namely the

registered producers in the three mountain
massifs adjacent to Brasov — namely: Fagaras,
Bucegi, and Sudici massifs. An initial screening
of the communes was done, to eliminate any
superimposing  communes  with  other
mountain massifs. The screenshot of the
mountain massif used in the analysis is
represented in the Map 1.

The existing database of the mountain
producers registered with the entitlement to
use the optional quality term: Mountain label
was retrieved and analyzed from the website
of National Agency of the Mountain Areas
(ANZM). The study employed descriptive and
inferential statistics. There are mainly levels
of precision (sampling error) and confidence
to be considered while designing the sample
size during quantitative research [7].
Therefore, attempts were made to minimize
this error by selecting adequate number of
producers as respondents to contribute in the
research.

Excel was used for general data arrangement
and visualization, while the R 4.3.0 binary
software package was employed for the
majority of data analysis, visualization, and
computation of the statistical tests.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Initial analysis of mountain areas and
products in Romania

According to the Order of MADR and
MRDPA No. 97/2019 (MADR and MRDPA,
2019), [10], 948 land administrative units
(LAU) in Romania were included in the
category “mountain townships” distributed
across 27 counties Common Order MADR no.
97 and MDRAP no. 1332/2019 as shown in
Figure 1 [9].

Statistically, among the 27 counties officially
designated as having mountain areas,
Hunedoara (69), Harghita (65), and Caras
Severin (55) record the highest number of
mountainous townships, while Timisoara (5)
and Gorj (12) have the lowest count of
mountain townships within their counties.
There are a total of 948 Local Administrative
Units (LAUSs), comprising 835 communes, 83
cities, and 29 municipalities. Additionally,
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there is one city compound recognized in the
county of Sibiu.

Mountain localities in Romania
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Fig. 2. Number of mountain localities by county in
Romania
Source: Own determination based on the information
from [13].
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Fig. 3. Mountain localities by classification type
Source: Own Determination based on the information
from [13].

The latest version (April 2023) accessible of
the Excel sheet made available on the
National Agency of the Mountain Area
(ANZM) website was retrieved from the
source for the underneath analysis conducted.
As per the information retrieved from the
analysis of the mountain product database
made available by the ANZM, in the National
Register of Mountain Products there are
registered 3,703 products under 8 specific
identified product categories.

The initiation of the process of registration of
mountain products in the mountain registry
commenced in 2017, with only a few
producers (9) exhibiting their interest in the
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registration of 30 mountain products.
Registration slowly picked up in 2018 as the
adaptation of the Mountain Law was
institutionalized.

Number of Product Categories Registered per
year
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Fig. 4. Number of product categories registered in the
period 2017-2023*

Source: Own determination based on the data from
[14].

In the year 2018, the registration of mountain
products almost doubled, with the total
producers (17) registering almost 50 products
under various product categories. In the year
2019, with a clear distinction of the mountain
areas made as per the Order of MADR and
MRDPA No. 97/2019, the registration of the
products scaled new heights, with 97
producers onboard registering 379 more
products in the year 2019, making the total
cumulative number of 459 registrations at the
end of the year 2019. The following vyear,
2020, saw exponential growth in the count of
producers, with an additional 369 producers
under different product categories, enlisting
1,084 products. The year 2021 has been the
record year in terms of registration of
mountain products with the right to use the
optional quality term (OQT): mountain label,
as a total of 714 individual product categories
were registered by the producers, resulting in
1,608 new product registrations, increasing
the cumulative registration of the product till
2021 to 3,151 products, as also indicated in
the graph. From the year 2022 on, a sharp
plunge in the total product categories and
producers registered can be observed. In the
year 2022, only 148 individual producers
recorded their products on the registry,
increasing the total number of products
registered to 3,603. In the year 2023, till the
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data was analyzed and recorded, the progress
of registration of mountain products has been
on a declining trend, with a mere 47 new
producers registering a total of 100 new
products under different product categories,
resulting in a total of 3,703 products
registered.

SHARE OF MOUNTAIN PRODUCTS ON THE BASIS OF CATEGORIES(X)
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Fig. 5. Share of Mountain Products by category
Source: Own determination based on the data from
[14].

On the basis of mountain product categories
registered until the year 2023, as shown in
Fig. 5, we may notice that vegetable products
dominate the overall registration of mountain
products in different counties in Romania.
Following that, milk and milk products
constitute 37.46%, with 530 producers
registering the products. The least share of the
mountain  registration is attributed to
vegetable and fruits (0.07%), bakery (0.28%),
eggs (0.71%), and fish products (0.78%).
Meat and meat-related products also have a
low share (2.12%). The meat industry in the
mountain region of Romania is import-
dominated [17].

Meanwhile, Covasna County (20%) with the
acronym CV as indicated in Figure 6 has the
highest share of registration with 275 products
recorded in the national registry, followed by
Bistrita Nasaud (211).

Similarly, the least product category
registered was noticed in four respective
counties: Timis (1), Bihor (7), Mehedinti (7),
and Dambovita (8). Two counties, Arad and
Salaj, delimited as counties with mountain
townships, had no products registered in the
database at the moment when the data were
retrieved and analyzed (Figure 6).
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Fig. 6. Share of the registered mountain products
registered by county till 2023

Source: Own determination based on the data from
[14].

Producer Survey: To assess the impact of
the mountain label in Romania

The producer survey research was planned,
developed, and organized with the overall
ambition to comprehend the producer’s
perception of the OQT term mountain label
after being formally registered in Romania.
Out of 1,400 producers registered in Romania,
216 producers were shortlisted and contacted
as per the study area.
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Fig. 7. Comparative representation of the total
producers with the sample respondents by product
category

Source: Own determination based on the data from
National Agency of the Mountain Area.

Data from 24 producers who responded were
finally analyzed and reported. A general
distribution of the producers who participated
with the proportion of total registration is
shown in Figure 7.
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The data presented in Table 1 clearly
indicated that the majority of the respondents
were male (58.33%) followed by female
(41.67%), distributed with an age range
between 25 and over 65. The majority of the
producers’ respondents were in the age range
of 35 to 44 (37.5%) of the sample population

Table 1. Summary Statistics of the socio-demographic
and economic characteristics of the respondents

Gender Frequency Percentage (%0)
Male 14 58.33%

Female 10 41.67%

Age Frequency Percentage (%0)
18-24 0 0.0

25-34 6 25%

35-44 9 37.5%

45-54 4 16.7%

55-64 4 16.7%

65 + 1 4.2%
Production activity Frequency Percentage (%0)
Production 12 50%

Processing 2 8.33%

Both production and 10 41.67%

processing

Source: Own calculation based on field survey, 2023.

Concerning the production activity, 50% of
the producers who responded were engaged in
production activities, 41.67% related to both
production and processing-related activities,
and the rest, 8.33%, were processors who
were handling raw materials originating from

other producers.
Time Length of use of the OQT term: Mountain
label in Romania

Most of the producers (66.7%) who took part
in the survey were registered with the
mountain label for a duration of 1-3 years,
whereas 16.67% of the respondents who took
part in the survey had been registered in the
national mountain product registry recently
(less than a year) (Figure 8).
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Length of OQT mountain label use

L-evvq'h of the lubt;‘ _ma :
Fig. 8. Distribution of the sample respondents on the
basis of length of OQT mountain label use (years)
Source: Own determination based on the field survey,
2023.

Numbar of respondants

The other 12.5% (3-5 years) and 4.2% (5-7
years) of the sample respondents from the
pool of producers had more experience
working with the label as they had been
registered in the database for a long time.
Producer’s Motivation to join the
Mountain label scheme in Romania

As the selection of more than one option was
permitted in this question, most of the
respondents (54.2%) mentioned increasing the
sales of the products as their motivation to
sign up for this voluntary certification. 41.7%
of the responses were aimed at obtaining a
competitive advantage from the market and
increasing consumer confidence in the
products by conveying clarity on the origin of
the products. An interesting observation was
made on the responses, as 20.8% of the
producers were encouraged to register their
product with the mountain label scheme in
Romania to largely benefit from several rural
development schemes, whereas 16.7% of the
responses were motivated to increase the
product quality and to use the label as a
promotional and marketing medium to
stimulate the sales of the mountain products.
Other reasons mentioned by the producers
were to avail themselves of the VAT
reduction or fiscal benefits that are imposed
on the trading of mountain-labelled products
in Romania. Similarly, cheap label to acquire
compare to other labels and easy regulations
were other identified motivations.

Producer’s satisfaction assessment with
three essential criteria: Certification
process, Rules related with utilization of
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the label and promotional and marketing
support of the mountain registered
products in Romania

As shown in the consolidated bar chart
displayed in Figure 9, most of the mountain
producers were completely satisfied (87.5%)
with the process of certification, whereas
417% were partially satisfied with the
certification process and standard set up by
the related government institutions. A strange
point to observe in this case was that no
dissatisfaction was expressed at all by the
producer  respondents. Most of the
respondents mentioned the ease of the
certification scheme with less paper work, and
the support and assistance provided by the
state competent authorities as some of the
factors that made the process of acquiring the
certification a more convenient and seamless
experience. This result strongly coincides with
the remarks made by [3], where it is pointed
out that the support and assistance from the
national agencies employed have resulted in
an upward trend in the certification of
mountain products in Romania.

Similarly, strong satisfaction (87.5%) was
noticed in the producer’s experience in terms
of rules related to the regulations and
utilization of the label, and the rest (12.5% of
the producers who responded) preferred to be
neutral. Easiness and relaxed rules were some
of the reasons identified by the producers that
can be attributed to the label being a voluntary
certification mechanism. However, when the
respondents were asked to evaluate their
satisfaction level with the support they are
receiving from the state or relevant authorities
in the promotion or marketing of the
mountain-labelled products, mixed responses
were observed, with 25% of the producers
completely satisfied and 16.67% partially
satisfied with the efforts from the state
supporting agencies. Almost 34% of the
mountain producers who took part in the
survey were dissatisfied partially or
completely with the support they were
receiving to market their mountain products,
while the other 25% preferred to be neutral in
this case. On asking the reasons for their
dissatisfaction, some of the respondents
pointed out that the centralized mountain

label-related authorities need to be more
active in promotional activities.
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Fig. 9. Evaluation of the satisfaction from the mountain
producers

Source: Own determination based on field survey,
2023.

From the stacked bar chart provided by Figure
10, it can be seen that the producers who were
relatively new to using the label (i.e., less than
1 year or in between 1-3 years) were 50%
satisfied (completely or partially) with the
state marketing support on the registered
mountain products, while the producers who
had been using the label for 3-5 years of time
duration were 66.67% completely dissatisfied
with the support from the state on the
promotional activities as shown in the figure.
The producer with over 5 years of experience
in the use of labels preferred to be neutral in
this case.

A Fisher's Exact Test for Count Data was
done to verify if there is any correlation
between the length of use of the label and the
marketing and promotional support rendered
by the state institutions using a bivariate table.
Here, a Fisher’s exact test was done in the
process of analyzing the dependence of the
data, as some of the contingency tables of the
expected frequencies were below 5, Fisher's
exact test is highly recommended as a
replacement for the chi-square test when at
least one cell in the contingency table of the
expected frequencies was below five [2]. A
two-tailed test confirmed the rejection of the
null hypothesis (p = 0.4544, >0.05), stating
there is no correlation or dependence between
the variables as reflected in the bivariate table.
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Fig. 10. Satisfaction level on state marketing and
promotional support as per the time of use of label
Source: Own determination based on the field survey,
2023.

From the pool of respondents interviewed,
only 50% of the respondents highlight
mountain labels in their marketing and
promotional activities, while the other 50%
have registered in the mountain products
database in Romania but have exhibited no
interest in highlighting the labels on their
products. When asked about some of the
platforms or channels they usually use to
promote their products with the mountain
label, 33.33% of the total respondents said
they use food fairs and exhibitions and the
internet as their primary medium to promote
their products with the mountain label.
Similarly, only 12.5% of the respondents said
they use the label clearly indicated on the
label to promote and market their product on
the market.

Producer perceived benefits/issues study
All the respondents who participated in the
survey were asked to evaluate some of the
pre-defined statements related to the OQT:
Mountain label according to their experiences.
A five-point Likert agreement scale (1 =
completely disagreed, 2 = partially disagreed,
3 = neutral, 4 = partially agree, 5 = completely
agree, 0 = cannot evaluate) was employed to
draw out the responses from the producers on
how they perceive the registration of OQT:
Mountain Label in Romania has helped their
cause. As most of the producers had never
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used the mountain label highlighted in their
product, there are 0 values where they have
not evaluated any of the statements. For
uniformity and reliability in the data, the
average value in this case for the statement
was computed by purging the values with 0.

Table 2. Summary of the average value of the
responses of perceived benefits/issues

Length of the label used Highlighters

- Average_
Benefits/ Total Less 1-3year3-5 57 Yes No
issues than year year

1

year
Strengthene
d your
product 371 3 3.90 3 4 400 2.67
identity
Increase in
sales prices 167
of the 2.71 1 291 4 1 3.00
product

Increases in
consumer
assurance of
the product

4.08 nfa  4.09 5 3 418 3.50

Increased

awareness

of the

mountain 4.31 nla 4.36 5 3 4,36 4.00
products

among

consumers

Differentiati
on strategies
from
competitors
in the
market

3.62 nfa  3.55 5 3 391 2.00

Higher
perceived
costs than
benefits

2.07 1 2.18 1 3 218 1.67

Source: Own calculation base on the responses given
by the interviewees.

Here, the first five pre-defined statements
were positively formulated, while the last
sixth statement was negatively formulated.
From the table presented above, it can be
understood that most of the mountain
producer respondents believed that the
registration of the mountain label had
enhanced the mountain product's identity in
general. This finding aligns with the remarks
of [21] where they feel mountain products
symbolize traditional practices related to the
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cultural identity of local communities and
specific cultural areas. However, while
evaluating the contribution of the mountain
label to increasing the sales of the products,
the producers were not that sure and decided
to place themselves in the middle section
(neutral with an average value of 2.71). This
clearly points out the need to expedite the
promotion-related activities related to the
mountain label, which were also earlier
explained by the respondent producers.
Nevertheless, producers firmly assert that the
mountain label has played a significant role in
fostering consumer confidence in their
products. It has led to heightened awareness
and served as a distinctive tool to compete
effectively with other conventional products
in the market. This aligns with the
conclusions of [4], where they emphasize that
the term "mountain product” facilitates
trustworthy communication of the mountain

origin of products, thereby enhancing
assurance and awareness. For the sole
negatively  formulated  statement, the

producers rated it with a value of 2.07, which
falls in the category of partially satisfied,
which means that the producers believe that
mountain-labelled  products have more
perceived benefits compared to costs in
Romania if utilized properly.

In terms of analyzing the data on the basis of
length of label use, most of the values of the
responses were close to each other, where for
the first five positively framed statements,
most of the producers were in agreement with
them, except for the criteria of increase in
sales of the product, where most of the
respondents except the one using the label for
3-5 years were in disagreement or preferred to
stay neutral. Meanwhile, for the sole
negatively formulated statement, the mountain
producers were in disagreement, which
alludes to the fact that mountain label
products have higher benefits compared to the
costs incurred. The free charge associated
with the costs of registration of the mountain
products can be attributed to this, as some of
the respondents believe it is a cheaper label to
acquire compared to others in Romania. Also,
in regard to the highlighting of the mountain
label, for the positively formulated statement,

the highlighters had higher agreement in
general than the non-highlighters, whereas on
the contrary, for the negatively formulated
statement, the condition was just the reverse,
as shown in the table above.

Similarly, a correlation matrix was obtained
with the help of the software, which showed
the strong dependency between the
relationships between all of the pre-defined
statements. correspond with their responses in
the case of these two statements. Except in all
of the other statements (p values less than
0.05), a strong correlation was observed,
which means a strong dependency between
the variables as an alternative hypothesis is
accepted.

A strong dependency between the statements
means that if the mountain producers identify
more with one set of statements, they also do
similar responses with the other statement,
and vice versa.

Furthermore, a correlation matrix with the
values of the correlation coefficient derived
from the software is presented in the figure
below, which shows significance at different
confidence levels (Figure 11).

Compattae

Saks

Fig. 11. Correlation coefficients matrix between the
statement to check the dependences
Source: Own results based on the received responses.

Wilcoxon Mann Whitney U test to evaluate
the difference in opinion  between
highlighters versus non-highlighters

As the mountain producer’s respondents
highlighting the mountain label and non-
highlighters had different levels of agreement
with the pre-defined six statements, it was
therefore important to find out if the two
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independent groups, highlighters and non-
highlighters of the mountain label, perceived
the responses separately or not.

A consolidated table with the test of normality
of the data, the Saphiro-Wilk test, was
computed using the software and reported in
Table 3.

Table 3. Test for normality of the data and Wilcoxon
Man Whitney U-test

Saphiro-Wilk test  Wilcoxon rank sum test
for normality of with continuity
the data (p>0.05) correction

Benefits/Issues

W  p-Value Value Selected P-
of W value of value

W
Strengthened your ~ 0.76908 0.004259 130 14 0.000493
product identity 6
0.56662 5.729e-05 14
Increase in sales 0.85134 0.03814 128 16 0.000770

prices of the o

product 0.54746 4.045e-05 16

0.000297
1

Increases in 0.77335 0.004737 1315 125
consumer
assurance of the

product

0.48573 1.389%-05 125

Increased 0.64844 0.0002806 128.5 155  0.000459
awareness of the 6
mountain

products among  0.48661 1.41e-05 155

consumers

Differentiation 0.8148  0.01391 1345 95 0.000152

strategies  from °

competitors in the ~ 045002 7.742e-06
market 9.5

Higher perceived 0.81566  0.0142 1225 21.5 0.002208

costs than benefits
0.54746 4.045e-05 215

Source: Own calculation.

Initially, the normality of the data was
checked to determine if the considered
datasets were normally distributed or not. The
null hypothesis states that the population is
normally distributed, i.e., if the p-value is
greater than 0.05, then the null hypothesis is

accepted.
Nevertheless, in both iterations, for all six
predefined  statements, whether  using

highlighters or not, the p-value obtained from
the test was consistently less than 0.05. This
indicates the rejection of the null hypothesis
and the acceptance of the alternative
hypothesis for the dataset sample across all
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six predefined statements, implying a non-
parametric distribution of the data.

Therefore, in this case, the relation between
two independent groups (i.e., highlighters and
non-highlighters) was determined by using the
Wilcoxon rank sum test with continuity
correction rather than the conventional
comparison of means.

As the value of p for all six predefined
statements (two-tailed) was significantly less
than the threshold value of 0.05, the null
hypothesis in this case was rejected, accepting
the alternative hypothesis and inferring a
significant relationship  within the two
independent groups compared. In each of the
six cases, the individuals who used the OQT:
Mountain label highlighters showed distinct
agreement levels on the predefined statements
compared to those who did not use
highlighters. Put simply, highlighters were
aligned in their belief that the mountain label
enhances product identity, while non-
highlighters held the opposite view and
expressed disagreement.

Evaluation of the OQT: mountain label by
the producers

Following their participation in the producer
survey, mountain producers were
subsequently asked to assess whether the
overall use of the mountain label had met their
expectations or not. Again, a five-point scale
was used to understand their response to this
question, with 1 being completely not fulfilled
and 5 being completely fulfilled. The average
value of this was quantified as 3.45, which
can be used to construe that the producers’
expectations were just partially fulfilled by
adhering to the mountain label in Romania.
Out of all the respondents, 37.5% decided to
remain neutral in this case. 29.17% of the
producer’s expectations were completely
fulfilled by the label, and the other 16.67%
had their expectations partially fulfilled by
registering themselves in this voluntary
quality scheme. Almost 17% of the producers
responding were not fulfilled by signing up
with the OQT: Mountain Label scheme.
Similarly, when asked if the mountain
producers were interested in extending the
OQT: Mountain label by complying with EU
and Romanian legislation, 55% were
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interested in extending their certification, and
the other 16.67% preferred to be neutral.
Almost 30% of the population was thinking of
not extending the OQT: Mountain label
further. Some of the reasons for continuing
with the certification, as mentioned by the
producers, were related to the simplified
certification process. However, most of the
producers just wanted to continue with the
certification to take advantage of the
government's VAT reduction scheme. On
May 14, 2019, GO 31/2019 came into force,
reducing the VAT from 9% to 5%, especially
for the delivery of high-quality food,
including mountain products approved by the
Ministry  of  Agriculture and Rural
Development [5].

Fisher's Exact Test for Count Data to
check correlation between the highlighting
of the mountain label and producers’
expectation fulfilment and decision of
extension

A Fisher's Exact Test for Count Data was
done to verify if there exists any correlation
between the highlighters and non-highlighters
with the expectation fulfilment and possible
decision of extension using a bivariate table.
The reason for using Fisher’s exact test is
because the contingency table of the expected
frequencies was below 5. The obtained p-
value using Fisher’s test was p = 0.001248,
which is less than 0.05 at the 95%
significance level, which means the null
hypothesis in the case was rejected. That is,
the decision to highlight the producers'
mountain label was influenced by the
producer's expectations (Figure 12).

Similarly, the other Fisher’s exact test for
count data between the highlighting decision
of the mountain producer’s and the possible
decision of extension was also done to
determine any dependence between the
mentioned variables also shown in the
bivariate table.

The obtained p-value in the case was 0.00585,
which is also smaller than 0.05 at the 95%
significance level, which means the null
hypothesis in this case was also rejected,
indicating a direct dependency between the
producer’s decision to highlight the label and

their possible decision to extend the label

certification.

N B
_,.

:
Fig. 12. Highlighting decision of the label with
evaluation of producer’s fulfilment (%)

Source: Own determination based on the data from
field survey, 2023.

fav Hghiy

Below provided is the stacked bar chart
(Figure 13) representing the distribution of the
highlighting option of the mountain producers
plotted against the agreement of the producers
on their evaluation of the fulfilment and
possible extension of the certification of the
label expressed in percentage.

Fig. 13. Highlighting decision of the label with
certification extension (%)

Source: Own determination based on the data from
field survey, 2023.

CONCLUSIONS

Therefore, in this case, the relation between
two independent groups (i.e., highlighters and
non-highlighters) was determined by using the
Wilcoxon rank sum test with continuity
correction rather than the conventional
comparison of means. this group perceive the
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benefits associated with the mountain
products differently. The usual producers who
highlight mountain product label believed to
have benefitted from the use of mountain
labels, however in contrast the ones who are

not highlighting the mountain label to
promote their products after official
registration  have completely  different

opinions than the usual highlighters where in
a nutshell, they believe the use of the
mountain label have not help them to enhance
the product image, increase consumer
confidence and served as an tool of
competitive advantage compared with other
labels available in the market.

The time of use of OQT: Mountain label in
Romania has been effectuated and regulated
for 7 years as of now, however, some of the
producers’ expectations from their initial
intention by registering to these quality
scheme has not been fulfilled as the research
indicated, with many preferred to be neutral.
Also, out of the group of respondents who
contributed in the research, 30% were not
seeking to extend their certification or be a
regular part of highlighting the label in their
mountain products, which hints at slow
reluctance of the mountain producers in usage
of the mountain label. In addition, only 50%
of the producers were somewhat engaged in
promoting their products with the registered
label.
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