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SUBJECTIVE KNOWLEDGE , PRODUCT ATTRIBUTES AND CONSIDERATION SET :

THE WINE CASE

Purpose - The purpose of this article is to show that cornstemexpertise of a product
influences the number of attributes considerednggortant, the importance given to the
attributes as well as the size and the conteriteotonsideration set (CS).

Methodology - A quantitative empirical study was carried out w287 French wine
consumers.

Findings - The results show that the attributes which weresiclmmed as important by the
novices differ from those considered important bg texperts and that the number of
important attributes given by the novices (2) isdo than those given by the experts (7).
Furthermore, the results show that the size ofGBeitself is also influenced by subjective
knowledge. On the other hand, this is not the &@asthe content of the CS.

Research limitations and implications -The empirical study only focuses on one product
category. The data were collected on the basitatdraents rather than observations, which is
liable to distort the results. This study showd tha visual attributes such as the design and
the packaging are not sufficient to sell wine terteh consumers, even if they are novices in
this field.

Originality - While most research devoted to the effects of @& focus on a single
dimension of it, the empirical study tests simutamsly the effects on the size and on the
variety of the CS, which is analysed accordingdthla qualitative and quantitative approach.

Keywords: Subjective knowledge, consideration set size, idenstion set variety, product
attributes, perceived risk.

Viot C. (2012), Subjective knowledge, product attributed eonsideration set: the wine case,
International Journal of Wine Business Resea#h 3, 219-248.



SUBJECTIVE KNOWLEDGE , CHOICE ATTRIBUTES AND CONSIDERATION SET .
A WINE APPLICATION

1. Introduction

The French vine-growing and wine-making sector leesn in crisis for several years and it
appears obvious today that this crisis is of acttinal rather than a conjectural nature. The
ways wine is consumed are changing in France wihédosing its characteristic as a drink
consumed daily to accompany meals. Since 1980,ptbeortion of regular consumers
(consuming every day or nearly) has steadily deeeafalling from 51% to 17% in 2010. At
the same time, the share of occasional consumergbeeased by fifteen percentage points
and the proportion of non-consumers has doubledhirg 38% in 2010 France is gradually
moving towards a form of wine consumption whictmsre occasional as well as being more
diversified. This drink is no longer restrictedn@als and can be taken asageritif, during a
moment of relaxation with friends or in the eveniag a cocktail like, for example, the
kalimotxq an equal mix of wine and cola, more commonly comsd by young people.
Contrary to a generally accepted idea, connoissatgsnot so numerous in France. The
knowledge of wine varies between consumers andribéerate level of knowledge which
characterizes a majority of consumers is not necdgslue to a falling consumption. Indeed,
wine consumption and wine knowledge are not sydieaily linked. Many of the traditional
heavy consumers of wine really didn't know much enttran novice consumers. Wine was
just a beverage and they consumed local wines wiite relatively inexpensive without
being interested in learning about wine in gerferBlecently, Latour and Latour (2010)
describe a specific segment of regular Americansgorers of wine but whose knowledge
remains basic: “The aficionado consumer is one edrsumes and enjoys a hedonic product
regularly but has failed to obtain product experfiom his/her many experiences » (Latour
and Latour, 2010, p. 688).

It is therefore necessary today to draw a distimctbetween the expert consumer — a
consumer whose level of knowledge is upper to terage - and one who is a novice —
whose level of knowledge is lower than the aver&gih wine being an extremely complex
product which is characterized by a multitude ofrilaites, it has become vital, for
professionals, to identify the choice attributeschhare considered important by the expert
consumers and by the novice ones so that whatasedfis presented in the appropriate way.
Furthermore, this deeper knowledge of the attribf@woured by both parties when choosing
wine must be considered according to the consumgtgasions.

Previous research investigates either the effectsudfjective knowledge (SK) on the
consideration set (Alba and Hutchinson, 1987, 20Ad0rier et al, 2000; Johnson and
Lehmann, 1997; Punj, 1989; Wirtz and Mattila, 2008}he effect of SK on choice attributes
(Aurier and N’Gobo, 1999; Dodet al, 2005; Edward and Mort, 1991; Lockshin and Rhodus
1993; Perroutyet al, 2004; Solomon, 1998). Thus, we proposed to stiie\effect of SK and
consumption occasions on the consideration set §8&xhoice attributes.

To our knowledge, research dedicated to the CSali¢examine its contents in detail. Studies
focused mainly on the CS size (Alba and Hutchinst®87, 2000; Aurieret al, 2000;
Johnson and Lehmann, 1997; Punj, 1989; Wirtz andtilsla2003). For that reason, the
effects of SK and consumption occasion on the ABb&ialso analysed at its contents level
with a qualitative method. Except Heeldral. (1979), previous studies on choice attributes
failed either to compare the importance of a giggnbute and its rank in a choice process.

! GFK/ISL for France AgriMer, July 22, 2010.
2 \We thank the reviewers for this comment.



As such, the purpose of this article is to answer fuestions: 1) which attributes are
considered as important and in which order are tis®d by consumers when they choose a
product, according to both the consumption occasind their level of SK and 2) what
products does the consumer bring to mind for arngisl@oice occasion, according to his/her
SK and to the perceived risk?

The presentation of the theoretical framework oWwed by a conceptual framework and
research hypotheses. The methodology is then evgalaand is followed by the presentation
of the results which will be the subject of thecdission at the end of the article.

2. Background

Subjective knowledge

Product knowledge is part of consumer expertisgedd, expertise defined as the possession
of a large body of knowledge and procedural skilhi(et al, 1982) is a multidimensional
construct comprising familiarity with the producategory — which results from accumulated
experience with the product and knowledge of thedpct (Alba and Hutchinson, 1987). It
influences the different phases in the decisionintalprocess (Bettman and Park, 1980;
Maheswararet al, 1996; Mitchell and Dacin, 1996). Regarding wiagpertise results from
knowledge and sensory ability (Fragst and Noble 2200hnson and Bastian, 2007). But given
that in France three of four bottles of wine areudid in hypermarket and supermarket,
sensory skills are more rarely used to choose a&.winowledge includes a subjective
dimension — what consumers think they know — andlajective dimension — what they
really know — (Alba and Hutchinson, 2000; Bruck88%; Parket al, 1994). SK has been
shown to be a stronger motivation of purchaseedldiehavior than objective knowledge
(Selnes and Gronhaug, 1986). There is no signifidéference in the impact of objective
knowledge and SK on the width and depth of inforamasearch and information processing
(Mishra and Kumar, 2010). SK has been reportedutittoempirical testing to be more
important to the definition of knowledge becaus@iluences the consumer’s perception of
their ability to process information (Moorma al, 2004). A meta-analysis of 51 empirical
findings associated with the relationship betweéjedaive knowledge and SK provides
further evidence that objective and SK are sigaifity — although moderately — positively
related (r = 0.37) and that this correlation iosger for products (r = 0.57) versus non
products (r = 0.32) (Carlsoat al, 2009). In the same meta-analysis, this coraats
estimated at 0.42 for experience goods. Now, warele considered as an experience good
that must be consumed before consumers learn apaoality. Moreover, according to
Perrouty et al. (2006), SK is a key determinant of wine consumdishavior and an
appropriate basis for determining whether consuraersvine experts or novices.

According to these findings, this research will fscon the subjective dimension of the
consumer knowledge. Thus, throughout this artitle,expert consumer is one who perceived
itself as a knowledgeable consumer compare to atbesumers. He differs from experts
described by Paret al. (2002) for whom experts in wine are establishedewiakers, wine
science researchers and teaching staff regulanphiad in winemaking and/or wine
evaluation, wine professionals (wine judges, wimiess, wine retailers), graduate students in
viticulture and oenology who had relevant profesalexperience, or persons with extensive
(> 10 years) history of wine involvement (i.e. fymiistory, extensive wine cellar, regular
involvement in formal wine tasting).

Consumption occasions and consideration set

The CS is defined as the set of brands brought itad ron a particular choice occasion
(Nedungadi, 1990). The CS has been shown to infliduying behaviour (Shoket al,
1991; Kardeset al, 1993). Indeed, when a product is consumed fratyethe consumer



tends to memorize a stable CS associated withreiffeconsumption occasions (Barsalou,
1983). The CS is characterized by several dimessit® size, (the number of alternatives
considered) and its variety, which refers to thgrde of distinction between the products
present in the CS (Desai and Hoyer, 2000). Wine lmarconsumed in different occasions
(eating with friends / with family, intimate dinnerelebration, drink by self, etc.). It has been
shown that choosing wine is an occasion-based balrafAurifeille et al, 1999; Quester and
Smart, 1998).

Perceived risk

The level of risk perceived by the consumer towattts product affects his/her buying
decision (Dowling, 1999). Roselius (1971) and Jscabhd Kaplan (1972) identified six
categories of risk: the functional risk (a fault ielh makes the product unfit for
consumption) ; the financial risk (will the consumabtain good value for money ?) ; the
physical risk (a product which is perceived as Halro the health) ; the psychological risk
(the risk that the consumer will have low self-egteif (s)he buys a product which will not
provide satisfaction) ; the social risk (the rislatt third parties — friends, acquaintances or
family — will judge the buyer poorly if (s)he hasade a bad choice) and the risk of loss of
time (time spent evaluating the alternatives). Whieay perceive a high level of risk,
consumers deploy risk reduction strategies (Dowlnd Staelin, 1994). Perceived risk is a
key determinant of wine choice. For example, pe&extirisk influences the use of extrinsic
cues, such as price and expert opinion (Aquevez@@s) and the preference for traditional
products (Campbell and Goodstein, 2001). Extricsies like reputation, advice from staff
and previous consumption of the wine are foundetagigk-reduction strategies (Laceyal,
2009).

3. Conceptual framework and research hypotheses

Effect of subjective knowledge on the importancetioé attributes

A product, whatever it is, is defined by a setrdfinsic and extrinsic attributes. Intrinsic cues
are those that form any physical part of the produmd cannot be altered without changing
product performance or technical specificationgerahtively, extrinsic cues are any aspects
only associated with the product (Aaretnal, 1994). Brand name, label attractiveness, design
of the bottle, origin and price are good examplésxdrinsic attributes of wine whereas
organoleptic qualities are intrinsic cues. Numerqueducts are put on the market in
conditions where the consumer does not have thalplity to test them before buying. This
is the case for food products sold by large ratiléor these products, the consumer
therefore has to rely on extrinsic attributes taleate,a priori, their quality. Wine is one of
these products. The choice would be much simpleoifsumers could taste the wine and
appreciate its organoleptic qualities. As in thgamty of cases, the consumer does not have
this possibility, (s)he must rely on informationiainis available such as the price, the region
of production, the vintage, the packaging, the Oraame, recommendations etc. Wine is a
product which is characterized by multiple extrinattributes. For example, d’Hauteville and
Sirieix (2007) identify eight extrinsic attributesnsidered as wine quality indicators: region
of production, brand name, AO@pellation d’Origine Contrdléelabel, ‘vin de pay%
(local wine) label, medal/award, grape variety,sparwho bottled the wine and alcoholic
content. According to Quester and Smart (1998),ewis1 a combination of 13 attributes
among which appear the fermentation, the label,bidek-label and the style of the wine.
Cohen. (2009) suggests 11 attributes like recomateords, brand name, food/wine harmony
and country of origin. Verdu-Jovet al. (2004) develop a measurement scale including 21
items grouped into seven factors : origin (brandh@aregion,appellations etc.) ; image
(image of the wine, opinion of friends, the pressperts, wine waiters etc.) ; presentation



(bottle, label, etc.) ; age ; year of productiod ainally, two dimensions relating to extrinsic

cues (organoleptic qualities).

A few studies focused on the influence of the etiperon the consumer’s choice process

(Aurier and N’Gobo, 1999; Dodet al, 2005; Edward and Mort, 1991; Lockshin and Rhodus

1993; Perroutyet al, 2004; Solomon, 1998). Aurier and N'Gobo (199&Yestigated the

impact of knowledge on the ability to memorize ibtites and on the importance given to

attributes. As product knowledge improves, consgnuige more and more attributes to make

their choice, which leads us to hypothesis H1.

H1. Consumers with a higher SK level consider a highenber of attributes important
than consumers with a lower SK level do in thelyibg decision.

Researchers have found that experts and novides glifthe content and organization of their
knowledge and as a result exhibit large variancesmthey perform some product-related
tasks (Aurier and N'Gobo, 1999). More knowledgeaty@sumers rely more on functional,
intrinsic and less on perceptual attributes. Onctivdrary, less knowledgeable individuals are
more likely to rely on schema-based inferences ¢Adhd Hutchinson, 1987). For example,
Aurier and N'Gobo (1999) identify threa priori « novice » attributes - colour, price and
bottle design — and sevemn priori “expert” attributes AOC, region of production, estate
name, “Bottled at the estate”, year, “Aged in oakrél” and perceived quality. This leads us
to hypothesis H2:

H2. Consumers with a higher SK level and consumett &ilower SK level do not

consider the same product attributes as impontatiigir buying decision.

The order in which the attributes are considerdférdi between expert consumers and novice

consumers. Indeed, according to a European stuggrs first consider the origin (region of

production) then the combined brand*region effebilst novices favour price and then the

region - (Perroutyet al, 2004). We can therefore formulate hypothesis H3:

H3. Consumers with a higher SK level and consumaetts avlower SK level do not use
product attributes in the same order during tharmugrocess.

Effects of subjective knowledge on the consideratset

The impact of SK on the CS has already been stu@eder et al, 2000; Johnson and

Lehmann, 1997). Previous research has focusedigaihycon the size of the CS (Alba and

Hutchinson, 1987, 2000; Johnson and Lehmann, 1P@idj, 1989; Wirtz and Mattila, 2003).

Some of these studies validate the existence inkabktween the consumer’s experience and

the size of the CS. As the knowledge of the produongiroves, the consumer considers a

higher number of alternatives (Auriet al, 2000), which leads us to hypothesis H4:

H4. The size of the CS is bigger for consumers waitligher SK level than for consumers
with a lower SK level.

The variety of the CS or “how distinct products hiit the set are” is influenced by
memorization and particularly by the way in whitte tconsumer categorizes the product in
his/her mind (Desay and Hoyer, 2000). While fofessical product the categorization is very
often organized around brands, this pattern appésss appropriate to explain the
categorization of wines in the minds of French coners (Viot and Passebois, 2010). For the
latter, it seems that geographical origin servethadasis for categorizing wines. The “region
of production” geographical criterion is consideted most important attribute for a majority
of French consumers (d’Hauteville and Sirieix, 2007 this market, theppellation plays
the role of the brand (Viot and Passebois, 2018 importance given to the origin is not
specific to France. Spanish consumers have dewtBgenuine involvement fappellations



in the same way as they would for a brand (Rodagba@ntoset al, 2006). American
consumers also use geographical indications — cpantl region — as an indicator of quality,
but theappellationappears secondary (Atkin and Johnson, 2010). iShise reason why we
propose to study the impact of SK on the varietyhef CS, taking into account the origin of
the wine, leading us to hypothesis H5:

H5. The content of the CS, in terms of structure \mikty, is influenced by SK:

Consumption occasions, subjective knowledge anccped risk

The purchase of wine can be considered as a riskshpse because of the diversity of the

product offering. It has been shown that in a feedsumption context, SK influences the

perceived risk (Deon and Sweeney, 2007). Sevenalas suggest that the level of perceived

risk varies according to the consumption occasi@usier et al, 2000; Quester and Smatrt,

1999). We therefore formulate hypothesis H6:

H6. Consumers with a lower SK level perceive a highek than that of consumers with a
higher SK level across all wine consumption ocaasio

In the case of high perceived risk, the consumspldys a preference for the norm or for a
product which is familiar to him/her (Campbell a@dodstein, 2001). Evaluation of products
is based on the discrepancy between product atsband consumers’ expectations for this
type of product. Under high-risk conditions, corggru products are preferred to the
moderately incongruent products. Campbell and Gead$2001) describe this behavior as
the consumers’ preferences for the norm, whichh@ tontext of wine can result in a
propensity to choose certa®OC or certain regions benefiting from a good repotatiln
accordance with Popper’s refutability principle pper, 1979), we will not formulate a
hypothesis in the strict sense of the term buterath research proposition, given that the
content of the CS will be studied through a qualitacontent analysis which makes the
refutation of this allegation difficult.
P7.  The perceived risk associated with each consomitccasion influences the variety
of the CS.

Figure | Research model and hypothesis

3. Methodology
The data were collected from a convenience gerpapllation sample comprising French
consumers aged from 19 to 87 years (n=300; aveagge=40.7 years). The respondents (52
% men) had made at least one purchase during shéhl@e months. The questionnaire was
completed face to face. 287 correctly-completedstjoenaires were analyzed. This sample is
comparable in terms of size and characteristicshtse used in numerous recent wine
marketing researches (Agndt al, 2011; Conchat al, 2010; Espejel and Fardos, 2009;
Latour and Latour, 2010; Ortht al, 2010; St James and Christodoulidou, 2011; Veat
Quester, 2009, etc.).
In the first part of the questionnaire, focusingtba choice of the wine, the respondents had
to recall the circumstances of their last purchagescify its purpose choosing from six
propositions and indicate the importance givend@@ributes describing the wine.
The consumption occasions were determined from liteeature (Aurier et al, 2000;
Aurifeille et al, 1999; Quester and Smart, 1998; Rodriguez-Saeitas, 2006). Based upon
this literature, sixscenarii were developed (the percentages between bradkéisaie the
frequencies observed in our sample).

S1. For a gift (13.6).

S2. For a festive meal, a special event (Christimahday, Valentine’s day etc.) (7.3).



S3. For a meal at home with friends (35.9).

S4. For a meal at friends’ home (13.9).

S5. For your usual consumption (24.4).

S6. For a barbecue with friends (1.7).
These situations cover 96.8 % of the circumstanfdle last purchase. They are therefore
realisticscenarii The data collection period — end October/ begigrilovember — was not
very promising for barbecues which explains the fmguency.
The importance given to each attribute is evaluated scale from 1 (no importance) to 4
(very important). The respondents were invitedrisveer according to the last wine purchase
they made. A list of 30 attributes (Appendix |) wdrawn up based upon previous research
(Aurier and N'Gobo, 1999; d’'Hauteville and Siriei2D07; Orth and Krska, 2001; Quester
and Smart, 1998; Verdu-Jovet al, 2004) and from a pilot study carried out with 35
consumers and professionals.
The respondents then had to indicate in which dttiey used the three attributes considered
as indispensable during the last purchase. This eypneasurement has already been used by
Aurier and N'Gobo (1999).
The respondents had to evaluate the perceived asslociated with each consumption
occasion. To measure this dimension of ria#t, hoc mono-item scales are generally used
(Celhay, 2011; Celhay and Passebois, 2011) whenedtsitems scales were developed to
measure the risk associated with the purchaseppbduct (Stone and Gronhaug, 1993). In
line with this literature, the level of risk assateid with consumption occasions is measured
on a mono item-scale developed specifically forshealy: “what is the level of risk that you
associate with this purchase?” (from 1 = weak tosfrong).
The second part of the questionnaire focused ol€8hen this study, the CS is characterized
by two dimensions: the variety and the size. Raggrthe variety (structure and content of
the CS), the respondents had first to indicate whime from three possible wine origins
(Bordeaux wines/wines from another French regioeifm wines) they considered buying for
each of thescenariigiven. Multiple answers were allowed: for a giv@tuation, respondents
could consider to choose a Bordeaux wine but alsne from another French region and a
foreign wine. Next, the subjects had to indicatecmely, for each origin chosen, one or
several wines they considered buying. The answendbfor this question was free so that
respondents could indicate exact regions, brandeea®OC, colors, countries... They were
not limited in length (Appendix Il). For a givenmsumer, the size of the CS was measured
by the number of wines (s)he proposed to buy. Aeraye was calculated distinguishing
expert consumers from novice consumers for eacitelacasion.
The third part of the questionnaire concerned thefilp of the respondent in socio-
demographic terms and in terms of SK. Respondequiessed their knowledge through four
items reflecting a general feeling of knowledgepextise in comparison to others and
familiarity with wine.This four-item scale is ingpd from Flynn and Goldsmith’s scale
(1999), a five-item scale consisting of both pesity and negatively worded items that was
found to be a valid and reliable measure of SK sxr@ range of product categories. The
French adaptation of this scale (Korchia, 2004} almeady been used to measure wine SK
(Viot and Passebois, 2010). A Principal Compon&miglysis confirms the unidimensionality
of SK (Appendix IlI).
An average score, calculated from these four iteanabled the level of SK to be determined
and the expert and novice consumers to be idemtifibe average level of SK is 2.498 out of
4 with a standard deviation of .6. Three groupsarfsumers were established. The first group
brings together the 93 expert consumers with al le/&K higher than 2.8 (average + %
standard deviation). An expert population of apprately one third of the sample could
seem to be large but this large proportion canxdipéaened by the use of a subjective measure



of knowledge. Respondents could see themselvesoes knowledgeable than they actually

are. The second group comprises the 87 novice omrsuwhose knowledge level is below

2.2 (average — %2 standard deviation). Finally,tktvel group is composed of consumers with

a moderate level of knowledge (n=112). This modegabup is often overlooked in studies as

people in this segment don't show a lot of diffee=n For this reason, respondents whose
level of SK was close to the average (2.498) anmdhe median (2.5) were excluded from

analyses.

4 Results

Effects of subjective knowledge on the attributes

For the novice consumers, only two attributes duthe 30 were considered as somewhat
important or very important. They were the prical dhe vintage. For the experts, seven
attributes were considered as somewhat or veryritapb(vintage, regiorterroir, age, AOC,
“Bottled at the estate/at the chateau”, countrydin, medals/awards, chateau name and
price. The number of attributes considered as itaporoy the expert consumers is higher

than for the novices (Table I). As such, hypothéEiscan be considered as validated.

Table | Influence of subjective knowledge on attributes amance*

I? ubjective Attribute Importance SD**
nowledge
Low level Most important Price 3.34 .819
(somewhat Vintage 3.07 .900
important or
very important)
Less important Alcoholic content 1.92 991
(somewhat not Opinion of the press 1.85 .888
important or Vin de pays 1.74 .842
not important  Organic wine 1.72 911
at all) Environmentally-friendly wine 1.61 .768
Wine merchant name 1.60 .799
High level Most important Vintage 3.68 .593
(somewhat Region of productiorterroir 3.64 .604
important or Age 3.62 .569
very important) AOC 3.44 .800
Bottled at the estate/ at thbateau 3.42 .864
Country of origin 3.31 921
Official rankings 3.17 974
Chéateau name 3.15 977
Price 3.12 .924
Less important Alcoholic content 1.92 .986
(somewhat not Environmentally-friendly 1.85 .960
important or Shape and design of bottle 1.81 .958
not important ~ Wine merchant name 1.78 .858
at all) Organic wine 1.65 .870

* The evaluation of the 30 attributes is reported\ppendix |, *SD=Standard deviation

A comparison test shows that the differences betvke®wledgeable consumers and novice
consumers are statistically significant for 17ibttres out of 30 (Appendix I). Among these
17 attributes, 13 are considered more importantth®y expert consumers and four are
considered more important by the novice consumiablé 11).



Table Il Attributes considered as more important by knogésble consumers (in red) and
by novice consumers (in blue)

kS“bJeC“Ve N Mean  S.D. MD T

nowledge

1. Chateau name Low level 87 2,79 942 -0.36 - 2.495*
High level 93 3,15 977

2. Grape variety Low level 87 2,28 ,872 -0.68 - 4.829%**
High level 93 2,96 1,010

3. "Bottled at the estate/a the Low level 87 2,64 940 -0.78 - 5,77

chateau” High level 93 3,42 864

4. AOC Low level 87 2,80 950 -0.64  -4.869***
High level 93 3,44 ,800

8. Colour Low level 87 2,64 1,023 -0.31 - 2.020*
High level 92 2,96 1,047

9. Country of origin Low level 87 2,98 ;792 -0.33 - 2.608**
High level 93 3,31 ,921

12. Official rankings Low level 87 2,61 ,867 -0.56 - 4.084***
High level 93 3,17 974

13. Region of production, Low level 87 2,89 920 -0.76 - 6.534***

Terroir High level 92 3,64 604

17. Vintage Low level 87 3,07 ,000 -0.61 -5.391***
High level 93 3,68 ,593

20. Type of cork or cap Low level 87 2,32 1,084 -0.42 - 2.463*
High level 93 2,74 1,197

28. Age Low level 87 2,99 921 -0.64  -5.603***
High level 93 3,62 ,569

29. "Winegrower" Low level 87 2,13 962 -0.75 - 4.884***
High level 93 2,88 1,102

30. “Aged in oak barrels” Low level 87 2,33 ,960 -0.63 - 4.047%x*
High level 92 2,97 1,124

10 Promotions Low level 87 2,39 1,093 0.35 2.100*
High level 92 2,04 1,118

16 Shape and design of bottle Low level 87 2,47 ,963 0.69 5.057***
High level 93 1,78 ,858

25. General look of the bottle Low level 87 2,63 941 041 2.975**
High level 92 2,22 ,924

27. Information on the label ani Low level 87 2,34 ,986 0.30 2.038*

back-label High level 93 2.04 1999

SD = Standard Deviation; MD = Mean Difference; *0p85; **p<0.01; ***p<0,001

As such, hypothesis H2 can be considered as vatid@he importance given to the attributes
differs between consumers with a high level of 3id éhose with a low level even though it
does not concern all the attributes. In order teckhfor a possible effect of the choice
occasion on the importance given to the attribuaesne-way Manova was carried out. The
observations corresponding to the barbecue witmdis were excluded from the analysis
because of their low number. The results show tieersce of effect of the consumption
occasion on the importance given to the attrib(jtes.05).



After having evaluated the importance of eachlaitg, the respondents had to rank the three
attributes considered indispensable during thepasthase. The three essential criteria are
markedly different for the experts and the novi¢&able 1ll). Only the indication concerning
the vintage appears to show similarity. This atiigbis ranked second for both sorts of
consumers. While the price is foremost in the bgyitecision of the novices, the expert
consumers consider first the attributes giving rinfation on the origin (chateau, region of
production). A Mann-Whitney test confirms that @as$t one of the attributes which feature in
Table Ill is ranked differently by the experts atte novices. It is the price, whose rank is
higher for the novices than for the experts (Z 862, p< .05). As such, hypothesis H3 can be
considered as validated

Table Ill Influence of subjective knowledge on attributeskiag

Low subjective knowledge(n = 87)

High subjective knowledge(n = 93)

*1™ attribute Price (23 %)

Chéateauname (18.4)

Chéateauname (19.6 %)
Region of production, terroir (18.5)

2% attribute Vintage (19.5 %)

Price (11.5)

Vintage (26,1 %)
Chéateauname (14.1)

3 attribute Price (17.2 %)

Chéateauname (13.8)

Vintage (21.7 %)
Price (20.7)

The number in brackets indicates the percentagespbndents having ranked this attribute firstpadar third.
The non bolded attribute in each line represergsatiribute ranked as first, second or third attebby a less
important percentage of respondents. For examgienwhey have to classify only three attributescivtthey
consider as indispensable during a purchase pro2a%s of the consumers whose level of knowledgews
rank the price as the first attribute, while for.4% of them, the Chateau name is the first atteiblit the same
way, 19.5% of them rank the vintage as the sectnidhute, while for 11.5 % this is the price. Anddlly, for
17.2% of novice consumers, the price is rankedhasthird attribute whereas for 13.8% of them, tkighe
Chéateau name.

Although no hypothesis has been formulated on shigect, we then checked if a higher
degree of importance given to an attribute of wimeans that this attribute is considered as a
priority during a buying process. It appears tha ts not systematically the case (Table V).

Table IV Attributes importance and ranking

Most important Importance (1 to 4) Expected rank Rank (1 to 3)
Expert Vintage 3.68 1 2
consumers  Region of production 3.64 2 1*
Age 3.62 3 =
Novices Price 3.34 1 1
consumers | Vintage 3.07 2 2
Age 2.99 3 -

*18.5 % of experts consider region of productisrtlze first attribute (table III).

While for the expert consumers the vintage is titebate considered as the most important
(with a score of 3.68/4), it only ranks secondha thoice sequence based on three attributes.
The age of the wine does not appear in this seguehchree attributes although it is
considered as the third most important attribut623). Moreover, the chateau name, ranked
first in the sequence of three attributes, is tHeafiribute in terms of importance. For the
novice consumers, it seems that the order reflaci® the importance of the attributes. This
is the case for the price and the vintage.
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Effects of subjective knowledge on the consideratset

For this part of the analysis, fivecenarii out of the six originally proposed, have been
retained (S1, S2, S4, S5 and S6). Only enenario concerning a meal with friends is
maintained. The respondents had to answer fonaldcenarij in contrast to the previous
analyses.

Consideration set sizelhe products evoked by each consumer were countedder to
define the average size of the CS. This analysis mvade scenario by scenario. Then the
average number of products in the CS was used f@ rmacomparison between the expert
consumers and the novices (Table V).

Table V Consideration set size

You buy wine... SK CS size SD t-test
S1. For a gift. High level 0.79 0.764 -2.038*
Low level 1.01 1.010
S2. For a festive meal, a special even  High level 1.528 1.22 -1.595ns
Low level 1.817 1.21
S4. For a meal at friends’ home. High level 1.609 1.22 -3,30**
Low level 2.258 1.398
S5. For your usual consumption. High level 1.275 1.26 -3.077*
Low level 1.860 1.28
S6. For a barbecue with friends. High level 1.114 1.25 -2.283*
Low level 1.505 1.038

N expert consumers = 93, N novice consumers = 8f7/=d.78; SK = subjective knowledge; CS = consitiera
set; SD = standard deviation; * p<0.05; **p<0.01.

The CS size (2.258 products at most for consuméfs avhigher level of SK) is relatively
low compared to other products (from 1.3 for toastps to 5.4 for soft drinks, Roberts;
1989). The differences in size are always as erpedhe CS of the expert consumers is
higher than that of the novice consumers. A t$ésiws that these differences are significant
for four scenariiout of five. The size of the CS does not diffemisignificant way between
consumers with a high level of SK and those witbva level of SK when it is a question of
buying a bottle of wine for a festive meal or otlsgrecial occasion. Hypothesis H4 can
therefore be considered as supported.

Variety of the CSBordeaux wines are overwhelmingly populasgenariiS1, S2 and S4 for
both the expert consumers and the novices (TablePdr scenarioS5 (usual consumption),
the expert consumers have a lower propensity thamadvices for choosing a Bordeaux wine
even if Bordeaux is their first choice. FezenarioS6, the experts very heavily favour wines
from another region of France (Figure Il). The eliénces are not as marked as we would
have expected. The choice between wines from Basddaom other regions and foreign
wines does not seem to be influenced by the |eévBKo except foiscenarioS6.

Figure Il Consideration set content
In order to refine this analysis, a comparison tégtroportions was carried out. Differences

in proportion between the experts and the noviasng chosen a wine from Bordeaux,
another French wine or a foreign one are in faglyssignificant (Table VI).
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Table VI Comparison test of proportions

Origin of wine Low SK High SK Z- test
(per cent) (per cent)
Scenario 1l Bordeaux wines .80 91 2.107*
Other French wines .39 40 0.137
Foreign wines .33 A7 - 2.332*
Scenario 2 Bordeaux wines .85 .90 1.017
Other French wines .48 .48 0
Foreign wines .23 18 - 0.832
Scenario 4 Bordeaux wines .87 .88 0.203
Other French wines A7 .66 2.572*
Foreign wines .28 .33 0.727
Scenario5 Bordeaux wines .67 .80 1.980*
Other French wines .48 .65 2.231*
Foreign wines .21 31 1.667
Scenario 6 Bordeaux wines .54 .53 -0.134
Other French wines 51 .65 1.494
Foreign wines .39 .33 1.118

*p<.05

Only five differences out of the 15 are statistigalignificant (p <.05). The effect of SK on
the structure of the CS is more markeddoenariiS1 (purchase of a wine for a gift) and S5
(purchase for usual consumption). Hypothesis HSfating that the content of the CS, in
terms of structure and variety, varies accordin§Kocannot be considered as validated.

In order to complete these results, a thematicerdranalysis was carried out. In total, the 87
novices and 93 experts made 1456 statements. Twese classified into the following
categoriesAOC - regions, chateaux names, countries and brarussel categories enable
96% of the statements to be classified. A@C and the regionahppellationsare the most
frequent (72 %), far ahead of the countries forftreign wines (16 %), the chateaux (5 %),
the brands (3 %) and miscellaneous statements ingvessentially grape varieties and the
colour of the wine (Figure 1l1)

Figure Il Breakdown of statements

It can also be highlighted that the expert conssmaentionedAOC, countries and chateaux
names more than the novice while, for brands, thnaces’ statements are nearly equal to
those of the expert consumers.

Figure IV Breakdown of statements according to the leveubiective knowledge
It appears that the variety of the CS differs adowy to SK (except for brands).

Effects of subjective knowledge on the perceiveskri

Hypothesis H6 postulates that the novices’ levep@ifceived risk is higher than that of the
expert consumers. Although the average level & perceived by the novices is indeed
higher than that of the expert consumers, for eddhe fivescenarij a t-test shows that this

difference is statistically significant for only @scenario the purchase of a wine for a gift

(S1), (Table ViI)
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Table VII Effects of subjective knowledge on the perceiveH ri

SK N Perceived o SEM T Df
Risk

Scenario 1 Low 87 2.22 .895 .096 2.55* 178
High 93 1.86 .985 .102

Scenario 2 Low 87 1.99 .883 .095 1.47ns 178
High 93 1.77 1.054 .109

Scenario 4 Low 87 1.90 778 .083 1.19ns 178
High 93 1.75 .843 .087

Scenario 5 Low 86" 1.65 794 .086 .54ns 177
High 93 1.59 .679 .070

Scenario 6 Low 87 1.89 .920 .099 1.52ns 178
High 93 1.70 .719 .075

SK = subjective knowledge; SEM = standard errornrm&d = Degrees of freedom; * p<0.05.
1. N = 86 because of missing data.

Therefore, the level of SK does not have an effecthe perceived risk associated with each
scenario; hypothesis H6 cannot be validated. Touismterintuitive result is discussed further.

In order to check if the level of perceived riskuences the content of the CS, a preliminary
analysis is necessary. A one way Anova apost hocmultiple comparisons of averages test
were carried out in order to check if the averageel of risk associated with each
consumption occasion differs from each other, withdistinguishing between expert
consumers and novices, since the previous tesestgjthere is no justification in making a
distinction. The perceived risk differs in fact amting to thescenario(Table VIII). The
Levene test confirms the homogeneity of the vaearttypothesis (Levene = 3.563; p < .01)
and the inter-group variance is statistically digant (F = 5.761; p < .001).

Table VIII Perceived risk

Perceived

Scenario N risk SD SE
Scenario 1 178 2.04 .956 072
Scenario 2 179 1.88 979 .073
Scenario 4 180 1.82 .813 .061
Scenario 5 178 1.62 .736 .055
Scenario 6 178 1.76 .796 .060

SD = standard deviation; SE = standard error.
1. N=178 because of missing data. 2. N=179 beacafuséssing data

The F-test is significant but additional exploratiof the differences among means is needed
to provide specific information on which means significantly different from each other. In
the case of a small number of experimental grotfesBonferroni’s test turns out interesting
because it limits the increase of theisk due to the multiplication of pair-wise comisans.
According to the Bonferroni’s test, the differendetween S1 and S2, S1 and S6, S1 and S5
and finally S2 and S5 are significant (Table IX)ivéh these results, the consumption
occasions can thereby be classified from the lesisg to the most risky: purchase for one’s
usual consumption S5 < purchase for a barbecuefietids S6 < purchase for a festive meal
or other special event S2 < purchase for a gift Blus, choosing a wine for a gift is
perceived as the most risky situation. A purchasefmeal with friends has not been retained
for the following analyses since the differencegpeiceived risk with the other consumption
occasions are never significant.
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Table IX Bonferroni’'spost hodest*

Average difference

Scenario (1) Scenario (J) (1-) P value
Scenario S5 Scenario S2 -.259* ,046
Scenario S1 - 4217 ,000
Scenario S6 Scenario S1 .281* ,022

* Only significant differences are reported.

The analysis of the content was then continuedrderoto display the elements which are
favourable to the P7 research proposition whichtypates that the perceived risk has an
effect on the content of the CS. For this phase,haee only retained the four scenarii
presenting the levels of risk perceived as diffe&1, S2, S5 and S6). The objective of this
analysis is to check whether certah©Cregions, brands or countries are more closely
associated with certain levels of perceived rigk. this analysis, we do not draw a distinction
between the expert consumers and the novice comsubeeause they perceive relatively
close risk levels. The analysis of the contentatiifely enables us to identify specific wines
according to the risk associated with the consumnpticcasions (Appendix V).

For the high risks, (S1 and S2), the prestigid@C Bordeaux wines are frequently
mentioned (Saint Emilion, Sauternes, Pomerol) aé ageother prestigious wine regions in
France (wines from Burgundy or Champagne). Cenaiy prestigious chateaux (Chateau
Margaux, for example) are also mentioned. Amongifpr wines, we can note the presence
of prestigious brand names such as Opus One (@akjo considered by the professional
French experts as being worthy of comparison viiéhgreat Bordeaux wines.

For the consumption occasions perceived as leeg (85 and S6), the less prestigicA®C

are considered (Bordeaux and Bordeaux Supérieutes@e Bordeaux). Other regions of
France are also favoured: Loire and Provence feé mines, and Coétes du Rhoéne for red
wines. A few brand names are equally associateld thi#se consumption occasions. Some
are French (Baron de Lestac, Clairet de Quinsabgre are foreign such as Marques de
Caseres (Spain).

Finally, certain wines seem to be appropriate, evat the level of perceived risk. These are
Médoc and Pessac-LéognA®C wines, wines from Alsace, branded wines (Tariqt,
example which is a very fruity white wine producedthe Armagnac region) and most
foreign wines. Indeed, we can underline the faat thFrench consumers seem to be more
open to foreign wines, they do not make a markstmdition according to the consumption
occasions. Spanish wines and particularly thosa tiee Rioja region, wines from Italy, from
South America (Argentina and Chile) and from Ausdrare considered whatever the level of
perceived risk.

5. Discussion and conclusion

Discussion of results

The expert consumers consider a higher numbertobwtes as important compared to the
novices. This result is confirmed in the literatusurier and N'Gobo (1999) had, for
example, identified three priori novice attributes against sevaipriori expert attributes.

The most important attributes are not the saméh®mexperts and the novices. The attributes
which are specific to expert consumers are, inateing order of importance, the vintage, the
region, theterroir, the age, théOC, the wording “Bottled at the estate/at the chétetne
country of origin, the official rankings, thehateauname and the price, while for novices,
they are the price and the vintage. These resoltdirm in part the previous literature.
According to Aurier and N'Gobo (1999), the expednsumers give importance to the
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following attributes:AOC, region of production, estate name, “Bottled &t élstate”, vintage,
“Aged in oak barrels” and perceived quality. Thex¢herefore a certain conformity. For the
novice consumers on the other hand, our results shat they favour above all the price and
the vintage while according to Aurier and N'Gob®%9), they give importance to the colour,
the price and the design of the bottle. More reces¢arches show that consumers, whether
novice or not, show a preference for wines witlssila packaging (Campbell and Goldstein,
2001; Celhay and Passebois, 2011). During the dastade, numerous wines with an
innovative packaging were launched on the Frenatkehalhese bad experiences can explain
distrust towards this type of packaging and, amdimect result, a lesser importance attached
to this attribute.

When comparing the attributes where the importaticerges, to a significant extent, it can
be noted that the novice consumers attach morertarnp®e to the physical and promotional
criteria than the expert consumers while the expansumers attach more value to the origin
of the wine and the conditions in which it has besatured than the novices do. The fact that
the expert consumers give more importance to theucahan the novices goes against the
conclusions made by Aurier and N'Gobo (1999). Altgb there is no evidence of this, it
could be suggested that the term *“colour” withouttHer explanation could have been
interpreted differently by the novice consumersitejtred, rosé€) and by the expert consumers
who perhaps perceived this attribute as the “hdethe wine (from vermilion red to dark
violet for the red wines and from straw yellow ¢éorlon going for the whites).

In the middle of the 2000s decade, varietal wined Branded wines were presented as
possible solutions to attract young French conssmgensidered as novices. However, the
grape variety and the brand name do not featurengrtiee important attributes (importance
of 2.28/4 and 2.32/4). Moreover, the grape varityl brand name are considered more
important for the expert consumers (2.96/4 and/2)4This result contradicts the generally
accepted idea according to which grape variety sviage appreciated by the novice
consumers. The consumption of varietal wines irsgsaregularly in France (+ 12 % in
volume compare to 2009) and they represent 17 %alek in volume (12 % in valie)But
this success is partially due to their low price éverage price of 2.51 €/bottle, against 3.66
in general).

Consumers with a high or low level of SK seem toeagon the least important attributes:
information relating to eco-friendly wines: orgamdne and environmentally-friendly wine
(Appendix I). We must not come to a hasty conclusiegarding the lack of enthusiasm that
the French have for this type of wine. The Frenakehlong considered wine as a natural
product. However, some recent studies highlightivgy presence of traces of pesticides and
fertilizers in wine have somewhat undermined thesevictions. In 2009, 67 % of French
consumers agree with the idea that traces of passicfertilizers and fungicides can be found
in the wine they consume (against 41 % in 1498)

When respondents indicate in which order they use three attributes considered as
indispensable during the last purchase, thidger differs between the expert consumers
(chateauname, vintage and price) and novices (price, gmi@nd chateau name). This result
corroborates and completes Perrouty’s Europeary stoicluding that, the expert consumers
use 1) a combination of the brand*region attribufsthe region, 3) the name of bottler, 4)
the price and 5) a combination of the region*patiibutes... whereas novice consumers use
1) the price, 2) the region, 3) the name of batd¢ma combination of the region*grape variety
attributes and 5) the brand name (Perraitgl., 2004). According to our results, the vintage
that wasn’t included in Perrouty’s study seemsda@b important choice attribute.

% France Agrimer, Infos No 171, December 2010
* Viniflhor Infos, Issue 160, February. 2009
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The results appear to contradict the existencepafriect correspondence between importance
and order of attributes, in particular for the expeonsumers. To our knowledge, the
relationship between importance and order of ughehttributes has been studied little in the
literature (Heeleret al, 1979). It seems, however, to present an intefesin a
methodological point of view: can we solely meastlhie importance that the consumer
associates with each attribute in a buying proaasshould we also take account of the order
in which the attributes are considered in the decismaking process? Our results show the
interest of launching new investigations with reskamethods allowing the recording of
choice sequences. Some methods are well suited:

- the protocols method where the respondent igadvio describe, aloud, his/her reasoning
while (s)he chooses a product;

- information display board (IDB) method, developedexamine the depth, content, and
sequence of information acquired by consumers ikimgea marketplace choice.

With IDB method, subjects choose information piegepiece from an attribute by product
matrix board until they have acquired enough infation to make a product selection. The
complete information acquisition behavior of thdojsgt can be followed through the IDB.
“In addition, the instrument has the advantagellofinang subjects to choose for themselves
the attributes warranting attention”, (Heetdral, 1979). This method is now rejuvenated
thanks to Internet (Petr and Hess-Miglioretti, 2010

The size of the experts’ CS is bigger than the eces/i This result confirms those already
observed in the literature (Auri@t al, 2000). On the other hand, SK has a very slight
influence on the structure of the CS. Only scen86ashows a very different structure. In this
situation, the expert consumers favour wine frorotlaer region while the novices prefer
Bordeaux.

The weight of theAOC and the regions (72 % of the statements) suggasttie knowledge

of wine is based upon a categorization accordintipeoorigin and not the brand (3 % of the
statements). This result corresponds to the lileeafViot and Passebois, 2010). The brands
and the grape varieties have a low presence i€8éoth for the expert consumers and the
novices, which is coherent with the fact that thaettebutes are not among the most important
ones.

The level of SK does not have an effect on the aiséociated with each scenario, especially
as the level of perceived risk is low. For the fsoenarii the level of risk is perceived as low
or moderate. This result is not apparently dudaéochoice oscenariisince a one way Anova
showed that the level of perceived risk differscapt for the purchase of a wine for a meal
with friends (Table VII). A possible explanation tise low variance within the sample in
terms of SK.

For the most risky situations, the consumer fabbekbon certain regions of production
(Bordeaux, Burgundy and Champagne) or certain reedwOC (Saint Emilion, Médoc and
Pomerol). The consumers’ trust is therefore prialtypfounded on the region or th&OC,
which conforms to the literature (Sirieix and MqQr2001). They consider that they provide an
adequate guarantee. That can also be explainedhly @ampbell and Goodstein (2001)
describe as the consumers’ preferences for the .nGertain AOC appear to constitute a
reference and play the role of the typical prodactcertain consumption occasions (Cotes de
Provence for the barbecue, Saint Emilion as a @iffor a festive meal etc.). However,
caution is needed since certain wines which weratimeed are sold at very high prices
(Chateau Mouton Rothschild, Petrus and Chéateau adargfor example whose prices vary
between 300 and 3,500 €, according to the vintdgakal situations, the choice can turn out
to be different. Some wines appear to be apprapfatall circumstances. This is notably the
case for certain foreign wines: wines from Riojad®), Italy, South America (Argentina and
Chile) and Australia as well as for branded windscW are easy to drink (Tariquet) and
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certainAOC (Médoc, Pessac Léognan and Alsace). For foreigresyithis can be due to the
lower knowledge of these wines which can be favdbiaecause of their “exotic” character.

Managerial implications

From the managerial point of view, this study shdheat the visual attributes such as the
design and the packaging are not sufficient towsele to French consumers, even if they are
novices in this field. For the expert consumerfrimation relating to the origin of the wine
and the year of production must be very visibleslise certain regions of production play the
role of a brand and this regional identity can basidered as a place-based equity (@tth
al., 2005). For the novice consumers, the price pohast be adapted to the positioning and
to the target so as to avoid an underestimaticenooverestimation of the quality and/or the
value associated with the wine. The vintage is tiibate considered important by both the
novices and the experts. Certain vintages are deresi as mythical in the wine world, like
2005 and 2009 for example, and that is sufficienteassure the consumer: the expert — since
(s)he has a precise knowledge of the good vintagesrding to the regions of production and
even theAOC — and the novice because (s)he has the tenderasgtone that an exceptional
year concerns all the wine-producing regions otredAOC of a region.

Our results show that the grape variety is not iclemed as an important attribute, above all
by the French novice consumer. The restrictive éirdagislation could explain the slightest
interest of the novice consumers for this attribu@iven that the indication of varietals on
the label is now authorized for a largest numbewiies, this attribute could become more
familiar to the novice consumer. A winning stratégy wine producers or wine merchants
could consist in associating varietal wines (VWYhMGP (ndication d’origine protégée
particularly for rosé wines. Indeed, rosé wines the only ones whose sales progress in
France both in value (+ 9.2 %) and in volume (+%). Another winning strategy is to sell
VW in Bag-in-box. The sales of boxed VW with IGPseoby 12 % while they slightly
decreased for bottled VW (-1.1 %).

A brand name does not guarantee success eithegrabdéaunchings of brands which went
against the traditional codes in terms of packaging communication turned out to be
failures. The brands which have succeeded on techrmarket favour traditional packaging
(Mouton Cadet, Baron de Lestac, Tariquet). The ggzsibnals therefore have an interest in
not straying far from prototypical graphical codesattract French consumers. This remark
does not necessarily hold good for foreign prodaiegno wish to sell their wine in France,
since these wines and their more unconventionakggueg are today more familiar to
consumers.

Finally, our results suggest that to help the coresuin his/her choice, it can be useful to
associate a given wine with one or several consiempuiccasions. Communication on wine
in France is very carefully controlled and the lakmarry a large quantity of legally-required
information. New technologies associated with sptahes constitute first-class supports for
this type of information. Several projects aim teate data bases which, from a photo taken
with a mobile phone, enable the consumer to acesda base and find out more information
if (s)he wishes (SmartBordeaux, for example). Thoet@ bases can be seen as an extension
of the packaging. It is also through this suppdrattthe customer could obtain extra
information on the production methods — conventimsa environmentally friendly — and the
conditions in which the wine has been matured.

® Before the European reform Appellations the indication of the name of varietals on tHeelavas authorized
only for the category of Vins de Pays. This catggemow replaced by IGP wines, a new intermediategory,
between wines without IGP (renamed Vins de Frafmejvhich the indication of varietals is also authed,
and AOC wines for which the indication of varieta$orbidden.

® France Agrimer, Infos No 171, December 2010 (caispa 2009/2010).
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The difference between attribute importance ane@roim the decision making process is also
interesting from the point of view of practitioneiBhey have to take this into account to
determine which attributes require more visibitity the packaging (label, back label...) or on
the web site, when the wine is sold on Internet.

Limits and lines of research

This study is not without its limits which as supresent paths to be explored. Firstly, a
scenario does not exactly recreate real buying itond. This objective could be reached
with a more elaborate experimental design. Theomdgnt could make his/her choice from
pre-defined basket of wines for which (s)he wouldvén detailed information and a
photograph. The results of the present study conugrthe structure, the size and the
composition of the CS could serve as a basis d#velopment of this experimental design.
We could also imagine a study carried out in aueairtwine shelf display where the
participants would be assigned a particular taskamsexample, to choose a wine for a meal
with friends. Only this type of experimentation vidbwenable us to check a correspondence
between declared information — the attributes wiaith considered important — and the real
choice.

Secondly, this study is based on declared infoonathn evaluation on a scale of importance
can turn out to be artificial and perceived asamdiess task”. In making market place choice,
consumers would probably not have thought abouhalkttributes. It would be interesting to
compare our results with those obtained by othéhaus, notably the protocols method, the
information display board (IDB) method, and/or thest-worst method (Cohen, 2009). The
IDB method was shown to yield a measure of gredatar validity than conjoint measurement
and self-report (Heelest al, 1979). This remark also holds for the rankingh# three first
attributes. Trade-off methods could eliminate @asernumber of distortions. Moreover, the
respondents were asked to rank only three attsbutevas not feasible to ask them for an
exhaustive ranking of the 30 attributes of the gtiait perhaps three is not enough.

Another limitation of this research is the use dbar-point scale to measure the importance
of the 30 attributes. The measurement level for diserimination required could not be
sufficient and could explain that ANOVA calculated that data are not valid.

The qualitative or nominal nature of certain datasinot allow to employ statistical methods
eliminating the bias due to replicated measures s&eeral consumption occasions (data for
H5, for example).

Finally, it would have been interesting to analyae middle group regarding SK. They are
nevertheless an important segment even if there wet any differences with the others.
Alternative methods like best-worst, protocols dratle-off are well suited to generalize
comparisons between the three segments of consumers
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Appendix I- Attributes importance

Subjective

N Mean S. D. MD t
knowledge

Low level 87 2.28 872
i 68 -4.829%
2. Grape variety High level 93 296 1010

Low level . .950
4.AOC C.)W eve 87 2.80 9 -.64 -4.869***
High level 93 3.44 .800

Low level .34 .819
6. Price (.) 87 3.3 .23 1.723ns
High level 92 3.12 .924

Low level 87 2.64 1.023
_31 -2.020*
8. Colour High level 92 296 1047

Low level 87 2.39 1.093
i 35 2.100*
10 Promotions High level 92 204 1118

Low level 87 2.61 .867
- - 56 -4.084%
12. Official rankings High level 93 317 974

_ Low level 87 1.92 991 0 - 30ns
14. Alcoholic content High level 2 192 986 .

Low level 87 2.47 .963
i .69 5.057***
16 Shape and design of bottle High level 93 178 858

. Low level 87 1.60 799 21 -1.581ns
18. Wine merchant name High level 93 1.81 .958 ' '

Low level 87 2.32 1.084
.42 -2.463*
20. Type of cork of cap High level 93 2.74 1197

2

N



Subjective

N Mean S. D. MD t
knowledge
Low level 86 1.85 .888
22. Opinion of the press - -22 -1.570ns
High level 92 2.07 .947

24. Environmentally-friendly ~_Low level 87 1.61 .768

. - -.24 -1.830ns
wine High level 92 1.85 .960

' i Low level 7 2.1 1.02
26. Experts’ opinion (Parker. 8 S 029 -21 -1.390ns

Hachette...) High level 91 2.36 1.017

08, Ade Low level 87 2.99 921 64 5§03+
A9 High level 93 3.62 569 '

Low level 87 2.33 .960

30. “Aged in oak barrels” - -.63 -4.047%*
9 High level 92 297 1124

SD = Standard Deviation; MD = Mean Difference




Appendix Il — Example of questions concerning the consideraibisize and variety

If you had to buy a bottle of wine for one of th&uations envisaged below, which kind of wine yoould
choose?

Situation 1 — You buy a bottle of wine for a meal &afriends’ house.
1. Bordeaux wine ad yesd no
If the response is “yes”, could you indicate whigine(s)

2.Wines from another French region O yes 1 no
If the response is “yes”, could you indicate whigine(s)

3. Foreign wines O yesd no
If the response is “yes”, could you indicate whigine(s)

These questions were repeated for thedo@narii
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Appendix IllI- Subjective knowledge measurement scale

I(l)::otl:itr?g;s Cronbach’'s a
In your opinion, what is your level of knowledge wfines in .872
general? (1 = non-existent; 4 = excellent).
Compared to the average consumer, would you saly yibar 877 879
knowledge of wine is (1 = non-existent; 4 = exadje '
I am familiar with wine. (1 = totally disagree; 4etally agree). .825
I know wine very well. (1 = totally disagree; 4 atdlly agree). .865

KMO = 0.819; Bartlett : Khi2=612 (6f) p<0.001 ; Explained variance: 74%.
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Appendix IV — Consideration set content

Origin Cate- S1. Purchase of wine to S2. Purchase of wine for S6. Purchase of wine for S5 . Purchase of wine for
gories offer it a festive meal... a BBQ with friends usual consumption
Bordeaux AOC Saint Emilion 31* +23**  Saint Emilion 32 + 27 Médoc 11 +7 Médoc 16 +13
wines Médoc 14 + 11 Pessac Léognan 6 + 11 Saint Emilion 5+ 7 Pessac Léognan 7+9
Pessac Léognan 6 +13 Médoc 6 +9 Pessac Léognan 0+7 Graves 8+6
Pomerol... 9+ 0 Sauternes 14 + 0 Bordeaux & Bdx 7+0 Cotesde 7+0
Pomeroal... 6 +5 supérieurs Bordeaux...
Cotes de 7+0
Bordeaux...
Chéateaux Margaux 5+ 2 Margaux 4 +3 Saint Pey Haut 1+0 Segur 1+0
Carbonnieux 1+ 1 HautBrion 2+1 Mont (Bdx sup) Cos d’Estourel 1+0
L’Angelus 1+0 Smith Haut Lafite 1+0 Thieuley... 1+0
Haut Brion... 1+0 Cheval Blanc... 1+0
Brands - 0 Petrus 1+0 Baronde Lestac 1+0 Baronde Lestac 1+0
Mouton Cadet 1+0 Clairetde 1+0 Clairetde 1+0
Quinsac Quinsac 0+1
Malesan
Other Regions Burgundy 14 + 12 Champagne 11+ 11 Provence 6 + 7 Burgundy 11 +8
French Champagne... 6 + 7 Burgundy 12 +5 Loire 6 +5 Loire 10+0
: Alsace... 9+5 Cotes du Rhéne 6 +0 Cotes du Rhéne 7+0
WINES Alsace 0+4
Cotes de 0+4
Provence...
Brands Laurent Perrier 1+0 Tariquet 0+ 2 Tarique 1+0 Tariquet 0+1
Foreign Countries  Australia 3+ 3 Spain 5+1 Spain 4+1 Spain 9+2
wines Italy... 0+5 Argentina 2+ 3 Chile 3 +5 Chile 4+4
Chile 0+ 3 Argentina 3 +1 Australia 3+2
Italy 2+ 1 California 2+3 ltaly 3+1
Australia... 2 +0 South Africa... 2+ 0 Argentina... 3+1
Regions Rioja (SP) 2+ 2 Rigja 1+1 Rioja 2+1 Rigja 2+2
Chianti 0+ 2 Lambrusco (IT) 1+1 Lambrusco 1+ 2 Lambrusco 1+2
South America... 0+2 .. South America... 1+ 1 Dao (Portugal)... 2+0
Brands Opus 1 (Calif.) 2+ 0 Casilero del 0+1 Marques de 0+ 2 Marques de 0+1
Sidi Brahim 0 + 2 diablo (Chile) Caceres (SP) Caceres...
(Algeria) Tio Pepe (SP) 0+ 1 Sidi Brahim... 1+1

* Frequency for expert consumers. ** Frequencyrfovice consumers. N = 180 (93 “experts” + 87 “negid
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