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ABSTRACT

Despite the attention that Cause-Related Marketing 

(CRM) has received, effects of a cause’s relevance to 

health issues in the wine industry still need to be 

explained. The recent interest of wine consumers in the 

effects of wine consumption on their health has rarely been 

investigated along with CRM in wine studies. Therefore, 

this study aims to investigate how cause messages and 

health-related statements presented on a wine label affect 

wine consumers’ trustworthiness of messages on the label, 

perception of the cause supported by a winery, and purchase 

probability of wine.

Three hypotheses were tested via a quasi-experiment 

based on a 2 (cause messages) x 3 (health-related 

statements) crossed design. The researcher created six 

different manipulated wine labels. Data was collected in 

cities in Texas and Washington during spring, 2010. 

Participants were assigned to one of the six treatments and 

then evaluated two different labels for increased 

generalizability. The results suggested that wine consumers 

recognized a good cause. The recognition of a winery’s 

social contribution drew more positive evaluation of the 

causes if a winery supported a health-related organization 

 Texas Tech University, Min-Hwan Choi, December 2010

vi



as opposed to a non health-related organization. However, 

direct links between a cause type and trustworthiness of 

messages on a wine label as well as purchase probability of 

wine were not found. A winery’s goodwill was positively 

enhanced by added health-related referrals. Wine labels 

with health-related referrals also induced a higher 

trustworthiness of overall messages on labels. The results 

indicated that consumers presented with a health-related 

referral showed a higher purchase probability than 

consumers without such a referral did. However, the sources 

of referrals were not significantly important to consumers.

The findings imply that wineries may benefit by wine 

consumers’ recognition of good causes and presentation of 

health-related referrals on wine labels. Consumers appeared 

to perceive a health-related cause as a more legitimate 

contribution to a social cause. However, both health-

related and non health-related causes were positively 

enhanced by health-related referrals. Health-related 

referrals, regardless of sources, tend to increase 

consumers’ trustworthiness of the messages on labels and 

probability of wine purchase.
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CHAPTER Ⅰ

Introduction

The wine industry is facing a large number of 

challenges since wine consumers are demanding higher value 

and better quality in return for their spending (Moulton & 

Lapsley, 2001). Changes in production, such as a surplus of 

grapes and wine in the United States, have had a major 

impact on developments in the global wine industry, putting 

pressure on prices, especially in the United States markets 

(Adams Beverage Group, 2006). Although the present 

condition in the wine industry has created a large number 

of challenges for wine makers and wine marketers, it has 

offered more buying choices to wine consumers. Some wine 

makers have been responding to the current oversupply issue 

with increased marketing activities, hoping to gain more 

public awareness of their brand and wines (Adams Beverage 

Group, 2006). The wine industry is an agricultural 

industry, meaning wine makers heavily rely on weather, 

soil, and the temperament of a fragile plant for their 

production (Insel, 2008). Therefore, it has been 

traditionally considered that investing most of wineries’ 

resources on improvement and maintenance of wine quality is 

one of the best ways to do business. But, in fact, improved 
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wine quality may not necessarily increase sales and profit. 

As a consequence, a sophisticated communication with 

consumers becomes increasingly important for wine makers. 

Wineries need to deliver not only their products, but also 

their own messages and stories to the market.

TV audiences see beer commercials during Super Bowl 

games almost every year. Unfortunately, such high profile 

marketing is not financially feasible for most wineries. 

Charters, Lockshin, and Unwin (1999) found that the back 

label of wine bottles is a popular source of information 

for wine consumers, and 57% of the wine consumers regularly 

read the back label when they make a purchase decision. The 

wine label is undoubtedly valuable space for wine makers as 

a communication window to the public.

Alcohol beverage has been considered as both a tonic 

and a poison over the 10,000 or so years of humans’ 

drinking history, and the merits and demerits of alcohol 

consumption have been often argued (Harvard School of 

Public Health, 2009). Numerous scientific studies on the 

association between moderate wine consumption and decrease 

in risk of Coronary Heart Disease (CHD) such as heart 

attacks and strokes and decreased risk of developing 

various cancers have boosted the popularity of wine among 
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an increasingly health-conscious consumer base (Adams 

Beverage Group, 2006). Potential health benefits of 

moderate wine consumption in lowering the risk of CHD and 

reducing cell activity are already well known as the French 

Paradox to the public (Dodd & Morse, 1994). These findings 

have been cheering the U.S. wine industry and the wine 

industry has been trying to employ the research findings in 

marketing and advertising activities (Kozup, Burton, & 

Creyer, 2001).

As a result of continuous requests from the wine 

industry, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and 

Explosives (ATF) approved two health-related statements to 

be included on the wine label on February 5 in 1999 (Kozup, 

et al., 2001). The Homeland Security Act of 2002 created 

the Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau (TTB) to 

replace the ATF in the administration and enforcement of 

federal laws relating to the production and sale of 

alcohol.

A powerful marketing strategy that has been tested and 

proven elsewhere in retailing, cause-related marketing 

(CRM), has not been fully explored and examined by the wine 

industry. Benezra (1996) defined, “cause-related marketing 

[as] a long-term strategic practice that is all about 

 Texas Tech University, Min-Hwan Choi, December 2010

3



brand-building” (p. 40). Although other industries have 

been enjoying the benefits of practicing CRM, the wine 

industry may have to cautiously adopt the strategy, 

especially in the selection of a partner or recipient of a 

cause. Wine is an alcoholic beverage. Any alcoholic 

beverage has a long-time reputation as a more or less 

harmful drink in health-related perspectives of the public 

despite long discussed possible health benefits, especially 

with respect to CHD (Cooper, Chopra, & Thurnham, 2004). Any 

uneducated CRM practices may deliver conflicting messages 

regarding health-related issues to the public, resulting in 

confusion in the consumer’s mind. For instance, it may 

create a contradiction if a winery supports or aligns with 

a health-related cause such as heart disease or cancer 

organization. Wine consumers’ perception of CRM, especially 

regarding appropriateness of the cause, have not been 

clearly identified and studied yet, especially when 

conflicting messages are present on a wine label.

Therefore, research is needed to determine how health-

related statements and cause-related marketing statements 

presented on a wine label affect wine consumers’ 

perceptions of trustworthiness of overall messages on the 

wine label, cause and cause-related marketing activities 
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that a winery supports, and purchase probability of the 

wine. This study aims to investigate how two manipulated 

factors: (1) cause messages and (2) health-related 

statements on wine labels affect the trustworthiness of 

overall messages presented on the labels, perception of 

cause supported by wineries and purchase probability of 

wine.
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CHAPTER Ⅱ

Review of Literature

Wine Consumption and Health Effect

Public interest in the United States of the health 

effects of wine might have been triggered by an episode of 

60 Minutes, CBS News’ popular television news magazine, 

which presented an appealing scientific report called “The 

French Paradox” (German & Walzem, 2000). The episode 

elaborated on the interesting epidemiological observations 

which were a part of a large study that compared dietary 

intakes and disease incidences. The project is known as the 

Monitoring Trends and Determinants in Cardiovascular 

Disease (MONICA) project, which aimed to measure trends and 

to determine Cardiovascular Disease (CVD) over a period of 

10 years in many different populations, including Britain, 

Canada, France, Italy and the United States (Wu, et al., 

2001). Health effects of wine consumption, especially red 

wine, have been occasionally spotlighted in the media since 

the project.

Various academic areas have responded with increasing 

interest to the popularity of the topic on health effects 

of wine consumption. Many researchers have approached the 

topic from clinical and nutritional perspectives (Cooper, 
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et al., 2004). Although there is still debate over whether 

moderate ethanol intake,  regardless of alcoholic type, 

also improves lipoprotein metabolism and reduces 

cardiovascular mortality risk, it seems that many 

researchers agree on two major health benefits stemming 

specifically from moderate and routine wine consumption, 

especially red wine (German & Walzem, 2000; Huang, et al., 

2010). First, consistent and moderate wine consumption, 

especially red wine, is connected to a reduced risk of 

coronary heart disease and to decreased overall mortality 

(Corder, et al., 2006). Second, moderate wine consumption 

also slows down the aging process of cells in the human 

body. Basically, polyphenols in red wine may protect the 

cardiovascular system and function as antioxidants (Tomera, 

1999).

Wine Label and Regulation

In 2001, it was estimated that 4,000 different wines 

were available to consumers in the United States (Zraly, 

2002). By comparison, the ATF (currently, Alcohol and 

Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau) approved more than 67,000 

different wine labels for table wine, including domestics 

and imports in 2007 (Insel, 2008). As another indication of 

competition in the wine business, the Nielsen Company (as 
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cited in Insel, 2008) reported more than 13,000 active 

labels in the grocery channel alone in 2007. Wine was 

positioned as the largest selection of all product 

categories in this channel. However, the grocery channel 

only represents approximately 30% of wine sales in the U.S. 

market (Insel, 2008). As a result of sharply increasing 

competition, wine consumers and buyers have a great variety 

of choices with attractive prices. However, as a 

consequence, buyers are easily overwhelmed when they scan 

wine shelves. Purchasing a wine can often be a complicated 

and frustrating process for many wine consumers, especially 

for beginners.

Furthermore, an evaluation of wine quality is often 

quite subjective and difficult to determine in advance 

(Zraly, 2002). The quality of a wine varies not only across 

brands, but also across vintages and regions. Therefore, 

wine consumers generally use inter-related factors such as 

shape and color of a bottle and labels in order to 

determine the quality of a wine and to ensure reasonable 

returns on their investment when they make a purchase 

decision (Thomas & Pickering, 2003). In other words, 

consumers continuously try to reduce the uncertainty 

involved in their purchasing by using external clues. 
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However, this is also not an easy task for most wine 

consumers.

Because packaging is an external cue of wine, label 

quality is getting more attention from wine consumers 

because it gives intuitive clues for dealing with numerous 

uncertainties concerning the beverage inside of a bottle 

(Barber & Almanza, 2006). The primary and conventional 

purpose of packaging is protecting a product. In other 

words, preserving the value of the product until it reaches 

its final consumers (Kotler & Keller, 2006). However, in 

consumer markets, packaging plays more than the 

conventional role; it is generally viewed as a part of 

product choice considerations and coexists with other 

marketing mix elements such as product, place, price and 

promotion that are known as the “four Ps” (Thomas & 

Pickering, 2003). Kotler and Armstrong (1996) emphasized 

the importance of packaging, and stated that packaging is 

regarded as the “fifth P.” The wine label not only visually 

complements a wine and its package; it is often a very 

informative part of packaging for wine consumers, offering 

not only mandatory information, but also extra information 

that consumers may be interested in.
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The Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau (TTB) 

listed more than 6,700 wineries with bonded winery licenses 

in the United States at the end of 2009, more than double 

the number of 3,187 in 2001 (TTB, 2010b). Insel (2008) 

released many interesting figures about the U.S. wine 

industry in 2008. First of all, every state in U.S. has at 

least one winery, showing that the wine industry is not 

restricted to California. However, California produced 90% 

of wine in volume and it accounted for 95% of the value of 

the U.S. wine sold in 2005. Second, the considerable number 

of wineries in the United States still produce under 5,000 

cases per a winery a year. The total production from these 

wineries represent less than two percent of all the wine 

that the U.S. wine industry produces but constitute a major 

share of cost of the wine, more than $30 per bottle. Since 

the U.S. wine industry has a very fragmented and costly 

structure, not many wineries can afford expense mass 

advertising such as commercials on TV or nationwide 

publications. Therefore, economically speaking, the wine 

label is a very wise place to start marketing and 

advertising activities.

The wine label presents regulatory information such as 

the government health warning statement, alcohol content, 
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vintage, winery name and so forth as well as a description 

of a wine’s characteristics and the wine varietals used, a 

history of the wine and winery, profile of the wine maker 

and so forth (TTB, 2008). This information is presented on 

either the front or back label of a wine bottle. Thomas and 

Pickering (2003) pointed out that wine makers’ awareness of 

the importance of wine label as a communication channel 

would offer a value-added impression of specific messages 

and information delivered to wine consumers. Recognizing 

the importance of the wine label as a marketing tool is 

vital to wine makers and wine marketers of the present day 

(Charters, et al., 1999). Although wine labels are 

spatially limited, they may be one of the most cost 

effective communication windows for consumers.

The current wine labeling regulations are addressed in 

the Code of Federal Regulation (CFR). Table 2.1 shows each 

of the mandatory components of the wine label and its 

regulations (TTB, 2008).
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Table 2.1

Mandatory Components in Wine Label and Code of Federal 

Regulation (CFR)

Component CFR number

Alcohol content 27 CFR 4.36 

American Viticultural Areas (AVA) 27 CFR Part 9

Appellations of origin 27 CFR 4.25

Brand name 27 CFR 4.33

Declaration of sulfites 27 CFR 4.32(e)

Estate bottled 27 CFR 4.26

Foreign nongeneric names which 
are distinctive designations of 
specific grape wines

27 CFR 12.31

Health warning statement 27 CFR Part 16

Name and address of winery 27 CFR 4.35

Net contents 27 CFR 4.37

Varietal designations 27 CFR 4.23, 4.28, 
4.91, 4.92, 4.93

Vintage date 27 CFR 4.27

Health-Related Statement and Government Health Warning 

Statement

27 CFR section 4.39 (h.ⅰ) defines a health-related 

statement as:

Any statement related to health (other than the health 

warning statement required by §16.21 of this chapter) 
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and includes statements of a curative or therapeutic 

nature that, expressly or by implication, suggest a 

relationship between the consumption of alcohol, wine, 

or any substance found within the wine, and health 

benefits or effects on health. (TTB, 2010a, p. 35)

This provision allows curative and therapeutic claims 

on wine labels if they do not provide false information or 

mislead consumers. A health-related directional statement 

is also defined in 27 CRF section 4.39 (h.ⅲ) as “a type of 

health-related statement that directs or refers consumers 

to a third party or other source for information regarding 

the effects on health of wine or alcohol consumption” (TTB, 

2010a, p. 35). However, according to regulation in 27 CFR 

sections 4.50(B), the U.S. TTB (formerly, ATF) must review 

and approve a proposed sentence before it can be used on a 

label.

In general, two pieces of main labels are attached to 

a wine bottle. One label has been traditionally used mostly 

for mandatory information such as brand name; class, type, 

or other designation; alcohol content; name and address; 

and net contents. This label is normally referred to as the 

“front label” and is displayed facing consumers on the wine 
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shelves. Wine makers use the other label, which is commonly 

called the “back label,” for their own needs such as 

marketing and various communication activities. The 

government health warning statement is usually present on 

the bottom of the back label.

Since 1988, the U.S. government has required all 

alcohol beverages containing 0.5% or more alcohol by volume 

to carry the health warning statement regarding potential 

health risks caused by drinking (Alcohol Beverage Labeling 

act; United States Code at title 27, section 213). The 

warning states:

Government Warning: (1) According to the Surgeon 

General, women should not drink alcoholic beverages 

during pregnancy because of the risk of birth defects. 

(2) Consumption of alcoholic beverages impairs your 

ability to drive a car or operate machinery and may 

cause health problems.

The government health warning statement warns about 

possible harmful effects of alcoholic beverage consumption. 

It is a one-directional statement in terms of its tone 

since there is no consideration of different alcohol 

consumption levels as well as types of alcohol beverages. 
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Kahneman and Tversky (1979) stated that people may 

understand the messages differently depending on how these 

messages are framed. Jones, Sinclair, and Courneya (2003) 

pointed out two possible frames of health messages in terms 

of potential gains such as advantages or benefits or in 

terms of losses such as risks of not performing the 

behavior.

Health-related or health-related directional 

statements, regardless of approval status by TTB, cannot be 

used as a replacement of the government health warning 

statement although there is scientific evidence of 

different opinions of alcohol, especially red wine 

consumption (TTB, 2010a). Therefore, it seems that 

confusion in consumers’ minds is unavoidable in a case when 

contradicting health information is presented.

Wine makers and marketers have been trying to 

determine the marketing opportunities by applying numerous 

scientific findings of possible health benefits of routine 

and moderate wine consumption, especially red wine. As a 

result, two health-related directional statements were 

approved by ATF in 1999 (Kozup, et al., 2001). Kozup et al. 

(2001) indicated that the two health-related directional 

statements imply the positive health “effects” of wine 
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consumption by referring wine consumers to third parties 

even though the wine industry failed to insist that the 

health “benefit” of wine consumption to be included in the 

new statements. Juxtaposed with the mandatory health 

warning statement, provision of the two health claims in 

1999 may offer wine makers an opportunity to positively 

influence wine consumers in their perception of wine 

consumption regarding health concerns. The first health-

related directional statement recommends wine consumers a 

consultation with their family doctor about the possible 

effects of wine consumption on their health (Kozup, et al., 

2001) and it states that “the proud people who made this 

wine encourage you to consult your family doctor about the 

health effects of wine consumption” (p. 210). The second 

health-related directional statement refers wine consumers 

to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) for 

Dietary Guidelines for Americans regarding information on 

wine’s health effects (Kozup, et al., 2001). It states:

To learn the health effects of wine consumption, send 

for the federal government’s Dietary Guidelines for 

Americans, Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion, 

USDA, 1120 20th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036 or 
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visit its web site: http://www.usda.gov/fcs/cnpp.htm. 

(p. 210)

Since both health-related statements are directional 

references, hereafter, these health-related directional 

statements will be called health-related statements in this 

study. The approval of new health-related statements was 

applauded by wine makers, and John De Luca, a former Wine 

Institute president and CEO, commented that the approval 

will correct the mischaracterized perception of wine as a 

“gateway drug” or “sin” among certain segments of the U.S. 

population (Wine Institute, 2008). The general opinion of 

people in the wine industry in the United States seems to 

agree with him. However, the possible conflict between 

information regarding health effects in a health-related 

statement and in the government warning statement presented 

on wine labels has not been sufficiently discussed. In 

other words, when the mandatory government health warning 

statement and health-related statements simultaneously 

appear on a wine label, wine buyers’ perceptions and 

reactions to the conflicting messages on the wine label are 

unpredictable. The conflict may damage trustworthiness of 

the messages which a winery strives to deliver to audiences 
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and perception of activities which a winery socially 

involves, eventually discouraging wine purchase in spite of 

the fact that the two new health-related statements by 

themselves may bring a positive “feeling” for the wine 

purchasers concerning wine consumption.

Cause-Related Marketing

The primary force behind the business strategy is to 

meet the needs and expectations of customers and 

stakeholders (Crosby & Johnson, 2006). Maximizing profit 

throughout a core business of a company is the ultimate 

goal of any kind of business. However, the task becomes 

increasingly difficult, especially with ever-informed and 

ever-sophisticated consumers. The consumers tend to 

research and review not only the product itself but also 

other indirect and non-product related aspects of a company 

and its activities before they make a purchase decision. As 

a result, developing and maintaining favorable public 

relations helps a company improve the image of the company 

and its products, often resulting in sales increase.

Technology such as the internet has given consumers a 

convenient and powerful channel to express their opinions 

(Cone & AMP Insight, 2006). There are review blogs 

regarding any consumer goods in various methods of 
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communication. This phenomenon in the consumer marketplace 

was unimaginable to most marketers and scholars in the 

marketing field even one or two decades ago. As a result, 

companies which did not react to this phenomenon fast 

enough were weeded out of the market.

Consumer interest can extend to a company’s 

reputation, entrepreneurship, social contribution, and so 

forth. Therefore, companies have been under increasing 

pressure to run their businesses in a socially responsible 

manner, especially when the effects of their business 

conducts exceed the companies’ direct commercial interests 

(Macleod, 2001).

As a strategic approach in order to proactively 

address the complicated relationship with consumers and to 

meet their expectations, Corporate Social Responsibility 

(CSR) programs have gained popularity and have been 

continuously developed and refined by various sizes of 

companies (Maignan & Ralston, 2002). Kotler and Lee (2005) 

defined CSR as “a commitment to improve community well-

being through discretionary business practices and 

contributions of corporate resources” (p. 3). A company’s 

CSR also positively influences relationships with 

prospective investors and opinion leaders (APCO, 2004). CSR 
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has been developed and practiced in various formats. Table 

2.2 shows different corporate social initiatives and 

examples (Kotler & Lee, 2005).

Table 2.2

Corporate Social Initiatives

Type Description Example

Corporate 
social 
marketing

Supporting behavior 
change campaigns

McDonald’s promotion 
of a statewide 
childhood immunization 
campaign in Oklahoma

Cause 
marketing

Promoting social 
issues throughout 
efforts such as 
sponsorships, 
licensing 
agreements, and 
advertising

McDonald’s sponsorship 
of Forest (a gorilla) 
at Sydney’s Zoo-a 10 
year sponsorship 
commitment, aimed at 
preserving this 
endangered species

Cause-related 
marketing

Donating a 
percentage of 
revenues to a 
specific cause based 
on the revenue 
occurring during the 
announced period of 
support

McDonald’s earmarking 
of $1 for Ronald 
McDonald Children’s 
Charities from the 
sales of every Big Mac 
and pizza sold on 
McHappy Day

Corporate 
philanthropy

Making gifts of 
money, goods, or 
time to help 
nonprofit 
organizations, 
groups, or 
individuals

McDonald’s 
contributions to 
Ronald McDonald House 
Charities
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Table 2.2 (continued)

Corporate Social Initiatives

Type Description Example

Corporate 
community 
involvement

Providing in-kind or 
volunteer services 
in the community

McDonald’s catering 
meals for firefighters 
in the December 1997 
bushfires in Australia

Socially 
responsible 
business 
practices

Adapting and 
conducting business 
practices that 
protect the 
environment, and 
human and animal 
rights

McDonald’s requirement 
that suppliers 
increase the amount of 
living space for 
laying hens on factory 
farms

Note. Adopted from Corporate Social Responsibility: Doing the Most Good 

for Your Company and Your Cause (p. 25), by Philip Kotler and Nancy 

Lee, 2004, Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.

As one CSR program, Cause-Related Marketing (CRM) has 

drawn particular attention from corporations (Brink, 

Odekerken-Schröder, & Pauwels, 2006). Endacott (2004) 

defined CRM as “a marketing strategy adopted by businesses 

to link their name, brand or service with a particular 

‘good cause’ service or charitable organization” (p. 183). 

CRM was also defined as “a commercial activity by which a 

business with a product, service or image to market builds 

a relationship with a cause or a number of causes for a 

mutual benefit” (Adkins, 1999, p. 11). Despite slightly 
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different terminologies used in the definitions, most 

researchers agree that CRM is a long-term commitment to 

society and seeks sustainable competitive advantage. 

Furthermore, this long-term strategy seeks to build 

favorable public relations with existing and prospective 

consumers (Adkins, 1999).

The history of CSR programs in the United States may 

be traced back to the early 1950s or before (Carroll, 

1999). However, CRM emerged in the early 1980s as a new 

means of corporate philanthropy based on the concept of 

proportional giving of profits (Varadarajan & Menon, 1988); 

it occurs when a company and a cause or non-profit 

organization agree that the company donates a portion of 

the profits from the its sales to the charity (Kotler & 

Keller, 2006). The term, charity, has been interchangeably 

used for cause in CRM literature (Demetriou, Papasolomou, & 

Vrintis, 2010).

The history of a successful implementation of CRM 

traces back to a simple but wise marketing practice in 1983 

(Daw, 2006). American Express initiated a seemingly simple 

marketing activity to increase consumer transaction of its 

card and recruit new members (Cone, 2008). The company 

allied with one of the nation’s prominent landmarks, the 
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Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island (American Express 

Company, 2009). During the three-month campaign, each time 

consumers used their American Express Card, the company 

donated one penny to the restoration of the historic site, 

and one dollar was donated for each new card application 

(Cone, 2008). As a result of the campaign, the company 

raised 1.7 million dollars toward restoration of the Statue 

of Liberty (American Express Company, 2009). For the 

business side, consumer card transactions increased by 27% 

and new applicants grew by 45% (American Express Company, 

2009). More importantly, the company proved to the business 

world that aligning with a cause is a practicable strategy 

and the alliance could increase sales (Cone & AMP Insight, 

2006). Cone (2008) determined that “Cause-Related 

Marketing,” which was coined by American Express, has 

evolved from a “marketing tactic” into a strong business 

strategy. Stroup, Neubert, and Anderson (1987) explained 

that corporations initially responded to social issues and 

problems in a form of voluntary work, then the involvement 

evolved into a phase of mandated corporate social 

contribution as the 20th century matured, and eventually 

moved further into the next phase in which corporations 

consider social responsibility an investment. Most 
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companies conducting business in a socially responsible 

manner in various industries recognized that the long-term 

benefit from philanthropy far outweighs short-term costs 

(Jamali, 2007).

Cone, a leading research company in CRM, and Roper 

Starch (1993) emphasized CRM as a corporate strategy rather 

than a tactical action in a survey study, and the idea has 

gained momentum since the late 1980s. Pringle and Thompson 

(1999) defined CRM as “a strategic positioning and 

marketing tool which links a company or brand to a relevant 

social cause or issue, for mutual benefit” (p. 3).

There is not much controversy or argument that CRM as 

a long-term strategy helps companies build brand 

recognition in a positive way. Therefore, the challenge 

that companies face is seeking means of making charitable 

donations that are highly visible and widely perceived in a 

positive manner by the general public. Although CRM and its 

practices still need to be studied and discussed in many 

aspects and in many different cases, CRM practices by 

companies in the United States have increased in value by 

over 240% ($630 million) since 1999, and were projected to 

be worth $1.55 billion by 2009 (IEG Inc., 2009; Manitoba 

Supported Employment Network, 1999).
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One of the fundamental questions that companies need 

to clarify is “what is ‘cause’?” Cone has conducted various 

studies and revealed numerous interesting results. Cone 

(2007), described “cause” as an innovative way that 

corporations and nonprofit organizations use to integrate 

social and environmental issues into their brand identity 

in order to benefit core business and society. Cause often 

involves grant making, consumer and employee engagement, 

operations, policy, as well as marketing communications 

(Cone, 2008).

In 2008, 79% of Americans showed intention to switch 

from one brand to another, when price and quality are about 

equal, if the other product supports a good cause; the 

figure was up from 66% being willing to switch for such 

reasons in 1993 (Cone, 2008). Moreover, CRM is also often 

considered an image building activity with the public and 

92% of Americans perceives an image of a company more 

positively if the company supports a cause they care about 

(Cone, 2007). Many consumers in the United States expressed 

high expectations for social responsibility of companies; 

52% of Americans indicated that companies have to maintain 

their financial contribution to social and environmental 

causes and nonprofit organizations even during the period 
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of the economic downturn. Twenty-six percent of U.S. 

consumers have had even higher expectations for companies, 

anticipating that they will make more financial commitment 

in these difficult times (Cone, 2008).

Endacott (2004) described the benefits acquired by 

business, good causes, and the consumers who participated 

in a CRM strategy as a “win, win, win” scenario. Customers 

who are involved in a company’s social work have a chance 

to build a strong attachment with the company, often 

resulting in stronger trustworthiness and more positive 

perception of the company as well as its products and 

service (Bloom, Hoeffler, Keller, & Meza, 2006; Hoeffler & 

Keller, 2002). Building the images and reputations of wines 

and wineries is a long-term process. Image and reputation 

are important factors affecting wine choice among wine 

consumers (Bouzdine-Chameeva, 2006). Therefore, CRM as a 

long-term commitment to build favorable and credible images 

and reputations is particularly important to the wine 

industry. Many literature references also agree that cause-

related activities enhance credibility of a company (APCO, 

2004).

The three-tier alcohol distribution system in the 

United States might further urge the wine industry as a 
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whole to seriously make an effort to understand benefits 

and disadvantages of CRM practices. The three-tier system 

regulates distribution of alcoholic beverages in the United 

States and it was set after the repeal of Prohibition 

(Martin, 2000). The three tiers are producers, 

distributors, and retailers. Under the basic premise of the 

system, the producers have to sell their alcohol beverage 

to the distributors who must then sell them to the 

retailers, and only retailers may sell them to consumers 

(Shanker, 1999). Although there are various exceptions in 

the system across different states, the wine makers may not 

have much control over their own wines at the retailing 

level. Promotional and discounted pricing has been one of 

the most used marketing strategies in wine retailing. 

However, according to Mason (2002), CRM may result in an up 

to 20% better performance than discounting prices or 

increasing promotional spending. Ellen, Mohr, and Webb 

(2000) noted that retailers have to develop a deeper 

understanding of how consumers evaluate CRM practice as it 

becomes popular. Therefore, the wine industry as a whole 

faces a great challenge to understand why companies and 

consumers participate in cause-related activities, and how 

wine companies can develop insightful applications of CRM 
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strategies for long-term competitive advantage. Moreover, 

the CRM implications should be carefully considered with 

various marketing strategies and different market 

conditions.

Trustworthiness and Credibility of Messages

Source trustworthiness has been commonly considered 

one of the two components in dimensional approach of 

communicator credibility domain; source competence is the 

other (O'Keefe, 2002). The trustworthiness dimension of 

credibility represents “the perceived goodness or morality 

of the source” (Tseng & Fogg, 1999, p. 40). McGinnies and 

Ward (1980) defined trustworthiness as “honesty and 

integrity of the source” (p. 467). An audience’s confidence 

in the integrity of a source reflects the perceived 

trustworthiness of the source (Callison, 2001). In most 

literatures of trustworthiness, researchers determined 

audience assessments whether communicators deliver the 

truth or honest messages in a particular situation to the 

audiences in order to measure trustworthiness (Berlo, 

Lemert, & Mertz, 1969; Eagly, Wood, & Chalken, 1978; 

Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Tuppen, 1974).

Tseng and Fogg (1999) noted the academic literature on 

credibility emerged in the 1950s mostly from the fields of 
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psychology and communication. Credibility is defined as 

“the perceived judgments” from a message recipient or 

audiences regarding the believability of a communicator 

(Callison, 2001; O'Keefe, 2002; Tseng & Fogg, 1999; Yoo & 

Gretzel, 2006). Sources of credibility have caught 

considerable amount of attention from scholars in 

credibility literature (Grewal, Gotlieb, & Marmorstein, 

1994). The results of a 5-year credibility study were 

released by the Public Relations Society of America (PRSA) 

in 1999. The study, which involved more than 1,000 in-depth 

interviews, measured the credibility and the public 

attributes of information or messages providers (Hinckley, 

Shapiro, Servin-Gonzalez, Iorga, & Budd, 1999). This study 

has been criticized because the result of credibility index 

in the study showed the low ranking attained by public 

relations specialists (Callison, 2001). According to the 

survey in the study (Hinckley, et al., 1999), public 

relation specialists were ranked 42nd with only 47.6 points 

out of 44 information sources. Supreme Court justices were 

ranked first with a credibility score of 81.3. The rank of 

public relations specialists were slightly higher than the 

ranks of TV or radio talk show hosts and famous 

entertainers but lower than the ranks of pollster (55.9), 
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student activists (53.3), and famous athletes (52.1) 

(Callison, 2001; Hinckley, et al., 1999). Despite the 

ongoing argument as to the results of the study, 

credibility of message sources has been the center of the 

discussion in many following studies by various 

researchers. Scholars of credibility generally agree that 

credibility needs to be considered an overall perceived 

quality. It does not associate with a single object, a 

particular person, or a piece of information (Tseng & Fogg, 

1999).

Message recipients’ attitudinal or behavioral issues 

have gained a great deal of attention from scholars. Early 

research regarding the effects of source credibility on 

persuasion found that a communicator of high credibility is 

more persuasive than is a message provider of low 

credibility when all other things are equal (Homer & Kahle, 

1990; Hovland & Weiss, 1951; McGinnies, 1973). Heesacker, 

Petty, and Cacioppo (1983) noted that persuasibility 

regarding personally relevant counter-attitudinal issues 

can be altered by increasing message-relevant thinking when 

a high credibility source presents the message. According 

to Priester and Petty (2003), information presented by 

untrustworthy endorsers tends to be thought-out in detail 
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before the information is acknowledged; whereas, 

information presented by trustworthy endorsers tends to be 

accepted without thought. A company with credibility 

problems tends to result in a poor performance in 

persuasion of the public (Callison, 2001).

Literature found that there may be several cognitive 

stages between persuasion and actual behavioral changes in 

consumers (O'Keefe, 2002). Therefore, developing 

trustworthiness with consumers on messages that companies 

deliver may not directly result in increased sales. 

However, it seems to be obvious that earning 

trustworthiness plays a crucial role as a trigger of 

possible purchase of a product.

Purchase Probability

The objective of marketing is to induce consumers to 

discriminate other available options in favor of the target 

brand; consumers’ choices will eventually generate profits 

to a company (Athiyaman, 2002). Precise forecasting becomes 

a key factor in company success although it is rarely easy 

for most products or services (Kotler & Keller, 2006). The 

prediction for sales of consumer products and services, 

especially in the near future, strongly affects the daily 

managerial decisions of many business managers regarding 
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matters such as temporary adjustments in the size of labor 

force, price changes, or changes in the required levels of 

output, inventories, and working capital (Clawson, 1971). 

Forecasting of market is also influenced by consumers’ 

intentions (Armstrong & Brodie, 1999). Therefore, the idea 

of consumer intentions has been an interesting explanatory 

or dependent measure in numerous marketing models (Warshaw, 

1980). Pickering and Isherwood (1975) stated that buying 

intention, as a measure of consumer confidence, is 

essentially an attitudinal variable that provides 

information on the strength of influences in a 

psychological field that may contain factors related to 

succeeding consumer purchase behavior. Juster (1969) 

pointed out the undoubtable link between attitudes and 

intentions, and he viewed intention as “one among many 

dimensions of optimism or as probabilistic statements of 

future actions,” while other researchers viewed attitudes 

as “the fundamental psychological determinant of behavior 

or as one among many determinants of intentions” (p. 168). 

It is also likely that cognitive, environmental, and 

economic variables, as well as, individual need and ability 

influence consumers’ purchase intentions (Pickering & 

Isherwood, 1974; Soderlund, Vilgon, & Gunnarsson, 2001). As 
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a result, measuring purchase intention has never been easy 

but has been often oversimplified in many empirical 

studies.

Research Hypotheses

Hypotheses were tested in order to provide insight 

into wine consumers’ perceptions of cause-related 

marketing, trustworthiness of the messages on a wine label 

and purchase probability when the two independent variables

—health-related statements and cause-related messages-are 

manipulated. For identification purposes, the first health-

related statement in the literature review, which 

encourages wine consumers to consult their family doctor 

about possible health effects of wine, will be labeled as 

health-related statement A, and the second health-related 

statement, which refers to the USDA’s Dietary Guidelines 

for Americans regarding information on wine’s health 

effects, will be labeled as health-related statement B. 

Three hypotheses were tested in this study.

While many research studies regarding Cause-Related 

Marketing have been driven by investigating effects of 

having practiced CRM, the researcher in this study is more 

interested in whether two different types of cause messages 

and three different health-related referrals affect the 
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perception of the causes that a winery supports. The 

different combinations of the two factors could reveal wine 

consumers’ overall evaluation of the appropriateness of a 

cause that a winery supports. The following hypothesis was 

created.

H1: There are mean differences in perception of the 

cause messages presented on a wine label among the 2 x 

3 groups: two cause messages including (1) health-

related cause, and (2) non health-related cause, and 

three health-related statements including (1) health-

related statement A: family doctor referral, (2) 

health-related statement B: USDA referral, and (3) no 

health-related statement.

Measuring trustworthiness could reveal the overall 

believability of the messages presented on wine labels. 

Despite a long list of literature on trustworthiness and 

credibility studies, wine consumers’ reactions to a 

possible conflict of messages are not clearly identified. 

Therefore, a hypothesis was created to test effects of 

different treatments on two different cause messages and 

three health-related statements.
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H2: There are mean differences in trustworthiness of 

messages presented on a wine label among the 2 x 3 

groups formed by two cause messages: (1) health-

related cause, and (2) non health-related cause, and 

three health-related statements: (1) health-related 

statement A: family doctor referral, (2) health-

related statement B: USDA referral, and (3) no health-

related statement.

Purchase intention or probability generally serves as 

a business performance indicator. However, purchase 

probability in this study provided the overall evaluation 

of messages presented on wine labels since research 

participants needed to make a decision based upon limited 

information provided on wine labels. The following 

statement was developed.

H3: There are mean differences in purchase probability 

among the 2 x 3 groups formed by two cause messages: 

(1) health-related cause, and (2) non health-related 

cause, and three health-related statements: (1) 

health-related statement A: family doctor referral, 

(2) health-related statement B: USDA referral, and (3) 

no health-related statement.
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CHAPTER Ⅲ

Methodology

The major purpose of this study was to investigate 

wine consumers’ concerns regarding perception of cause 

messages and trustworthiness of messages as a whole 

presented on wine labels as well as wine consumers’ 

purchase probability when two factors, cause messages and 

health-related statements, were manipulated. This chapter 

addresses the determined issues regarding the experiment. 

The first section explains the research design applied in 

this study and introduces variables and treatments of the 

experiment. The following section presents a preliminary 

survey conducted in Napa Valley, California which aimed to 

determine a sampling method for the main data collection. 

The next section explains the survey instrument as well as 

the results of the study. This chapter also includes a 

description of the population of interest and research 

participants. All contents and process of creating the 

stimulus materials, and experimental booklet are reported, 

and experimental procedure was elaborated. Finally, the 

chapter provides a justification of measurements used and 

reports the results on the reliability test.
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Overview

The three hypotheses were tested via a 2 x 3 fully 

crossed quasi-experimental design. Campbell and Stanley 

(1963) defined quasi-experimental design in research:

Something similar to experimental design that a 

researcher can introduce in various natural social 

settings as a part of their scheduling of data 

collection procedure (e.g., the when and to whom of 

measurement), even though they lack full control over 

the scheduling of experimental stimuli (the when and 

to whom of exposure and the ability to randomize 

exposures) which would make a true experiment 

possible. (p. 34)

The quasi-experimental (hereafter, experimental) 

manipulations in this study involved two cause message 

treatments as the independent variables: (1) health-related 

cause message: beneficiary-a cancer research organization 

and (2) non health-related cause message: beneficiary-

disaster victims. It also involved three health-related 

statement treatments as: (1) statement A: family doctor 

referral, (2) statement B: USDA referral, and (3) no 

health-related statement. Three dependent variables in the 

 Texas Tech University, Min-Hwan Choi, December 2010

37



study were (1) trustworthiness of overall messages 

presented on wine labels, (2) perception of cause messages 

supported by wineries, and (3) purchase probability of 

wine. The government health warning statement, which is 

mandatory on all wine labels, was presented in all 

experimental treatments. Statements regarding the wineries 

and wine were also addressed on the wine labels in all 

combinations of the manipulated variables since these 

statements established authenticity.

The six experimental treatments of the independent 

variables were (1) health-related cause message + health-

related statement A; (2) health-related cause message + 

health-related statement B; (3) health-related cause 

message + no health-related statement; (4) non health-

related cause message + health-related statement A; (5) non 

health-related cause message + health-related statement B; 

and (6) non health-related cause message + no health-

related statement. Figure 3.1 shows the independent and 

dependent variables as well as their manipulation 

combinations and related hypotheses.
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Figure 3.1. Rationale of Manipulated Independent Variables, 

Dependent Variables and Hypotheses

One of the six booklets along with two sets of 

manipulated wine labels were randomly assigned to 

participants. Participants completed the questionnaires 

containing the three dependent variables as well as 

demographic information. Information on wine consumption 

and knowledge was also collected.

Preliminary Study for Sampling

Before the main data collection, a preliminary survey 

was conducted at a well known winery in Napa, California in 

July 2009. The survey aimed to find an adequate sampling 

method for the data collection in the main study. 

Accordingly, five questions in the preliminary survey 

focused on frequency of reading a wine label during wine 
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shopping, self-determined level of wine knowledge, highest 

education completed, annual income, and residential state. 

Frequency of reading a wine label and wine knowledge were 

measured using 10-point Likert-type scales, which indicated 

the least (1 point) to the most (10 points) magnitude. Both 

education level and income were measured by five 

categorical scales. Lastly, an open-ended question was 

created to ask about participant’s state of residence. The 

survey instrument is attached in Appendix A.

A total of 113 usable surveys were collected during 

July 2009. Descriptive statistics of the education and 

income questions showed reasonable results in dispersion 

(see tables in Appendix B). A major portion of the 

respondents, 73% in the study, were residents of 

California. Only 27% of respondents lived out of 

California.

Measures of central tendency were computed to 

summarize the data for the respondents’ frequency of 

reading a wine label and self-determined level of wine 

knowledge. Measures of dispersion were computed to 

understand the range of scores for the two variables. The 

results of the analysis for the respondents’ frequency of 

reading a wine label are N = 109, M = 7.49, SD = 2.66. It 
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appears that the respondents of this study read wine labels 

for approximately three out of every four wine purchases. 

However, based on the large standard deviation, the 

respondents’ frequency of reading a wine label varied quite 

bit. The analysis for the self-determined level of wine 

knowledge showed a similar result, N = 109, M = 5.39, SD = 

2.32. On average, participants consider themselves a wine 

consumer with an intermediate level of wine knowledge. 

However, the standard deviation was also significantly 

large.

A one-way between-subjects analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was conducted to compare the effect of education 

level (five levels) on the frequency of reading wine labels 

and the self-determined level of knowledge on wine. There 

were no significant effects of education level on both 

frequency of reading wine labels, F(4,104) = 1.61, p > .05, 

and self-determined level of knowledge on wine, F(4,104) = 

1.01, p > .05. Table 3.1 shows the results of ANOVA.
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Table 3.1

One-Way Analysis of Variance for Highest Level of Education 

Completed

Dependent variable SS df MS F p

Self-determined 
wine Knowledge

Between 
groups

21.59 4 5.40 1.01 .41

Within 
groups

558.44 104 5.37

Total 580.04 108

Frequency of 
reading wine labels

Between 
groups

44.53 4 11.13 1.61 .18

Within 
groups

718.70 104 6.91

Total 763.23 108

Another one-way between-subjects ANOVA was conducted 

to compare the effect of income level (five levels) on the 

frequency of reading wine labels and the self-determined 

level of knowledge on wine. There was a significant effect 

of income level (five levels) on the self-determined level 

of knowledge on wine, F(4, 101) = 6.38, p < .001. However, 

the effect of income level on the frequency of reading wine 

label was not statistically significant, F(4, 102) = .84, p 

> .05. The results of ANOVA are presented in Table 3.2

 Texas Tech University, Min-Hwan Choi, December 2010

42



Table 3.2

One-Way Analysis of Variance for Annual Income

Dependent variable SS df MS F p

Self-determined 
wine Knowledge

Between 
groups

115.51 4 28.88 6.38 .00**

Within 
groups

456.86 101 4.52

Total 572.38 105

Frequency of 
reading wine labels

Between 
groups

22.89 4 5.72 8.37 .51

Within 
groups

697.58 102 6.84

Total 720.47 106

Note. **p < .01, two-tailed.

Post hoc tests using the Tukey’s HSD method indicated 

that the mean score of self-determined knowledge on wine 

for the group with above $100,000 income, M = 7.04, SD = 

2.01, was significantly different from the mean scores of 

self-determined knowledge on wine for the group with annual 

income below $40,000, M = 4.75, SD = 1.95, the group with 

$40,001-$60,000 income, M = 4.43, SD = 1.79, and the group 

with $60,001-$80,000 income, M = 4.68, SD = 2.43, but was 

not significantly different from the mean score for the 

group with $80,001-$100,000 income, M = 5.56, SD = 2.61.
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Taken together, these results suggest that income 

level has affected the self-determined level of knowledge 

of wine. As income level increased, the overall mean scores 

of self-determined level of knowledge of wine gradually 

increased with an exception, the group with income below 

$40,000. Although the effect of income on the frequency of 

reading wine label was not statistically significant, a 

mean plot of the effect of income on the measure showed a 

very similar pattern to the effect of income on the self-

determined level of knowledge of wine. Mean plots of effect 

of annual income on self-determined wine knowledge and 

frequency of reading wine labels are shown in Appendix C.

Finally, an independent-samples t test was conducted 

to compare the effect of residential state on frequency of 

reading wine labels and the self-determined level of 

knowledge of wine. Two groups were defined as California 

resident and non-California resident. There was a 

significant difference in the self-determined level of 

knowledge of wine. The mean score for California resident, 

M = 5.62, SD = 2.31, was significantly higher than the mean 

score for non-California resident, M = 4.57, SD = 2.17; t

(105) = 2.10, p < .05. These results suggest that 

California residents determined their level of knowledge of 
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wine higher than non-California residents did. However, 

there was no significant difference in mean scores of the 

frequency of reading wine labels between California 

residents, M = 7.57, SD = 2.71, and non-California 

residents, M = 7.21, SD = 2.63; t(105) = 0.60, p > .05.

The results of the preliminary study indicated that 

mean scores of frequency of reading wine labels in regard 

to three major demographic characteristics, education, 

income, and residential state were not significantly 

different among the groups within each demographic 

category. However, mean scores of self-determined level of 

knowledge of wine were different among the groups in income 

level and residential state. The mean scores were 

positively related to respondents’ income level, and 

California residents considered themselves more 

knowledgeable than non-California residents did.

Moreover, the majority of the respondents, 

approximately 73%, were residents of California although 

wineries in California region have often been considered 

popular wine tourism destinations with national reputation. 

Collecting data from the wineries in California may not 

guarantee a geographical distribution of samples for the 

main study. Therefore, the researcher in this study 
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conveniently collected data from the states of Texas and 

Washington.

Population and Research Participants

The population of interest in this study was United 

States wine consumers. Since whether people buy a wine or 

not does not necessarily indicate an intent to drink the 

wine, the term, wine consumers included both wine buyers 

and wine drinkers. In addition, territorial restriction in 

the definition of the population in the study, United 

States, did not associate with nationality or residential 

status of participants. Therefore, “U.S. wine consumers” in 

this study was defined as wine drinkers or buyers in the 

United States regardless of their citizenship and 

residential status. However, wine experts such as 

professional wine makers, wine distributors, wine 

retailers, wine educators, and any individual involved in 

the wine business as a profession were excluded from the 

sample since their knowledge of wine labels and experience 

with wine could hinder experimental manipulations and 

treatments from functioning in the way that the researcher 

intended.

This study required a minimum of 210 usable 

questionnaires and constituted 35 subjects per cell in 
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order to yield a power of .80 at an alpha level of .05 

(Bausell & Li, 2002; Cohen, 1988; MacCallum, Browne, & 

Sugawara, 1996). This generated a medium effect size, F 

value of .25. A sample size calculator (Power and 

Precision) was used to determine the appropriate sample 

size before data collection (Borenstein, 2000).

The preliminary survey inferred that 

representativeness of a sample may be determined by 

reasonable balances of education and income levels in a 

data set rather than by geographical location of 

respondents. It also revealed a unique characteristic of 

California wine consumers in their self-determined wine 

knowledge while their actual levels of wine knowledge 

remain unknown. Therefore, data were conveniently collected 

in a number of cities in the states of Washington and 

Texas. Various public places such as grocery stores with 

wine sections, restaurants, and educational institutions 

were accessed to collect data. Participants were recruited 

on a casual basis with cooperation from property managers. 

Three qualifications: age, wine buyer or drinker, and non-

wine expert were examined before an initial recruitment was 

offered. Each participant received a 10 dollar gift card as 
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a gratuity for participation after completing the 

questionnaire.

Stimulus Materials and Experimental Booklet

Two sets of fictitious wine labels were created using 

Adobe Photoshop CS4. It was assumed that the wineries’ 

names as well as the images and designs on the wine labels 

were not recognizable to the participants. By using two 

different designs of wine labels, the researcher aimed to 

statistically minimize possible effects from the 

participants’ preferences in non-experimental factors such 

as layouts and illustrations on a manipulated wine label. 

As a consequence, the findings of this study would ensure 

increased reliability, internal validity and 

generalizability.

The two labels were created with a consideration of 

their having similar weights and meanings in content and 

design as perceived by the typical wine consumer in the 

United States. Various animal illustrations and pictures on 

wine labels have increased in popularity. For example, 

Yellow Tail’s kangaroo illustration has become an icon to 

global wine consumers. Therefore, a bird (sunbird) and a 

vineyard illustration were selected as the background of 

the labels. The vineyard theme has frequently appeared on 
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wine labels both from the Old and New Worlds, and it has 

been considered very classic. The wineries were named 

“Sunbird Ridge Winery” and “Pereira Vineyards” (see the 

manipulated wine labels in Appendix D). Both names were 

searched in Google, and the researcher did not find any 

identical names. Controlled components and contents on the 

manipulated wine labels are presented in Table 3.3.
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Table 3.3

Controlled Components and Contents on Two Manipulated Wine 

Labels

Component

ContentContent

Component Label A Label B

Name of winery Sunbird Ridge Winery Pereira Vineyards

Vintage 20032003

AVA Napa ValleyNapa Valley

Varietal Cabernet SauvignonCabernet Sauvignon

Container size 750 ml bottle750 ml bottle

History statement See Table 3.6See Table 3.6

Government health 
warning statement

(1) According to the Surgeon General, 
women should not drink alcoholic 
beverages during pregnancy because of 
the risk of birth defects. (2) 
Consumption of alcoholic beverages 
impairs your ability to drive a car or 
operate machinery and may cause health 
problems.

(1) According to the Surgeon General, 
women should not drink alcoholic 
beverages during pregnancy because of 
the risk of birth defects. (2) 
Consumption of alcoholic beverages 
impairs your ability to drive a car or 
operate machinery and may cause health 
problems.

Bar code Numeric only bar codeNumeric only bar code

Alcohol contents 13.5% by volume13.5% by volume

Note. AVA stands for American Viticultural Areas

All manipulated contents of the two independent 

variables, cause messages and health-related statements on 

the tested wine labels, were initially created with the 

assistance of an instructor in the English Department at 

Texas Tech University. Since each participant in this study 
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viewed two different sets of front and back wine labels- 

Sunbird Ridge Winery and Pereira Vineyards—during the 

experiment, all manipulated contents had to be differently 

narrated while they carried no significant differences in 

terms of weights and meanings. This research design 

challenged the preparation of experimental materials; 

however, this approach would significantly increase 

authenticity of the wine labels, but could cause minor 

bias. Ten native speakers of English were interviewed 

regarding the manipulated contents which were initially 

created by the instructor, and overall, they agreed that 

there were no significant differences on the weights and 

meanings of the manipulated contents on the two sets of 

labels.

The first independent variable, cause messages, had 

two conditions: (1) health-related cause and (2) non 

health-related cause. The health-related causes were meant 

to provide support for a cancer research study of the 

American Cancer Association, whereas the non health-related 

causes were geared toward fund raising for the victims of 

natural disasters. In both cases, participants were 

informed that five percent of every purchase was donated to 
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the causes. Table 3.4 shows the two different types of 

cause messages created.

Table 3.4

Two Types of Cause Messages

Winery

Cause message typeCause message type

Winery Health-related cause Non Health-related cause

Sunbird 
Ridge 
Winery

We are proud to 
announce that we 
donate 5% of our 
sales to the American 
Cancer Association to 
support research on 
cancer. You can help 
cancer victims 
through your purchase 
of our wines.

You can help the victims 
of thousands of 
disasters across the 
country by purchasing 
our wine. Each year we 
donate 5% of all our 
sales to help provide 
assistance to disaster 
victims.

Pereira 
Vineyards

We proudly donate 5% 
of our total sales to 
the American Cancer 
Association to 
support cancer 
research. You can 
help those suffering 
from cancer every 
time you purchase our 
wine.

You can help those 
affected by countless 
crises around the nation 
through your purchase of 
our wine. Each year we 
donate 5% of our total 
sales to help fund 
relief programs offering 
assistance to those 
affected by disasters.

The second manipulation, health-related statements, 

had three different conditions: (1) health-related 

statement A: family doctor referral, (2) health-related 

statement B: USDA referral, and (3) no health-related 

statement. The health-related statements A and B, which 
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were derived from the study of Kozup et al. in 2001, were 

used in this study without any modifications since the 

statement properly served the purpose of the study. Table 

3.5 shows the three treatments of health-related 

statements.

Table 3.5

Three Treatments of Health-Related Statements

Type Content

Health-related 
statement A
(Family doctor 
referral)

The proud people who made this wine 
encourage you to consult your family 
doctor about the health effects of wine 
consumption.

Health-related 
statement B 
(USDA referral)

To learn the health effects of wine 
consumption, send for the federal 
government’s Dietary Guidelines for 
Americans, Center for Nutrition Policy 
and Promotion, USDA, 1120 20th Street, 
NW, Washington, DC 20036 or visit its 
web site: http://usda.gov/fcs/cnpp.htm 

No Health-related 
statement

Treatment with absence of health-
related statement

Controlled statements regarding the wineries and wine 

were presented on the wine labels to enhance the apparent 

authenticity of the wine labels since the majority of 

wineries practice this communication strategy. Table 3.6 

shows the two statements of wineries’ history and wine 

presented on the wine labels of the Sunbird Ridge Winery 

and Pereira Vineyards.
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Table 3.6

Two Statements of Wineries’ History and Wine

Winery Statement

Sunbird 
Ridge 
Winery

Our wines express intensely fruity 
characteristics enjoyable with a wide variety of 
cuisine. Since 1974, the Kobalia family has 
consistently cultivated the finest Cabernet 
Sauvignon, Chardonnay, and Merlot grapes to 
produce our signature wines.

Pereira 
Vineyards

Our wines embody the essence of a variety of 
fruity flavors and aromas perfect for any 
occasion. Family owned and operated since 1974, 
Pereira Winery has a well-established tradition 
for using only the most select Chardonnay, 
Merlot, and Cabernet Sauvignon grapes to create 
our unique and exciting wines.

Data were collected using six different groups of 

subjects in accordance with the six manipulated conditions. 

Each subject was randomly assigned to one of the six 

conditions and was given a double-sided and color printed 

paper presenting front and back labels of the two wineries, 

Sunbird Ridge Winery and Pereira Vineyards. The paper was 

also laminated for maximum readability and consistent 

condition during the whole period of data collection.

The two-sided presentation eliminated an order effect 

since participants were allowed to begin with any set of 

the two wineries in a preferred order. Although this two-

dimensional format of a wine label did not fully reflect 
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the characteristics of a wine label on an actual wine 

bottle, its use could help prevent possible bias caused by 

participants’ individual preferences for size, shape, 

color, material or type of closure of a wine bottle.

A questionnaire booklet consisted of seven pages. A 

booklet style was chosen because of its compact volume and 

ability to protect the integrity of pages. The front page 

provided a brief introduction of the study and detailed 

instructions for completing the questionnaire. All the key 

questions regarding the three dependent variables: 

trustworthiness of messages, perception of cause messages, 

and purchase probability, followed on the next four pages.

Since a participant evaluated each winery on only one 

condition, there were two sets of identical questions on 

pages two, three, four, and five. On page six, participants 

answered questions related to their socio-demographic 

characteristics: gender, age, ethnicity, education, income 

and residential state as well as information related to 

wine: self determined wine knowledge, frequency of reading 

wine labels, and wine consumption. The last two questions 

on page six in the booklet asked whether participants were 

aware of the cause messages on the given wine labels. These 

two questions were designed as a manipulation check, 
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ensuring a direct link between results and awareness of 

manipulations based on hypotheses. Those who answered they 

did not view the cause messages were excluded from 

analyses. Participants who wanted to receive a copy of the 

findings were asked to provide their contact information on 

the last page, page seven. This page was detachable to 

ensure respondents’ anonymity.

A separate letter was created to debrief the 

participants from the manipulations of the experiment. The 

letter was provided when a participant finished and turned 

in the questionnaire. It addressed in detail the real 

purposes of the study, the methodology used, and materials 

manipulated. It also included the researcher’s contact 

information (see the debriefing letter in Appendix E). This 

step prevented any misperceptions and misunderstanding of 

the regulations and lawful issues regarding wine, wine 

labels, wine consumption, and wine purchase in the future.

Experimental Procedure

Sets of experiments were conducted during the months 

of February, March, and April 2010. Participants were 

initially recruited from various locations such as grocery 

shops, wine stores, college campuses, and so forth in 

cities in the states of Washington and Texas. During 
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recruitment, data collectors determined the qualification 

of potential participants: wine buyer and/or drinker, legal 

drinking age, and non wine professional. Once participants 

were identified as eligible candidates for an experiment, 

they were seated on a chair in a designated location. A 

questionnaire booklet along with the laminated paper 

containing two sets of wine labels were randomly assigned 

to the participants. The laminated paper represented one of 

the six manipulated conditions and was given to the 

respondents on a random basis. Thereafter, a verbal 

statement was addressed to them (see Appendix F).

The verbal introduction did not disclose the real 

purpose of this study for maximum manipulation effects. 

Participants reviewed the two sets of wine labels in their 

preferred order and answered the questions in a 

questionnaire booklet as they were instructed; no time 

limit was applied. However, most participants completed the 

questionnaire within approximately 15 minutes. During the 

experiments, only questions which did not relate to the 

manipulations of the study were answered if participants 

had questions on the questionnaire. The whole experiment 

was highly controlled and supervised by the researcher 
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since, in most cases, manageable group sizes of one to 

three persons at a time, were scheduled for an experiment. 

Once a participant finished his or her booklet, the 

researcher collected it. The researcher debriefed 

participants from the manipulations of the experiment by 

providing verbal explanation along with a detailed letter 

before they left the premises (see Appendix E). 

Participants, then, had a chance to address questions and 

concerns as well as to express any comment on the study. 

Participants were eventually thanked, and a ten dollar gift 

card was provided.

Measurements of Dependent Variables

This section provides the rationale and justifications 

of the three measurements used in this study. Reported 

reliabilities and validities in literature were addressed 

for each measurement. The information in this section may 

serve as a partial guide to the literature for the topic 

areas that this study covers and may spur further 

refinement of the three existing measures in terms of item 

reduction, dimensionality, reliability, and validity 

(Bearden & Netemeyer, 1999).

$ Trustworthiness of messages. Trustworthiness has been 

discussed as a dimension of the credibility construct in 
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the literature. Credibility has a long history as a 

research topic, dating at least to the time of Aristotle; 

dynamic changes in present day communication have been 

raising new questions to be discussed (Rains & Karmikel, 

2009). As a result, various approaches to measure those 

questions have been attempted.

Tripp, Jensen, and Carlson (1994) credited McCroskey 

as one of the very first authors of a credibility 

measurement. The scale that McCroskey used was composed of 

various semantic differentials measuring one or more 

dimensions of a source’s credibility (i.e., McCroskey, 

1966; McCroskey & Young, 1981). Most of the uses of the 

scale in credibility literature focused on the 

trustworthiness dimension and just a few measured the other 

two dimensions such as expertise and attractiveness 

(Andrews, Burton, & Netemeyer, 2000). Therefore, 

trustworthiness may conceptually capture a major proportion 

of credibility domain.

Since its development, reliability of the credibility 

scale as a multi-dimensional measurement has been tested in 

many literature references. Cronbach’s alphas of .89 

(Andrews, Netemeyer, & Burton, 1998), .71 (Andrews, et al., 
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2000) and .94 (Shamdasani, Stanaland, & Tan, 2001) were 

reported in the recent testing of the scales.

Reliability of subscales of the credibility 

measurement has also been reported in various research 

studies. Bower and Landreth (2001) conducted two studies on 

models in advertisements in which each of the three 

subscales was used and had the following alphas: .92 and 

.93 for trustworthiness dimension, .91 and .94 for 

expertise dimension, and .85 and .86 for attractiveness 

dimension. Ohanian (1990) reported construct reliabilities 

for each subscale for two celebrity endorsers. The 

reliability alphas were .90 and .90 for trustworthiness, 

.89 and .89 for expertise, and .89 and .90 for 

attractiveness. Likewise, Till and Busler (2000) provided 

alphas for each subscale: .95 for trustworthiness, .94 for 

attractiveness and .94 for expertise. All these reports 

propose evidence that each subscale in the credibility 

measurement as an independent scale provide as strong a 

reliability as the overall credibility measurement could 

ensure.

Since the concept of credibility was broader than the 

researcher deemed necessary in this study, including 

subscales for expertise and attractiveness may not 
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precisely measure the interest of this study. Therefore, 

the separate dimension of trustworthiness and its subscale 

from the McCrosky credibility scale was used to measure the 

construct of interest in this study. Thus, this study 

evaluated wine consumers’ judgment of believability of the 

messages presented on wine labels.

As a result, a 10-point semantic differential scale 

with 10 items was used in this study. Subjects were asked 

to rate the messages of the wine labels on the following 10 

parameters: sincere, honest, dependable, trustworthy, 

credible, not biased, believable, reputable, reliable, and 

trustful. The scale was anchored from the negative 

adjective (1 point) to the positive adjective (10 points) 

(see the experimental questionnaire in Appendix G).

$ Perception of cause messages. The researcher in this 

study determined perception of a cause message in order to 

determine wine consumers‘ evaluations concerning the 

cause’s relevance to the core business of wineries, 

sustainability of the campaign, appropriateness of 

contribution amount as well as level of involvement and 

commitment from the management. Keller and Aaker (1992) 

studied Cause-Related Marketing (CRM) as a part of their 

brand extension study. A scale with a total of 10 items was 
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used to measure consumer perception of a cause message in 

the study. Since the concept of perception in their study 

corresponded to the construct that the researcher in this 

study intended to measure, the scale in Keller and Aaker’s 

study was adopted in this study with marginal modification. 

No specific reliability of the scale was reported in the 

literature.

The perception measurement consisted of eight 

questions. The first three questions mainly asked 

participants the appropriacy of the cause choice that a 

winery supported with a consideration of the core business 

of the winery. Three phrases to be evaluated were “the type 

of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in 

line with its core business,” “taking into account the 

winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery 

to support this type of charity,” and “supporting this 

charity is very appropriate as it fits very well with the 

winery’s core business.”

The next two questions were related to the perception 

of the nature of the campaign undertaken by the winery. The 

two statements were “the winery’s campaign can be 

considered a long-term campaign,” and “the winery invests a 
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large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in 

the campaign.”

The last three questions were designed to examine the 

perception of senior management’s involvement in the cause. 

The statements were “the winery’s senior management seems 

to find it important what kind of charity the company 

supports,” “the winery’s senior management seems to be 

interested in the kind of charity the company supports,” 

and “for the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a 

lot what charity the company supports.” All questions were 

measured on a 10-point scale from 1 = very little to 10 = 

very much (see experimental questionnaire in Appendix G).

$ Purchase probability. Purchase intention plays a 

critical role in predicting companies’ future sales. It 

provides a great deal of information for companies to make 

managerial decisions. Furthermore, many consumer behavioral 

models have investigated some formats of purchase 

intentions.

In spite of a great deal of effort from researchers, 

reliable approaches to measure the construction are still 

controversial. Day, Gan, Gendall, and Esslemont (1991) 

pointed out that the way in which purchase intentions are 

measured may cause the poor predictability of purchase 
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intention scales. Juster (1966) noted that intenders showed 

consistently higher purchase rates than non-intenders. 

Theil and Kosobud (1968) confirmed the idea in their study 

of new car purchasing and intention.

In most purchase intention scales, respondents are 

asked to indicate their likelihood of purchase by using a 

limited number of verbal intention descriptors (Day, et 

al., 1991). A typical single question in surveys is “do you 

intend to buy a [specified consumer good] within the next 

[certain period of time]?,” and response scales range from 

crude three-point options offering “yes,” “no,” or “don’t 

know” (Heald, 1970; Juster, 1966, 1969; Juster & Wachtel, 

1972; Klein & Lansing, 1955; Okun, 1960) to nine-point 

semantic differentials (Pickering & Greatorex, 1980). The 

most common response scale is a five-point scale giving 

“definitely/probably won’t buy,” “maybe,” and “probably/

definitely will buy” (Day, et al., 1991).

In the intention concept, the respondents are forced 

to give a “yes” or “no” answer although they may not have 

fully decided whether to make the purchase. The most 

commonly used five-point scale also does not seem to be 

accurate as a scale since the same adjective may mean 

different things and have different degrees to different 
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respondents (Ferber & Piskie, 1965). As a result, many 

purchase intention scales falsely reflect the respondents’ 

intention in surveys.

In the 1960s, many researchers dissatisfied with the 

validity of the predictors based on socio-economic and 

demographic variables, attitudes, and purchase intention 

shifted their interest to purchase probability (Brennan & 

Esslemont, 1994). As a result of these efforts, a 

probability-based scale, commonly known as the Juster 

Scale, was developed (Day, et al., 1991). The Juster Scale 

is an 11-point probability scale used to estimate the mean 

purchase probability of a sample of consumers in order to 

predict the rate of actual purchase in the population (Day, 

et al., 1991; Juster, 1966). In this approach, the response 

categories are transferred from verbal to a numerical 

expression and are increased in number from five to at 

least 11 and in some cases to 101 possible ratings by 

asking respondents to rate the probabilities from zero 

percent to 100% (Clawson, 1971). Even the 11-point Juster 

scale permits respondents to rate the chances of buying a 

product in a wide range anchored from “no chance of buying 

(0 chance out of 10)” to “absolutely certain of buying (10 

chances out of 10)” (Clawson, 1971).
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In all different numbers of points, the Juster Scale 

has been proved to be a better predictor than purchase 

intention scales in literature, despite its considerable 

variation in the validity of prediction across different 

types of goods or services (Clawson, 1971; Gabor & Granger, 

1993; Gendall, Esslemont, & Day, 1991; Gruber, 1970; 

Isherwood & Pickering, 1975; Juster, 1966, 1969; Pickering 

& Isherwood, 1974). However, Gruber (1970) found that a 

more expanded purchase probability scale has greater 

predictive accuracy on low-priced food products whereas 

Juster developed and tested the scale in durable goods. In 

this study, the Juster scale which contains numeric and 

verbal explanation was used in the original format because 

of its stability and superior accuracy (Gendall, et al., 

1991).

The 11 choices of likelihoods were used. Verbal 

descriptions of the likelihoods of purchase were provided 

along with numeric expressions. Subjects were asked to rate 

the likelihoods to buy the wine, based upon what they read 

on the label. The verbal and numeric descriptions of 

purchase likelihoods ranged between “no chance, almost no 

(1 in 100 chance)” to “certain, practically (99 in 100 

chance)” (see experimental questionnaire in Appendix G).
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CHAPTER Ⅳ

Results

This study aimed to determine wine consumers’ 

perception of cause messages and trustworthiness of 

messages when different cause messages and health-related 

statements were presented on the labels. The investigation, 

then, was extended to wine consumers’ determination of 

purchase probability based upon manipulated messages and 

controlled information on the given wine labels. This 

chapter provides the results of analyses (manipulation 

checks, factor analyses, reliability tests, and data 

consolidation), rationale of selection of variables, 

assumptions in analysis of variance, a description of 

demographics and wine-related questions, and results of 

hypotheses tests.

An alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical 

analyses unless a different alpha level was specified. An 

exact p-value was reported when a p-value was close to the 

significant level, .05. Since p-values cannot equal zero, 

values appearing as .000 in an output were reported as p 

< .001.
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Manipulation Checks

To access the effectiveness of the experimental 

manipulation, the two manipulation checks in the collected 

questionnaire booklets were first analyzed. A participant’s 

awareness of the cause message on any given label was used 

as a validation of the manipulation effect. The 

manipulation questions asked the participants whether they 

noticed cause messages during an experiment. Therefore, 

respondents who were unaware of the cause messages on the 

manipulated wine labels were eliminated from the final 

analyses for reliability and validity of this study. A 

total of six questionnaires were abandoned because of 

indicated unawareness of manipulations.

Factor Analysis and Reliability Test

Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) were conducted to 

verify the dimensions of the scales used in this study. 

Each collected questionnaire included two sets of a 

participant’s evaluations on three dependent variables for 

Sunbird Ridge Winery and Pereira Vineyards. This particular 

research design aimed to increase generalizability of the 

study by conducting experiments on dual cases. However, a 

separate factor analysis of the two sets of evaluations did 

not add any statistical meaning in a factor analysis, but 
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decreased the validity of the analysis because of a smaller 

number of cases. Therefore, each set of evaluations on all 

items concerning trustworthiness of messages and perception 

of cause messages scales was vertically arranged in data 

coding of the EFAs. Thus, the number of cases was increased 

from 210 to 420 cases. As a result, the sample size in the 

EFAs satisfied very conservative item-to-sample ratio and 

increased the validity of the analyses (Comrey & Lee, 1992; 

Hogarty, Hines, Kromrey, Ferron, & Mumford, 2005; 

MacCallum, Widaman, Preacher, & Hong, 2001).

All the items of the two scales were initially 

submitted to exploratory factor analyses. A total of 10 

items were used to measure a wine consumer’s 

trustworthiness of messages on manipulated wine labels in 

all six experimental conditions. Participants were asked 

whether messages on the given wine labels were sincere, 

honest, dependable, trustworthy, credible, not biased, 

believable, reputable, reliable, and trustful. These items 

were subjected to a principal component factor analysis 

with an oblique (promax) rotation method since it was 

reasonable to suspect possible correlations among the items 

in the scale. Because Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 

Sampling Adequacy (KMO) showed .95, and Bartlett’s Test of 
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Sphericity was significant at p < .001, it was valid to 

apply a factor analysis. A single factor emerged; thus, it 

accounted for 100% of the variance.

The factor showed high loadings on sincere, .82; 

honest, .89; dependable, .91; trustworthy, .94; credible, 

.91; not biased, .80; believable, .93; reputable, .92; 

reliable .93; and trustful, .92. The results of the factor 

analysis are presented in Appendix H. The ratings showed a 

high degree of inter-item consistency, Cronbach’s alpha = 

.97, M = 7.27, SD = 0.16, which warranted the construction 

of a composite measure. Since there was only one factor in 

this scale, trustworthiness was used for the name of this 

factor.

A total of eight items were used to measure perception 

of the cause messages on the manipulated wine labels of 

Sunbird Ridge Winery and Pereira Vineyards. The items were: 

“the type of charity that is supported by the winery is 

very much in line with its core business,” “taking into 

account the winery’s core business, it is logical for the 

winery to support this type of charity,” “supporting this 

charity is very appropriate as it fits very well with the 

winery’s core business,” “the winery’s campaign can be 

considered a long-term campaign,” “the winery invests a 
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large amount of resources in the campaign,” “the winery’s 

senior management seems to find it important what kind of 

charity the company supports,” and “for the winery’s senior 

management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company 

supports.” KMO showed a high value, .90, and Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity was also significant at p < .001. A 

single factor emerged from a principal component factor 

analysis with an oblique (promax) rotation method and all 

variance was accounted for the factor.

The factor showed high loadings on all items: .86, 

.86, .88, .77, .84, .87, .89 and .88 in the same order of 

the items listed in the previous paragraph (see the results 

of factor analysis in Appendix I). The ratings also showed 

a high degree of inter-item consistency, Cronbach’s alpha 

= .95, M = 6.04, SD = 0.36. The single factor was named as 

perception of cause message.

Data Consolidation

While dual evaluations of two different wineries, 

Sunbird Ridge Winery and Pereira Vineyards, in this study 

provided an advantage in generalization, there was a need 

to determine whether no significant difference existed 

between those two sets of data before the researcher 

consolidated the two wineries for further analyses. Since 
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measuring composite measures of three dependent variables 

could serve this verification purpose better than measuring 

three dependent variables separately, a within-groups 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted.

The composite measures of the three dependent 

variables of Sunbird Ridge Winery and Pereira Vineyards 

were subjected to a within-groups MANOVA with two between-

group factors: (1) cause messages (health-related and non 

health-related statements) and (2) health-related 

statements (A: family doctor referral, B: USDA referral and 

no health-related statement). The analysis revealed that 

there was no overall significant difference between 

evaluations of the two wineries on the composite measures 

of the three dependent variables, Wilks’ lambda = .97, F

(3,202) = 1.93, p > .05, η2 = .03. All interactions between 

within-groups factors and between-groups factors were also 

not significant: winery x cause messages, Wilks’ lambda = 

.99, F(3,202) = 0.76, p > .05, η2 = .01; winery x health-

related statements, Wilks’ lambda = .98, F(6.404) = 0.74, p 

> .05, η2 = .01; and winery x cause messages x health-

related statements, Wilks’ lambda = .97, F(6,404) = 1.08, p 
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> .05, η2 = .02 (see Appendix J for the results of within-

groups MANOVA).

Since all multivariate effects on the composite 

measures of three dependent variables were consistent 

across both wineries, the evaluations of two wineries were 

collapsed into average scores of each item in three 

dependent variables. This statistical procedure increased 

the generalizability of the findings while it statistically 

minimized individual preferences on experimental factors 

such as narrations of manipulated messages as well as a 

number of non-experimental factors such as design, layout, 

winery names and unanticipated concerns.

Rationale of Selection of Variables

Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) noted that choice of 

variables is driven by a question of logic and research 

design rather than a question of statistics. A selection of 

variables in an experimental research study could be 

subject to the interests of a researcher rather than to a 

test of an established model. Therefore, although this 

study does not aim to develop or test a model, in this 

study a 2 x 3 between-groups MANOVA was conducted to 

determine the cognitive structure of two dependent 

variables: perception of cause messages and trustworthiness 
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of messages. The order of entry of independent variables 

was cause messages, followed by health-related statements.

Because the Box’s test of equality was not 

significant, p-value of .46, the Wilks’ lambda score was 

used for interpretation. The multivariate tests in the 

MANOVA indicated a significant main effect for cause 

message type, Wilks’ Lambda = .95, F(2,203) = 5.44, p < .05, 

η2 = .05 and a significant main effect for health-related 

statement type, Wilks’ lambda = .90, F(4,406) = 5.38, p < 

.001, η2 = .05 on the combined measures of two dependent 

variables, but not for their interaction, Wilks’ lambda = 

1.00, F(4,406) = 0.20, p > .05, η2 = .002. However, the 

results revealed low associations between cause messages 

and the combined dependent variable, partial η2 = .05, as 

well as between health-related statements and the combined 

dependent variable, partial η2 = .05. The results of the 

between-groups MANOVA are shown in Appendix K.

Effect size reflects the proportion of variance in the 

combined dependent variable that is associated with levels 

of an independent variable. It assesses the amount of total 

variance in the response variable that is predictable from 

the knowledge of the explanatory variable (Tabachnick & 
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Fidell, 2007). The small partial eta squared in this case 

showed the complexity of human nature rather than the 

weakness of the relationship (MacCallum, et al., 1996; 

Morgan, Reichert, & Harrison, 2002).

Assumptions in Analysis of Variance

An acceptable total sample size and approximately 

equal sized groups were already determined during the 

sampling procedure. This bottom line satisfaction in sample 

already ensures a fair statistical reliability of the 

study. However, for the analysis of variance (ANOVA) to be 

valid, a number of assumptions have been incorporated into 

the ANOVA formulas (Turner & Thayer, 2001). Three common 

assumptions to most statistical tests including ANOVA were 

identified and tested for reliable inferences of the 

results in this study.

First, each observation needs to be independent of one 

another. Although a convenience sampling was applied in 

data collection, participants were randomly assigned to one 

of six manipulated conditions, and they chose wineries for 

reviews in their preferred order. This random assignment 

fundamentally ensured this assumption. Furthermore, a 

between-groups design was used in the experiment, meaning 

each subject was assigned for only one treatment in an 
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experiment. Since this critical assumption is a procedural 

matter and a part of an experiment’s internal validity, the 

between-groups design added an additional validity to the 

study.

A second assumption is that the observations are 

normally distributed. This assumption implies that all the 

measures of central tendency-the mean, the median and the 

mode—of the observation would be the same (Moore & McCabe, 

2002). Since ANOVA is fairly robust to the minor violation 

of this assumption, the researcher performed normal 

distribution plots such as stem-to-leaf plots and normal 

Q-Q plots to test this assumption. All the plots indicated 

statistical evidence of normal distribution (See Appendix L 

for stem-to-leaf plots and normal Q-Q plots).

Third, the variances are the same, homogeneity of 

variance assumption. A Levene’s test is typically used to 

examine the plausibility of homoscedasticity. The results 

of three Levene’s tests for three dependent variables—

trustworthiness of messages, p = .71; perception of cause 

messages, p = .39; and purchase probability p = .15—showed 

no significance. Therefore, all post hoc tests were 

conducted under the condition of equal variances assumed in 

this study.
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Overall, results of evaluations on three assumptions 

were satisfactory. Moreover, in general, ANOVA is fairly 

robust to minor violations of the assumptions. The analysis 

is reasonably resistant to violations of the normality of 

distribution and homogeneity of variance assumptions when 

they occur alone (Turner & Thayer, 2001).

Description of Demographics and Wine-Related Questions

A total of 224 questionnaires were eventually 

collected during the months of February, March, and April 

2010. Due to various reasons, 14 questionnaires were 

abandoned, leaving 210 usable questionnaires with a cell 

size of approximately 35 per manipulated condition. Of the 

participants, 114 were female (54.3%) and 96 were male 

(45.7%). The respondents’ ages ranged from 21 to 81, with a 

mean of about 45 years. The majority of respondents were 

Caucasian (79%), followed by Asian/Pacific islander 

(10.5%), and Hispanic (6.7%). A detailed description of 

participants’ ethnicity is provided in Table M.1 of 

Appendix M. Distribution of education and annual income 

also showed a reasonable balance. Approximately 52% of the 

respondents has some college education or a college degree. 

Over 61% of respondents reported their annual income 

between $25,000 and $100,000 (see Appendix M, Table M.2 for 

 Texas Tech University, Min-Hwan Choi, December 2010

77



description of highest level of education completed and 

Table M.3 for annual income). The majority of respondents 

were residents of either Washington (55.7%) or Texas 

(32.4%) since most data collection was conducted in those 

two states (see Table M.4 in Appendix M for description of 

residential state). Overall, the demographics of this 

sample showed a reasonable reflection of U.S. wine 

consumers.

With regard to the question on self-determined wine 

knowledge, most participants evaluated their knowledge of 

wine as either a beginner level (39%) or an intermediate 

level (49.5%) among four hierarchical levels. Only 3.3% of 

the respondents considered themselves as having an expert 

level of wine knowledge. Table M.5 in Appendix M describes 

the self-determined wine knowledge level.

Frequency of reading wine labels was determined to 

assess the involvement of messages on a wine label during 

wine purchasing. Respondents indicated their frequencies of 

reading a wine label from one (never) to ten (always). The 

mean score of the frequency of reading was 6.77 with 

standard deviation of 2.55.

Since the population of interest in this study, U.S. 

wine consumers, included both wine drinkers and buyers in 
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the domestic territory, wine drinking status did not define 

the qualification of the sample in this study. However, the 

frequency of wine drinking generally portrays a core 

interest of any wine-related research study. Therefore, 

respondents were asked to choose one of six frequencies 

ranging from “never” to “pretty much every day.” The 

majority of respondents indicated that they drink wine 

either a few times a week (31.9%) or a few times a month 

(37.5%). Interestingly, none of the respondents indicated a 

non-drinking status, and approximately 13% of respondents 

drink wine on a daily basis. The results of frequency 

analysis on wine consumption are shown in Table M.6 of 

Appendix M.

Test of Hypotheses

H1 predicted that there are mean differences in 

perception of cause messages presented on a wine label 

among groups formed by two cause messages and three health-

related statements. H1 was analyzed by using a 2 (cause 

messages: health-related cause vs. non health-related 

cause) x 3 (health-related statements: family doctor 

referral vs. USDA referral vs. no health-related statement) 

between-groups factorial ANOVA. As expected, the results 

revealed a significant main effect for both cause message 
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type, F(1,204) = 6.11, p < .05, η2 = .03 and health-related 

statement type, F(2,204) = 8.77, p < .001, η2 = .08. 

Interaction between cause messages and health-related 

statements was not significant, F(2,204) = 0.02, p > .05, η2 

= .00. Table 4.1 shows the results of ANOVA.

Table 4.1

Analysis of Variance for Perception of Cause Messages

Variable df F η2 p

Cause message 1 6.11 .03 .03*

Health-related statement 2 8.77 .08 .00**

Cause message x Health-related 
statement

2 0.02 .00 .98

Between-groups error 204

Note. *p < .05, two-tailed. **p < .01, two-tailed.

Two profile plots in Figure 4.1 and 4.2 show the 

estimated marginal means and interaction effects of the two 

independent factors: (1) cause messages and (2) health-

related statements on perception of cause messages. Both 

main effects for perception of cause messages were 

consistent across different groups, and the nearly parallel 

lines of groups show no significant interaction effects.
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Figure 4.1. Profile Plot of Perception of Cause Messages by 

Cause Message
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Figure 4.2. Profile Plot of Perception of Cause Messages by 

Health-Related Statement
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the associated mean scores for the participants with 

health-related statement A: family doctor referral, M = 

52.92, SD = 14.31, and the participants with statement B: 

USDA referral, M = 49.91, SD = 17.52, were significantly 

higher than the mean scores for the participants with no 

health-related statement, M = 42.08, SD = 15.79. However, 

the group with statement A did not significantly differ 

from the group with statement B in mean scores. H1 was 

supported.

H2 predicted that there are mean differences in 

trustworthiness of messages presented on a wine label among 

groups formed by two different cause messages and three 

health-related statements. A 2 (cause messages: health-

related cause vs. non health-related cause) x 3 (health-

related statements: family doctor referral vs. USDA 

referral vs. no health-related statement) between-groups 

ANOVA was applied to test H2. The results indicated a 

significant main effect for health-related statement type, 

F(2,204) = 6.69, p < .05, η2 = .06. However, the main effect 

for cause message type was not significant, F(1,204) = 

0.57, p > .05, η2 = .00. Interaction effects between two 

independent variables was also not significant, F(2,204) = 
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0.31, p > .05, η2 = .00. The results of ANOVA are presented 

in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2

Analysis of Variance for Trustworthiness of Messages

Variable df F η2 p

Cause message 1 0.57 .00 .45

Health-related statement 2 6.69 .06 .00**

Cause message x Health-related 
statement

2 0.31 .00 .73

Between-groups error 204

Note. **p < .01, two tailed.

Figures 4.3 and 4.4 indicate two profile plots of the 

two main effects and interactions. No significant patterns 

of mean scores were observed in the plot for effects of 

cause messages. Health-related statement, however, 

significantly affected trustworthiness of messages 

presented on wine labels. Although partially crossed lines 

may show some interactions, the overall interaction effect 

between two factors was not statistically significant.
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Figure 4.3. Profile Plot of Trustworthiness of Messages by 

Cause Message
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Figure 4.4. Profile Plot of Trustworthiness of Messages by 

Health-Related Statement
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than the mean score of the group without any health-related 

statement (M = 66.66, SD = 17.41). However, there was no 

significant difference between the mean score of the group 

with statement A and the mean score of the group with 

statement B. As the results suggested, participants rated 

the trustworthiness of the messages higher when they 

contained a referral from either a family doctor (statement 

A) or USDA (statement B), than when the message did not put 

in any referral. H2 was partially supported by the findings 

since no differences were found between the cause messages.

H3 predicted that there are mean differences in 

purchase probability among groups formed by the two cause 

messages and the three health-related statements. H3 was 

analyzed by using a 2 (cause messages: health-related cause 

vs. non health-related cause) x 3 (health-related 

statements: family doctor referral vs. USDA referral vs. no 

health-related statement) between-groups ANOVA. The results 

show the same pattern as what was found in the analysis of 

trustworthiness. The results revealed a significant main 

effect for health-related statement type, F(2,204) = 11.44, 

p < .001, η2 = .10. But the main effect of cause message 

failed to reach a statistically significant level, F(1,204) 
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= 2.27, p > .05, η2 = .01. The interaction effect was also 

not significant, F(2,204) = 0.21, p > .05, η2 = .00. Table 

4.3 shows main and interaction effects of ANOVA.

Table 4.3

Analysis of Variance for Purchase Probability

Variable df F η2 p

Cause message 1 2.27 .01 .13

Health-related statement 2 11.44 .10 .00**

Cause message type x Health-related 
statement

2 0.21 .00 .81

Between-groups error 204

Note. **p < .01, two-tailed.

Figures 4.5 and 4.6 indicate no consistent patterns of 

group mean scores for the effects of cause messages, but 

the plots show some interactions. On the contrary, effects 

of health-related statement on purchase probability were 

significant and there was no significant overall 

interaction.
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Figure 4 5. Profile Plot of Purchase Probability by Cause 

Message
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Figure 4 6. Profile Plot of Purchase Probability by Health-

Related Statement
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statement B: USDA referral (M = 6.22, SD = 2.06) were 

significantly higher than the mean score of the group with 

no health-related statement (M = 4.66, SD = 2.45). However, 

the results showed very marginal mean differences between 

the group with statement A and the group with statement B. 

H3 was also partially supported by the findings.

Summary of Findings

The findings of this study suggest that cause message 

types significantly affect perception of cause messages 

presented on wine labels. Respondents presented with a 

health-related cause message evaluated the cause more 

positively than the respondents presented with a non 

health-related cause message. However, the effects of cause 

types failed to influence respondents’ trustworthiness of 

messages presented on wine labels and their purchase 

probability of wine.

Main effects of health-related statements on three 

dependent variables were all statistically significant. 

Respondents presented with a health-related referral, 

regardless of its source, evaluated a cause supported by a 

winery more positively, showed higher trustworthiness of 

messages on wine labels, and rated higher probability of 
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purchase wine than the respondents presented without a 

referral did.
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CHAPTER Ⅴ

Discussion

The main goal of this study was to determine how 

manipulations of cause messages and health-related 

statements presented on wine labels affect wine consumers’ 

perception of cause messages and trustworthiness of the 

messages. In addition, the investigations were extended to 

wine consumers’ probabilities of wine purchase, which were 

predominantly based upon their assessments of messages and 

information presented on the manipulated wine labels. The 

researcher paid no particular attention to the development 

of practical implications such as marketing strategies for 

the wine industry because of the extremely limited number 

of influential factors in the experiment. The study was 

unique, however, as it scientifically investigated 

combinations of a regulatory issue on wine labels and a 

controversial health effect on wine consumption. This 

chapter provides the implications, limitations of the 

research and recommendations for future studies, as well as 

conclusions.

Theoretical Implications

Overall, findings suggest that wineries may benefit 

from wine consumers’ awareness of a winery’s good causes 
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and health-related referrals presented on wine labels. The 

effects of a winery’s involvement with a good cause and 

inclusion of a health-related referral on the wine label 

garnered higher scores in perception of the causes that a 

winery supported, trustworthiness of overall messages on 

wine labels, and purchase probability of wine.

Wine labels with a health-related referral induced 

higher trustworthiness scores than wine labels without any 

health-related referral although the differences in two 

health-related referral types, (1) statement A: family 

doctor referral and (2) statement B: USDA referral, were 

not statistically significant. The findings indicate that 

the source of a health-related referral seems to be 

marginally attractive to wine consumers. The influence of 

the current health warning statement could be negatively 

dominant in the perception of wine consumption in the 

absence of a health-related referral, thus decreasing the 

trustworthiness of overall messages that wineries want to 

deliver on wine labels.

The perception of cause messages presented on the wine 

labels was also significantly affected by the messages’ 

relevance to health issues. Health relevance setting was 

articulated with a winery’s financial support for cancer 
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research conducted by the American Cancer Association. A 

good cause associated with a health-related campaign was 

perceived more positively than a cause associated with a 

non health-related campaign in an overall evaluation of its 

relevance to the core business of wineries, sustainability 

of the campaign, appropriateness of the contribution amount 

as well as level of involvement and commitment from the 

management. A cause which supported cancer research drew 

significantly more positive attention from wine consumers. 

This finding may infer that no substantial association is 

formed by a fragmentary image of wine as an alcoholic drink 

and its relevance of a cause to health issues. 

Additionally, the perception of a good cause was also 

positively enhanced when a health-related referral was 

presented on the labels. While a health-related referral 

increased trustworthiness scores of overall message on wine 

labels, its existence also induced a more positive 

evaluation of cause messages on the wine labels. This 

effect was consistent across two different cause types, 

health-related cause and non health-related cause. However, 

the effects of the two referrals, family doctor referral 

and USDA referral, did not show much difference.
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Finally and perhaps most interestingly, the existence 

of a health-related referral presented on wine labels 

significantly increased the probability of wine purchase. 

The wine labels with a health-related referral, regardless 

of its sources, received higher purchase probabilities than 

the wine labels without a referral. These findings 

correspond with the findings of the Hovland and Weiss study 

in 1951 and of the McGinnies study in 1973. The effect of 

cause types, however, failed to meet a statistically 

significant level of differences in purchase probability of 

wine while an effect of omission of a cause message remains 

unclear. Although the types of cause messages did influence 

perception of cause messages, wine consumers’ recognition 

of cause types was not a significant factor in purchase 

probability. Therefore, the effect might fail to alter a 

decision of purchase probability which occurs at the last 

stage of an entire purchase process.

Implications for Wine Industry

Although it was not designed for making practical 

implications to the wine industry, this study could provide 

some aspects of focused discussion for the wine industry. 

By nature of the experimental research, this study has a 

great level of flexibility in a selection of experimental 
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variables. As a result, the researcher was able to test the 

experimental treatments which were formed by two distinct 

topics, cause-related marketing and health effects of wine 

consumption.

The findings suggest that wine consumers appreciate 

and praise a winery’s social contribution in a financial 

aid format. Proportional giving from a winery’s total sales 

seems to be positively considered by wine buyers and 

drinkers although two different types of causes did not 

directly affect either the trustworthiness of messages 

delivered by the winery on wine labels or the likelihood of 

wine purchase. Bloom et al. (2006) revealed similar results 

in relation to the beer industry. The findings of the study 

suggested that there is no statistically significant 

difference in ranking scores between the high-fit 

sponsorship, the designated driver program, and the low-fit 

one, the program to help children read. The positive 

perception of a good cause contributed by a winery, 

however, might still elevate the reputation and image of 

the winery in a positive manner, which is important to the 

wine industry (Brink, et al., 2006; Hoeffler & Keller, 

2002; Lafferty & Goldsmith, 2003). Therefore, the recent 

popularity of cause marketing practice in the wine industry 
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has some potentially positive impacts. A challenge for the 

wine industry would be obtaining public attention for their 

social contribution.

This study intimates that a health-related referral is 

a significant influential factor in a wine consumer’s 

perceptions and behaviors. Interestingly, the existence of 

a third party referral increased trustworthiness of 

messages delivered and positive perception of causes 

supported by a winery while nuance and sensation of the 

current health warning statement which warns of possible 

consequences of wine consumption on health still remains 

negative. The source of the health-related information, 

however, did not seem to be noticeable or substantial to 

the wine consumers as long as a health-related statement 

introduces a referral from which wine consumers could 

obtain more information about consequences of wine 

consumption.

Limitations of Research

Like most quasi-experimental designed social research 

studies, this study is not without its limitations. Five 

limitations and constraints, mostly caused by the 

imperfection of quasi-experimental design, were identified. 

These references need to be considered as in relation to 
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the generalizability of the findings and their 

implications.

First, the involvement of non-experimental factors in 

a quasi-experimental design setting is unavoidable in a 

human science study. The results of this study could have 

differed if there were unanticipated or uncontrollable 

external factors. Attempts were made to eliminate all 

anticipated non-experimental factors during all pre-

experimental stages such as research design and stimulus 

material preparation as well as experimental stages such as 

recruitment and experiment. The results of this study 

should be theoretically interpreted in consideration of 

systematic characteristics and uniqueness of quasi-

experimental design research in human science.

Second, the stimulus materials used in this study were 

printed in color on a paper format. This two-dimensional 

format of the wine labels could decrease the sensation of 

an authentic purchase situation for wine consumers although 

the format might maintain the proper emphasis as a key role 

on the wine label, related to communication with wine 

consumers. The study might have yielded different results 

if wine labels were presented on a mock bottle. Attributes 

of wine bottles and packages have been more fashionable 
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than traditional. The literature revealed that influences 

of presentation methods on wine consumers were significant 

in most purchasing situations and the influences appeared 

more prominent with certain segments of wine consumers such 

as beginners and intermediate (Barber & Almanza, 2006). 

However, the advantages of controlling the presentation 

method of wine labels outweighed the sacrifice of realism 

of wine purchase in this study. This control eliminated a 

large number of identified and uncontrollable experimental 

factors. As a result, experimental manipulations were 

presented to the participants with a minimum amount of 

influences from unintended factors. Additionally, 

readability of contents on the wine labels could be 

dramatically improved in the two dimensional format because 

of increased flexibility in the size of the labels. There 

was a significant portion of people over 60 years old, 

about 18% of the sample. Since recruitment and data 

collection occurred simultaneously in most experimental 

cases, not all of them were ready with their vision aids.

Third, learning effects could be involved in the 

experiments. Each participant evaluated two sets of front 

and back labels for two different wineries in their 

preferred order. This particular design aimed to prevent 
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bias from order effect and to increase generalizability of 

the study. Therefore, messages in the two sets of wine 

labels delivered an almost identical amount of weights and 

meanings in slightly different narrations. Consequently, it 

is reasonable to suspect a learning effect involvement on 

the second winery that participants chose. The experimental 

booklet was also lengthy and participants needed to spend 

approximately twice as long to complete it. However, 

approximately 57% of participants chose the Sunbird Ridge 

Winery as the first winery to review. This reasonable 

balance in review order might somewhat compensate for this 

limitation.

Fourth, the U.S. population is hardly homogenous as a 

subject in social scientific investigations because of 

distinctive cultural and historical backgrounds in 

different regions. Perceptions and reactions to messages 

delivered by the wine industry could be significantly 

different from region to region. The preliminary study for 

sampling in this study revealed a significant positive 

relationship between frequency of reading a wine label and 

education as well as incomes levels, but a weak 

relationship with residence. Therefore, this concern might 

not overwhelm the findings of this study. Nevertheless, 
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geographical restriction of the data collection to the two 

States, Washington and Texas, might limit the 

generalizability of this study to the entire population of 

U.S. wine consumers.

Fifth, the wine purchase procedure employed in this 

study might seem to oversimplify a cognitive and behavioral 

decision making process because of the severely limited 

number of influences embedded in the experiment as 

conducted. Experimental research in human science subjects 

always has had issues with selection of manipulated 

variables. Choice of variables is a question of logic and 

research design rather than of statistics (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2007). The number of influential factors, 

independent variables, was limited to two: cause messages 

and health-related statements. A statement regarding 

histories of wineries and description of a wine was only 

presented to enhance authenticity as perceived by the 

research participants. Generally, most consumers judge 

products, services, or messages from a company based on 

multiple factors. The factors that consumers consider are 

various depending upon the type of industry, individual 

attributes and so on (Green & Wind, 1973; Olshavsky & 

Granbois, 1979).
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As a quasi-experimental design research study in a 

social science setting, this study was primarily interested 

in the effects of two manipulated factors: (1) cause 

messages and (2) health-related statements on three 

dependent variables: (1) trustworthiness of messages, (2) 

perception of cause messages, and (3) purchase probability. 

Therefore, application of already known significant 

additional factors to wine consumers such as expert review 

of a wine, salesperson’s recommendation, and price in 

experiments could alter the results of this study. But, 

noticeably, most of the influences omitted in this study 

were the factors that are involved in a purchasing 

procedure other than those that wine consumers usually see 

on wine labels. In any case, wine consumers will have 

limited information on a wine label because of space 

limitation.

Recommendations for Future Studies

The investigations in this study were conducted by 

applying a between-subjects design. Therefore, each 

participant was exposed to only one of six manipulated 

conditions. Although this design carried certain advantages 

in this experimental study, especially increasing internal 

validity, doing so might underestimate any detected 
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difference among experimental groups. Wine consumers tend 

to compare different labels in most purchasing situations 

and preferences are prioritized in a competitive situation 

of that sort. Therefore, a future experiment might need to 

be conducted in a within-groups design.

A future study might need to be designed with more 

influential factors. During the debriefing procedure, a 

significant number of participants in this study questioned 

several missing factors in the experiments. Two major 

points were identified. First, design factors of wine 

labels was mentioned as a key attribute of wine selection. 

This factor was controlled as a non experimental factor by 

testing manipulations in two different labels. Second, the 

absence of price indication was repeatedly mentioned among 

participants. In any research study which investigates any 

aspect of purchase decisions, participants are often forced 

to make a purchase decision based on the notional value of 

a product if a price is not attached. Therefore, their 

responses often differ from the market data. Less 

knowledgeable or experienced wine consumers tend to be 

drawn to the prospect of a good value offer (Moulton & 

Lapsley, 2001).
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The wine industry like any other liquor business is 

highly regulated by the U.S. government. Any changes or 

modifications of contents on a wine label will be subject 

to related laws and regulations. Furthermore, any changes 

toward a favorable view of the wine industry will lag far 

behind the industry’s effort and need to be endorsed by 

social consent. Therefore, the topic of this study needs to 

be updated in correspondence with regulation changes.

Conclusions

Cause-related Marketing has been a long time practice 

in all industries and its recent popularity in wine 

industry has been very noticeable. Wine consumers seem to 

recognize a winery’s goodwill, and favor the good cause in 

return. More importantly, wine consumers showed high 

trustworthiness of messages presented on wine label when a 

winery was involved in a financial contribution to a social 

cause regardless of its relevance to health issues. The 

benefit of wine consumers’ recognition of a good cause and 

positive perception of trustworthiness could be invaluable 

although its direct influence on increase in sales and 

prompt consumer reaction for a cause from wine consumers 

may not be measurable.
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Various studies regarding the effects of wine 

consumption have caught the attention from alcohol 

consumers, especially from the health conscious population. 

Despite considerable controversy, effects of moderate wine 

consumption seem to be positively perceived among the 

general public. Therefore, it was not surprising to see 

positive responses from wine consumers when a health-

related referral from a third party was added to messages 

on a wine label. The positive effect not only was highly 

influential on perception of trustworthiness, but also 

brought a synergic effect on a contribution to a good cause 

by a winery. However, the specifics of the sources of the 

health-related information were not distinguishable to most 

wine consumers. The influence of a third party referral on 

health effect of wine consumption affected the probability 

of purchase of wine in a positive manner.
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APPENDIX A

Survey Instrument for Preliminary Sample Study
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Please choose your best answer. All your answer will be used strictly for research purpose.

How often do you read wine labels when you buy a wine?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Always

What is the highest education completed?

High school degree or GED

Some college or university study

Bachelor’s

Master’s

Professional degree (JD or MD) or Ph.D.

How do you determine your knowledge of  wine?

Uneducated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Knowledgeable

What is the best description of  your annual income?

Below $40,000

$40,001-$60,000

$60,001-$80,000

$80,001-$100,000

Above $100,000

Which state do you come from?      

WineSurvey

Thank you very much for your participation!

Texas Tech University
College of Human Sciences
Restaurant, Hotel and Institutional Management

Survey conductor: Min Choi
Contact: 503-998-6602 or min-hwan.choi@ttu.edu
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APPENDIX B

Highest Level of Education Completed and Annual Income

Table B.1

Highest Level of Education Completed

Education level N % Cum. %

High school degree or GED 5 4.4 4.4

Some college or university study 35 31.0 35.4

Bachelor’s degree 45 39.8 75.2

Master’s degree 20 17.7 92.9

Professional degree 8 7.1 100

Total 113 100

Note. N = 113. % indicates a valid percentage. Cum. % stands for 

cumulative %. Professional degrees are J.D., M.D., or Ph.D.

Table B.2

Annual Income

Income level N % Cum. %

Below $40,000 16 14.5 14.5

$40,001-$60,000 30 27.3 41.8

$60,001-$80,000 19 17.3 59.1

$80,001-$100,000 17 15.5 74.5

Above $100,000 28 25.5 100

Total 110 100

Note. N = 113. % indicates a valid percentage. Cum. % stands for 

cumulative %.
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APPENDIX C

Mean Plots of Annual Income on Self-Determined Wine 

Knowledge and on Frequency of Reading Wine Labels
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Figure C.1. Mean Plot of Annual Income on Self-Determined 

Wine Knowledge
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Figure C.2. Mean Plot of Annual Income on Frequency of 

Reading Wine Labels
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APPENDIX D

Manipulated Wine Labels

Treatment Combination

1 Health-related cause (cancer research) + 
Health-related statement A (family doctor 
referral)

2 Health-related cause (cancer research) + 
Health-related statement B (USDA referral)

3 Health-related cause (cancer research) + 
No Health-related statement

4 Non Health-related cause (disaster victim) 
+ Health-related statement A (family 
doctor referral)

5 Non Health-related cause (disaster victim) 
+ Health-related statement B (USDA 
referral)

6 Non Health-related cause (disaster victim) 
+ No Health-related statement

Note. Experimental treatment applied.
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Figure D.1. Treatment 1 for Pereira Vineyards
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Figure D.2. Treatment 2 for Pereira Vineyards

#2
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Figure D.3. Treatment 3 for Pereira Vineyards

#3
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Figure D.4. Treatment 4 for Pereira Vineyards

#4
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Figure D.5. Treatment 5 for Pereira Vineyards

#5
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Figure D.6. Treatment 6 for Pereira Vineyards

#6
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Figure D.7. Treatment 1 for Sunbird Ridge Winery#1
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Figure D.8. Treatment 2 for Sunbird Ridge Winery#2
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Figure D.9. Treatment 3 for Sunbird Ridge Winery#3
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Figure D.10. Treatment 4 for Sunbird Ridge Winery#4
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Figure D.11. Treatment 5 for Sunbird Ridge Winery#5
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Figure D.12. Treatment 6 for Sunbird Ridge Winery#6
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APPENDIX E

Debriefing Letter
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Dear participants:

I deeply appreciate your participation in this study. This letter gives you the details of the 
research study in which you have just participated.

The primary purpose of this study is to test the trustworthiness of messages, perception of cause-
related marketing, and wine purchase intention with regard to a wine back label. This is a 
designed experiment.

All contents on the wine labels you reviewed and the procedure you experienced have been 
created and manipulated by the researcher solely for a research purpose.

Although, there was no harmful information that would influence your future wine purchase and 
wine consumption, you have a right to be fully aware of the manipulations made for the study 
purpose.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or concerns regarding this study.

Again, all your input will be used for study purpose only and will remain confidential.

Sincerely,

Min-Hwan Choi
P.h. D. Candidate in Hospitality Administration
Texas Tech Univesity
Cell. 647. 374. 3745
Email. min-hwan.choi@ttu.edu

 Texas Tech University, Min-Hwan Choi, December 2010
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APPENDIX F

Script of Oral Introduction of Experiment

Hello. My name is Min Choi. I am currently conducting 

marketing research on wine labels. This study aims to develop 

marketing strategies for two wineries in Napa Valley, California. 

Shortly you will receive a questionnaire booklet with two sets of 

front and back wine labels (a sample booklet and labels were held 

up at this time). The front page of the booklet explains how to 

complete this questionnaire, so please read it very carefully 

before you turn to the next page. Then you may choose one of the 

two sets of wine labels in any order you like. Please make sure 

that you spend enough time to read all contents on the labels 

before you answer any questions. Once you decide the first winery 

for the first review, you have to finish reading all the contents 

on the wine labels and have to answer all the questions on the 

following pages. After the first evaluation, you can review 

second set of wine labels and answer the same set of questions on 

pages four and five as you did for the first winery. Page six 

consists of your socio-demographic information and wine related 

questions. If you want to be informed about the results of this 

study, you can fill out the contact information on page seven. 

You will remain anonymous, and all your responses will be used 

only for this study. Your opinions are very critical for the 

success of this study. You can withdraw yourself from the study 

at any time. If you have any questions or concerns, you may ask 

now (answered questions or concerns). I really appreciate all 

your help, and you may begin.
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APPENDIX G

Experimental Questionnaire
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Please carefully read the following instructions before you proceed.

Min Choi, Ph.D. Candidate

Hospitality Administration
Nutrition, Hospitality, and Retailing Department

Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX

1

✓ This is a marketing study. Your input will be used only  for this study, 
and will remain confidential.

✓ You may begin with either of the wine labels.

✓  Please spend enough time to review contents on the labels that are 
provided.

✓ Please do not talk with other people while you are completing your 
answers.

✓ Please clearly mark your answers.

Your cooperation is highly appreciated.

IMPORTANT NOTES: Participants of this study must  be 21 years of age or older although no wine 
consumption is involved in this study. Your participation is voluntary. You may withdraw at  any time. Your 
responses will not be identified with you personally, and no name will be connected to the answers. This study 
has been reviewed by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of the Protection of Human Subjects Committee at 
Texas Tech University. For any more questions regarding this questionnaire, please contact  the researcher at 
604.374.3745, min-hwan.choi@ttu.edu, or Dr. Jessica Yuan at 806.742.3068 (ext. 229),  jessica.yuan@ttu.edu.

Date:

Con.#:

Case#:

 Texas Tech University, Min-Hwan Choi, December 2010

150



Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  first wine  label that you chose, rate  the messages on the 
following parameters.

1 Insincere 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Sincere

2 Dishonest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Honest

3 Not Dependable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Dependable

4 Not Trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Trustworthy

5 Not Credible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Credible

6  Biased 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Not Biased

7 Not Believable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Believable

8 Disreputable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Reputable

9 Unreliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Reliable

10 Untrustful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Trustful

Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.
Based on your observation  on  the  messages  of the first wine  label, mark one number out of 10 scales on 
the following questions.

1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

2

Please choose  one of the two wine labels which were  provided, and spend enough time to read the 
contents on the label. Please do not read the second wine label until you are told to do so.

Which winery’s labels did you just review (circle one)?     Sunbird Ridge Winery    /    Pereira Vineyards
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6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

Taking what you read on the  first wine label  into account, what do you think the  chances that you would 
like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the  first wine label  into account, what do you think the  chances that you would 
like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the  first wine label  into account, what do you think the  chances that you would 
like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the  first wine label  into account, what do you think the  chances that you would 
like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the  first wine label  into account, what do you think the  chances that you would 
like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the  first wine label  into account, what do you think the  chances that you would 
like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the  first wine label  into account, what do you think the  chances that you would 
like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.

Certain, practically certain (99 in 100 chance)(99 in 100 chance) �

Almost sure (9 in 10 chance)(9 in 10 chance) �

Very probable (8 in 10 chance)(8 in 10 chance) �

Probable (7 in 10 chance)(7 in 10 chance) �

Good possibility (6 in 10 chance)(6 in 10 chance) �

Fairly good possibility (5 in 10 chance)(5 in 10 chance) �

Fairly possible (4 in 10 chance)(4 in 10 chance) �

Some possibility (3 in 10 chance)(3 in 10 chance) �

Slight possibility (2 in 10 chance)(2 in 10 chance) �

Very slight possibility (1 in 10 chance)(1 in 10 chance) �

No chance, almost no chance (1 in 100 chance)(1 in 100 chance) �

3

End of the questions regarding the first label that you chose.

Please continue to the next page !!!!!
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Based on your observation  on the messages of the second wine label  that you chose, rate the messages  on 
the following parameters.
Based on your observation  on the messages of the second wine label  that you chose, rate the messages  on 
the following parameters.
Based on your observation  on the messages of the second wine label  that you chose, rate the messages  on 
the following parameters.
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the following parameters.
Based on your observation  on the messages of the second wine label  that you chose, rate the messages  on 
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Based on your observation  on the messages of the second wine label  that you chose, rate the messages  on 
the following parameters.
Based on your observation  on the messages of the second wine label  that you chose, rate the messages  on 
the following parameters.
Based on your observation  on the messages of the second wine label  that you chose, rate the messages  on 
the following parameters.

1 Insincere 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Sincere

2 Dishonest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Honest

3 Not Dependable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Dependable

4 Not Trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Trustworthy

5 Not Credible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Credible

6  Biased 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Not Biased

7 Not Believable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Believable

8 Disreputable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Reputable

9 Unreliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Reliable

10 Untrustful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Trustful

Based on your observation on the  messages of the  second wine  label, mark one  number out of 10 scales 
on the following questions.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  second wine  label, mark one  number out of 10 scales 
on the following questions.
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on the following questions.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  second wine  label, mark one  number out of 10 scales 
on the following questions.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  second wine  label, mark one  number out of 10 scales 
on the following questions.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  second wine  label, mark one  number out of 10 scales 
on the following questions.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  second wine  label, mark one  number out of 10 scales 
on the following questions.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  second wine  label, mark one  number out of 10 scales 
on the following questions.
Based on your observation on the  messages of the  second wine  label, mark one  number out of 10 scales 
on the following questions.

1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.1. The type of charity that is supported by the winery is very much in line with its core business.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.2. Taking into account the winery’s core business, it is very logical for the winery to support this type of charity.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.3. Supporting this charity is very appropriate as it “fits” very well with the winery’s core business.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.4. The winery’s campaign can be considered a long-term campaign.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.5. The winery invests a large amount of resources (e.g. time, money, expertise) in the campaign.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

4

Now, spend time reading the contents on the second label.

Which winery’s labels did you just review (circle one)?     Sunbird Ridge Winery    /    Pereira Vineyards
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6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.6. The winery’s senior management seems to find it important what kind of charity the company supports.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.7. The winery’s senior management seems to be interested in the kind of charity the company supports.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.8. For the winery’s senior management it seems to mean a lot what charity the company supports.

Very LittleVery Little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very Much

Taking what you read on the second wine label  into account, what do you think the chances that you 
would like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the second wine label  into account, what do you think the chances that you 
would like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
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would like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the second wine label  into account, what do you think the chances that you 
would like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the second wine label  into account, what do you think the chances that you 
would like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the second wine label  into account, what do you think the chances that you 
would like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.
Taking what you read on the second wine label  into account, what do you think the chances that you 
would like to buy the wine? Please mark only one.

Certain, practically certain (99 in 100 chance)(99 in 100 chance) �

Almost sure (9 in 10 chance)(9 in 10 chance) �

Very probable (8 in 10 chance)(8 in 10 chance) �

Probable (7 in 10 chance)(7 in 10 chance) �

Good possibility (6 in 10 chance)(6 in 10 chance) �

Fairly good possibility (5 in 10 chance)(5 in 10 chance) �

Fairly possible (4 in 10 chance)(4 in 10 chance) �

Some possibility (3 in 10 chance)(3 in 10 chance) �

Slight possibility (2 in 10 chance)(2 in 10 chance) �

Very slight possibility (1 in 10 chance)(1 in 10 chance) �

No chance, almost no chance (1 in 100 chance)(1 in 100 chance) �

5

End of the questions regarding the second label.

Please continue to the next page !!!!!
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Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.Provide the following information to the best of your knowledge.

Gender:                  Gender:                  Gender:                  � Female � Female � Female � Female � Female � Female � Female � Female � Female �  Male�  Male�  Male�  Male�  Male�  Male�  Male�  Male�  Male �  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer�  Prefer not to answer

Year born:Year born:Year born:Year born: 1919191919191919191919

Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           Best description of your ethnicity:           

�  Caucasian�  Caucasian�  Caucasian�  Caucasian�  Caucasian�  Caucasian�  Caucasian�  Caucasian�  Caucasian �  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American�  African American �  Hispanic�  Hispanic�  Hispanic�  Hispanic�  Hispanic�  Hispanic�  Hispanic�  Hispanic�  Hispanic�  Hispanic
�  Asian / Pacific Islander�  Asian / Pacific Islander�  Asian / Pacific Islander�  Asian / Pacific Islander�  Asian / Pacific Islander�  Asian / Pacific Islander�  Asian / Pacific Islander�  Asian / Pacific Islander�  Asian / Pacific Islander �  Other, specify�  Other, specify�  Other, specify�  Other, specify�  Other, specify�  Other, specify�  Other, specify�  Other, specify�  Other, specify�  Other, specify�  Other, specify�  Other, specify

Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):Highest education completed (check only one):

�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School�  Some High School �  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work�  Some Graduate Work
�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma�  High School Diploma �  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree�  Graduate Degree
�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school�  Vocational / Technical school �  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)�  Professional Degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.)
�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College�  Some College �  Other, Specify:�  Other, Specify:�  Other, Specify:�  Other, Specify:�  Other, Specify:�  Other, Specify:�  Other, Specify:�  Other, Specify:�  Other, Specify:�  Other, Specify:
�  College�  College�  College�  College�  College�  College�  College�  College�  College�  College�  College�  College�  College�  College

Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: Annual household income: 

�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000�  Less than $25,000 �  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000�  $100,000 - Less than $150,000
�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000�  $25,000 - Less than $50,000 �  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000�  $150,000 - Less than $200,000
�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000�  $50,000 - Less than $75,000 �  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000�  $200,000 - Less than $250,000
�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000�  $75,000 - Less than $100,000 �  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above�  $250,000 and Above

Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?Which of the following best describe your knowledge of wine?

�  Very Little  �  Very Little  �  Very Little  �  Very Little  �  Very Little  �  Very Little  �  Very Little  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Beginner Level  �  Intermediate Level�  Intermediate Level�  Intermediate Level�  Intermediate Level�  Intermediate Level�  Intermediate Level�  Intermediate Level�  Intermediate Level�  Intermediate Level�  Intermediate Level �  Connoisseur Level�  Connoisseur Level�  Connoisseur Level�  Connoisseur Level�  Connoisseur Level�  Connoisseur Level�  Connoisseur Level

How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?How often do you read wine labels when you buy wine?

(Never) 1          2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9         2             3             4             5             6             7             8             9 10 (Always)10 (Always)10 (Always)

How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?How often do you drink wine?

�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day�  Pretty much every day �  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month�  A few times a month � Hardly ever� Hardly ever� Hardly ever� Hardly ever� Hardly ever� Hardly ever� Hardly ever� Hardly ever
�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week�  A few times a week �  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year�  A few times a year � Never� Never� Never� Never� Never� Never� Never� Never

In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?In which state do you currently reside?

On the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    NoOn the first wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?           Yes    /    No

On the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    NoOn the second wine label that you reviewed, did you see a charity message (circle one)?       Yes    /    No
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Now, you have finished. Please consider leaving your contact information for a copy of the study’s final 
results. This page will be detached from this questionnaire; therefore, all your previous responses will 
remain anonymous. Again, thank you very much for assisting with this research study.

Now, you have finished. Please consider leaving your contact information for a copy of the study’s final 
results. This page will be detached from this questionnaire; therefore, all your previous responses will 
remain anonymous. Again, thank you very much for assisting with this research study.

Now, you have finished. Please consider leaving your contact information for a copy of the study’s final 
results. This page will be detached from this questionnaire; therefore, all your previous responses will 
remain anonymous. Again, thank you very much for assisting with this research study.

Now, you have finished. Please consider leaving your contact information for a copy of the study’s final 
results. This page will be detached from this questionnaire; therefore, all your previous responses will 
remain anonymous. Again, thank you very much for assisting with this research study.

Now, you have finished. Please consider leaving your contact information for a copy of the study’s final 
results. This page will be detached from this questionnaire; therefore, all your previous responses will 
remain anonymous. Again, thank you very much for assisting with this research study.

Now, you have finished. Please consider leaving your contact information for a copy of the study’s final 
results. This page will be detached from this questionnaire; therefore, all your previous responses will 
remain anonymous. Again, thank you very much for assisting with this research study.

Now, you have finished. Please consider leaving your contact information for a copy of the study’s final 
results. This page will be detached from this questionnaire; therefore, all your previous responses will 
remain anonymous. Again, thank you very much for assisting with this research study.

Name: 

E-mail (if you want an electronic version):E-mail (if you want an electronic version):E-mail (if you want an electronic version):

Mailing Address :Mailing Address :

(if you want a hard copy)(if you want a hard copy)

7
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APPENDIX H

Exploratory Factor Analysis for Trustworthiness Scale

Table H.1 

Factor Analysis for Trustworthiness of Message Scale

Item Factor loading Communality

Sincere .82 .68

Honest .89 .78

Dependable .91 .82

Trustworthy .94 .89

Credible .91 .82

Not biased .80 .64

Believable .93 .87

Reputable .92 .84

Reliable .93 .87

Trustful .92 .85

Eigenvalue .06

% of Total Variance Explained 100
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APPENDIX I

Exploratory Factor Analysis for Cause Perception Scale
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Table I.1 

Factor Analysis for Perception of Cause Messages Scale

Item Factor 
loading Comm.

The type of charity that is supported 
by the winery is very much in line 
with its core business.

.86 .73

Taking into account the winery’s core 
business, it is logical for the winery 
to support this type of charity.

.86 .73

Supporting this charity is very 
appropriate as it fits very well with 
the winery’s core business.

.88 .78

The winery’s campaign can be 
considered a long-term campaign. .77 .59

The winery invests a large amount of 
resources (e.g. time, money, 
expertise) in the campaign.

.84 .77

The winery’s senior management seems 
to find it important what kind of 
charity the company supports.

.87 .76

The winery’s senior management seems 
to be interested in the kind of 
charity the company support.

.89 .79

For the winery’s senior management it 
seems to mean a lot what charity the 
company supports.

.88 .78

EigenvalueEigenvalue .08

% of Total Variance Explained% of Total Variance Explained 100

Note. Comm. stands for communality.
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APPENDIX J

Within-Groups Multivariate Analysis of Variance

for Two Wineries

Table J.1

Within-Groups Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Two 

Wineries

Group Wilks’ 
lambda F df Error 

df η2 p

Winery 0.97 1.93 3 202 .03 .13

Winery x Cause message 0.99 0.76 3 202 .01 .52

Winery x Health-related 
statement 0.98 0.74 6 404 .01 .62

Winery x Cause message x 
Health-related statement 0.97 1.08 6 404 .02 .37
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APPENDIX K

Between-Groups Multivariate Analysis of Variance

for Cause Messages and Health-Related Statements

Table K.1

Between-Groups Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Two 

Independent Variables

Group Wilks’ 
lambda F df Error 

df η2 p

Cause message 0.95 5.44 2 203 .05 .01**

Health-related statement 0.90 5.38 4 406 .05 .00**

Cause message x Health-
related statement 1.00 0.20 4 406 .00 .94

Note. **p < .01, two-tailed.
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APPENDIX L

Stem-and-Leaf Plots and Normal Q-Q Plots of Trustworthiness 

of Messages, Perception of Cause, and Purchase Probability
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Frequency    Stem &  Leaf
     2.00 Extremes    (=<21)
     2.00        2 .  78
     3.00        3 .  134
     4.00        3 .  6779
     6.00        4 .  113344
     6.00        4 .  566789
     7.00        5 .  0334444
    18.00        5 .  555667777788999999
    13.00        6 .  0000111122334
    13.00        6 .  5677777778899
    28.00        7 .  0000111112222333333333334444
    27.00        7 .  555555555566666777788999999
    26.00        8 .  00000000111111112222233344
    18.00        8 .  555566666778888999
    20.00        9 .  00000111123333344444
    12.00        9 .  555667778999
     5.00       10 .  00000
 Stem width: 10
 Each leaf: 1 case(s)

Figure L.1. Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Trustworthiness of 

Messages

Figure L.2. Normal Q-Q Plot of Trustworthiness of Messages
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 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf
     1.00        0 .  8
     6.00        1 .  223444
     3.00        1 .  788
     9.00        2 .  011222344
    18.00        2 .  555566668888889999
     9.00        3 .  002223334
    15.00        3 .  566666778888999
    22.00        4 .  0111111122333334444444
    22.00        4 .  5555666677777888888999
    28.00        5 .  0011111111222223344444444444
    24.00        5 .  555666666666777777888999
    18.00        6 .  000000222333334444
    16.00        6 .  5556666677777889
     7.00        7 .  0112444
     9.00        7 .  566778899
     3.00        8 .  000
 Stem width: 10
 Each leaf: 1 case(s)

Figure L.3. Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Perception of Cause 

Messages

Figure L.4. Normal Q-Q Plot of Perception of Cause Messages
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 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf
   1.00     0 .  0
  13.00     1 .  0000000055555
  18.00     2 .  000000000005555555
  13.00     3 .  0000555555555
  20.00     4 .  00000000005555555555
  27.00     5 .  000000000000000055555555555
  39.00     6 .  000000000000000000000555555555555555555
  42.00     7 .  000000000000000000000000005555555555555555
  18.00     8 .  000000000000005555
   8.00     9 .  00000055
  11.00    10 .  00000000000
 Stem width: 1
 Each leaf: 1 case(s)

Figure L.5. Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Purchase Probability

Figure L.6. Normal Q-Q Plot of Purchase Probability

 Texas Tech University, Min-Hwan Choi, December 2010

165



APPENDIX M

Description of Demographic Information and Wine Consumption
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Table M.1

Ethnic Groups

Ethnicity N % Valid %

Caucasian 166 79.0 79.4

Asian and Pacific Islander 22 10.5 10.5

Hispanic 14 6.7 6.7

African-American 1 0.5 0.5

Other 6 2.9 2.9

Missing value 1 0.5 100

Total 210 100

Table M.2 

Highest Level of Education Completed

Education level N % Cum. %

Some high school 1 0.5 0.5

High school diploma 11 5.2 5.8

Vocational or Technical school 9 4.3 10.1

Some college education 52 24.8 35.1

College degree 56 26.7 62.0

Some graduate education 26 12.4 74.5

Graduate degree 38 18.1 92.8

Professional degree (e.g. M.D., J.D.) 14 6.7 99.5

Other 1 0.5 100

Missing value 2 1.0

Total 210 100

Note. Cum. % stands for cumulative percentage.
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Table M.3

Annual Income

Income level N % Cum. %

Less than $25,000 30 14.3 14.6

$25,000-Less than $50,000 38 18.1 33.2

$50,000-Less than $75,000 54 25.7 59.5

$75,000-Less than $100,000 34 16.2 76.1

$100,000-Less than $150,000 29 13.8 90.2

$150,000-Less than $200,000 10 4.8 95.1

$200,000-Less than $250,000 4 1.9 97.1

$250,000 and above 6 2.9 100

Missing value 5 2.4

Total 210 100

Note. Cum. % stands for cumulative percentage.
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Table M.4

Residential State

State N % Cum. %

Arizona 1 0.5 0.5

British Columbia 10 4.8 5.2

California 4 1.9 7.1

Colorado 1 0.5 7.6

Illinois 8 3.8 11.4

Oregon 1 0.5 11.9

Texas 68 32.4 44.3

Washington 117 55.7 100

Total 210 100

Note. Cum. % stands for cumulative percentage.
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Table M.5 

Self-Determined Wine Knowledge

Knowledge level N % Cum. %

Very little 17 8.1 8.1

Beginner level 82 39 47.1

Intermediate level 104 50 96.7

Connoisseur level 7 3.3 100

Total 210 100

Note. Cum. % stands for cumulative percentage.

Table M.6

Frequency of Wine Consumption

Frequency N % Cum. %

Pretty much every day 27 12.9 12.9

A few times a week 67 31.9 45.0

A few times a month 79 37.6 82.8

A few times a year 30 14.3 97.1

Hardly ever 6 2.9 100

Missing value 1 0.5

Total 210 100

Note. Cum. % stands for cumulative percentage.
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Rosemary Cogan, Ph.D., ABPP
Protection of Human Subjects Committee

February 19, 2010

Dr. Jingxue Yuan 
Nutrition, Hospitality and Retailing (NHR) 
Mail Stop: 1240 

Regarding: 502241  Cause Related Marketing and Health-Related Information on a Wine Label 

Dr. Jingxue Yuan: 

The Texas Tech University Protection of Human Subjects Committee approved your claim for an 
exemption for the proposal referenced above on February 18, 2010.

Exempt research is not subject to continuing review.  However, any modifications that (a) change 
the research in a substantial way, (b) might change the basis for exemption, or (c) might introduce 
any additional risk to subjects must be reported to the IRB before they are implemented.

To report such changes, you must send a new claim for exemption or a proposal for expedited or 
full board review to the IRB.  Extension of exempt status for exempt projects that have not 
changed is automatic.

The IRB will send annual reminders that ask you to update the status of your research project.  
Once you have completed your research, you must inform the Coordinator of the Committee either
by responding to the annual reminder or by notifying the Coordinator by memo or e-mail 
(donna.peters@ttu.edu) so that the file for your project can be closed. 

Sincerely,

 Texas Tech University, Min-Hwan Choi, December 2010
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