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Abstract: Wine label information is an important aid for consumers in making purchase decisions.
However, the influence of label information types in the context of sparkling wines is poorly un-
derstood, despite the global growth of this product class. Using an online survey of 576 Ontario
sparkling wine consumers, we sought to examine this knowledge gap using two complementary
approaches. First, participants were presented with a set of two mock sparkling wine labels, se-
lected at random, from a set of eight conditions. One condition (control) contained all seven of the
information types previously identified (endorsements, parentage, attributes, target end use, target
end user, manufacture, nonpareil), whereas the other seven omitted one of each of these elements.
Respondents then rated their willingness to buy, willingness to pay, and the perception of quality.
Lastly, they self-rated the importance placed on 14 different label information statements when
purchasing sparkling wine (5-point Likert scale from 1–not at all important to 5–extremely important).
Results show that including a description of the wine’s sensory attributes on sparkling wine labels is
important to consumers overall, except for those with a high subjective knowledge of sparkling wine,
and those who normally spend more than CAD 30 per bottle, as these groups are more willing to
buy, willing to pay, and rate their perception of quality higher for labels that do not include attribute
information. Grape variety/blend and production region information are rated high in importance.
Alcohol content is more important to young consumers and those who prefer Prosecco-style sparkling
wines, whereas vintage/year is more important to consumers who prefer Champagne-style sparkling
wines. Expert endorsements are rated low in importance, and younger consumers are more willing
to buy sparkling wine with the endorsement information removed. We conclude that sparkling
wine label information content should be optimised for different market segments and consumer
characteristics. This study provides important insights that can guide sparkling wine marketers and
retailers in this process.

Keywords: sparkling wine; wine marketing; consumer purchase behaviour; label information

1. Introduction
1.1. Wine Labels and Consumer Behaviour

Consumers’ perception of quality and purchase behaviour are strongly influenced
by both the intrinsic and extrinsic cues of the product [1]. Intrinsic cues refer to the
elements that pertain to the product itself. In the case of wine, examples include the
taste, aroma, and color. Extrinsic cues are separate from the physical product, such as
price, bottle size/shape, label design/content, and brand name. How these cues are used
by consumers varies with several experiential and psychological factors, including wine
involvement [2] and wine knowledge [3–5], and with demographic variables such as age,
gender, and socioeconomic status [6–8]. However, a growing body of literature suggests
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that extrinsic cues often play a larger role than intrinsic cues in wine consumer purchase
behaviour [6,9–11], with wine labels being a key component.

Wine labels contain both informational (e.g., style and production overview) and de-
sign (e.g., color, illustration) features. While several studies focus on label design and its role
in branding and consumer purchase intent (e.g., [12,13]), it is likely that the information com-
ponent of wine labels has primacy in affecting choice and purchase behaviour [8,10,13–15].
A notable exception is in the case of millennials (consumers born between approximately
1981 and 1996), who place relatively high value on design elements [6]. Bottled wine
typically has two main labels where information is conveyed—the front and back labels.
Several studies report that the front labels are more important to consumers’ purchasing
decisions than the back labels [8–10,16]. The front labels are often the first line of communi-
cation to catch the attention of the consumer, so it is perhaps unsurprising that consumers
generally give prominence to them over the back labels. However, the back label informa-
tion is regarded positively by consumers when making purchase decisions [16], with some
informational components perhaps more important than others [14].

Wine Label Information

What are the informational components of wine labels? Thomas and Pickering [8]
adopted a conceptual framework based on the work of Shaw et al. [17] that articulates seven
wine label information types (Table 1). The authors then tested the relative importance
of each of these information types in an empirical experiment, where consumers viewed
one of several mock wine labels in which one information element was omitted, and then
answered several questions around willingness to pay and purchase intent [8]. They
conclude that parentage, endorsements, and wine attributes have the strongest effects on
influencing purchase intent and note that relative importance varies with demographics
and level of wine involvement.

Table 1. Label information elements rated by respondents for importance when purchasing
sparkling wine.

Information Types Informational Statements

Endorsements Expert endorsements (e.g., awards, expert opinions)

Parentage

Wine region history

Winemaker history

Brand name

Wine company

Attributes Wine attributes (e.g., taste and flavour descriptors)

Target end use
How to use the wine (e.g., food pairings)

What occasion the wine is for

Target end user Who the wine would appeal to

Manufacture How the wine is made (production process)

Nonpareil A statement that the wine is unrivalled or unique

Additional information

Alcohol content

Grape variety/blend

Vintage/year

While the typology proposed by Shaw et al. [17], and adopted by Thomas and Picker-
ing [8], has been criticized as being more complex than the ‘simpler’ criteria consumers use
when assessing wine, there are only a limited number of other empirical studies regarding
these considerations (rather than studies that simply rely on consumers’ self-reporting
of the importance of purchase motivators). Mueller et al. [16] employ a discrete choice
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experiment to assess individual label attribute preferences for Australian consumers. They
created 10 back label information statements (e.g., taste descriptions, food pairings) on mock
labels and different choice sets that represented various purchasing situations. Overall,
information on the history of a winery, elaborate taste descriptions, and food pairing advice
were most valued; conversely, ingredient information caused a strong adverse reaction
in some consumers. Sáenz-Navajas et al. [15] employed choice and auction experiments
in a wine shop environment to examine French consumers’ purchasing behaviour. They
conclude that the showcase of awards, additional cues linked to tradition such as “special
cuvée”, being produced by independent winemakers, or a claim that the wine has potential
for ageing are particularly important back label elements with respect to willingness to pay.
Finally, Kelley et al. [11], using mock labels with varying information elements and forms,
highlight the importance of food–wine pairing information on willingness to purchase for
US wine consumers.

1.2. Sparkling Wine

The aforementioned studies focus on table wines, yet very little is known about the
relative importance of sparkling wine label information types on consumer behaviour.
Such research is timely, given the surge in interest in sparkling wines in recent years. This
product class is valued at USD 34 billion globally and is anticipated to reach USD 51.7 billion
by 2027 [18]. Additionally, consumer research findings for table wine may not necessarily
translate directly to sparkling wine. For instance, different methods of production (and
often grapes) are used, a narrower range of styles exist, packaging and closures are typically
different, and there are separate appellations in some regions. Further, in contrast to table
wine, consumers tend to purchase sparkling wine for celebration, rather than for their own
consumption [7,19–21]. Indeed, one of the conclusions from the multinational survey of
Charters et al. [22] is that consumers view table and sparkling wines as separate products.

Research with Croatian consumers suggests that consumers give prominence to in-
trinsic factors when choosing to purchase sparkling wine [20], although Verdonk et al. [21]
report that several extrinsic factors are important drivers for Australian sparkling wine
consumers. Generational differences also exist with respect to perceptions of, and prefer-
ences for, different sparkling wine styles [7,23]. There is, however, very sparse literature
on the relative importance of information types on sparkling wine labels, and none have
considered this question using experimental approaches. Empirical studies of this nature,
such as utilizing mock labels that employ an omission design [8], have higher predictive
validity for assessing real purchasing behaviour, as compared to studies that simply ask
consumers to comment on their purchase/choice motivators.

1.3. The Current Study

The main objective of this study was to apply the conceptual framework of Shaw et al. [17],
and the positioning statements of Thomas and Pickering [8], to sparkling wine labels, in order
to determine the relative importance of information types on the quality perceptions and
purchase intent of Ontario wine consumers. We also wished to assess how the importance of
sparkling wine label information varies between demographical groups, levels of sparkling
wine consumption, knowledge, involvement, and wine style. A secondary objective
was to explore the relationship between these results, and those obtained by having the
respondents self-rate the importance of individual information elements of sparkling
wine labels.

Ontario provides an interesting and relevant case study in exploring these questions.
It is Canada’s most populated province and the largest wine producer. Within Ontario,
the Niagara Peninsula is the country’s largest viticultural area, containing two regional
appellations, and 10 sub-appellations, regulated and administered by the Vintners Quality
Alliance of Ontario (VQAO). Ontario sparkling wine production is increasing significantly
with, for instance, a 140% rise in volume between the 2014–2019 vintages, resulting in
approx. 1.5 million L of sparkling wine being produced [24,25]. Both traditional and
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Charmat styles are produced. Significant market potential within Ontario has recently been
identified [26]. Fuller insights into what consumers place importance on when making
sparkling wine choice and purchase decisions, including the role of label information, will
help marketers and retailers take full advantage of these growth opportunities.

2. Materials and Methods

An online questionnaire was developed using the survey software Qualtrics [27].
Ontario sparkling wine consumers were recruited using the market research firm Dynata™
(Plano, TX, USA). A total of 1035 participants began the survey; however, incomplete
responses, and those who completed the survey in under 200 s, were removed, thus,
leaving 576 responses (51% male, 49% female) retained for data analysis. The median
completion time was 5 min 33 s. All subjects gave their informed consent for inclusion
before they participated in the study. The study was conducted in accordance with the
Declaration of Helsinki, and the protocol was approved by the Brock University Research
Ethics Board (# 19-130 PICKERING).

2.1. Demographics, Knowledge, and Wine Involvement

In addition to basic demographic information (e.g., age, gender, household income),
the first section of the survey asked participants about their alcohol and sparkling wine
consumption, and their behaviour when purchasing sparkling wine (e.g., how much
money they typically spend per bottle; Table A1). Participants also identified their pre-
ferred sparkling wine style: “Fruity, sweeter sparkling wine styles (e.g., Prosecco, Asti)”,
“Creamy, bready, drier, sparkling wine styles (e.g., Champagne, Crémant)” or “I don’t
know” (Table A1). Subjective sparkling wine knowledge was determined by asking partici-
pants to indicate how knowledgeable they were about sparkling wine (novice/beginner,
intermediate, high, or expert/very high). Objective sparkling wine knowledge was deter-
mined by the number of correct responses to six sparkling wine specific true/false questions:
Sparkling wine made in Italy is known as “Cava” (f); Pinot Noir and Chardonnay are the
two most widely used varietals for the production of sparkling wine in Champagne (t);
In sparkling wine made using the “Traditional Method”, bubbles are produced from a sec-
ondary fermentation that occurs in a stainless steel tank (f); Crémant is a type of sparkling
wine made in France using the same technique as Champagne (t); Most Ontario sparkling
wine is produced in the Niagara Peninsula and Prince Edward County (t); The process of
aging sparkling wines on lees (or dead yeast cells) is called ‘Charmat’ (f).

Finally, both wine involvement and sparkling wine involvement were determined
using the general approach of Mueller et al. [5]. Respondents rated their level of agree-
ment with 2 sets of 3 items on a 5-point Likert scale: wine involvement—I have a strong
interest in wine; wine is important to me in my lifestyle; drinking wine gives me pleasure;
and sparkling wine involvement—I have a strong interest in sparkling wine; sparkling
wine is important to me in my lifestyle; drinking sparkling wine gives me pleasure. Based
on their responses, each participant received a score that ranged from 3 (low) to 15 (high)
for each involvement measure. Table 2 summarizes the sociodemographic and other
background information collected.
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Table 2. Characteristics of the sample (n = 576).

Frequency Proportion (%)

Gender
Male 282 49

Female 294 51

Age

18–25 31 5.4
26–35 106 18.4
36–45 107 18.6
46–55 116 20.1
56+ 216 37.5

Income (CAD)

Under 25 k 34 5.9
25–45 k 55 9.6
46–65 k 78 13.6
66–85 k 96 16.8

86–100 k 94 16.4
101–140 k 121 21.1
141–200 k 69 12

200 k+ 26 4.5

Subjective knowledge

Novice/beginner 214 37.2
Intermediate 275 47.7

High 76 13.2
Expert/very high 11 1.9

Objective knowledge
Beginner 209 36.3

Intermediate 281 48.8
High 86 14.9

Wine involvement
Low 76 13.2

Medium 334 58
High 166 28.8

Sparkling wine
involvement

Low 174 30.2
Medium 303 52.6

High 99 17.2

Yearly alcohol intake

Less than once a month 30 5.2
Once a month 26 4.5

2–4 times per month 148 25.7
2–4 times per week 258 44.8

More than 4 times per week 114 19.8

Yearly sparkling
wine intake

Once a year 97 16.8
2–4 times per year 152 26.4
5–10 times per year 88 15.3

Once a month 96 16.7
2–3 times a month 95 16.5

One or more times per week 48 8.3

Preferred sparkling
wine style

Fruity, sweeter, sparkling
wine (e.g., Prosecco) 351 60.9

Creamy, bready, drier,
sparkling wine (e.g.,

Champagne)
Unsure 205 35.6

20 3.5

Money typically spent per
bottle of sparkling wine

(CAD)

8–14.99 76 13.2
15–19.99 221 38.4
20–24.99 149 25.9
25–29.99 66 11.5
30–39.99 37 6.4
40–49.99 10 1.7

50+ 17 3
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2.2. Mock Label Information Manipulation

Next, two mock labels were presented once to each participant in randomized order,
with each label representing a different style of sparkling wine. One style represented a dry,
bready, creamy sparkling wine, produced using the traditional method, and the other a
sweeter, fruity sparkling wine, produced using the Charmat method. These specific styles
were chosen because they are representative of common sparkling wine styles, such as
Champagne and Prosecco, and are the most liked by Ontario consumers [26]. The pair of
labels viewed by each participant was selected at random from a set of eight conditions,
with respondents only receiving one of the eight possible pairs. One condition (control)
contained all seven of the information elements from Shaw et al. [17], whereas the other
seven omitted one of each of these elements. Specific positional statements were chosen to
represent each information element after an informal survey of commercial sparkling wine
labels and bench testing to ensure the validity and realism of the labels. For each condition,
two versions of the label were created (and randomly assigned), as some of the information
statements are expressed in different ways. For instance, endorsements can take the form
of expert opinions stated on the label or shown as wine awards/medals. Finally, the images
presented to participants consisted of both a front and back label. Although all information,
other than expert endorsements, were located on the back label, a front label was included
to aid with realism. The winery name, logo, vintage, and product name were generic and
constant across all the label treatments. Figure 1 shows a representation of the labels. After
viewing each label, participants were asked how willing they would be to buy the wine
(7-point Likert scale: 1–very unlikely to 7–very likely), how much they would be willing to
pay (enter a whole number), and what their perceived quality of the wine is (5-point scale:
1–poor to 5–excellent).

Figure 1. Color coded examples of the control labels used in the study representing different
information types. Yellow = endorsements, green = parentage, turquoise = attributes, pink = target
end use, orange = target end user, red = manufacture, and blue = nonpareil. Image (a) is a Champagne-
style, traditional method sparkling wine, whereas (b) is a Charmat method-produced sparkling wine.
The colors were not presented to the participants.
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2.3. Self-Rated Importance of Label Information

The final section of the survey asked participants to rate the importance that they
placed on different pieces of information found on sparkling wine labels (5-point Likert
scale, 1–not at all important to 5–extremely important). The 14 information statements
were those used by Thomas and Pickering [8] (Table 1). In order to provide a better
situational context, and relate the task to products of greater saliency for participants,
a short introduction was provided, which referenced their preferred sparkling wine style
(determined by each participant’s response to the preference question asked earlier in the
survey). Specifically, they received either the cue “When thinking about buying dry, creamy,
bready sparkling wine styles (e.g., Champagne, Crémant), rate the importance that you
place on each of the following pieces of information found on labels” or “When thinking
about buying fruity, sweeter sparkling wine styles (e.g., Prosecco, Asti), rate the importance
that you place on each of the following pieces of information found on labels”.

2.4. Data Treatment and Analysis

All data analysis was conducted using XLSTAT (version 2020.3.1, Paris, France). Ex-
treme outliers for willingness to pay were determined by the Grubbs test and removed
from further data analysis. Where appropriate (e.g., distribution patterns or low fre-
quency counts for some categories), independent variables were categorized, or categories
pooled prior to analysis, to increase robustness. Age was collapsed to four groupings:
18–35 (n = 136), 36–45 (n = 107), 46–55 (n = 116), and 56+ (n = 213); subjective sparkling
wine knowledge to three groupings: novice/beginner (n = 214), intermediate (n = 272),
and high/expert (n = 86); annual sparkling wine intake to three groupings: low (n = 185),
medium (n = 246), and high (n = 141); and money typically spent on a bottle of sparkling
wine to three groupings: CAD 8–19.99 (n = 297), CAD20–29.99 (n = 212), and CAD 30+
(n = 63).

Once the independent variables were organized appropriately, a series of one-way
ANOVAs were conducted to determine if/how they influenced consumers’ willingness
to buy (WTB), willingness to pay (WTP), and perception of quality (POQ), irrespective of
the label treatment. A series of two-way ANOVAs were then conducted for WTB, WTP,
and POQ, to investigate the effect of label treatments, and their interaction with other
independent variables. Tukey’s (HSD) pairwise comparison tests were used for separation
of means. The mean importance ratings for the 14 types of label information were then
compared using one-way ANOVA. Two-way ANOVAs were used to determine if there
was a significant difference between the importance of different information elements and
independent variables for each of the wine styles. Alpha was set at 0.05 for all analyses.

3. Results
3.1. Self-Reported Importance of Label Information

This section of the survey assesses what respondents say is important to them when
purchasing sparkling wine. The overall mean importance for each information type is
shown in Table 3. The category wine attributes is rated higher in importance than any other
information element, followed by grape variety/blend. In contrast, unique or unrivalled is
rated as least important. Perhaps surprisingly, the category expert endorsements is rated
of low importance. Wine region history and winemaker history are rated significantly
different from each other, even though they are both components of parentage, suggesting
that this is not viewed as a unitary construct by consumers.

The mean importance scores for each information statement varies between the two
sparkling wine styles for alcohol content and vintage/year. Respondents who prefer
Prosecco-like sparkling wines place more importance on alcohol content, compared to
people who prefer drier, Champagne-like sparkling wines (F = 8.71, p = 0.003). The opposite
result is shown for vintage/year (F = 3.88, p = 0.049). Other information elements do not
differ with wine style.
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Table 3. The mean importance ratings (5-point Likert scale) for each sparkling wine information
element. Differences in ratings determined using Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD0.05).

Information Statement Mean SE Information Type Groups

Wine’s attributes 3.81 0.042 Attributes A

Grape variety/blend 3.46 0.044 - B C

Wine region history 3.26 0.046 Parentage B C

Alcohol content 3.26 0.044 - C D

Wine company 3.22 0.044 Parentage C D

Occasion wine is for 3.21 0.050 Target end use C D

How wine is made 3.21 0.046 Manufacture C D

Vintage/year 3.20 0.047 - C D

Brand name 3.19 0.042 Parentage C D

How to use the wine 3.15 0.046 Target end user C D

Who wine appeals to 3.03 0.050 Target end use D E

Winemaker history 3.02 0.045 Parentage D E

Expert endorsements 2.90 0.047 Endorsements E F

Unique or unrivalled 2.74 0.049 Nonpareil F

Overall, the importance that respondents place on these pieces of information varies
with wine knowledge, involvement with sparkling wine, and annual intake (Table A2).
Respondents who are less knowledgeable or involved in sparkling wine tend to place lower
importance on label information elements, compared to those with higher knowledge or
involvement. The same trend is observed for yearly intake. By contrast, gender, income,
and how much consumers spend per bottle have little to no impact on importance ratings.
However, there are some differences based on age when the 18–25 and 56+ groups are
compared. Specifically, alcohol content, who the wine would appeal to, what occasion
the wine is for, how to use the wine, expert endorsement, and unique or unrivalled are
rated as more important by the younger cohort (p(t) < 0.05). With respect to the rank
order of importance of information elements, the greatest difference is observed for alcohol
content and who the wine would appeal to. These are rated 2nd and 3rd most important,
respectively, for those aged 18–25 years, and 7th and 12th most important, respectively, for
the older group. No differences in importance scores are found between these groups for
wine style.

3.2. Mock Labels

Firstly, we examine willingness to buy (WTB), willingness to pay (WTP), and per-
ception of quality (POQ) collapsed across all mock label conditions, to help identify how
our labels are perceived overall, and whether there are differences attributable to key
participant characteristics. Top level observations are presented here, with full results given
in Table A3.

Consumers who prefer Prosecco-style sparkling wine indicate that they are more
willing to buy the Prosecco-style labels than Champagne-style labels; however, there is
no difference in purchase intent between styles for those who prefer Champagne styles.
However, participants who prefer Champagne-style wines are willing to pay more for both
wine styles than those who prefer Prosecco-style wine.

In general, POQ is less influenced by participant characteristics than WTB and WTP,
although gender is significant for POQ for both wine styles, such that females rate wines
as higher quality than males do. Perhaps not surprisingly, income is significant for WTP
(but not WTB or POQ); respondents with higher incomes are willing to pay more for both
sparkling wines styles than those with a lower income. Younger respondents are more



Beverages 2022, 8, 27 9 of 21

willing to buy and willing to pay compared to older respondents for both wine styles.
The magnitude of the difference in WTP is sizeable; those aged 18–25 are willing to pay
between 55% (Champagne-style) and 64% (Prosecco-style) more than consumers aged 56+
(Table A3). As consumers’ knowledge (subjective and objective) and involvement (wine
and sparkling wine) increases, so does their WTB and WTP. Similar trends are seen for
POQ, although they are restricted to the “High” knowledge and involvement groups when
compared with lower categories.

3.2.1. Manipulation of Label Information

Consumers received two labels (Charmat method, corresponding to Prosecco-style
wine, and traditional method, corresponding to Champagne-style wine), which were
missing one of seven label information types. One-eighth of participants received control
labels where no information was omitted. ANOVA shows no main effects of label treatment
or wine style for WTB, WTP, or POQ (p(F) < 0.05). However, two-way ANOVAs with label
condition and consumer characteristics in the model show significant interactions for WTB,
WTP, and POQ, and these are presented below.

Willingness to Buy (WTB)

For the Prosecco-style label, respondents aged 36–45 who receive the endorsements
removed label treatment rate their WTB higher, compared to those aged 46–55 from the
same label treatment (F(21,524) = 1.77, p = 0.019; Figure 2). Similarly, younger respondents
tend to be more willing to buy the endorsements removed treatment compared to the
control. There are no significant interactions for the Champagne-style label; however,
the same trends are observed (data not shown).

Figure 2. Label treatment × age interactions (n = 572) +/− SE for willingness to buy scores (7-point
Likert scale) for the Prosecco-style label. Letters above bars represent significantly different groups
(ANOVA followed by Tukey’s (HSD0.05)).

Significant interactions between label treatment and money typically spent on a bottle
of sparkling wine are also found for WTB (Figure 3). For the Prosecco-style label, consumers
who spend more than CAD 30 per bottle are more willing than several other groups,
including the control, to buy the label that has information on the wine’s attributes removed,
with a similar pattern observed for the Champagne-style label. Similarly, there is a trend
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for participants who normally spend CAD 30+ per bottle to be more willing to buy labels
with endorsements removed compared to other groups.

Figure 3. Willingness to buy scores (7-point Likert scale, n = 572) +/− SE for sparkling
wine—interaction between label treatments and the amount typically spent per bottle of sparkling
wine. Results for (a) Prosecco-style wine, F(14,524) = 2.60, p = 0.001, and (b) Champagne-style wine,
F(14,524) = 1.82, p = 0.033. Letters above bars represent significantly different groups across all label
treatments (Tukey’s (HSD0.05) following two-way ANOVA.

Willingness to Pay (WTP)

As previously noted, WTP increases with the amount typically paid for both wine
styles (Figure 4). Significant interactions between label treatment and amount typically
paid are observed for both Prosecco- (F(14,524) = 2.82, p ≤ 0.001) and Champagne-style
(F(14,526) = 2.10, p = 0.011) wines. Specifically, consumers who normally pay CAD 30+
for sparkling wine are willing to pay more than control (full information) for both the
parentage removed and target end use removed labels in the case of Prosecco, and for the
parentage removed and attributes removed labels for Champagne.
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Figure 4. Willingness to pay (CAD, n = 566) +/− SE for sparkling wine—interaction between label
treatments and the amount typically spent per bottle of sparkling wine. Results for (a) Prosecco-style
wine and (b) Champagne-style wine. Letters above bars represent significantly different groups
across all label treatments (Tukey’s (HSD0.05) following two-way ANOVA.

Respondents who consider themselves as having a high sparkling wine knowledge are
willing to pay more for the Prosecco-style wine in several label conditions, as compared to
consumers who consider themselves as having a low–medium knowledge (F(14,540) = 1.95,
p = 0.020), with the same pattern observed for Champagne-like wine (F(14,542) = 2.06,
p = 0.013; Figure 5). The difference is often non-trivial; for instance, approximately 47%
more in the case of the Prosecco control label.



Beverages 2022, 8, 27 12 of 21

Figure 5. Willingness to pay (CAD, n = 572) +/− SE for sparkling wine—interaction between label
treatments and subjective wine knowledge. Results for (a) Prosecco-style wine and (b) Champagne-
style wine. Letters above bars represent significantly different groups across all label treatments
(Tukey’s (HSD0.05) following two-way ANOVA.

Furthermore, for the Prosecco-style label, respondents with a high subjective knowl-
edge rate their WTP lower for the parentage removed, manufacture removed, and nonpareil
removed treatments compared to the control, suggesting that these are important elements
of Prosecco labels for this group. For the Champagne-style label, high sparkling wine knowl-
edge respondents who receive the attributes removed treatment rate their WTP higher
compared to those who receive the control label, suggesting that inclusion of this informa-
tion component de-values the product for this group. For both wine styles, respondents
with a high subjective knowledge rate WTP higher in the attributes removed treatment
compared to those who have low–medium knowledge. This effect is also observed for the
endorsements removed treatment for the Champagne-style label (Figure 5).
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Perception of Quality (POQ)

There is a significant interaction between label treatment and age for POQ for both
the Prosecco- (F(21,524) = 1.76, p = 0.020) and Champagne-style (F(21,524) = 1.72, p = 0.024)
wines. However, Tukey’s HSD test fails to separate the means for the former, and for
Champagne, the results are trivial, with those aged 18–35 who receive the endorsements
removed treatment rating POQ higher than those aged 18–35 who receive the target end
use removed label (data not shown). There is also a significant interaction between label
treatment and price typically paid for both Prosecco- (F(14,524) = 2.06, p = 0.013) and
Champagne-style (F(14,524) = 2.40, p = 0.003) wines. As shown in Figure 6, consumers who
pay CAD 30+ per bottle of sparkling wine rate the quality of the attributes removed label
treatment higher than the control. A very similar pattern is observed for the Prosecco-style
label, but Tukey’s HSD test failed to separate the means (data not shown).

Figure 6. Perception of quality for Champagne-style wine (5-point Likert scale; n = 572) +/− SE—
interaction between label treatments and price typically spend per bottle of sparkling wine. Letters
above bars represent significantly different groups across all label treatments (Tukey’s (HSD0.05)
following two-way ANOVA.

4. Discussion
4.1. Self-Rated Importance of Label Information Elements

Our result on the importance of wine attributes is relatively consistent with previous
research on table wine [8–10]. These prior studies demonstrate that a description of the
wine’s attributes has value to consumers; however, our finding that it is rated highest in
importance suggests that consumers place more importance on it when making sparkling
wine purchases than when buying table wine. A possible explanation for this is that
consumers use the attribute information as an indication of sparkling wine style. For
instance, some consumers prefer light, fruity, sweeter styles, and they rely on the label for
this information, rather than on direct knowledge that different production methods or
regions of origin are associated with that style. Our result that grape variety/blend is the
second most important information element to sparkling wine consumers broadly agrees
with the saliency of this attribute for table wine consumers [8,10].

The relatively higher importance of alcohol content for consumers who prefer Prosecco-
style wines (and younger respondents), and the relatively higher importance of vin-
tage/year for those who prefer Champagne-style wines may reflect a taxonomy of different
types of sparkling wine consumers, as proposed by Morton et al. [19]. That is, the Prosecco-
style preferers consume it primarily to enjoy the effects of the alcohol and use it more in a
celebration or social drink context [19–21], and as such fit the beverage wine drinker or new
wine drinker categories [19]. In contrast, the higher importance placed on vintage/year
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by Champagne-style preferers fits with the connoisseurs or aspirational drinker types,
who also display greater interest and knowledge in sparkling wine compared to the other
consumer groups [19].

Consistent with Thomas and Pickering [8] with table wine, information statements
that represent parentage are rated differently from one another, suggesting that consumers
do not view parentage as a single entity. In our study, they clearly place more importance
on the wine region than the winemaker. Interestingly, the importance ranking of “who the
wine would appeal to” is much higher for the youngest cohort, compared to the oldest,
suggesting that young consumers are perhaps less confident in themselves to choose an
appropriate wine for the purchase occasion and, as a result, rely on the label to inform them
of the type of person who the wine suits. If sparkling wine is often purchased for social
gatherings, it may be that younger consumers use this information as a representation of
how they would like to appear to others.

The relatively high self-rated importance of the production region for our cohort agrees
with the findings of Lerro et al. [7] and Verdonk et al. [21], also with sparkling wine. Overall,
how the wine is made only holds intermediate importance for our consumers. It is ranked
higher for older consumers compared to younger ones, consistent with Cerjak et al. [20],
and is also ranked higher by those who prefer Champagne-style wine than those who prefer
Prosecco-style wine. Interestingly, Vecchio et al. [23] found that when detailed information
on the production methods is provided, consumers prefer the traditional method wines
more than Charmat method wines.

4.2. Mock Labels

Across all label treatments, younger consumers are more willing to buy, and willing
to pay more, for sparkling wine compared to older consumers. Prior research shows that
older generations purchase and consume sparkling wine less than younger generations [7].
Furthermore, our finding that females rate the POQ and WTB for sparkling wines higher
than males agrees with Lerro et al. [7]. This can perhaps be attributed to sparkling wine
being perceived as a more ‘feminine’ drink, with men typically being less interested [22].
Product involvement plays an important role in consumers’ perception of quality and
purchase intent [2,28]; we extend this finding here to sparkling wine. If one is more
involved in a product, it is understandable that they are more willing to buy, and pay
more for, it. Similar interpretations can be made for sparkling wine knowledge, where we
find that both subjective and objective sparkling wine knowledge associated with higher
scores for WTB, WTP, and POQ, irrespective of wine style. These behavioural measures
are also influenced by the interaction between consumer characteristics and specific label
information type and are discussed below.

Influence of Specific Information Types

An important finding is that younger respondents are more willing to buy a sparkling
wine without label endorsements compared to older groups. Partial support for this result
comes from previous research with younger European sparkling wine consumers [20],
although Verdonk et al. [21] report that endorsements/recommendations play an important
part in the sparkling wine purchase decisions of Australia consumers under 35 years of
age. Willingness to buy scores for people who spend CAD 30+ per bottle of sparkling wine
show that these consumers have an aversion to wine attributes being shown on the label.
We interpret this finding as attributable to a lowering of perceived quality, as the attributes
removed treatment is rated higher than the control for POQ in this group. That is, these
‘big spenders’ are expecting a higher degree of quality, and a description of the wine’s
sensory attributes detracts from the perceived quality. Perhaps these consumers believe that
higher quality is implicit in higher priced wine, and ‘selling’ the consumer on the product,
by listing the wine’s sensory attributes, is not only unnecessary, but signals a lower quality
product that they are not willing to buy. These speculations require further investigation.
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Our results also show that consumers who classify themselves as knowledgeable about
sparkling wine place greater value on certain pieces of information than others. For several
of the label treatments, the high subjective knowledge respondents are willing to pay more
than respondents in the beginner–intermediate groups. Like those who spend CAD 30+,
the high subjective knowledge respondents react negatively to a wine’s attributes being
shown on the label. However, price paid per bottle and sparkling wine knowledge are only
weakly associated (r = 0.247). Perhaps these discerning consumers view wine attributes as
being ‘fluff’ that distracts from the information they find most important, or even distract
from the prestige of the wine [22,29]. Similarly, more knowledgeable consumers may have
a greater understanding of the subjective nature of a wine’s characteristics.

4.3. Managerial Implications

The results from this study provide the Ontario sparkling wine industry with insights
on consumer preferences for label information. Recommendations to sparkling wine pro-
ducers and marketers based on our findings largely support those from prior research in
this field. However, we also contribute some unique insights not articulated in previous
studies. Marketing practitioners should benefit from recognizing the importance of pro-
duction region, grape variety/blend, and winery/wine company information on sparkling
wine labels. We provide evidence that information on sensory attributes is also beneficial
on sparkling wine labels, with an important caveat; sparkling wine priced higher than
CAD 30 should not include this information, at least in the context of Ontario consumers.

When marketing to younger consumers, we recommended including label information
on who the wine would appeal to, as well as a clear indication of the alcohol content. We
recommend against including expert endorsements or awards for this cohort. For fruity,
light, Prosecco-style wine, vintage/year information is much less important to include than
it is for creamy, bready, Champagne-like sparkling wine styles.

In Canada, there are standards set by the government that require wine labels to
include specific pieces of information, such as alcohol content, wine name, and producer.
Additionally, in Ontario, the Vintners Quality Alliance (VQA) Act has requirements for
label information that must be adhered to in order to be certified as a VQA sparkling wine
(e.g., method of production, vintage date, and sweetness indicators such as ‘brut’, ‘dry’,
and ‘sweet’) [30]. Sparkling wine producers should consider all these requirements, since
some types of label information are mandated by law, regardless of how important they
are to consumers. Marketers might also consider distribution channels, as certain label
information may be more important to consumers based on where they purchase the wine.
For instance, parentage information may be more important in purchase decisions made at
a winery than at a liquor store, because consumers can directly interact with the winery
retail staff and perhaps learn more about the history of the region, the winemaker, or other
information about the winery.

4.4. Comparison of Methods and Study Limitations

One of the strengths of our study is the use of two methods with the same sam-
ple (self-report and experimental manipulation) to examine the relative importance of
sparkling wine label information types. The design of the label manipulation trial seeks to
better simulate the product evaluation and purchase decision processes of consumers [8].
A comparison of results from the two methods shows consistency for key findings. For
instance, the endorsements information element was rated consistently low in importance,
supporting the finding that younger respondents are more willing to buy the endorsements
removed label treatment compared to the control. However, discrepancies between the two
methods exist. The high subjective knowledge and high ‘spend per bottle’ groups show
an aversion towards wine attributes in the experimental manipulation, yet the sample
overall self-rated this attribute as an important label element. This may indicate that in
some contexts, motivators and cues may not align perfectly with consumers’ perceptions
of why they make the purchase decisions that they do. An advantage of comparing both
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methods in the same sample is the discovery (from the mock label trial) that some common
label information elements elicit a negative response (e.g., reduced WTB, WTP and POQ) in
consumers. This would not have been evident if we had only asked participants to self-rate
the relative importance of different information types.

Since this study focuses on label information, the mock labels developed were basic
in design, in an attempt to have information as the focus for the participants, and thus,
may not reflect commercial wine labels or differences between the two wine styles as
well as hoped. Furthermore, the information shown on the mock labels was developed
in order to represent the different information types (parentage, attributes, manufacture,
etc.) effectively, but also to maintain a degree of realism. This was done by surveying
many commercial sparkling wines from Ontario and choosing representative words to fit
each information statement. However, one limitation is the specific words chosen. For
instance, a consumer may put high importance on wine attributes, but if they do not
happen to like the attributes shown on the mock label, their responses may not capture
their beliefs accurately. We did develop multiple versions of information statements for
each information type to help compensate for this possibility.

We encourage further research with different markets, and a wider range of sparkling
wine styles, to explore how generalizable our findings are. Additionally, future work
should consider and manipulate the purchase/consumption occasion to assess how this
affects the relative value of different label information elements.

5. Conclusions

Wine label information provides important cues for consumers to aid and influence
them in their purchase behaviour. This research used two different methodological ap-
proaches to better understand the relative importance of seven label information types
applied to two sparkling wine styles. Overall, wine sensory attributes, grape variety/blend,
and production region are important information components to include on sparkling wine
labels. However, consumers who consider themselves knowledgeable about sparkling
wine, and those who pay more than CAD 30 per bottle show reduced willingness to
buy, willingness to pay, and perception of quality when wine attributes are included on
labels. Information on alcohol content is more important to young consumers and con-
sumers who prefer Prosecco-style sparkling wine, whereas vintage/year information is
more important to consumers who prefer Champagne-style sparkling wines. In addition,
our results show that expert endorsements are not important to younger sparkling wine
consumers. The findings of this study contribute to our knowledge of sparkling wine
consumer behaviour and perception of quality from a label information perspective and
have implications for sparkling wine marketers and producers.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Measures of intake, sparkling wine style preference, and purchasing behaviour.

Measure Question Wording Categories

Yearly alcohol intake How frequently do you
consume alcohol?

- Less than once a month
- One a month
- 2–4 times per month
- 2–4 times per week
- More than 4 times per week

Yearly sparkling
wine intake

How frequently do you
consume sparkling wine?

- Once a year
- 2–4 times per year
- 5–10 times per year
- Once a month
- 2–3 times a month
- One or more times per week

Preferred sparkling
wine style

Which of the following
sparkling wine styles do

you prefer?

- Fruity, sweeter, sparkling
wine (e.g., Prosecco)

- Creamy, bready, drier,
sparkling wine (e.g.,
Champagne)

- Unsure

Money typically spent per
bottle of sparkling wine

When buying sparkling
wine, how much do you

typically spend per bottle?
(CAD)

- 8–14.99
- 15–19.99
- 20–24.99
- 25–29.99
- 30–39.99
- 40–49.99
- 50+

Appendix B

Table A2. Mean importance ratings for label information elements that varied with consumer char-
acteristics. Letters represent significantly different means (ANOVA followed by Tukey’s (HSD0.05));
*, **, and ***; p values ≤0.05, ≤0.01, and ≤0.00.1 respectively. “ns”, not significant.

Variables
Information Elements

Wine Region
History

Wine-Maker
History Brand Name Wine

Company
How the Wine

Is Made
Wine’s

Attributes
How to Use

the Wine

Gender of consumer * *
Female ns ns ns 3.28 a ns 3.88 a ns
Male ns ns ns 3.09 b ns 3.68 b ns

Age **
18–25 ns ns ns ns ns ns 3.42 b
26–35 ns ns ns ns ns ns 3.29 ab
36–45 ns ns ns ns ns ns 3.39 b
46–55 ns ns ns ns ns ns 3.14 ab
56+ ns ns ns ns ns ns 2.89 a
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Table A2. Cont.

Variables
Information Elements

Wine Region
History

Wine-Maker
History Brand Name Wine

Company
How the Wine

Is Made
Wine’s

Attributes
How to Use

the Wine

Subjective
knowledge *** *** *** *** *** **

Novice/beginner 2.88 a 2.67 a 2.92 a 2.94 a 2.85 a ns 2.95 a
Intermediate 3.31 b 3.06 b 3.22 b 3.22 b 3.26 b ns 3.17 a

High 3.76 c 3.61 c 3.56 c 3.70 c 3.74 c ns 3.50 b

Objective knowledge *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Beginner 2.87 a 2.66 a 2.85 a 2.88 a 2.72 a 3.52 a 2.88 a

Intermediate 3.41 b 3.21 b 3.30 b 3.32 b 3.37 b 3.87 b 3.26 b
High 3.45 b 3.15 b 3.47 b 3.52 b 3.67 b 4.13 b 3.38 b

Wine involvement *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Low 2.53 a 2.28 a 2.62 a 2.61 a 2.62 a 3.29 a 2.59 a

Medium 3.19 b 2.98 b 3.11 b 3.12 b 3.11 b 3.73 b 3.13 b
High 3.59 c 3.37 c 3.51 c 3.59 c 3.57 c 4.12 c 3.39 c

Sparkling wine
involvement *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

Low 2.82 a 2.58 a 2.76 a 2.77 a 2.74 a 3.46 a 2.86 a
Medium 3.26 b 3.05 b 3.21 b 3.22 b 3.22 b 3.82 b 3.12 b

High 3.78 c 3.58 c 3.72 c 3.84 c 3.81 c 4.23 c 3.67 c

Yearly sparkling
wine intake *** *** *** *** *** ** **

Once a year 2.72 a 2.51 a 2.66 a 2.70 a 2.67 a 3.40 a 2.75 a
2–4 times per year 3.06 ab 2.88 ab 3.08 b 3.03 ab 3.07 ab 3.72 ab 3.05 ab

5–10 times per year 3.22 bc 2.99 bc 3.11 b 3.22 bc 3.09 ab 3.76 abc 3.10 abc
Once a month 3.42 bc 3.18 bc 3.35 bc 3.44 c 3.52 bc 4.10 c 3.27 bc

2–3 times a month 3.53 c 3.26 bc 3.37 bc 3.40 bc 3.39 bc 3.93 bc 3.33 bc
One or more times

per week 3.73 c 3.52 c 3.71 c 3.71 c 3.60 c 3.90 abc 3.58 c

Variables

Information Elements

What
Occasion the
Wine Is for

Who the
Wine would

Appeal to

Expert En-
dorsements

Unique or
Unrivalled

Alcohol
Content

Grape
Variety/
Blend

Vintage/
Year

Age * *** ** ** **
18–25 3.55 a 3.58 b 3.36 b 3.10 b 3.61 b ns ns
26–35 3.25 a 3.12 ab 3.11 b 2.87 b 3.33 ab ns ns
36–45 3.39 a 3.30 b 2.94 ab 2.94 b 3.49 ab ns ns
46–55 2.98 a 2.80 a 2.78 ab 2.71 ab 3.21 a ns ns
56+ 3.11 a 2.84 a 2.70 a 2.44 a 3.08 a ns ns

Income (CAD) **
Under 25 k ns ns ns ns 3.68 b ns ns

25–45 k ns ns ns ns 3.36 ab ns ns
46–65 k ns ns ns ns 3.42 ab ns ns
66–85 k ns ns ns ns 3.31 ab ns ns

86–100 k ns ns ns ns 3.29 ab ns ns
101–140 k ns ns ns ns 3.04 a ns ns
141–200 k ns ns ns ns 3.00 a ns ns

200 k+ ns ns ns ns 3.03 a ns ns

Subjective
knowledge * * *** *** * *** ***

Novice/beginner 3.03 a 2.88 a 2.64 a 2.43 a 3.08 a 3.11 a 2.88 a
Intermediate 3.23 ab 3.00 a 2.90 b 2.73 b 3.27 ab 3.51 b 3.21 b

High 3.45 b 3.36 b 3.35 c 3.28 c 3.52 b 3.88 c 3.73 c

Objective knowledge * * *** *** *** *** ***
Beginner 2.98 a 2.82 a 2.61 a 2.43 a 2.97 a 3.01 a 2.77 a

Intermediate 3.30 b 3.14 b 3.03 b 2.90 b 3.41 b 3.62 b 3.36 b
High 3.33 b 3.04 ab 2.99 b 2.72 ab 3.33 b 3.77 b 3.48 b

Wine involvement *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Low 2.71 a 2.54 a 2.30 a 2.24 a 2.90 a 2.68 a 2.36 a

Medium 3.17 b 3.01 b 2.83 b 2.60 b 3.18 a 3.35 b 3.16 b
High 3.45 c 3.23 b 3.22 c 3.12 c 3.51 b 3.89 c 3.55 c
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Table A2. Cont.

Variables

Information Elements

What
Occasion the
Wine Is for

Who the
Wine would

Appeal to

Expert En-
dorsements

Unique or
Unrivalled

Alcohol
Content

Grape
Variety/
Blend

Vintage/
Year

Sparkling wine
involvement *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

Low 2.90 a 2.68 a 2.44 a 2.25 a 2.83 a 2.94 a 2.73 a
Medium 3.23 b 3.05 b 2.94 b 2.72 b 3.29 b 3.48 b 3.24 b

High 3.58 c 3.47 c 3.42 c 3.43 c 3.81 c 4.08 c 3.72 c

Yearly sparkling
wine intake ** *** *** *** *** ***

Once a year ns 2.66 a 2.35 a 2.19 a 2.81 a 2.84 a 2.51 a
2–4 times per year ns 2.90 a 2.73 ab 2.55 ab 3.13 ab 3.38 b 3.16 b

5–10 times per year ns 3.06 ab 2.99 bc 2.68 b 3.21 abc 3.40 b 3.23 b
Once a month ns 3.14 ab 3.02 bc 2.92 bc 3.29 bc 3.70 b 3.32 b

2–3 times a month ns 3.14 ab 3.08 bc 2.93 bc 3.55 cd 3.65 b 3.40 b
One or more times

per week ns 3.48 b 3.46 c 3.42 c 3.81 d 3.77 b 3.65 b

Preferred style ** *
Fruity, sweeter,
sparkling wine ns ns ns ns 3.36 b ns 3.13 a

Creamy, bready, drier,
sparkling wine ns ns ns ns 3.09 a ns 3.32 b

Appendix C

Table A3. Mean values for significant effects on willingness to buy (WTB) (7-point Likert scale);
willingness to pay (WTP) (CAD); and perception of quality (POQ) (5-point Likert scale) for mock
sparkling wine labels (data collapsed across label conditions). Letters represent significantly different
means (ANOVA followed by Tukey’s (HSD0.05)); NS = not significant. *, **, and ***; p values ≤0.05,
≤0.01, and ≤0.00.1, respectively.

Variables

Means and Statistical Significance

WTB WTP POQ

Prosecco Style
Label

Champagne
Style Label

Prosecco Style
Label

Champagne
Style Label

Prosecco Style
Label

Champagne
Style Label

Age ** * *** ***
18–25 5.13 a 4.97 a 29.61 a 28.26 a ns ns
26–35 4.96 abc 4.87 ab 19.80 bc 19.89 bc ns ns
36–45 5.08 ab 4.95 a 21.07 b 21.09 b ns ns
46–55 4.66 bc 4.54 ab 20.89 b 20.51 b ns ns
56+ 4.53 c 4.49 b 18.08 c 18.23 c ns ns

Gender of consumer ** *** ***
Female 4.95 a ns ns ns 3.98 a 3.99 a
Male 4.59 b ns ns ns 3.75 b 3.79 b

Income (CAD) ** *
Under 45 k ns ns 17.55 a 18.20 a ns ns

46–65 k ns ns 18.40 ab 18.32 a ns ns
66–85 k ns ns 20.89 bc 19.78 ab ns ns

86–100 k ns ns 18.93 ab 19.42 a ns ns
101–140 k ns ns 20.22 bc 19.96 ab ns ns

140 k+ ns ns 21.74 c 22.00 b ns ns
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Table A3. Cont.

Variables

Means and Statistical Significance

WTB WTP POQ

Prosecco Style
Label

Champagne
Style Label

Prosecco Style
Label

Champagne
Style Label

Prosecco Style
Label

Champagne
Style Label

Subjective
knowledge *** *** *** *** * **

Novice/beginner 4.44 a 4.29 a 17.78 a 17.51 a 3.86 a 3.86 a
Intermediate 4.90 b 4.79 b 20.08 b 19.87 b 3.82 ab 3.85 a

High 5.21 b 5.31 c 26.32 c 27.22 c 4.04 b 4.09 b

Objective knowledge *** *** *** *** * *
Beginner 4.43 a 4.39 a 17.81 a 17.51 a 3.80 a 3.81 a

Intermediate 4.98 b 4.79 b 21.18 b 20.87 b 3.87 ab 3.89 a
High 4.94 b 5.06 b 22.61 b 23.78 c 4.02 b 4.07 b

Wine involvement *** *** *** *** *** ***
Low 4.30 a 4.25 a 17.01 a 17.14 a 3.74 a 3.75 a

Medium 4.84 b 4.72 b 20.62 b 20.07 b 3.86 a 3.86 a
High 5.36 c 5.32 c 24.18 c 25.18 c 4.12 b 4.21 b

Sparkling wine
involvement *** *** *** *** *** ***

Low 4.06 a 4.11 a 16.74 a 16.88 a 3.70 a 3.74 a
Medium 4.89 b 4.75 b 20.50 b 20.18 b 3.85 b 3.86 a

High 5.67 c 5.50 c 25.28 c 25.54 c 4.22 c 4.26 b

Yearly sparkling
wine intake *** *** *** *** *

Once a year 3.74 a 3.85 a 15.71 a 15.92 a 3.72 a
2–4 times per year 4.69 b 4.55 b 19.36 b 19.43 b 3.80 ab
5–10 times per year 4.88 bc 4.62 b 19.83 b 19.77 b 3.90 abc

Once a month 5.02 bc 4.99 c 21.01 b 20.77 b 3.90 abc
2–3 times a month 5.13 c 5.06 c 21.41 b 21.05 b 3.94 bc
One or more times

per week 5.73 d 5.48 c 28.17 c 27.92 c 4.13 c ns

Amount spent per
bottle of sparkling

wine (CAD)
** ** *** ***

8–14.99 4.24 a 4.28 a 13.08 a 13.29 a ns ns
15–19.99 4.70 ab 4.51 ab 16.91 b 16.59 b ns ns
20–24.99 4.99 b 4.81 abc 21.21 c 21.42 c ns ns
25–29.99 5.00 b 5.00 abc 23.74 d 24.25 d ns ns
30–39.99 4.97 b 5.25 c 33.82 e 32.89 e ns ns
40–49.99 5.20 b 5.20 bc 37.90 e 35.80 e ns ns

50+ 4.71 ab 4.88 abc 33.06 e 32.71 e ns ns

Preferred style ** * ***
Fruity, sweeter,
sparkling wine 4.97 a ns 19.79 a 19.53 a ns ns

Creamy, bready, drier,
sparkling wine 4.60 b ns 21.45 b 21.75 b ns ns
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