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Abstract

This thesis investigates whether fine and mass woresumers differ in their use of
signals to assess quality for both mass and fingesviBased on an empirical study
among 60 wine consumers, the use and importandgehefent (intrinsic) signals and
non-inherent (extrinsic) signals are determinede Tinain intrinsic signals are sensory
characteristics, appearance, age, pleasure andigragtic aspects. The main extrinsic
signals are reputation of paradigmatic signalgjfaetion, recommendations, promotion
and price. The impact of perceived risk, knowledgeiolvement, risk capital and
drinking occasions are taken into account for wiaesumers on their signal usage. This
study also elaborates on the influence of diffepn¢-) selectors (peer, market, expert)
on the valuation of certain quality signals of wifiéae results show that intrinsic quality
signals are mainly used by fine wine consumers eagy-to-determine extrinsic signals

are particularly used by mass wine consumers.
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Introduction

In 8000 BC, when men and women drunk the fruit airysus they found themselves
worshipping the God of Wine with festivals whichded in sacrifices and wild orgiastic
events, known as the Bacchus mystic rituals (Horh®g1; Euripides, 1981; Wiles,
2000). This does not probably occur in the mindshef modern shoppers, who do not
need to learn the skill of wine making but simpigikpup a bottle from a shelf. This
choice is, however, a complex matter, since thew e wide variety of wine produced not
only in Greece but, with a few exceptions, in alwotries of the world. What benefits
consumers’ value in a wine is called quality bus ik difficult to assess beforehand since
wine is predominantly an experience good. Consuraeauate the quality of a wine
based on certain criteria, the quality signals, clwvhihelp them in their external
information search for a certain wine (Darby & Kiad®73; Nelson, 1970).

When involvement, knowledge and risk capital inseedhen consumers are
motivated to extend their search in order to redheerisk of selecting a wine that does
not fulfill their wants (Solomon et al., 2002). Riss involved, for example, in the
possibility of spending money on a wine that is reatisfactory, facing social
embarrassment, or underperformance (Aqueveque, 3@86bs, 2007; Lockshin & Hall,
2003). The choice of a fine wine carries theseaentiks since these products are highly
priced in comparison to mass wines. Careful seactherefore, induces a higher search
effort on the part of the consumer and also makesdle of experts necessary in helping
consumers distinguish between high or low qualityes (Aqueveque, 2006; Solomon et
al., 2002).

The present study focuses on the quality signaiswmers use to assess the
quality of wines by examining the importance mass fine wine consumers attribute to
quality signals in mass and fine wines (See Fidui®. The hypothesis is that fine and
mass wine consumers are likely to differ in these wf signals for both types of wine.
The importance of those signals for the valuatibrmass and fine wines will also be

tested for different drinking occasions.



Furthermore, the study examines the influence wfra®n the selection system of
the wine industry. The selection system in the wimarket determines how a wine is
valued by its actors and it can influence the ingoaece of quality signals, such as awards.
On the one hand, the mass wine market is dominagecharket selection because the
consumer decides on the criteria to evaluate tladitgof a wine. On the other hand, for
fine wines, experts are expected to play a moreimm role in the evaluation of its
quality (Wijnberg, 2004). The results of the stuadg discussed to provide some insights
in the topic and suggestions are made for furtbgearch.

1.1 Research question

The main research question is:

Which quality signals do consumers use to evaludte quality of a mass versus fine

wine?

Sub questions:

Why do consumers use quality signals?

What are quality signals and what types can béndisished?

What are the differences in the profiles (e.g. lexfeinvolvement, risk profile)
between mass wine consumers (MWC) and fine winswoers (FWC)

How does occasion influence the importance of talgnals?

Do MWC and FWC differ in the importance they atitdy to quality signals for

their corresponding wines? (See Figure 1.1)

MwC > MW

FWC » FW

Figure 1.1: Mass and fine wine consumer research anass and fine wine

What signals do MWC and FWC find important to asse quality of a mass
and a fine wine? And how does each group (MWC akdC} attribute different
importance weights to each type of wine? (See EidL2)



What is the influence of different selectors on thgortance quality signals

acquire in the wine industry?

MW
MWC <:
FW

MW

FWC

FW

Figure 1.2: Differences between mass and fine wimensumer

1.2 Research contributions

The mayor focus of the study is to provide an usi@eding of how different consumer
groups value a wine prior to purchasing it. For fhiet time, wine consumers are
differentiated primarily on the basis of the retallannel from which they usually
purchase their wine. The two retail channels aeentfass wine channel (supermarkets,
convenience stores) and the fine wine channeldligtores, wine stores). The consumer
groups are called, accordingly, mass wine (MWC) tamel wine consumers (FWC) and
the wines they choose are called mass wine (MW)fiaredwine (FW). The groups are
further differentiated on the basis of multiple &deristics, e.g. perceived risks,
involvement, knowledge, search effort and risk tpwhich are new in wine quality
signals research.

Secondly, the present study offers a comprehensivef extrinsic and intrinsic
quality signals which are used to test their imgace for the MWC and FWC. Thirdly,
MWC and FWC were asked in this study to rate theartance of extrinsic quality
signals when they want to assess the quality of ®W FW. Consumers almost never
buy their wine in one retail channel exclusivelydaf one channel wants to attract
another consumer group it is important to know wdighals consumers use to evaluate
quality in the store. This also makes it posstbleealise that the use of quality signals
depends on the type of consumer and not on thedypene. Fourthly, the contribution
of this paper is that it shows how differently thBVC and FWC rate MW and FW,

respectively, according to the importance of theason for which the wine is purchased.
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Last, the study investigates role of quality signibm market and expert selectors on
MWC and FWC.

1.3 Research limitations

This investigation addresses the importance anaigaality signals to infer quality and
does not elaborate on the relation between the \gundity and purchase behavior.
Additionally, the scope of the research is limitedstill wine, excluding fortified and
sparkling wines such as Port and Champagne. Antitheation is the relatively young
population of the city centre of Groningen thatiged as a sample. In general, younger

people are expected to have less knowledge ontivareelderly.

1.4 Research outline

Chapter 2 discusses the background of this researrbduces theories on consumer
search and the usage of quality signals, and alsonaeptual model followed by the

hypotheses. Chapter 3 discusses the methodolothyeatesearch. Chapter 4 deals with
the results and their discussion. Chapter 5 offeesconclusions and recommendations.

The questionnaire of this research is listed in &mpx B.
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2 Quality Signals in the Wine Industry

This chapter introduces the theory which frames $hiidy and, additionally, it evaluates
previous research to build upon and formulate psdjpms. The first section describes
the selection in the wine market. The second sedtivoduces the process of consumers'
decision making. The third section elaborates enfaélstors responsible for the consumer
search. The fourth section explains how goods kssified as search, experience or
credence goods. The fifth section explains howityjué evaluated. The sixth section
differentiates intrinsic and extrinsic quality s&® from which quality is assessed.
Sections seven and eight sum up and explicatehalliritrinsic and extrinsic quality
signals for wine. Section nine stresses the impodaf different signals, followed by the
tenth section which describes the differences batvMWC and FWC. After this theory

the sections with the conceptual model and hypethésdlow.

2.1 The wine market and who determines quality

Retailer, critics and consumers all have their sharthe valuation of a wine through
selection. Different forms of selection occur witlthe wine market. Consumers are the
dominant market selectors since they have enoughlkadge for the best option in wine.
Peers and experts, who express their opinions aatin§s in ways that are not in
conformity with predefined criteria but more based convenience, influence the
consumer by informal recommendations. These pemiseaperts are called informal
gatekeepers and they co-select products and pei@otiee consumer by word-of-mouth
(WOM). Their co-selection is based on influencesnir their direct environment,
including trends in the market (Jacobs, 2007). Waerexpert or peer with a special
authority selects what the consumer buys, then ihigalled pre-selection. Juries,
editorial boards and retail buyers are pre-selesonro do not act as private persons but
within a set of predefined criteria for selectinme These criteria are usually imbedded
into a selection systems’ mental model and take taat formal gatekeepers pre-select
along the prescribed and regulated pathways. Therid board of a wine journal has to
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work within the boundaries of its publishing houseéthin the rules of the readers’

community. Governmental regulations or subsidiesaso part of pre-selection to align
the actors with their criteria. Although pre-selestmay occur prior to the selection by
the consumer, there is still room for personal gneices of the selector in his or her
decision making process for wine.

The value of a product is the person’s evaluatibthe performance of a product
based on perceptions of the received benefits areh gacrifice (Zeithaml, 1988). The
perception of what is received and sacrificed \sadeross persons. Quality is the benefit
component of value and is based on intrinsic andinskc quality signals (Zeithaml,
1988). The cost component of value is the monetrg non-monetary sacrifice.
Determining the value of a wine prior to consumpti® only possibly based on extrinsic
guality signals when the consumer has not beerraateid with the intrinsic qualities of
the wine.

Three distinctive systems determine the value eofirze in the wine industry.
Those three kinds of actors have an effect on tmapetitive process since different
quality signals are of significant importance fdreit selection system (Gemser &
Wijnberg, 2000). A selection system describes #iation between the selectors and the
selected and how winners and losers can be ditiated (Gemser et al., 1995). There
are three selection systems to be distinguishetkehgeer and expert selection.

In market selection, consumers select their proaucperson with their own
beliefs. They choose the product (or person) with most desirable qualities based on
their environment. In peer selection, the selechnesalso the ones who get selected. Peer
selection occurs in the academic world, when orel@nic evaluates the product of the
other. In the wine industry this occurs among wpreducers with mutually selected
awards and when producers amongst each other ddéwdbest grapes to grow. Peer
influence occurs among consumers by WOM from comsaniriends, family, colleagues
and opinion leaders (See Figure Al, Appendix A).

In case of expert selection, the selectors (i.pedg) are neither the consumers
nor the producers but experts influence the seleatiith their specialized knowledge.
Expert selection occurs through recommendations ftrmal gatekeepers by reviews or
ratings from wine writers, or by pre-selecting fraetail buyers. A market can be
dominated by one selection system but is mostlypaunme of selection systems (See
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Figure 2.1). More selection systems are influending market, and since they are
influencers, they have their share on the creabbualue to a product. The dominant
selection system however will determine the mogtartant quality criteria and signals to
assess quality for the market.

The wine market is dominated by market selectiamesit are the consumer who take
the purchasing decision in the end. The consumerslale to determine the quality of
wine in the industry. Experts and peers are cletakyng part in the selection process,
and they can create or destroy value in the consimerchasing decision with their
influence. Recommendations from third parties amgrds (quality signals) become
more important when there is a fit between the dami selection system and the
recommending source (Gemser et al.,, 2004; Gillplgt1998). From the field of the
movies industry, for example, research has showhttie mainstream consumers were
more influenced by market-based awards, while tihéehause movie consumers were
more influenced by expert-based awards (Gemser.et2@04). Similar effects are
expected for market-based recommendations and teb@sed recommendations for the
MWC and FWC, respectively. Market selection is tt@minant design to determine
quality of a product since it is the most credibteirce for the MWC. The MWC would
hereby be more affected by WOM from friends, fanaityd opinion leaders, while FWC
would be more influenced by expert-based recomntenta such as those from wine
critics, sales persons and expert-based awardsrExgluence is more visible in the

group for FWC, since they enjoy greater sourceibilég than MWC.

Produce

A 4

Produce [«
A

peer selection

Exper expert selection

market selection

Consume

Figure 2.1: Selection systems in the wine market
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2.2 Consumer decision making

The decision making process generally starts wébdnrecognition. This state occurs
when the consumer identifies a degree of discrgpaetwveen the desired state and the
actual state of affairs (Solomon et al., 2002) sTieed occurs through the interaction of
individual differences such as needs, lifestyle ahdough the interaction with
environmental influences such as social or sitmalicencounters. The next step in
decision making is the information search. Consgnuse an information search to find
out the performance of a product and its charastiesi They first conduct an internal
search to retrieve information from their memorhisican be a past experience with the
product (repeated purchase) or knowledge abolEngél et al., 1994; Solomon et al.,
2002).

Whether consumers will solely rely on their ine@rmemory will depend on the
amount of the knowledge they have available. Rinse buyers are unlikely to possess
enough necessary information for decision makingheW/ there is not enough
information available internally, then they genbraktart to search for external
information (Solomon et al., 2002). The primary mation behind an additional external
search is the desire to make better purchasingidesi (Engel et al., 1994). Dealing with
information from the information search implies t@ntrol of uncertainty or perceived
risk (Bauer, 1967). Another motivation behind ertdrsearch effort is the enjoyment of
shopping for the products consumers feel involvéd (Engel et al., 1994).

Not all consumers perform this rational decisiorkimg process. Many of them
fall back on heuristics, or short-cuts to make siecis, because they are unable to deal
with the complexity of all the alternatives and @almited knowledge about their
alternatives (Simon, 1990; Solomon et al., 2002pdke are in this aspect only partly
rational and are, in fact, emotional and irrationasome of their actions..

The decisions for which external search effortxsleded are choices with a low
involvement or risk, which are automatically maded acharacterized by routine
purchasing decisions (Engel et al., 1994; Solomobrale 2002). These decisions
differentiate themselves with the simple decisiale rof buying the same as last time
which requires from consumers some minimal effand aenergy for taking their

purchasing decision (Engel et al., 1994; Solomaal.e2002).
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2.3 Amount of search: extensive versus limited search

Consumers can start an extensive or non-extensigecls and the amount of search
performed by consumers is determined by perceivied, rproduct involvement,

situational involvement, product knowledge, and gapital of the consumer (Solomon
et al., 2002). When these factors increase, thenirtiportance of the purchase also
increases (Zaichkowsky, 1988). The amount of semgositively associated with the
importance of the purchase. The more extensives¢lagch, the more likely it is for an

individual to search and use quality signals (Salorat al., 2002).

2.3.1 Perceived Risk

Possible negative consequences of buying a praodake the consumer perceive various
risks. Five kinds of risk are identified which inde both subjective and objective risk
factors. The kinds of perceived risk are classifiatb monetary risk, functional/
performance risk, physical risk, social risk anggt®logical risk (Kaplan et al., 1974;
Solomon et al., 2002). Monetary risk refers to tis& consumers run to loose money.
Obviously, this risk gets greater when a highecgohas to be paid for purchasing wine.
As a consequence, consumers who are sensitiveskomll get more involved in the
product.

The other risks are all non-monetary risks sucfuastional or performance risk,
which implies a fear that the product will not méa¢ needs of the consumer. Another
risk is that of physical risk which concerns phgsibealth and chance of being harmed
by the product such as with allergies or unnatadalitives. Social risk is caused by the
possibility of getting negative evaluations fromepe on the purchased product. An
example of this social risk is receiving negatieaations from others when the wrong
wine is brought to a dinner party. Consumers extbed search to reduce these types of
risk; for example, asking relevant others what wiméuy may reduce performance risk
and social risk. Lastly, there is the psychologitsk to make decisions that are not in
line with one's self concept. This makes the coresueel insecure about the associations
and status of the product. Examples are possiblgative reactions from wine
connoisseurs when bringing a branded Australiarewon showing off with an expensive

Bordeaux Grand Cru to impress others with the stafuhe product. Both monetary and
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non-monetary risks compose the total sacrifice asemer takes in purchasing the

product.

2.3.2 Involvement

Involvement is split into product involvement antuational involvement (Engel et al.,
1994). Product involvement occurs when there are personal motivations infoh@ of
needs, values and interests. A person’s degreevofviement can range from a lack of
interest, on the one hand, to an obsession, oothes (Zaichkowsky, 1988). At the end
of high involvement are needs, values and intere$tich are very important for the
consumer. When a product is needed or comes wetieh of interest, then its relevance
will induce higher involvement. Product classe® algfer in involvement from country
to country. While French consumers show a high peodhvolvement for Champagne
and find it an essential part of celebrations, Bardonsumers on the other hand find the
consumption of Champagne a rather excessive luxiidya sign of decadency. A higher
product involvement makes the consumer spend ansgixe amount of search effort on
their purchase, because of the intrinsic motivasiod personal interest in the product.
Whereas product involvemenan be regarded as statdeyational involvement
changes over time and according to context. Thiseen in trends when initially the
involvement for a certain product is initially highut diminishes over time when the
trend changes (Solomon et al., 2002). The occadiaininking a wine influences a great
deal the level of involvement. Two types of sitoatl involvement can be distinguished:
special occasions and everyday occasions (Glucki@8q). Special occasions are gifts,
celebrations, dinner parties, restaurant mealsJtmeafamily gatherings or Christmas
dinners. The selection of wines in such occasieqsires a considerable amount of effort
since they are used in a particular social enviremnand may pair a meal. Everyday
occasions have a medium influence on involvement these include meals at home,
relaxing at home without meal, or drinks to také @u a picnic. These occasions demand
a reasonable quality for a reasonable price, sihds for everyday use. All these
occasions have an impact on the importance of tyusilgnals and therefore influence

consumer’s purchasing behavior.
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2.3.3 Product Knowledge

Consumers with greater product knowledge underdadliéferent information search than
novices. Since experts identify relevant prodaébrimation more easily, they engage in
a selective search. This search is more focusedthieasearch performed by consumers
with little product knowledge, who rely more on gea information. The amount of
search however is the highest among consumers mitlerate product knowledge.
Novice wine consumers do not search a lot sin@y, thay not feel capable of searching
or do not even know what to search for (Engel £t18194). Experts are consumers who
acquired knowledge about the product through famiyi and expertise. Familiarity is
the amount of experiences with the product, ancedige is an extensive amount of
knowledge about the product (Alba & Hutchinson, 2)98Consumers with lots of
expertise are in benefit from their expertise apdnsl limited search time since they
know what to look for. This also applies in repéapeirchases, in which the knowledge
through familiarity of the exact product limits theed for extensive search. The amount
of search and product knowledge is therefore catedl with an inverted U-shaped
relationship (Engel et al., 1994; Solomon et &002). More knowledge leads to the use
of more intrinsic signals of a product since theg better capable of interpreting the
information (Lockshin et al., 2007).

2.3.4 Risk capital

Risk capital influences how consumers respond egoirceived risk that comes with the
purchasing decision. Risk is a personal belief @hdbss will occur. The higher the
certainty of a loss a person is willing to takes thore the person is a risk-taker if they
accepts this risk. Those consumers have a highed fer stimulation and pursue
adventure. Risk avoiders like to make safe consudesisions. Risk capital is the
intensity of risk the person is willing to expergen Consumers with a greater risk capital
are prone to search for new wines and discoverfltawrs in wine (Conchar et al., 2004;
Solomon et al., 2002).

2.4 Classification of goods and ease of assessing gtyal
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Goods can be classified into products with seaesiperience and credence attributes
(Darby & Karni, 1973; Nelson, 1970). This distirmtiis based on how easy the quality
of a product can be determined. Most goods arerdi@tion of those three attributes, in
which one of them is dominantly present. Searchdgdoave attributes which can be
assessed before purchase when consumers candsgtsilgnine the quality of a product.
Price, label and origin are such attributes in dgipisearch goods as compact discs or
computers (See Figure 2.2). Experience goods [ardutes which can only be
evaluated after purchase and use. Experiencewdtisilare sensory characteristics such as
taste, smell and mouth feel which are very impdrianwine (Chaney, 2007; Oude
Ophuis & Van Trijp, 1995). As a consequence offileduct’s experience characteristics,
recommendations from different sources prior towhee purchase are hereby of great
importance (Nelson, 1970). Credence goods cannetvaleiated at all by the consumer,
even not after purchase or after multiple consuomgti To determine the quality of those
goods, second opinions and experts are be usedef@re attributes are sugar level, the
amount of sulphur content or acidity level. Sinlse tuality of wine can mostly only be
determined after consumption, wine is classifiedma®xperience good (Mahenc, 2004).
Its characteristics make it then also difficult tmnsumers to infer its quality, since more
of the information is not present before consumptiohey try to deduce the quality
therefore by using the available quality signale Treliance on different associated
guality signals in situations with incomplete infaation is called covariation. An
example of covariation is the reputation of a braadreplace the taste of a wine.
Covariation occurs when they associate higher lafstractions, such as the reputation,
as replacements for lower level abstractions wilehl directly with the taste or brand.
Covariation can also associate experience and rmcedattributes with search attributes.
This is also done by labeling regulations, to tfama experience and credence qualities,
such as alcohol content and region-of-origin, sgarch attributes (Bernues et al., 2002;
Caswell & Mojduszka, 1996; Caswell & Mojduszka, 6R9Communicating quality
signals and thus transforming them into searchbates will help consumers in their

decision for the right good.
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Search Attributes

-Brand
-Packaging

-Mandatory labelling -Price -Prior tasting
-Certifications -Wine tasting

-Experts <Repeated purchase
Credence Attributes Experience Attributes
-Sulphur level -Taste

-Nutrients -Enjoyment
-Production methods -Convenience

Figure 2.2: Examples of transformation of attributes between search, experience and credence

categories. Source: adapted from Grolleau & Caswe(R005)

2.5 Quality dimensions and value of a wine

Perceived quality is the consumer’s judgment altbetbenefits or performance of the
product (Zeithaml, 1988). Perceived quality of aneviis based on a number of
dimensions (See Figure 2.3). Those quality dimerssiexist out of higher level
abstractions from more concrete lower level quasitynals (Zeithaml, 1988). Those
lower level quality signals infer quality to thensmumer by being highly associated with
those higher level abstractions. Covariation occfos example when consumers
associate the quality of wine with the reputatiéfoo example country of origin or grape
variety (Solomon et al., 2002). The more concreteel level quality signals differ across
products but the higher level abstract dimensiarsnaore general for a whole product
category. The higher level abstractions of winee(Bigure 2.5) called quality dimensions
and these are sensory characteristics, pleasupgammce, paradigmatic, age/ aging
potential and sustainability.
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Level of abstraction
Concrete Abstract

Quality signals Quality Perceived value
dimensions
Intrinsic signals (grouped)

Sensory Sensory
charcteristic Characteristic
Pleasure derived Pleasure Perceived
from tastin benefits
Appearance Appearance Vversus
Perceived
- - - - sacrifice
Paradigmatic Paradigmatic
Age/ Aging Age/ Aging
Perceive potentia potentia
benefit: Extrinsic signals
Sustainability
Reputation of
Paradigmatic
sianal:
Certification
Recommendations
Promotion | |
Price/ Quality
Relationshi | |
Perceive Price Perceived Perceived
cos Monetary Risk Sacrifice

i

Perceived Non-
Monetary Risk

Figure 2.3: Hierarchy of quality signals to the valie of wine.
Source: adapted from Zeithaml (1988; Charters & Pdigrew, 2007)

Paradigmatic quality signals covariate with the lgpadimension of both sensory
characteristics and appearance since they try ddigirthe wine’s sensory capabilities
and outer looks (Charters & Pettigrew, 2007). Awarcbvary with the sensory
characteristics dimension as well as the pleasuanertsion, since it raises status. Sensory
characteristics, pleasure, appearance, paradignaitt potential are the quality
dimensions that define the perceived quality of ev({Charters & Pettigrew, 2007).
Certifications of ecological growing and social pessibility are associated with the
quality dimension of sustainability. Color, conagation, clarity and structure are the

concrete/ lower level signals grouped under appearal his dimension together with the
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other quality dimensions make up the perceived fitsrad a wine (Charters & Pettigrew,
2007). The consumer perceives value when the peatequality of a product is
combined with the perceived costs to obtain thalpco (Zeithaml, 1988). This tradeoff
of benefits and costs are different for every comsuand for that reason more abstract

than lower level abstractions, as is seen in Figu2gZeithaml, 1988).

2.6 Intrinsic and extrinsic quality signals

Akerlof (1970) was the first author to describe thgportance of quality signals. In his
book he describes that on a market for lemons coassihave incomplete information
about the quality of the lemons. When the consumenable to assess the quality of a
good, then he or she will be unwilling to pay ah@gprice than the average price since
he or she perceives all the goods to be homogen&oushow the quality heterogeneity,
a consumer should be able to collect signals ofityua the way that he or she will pay a
higher price for a higher quality (Akerlof, 197@uality signals can be classified into
intrinsic and extrinsic quality signals. Consumesg both intrinsic and extrinsic quality
signals to make an assessment of the product yudtitrinsic quality signals are
inherent of the product and cannot be alter&trinsic quality signals refer to the
product but are not part of the physical produat ean be altered without changing the
actual product. Which of those signals are moreomamt in signaling quality depends on
the product type. Wine is an experience productemaduation of quality can only occur
after consumption. Consumers need intrinsic signddeh they cannot assess prior to
consumption. In absence of any intrinsic qualitgnais consumers have to rely on
extrinsic quality signals. Zeithaml (1988) distimghwes three situations in whichtrinsic
guality signals are more important to consumers than extrinsidityusignals. The first
situation is during consumption because the intimngignals can then finally be
experienced. A second situation is that of a reggkgiurchase when intrinsic quality
signals become search attributes since the wirednsumed and consumers know or
have experienced its intrinsic quality. A thirdusition in which intrinsic qualities are
more important is when they have a predictive mat8uch a strong link is found that the

color of red wine is linked to a perception of siger taste compared to white wine or
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Beaujolais wine with fruitiness compared. Intrinsggnals are perceived as more
important than extrinsic signals since they aretelein predicting quality for the
consumer. This is however not true in case of ingaht information on intrinsic signals.
Zeithaml (1988) also states that in three situatiexirinsic quality signals are more
significant to the consumer. This accounts foriahipurchase situations when intrinsic
quality signals are not available. A second sitrais when the evaluation of intrinsic
signals costs more effort and time than the consusneilling to spend. Thirdly, when
guality is difficult to evaluate, this can be thase for consumers with little or no

experience with the product.

2.7 Intrinsic signals

Intrinsic signals are perceived as more importaahtextrinsic signals when it comes to
determining the perceived quality of wine after mmption (Charters & Pettigrew,
2003). Intrinsic quality signals for wine can beegorized into five categories (Charters
& Pettigrew, 2006). The first category covers thmmatic, olfactory and gustatory
characteristics. These characteristics are alstedcainouth feel, smell and taste.
Appearance is another group of intrinsic qualignsils for consumers with signals such
color, concentration, clarity and structure (Chart& Pettigrew, 2006; Lockshin &
Rhodus, 2003; Northen, 2000). Age, year of hareestging potential are other intrinsic
quality signal for consumers (Charters & Pettigrd@)6; Dimara & Skuras, 2005; Gil &
Sanchez, 1997). A fourth is called paradigmaticliguaignals and collects all the
influences of terroir on the wine. This categorglinles, country of origin, region-of-
origin, grape variety, certifications, grape quahind terroir (Aqueveque, 2006; Charters
& Pettigrew, 2006; Gil & Sanchez, 1997; LockshinR&odus, 2003; Lockshin et al.,
2007; Verdu Jover et al., 2004). Those paradignatality signals are both intrinsic and
extrinsic. As intrinsic signals they act as prealistof the wine’s sensory characteristics,
while acting as extrinsic signals they infer repiotaand production location of the wine.
Only grape quality and terroir are mentioned asetkteinsic signal controlled appellation.
Intrinsic paradigmatic signals can be credencéates for people who lack the expertise
to assess wine quality. A fifth category signals pheasure, convenience or enjoyment of
drinking wine (Charters & Pettigrew, 2006; North@®00; Oude Ophuis & Van Trijp,
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1995). This category is highly correlated with gensory characteristics. The pleasure
category exists, with an exception for status, @utexperience attributes since those
guality signals can only be assessed after consompThe sensory characteristics
however can have both experience attributes asts@diributes. For instance, after the
guality signals of a wine have been experienceely thave become search attributes in
the next consumer search for a wine if the consumeenembered its intrinsic

characteristics. In the next search effort, thesgbates are known in the consumer’s
internal memory and thus become search attributése purchase decision for a wine.
The paradigmatic, age and appearance categoriedsareearch attributes since they can

be evaluated and experienced before the purchase.

2.7.1 Sensory characteristics of wine

Sensory characteristics include gustatory, olfgctand somatic sensory of wine
(Larmoyeur, 2004). Qualitative research on 60 cores in Australia about their
perception of wine quality during a blind wine tagtfound sub-components of gustatory
characteristics (Charters & Pettigrew, 2003). Camexs distinguished taste, smoothness,
mouth feel and body, drinkability, structural balan concentration, complexity and
interest to be sub components. All refer to an wolgptic sensation. Taste was seen as a
sub-component of gustatory and was together wildinica the key component. Taste as it
relates to primary flavor directly and balance & ¢hemical make-up with its
relationship between bitterness, tannin, alcohaljity and overall intensity of flavors.
Interest is the wine’s ability to stand out frone ttest, and have something that makes a
wine unique or new in some way. Lockshin and Rhod®9€3) relate to those sensory
characteristics with their wine style as an infikrsignal. In this research the basic three

sub-components gustatory, olfactory and somaticisee.

2.7.2 Appearance

The appearance contributes to the overall quafiy wine (Charters & Pettigrew, 2006;
Gonzales-Miret Martin et al., 2007). Appearanceststs of color (red or white), depth of
color, color change as the depth of wine increaksgistness of color and clarity. The
depth of color or intensity is captured in the saponent of concentration. Color is

another parameter which reveals older wines whes frowning or even warns you
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when it is too oxidized. It also reveals certaiapgg variety with a distinctive color such
as a golden color for a white burgundy or shows §®w@oncentration when the color is
intense. Clarity is known as an indicator of safedy exposing winery hygiene or

temperature changes. Clarity can also reflect \wmia&ers skills and wine style when it is
unfiltered or filtered. The structure of wine camthermore disclose sugar level and

alcohol percentage.

2.7.3 Age, vintage year, or aging potential

Aging potential is the ability of a wine to improweith age. The ability to age can

improve its sensory characteristic in the futuriee Rbility to age for a wine depends on
its tannins, acidity, alcohol and sulfites. Thetbastage years give wines with a perfect
balance between tannin, acidity and alcohol in th&tmose wines will have better

sensory characteristics and therefore higher aucpdces. People also have the
perception that older wines are better (Gil & SazchL997; Verdu Jover et al., 2004).
Age is therefore a quality signal for consumer)algh most wines are not made to age

nowadays.

2.7.4 Paradigmatic signals

The paradigmatic category consists out of compandmat reflect the taste of wine.
Country of origin, region-of-origin, grape varietyape quality, terroir, and certification
of controlled appellation and sustainability arecalmponents of this category (Charters
& Pettigrew, 2006; Lockshin & Rhodus, 2003; North@@00). The country-of-origin,
region-of-origin and terroir leave their trace withthe specific soil and also climate and
grape quality are inherently connected to sensbgracteristics of wine. Furthermore,
country and region-of-origin have an effect on thiae production since they all try to
achieve a specific style of wine. This style corfrem terroir (natural endowments such
as weather, soil, exposure of the vineyard) antdnelogy (the way grapes are picked,
pressed, types of barrels for fermentation, rackifigwine, etc.) used in different
countries and regions on the world. Some regioascanservative and leave everything
to the grape; others use modern techniques and thakavine more or less in the cellar.
These signals can be seen as extrinsic, but treejntagral to the way wine tastes, and

therefore also intrinsic (Charters & Pettigrew, 2D0
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2.7.5 Pleasure

The category pleasure covers the psychological souil benefits derived from the
consumption of wine. Wine is seen as a social dwitk other people and therefore its
purpose is to give pleasure on the first placeafllee relies on the immediate response
after the sensory experience. Convenience and mmjoly are further aspects that a
wine’s intrinsic characteristics can give you (OuWdehuis & Van Trijp, 1995; Charters
& Pettigrew, 2006; Northen, 2000). The consumptiorpurchase of wine can also be
seen as a status symbol for some consumers. Womnsdered as a sophisticated drink
and therefore adds status to the consumer who pw@ssit. Lots of expensive Bordeaux,
Burgundies and Champagnes go to consumers who etgogtatus more than its
characteristics. An good example is the newly Céeneine consumer who likes to mix
€450 costing bottles of the famous Chateau La Wil 7-up as a cocktail drifk

2.8 Extrinsic signals

Extrinsic signals are related to the product but are not part ofptingsical product itself.
Extrinsic signals are therefore promotional toofscs they can be manipulated without
changing physical product (Oude Ophuis & Van Trij995). Country and region-of-
origin, grape variety / wine type, brand reputati@tore reputation, certification of
guality, harvest year or aging potential, contmleppellation, certified sustainability,
recommendations from critics, WOM, sales persowsrds, advertisement and price are
extrinsic signals (Aqueveque, 2006; Chaney, 200afaGd & Livat, 2007; Jacoby et al.,
1971; Kennedy, 2007; Lockshin & Hall, 2003; OrthKgska, 2002; Rao & Monroe, 1989;
Verdu Jover et al., 2004). An example is the regiborigin of Bordeaux with a
century’s long reputation for its wines. The regafrorigin of Bordeaux acts as a very
powerful quality signal on the bottle of those wané&ome of these signals are also
intrinsic in the sense they can be closely assedialith the sensory characteristics of a
wine. The region-of-origin of Bordeaux clearly hesinfluence on the taste of its wines
with e.qg. its region specific rules, grape quadibd terroir which is covered by controlled

appellation, maritime climate and different sop&g. The signals with clear intrinsic and

L www.decanter.com/news/118826.html
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extrinsic features are country-of-origin, regionesifgin, grape variety / wine type and
certifications of controlled appellation and sus#diility. All these signals together
compose the marketing mix, and will be categoriz®d reputation of paradigmatic
signals, certifications, recommendations, promqtiand price (See Table 2.1). The
category of reputation of paradigmatic signals asnposed of quality signals giving
reputational information on the region and coungngpe variety and wine type, brand,
store image and harvest year or aging potentiad. Sdtond category is for certification
and deals with quality certifications on productiand sustainability. Third category
covers the recommendations coming forth from @jtlWOM, sales persons and awards.
The fourth category is for promotion and includedveatisement and packaging
(Issanchou et al., 2000; Bredahl, 2004). Promotignpackaging is created by the
functional and aesthetic elements of bottle deaigphlabel design. These signals are used
by the consumer to infer quality from the infornoatiin the advertisement and on the
packaging. The fifth category is for price and expé the influence of price on the
consumer and a high price denotes a high quality.
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Table 2.1: Intrinsic and extrinsic signals for wines

Intrinsic signals

Sub-components

Extrinsic signals

Sub-components

Sensory Gustatory Reputation of Country-of-origin
Characteristics Olfactory paradigmatic signalg Region-of-origin
Mouth feel Grape variety/ Wine
type
Brand reputation
Store reputation
Harvest year or aging
potential
Appearance Color Certification Controlled
Concentration Appellation
Clarity Certified
Structure sustainability
Age Harvest year Recommendations Critics
Aging potential WOM
Salespersons
Awards
Pleasure Convenience Promotion Advertisement
derived from tasting | Enjoyment Packaging
Status
Paradigmatic Country-of-origin Price Price

Region-of-origin
Grape variety
Certification
Grape quality
Terroir

2.8.1 Reputation of Paradigmatic Signals

Country-of-Origin

Country of Origin refers to the associations pedpwe from a certain country. This
extrinsic quality signal is also perceived to bgimsic to wine since quality of wine is
related to the production and the environment (@ha& Pettigrew, 2003). The extrinsic
side of it is that people make natural associatlmetsveen countries and products based
on product involvement, country familiarity and retatypes (Usunier & Cestre, 2007).
An example would be wine and France for many pedpéople who are not familiar
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with a country’s reputation on a product will usghalo in their purchasing decision. The
consumer will deduct its quality from the stere@gybeliefs about the country-of-origin
(Erickson et al., 1984; Maheswaran, 1994; Maheswar894). Country-of-origin is one
of the most important signals to influence the coner decision in the purchase of wine
(Angulo et al., 2000). Furthermore the country oigim effect will be stronger for
unfamiliar brands than for well-known brands (Cdikd&992). In a research on watch
manufacturers who decided to produce in Pakistastead of Germany, researchers
found a decrease in market share for little knowants, while well-known brand were
hardly affected by the poor reputation of Pakistanthis field (Cordell, 1992). Some
countries have natural associations with a cegiemgucts such as again the example of
wine and France. A good reputation as a wine cgusitused to infer the quality of wine.
Countries such as Cuba, China, Uruguay or Englaiidnewe greater difficulty to be

recognized as a wine producing country.

Region-of-Origin

Region-of-origin is also part of the system of silgnn which the value of the consumer
depends on its perception of the signal. Althougtoantry can be known for its wine,
moreover it was a specific region which gave a tguits wine image. Bordeaux,
Burgundy and Champagne gave way to the interndtisvee image of France, like
Chianti to Italy and Rioja to Spain. Market recdgm of wine regions caused European
wines to be named both after their place of pradacand grape variety. An example of
a regional brand is Bordeaux, but even within Batdethere are regional brands such as
Pomerol and Margaux. In wine growing regions owdide traditional European wine
growing regions (New World) there is also a tengetocclassify more on regions since it
is seen as an extra signal of quality from witlia tountry itself. South African’s region
Stellenbosch, Australian’s regions Margareth rivegonawarra and Barossa, New
Zealand’'s Marlborough, Chileans Colchagua, and N#pkey and Oregon from the
United States. Regions as Kentucky in the UniteateSt and Rousse in Bulgaria have
little or no reputation and enjoy difficulty in os@ming consumers’ reservation towards

these unfamiliar places.

Grape variety/ wine type
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Extrinsic signals determining the type of wine adffer to sensory characteristics.
Consumers try to use those signals by reading fhremthe label of the bottle to make a
choice between the wide varieties of wines avadlaBignals acting as search attributes
for the type of wine are the color of wine in thattke, harvest year, grape variety, terroir
and wine style on the label. Terroir has the biggdgkience on the wine according to the
French (Barham, 2002). Terroir is not just the bail the complete ecosystem around the
vines. This includes every influence from mothetlur@on the grape such as soil, climate,
location, but also temperature, sun, length of dlag, wind, moisture, rain and the
availability of herbs or plants in the surroundir{@syman, 2006; Clarke & May, 2006).
For this reason, French people have wine regulatamknowledging regions and sub
regions to distinguish wine types. In this view ggarariety is subordinate. New World
producers have a different view and they try to thet best out of the grapes with the
newest farming and cellaring techniques. They vadse the initiators of the successful
mentioning of the grape variety on the wine laf#lis led the European producers to
follow and mention the grape variety next to itgjior. Since close to none terroir actors
are mentioned on bottles, consumers tend to relgthyr on grape variety and for Europe
also on the regions or known wine styles sincestume regions grape variety are still
unknown to the public. Wine styles can include ding or sweet style, but also Reserve
bottlings, which contains oak flavors and Ripass@alouble fermentation technique of
the Valpolicella grapes (Corvina, Rondinella, Samgse and Molinara).

Brand reputation

A brand has a good reputation when consumers expiscbrand to make high quality
products. When it is hard to examine a productaliguthen consumers will rely on past
quality performance of a brand, as an indicatdiutire performance (Shapiro, 1983). A
good reputation makes it possible for brands toaaklgher price for their wines since it
is conceived to have a high quality (Benjamin & &log, 1999). Affiliation with a good
reputation of the region will even enhance theitghib ask a premium price (Benjamin
& Podolny, 1999). Traditionally wine brands wereadnproducers, but since wines sold
in supermarkets became popular, large brands agheBinose large brands add value to
the consumer till a certain price point, and theralé brands take over since they are not
aimed at the taste of the big mass consumer. Thimsdl brands are therefore favored
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with the high involvement consumers, who are wglito pay a higher price for those
wines (Lockshin et al., 2007).

Sore reputation

The components merchandising, accessibility, réjoma in-store service, store
atmosphere and promotions affect consumers peotepfi store reputation and affect
their preferences for a store to buy wine (Than@ah, 2002). The image of a quality
store facilitates more favorable attributes towaadgroduct because it intends to have
only quality products. Especially when consumengeHdtle knowledge they tend to rely
on the store reputation to make their quality judgts (Grewal et al., 1998). Consumers
who add importance to personal gratification as lmarseen in the intrinsic category of
pleasure (convenience, status, enjoyment) valuee sattributes as class of clients,
physical attractiveness of store, reputation ofdgoand brands more (Erdem et al., 1999).
Consumers, who value personal gratifications léssjot attach much importance to this

category.

Age, vintage year, or aging potential

Aging potential is the ability of a wine to improweith age. The ability to age can
improve its sensory characteristic in the futurd hg this means increase its status. The
ability to age for a wine depends on its tannirgdlity, alcohol and sulfites. The best
vintage years give wines with a perfect balanceveeh tannin, acidity and alcohol in
them. Those wines will have better sensory charatitess and therefore higher auction
price. People have the perception that older wamedetter (Gil & Sanchez, 1997; Verdu
Jover et al., 2004). Age therefore reflects theliyuaf a wine and contributes to its
perceived reputation. Certain vintage years aratlyr@alued by high involved consumer
since they tell something about the taste of theewand its possible capabilities of
improving prior to consumption. This quality sigriberefore also plays a double role as

intrinsic and extrinsic signal.

2.8.2 Certifications

Certification of controlled appellation
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Certifications are granted by hierarchical selectad institutions such as government
agencies or professional organizations to meetepeechined standards (Jacobs, 2007).
The information provided with this certification rcdbe classified into three groups:
factual certification, evaluative certification anérranty certification (Parkinson, 1975).
Since a certification of quality for wine, such@sganic or controlled appellation proofs
its geographical origin or its obedience to certaigulations or production processes, it is
seen as a factual certification. Certificationgjoélity can be a protected trade name used
in relation to wine to identify a particular regiam order to protect the consumer and
producers who suggest delivering a certain qudiityzurope there is a long tradition of
associating food products with particular regionshsas Bordeaux with its wine or
Parma ham from the province of Parma. In 1992 etipestections entered European law
under the name of Protected designation of orjgiotected geographical indication and
traditional specialty guaranteéd WTO agreements try to protect the usage of
geographical indications for wines in the WTO Agnemt on Trade-Related Aspects of
Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) among membates. The source of wine is the
most important aspect of wine in determining itsg@rpositioning and promotion in sales
channels. Grapes from reputational regions selltviar or three times more than those
regions with a lesser reputation. An example ig tha grape prices of Napa Valley

grapes are three times higher than those of Soiegeon in California (Marshall, 2007).

Certification of sustainability

This certification considers factual certificatiosisch as ecological and social responsible
certificates. The reason is that consumers considery issues important which cannot
be experienced directly. They have to rely on judgta of others that the product
contains such a quality attribute. Advertisemengufations make it difficult to
communicate such a health attribute directly bubufjh clever signaling through a
certification the producer or retailer can inforhre tconsumer about its characteristics.
Health concerns and social responsibility make goress increasingly more social and
environmental conscious. Consumers now demand gvaeas which have to be

produced using socially and environmental practiddsw regulatory forms have

2 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/foodqual/qualilhém
? http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_ef/trips_e/t_adm®8.htm#3
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appeared with a focus on health, food and envirotinteco-labeling and fair trade logos
make these practices more visible to wine consum&sous instances make sure that
producers live up to the eco standards they piescEnvironmental friendliness can be
shown through organic and biodynamic wine growtbci8 responsible wineries can
proof their goodwill towards fair payments withrf&iade logos.

These green certifications assure the minimal @isb@micals, the practical use of water,
energy, recycling, or worker safety and social oesjble worker payments (Marshall,
2007). Certifications are different between eagtntry and wineries have to pay to get
a certification on their wines. Inside and outsittee EU, there are international
companies such as Ecocert, Skal and SGS operaliitdy Wwave their own standards but
most of them comply with this EU regulation, and #rus accepted in the EU (Rosenthal
Duminy, 2004). The Fair trade certification markgsen by the Fair trade labeling
organization for small farmers in the developingridothat facilitate sustainable
development and guarantees that the producers arkkems get a better price for their
grape$. All these certifications serve as signals of fatiovalue for consumers (Renard,
2005).

2.8.3 Recommendations from third-parties

Critics

Ratings and reviews are given by wine critics. Thaiing and review is subjective and
depend on their personal taste preferehcéhese ratings and reviews by experts are
sometimes considered by consumers to be an olgeeteasure of quality (Aqueveque,
2006). A reviewer or rater whose palate closelyamed yours will enjoy high source
credibility. But once wines gather a good reviewating; expect to pay a higher price.
Reviews are critic’s articles in which tasting roe accompanied by personal opinion
on the particular wine. The market is influencedagly by reviews of critics as Robert
Parker, Jancis Robinson, Oz Clarke and for the étkethds Hubrecht Duijker, Harold
Hamersma and Nicolaas Klei (Lecocq & Visser, 2003;0cq et al., 2005). People like
to be influenced by the opinion of critics butdtquestionable if they influence the total

wine market. Some critics accompany their reviewhwa ranking to make them

* http://www.Fair trade.net/introduction.html
® http://newworldwine.suite101.com/article.cfm/thevesome_power_of wine_ratings
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comparable. Wine ratings are reviews accompanied bgoring system thus offer the
potential to anyone to understand these scoreikeutalsting notes which deal with the
jargon of “hints of violets and subtle tannins”.oBe ratings and reviews enable new
wine producers to make a name quickly and consumeec®mpare wine ratings with
each othét Examples of scoring systems are the 100 poiriesysised by Robert Parker
and the Wine Spectator or the 20 point system bgetthe Dutch Perswijn Magaziffe
Many wine producers, wine merchants, brokers, andtbuses and retailers include wine
writers scores to market their wines. The influeatéhose ratings cannot be understated
since many fine Bordeaux producers wait for RoPautker’s ratings before setting their
release prices. A good rating will automaticallyane higher demand and consequently

a higher price for a wirle

WOM
WOM is the communication of information from oneasn to the other by verbal means
or by messages (Solomon et al., 2002). This edpetialudes recommendations given
face-to face, over the phone, text messages ohe@mveb by web logs or profile pages
such as Hyves (Ferguson & Keating, 2006). This fofreignaling is highly valued since
the communicating person is speaking honestly aridarefore more likely to persuade
others into doing something. With the increaseoofa groups on the internet, WOM has
become an important signal since it facilitatesstwners to share their opinions (Liu,
2006). WOM is one of those signals of quality beaweconsumers (Kennedy, 2007).
Satisfying WOM signals can, in the long run, cabsed behavior in which consumers
select the same on basis of the same signalstingsin a trend. These consumer signals
can be distributed online and offline. Online disition is filled with consumer panels
and opinions using blogs and forums. The ease adywming and spreading WOM is
greatly enhanced by the internet.

The consumers judge which of the candidates wilawarded in a prize system
such as a rating. Consumers who are asked theahost certain products and influence

consumers the most are called opinion leaders. Tdrey highly interconnected in

® http://www.wine-searcher.com/wine-scores.|ml

’ http://dat.erobertparker.com/info/legend.asp

8 http://www.perswijn.nl/index.php

® http://www.wine-searcher.com/html/montauk.html
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communities and are valued for their unbiased opmiand hands-on experience. They
get contacted when friends need information abqurbduct. These opinion leaders give
recommendations to new consumers and cause a Wapé effect (Gremler & Brown,
1999).

Sales people

Sales people provide guidance at the purchase rié. Wihey influence people’s quality
perceptions and their willingness to buy. Knowlealgje sales people may draw attention
to product attributes that people are unfamiliathwiMakgopa, 2005). The sales people
are increasingly supported with endorsement ofdtipiarties on shelves and displays.
Those endorsements have to convince the consumethin product is recommendable
(Engel et al., 1994). The expertise of salespersdss leads to an increased sale since
consumers use their competence and credibility whaking a purchasing decision. A
salesperson with good expertise is likely to havegmificant influence on consumer
purchasing (Woodside & Davenport, 1974). This dqualignals is similar to WOM in the
way it behaves as a personal message, althouginibe defined as commercial (See
Figure 2.3).

Commercial Non- commercial
Advertisement || Certifications/
Awards
Non person
Sales people WOM
Personal

Figure 2.3: Categorization of messages (Solomonadt, 2002)

Award

Wine exhibition awards or medals are an importantcee of information for consumers,

since they enjoy high levels of visibility, sindeey are showed with small round stickers
on the wine bottle. Wine producers intentionallpstribe for those wine exhibitions to

promote their wines. Wine exhibition awards and atgedobelong to the group of
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recommendations since they provide specific eval@abpinions from wine experts
(Orth & Krska, 2002). Understanding wine certifioats helps the interpretation and
enhances an appropriate purchase. Wine exhibit\@rds and medals are important for
producers and retailers since they communicate reupguality to the consumer.
Consumers tend to rely on the awards and medalsraducts, instead of carefully
considering the other available information (OrtlK&ka, 2002). The effect of an award
has a greater influence when it fits with the daaninselection system (Gemser et al.,
2008). High involved consumers therefore increlas# ppurchasing when a wine carried
a golden wine award sticker (Lockshin et al., 20@f) those wine exhibitions wines get
awarded a gold, silver or bronze medal. Wine exioibs take place all over the world.
There are regional exhibitions, national, and maépbnal ones, all having a different
reputation, but experts promote the winning winaseal on predetermined standards.
Those experts can be producers, traders, sommeliersstaurant managers but since

tasting is blind, they are ought to be objectivd egly on intrinsic qualities only.

2.8.4 Promotion

Advertisement

Advertising is necessary when it comes to distislgimg good and bad quality when the
differences are relatively small (Makgopa, 20059lvértising the quality of a wine will
result in higher purchase intentions (Castleberry Resurreccion, 1989). Not
communicating quality or the communication of lowatity will result in lower
purchasing intentions. But when the quality of aduct is higher, advertisement should
use specific quality signals otherwise purchasirtgntions will be even lower than the
ones without any advertisement. Non specific quadignals are words as "premium
quality", and specific quality signals are for mmste Grand Cru certifications

(Castleberry & Resurreccion, 1989).

Packaging

Packaging is an important signal on the qualityception on wine (Verdu Jover et al.,
2004). The two elements responsible for this gualignal are bottle design and label
design. The assumption is that an elegant desidrmarattractive bottle and label have an

influence on the wine quality. One can use the ibBos that an excellent wine has a
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good quality label and bottle. Coloring, pictureaslahe use of a foreign language all
have their impact on the perceived quality of aen{@Gluckman, 1990). Wines from
Mouton Rothschildt, are not only known for theiradjity of wine but also for their
famous illustrations on the labels from paintershsas Joan Miro and Pablo Picasso
(Meltzer, 2007). Labeling is seen as one of thetrimogortant sources of information for
the consumer. The front label is used to convey rtost basic information/ search
attributes such as country, wine style or grapeéetsarand the impression of the wine
occasion it is made for. A traditional label willvg other impressions as a bright colored
kangaroo on the front. The back label is used forerdetailed information about its
exact origin, or wine and food pairing advice.

The bottle design is another element that givestmsumer certain impressions.
Consumers identify the Bordeaux originating 75@sgl bottles as the dominant design
for wine (Gluckman, 1990). Some wine regions dédfdarate themselves with slight
changes in the shape, for instance the wider b&atleBurgundy or the amphora for
Italian white Verdicchio. Radical designs are ri@ttteasily accepted by consumers or by
the retailer, since for the last the shelf spacestrmmope with the strange format.

2.8.5 Price

Price plays a dual role in the consumer’s decisimaking process (Dodds et al., 1991).
On the hand it represents the monetary amount hhatto be sacrificed when they
purchase a product. On the other hand it actsqsabity indicator to the consumer. A
higher priced product will then be sensed as beftedity compared to a lower priced
alternative. When price is perceived as a coseptasents the component of objective
price of the product and the perceived price. Thecgived price is the price as it is
encoded by the consumer which is transformed armbdmad as cheap or expensive
(Zeithaml, 1988). Perceived or subjective pricaarazes occur among individual persons
whereas objective price variances take place betvpeeducts of the same perceived
quality and different stores. The degree to whicicepis used as a quality indicator
depends on four conditions. The first conditiothis availability of other quality signals.
When intrinsic quality signals are available, whiea brand or store reputation is known,
consumers do not use price as a quality signaldii&gay 1970; Stafford & Enis, 1969;

Zeithaml, 1988). A second condition to use priceaaguality signal is the presence of
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price variation within the product class. When prag differ little in price, price does
not act as a quality indicator. A third conditi@nthat consumers are able to detect quality
heterogeneity within a product class. When consarmperceive quality homogeneity then
they are unable to use price as a quality sigrerahan just sacrifice. A fourth condition
is that consumers are aware of product prices. @oess unaware of those are unable to
infer quality from price. A fifth condition is thatonsumers are able to identify quality
variations in group of products (e.g. salt). Thimdition again deals with the ability to
distinguish products from each other. The greater fgrice variations, the higher the
tendency to use price as a quality signal. Studke® found out that the category of wine
has a high price quality relationship. Here preefien used as a quality signal (Gardner,
1970; Zeithaml, 1988). Other product categorieh witpositive link between price and
quality were perfume and durable goods. Additistaties also confirmed that a higher
knowledge and involvement also reduced price asuality signal, favoring other
available signals such as the intrinsic signalrajpg variety (Zaichkowsky, 1988; Dodds
et al., 1991).

2.9 Importance of quality signals

During the information search of the purchasingcpes, consumers first determine
which quality signals to judge the alternativesdéret al., 1994; Solomon et al., 2002).

Consumers may differ in their use of and relianoeqoality signals. They rank certain
guality signals in importance (Belch & Belch, 200Groups differ in use of and reliance
on quality signals. That is why this research tadgsificant differences of importance of
signals into account between two consumer groupd t@vo categories of wine.

Consumers will decide on basis of the importantlitjuaignals what products are to be

considered.

2.10 Mass wine versus fine wine

FW differ from MW with their higher product qualitagnd price level. In order to
differentiate the different MW and FW and their iesponding consumers, this paper

makes a distinction on basis of where the wineliesn bought. The different retailers
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are categorized into MW and FW stores on sevecabfs. The first differentiation is the
ability to sell alcoholic beverages above 15%, vathexception for wine, according to
the Dutch law and regulatiolisOne of the regulations is that stores which prilpaell
other than alcohol related products are not alloteedell alcohol above 15%, with an
exception for win&. These stores are convenience stores and supetsiaitk which
occupies a small amount of the total assortmentr{8eijer, 2007). Supermarket and
convenience stores use high volume wines, brama® giscounts and a large number of
stores to sell their wine (Unwin, 1991). Those etotarget the big mass and carry most
MW. These MW stores simplifies the consumer chdigeadding branded wines, shelf
talkers with tasting notes, bottlenecks and pofrgade material (Caputo, 2002). MW
wine stores are for example Hema, Albert Heijn, Banand Aldi. Stores which are
primarily focused on alcohol products are calleflidir stores according to Dutch fw
Since these stores are focused on one specificugrochtegory, they can classify
themselves with a premium assortment focused onFilNe from smaller producers.
Factors that distinguish MW and FW is it attendaanedifferent price levels. Average
prices for wine are in liquor stores also twicehegh as for wine in supermarkets and
convenience stores (Ac Nielsen, 2000). This grouwine is also growing despite the
fact that it lacks the marketing budgets of thesoaeailable at the mainstream group
(Cholette & Castaldi, 2005). FW stores are for eplenchain stores as Mitra, Gall&Gall,
Henri Bloem, but also independent wine stores aaghdein Post, Druivelaar and Jos

Beeres in Groningen.

2.11 Conceptual Model

The conceptual model displays that the use ofnsiti quality signals depends on the
availability of a tasting or prior consumption ofwane (See Figure 2.4). In situations
other than prior experiences with a wine, consuhmare to rely on extrinsic quality
signals only to infer the quality of a wine. Mple signals are used simultaneously in
the information search and their use and importaacevestigated for two different

consumer groups. The conceptual model suggestthihatse of quality signals by MWC

10 http://wetten.overheid.nl/cgi-bin/deeplink/law1l#=Drank-%20en%20Horecawet
M http://wetten.overheid.nl/cgi-bin/deeplink/lawll#=Drank-%20en%20Horecawet
12 http://wetten.overheid.nl/cgi-bin/deeplink/lawll#=Drank-%20en%20Horecawet
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and FWC differs extensively for lower level qualgignals. When some extrinsic quality
signals are expected to be more important for M\WEéntthey are highlighted in the
conceptual model with red, and when they are ergetd be more important for FWC
then they are highlighted with blue (See Figurg.2.4

Factors of involvement distinguish the use of ddfe quality signals for both
consumer groups. MWC are expected to use brandatsp store reputation, WOM,
advertisement, packaging and price to infer qualithe reason for this is that it is
expected that MWC lack the involvement and knowetly assess quality from lower
level quality signals. FWC are likely to use coynaif origin, region-of-origin, grape
variety/ wine type, harvest year or aging potentattification of controlled appellation
and sustainability, critics, sales persons and dsvey assess the quality of a wine. They
are able to use these lower level signals withgbality dimensions of wine through
covariation. FWC are more inclined to listen to thdvice from sales persons, for
example, since they enjoy high source credibilifjhe higher the expertise of the
information source is, the more homophily therevith FWC, and this results in more
source credibility (Gilly et al., 1998). Expert ooomendations are given by critics, sales

persons and awards.
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2.12 Hypotheses

The hypotheses are based on the different usenamariance in quality signals for both
FWC and MWC.

Consumer profile & search effort

It is expected that wine quality will be more imgaot for FWC than for MWC since the
former take the effort to go to a special wine stdthe importance of the purchase comes
with involvement, knowledge, capital and searchorff(Solomon et al., 2002;
Zaichkowsky, 1988). Consequently, these factorsexygected to be higher for FWC
compared to MWC. The profile and search effort sasure for MWC for both MW and
FW, and the same for FWC on both FW and MW (SeearEidl.2). This ends in a
hypothesis stating:

Consumer profile hypothesis
H1: FWC will be morenvolved, will be moreknowledgeable, have higherisk capital

and will search more extensively compared to MWC.

Stuational involvement hypothesis
H2: Both MWC and FWC will make more extensive useqoality signals when the

situational involvement/importance of occasion degher.

Consumers withtknowledge about a product use more intrinsic information wbine
product since they are more capable of interpreting information (Lockshin et al.,
2007). Furthermore it is expected that FWC are #ébleclate extrinsic quality signals

with intrinsic qualities.

Intensity of signal usage

H3: FWC will use more extrinsic quality signals quened to MWC.

H4: FWC will use more intrinsic quality signals cpamed to MWC.
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Factors oflnvolvement, knowledge, risk capital andsearch effort separate the intensity of
different quality signals for both consumer groupBNC are expected to use abstract
signals as brand reputation, store reputation, W@dlertisement, packaging and price
to infer quality, since those signals are easy éteminine (Lockshin et al., 2007).
Therefore they rely more stronger on specific esid quality signals instead of concrete

lower level signals (Rao & Monroe, 1988).

Reputation
H5: The quality signabrand reputation will be less important to FWC than to MWC.

H6: The quality signadtore reputation will be less important to FWC than to MWC.

The impact of a recommendation on the receiver mdgpen homophily between the
source and receiver. With greater homophily theramus seen as more credible and
consequently its signal becomes more important geerat al., 2004; Gilly et al., 1998).
MWC are likely to feel more homophily with theiignds, family and acquaintances than
FWC will feel. FWC are more likely to depend onith@vn knowledge than to depend

on others' recommendations.

Recommendations from WOM
H7: The quality signa/WwOM will be less important to FWC than to MWC.

MWC find advertisements more important since adsedt brands are often the known
brands and the advertisement reflects the repuatatiothe brand and consequently
covariate with intrinsic qualities. MWC can easiymderstand this information and

determine the popular brands (Engel et al., 1994).

Advertisement

H8: The quality signahdvertisement will be less important to FWC than to MWC.

Packaging is another reputational signal, whichgsats that a nice bottle or label will
give an indication for good intrinsic qualities (&, 1991; Charters & Pettigrew, 2006).
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Packaging
H9: The quality signgbackaging will be less important to FWC than to MWC.

Price becomes more important when other extrinsitiatrinsic signals are absent. This
is a quality signal which relates to intrinsic gties and suggests that a higher price goes
together with a higher quality (Gardner, 1970; Haml, 1988). Since MWC are unable
to interpret a large share of quality signals iexpected that price will be an important

quality signal for them.

Price
H10: The quality signgbrice will be less important to FWC, than to MWC.

My second part of the hypotheses is based on l#aRWC have more expertise and
would therefore use the reputation of paradigmaiicality signals and expert
recommendations more than MWC. This knowledge iandlvement helps them to
relate lower level quality signals such as paradigensignals, with intrinsic product

qualities.

Paradigmatic signals are used more frequently ave la higher significance for FWC
since they are more knowledgeable and involved hia product since it requires
knowledge and involvement to be acquainted witlseéhgetailed signals (Rao & Monroe,
1988). The use of region-of-origin, grape varidtgrvest year or aging potential, wine
type, region-of-origin, are found to be related hwiproduct involvement and/ or
knowledge and therefore expected to be used signily more by FWC (Dimara &

Skuras, 2005; Geraud & Livat, 2007; Lockshin et 2007; Makgopa, 2005; Quester &
Smart, 1998; Zaichkowsky, 1988).
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Country of origin

H11: The quality signatountry of origin will be more important to FWC than to MWC.

Region-of-origin

H12: The quality signalegion-of-origin will be more important to FWC than to MWC.

Grape variety/ wine type
H13: The quality signal rgpe variety/ wine type will be more important to FWC than to
MWC.

Harvest year or aging potential
H14: The quality signaharvest year or aging potential will be more important to FWC,
than to MWC.

Controlled appellation and certified sustainabibie certifications and require a higher
knowledge and involvement on wine to be understaod, are therefore expected to be
used significantly more by FWC (Dimara & SkurasQ20Verdu Jover et al., 2004).

Controlled appellation
H15: The quality signatontrolled appellation will be more important to FWC than to
MWC.

Certified sustainability (ecological/ social responsible)
H16: The quality signatertified sustainability will be more important to FWC than to
MWC.

Consumers' wider wine knowledge will induce morembephily with expert
recommendations from awards, sales persons ambsdilly et al., 1998; Sayman et al.,
2002). Moreover, a greater knowledge of the souorepared to the receiver will make
recommendations more influential. FWC and expestavane critics, sales persons or
juries handing out awards are standing closer ¢b egher, compared to MWC and thus
benefit from greater homophily.
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Critics
H17: The quality signal recommendations frantics will be more important to FWC
than to MWC.

Sales persons
H18: The quality signal recommendations freahes persons will be more important to
FWC than to MWC.

Awards

H19: The quality signawards will be more important to FWC than to MWC.

Development of hypotheses for the influence of the selection systems

Market-based recommendations are likely to infleetlte MWC since there is a fit
between the recommending source and the marketctsglewine market.
Recommendations from WOM from friend, family andjaaintances are therefore likely
to influence the MWC (Gemser et al., 2008; Gillyakt 1998).

Influence of WOM on the selection system of consumers
H20: The market-based recommendations f®M will be less important to FWC than
to MWC.

Expert-based recommendations, however, are expdotedfluence the FWC to a
stronger degree since they enjoy higher sourcakslieggdue to higher involvement and
knowledge. The effect of an award has a great&rante when it fits with the dominant
selection system (Gemser et al., 2008). Expertmeoendations from wine critics, sales
persons and awards will be regarded as valuabléysmnals by FWC, compared with
MWC (Gemser et al., 2004; Gilly et al., 1998).

Influence of critics on the selection system of consumers
H21: The expert-based recommendations fiitics will be more important to FWC
than to MWC.
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Influence of sales persons on the selection system of consumers
H22: The expert-based recommendations fsahas persons will be more important to
FWC than to MWC.

Influence of awards on the selection system of consumers

H23: The expert-based recommendations fewmards will be more important to FWC
than to MWC.
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3 Research Methodology

This chapter outlines the plan of action followed this research and the research
methods employed. First the research instrumemsaddressed, followed by the data

gathering, analysis, and the procedure for teshedhypotheses.

3.1 Research Instrument

A self-administered questionnaire is used to gatherdata. The questionnaire entails
105 variables to measure 9 constructs for the MW& BWC. Respondents have to
express their perceived risk, knowledge, produa situational involvement and risk
capital, as well as the importance of the use afliusignals for MW and FW quality
assessments. As such, differences between thefsgnals between MWC and FWC
can be determined. Each construct is measured ltyplawariables in order to account
for measurement error. The constructs for both B FW were asked in a similar way
to facilitate comparison. The constructs were mesbwn a 5-point Likert scale. This

scale puts all the constructs on a continuum ranfyom very low (1) to very high (5).

Extrinsic Signals prior to consumption IntimSignals after consumption
Consumer GroL RetailerWine type Situational Involvemel Intrinsic Signal
MWC MW » Everyday win MWC on MW

A 4

A 4

Special occasic wine

A 4

FWC FW Everyday win FWC on FW

A 4

y

Special occasic wine

Figure 3.1: Which extrinsic/ intrinsic signals arebeing researched?
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3.1.1 Perceived risk

Perceived risk refers to the amount of uncertathit is experienced by a consumer
when they need to choose wine. All consumers aedaso answer the questions on
perceived risk for both MW and FW. Five items wesed to measure perceived risk.
The items identify a number of risk dimensions ¢ocunt for the perceived uncertainty.
The dimensions identified are monetary risk, phjsisk, functional risk, social risk and
psychological risk (Kaplan et al., 1974; Solomoralet 2002). The perceived risk will be

related to the amount of search that is performethé® consumer.

3.1.2 Involvement

Involvement is measured for both the product arddituational and refers to the time
and effort that is spent choosing a wine. When vignienportant for a person or for the
occasion then time and effort are the non-monetasys to be made. Three items were

used to measure the construct of involvement (&awisky, 1988; Gluckman, 1990).

3.1.3 Knowledge

Knowledge refers to the expertise and familiarityhvwine (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987;

Solomon et al., 2002). Familiarity with wine is rsaeed by using the probability that at
least one bottle of wine a week is consumed. Eigeers measured by inquiring how
often people are asked for advice about wine anthély own rating of their knowledge

of wine.

3.1.4 Risk capital

Risk capital relates to the individual risk profdé a consumer. The tendency to seek or
avoid risk is measured with this construct. Thiestauct influences the perceived risk by

the consumer. Three items were used to measureskheapital (Conchar et al., 2004).

3.1.5 Extrinsic quality signals

The extrinsic quality signals are measured fouesinone time for FW and one time for
MW, and for MW and FW with a special occasion. Tisislone to measure the influence
of situational involvement/ importance of the oéoagSee Table 3.1). Every MWC and
FWC has to indicate its use of quality signals wtiey consider a MW or FW they have
never tasted before. Respondents were asked to Xankariables (extrinsic quality
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signals) for their weight on their quality assessimnelhe variables measured were
country of origin, region-of-origin, grape varietprand reputation, store reputation,
harvest year or aging potential, controlled appelga certified sustainability,
recommendations from critics, awards, sales persam$ WOM, advertisement/
promotion in the store, packaging/ appealing bbtdbel, and price (Aqueveque, 2006;
Chaney, 2007; Geraud & Livat, 2007; Jacoby et1#71; Kennedy, 2007; Lockshin &
Hall, 2003; Orth & Krska, 2002; Rao & Monroe, 198%rdu Jover et al., 2004).

3.1.6 Intrinsic quality signals

The intrinsic signals are here measured for MW fandFW. Consumers have to rank the
importance of 19 variables (intrinsic quality sitg)afor the quality assessment of their
corresponding wine. The variables measured areaiguygt (taste), olfactory (smell),
mouth feel, color, concentration of color, clarithe wine, structure, age, harvest year,
aging potential, pleasure derived from the effefctaleohol, enjoyment, status/allure,
country-of-origin, region-of-origin, grape varietyguality, certification and terroir

(weather/ soil/ sun exposure).
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Table 3.2: Scale items

A
—

Scale Item Item Source of measure
number
Perceived Risk PR1 Risk of paying too much (Kamtal., 1974)
PR2 Risk of the negative effect of a wine on
your health
PR3 Risk of underperformance of a wine
PR4 Risk of social embarassement
PR5 Risk of not feeling the status of a wine
Involvement Invl The importance of wine in my life (Zaichkowsky, 1988
Inv2 Reading about wine Gluckman, 1990)
Inv3 The wine is for a special occasion
Knowledge Knl | frequently open a bottle of wine (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987
Kn2 | know about the wine regions Solomon et al., 2002)
Kn3 Third parties ask me advice about wine
Risk Capital RC1 | enjoy trying different wines (@har et al., 2004)
RC2 I like to discover new tastes in wine
RC3 | am prepared to buy a case of old wine
with a high risk of bad wines
(4x) Extrinsic quality PAR1 Importance of country-of-origin (Aqueveque, 2006; Chane
signals for mass and fine 2007; Geraud & Livat, 2007
wine for everyday and Jacoby et al.,, 1971; Kenned
special occasion 2007; Lockshin & Hall, 2003
PAR2 Importance of region-of-origin Orth & Krska, 2002; Rao &
PAR3 Importance of grape variety Monroe, 1989; Verdu Jover
PAR4 Importance of brand reputation al., 2004)
PARS Importance of store reputation
PARG6 Importance of harvest year/ aging
potential
CER1 Importance of controlled appellation
CER2 Importance of certificates of
sustainability
REC1 Importance of wine critics
REC2 Importance of awards
REC3 Importance of WOM
REC4 Importance of sales persons
PRO Importance of advertisement
PRO Importance of packaging
PRIC Importance of price as a signal
Intrinsic quality signals SENS Importance of gusitgt taste (Charters & Pettigrew, 200

<
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Importance of olfactory/ smell Lockshin & Hall, 2003;
Importance of mouthfeel Northen, 2000)
APPE Importance of color (Charters & Pettigrew, 2004;
Importance of concentration Northen, 2000)
Importance of clarity
Importance of structure
AGE Importance of age (Charters & Pettigrew, 2004;
Importance of harvest year Dimara & Skuras, 2005; Gil 4§
Sanchez, 1997)
Importance of aging potential (Charters & Pettigrew, 2004;
PLEA Importance of convenience Northen, 2000; Oude Ophuis g
Importance of enjoyment Van Trijp, 1995)
Importance of status (Aqueveque, 2006; Charters R
INPAR Importance of country-of-origin Pettigrew, 2006; Dimara &
Importance of region-of-origin Skuras, 2005; Gil & Sanchet,
Importance of grape variety 1997; Lockshin & Hall, 2003
Importance of certification Lockshin et al., 2007; Verd
Importance of grape quality Jover et al., 2004)
Importance of terroir

3.2 Data gathering & analysis

In order to examine the quality signals consumeesfar MW and FW, a survey of wine
consumers was designed and carried out. A staiisitalysis is performed on a sample
of 60 wine consumers, recruited in different witeres, namely MW and FW stores. As
such, the differences between the quality signs¢ziun the decision making process for
the MWC and FWC could be retrieved. A survey apghoavas adopted, using
guestionnaire-based face-to-face interviews and a@iline questionnaire. The
guestionnaire-based face-to-face interviews wele imeseveral liquor stores in the city
of Groningen. A total of 60 respondents filled imetquestionnaire. The data were
collected in May 2008 and the number of respondesais approximately of equal size
for MWC and FWC. Normally MWC account for more thiavo-third of the total wine
drinking population but in order to compare thefeld#nces between the groups

statistically, groups of equal size were chosen.
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In this research six different scales are used witbstions created by the author (See
Table 3.2). The respondents’ data is inserted BRSS. Using SPSS, the different
preferences for quality signals between the consgrips who purchase FW and MW
is compared, as well as the influence of the diffierfactors like perceived risk,

involvement, knowledge, risk capital and amounsedrch on signal usage.

3.3 Statistical testing

Several analyses will be introduced to researchdtta, in the following order (Table
3.3). The first procedure describes the analysisasic characteristics of both consumer
groups. This research makes a distinction betwedrCvand FWC during each analysis.
The next analysis checks the internal consistefitlyeoquestions measuring constructs in
the questionnaire. Unreliable items are adviseddoleft out to higher the overall
consistency of the scales. Additionally an explomatfactor analysis is performed to
reduce a large number of variables into a smallenber of factors and to check the
validity of the scales. This analysis will exposles latent structure or identifies clusters
of correlating factors. This is done to validates@ale or propose a new scale by
demonstrating that several variables correlatehersame factor and to drop items which
have a lower cross loading on another factors. f@ti@bility of the new factors is
investigated by Cronbach’s alpha for their interc@isistency. The third procedure is the
item analysis to describe the item means, devigtiand significance of the measured

differences between the groups.
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Table 3.3: Research procedure

W

Stage Analysis Purpose
1 Frequency analysis Investigation of respondeatattteristics
2 Reliability analysis with Investigation of internal consistency of the iteimghe
Cronbach’s Alpha and scales.
Factor Analysis Exploration of loadings; removal of items with Ig
loadings and high cross loadings
Assessment of number of potential factors.
Assessment of reliability (Cronbach’s alpha)
3 Iltem Analysis Investigation of item means anedsad deviations

Investigation of the significance of the differeace

between the groups
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4 Results and Discussion

This chapter consists of 7 parts. The first sectiihfocus on the characteristics of both
consumer groups. A total of 60 respondents filkethie questionnaire on quality signals,
in which they answered where they often boughtrthemes. In the following sections

the reliability of the scales are checked and amitnalysis is performed. The last

sections deal with the differences between MWC WL and the influence of selection

systems in determining quality in the market.

4.1 Stage 1: Frequency analysis of respondent charactstics

Table 4.1 summarizes the respondent characterisfiache MWC and FWC. These
consumers are differentiated by a background quessking to categorize themselves as
a buyer of mainly MW (supermarket/ convenienceegtor FW (liquor store/ wine store).
29 Respondents identified themselves as mainly MMéts, versus 31 FW buyers. For
the subsequent analyses, the sample is separs&tgdmgroups of respectively 29 MWC
and 31 FWC. Gender distribution was equal for MW imequal for FWC, where men
dominated the sample of respondents with 77% apgaB# female consumers. Overall
one is seen that the groups of respondents inghegeoups below 35 years are highly
represented in this research, this due to theivelgtoung population in the centre of

Groningen and their enthusiasm to cooperate inrésisarch.

Table 4.1: Profile of theMWC and FWC

Socio-demographic MwWC FWC

variables N=29 N=31

Gender Male 14 48% 28 77%
Female 15 529 7 23%

Age 16-24 10 41% g 26%
25-34 12 45% 13 42%
35-49 1 3% 3 139
50-64 2 7% 5 169
65 plus 2 3% 1 39
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4.2 Stage 2: Reliability analysis of scales with Cronlzh’s Alpha

The reliability of the scales was tested using Gemf’'s alpha. Cronbach’s alpha is used
to measure the internal consistency reliabilityeath of the scales in the questionnaire.
Cronbach’s alpha measures how well a set of vasabheasures a single construct.
Cronbach’s alpha co-efficients range from 0 to #l describe the reliability of multi-
point formatted questionnaires or scales. Value.@0 or higher are preferred and a
value of 0.50 to 0.70 needs a critical look. Whiea value of the Cronbach’s alpha is
below 0.50, then the scale is not acceptable andrghy an item is dropped (Nunally &
Bernstein, 1994). Most of the scales met the minmrequired level of 0.70 for
perceived risk for fine wine.

The scale measuring tiperceived risk for mass wine has a correlation coefficient
of 0.65 which means that the items correlate enauitfheach other and the scale can be
seen as marginally reliable. No question has talddeted to increase the correlation

within the scale. The tested scales were reliabiadicated by the Cronbach’s alpha.

4.3  Stage 2: Factor analysis for profile scales

The items of the scales were put to an explorafactor analysis with principal
component analysis and Varimax factor rotationhwvilie scree plot to make out the
amount of factors to be extracted.

4.3.1 Factor analysis for perceived risk

Perceived risk for MW and FW were both taken togeth the analysis and resulted in 4
factors. The items of both scales measuring peedensk for MW and FW show the
same relations. Monetary and functional risk shtrarg) relations for both types of wine.
For FW this even includes the item of psychologrsk. Furthermore correlations are
found between the perceived risk of getting phylidsarmed (Physical risk) by a MW
and FW. The factor analysis shows that the peecensks for both MW and FW are

perceived the same.
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4.3.2 Factor analysis for involvement, knowledge, risk gaital and search effort

A two component factor analysis measures a KMO.88%9, which is very good. The
factors included 66.5% of the total variance. Thms of involvement, knowledge, risk
capital and search effort are closely related. Tihbs& factor found strong relations
between knowledge, risk capital and search effohie second factor accounted for
involvement. Only one item had a stronger crosditgawith the first factor. This item

involved the relation between reading about wind arvolvement, which seemed to

have a stronger link with knowledge, risk capitadl aearch effort in the first factor.

4.4 Stage 3: Item analysis for means and significance

Individual item analyses were carried out to inigzge the means and the standard
deviation of each item investigated. Each respondes asked to evaluate both the MW
and FW, so the results are shown separately. Tégonelents themselves were also
categorized as MW or FW drinkers. The two consugreups are shown separately
paired with their results for MW and FW for all eesch stages. The pools of 105 pairs of
variables were checked for significance, just &y tlwere checked in the previous stage

for their reliability and validity in their correspding scale.

4.4.1 Mean differences between FWC and MWC

Overall perceived risk

When all the perceived risks such as monetary phigsical risk, functional risk, social
risk and psychological risk are combined into omdable its unweighted mean does not
differ significantly between MWC and FWC (See Tadle). FWC and MWC differ
significantly in their functional, social and psydbgical perceived risk. MWC are
significantly more afraid of spending too much myner a wine, are afraid of
underperformance and are also more concerned #imusocial group disliking it. FWC
perceive fewer risks with the exception of psyclyatal risk, which means that they are
more sensitive to the fit between the image ofviiree and their lifestyle. The groups do
not differ significantly in the consequences of mtamy and physical risk of wine. When
both consumer groups are purchasing a MW then WE ks particularly sensitive for
the psychological risk of the MW (See Table 4.3)haff we turn it around and both
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groups are going to buy a FW, than the MWC expegamore monetary risk for a FW
than the FWC does. This seems very logical sineg #re familiar with their own wine

delivering retailer.

Table 4.z Statistics on perceived rik

Mean Perceived Risk Consumer Group Wine Typg N M | Mean Difference| Sig. (2-tailed)

Overall score MWC MW, 29 2.2 -0.16 0.31

Overall score FWG FW 31 2.04

Items scores compared

PR1: Monetary Risk MW(C MW 29 2.5 -0.65** 0.02
FWC Fw| 31 1.90

PR2: Physical Risk MWQ MW 29 1.41 0.14 0.p3
FwC FW| 31 1.55]

PR3: Functional Risk MW(Q MW 29 2.8 -0.44* 0.09
FwC FW| 31| 2.39

PR4: Social Risk MWGC MW 29 24 -0.54** 0.03
FwC FW| 31 1.87]

PR5: Psychological Ris MWC MW 29 1.7 0.69** 0.02
FWC Fw| 31 2.48

*P<0.10; **P<0.05; **P<0.01 about 60 wines

Table 4.Z Significant differences in perceived risk of FWC ad MWC on the same wine typ

Mean Perceived Risk ~ Consumer Group Wine Type N Mean Mean Difference  Sig(2-tailed)

Significant items:

PR5: Psychological Risk MWC 20 1.7 0.72** 0.02
MW

FwC 31 2.52

Significant items:

PR1: Monetary Risk MWC W 29 2.6 -0.73* 0.08

FWC 31 1.90

*P<0.10; **P<0.05; **P<0.01 about 60 wines

I nvolvement

The involvement of each group shows how involvedytlare (See Table 4.4). The
importance of wine and the will to read about iaikt higher among FWC. Both groups
often buy wines for special occasions, and FWCdiggificantly most often a wine for a
special occasion. Overall, a significant higher cirement is seen among FWC,
compared to MWC.
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Table 4.4 Statistics on involvement ofMWC and FWC

Consumer Mean Sig. (2-
Mean Involvement Group N | Mean Difference tailed)
Overall involvement MWC | 29 3.26 1.04*** 0.00
Overall involvement FwC | 31 4.30
Items for involvement
Inv1: Product Involvement: The importance of wine MwWC
) ) 29 2.83 1.33*** 0.00
in my life
FwC | 31 4.16
Inv2: Product Involvement: MwWC
] ] ) 29 2.38 1.59%** 0.00
| like reading about wine
FwC | 31 4.07
Inv3: Situational Involvement: | often buy wine fo MWC
] ) 29 4.10 0.44** 0.03
a special occasion
FwC | 31 4,55

*P<0.10; *P<0.05; **P<0.01 about 60 wines

Knowledge

Table 4.5 summarizes the degree of knowledge fah egroup. The amount of
knowledge FWC have is significantly higher thanttbtbMWC. FWC get significantly

more frequently asked for advice than MWC. FWC asore high on consumption
frequency and knowledge on wine regions, although significantly different from

MWC.

Table 4.5 Profile of the MWC and FWC

Consumer Mean

Mean Knowledge Group N | Mean | Difference | Sig. (2-tailed)

Overall knowledge MWC 29 2.5 1.56*** 0.00

Overall knowledge FWQ 31 4.0

Items for knowledge

Knl: | frequently open a bottle of wine MWEC 29 3. 0.80* 0.06
FWC | 31 4.52

Kn2: | know about the wine regions MWC 29 2. 1.85%** 0.00
FwWC | 31 4.23

Kn3: Third parties ask me advice about wine MWC [291.55 2.03%** 0.00
FwWC | 31 3.68

*P<0.10; *P<0.05; **P<0.01 about 60 wines
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Risk capital

The risk capital of each group shows how capabée gitoup is in dealing with the
perceived risk or likes to experience risk by tgyimut new wines (See Table 4.6). FWC
are capable of bearing a significant higher risgited than MWC. A big and significant
difference between MWC and FWC is found when buyitigd a case of old wines, with
a high risk of bad samples. This resulted in aeddfice for FWC that are more willing to
take this risk. FWC have a higher risk capital and therefore more prone to expose

themselves to risk compared to MWC.

Table 4.6: Statistic! on risk capital of MWC and FWC

Consumer Mean Sig. (2-
Mean Risk Capital Group N Mean Difference tailed)
Overall Risk capital MWC | 29 2.20 1.47%* 0.00
Overall Risk capital FWC | 31 3.67
Items for Risk Capital
RC1: | enjoy trying different wines MWC 29 3.9 0.49* 0.06
FWC | 31 4.42
RC2: | like to discover new tastes in wine MWC P9 .38 0.82*** 0.007
FWC | 31 4.16
RC3: | am prepared to buy a case of old wine with MwC
high risk of bad wines 29| 186 1347 000
FWC | 30| 3.20

*P<0.10; **P<0.05; **P<0.01 about 60 wines

Search effort

FWC spend significantly more effort in their purshrey decision (See Table 4.7). The
result displays the difference in effort that ig jito buying a wine for both consumers
groups. FWC spend much more time in picking a édaitlwine, this can be explained by

their higher involvement and knowledge for wineattive have seen in the results above.
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Table 4.7: Statistics on search effort of MWC and W/C

Consumer Mean Sig. (2-
Mean Search Effort Group N | Mean Difference tailed)
Overall Search effort MWC | 29 2.36 1.54%** 0.00
Overall Search Effort FWC | 31 3.90
Iltems for Search Effort
SE1: I spend a lot of time in the store when | want MWC
29 2.38 1.46*** 0.00

to buy a wine

FWC | 31 3.83

SE2: | put much effort into buying a wine MwWC 29 32. 1.62*%** 0.00

FWC | 31 3.97

*P<0.10; **P<0.05; **P<0.01 about 60 wines

Profile of the MWC and FWC

MWC score lower on involvement, knowledge, searftbre risk capital and higher on
perceived risk. Next there is a strong relationwieein involvement and knowledge.
Another relation is shown between risk capital &ndwledge and search effort (See
Figure 4.1). A higher knowledge is positively asated with a higher risk capital and
with greater search effort (See Table 4.8).

Table 4.8: Correlations between the profile factor®f MWC and FWC on their corresponding
wine

Perceived
Involvement| RiskCapital| Knowledge| Searcheffort Risk for MW
Involvement Pearson
) .690*** .090 -.041
Correlation
RiskCapital Pearson
] 377 .909*** .218
Correlation
Knowledge Pearson
) .905*** .354*
Correlation
Searcheffort Pearson
] 4627 .859***
Correlation
Mean Perceived Risk| Pearson
) -.359** 127
for FW Correlation
Note:

a. Correlations above the diagonal represent those MYC on a MW, and those below the diagonal
FWC on a FW.
b. *P<0.10; *P<0.05; **P<0.01 (2-tailed) on 29 MWChd 31 FWC
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FWC are different from MWC since involvement, riskpital, knowledge and search
show a stronger correlation. Their involvement eggllting knowledge does lower their
perceive risk on FW. Although they perceive lesg,rtheir knowledge and involvement
makes them willing to take more risk and put seaftbrt in trying out new wines (See
Figure 4.2). Hypothesis H1 is supported since FWOres significantly higher on
involvement, knowledge, risk capital and searcloréefEompared to MWC (See Table
4.8). While MWC are less involved, they do not lilkkespend as much time to try out
new wines, possess less knowledge and are lesscabpeend effort in their purchasing
decision, FWC score very high on these factorssétobaracteristics of FWC make them
more confident in buying wines and lower their géred risk which may therefore result
in a similar level of overall risk. This result sen as negative correlations of those

factors with perceived risk.

The influence of occasion on the significance of quality signals for MWC and FWC

Overall, the more important the occasion getsnbes weight both consumer groups put
on paradigmatic signals, signals about reputatiah uality certificates obtained by the
wine (See Table 4.9). More specifically, the repataof a brand, store and quality
certificates become more important quality signalsen the occasion gets more
important, although FWC rate them a lot higher alleFWC do differ in the sense that a
recommendation from an award for a FW gets morernapt to them when the occasion
becomes more important. Similarly, MWC are morespaded by sales persons. FWC
put less weight on advertisement/ promotions ofi@ewvhen the occasion gets more
important. MWC have the same reaction on price gaadity signal and rely less on it
when the wine gets more important. Overall, MWC &WIC find quality signals more
important when the everyday occasion changes imspezial occasion. This supports

hypothesis H2.
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Table 4.¢: Influence of occesion on gquality signal:

Quality Signals Occasion MwC FwC
Mean N Mean Difference Sign. (2-tailed) Meah Mé&xfierence Sign. (2-tailed)
Country-of-origin Everyday 3.43| 29 OIS 0.03 3.94 31 0.13 0.33
Special occasion 3.7§ 2 4.07 31
Region-of-origin Everyday 2.50] 2§ 0.1 0.20 3.81 31 0.32%* 0.00
Special occasion 2.64 2 4.13 31
Grape variety Everyday 2.8 2 0.18 0.20 3.81 31 0.13 0.26
Special occasion
3.07 28 3.94 31
Brand reputation Everyday 2.8 2 0.26* 0.09 3.48 31 0.17 0.34
Special occasion 3.19 2 3.65 31
Store reputation Everyday 2.3 2 0.54** 0.03 3.65 31 0.22 0.18
Special occasion 2.9 2 3.87 31
Harvest year or aging Everyday
i 2.14 28 0.32%+* 0.00 3.23 31 0.38* 0.06
potential
Special occasion 2.44 2 3.61 31
A quality certificate such as | Everyday
i 2.39 28 0.54%* 0.00 2.90 31 0.52%* 0.01
Appellation Controlée
Special occasion 2.93 2 3.42 31
Quality certificates for Everyday
biological dynamic 2.04 28 0.17* 0.06 2.55 31 0.19* 0.08
viticulture and fair trade
Special occasion 2.21 2 2.74 31
Recommendation of a wine | Everyday 013
critic such as Robert Parker 2.43 28 0.03 0.83( 294 31 ’ 0.26
or Nicolaas Klei
Special occasion 2.44 2 3.07 31
Recommendation by an Everyday
. 2.68 28 -0.04 0.82 2.77 31 0.33** 0.03
achieved award
Special occasion 2.64 2 3.10 31
Recommendation by friends| Everyday
_ _ 4.07 28 0.22 0.26| 3.58 31 -0.03 0.82
family and acquaintances
Special occasion 4.29 2 3.55 31
Recommendation by the Everyday
2.79 28 0.50* 0.09 3.87 31 0.20 0.14
sales person
Special occasion 3.29 2 4.07 31
Advertisement/ promotion Everyday
o 3.46 28 -0.21 0.30| 3.52 31 -0.33* 0.08
of wine in the store
Special occasion 3.24 2 3.19 31
Packaging: Appealin: Everyda
aing: App X 9 veay 3.32 28 0.00 1.00 2.61 31 -0.22 0.13
bottle/ label of a wine
Special occasion 3.37 2 2.39 31
The price Everyday 4.10 24 -0.35%* 0.02 3.61 31 -0.13 0.47
Special occasion 3.74 2 3.48 31

*P<0.10; **P<0.05; **P<0.01 about 60 wines

4.4.2 Differences in use of quality signals between FWCnd MWC for their
corresponding wine type

Extrinsic quality signals

MW and FW signals are valued differently by therresponding consumers (See Figure

1.1). The mean of the MW for everyday occasionasmpared to the mean of FW for

everyday occasion. Not only the difference is im merest but also the overall value
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consumers put on the relevant signals. In tableM\WWC use price as the most important
signal to measure quality, followed by recommeradegifrom WOM, advertisement and
country-of-origin. FWC value country-of-origin, rieg-of-origin, grape variety, brand
and store reputation the highest and they makets®re available signals than MWC.
The use of the paradigmatic signals, reputation esmbmmendation and price is
significantly different between the two groups (Sksble 4.10). MWC depend their
evaluation on only a few quality signals. When taiees the significant differences into
account then MWC make significant more use of WQiMiees from friends and family,
tend to assess a higher quality on a wine withtactive package and use prices to infer
its quality. MWC rely more strongly on WOM (H7), gaaging (H9) and price (H10)
compared to FWC, and these hypotheses are therglipported (Mean differences are
significant P<0.05). However, the hypotheses alibat greater significance of brand
reputation (H5), store reputation (H6) and adventisnt/ promotion (H11) for MWC are
not supported (P<0.05). Brand reputation and stepetation had a significant greater
effect on FWC compared to MWC, and is thereforaificant in the opposite direction
(H5-H®).

Of all the extrinsic signals, the MWC use 3 sigrafitly more than FWC, but the FWC
uses 7 significantly more than the MWC in their Igyaevaluation. FWC use
significantly more extrinsic quality signals, comg@a to MWC, and this supports H3.

The following signals are in order of appearangmificantly more important to FWC
than to MWC,; region-of-origin, store reputationceenmendations by sales persons,
harvest year or aging potential, grape variety,nthraeputation, country-of-origin.
Therefore hypotheses H11-H14 and H18 are suppoRedommendations from critics
and quality certificates for appellations and sustiaility are just not significant with the
90% significance interval but with an 85% interaald were in the expected direction.
Only recommendations from awards and the advergsénof a wine in the store are
valued the same by MWC and FWC. Hypotheses H15-&’H19 are not supported.
Advertisement is for both groups a very importamaldy signal and paradigmatic signals
are used by the FWC more significantly compareMWC, what was expected on basis

of the literature.
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Table 4.10: Statistics on extrinsic quality signaléor MWC on MW and FWC on FW for an
everyday occasion

Consumer Group | Wine type [ N Mean | Mean Difference | Sig. (2-tailed)
Country-of-origin MwWC MW 28 3.43 0.51* 0.06
Fwce Fw | 31 | 3.04
Region-of-origin MwWC MW 28 2.50 1.31%%* 0.00
FWC
FW | 31 3.81
Grape variety MwcC Mw | 28 2.89 0.91%* 0.01
Fwce Fw | 31 | 381
Brand reputation mMwc Mw | 28 | 2.82 0.66** 0.02
Fwce Fw | 31 | 348
Store reputation mMwc MW | 28 | 236 1.29%* 0.00
Fwce Fw | 31 | 365
Harvest year or aging potential MwWC MW | 28 214 1.08%+* 0.00
Fwce Fw | 31 | 322
A quality certificate such as Appellation Controlée MwWC MW | 28 2.39 0.51 0.11
Fwce Fw | 31 | 290
Quality certificates for biological dynamic vitidute and fair trade MwWC MW | 28 2.04 0.51 0.12
Fwc Fw | 31 | 255
Recommendation of a wine critic such as RobertétaskNicolaas Klei| MWC MW 28 2.43 0.51 0.13
Fwe Fw | 31| 294
Recommendation by an achieved award MwC Mw | 28 2.68 0.10 0.75
Fwce Fw | 31| 277
Recommendation by friends, family and acquaintances MwcC MW | 28 4.07 -0.49* 0.07
Fwe Fw | 31| 3.58
Recommendation by the sales person MwC Mw | 28 2.79 1.09%+* 0.00
Fwce Fw | 31 | 387
Advertisement/ promotion of wine in the store MwWC MW 28 3.46 -0.05 0.86
Fwce Fw | 31| 352
Packaging: Appealing bottle/ label of a wine MwC MW | 28 3.32 -0.71* 0.03
Fwce Fw | 31 | 261
The price Mwc MW | 28 4.11 -0.49* 0.07
Fwce Fw | 31 | 361

*P<0.10; *P<0.05; **P<0.01

Ranking extrinsic quality signals

MW(C consider the following 5 signals as importanjudge the quality of a wine: price,
WOM, advertisement/ promotion, country-of-origindapackaging (See Table 4.11).
They rated these signals above average 3 on thestiskale. These abstract signals can

be valued easily since no knowledge is neededlte\their importance.
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Table 4.11: The most important extrinsic quality sgnals for MWC on MW

The price
Recommendations from word wiouth
Quality Signals
Advertisement/ romotion in the stor

Country of origit

Packaging

1 2 3 4 5
Values
FWC, on the other hand, use more concrete lowel kgnals to decide for the quality
of a wine (See Table 4.12). They have the knowledgealue the meaning of these
concrete signals themselves. Resulting in the fiswioe as much quality signals with
paradigmatic signals as country-of-origin, grapeetg, region-of-origin, harvest year,
reputation of the brand and store and recommentdatderived from WOM, sales
persons and advertisement/ promotion of a wineadswl price. Especially the role of the
sales persons is more important for FWC, thanfard/WC. For everyday wine, price is
also an important signal for FWC although MWC usasi their most important signal to

assess a wine’s quality.

Table 4.12: The most important extrinsic quality sgnals for FWC on FW

Country of origi

Recommendations from the sales p
Grape varief
Quality signals Regior-of-origi
Storereputatio

The pric
Recommendations froWOM
Advertisement/ promotion in the st

Brand reputatic’

Harvest year of aging poten

Intrinsic quality signals

Not surprisingly, the intrinsic signals of tastsyedl and mouth feel score highest among
both MWC and FWC when they rate the quality of aewfter consumption (See Table
4.13). While the FWC is active determining the gyabn a wide variety of different

quality signals, the MWC in contrary primarily dkg wine for the pleasure resulting
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from alcohol and the social aspect. The outcomée FWdC use more intrinsic signals
supports hypothesis H4.

Significant differences in quality signal use &end on signals in the dimensions
of paradigmatic signals (Country-of-origin, regiofierigin, grape variety, certification,
grape quality, terroir) appearance (color, conein, clarity, structure) and the ones
which have to do with the age of wine (harvest yaging potential). These signals score
significant higher on FWC. The reason for this e tdifference in knowledge and
involvement between both groups, although surgglgirboth consumer groups use
paradigmatic signals (Country-of-origin, regionasfgin and grape variety, harvest year)
to search for a wine and assess quality of it. FiMC tastes the differences between
various intrinsic quality signals, and the MWC naithough he/ she does use it to assess

the quality of a wine.
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Table 4.13: Statistics on intrinsic quality signaldor both consumer groups

Consumer
Group Wine type | N Mean | Mean Difference| Sig. (2-tailed)

Taste Mwc Mw 28 4.64 0.09 0.47
Fwce Fw 30 | 473

Smell Mwe Mw 28 | 3.71 0.62++ 0.01
FWC FW

30 4.33

Mouthfeel Mwc Mw 28 | 421 0.25 0.22
Fwc Fw 30 | 447

Color Mwc Mw 28 | 254 096"+ 0.00
Fwe FW 30 | 350

Concentration Mwc MwW 28 1.86 LAty 0.00
Fwe FwW 30 [ 327

Clearness MWC Mw 28 | 221 Al dlilesss 0.00
Fwe FwW 30 [ 333

How it hangs in the glass MWC MwW 28 1.86 1.41%%* 0.00
Fwe FwW 30 [ 327

Age Mwce mw 28 | 218 1520 0.00
Fwe FwW 30 [ 3.70

Harvest year MwWC MW 28 2.25 1.62% 0.00
Fwe FwW 30 | 387

Aging potential MwWC MW 28 1.86 1.34% 0.00
Fwe FwW 30 [ 320

Pleasure of the feeling wine gives MwWC MW 28 4.18 -0.21 0.39
Fwe FW 30 | 397

Pleasure of socializing with wine MwWC MW 28 4.14 -0.21 0.44
Fwe FW 30 | 393

Pleasure of the feeling that wine supports my image MwC MW 28 2.18 0.05 0.85
Fwe FW 30 | 223

Country-of-origin Mwc Mw 28 | 3.32 0.81%+* 0.00
Fwe FW 30 | 413

Region-of-origin Mwc Mw 28 | 2.60 1.56%+ 0.00
Fwe FW 30 | 417

Grape variety Mwe Mw 28 | 3.25 1.05%+ 0.00
Fwe FW 30 | 430

Grapes of high quality Mwe Mw 28 | 3.14 0.82% 0.02
Fwe FwW 30 [ 397

Certificates of production/ geographic origin/ exptal viticulture | MWC MW 28 257 0.66** 0.03
Fwe FwW 30 | 323

Terroir (weather, soil, hours of sun) MWC MW 28 2.71 1.18%** 0.00
Fwe FwW 30 [ 3.90

*P<0.10; *P<0.05; **P<0.01
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Ranking the most important intrinsic quality signals

Again there is a clear difference in the amourgighals used by MWC and FWC. MWC
use eight intrinsic quality signals to evaluatelguérom a wine (Signals scoring higher
than 3 on the Likert-scale are consideredas impyrt&ensory characteristics as taste,
smell, mouth feel, the pleasure derived from dngkwith others and the influence of
country-of-origin, grape variety and high qualityages are acquire from wine consuming.
Eleven other intrinsic signals were seen as leg®itant, since they score lower than 3
on the Likert-scale. The reason that MWC do not aikehe intrinsic signals is likely
because they do not have the expertise to acqhosetfrom wine. They do not
understand them well enough to infer quality of iaew The only paradigmatic signals
they consider slightly important are country-ofgom, grape variety and grapes of high
quality. Apparently they start noticing the inflwenof those signals on the taste/ quality

of a wine.

FWC determine the quality of a wine on all intrmsgjuality signals except for the one
that they are not affected by the feeling thatupmorts their image. All other intrinsic

signals from sensory characteristics, pleasure velérifrom tasting, appearance,
paradigmatic and age/ aging potential are used. rbst important were the sensory
characteristics and the paradigmatic, which wilkeghese signals search attributes for

this consumer group.

45 How MWC and FWC think differently about a Mass versus Fine wine for

everyday

MWC and FWC weight some signals differently wheaytldecide to buy their everyday
wine not from the supermarket but in the wine stdtee research for MWC and FWC is
done like displayed in figure 1.2. When MWC tendagsess quality from a FW store
then reputation and the recommendation of the gadeson become more important.
WOM, packaging and price are less important qualigynals for MWC in a FW store,
compared to the importance of those in a MW stBexe(Table 4.13). Another reason is
that MW stores hardly have a reputation on wine salds persons are not educated in

wine. The reputational signals and recommendatiom fexperts replace the lack of
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knowledge of MWC on wine to assess quality on F@éfiparadigmatic signals such as

region-of-origin. In MW stores, MWC make use of @tlpeople’s recommendations,

packaging and price, since those are more easilgved.

Table 4.13: Statistics on extrinsic quality signal$or both consumer groups

Quality Signals Wine type MwWC FwC
Mean N Mean Difference Sign. (2-tailed) Me: Mé&zfierence Sign. (2-tailed)

Country-of-origin Mass wine 3.46 26 -0.00 1.00 3.65 3] 0.29** 0.05
Fine wine 3.46 26 3.94 31

Region-of-origin Mass wine 2.58 26 0.19 0.17 3.52 3] 0.29** 0.02
Fine wine 2,77 26 3.81 31

Grape variety Mass wine 3.00 26 -0.04 0.71 3.54 31 0.28 0.8
Fine wine 2.96 26 3.81 31

Brand reputation Mass wine 2.92 26 -0.19 0.17 3.24 31 0.2p 0.13
Fine wine 273 26 3.48 31

Store reputation Mass wine 231 26 0.73%* 0.00 2.74 31 1110 0.00
Fine wine 3.04 26 3.65 31

Harvest year or aging Mass wine

potental 212 26 0.07 0.33 2.71 3] 0.52%%* 0.01
Fine wine 219 26 3.23 31

A quality certificate such as [ Mass wine

Appelation Controlée 2.44 25 0.12 0.27 2.84 3] 0.06 0.46
Fine wine 2.56 25 2.90 31

Quality certificates for Mass wine

biological dynamic 1.96 26 0.08 0.16 2.45 31 0.1 041

viticulture and fair trade
Fine wine 2.04 26 255 31

Recommendation of a wine | Mass wine

critic such as Robert Parker 2.50 26 -0.04 0.83 3.19 31 -0.16* 0.10

or Nicolaas Klei
Fine wine 2.46 26 2.94 31

Recommendation by an Mass wine

achieved award 277 26 -0.08 0.43 2.99 31 -0.18 0.3
Fine wine 2.69 26 277 31

Recommendation by Mass wine

friends, family and 4.23 26 -0.23** 0.03 3.65 31 -0.07 0.54

acquaintances
Fine wine 4.00 26 3.58 31

Recommendation by the Mass wine

sales person 2.81 26 1.15%** 0.00 2.84 31 1.03%** 0.00
Fine wine 3.96 26 3.87 31

Advertisement/ promotion Mass wine

of wine in the store 3.50 26 -0.04 0.87 3.0q 3] 0.52%%* 0.01
Fine wine 3.46 26 3.52 31

Ej;"e"/“-l’:bi:fze;“n”f Mass wine 327 | 26 -0.23* 006 | 245| a1 0.6 0.11
Fine wine 3.04 26 2.61 31

The price Mass wine 4.08 26 -0.16* 0.10 3.81 31 -0.20 0.14
Fine wine 3.92 26 3.61 31

*P<0.10; **P<0.05; ***P<0.01

FWC significantly tend to assess quality more i #W store on country-of-origin,

region-of-origin, store reputation, harvest yeagammendations from the sales person

and advertisement/ promotion of the wine (P<0.0%ese signals replace for them the

need to use wine critics advices which they comsilere important for MW (P<0.10).
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They consider the quality of a FW store on its tapan, which is also co-determined by
the skilled sales persons (P<0.01). Furthermorg tee paradigmatic signals, from

which they can abstract quality since they ownkih@wledge on the subject.

4.6 The influence of different selectors on the qualitassessment of wine

Different selection systems play a role in the winarket. MWC are significantly more
influenced by WOM than FWC (See Table 4.10). Thiefcms the hypothesized result
(H20) that market-based recommendations are regasesignificantly more important
for MWC than for FWC. Expert-based recommendatimos critics, sales persons and
awards should influence FWC significantly more thdv/C. Only recommendations
from sales persons are found to be significantlyemimportant to FWC (P<0.10) than
MWC. This confirms hypothesis H22. Recommendatifmesn critics (significant for

P<0.15) and awards were both found to be more itappto FWC than for MWC,

although not significant. Hypotheses H21 and H23 far that reason not confirmed.
Expert influence can be said to play a role in ¢ market (although not significant),

and market influence a significant role in the MVdrket.

4.7 Summary of hypotheses testing for the MWC and the WC

All the hypotheses and their direction are showmable 4.14. The hypotheses are tested
and supported if their outcome was in the righedion and at least more than 95%
significant. When the outcome was significant i thegative direction than this is
mentioned as not-supported but described as nefjatupported under the column of

direction of outcome.
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Table 4.14: Differences between MWC and FWC on prde and signal usage

Direction Direction Hypothesis
Hypothesis Outcome Outcome
H1: FWC will be moreénvolved, knowledged, Involvement, knowledge, | Positive Supported
have higherisk capital and will search more risk capital, search effort
extensively compared to MWC. FWC: More important
H2: Both FWC and MWC will make more Extensive extrinsic signals Positive Supported
extensive use of extrinsic quality signals when théor higher situation
situational involvement/importance of occasion | involvement:
increases More Important
H3: FWC will use more extrinsic quality signals| Extrinsic quality signals | Positive Supported
compared to MWC FWC:

More important
H4: FWC will use more intrinsic quality signals | Intrinsic quality signals Positive Supported

compared to MWC

FWC:

More important

H5: The quality signabrand reputation will be
less important to FWC than to MWC.

Brand reputation FWC:
Less important

Supported in
opposite

direction

Not-supported

H6: The quality signadtore reputation will be less

Store reputation FWC:

Supported in

Not-supported

important to FWC than to MWC. Less important opposite
direction

H7: The quality signalMOM will be less WOM FWC: Positive Supported
important to FWC than to MWC. Less Important
H8: The quality signahdvertisement will be less | Advertisement FWC: Negative Not-supported
important to FWC than to MWC. Less Important
H9: The quality signgbackaging will be less Packaging FWC: Positive Supported
important to FWC than to MWC. Less Important
H10: The quality signgbrice will be less Price FWC: Positive Supported
important to FWC than to MWC. Less Important
H11: The quality signatountry of origin will be Country of origin FWC: Positive Supported
more important to FWC than to MWC. More Important
H12: The quality signafegion-of-origin will be | Region-of-origin FWC: Positive Supported
more important to FWC than to MWC. More Important
H13: The quality signalrgpe variety/ wine type Grape variety/ wine type | Positive Supported
will be more important to FWC than to MWC. FWC:

More Important
H14: The quality signatarvest year or aging Harvest year or aging Positive Supported

potential will be more important to FWC than to
MWC.

potential FWC:

More Important
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H15: The quality signatontrolled appellation Controlled appellation Positive Not-supported
will be more important to FWC than to MWC. FWC: More Important

H16: The quality signadertified sustainability Certified sustainability Positive Not-supported
will be more important to FWC than to MWC. FWC: More Important

H17: The quality signal recommendations from | Critics FWC: Positive Not-supported
criticswill be more important to FWC than to More Important

MWC.

H18: The quality signal recommendations from | Sales persons FWC: Positive Supported
sales persons will be more important to FWC thap More Important

to MWC.

H19: The quality signalawards will be more| Awards FWC: Positive Not-supported
important to FWC than to MWC. More Important

H20: The market-based recommendations from WOM FWC: Positive Supported
word of mouth (WOM) will be regarded as less Less Important

important for FWC than for MWC.

H21: The expert-based recommendations from| Critics FWC: Positive Not-supported
critics will be regarded as more important for More Important

FWC than for MWC.

H22: The expert-based recommendations from| Sales persons FWC: Positive Supported
sales persons will be regarded as more important More Important

for FWC than for MWC.

H23: The expert-based recommendations from| Awards FWC: Positive Not-supported

awards will be regarded as more important for
FWC than for MWC.

More Important
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5 Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1 Conclusions

This research analyzed how a sample of Dutch wmeswumers' uses extrinsic and
intrinsic quality signals to evaluate the qualitf MW and FW also for different

occasions. The main research question formulated wa

Which quality signals do consumers use to evalu#ite quality of a mass versus fine

wine?

This research question will be answered accordirtbe formulated sub-questions.

Why do consumers use quality signals?

Consumers use quality signals to infer product igualVine is an experience good so
people need to consume the product to assessaltsyqun the absence of any intrinsic

signals, such as no previous experience / no remastod, they have to rely on extrinsic
signals. Some of these quality signals act as $si(price, brand, packaging), to save
time. By using quality signals, consumers try toxmmze their benefits and minimize

their sacrifice, which results from the monetaigkr{costs) and non-monetary risk. The

benefits can be assessed by the available quagitgls.

What are quality signals and what types can be idigtished?

Quiality signals are relevant guidelines for constnte evaluate the quality of a wine.
When the wine cannot be consumed or when it habewn tried before, then consumers
try to deduce quality from associations with ingra qualities. For example, they can
associate the taste of an aged wine with qualithefDassociations can be made from
extrinsic signals, and refer to a better (intriggjgality, such as the age or harvest year on
the label of a wine, which can induce a good tasig with that, a good quality. Age/
aging potential or harvest year, country of orignegion-of-origin, grape variety,
certifications, grape quality and terroir overlap the sense that they can act as an

extrinsic signal and also as an intrinsic signaloélity. Taken as an extrinsic signal,
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country-of-origin would relate to the reputationtbé country in wine making, while as
an intrinsic signal, it would refer to how originfiuences the taste of the wine due to
production or climate. Both intrinsic and extrinsgjuiality signals are used by the

consumer to assess quality.

What are the differences in the profiles (e.g. I&wé involvement, risk profile) between
mass wine consumers (MWC) and fine wine consumé&ré/C)?

Starting with the MWC, one can conclude that they lass involved in wine selection,
have less knowledge about wine and are conserviatitrging out new wines compared
to FWC. It seems that a large part of MWC usesimeupurchasing decisions or
heuristics to buy wine which also accounts forrtheew search effort. This behavior leads
to limited quality signals use for the evaluatidntlee quality of wine. The signals used
are easy-to-determine abstract signals such asnsgtrsignals; price, brand and
packaging. The most important intrinsic signals ale® easy-to-determine such as taste,

smell, mouth feel and the after effect of pleastwen socializing or drinking alcohol.

FWC can be differentiated from MWC since they difie their scores on profile
characteristics (e.g. perceived risk). They peraigk similar to the MWC but enjoy
taking more risk in order to try out wines and diger new tastes. The FWC possess
greater knowledge, are more involved, and spenckertiore in searching for the right
wine. They feel acquainted with the atmosphere Wastore where they like to use as
much quality signals as possible. FWC use quaiggads more extensively compared to
MWC. Almost all extrinsic and intrinsic quality sigls are used by the FWC, which can
be explained as they spend more time searchingifa.

To conclude, the value of a wine is different foMM@ and FWC. Value is the
combination of the perceived benefits and percesatifice for the consumers. MWC
perceive the benefits of a wine by fewer and déférquality signals than FWC do. Also
the sacrifice is different, since MWC experiencerensocial and functional risk while
FWC experience more psychological risk. The imguace of psychological risk can
explain afterwards the importance of reputationghas for FWC since psychological
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risk is the risk of a miss fit between the produeputation and the consumer’'s own

lifestyle.

How does occasion influence the importance of emsiic quality signals?

When the situation of the wine purpose chances faoneveryday occasion to a special
occasions, than more extrinsic quality signal aseduby the MWC and FWC. The
importance of almost all extrinsic quality signadsrease for both consumer groups such
as with harvest year or aging potential, appeltaind sustainability certifications. MWC
regard the advice from a sales person higher ahg vaice less when it is a special
occasion. FWC on their turn value awards more vorfaof advertisement/ promotion,

when it is a special occasion.

Do MWC and FWC differ in the importance they atttilbe to quality signals for their
corresponding wines? (See Figure 1.1)

Difference between the use of extrinsic quality signals

The use of paradigmatic signals, reputation, recendations and price is significantly
different between MWC and FWC. MWC find 3 signalore important for MW
compared to FWC who find 7 signals more importaot FW. MWC attribute
significantly more importance to WOM, packaging gmice of a MW, compared to
FWC on a FW. Those are easy-to-determine signal8I¥wC during a purchase decision.
FWC attribute significantly more importance to ctyrof-origin, region-of-origin, grape
variety, brand reputation, store reputation, harvgear or aging potential and
recommendation by the sales person. Interpretiagetisignals require more knowledge
to covariate these lower level signals into higkgel qualities.

Although it was expected that MWC will use repuiatiof a brand or store to
abstract quality and will be influenced by advemi®nt/ promotions, the results were
different. FWC attribute significantly more impantze to the brand and store reputation.
Advertisement/ promotion was valued the same fothboonsumers for their
corresponding wine.

Surprisingly, the quality certificates of productiavhich guarantee a certain

guality to the consumer (controlled appellation andtainability certificates) are of no
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importance to the FWC for an everyday wine. Theautafon of the country of origin is

more important to FWC than the actual quality éestions.

Difference between the use of intrinsic quality signals

FWC uses 14 of the 19 formulated intrinsic sigrsadgificantly more than MWC. This
great difference results from the fact that MWCyotbnsider few intrinsic signals to be
important for their quality evaluation. Except fibre taste, mouth feel, pleasure of the
effect of alcohol, socializing part and feelingttlane can support your image, all other
intrinsic signals score significantly higher. Amotige biggest differences between the
two consumer groups are for example the influenntege, harvest year, aging potential,
region-of-origin and terroir on the intrinsic queds of wine. It can be said that FWC are

better capable of relating intrinsic quality sightd the quality of wine.

What signals do MWC and FWC find important to assethe quality of a MW and a
FW? And how does each group (MWC and FWC) attributifferent importance
weights to each type of wine? (See Figure 1.2)

Most important extrinsic signals for MWC

Some quality signals are not used differently arel far both groups very important.
MWC attribute the most importance to 5 extrinsialify signals for assessing the quality
of a MW (Score higher than 3 on the Likert-scale)rder of importance these are; Price,
WOM, advertisement/ promotion, country-of-origindapackaging for determining the
guality of a wine. MWC use those easy-to-deterngnality signals since they are not
able to link most extrinsic signals to intrinsicadjties. This also explains why only 5 of
the 15 signals are valued as important to them]|ewRWC consider more signals

important.
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MWC evaluating a FW
When MWC try to evaluate a FW than they will attrié significantly more importance

to sales persons, store reputation, and lessde,gackaging and WOM.

Most important extrinsic signals for FWC

FWC attribute the most importance to 10 extrinsi@ly signals for assessing the
quality of a FW (Score higher than 3 on the Liksaéle). In order of importance these
are; country-of-origin, recommendations from thkesgerson, grape variety, region-of-
origin, store reputation, price, recommendationsnf\®WOM, advertisement/ promotion,
brand reputation and harvest year or aging poterRi@ecommendations from the sales
person, not only differs significantly in importanbetween both consumers groups but is
attributed as a very important quality signal fow€. The same applies to the
paradigmatic signals (e.g. country of origin, hatwgear or aging potential), which can
more easily be interpreted by FWC since they pas$ias knowledge to relate these

concrete lower level quality signals into intringjigalities.

FWC evaluating a MW

When FWC evaluate the quality of a MW then theyl witribute significantly less
importance to paradigmatic signals such as couwftorgin, region-of-origin, store
reputation, harvest year or aging potential, armmremendations from the sales person
and advertisement/ promotion. Surprisingly theyl walue recommendations from wine

critics more in the MW store.

Intrinsic quality signals

MWC only use 8 of the 19 intrinsic signals (Scoat®ve 3 on the Likert-scale) for a
quality evaluation during/ after consumption, wahly a few rated as very important.
The signals used are the basic intrinsic qualgyais which have to do with the sensory
characteristics of wine and the pleasure wine gias during consumption. However,
FWC use all 19 intrinsic quality signals consiskend assess the quality, which can be
explained by their higher knowledge, involvemengkrcapital and search effort.
Surprisingly the MWC do use country-of-origin as amtrinsic signal during the
purchasing decision, but hardly during the intenevaluation. The easy-to-determine
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intrinsic and extrinsic quality signals are usedNbWC during evaluation since they do

not possess the knowledge to interpret them cordgarEWC.

What is the influence of different selectors on tiraportance quality signals acquire in
the wine industry?

Selection system theory

Market-based recommendations from WOM have a saggmt greater effect on the
quality assessment for MWC than to FWC. MWC valoe opinion of friends, family
and acquaintances higher than FWC do, although bottsumer groups regard this
quality signal as important for assessing the ¢yali a wine. The hypotheses on expert-
based recommendations are not all supported bu¢ wethe right direction. Expert-
based recommendations from awards (not significanitics (not significant) and sales
persons (significant) do influence FWC more than ®@IWrhe hypotheses on expert-
based recommendations are partially supported bg thsults; expert-based
recommendations from awards, critics and salesopsrdo influence the FWC more than
the MWC.
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Signals which are significantly more important
for MWC or FWC

. Hypotheses tested:

Figure 5.1: Adapted conceptual model Iiypothisized & confirmed
[lIHypothisized & confirmed in opposite direction

[IHypothisized & not confirmed

5.2 Recommendations

5.2.1 Recommendations for retailers
Quality signals can help consumers make the rigbice of wine. Retailers can support

consumers’ decision making by ensuring that allartgnt quality signals are available.
Retailers also benefit from the insights they getrf the consumers about how they value
certain quality signals, since this way they carpriowe their service towards the
customer with a more balanced product assortmevdlaable service.

It can be wise for retailers to support the MWG@Ghwtheir choice of wine with a

sales person since they perceive risk of pickirgwinong wine, which will not satisfy
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their environment and will turn out to be a wastanmney. Wine in MW stores should
clearly communicate what the wine tastes like ahwvhat it will perfectly suit, while
accompanied with an attractive price for its pugpddW stores should understand that
MW(C choose everyday wine primarily on the basisady-to-determine signals (in order
of importance); price, recommendations from WOMyeatisement/ promotion in the
store, country of origin and packaging. This meifuas price signals greatly influence the
expected quality of a MW. The assortment on thévesecould be categorized on price,
country-of-origin or on taste for MWC. For FWC tkkelf spaces could be managed
using more complex determinants such as paradignsignals as country-of-origin,
region-of-origin, grape variety or harvest yeareMines interesting for MW stores are
the ones which come together with some promoti@mfithe producer and with an
attractive packaging. Considering the current neseddW stores (Supermarkets and
convenience stores) should therefore not try tarag consumers to a higher segment.
There is a great danger in educating MWC sincentilisraise the need for wines with
better intrinsic qualities and other signals whaek valued by FWC such as advice from

sales persons.

FW stores have to treat consumers with expertifenvthese consumers are willing to
spend more time in finding a wine and are williogdke the risk of trying out new wines.
Although they possess a lot of expertise themselNA&C value highly expert's
recommendations, such as the advice of a salesmdf8V stores should therefore take
care of good wine educations for its sales persbhs. sales persons are than able not
only to recommend the right wine but also to matod wine with the lifestyle of the
FWC, which is very important for them (seeing thparceived psychological risk).
Skillful sales persons and an assortment with wipessessing good intrinsic qualities
from brand with a good reputation will build up @ogl store reputation.

Besides brand reputation and sales persons ite séputation is an important
quality signal for FWC. Since FWC are able to ligktrinsic signals with intrinsic
gualities, tasting wine will help them in their dg@on making process since they can
assess its intrinsic qualities directly and latgrieve the information from their internal
memory. FW stores can support this by giving wemihgs or give the ability to taste a

wine before purchase.
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A surprising finding is that certifications of ghaction (e.g. controlled appellation)
or sustainability (e.g. Ecocert) do not affect tR&/C at all when they buy a wine.
Country-of-origin, region-of-origin, grape varietgrand name and harvest year on the
wine label have greater effect on the quality essesit of FWC. The choice of taking a
wine in the assortment should therefore be mad&soreputation of delivering good
intrinsic quality, the reputation of its country camegion and not just on its quality
certificates. Recommendations by promotion/ adsentient to support a wine also help
FWC take a particular wine into consideration. @€ still among the most important
signals but since FWC use almost all available @gyrespecially paradigmatic signals,

and they do not base their choice on price alone.

5.2.2 Recommendations for wine producers

MW producers should find the right price level fineir wine and be aware that the
reputation of the country-of-origin, the packagiof the wine and its promotion/
advertisement gives the consumer their quality gqgion prior to consumption. The
wine should communicate its purpose precisely uithelfood pairings, inform about its
intrinsic qualities to remove any risk of buyingettwrong wine, and prevent the
possibility that their social environment will dis# it.

Since MWC are not capable of assessing all intrimgialities, there is an
opportunity to focus solely on the intrinsic quekt that matter to MWC; taste, smell,
mouth feel and the pleasure of socializing and &ftiect of the alcohol. Casella's winery
does this with their Yellow Tail wine by leaving exything out that the MWC cannot
perceive or does not want such as acidity, realroaturation and they ad some extra
sweetness to make it smoother (Casella, 2005). dilue's them to make some serious
cost reductions and they satisfy their target custoeven more. They understood that
complexity from terroir, grape variety, aging ogi@n-of-origin, etc, is less important to
MWC and can be left out.

Secondly, quality perception can be enhanceddnoa marketing campaign with
promotion within the store and viral marketing tonsilate WOM recommendations. The
last is a very important source of recommendation MWC, also because they are

sensitive that their social environment will diglithe wine they purchased.
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FW producers should create a product with goodnisitt quality since this is very
important for FWC, and encourage tasting the prodscod intrinsic qualities make sure
that the wine gets a good reputation and this pe@ally important for FWC. Secondly,
country-of-origin, region-of-origin, brand reputati and harvest year or aging potential
are used to evaluate quality, but again certifoceti of production (e.g. controlled
appellation) and certifications of sustainabilieyg. Ecocert, Fair trade) are of secondary
importance. Thirdly, FW producers should make sine@r wine comes in a retailer
network with stores of a good reputation and witeaive sales people since this is what
their FWC value and the perceived quality of a wismeo-determined by the reputation
of the retailer. Fourthly, a marketing campaignhvatvertisement/ promotion within the
store and viral marketing to enhance WOM would hidgneesame positive effect on both
FWC and MWC.

Concluding, | would like to comment that in my ojpim FWC are focused on
certifications of quality (Appellation controleecaogical production, Fair trade) and
critics’ and award recommendations but this redeatates that WOM and sales persons

are more important to assess the quality of a vémen for the FW market.
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Appendix A

Ratings &
Reviews

Critics

Sales people

@Consumers

—p
@ Peer Influence

Market Selection

Wine
@Producer

Expert Influence
—> P

Figure Al: Selection Systems in the Wine Industry
Source: adapted from Jacobs (2007)

Table A1: MW and FW distinguished

Mass Wine Fine Wine

Intrinsic quality Simple Complex

Important extrinsic quality signals country of anigbrand reputation,  Country of origin, region-of-origin,
store reputation, word of mouth, harvest year or aging potential, grape

advertisement, packaging and price variety, brand reputation, store
reputation, WOM, sales persons,

advertisement/ promotion

Abstractness of the quality signals  Abstract high level Concrete lower level
used
Reason Low involvement High involvement
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Appendix B

Questionnaire Mass and Fine Wine

Instructions

How would these questions apply to you?
Most questions are made to be answered with:
0 verylow

low

mediocre

high

very high

o O O O

The purpose is to give one answer to each question
This survey is part of my Master Thesis Strategy lamovation at the Faculty of Business

Administration in Groningen. Your information wilke used in a discrete way that your name will

not be used in the research itself.
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Achtergrondinformatie

Naam:
Leeftijd:
Geslacht:

Vragen
Risico’s

Welke volgende risico’s ervaar je als je een supekirwijn gaat kopen?

Totaal niet Gedeeltelijk niet Geen Gedeeltelijk Totaal
mee eens mee eens mening mee eens mee eens

1 Ik ben bang dat ik als ik wijn koop, een miskoogdo O 0 0 0 0
en geld verspil.

2 1k ben bang dat wijn een negatief effect heeftgnm 0 0 0 0 0
gezondheid (hartproblemen, overgewicht, allergie)

3 Ik ben bang dat de wijn niet zo goed is als gehoopt 0 0 0 0 0

4 1k ben bang dat de wijn niet in de smaak valt bjpm 0 0 0 0 0

relatie/vrienden/kennissen
5 1k vind het belangrijk dat de wijn bij mijn zelfbige 0 0 0 0 0
past (status/ aanzien)

Welke volgende risico’s ervaar je als je een sijjigijn gaat kopen?

Totaal niet Gedeeltelijk niet Geen Gedeeltelijk Totaal
mee eens mee eens mening mee eens mee eens

6 |k ben bang dat ik als ik wijn koop, een miskoloe, 0 0 0 0 0
en geld verspil.
7 Ik ben bang dat wijn een negatief effect heefinijp 0 0 0 0 0

gezondheid (hartproblemen, overgewicht, allergie)

8 |k ben bang dat de wijn niet zo goed is als gphoo 0 0 0 0 0

9 |k ben bang dat de wijn niet in de smaak valtiijj 0 0 0 0 0
relatie/vrienden/kennissen

10 Ik vind het belangrijk dat de wijn bij mijn zelfblele 0 0 0 0 0
past (status/ aanzien)

Product en situatie betrokkenheid
Totaal niet mee Gedeeltelijk Geen Gedeeltelijk mee Totaal mee
eens niet mee mening eens eens

11 Wijn is belangrijk is mijn leven 0 0 0 0 0

12 1k vind het lezen over wijn erg leuk 0 0 0 0 0

13 Voor een speciale gelegenheid koop ik vaak 0 0 0 0 0
wijn

Kennis uit gebruik en deskundigheid

Totaal niet Gedeeltelijk niet Geen Gedeeltelijk mee Totaal mee
mee eens mee eens mening eens eens

14 1k koop geregeld een fles wijn 0 0 0 0 0

15 Ik weet van verschillende regio’s wat voor 0 0 0 0 0
wijnen zij produceren

16 Mijn vrienden/ kennissen/ collega’s vr.agen mij 0 0 0 0 0

regelmatig advies over wijn
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Risico profiel
Totaal niet Gedeeltelijk niet Geen Gedeeltelijk mee  Totaal mee
mee eens mee eens mening eens eens

17 1k vind het leuk om regelmatig andere wijnente 0 0 0 0 0
proberen

18 Ik vind het leuk om elke keer nieuwe smakente 0 0 0 0 0
ontdekken in een wijn

19 Ik ben bereid een kistje met oude wijn te kopen 0 0 0 0 0

waarbij het risico dat ze niet goed zijn hoog is

Intensiteit van de zoektocht

Totaal niet mee Gedeeltelijk niet mee Geen Gedeeltelijk mee Totaal mee
eens eens mening eens eens

20 Ik besteed veel tijd in de winkel bij het kopen 0 0 0 0 0
van een wijn

21 Ik doe veel moeite om een fles wijn uit te 0 0 0 0 0
zoeken

Extrinsieke kwaliteitssignalen van wijnen uit de spermarkt voor een speciale gelegenheid
Stel dat u een wijnfles in daipermarktwilt kopen voor eespeciale gelegenheifbijv.

Kerstmis). Uw vrienden komen langs en u wilt ze geade wijn voorschotelen. Geef aan in
hoeverre u het eens bent dat deze signalen bglanignivoor uzelf om de kwaliteit van een wijn
te bepalen voordat u deze geproefd hebt

Totaal niet Gedeeltelijk niet Geen Gedeeltelijk mee Totaal mee
mee eens mee eens mening eens eens

22 Reputatie van informatie op het wijnlabel:

Land van herkomst is belangrijk voor kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
De regio in het land is belangrijk voor kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
De druivensoort is belangrijk voor kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
De reputatie van het merk is belangrijk voor kvetit 0 0 0 0 0
De reputatie van de winkel is belangrijk voor kuiti 0 0 0 0 0
Het oogstjaar of rijpingspotentieel is belangrifiov
kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0

23 Certificaten die een wijn heeft:
Appellation Controlée e.a. is belangrijk voor kugili 0 0 0 0 0
Certificaten voor biologisch (dynamische) wijnboaw fair 0 0 0 0 0
trade zijn belangrijk voor kwaliteit

24 Adviezen van derden:
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door wijn critici zoakbert 0 0 0 0 0
Parker of Nicolaas Klei
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door de gewonnen awedats 0 0 0 0 0
een bepaalde wijn
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door adviezen van \aliem/ 0 0 0 0 0
familie/ kennissen op gebied van wijn
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door adviezen van de 0 0 0 0 0
wijnverkoper

25 Promoties:
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door promoties van 0 0 0 0 0
wijn
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door de mooie fles/ 0 0 0 0 0
label van een wijn

26 Prijs:
Ik gebruik de prijs vaak als indicator voor de 0 0 0 0 0

kwaliteit van de wijn
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Extrinsieke kwaliteitssignalen van wijnen uit de djterij/ wijnspeciaalzaak voor een speciale
gelegendheid

Stel dat u nu een wijnfles in déjterij/ wijnspeciaalzaakwilt kopen voor eerspeciale
gelegenheidbijv. Kerstmis). Geef dan aan welke signalenwevoor u belangrijk zijn.

Totaal niet Gedeeltelijk niet Geen Gedeeltelijk mee Totaal mee
mee eens mee eens mening eens eens

27 Reputatie van informatie op het wijnlabel:

Land van herkomst is belangrijk voor kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
De regio in het land is belangrijk voor kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
De druivensoort is belangrijk voor kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
De reputatie van het merk is belangrijk voor kvestit 0 0 0 0 0
De reputatie van de winkel is belangrijk voor kit 0 0 0 0 0
Het oogstjaar of rijpingspotentieel is belangrifiov 0 0 0 0 0
kwaliteit

28 Certificaten die een wijn heeft:
Appellation Contrdlée e.a. is belangrijk voor kweili 0 0 0 0 0
Certificaten voor biologisch (dynamische) wijnboaw fair 0 0 0 0 0
trade zijn belangrijk voor kwaliteit

29 Adviezen van derden:
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door wijn critici zod®bert 0 0 0 0 0
Parker of Nicolaas Klei
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door de gewonnen awemis 0 0 0 0 0
een bepaalde wijn
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door adviezen van \atiem/ 0 0 0 0 0
familie/ kennissen op gebied van wijn
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door adviezen van de 0 0 0 0 0
wijnverkoper

30 Promoties:
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door promoties van 0 0 0 0 0
wijn
Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door de mooie fles/ 0 0 0 0 0
label van een wijn

31 Prijs:
Ik gebruik de prijs vaak als indicator voor de 0 0 0 0 0

kwaliteit van de wijn

Extrinsieke kwaliteitssignalen van wijnen uit de spermarkt voor alledag

Stel dat u in dsupermarkteen gewone wijn koopt voatledag Geef aan in hoeverre u het eens
bent dat deze signalen belangrijk aipor uzelf om de kwaliteit van een wijn te bepalen voordat
u deze geproefd hebt.

Totaal niet Gedeeltelijk niet Geen Gedeeltelijk mee Totaal mee
mee eens mee eens mening eens eens

32 Reputatie van informatie op het wijnlabel:

Land van herkomst is belangrijk voor kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
De regio in het land is belangrijk voor kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
De druivensoort is belangrijk voor kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
De reputatie van het merk is belangrijk voor kvestit 0 0 0 0 0
De reputatie van de winkel is belangrijk voor kuiti 0 0 0 0 0
Het oogstjaar of rijpingspotentieel is belangrifiov
kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
33 Certificaten die een wijn heeft:
Appellation Controlée e.a. is belangrijk voor kugili 0 0 0 0 0
Certificaten voor biologisch (dynamische) wijnboaw fair 0 0 0 0 0
trade zijn belangrijk voor kwaliteit
34 Adviezen van derden:
0 0 0 0 0
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35

36

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door wijn critici zodkobert
Parker of Nicolaas Klei

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door de gewonnen awedmts
een bepaalde wijn

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door adviezen van \alem
familie/ kennissen op gebied van wijn

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door adviezen van de
wijnverkoper

Promoties:

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door promoties van
wijn

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door de mooie fles/
label van een wijn

Prijs:

Ik gebruik de prijs vaak als indicator voor de
kwaliteit van de wijn

Extrinsieke kwaliteitssignalen van wijnen uit de sjterij/ wijnspeciaalzaak
Dezelfde vraag als hiervoor maar dan voor wijn \altedaguit deslijterij/ wijnspeciaalzaak
Geef aan in hoeverre u het eens bent dat dezdesgoelangrijk zijrvoor uzelf om de kwaliteit

van een wijn te bepalen voordat u deze geproefd heb

Totaal niet
mee eens

37

38

39

40

41

Reputatie van informatie op het wijnlabel:
Land van herkomst is belangrijk voor kwaliteit
De regio in het land is belangrijk voor kwaliteit
De druivensoort is belangrijk voor kwaliteit

De reputatie van het merk is belangrijk voor kvestit

De reputatie van de winkel is belangrijk voor kuiti

Het oogstjaar of rijpingspotentieel is belangrifiov
kwaliteit

Certificaten die een wijn heeft:

Appellation Controlée e.a. is belangrijk voor kugili
Certificaten voor biologisch (dynamische) wijnboaw fair
trade zijn belangrijk voor kwaliteit

Adviezen van derden:

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door wijn critici zodkobert
Parker of Nicolaas Klei

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door de gewonnen awedmts
een bepaalde wijn

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door adviezen van \alem
familie/ kennissen op gebied van wijn

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door adviezen van de
wijnverkoper

Promoties:

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door promoties van
wijn

Ik laat mij wel eens leiden door de mooie fles/
label van een wijn

Prijs:

Ik gebruik de prijs vaak als indicator voor de
kwaliteit van de wijn

eNoNoNoNoNel

oo

Gedeeltelijk niet
mee eens

eNoNoNoNoNel

oo

Geen
mening

oNeoleoloNoNel

o o

Gedeeltelijk mee

eens

oNeoleoloNoNel

o o

Totaal mee
eens

eNoNolNoNoNel

o o
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Intrinsieke kwaliteitssignalen
Heeft u wel eens vaker dezelfde voor uzelf wijnag@k? Indien ja, geef dan aan welke signalen
een rol spelen de beoordeling van deze wijn. Indes ga verder naar vraag 47.

Totaal niet Gedeeltelijk niet Geen Gedeeltelijk Totaal
mee eens mee eens mening mee eens mee eens

42 Smaak/reuk/gevoelsfactoren:

Ik beoordeelde de wijn op de smaak 0 0 0 0 0
Ik beoordeelde de wijn op de geur 0 0 0 0 0
Ik beoordeelde de wijn op het mondgevoel (zacht/ 0 0 0 0 0
drogend/ zuur)
43 Uiterlijk van de wijn in het glas:

Ik beoordeelde de wijn op kleur 0 0 0 0 0
Ik beoordeelde de concentratie van de kleur 0 0 0 0 0
Ik beoordeelde de helderheid van de wijn 0 0 0 0 0
Ik beoordeelde hoe de wijn in het glas hing 0 0 0 0 0

44 Leeftijdsinvloeden op de smaak:
De leeftijd van de wijn was van invloed op de smaakO
Het oogstjaar was van invloed op de smaak
De wijn had rijpingspotentieel 0
0

o
o
o
o

o o
o o
o o
o o

45 Plezier dat voortkomt uit het drinken van wijn:

Het lekkere gevoel dat wijn mij geeft 0

De gezelligheid van wijndrinken 0 0 0 0 0
Dat de wijn mijn zelfbeeld versterkt 0 0 0 0 0

46 Invloeden op de smaak hebben:

Land van herkomst 0 0 0 0 0
Regio van herkomst binnen het land 0 0 0 0 0
Druivensoort 0 0 0 0 0
Druiven van hoge kwaliteit 0 0 0 0 0
Certificaten van productie/ geografische herkomst e 0 0 0 0 0
biologische (dynamische) landbouw 0 0 0 0 0
Terroir (weer/ bodem/ zonuren) 0 0 0 0 0

supermarkt slijterij/ wijnspeciaalzaak

47 1k koop vaak mijn wijn bij 0

Tot slot

4 Wat bepaalt voor jou de kwaliteit van een wijn?
8

Hartelijk dank voor je medewerking!
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