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ABSTRACT

This study discussed the consumption and purchase behaviors of wine by hotel F&B employees based on cluster analysis.
Consumption behavior was separated into two categories: place and frequency of drinking. Purchase behavior was divided into
two as well: place and price of purchasing. In general, consumption behavior was more influenced by drinking place rather
than price, with a wine bar being the most preferred place to drink. Further, purchase behavior was more dependent on the
price than place, specifically mid-range priced wine. When selecting wine, “taste” was the most important quality considered
for both consumption and purchase behaviors, followed by “price”. In addition, “vintage” and “country/winery” were also
considered important for consumption behavior. There was no further significant difference among selection attributes for wine
quality in terms of purchase behavior. Overall satisfaction after wine consumption was 3.73. Frequency of drinking had a
greater impact on overall satisfaction than drinking place. Overall satisfaction after wine purchasing was 3.72, and satisfaction
level was greater when a wine was purchased at a wine bar rather than a general bar. With respect to country of origin,
France, USA, Chile and Argentina wines all showed even variation among selection attributes for wine quality. However,
Italian wine displayed a below average score under “vintage” and “bottle design”, whereas Spanish wine did so under “brand”.
Lastly, Australian wine displayed the lowest scores for all selection attributes.
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects

ok

i)
oX
fol

HOoFA o} RATHEETE

Table 2. Consumption and purchasing behavior of wine

Variation Items N(%) Variation Items N(%)
Male 140(52.6) > 1/ wk 56(21.1)
Gender Female 126(47.4) 1/ 2wk 95(35.7)
20~29 98(36.8) Frequency of 1 / month 63(23.7)
Ages 30~39 90(33.8) drinking 1 / 2month 25( 9.4)
(years) 40~49 67(25.2) 4~5 / year 18( 6.8)
=50 11( 4.1) Others 9( 3.4)
Marital Married 134(50.4) Discount store 104(39.1)
status Single 132(49.6) Super market 5( 1.9)
Highschool 4( 1.5) Place of Department store 52(19.5)
Education  College 138(51.9) purchase Wine shop 67(25.2)
level University 99(37.2) Hotel 34(12.8)
Graduate school 25( 9.4) Others 4( 1.5)
< 100 7( 2.6) Hotel 29(10.9)
Monthly 100~ 300 155(58.3) Deluxe restaurant 47(17.7)
(ISTBCOOOI;ZH) 300~ 500 95(35.7) I:S;iiior Wine bar 102(38.3)
> 500 9( 3.4) g General bar 7( 2.6)
Western 83(32.2) General restaurant 8( 3.0)
Japanese 29(11.2) Home 59(22.2)
Chinese 29(11.2) <1 6( 2.3)
Work field Buffet 69(26.7) | 1~3 95(35.7)
Banquet 30(11.6) pziliis?fg 3~5 101(38.0)
Bar 18( 7.0) (10,000won) >~ 7 31(11.7)
Contract employee 36(13.6) 7~10 21(7.9)
Class of  Wait/waitress 92(34.8) =10 12( 45)
position Captain 90(34.1)
Hotel manager 46(17.4) BTt Jeon 8{ Park(2009)] £<1 Zefaf e gz o] 242
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Table 3. K-means cluster analysis for consumption beha-
vior of wine

Drinking frequency

Variation -
Frequently Sometime
Special Cluster Cl Cluster C2
Drinking © (n=115, 47.1%)  (n=65, 26.6%)
place Cluster C3 Cluster C4
General

(=30, 12.3%)  (n=34, 13.9%)

* Drinking place : Special-hotel, deluxe restaurant, wine bar,
general-bar, restaurant, home.

" Drinking frequency : Frequently-1~3 times/2weeks, Some-
time- 1/2~1 time/1month.

Cluster C1 : Special, frequently for consumption behavior of wine.
Cluster C2 : Special, sometime for consumption behavior of wine.
Cluster C3 : General, frequently for consumption behavior of wine.
Cluster C4 : General, sometime for consumption behavior of wine.
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Table 4. K-means cluster analysis for purchasing beha-
vior of wine

Purchasing price

Variation
High Moderate & cheap
Special Cluster P1 Cluster P2
Purchasing (n=40, 152%)  (n=97, 36.9%)
place Cluster P3 Cluster P4
General

(n=23, 8.7%) (n=102, 39.2%)

" Purchasing place : Speciality-wine shop, hotel, general-dis-
count store, super market.
™ Purchasing price : High price-upper 50,000won, Moderate &
cheap price-low 50,000won.
Cluster P1 : Special, high price for purchasing behavior of wine.
Cluster P2 : Special, moderate & cheap price for purchasing
behavior of wine.
Cluster P3 : General, high price for purchasing behavior of wine.
Cluster P4 : General, moderate & cheap price for purchasing
behavior of wine.
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Table S. Difference from cluster of consumption and purchasing behavior according to general characteristics N(%)
Cluster of consumption behavior" Cluster of purchasing behavior”
Variation Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster 7 Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster x
Cl C2 C3 C4 P1 P2 P3 P4
Male 65(49.2) 27(20.5) 19(14.4) 21(15.9) 21(15.2) 37(26.8) 13( 94) 67(48.6) -
Gender 6.236 15.280
Female 50(44.6) 38(33.9) 11( 9.8) 13(11.6) 19(15.3) 60(48.4) 10( 8.1) 35(28.2)
20~29 41(47.1) 32(36.8) 7(80) 7( 8.0 21(21.4) 36(36.7) 11(11.2) 30(30.6)
Ages(years) 30~39 32(38.1) 22(262) 13(15.5) 17(202) 16.815 8( 9.2) 32(36.8) 5( 5.7) 42(483) 9.879
= 40 42(57.5) 11(15.1) 10(13.7) 10(13.7) 11(14.3) 2937.7)  7( 9.1) 30(39.0)
Married 60(48.0) 22(17.6) 20(16.0) 23(18.4) W 17(129) 46(34.8) 13( 9.8) 56(42.4)
Marital status 14.432 2514
Single 55(46.2) 43(36.1) 10( 84) 11(9.2) 23(17.7) 51(39.2) 10( 7.7) 46(35.4)
< College 60(45.5) 38(28.8) 14(10.6) 20(15.2) 22(15.8) 45(32.4) 14(10.1) 58(41.7)
Education University 44(49.4) 22(24.7) 13(14.6) 10(11.2) 2300 12(122) 43(43.9) 7( 7.1) 36(36.7) 5216
Sf;(‘i‘)‘late 1147.8)  521.7)  3(13.0)  4(17.4) 624.0) 9(360) 2(80) 8(32.0)
Monthly income < 300 65(44.5) 45(30.8) 14( 9.6) 22(15.1) a3 30(18.9) 59(37.1) 11(6.9) 59(37.1) 5376
(10,000won) > 300 50(51.0) 20(20.4) 16(16.3) 12(12.2) 10( 9.7) 38(36.9) 12(11.7) 43(41.7)
Western 49(63.6) 11(143) 9(11.7)  8(10.4) 8( 9.6) 40(482) 4( 48) 31(37.3)
Japanese 8(27.6) 13(44.8) 4(13.8) 4(13.8) 0( 0.0) 12(41.4) 2(69) 15051.7)
Chinese 8(32.0) 11(44.00 3(12.0) 3(12.0) . 8276) 5(172)  6(20.7) 10(34.5) o
Place of work 22.970 43.672
Buffet 32(53.3) 15(25.0) 6(10.0) 7(11.7) 20(30.3) 15(22.7)  6( 9.1) 25(37.9)
Banquet 12(42.9) 7(25.0) 5(17.9) 4(14.3) 1( 34) 13(44.8) 5(17.2) 10(34.5)
Bar 5294) 6(353) 3(17.6) 3(17.6) 2(11.1)  8(444) 0( 0.0) 8444
Contract 11(42.3)  9(34.6) 1(3.8) 5(19.2) 3(83) 16(444) 5(13.9) 12(33.3)
Clas.s. of Wait/waitress ~ 32(36.8) 27(31.0) 12(13.8) 16(18.4) 315 10(11.1) 37(41.1)  6( 6.7) 37(41.1) 13387
position Captain 41(46.6) 27(30.7) 13(14.8) 7( 8.0 21(23.6) 30(33.7)  9(10.1) 29(32.6)
Manager 29(70.7)  2( 49) 4(9.8) 6(14.6) 5(11.1) 143L.1) 3( 6.7) 23(51.1)

D Legends for the cluster of consumption behavior are in Table 3.

? Legends for the cluster of purchasing behavior are in Table 4.

* p<0.1, " p<0.01.
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Table 6. Difference from cluster of consumption and purchasing behavior on the selection attributes for wine quality

Cluster” Items Cluster Cl1 Cluster C2 Cluster C3 Cluster C4 F P-value
Taste 43109127 4.23+1.101 4.27+0.785 4.03+0.969 1.933 0.125
Price 4.06+0.911 4.06+1.014 4.17+0.592 3.82+0.869 0.774 0.509
Grape varieties 4.12+0.900 3.97+1.030 4.20+0.61 3.53+0.961 0.882 0.451
q\ligfy Vintage 3.83+0.993° 3.48+0.886™ 3.70£0.794" 3.38+0.697° 4.160™" 0.007
Country/winery 3.9240.966° 3.66£0.906" 3.97+0.765° 3.624+0.652° 3.254™ 0.022
Brand 3.84+0.970 3.56+1.006 3.77+0.858 3.65+0.774 2.046 0.108
Bottle design 3.50+1.038 3.31+£0.924 3.30+0.988 3.26+1.024 1.333 0.264
Cluster” Items Cluster P1 Cluster P2 Cluster P3 Cluster P4 F P-value
Taste 4.08+1.023° 4.45+0.866" 4.39+0.891° 4.16+1.002° 2.385" 0.070
Price 3.65+1.027° 4.13+0.799" 4.1340.757° 4.03+0.949° 2.935" 0.034
Grape varieties 4.28+0.64° 3.99+1.015% 4.22+0.736™ 3.82+0.969° 2.818" 0.040
q‘ﬁﬁfy Vintage 4.08£0.888"  3.56£0.946"  3.96+1.065°  3.43+0.862° 5.914™ 0.001
Country/winery 4.10+0.841° 3.86+0.924% 3.96+0.928% 3.59+0.815° 3.845™ 0.010
Brand 3.73+0.847 3.86+1.001 3.83+0.984 3.54+0.897 2.119 0.098
Bottle design 3.45+0.986™ 3.48+0.991% 3.74£1.176° 3.21+0.993" 2347 0.073

Y Legends for the cluster of consumption behavior are in Table 3.
? Legends for the cluster of purchasing behavior are in Table 4.

» Mean+S.D., Scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert scale from 1 to 5.
*® Value with different superscripts within same row are significantly different by ANOVA with Duncan's multiple range test at

p<0.05.
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D Legends for the cluster of consumption behavior are in Table 3.

? Legends for the cluster of purchasing behavior are in Table 4.
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Fig. 2. Difference from cluster of consumption and pur-
chasing behavior on the wine satisfaction.
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Table 7. Difference from cluster of consumption and purchasing behavior on the wine satisfaction (Mean+S.D.)
Cluster” Cluster C1 Cluster C2 Cluster C3 Cluster C4 F P-value
; 3.82+0.779 3.66+0.691 3.90+0.803 3.53+0.788
Consumption 1.933 0.125
behavior Average 3.73+0.765
Cluster” Cluster P1 Cluster P2 Cluster P3 Cluster P4 F P-value
; 3.83+0.712 3.77£0.797 3.61£0.656 3.65+0.766
Purchasing 0.886 0.449
behavior

Average 3.72+0.733

) Legends for the cluster of consumption behavior are in Table 3.

? Legends for the cluster of purchasing behavior are in Table 4.

Mean+S.D. : Scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert scale from 1 to 5.
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Table 8. Difference from country of wine preference according to wine quality

259

(Unit : Mean)

Variation Taste Price Grape varieties Vintage Country/Winery Brand Bottle design
France 4.44 4.09 4.16 3.71 3.94 3.74 3.46
Italy 3.93 4.02 3.78 3.41 3.59 3.74 343
USA 4.38 4.23 3.62 4.08 423 4.15 3.58
Chile 4.22 3.88 3.89 3.41 3.63 3.54 3.09
Australia 4.11 3.89 3.67 3.67 3.67 3.56 3.56
Spain 3.75 4.00 3.88 4.00 4.00 3.38 3.75
Argentina 4.17 3.83 4.67 4.00 3.67 4.17 3.83

Mean : Scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert scale from 1 to 5.

Italy
V Australia Spain vArgentina

Fig. 3. Difference from country of wine preference according to wine quality.
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