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1. Summary
This research investigates the application of video to consumer wine tastings. By surveying
and testing online wine tasting (OWT) participants, it evaluates to what extent OWTs –
specifically those delivered using video-conference (VC) and video-on-demand (VOD)
platforms – are effective for knowledge acquisition and satisfaction. It examines the
advantages and disadvantages of OWTs and whether there will be demand for them beyond
the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. It offers insights and recommendations to wine
tasting providers for optimising knowledge acquisition and consumer experience.
The research found that the VC and VOD participants demonstrated a high level of
engagement with the theoretical and practical content. A high degree of satisfaction was
reported for learning and sensorial experience, particularly for VOD. The impact on
participants’ social experience was appreciable, however, and where social experience was
a priority over half of the participants expressed a continued preference for face-to-face
(FTF) tastings. Where convenience or anonymity was a priority, OWTs were preferred.
This research found that OWTs can be a valid alternative to FTF tastings and suggests that
opportunities exist for providers to offer video tastings for current and new consumers. It
recommends that providers address social limitations by optimising interaction
opportunities. Where learning is the priority, providers should consider offering VOD
tastings, giving consumers control over the learning experience.
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2. Introduction
Wine tastings are employed by the wine industry to support sales and marketing, by
entertaining and educating consumers. Consumer perspectives on wine tastings may differ
from those of professionals, but as observed by the wine merchant and writer André Simon,
their objectives are essentially the same: ‘to know a good wine from bad and to appreciate
the different merits of different wines’ (R. Jackson, 2017, p. xii).
Wine tastings are typically held FTF but social and travel restrictions, imposed due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, resulted in unavoidable cancellation of FTF tastings and necessitated
their delivery online.
The two platforms to emerge were VC and VOD. VC enables synchronous sharing of audio
and video (AV) (Al-Samarraie, 2019), example applications being Zoom and Webex. VOD
is asynchronous: a video is recorded, uploaded to a video-sharing application such as
YouTube or Vimeo, and viewed on demand (Hagan and Hewatt, 2017).
Outside of the wine industry, video has been used for education, communication, and
entertainment since the 1990s (Al-Samarraie, 2019; Miller, 2011; Wang, Mattick and Dunne,
2010). However, pre-pandemic, evidence of the use of video for wine education and
entertainment is minimal (Hansen, 2020).
It has been posited that OWTs have the potential to bring a new dimension to wine education
and entertainment (Fattorini, 2020). This research examines the consumer experience and
outcomes of OWTs to establish to what extent OWTs are effective for knowledge acquisition
and satisfaction. It evaluates the advantages and disadvantages of OWTs and assesses
demand for OWTs beyond the pandemic.
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As a novel approach to delivering wine tastings, video from the perspective of the consumer
has not been examined in any formal studies. By hosting an OWT and surveying and testing
the participants, this study addresses the following research questions (RQs):
RQ1. To what extent were consumers satisfied with the OWT experience?
RQ2. To what extent are consumers likely to participate in future OWTs?
RQ3. What did consumers consider the advantages and disadvantages of participating in
the OWT?
RQ4. To what extent was the OWT effective in terms of knowledge acquisition?
RQ5. With respect to consumer experience and knowledge acquisition, how did VC and
VOD compare as platforms for delivering OWTs?
This research contributes new insight regarding the role of OWTs in wine education and
entertainment and offers recommendations to wine tasting providers for delivering
meaningful consumer experiences and facilitating the effective implementation of video.
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3. Background and Context
3.1. Video Applications
Pandemic restrictions on travelling and socialising saw the application of video
communications to all industries accelerate, as evidenced by the growth in Zoom users from
10 million in December 2019 to 200 million in March 2020 (Zoom, 2020).
VC is effective for meetings, conferences, seminars, interviews, and remote working
(Denstadli, Julsrud and Hjorthol, 2012); VOD for marketing and promotions, employee
communications, training, and recruitment (Miller, 2011). The UK’s National Health Service
adopted VC as an alternative to FTF consultations in 2016 (National Health Service, 2020).
Citizens Bank introduced Webex Meetings in 2018 to support flexible and remote working
(Cisco, 2021). Since the early 2000s, synchronous and, more recently, asynchronous video
have been used by recruitment agencies to streamline candidate interviewing (Sellers,
2014). Educators, schools, and universities have increasingly used video for one-to-one
lessons and to broadcast lectures. Brandstrom, Wiklund and Lundstrom (2012), examined
music teachers using VC to connect with off-campus students across Scandinavia,
concluding that, despite audio delays presenting difficulties playing music in time, teachers
and students reported a positive experience. Upshaw (2019) compared students
participating in VC and FTF Spanish lessons: both platforms were effective and showed no
statistically significant difference for listening comprehension. VOD aligns with the
philosophy of open learning1, allowing learners greater control over their education, and
despite the obvious social limitations, teachers and students have been able to establish
satisfactory levels of interaction (Griffiths and Graham, 2009). That these studies

1

Open learning: learning solutions that are independent of time and place (Caliskan, 2012).
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demonstrate positive educational experiences indicates potential for the application of video
to wine education.
3.2. Online Wine Tastings
The London-based private members’ club 67 Pall Mall was one of the first wine tasting
providers to introduce OWTs, initially one per day, increasing to five per day by June 2020
(R. Sayburn 2020, personal communication, 27 July). Just one month after its launch in May
2020, www.virtualwineevents.com – a global online hub for OWTs – had over 1300 OWTs
listed (A. LeBeau 2020, personal communication, 29 October).
Lechmere (2020) reported on varied OWT formats: one-way seminars streamed on
Facebook and Instagram, live webinars recorded and uploaded to video-sharing platforms,
and interactive two-way events with a wine educator. Packages vary, including free of
charge masterclasses (Napa Valley Vintners, 2021), nominal fee bring-your-own events
(John Lewis, 2021), and flights of 50 ml samples, half, or standard bottles, with ticket prices
ranging from £40 to £350 (United Cellars, 2021; Hedonism, 2021; O’Briens Wine, 2021;
West London Wine School, 2021).
Whilst OWTs were originally introduced to communicate with customers and maintain a
revenue stream during pandemic restrictions, reports suggest that OWTs have been
sufficiently well received (E. Dent 2020, personal communication, 25 May; J. Gore 2020,
personal communication, 5 June) to present an opportunity post-pandemic.
3.3. Consumer Market
Research by T. Jackson (2017) estimated a UK market of six to seven million wine
consumers open to formally learning about wine, and four to five million prepared to attend
a two-hour wine tasting. This market is supported by the wine entertainment and education
sector, including 254 UK-based Wine and Spirit Education Trust Approved Programme
5

Providers (WSET APPs) (R. Crouch 2020, personal communication, 6 November) and 97
members of the Association of Wine Educators (AWE) (Association of Wine Educators,
2021). This market was fulfilled by FTF tastings, but since pandemic restrictions have
disrupted behaviours, consumers are more likely to look online for education and
entertainment opportunities (McKinsey & Company, 2020); providers must therefore align
with post-pandemic market requirements.
3.4. Motivations for Participation
Consumers attend wine tastings for intellectual and sensorial stimulation, greater
appreciation of wine, development of tasting skills, an enjoyable experience, and the
pleasure of companionship (Charters and Ali-Knight, 2000; R. Jackson, 2017; T. Jackson,
2017; Asimov, 2020). Whilst these motivations are satisfied in an FTF setting, no formal
studies exist that assess the satisfaction of these motivations in an OWT.
3.5. Disadvantages
Pre-pandemic, evidence for the application of video to wine tasting is scant. From a study
of 1423 wineries from over 40 countries, only 3% of wineries offered OWTs pre-pandemic
(Szolnoki, et al., 2021). It is likely that the perspective that wine is for sharing (E. Dent 2020,
personal communication, 25 May) and the reduced social experience (Karal, Cebi and
Turgut, 2011) had constrained the uptake of using video.
Media richness theory suggests that nonverbal cues are less efficiently transmitted across
a computer screen (Daft and Lengel, 1986), creating extra work for participants of video
meetings. Therefore, participants tire more easily, an effect known as screen fatigue (Jiang,
2020). Jiang also noted the space between work, learning, and socialising has become
increasingly blurred, which, combined with the health implications of increased use of
screens, eye strain, migraine, and anxiety (Andrews, 2020; Wai Wong, et al., 2020), may
deter consumers from participating in non-essential online activities.
6

In an FTF tasting, consistency of experience across participants is controlled by the educator
through provision of glassware, controlling the wine temperature, pouring and fault checking
(R. Jackson, 2017). However, in an OWT, the participant is responsible for the tasting setup, which could introduce inconsistencies and detract from the quality of the experience.
Numerous studies link under-performing technology to a negative impact on learner
satisfaction (Doggett, 2008; Appanna, 2008; Ashley, 2010; Al-Samarraie, 2019). In an OWT
this could compromise the communication of the technical, visual, sensorial, and emotional
messages inherent in developing an understanding of wine (Harrison, 2019).
3.6. Advantages
Candarli and Yuksel (2012) suggest that VC reduces travel time, costs, and stress,
indicating obvious benefits for consumers prioritising convenience. This, combined with the
observation that in winter people are more likely to avoid going outside (O’Callaghan, 2016),
could result in the seasonal application of OWTs. Ashley (2010) emphasised the importance
of connecting learners with global experts. Online learning can offer anonymity and a private
learning environment (Appanna, 2008) – a potential benefit to consumers who find FTF wine
tastings intimidating (Harrison, 2019). VC and VOD could benefit wine education similarly,
enabling providers to reach a more diverse audience.
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4. Methodology
The aim of this research was exploratory, to gain initial, in-depth insight into consumer
satisfaction with, and efficacy of, OWTs, so a mixed methods approach was applied
(Stebbins, 2001). Satisfaction was assessed through a survey (Allen, 2017), and efficacy
was measured through experimental research (Denscombe, 2010).
Firstly, consumer and educator interviews collected qualitative data. Responses were used
to inform the survey questions and contribute to answering RQ1, RQ2, RQ3, and RQ5.
Secondly, two separate groups of consumers were asked to participate in a VC and VOD
OWT. Participants were asked to complete a knowledge test before and after the OWT
following pretest–posttest experimental design (Salkind, 2010a). In addition, participants
were asked to complete a satisfaction survey following the OWT. The survey collected
qualitative and quantitative data to answer RQ1, RQ2, RQ3, and RQ5. The knowledge test
collected quantitative data to answer RQ4 and RQ5. The survey and knowledge test were
constructed using SurveyMonkey and distributed by email.
Qualitative data were examined using content analysis2. Quantitative data were examined
using statistical analyses (Badia and Lammers, 2005).
4.1. Consumer Selection
To select consumers that were highly involved in the wine category and therefore relevant
to the study, criterion sampling (Patton, 2002) via a 12-question consumer selection
questionnaire was employed (Appendix 8.2). For the purposes of this study consumers
selected were referred to as interested wine consumers (IWCs). There was no published,

2

Content analysis is a research tool used to determine the presence and frequency of words, phrases,
themes, and patterns from qualitative data such as text or interviews (Columbia Public Health, 2021).
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definitive description of an IWC; the selection criteria were therefore based on themes
identified in the literature review and the researcher’s experience as a wine tasting provider.
Criteria One
IWCs would be non-wine industry professionals.
Criteria Two
To narrow the scope to a practical level, IWCs would be UK-based.
Criteria Three
IWCs would be willing to participate in the study.
Criteria Four
Following the Wine Intelligence definition of a wine consumer as one who drinks wine at
least monthly (Wine Intelligence, 2018), consumers were asked to identify frequency of
consumption ranging from ‘I don’t drink wine’ to ‘most days’.
Criteria Five and Six
In line with Hall’s (1996) observation that consumers who were likely to attend a wine tasting
would be moderately to extremely interested in wine and engage in wine-themed activities,
the questionnaire asked consumers to identify interest, ranging from ‘not at all interested’ to
‘extremely interested’ and to select from a tick-all-that-apply list the wine-themed activities
they had engaged in.
To ensure the content and knowledge test were at a level appropriate for the participants,
IWCs were expected to have an awareness of the world’s wine-producing regions and grape
varieties equivalent to a WSET L2 Award in Wines (WSET L2) student. Therefore, the
questionnaire scored consumers on responses to three tick-all-that-apply lists of varieties
and regions based on the WSET L2 syllabus (WSET, 2019). On the observation that
9

consumers who rated interest as ‘not at all’ or ‘slightly interested’, returned scores of 10 to
37%, respondents were considered an IWC if their score was greater than or equal to 38%.
Pandemic restrictions precluded the inclusion of an FTF tasting in the experimental design;
to draw on previous experiences, IWCs were therefore required to have attended an FTF
tasting.
The selection criteria are summarised in Table 1.
Table 1: IWC Selection Criteria Summary
No
1

Criterion
In the wine industry

Response
No

2

Nation or region

UK-based

3

Willingness to participate

Yes

4

Frequency of
consumption

At least one to three
times a month

5

Level of interest

At least moderately
interested

6

Region and Variety
Awareness/participation
in wine-themed activities

Score ≥38%

Rationale
To select consumers and
not wine industry
professionals
To ensure only UK wine
consumers participated
To select consumers fully
engaged with
participating in the
research study
In line with Wine
Intelligence definition of a
wine consumer
Consumers exhibiting at
least a moderate interest
in wine are most likely to
attend a wine tasting
To assess familiarity with
wine regions and grape
varieties/to assess the
level of engagement in
wine-themed activities

The questionnaire collected gender, age, and contact information.
No published lists of wine consumers were available as a sampling frame, therefore IWCs
were recruited from the researcher’s professional network and those of WSET APPs and
members of the AWE.
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4.2. Interviews
For initial insight, semi-structured, in-depth interviews using open-ended questions were
conducted with IWCs and wine educators (Patton, 2002). Interviews of 30- to 60-minutes
were conducted via VC or phone and recorded with permission. Handwritten notes were
taken.
4.2.1. Interested Wine Consumer Interviews
IWCs who met the selection criteria were invited for interview when their responses were
received (Table 2) and continued until saturation 3 . For a heterogeneous sample and
balanced insight from a range of perspectives, interviewees had varying levels of experience
attending OWTs (Daniel, 2011). Interviews comprised 20 questions based on themes
identified from literature including motivations for attending a wine tasting, the advantages
and disadvantages of using VC and VOD, preferences for attending an FTF or an OWT, and
how they saw the future of OWTs (Appendix 8.3).

3

Saturation: The point at which no new insight is revealed, and further data collection would yield similar
themes, patterns, and conclusions to those already determined (Saunders, et al., 2017).
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Table 2: Interested Wine Consumer Interviewees
Interviewee No
1

Gender
Female

Age Group
25–34

OWT Experience
No

2

Male

45–54

No

3

Female

35–44

No

4

Female

35–44

Yes

5

Female

55–64

Yes

6

Male

45–54

No

7

Male

55–64

Yes

8

Male

65+

Yes

9

Male

45–54

No

10

Female

35–44

No

11

Male

35–44

No

12

Male

65+

Yes

4.2.2. Educator Interviews
For insight into OWTs from the perspective of wine tasting providers, educators were
selected for interview from UK-based WSET APPs and AWE members (Table 3). Educators
were known to the researcher for being active with UK-based consumers and purposively
selected to represent a range of providers with varying levels of experience hosting OWTs.
For balance, snowball sampling was used to broaden the sampling frame (Briggs, Coleman
and Morrison, 2012) and continued until saturation. Interviews comprised 21 questions
based on themes identified from literature and IWC interviews (Appendix 8.3).
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Table 3: Educator Interviewees
Interviewee
No
1

Name

Role/Organisation

Ronan
Sayburn MS

Head of Wine, 67
Pall Mall

2

Chris Scott

3

Erica Dent

4

Rose Murray
Brown MW

5

Lauren
Denyer

Director, Thirty
Fifty
Owner, Enjoy
Discovering Wine
Educator, Rose
Murray Brown
Masterclass
Educator, WSET
School

6

Anne Jones

7

Laura Clay

8

Carolyn
BosworthDavies
Pieter
Rosenthal

9

Partner and Drinks
Manager,
Waitrose
Chairman, AWE
Member, AWE

Wine Tasting
Provider Type
International
private
member’s club
Independent
educator
Independent
educator
Independent
educator

OWT
Experience
Yes

International
educator

Yes

National
retailer

Yes

Independent
educator
Independent
educator

No

Independent
regional
retailer
Independent
educator

No

Yes
Yes
Yes

No

10

Justin
Martindale

Manager, The
Good Spirits
Company
Owner, Lothian
Wine School

11

Heather
Dougherty

Owner, Red,
White and Rosé

Independent
educator

Yes

12

David Harker

14

Diana
Thompson
Greg Roberts

15

Mark O’Bryen

16

Charlotte
Stemp

Independent
educator
Independent
educator
National
retailer
National
wholesaler
National
retailer

Yes

13

17

Richard
Meadows

Owner, Newcastle
Wine School
Owner, Wine
Events Scotland
Educator,
Laithwaites Wine
Educator, Hatch
Mansfield
Partner and Drinks
Manager,
Waitrose
Owner, Great
Grog

Independent
regional
retailer

Yes

No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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4.3. Experimental Research and Survey
Two separate groups of IWCs were invited to participate in a live VC or recorded VOD OWT.
4.3.1. Sample Size
According to a 2019 survey of AWE members (M. Stevens 2020, personal communication,
10 June), a typical FTF tasting has 25 participants. Upshaw (2019), conducted a study
comparing FTF and VC language students on a sample size of 20 per group. On this basis
a minimum sample size of 25 per group was set. As a form of direct instruction, a large
pretest–posttest effect size was anticipated and this sample size was deemed sufficient to
power the statistical analyses planned to answer RQ4 (Teachers Tool Box, 2021; Real
Statistics, 2021). The sample size was reviewed and verified as appropriate by Professor
Roger Watt, University of Stirling4 (R. Watt 2020, personal communication, 11 May).
The number of completed questionnaires received was 328. The SurveyMonkey filter
function identified 241 responses based on selection criteria one to five. Responses were
collated in Excel and filtered using selection criteria six. To collect data specifically relating
to this study, respondents were selected that did not have previous OWT experience. Of
these respondents, 126 met all criteria. For a heterogeneous sample and balanced insight,
IWCs were categorised according to age and gender and alternately assigned to the VC or
VOD group for as even a distribution as possible (Table 4). To allow for non-attendance or
incomplete surveys and tests, 60 IWCs were invited to participate, of whom 58 accepted.

4

Professor of Psychology, Faculty of Natural Sciences.

14

Table 4: Participant Demographics
Gender
Female

VC Group
20

VOD Group
19

Male

9

10

18–24

3

0

25–34

7

5

35–44

7

8

45–54

4

6

55–64

4

7

65+

4

3

Age Group

Given that the weighting towards the 25–34 and 35–44 age groups was in line with the Wine
Intelligence definition of Generation Treaters – a group of UK-based wine consumers
attributed to having high involvement in the wine category (Wine Intelligence, 2018) – and
that the study was intended to be exploratory, this sample was deemed sufficiently
representative of the wine consumer population.
4.3.2. Online Wine Tasting Topic
For accurate measurement of efficacy and to minimise the likelihood that participants would
be familiar with the topic, the lesser-known region of Jura was selected. As a check for the
intended low level of familiarity, the selection questionnaire included Savagnin and
Trousseau in the tick-all-that-apply list. Only 24% and 18% of IWCs were familiar with
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Savagnin and Trousseau respectively5. For accurate delivery of content, an experienced
presenter and expert in the Jura region6 was recruited.
4.3.3. Wine Selection and Preparation
In collaboration with the expert presenter, four wines representative of the region’s key wine
styles were selected (Table 5).
Table 5: Wines Presented
Wine 1
Wine 2

Cuvée des
Geologues
La Mamette

Wine 3

Les Molates

Wine 4

La Pierre

Arbois Trousseau

2017

Lucien Aviet

14%

Côtes du Jura
Chardonnay Ouillé
Côtes du Jura
Savagnin
Côtes du Jura
Savagnin Sous
Voile

2018

Les Granges
Paquenesses
Domaine Les
Marnes Blanches
Les Granges
Paquenesses

13%

2018
2013

12.5%
13%

To control for a comparable sensorial experience across all participants, wine samples were
provided (Hansen, 2020). Due to the recent introduction of OWTs, no validated standard
operating procedure for sample preparation was available, therefore the procedure was
adapted from those used by educators (R. Sayburn 2020, personal communication, 27 July)
and from previous studies (Deller, 2016). Standard 750 ml bottles were opened, fault
checked7, and 75 ml of wine was decanted into sterilised 100 ml glass bottles. To minimise
oxidation, argon8 was applied to fill the headspace9 and the bottles were sealed10 . This
procedure had been used by the researcher for samples prepared thirty days in advance of
WSET tasting sessions during pandemic restrictions and no oxidation had been observed.

5

For context, Chardonnay and Cabernet Sauvignon received familiarity responses of 97%.
Wink Lorch, author ‘Jura Wine’.
7
By the researcher.
8
An inert gas noted for its suitability for wine preservation (Reihl, 2017; Deller, 2016).
9
WineSave Pro Argon Wine Preserver.
10
Bottles were sealed with a monoblocco closure and protective wrap.
6
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Therefore, to minimise the potential for oxidation and inconsistency of sensorial experience,
VOD participants were asked to watch the video within 21 days of sample preparation. This
shelf-life was in line with that recommended by experienced educators (C. Marsiglio 2021,
personal communication, 12 April). This procedure was followed by the researcher for all
samples over two consecutive days, nine days before the VC OWT. Samples were
dispatched to participants seven days before the VC session. As a check, a flight of samples
was tasted by the researcher and an observing WSET Level 4 holder during the VC OWT
and compared to freshly opened standard bottles. No oxidation was observed in the
samples.
For further control of the experience across all participants, set-up instructions, a tasting
sheet for notetaking, and a tasting mat accompanied the wines in the tasting pack (Appendix
8.7–8.9).
4.3.4. VC and VOD Platform
For its ease of use and accessibility, Zoom was selected for the VC session (Gilbert, 2020).
For consistency of experience for the VOD group, and to minimise influence from VC
participants, Webinar mode – which allows the host control over participant AV – was
selected (Guzman, 2020). To allow the presenter to focus on content delivery, the
researcher acted as host. Participants and host connected from locations around the UK,
and the presenter from France. The session included a 5-minute welcome, a 15-minute
regional introduction, a 10-minute discussion for each wine, and a 15-minute question and
answer (Q&A) session. Participants’ AV was activated at the beginning and end of the
session. Zoom’s chat feature was activated for use by the participants of the VC session.
With the permission of the participants, the VC OWT was recorded for VOD using Zoom’s
recording facility. For its accessibility and file upload size, YouTube was selected for videosharing (Simon, 2018).
17

4.4. Survey Questions
To establish participant satisfaction and address RQ1, RQ2, RQ3, and RQ5, participants
were asked to complete a survey following the OWT (Appendix 8.4). Survey questions were
adapted from published studies (Ashley, 2010), training evaluation procedures (Kirkpatrick,
1954; Trainer Bubble, 2020), and consumer satisfaction surveys (SurveyMonkey, 2021).
Five-point Likert scale, numerical rating, and multiple-choice questions allowed the
comparison of ratings within and between groups. For insight into the IWC experience and
potential for repeat attendance and recommendation, participants were asked a question in
line with Net Promoter Score (NPS) methodology (Reichheld, 2003). This provided a
benchmarkable score that allowed comparisons with other industry experiences. NPS
contributed to answering RQ1 and RQ2 and is cross-referenced throughout Section 5.
Open-ended questions allowed provision of unrestrained, detailed answers and offered
explanations for ratings.
4.5. Knowledge Test
In line with published studies that investigated video as a learning tool (Monteiro, 2014), and
to answer RQ4 and RQ5, participants completed a test before and after the OWT, following
pretest–posttest methodology. The pretest established baseline knowledge; the posttest
established knowledge acquisition (Appendices 8.5–8.6). An increase in posttest score can
be attributed to the video platform (Felix, 2016). Gain scores were calculated by subtracting
the pretest score from the posttest score.
The pretest–posttest was based on themes likely to be familiar to a WSET L2 student: grape
variety, growing environment, winemaking, and wine styles (WSET, 2019). Multiple-choice
and tick-all-that-apply questions allowed the objective assessment of learning and
comparison within and between groups (Higgins and Tatham, 2003). Questions were written
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by the researcher and reviewed by the presenter for accuracy. The pretest–posttest
consisted of the same 14 questions; the maximum possible marks were 24.
To assess learning with respect to the wines presented, the posttest included eight
additional wine-specific questions. Four multiple-choice questions assessed participants’
theoretical knowledge; the maximum possible marks were four. Four open-ended questions
assessed participants’ sensorial experience.
For an accurate measurement of the efficacy of the OWT, participants were asked to
complete the pretest–posttest without consulting external resources.
4.6. Survey and Knowledge Test Distribution
The pretest was distributed to both groups seven days before the VC OWT. The posttest
and survey were combined and distributed to VC participants following the OWT. At the
same time, the weblink to the recorded OWT was distributed to VOD participants. VOD
participants were asked to request the posttest and survey following the viewing of the video.
All participants were asked to complete the posttest and survey within 14 days of the VC
OWT.
Five participants were eliminated due to the return of incomplete surveys. In total, 53 (N =
53) completed surveys and knowledge tests were received, 28 (n = 28) from VC and 25 (n
= 25) from VOD participants.
4.7. Data Analysis
4.7.1. Qualitative Analysis
Interview and survey data were examined using content analysis. Interview notes and
recordings were interrogated and categorised using Excel, looking for themes, patterns, and
outliers. Participant responses to open-ended questions and tasting notes were interrogated
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for patterns and to identify key descriptors. Word clouds 11 using TagCrowd (TagCrowd,
2020) were used to tally and display descriptors.
4.7.2. Quantitative Analysis
To evaluate participant satisfaction and make comparisons within and between groups,
quantitative survey data were examined for frequency of response (Denscombe, 2010).
To assess the efficacy of VC and VOD for knowledge acquisition, pretest–posttest data were
examined. Pretest score, posttest score, gain score, mean (M), and standard deviation (SD)
were calculated. For between platform (VC and VOD) comparisons, an independent
samples t-test (p) was used (Glen, 2021). To compare data between test phase (pretest and
posttest) and platform (VC and VOD), analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used (Badia and
Lammers, 2005). Cohen’s D (d) assessed the effect size (Glen, 2016). ANOVA and t-tests
were performed at the 95% confidence level. The statistical analyses were reviewed and
verified as appropriate by Professor Roger Watt (R. Watt 2021, personal communication, 20
May).
Response frequencies were converted to percentages to facilitate comparisons between
unevenly sized groups. Excel and SPSS were used for computation.
4.8. Limitations
Multiple groups for each platform would have enhanced the external validity 12 of the
experimental research. However, practical limitations restricted the research. As participants
in each group responded to the survey questions separately and independently, this
research would reach a conclusion that can be generalised to other participants

11
A word cloud is a visual representation of word frequency – the more often the word is used in the text, the
larger it is represented in the word cloud (Atenstaedt, 2017).
12
External Validity: The extent to which the findings of a study can be generalised to other situations
(Bhandari, 2021).
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experiencing the same OWT, but not necessarily to other OWTs (Bhandari, 2021). More
participants in each group would have increased the statistical power of the experimental
research. However, the sample size (N = 53) allows for 80% statistical power for large effectsizes (d > 0.8) and 50% power for medium effect-sizes (d > 0.5) and therefore still provides
for valuable analysis (Cohen, 1972; Glen, 2016).
Pandemic restrictions precluded the inclusion of an FTF group. Participants were therefore
asked to draw on previous experiences of attending an FTF tasting. However, participants’
previous experiences would have been variable, resulting in possible inconsistencies in
response.
A recognised limitation of pretest–posttest design is that participants would have known they
were being tested and may have paid particular attention to the content (Monteiro, 2014),
resulting in a heightened posttest score and an overestimation of efficacy.
This research is specific to UK-based consumers with a knowledge base that approximates
to a WSET L2 student and therefore might not translate to consumers outside of the UK or
at other levels of knowledge.
Whilst participants were selected randomly from consumers who fit the selection criteria, the
sampling did result in the selection of some participants that were known to the researcher.
Further, participants did not pay for the OWT. These factors could have introduced response
bias.
Considering these limitations, it would be prudent to view this research as a proof-of-concept
study.
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5. Results and Analysis
5.1. Participant Satisfaction
To answer RQ1 and evaluate satisfaction with the OWT, participants were surveyed with
respect to overall experience and motivations for participating in a wine tasting. Motivations
were identified through literature and interviews as: to learn about wine (learning), to meet
with other people (social), something enjoyable to do (entertainment) and to taste wine
(sensorial). RQ5 was addressed by making comparisons throughout Section 5.1.
5.1.1. Star Rating
Respondents were asked to rate overall experience on a scale of 1–5 (Figures 1–3).
Figure 1: Star Rating – Overall, how would you rate your online wine tasting
experience?
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Figure 2: Star Rating VC Group

Figure 3: Star Rating VOD Group

According to Trustpilot (2020) an average rating of 3.8–4.2 is ‘Great’ and 4.3–4.7 ‘Excellent’,
suggesting that, overall, participants had a positive experience. The difference was not
statistically significant (t-test; p = .444). This aligns with the positive experiences described
by IWC and educator interviewees.
On the basis that respondents tend to award positive star ratings (Survey Any Place, 2020)
this may be an overestimation. However, it offers an early indication that the positive
experience of an FTF tasting can be replicated using video, and that providers should feel
confident implementing OWTs.
The lowest rating was three stars. These participants’ comments were interrogated for
explanation. Two VC participants referred to under-performing technology and five,
including one VOD participant, referred to social limitations.
VOD participants appeared less concerned than VC participants over these two issues. With
respect to under-performing technology, the number of camera feeds, AV, and screen
sharing are all potential drains on bandwidth13 and can affect the technical performance of

13

Bandwidth is the maximum amount of data that can be transmitted over an internet connection in a given
amount of time and can affect the volume of information that can be transferred (Verizon, 2021). Insufficient
bandwidth can cause AV delays and therefore loss of clarity of information.
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a VC broadcast. VOD is less reliant on bandwidth and could therefore present a more
reliable option, particularly where clarity is key. With respect to social limitations, this could
be explained by expectation theory: satisfaction occurs when an experience is better than
expected or dissatisfaction occurs when an experience does not meet expectations (Oliver,
2015). VOD participants would not have been expecting any social interaction, whilst VC
participants may have been expecting more, leading to reduced satisfaction from the VC
group. Better management of participant expectations for interaction will therefore help to
maximise satisfaction.
Under-performing technology and social limitations were common themes and are
developed further throughout Section 5.
5.1.2. Net Promoter Score
The NPS rating system provides further detail regarding participant experience (Figures 4–
5). Based on ratings, participants were segmented into Detractors (0–6), Passives (7–8) or
Promoters (9–10) (SurveyMonkey, 2021) (Figure 6). Detractors can be described as
dissatisfied; passives are satisfied but indifferent; promoters are satisfied and are likely to
repurchase and refer others (SurveyMonkey, 2021). By subtracting the percentage of
Detractors from the percentage of Promoters the NPS was calculated (Figures 7–8).
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Figure 4: NPS Rating VC Group – How likely is it that you would recommend an
online wine tasting to a friend or colleague? 0 = not at all likely 10 = extremely likely

Figure 5: NPS Rating VOD Group – How likely is it that you would recommend an
online wine tasting to a friend or colleague? 0 = not at all likely 10 = extremely likely
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Figure 6: NPS Segmentation

Figure 7: NPS VC Group

Figure 8: NPS VOD Group

0–30 = good : 50–70 = excellent : 70+ = world class (QuestionPro, 2021)

That the NPS was moderate for both platforms suggests overall satisfaction was good, but
there was room for improvement. The difference was not statistically significant (t-test; p =
.582).
For further insight into lower ratings, Detractor and Passive suggestions for improvement
were examined and frequency of mention per group determined (Figure 9).
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Figure 9: What could have been done, if anything, to improve your online wine
tasting experience?

This suggests the moderate NPS can be explained by social limitations, which concurs with
findings from Section 5.1.1.
For comparison, Waitrose’s ‘Virtual Wine Tasting at Home’ experience achieved an NPS of
64 during the first phase of pandemic restrictions (A. Jones 2020, personal communication,
23 November). Jones explained how these tasting experiences were attended by a
maximum of 12 households, typically groups of friends and family. This aligns with
participant comments that smaller group sizes and participating with friends and family
members would have improved ratings. Four VC participants referred directly to wanting to
see and hear other participants. This concurs with literature that suggests VC is more
effective for small groups that know each other (Denstadli, Julsrud and Hjorthol, 2012).
Restricting group sizes to those that can be viewed on the screen and activating participant
AV may result in a greater number of Promoters.
Detractor and Passive participants also referenced the tasting pack, with suggestions
including providing more detailed set-up instructions, a greater range and volume of wine,
and snacks. In line with business thinking that providing a tangible and personalised
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welcome pack can improve consumer experience and satisfaction (McKinsey & Company,
2016), this could include a handwritten note, snacks that match the selected wines, and
reference material such as an aroma and flavour lexicon.
Some participants felt there was too much emphasis on the presentation and insufficient
emphasis on the wines. This was summarised in the response of one participant:

‘More interaction and longer time discussing each wine and less time on the region, I
personally felt there was too much “background” information.’

This challenge exists in an offline context; however, it could be that the OWT was perceived
as more intense because of the effect of screen fatigue (Jiang, 2020). This could be
mitigated by employing a conversational presentation style and breaking up presentations
with activities such as polls and using breakout rooms. Further research by comparison to
an FTF tasting could assess whether this effect is real.
5.1.3. Learning
Of the participants, 79% (VC) and 96% (VOD) agreed they learnt as much in the OWT as
they would in an FTF tasting (Figure 10), the difference was not statistically significant (ttest; p = .256).
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Figure 10: Learning – I feel as though I learned as much in the online wine tasting as
I would have done in a face-to-face wine tasting.

Considering that all educator and eight IWC interviewees agreed that learning is a key
motivation for attending a wine tasting, these results should give providers confidence in
implementing OWTs.
It is not surprising, given the results discussed in Sections 5.1.1. and 5.1.2., that participants
across both groups who disagreed or neither agreed nor disagreed (NAND) highlighted
technical issues, a lack of group discussion, and not being able to ask the presenter
questions easily. This concurs with literature that technical difficulties and a feeling of
isolation can lead to frustrations for online learners (Moazami, et al., 2014). The provider
has little control over a participant’s technical issues but based on reports that show digital
inclusion14 is increasing (Office for National Statistics, 2019) it can be reasonably assumed
that digital exclusion will decrease and should not be seen as a barrier. Providers can,
however, influence a participant’s feeling of isolation. Whilst the VC OWT allowed interaction

14

Digital Inclusion: Having the skills, devices, and network to access digital services (National Health
Service, 2021).
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with the presenter via AV at the beginning and end of the session and throughout the session
via chat and Q&A, this was insufficient for some. Participants suggested enabling AV
throughout, using breakout rooms and a greater focus on verbal discussion and Q&A.
Literature suggests using a conversational tone, asking open-ended questions, quizzes,
branching videos, clickable links, and animation for improving inclusion for VOD users
(Zhang, et al., 2006; Horowitz, 2021). Despite being naturally isolated, some VOD
participants indicated a positive response to video for learning:

!The ability to pause and rewind was excellent.’
‘I think I would now view it [VOD] as educational.’
‘A great learning activity.’

Four VOD participants commented on the ability to pause, rewind, or view the recording at
a time that suited them. That some participants valued control and ownership of their
learning aligns with literature (Wang, Mattick and Dunne, 2010) and the observations of
Professor Roger Watt (R. Watt 2020, personal communication, 14 October) that some
University of Stirling students preferred to watch VOD lectures. Further research is
necessary, but VOD could present providers with a tool particularly appreciated by
consumers with the objective of knowledge acquisition.
5.1.4. Social
Nine IWC interviewees explained that interacting with other participants and the presenter
was an important driver for attending a wine tasting. It is not surprising therefore that VOD
participants mostly agreed that they missed the social experience of an FTF tasting (Figure
11).
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Figure 11: VOD Social – I missed the interaction with the other participants.

It is possible that the framing of this question led participants towards agreement; however,
that 65% of those agreeing or disagreeing were Detractors or Passives is a clear indication
that social limitations impacted the experience. One participant explained:

‘This “home cinema” experience did not work for me. It lacked the conviviality, conversation,
and interaction of an “in-person” event.’

Further comments suggested that sharing the experience with friends and family would have
improved ratings, highlighting an opportunity for providers to offer VOD as an option for
groups to host their own tastings. Literature suggests utilising asynchronous discussion
boards to initiate conversation and create a greater feeling of inclusion for VOD users
(McInnerney and Roberts, 2004).
Of those who reported missing the social experience, 35% were Promoters. For these
participants, the lack of social interaction did not necessarily impact the overall experience,
as supported by the following comments:
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!The lack of interaction didn't bother me as much as I thought it would.’
!I don’t feel the experience was compromised by not attending with other people.’

All described learning about a new region, experiencing new wines, or both, as the most
enjoyable element of the OWT, further supporting the findings of Section 5.1.3 that VOD’s
strength could be for learning.
Of the VC participants, 32% disagreed that they were satisfied with the social experience,
all of whom were Detractors or Passives (Figure 12), suggesting that social limitations had
a negative impact on satisfaction.
Figure 12: VC Social – I was satisfied with the level of interaction with the other
participants.

This adds weight to previous suggestions that providers should implement interactive
features to optimise the social experience. Several comments revealed that using the chat
enhanced the social experience. This aligns with the responses of three educator
interviewees experienced with hosting OWTs that employing a co-host to operate the chat
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or adopting an interview style of interaction between presenter and co-host had been
effective for engaging participants.
Much of the group reported NAND. NAND responses can suggest the participant has no
opinion or is not sure about their response (Survey Methods, 2011). None of these
participants mentioned social limitations in their comments, suggesting that for them this
was not a priority.
Of the VC participants, 43% were satisfied with the level of interaction; however, considering
pandemic restrictions, these participants’ threshold for satisfaction could have been lower
than normal and these results an overestimation.
These data suggest that IWCs can be segmented into three groups: those for whom social
interaction is important, those for whom it is not a priority, and those that actively do not miss
it. Further insight post-pandemic should be sought, but for participants for whom socialising
is less of a priority, there is likely to be interest in OWTs post-pandemic. This is discussed
further in Section 5.2.
5.1.5. Sensorial
Of all participants, 93% (VC) and 88% (VOD) reported that the sensorial experience was not
compromised (Figure 13); no significant difference was observed (t-test; p = .587).
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Figure 13: Sensorial – I feel that my sensory experience of the wines was not
compromised in comparison to a face-to-face wine tasting.

This contrasts with educator perceptions that consumers might feel less confident tasting
without the physical presence of a tutor, but is consistent with findings that non-professional
students considered wine-tasting skills less important than professionals (Harrison, 2019).
The one VC participant who disagreed identified as an extremely interested consumer, and
commented that variations in glassware and service temperature may result in a different
sensorial experience to that of the presenter. This, combined with comments from one IWC
interviewee that OWTs were not in their experience sufficiently challenging, offers support
for a segment of consumers with more exacting requirements, for whom providers could
take a more in-depth approach and offer technical OWT products.
Three of the four participants reporting NAND were Promoters, suggesting that for them, the
sensorial experience was not necessarily a priority. The one NAND participant who was a
Detractor commented that they would have appreciated a greater range of wines. However,
participants reported that they were satisfied overall with the range and volume of wines
(Figure 14).
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Figure 14: Wine Range and Volume – How satisfied were you with the
number/volume of wines presented?

All educator interviewees expressed concern that OWTs offered less control over the
practical element and would impact on the quality of a consumer’s experience. These
concerns seem largely unfounded, although these positive responses could be attributed to
participants receiving a free experience and may be an overestimation. Six of the nine
participants who were dissatisfied or neither satisfied nor dissatisfied were Detractors or
Passives, suggesting range and volume could have impacted negatively on the experience.
However, consumer dissatisfaction with respect to range and volume also exists in an offline
context. Since the research was conducted, options for sampling have developed rapidly
and organisations exist that can prepare and distribute 6 to 12 wine sample packs in 20 to
100 ml bottles or tubes15. Notwithstanding financial implications, range and volume should
not present the provider with a barrier.

15

Wein Plus Solutions, Borough Wines, Avino, Vinovae.
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5.1.6. Entertainment
Entertainment – doing something fun or enjoyable – was highlighted by several IWC
interviewees as the prime motivation for attending a wine tasting. This was recognised by
ten educator interviewees. Of all participants, 68% (VC) and 40% (VOD) agreed they had
enjoyed the OWT as much as they would have an FTF tasting (Figure 15).
Figure 15: Entertainment – I enjoyed the online wine tasting as much as a face-toface wine tasting.

The difference between the groups was large but did not reach statistical significance (t-test;
p = .073). Six participants referred specifically to enjoying the OWT as it ‘was something
different to do’ or ‘a novel experience’ aligning with the observed effect induced by pandemic
restrictions of the heightened requirement for neural stimulation (Harrison, 2021). Caution
is advised and re-examination post-pandemic required as the novelty of an OWT could wear
off – a point made by five educators.
Of all participants, 29% (VC) and 48% (VOD) did not enjoy the OWT as much as an FTF
tasting. For these participants, it was noted that 75% (VC) and 58% (VOD) reported on social
limitations and it is likely this had a negative impact on enjoyment levels.
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Despite the lower satisfaction reported by VOD participants, the group’s star rating of 4.4/5
implies that the overall experience was positive. This could indicate that participants
awarded the learning and sensorial experience greater value, offering further support for
VOD as a learning tool.
5.2. Repeat Attendance
Fifteen educator interviewees indicated that post-pandemic they would continue, or
introduce, OWTs. All IWC interviewees that had previously attended an OWT indicated the
intention for repeat participation. The survey sought to examine whether this translated to
OWT participants and answer RQ2. RQ5 was addressed by making comparisons
throughout Section 5.2.
Of all participants, 82% (VC) and 96% (VOD) stated they were likely or very likely to attend
future OWTs (Figure 16).
Figure 16: Repeat Attendance – How likely are you to take part in another online
wine tasting?

The difference was not statistically significant (t-test; p = .952). These data add weight to
the argument that there is likely to be interest in OWTs post-pandemic, but should be viewed
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within the context of pandemic restrictions. Were this question asked once FTF tastings
resume, intention might reduce. Re-examination post-pandemic would offer a more reliable
evaluation.
However, only 21% stated, pandemic restrictions aside, that they would prefer an OWT
(Figure 17).
Figure 17: Format Preference – Pandemic restrictions aside, would you prefer to
attend an online wine tasting or a face-to-face wine tasting?

It is not surprising that when asked to give reasons why an FTF tasting was preferable, 26
participants across both groups referred to social interaction.
Of participants indicating a preference for an OWT or no preference, 28% were also
Promoters. Considering the market of consumers in the UK prepared to attend a two-hour
wine-tasting session has been estimated to be four to five million (T. Jackson, 2017), this
represents a market of over one million consumers.
Eight of the eleven repeat attendance participants indicated they felt the OWT was worth
£30+ (Figure 18). In real terms the OWT tickets would have cost £35–40, thereby reducing
the potential market to 750,000 consumers.
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Figure 18: OWT Cost Evaluation – How much do you feel this online wine tasting
experience would be worth, if you were paying for it?

Considering that the 254 WSET L2 APPs in the UK are likely to offer tastings for consumers
of an equivalent knowledge level to IWCs, this could approximate to 3000 consumers per
APP. On the basis that surveys are subject to response bias (Glen, 2015a), combined with
the understanding that there are likely to be more tasting providers than registered WSET
APPs, this extrapolation should be treated with caution. However, it does offer evidence that
OWTs will be of interest post-pandemic and offers providers an opportunity for revenue
generation.
That the topic could be attributable to negative (or positive) attitudes and could override
platform choice was suggested by one educator and one IWC interviewee and was
highlighted in literature (Wang, Mattick and Dunne, 2010). This is supported by the
comments of one participant, who was critical of the experience and cited a dislike of the
wines:

‘I have been rather critical in my comments … and of the wines themselves, which I did not
like.’
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The purpose of the study was to investigate satisfaction with respect to video, not content,
but this suggests that satisfaction, and the choice to attend an FTF or an OWT could be
influenced by topic rather than platform.
5.3. Advantages and Disadvantages
The literature and the educator and IWC interviews revealed that under-performing
technology, self-set-up, and screen fatigue were potential disadvantages, and that
convenience, anonymity, and connecting with experts were potential advantages. To
address RQ3 and RQ5, the survey asked participants to rate the impact of these factors on
their experiences. The difference in responses between platforms was not statistically
significant (Table 6). This was not unexpected as, except for technology and convenience,
it is likely that these factors would have had a similar impact regardless of platform. Except
for technology and convenience, these data were therefore combined and examined.
Table 6: Group Comparison of Advantages and Disadvantages
Factor
Having to set up the tasting
yourself
The glassware that you used
for the tasting
Control of the wine service
temperature
Length of time in front of the
screen
Yet another screen-based
activity
Not having to travel

p
.641

Entertainment without going
out
No pressure to participate

.962

Having a private tasting
environment
Full concentration on
presentation and wines

.437

.415
.957
.966
.894
.324

.828

.572
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5.3.1. Technology
Two IWC interviewees referred to AV delays, and twelve educator interviewees reported a
range of technical issues including electrical storms and power cuts. Three educator
interviewees reported making significant investments in upgrading networks, equipment,
and training to avoid negative consumer experiences. Of all participants, 89% (VC) and 76%
(VOD) reported that the technology performed well (Figures 19–20). The difference was not
statistically significant (t-test; p = .145).
The technology worked well and did not compromise the quality of my wine-tasting
experience.

Figure 19: VC Technology

Figure 20: VOD Technology

This confidence is not surprising, given that both Zoom and YouTube are well-established
and that 91% of participants reported using video at least monthly. Whilst this does not
necessarily suggest these participants experienced no issues with the technology, it does
suggest that concerns with respect to under-performing technology are largely unfounded
and should not be seen as a barrier to the implementation of OWTs.
Of all participants, 13%, described AV delays, not being able to access the weblink, or
having to watch adverts, 67% of which were Detractors or Passives. This adds further
support to the argument that network connectivity, familiarity, and device compatibility
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limitations do prevent video from being a fully inclusive format. Schemes such as the UK
government’s Project Gigabit (HM Government, 2021), will improve network connectivity,
and should not constrain the use of video. Providers can help minimise the negative impact
on participants who are less technically skilled by selecting platforms that are accessible
and compatible with a range of devices.
5.3.2. Self-Set-Up
Overall participants considered self-set-up to be of low significance and neither an
advantage nor a disadvantage (Figures 21–23).
To what extent did the following factors affect the quality of your experience? 1 =
insignificant 5 = highly significant

Figure 21: Having to set
up the tasting yourself

Figure 22: The glassware
that you used for the
tasting

Figure 23: Control of the
wine service temperature

However, 25% reported high significance levels for one or more of these factors. It is noted
that the framing of the question could lead to misinterpretation and it is not clear whether
these responses were expressing a negative or positive impact. Of these participants, 38%
were Detractors or Passives and qualified their rating through negative comments, expressly
describing concerns at not having the same glassware as the presenter or having insufficient
set-up instructions. This highlights the importance of set-up instructions that cater for
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participants with a range of experience and confidence. To overcome issues specifically
relating to glassware and temperature, tasting packs could include add-ons, such as
professional tasting glasses or stick-on thermometer strips.
5.3.3. Screen Fatigue
Most participants reported the impact of the increased screen time to be insignificant
(Figures 24–25).
To what extent did the following factors affect the quality of your experience? 1 =
insignificant 5 = highly significant

Figure 24: Length of time
in front of the screen

Figure 25: The feeling
it was yet another
screen-based activity

Therefore, screen fatigue should not be seen as a barrier to the implementation of OWTs.
However, this research was conducted as the first phase of pandemic restrictions were lifting
and FTF activities were resuming. Re-examination following extended pandemic restrictions
may yield different results.
It is not clear whether ‘highly significant’ referred to a positive or negative impact, but out of
ten participants that reported one or both factors as significant, eight were Detractors or
Passives. Five made comments referring to excessive information density, one commented
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they were ‘tired’ of online meetings. It is likely that some of these consumers will seek to
move offline post-pandemic to avoid screen fatigue. Providers can minimise the potential for
screen fatigue by creating a collaborative workshop environment, keeping the presentation
short and focussed, placing more emphasis on practical content, and using varied media
tools (Centre for Online Learning, 2021).
5.3.4. Convenience
Two IWC interviewees explained how their professions constrained participation in FTF
tastings. Not having to travel, the ability to attend from anywhere, and being comfortable at
home were posited as advantages by a further eight IWC interviewees. This was mirrored
by 82% (VC) and 80% (VOD) rating the OWT as more convenient than an FTF tasting
(Figures 26–27). The difference was not statistically significant (t-test; p = .412).
Participating in the online wine tasting was more convenient for me than attending a faceto-face wine tasting.

Figure 26: VC Convenience

Figure 27: VOD Convenience

Only one participant disagreed, reporting distractions at home – a point highlighted by one
IWC interviewee who recognised that being at home might not necessarily be a comfortable
experience. Specifically, not having to travel and entertainment without going out were
important for 43% and 53% of participants respectively (Figures 28–29).
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The following are potential advantages of attending an online wine tasting. Please rate
their level of importance to you. 1 = unimportant 5 = highly important

Figure 28: Not having to
travel

Figure 29: Entertainment
without going out

Of the Promoters, 64% rated both factors important. It is noted that these data may be
skewed by some participants reporting these factors as unimportant because they were at
home due to pandemic restrictions, and some reporting these factors as important based on
busier pre-pandemic lifestyles. Regardless, these data provide evidence for a segment of
consumers who value convenience. The comments highlighted pandemic restrictions,
health reasons, having to drive, family commitments, reduced mobility, and professional
restrictions:

‘As we have a new baby and are also back in lockdown in the North East it’s really great for
us.’

OWTs offer these participants a solution. The value of convenience is likely to increase in
the winter months when an increased participation in online activities can be anticipated
(O’Callaghan, 2016). Furthermore, participants connected from across the UK. Had this
been an FTF tasting hosted in Scotland, it would have been unlikely that participants based
in the South West, West Midlands, or East Anglia would have been able to attend,
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demonstrating an obvious opportunity for providers to increase reach beyond their local
area.
5.3.5. Anonymity
Four IWC interviewees cited apprehension as a barrier to attending an FTF tasting.
Approximately one third of participants valued not having the pressure to participate and just
over half valued having a private tasting environment. Just over a fifth valued being able to
fully concentrate on the presentation and the wines (Figures 30–32).
The following are potential advantages of attending an online wine tasting. Please rate
their level of importance to you. 1 = unimportant 5 = highly important

Figure 30: No pressure to
participate

Figure 31: Having a
private tasting
environment

Figure 32: The ability to
fully concentrate on the
presentation and wines

This aligns with the findings of Appanna (2008) that anonymity is an advantage of online
learning. Of the Promoters, 91%, rated one, two, or all three benefits as four or five out of
five, highlighting a segment of consumers who highly value these factors – further evidence
that there is a segment of IWCs who are likely to value OWTs post-pandemic.
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5.3.6. Connection with Experts
Four IWC and nine educator interviewees highlighted the advantage of using video to
connect with experts. Seven VC and five VOD participants commented that connecting with
the expert presenter was a highlight:

What did you like most about your experience?
‘The presenter was fantastic, and I loved learning about Jura wines.’
‘I enjoyed learning about the Jura region and taking on board the passion the presenter has
for the area.’

As these were responses to an open-ended question, it does not indicate that the balance
of participants did not value the expert connection and could therefore represent an
underestimation of the importance.
Of all participants, 34 highlighted learning as what they liked most:

What did you like most about your experience?
‘Learnt a lot about an area of wine I didn’t know of.’
‘Trying new wines and learning about a new region.’

This offers further support that video can be used to engage IWCs to learn about wine,
countering the argument from three educator interviewees who felt video would not be as
effective as FTF. These responses, combined with the enhanced convenience factors, offer
providers an opportunity to curate creative and specialist OWTs that connect IWCs with
global experts presenting from their regions of speciality, wineries, and vineyards.
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A less proficient presenter may have elicited a different response. This aligns with the views
of six educator interviewees that, whilst proficient in their field, an expert might be
inexperienced presenting via video. Educators should therefore consider additional training
for successful implementation of the medium.
5.4. Knowledge Acquisition
That most IWC interviewees reported learning as one of the key motivators for attending a
wine tasting emphasises the importance of evaluating the efficacy of an OWT. To address
RQ4 and RQ5, participants were asked to complete a pretest–posttest knowledge test.
5.4.1. Theoretical Knowledge Acquisition
Mean pretest scores of 35% (VC) and 36% (VOD) reflected the intended low level of topic
familiarity. Mean posttest scores of 75% (VC) and 79% (VOD) were achieved. The difference
was statistically significant (t-test; p = <.0001). Positive gain scores for 89% (VC) and 96%
(VOD) of participants were achieved. Of all participants, 74% improved pretest scores from
less than 55%, the equivalent of a WSET L2 fail grade, to greater than 65%, the equivalent
of a merit or distinction (WSET, 2019) (Tables 7–8).
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Table 7: VC Pretest–Posttest Results
Participant No
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Pretest
Score/24
20
6
5
10
15
5
7
5
7
12
12
2
4
8
5
18
19
10
10
9
5
6
8
4
9
8
8
4
M = 8.5
SD = 4.5

Posttest
Score/24
14
18
12
17
13
20
17
18
12
22
18
18
12
17
14
21
19
20
17
21
19
24
21
18
24
20
20
20
M = 18.0
SD = 3.3

% Posttest
Score
58
75
50
71
54
83
71
75
50
92
75
75
50
71
58
88
79
83
71
88
79
100
88
75
100
83
83
83

Gain Score
-6
12
7
7
-2
15
10
13
5
10
6
16
8
9
9
3
0
10
7
12
14
18
13
14
15
12
12
16
M=9
SD = 5.7
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Table 8: VOD Pretest–Posttest Results
Participant No
29
30
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
40
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57

Pretest
Score/24
7
6
6
11
4
11
6
14
5
7
7
7
7
13
12
10
7
8
7
5
5
16
18
8
8
M = 8.6
SD = 3.6

Posttest
Score/24
20
22
15
23
20
22
21
8
17
19
20
17
13
20
17
18
23
20
21
18
14
21
24
24
18
M = 19.0
SD = 3.7

% Posttest
Score
83
92
63
96
83
92
88
33
71
79
83
71
54
83
71
75
96
83
88
75
58
88
100
100
75

Gain Score
13
16
9
12
16
11
15
-6
12
12
13
10
6
7
5
8
16
12
14
13
9
5
6
16
10
M = 11
SD = 4.9

This is a positive outcome demonstrating that both platforms can effectively communicate
theoretical content to IWCs. A comparison to an FTF tasting was not possible and presents
an opportunity post-pandemic for further research. Whilst this study was specific to this topic
and to the participating IWCs, if the content is pitched correctly, consumers and educators
can expect that their respective objectives of learning and educating about wine can be
achieved via video. It is noted that participants were aware they were taking part in a study,
demonstrating heightened receptivity to learning and possibly exaggerating the results;
however, this does not diminish the potential of OWTs for knowledge acquisition.
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Participants with low pretest scores typically achieved similar posttest scores to those with
high pretest scores. This can be seen by the shallow posttest trendlines (Figures 33–34).
This suggests that OWTs can be effective for knowledge transfer to IWCs regardless of their
base knowledge.
Figure 33: VC Pretest and Posttest Scores

Figure 34: VOD Pretest and Posttest Scores
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Seven participants demonstrated pretest results greater than 55%. This shows a ceiling
effect16, and these participants can only exhibit a small gain score or a drop in their posttest
scores. In these cases, this decreases the likelihood that the effect of the platform has been
accurately measured, and a possible underestimation of efficacy.
Of the 46 participants that scored less than 55% in the pretest, four participants scored less
than 55% in the posttest. Although not an entirely equitable comparison, this is in line with
the WSET’s global fail rate of 7% for WSET L2 (R. Crouch 2021, personal communication,
4 May). Low posttest results are typically the result of low confidence or motivation at
posttest (Insight Assessment, 2020) and could possibly be attributed to participants placing
greater importance on elements other than learning. It is an effect likely to be observed in
an offline context and cannot necessarily be attributed to video.
5.4.2. Comparing Platforms
VC participants (M = 9, SD = 5.7), when compared to VOD participants (M = 11, SD = 4.9),
did not demonstrate a statistically significant difference in gain scores (t-test; p = .572, d =
0.18). Therefore, it is not possible to make an inference as to whether one platform was
more effective than the other.
ANOVA revealed there was not a statistically significant interaction between the effects of
phase and platform on knowledge acquisition F(3,53) = .408, p = .526, and whilst both
groups showed considerable improvement, the degree of improvement for each group was
not different. The effect of phase was statistically significant F(3,53) = 184, p = <.0001, d =
2.7, confirming that both platforms were effective for knowledge acquisition. The effect of
platform was not statistically significant F(3,53) = .570, p = .454, d = 0.18 and it is highly

16

Ceiling Effect: When the highest score or close to the highest score on a test is reached (Salkind, 2010b).
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unlikely there is a difference in efficacy between platforms. It is true the power of the
experimental research could be increased in a larger study. However, statistical power
analysis17 showed that the effect-size of d = 0.18 indicates that a sample size of 980 would
have been required for an 80% probability of finding a statistically significant result. A sample
size this large is unrealistic and moreover indicates how small the difference between the
two groups is.
5.4.3. Practical Knowledge Acquisition
Theoretical and sensorial understanding of the wines presented were assessed via winespecific questions in the posttest (Table 9).
Table 9: Wine-Specific Question Scores
Wine 1 - Wine 1 was the Cuvée des Geologues, Arbois
Trousseau, 2017, from Lucien Aviet, what grape variety was
used to make this wine?
Wine 2 - Wine 2 was the La Mamette, Côtes du Jura
Chardonnay Ouillé, 2018, from Les Granges Paquenesses,
what does ‘Ouillé’ mean?
Wine 3 - Wine 3 was the Les Molates, Côtes du Jura
Savagnin, 2018, from Domaine Les Marnes Blanches, what
grape variety was used to make this wine?
Wine 4 - Wine 4 was the La Pierre, Côtes du Jura Savagnin
Sous Voile, 2013, Les Granges Paquenesses, what does
‘Sous Voile’ mean?
M
SD

VC
16

VOD
19

p
.150

17

23

.006

26

25

.161

19

22

.078

2.8/4
1.13

3.6/4
0.58

.003

That 42 participants scored three or four out of four demonstrates that participants actively
engaged with the practical content. The difference was statistically significant, suggesting
that VOD participants learnt more than VC participants. However, on interrogation of the

17

Statistical power analysis can be used to determine the sample size required given an effect size (Glen,
2015b).
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individual questions, significance can be explained by Wine 2. This difference is likely to be
random or the result of measurement error and should not be attributed to the platform.
The presenter took an informal and discursive approach to delivering the practical content.
In the survey, participants were asked to describe the wines in one or two words. Descriptors
used were then compared with those of the presenter and supplier (Vine Trail, 2020)
(Figures 35–38, Tables 10–13).

Figure 35: Participant Descriptors
Wine 1

Table 10: Presenter/Supplier
Descriptors Wine 1

Figure 36: Participant Descriptors
Wine 2

Table 11: Presenter/Supplier
Descriptors Wine 2
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Figure 37: Participant Descriptors
Wine 3

Table 12: Presenter/Supplier
Descriptors Wine 3

Figure 38: Participant Descriptors
Wine 4

Table 13: Presenter/Supplier
Descriptors Wine 4

Word clouds show that participant key descriptors – those used with the three highest
frequencies – correlate with presenter and supplier descriptors. Despite physical absence,
the presenter was able to communicate with participants and engage them in the practical
content. As a result, participants used pertinent descriptors to describe the wines. It is
possible that participants directly transcribed the presenters’ descriptors without applying
independent thinking, although this is an effect likely to be observed in an offline context.
However, participants also demonstrated creativity by using a greater range of descriptors
than the presenter (Table 14).
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Table 14: Group Descriptor Frequency
Wine 1
Wine 2
Wine 3
Wine 4

Presenter
12
10
14
12

VC
33
38
31
41

VOD
36
32
46
45

Examples include:

Wine 1: farmyard, punchy, liquorice, plums, peppery
Wine 2: apricot, flinty, almond, long, rounded
Wine 3: greengage, steely, crisp, grassy, intense
Wine 4: mellow, chocolate, coffee, rich, walnut

During interviews, four IWCs highlighted verbally discussing wine in an FTF tasting as a
source of apprehension. However, 99% of notes were completed and half the participants
offered more detail than requested; an indication that participants answered these survey
questions with confidence. If this were the case it is in line with literature (Brandstrom,
Wiklund and Lundstrom, 2012) that nonverbal communication such as polling and
discussion forums could benefit more apprehensive participants, or it could be a reflection
that participants were aware they were taking part in research and were naturally less
apprehensive. A more focussed study would give more detail.
It was possible for VC participants to engage in collaborative notetaking via the chat.
However, on examination of the transcript (Appendix 8.10), apart from walnut and toffee
(Wine 4), the descriptors identified in the chat only appeared in participant notes once or
twice. The presenter had the greatest influence with their descriptors being the most
frequently used.
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Despite being the smaller group, VOD participants used more descriptors than VC
participants, apart from for Wine 2. Whether this is a real effect might be worth further
investigation as it could have positive implications for the development of independent
tasting skills in IWCs and professional wine students.
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6. Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of video on consumers’ wine tasting
experiences and outcomes.
RQ1: To what extent were consumers satisfied with the OWT experience?
Overall, consumers were satisfied with the VC and VOD tasting experience, and wine tasting
providers can implement video with confidence.
Consumers were critical of the reduced social interaction which impaired the enjoyment of
the experience. However, satisfaction with the learning and sensorial elements seemed able
to compensate for this. Providers should be encouraged that there is an appetite for learning
and tasting and that video can be used effectively to teach and engage consumers. To
maximise the social and entertainment experience, providers are advised to consider details
such as enhancing engagement through the tasting pack, keeping group numbers small,
and maximising the use of interactive features.
RQ2: To what extent are consumers likely to participate in future OWTs?
Participants are highly likely to participate in OWTs beyond the COVID-19 pandemic.
However, where social experience is a priority, consumers would prefer FTF opportunities.
Cost and topic will likely influence participation, but a segment who highly value convenience
and are willing to pay for the experience expressed a preference for video. Re-examination
post-pandemic would be of value but rather than viewing video as a short-term measure,
providers should see video as a supplement to a tasting portfolio.
RQ3: What did consumers consider the advantages and disadvantages of
participating in the OWT?
Convenience is a compelling advantage where geography, lifestyle, or mobility issues
preclude FTF attendance. The anonymity offered by both platforms reduced perceived
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pressure to participate, and, whilst further research would confirm this, allowed greater
creativity for writing tasting notes. Furthermore, the opportunity to connect with and learn
from an expert was highly valued. OWT providers can exploit these advantages to increase
their reach by offering wide-ranging topics and implementing nonverbal methods of
communication.
Overall, the technology performed well and did not disadvantage the participants. However,
where consumers experienced under-performing technology, it had a negative impact, and
as such, OWTs are not currently fully inclusive. Providers can contribute to reducing digital
exclusion through awareness, training, and investment to give consumers confidence
through well-managed and technically proficient experiences.
Screen fatigue was of little concern, although more research post-pandemic is necessary
for confirmation. Providers should minimise the potential for fatigue by adapting presentation
style and encouraging participant engagement and interaction.
A reported disadvantage of the OWT was self-set-up. Providers must give clear instructions
that cater for a range of confidence levels so as not to undermine the advantages that video
can offer.
RQ4: To what extent was the OWT effective in terms of knowledge acquisition?
The OWT was effective for theoretical knowledge acquisition. Despite the physical absence
of an educator, participants were able to engage with practical content and write pertinent
and creative tasting notes. This, combined with high learning and sensorial satisfaction
ratings, suggests providers should consider implementing video for consumer learning
experiences.
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RQ5: With respect to consumer experience and knowledge acquisition, how did VC
and VOD compare as platforms for delivering OWTs?
Based on quantitative data no statistically significant difference for satisfaction or knowledge
acquisition was observed between the two platforms. Based on qualitative responses,
consumers valued VOD for learning, a combination of the ability to control information flow,
and convenience and anonymity. Further research is required but it is possible that VOD
offers a more stable technical experience and is therefore more effective for delivering
learning to large numbers of participants. The VC platform compared more favourably for
consumers who sought a greater social and entertainment experience. Providers should
utilise both platforms to satisfy the differing requirements of consumer segments.
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