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Summary

This paper examines the motivations, satisfactions and outcomes of online and
classroom Wine and Spirit Education Trust (WSET) students to compare study
modes. Demographics are also assessed. Moreover, this study examines how online
learning can capitalise on the value it brings to wine education.

The key motivation of both student sets is learning, closely followed by experience.
For both, reputation of the provider is essential. Online students are less satisfied
overall, however, they are equally satisfied with classroom candidates when
motivations are met, demonstrating that providers must strive to deliver relevant
incentives. For online students, convenience proves key in determining study
method. Providers should work to augment, highlight and market this aspect of their
online offerings for greater success.

Tasting is key for classroom candidates. Greater suitability of the course manifests in
a higher pass rate in the tasting exam. Online providers must support tasting in a
variety of ways to improve this element. Significantly, theory outcomes are
essentially equal between study modes, creating opportunity for online study to be
incorporated successfully into classroom courses. Technology can be used to
monitor learning effectiveness and diversify content. Ultimately, a hybrid course that
embraces convenience and tasting may be the best approach.
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Introduction

Online education continues to increase (BSRG 2017) and is becoming an
instrumental method to facilitate learning. Continued technological developments
combined with further reaching and faster internet access make online study
increasingly possible for a wider and growing population. The multiple advantages it
offers of greater flexibility, convenience and cost-effectiveness over traditional
classroom-based education (Kearsley 2002), combined with a growing and
accessible audience, mean that it has enormous potential to expand and augment
learning opportunities globally.

For the wine industry, online learning offers the prospect of increasing the reach and
affordability of wine education. At WSET School London, based on the course prices
for the academic year (August – July) 2018-19, the WSET Level 3 Award in Wines
(Level 3) online course is 36% cheaper than its classroom equivalent. It is also an
area in growth, WSET online student numbers worldwide across Levels 1-3 inclusive
rose by 175% from 1,521 in the academic year 2014-15 to 4,185 in 2017-18 and
continue to expand. In comparison, over the same period, total global student growth
rate across Levels 1-3 rose by 57%.1 In both 2014-15 and 2017-18 Level 3 online
students represented 5% of global Level 3 students, maintaining their market share.2
This demonstrates both the increasing willingness of customers to study online and
the significant cost benefits it presents to both provider and purchaser.
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WSET internal statistics.

3

Unlike other subjects that have embraced online learning, wine education
necessitates tasting technique. Technology allows replication of certain aspects such
as taste along webinars and virtual feedback on tasting notes, but the sheer scale of
tasting opportunities, calibration with the tutor(s) and other students and scope for
discussion and comparison are hindered in an online environment by the lack of
physical presence. Costs are also impacted as wine samples cannot be utilised
economically across multiple students which maximises profitability for the provider
and affords a greater selection to be offered. Therefore, it is assumed that students
undertaking an equivalent online course would be less successful in tasting
assessments, but does this materialise? If so, is this limiting or do online students
still receive equal or greater satisfaction? Is it important, if their motivations for
undertaking the course place less emphasis on the tasting element? Ultimately, will
the growth of online wine education be hampered by the limitations of face-to-face
tasting?

The WSET is the largest global provider of wine and spirit qualifications, reaching a
record 94,822 candidates in 2017-18 and represented in over 70 countries.3 The
Level 3 course focuses solely on wine (without spirits) while the examination
includes both a tasting and theory element (WSET 2016). WSET School London is
the WSET’s flagship provider with the largest number of candidates in the UK,
representing 8% of global Level 3 candidates in 2017-18, offering both online and
classroom study options.4 To undertake Level 3 at WSET School London students
must hold the Level 2 Award in Wines and Spirits (Level 2) qualification or pass the
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Level 3 Entry Test (WSET School London 2019). Therefore, the use of WSET
School London Level 3 students as a dataset enables examination of engaged and
advanced level wine students, and provides an opportune sample for comparison
and detailed analysis of the motivations, satisfactions and outcomes of online and
classroom students through interrogation of the following research questions:
I.

What are the motivations and reasons for Level 3 students in choosing an
online course and do these differ to those choosing a classroom course?

II.

Are there differences in the demographics of those choosing an online course
with those choosing a classroom course?

III.

Are satisfaction levels of completing a Level 3 course affected by the mode of
study chosen?

IV.

Does the chosen study mode contribute to the outcome of the course as
measured by the exam result?

V.

How can online learning capitalise on the value it brings to wine education?

This research has been undertaken to provide insights to help education providers
further understand their customer base, enabling them to adapt and improve their
offerings to maximise both recruitment and satisfaction of students regardless of
study mode. Combined with the growth opportunities online education can offer
through greater reach and lower costs, increased and improved online wine
education can contribute the continued success of the wine industry.
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Review of Research Context

No research appears to exist that focuses on online learning specifically in the
context of wine education with a comparative review of the motivations, satisfactions
and outcomes of online with classroom students.

Research in a broader context has shown that interaction is an important element of
online learning within web-based programmes. A study that utilised regression
analysis “to analyse the relationship of interaction variables with student learning and
satisfaction” showed both student-to-student and student-to-instructor interaction
was important (Sher 2009). The advantages of online education in terms of
convenience and cost effectiveness have also been demonstrated, however it is
acknowledged that it is not always suitable to all topics of study or all students
(Kearsley 2002). New methods of comparing online and face-to-face (F2F) learning
have also been developed with the testing of an expanded 8 item measure,
increased from a previously developed 4 item measure, “to assess students’
perceived favorability of online courses (PFoOC) compared to F2F courses”. This
enabled evaluation of the integrity of online education with business undergraduates
used as the test-case (Blau et al. 2018).

While these studies analyse important elements of online education in terms of its
employment, benefits and integrity, they do not specifically address its use in wine
education and therefore consider the practicalities and potential for this industry.

Meanwhile, research into wine education has demonstrated that undertaking a wine
education course increases the actual knowledge of consumers. However, the study
7

also concluded that, although their actual knowledge increased, what participants
believe they knew after completion of the course did not increase (Taylor et al.
2008). This shows the complex nature of wine and its understanding. Despite
gaining knowledge, consumers can still feel bewildered or intimidated by the sheer
diversity, intricacy and complexity of the product that makes them believe they don’t
know as much.

Other studies have focussed on the impact of wine education on consumer
perception, demonstrating that perception, behaviour and commitment changed after
a course through increased spend and involvement in the category (Sagala & Lopes
2013). These studies show the value of education for the wine industry, although
more research is needed as relatively little currently exists.

Therefore, a study that incorporates wine education and online learning will provide
further insight into both of these areas while offering a unique perspective on
potential ways to improve and increase offerings of both online and classroom wine
education to augment the benefits for the wine industry.
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Methodology

Overview
Collection of data was three-fold and is listed chronologically. Firstly, to answer
research question IV, statistical analysis of WSET School London Level 3 students’
exam results over two consecutive academic years required quantitative research.
Secondly, to answer questions I-III, research involving a quantitative survey of
WSET School London Level 3 online and classroom students, followed by statistical
analysis of the results was required. Finally, to inform the answer to question V, in
addition to the statistical analysis of quantitative research, qualitative interviews of
key experts in the wine education industry was required.

Collection of exam results data
From December 2018 to February 2019 the exam results of all individual candidates
who had studied Level 3 with WSET School London either as an online or classroom
course over the academic years 2016-17 and 2017-18 were collated into a
spreadsheet, divided into two tabs, one for online candidates and the other for
classroom candidates. Those who took the WSET Level 3 Novice to Professional
course in Wines, which requires no prior knowledge, were excluded. This ensured
exclusive use of advanced level candidates, as explained in the introduction.

Grade lists from WSET Awards for exams during the relevant period provided data
that included candidate name, theory result, tasting result and overall result which
was collated into the spreadsheet. Data for 60 classroom courses, (29 in 2016-17
and 31 in 2017-18) and 22 online courses, (11 in each year) was collected. Each list
was cross-referenced with the individual course booking data to enable the addition
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of each individual candidate’s date of birth and email address to the spreadsheet.
This was necessary to enable the comparison of online and classroom students by
age, the analysis of exam outcomes for both study options, and to facilitate the
survey invitation to be emailed to Level 3 candidates from the 2-year period.

In total, results data for 1,599 candidates was collated, consisting of 268 online
students and 1,331 classroom students. This data was then checked for accuracy
and omissions. Candidates were removed from the sample for non-attendance at the
scheduled exam, where data was missing or incorrect, where duplication had
occurred from course transferrals, or if employees of the WSET to avoid bias. Only
results from students’ first attempt at the exam were considered, re-sits were not
included to allow fair comparison. After removals, results data for 1,368 candidates
(a statistically robust sample size), consisting of 204 online students and 1,164
classroom students, was ready for analysis and provided contact email addresses
for candidates to be sent a survey invitation.

Collection of survey responses
Of the 1,368 students collated to be surveyed, a total sample of 300 complete
responses was required for statistical representativeness at 95% confidence
(p<0.05), and 5% margin of error. Total survey responses numbered 451 (80 online,
371 classroom), of which 416 (76 online, 340 classroom) had all answers completed
and therefore were used for analysis. Survey respondent groups were representative
of the overall study mode split.5

5

Online students represented 15% of exam results analysed and 18% of survey respondents. 3%
difference is inconsequential considering the sample size.
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To enable comparative analysis two identical surveys were created using
SurveyMonkey, one for online students and the other for classroom students. Both
surveys contained the same questions, question order and answer options with
identical wording, except with the words “online” and “classroom” substituted where
necessary. For example, ‘How did the following factors influence your decision to
study for the WSET Level 3 Award in Wines as an Online course?’ was replicated
with “Classroom” in place of the word “Online”. Students who were known to have
taken online courses were then emailed a link to the survey for online, while those
known to have taken classroom courses were emailed the classroom survey link.
This enabled comparison of online and classroom respondents’ answers across
identical questions to look for any significant differences in demographics,
motivations and satisfactions of students dependent on study mode.

Statistical significance
To analyse the exam results and the survey responses, statistical significance
testing was used, all at 95% confidence level. For comparison of results data for
online and classroom students Chi-squared tests were applied to examine
differences in the proportion of students achieving certain grades. For the
motivations and reasons, the Mann-Whitney T-test was used to enable comparison
of the average scores given, while for the satisfaction scores the Z-test was applied
to highlight the differences in the proportion of students in different score groupings.
For the linear regression model, the F-test assessed whether a group of variables
were jointly significant.
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Demographic questions (1 to 3)
The first three survey questions established gender, age and household income
respectively of the respondent. The gender question and answer options were a
SurveyMonkey verified question.6 The answer brackets for both age and income
were chosen to be identical to the ranges applied by professional wine research
agency, Wine Intelligence, in the UK edition of their annual Vinitrac® survey (Wine
Intelligence 2019), ensuring comparability with an established and credible source of
other wine market research analysis. All questions required a response to provide
complete data for demographic analysis and comparison of online and classroom
respondents.

Motivation and reasons for study questions (4 and 5)
Questions 4 and 5 were set to establish the motivations of students for undertaking
the course and reasons for the selected study mode. Both questions required
respondents to rate different answer options on a Likert-type scale of 0-10, where
0=‘This had no influence on my decision’ and 10=‘This had a lot of influence on my
decision’. This 11-point scale enabled a mid-point of 5 and sufficient differentiation of
responses for subsequent analysis and comparison. The options of ‘N/A’ and ‘Other
– please specify’ were also included where response options may not have been
relevant to the respondent or fully-encompassing. This ensured responses reflected
true motivations and reasons as accurately as possible. For both questions, all
response options apart from ‘other – please specify’ were rotated and randomised

6

SurveyMonkey verified questions (common questions used in surveys with standardised, and often
benchmarkable, answers) are made available to users. SurveyMonkey was used to conduct the
survey – See Methodology, Collection of survey responses.
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for each respondent to prevent order bias. Table 1 shows the 9 response options for
question 4: ‘What motivated you to undertake Level 3?’

Motivations as listed in both online and classroom
surveys
Previously taken Level 2 Award in Wines and Spirits
and enjoyed it
To gain the qualification for career purposes
To change career into the wine industry
To continue learning about wine
For fun
The course was a gift
To do the course together with a friend/partner/relation
For the experience
To taste a broad range of wines

Abbreviation used in
this Paper
Taken Level 2
Career qualification
Career change
Learning
Fun
Gift
Together
Experience
Tasting

Table 1: Response options for motivations and abbreviations

Table 2 shows the 10 response options for question 5: ‘How did the following factors
influence your decision to study for Level 3 as an Online/Classroom course?’

Reasons for studying online/in class as listed in
both online and classroom surveys
Convenience of course timings
Cost of the course
Preferred learning method
Reputation of WSET School London
Location of WSET School London
Guided tasting of wine samples
Interaction with other students
Interaction with the tutor(s)
Had studied the Level 2 Award in Wines and Spirits as
an online/classroom course and enjoyed it
Had studied the Level 2 Award in Wines and Spirits as
a classroom/online course and wanted to try an
online/classroom course.

Abbreviation used in
this Paper
Convenience
Cost
Preferred method
Reputation
Location
Guided tasting
Student interaction
Tutor interaction
L2 same method
L2 different method

Table 2: Response options for reasons and abbreviations

13

Satisfaction questions (6 to 9)
Questions 6-9 were set to establish the level of student satisfaction with the course.
All questions required respondents to answer on a Likert-type scale of 0-10. This
provided both a familiar answer format and opportunity to compare scores across the
three questions. The scoring criteria varied slightly for each question but in each
case 0=the most negative response and 10=the most positive response. Again, this
enabled a mid-point of 5 and sufficient differentiation of responses for subsequent
analysis and comparison.

Question 9 required respondents to answer in-line with the Net Promoter Score
(NPS), a globally recognised metric for measurement of customer experience
(CustomerGauge 2018), to gauge satisfaction with Level 3. This provided a concrete
and benchmarkable score for both online and classroom courses, enabling analysis
and comparison of a trusted and widely used metric. All questions required a
response to provide complete data for satisfaction analysis and comparison.

Interviews
The quantitative research was supplemented and supported by qualitative research
in the form of 4 interviews with key personnel involved in the provision or delivery of
online wine education. This enabled collation of different opinions on the benefits
and constraints of online wine education, areas of current growth, current trends,
how its use could be maximised, its future potential for the wine industry and insight
into the behaviour of online wine students. These were conducted after the first
stage of quantitative research was performed, the analysis of exam results data, so
that questions could be informed from this, particularly the issue of tasting
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effectiveness within an online learning environment. Follow up interviews could then
be conducted, if necessary, after the second stage of quantitative research and
statistical analysis was completed allowing for any questions that arose from either
the interviews or analysis. This enabled a further informed view for the interpretation
of results.

Qualitative interviews were conducted between March and May 2019 with the
following personnel:
➢ Antony Moss MW, Director of Strategic Planning, WSET
➢ Janette Devlin, Online Education Programme Manager, WSET
➢ Julien Camus, President, Wine Scholar Guild
➢ Marianne Frantz, Founder and President, American Wine School

15

16

Results and Analysis

Decimal places were rounded to whole numbers to generate the percentages quoted
which means, in some cases, when totalled the figure is not exactly 100%. Numbers
quoted have been rounded to one decimal place, p-values to three decimal places.

I. Motivations and reasons
i. Motivations
From the nine motivational response options provided, Figure 1 demonstrates the
average score allocated to each by survey respondents, calculated by

∑10
𝑖=0 𝑛𝑖 ×𝑖
∑10
𝑖=0 𝑛𝑖

where

ni is the number of respondents to scale of i=0-10. Results illustrate the descending
order of preference for classroom students (top) and online students (bottom). Both
sets of results are shown in each Figure and chart for comparative purposes.

Figure 1: Motivations of online and classroom survey respondents
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For both student sets, the motivation given the highest score was Learning with
essentially equal scores of 9.5. The next highest score for online candidates, and
third highest for classroom was Experience, scoring 7.7 and 8.0 respectively, a
similar score. This clearly shows that the key motivation for undertaking Level 3, to
learn more about wine, is the same for online and classroom students while the
experience attributed to the process of learning and developing is also important for
both.

Other motivations that achieved a similar weighting by online and classroom
candidates were Career qualification at 6.7 for both, Career change at 5.2 and 5.3
respectively and Fun at 7.0 and 7.2 respectively. This indicates that for each study
mode a similar proportion of students are undertaking the course for either
progression or alteration of their career, implying that both employers and students’
value either study mode as enabling professional advancement. However, the
current study did not capture who pays for the course, i.e. employers or whether selffunded, so it is not possible to ascertain if either favour online or classroom. Fun is
deemed relevant to both study types with similar scores demonstrating that neither
method is seen as being superior in this respect, ultimately the subject of wine is
deemed enjoyable.

However, other motivations have more disparate scores. The second highest score
for classroom candidates was Taken Level 2 at 8.4 while for online students this
scored 6.9 and was ranked fourth, a significant difference (T-test; p<0.001). Given
that the full motivation was phrased as ‘Previously taken Level 2 Award in Wines and
Spirits and enjoyed it’ this implies online students were less satisfied with the online
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Level 2 course This aligns with the lower satisfaction scores by online students for
Level 3, and the preference of most students to continue studying in the same mode,
both seen later in the results. This implies online students are less motivated by
Level 2 to undertake Level 3 due to lower satisfaction.

Nevertheless, online students still ranked Fun as the third most important motivation.
This implies that perception of undertaking the course is not wholly aligned with
resulting satisfaction, the motivation of Fun scores ahead of the enjoyment that
transpired from previous courses. Whereas for classroom students this is reversed,
and the resulting satisfaction from Level 2 prioritises this as a motivation to continue
to Level 3, while Fun scores lower. This implies enjoyment of the classroom course
is felt more keenly from the elements of learning and experience, not just fun itself.

The largest difference in scores between the study modes was given to the
motivation of Tasting where online candidates ranked it seventh at 5.1 whereas
classroom students placed it fourth at 7.4, in the top half of motivations. This is a
significant difference (T-test; p<0.001). This may be because classroom students are
aware the course facilitates tasting a broad range of wines and this acts as a driver.
Online students can attend an optional one day tasting session in class as part of the
course, but the shorter duration means fewer samples and not all students may be
able to attend on the scheduled day. Online students may be aware of the more
limited tasting opportunities of their study method, and therefore this could reduce
the importance of tasting as a motivation. This would then have a negative circle of
reinforcement; online courses have reduced capacity for wine tasting so they attract
students who are less motivated by the element of tasting, and therefore providers
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are less incentivised to offer tastings. This would be reversed for classroom
students, with providers using tasting opportunities as a key incentive for students to
study with them in class.

A low scoring motivation for both sets of students was Together, given the lowest
score by online candidates of 0.8 and the second lowest for classroom of 1.7, not
significant (T-test; p=0.156) in difference. Despite the group nature and social aspect
of learning enabled by a classroom environment, and the more individual nature of
studying online, both sets of students deem this largely irrelevant. This may be
because studying is viewed as an independent endeavour and/or the opportunity to
study together did not present itself.

Gift scored lowly for both, ranked last for classroom candidates at 0.7 and eighth for
online at 0.9 reflecting that most candidates undertake the course with either their
own money or paid for by an employer. However, interestingly, gift was slightly more
common among online students. The cheaper cost of an online course which makes
it more affordable and the greater convenience of online study may contribute to this.

Therefore, both student sets had similar motivations that prioritised Learning and
Experience indicating that online and classroom providers should continue to ensure
wine courses maximise information uptake and understanding, and do so in a way
that augments the experience. Classroom providers can also highlight provision of
the tasting experience as a strong incentive to attract students, and to gain a
competitive advantage over online courses that are constrained in this ability. This
means online providers must ensure Learning, Fun and Experience are all integral
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elements of the course as these are the prioritised motivations that will induce
students to study online.

ii. Reasons
Ten response options were provided as reasons for taking Level 3 as an online or
classroom course. Figure 2 shows the average score allocated to each by the two
groups. The results have again been presented for comparative purposes in each
chart, in descending order of reasons from highest scoring to lowest for each study
mode.

Figure 2: Reasons for study mode of online and classroom survey respondents

For 7 out of the 10 reasons, online respondents scored lower than their classroom
equivalents with the top 4 reasons for classroom students all scoring higher than the
first placed reason for online students. The average score for all 10 reasons is 5.4
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for online candidates compared to 6.6 for classroom, illustrating lower scoring from
online students across all factors.

For online candidates, the reason ranked first and therefore interpreted as the most
important in determining study method was Convenience at 7.8. Despite lower
scoring overall, this was higher than classroom students at 7.0, a significant
difference (T-test; p=0.004), while only seventh in order of importance. This
highlights the importance and value that online students give the convenience aspect
of studying online. To study at a time, place and in an environment of their choice
has a major influence on selecting an online course. Whereas for classroom
students, the more rigid nature of a classroom course with fixed timings and location
essentially make it less convenient. However, the variety of study formats available
at WSET School London (daytime, evening and Saturday courses) could explain
why Convenience still scores fairly well. Classroom students also have flexibility to
schedule study, albeit more limited than online students.

Another reason that scored higher for online students was Cost. This ranked fifth at
5.4, while for classroom candidates this scored significantly lower at 4.5 (T-test;
p=0.019), and noticeably only ranked ninth. This implies the course cost is more
important for online students with greater influence on determining study mode. As
the online version is 36% cheaper, this suggests online candidates are aware of the
price benefits offered by online study and value them. Cost and convenience both
feature in the top five reasons for online candidates, compared with the bottom four
for classroom candidates. This demonstrates that these benefits of online, proposed

22

in the hypothesis and supported by previous research, are indeed highly valued by
online students and key reasons for them selecting that study mode.7

Contrastingly, classroom candidates placed much greater emphasis on Guided
Tasting, their second highest scoring reason at 8.3. For online students this only
placed seventh at a highly significant (T-test; p<0.001) lower score of 4.9. This
demonstrates that tasting, and the benefit of tasting alongside the educator, is a key
reason why classroom candidates choose that study method whereas online
students give it much lower importance. This could be due to greater apathy towards
the tasting element of the exam, that it is not as highly regarded as the theory
element, or that it is not considered to be as crucial an element of the online course.
This correlates with the low priority online students gave tasting as a motivation and
compounds the argument that students who choose to study online are less
incentivised by tasting opportunities. More research would be needed to examine
why tasting is a less valued motivation and reason by online candidates, however
this falls out of the scope and time limitations of this study.

Another reason that had disparate emphasis was Tutor interaction, ranked fifth by
classroom students at 7.5 while placed eighth by online students at a significantly
lower 4.5 (T-test; p<0.001). Again, this shows the value classroom students attribute
to the physical interaction between student and tutor, while online students see it as
less important. Either they don’t see it as a crucial element of tuition, are unaware of
the interaction options available to them online or are just happier to self-study.

7

Summary of findings from Kearsley 2002 – See Review of Research Context.
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However, this study is constrained to WSET School London students and therefore
the online facilities they provide. Other online course providers may use different
technology that facilitates and encourages greater interaction. Julien Camus
commented that online tutor-student interaction is extremely time consuming for
tutors, with questions on forums or via email at any time of day expected to be
answered.8 This highlights the different challenges of interaction online as it is not
constrained like the traditional classroom environment to particular timeframes as
well as potentially involving greater costs due to the implementation and
maintenance of communication technology.

Both student sets placed less emphasis on Student interaction, ranked ninth at 3.6
by online students and eighth at 6.0 by classroom students. However, although less
important than other reasons, it was still valued more highly by classroom
candidates, with the difference significant (T-test; p<0.001). Perhaps they are aware
of the more interactive nature of a classroom setting, but nevertheless don’t prioritise
it as a reason for the study method. It may be more of an added benefit, and the
value of interaction with the tutor, deemed expert, is given greater emphasis than
with their less informed counterparts. Again, for online students it could be that they
don’t value interaction with other students, deeming it less relevant to the learning
experience, or that they are unaware of the options to interact online. Alternatively,
they may be aware of the more limited, or different, interaction of an online course,
but are comfortable with that because they don’t value it or are content to study
individually. This point is highlighted by Janette Devlin, who considers that while

8

Julien Camus, qualitative research interview – see Methodology, Interviews.
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some online students are happy to interact, others prefer not to, and this is the
reason they have chosen an online course.9

The other reasons had more similar emphasis between the two study modes. The
reason ranked first by classroom students and therefore seen as most important was
Reputation at 8.5, highlighting the pull a positive reputation can have to draw
students to a provider. This also scored highly for online students, ranked second at
7.7. Although not as highly scored, as was the overall trend, the priority given by
both sets shows that regardless of whether you attend a course in person or use
online tuition, the reputation of that provider is essential. This means all providers
must continue to deliver at high standards to attract customers, as reviews whether
online, through word of mouth (demonstrating the relevance of NPS, discussed later)
or any other source are crucial in determining future take-up.

For online students, the reason ranked third was Preferred method with a score of
6.9. This was also ranked third by classroom candidates with a higher score of 8.0.
In fourth position for both online and classroom candidates was L2 same method at
6.0 and 7.9 respectively. This demonstrates that for both groups, importance is given
to the study method they prefer, which corresponds with the mode they have used
previously. This implies that familiarity and consistency in education style are valued
by candidates and they will continue to choose the study method they initiated with.

Similarly, the lowest ranked reason for online and classroom students was L2
different method at 2.0 and 1.6 respectively. This shows that only a small number of

9

Janette Devlin, qualitative research interview – see Methodology, Interviews.
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students decide to continue their studies in a different mode. Interestingly though,
online students scored it slightly more generously, implying less hesitance to
switching from a classroom course to an online course. For classroom students it
was their lowest scoring reason and the lowest mark of the study methods
combined. As classroom students gave higher marks overall for reasons, it implies a
minority had studied Level 2 online and then switched to classroom. This correlates
with the growth in online wine education and demonstrates that increasingly it is
becoming a more popular and viable offering with a greater trend in classroom
students moving to online courses than vice versa.

II. Demographics
Figure 3 shows the gender split of online and classroom students.

Figure 3: Gender of online and classroom survey respondents
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For both student sets, a higher proportion of survey respondents were male. This
male bias is representative of the gender split for Level 3 registrations in Great
Britain over the 2016-18 academic years that contained 57% male students and 43%
female.10 Therefore, the gender split of survey respondents is supported by the male
bias of Level 3 students, with the differences between total students, online
respondents and classroom respondents marginal. This demonstrates gender does
not affect study mode chosen as the distribution is relatively equal.

Figure 4 shows the breakdown of survey respondents by age.

Figure 4: Age of online and classroom survey respondents

For online candidates, the majority of respondents were aged 35-44, with the second
largest number aged 25-34. For classroom candidates this was reversed. The age of
survey respondents can be cross-referenced with the age of all Level 3 students

10

WSET Awards internal statistics.
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over the two academic year period through the dates of birth in the results
spreadsheet. Age was calculated at the date the survey was sent out and the
breakdown for all students is shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5: Age of all online and classroom students from results spreadsheet

Differences between the proportion of students from each study mode in the two
most populated age brackets are marginal. When compared with the survey
respondents, although online students are slightly more represented in the 35-44
age bracket, and classroom students more in the 25-34 age range, the same two
age brackets are the most populated. When combined, 71% of both online and
classroom survey respondents fall into the two most common age brackets while for
all students this is only marginally higher at 75% of online and 78% of classroom
students. Therefore, the survey respondents are representative as they reflect the
most popular age groups of all students.
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What the age of all candidates demonstrates is that the age split for online and
classroom candidates is very similar. For both, the highest proportion of candidates
are between 25-34, and the next highest 35-44 with only marginal differences in
percentages across all age brackets. This shows that age is not a defining factor in
choice of study mode. Instead, age trends are influenced by younger people being
more inclined to undertake wine education. All ages seem content to study online or
in class with the course mode selected for other reasons.

Figure 6 shows the income categories of both candidate groups.

Figure 6: Total household income of online and classroom survey respondents

Online students dominate the three highest earning categories. This is interesting
considering the cost to study Level 3 is 36% cheaper via online. This implies, along
with previous answers to reasons for studying, that the convenience of studying
online is more of a motivating factor than the cost of the course. If it is assumed that
29

high-paid earners have more pressing work commitments and schedules, then the
option to study online at a time and place of choice perhaps has greater appeal. In
addition, it is not necessarily greater affordability of the online course that motivates
online students as with the highest proportion of students being in the three highest
pay brackets, it is assumed they can afford either study mode.

At the other end of the scale in the two lowest pay brackets, a smaller proportion of
online students featured, yet they were marginally more dominant than classroom
candidates, 11% compared to 9%. This implies the cheaper cost of an online course
has more influence on the choice of study mode for candidates earning less as it is
more affordable.

Contrastingly, the highest proportion of classroom students fell in the £20,000£29,999 category, significantly lower than the two equally most popular categories
for online students of £70,000-£99,999 and £100,000-£199,999. When figures for the
highest three wage brackets are combined, they represent 54% of online students
compared to 32% of classroom students, a marked difference. Considering a greater
proportion of classroom candidates are in households with lower incomes it is
interesting they choose the more expensive study option. This correlates with the low
score that they attributed to cost as a reason for choosing a classroom course. This
implies that other motivations for studying take precedence and negate the higher
expense.

However, the figures are for household income, and therefore don’t necessarily
represent the income of the individual student. A partner or parent could be the main
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earner and the student has chosen to study online for other reasons. Equally, it is not
known who financed the course, therefore earnings could be irrelevant if the course
is paid for by an employer. The employer may determine the study mode, or the
employee may be happy to opt for the more expensive option. It may also correlate
that employers are paying for people at an earlier stage in their careers and
therefore earning less. In addition, the survey respondents cannot be crossreferenced with all candidates as income information is not recorded by WSET
School London. Therefore, survey respondents may not reflect the income
breakdowns of all candidates.

Higher incomes of online candidates may also result from the fact a larger proportion
of online survey respondents fell into the higher age brackets, the dominant group
being 35-44, while they also dominated classroom students in the 45-54 and 55-64
categories. Meanwhile the highest proportion of classroom candidates fell between
25-34. When the results of income are correlated with those of age it aligns with the
assumption that those of an older age are at a more progressive stage of their career
and thus earning a higher salary.

III. Satisfaction
Four questions were asked to gauge satisfaction levels: from an overall perspective,
the NPS, the extent to which motivations were met and expectations against results
gained. Figure 7 shows the scores given by online and classroom students on a
scale of 0-10 for overall satisfaction, where 0=Not at all satisfied and 10=Extremely
satisfied.
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Figure 7: Satisfaction score of online and classroom survey respondents

Online students were less satisfied than classroom students with an average score
of 7.8 compared to 8.5 for classroom and a lower proportion of online students at the
three highest scores of 8-10 inclusive. The largest difference in representation
between the two study modes was at the score of 10, a significant difference (Z-test;
p=0.007). This was the most common score for classroom students while for online
students it was 8. The percentage of online students that gave a score of 9 or 10 is
37% whereas for classroom students it stands at 54%, also a significant difference
(Z-test; p=0.011). At the other end of the scale, no students from either study mode
scored 0 indicating even those who were dissatisfied were not extremely so. A
minority gave the lowest scores, with differences between the study modes at 1-4
inclusive not significant (Z-test; p=1.000). At 5-8 inclusive, online candidates
dominated at 61% combined while classroom students totalled 45% another
significant difference (Z-test; p=0.014).
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The Customer Satisfaction Score (CSAT) is a common performance indicator
(Qualtrics 2019), however the scale can vary and a benchmarkable score is often
hard to identify due to multiple differences across industries and companies
regarding comparative assessments. Nevertheless, The American Customer
Satisfaction Index (ACSI) provides benchmarks with the current national ASCI at
76.5 (ACSI 2019). To correlate, CSAT results are represented by a percentage with
the number of satisfied respondents divided by total respondents. A score of 7 or
above has been considered satisfied, corresponding with the NPS metric, which
equals 79% for online candidates and 93% for classroom students. This indicates
good satisfaction ratings for both student sets. However, the lower percentage score
for online combined with the significant differences highlighted at the scores above 5
demonstrates that online students achieve less overall satisfaction from the course
than classroom students.

While similar to CSAT, NPS is based on how likely the respondent would be to
recommend Level 3 to a friend or colleague based on a score of 0-10, therefore
analysing intention rather than the emotion of satisfaction. This widely-used metric
(CustomerGauge 2018) asserts that anyone scoring 0-6 for recommendation will talk
negatively and therefore be a Detractor, 7-8 won’t do anything and are Passive and
9-10 will talk positively being Promoters. NPS is a single number calculated by the
percent of Promoters minus the percent of Detractors (NPS 2019). Figure 8 shows
the NPS and percentage breakdowns in each category for online and classroom
students.
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Figure 8: Net Promoter Score of online and classroom survey respondents

Of online respondents, fewer were Promoters and more were Detractors than the
classroom respondents. This reflects in a lower NPS of 46 for online versus a much
higher 64 for classroom. As the NPS ranges from -100 to +100 then a positive score
can be interpreted as ‘good’ based on global NPS standards, with +50 interpreted as
‘excellent’ and +70 indicating ‘world-class’ (Questionpro 2019). Both scores are
positive and superior to the SurveyMonkey benchmark score of 32 given to
companies comparable in industry, sector and size.11 This shows that Level 3 overall
is well received. However, only classroom reaches the ‘excellent’ category. This
means not only are online students less satisfied than their classroom counterparts,
but they are potentially going to communicate their dissatisfaction to others which
could impact negatively on WSET online courses, not just at WSET School London
but for all online providers. Similarly, it could deter people from undertaking an online

11

SurveyMonkey benchmarks made available to users. SurveyMonkey was used to conduct the
survey – See Methodology, Collection of survey responses.

34

wine course with any provider if they have heard negative reviews. However, the
Detractors are only marginally different, 7% for online versus 5% for classroom, and
a small percentage of the total respondents.

What is more important is that a much higher proportion of classroom respondents
are Promoters at 69%, versus 53% for online. This infers classroom students will
recommend the course to others positively, and more frequently, fuelling uptake in
classroom wine courses above that of online, while also indicating that future
purchases of WSET courses will also be in the classroom format. This implies that
although online courses are growing and being recommended positively, this will be
to a lesser extent than classroom courses, suggesting that classroom courses will
continue to be more popular and better attended, due to higher recommendation
rates. This correlates with overall satisfaction above where classroom students
dominated the higher scores, appearing to gain greater satisfaction from the course
than online students.

As a previous question had asked respondents their motivations for undertaking the
course, an aspect of satisfaction deemed relevant was to what extent the course had
met those motivations on a scale of 0-10, where 0=Not at all well and 10=Extremely
well. Figure 9 shows the scores attributed by online and classroom students.
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Figure 9: Motivations met score of online and classroom survey respondents

Online students gave slightly lower scores with an average of 8.1 compared to 8.5 by
classrooms students. However, they were more positive, 9 was the most frequent
score here compared to 8 for overall satisfaction. Contrastingly, for classroom
candidates, 8 was the most frequent score, compared to 10 for overall satisfaction.

Total scoring of 9 and 10 equalled 44% of online candidates and 52% of classroom
candidates, with the difference not significant (Z-test; p=0.270). Like overall
satisfaction, no students scored 0 from either study mode and few scored at 1-4
inclusive with no significant difference (Z-test; p=1.000) between study modes. Most
candidates scored higher than 5 implying that to some extent the course positively
met their objectives. The difference between study modes at 5-8 inclusive was also
not significant (Z-test; p=0.302). Interestingly, this demonstrates that compared to
overall satisfaction, when satisfaction is judged on motivations being met, online
students at all degrees of satisfaction are just as satisfied as classroom candidates.
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This represents an upward shift in the proportion of online students who felt the
course met their motivations than the proportion that were satisfied overall, indicating
that perhaps the course was more successful in meeting their main objectives of
Learning and Experience and dissatisfaction resulted from other sources. Whereas
although classroom students scored marginally higher for overall satisfaction, they
were pretty consistent between the two questions, indicating that motivations being
met and overall satisfaction gained are very closely correlated.

Using the same scale across the satisfaction questions enables comparison and
therefore whether meeting motivations is a key determinant of overall satisfaction.
Figure 10 shows a linear regression model with dependent variable y = overall
satisfaction and independent variable x = motivations met for each study mode.

Figure 10: Linear relationship that shows motivations being met as a determinant of
overall satisfaction
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R-squared is 0.58 for both online and classroom which means that 58% of the
dependent variables (y-values) are explained by the independent variables (xvalues) indicating fairly strong models in each case. Both linear regression models
are significant (F-test; p<0.001) indicating that for either study method there is no
reason to reject the model that overall satisfaction is dependent on motivations being
met. From these models, one cannot be absolutely sure of the direction of cause and
effect, though logic would suggest meeting expectations leads to satisfaction.
Therefore, this demonstrates to course providers the importance of meeting the
motivations of their students for them to be satisfied, regardless of study mode.

The final aspect of satisfaction looked at whether students achieved the results they
expected. As, ultimately, the result will be used to determine the outcome of each
study method, it was considered prudent to see if there was any significant
difference in expectations between the two student groups, and if this was correlated
with satisfaction or not. Figure 11 shows the scores given on a scale of 0-10, where
0=Not at all as expected and 10=Much better than expected.
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Figure 11: Results expected score of online and classroom survey respondents

Like the other satisfaction questions, a lower proportion of online students scored 10
compared to classroom candidates. However, the difference is not significant (Z-test;
p=0.087). Additionally, unlike overall satisfaction, for the scores of 8 and 9 the
proportion of online students was essentially equal with classroom students. When
scores above 5 are combined, indicating students did better than expected, 79% of
online students are represented and 84% of classroom students, a difference that is
not significant (Z-test; p=0.423). When percentages for the score of 5, as expected,
are included this increases to 93% of online candidates and 92% of classroom
candidates, again, not significant (Z-test; p=0.722) demonstrating online students are
just as likely as classroom students to achieve the result they expected or exceed it.

However, the analysis of students’ results below shows that there are significant
differences in some elements between study modes. Therefore, if results
demonstrate differences in outcomes yet expectations between the student groups
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are similar, it could be inferred that online students have collectively lower
expectations for their tasting performance than classroom students. This indicates by
self-selecting online, students have consciously traded-off tasting with convenience
and cost, therefore their lower results meet expectations.

This alignment differs from the previous satisfaction questions. The scores for
classroom students are more consistent across the satisfaction questions indicating
that overall satisfaction, the meeting of motivations and gaining the expected or
better exam result are all correlated to satisfaction. However, for online students, the
uplift in scores for expected exam results implies that despite gaining the result they
expected or better they are not as satisfied. This indicates that satisfaction is more
complex for online students and requires other inputs above results.

IV. Exam results
Success in Level 3 is determined by examination, the result of which must be used
to analyse outcome. To pass overall, a pass (55% or above) must be achieved in
both the tasting and theory exams. Tasting is assessed by a blind tasting of two still
wines, one white and one red. Theory is assessed in two parts: part one consists of
fifty multiple choice questions and part two, four short-answer questions. A pass
must be obtained in both parts to pass the theory element. The overall grade is
based on the aggregate mark over tasting and theory combined. A Pass grade is
awarded for an aggregate mark of 55-64%, Merit for 65-79% and Distinction for 80%
or above. If a candidate fails to pass, they are awarded either a Fail for 45-54% or a
Fail Unclassified for 44% or below (WSET 2016). When the results are broken down
into tasting and theory, more detail can be analysed. Figure 12 shows the overall,
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theory and tasting results for online and classroom candidates with the percentage
breakdowns of the different grades and total percentage of pass grades for each.

Figure 12: Exam results comparison of online and classroom students

In the overall results, 45% of online candidates passed in total compared with 56% of
classroom students. This difference is highly significant (Chi-squared; p=0.004). In
addition, of those that passed, a smaller proportion of online candidates (39%) did so
with a Merit or Distinction than classroom candidates (53%), another significant
difference (Chi-squared; p=0.002). This demonstrates that not only are significantly
more classroom students passing overall, but they are also doing so more
comfortably by scoring higher marks overall than their online counterparts.

When the theory element of the exam is assessed in isolation, 57% of online
candidates achieved a pass in total compared to 60% of classroom candidates. This
is a similar result and shows no significant difference (Chi-squared; p=0.354). Even
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when this is broken down to examine the proportion of those that passed that
achieved a Distinction, 37% of online compared to 32% of classroom students, the
difference is not significant (Chi-squared; p=0.344). This demonstrates that online
learning is just as effective as classroom for gaining theory knowledge about wine,
and at the top pass grade online students are equally represented. This correlates
with Julien Camus’ opinion that online students are highly committed to studying and
appreciate the capacity to be able to review information at their convenience to aid
the uptake and retention of knowledge.12 The success of online learning techniques
is clearly demonstrated by parity in the theory results.

The most marked difference in results between study modes is demonstrated in the
tasting element. 74% of online candidates achieved a pass or above compared to
92% of classroom candidates. This is highly significant (Chi-squared; p<0.001) and
clearly demonstrates the favourable conditions that classroom learning provides to
develop and hone tasting technique. When pass grades are examined, 16% of
online students that passed achieved Distinction, 46% Merit and 38% Pass.
Comparing the scores of online students for theory versus tasting, in tasting Merit is
still the largest proportion, the lower Pass grade is much more dominant and
Distinction the smallest category, whereas for theory this was reversed. This shows
that while more online candidates in total pass the tasting than the theory, fewer
achieve the top pass grades.

For classroom students, 26% achieved Distinction, 53% Merit and 21% Pass. Like
online candidates, the majority fell within Merit, and a greater proportion achieved a

12

Julien Camus, qualitative research interview – see Methodology, Interviews.
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Pass than in the theory element. Contrastingly, the proportion of classroom
candidates achieving a Merit or Distinction was higher, 79% of the total compared
with 62% for online which is highly significant (p<0.001). This demonstrates that not
only is classroom learning more effective in developing wine tasting technique, as
shown by a higher pass rate, but that classroom candidates are more likely to
develop superior tasting ability resulting in a higher proportion achieving top pass
grades compared with online candidates.

For both study methods, the higher pass rate on first attempt of the tasting element
of the exam than that of theory is consistent with global results from other WSET
providers, reflecting the more challenging nature of the theory exam, rather than any
effects of tuition in either format.13

This breakdown into tasting and theory clearly highlights the challenges of online
education in the context of wine tasting. This supports the hypothesis that the
physical element of tasting is significantly harder to deliver in an online format than
the conceptual theory, which results in lower quality outcomes, as demonstrated by
these results. Although the percentage of online candidates that achieved a pass in
the tasting is higher than for the theory, the significant disparity of the pass rate
compared to classroom students could have negative consequences for online
students in future studies. Although they may not allocate the tasting element of the
course the same priority in their motivations or reasons for studying, as
demonstrated earlier, if they were to continue on to the WSET Level 4 Diploma in
Wines (Diploma), or another wine qualification where tasting is assessed, including

13

WSET internal statistics.
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the rigorous examinations of the Institute of Masters of Wine and Court of Master
Sommeliers, they may be hindered by their less well-developed tasting ability. At
Diploma level, tasting is assessed more rigorously across a broader spectrum of
wines and this could impact on their potential success at further wine studies. In
addition, if they continue their studies online then differences in pass rate against
classroom candidates could be further exacerbated and lead to greater
dissatisfaction with their chosen study method.

Outside of studying, less developed tasting ability could be detrimental in career
progression. Many roles in the wine industry value the ability and experience of
tasting, from quality control at bottling, to buyers of en primeur. If online students are
less proficient in this area, then ultimately the job opportunity or promotion may be
given to another candidate with superior ability. Employers funding a course should
also consider the tasting implication; although the online version is less costly, if they
require and value tasting capability then the classroom course may be more effective
for their company needs. Alternatively, the candidate may not work in the wine trade
and therefore it is of lesser importance. However, if tasting is considered a key
element of wine appreciation perhaps it could also negatively impact on consumers’
enjoyment of wine.

V. Implications for online learning
To summarise, the key findings of the survey and analysis of results are that both
student sets are highly motivated by the prospects of learning and experience. The
core differences between online and classroom are that online students strongly
appreciate the convenience of the study mode, and value the cost benefits it
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provides, whereas classroom students place much greater emphasis on the tasting
opportunities provided in class. For both, the reputation of the education provider is
essential. For overall satisfaction, online students were less satisfied and only
classroom candidates reached an ‘excellent’ NPS. However, student sets were
equally satisfied with motivations being met and results gained against expectations.
Demographics showed a fairly even gender split and an even representation of age
groups for each study mode. The tasting results corroborate the hypothesis that
online study is inhibited from providing as effective tasting tuition as classroom
courses while showing essentially equal results for theory.

In terms of learning, providers of both online and classroom courses must ensure
this is the core focus and actively maintain the quality of course content. For online
providers, the key advantage of convenience, learning in a time, place and at a pace
suited to the student, should be highlighted and marketed to continue to increase
sales. This has multiple benefits. As Antony Moss opines, a key benefit of online is
the ability of adaptive repetition. Students can focus their learning in the areas it is
needed most and repeat content as many times as necessary. 14

However, online learning materials do not have to be restricted to online courses,
use and access to these can be a vital element of classroom courses to facilitate a
hybrid approach to education. This could serve to free-up classroom time to prioritise
tasting, shown to be a key driver of students to classroom courses, and therefore
should maintain their high satisfaction levels while also increasing course sales. This
would also provide benefits for providers like WSET as online modules and digital

14

Antony Moss MW, qualitative research interview – see Methodology, Interviews.
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assets can be amended more easily and frequently than printed materials, therefore
making it easier to update theory tuition materials if digitalised, as well as potential
cost benefits by negating the need for print, packaging and postage.

Convenience for online students could be further augmented by provision of the
examination online, an option not currently available for WSET qualifications. As
online students value convenience so highly, this would surely serve to make the
entirety of the course, from booking to final assessment, as convenient as possible,
while also attracting new students that may have been restricted by the requirement
of physical attendance at the examination from undertaking a course. In addition, this
could either reduce or maintain the lower course cost, which is valued by students,
as well as negating any travel costs to an examination venue.

Online engagement also presents unique opportunities to monitor student
participation in the course more effectively than in the classroom. Completion of
activities can be monitored, checks on learning progress made and even selfevaluation by students encouraged. This can also be used by the provider to gauge
effectiveness and therefore implement better and more effective content, an
approach undertaken by Janette Devlin.15 Technology can also be used to provide
more diverse and engaging learning content. The advent of games and gamification
is an area that can be explored and adapted for wine education. Combined with
content becoming more mobile and available in different formats such as apps,
video, audio and availability of material offline. Provision of all of these will serve to
magnify the convenience element of online education, whether as support for a

15

Janette Devlin, qualitative research interview – see Methodology, Interviews.
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classroom course or on its own, providing a multi-faceted learning experience. Both
of which should maximise the draw for most students. There may be a proportion of
students less comfortable or content with online or digital technology. However, as
digitally astute individuals become more prevalent, digital assets will not only be
beneficial but probably expected of education providers, with the proportion opposed
to them diminishing.

The challenge of tasting in an online environment is apparent. Ways to improve this
element may vary for each provider but all should aim to encourage greater tasting
participation of online students. For Antony Moss, the ideal would be sample sets of
wines in tasting portions which can be distributed widely, the style and quality of
which can be guaranteed at delivery.16 However, this may not be an available or
economically viable option for providers. Another option is the formation of local
groups, whether online or in person, to facilitate discussion and group tasting among
students. Providers could actively encourage or directly facilitate this to support and
potentially improve tasting for online students. This would also serve to reduce the
cost of purchasing samples if divided among multiple students. Alternatively,
submission of a tasting portfolio or the use of online tasting rooms for students to
discuss wines are both methods employed, and believed to be successful, by
Marianne Frantz.17

Other options could be taste-along webinars, timed forum discussions of particular
wine styles, or even partnership with local suppliers to provide core tasting samples.

16
17

Antony Moss MW, qualitative research interview – see Methodology, Interviews.
Marianne Frantz, qualitative research interview – see Methodology, Interviews.
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Implementation of any or all of these may still not raise the quality of tasting
outcomes from online courses to parity with classroom courses, however. As Julien
Camus remarks, “nothing can replace tasting wines in the classroom”.18 But in the
absence of physical presence, other means must be offered to limit the disparity in
tasting between online and classrooms students. If this element is improved, this
could even see greater satisfaction amongst online candidates, as well as furthering
the growth of online wine education.

All these measures will require the investment of time, money and expertise on the
part of the education provider. But the provision of consistent, high-quality and
adaptive wine education is fundamental to meet the key learning and experience
motivations of all students. Classroom courses can then prioritise tasting to satisfy a
vital driver of their students, while online courses maximise the convenience of their
offerings.

18

Julien Camus, qualitative research interview – see Methodology, Interviews.
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Conclusions

This research has highlighted a number of key differences in the motivations,
satisfactions and outcomes of online students compared to classroom students. For
wine education organisations offering online tuition, priority in provision and
marketing should be given to maximising convenience. This is not only a proven
benefit of online education, but also evidenced, by this research, to be a key reason
for students selecting the study mode and therefore should be employed by
providers to maintain and grow customer numbers. It has also been demonstrated
that students value the cost benefits of online courses. Therefore, as much as
possible, reduced expense should continue to be passed on to students and the
greater affordability of online courses used as a marketing tool.

Providers of classroom courses should highlight, as a core advantage over online
offerings, the opportunities and benefits of face-to-face tasting tuition and discussion.
Not only has it proven more successful in terms of course outcome, but also is a key
motivation for a significant group of students to attend a classroom course. This
should therefore be emphasised to maximise sales.

Online courses should utilise advancements in technology, and the communication
that this facilitates, to try and augment the tasting experience for their students. This
should minimise the gap in tasting development between online and classroom
students. However, parity in effectiveness may not be reached as classroom
presence has been proven to be highly effective. Improvements in this area may also
serve to increase the satisfaction of online students, however this is not guaranteed
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as tasting is not a core motivation for them. Further research is recommended as to
why online students were less satisfied overall.

However, despite some core differences in the motivations, satisfactions and
outcomes between online and classroom students, there are important similarities.
Gender and age demographics of online students was mirrored by that of classroom
students, suggesting both study modes for wine education can be marketed
universally, especially to those between 25-44 who represent 78% of all students.19
Both highlighted learning and the experience provided as fundamental. If providers
maximise and improve learning through provision of effective, multi-faceted tuition
that engages and stimulates students as much as possible, then they should meet
the motivations of current students, leading to satisfied customers, as well as
attracting new ones. This will enable the continued success of wine education while
simultaneously serving to maintain and improve provider reputation, highly regard by
both student groups.

Finally, the use and growth of online wine education is not only useful for new
audiences or online-specific students but can be utilised as a vital support for
classroom students, as it proved equally effective in theory outcomes. Its core
advantage of convenience can facilitate learning at a time, place and pace for each
individual student whichever study method they choose, serving to bring wine
education to a wider audience. The optimum study method is essentially a hybrid
that incorporates the best elements of each, primarily the convenience of online with
tasting experience enabled in the classroom.

19

Calculated from the exam results spreadsheet – See Methodology, Collection of exam results data.
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WSET Level 3 Online Survey
Please answer these three questions about yourself by selecting the relevant option.
* 1. What is your gender?

* 2. What is your age?
18 to 24
25 to 34
35 to 44
45 to 54
55 to 64
65 to 74
75 or older

* 3. Which best describes your total household income before any deductions last year?
Less than £15,000

£45,000 - £49,999

£15,000 - £19,999

£50,000 - £69,999

£20,000 - £29,999

£70,000 - £99,999

£30,000 - £34,999

£100,000 - £199,999

£35,000 - £39,999

£200,000 or higher

£40,000 - £44,999

Prefer not to say

WSET Level 3 Online Survey
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Please rate each of the options on a scale of 0 to 10
0 = This had no influence on my decision
10 = This had a lot of influence on my decision
N/A = Not applicable
* 4. What motivated you to undertake the WSET Level 3 Award in Wines?

WSET Level 3 Online Survey
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Please rate each of the options on a scale of 0 to 10
0 = This had no influence on my decision
10 = This had a lot of influence on my decision
N/A = Not applicable
* 5. How did the following factors influence your decision to study for the WSET Level 3 Award in Wines as an Online
course?

WSET Level 3 Online Survey
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Please rate on a scale of 0 to 10
0 = Not at all satisfied
10 = Extremely satisfied
* 6. Overall, how satisfied were you with the course?
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

8

9

10

WSET Level 3 Online Survey
Please rate on a scale of 0 to 10
0 = Not at all well
10 = Extremely well
* 7. To what extent did the course meet your motivations for undertaking the course?
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

WSET Level 3 Online Survey
Please rate on a scale of 0 to 10
0 = Not at all as expected
10 = Much better than expected N/A =
Not applicable
* 8. To what extent did you get the exam result you expected?
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

N/A

WSET Level 3 Online Survey
Please rate on a scale of 0 to 10
0 = Not at all likely
10 = Extremely likely
* 9. How likely is it that you would recommend the WSET Level 3 Award in Wines to a friend or colleague?
NOT AT ALL LIKELY
0

1

EXTREMELY LIKELY
2

3

4

5
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6

7

8

9

10

WSET Level 3 Online Survey
Please enter you full name and email address so that we can confirm you studied the WSET Level 3 Award in
Wines with WSET School London. This will also enter you into the prize draw and allow us to contact you if you
win. We will not contact you for any other reason. All answers are anonymous and this information will not be
used for any other purpose.
* 10. First name
* 11. Last/Family name

12. Email address

13. Any other comments

WSET Level 3 Online Survey
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