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SUMMARY :
Disconfirmation of expectations is the mismatchaesn the expected and blind evaluation of a
product (Anderson, 1973). From the consumer’s tpofnview, the hedonic evaluation of a
product under full information (intrinsic and exisic) is considered as a measure of perceived
quality. Generally, the perceived quality of a proddiffers according to tasting conditions
(blind, or full information). Based on previouseliature on food marketing we assume that the
change of preference between blind and full cooddi reflects the influence of extrinsic
information (here, the region of origin). Two typex results can be expected from
disconfirmation : “Assimilation” occurs when thendl evaluation of the product changes in the
direction of the expectation provided by the exigncue, whereas “contrast” occurs when this
change is contrary to the expectation.
We experiment on five wines selected among regwitls different reputation levels, and two
groups of consumers, characterized by their leVexpertise (trained/untrained students). Our
experiments suggest that disconfirmation may bd tseneasure and interpret brand equity on a
behavioural basis rather than just attitudinal.

Key words : perceived quality, expected quality, disconfitima, assimilation/contrast, region of
origin equity.

Résumé
La déconfirmation des attentes peut se définir certiéctart entre I'évaluation en aveugle d’un
produit et l'attente générée par le signal de ¢gial{Anderson, 1973). On considere que
I'évaluation hédonique du produit en situation mformation compléte constitue une mesure de
la qualité percue. On constate que cette évaludiftgre selon qu’elle se fait en I'aveugle ou en
conditions d’information compléte. La littératungr & marketing alimentaire nous fait supposer
que la différence entre ces deux niveaux d'évaloatsulte des attentes liées a l'information
extrinséque (dans notre cas, la mention de la mégjiorigine d’un vin). Deux types de résultats
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sont attendus : un effet d’assimilation, d’une pkmtsque I'évaluation finale se rapproche des
attentes produites par l'information extrinseque. éffet de contraste, quand I'évaluation finale
s’'opere en sens inverse de celle des attentesus Egpérimentons avec cing vins issus de
régions de réputations inégales, et auprés de gepes de consommateurs caractérisés par
leur degré d’expertise (étudiants entraines etamrainés). Nos résultats nous laissent conclure
que la déconfirmation des attentes peut constitnesutil d’évaluation de la force d’'une marque
sur la base d’'une réponse de type comportemental.

Mots clés : qualité percue, qualité attendue, diécoation des attentes , assimilation/contraste,
région de production, capital marque
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Disconfirmation of taste as a measure of region afrigin equity. An experimental study on
five French wine regions

SUMMARY :
Disconfirmation of expectations is the mismatchwsetn expected and blind evaluation of a
product (Anderson, 1973). From the consumer’s tpofnview, the hedonic evaluation of a
product under full information (intrinsic and exisic) is considered as a measure of perceived
quality. Generally, the perceived quality of a proddiffers according to tasting conditions
(blind, or full information). Based on previouseliature on food marketing we assume that the
change of preference between blind and full cooadgireflects the influence of he extrinsic
information (here, the region of origin). Two typexd results can be expected from
disconfirmation : “Assimilation occurs when thedlrevaluation of the product changes in the
direction of the expectation provided by the exigncue, whereas “contrast” occurs when this
change is contrary to the expectation.
We experiment on five wines selected among regwitis different reputation levels, and two
groups of consumers, characterized by their lef@xpertise (trained/untrained students). Our
experiments suggest that disconfirmation may bd tseneasure and interpret brand equity.

Introduction

The notion of expectation and perceived quality basn the subject of extensive research in
literature pertaining to food quality perceptio8chifferstein et al., 1999, Cardello and Sawyer,
1992, Deliza et Mac Fie, 1996, Tuorila et al., 190dnge et al., 1999). In this line of research,
expected product performance, based on qualitcatdis such as brand equity, price, product
composition... is compared with the true evaluatidrguality obtained through blind product
tasting. The deviation between the blind evaluatibguality, i.e. the intrinsic perceived quality
or intrinsic cue, and the evaluation of a produder full information (perceived quality) reveals
the mediating effect of extrinsic cues betweendhe® evaluations.

Extrinsic cues (packaging, brand, product definitia) create expectations of quality in each
individual. These expectations may or may notdogioned upon tasting. In research literature,
the mismatch generally observed between expectatdod perceived quality, is known as the
« non confirmation » or « infirmation » of expeaas («disconfirmation», Anderson, 1973).
Two types of results can be expected. The fissdinailation, takes place when the evaluation of
the product under full information evolves in tlare direction as the evaluation of the extrinsic
cue (expectations). This evolution can imply thatceived quality comes closer to expectations
under the effect of the extrinsic cue. The secaotirast, happens when the evaluation of the
product under full information takes the oppositedtion of the extrinsic cue, thus revealing the
negative effect of this information.

One can therefore reasonably imagine that the mganfithis non confirmation, and its intensity,

can vary in relation to the intrinsic qualities afproduct, but also its associated cues. Thus,
assimilation or contrast could be used to measwmadostrength, or, for our present purpose,
region strength. But what exactly is a strong bPaAdker (1996) indicates that a strong brand
creates « brand equity », which in turn createsevédr the company. This brand equity can be
identified through a set of indicators such as niety, fidelity, perceived quality and associated

images (p. 8). For the author, perceived quality the merit of synthesizing all the perceptions
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and associations related to a given brand. Thas thegs the question of how to measure
perceived quality. In the present context, a stroggjon will be one that generates substantial
assimilation effects, where, in the best case stgnloth expected and perceived quality are
identified. Some regions could, on the other hgetherate less assimilation, or even contrasts.

The originality of our approach lies in the facathive measure a behavioral dimension of brand
strength. According to Sattler (1994), research ne@asures of brand equity is generally
underpinned by the cognitive dimensions of attit(reoriety) and emotion (positive or negative
notoriety). Kapferer (2000) confirms this analy$ie recognizes a strong brand by its notoriety,
the strength and precision of its positioning,visible signs of recognition and the authority it
exerts over consumers (p.31). Our study propode=havioral measure, by combining the dual
emotional/cognitive dimension of the brand and oamting it with product consumption.

In the case of wine, we are well aware that theedige of individuals can affect the way in
which they process information concerning qual®Berfouty , d’Hauteville, Lockshin, 2005,
D’Hauteville, Perrouty, 2005). One can therefor¢ forward the hypothesis that the notion of
« weak » or « strong » partly depends on indivisiugkperience. Consequently, our experiments
take into account the individuals’ degree of exgerin wine.

This empirical study, conducted using wines frormareh regions with varying levels of notoriety
and image content, explores the question of thetioel between expected and perceived value

(quality).

Our paper begins by presenting some of the thethesunderpin the notion of the mismatch

between expectation and perception, and which gpfai@ the mechanisms of assimilation or

contrast. Then, we recall recent empirical resultased on experiments conducted with
champagne and orange juice. These two productsthaveerit of respectively belonging to high

involvement (champagne) and low involvement (orajugee) product categories. We describe
the experimental procedures followed and the resuffitained. We then raise the question of
whether the measure of assimilation or contrastdcoanstitute a worthwhile experimental tool

for measuring region of origin equity.

Theoretical principles of assimilation/contrast

According to Schifferstein et al (1999), the theiwad interpretation of the assimilation/contrast
phenomenon is to be found in the mechanisms studigolcial psychology where individuals are
more or less inclined to express judgements whiitardrom preconceived opinions. And yet, as
the author clearly underlines, assimilation andtast are not symmetrical phenomena and
require different interpretations. The case of ragation recalls the theory of cognitive
dissonance (Festinger, 1957, Hovland et al., 196deed, assimilation presupposes that, when
faced with an uncomfortable mismatch between exgeand intrinsic quality, individuals adjust
their preference somewhere in between.

The contrast theory presupposes that extrinsic suel as brand or region of origin, create
expected stimulation for individuals, which is themallenged by the real experience (Helson,
1964). For example, an unknown brand can createasg@nt surprise upon tasting and thereby



3° International Wine Marketing and business coafee. Montpellier, July 6,7, 8, 2006

generate a contrast. Oppositely, an unpleasantiexge with a well known product can create a
feeling of disappointment which reinforces the pered mismatch.

Many research studies have adopted such concdpauadworks in order to explore the effects

of the information liable to influence perceivedatity, such as the packaged product itself, the
brand or the price. Deliza and MacFie (1996) prepm$iterature review that highlights the links

between information communicated by product marnketand what they call « sensory

expectations ». Among these works, those of Tuetilal. (1994) in particular confirm the effect

of information on individuals’ taste acceptabilafnew products.

This effect is generally highlighted to be eithasSimilation”, where the hedonic evaluation is
adjusted to follow the expectation created by the-sensory stimulus, or « contrast » when this
adjustment is contrary to expectations (Schiffenstet al, 1996). Thus, by previously informing
individuals that the grenadine cordial they arewtlbo taste is bitter, Cardello and Sawyer (1992)
note that individuals expect the product to be sset, and this expectation is confirmed during
tasting. They put forward the theory that the imdlinals’ cognitive system presupposes that bitter
and sweet are two dimensions that must forcibly engi for each other. In another experiment
on fruit juice, first blind and then under full orimation, Lange et al. (1999) observe that an
adjustment takes place according to what the iddais expect from the different qualities of
fruit juice, but there is only partial assimilatiomhe hedonic ratings explain most of the
preferences.

Based on these results, we hereby formulate thewfimlg research hypothesis: the confirmation
or non confirmation of expectations, as definethimtheory of assimilation/contrast, reveals the
expected quality of a region of origin and therefas strength. A strong region will be one
which significantly improves the « full » evaluatiof a product, i.e. an evaluation that combines
sensory and non-sensory information (as opposddind product evaluation). A weak region
will be one where the blind evaluation prevails, the region does not significantly affect the
« full » evaluation of a product when compared withind tasting. Or even, in the case of
contrast, where the name of the region has a negatiect on perceived quality and significantly
degrades the « full » evaluation of the produchwéspect to blind tasting. The question remains
however as to which measure would enable us tougtadthe effect of region strength on
perceived quality, in such a way as to compareoreggiamong themselves or the effects of
regions on different publics. An experimental methe needed to determine the respective
weighting of intrinsic and extrinsic characteristf perceived quality.

All of the research studies mentioned so far aindemtify the individual characteristics that

explain the variance of results (sex, age, consiempate, socio-economic categories). However,
none have shed light on the relative expertisehefihdividuals with respect to the product
category.

The research studies to which we refer follow tkgegimental sequence below :
1. Blind tasting evaluates the intrinsic charastezs of a product (aspect, odour, flavour)
and gives a « Blind » measure.
2. The evaluation of information (here, the regmhorigin) provides a measure of the
perceived capacity of a given region to producedgeme (« expectation »).
3. Product tasting under full information measyresceived quality.
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The differentialy between the « full - blind » evaluations is talliagainst the differentiat
between the « expectation-blind » evaluations dmd tmeasures the non confirmation of the
expectation (disconfirmation). The modgl= f(x) thus shows how an assimilation is explained
by the degree of disconfirmed expectancy. Previessarch (Anderson, 1973, Schifferstein et al,
1996) shows that the scatter plot obtained can bleemodelled by a regression line whose slope
is situated between 0 and 1. When the slope isab@]b, perceived quality is hardly affected by
the region : the extrinsic cue does not affect dkierall evaluation of the product (perceived
quality). When the slope comes closer to 1, thera maximum effect of the brand. When the
slope is situated at 0,5, perceived quality isrésailt of both product tasting and region of origin

Some empirical results : champagne and orange juice

The case of champagne: brand means quality!

Among the experiments conducted by food consumpigerts to explore the relative effects of
products’ sensory properties and quality cues amswmer preferences, (Siret and Issanchou,
2000 in the case of « paté de campagne », Schéferst al. for yoghurts, 1996), a recent study
on champagne (Lange et al., 2002) caught our aitemt particular, since it clearly highlighted
the importance of brand in consumer choices.

An important objective of this study was to compam® measures of perceived quality, the
propensity to pay and the hedonic rating. The fiest be established by organizing an auction
system following the method put forward by Vickr@®61), where respondents are required to
bid their highest price at each stage of the expant (blind product, brand, branded product).
The second is obtained in a more traditional faship asking tasters to rate their preference on a
scale of 1 to 10. Although these two methods regbaious differences in the statistic quality of
the measures, they are totally convergent in tefmssults.

The results obtained by both methods enable usnterpret the mismatch between the
expectations and perceived quality of five branti€lbampagne (three « well-known national
brands », one « regional brand » and « one distnilarand »).

In the case of champagnes, all brands considdredliserved slope is 0,74 (R2 = 0,60), (Lange
et al, 2002 p. 603). This result suggests thathi@mpagnes in general, the change of preference
can largely be explained by the brand. For the Kekw®wn brands», but also for the regional
brand, the assimilation effect is quite spectacwdrereas negative assimilation is observed for
the distributor brand: the score given to the pobvdaollows that attributed to the brand (and thus
conforms with the assimilation model), but the lorasm under-valued with respect to the blind
evaluation, which pulls the final evaluation down.

It is also interesting to note that, upon bind aatibn, consumers cannot differentiate their
preference for one champagne in particular: the,higst like the hedonic scores, do not differ
significantly for the five brands of Champagne.

The case of orange juice: taste is important too!

In this procedure, the authors (Lange et al., 1@88ucted a similar experiment with six orange
juices. The extrinsic cue given here was not thendtdy but the nature of the product itself:
squeezed, orange concentrate and nectar, usingrwdhicts per category. Compared to the
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champagne experiment, the spread of preferences blpud tasting is much broader and the

scores double. Moreover, for each juice, the resjpasslope is situated between 0,35 and 0,50
(with the R? between 0,25 and 0,44). In this experit, the assimilation effect is at the most
partial. It would therefore seem that the intringimperties of orange juice better explain

perceived quality than expectations resulting finfarmation on the type of product.

Pursuant to these two studies, our experiment tneesegion of origin as the variable cue of

expectation. We chose products from five Frenchoreg Saint Emilion, Crozes Hermitage,

Beaujolais, Gaillac, Fitou. We put forward the (anfirmed) hypothesis that Saint Emilion and

Beaujolais are extremely well-known by both expartd non expert consumers. Crozes
Hermitage should also be well-known by the expatt¢east, whereas Gaillac and Fitou are
origins that are generally unbeknown to most unimfed consumers. In an attempt to compare
wines of similar quality, we chose them from thensadistribution channel (Pierre Chaneau,
under the Auchan label).

Experimental procedure

The experiments took place during the month of &aty 2004 with a population of « expert »
(n=43) and « non expert » (n=19) individuals. Téxel of expertise was objectively measured:
contrary to individuals in the second group, mersligrthe expert group were trained in wine-
tasting. None of the respondents were previoustyrined about the type of experiment.

Separate tasting sessions were held for both grau@gppropriate premises and in compliance
with standard tasting procedures (temperature ef \itines, degree of daylight, tasters in
individual booths). The wines were presented in arder (the experimental procedure was not
tested however), and for the purpose blind tastiviges were identified by means of a random
three-figure number.

The experimental procedure is basically the santbatsused in the studies mentioned earlier. It
involves two tasting sessions. During the firstsgms wines are tasted ‘blind’ and given a
hedonic score from 1 to 10.

During this same session, and after blind tasting,expectations of the 5 regions of origin are
evaluated. Respondents are requested to give @ §omm 1 to 10) according to the aptitude of a
region to produce quality wine (expectation). Hoe purpose of the study, information is also
collected about the respondents: sex, consump#te (regular, occasional, never), perceived
expertise.

Following the same method used for blind tastirgg bbjective of the second session is to
evaluate the products under full information in@rdo measure perceived quality. The time-
lapse between the first and second sessions isdieteto erase the sensory memories of the
products. Here, a time-lapse of 30 minutes is r&speand used by testers to prepare the second
tasting session.

The experiment lasts 40 minutes in the first sesarmmd 30 minutes in the second.
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Results

First and foremost we are seeking to test theet-imdividual » effects on the dependent variable
of our model (Full-Blind), table 1. The « sex »tfacof participants does not present a significant
effect. However, the expertise of individuals (B34¥), the wines themselves (p=0,071), as well
as the differential « region-blind » (p<0,000) shsignificant effects. These results suggest that
both the intrinsic cues (taste of the differente@mffered) and the intrinsic cues (regions) age th

variables that explain the model. They also suggiest expertise of the respondents may
influence the model, whereas the gender of theoreggnts do not.

Table 1 : Tests on inter-individual effects

Dependent variable : full blind

Sum of

squares Mean Significati
Source type Il ddl Square F on
Model i31549 8 122,194 31,909 000
Sex 10,283 1 10,283 2,685 ,102
Expertise 22,106 1 22,106 5,773 ,017
Type of wine 33,405 4 8,351 2,181 ,071
region_blind 647,684 |1 647,684 |169,132 ,000
Error 1202,451 | 314 3,829
Total 2180,000 | 322

a R2=,448 (R2 adj. = ,434)

Table 2 indicates the scores obtained successioelylind evaluation, expectation with respect
to region of origin, and perceived quality unddt &valuation (that is, the tasting with the region
of origin information).

By analyzing the variance for each variable, usimgregion of origin and level of expertise as
factors, we discovered that both factors produgeificant effects. The interaction between the
factors is significant when evaluating the regamoml the “full” product, but this interaction is not
significant in the blind evaluation.

A “post hoc” analysis of the effect of the lewélexpertise reveals contrasted evaluations of the
wines. In the blind evaluation, the experts disisped Croze Hermitage with a significantly
lower evaluation and St Emilion and Fitou with grsficantly higher evaluation. The non experts
detected no difference whatsoever in blind tasthgyregards the region evaluation, the experts
classify the wines into three categories: a lowalwation is given to Beaujolais and Gaillac, an
average evaluation to Fitou (which is not thafedént from Gaillac) and a higher evaluation is
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given to Croze Hermitage and Saint Emilion. The experts do not differ much from the

experts, except that they do not differentiate €ndermitage and Gaillac, and Fitou is classed in
the lower group.

Table 2. Scores on quality and expectations.

Blind Region Full
Experts Non- Experts Non-Experts Experts Non-Experts
Experts

Region Wine 1 2 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 1 2
(H;re‘?ﬁ;age 3,52 4,84 8,9t 7,18 | 7,1€ | 4,8 6,1€| 6,16
Beaujolais 4,33 |4,32| 505 | 543 4,47 4,5¢ 4,5¢
Gaillac 4,65|4,65| 550 | 6,26 | 6,26 6,1¢| 6,18 4,67 5,52
Saint Emilion 514| 6,16 9,0¢ 9,22 6,38 7,84
Fitou 551| 6,26 7,19 4,3¢ 552| 553 |4,44
Signification ,107 | ,07¢ | 567 | ,167 | ,094 | ,99€|,19¢| ,755 | ,10% | ,29¢| ,425 |,23Z| ,249

The groups were formed by the way of post hoc &&t©5 signification level. Group n°® 1 shows
the lowest mean. Wines from each group have signifiy equal means.

Blind = blind tasting of the wines

Region = evaluation of the region as a good qualitye area
Full = tasting of the wine, knowing its origin.

In order to test for assimilation and contrast|d@abbegins by presenting the mean scores for the
three evaluation differentials: region-blind, fblind and full-region. A mean score test was
applied to each differential and to each type afenin order to detect the significant differentials

A posteriori tests enabled us to compare the efdtween the wines and the expert and non-
expert groups.

Table 3 : Scores by region and expertise

R-B F-B R-F (F-B)/(R-B)
Mean p Mean p Mean p

Gaillac Experts 1,667 0,000 0,023 0,941 1,505 0,000 +

Non experts 0,059 0,958 -0,632 0,514 1,000 0,122 -

I Experts 1,071 0,021 0,026 0,335 0,838 0,039 +
Beaujolais

Non experts 0,412 0,695 -0,263 0,70 -0,118 0,862 -

Experts 3,953 0,000 1,262 0,00(Q 2,738 0,000 +
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Non experts 3,882 0,000 2,333 0,00 1,444 0,002 +
Crozes Experts 5,405 0,000 1,35 0,001 4,19% 0,000 +
Hermitage Non experts | 1,824 0,003 1,105 0,124 1,176 0,101 +
Fitou Experts 1,674 0,000 0,023 0,943 1,651 0,000 +
Non experts | -1,50(Q 0,070 -1,667 0,009 0,067 0,922 +

R-B = Score of region (expectation) — score bliasting
F-B = Score of tasting with full information — sedlind tasting
R-F = Score of region (expectation) - score tastwvith full information

Looking at table 3, the significant deviation beéwethe region (expectation) and blind
evaluation (R-B column) indicates the non-confinmatf expectations for each wine tested. It is
interesting to note that, for the non expert grains effect is negative for the “Fitou” wine,

which means that the gustative quality of the pobdkihigher than the expectation for the region.

Moreover, nearly all of the differentials are sfipant, except for the non experts in the case of
Beaujolais or Gaillac. At this stage in the analy#his result suggests that the non experts do not
express any particular disconfirmation with regardhese two regions (where, remember, one is
well-known — Beaujolais-, and the other not, - @aij. It would appear however, that the experts
have higher expectations, which are reflected byenmonounced effects of disconfirmation.
The a posteriori comparison of the mean scores shbat the R-B mean averages for Saint
Emilion and Crozes Hermitage are significantly egilent to each other and higher than other
wines and that this holds true for both experts o experts, indicating higher expectations for
these two regions.

Looking at column (F-B) on table 3, a significamvéhtion between the perceived quality of the
wines under full and blind evaluation (F-B) reveihle effect of “assimilation” or “contrast”. We
should note that for expert and non expert tasteisdifferential is only significant and positive
for Saint Emilion. For Crozes Hermitage it applieexpert consumers only. (The mean averages
of these differentials do not differ significanthetween the two wines for the experts). For the
Gaillac and Beaujolais however, the differentiadres under full and blind evaluation are not
statistically different. The disconfirmation of eeqiations therefore functions differently
depending on the regions and levels of expertisethe case of St Emilion it generates
assimilation, all the more than the respondentsrame experts. In the case of Crozes Hermitage,
this effect is only observed within the expert growhich expressed a particularly high level of
expectation for this designation. For Fitou, negatlisconfirmation observed in the non expert
group can be explained by the relatively low exageh with regard to this region.

Column (R-F) measures the differential betweenetveduations of the region (expectation) and
the product under full information (perceived qtygli This difference with its “p” value reveals

whether the assimilation phenomenon is partialbr A significant (R-F) differential means that

the global perception does not coincide with thgeexed value of the origin. Assimilation is then
only partial. A non significant differential inditzs full assimilation whereby the brand
(expectation) is significantly similar to perceivgdality. For the

For the non experts, assimilation occurs in alesaalthough it is only partial for the St Emilion
(p =.002). In the expert group, all (R-F) are #igant, suggesting a lack of assimilation. Again,
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this result is consistent with the fact that noperx customers would match more easily than the
experts their evaluation of the wine with theirqegtion of the region.

There remains to interpret the negative disconfiltnaobserved in the case of Fitou. As we
have seen, there are two possibilities: assimiladiod contrast. The (F-B)/(R-B) < 0 produces a
contrast effect, and an assimilation effect whenrttio is positive. In the case of Fitou, there is
assimilation and not contrast. To put it anothey whe negative expectation of non experts for
this region pulls the perceived quality of the proddown, in line with Festinger’s theories on
personal congruence (1957).

In order to analyze the relative effects of thaaredextrinsic cue) and the product (intrinsic cue)
on product quality perception, we calculated thgression lines corresponding to the models
(Full = Blind) = a + S(Region — Blind) +&, for each type of wine and for each of the two
groups, expert and non expert. These lines arehgraly presented in figure 1. The statistical
tests are presented in the annex.

First, one can observe that for all the wines atersid (with the exception of Fitou), the slope is
steeper for the non experts than for the expertsclwsuggests that the region has a stronger
effect on the first group than on the second. Meeeofor the non experts the value of this slope
is close to or exceeds 0,5, which confirms the @lence of the region in the creation of
perceived quality of these wines.

We can also note that for St Emilion and Croze Hitage, the observations plotted on the graph
are nearly all positive, suggesting that assingtatis generally positive, almost as if brand
notoriety were to stop the testers from contradgcthemselves in the overall evaluation. The
opposite can be observed for Fitou with the noreetsp

The spread of the scatter plot on the x axis irtd&g#he dispersion of the region’s impact. We
observe greater dispersion in the case of Gailfet Beaujolais, even more so given that it
concerns the group of non experts.

Moreover, the R2 are higher for the non experta tha experts, which implies that for the latter,
other variables in addition to the R-B differentalist better explain the F-B differential.



3° International Wine Marketing and business coarfee. Montpellier, July 6,7, 8, 2006

Figure 1 Linear moddFulle — Blind) =a + S (Region — Blind) +£, for each type of wine. The
regression coefficients measure the relative impéatite region on the full evaluation.
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Discussion

The experimental approach can be criticized onrsépeints. First, there is no test sample to
ensure that the gustative evaluation of the respatsdis stable from one tasting session to
another. It is therefore difficult to confirm tlstability of the sensory evaluation of wines.
Moreover, the choice of wines could also interferth the analyses. For example, it would
appear that Fitou gets better ratings in blindrigstvhereas Crozes Hermitage turns out to be
rather disappointing. There is therefore an untepteduct effect. If we were to pursue this
research, it would be interesting to compare regm@presented by two products that are well
differentiated in terms of quality.

Another obvious limit is the small size of the gposu especially the non expert one. It is
therefore difficult to obtain significant resufts all wines.

Our overall results, summarized in figures 2a ahd(see appendix), nonetheless confirm,
quite unsurprisingly, that perceived quality, wheeasured by tasting scores with a region of
origin cue, depends on the organoleptic qualitthefproduct, but also on the expectation of
the region.

The theory of disconfirmed expectancy and the amslyf assimilation and contrast show that
the region effect on perceived quality can varysiderably depending on the type of product,
but also on the degree of expertise of individuals.

We note in our experiment for example that expedividuals are more capable than non
experts of differentiating their preferences imbliconditions. These results are similar to
those obtained by Lange (1999) or Fornerino e{24l06) with orange juices, i.e. a partial
assimilation phenomenon. By contrast, in the cdSeh@ampagne wines, it would seem that
the individuals are inhibited by a lack of gustatireference, and tend to refer mainly on
brands to evaluate the quality (Lange and all, 200®Dne can interpret this result by

suggesting that when the risk of purchase is hiigfirfed by both the likelihood of risk and

importance of risk, Laurent and Kapferer, 1985 ttonsumers tend to rely more on
extrinsic cues than gustative cues. For some ptedike wine, the risk of making a wrong

decision decreases with experience and knowlealgk knowledgeable customers will rely
more on intrinsic cues.

Nevertheless, when high-profile regions are invdly8aint Emilion, Crozes Hermitage) the
assimilation produced by the brand is experiengedllindividuals, but even more so by the
less specialised consumers. An Anova test perfolimeégeen the two groups shows that the
difference between experts and non experts isfgignt at p=.061. This differentiated result
between experts and non experts recalls reseanthucted by Gawel (1997), and Perrouty et
al (2005) who show that experts are inclined tokldor coherence in the different
components of a wine brand by combining the varmues provided, whereas the non experts
will refer to one cue or another without attachiagy particular importance to their
interactions. In the case of Saint Emilion, we mapsider that the expert tasters recognized
some of the qualities of the wine, especially tixpeeted “typicity” of the region. The
assimilation is only partial, probably because tdsters expected better. The non experts on
the other hand, confirm their expectations peryectlan approach similar to that observed for
champagnes in Lang and al. experiment (2002) rékults for Crozes Hermitage are less
prevalent, even if they do tend toward assimilatidrhis can be explained by the intrinsic
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quality which experts deemed to be low and whicts wanfirmed in the second tasting
session. This brings us back to the limitationswf study and the lack of control in terms of
the quality of the wines on offer.

The cases of Beaujolais and Fitou are interestmgpfar as they proffer hypotheses
concerning the strength of these regions as « brand

The Beaujolais region is very well known. One mighpect, as for St Emilion or Crozes
Hermitage, an assimilation or contrast effect. Bwg¢ « Beaujolais » brand generates low
expectations, which suggests a considerable deffcimage. Even though it is very well
known, Beaujolais behaves like a weak brand, widgative assimilation (albeit not
significant in our experiment). This particular eashows that brand notoriety should not
confounded with brand strength. It would be inséirgy for future research to see whether a
superior quality Beaujolais would produce a contedfect, that is, a full evaluation superior
to the expected quality value of the brand.

The case of Fitou is quite different: even thouis well evaluated in blind tasting by both
expert and non expert groups, the latter devalegtbduct in presence of information about
the region of origin (negative disconfirmation @gron expectation). Because of the high
intrinsic value of the wine, we could have expeataither a contrast effect (“I knew nothing
about this region, but this is really a good swto me !). As to the experts, who apparently
appreciate the value of the region, they maintagirtevaluation, but no assimilation effect is
observed. This result suggests that the Fitounsak regions name, because experts do not
feel compelled to be congruent, as they were irctise of St Emilion and Croze Hermitage.
Obvioulsly, the high quality of Fitou wine suffdrem a lack of reputation.

The analysis of the regression line slopes (C =A)(M — A) completes our diagnosis.
Remember that our theoretical model postulated shaies higher than 0,5 revealed the
predominance of the brand in perceived quality astbpe below 0,5 was an indication of the
prevalence of intrinsic properties. From this pahtview, our model is only confirmed for
the non experts in their evaluation of GaillacE8tilion, and to a lesser extent, Beaujolais.

This therefore begs the question of the represeataalue of the line slope, according to

whether it is situated on the positive or negasidie of the ordinate. In the case of St Emilion,
all of the individuals attribute an expectationrgchigher than the blind score. In other words,
the disconfirmations are positive. But what hagpehen a large number of individuals give
scores with negative disconfirmation? Our resubsnpt us neither to suggest a pertinent
theoretical interpretation nor shed light on thentcadictory results (Lange, 2000).

Schifferstein et al. (1999) put forward the ideatthhe effects of positive or negative

disconfirmation are not symmetrical, and that, whenproduct does not come up to

expectations, a loss of assimilation should be wiesk Deliza (1996), Siret and Issanchou
(2000) observe the opposite result. In our casecammot say that the negative assimilation
effect observed for Fitou is more pronounced tlmenpiositive effect observed for St Emilion.

In our opinion, the experiment depends too muclhenchoice of products and brands to be
considered in any kind of perspective. More comensive information would be required on

the tasters’ perceptions of brand images and region

By drawing a comparison between those individueséd in sensory analysis and those

without any particular experience, our results pewone answer to the question raised by
Deliza et al (1996) who put forward the unconfirmiegbothesis that individuals « with

14
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strong sensory skills are less influenced by te&pectations than individuals with weaker
sensory skills » (Lange, 2000, p. 166)

Conclusion

Our study pursues a line of experimental reseanah seeks further understanding in the
notions of perceived and expected quality. We hawdeavored to shed light on « brand
equity » analysis by studying five French regiohsrigin which,a priori, are considered to
have unequal levels of notoriety. The analysisis¢@hfirmed expectancy with respect to the
region of origin, in terms of assimilation or caast, provides the conceptual framework by
which we sought to clarify the question of the tigla importance of extrinsic and intrinsic
properties in the quality perceived by consumers.

An analysis of the regression line slope (Full #n8) =a + 3 (Brand — Blind) +€ synthesizes
the effect of expectations produced by a regioorigfin on perceived quality. The analysis of
the positive or negative disconfirmation offersenasting possibilities in terms of how to
interpret the strength of a region as a brand.

Our results appear to be contrasted, partly dukgdnherent limitations of our experimental
approach, but also because of the ambiguitiesamtition of «brand strength » or « brand
equity ». We suggest for example (especially indase of Beaujolais) that the notoriety and
the reputation of a region function independentfpr other regions, such as Fitou for
instance, investments should go on brand consbructi

In further research, it will be appropriate to tesveral dimensions of brand equity, in order
to improve our interpretation of certain results. dursuit of this study, it would also be

appropriate to substantiate the results obtainednbye unified theories that underly the

assimilation contrast effect, or to the contratyarmge the experimental approach in order to
confirm those theories.
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Figure 2a. Results concerning the experts group.
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Figure 2b. Results concerning the non experts group
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