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Abstract
This study adopts the experiential and more specifically a hedonic view of tourism consumption to examine
the nature of wine tourist motivations in a wine region destination. It also determines the effect of destination
factors such as the perceived characteristics of the wine region, previous visitation, buying behavior, and age
generational cohorts. Information was obtained from a random sample of 513 visitors to the Barossa Valley
Region in Australia. The most important destination characteristic is the regional landscape’s scenic beauty.
The strong impact of the landscape confirms an experiential research approach can yield valuable insights
and that a memorable wine tourism experience does not only evolve inside a winery’s cellar door. The wine
tourism engagement decision is generally impulsive, and motivations guiding visitors’ behavior predominant-
ly hedonic in nature. Wine tourists are a highly attractive group of consumers who are well-educated,
affluent, and eager to buy when they experience “pleasure.”
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Introduction

Despite the rapidly changing environment, there is gen-

eral consensus among tourism scholars that the con-

sumption of tourism products possesses a

predominantly hedonic component (Calver and Page,

2013; Gursoy et al., 2006; Hosany and Gilbert, 2010;

Kim, 2014; Quadri-Felitti and Fiore, 2012). Not surpris-

ingly, the research topic focus, from a hedonic perspec-

tive, has been quite wide ranging from examining it as a

driver of travel expenses (Laesser and Crouch, 2006) to

its role in re-patronizing behavior at a festival (Grappi

and Montanari, 2011). It seems somewhat strange that,

although it has gained strong attention and recognition

among tourism researchers, so few have linked hedonism

to the motivations of tourists, let alone to personal factors

such as age generational cohorts.

The term “hedonism” comes from the ancient

Greek for “pleasure” (Veenhoven, 2003). In the field

of psychology, its central tenet is that pleasure seeking is

a main motivator of human behavior. In general, plea-

sure is understood as including or is included in all

pleasant feeling or experience: contentment, delight,

ecstasy, elation, enjoyment, euphoria, exhilaration,

exultation, gladness, gratification, gratitude, joy,

liking, love, relief, satisfaction, tranquility, and so on

(Veenhoven, 2003). Although wine consumption itself

can be regarded as a hedonic experience (Bruwer and

Alant, 2009), the special-interest field of wine tourism

is no exception to the existence of a paucity of research

on this topic (Quadri-Felitti and Fiore, 2012). Wine
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tourism activity is an extension of the rather complex

relationship between wineries, wine region, and the vis-

itor. Engagement by people in wine tourism would

therefore seem a logical search for a better acquaintance

with the tourism product (Bruwer and Alant, 2009).

The nature of wine tourism principally involves the

indulging of the senses in the wine product and its

immediate aesthetic surroundings and therefore an

experiential (hedonically oriented) view of the con-

sumption of wine tourism seems justified (Charters

et al., 2009). Not surprising, the experiential approach

to research study in wine tourism has been advocated

(Charters et al., 2009; Chen et al., 2015; Dodd and

Gustafson, 1997; Pikkemaat et al., 2009) but the

evolvement of this approach in this field is still at an

early stage. Little is known about the motivational

forces that actually drive wine tourists to consumption

of the tourism product and hence our study aims to

provide further insights into this aspect.

Although what happens inside the cellar door of win-

eries is important, the broader location (winescape) and

setting can be an equally important element in the total

context of the business of wine tourism. Understanding

what awareness wine tourists have of their physical

environment and how it affects their behavior can

therefore be utilized as a unique selling point of wine

tourism. The setting is thus an important factor in the

consumption of wine tourism. That is, the rural coun-

tryside where agriculture is normally practiced, vine-

yard landscape, cellar doors and facilities, and so on,

in other words the “winescape” (Hall et al., 2000).

While the need for more consumer-based research is

expressed in the literature (Getz and Brown, 2006),

there is more specifically a need to better understand

the characteristics and motives of wine tourists

(Charters and Ali-Knight, 2002). Hence, our study

has as its main premise that wine tourists are predom-

inantly wine consumers looking for pleasurable (Pan

et al., 2008) experiences to fulfill needs that are

linked to more holistic leisure and holiday activities

and not necessarily only to the wine consumption

aspect itself. The overall aim of this research is to pro-

vide perspectives regarding the nature and importance

of the hedonic nature of the wine tourism experience,

not to test hypotheses to build theoretical frameworks.

In terms of its contribution, our research enriches the

knowledge base by being the first study in wine tourism

to link destination attributes to visit motivations and the

age generational cohorts concept from a hedonic per-

spective through an experiential research lens.

Literature review

The wine tourist is someone with a need to “connect”

with the origin of the product through visitation of the

location (wine region) where wine is produced. Wine

tourism research has brought some salient factors and

differences to light based on demographics (Charters

and Ali-Knight, 2002; Getz and Brown, 2006) and

destination analysis (Bruwer and Lesschaeve, 2012;

Bruwer et al., 2013). Because such diversity of behav-

ior exists, it is a challenge to understand the individual

wine tourism experience. The importance of the

hedonic and experiential consumption of wine tourism

is strongly supported by Quadri-Felitti and Fiore

(2012) in their work which adopts the experience

economy perspective, as in Pine and Gilmore

(1998). Our study adopts the experiential view of

wine tourism originally advocated by Dodd and

Gustafson (1997) and first applied in the wine tourism

research field by Bruwer and Alant (2009). In the pro-

cess, it provides some conceptual development of wine

tourism experience, tourism consumption and, related

hedonic behavior within the framework of the age gen-

erational aspect.

Motivations of wine tourists

It has been widely recognized that an understanding of

the motivations that lead to travel decisions and tour-

ism consumption is essential for the marketing of tour-

ism destinations (i.e. Fodness, 1994; Goossens, 2000;

Nicolau and Mas, 2006). Motivation has been

described as a “need-induced tension” (Schiffman

et al., 2011) that propels a person to do something

about relieving the tension (Goossens, 2000) and

forms the nexus of basic motivation theory (Fodness,

1994). The person (consumer) will therefore not buy

something or be propelled to action leading to some

form of consumption unless this state of need-induced

tension arises. Moreover, an objective must be present

for a need to be satisfied and for that to happen, an

individual must be aware of the product or service

(Goossens, 2000).

Gnoth (1997) reminds that the socio-psychological

approach is the main source for explaining and pre-

dicting tourism behavior. Encapsulated therein is the

functional approach to understanding tourist motiva-

tions which posits that the reason individuals hold

certain attitudes is that these attitudes serve their psy-

chological needs (Fodness, 1994). More specifically,

Goossens (2000) distinguishes between “push” moti-

vations (consumer dispositions such as needs,

motives, and drives) and “pull” motivations (market-

ing stimuli such as destination characteristics, adver-

tising, and services). He goes further to say that

research on pleasure (hedonic) motivation should

explore the relationship between push and pull factors

and that emotional and experiential needs are relevant

in pleasure seeking and choice behavior (p.302);

Bruwer and Rueger-Muck 489



a hedonic consumption view put forward earlier by

Hirschman and Holbrook (1982).

Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) suggest that an

interactionist perspective be adopted when exploring

the hedonic motivations when tourists select a desti-

nation and consume the tourism products and/or serv-

ices. Goossens (2000: 305) describes this in more

specific terms stating that: “the push and pull factors

melt together in the brain of the consumer, so to

speak, and the individual is motivated, or not, to

take advantage of the supply in the market.” The com-

bination of push–pull information and hedonic

responses will therefore motivate tourists to plan

a trip.

The intense social context of wine tourism behavior

combined with the indulging of the senses have been

confirmed in studies showing that people who engage

in this activity, tend to be almost always accompanied

by others (Bruwer and Alant, 2009; Byrd et al., 2016;

Hall et al., 2000). Several researchers have confirmed

that the primary motivations of wine tourists are “to

taste” and “to buy wine” (Alant and Bruwer, 2004;

Bruwer and Alant, 2009; Charters and Ali Knight,

2002). According to Byrd et al., (2016) the role of

hedonic motivations that lead to wine tourism con-

sumption cannot be excluded when analyzing their

importance in affecting the winery. Hence, we propose

that wine tourism lends itself to further exploration of

the hedonic motivations that drive tourists to con-

sumption, and that this is also reflected in their

perception of the destination’s imagery or winescape,

particularly when examined from an experiential view-

point as in Bruwer and Alant (2009).

Because of the rural setting in which wine tourism

occurs, it is likely that environmental arousal is at the

root of the motives of wine tourists to satisfy their

needs. Environmental arousal is congruent with the

hedonic motives of tourists. It should also be kept in

mind that not all wine tourists are necessarily wine

drinkers and therefore have wine-related motivations

(Douglas et al., 2001). Other than to taste and buy

wine, there are also “secondary” motivations such as

learning about wine, socializing, being entertained,

travelling in a rural setting, relaxation, and so forth

that round off the experience (Bruwer and Alant,

2009; Getz and Brown, 2006; Getz et al., 1999).

A gap exists in the knowledge base in that little is

known about the motivational forces that drive people

to wine tourism consumption (Ravenscroft and van

Westering, 2001), despite the fact that a motivational

framework for cellar door research covering three

dimensions highlights the interrelatedness of several

aspects (Alant and Bruwer, 2004): the visitor profile,

wine region imagery, and visit dynamic (first-time or

repeat visitor). The existing literature also does not

cover particularly well the link between visit motiva-

tions and the different age generations of tourists. The

motivations relating to relaxation and time with family

and friends may be more closely linked to the main

and secondary destinations, as would be the demo-

graphic profile, prior travel experience, the trip profile,

activities like cultural tourism, likes, environmental

quality, and service quality satisfaction (McKercher

and Wong, 2004). Moreover, motivations such as dis-

covery and exploration are in the realm of the first-

time or repeat visitor dimension.

According to Nicolau and Mas (2006), most stud-

ies assume independence between tourist motivations

and attributes of the tourism destination. This is also

our approach in this study and hence we set research

questions to explain the decisions through interaction

of wine regional characteristics with the personal moti-

vations of the tourist. In the process, we enrich the

knowledge base by being the first study in wine tour-

ism to simultaneously link destination attributes to

visit motivations and the age generation concept.

Age generational cohorts of tourists

Generational age cohorts are groups of individuals

characterized by their year of birth. An age generation

typically refers to people born over a 15–20 year span,

such as the Millennial generation (Pew Research

Center, 2015). Despite their relative ease of measure-

ment, generational age cohorts are one of the least

understood marketing dynamics (MacDonald et al.,

2013; Saliba et al., 2015). However, age generation

descriptors such as Millennials, Generation-Xers and

Baby Boomers are commonly used. The significance

of such categorization is that each group shares a

common history based on their life experiences of var-

ious factors such as prominent events, social norms,

and expectations (Jackson et al., 2010). This common

history among individuals within each generational

cohort “produces unique values and behaviours that

create similarities across consumers” (Noble et al.,

2004: 1034). More specific to wine tourism, the

belief is widely held that for the world wine market

to grow, more young drinkers must be introduced to

wine during the critical years in their early to mid-

twenties, during which they form many of their con-

sumption habits for life (Bruwer, 2004, 2002; Higgins

and Wolf, 2016; Saliba et al., 2015).

The age of an individual is one of the most common

predictors of differences in attitudes and behavior.

The age variable denotes two important characteristics

about an individual: their place in the lifecycle and

their membership of a cohort of individuals born

during a similar time period (Pew Research Center,

2015). Researchers identify three separate effects
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that can produce differences between age generations:

lifecycle or age effect, period effect (events and cir-

cumstances such as wars and broader social forces),

and cohort effect (unique historical circumstances that

members of an age cohort experience) (Dinas and

Stoker, 2014). The commonly used current age gen-

erational cohorts are: Millennials (born after 1980),

Generation-X (born 1965–1980), Baby Boomers (born

1946–1964), Silent Generation (born 1928–1945),

and the Greatest Generation (born before 1928)

(Pew Research Center, 2015).

It is important to note that age generational cut-offs

are not an exact science and their boundaries are not

arbitrary. Hence, generational cohorts are viewed by

their timespan and there is no agreed upon formula for

how long that timespan should be (Dimock, 2018). In

the current study, we operationalized the age genera-

tional cohorts as follows:

Millennials (18–37 years old)

Generation-Xers (38–51 years old)

Baby Boomers Plus (52 years and older)

In our study, the Baby Boomers Plus group

includes Baby Boomers (52–70 years old) plus the

Silent Generation and Greatest Generation (older

than 70 years) due to the fact that only 1.8% of

respondents in our study belong to the latter two gen-

erational cohorts.

Whereas MacDonald et al. (2013) could not find

support for the literature’s predictions about genera-

tional cohorts and wine consumption, there remains

ample evidence pointing to the contrary. For example,

from a sensory perspective, the taste of wine is the

most important factor in determining why people do

or do not drink wine (Bruwer et al., 2012, 2013).

Generally consumers’ wine consumption increases

with age peaking during the midlife stages before

declining (Bruwer, 2014). Of special interest is the

fact that Generation-Xers are willing to spend more

on a bottle of wine, and make more winery visits than

Millennials (Bruwer, 2004). It therefore makes sense

to examine the relationship(s) between age genera-

tional cohorts and the motivations that drive them to

visit cellar doors in the process engaging in wine tour-

ism. We propose that wine tourists will have different

motivations and view the tourism destination’s region-

al characteristics differently across the age generations.

Characteristics of the wine tourism
destination

The literature use the descriptors of “winescape”

(Bruwer et al., 2016; Quintal et al., 2015) to denote

a wine regional destination, place attachment

(Prayag and Ryan, 2011) to denote an emotional

bond with a place, and terroir (Holland et al., 2014;

Marzo-Navarro and Pedraja-Iglesias, 2009) which

refers to a soil-specific site such as a vineyard within

a wine region, interchangeably. In the current study,

we use regional setting (winescape) as it has had

broader appeal in the context of wine tourism.

The wine regional destination is an important

factor in the consumption of wine tourism in that it

is the rural countryside setting where agriculture is

normally practiced and contains vineyards, landscape,

cellar doors, tourist facilities, and so forth (in other

words, the winescape) (Quintal et al., 2015). The

winescape lends itself for wine tourists to indulge in

experiences in sometimes aesthetically pleasing envi-

ronments of both a natural and physical nature

(Bruwer and Alant, 2009).

Destination image analysis has been a topic of

much interest among tourism researchers but the

actual impact of the natural environment on wine tou-

rists has not received much attention in research

although it is noted by visitors as a factor that impacts

on their experience (Bruwer et al., 2016). To under-

stand why people visit wine region destinations, it is

important to determine the key attributes of the wine

tourism experience. When doing so, it is necessary to

examine the natural environment, namely the wine-

scape, within which this experience takes place

(Bruwer et al., 2016). Douglas et al., (2001: 313)

feel that “wine tourism is influenced by the physical,

social and cultural dimensions of the winescape and its

components.” Roberts and Sparks (2006) point out

that winery visitors report that the setting attracted

them and enhanced their experiences. Moreover, the

landscape itself also forms part of the winescape in

relation to wine tourism. Landscape can be viewed

as having an inherent physical quality (Lothian,

1999) and having an aesthetic impact (Nohl, 2001).

The activity of tourists visiting winery cellar doors

in a wine region destination is the essence of wine

tourism (Gill et al., 2007). By virtue of its nature,

the cellar door is also a tourism destination or place,

and “places are the venues for tourism experiences”

(Snepenger et al., 2007: 310). Core destination appeal

includes features such as “attractive scenery, pleasant

climate, moderately priced accommodation, easy to

obtain information, well-signposted wine trails, and a

variety of things to see and do” (Getz and Brown,

2006: 155). One of the tenets of our study is that

wine tourism is the culmination of a number of

unique experiences that include the surrounding envi-

ronment, ambience, atmosphere, regional culture, and

local wine and food. We focus on the hedonic elements

of these unique experiences and highlight their impor-

tance to wineries and other tourism operators.
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The current study does not per se focus on destina-

tion loyalty but this aspect, often underpinned by the

first-time versus repeat visitor metric, deserves some

attention as it could play a role in the motivations that

drive people to visit and revisit (McKercher and

Tse, 2012; Opperman, 2000; Shani et al., 2012).

Understanding tourists’ revisit motivations is generally

regarded as a strong predictor of their future behavior

(Assaker and Hallak, 2013). Whereas repeat visitors

were found to be the majority of all tourists at several

destinations (Shani et al., 2012), a relatively high inci-

dence of first-time visitation in wine tourism has been

confirmed in diverse studies in Australia (Bruwer

et al., 2013; Famularo et al., 2010), South Africa

(Bruwer and Alant, 2009) and Canada (Bruwer and

Lesschaeve, 2012). Some reasons for this could be

related to previous positive experience, product affin-

ity, and brand loyalty (Mitchell and Hall, 2004).

Hedonic orientation and experiential
perspective of wine tourism

Following Hirschman and Holbrook’s (1982) seminal

study which advocated greater attention to hedonic

consumption, and hence to the emotional response

to products, it is well recognized that consumer

choice is driven by both utilitarian and hedonic con-

siderations (i.e. Dhar and Wertenbroch, 2000), mean-

ing they are not mutually exclusive. The definitions of

hedonic and utilitarian products are useful in distin-

guishing between these attitude components:

“hedonic goods are those ones whose consumption

is primarily characterized by an affective and sensory

experience of aesthetic or sensual pleasure, fantasy,

and fun” (Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982: 92);

while “utilitarian goods are ones whose consumption

is more cognitively driven, instrumental, and goal ori-

ented and accomplishes a functional or practical task”

(Dhar and Wertenbroch, 2000: 61). Hedonism is one

of 10 human value types (Schiffman et al., 2011). In

essence, the hedonism value type involves pleasure

and sensuous gratification for oneself. Laesser and

Crouch (2006) used as rationale hedonism as the

driver of travel expenses to segment the market.

A good example is a wine tourism “product” in the

form of a wine festival held within the ambit of a wine

region (Grappi and Montanari, 2011; Gursoy

et al., 2006).

Tourism scholars have long recognized that the

consumption of tourism products possesses a predom-

inantly hedonic component (Bruwer and Alant, 2009;

Chen et al., 2016). The existence of this emotional

(experiential) component is consistent with the prem-

ise that the primary purpose of tourism product

consumption is to pursue pleasurable or hedonic

experiences (Kim, 2014; Meng and Xu, 2012;

Pikkemaat et al., 2009). Hence, the connection

between the hedonic perspective and wine tourism

seems a logical one. For example, “in the hedonic

consumption view, the high interest and involvement

generated by aesthetic products is strongly

emphasized” (Spangenberg et al., 1997: 236).

Following the recognition by consumer behavior

researchers of the significance of the hedonic nature

of the purchases of many goods and services in the

1980s (i.e. Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982) the

“experiential view” of consumption emerged. In con-

trast to the rational “problem-solving approach” the

“experiential view” recognized “the special nature of

products and services that have a hedonic component,

such as wine, leisure activities and pleasure travel”

(Hall et al., 2000: 129; Hosany and Gilbert, 2010).

As far as buying wine is concerned, one view is that

this is a utilitarian motive (i.e. Hall et al., 2000), but

wine tourism studies (i.e. Bruwer and Alant, 2009)

have repeatedly referred to it as a motivation in the

pursuit of hedonism. Realistically, one has to buy

wine to enjoy its taste and hence buying it is inextri-

cably associated with tasting the wine.

The experiential view of consumption is particu-

larly well outlined in the literature by Pine and

Gilmore (1998) and subsequently further developed

by Oh et al., (2007). Pine and Gilmore (1998) have

the view that all consumer experiences are taking place

in one person’s mind and are therefore very personal

and no two people would have the same experience. It

is also recognized that the tourism experience is not

limited to a particular site or attraction and that sev-

eral elements of the wider experience of a region will

impact the on-site experience (Johnson, 1998).

Hall et al. (2000) attributed the dearth of experien-

tial research on wine tourists to the fact that little or no

“baseline” information exists. Before theoretical foun-

dations can be developed with some confidence, base-

line research on this topic is thus needed (Bruwer and

Alant, 2009; Carlsen and Boksberger, 2015; Charters

et al., 2009) which is what the current study strives to

provide. Few wine tourism studies have focused on the

total experience aspect, in other words, what reasons

other than the obvious “to taste and buy wine” actu-

ally motivated them to visit (Asero and Patti, 2011;

Chen et al., 2016; Chen et al., 2015; Pikkemaat

et al., 2009).

Finally, whereas the psychological construct

“involvement” has been linked to wine tourism

(Galloway et al., 2008), wine tourists have also been

categorized in terms of lifestyle variables. At the

broadest level, a distinction has been made between

the “specialist wine tourist” and the “generalist wine

tourist” (i.e. Carlsen et al., 1998). While the specialist
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wine tourist’s primary motivation for visiting a wine

region is wine-related, the generalist wine tourist visits

for primarily other reasons such as holidaying. Our

study used this broad distinction to infer relationships

with their motivations to consume wine tourism prod-

ucts and services.

Based on the previous discussion and to assist with

the operationalization of the study, the following

research questions were formulated:

• What are the motivational reasons for winery visi-

tation by wine tourists?

• What are the visitation dynamics of wine tourists to

winery cellar doors in terms of their age generation-

al cohort membership and other factors?

• What are the consumption (buying) outcomes of

wine tourists at the cellar doors and what is the

extent of their pre-visit relationship with the

winery’s products?

• What is the predominant nature of the perceived

regional characteristics of a wine region from the

viewpoint of its wine tourists from a hedonic and

age generational cohort membership perspective?

Methodology

The primary data collection instrument was a

purpose-designed highly structured questionnaire.

The questionnaire had 25 questions in total, mostly

close-ended. The sampling frame was the visitors to

cellar doors within the Barossa Valley Wine Region

(BVWR) in South Australia. Barossa Valley is

Australia’s premier wine region and located only a

one-hour drive from the Adelaide CBD, South

Australia’s capital city. The cellar doors were chosen

to reflect a broad range of sizes of winery/cellar door

businesses to obtain a wide as possible range of visitors

and have an acceptable degree of fit with the univer-

sum of wineries. A time-based random sampling

design was used, with no quotas imposed relating to

any characteristic of the visitors.

The research questionnaires were administered at

the cellar doors where data collection took place

during a 6–8 week period in 2016. Cellar door staff

were given clear instructions on ensuring randomness

when recruiting visitors to participate in the survey.

For example, only one respondent from a household

could participate in the survey and was intercepted

randomly upon arrival during different times of the

day and days of the week, but waiting until the iden-

tified person was ready to depart. This ensured that

visitors had first enjoyed the wine tourism experience

before participating in the research. The amount of

time needed to complete the questionnaire was

explained and respondents given an assurance of

complete confidentiality regarding their personal

information. On average, respondents managed to

answer questionnaires within an 8–12 minute time

period. The self-administered surveys were completed

in situ at the cellar doors, ensuring that information

pertaining to the visit experience was still fresh in the

minds of the respondents.

Using cellar door staff to administer the surveys

also had the advantages of first establishing a relation-

ship of trust with the visitor before completion of the

questionnaires in a relaxed atmosphere, and of course

a considerable saving on the cost of data collection.

Incentives were offered in the form of entry in a lucky

draw for a case of the region’s best wine. The final

sample size is 513 respondents giving a 81% response

rate. The data were entered and manipulated in the

SPSS 24 statistical software programme and informa-

tion compared and extracted in accordance with the

nature of the data collected.

Results

Demographic characteristics of the region’s
wine tourists

The results in Table 1 show an almost equal split

between males (51%) and females (49%). Visitors

were categorized in three age generational cohorts

according to previous research (Bruwer, 2004;

Bruwer and Alant, 2009) namely 18–37 years of age

(“Millennials”), “Generation-Xers” between 38–51

years and 52 years and older (“Baby Boomers

Plus”). The largest group in the sample represents

Generation-Xers (42%), followed by Millennials

(37%) and Baby Boomers Plus (21%).

Among female tourists, there are slightly more first-

time visitors (47%) to the wine region than among

male tourists (40%), whereas more male tourists vis-

ited the region as repeat visitors (60%) than female

tourists (53%). A small majority of visitors thus have

previous visit experience of the destination.

Around one-third of visitors originate from the

region’s home state of South Australia (36%) while

the remaining 64% are from out-of-state which in

this study means from the rest of Australia and over-

seas countries. The educational status of the wine tou-

rists is quite high in that over three quarters (76%)

hold a post-secondary qualification. Male visitors

have a higher education level than female visitors:

50% of the male tourists have an undergraduate

post-secondary qualification, and 29% a postgraduate

qualification. By comparison, 44% of female visitors

have an undergraduate post-secondary qualification

and 27% a postgraduate qualification. The annual

household income is relatively high in that 66% of
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the sample population had an annual household

income above the national average of AU$66,820

(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2015). The wine tou-

rists originate from small households with an average

size of 2.54 persons with few dependent children living

in the household (0.37 persons are under 18 years

old). The number of persons in the household 18

years and older who drink wine is 1.94 underlining

the fact that it is largely a shared (social) activity.

Hence the region’s wine tourist profile depicts a

well-educated, affluent, relatively mobile person with

few dependent children and small households, often

with previous visit experience, originating from

outside the home state and therefore is someone

who embraces long travel distances to visit the

destination.

Wine region visitor groupings

There are significant differences between in-state and

out-of-state visitors as far as first-time and repeat vis-

itation of the region is concerned. Most first-time

visitors are from out-of-state (89%) with only 11%

originating from South Australia. Looking at repeat

visitors, the ratio is a bit more “balanced” in that

55% are from South Australia versus 45% from out-

of-state. On average, in-state visitors have made 10.2

visits to the BVWR, while out-of-state visitors have

visited the region much less frequently with an average

of 4.3 visits (F¼63.624, p=.000** at 0.1 level). This

is not surprising as out-of-state visitors have to travel a

longer distance to the wine region (see Table 2).

Timing of final decision to visit the
wine region

Table 3 shows the time period wine tourists indicated

within which they made their final decision to visit the

BVWR. The length of the planning phase for visit

decision-making is of interest as it could be an indica-

tor of the hedonic aspect of the wine tourism experi-

ence. Similar to previous studies (i.e. Alant and

Bruwer, 2010; Bruwer and Alant, 2009; Bruwer and

Thach, 2013) tourists indicated that their decision was

Table 1. Demographic characteristics and visitor segments of Barossa wine region’s visitors.

Characteristic
Female (%)
(n ¼251)

Male (%)
(n¼ 262)

Total (%)
(n¼ 513)

Age group and age generational cohort:
18–37 year old (Millennials) 38.6 34.7 36.6
38–51 year old (Generation-Xers) 45.0 38.9 41.9
52þ years old (Baby Boomers Plus) 16.4 26.4 21.5

Origin (place of permanent residence):
In-State (South Australia—SA) 35.9 36.3 36.1
Out-of-State (rest of Australia and overseas) 64.1 63.7 63.9

Education level:
No post-secondary qualification 28.6 20.2 24.4
Undergraduate post-secondary qualification 44.3 50.0 47.1
Postgraduate qualification 27.1 29.8 28.5

Destination visitor segment:
First-time visitor 47.0 40.1 43.5
Repeat visitor 53.0 59.9 56.5

Number of persons living in household:
Persons under 18 years old 0.33 0.40 0.37
Persons 18 years and older 2.12 2.22 2.17
Persons �18 years old who drink wine 1.88 1.99 1.94
Persons in household (total size) 2.45 2.62 2.54

Annual household incomea level:
�$25,000 per year 3.6 3.3 3.5
$25,001–$50,000 per year 14.4 10.7 12.5
$50,001–$75,000 per year 21.6 17.4 19.4
$75,001–$100,000 per year 19.8 23.1 21.6
$100,001–$150,000 per year 24.8 24.0 24.3
$150,001–$200,000 per year 8.1 7.4 7.8
$200,000þ per year 7.7 14.1 10.9

Annual household income (median): $99,090 $110,124 $104,849

aAustralian $.

494 Tourism and Hospitality Research 19(4)



made with very little advance planning. This is

reflected in the fact that 32% of them made this deci-

sion during the 24-hour period immediately preceding

the visit, 50% during the last week, and 78% during

the last month. Very few wine tourists planned their

trip to the region more than a year in advance (2%).

These results could be indicative of the spurious side

of the hedonic nature of wine tourism.

Millennials indicated the significantly shortest

decision-making time period among the age genera-

tions with 38% making their decision within the last

24 hours or less, followed by Generation-Xers (30%)

and Baby Boomers Plus (25%) (v2¼6.936, p =.031*

at 0.05 level). The Baby Boomers Plus are the age

group with the longest planning period with 7%

reporting they made their final decision more than

12 months ago (v2¼ 29.773, p=.000** at .01 level).

Yet, despite small group differences, the final visit

decision of the wine region was fairly spontaneous

or even unplanned. Hence, this spontaneous

character of decision-making can be seen as an indi-

cator of the hedonic character of the wine tour-

ism experience.

Main purpose of visit to wine region

The research also determined the main purpose of

visiting the BVWR by the wine tourists (Table 4).

From an overall viewpoint tourists indicated three

dominant reasons for their visit. Wine tourism

ranked first (42%), followed by holiday (35%) and

visit friends and relatives (9%). All other reasons for

visiting had values below 5%. Among the top three

purposes of the visit, there are indicators of concen-

tration among the age generational cohorts in that in

the case of wine tourism Millennials (42%) were in the

majority, while Baby Boomers Plus (41%) dominated

holidaying and Generation-Xers (11%) the visiting of

friends and relatives. The underlying reasons for these

results were not probed.

Based on the main purposes of the visit, we distin-

guish between so-called “specialists” (those who gave

wine tourism as main purpose of their visit) and

“generalists” (those who did not give wine tourism

as main purpose of their visit). We propose that wine

tourism specialists have different motivations and view

the destination region’s characteristics differently

across the age generational cohorts. These

Table 3. When the final decision was made to visit the wine region.

Total study Millennials Gen-Xers Boomers Plus
Test statistic

% % % % v2 Sig

As I/we were passing by 2.7 3.2 1.9 3.6 1.104 .576
This morning 10.1 10.6 10.7 8.2 .588 .745
During the last 24 hours 18.9 24.5 17.2 12.7 6.936 .031a

During the last week 18.7 16.0 20.9 19.1 1.644 .440
During the last month 27.3 25.5 30.2 24.6 1.649 .439
During the last three months 10.5 11.2 9.3 11.8 .620 .734
During the last six months 9.2 8.5 7.9 12.7 2.183 .336
During the last 7–12 months 1.0 0.5 1.9 – 3.212 .201
More than 12 months ago 1.6 – – 7.3 29.773 .000b

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 – –

aSignificant at .05 level.
bSignificant at .01 level.

Table 2. Wine region visitors’ groupings by origin.

Visitation dynamic N¼ 513 % Origin n %

First-time visitors 223 43.5 In-state 24 10.8
– – Out-of-State 199 89.2
– – – 223 100.0

Repeat visitors 290 56.5 In-state 161 55.5
– – Out-of-State 129 44.5
– – – 290 100.0

Number of visits madea – – In-state 10.16 visitsa

– – Out-of-State 4.33 visits

aSignificant at .01 level (F¼ 63.624; Sig¼ .000b).
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assumptions are tested and further discussed in the

sub-section on the perception of regional characteris-

tics that follows later.

Motivations for visiting the winery
cellar door

Table 5 shows a rank ordering of respondents’ visit

reasons of the specific winery cellar door in the region-

al destination where they were intercepted and inter-

viewed. Visitors were given 15 different motivations

sourced from the literature (i.e. Alant and Bruwer,

2004; Bruwer et al., 2013) to choose from and had

to rank the ones that applied to them in order of

importance. Note that in Table 5, the incidence per-

centage measures how many people from the total

sample indicated that a specific motivation was

relevant to them. This is necessary because not all

wine tourists have the same motivations for visiting.

As far as the rating (in brackets) is concerned, it is an

importance rating on a five-point scale to rate the top

five motivations in order of importance and in some

cases, it shows that there is a dissonance between inci-

dence and importance rating. Among the top five

motivations, respondents indicated “taste wine”

(65%), “buy wine” (52%), “experience the atmos-

phere” (45%), “learn more about wine” (39%) and

“find a unique wine” (38%). This reconfirms that

the two main motivations and thus core activities in

the wine tourism experience are tasting and buying of

wine (i.e. Bruwer and Alant, 2009; Bruwer et al.,

2013). For all age generational cohorts “taste wine”

was the top reason to visit the winery, while

Millennials and Generation-Xers ranked “buy wine”

Table 4. Main purpose of visit to wine region.

Main purpose
Total study

Millennials Gen-Xers Boomers Plus
n % % % %

Wine tourism 215 41.9 46.8 41.3 34.5
Holiday 179 34.9 32.4 34.0 41.0
Visit friends or relatives 45 8.8 5.9 11.1 9.1
Attend Barossa vintage festival 21 4.1 3.7 2.8 7.3
Business/conference 20 3.9 2.7 5.6 2.7
Recreation (sport or hobby) 13 2.5 3.7 1.4 2.7
Just passing through 11 2.1 0.5 3.3 2.7
Special occasion (wedding/birthday) 9 1.8 4.3 0.5 -
Total 513 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Table 5. Motivations for visiting the winery cellar door (Incidence).a

Total study Millennials Gen-Xers Boomers Plus
v2 Sig% % % %

Taste wine 64.5 (1) 75.0 (1) 64.7 (1) 46.4 (1) 24.874 .206
Buy wine 52.1 (2) 61.7 (2) 51.2 (2) 37.3 (3) 30.584 .166
Experience the atmosphere 45.4 (3) 46.3 (5) 48.4 (3) 38.2 (2) 28.651 .155
Learn more about wine 39.0 (4) 50.5 (3) 34.4 (5) 28.2 (5) 15.947 .818
Find a unique wine 37.8 (5) 47.3 (4) 36.7 (4) 23.6 26.688 .319
Have a day out 34.3 45.7 33.0 17.3 57.561 .000b

Entertain myself and/or others 30.2 36.7 30.7 18.2 31.035 .153
Rural setting 28.1 28.2 27.4 29.1 (4) 35.007 .170
Eat at winery’s restaurant 23.6 21.8 23.7 26.4 44.903 .012c

Purchase this winery’s merchandise 23.0 20.7 27.0 19.1 47.912 .011c

Socialize with others 21.8 22.3 24.7 15.5 44.362 .032c

Find information 21.3 22.9 22.8 15.5 41.300 .029c

Meet the winemaker 16.2 20.7 15.3 10.0 44.444 .043c

Go on a winery tour 14.8 19.7 13.0 10.0 29.530 .386
Have barbeque or picnic 13.3 18.1 10.7 10.0 56.749 .002b

aRanking indicated in brackets.
bSignificant at .01 level.
cSignificant at .05 level.
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second, whereas Baby Boomers Plus ranked it third.

Moreover, there are significant differences between

the age generational cohorts regarding the importance

attached to some of the visit reasons. For example,

Millennials are significantly more inclined to want a

day out (v2¼ 57.561, p¼ .000** at .01 level), have a

barbeque or picnic (v2¼56.749, p=.000** at .01

level), or meet the winemaker (v2¼ 44.444,

p¼ .043* at .05 level) than Generation-Xers or Baby

Boomers Plus, etc. These could be indicators, other

than the tasting and buying of wine, of hedonic moti-

vations and pursuits.

The findings in Table 5 further underline the fact

that the top three motivations for visiting a winery

cellar door namely “taste wine,” “buy wine,” and

“experience the atmosphere” are of a hedonic

nature. The motivations elicited in our study are

very similar to the findings of a study by Bruwer and

Alant (2009) about wine tourists in a South African

wine region. From an overall viewpoint, we conclude

that the motivations behind the visit to a winery cellar

door are strongly hedonic in nature.

Wine buying outcomes at the winery
cellar door

Next, we compare actual behavior with respondents’

stated motivations. We use actual wine buying behav-

ior during the visit experience as dependent variable

and compare it with wine buying as a motivational

factor and find that a strong correlation (Pearson

r¼ 0.154*, p¼0.12 at .05 level exists) (not shown in

tables). Hence a relationship between a stated core

wine tourism motivational factor and actual behavior

directly relating to that motivation does exist. In

Table 6, we see that 49% of respondents bought

wine compared with 52% who gave that as a motiva-

tion for the visit (Table 5). We also measured prior

awareness and actual experience of the wine brand

(Table 6) as possible indicator of actual buying behav-

ior during the wine tourism visit finding that 23% of

the visitors had this prior connection with the brand.

This means that most tourists made their buying deci-

sion quite spontaneously and reflects a degree of

impulsive buying behavior driven by motivations that

are probably hedonic in nature. Interestingly, while

this is highest among Millennials (28%) and lowest

among Baby Boomers Plus (17%), the results for

actual buying are the reverse with Baby Boomers

Plus (52%) showing a higher incidence of buying

than Millennials (43%). The highest buying inci-

dence, however, occurred among Generation-

Xers (54%).

Upon examining and comparing the buying met-

rics, it is clear that Baby Boomers Plus buy more

wine (4.0 bottles) and spend more thereon ($68.15)

than either of the other age generations. This is con-

sistent with previous research findings that in general

older age groups consume more wine (i.e. Bruwer

et al., 2012; Bruwer, 2004; Saliba et al., 2015) as

they often are in a better financial situation than youn-

ger ones. Despite small differences among the age

groups, results were not significant at either a .05 or

0.1 level. Interestingly, Millennials had the highest

spend per bottle ($22.52) of any age generational

cohort, which is perhaps an indicator of higher risk

perception. The reasons for these answers were not

probed in this study and could be the focus of

future research

Wine regional characteristics as perceived
by visitors

As the final step in examining the hedonic basis of the

wine tourism experience, we look at the tourists’ per-

ception of the regional characteristics or winescape of

the tourism destination and how this perception dif-

fers between age generations and wine tourism spe-

cialists and generalists. Table 7 displays the regional

imagery of the Barossa Valley wine region in terms of

tourists’ perceived regional characteristics. We used a

free-form approach to obtain these by asking them to

mention the region’s main characteristics in their own

words. This elicited 1525 responses in total which

Table 6. Wine buying outcomes at the winery cellar door.a

Total study Millennials Generation-Xers Boomers Plus

Bought wine Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

Cellar door 49.1% 50.9% 42.6% 57.4% 53.5% 46.5% 51.8% 48.2%
Retail store or restaurant prior 22.6% 77.4% 27.7% 72.3% 20.9% 79.1% 17.3% 82.7%
Number of bottles (mean) 2.97 2.12 3.18 4.01
Total amount spent on wine $56.45 $47.75 $58.08 $68.15
Price paid per bottleb $19.01 $22.52 $18.26 $17.00

aExchange rate at 17 March 2017: $US 1.00¼AU$0.76.
bNo significant differences at either .05 level or .01 level.
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equate to 2.97 regional characteristics per person on

average. The responses are summarized in 16 different

characteristics/elements in Table 7.

As in similar studies (i.e. Bruwer and Alant, 2009;

Bruwer et al., 2016; Bruwer and Lesschaeve, 2012)

respondents named the “scenery and landscape” as

the dominant factor (44%). The association of the

region with “wine quality” (40%), “wineries/wine

estates quality features” (27%), ambience of the

region (27%), and “restaurants with excellent food

quality and German cuisine” (26%) represent the

remainder of the top five regional characteristics.

This finding supports our proposition that wine tou-

rists seek experiences predominantly hedonic in

nature as reflected in their perception of the

region’s winescape.

Top five wine regional
characteristic categories

• Visitor age generational cohorts

Table 8 shows that all age generations indicated the

same top five wine regional characteristics contained

in Table 7, whereas there are slight differences

between the age generations none of them is signifi-

cant at either 0.5 or 0.1 level and differences are, in

fact, quite small. We therefore conclude that the way

tourists perceive a wine region’s characteristics does

not differ much depending on their age generation.

• Visitor age generational cohorts and wine tourism spe-

cialists versus generalists

Finally, Table 9 exhibits the top five regional char-

acteristic categories according to age generational

cohorts and the distinction between specialist and

generalist wine tourists. Results show that for all age

generation segments the top two characteristics of the

BVWR are “scenery and landscape” followed by

“wine quality”. Only the generalists among the

Table 7. Wine regional characteristics as perceived
by visitors.a

Description of characteris-
tic/element n %

1 Scenery and landscape, views,
hillsides, horizons,
vegetation, etc.

228 44.4

2 Wine quality, value, price, etc.
positive references

206 40.2

3 Wineries/wine estates, quality
features, facilities, variety of
small to large

140 27.3

4 Ambience of region, tranquility,
rural character, clean,
great climate

139 27.1

5 Restaurants great, food quality
excellent, German cuisine

133 25.9

6 Heritage and history, German
culture prevalent

120 23.4

7 People friendly, local hospitality
great, community spirit

102 19.9

8 Vineyards/grape growing focus,
cultivated appearance

74 14.4

9 Wine tastings and wine tours
well organized, good facilities

64 12.5

10 Tourism infrastructure high
standard, well developed

63 12.3

11 Quaint towns and buildings with
nice gardens, well maintained

55 10.7

12 Reputation/brand name of the
region, famous/well-known

54 10.5

13 Service staff knowledgeable,
professional and friendly

47 9.2

14 Accessibility of wineries and
proximity to Adelaide

46 9.0

15 Variety of activities and things to
see and do available

37 7.2

16 Cottage industries—bakeries,
butcheries, fruit, etc.

17 3.3

aX¼ 1525/513¼ 2.97 regional characteristics/elements
per respondent.

Table 8. Top 5 wine regional characteristic categories—Visitor age generation segments.a

Description of characteristic Total study Millen-nials Gen-Xers Boomers Plus
% % % %

1 Scenery and landscape, views, hillsides, horizons,
vegetation, etc.

44.4 45.7 40.9 49.1

2 Wine quality, value, price, etc. positive references 40.2 36.7 42.3 41.8
3 Wineries/wine estates quality features, facilities,

variety of small to large
27.3 30.9 26.0 23.6

4 Ambience of region, tranquility, rural character,
clean, great climate

27.1 28.2 25.6 28.2

5 Restaurants great, food quality excellent,
German cuisine

25.9 25.5 26.5 25.5

aNo significant differences at either .05 or .01 level.
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Generation-Xers ranked “wine quality” first and

“scenery and landscape” second. The mentioned

regional characteristics of ranks 3–5 are pretty similar

between all age generations as well. For the “specialist

wine tourists” whose primary motivation to visit the

Barossa wine region is the wine itself the first two

characteristics “scenery and landscape” and “wine

quality” got even higher scores than for the “generalist

wine tourists.” Yet, no significant differences appeared

at either .05 or .01 level. We conclude that neither age

generational cohort nor degree of wine tourism spe-

cialization is a strong indicators of wine regional char-

acteristics perception.

Conclusions, implications, limitations, and
recommendations

This study is the first to link destination image attrib-

utes to visit motivations and the age generational

cohorts of wine tourists and to use an experiential

research approach in the process. This research

method has been advocated by Dodd and Gustafson

(1997) and previously applied in the wine tourism

context by Bruwer and Alant (2009).

The study further contributes by closing the gap

between the motivational drivers for wine tourists

and actual consumption of the core wine tourism

product (Ravenscroft and van Westering, 2001). The

segmentation of wine tourists in different age genera-

tional cohorts’ stages is not new per se but gives

deeper insights into tourists’ motivations. Our initial

assumption that there are profound differences

between wine tourists’ motivations belonging to differ-

ent age generational cohorts was not proven, but this

finding in itself also contributes to the knowledge base.

The study results show that wine tourists are a

highly attractive group of consumers as they are

well-educated, affluent, and eager to buy when they

experience “pleasure.” The beauty of the landscape is

the most important regional characteristic that wine

tourists perceive. Moreover, their main motivations

to visit the region are predominantly of a hedonic

nature. They make their decision to visit the region

quite spontaneously which supports the assumption

that wine tourists show hedonic behavior.

The strong impact of the natural landscape under-

lines the premise that an experiential research

approach can yield valuable insights and sheds new

light on the fact that a memorable experience for a

wine tourist does not only evolve inside the winery’s

cellar door. In the process, it exposits what could be

unique selling points for marketing differently posi-

tioned wine regions. Therefore, strong co-operation

between tourist agencies and wineries is recom-

mended in order to increase the overall hedonic expe-

rience of the tourists within the region and within the

cellar doors.

The study results also show that it is important for

wineries to do more than just selling wine. They have

to create hedonic experiences such as wine tastings,

events, etc. The atmosphere and immediate surround-

ings of the winery are extremely important to attract

tourists to visit the winery because their visit is often

not planned in detail and quite impulsive. It is also

important to train the winery staff to provide an

extraordinary guest service as the customers’ experi-

ence is crucial for tourists’ motivation to spend time

and to buy wine. Also, wineries do not have to take

into account the age generational cohorts for address-

ing wine tourists in promotional campaigns differently,

Table 9 Top 5 wine regional categories – Visitor age generation segments and wine tourism specialists vs. generalistsa

Description of characteristic

Total study (%) Millennials (%) Generation-Xers (%) Boomers Plus (%)

Specialists Generalists Specialists Generalists Specialists Generalists Specialists Generalists

1 Scenery and landscape, views,
hillsides, horizons,
vegetation, etc.

47.7 42.1 51.1 41.0 43.3 39.2 50.0 48.6

2 Wine quality, value, price, etc.
positive references

43.1 38.0 42.0 32.0 42.2 42.4 47.4 38.9

3 Wineries/wine estates quality
features, facilities, variety
small/large

30.6 24.9 36.4 26.0 27.8 24.8 23.7 23.6

4 Ambience of region, tranquility,
rural character, clean,
great climate

26.4 27.6 25.0 31.0 24.4 26.4 34.2 25.0

5 Restaurants great, food quality
excellent, German cuisine

26.4 25.6 27.3 24.0 26.7 26.4 23.7 26.4

aNo significant differences at either .05 or .01 level.
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except perhaps for those travelling with children under

the legal drinking age of 18 years.

The research was conducted almost exclusively on

wine drinkers who visited cellar doors on a wine route

in a wine region and this is a limitation in the sense

that similar information on non-wine drinkers who

also visited the region, was not obtained. The data

stems only from one Australian wine region and can

therefore not be seen as representative for Australia

and wine regions in other countries. Furthermore,

many tourists came from outside of South Australia

but no information was obtained about their psycho-

graphic (lifestyle) variables and sources of information

used about the wine region and wineries. This is a

limitation as this information would be helpful to

better target promotional campaigns.

More research needs to be conducted on non-wine

drinkers that visit the wine region destination to see

whether and how their motivations for visitation differ.

Further studies in other wine regions in Australia and

overseas should be conducted to compare the results

with this initial study. Moreover, we recommend fur-

ther segmentation of the wine tourist market using the

lifestyle characteristics of tourists to attain a better

understanding of the wine tourist. This should include

determining whether travel parties include dependent

children or not.

A more sophisticated distinction between specialist

and generalist wine tourists could be obtained in

future studies. Further research should develop a

hedonism scale in order to measure overall hedonism

(i.e. experiencing pleasure in life) as well as specific

forms of hedonism related to wine tourism (such as

the experience of pleasure in drinking of wine).
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