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Abstract:

The thesis studies Swedish consumers’ decision-making when they select a bottle of
wine. We use literature on decision-making as responses to cues as framework
investigate the impact of four wine-related cues, namely country of origin, price,
organic and grape variety. We collect data through an online survey, administered in
two Facebook communities of Swedish wine consumers. The survey contains wine
profiles that consist of different combinations of the four cues. Respondents select
which wine profiles they would buy in such a hypothetical purchase scenario. We
further test respondents’ wine knowledge in a quiz and subsequently divide them into
three knowledge groups based on their scores. We use the responses and knowledge
groups in a conjoint analysis, to establish the relative importance of the different cues in
consumers’ wine selection and the differences between groups. We find that country of
origin is the most relevant cue to consumers’ selection, followed by organic, and that
price has a concave utility function in the aggregate of consumers. Contrasting the
different knowledge groups, we find that organic is more relevant to less knowledgeable
consumers’ selection than to that of knowledgeable ones. We also see differences in
consumers’ responses to prices, where less knowledgeable consumers respond more
favorably to lower prices, whereas the opposite is true for knowledgeable ones. Our
results generally compare with previous studies on non-Swedish wine consumers, but
the knowledge distinction between consumers gives rise to slightly novel perspectives
on responses to wine cues.
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1.  Introduction

1.1.  Alcohol in Sweden

Sweden has a complicated relationship with alcoholic beverages. Sweden’s state
monopoly on alcohol, Systembolaget, was established in 1955, after more than a
century of opposition toward the extensive consumption of hard liquor among the
Swedes (Systembolaget, 2020). Systembolaget has since been the only retail store in
Sweden to sell beverages above 3.5% alcohol, conducting its business with
consideration for people’s health, without making profits (Ibid.). Still, only 67% of
Swedes’ alcohol consumption is bought at Systembolaget (Ibid.). Swedes import
alcohol when visiting neighboring countries where it is more liberally available, and
they drink at bars and restaurants. Lately, Swedish wine clubs have begun importing
and delivering wines home to consumers after the 2007 “Rosengren sentence” ruled that
such imports would be legal (Hogsta domstolen court case C-170/04 sentencing 2007-
06-05). This is a growing wine market (Lindberg, 2020), where sellers can adjust their
businesses to consumer preferences to make profits. The market is almost entirely
digital, with consumers ordering wine from the websites of such wine clubs. There also
exists a marginal black market and some moonshine production. Systembolaget
nonetheless maintains extensive control over the alcohol that Swedes consume.

Systembolaget procures beverages with the intention of delivering to customers what
they demand, while also offering breadth in its supply (Systembolaget, 2020).
Procurement is conducted through blind tasting by experts to identify which products
match Systembolaget’s orders. No producer, brand or supplier receives preferential
treatment. Consumer-facing prices are set by Systembolaget’s suppliers, and
Systembolaget has a fixed add-on price on all items (Ibid.). Since Systembolaget
carefully selects its supply with its customers in mind, it is relevant to establish what
consumers in fact want.

1.2.  Wine and the Problem Area

1.2.1. The Market for Wine

Systembolaget reports that among alcoholic beverages, Swedes today consume wine the
most, totaling at 42.7% of consumption. Simultaneously, young Swedes drink less than
ever before (Systembolaget, 2020), which could mean that the overall alcohol market
will shrink as the youth grows up. As mentioned, the little competition that
Systembolaget faces primarily relates to wine, from online wine clubs. Hence, wine is,
and will likely remain, Sweden’s primary alcoholic beverage, in an overall market with
limited growth potential. It is therefore important to understand what motivates Swedish
consumers in their wine purchases, especially to wine clubs, to Systembolaget’s



suppliers as well as to international alcohol producers, who run small profit-seeking
businesses; but also to Systembolaget, who seeks to offer customers what they want and
whose existence is a political question that depends on public support. Should Swedes
be displeased with or circumvent Systembolaget, its mission to consider people’s health
could be undermined. By better understanding its consumers, Systembolaget can
improve their experiences, which would strengthen its reputation.

1.2.2. The History and Nature of Wine

To understand wine retail, one must realize that it is a complex field. Wine is a complex
good, with a rich history that goes back for millennia. The ancient Hellenistic culture
famously worshiped Dionysus as the god of wine. The Romans embraced that tradition
and spread viticulture to the imperial provinces in France, which many consider the
cradle of wine today (Systembolaget, 2020). From the Old World — France and other
European countries — wine production spread during the ages of exploration and
colonialism to the New World — the Americas, Australia and South Africa. To this day,
wine is typically categorized as Old World or New World.

French viticulture is based on the concept of terroir, i.e. “land” or “terrain”, which
represents certain environmental characteristics — climate, soil etc. — specific to a
geographical area. Thus, wine produced in a given ferroir cannot be replicated
elsewhere. This idea has given rise to the French system of appellations (appellation
d'origine contrélée) that now exists in most wine-producing nations. For instance,
Champagne can thus only be produced in that region, whose terroir is unique (Tanzer,
2010).

Adding to the various geographies of wine, it is also made from a plethora of different
grape varieties, described in renowned wine critic Janice Robinson’s Complete Guide to
1,368 Vine Varieties, including their Origins and Flavours (2012). Grapes are also a
parameter by which Systembolaget and online retailers sort their wines. Grape varieties
have different biological properties that give rise to different sensations. They are
typically used for either white or red wine. Some, like German Riesling, are intimately
linked to certain regions; and others, like Cabernet Sauvignon, are grown and used all
over the world.

The rich tradition in viticulture enables immense variation in the supply offered to
consumers, so it is difficult for them to know which product best matches their
preferences (Bruwer et al., 2013). While social elements or prestige can be sought in a
wine, what consumers often desire is the sensual experience (Bruwer & Alant, 2009),
i.e. taste, which can be hard to infer from overwhelming product information. In
Sweden, consumers cannot taste a wine at Systembolaget prior to buying it, which adds
to the complication. Therefore, consumers must often rely on cues, i.e. certain bits of



information, to make their product selections; cues are thus interpreted as signals of
quality and taste (Jover et al., 2004).

With the extensive variation in wine, there are likely great differences in consumers’
levels of wine knowledge. One can suspect that consumers behave differently
depending on how knowledgeable they are about wine. One who is aware of the
properties of different grape varieties could in theory rely on grapes as cues about the
quality of a wine, whereas another who cannot tell a Riesling wine from a Cabernet
Blanc wine could not tell the two bottles apart based on grape variety alone, and would
therefore look for other cues.

The complexity of wine is summarized by McCutcheon et al. (2009) in four points that
are applicable in the Swedish context too:

1) There are many producers competing for shelf space (at Systembolaget and
online).

2) Wine is a product of agricultural nature which causes a lack of dependable and
consistent high-quality supply.

3) There are complicated brand hierarchies and many different cues on the label
that can influence decisions.

4) There exists unique consumer behavior in the wine category.

1.3.  Research Questions

These complex preconditions for consumer purchases combined with the complex
nature of wine, which consumers are aware of to varying degrees, lead us to pose the
following research questions:

= Which types of information influence Swedish consumers' wine selection?

»  How do information influences vary depending on how knowledgeable about wine
consumers are?

1.4. Scope and Ethical Considerations

Limited time and the formal requirements of a bachelor thesis forced us to restrict the
study in some practical ways. We chose to only explore red wine in 750 milliliter glass
bottles. While other types of packaging are common, glass bottles are the traditional
way that wine is packaged. We limited ourselves to one color because red and white
wine are two closely related yet distinct products (Section 3.1), sold in different sections
at Systembolaget or on different pages of a website. Wine drinkers will know that
specific types of food should be matched with a certain color of wine. Most wine that
Swedes consume is red (Systembolaget, 2020), hence consumers are more likely to be
knowledgeable of and susceptible to this product. We also limited our research to only



include four cues. The reason was mainly statistical (Section 3.3) but allowed for
extensive data collection. We were not able to explore interactions, that is the joint
effect of multiple cues, although cues potentially influence consumers in tandem.

Furthermore, our research questions stipulate a focus on Swedish consumers in general,
which allowed us to rely on robust data from Systembolaget about Swedes’ wine
consumption. However, the thesis specifically studies members of two of Sweden’s
largest non-exclusive Facebook communities for wine consumers that we joined.
Combined they had approximately 4,000 members in March 2020. The groups consisted
of wine consumers with varying degrees of involvement and knowledge, although
presumably very few disinterested occasional buyers of wine. While Facebook tends to
exclude the older generations of society, it ensures access to many people from different
places in Sweden and of different backgrounds. This target group allowed us to gather
data that we consider rather reliable, since we asked them to actively reflect on their
wine selections, which is something they would regularly and happily do.

Throughout the process, we considered that, in Sweden, alcohol generally has
somewhat of an ethical connotation (IQ, 2019). Some people may regard questions
about drinking habits as sensitive and personal, and one could argue that an alcoholic
would be triggered if exposed to our study. We therefore approached this exploration
with discretion, studying existing members of wine communities, who would be
prepared to receive wine-related information, and wholly anonymously. We did not
emphasize alcohol per se, but other cues, throughout the entire process. All gathered
data were handled confidentially.

1.5. Research Gap and Contribution

Wine production and consumption are respectable fields of research internationally. For
instance, there is the American Association of Wine Economics and France has its
Institute of Vine and Wine Science at the University of Bordeaux. Research has,
however, paid limited attention to Swedish consumers, which we believe partly stems
from the regulated nature of the Swedish market and the relatively small number of
consumers. Some scholars have explored the nature of wine reviews (Ansgariusson &
Bui, 2013); and their impact on Swedish demand (Friberg & Grongvist, 2012); whereas
others have investigated attitudes towards Systembolaget’s monopoly (Bernstrom &
Lindholm, 1995). Systembolaget does conduct some research — mainly on health and
climate issues related to its products. This study will fill in the gap of research into
Swedish consumers’ wine preferences, which is interesting, seeing as wine is cementing
its position as Swedes’ favorite (alcoholic) beverage and as Systembolaget only quite
recently was exposed to some competition from online wine retail.



1.6. Disposition

In the subsequent sections of our thesis, we begin by establishing a theoretical
framework for our study, including wine cues as information and consumer decision-
making. We then present our method in Section 3, including interviews with
professionals in the wine industry and design of our quantitative study. The empirical
results are presented in Section 4, followed by a discussion and conclusions in Section

5.



2. Theoretical Framework

2.1. Cues in Wine Consumption

We begin exploring which cues impact consumers’ wine choices by reviewing previous
studies on consumer decision-making and wine. We intend to identify relevant cues and
apply a psychological framework to theorize how those cues impact consumers.

According to Berger and Fitzsimons (2008), the modern consumer is “exposed to a
seemingly infinite number of cues”. The retail environment is certainly no exception,
particularly among homogenous goods, which wine can appear to be in retail settings.
So, “to choose a wine, consumers examine the products’ attributes as part of a risk-
reduction strategy” (Lacey et al., 2009). Consumers will then turn to risk-reducing cues
to make their choices. Among the many wine-related cues, Olson and Jacoby (1972)
distinguish between intrinsic and extrinsic cues. Intrinsic cues are inherent to the
product itself and cannot be changed without altering the very composition of the
product. Extrinsic cues are those that consumers perceive as related to the product but
are separate from its physical composition. Table 1 features some typical wine-related
cues:

Table 1. Intrinsic and extrinsic cues of wine (Jover et al., 2004)

Intrinsic cues: Extrinsic cues:
= Age = Region (of origin)
= Harvest = Reputation
= Alcohol content = Appellation
= Varieties (of grape) = Advertising
= Taste = Distribution channels
= Aroma * Bottling and labeling
= Color * Brand
= Price
» Organic certification'

Olson and Jacoby (1972) suggest that consumers generally ascribe more salience to
intrinsic cues when it comes to quality evaluation, but as stated, taste can be evaluated
only after the purchase. Not surprisingly, Bruwer et al. (2017) found in their study of
Canadian wine consumers that they emphasize extrinsic factors more during purchase.

! We have added organic to the original list.
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2.2. Cues in Previous Research

Previous research on non-Swedish consumers has investigated the impact of different
cues on consumer wine preferences quite extensively. Lookshin and Corsi (2012)
examined and compiled all major research on the topic between 2003 and 2012. They
identified repeated findings on the effect of several major cues. The most relevant cues
for consumers’ decision-making were geographic origin, price, grape variety and brand.
They also showed that consumers tend to be willing to pay more for eco-friendly
products. Another interesting finding was the distinction in consumer behavior between
experienced wine drinkers and more novel consumers.

2.2.1. Region and Country of Origin

Seeing as consumers tend to rely more on extrinsic cues when evaluating products,
origin often acts as a guiding cue. Studies have identified country of origin as
influencing consumers’ evaluation of quality, performance, style, appearance and price
estimates, which also makes them willing to pay more for wines from their preferred
countries (D’Alessandro & Pecotich, 2013; Mtimet et al., 2006; Skuras & Vakrou,
2002). Region, and country of origin by extension, are important driving cues,
providing perception of location reputation and quality. A region’s importance to
consumer choices has been found enhanced when appropriately combined with other
cues such as grape variety, price, or brand (Felzensztein & Dinnie, 2006). It has also
been determined that consumers with higher purchase involvement put more weight on
the region than low-involvement consumers, who emphasize price more (Hollebeek et
al., 2007).

2.2.2. Brand

Brand is an interesting concept, as one wine may have several brands — the label, the
origin and the grape variety can all be described as separate brands (Gluckman, 1990).
Having a well-known label has been found to improve the likelihood of consumers’
purchases, mainly at lower price levels (Lookshin et al., 2006). In an analysis of price
data from the US market, Schamel (2006) found label brands to be especially relevant to
New World wines, in order to charge similar prices as Old World equivalents. Overall,
label brand seems to be particularly relevant in the champagne context (Lange et al.,
2002).

2.2.3. Price

Price has been found to be one of the driving factors when consumers purchase wine
(Keown & Casey, 1995). McCutcheon et al. (2009) found price to be the second-most
salient cue for Australian consumers’ choices after quality (which again cannot be
evaluated directly) in a questionnaire. Previous research has found that price has a
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concave utility function, that is, mid-range prices increase the likelihood of a purchase
relative to the lower and higher prices (Mtimet et al., 2006). Furthermore, price has been
found to be more important for decision-making among low-involvement consumers
than high-involvement ones (Lookshin et al., 2006).

2.2.4. Grape Variety

Grape variety was found to be a slightly significant cue in a purchase simulation survey,
behind several other cues (Mtimet et al.,2006). The authors related this finding to the
emergence of the “New World marketing strategy” based on well-known varietal wines,
such as Argentinian Malbec wines. Furthermore, consumers tend to infer the same
status to grape variety as they do brand name (Gluckman, 1990). They have also shown
to develop knowledge, to a varying degree, of brand repertoire, which is a collection of
attributes such as grape varieties and regions of origin (Ibid.). This is understandable, as
individual grapes are often associated with certain regions and make up a part of a total
product from that region, e.g. the Portuguese Alvarinho.

2.2.5. Eco-friendly and Organic

Mann et al. (2012) found that organic certifications were a moderately significant
attribute, but less so than e.g. price and origin. Also, those consumers who perceive
organic wine as being healthier and are more likely to consume it were found to be
urban female consumers. Consequently, producing and marketing wine with eco-
friendly attributes can be effective to signal quality to consumers, where being both
local and organic was found to be the most effective (Ibid.). Schiufele and Hamm
(2017) established in a literature review that marketers, retailers and producers benefit
from focusing on environmental aspects in campaigns, as it increases consumers’
knowledge of eco-friendly wine production and thus leads to influencing purchase
behavior. Climate change has risen on the political agenda everywhere recently. Since
the head of the global climate movement, Greta Thunberg, is Swedish, eco-friendly
should be as, if not more, relevant in the Swedish context.

2.2.6. Other Cues

In a web survey with 527 participants reviewing different conceptual wine labels,
Sherman and Tuten (2011) found that consumers prefer traditional labels and names to
less conventional ones. When it comes to wine reviews, positive to neutral reviews
seem to have a positive impact; Friberg and Gronqvist (2012) found that simply being
reviewed was itself seen as a quality indicator. Negative reviews had no significant
negative impact on demand in that study, while positive reviews impacted more
expensive wines more positively. However, a complicated aspect of reviews is that in
order to influence consumers’ purchases, they must be exposed to a review before
purchasing the product, which cannot always be ensured (Ibid.).

12



2.3. Consumer Knowledge

In D’Alessandro and Pecotich’s (2013) study, they noted that the response to cues
seems not to be uniform among all consumer segments; experts were more capable than
novices of describing and evaluating the complex qualities of wine. In a Hong Kong
study on the effects of cues, including taste, on consumers’ willingness to pay, Lee et al.
(2018) grouped consumers into expert and novice categories based on the frequency of
wine consumption and the subjects’ prior wine experiences. They found that novice
consumers had a strong response to extrinsic cues when evaluating wine that
experienced wine consumers did not base their evaluations on. We therefore expect to
discover a discrepancy in consumers’ responses to the same intrinsic or extrinsic cues.

2.4. Judgement and Decision-making

To understand how the relevant cues impact consumers, we need a theoretical
framework for judgment and decision-making (JDM). Goldstein and Hogarth (1997)
have described the development of JDM research as stemming from “two foci of early
research”. One focus was put on people’s course of action and rationality, whereas
another focus was put on people’s ability to integrate multiple cues to form a
probabilistic judgment. For the purposes of this thesis, we will apply the latter JDM
focus to our framework of wine cues, which leads us to Brunswik’s lens model. For a
comprehensive understanding of JDM research, we recommend Goldstein and Hogarth
(1997).

2.5. Brunswik’s Lens Model

Egon Brunswik was one of the most influential psychologists of the 20" century, whose
lens model describes people’s decision-making as reliance on cues in specific
environments (Dhami et al., 2004). He suggested that objects “stimulate a person’s
sensory organs to produce multiple cues to the object’s identity and properties”
(Goldstein & Hogarth, 1997). The cues are, therefore, created and construed by the
person, depending on the object in question and its surrounding environment. The cues
are fallible representations of the object itself, but they provide guidance to the person
in environments of uncertainty (Ibid.). Simplified, the cues represent probabilities of the
object’s identity and properties — the higher the probability that a cue signals a desirable
identity, the likelier the person is to use the cue for decision-making. The /ens model is
depicted in Appendix 1. We recommend Goldstein and Hogarth (1997), Wolf (2005)
and Dhami et al. (2004) for more detailed readings.

Applying the lens model to wine purchases, we suggest that the cues identified above
serve as probabilistic indicators of quality or taste. Because the purchase situation is
highly uncertain, consumers may interpret different cues (country of origin, price etc.)
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as more or less trustworthy. This allows them to discern which product has the highest
probability of meeting their demands based on several cues. Consumers with different
levels of knowledge about wine will likely interpret cues differently, since the same
purchase situation is less uncertain to a more knowledgeable consumer.

2.6. Gigerenzer’'s Fast-and-frugal Heuristics

Gert Gigerenzer (2018) has an alternative theory of decision-making, namely fast-and-
frugal heuristics, i.e. rules of thumb, in situations of uncertainty. It requires that a person
classifies objects into categories based on the differences in which cues they possess,
and then makes a judgment based on that distinction (Raab & Gigerenzer, 2015). The
person may always revert to such heuristics whenever the situation is uncertain.

So instead of forming probabilistic judgments about the quality of different wines,
consumers may look for specific cues and use them as heuristics for their decisions.
Imagine a consumer using country of origin to decide; it is by categorizing wines by
their origin that the consumer distinguishes between the otherwise similar products, and
then decides by opting for say Italy and ignoring Spain. Wine knowledge will likely
mediate which cues consumers use as heuristics, since more knowledgeable consumers
will have a better understanding of which cues are more reliable.

2.7. The Context of Wine Consumption

Both the lens model and Gigerenzer’s heuristics depend on the consumer’s context.
Wine is primarily a hedonic product for sensual pleasure (Bruwer & Alant, 2009).
Therefore, consumers will typically interpret cues as indications of quality in terms of
taste. Wine is also a social product (Ibid.), in the sense that it is often enjoyed in the
company of others. The company in which one anticipates consuming a bottle of wine is
relevant to the purchase decision. If a consumer is meeting a Spanish friend, they may
be more likely to buy Spanish than Italian wine. Hence, the context in which the wine is
consumed will affect how consumers respond to cues.

2.8. Studying Wine Cues

Studies related to consumer decision-making and wine cues follow different
methodologies. There are sensory experiments (Lee et al, 2018), as well as quantitative
analyses of sales data (Schamel, 2006). We found several simulations, where subjects
were asked to review conceptual wines with various cues, typically by selecting the
preferred one from several different wines (Mtimet et al., 2006; Gil & Sanchez, 1997;
Appleby et al., 2012; Sherman & Tuten, 2011; Lookshin et al., 2006). This method is
called conjoint analysis and estimates respondents’ utilities of all featured cues. This
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method only allows for testing a few cues, but it captures consumers’ trade-off
assessment of products with similar attributes.

2.9. Application of Theory

Thus, we present our theoretical model in Figure 1 below. We propose that a wine
signals intrinsic and extrinsic cues that consumers interpret (probabilistically) to form a
response by selecting or ignoring the wine. Consumers’ wine knowledge mediates that
response. Table 2 presents the studies discussed in Section 2.2 and the cues they suggest
positively influence consumers’ wine purchases. Because of the large number of wine
cues, studied in non-Swedish contexts, we interviewed three professionals in the
Swedish wine market (Section 3.1) before specifying which cues and subsequent
influence on Swedish consumers’ wine selection to study.

Table 2. Studies suggesting positive influence of cues on consumers

Influential cues: Studies:

Origin (country or region) D’Alessandro & Pecotich (2013); (Hollebeek et
al. (2007); Felzensztein & Dinnie (2006); Mtimet
et al. (2006); Skuras & Vakrou (2002)

Brand Lookshin et al. (2006); Schamel (2006); Lange et
al. (2002)
Price McCutcheon et al. (2009); Lookshin et al. (2006);

Mtimet et al. (2006); Keown & Casey (1995)

Grape Variety Mtimet et al. (2006); Gluckman (1990)
Organic Schiufele & Hamm (2017); Mann et al. (2012)
Label Sherman & Tuten (2011)

Reviews Friberg & Grongvist (2012)
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Figure 1: Model of consumer selection of wine based on responses to cues
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3. Method

The main study consisted of an online Qualtrics survey, inspired by the quantitative
conjoint analysis by Mtimet et al. (2006). This can be considered a deductive approach,
based on our theoretical framework (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The survey was
administered in two Facebook communities of Swedish wine consumers. It asked
respondents to select wines in a hypothetical purchase scenario, followed by a quiz
designed to establish how knowledgeable the individual respondents were about wine.
Before conducting the main study, we had to select which cues to include.

3.1. Interviews

Our theoretical framework begs the question which cues most influence Swedish
consumers’ wine selection. To gain a better understanding of the Swedish consumer

market for wine, we interviewed three knowledgeable professionals in the wine industry
(Appendix 2).

Interviewee 1 is a marketer, working at a wine club that imports wines from smaller
vineyards all over the world. The wines are quite pricey, and the customers consist
mainly of middle-aged people with large incomes and a notable interest in wines.

Interviewee 2 is a sommelier by training and works as a buyer at Systembolaget since
approximately ten years. He procures wine as well as many other products.

Interviewee 3 runs a wine import firm, which imports mid-range to high-end wine
labels mainly from the Old World and sells to Systembolaget as a certified
upplagshavare (“store of excise goods™).

These interviews gave us some interesting perspectives on which cues seem relevant to
Swedish consumers, most notably country of origin and price. We were told that the
major wine countries (Italy, France etc.) were quality indicators, if consumers knew
little else about a product. Price was said to indicate quality too, while Swedish
consumers were also described as price sensitive. Interviewee 2 told us what
Systembolaget does in terms of promoting organic and eco-friendly consumption
(though not promoting specific organic beverages), which suggested to us that
consumers would respond favorably to organic wines. The interviewees differed on
grapes; the average consumers were thought not to care significantly about specific
varieties, but Interviewee 1 suggested that wine enthusiasts tended to be interested in
different grape properties. Other potentially influential cues were vintage, district and
prior familiarity.
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All interviewees suggested that consumers with different levels of wine knowledge may
base their decisions on different cues — grape variety being one such difference. All
three also confirmed that red and white wine are typically distinct, and that Sweden is
primarily a red wine-drinking nation.

3.2. Selection of Cues to Study

The wine-related cues we chose to explore were country of origin, organic, price and
grape variety, the latter being an intrinsic cue and the remaining three extrinsic ones.
From our interviews and previous research (Section 2), we could conclude that all four
cues had the potential to influence consumer decision-making. Moreover,
Systembolaget and other wine actors sort wines by country of origin and price.
Systembolaget also marks organic wines with a green label, which makes them stand
out. These three cues are thus an inherent part of the framing that Swedish consumers
are exposed to, and therefore interesting to explore. Grape variety was not as obvious to
feature in our exploration, since our interviews indicated that most wine consumers
have limited knowledge of grapes. However, the fact that consumers’ wine knowledge
seemed to mediate their responses to grape variety made us interested to explore its
influence on wine selection. Indeed, the two Facebook wine communities we joined
showed a tendency to discuss certain types of grapes as desirable attributes.

We had to limit ourselves to four cues, since we would perform a conjoint analysis
(Section 3.3). We therefore chose not to include vintage, district and brand etc. From
our interviews we found wine districts to be very specific, corresponding to personal
experiences. Districts are often associated with a certain type of wine, whereas the
variation within an entire country may be great. Someone might adore Amarone wines
and another love Rioja, although neither would necessarily distinguish between Italian
and Spanish wines at large. Vintage is also specific and varies over time. 2016 could be
a fine year for one wine today and not indicate quality for another wine today or the
same one in a year. This would make it difficult to test. While brands very well could
have an impact on consumer choice, Systembolaget gives no preferential treatment to
brands (Section 1.1), and Swedish jurisdiction restricts marketing of alcoholic
beverages (Konsumentverket, 2019), ergo brands are downplayed to Swedish
consumers.

After having settled on the four cues, we selected internal variations of those cues.
When it came to organic, the choice was easy as a wine would be either organic
(receiving Systembolaget’s green label) or non-organic. Concerning the three remaining
cues, the situation was different. We sought countries of origin that could be compared
in a purchase scenario — most consumers would for instance hardly compare obscure
Swedish wines with Italian wines. Similarly, not all price ranges would be comparable,
whereas grape varieties are often specific to specific types of wine and regions. We
sought a setup that could be considered ecologically valid, meaning realistic cue
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variations, given a typical purchase situation (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Dhami et al.,
2004). We therefore used Systembolaget’s own sales data, published by country and
price on a quarterly basis, to select the variations in country of origin and price. Despite
seasonal variation, we could discern certain patterns. We used recent years’ data
(Systembolaget, 2020) and found that Italian wines tended by far to be sold the most,
followed by French, Spanish and South African. Among the top fifteen countries, those
around the number ten spot would also be consistent, such as Argentina, Portugal, Chile
and Bulgaria. We sought to attain variation in our cue setup, while maintaining
ecological validity. We therefore featured two countries that would always sell among
the highest, and two that would consistently sell a lot of wine, but not quite as much as
e.g. Italy. We also considered the distinction between the Old and New Worlds. Hence,
we opted for Italy and South Africa, as two major wine-selling countries — from the Old
and New World respectively — and Bulgaria and Argentina, as two consistent, but more
modest wine-selling countries, also from the Old and New World.

When considering prices, we could not necessarily compare with similar, foreign
studies. For instance, Spain (Mtimet et al., 2006) has much local wine production, no
state monopoly and a different alcohol VAT system than Sweden. We therefore looked
at Systembolaget’s price ranges and found that two were sold to a roughly equal extent
—the 70-79 SEK and 90-99 SEK brackets (Systembolaget, 2020). Seeing as consumers
with different levels of involvement would likely differ in their willingness to pay for
wine ceteris paribus, we wanted to test one of those ranges and then add price variation
upwards. Interviewee 1 expressed a concern that his consumers would have — namely
that they would scarcely acquire a wine of anticipated quality at prices below 120 SEK.
He told us that wines have high quality between roughly 120 and 160 SEK. Still, prices
can indeed exceed 160 SEK substantially, which led us to select one bracket below 160
SEK as one price level to test, and as well as one above. We wanted to have prices
differ by the same amount, to avoid any perceptual distortion. The final prices were: 99
SEK, 149 SEK and 199 SEK.?

Our final cue, grape variety, was rather easy to settle on, once countries of origin had
been selected. We needed common varieties (meaning they are not associated with only
one kind of wine) and grown in all four countries. A knowledgeable consumer would
notice if we paired a grape with a country where it is not grown, which would affect
their answers. Three suitable grape varieties were identified: Cabernet Sauvignon,
Merlot and Syrah.

We wanted to display the selected cues in different combinations to respondents in a
hypothetical purchase scenario, where they would react to the cues by selecting or
ignoring the corresponding cue combinations. We therefore constructed a conjoint
setup. We tested the setup on ten people before the main study (Appendix 3).

2US$1 and €1 equaling 9.88 and 10.70 SEK respectively, May 5, 2020.
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3.3. Main Method: Conjoint Analysis

Drawing on inspiration from previous studies by Mtimet et al. (2006), Gil and Sanchez
(1997) and Appleby et al. (2012), we conducted a conjoint analysis to study how
different wine cues affect consumers’ wine selection. Conjoint analysis is a multivariate
method, often used in new product development (Hair et al., 2014). It is a useful method
because it allows testing of different product attributes simultaneously. Several wine
cues may influence consumers concurrently and conjoint analysis allows us to include
multiple cues in our study and test them all through one survey. We can then hope to
identify the most impactful one(s). Since our study is similar to Mtimet et al. (2006), we
rely heavily on their methodology. We analyze the same number of four cues; however,
they did not study consumers’ wine knowledge.

A conjoint analysis consists of a set of profiles that are made up by different variations
of a set of cues. The variations are the alternative versions of each cue (e.g. country of
origin: Italy, South Africa etc.). A conjoint setup asks that respondents select (or rate, or
rank) one of the profiles in a hypothetical purchase scenario. The dependent variable of
a conjoint analysis is the outcome, i.e. selection of a profile (wine), and the cues
(variations) make up the independent variables. Hence, the conjoint analysis estimates
the utilities of the different cues. This relates to the lens model (Section 2.5), which
suggests that consumers probabilistically weight different cues. The conjoint utilities
represent such weights.

Like Mtimet et al. (2006), we designed a conjoint setup that asked respondents to select
one of three wine profiles, each signaling variations of our four cues. Conjoint tasks are
often analyzed as a multinomial logistic regression (Hair et al., 2014), e.g. when
respondents rank the profiles. Our discrete design meant that a profile was either
selected or not. We therefore chose a binomial logistic regression.

We chose to analyze four cues with four, three, three and two variations respectively,
that is a total of 4*3*3*2=72 possible combinations. This is an impracticable number
that was reduced substantially. Response fatigue, i.e. when respondents are
overwhelmed by the number of questions, is crucial to avoid, since it risks distorting the
response data (Ibid.). To ensure that each cue variation would appear the same number
of times, we had to design a number of profiles that was divisible by 2, 3 and 4. We
designed 36 profiles, corresponding to twelve sets of three profiles, which should be
manageable for respondents to handle and still provide us with substantial data.

Our model estimates the probability that a wine be selected, given that it has certain
cues. It follows that from Mtimet et al. (2006). The overall utility U;; is expressed as:

Ujj = Vi + € (D
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consisting of the sum of a systematic component V;; and a random component €;;.
Individual i chooses alternative j rather than alternative & if: U;; >Uy . This gives us the
probabilistic expression:

where C; is the choice set for individual i. The logistic expression for the probability
that alternative j is selected is:

eV

Ykec, €'k

Pr(j) = (3)

and there are k=3 alternatives within each choice set. We assume that the random
components are identically and independently distributed across the j alternatives and N
individuals. This leads us to the linear additive form for the conjoint analysis model:

Vij = Bo + ﬁ1.1xij1 + ,31.2xij2+- .- +ﬁ1.nxijn + Boxis (4)

where x;jy, is the nth attribute value for alternative j for consumer i, f; ,, represents the
estimated cue coefficients, and [, represents the intercept. We also controlled for the
quiz score in the equation, since knowledge level was included in our research question.
The coefficient and score s for individual i are captured by f,x;s.

More information about our conjoint analysis is found in Appendix 4; more on conjoint
analysis can be found in Hair et al. (2014).

3.4. Design: The Survey

The 36 profiles were matched in sets of three. Variation within each set was crucial,
since, if all wines in one set were Argentinian, for example, it would mean fewer
occasions for respondents to select Argentina than e.g. Italy, which could skew the data.
We created two versions of sets from the same 36 profiles, to ensure that the set
compositions were not constant for all respondents, which would make the data more
robust. Say that wine A is preferable to wine B, but that wine B is preferable to wine C,
which is preferable to wine D.? If B were only compared with A, and C only with D,
then the respondent would choose A and C, although B was preferable to C, which
could distort our findings.

Each of the twelve sets corresponded to a hypothetical purchase situation, in which
respondents selected one wine to purchase. The situation was the same throughout:

3 A>B; B>C; C>D.
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Suppose that you are visiting a good friend who has asked you to bring some wine
for the two of you. Your friend likes wine, but is no expert and therefore trusts you
to make an adequate selection. Which of the three red wines below do you select
for yourself and your friend?

Country: Bulgaria Country: ltaly Country: South Africa
Non-organic Organic Organic
Grape: Merlot Grape: Cabernet Sauvignon Grape: Syrah

Price: 149 SEK Price: 99 SEK Price: 149 SEK
O O O

This situation captures both the hedonic and social context of wine (Section 2.7). If we
asked respondents to suppose it was for e.g. a certain event, it might evoke certain
associations, as to which wine would be appropriate. The hypothetical friend was not
hard to please, so respondents would make their decision independently, while still
hoping to make the friend contented. Thus, we expected respondents to mainly consider
which wine would taste better than the others.

In order to estimate respondents’ wine knowledge, we featured a wine trivia quiz in our
survey (Appendix 5), which consisted of nine multiple-choice questions. Some
questions demanded multiple answers for a full score and others only one. The total
score was a maximum 33 points. Correct answers were awarded points based on
difficulty and incorrect answers were sometimes penalized to minimize lucky points
that would not manifest actual knowledge. Each respondent’s answers were marked,
and based on score ranges, respondents were grouped into three knowledge groups
representing their wine knowledge. These were named Low, Middle and High and were
ex-ante set at <12 points, 12-21 points and >21 points respectively, each group
corresponding to one-third intervals of the maximum 33 score.

We also asked certain questions in the survey pertaining to the respondents’ general
wine interest and habits, and their demographic background. Like Mtimet et al. (2006),
we did not use this information in the equation for our conjoint analysis, but to get a
sense of who was taking our survey. We also asked them to evaluate the most important
cues in their last real wine purchase to get a sense of how appropriate our four cues
were. Finally, we included a control question to assess the reliability of responses. The
survey is found in Appendix 6.

3.5. Data Collection

The survey was distributed on March 28, 2020. It was active for four weeks. A
substantial number of 43 responses were incomplete or otherwise invalid, i.e. they either
answered the control question incorrectly or gave unrealistic answers to their wine-
drinking habits. The number of valid responses collected were 163. We sought to obtain
answers from at least 50 respondents from each knowledge group, which is considered
the sample standard (Simmons et al., 2011).
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3.6. Research Reliability

The research reliability intends to explain the replicability of the study. A thorough
procedure is required to ensure reliability (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Since interviews laid
the foundation for our research, there is a risk that subjectivity in the answers and our
interpretation of them should decrease reliability. However, because the three
interviewees could all be considered experts in their field and represented different areas
of the wine industry, the risk of impacting the reliability negatively is lower.

Conducting more interviews could improve reliability, but in relation to the bachelor
thesis format and the relatively low impact of the interviews on our empirical findings,
they are an adequate foundation for understanding the Swedish wine market.

The quantitative, conjoint analysis was inspired by several peer-reviewed studies, to
ensure that our data analysis would be replicable. A Google Scholar search gave over
7,000 hits since 2019,* so conjoint appears to be established in academic contexts.

Our quiz was inspired by Frest and Noble (2002), but we adjusted ours to a European
setting, since the original quiz primarily tested knowledge of American viticulture,
which would not accurately reflect who could be considered knowledgeable among
Swedish consumers. Our quiz emphasized European trivia more yet maintained a global
perspective. The adjusted quiz was sent to the Swedish online wine forum Vinbanken.se
for confirmation that the questions reliably tested consumers’ different levels of
knowledge.

3.7. Research Validity

The study’s internal validity can be defined as its ability to answer our research
questions (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The study aims to identify which cues influence
Swedish consumers’ wine selection and how consumers’ wine knowledge mediates
selection. We took several measures to ensure the validity of the results. The survey was
sent to two large online wine communities, which improves the internal validity, since
they represent Swedish wine consumers.

The survey was sent out as two separate links — one designated for persons born on an
even day and another for persons born on an odd day of the month. This determinant
could be considered random and would not (systematically) skew the response data,
which strengthens the study’s internal validity. The first page of the survey contained
information on the importance of concentration and submitting truthful answers. To
encourage participation, we stated that we would donate 2 SEK per participant to the
United Nations Foundation’s work against COVID-19. Since we were interested in
Swedish consumers, all questions in the survey were in Swedish. Finally, we asked the
respondents to evaluate the survey itself, and answer a control question to ascertain that

4 keywords: “conjoint analysis AND consumer”; May 1, 2020
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their responses could be considered valid, also strengthening the internal validity. The
evaluations were positive and are found in Appendix 7.

The study’s external validity defines the extent to which its findings can be generalized
beyond the specific context (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The study investigates specific
questions arriving at specific conclusions, which weakens the generalizability.
However, the theoretical framework applied to the research, i.e. the lens model,
heuristics and cues, is relevant to anyone studying consumer decision-making.
Therefore, external validity is enhanced.
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4. Empirical Results

The empirical results from our survey are presented in three parts. We begin by
presenting some descriptive statistics in Section 4.1, including respondents’
demographics and quiz scores. We also present the respondents’ self-estimated cue
weighting at the point of their last wine purchase. The results in Section 4.2 come from
the performed conjoint analysis. Here we estimate the cue utilities and their impact on
consumers’ wine selection. Section 4.3 presents the number of times each cue belonged
to the wines that the respondents selected in the survey.

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

It is important to ascertain which customer segment the respondents represent, since
wine preferences likely differ across segments. We therefore compiled data on the
respondents’ demographics and their wine habits and interest as presented below.

Table 3 presents the distribution of the respondents’ age and quiz scores as well as the
number of times they estimated that they would purchase wine every month and the
average number of bottles bought each time. We found no statistical correlation
between these four variables; older respondents did not systematically get higher scores
and did not necessarily consume more wine. Rather, our respondents and knowledge
groups seem to have varied in their consumption internally. The mean age at 48 reveals
that we primarily had middle-aged respondents. None were younger than the legal 20-
year limit to buy alcohol. We managed to get responses from 13 retired folks (Table 4),
the oldest being 86 years old.

The distribution of the scores moderately followed a normal distribution (distributions
of age and scores: Appendix 8) and the score mean, 15.9 points, was very close to half
the full score, 16.5 points. Furthermore, we failed in obtaining 50 respondents in each

knowledge group. Rather, groups Low and High undershot the 50 mark, while Middle

was by far the largest group.

When it comes to the consumption habits among our respondents, the average person
buys roughly 10 bottles a month,®> which sounds like quite a lot but considering that they
were members of a wine community, it is realistic that they would be frequent wine
consumers.

Gender was fairly evenly distributed between males and females and a majority of
respondents had attained tertiary education and were employed.

5 (Monthly wine purchases) *(Average no. bottles per purchase): 2.6*3.9=10.14
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Table 3. Distributions of respondents’ age, score and wine habits

Age Score Monthly wine purchases Average no. bottles
Mean 48.3 15.9 2.6 3.9
Std. deviation 13.2 6.6 1.8 2.7
Min. 20 -1 0 0
Max. 86 30 10 20

Table 4. Descriptive statistics: frequencies and percentages

N %
Respondents 163 100
Knowledge groups:
Low 40 24.5
Middle 89 54.6
High 34 20.9
Gender:
Male 89 54.6
Female 73 44.8
Other 1 0.6
Educational attainment:
Primary 1 0.6
Secondary 32 19.6
Tertiary 97 59.5
Cooperative 9 55
Postgraduate 24 14.7
Current employment:
Student 5 3.1
Employed 139 85.3
Parental leave 3 1.8
Unemployed 2 1.2
Retired 13 8.0
Sick leave 1 0.6

We asked respondents about their wine interest. Answers are presented in Table 5. The
respondents seem to generally have been quite interested in wine. A majority had for
instance taken courses on wine, and a majority had either visited a vineyard many or a
few times. Another majority owned either many or a few books about wine. The avid
enthusiasts could be those who owned either a wine refrigerator or a wine cellar —
roughly a third of respondents each.
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics: respondents’ wine interest

N %
Subscription to a
wine magazine:
Yes 48 294
No 102 62.6
Previously 13 8.0
Ownership of
wine books:
Yes, of many 43 26.4
Yes, of a few 64 393
No 56 343
Membership of
a wine club:
Yes 54 33.1
No 102 62.6
Previously 7 43
Having taken
courses on wine:
Yes 100 61.3
No 63 38.7
Having visited
vineyards:
Yes, many times 54 33.1
Yes, a few times 69 42.3
Never 40 24.5
Ownership of a
wine refrigerator:
Yes 49 30.1
No 114 69.9
Ownership of a
wine cellar:
Yes 53 325
No 110 67.5

We also asked our respondents to reflect on their last wine purchase and evaluate their
decision-making. We asked them to estimate how they weighted seven cues to make
their decision. The respondents would estimate how large a percentage each cue was
weighted, all seven totaling at 100%. The aggregated means and standard deviations are
presented in Table 6, where the highest means are bold. We featured the four cues that
made up the bulk of our study, as well as bottle label, production district and prior
recommendation or review. We analyzed the aggregate of all respondents as well as by
knowledge group.

At a glance, we can see that our pre-selected research cues were all estimated as
important determinants of the last purchase, except organic. Country of origin was
generally the most important one. We also see quite a small variation between groups
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Low and Middle, whereas High stands out. Notably, the most important cue in the latter
group was district, while organic was very lowly estimated. Organic was estimated
much higher among Low and Middle. We rejected the null hypothesis that means for
organic and district were equal between knowledge groups at p<0.05, based on a one-
way ANOVA, found in Appendix 9.

Table 6. Respondents’ self-estimated weight of cues (%) at last wine purchase

At the point of your last real-life Subgroups: A: Aggregate responses
wine purchase, how much weight (%) B: Knowledge group: Low
did you allocate to the cues below? C: Knowledge group: Middle
D: Knowledge group: High
A B C D
N=163 n=40 n=89 n=34
Wine cues M SD M SD M SD M SD
Country of Origin 23.1 195 252 222 229 175 21.9 18.2
Organic® 7.8 15.1 10.6 14.1 84 172 31 82
Grape Variety 226 177 214212 226 188 233 139
Price 15.5 14.6 18.2 13.9 153 149 129 145
Label 1.5 43 22 5.6 1.2 3.6 1.6 4.0
District* 154 19.2 84 165 147 165 25.8 24.1
Recommendation or review 14.0 10.2 14.0 204 15.0 21.5 11.3 16.7
(Total) (100) (100) (100) (100)

Note: Due to rounding, the means do not add up to exactly 100%.
® One-way ANOVA rejects equality of means across the knowledge groups at p<0.05.

4.2. Regression Analysis

The conjoint analysis of respondents’ cue utilities was performed in SPSS Version 26 as
a binomial logistic regression, presented in Table 7. There was one dependent variable,
namely each respondent’s selected and ignored wines. Of the 36 wine profiles presented
to each, 12 would be selected and 24 ignored. Selected wines were coded as 1 and
ignored ones as 0. The regression expresses the probability that the dependent variable
would equal 1, i.e. that a wine would be selected, given the variation in the independent
variables, i.e. the wine’s particular cues.

We investigated 12 variations from four cue groups, which were the independent
variables of the function, coded as dummy variables. One variation from each group
(Bulgaria, non-organic, Syrah and 99 SEK) was left out as the baseline function. We ran
the analysis four times in total — once for all respondents, and one time per knowledge
group. We featured individual scores as a running variable in the regression but did not
analyze it further. The beta coefficients associated with the respective cue variations
denote the logistic odds that a wine would be selected. These are the utilities of the
different cues; a positive coefficient suggests that the corresponding cue variation
improves selection probability. Hence, we can also obtain combined utilities of several
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cues. Coefficients are expressed relative to the baseline. Most coefficients were
significant at the 1% level, and those that were not were quite small in magnitude. We
also present the odds-ratios (Exp f).

Thus, four regressions were run. We can see in Table 7 that the countries of origin had
fairly large positive and significant coefficients throughout the three variations and
across knowledge groups, relative to Bulgaria. There are differences, however, in
magnitude and order thereof between knowledge groups, notably Argentina had a much
higher utility in group High than Low. Organic also had quite large positive coefficients
relative to non-organic, but they vary heavily across knowledge groups. Organic has the
largest impact in group Low and smallest in High. Regarding grape varieties, Cabernet
Sauvignon had positive coefficients among Low and Middle, but was irrelevant to
selection in High. Merlot had insignificant coefficients in the aggregate and among Low
and Middle, but among High it was negatively associated with selection. The
coefficients of both varieties decline stepwise as respondents’ knowledge increases from
Low to High, suggesting that the relevance of Syrah increases. Finally, price is found to
have a concave utility function in the aggregate, i.e. the middle price has the highest
utility, whereas the one below and above are nearly equal (Appendix 10). This is also
found among Middle, whereas Low and High show opposite trends. Among Low the
lowest and middle price utilities are indistinguishable and the highest price has the
lowest utility. Among High the middle and highest price utilities are the same, positive
relative to the baseline price. Combining the different cues, the favored wine in the
aggregate was an Italian, organic, Cabernet Sauvignon wine at 149 SEK, which more or
less persisted across knowledge groups.

Although most coefficients had high significance, the reported Nagelkerke R? values
were quite low, which does not indicate that the model is poor per se, but does indicate
that its capacity for prediction of wine selections is limited. The R? values were,
however, similar in magnitude to those reported by Mtimet et al. (2006) and Gil and
Sanchez (1997), at 0.13 and 0.12 respectively. We identify improved R? in knowledge
groups Low and High. Below R?, we report the percentage of wines correctly classified
by the model. Group Low and High were both classified correctly more often than
Middle.
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Table 7. Conjoint analysis of cue utilities

Dependent variable: Regressions: A: Aggregate responses
1 = Selected B: Knowledge group: Low
0 = Ignored C: Knowledge group: Middle
D: Knowledge group: High
A B C D
N=163 n=40 n=89 n=34
Independent variables: Wine cues g Expp p Expp p  Expp p Expp
Country of Origin:
Italy 1.48*% 437 1.65%¥522 1.34*¥ 380 1.82*% 6.15
South Africa 0.98* 2.67 1.10¥3.01 0.92* 250 1.14* 3.12
Argentina 1.02* 277 0.66* 1.93  1.02* 278 1.57* 4.81
Bulgaria - - - - - - - -
Organic:
Yes 0.75% 2.11  1.09*298  0.68* 195 0.56* 1.74
No - - - - - - - -
Grape variety:
Cabernet Sauvignon 037* 144 0.61*1.84 0.42* 152 0.00 1.00
Merlot -0.16 0.86  0.051.05 -0.01 0.99 -0.79*% 0.45
Syrah - - - - - - - -
Price:
99 kronor - - - - - - - -
149 kronor 0.38*% 146 0.03 1.03 0.37* 145 0.88*% 242
199 kronor 0.04 1.04 -0.62¥0.54 0.03 1.03 0.88* 2.4l
Nagelkerke R? 0.13 0.20 0.11 0.19
% correctly classified 69.1 73.8 66.7 69.6

* B significant at the 1% level

4.3. Frequencies

We further investigated the number of times each cue belonged to the wines that
respondents selected (Table 8). This analysis follows the regression in Section 4.2, such
that the cues belonging to the most selected wines also had the highest utilities and vice
versa. The patterns across the knowledge groups are the same. Our 163 respondents
selected 12 wines each, totaling at 163*12=1,956 selected wines.

The reason we compiled these data was that they make the notion of consumers’ cue
reliance more palpable. All cue variations had the same rate of exposure, or the number
of times they appeared. Each country corresponded to 25% of wines, 50% of wines
were organic and non-organic respectively, etc. We can then investigate how often
respondents from different knowledge groups selected a wine with a certain cue. Where
that number exceeds the number of times respondents were exposed to the cue, it
suggests that they indeed relied on that cue to make their selection. In the regression, a
positive coefficient simply tells us that a cue variation was selected more often than the
baseline, but that variation might only be selected as often as it would randomly be
expected to be (for instance, 25% of times for each country of origin). This approach
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relates to Gigerenzer’s heuristics (Section 2.6). Heuristics are single cues that are relied
on for decision-making. These data allow us to consider the possibility that our
respondents selected wines with only one cue in mind, rather than weighting all four

cues displayed.

All respondent groups selected Italian wines much more than the rate of exposure and
the opposite is true for Bulgarian wines. South Africa and Argentina were generally

close to their rate of exposure. We can see that Bulgaria was the variation of all cue
variations that was chosen the fewest number 