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Abstract 

 

Purpose - This study examined influences on consumers’ perceived appropriateness of screw 
caps versus corks as wine closures.  The influences tested were consumer expertise, wine type 
and consumption situation.   
  
Design/methodology/approach – Subjects with different levels of wine expertise were 
recruited. A full factorial set of conditions was employed, including two levels of closures 
(corks and caps), three types of wine (red, white and sparking) and twelve consumption 
situations, resulting in 72 combinations.  The stimuli included six short videos that showed 
the opening of wine bottles. Respondents were asked to assess the appropriateness of each 
closure type regarding that type of wine in various consumption situations.    
 
Findings - The study investigated the influences of wine consumer expertise, types of wine 
and various consumption situations on the perceived appropriateness of screw caps versus 
corks.  It was found that all of these proposed influences were significant, as were interactions 
among them.  The study also found that consumers with higher levels of expertise generally 
perceive corks to be more appropriate, while consumers with lower levels of expertise appear 
to be more sensitive to package closures when judging their appropriateness in consumption 
situations. Types of wine had less influence on appropriateness scores than either 
consumption situations or consumer expertise.        
Key words: closures, corks, screw caps, wine expertise, consumption situations 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
There are many traditions regarding how wine is presented for consumption.  These traditions 
are often powerful influences on what is perceived as appropriate in specific consumption 
situations.  But the importance of such traditions varies among consumer segments.  As an 
example, corks are a classic type of closure for wine packages and are often associated with 
better quality wine (Barber & Almanza, 2007; Marin, Jorgensen & Kennedy, 2007; Marin & 
Durham, 2007; Wilson, 2009).  In recent years, metal screw top closures have provided some 
significant practical advantages including avoiding cork taint (Murray & Lockshin, 1997; 
Barber & Almanza, 2007).  Despite those advantages, some consumers continue to prefer the 
romance and drama of opening cork closures and many consumers have proven to be 
resistant to non-traditional forms of packaging (Atkin et al. 2006).  The study presented here 
investigates consumer attitudes regarding different closure types (specifically, corks and 
caps) and the influences of consumption situations, personal characteristics and types of wine 
on those attitudes. This study builds on previous research by providing a new conceptual 
model and presenting new data to examine wine consumers’ changing perceptions of wine 
closures.  
 
2. THEORY 
 
2.1. Person-Product-Situation Frameworks and the Elaboration-Likelihood Model 
 
Marketing literature reports a rich history of research regarding the interactions among the 
attributes of persons, products and situations.  For instance, person attributes and situation 
attributes have long been used as bases for product-market segmentation.  Sandell (1968) and 
Belk (1974) investigated the interaction of product attributes with situations.  Dubow (1982), 
Dickson (1982), Green and Rao (1972) investigated person-product-situation interactions.  A 
major conundrum in this stream of research has been organizing the vast number of potential 
interactions among (and within) the various attributes of persons, products and situations.  
Despite the appeal of developing generalizable frameworks (taxonomies) that capture all of 
those combinations, the “fickle nature of situation research” (Quester & Smart 1998, p. 221) 
has made it difficult.  Indeed, the endeavor has been labeled “completely futile” by Hornik 
(1982, p. 46).  The most practical approach has been to limit the range of attributes that are 
considered at one time, thus developing research that is specific to some portion of the 
person-product-situation domain.  This approach produces a loss of generalizability, but a 
gain in do-ability and use-ability.  Belk (1974) recommends that product specificity is the 
best approach to limiting the range of person-product-situation frameworks.  Following this 
advice, we narrowed our focus in a number of ways, starting with the selection of wine as the 
context for this research.   
 
Additionally, we chose to incorporate the Elaboration-Likelihood Model (ELM) into the 
person-product-situation framework.  The ELM focuses on the inclination of a person to 
make decisions by processing information though either “central” or “peripheral” processing 
“routes” (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  The central and peripheral routes of persuasion are two 
points along a continuum ranging from high to low likelihood of elaboration, where the 
central route represents the process of high elaboration likelihood and the peripheral route 
represents the process of low elaboration likelihood (Cacioppo & Petty, 1986).  The ELM 
indicates that consumers with higher levels of involvement and knowledge regarding the 
product category are more likely to use central processing routes.  With that in mind, the 
personal attribute that we selected is the consumer’s level of expertise/involvement regarding 
wine.  We chose two product attributes, one intrinsic and one extrinsic.  Lastly, from existing 
wine research literature we selected twelve consumption situations that have been helpful in 
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understanding wine consumption behavior.  Full descriptions of the attributes for each of 
these person-product-situation categories are presented below. 
 
2.2. Personal Attributes 
 
Many personal attributes have been employed in wine related research.  In a classic consumer 
information processing article, Alba and Hutchinson (1987) divided consumers into “expert” 
and “novice” groups based on their levels of knowledge.  These two groups used different 
strategies for search, understanding and evaluation of products.  The groups differ in their 
cognitive capabilities; experts can process information in more detail.  The groups also differ 
in the kinds of information that they use; experts tend to use product-related information 
regarding features and functionality where non-experts tend to use price, brand and other 
more peripheral cues.  There are also differences in evaluation approach; the novice is more 
holistic where experts are more analytic.   
 
Alba and Hutchinson (1987) found that consumer knowledge has two parts, expertise and 
product familiarity.  Familiarity is the number of product-category related experiences that a 
consumer has accumulated.  Familiarity positively influences expertise by improving a 
consumer’s ability to process product-related information and the speed with which they are 
able to process it.  We further argue that expertise is related to involvement in the wine 
product category.  A consumer’s level of involvement positively influences the likelihood 
that the consumer will choose to have experiences with the product category, which in turn 
leads to greater familiarity, greater knowledge and therefore, greater expertise.  Thus, for the 
purposes of this study, five indicators of consumer expertise were chosen: wine involvement, 
purchase frequency, consumption frequency, wine familiarity (years of experience with 
wine), and wine knowledge.  
 
Consumer expertise is particularly important for wine market research because wine markets 
present consumers with a vast number of heterogeneous products.  For example, for 2012 just 
in the U.S. market alone, 134,000 labels for domestic wines were approved (U.S. Alcohol and 
Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau, 2012).  In addition to this huge assortment of labels, wine 
consumers are faced with a large array of information regarding grape varieties, appellations, 
vintages, wine quality ratings, etc.  In such an intensely fragmented market, a wine 
consumer’s level of expertise can significantly influence their decision-making processes and 
ultimately their choices. 
 
The significance of consumer expertise in the wine market has been studied by a number of 
researchers (e.g., Aurier & Ngobo, 1999; Dodd, Laverie, Wilcox, & Duhan, 2005; Gluckman, 
1990; Mueller, Francis, & Lockshin, 2008; Spawton, 1991; Viot, 2012).  Expert and novice 
consumers differ in the amount, content and organization of their knowledge about wine, 
leading them to choose their wine differently because they value different attributes in wine.  
For instance, Viot (2012) found that expert consumers attach more value to the origin of 
wine, the vintage, the official ranking and the brand name than non-expert consumers.  This 
list was very similar to previously identified product characteristics favored by expert wine 
consumers (Aurier & Ngobo, 1999).  These findings are consistent with ELM predictions that 
expert wine consumers will engage in high elaboration of these product characteristics 
through the central processing route.  Novices, on the other hand, base their choice of wine 
above all on the price (Viot, 2012), as well as some product characteristics, such as vintage, 
color, and the design of the bottle (Aurier & Ngobo, 1999), which are generally peripheral 
product cues.   
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Wine is a complex product with a multitude of attributes. In order to target various market 
segments effectively, it is imperative for the industry to know what product characteristics are 
favored by different groups of consumers.  Since wine experts and novices are known to 
differ in their use of other product characteristics, it is reasonable that their decision-making 
process may also differ regarding wine bottle closures and consumption situations.  
Therefore, the first research proposition is: 
 
P1: Expert and novice consumers will differ in their assessments of the appropriateness of 

cork versus screw cap wine closures.   
 
2.3. Product Attributes 
 
A variety of wine attributes have been used in consumer research.  For instance, grape types, 
wine style, price and wine origin are some of the attributes that have been commonly 
researched (Quester & Smart 1998).  Wine product attributes are often classified as intrinsic 
or extrinsic (Hall et al., 2001).  Intrinsic attributes are inherent to the wine itself (examples 
include the level of alcohol or the varieties and blends of grapes), where extrinsic attributes 
(such as price and packaging), can be modified without changing the wine.  As previously 
stated, intrinsic attributes are more likely to be processed along the central route (high 
elaboration).  We chose wine type (red, white and sparkling) as an intrinsic product attribute 
and closure type (corks versus screw caps) as an extrinsic attribute.  It is expected that some 
important interactions between these types of attributes will occur.  For instance, we expect 
that corks may be seen as more appropriate for red wines as a result of their association with 
food consumption traditions (“pairings”) and traditions of aging fine red wines.   
 
Consumer perceptions of alternative closures have received attention from wine marketing 
researchers (Murray & Lockshin, 1997; Rochi & Stefani, 2005; Barber, Meager, & 
Kolyesnikova, 2008; Lopes et al., 2011).  However, perception and acceptance of alternative 
closures continues to evolve.  For instance, Barber and Almanza (2007) noted that consumers 
perceive corks as an indicator of higher quality wine and screw caps as an indication of 
inexpensive wine.  Yet, within the last decade, the use of screw caps has become pervasive in 
some markets and is making inroads even in markets where there were once negative 
associations between screw caps and wine quality (Halstead, 2011).  Thus we make the 
following research proposition regarding wine types and closure types: 
  
P2: The type of wine will influence the perceived level of appropriateness of wine 

closures both directly and indirectly through its influence on the relationship between 
expertise and perceived appropriateness.   

 
2.4. Consumption Situations 
 
The last of the three broad categories of influence on consumer decision-making is the 
situations in which the product is consumed (Belk, 1974).  Situational attributes can be 
grouped into physical characteristics (e.g., weather, terrain and technology), social contexts 
(e.g., family, reference groups and norms) and tasks or purposes (e.g., transportation, 
nutrition and leisure) (Fennell, 1978).  Often the attributes that are most relevant for each 
particular decision are determined by interactions among the attributes themselves.  For 
instance, water skiing is a leisure activity (purpose) that requires a powerboat (technology), 
smooth warm water (weather and terrain) and a boat captain who attends to and 
communicates with the skier (social interaction).  Similarly, wine consumption situations can 
be grouped into the same categories - physical characteristics (e.g., indoors/outdoors, 
winter/summer), social contexts (e.g., alone or with friends, family or work colleagues), and 
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tasks or purposes (e.g., celebrations, meals).  Also, situational attributes often interact with 
intra-individual and product attributes, also referred to as “person-within-situation 
interaction” (Quester & Smart, 1998).  For instance, the relevance of a product’s origin 
identity (e.g., country-of-origin) is dependent on the product category and the consumer’s 
knowledge of that category.   
 
In this research, twelve wine consumption situations were adapted from the wine marketing 
literature (Hall & Lockshin, 2000; Hall, Lockshin & O’Mahony 2007; Thach 2011).  The 
following descriptions of situations were employed: 
 
 Going out with friends  Dinner party with friends  Attending a dinner party 
 Celebration-wedding   Holiday events   Dinner for two 
 Dinner party at home  Casual everyday use   Casual get together 
 Picnics    Gift giving   Restaurant with clients 
  
These situations represent many of the dimensions that have been put forth in the literature as 
relevant to wine consumption.  For instance, Thach (2011) identified meal and non-meal 
occasions, as well as other occasions such as graduations and vacations (Fennell’s tasks or 
purposes).  Orth (2006) identified consumption by one’s self, hosting friends and gifts for an 
employer (Fennell’s social context).  However, before searching for indications of those 
dimensions the more basic research proposition is:  
 
P3: Consumption situations will influence the perceived appropriateness of wine closures 

directly and also indirectly by influencing the relationship between expertise and 
perceived appropriateness.   

 
2.5. Model Summary 
 
In summary, the general motivation for this research is to deepen our understanding of 
consumer attitudes toward wine closures.  The propositions are about the following 
influences:  (1) the consumer’s level of expertise regarding the wine product category, (2) the 
type of wine and (3) the consumption situations.  Figure 1 presents a model of these 
propositions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Figure 1:  Influences on Relative Appropriateness of Wine Bottle Closures 
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Figure 2:  Screen Shot of Video 

3. METHOD 
 
3.1. Study Design 
 
This study employed a full factorial set of 
conditions, including two levels of closures (corks 
and caps), three types of wine (red, white and 
sparking) and twelve situations (described above) 
resulting in 72 combinations.  The stimuli included 
six short videos that were imbedded in pairs (cork 
and cap) at appropriate points to provide a basis for 
the responses.  The videos showed the opening of 
wine bottles with three types of wine (red, white & 
sparkling) and two types of closures (corks and 
screw tops).  Each pair of cork and cap videos used 
the same type of wine.  The value of the videos to 
the study is that they focused the respondent’s 
attention on the appropriate type of wine and they 
also provided a visual and audio experience of the 
differences between the openings of each type of closure.  Please see Figure 2 for a screen 
shot of a video.  After each pair of videos was viewed, the respondents were asked to assess 
the appropriateness of each closure type regarding that type of wine in each of the twelve 
situations described above.  This was repeated for each type of wine.    
 
3.2. Measurement and Scaling 
 
The dependent variable was the relative appropriateness of either corks or caps.  The 
appropriateness scores were collected using semantic differential scales ranging from “very 
inappropriate” (1) to “very appropriate” (5) for corks and separately for caps for each of the 
twelve consumption situations and each of the 3 wine types, from each respondent who was 
in either the expert or novice group (the grouping of the subjects is discussed in the Data 
Collection and Results sections below).  Subsequently, each pair of cork and cap assessments 
was then converted to a difference score indicating at one extreme that corks were much 
more appropriate (+4), at the other extreme that caps were more appropriate (-4) and 
indicating in the middle that there was no difference in the levels of appropriateness (0).  
Additionally, the questionnaire included assessments of wine involvement adapted from 
Slama and Tashchian (1987), wine knowledge adapted from Smith and Park (1992), and wine 
familiarity (experience with wine and purchase/consumption behavior) to be used to confirm 
the expertise grouping of the respondents.  Please see the appendix for the specific 
questionnaire items.    
 
3.3. Data Collection 
 
The data were collected via an online questionnaire.  The subjects were selected to represent 
two types of consumers, presumed to differ in their levels of expertise about wine.  The high 
expertise sample was sought among people who self-identified as interested and involved in 
wine by subscribing to wine related publications and/or being members of wine related 
interest groups.  The low expertise sample was sought among undergraduate students 
attending a large university in the southwest United States.       
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3.4. Analysis 
 
The frequencies of the responses were analyzed first to identify out-of-range values (outliers).  
None was found.  Additionally, fewer than 10% of the values were missing for any of the 
variables, so in subsequent analysis mean-substitution was applied to variables with missing 
values. Each respondent provided appropriateness scores (converted to relative 
appropriateness scores between corks and screw caps) for each of the twelve combinations.  
As a result, the analysis was done using general linear models with repeated measures.  SPSS 
was used to execute this analysis. 
  
4. RESULTS 
 
4.1. Sample Description and Confirmation of Expertise Groups 
 
Two hundred and forty four responses were obtained, of which twenty eight were unusable 
for various reasons including being incomplete to the extent that some were nearly blank.  
One hundred and thirty five responses were from the presumed low expertise group and 
eighty two were from the presumed high expertise group for a total of two hundred and 
seventeen.  An analysis of the responses confirmed that the expertise groups were 
significantly different on a variety of indicators that have been used by Alba and Hutchinson 
(1987) and other researchers to discriminate between experts and novices.   

 
The accuracy of the respondents’ grouping by presumed expertise was confirmed by 
examining five indicators of expertise: purchase frequency, consumption frequency, number 
years of experience, involvement with wine and knowledge.  The means of these indicators 
for each group were found to be significantly different from one another in the directions that 
confirm the expertise grouping (e.g., experts have higher levels of knowledge, experience, 
involvement, etc.).  The correlations among the indicators are all positive and significant (see 
Table 1) providing some indication of convergent validity.  A logistic regression analysis was 
96.8 percent accurate in predicting the expertise groups using these expertise indicators (see 
Table 2).  Thus the grouping of respondents by expertise was found to be successful. 
 
4.2. Direct Tests of Research Propositions  
 
Propositions 1, 2 and 3 address the relative influence of wine type, level of expertise and 
consumption situation on the appropriateness of either cork closures or screw caps (the 
dependent variable).  Level of expertise is a between-subjects factor; the others are within-
subjects factors (the repeated measures).  The main effects and interaction terms are all 
significant (see Table 3) providing support for all three research propositions.     
 

Table 2: Logistic Regression 

Classification 
Accuracy 

Predicted 
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Presumed 
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Expert 71 3 95.9 

Novice 3 112 97.4 

Overall   96.8 
     

Table 1:  Correlations  
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Consume Freq. .754**    
Experience .386** .620**   
Involvement .691** .749** .561**  
Knowledge .659** .679** .533** .764** 
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The means (from highest to lowest) and significance levels for the main effects are presented 
below (see Table 4).  The means for all of the items except one (“casual get together”) are 
significantly different from zero.  All but two of the remaining values are positive (corks 
more appropriate).  The differences in the means for the two expertise groups indicate that in 
general experts view corks as slightly more appropriate.  The means for types of wines show 
that corks are viewed as more appropriate for red wines than for white wines, with sparkling 
wines falling between.  These mean scores also indicate a generally positive bias toward 
corks among all respondents.  However, this is not the case for all consumption situations.  
Screw caps are more appropriate (negative means) for “casual everyday use” and “picnics”, 
while corks and caps are equally appropriate (zero difference) for a “causal get together”.  
Additionally, the largest values for relative appropriateness occur in half of the consumption 
situations (see Table 4).  Figure 3 presents a plot of the relative appropriateness by expertise 
groups from the repeated measures analysis presented above in Table 3.   
  
Table 4:  Relative Appropriateness  
               of Corks (+) or Caps (-) 
              * not = 0 at 0.05 or less 

 
 
 

 
  

Table 3:  GLM Repeated Measures Main Effects and Interactions (tests of P1, P2 & P3) 
Measure: Relative Appropriateness  
of Corks (+) or Caps (-)   

Type III Sum 
of Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

WineType 220.60 2 110.30 10.89 .00 
WineType * ExpGrp 277.24 2 138.62 13.69 .00 
Error (WineType) 4354.35 430 10.13   
ConsumeSituation 5797.37 11 527.03 148.17 .00 
ConsumeSituation * ExpGrp 1863.76 11 169.43 47.64 .00 
Error (ConsumeSituation) 8411.99 2365 3.56   
WineType * ConsumeSituation 101.17 22 4.60 4.31 .00 
WineType * ConsumeSituation * ExpGrp 38.52 22 1.75 1.64 .03 
Error (WineType*ConsumeSituation) 5049.00 4730 1.07   

 Mean 

Expertise High 1.081* 
Low 0.923* 

Wine Type 
Red 1.166* 
Sparkling 1.077* 
White 0.763* 

C
on

su
m

pt
io

n 
Si

tu
at

io
n 

Restaurant with clients 2.075* 
Gift giving 1.952* 
Celebration-wedding 1.928* 
Dinner for two 1.580* 
Attending a dinner party 1.560* 
Holiday events 1.462* 
Dinner party with friends 1.053* 
Dinner party at home 0.924* 
Going out with friends 0.442* 
Casual get together 0.001 
Casual everyday use -0.426* 
Picnics -0.527* 
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5. DISCUSSION 
 
Among the person-product-situation influences on perceived appropriateness of closure 
types, the differences between expertise groups and among consumption situations are the 
most dramatic.  Indeed, the results are consistent with the findings of Barber and Almanza 
(2007) that corks are often perceived as an indicator of higher quality wines.  Wine type has 
less influence on appropriateness than consumption situation.  Corks were found to be 
generally viewed as more appropriate for red wines.  This is consistent with our expectation 
based on the association of corks with food consumption and wine aging traditions.  Figure 3 
(above) reveals that novice consumers have much greater variability in their assessments of 
appropriateness among situations than experts.  This may indicate that non-experts rely more 
on package type when judging appropriateness in various situations.  These findings are 
consistent with the elaboration-likelihood model (ELM) of consumer decision-making, which 
argues that those who are less able to judge the intrinsic attributes of a product are more 
likely to use peripheral attributes (e.g., closure types) which they can easily understand.   
 
The study also found that some consumption situations have similarities in both their scores 
and in their content.  For instance, in Table 4 we see that the three highest scores (indicating 
corks are much more appropriate) are for the “restaurant with client”, the “gift giving” and 
the “celebration-wedding” situations.  Similarly, the lowest scores (indicating either that 
screw caps are more appropriate or that there is no difference) are reported for the “picnics”, 
the “casual everyday use”, and the “casual get together”.  There appears to be a 
formality/informality dimension in these situations.  Most of the remaining situations involve 
the word “dinner” and may indicate a situational dimension related to the “centrality” of food 
as a reason for the consumption occasion.  These characteristics are consistent with the 
observations of Marin, et al (2007), Thach (2011) and Barber et al. (2008).   
 
Furthermore, an exploratory factor analysis of the consumption situations (using the relative 
appropriateness scores) was performed to more explicitly investigate the underlying 
dimensions of the situational contexts.  The analysis was performed across consumption 
situations and separately for the combinations of three wine types and two expertise groups 
(six combinations).  The analysis of these groups included Varimax (orthogonal) rotations of 
the components.  The analysis followed standard procedures regarding issues such as cross 
loadings.  These were applied across all six combinations before judgments were made 
regarding the removal of any item.  Four items were removed providing interpretable 
solutions for five of the six combinations.  The sixth combination (expert group and sparkling 
wine) produced only one component.  The other five solutions are presented below.  Table 5 
contains the solutions for the non-expert group and Table 6 those for the expert group. 
 
The solutions for non-experts explain over 60 percent of the total variance in each case.  
There is consistency in the patterns; the same items loaded together in each case.  This 
indicates that wine type has little influence on the factor solutions for the non-expert group.  
Interpreting the components generated in factor analysis is usually “an art” because many 
items and their combinations can be multidimensional.  In this case, the consistency of the 
patterns simplifies the interpretation considerably.  The differences in the two factors across 
the combinations appear to be predominantly related to the level of formality in the 
consumption situation.  In all three cases Component #1 could be labeled “Low Formality” 
and Component #2 could be labeled “High Formality.”  This is consistent Orth’s report 
(2006) of a formal/informal dimension for wine consumption situations and Fennell’s social 
context (1978).  Thus, for this novice group, corks are clearly and strongly perceived as more 
appropriate for more formal consumption situations. 
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Table 5:  Rotated Factor Solutions for Non-Expert Group 
 

 
  
Table 6 presents the solutions for white and red wine for the expert group.  These solutions explain a 
higher percentage of the total variance than those for the non-expert group; however they are less 
easily interpreted.  The patterns are not as consistent as those from the non-expert group.  In the case of 
the white wine, there is still a formal/informal aspect of the differences between the components.  For 
the red wines, one could infer that the centrality of food to the consumption situation may also explain 
some of the difference (a finding that is consistent with those reported by Thach (2011). 
 
 
Table 6:  Factor Solutions for Expert Group 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Rotated Component Matrix 

Total Variance Explained = 62.4% 

Non-Experts & 
Red Wine 

Component 

1 2 

Restaurant with clients .822 
 

Gift giving .805 
 

Celebration-wedding .726 
 

Attending dinner party .649 
 

Picnics 
 

.819 

Casual everyday use 
 

.800 

Dinner party with friends 
 

.669 

Dinner party at home 
 

.669 

Rotated Component Matrix 

Total Variance Explained = 60.3% 

Non-Experts & 
White Wine 

Component 

1 2 

Attending dinner party .808 
 

 Restaurant with clients .779 
 

Celebration-wedding .728 
 

Gift giving .668 
 

  Casual everyday use 
 

.856 

Dinner party at home 
 

.741 

Picnics 
 

.687 

Dinner party with friends 
 

.569 

Rotated Component Matrix 

Total Variance Explained = 68.9% 

Non-Experts & 
Sparkling Wine 

Component 

1 2 

Celebration-wedding .891 
 

Gift giving .849 
 

Restaurant with clients .836 
 

Attending dinner party .758 
 

Casual everyday use 
 

.882 

Picnics 
 

.850 

Dinner party at home 
 

.703 

Dinner party with friends 
 

.586 

Rotated Component Matrix 

Total Variance Explained = 79.6% 

Experts & 
White Wine 

Component 

1 2 

P  F  H   Gift giving .936  
C  M  H   Attending dinner party .885  
C  F  H   Restaurant with clients .864  
C  M  L   Dinner party with friends .845  
P  M  H   Celebration-wedding .769  
P  M  L   Picnics  .894 

P  F  L   Casual everyday use  .781 

C  M  L   Dinner party at home  .654 

Rotated Component Matrix 

Total Variance Explained = 87.3% 

Experts &  
Red Wine 

Component 

1 2 

P  F  H  Gift giving .952  
C  M  H Attending dinner party .909  
C  M  L  Dinner party with friends .891  
C  F  H  Restaurant with clients .888  
C  M  L  Dinner party at home .867  
P  M  H  Celebration-wedding .852  
P  M  L  Picnics  .932 

P  F  L  Casual everyday use  .864 
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6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
This study has a number of limitations.  First, since wine consumption traditions are often 
deeply embedded in regional or local cultures, and since this study was conducted in only one 
location, it may be risky to generalize these results to different cultures.  We believe that 
expertise and intrinsic product characteristics probably influence judgments about wine 
consumption in all cultures but that the cultural meaning of corks and caps in consumptions 
situations may vary considerably.  That underscores the importance of investigations of this 
issue in other cultures because, as Atkin, et al. (2006) noted, there are great differences in the 
acceptability of screw caps in different countries.  Additionally, the cultural meaning 
associated with corks or screw caps has changed over time in many locations, underscoring 
the need to replicate studies such as this one to track those changes.  These differences could 
impact consumption behavior and should impact the marketing strategies of wineries and 
retailers.  An additional limitation is that the respondents were asked to project themselves 
into various consumption situations which some of them may never have experienced.  
However, this is an issue with all projective techniques employed data collection, not just this 
study.    
 
7. CONCLUSION 
 
This study found support for the person-product-situation framework as an approach to 
understanding wine consumers.  The Elaboration Likelihood Model of consumer information 
processing also provided valuable insights in understanding the perceived appropriateness of 
screw cap closures.   Using this combined framework, we found that all of the proposed 
influences were significant and that there were also significant interaction effects among 
them.  This confirms the notion that research on consumption situations is complex and 
idiosyncratic.  It also supports Halstead’s assertion in his review of screw caps (2011) that it 
was not really the case of either corks or screw caps eventually taking over as the only type of 
wine closure.  Instead, the use of corks and screw caps was evolving to meet the needs of 
different types of wine, consumption occasions and consumer differences.           
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APPENDIX 
 
Involvement (7 point agree-disagree scale, averaged across the 4 items) 

• I do not know much about wine. 
• I am not familiar with many brands of wine. 
• My choice of wine is relevant to my self-image. 
• Wine is relevant to my values or goals in life. 

 
Knowledge (7 point agree-disagree scale, averaged across the 4 items) 

• I feel very knowledgeable about wine. 
• If a friend asked me about wine, I could give them advice about different 

brands. 
• If I had to purchase wine today, I would need to gather very little information 

in order to make wise decision. 
• I feel very confident about my ability to tell the difference in quality among 

different brands of wine 
 
How often do you purchase wine? 
 (5 point scale from “Almost never” to “Multiple times per week”)  
 
For each of the following occasions, choose the level of appropriateness for using (insert 
wine type) wine with (corks or screw caps).  (5 point scale for each) 

• Going out with friends 
• Dinner party with friends 
• Attending dinner party 
• Celebration-wedding 
• Holiday Events 
• Dinner for two 
• Dinner party at home 
• Casual everyday use 
• Casual get together 
• Picnics 
• Gift giving 
• Restaurant with clients 

 
On average, how often do you consume wine? 
 (5 point scale from “Less that once a month” to “Daily”) 
 
At what age did you first start drinking wine (an entire drink, not just a sip)?  
 
What year were you born?  
 
Years of Experience = 2013 – birth year – age started drinking wine 


