
61

Tourism Analysis, Vol. 18, pp. 61–77 1083-5423/13 $60.00 + .00
Printed in the USA. All rights reserved. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.3727/108354213X13613720283683
Copyright © 2013 Cognizant Comm. Corp. E-ISSN 1943-3999
 www.cognizantcommunication.com

Service Quality PercePtion and SatiSfaction in a 

new Zealand feStivalScaPe: Buying Behavior effectS

JOhAN BrUwEr

School of Marketing, University of South Australia, Adelaide, SA, Australia

This study identified three festivalscape dimensions, namely generic festival features, specific events 
and comfort amenities, and entertainment features, as indicators of quality perception. A strong rela-
tionship between the quality perception and satisfaction constructs could not be found, similar to 
other studies. The study was conducted on 389 attendees at a major wine festival in the hawke’s Bay 
region of New Zealand. The research provides new insight to festivalscape knowledge in that it 
identifies the first-time and repeat visitor dynamic as a predictor of actual buying behavior at a festi-
val. The higher the percentage of repeat visitors, the higher the likelihood of (wine) buying. The fes-
tival’s entertainment features are a stronger predictor of buying behavior than generic festival features 
or specific events and comfort amenities. repeat visitors, 35 years and older in age, are the highest 
yielding visitor group from a financial viewpoint. First-time visitors are far more short-term oriented 
than repeat visitors in their planning when making the final decision to attend the festival event.
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Introduction

Celebrating the existence of virtually anything at 
any time in a relevant place has become a part of the 
concept of leisure in many countries. People take 
time out to congregate and experience diverse events 
showcasing anything from model airplanes to 
almond blossoms, to oysters, to wine. Focus on wine 
and food as an experience combination lends itself 
to creating indulgent type events utilized for market-
ing and promoting the location and all it can offer in 
terms of local produce, arts and crafts, and so on.

wine tourism research was traditionally focused 
on what motivated tourists to taste and buy wine 
when visiting regional wine destinations (Cohen & 
Ben-Nun, 2009). These tourism destinations were 
most often wineries and more specifically their tast-
ing rooms where direct interaction with the tourists 
took place. Special events in the form of festivals, 
whether themed or otherwise, received little atten-
tion from researchers within the ambit of wine tour-
ism research, but this situation is rapidly changing.

The multiple benefits that festivals have for their 
local communities have been widely touted, mainly 
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in an economic sense. The beneficial economic 
impact on the host community surrounding the fes-
tival area due to visitor expenditures is one of the 
most important reasons for arranging a festival in 
the first place (Thrane, 2002). Not surprising, there 
has been a sharply increased focus in the literature 
on festivals and most of the focus has been on the 
economic benefits (Jackson, houghton, russell, & 
Triandos, 2005; Yoon, Lee, & Lee, 2010). Festivals 
are also used as a means of destination branding and 
there tends to be a big difference between smaller 
regional festivals (e.g., a wine festival) and national 
festival mega-events held in the metropolitan areas. 
The difference is not only in size but also in the 
underlying structure in terms of local community 
involvement (I. Lee & Arcodia, 2011). In the words 
of Derrett (2003), “festivals and events demonstrate 
the popular definitions of a sense of community 
through offering connections, belonging, support, 
empowerment, participation and safety” (p. 38). 
Furthermore, festivals are events generally short in 
duration, with a specific theme, creating a bundle of 
experiences that appeal to attendees (Saleh & ryan, 
1993). Festivals are also credited with playing a role 
in sustainable tourism of the local area by facilitating 
learning about the area’s local customs, ethnic back-
grounds, and unique cultural heritage (McKercher, 
Mei, & Tse, 2006).

Despite the increase in research focus on festi-
vals, definitions of festivals vary widely: for exam-
ple, from “a sacred or profane time of celebration, 
marked by special observances” (Falassi, 1987, p. 2) 
to “public, themed celebrations” (Getz, 2005, p. 21), 
to “festivals are unique travel attractions” (Gursoy, 
Kim, & Uysal, 2004, p. 171). The ability of a festi-
val to attract visitors from outside the local area has 
led to a change in how festivals are viewed by dif-
ferent stakeholders (Shanka & Taylor, 2004). Demo-
graphic factors such as gender and income and 
family life cycle stage may affect the travel distance 
to a destination such as a festival (Bagley & 
Mokhtarian, 2002).

research studies abound in the festival field as 
evidenced by a recent macroanalysis of the nature 
and scope of 423 studies, which concluded that the 
scholarship level has improved considerably over 
the past decade or two (Getz, 2010). Three of the 
identified research themes are relevant to the current 
study, namely evaluations (36 citations), economic 

impact (132 citations), and marketing (57 citations). 
Often these themes are also interrelated. The major-
ity of the studies are categorized as “evaluations” 
assessed quality or satisfaction (Getz, 2010), which 
is what this study also does.

Literature Framework

wine tourism has been described simplistically 
from visiting wineries to taste and buy wines, to 
travel for the experience of wineries and wine- 
growing regions, and their links to local lifestyle 
(Dowling, 2001, p. 1). Festivals held within wine 
regions form part of the wine tourism product offer-
ing and attract visitors to the area. Gaining further 
insights into wine festival visitors’ experiences and 
perceptions will thus be of benefit to wine tourism 
scholars and the host communities alike.

Marketing Orientation and the Festivalscape 
Within the Servicescape

The social changes of the 1960s fragmented the 
consumer market so that mass marketing techniques 
were often futile. Today, in order to sustain a com-
petitive advantage through target marketing, compa-
nies adopt a marketing orientation (Bruwer, Li, & 
reid, 2002). This has been taken further, with Voon 
(2006) emphasizing the importance of a service-
driven market orientation and its relationship with 
service quality. Servicescape theory (Bitner, 1992) 
contends that the physical environment in which a 
service response is experienced affects the percep-
tion of service quality and satisfaction. The services-
cape context has been likened to what has been 
described as the “festivalscape” (Y-K. Lee, Lee, 
Lee, & Babin, 2008).

The servicescape is ultimately defined as “the 
environment in which the service is assembled and 
in which the seller and customer react, combined 
with tangible commodities that facilitate perfor-
mance or communication of the service” (Booms & 
Bitner, 1981, p. 36). Another festivalscape-oriented 
definition of the servicescape describes it as “the 
general atmosphere experienced by festival patrons” 
(Y-K. Lee et al., 2008, p. 57). According to Bitner 
(1992), the servicescape is assembled by three dis-
tinct dimensions, namely ambient conditions, space/
function, and signs, symbols, and artifacts. reimer 
and Kuehn (2005) asserted that “the servicescape 
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has a direct and an indirect effect on perceived ser-
vice quality, which leads the servicescape to have a 
high overall effect” (p. 785).

It is appropriate to adopt the servicescape 
approach to wine festival event research as it is sup-
ported by the recent study executed by Siu, wan, 
and Dong, (2012), who concluded that the service-
scape elements positively influence consumers’ per-
ceived quality of the service provided to them. 
Furthermore, perceived service quality has a posi-
tive effect on customer satisfaction within the ser-
vicescape (wakefield & Blodgett, 1996). Figure 1 
generically depicts the interrelationships between 
quality perception, satisfaction and behavior within 
the servicescape.

A festivalscape encompasses several cues and it 
is the tangible ones that affect attendees’ attitudes 
and behavior, just as in the classical retailing and 
service environments (Y-K. Lee et al., 2008).

Perception of Service Quality Aspect of Festivals
It has been shown that both service quality and 

visitor satisfaction influence the future behavioral 
intentions of festival visitors (Baker & Crompton, 
2000; Cole, Crompton, & willson, 2002; S. Y. Lee, 
Petrick, & Crompton, 2007), while Cole and Illum 
(2006) found that experience quality has a direct 
impact on visitors’ future behavioral intentions.

There is little agreement as to how to best define 
quality, but Cunnell and Prentice (2000) point to its 
importance because of rising competition, increased 
consumer choice, and other forces. They distinguish 
between researcher-defined and consumer-defined 
conceptualizations thereof. The literature base (Getz, 
2010) reveals that researcher-defined conceptualiza-
tions are by far the most common of the two 
approaches. This study also adopted this approach.

Perceived service quality refers to the consum-
er’s evaluation of a service’s overall excellence 
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988). There has 
been an ongoing debate about how to measure ser-
vice quality and a distinction has also been made 

between service quality and performance quality. 
Significantly, Crompton and Love (1995) found that 
the performance-based measure is the most valid 
measure of service quality and also has the best pre-
dictive validity. It should also be noted that visitors 
assess the performance quality of a festival first and 
only following the completion of that, an appraisal 
of the experience quality occurs (Cole & Illum, 
2006). On the other hand, performance quality 
encapsulates the attributes of a service controlled by 
a tourism supplier (Baker & Crompton, 2000) within 
the festivalscape of its servicescape environment. 
Satisfaction, in turn, refers to the “tourist’s emo-
tional state after exposure to the opportunity” (Baker 
& Crompton, 2000, p.785). They go further to state 
that performance quality is “a measure of a provid-
er’s output, whereas level of satisfaction is concerned 
with a tourist’s outcome” (Baker & Crompton, 
2000, p.787). The quality of the opportunity to expe-
rience the attributes of the service can be controlled 
and manipulated by the service provider (S. Y. Lee 
et al., 2007), for example, by the wine festival pro-
vider and management committee.

In the meantime the debate on the conceptualiza-
tion of the performance quality and satisfaction con-
structs rages on, as it does on the nature of their 
interrelationships (Baker & Crompton, 2000). There 
is nevertheless widespread acceptance of the need to 
measure service quality and at least some consensus 
on two aspects of its conceptualization. This being 
that service quality relates to tourists’ perceptions of 
the (festival) provider’s performance and that their 
perceptions of the quality of the experience define 
the satisfaction construct (Childress & Crompton, 
1997). Not surprising, studies (36) to evaluate ser-
vice quality and performance abound in the festival 
research field as determined in a recent macroanaly-
sis by Getz (2010).

In terms of the application of performance quality 
to festivals, Baker and Crompton (2000) used four 
dimensions (generic features of the festival, specific 
entertainment features, information sources, and 

Figure 1. Model of interrelationships between perceived quality, satisfaction, 
and behavior.
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comfort amenities) to measure the relationship 
between quality and satisfaction. This conceptual 
platform has been used by several other researchers 
in studies to evaluate the quality perception of festi-
val attendees (Cole & Chancellor, 2009; S. Y. Lee et 
al., 2007; Y-K. Lee et al., 2008).

Service Satisfaction Aspect. From the previous 
discussion the importance to distinguish between 
service quality and service satisfaction is evident. 
Quality perception is the cognitive response to a ser-
vice experience whereas satisfaction is the affective 
response to it (Petrick, 2004). Satisfaction has been 
defined as “the summary psychological state result-
ing when the emotion surrounding disconfirmed 
expectations is coupled with the consumer’s prior 
feelings about the consumption experience” (Oliver, 
1981, p. 27). In this study festival satisfaction was 
operationalized as overall satisfaction, analogous to 
the definition of Anderson, Fornell, and Lehmann 
(1994), who defined it as “an overall evaluation 
based on the total purchase and consumption experi-
ence with a good or service over time” (p. 54). An 
attendee’s overall satisfaction with a festival is 
therefore more of a holistic attitude towards the 
event (Cole et al., 2002).

Satisfaction following an experience (e.g., attend-
ing a festival) is known to be central in establishing 
long-term customer relationships and repeat busi-
ness (Y-K. Lee et al., 2008). Satisfaction fulfills a 
mediating role in the relationship between service 
quality and behavioral intentions (Cole & Crompton, 
2003). Baker and Crompton (2000) concluded that 
festival service quality perception indirectly influ-
ence visitors’ behavioral intentions through satisfac-
tion. Cole and Scott (2004) suggested that in order to 
better understand satisfaction, it is best to assess it in 
the context of a total experience that is cumulative in 
nature. Although there is broad consensus that ser-
vice quality and satisfaction are different constructs, 
there appears to be little agreement on the nature of 
their relationship (Coe & Crompton, 2003). It should 
be noted that because defining the relationship 
between service quality and satisfaction was not per 
se the core focus of this study, satisfaction was oper-
ationalized as overall satisfaction and only explored 
its relationship with the service quality dimensions.

Behavioral Intentions. Much of the literature on 
servicescape theory focuses on the relationship 

between service quality perception and behavioral 
intentions (e.g., Bitner, 1992). The services market-
ing literature identified the roles of service quality 
perception and satisfaction in the formation of 
behavioral intentions. The mediating role of satis-
faction in the relationship between service quality 
and behavioral intentions has been confirmed (Cole 
& Crompton, 2003). Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman 
(1996) contended that behavioral intentions are 
desirable behaviors or actions that visitors anticipate 
they will exhibit in the future and developed a 
13-item scale to measure behavioral intention. 
Baker and Crompton (2000) narrowed Zeithaml et 
al.’s (1996) scale down to seven items. Cole and 
Crompton (2000) found that the impact on behav-
ioral intentions is indirect through overall service 
quality and overall satisfaction. Others (Baker & 
Crompton, 2000; Cole & Scott, 2004) found that 
both service quality and satisfaction have a direct 
impact on behavioral intentions, while Yuan and 
Jang (2008) assert that satisfaction is an intermedi-
ate variable that might link perceived quality and 
behavioral intentions.

whereas wine festival research studies to date 
have been largely focused on determining visitor 
profiles and service perception (Bruwer, 2002; Getz, 
2010), there has been some (but limited) focus on 
measuring behavioral intentions in terms of inten-
tion to revisit the festival (Cole & Illum, 2004), like-
lihood of visiting local wineries and likelihood of 
buying locally produced wines (Yuan & Jang, 
2008), and positive word of mouth (Cole & Illum, 
2004). None of these studies attempted to measure 
whether perceived service quality and satisfaction 
play a role in the actual behavior of festival attend-
ees, specifically their buying of wine at the festival. 
This study attempted to determine whether service 
quality perception and overall satisfaction influence 
actual wine buying behavior and whether previous 
festival attendance has a moderating effect on it.

Wine Regions and Wine Festivals

For a wine region, a wine and food festival event 
could not only attract many visitors to the region, 
but could also be instrumental in developing and/or 
reinforcing consumers’ beliefs of the region’s  ability 
to produce quality wines (Bruwer, 2012; hoffman, 
Beverland, & rasmussen, 2001). On the other hand, 
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in the absence of a well-developed regional produce 
sector, a thriving wine industry can provide an 
important catalyst in the development of a regional 
cuisine and culinary identity (howard, 1997). wine 
tourism as a special interest element of tourism 
(Allen, O’Toole, harris, & McDonnell, 2008) is not 
yet greatly endowed with in-depth theory, and defi-
nitions relating to the main research field(s) it is 
rooted in (namely, tourism and leisure) have gener-
ated many still ongoing and much deliberated issues 
(Alant & Bruwer, 2010; Bruwer, 2012; Sparks, 
2007). wine festivals have been to an even lesser 
extent the focus of targeted research studies. wine 
festivals are transient and short in duration (Yuan, 
Morrison, Cai, & Linton, 2008), which provides fur-
ther rationale for focusing research on the assess-
ment of service (performance) quality of various 
elements of the festivalscape.

within the travel, tourism, and special event lit-
erature there are a number of studies that have iden-
tified festivals as a distinctive type of special event 
that encompasses a set of attributes that, when com-
bined, offer a unique experience (Axelsen & Swan, 
2010; Bruwer, 2002; Getz, 1997). These attributes 
include unique, different, or new experiences; atmo-
sphere; one-off nature and timing of the event; inter-
action and interactivity; social experiences; special 
marketing and hype; and elements of the spectacular 
(Axelsen & Swan, 2010).

One can say that a wine festival is a wine-featur-
ing festival that really highlights regional wines and/
or has wine-themed activities and programs (adapted 
from Lee & Arcodia, 2011, p. 357). These festivals 
have become a popular way for towns, both large 
and small, to express their unique character and dis-
tinctiveness (I. Lee & Arcodia, 2011). however, the 
characteristics of visitors and their perception of 
wine festival quality have rarely been investigated 
(Bruwer, 2003). wine festivals or events are impor-
tant marketing tools for both the region where it is 
situated and the individual wineries to create brand 
awareness and loyalty, to educate, entertain, and 
encourage future visitation and wine sales (Bruwer, 
2002, 2003; Bruwer & Lesschaeve, 2012a; Getz & 
Cheyne 2002; hoffmann et al., 2001; houghton 
2001; Yuan, Jang, Cai, Morrison, & Linton, 2006). 
Many wine festivals are hosted at central locations 
such as a town with good infrastructure in a wine 
region, or even in major cities like Toronto, San 

Francisco, etc. Due to the convenience of the loca-
tion these events may attract people who do not intend 
to visit a winery or wine region (Park, reisinger, & 
Kang, 2008). Yuan, Cai, Morrison, and Linton 
(2005a, pp. 54–55) state that although wine tasting 
was the most important reason for attending a festi-
val, four factors—wine, festival, escape, and social-
ization—are considered distinctly motivational, as 
well as “family togetherness.” wine festival attend-
ees vary greatly in their motivations and needs and 
hence should be viewed as a market in segments 
(Yuan, Cai, Morrison, & Linton, 2005b).

The wine region is in itself both an attraction and 
a tourism destination. In some cases the motivations 
for engaging in wine tourism will revolve around 
the destination hub, wherein the wine region is the 
primary motivational factor (Alant & Bruwer, 2004; 
Bruwer & Lesschaeve, 2012b). In other cases, the 
motivations will revolve around the activity hub 
(Macionis, 1996); for example, a wine and food fes-
tival event held in a wine region but where the event 
itself is the primary attraction on that specific occa-
sion (Bruwer, 2002). Telfer (2000) highlighted that 
wine festivals provide additional sources of income 
for wine regions in North America, a fact that is reit-
erated by this study. Nicholson and Pearce (2001) 
found little evidence of generic motivations for 
attending festival events and concluded that event-
specific factors are especially important. Evidence 
further exists that the wine tourist who attends wine 
and food festivals in Australia is a regular consumer 
of wine (Bruwer, 2002; Taylor, 2006).

First-Time and Repeat Festival Visitor Dynamic

To be able to begin the process of determining 
consumers’ involvement in wine tourism, factors 
such as frequency of visitation (first-time vs. repeat 
visitors), and their interaction at the tasting room 
with the wine brand resulting in purchase or not, 
should be considered (Bruwer & Alant, 2009; Bruwer, 
Lesschaeve, & Campbell, 2012). The first-time and 
repeat visitor dynamic plays a very important role in 
the consumption of the wine tourism product 
(Bruwer et al., 2012). Tourists to a destination con-
sist of both first-time and repeat visitors and their 
visit decision is influenced by a number of anteced-
ents (Um, Chon, & ro, 2006). The incidence of a 
high percentage of first-time or repeat visitation in 
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wine tourism could in some instances be attributed 
to the spatial relationship (or lack thereof) of the 
region with a big source market, as well as through 
product-related experiences (Dodd, 1999). A high 
incidence of repeat visitation in wine tourism has 
been confirmed in diverse recent studies in US 
(Carmichael, 2005), Israel (Jaffe & Pasternak, 
2004), and Australia (Bruwer, 2002). The need to 
distinguish between first-time and repeat visitors to 
wine festivals has also been emphasized (Bruwer, 
2012; Shanka & Taylor, 2004). There is general 
agreement that a high level of service quality will 
result in satisfied festival attendees who are then 
more likely to be communicators of positive word of 
mouth (wOM) and become repeat visitors (Cole & 
Chancellor, 2009; Cole & Illum, 2006; S. Y. Lee & 
Beeler, 2007).

Yuan et al. (2008) made one of the only attempts 
to determine whether previous visits to a wine festi-
val impacted on perceived value and satisfaction 
among visitors. They found that past visit behavior 
influenced the intention to attend the festival again, 
but had no effect on the level of satisfaction, while 
perceived value positively affected the intention to 
attend again. Studies by Bruwer (2012), Shanka and 
Taylor (2004), and houghton (2001) note that 
whereas many annual festivals rely on repeat visi-
tors it is worthwhile identifying and analyzing the 
attributes significantly distinguishing between first-
time and repeat visitors (Bruwer, 2012). A recent 
wine and food festival study by Park et al. (2008) 
conducted in the US was limited to first-time attend-
ees. The first-time and repeat festival visitor dynamic 
is therefore relevant and will be further explored in 
this study.

Following the discussion of the relevant con-
structs, Figure 2 represents a conceptual model of 
the interrelationships between all the discussed 
aspects in the servicescape of a wine festivalscape.

The assessment of service quality in the festivals-
cape environment presents an ongoing challenge for 
researchers in terms of operationalizing it. In this 
study we used a three-step approach, which included 
assessing the literature base, interviewing key infor-
mants, and consulting with the festival organizers. 
Following this, a symmetrical Likert scale consist-
ing of 16 service quality and 3 satisfaction items was 
designed. The study’s aim was to examine the link 
between perceived festival service quality, satisfaction, 

buying wine at the event, and the first-time/repeat 
visitor dynamic.

Methodology

The study was conducted at the hawke’s Bay 
wine and Food Festival held annually in January in 
the hawke’s Bay region of New Zealand. The 
hawke’s Bay region has a population of 154,800 
(Statistics New Zealand, 2011). with around 40 
wineries participating, the 2-day event is a large 
established regional wine festival that also attracts 
other vendors and around 10,000–12,000 attendees. 
It has been one of New Zealand’s largest wine and 
food festivals for many years and attracts visitors 
from all around the country and overseas. The event 
offers a range of wine and other culinary experi-
ences, product vendor booths, a variety of entertain-
ment activities, and support services/ amenities.

A highly structured questionnaire was devel-
oped in which the service attributes of the festival 
were identified based on discussion with the event 
organizers and on existing service quality literature 
(Baker & Crompton, 2000; Bitner, 1992; Cole et 
al., 2002; S. Y. Lee et al., 2007). A total of 16 
items were developed to measure the service qual-
ity perception of the festival. A further three state-
ments were developed to measure the attendees’ 
satisfaction with the festival. The questionnaire 
also sought information about attendees’ sociode-
mographics, normal wine consumption behavior, 
and consumption of wine, food, and other products 
at the festival.

Information was obtained directly from the target 
population of visitors (18 years and older) to the fes-
tival. respondents were systematically selected by 
approaching every fifth person who obtained a ticket 
(also known as a “passport”) for wine tasting at a 
winery. If a visitor declined to participate he/she 
was replaced with the next fifth person, and so on. 
respondents were handed the questionnaire and 
requested to complete it, an activity that took 
between 5 and 8 minutes to execute. research 
administrators were on hand throughout to respond 
to any queries regarding the questionnaire. No 
incentives were offered, but a written guarantee of 
the confidentiality of their personal information was 
provided. The response rate was just below 80%. A 
total of 389 respondents completed the surveys, 
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which were thereafter analyzed using the PASw 
18.0 statistical software package.

results and Discussion

The results are discussed starting with the 
sociodemographic characteristics of the visitors, fol-
lowed by their buying activity-related behavior at 
the festival, and finally service quality perception, 
satisfaction, and buying behavior are linked together 
after factor analysis.

Festival Visitors’ Sociodemographic Profile

Table 1 provides an overview of the festival visi-
tors in terms of sociodemographic characteristics 
that individually or collectively could impact on 
their festival behavior.

Table 1 indicates a predominance of female visi-
tors (57%) compared with males (43%). The rea-
sons for this were not explored in the study. The age 
distribution of festival visitors is fairly evenly spread 
between the generational groups in that Millennials 
(18–34 years) account for 32%, Generation-X (35–
44 years) for 23%, and Baby Boomers (45–65 years) 
for 39%, while Traditionalists are represented by 
only 6% of the visitors.

The median annual household income level in New 
Zealand is $59,000 (Statistics New Zealand, 2011) 
and by comparison the income levels of the festival 
visitors are noticeably higher with nearly 81% coming 
from households where the annual income is in excess 
of $50,000. This is in all likelihood attributable to the 
high level of post-secondary education with 66% in 
possession of either an undergraduate or postgraduate 
post-secondary qualification. The household size is 

small with the mean number of persons at only 2.8, 
a figure that includes very few dependent children. 
It is insightful to note the very high incidence of 
both of the adults in multiperson households being 
wine consumers with a mean of 2.2 persons. Finally, 
the origin of visitors is somewhat of a revelation 
with 41% from in-region (hawke’s Bay) versus 
59% of visitors from outside the region. The fact 
that the festival attracts 59% of visitors from other 
regions all over New Zealand and overseas provides 
credence to the fact that it is a well-established and 
significant event on the national calendar. This is 
further underpinned in that 9.5% of the visitors are 
from a total of 12 overseas countries, hence also 
underlining the area’s attraction for tourists.

Patterns of Festival Attendance and Decision 
Making by Visitors

The prior festival attendance levels and frequency 
of attendance are shown in Table 2. The attendance 
history of festival visitors indicates that 55% are 
repeat visitors with the balance of 45% attending for 
the first time. Contrary to what is generally expected 
in terms of tourism destination choice theory when 
linked to distance from origin (Nicolau & Más, 
2006), most visitors are from outside the destination 
region of hawke’s Bay (59%), whereas the highest 
percentage of repeat visitors (72%) is represented by 
visitors from inside that region. Considerable “loy-
alty” to the festival is also evident in that 34% of all 
visitors also attended the previous year. Chi-square 
statistical testing reveals significantly higher per-
centages of visitors from inside the region have 
attended the festival in the past overall and in the 

Figure 2. Conceptual model of interrelationships between visitor type, perceived quality, satisfac-
tion, and buying behavior at a wine festival.
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previous year. Moreover, 61% attended both days of 
the festival with significantly more visitors from 
outside the region doing so than destination region-
based visitors. The mean number of previous festi-
val attendances is 1.5 with destination region-based 
visitors significantly higher than visitors from out-
side the destination region (ANOVA test: F = 
47.586, p = 0.000).

The study also investigated whether first-time 
and repeat visitors differed regarding the time frame 
or planning period in terms of how long before the 
event the final decision to attend was made (Table 
3). It follows that there is a highly significant differ-
ence (χ² = 51.215, p = 0.000) between the decision 
time frames of first-time and repeat visitors. For 
repeat visitors there is a significantly longer time 

Table 1
Sociodemographic Characteristics of the wine Festival Visitors

Characteristic
Male (%) 
(n = 169)

Female (%) 
(n = 220)

Total (%) 
(n = 389)

gender 43.4 56.6 100.0
age group
 18–24 years 7.1 10.5 9.0
 25–34 years 24.3 22.7 23.4
 35–44 years 23.1 22.3 22.6
 45–54 years 18.3 27.7 23.6
 55–65 years 18.3 12.7 15.2
 65+ years 8.9 4.1 6.2
education level
 No post-secondary qualification 33.5 35.2 34.4
 Undergraduate post-secondary qualification 46.4 37.6 41.4
 Postgraduate post-secondary qualification 20.1 27.2 24.2
annual household income* level
 ≤$25,000 per year 4.1 3.1 3.5
 $25,001–$50,000 per year 9.5 19.4 15.2
 $50,001–$75,000 per year 18.4 20.4 19.5
 $75,001–$100,000 per year 21.8 18.9 20.2
 $100,001–$200,000 per year 27.8 26.0 26.7
 $200,000+ per year 18.4 12.2 14.9
origin—place of permanent residence
 Inside region (hawke’s Bay) 39.1 42.3 40.9
 Outside region (outside of hawke’s Bay/overseas) 60.9 57.7 59.1
number of persons in household (mean value)
 Persons under 18 years old 0.39 0.52 0.46
 Persons ≥18 years old 2.23 2.38 2.32
 Persons ≥18 years old who drink wine 2.08 2.25 2.18
 Persons in household (minimum size) 2.62 2.90 2.78

Table 2
Prior Attendance Incidence and Frequency of the Festival Visitors

Incidence of previous attendances
Overall % 
(n = 389)

Visitor Groups by Origin Test Statistic

In-region % 
(n = 159)

Outside region % 
(n = 230) χ² Sig.

Attended the wine festival in the past 55.0 71.7 43.5 30.250 0.000*
Attended the wine festival last year 33.9 54.1 20.0 48.727 0.000*
Attended on both days of this year 60.9 52.8 66.5 9.134 0.010*

anova
Number of Previous Attendances Mean Mean Mean F Sig. (Two-Sided)
Number of times previously attended 1.51 2.31 0.96 47.586 0.000*

Grouping variable: hawke’s Bay region-based versus Outside hawke’s Bay region-based visitors.
*Significant at 0.05 level.
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period between making the final decision and actu-
ally attending the event, with 54% making this deci-
sion at least 2 months before the event, while 41% of 
first-time visitors decided within a time span of only 
1 week before attending the event. In the case of 
repeat visitors this could be an indication of their 
involvement with and likely “loyalty” to the festival.

Buying Activity-Related Factors at the Festival

Finally, as far as the base variables are concerned, 
Table 4 exhibits the wine festival’s activity-related 
factors for different attendee groups/segments.This 
analysis provides context to the core evaluation of 
the study that follows, which is to determine the 
relationship between the quality perception of festi-
val elements and overall satisfaction and their influ-
ence (or not) on wine buying at the event.

From Table 4 it follows that first-time and repeat 
visitors differ significantly as far as having bought 
the same wine at the festival as in retail during the 6 
months preceding the festival event. whereas more 
repeat than first-time visitors (40% vs. 31%) bought 
wine to take home at the festival, the difference of 
having an established connection with the brand(s) 
between repeat (20%) and first-time visitors (6%) is 
significant (p = 0.000). It is insightful that first-time 
visitors bought more bottles of wine (6.5 bottles) 
and spent more money on wine ($125.78) than 
repeat visitors. however, repeat visitors spent more 
overall on everything at the festival ($143.92) than 
first-time visitors. These findings underline at least 
some of the differences between first-time and 
repeat visitors and the rationale for using them as 

predictor variables in the festivalscape service qual-
ity model (Bruwer, 2012).

whereas gender is intertwined with many aspects 
of human behavior (Meyers-Levy & Maheswaran, 
1991) and differences between males and females 
have been proven in wine consumer behavior 
(Bruwer, Saliba, & Miller, 2011), this study did not 
identify any statistically significant differences 
among festival attendees by gender. Although more 
males (41%) in comparison with females (32%) 
bought wine at the festival, the other differences 
relating to their activities were relatively small, with 
the exception of the number of bottles bought and 
average amount spent per bottle (Table 4). Females 
bought more bottles of wine than males, but their 
average amount spent per bottle was noticeably 
lower than males. Although the underlying reasons 
were not pursued in this study, it is possible that 
what was at play was a financial risk-reduction strat-
egy (rrS) and/or the buying of more white wine, 
which is generally cheaper than red wine. Further 
research should investigate this aspect.

when the age demographic is considered, the dif-
ferences are far more profound as has been the case 
in other studies (Bruwer et al., 2011). we see that 
incidence of wine buying by the older than 35 year 
group (36%) is slightly higher than the younger 
Millennial group (35%). however, when a compari-
son is made between the wine buying factors, the 
older group bought significantly more wine (6.8 
bottles), spent significantly more money thereon 
($123.67), and spent more money overall on every-
thing at the festival ($148.16). whereas the underly-
ing reason could be income related, it has on the 

Table 3
when Final Decision was Made to Attend the Festival

Timing of Decision
Overall % 
(n = 389)

Visitor Groups by Festival 
Attendance history Test Statistic

First-time % 
(n = 175)

repeat % 
(n = 214) χ² Sig.

Today 8.2   (8.2) 11.4  (11.4) 5.6   (5.6)
Yesterday 8.0  (16.2) 10.3  (21.7) 6.1  (11.7)
During the past week 17.0  (33.2) 18.9  (40.6) 15.4  (27.1) 51.215 0.000*
During the past month 22.4  (55.6) 26.3  (66.9) 19.2  (46.3)
2–6 months ago 26.4  (82.0) 30.2  (97.1) 23.4  (69.7)
More than 6 months ago 18.0 (100.0)  2.9 (100.0) 30.3 (100.0)

Grouping variable: first-time versus repeat visitors. Cumulative percent shown in parentheses.
*Significant at 0.05 level.
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other hand been proved that wine consumption 
peaks at later age (Bruwer et al., 2011), for reasons 
unknown to date.

Factor Analysis and Structural Model 
of the Festivalscape

Next, the research examined the nature of the 
wine festivalscape in the context of servicescape 
theory using perceived service quality of the festival 
and satisfaction with the festival as predictors of 
wine buying at the event.

As a first step, the data obtained from the service 
quality measurement was examined (Table 5). There 
are few outliers and the data was found to be fairly 
normally distributed.

Table 5 exhibits the levels of perceived quality 
with the preidentified 16 festival service elements. 
A 5-point Likert scale was used for this purpose. 
The Cronbach alpha value for the scale overall of 
0.754 is above the minimum acceptable level of 
0.70. This was also the case with each of the factors 
extracted (see Tables 6 and 7) and it was concluded 
that the scale yielded sufficiently reliable results to 
warrant further testing using these answers.

An assessment of the suitability of the data for 
factor analysis was the first step in the process. First 
two main issues were considered: the strength of the 
relationship among the items and the size of the 
sample. Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) indicated that 
a sample size of at least 300 is required for factor 
analysis, which in this study was exceeded (n = 389). 

Table 4
Buying Activity-related Factors and Festival Attendee Groups

Festival Buying Activity-related Factor
Total 

(n = 389)

First-
Time 

(n = 175)
repeat 

(n = 214) χ²
Sig. 

(Two-Sided)

Bought wine to take away 35.7 30.9 39.7  3.293 0.070*
Bought same wine in retail in last 6 months 13.6  6.3 19.6 12.199 0.000*

F-Value
Sig. 

(Two-Tailed)
Total amount spent on wine ($) 105.93 125.78  93.33 1.838 0.177
Number of bottles of wine bought   5.57   6.48   4.98 1.132 0.289
Average price paid per bottle ($)  19.02  19.41  18.74 0.048 0.827
Total amount spent at the festival 138.46 131.52 143.92 0.379 0.539

Total 
(n = 389)

Male 
(n = 169)

Female 
(n = 220) χ²

Sig. 
(Two-Sided)

Bought wine to take away 35.7 40.8 31.8 3.379 0.066
Bought same wine in retail in last 6 months 13.6 14.2 13.2 0.549 0.459

F-Value
Sig. 

(Two-Tailed)
Total amount spent on wine ($) 105.93 105.41 106.46 0.002 0.964
Number of bottles of wine bought   5.57   4.85   6.27 1.074 0.302
Average price paid per bottle ($)  19.02  21.73  16.98 1.143 0.287
Total amount spent at the festival 138.46 135.69 140.54 0.058 0.810

Total 
(n = 389)

<35 
Years 

(n = 126)

≥35 
years 

(n = 263) χ²
Sig. 

(Two-Sided)
Bought wine to take away 35.7 34.9 36.1 0.054 0.817
Bought same wine in retail in last 6 months 13.6 15.1 12.9 0.623 0.430

F-Value
Sig. 

(Two-Tailed)
Total amount spent on wine ($) 105.93  67.64 123.67 5.110 0.025*
Number of bottles of wine bought   5.57   2.84   6.83 7.628 0.007*
Average price paid per bottle ($)  19.02  23.82  18.11 1.787 0.183*
Total amount spent at the festival 138.46 117.67 148.16 2.026 0.155*

Grouping variables: gender, age, and first-time versus repeat visitation.
*Significant at 0.05 level.
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The majority of items in the dataset have correlation 
coefficients in excess of 0.5 as per the directive pro-
vided by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001).

Next, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure 
of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s statistical test 
of sphericity were used to help assess the factorabil-
ity of the data. Although some of the communalities 
after extraction are below 0.5 (see Table 6), which 
could suggest that a sample size above 500 is 
required (MacCallum, widaman, Zhang, & hong, 
1999), the KMO measure of sampling adequacy is 
0.774, which is comfortably above the recommen-
dation of  0.5 (Kaiser, 1974). In fact, this value falls 
within the category (0.50–0.70) that can be regarded 
as “good” according to hutcheson and Sofroniou 
(1999). Bartlett’s test whether the correlations 
between the scale items are sufficiently large for 
factor analysis to be appropriate yielded χ²(120) = 
902.265, p < 0.000, and indicated that the correla-
tions within the R-matrix are sufficiently different 
from zero to warrant factor analysis. All the evidence 

Table 5
Festivalscape Elements: Service Quality 
Perception ratings

Festivalscape Element Mean SD Var.

Festival brochure and poster 4.26 0.807 0.651
Music (band/s at the wineries) 4.17 0.847 0.717
Entertainment (excluding music) 4.03 0.0781 0.610
Food 4.24 0.718 0.516
wines 4.54 0.613 0.375
restroom facilities 4.17 0.745 0.555
Access/parking arrangements 4.33 0.647 0.419
Festival’s bus service 4.02 0.780 0.608
Ticketing arrangements 4.19 0.797 0.635
Cost aspect overall 4.16 0.805 0.649
workshops 3.56 0.459 0.210
hawke’s Bay Farmers’ Market 4.30 0.602 0.362
Barrel art competition 3.51 0.506 0.256
winery concerts and dinners 4.35 0.565 0.319
wineries participating 4.63 0.557 0.311
helpfulness of the staff 4.62 0.584 0.341
hawke’s Bay as central venue 4.78 0.470 0.221

Based on 5-point Likert scale: 1 = very dissatisfied to 5 = 
very satisfied.

Table 6
results of Factor Analysis for Festivalscape and Overall Satisfaction Level

Factors and Items
Factor 

Loading Eigenvalue
Variance 

Explained %
reliability 
Coefficient

f1: generic festival features 3.417 21.356 0.781
 Location of the festival’s venue 0.607
 Food 0.404
 wines 0.690
 Access/parking arrangements 0.553
 wineries participating 0.504
 Cost aspect overall 0.418
 Festival brochure and poster 0.394
 helpfulness of the staff 0.708
F2: Specific events and comfort ameni-
ties 1.544  9.652 0.732
 Festival’s bus service 0.410
 restroom facilities 0.421
 Farmers’ market 0.648
 Barrel art competition 0.716
 winery dinners 0.668
f3: entertainment features 1.433  8.954 0.730
 Music (band/s at the wineries) 0.793
 Artists and entertainment acts 0.856
 workshops 0.448
Total variance % explained 39.962
S1: Satisfaction 1.968 63.228 0.767
 Expectations met overall 0.898
 Satisfied with decision to attend 0.893
 Positive feeling about attending festival 0.765

Varimax rotation used (allow for fact that items could be correlated) with correlation coefficients set at 
>0.40.
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therefore suggests that the sample size (n = 389) is 
adequate and the strength of the relationships among 
items sufficient to yield distinct and reliable factors 
from the analysis.

To investigate the underlying structure of the 
scale items in the questionnaire, the data collected 
from the respondents were then subjected to princi-
pal component analysis as an extraction method, 
utilizing varimax as the rotation method with 
Kaiser normalization.

The results in Table 6 show that three factors with 
eigenvalues exceeding 1.0 were identified as under-
lying the scale items measuring festival quality per-
ception. In total, these factors accounted for around 
40% of the variance. The scree plot showed a break 
between the third and fourth components, in the pro-
cess also pointing to the existence of three factors. 
Finally, to be confident about the number of factors 
extracted, parallel analysis was conducted using the 
Monte Carlo PCA technique. The parallel anal- 
ysis yielded random eigenvalues above 1 of 1.3626 
(0.0436 SD), 1.2829 (0.0310 SD), and 1.2242 
(0.0312 SD), respectively, also confirming there 
were three components to the factor matrix, the 
same result obtained in both the scree plot and by 
means of varimax rotation with Kaiser normaliza-
tion. It was therefore decided that a three-factor 
solution was indeed optimal in the circumstances. 
Separate factor analysis was conducted for visitor 

satisfaction with the festival (three items) and this 
revealed one factor.

reliability analysis showed acceptable alpha lev-
els of >0.70 for each of the factors extracted and 
confirmed that the scale used to measure festival 
quality perception and satisfaction was indeed reli-
able (Table 7).

Table 7 provides an exposition of the pattern 
matrix plus information on correlations among the 
factors. The latent variables (wine buying and visi-
tor type) are categorical in nature and hence multiple 
regression is not suitable for the structural model. 
This necessitated the use of logistic regression to 
assess the impact of a set of predictors such as per-
ceived quality and overall satisfaction on a depen-
dent variable (wine buying). Ideally, the predictor 
variables will be strongly related (above r = 0.9) 
otherwise multicollinearity may exist.

The results of the logit analysis are reflected in 
Table 8. To determine how well the regression 
model performs the goodness-of-fit test (hosmer 
and Lemeshow test) supports the model as being 
worthwhile [χ²(8) = 3.794, p = 0.875] as good fit is 
indicated by a significance value greater than 0.05, 
which is the minimum allowed. The omnibus test of 
model coefficients also supports the model as worth-
while with a highly significant value [χ²(5) = 11.459, 
p = 0.043).

The pseudo R2 statistics (from the Cox and Snell 
and Nagelkerke R2 tests) are 0.029 and 0.040, 
respectively, indicating that between 29% and 40% 
of the variability is explained by the set of variables. 
The positive predictive value of the model is 65.0% 
indicating that of the people predicted to buy wine at 
the festival, the model accurately predicted 65% 
of them.

The variables in the equation (Table 8) reflect the 
contribution or importance of each of the predictor 
variables. The values of the wald test indicate the 
variables that contribute significantly to the predic-
tive ability of the model. It can be seen that only 
entertainment features (p = 0.045) and the first-time/
repeat visitor dynamic (p = 0.050) contribute sig-
nificantly to the predictive ability of the model.

Examining of the odds ratios (Exp B) for each of 
the independent variables reveals the entertainment 
features of festival quality aspects and first-time 
repeat visitor status are again the significant 

Table 7
Correlation Matrices, Means, and Standard Deviations 
of the Factor Indicators

Indicator 1 2 3 4

wine festival Quality 
Perception
 F1: Generic festival 
  features 1.000
 F2: Specific events 
  and comfort 
  amenities 0.363 1.000
 F3: Entertainment 
  features 0.322 0.229 –1.000
wine festival 
 satisfaction
 S1: Satisfaction 
  level overall 0.008 0.080 −0.055 1.000
reliability 0.781  .0732 –0.7630 0.767
Mean 4.4443 4.0701 –3.9207 4.6931
SD 0.3669 0.3824 –0.5425 0.4420
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predictors with values >1. The upper level of the 
95% confidence interval of the odds ratios shows a 
narrow spread (1.042–2.354) and indicates a 95% 
certainty that the actual value of the odds ratio lies 
somewhere between 1.042 and 2.354.

The B-values in the equation show the direction 
of the relationship. A negative B-value indicates that 
an increase in the score of the independent variable 
will result in a decreased probability of the case 
recording a score of 1, indicating wine buying in this 
case. The negative values for generic festival fea-
tures, specific events and comfort amenities, and 
satisfaction overall indicate that the more satisfied 
overall and the higher visitors perceive those two 
festival quality dimensions, the lower the likelihood 
they will buy wine at the event.

Figure 3 shows the values and directions of the 
various relationships identified by the statistical pro-
cedures discussed.

The results obtained by the logit regression model 
indicate that actual buying behavior is influenced by 
service quality perception (Bruwer, 2012), but not to 
the same degree by each dimension thereof. This is 
akin to previous studies (e.g., Baker & Crompton, 
2000; Cole & Illum, 2006; Y-K. Lee et al., 2008), 
which confirmed it, albeit for the behavioral inten-
tions construct only. The first-time/repeat visitor 
dynamic influences the buying behavior outcome 
with repeat visitors having the greatest positive 
influence. The entertainment features dimension of 
the festival also influences wine buying positively. 
No relationship between satisfaction and buying 
behavior, nor between quality perception and satis-
faction, could be found.

Table 8
Variables in the Logit regression Equation

B S.E. wald df Sig. Exp(B)

95% CI for 
Exp(B)

Lower Upper

First repeat visitor –0.428 0.219 3.826 1 0.050* 1.534 0.999 2.354
Generic festival features −0.585 0.320 3.352 1 0.067 0.557 0.298 1.042
Specific events & comfort amenities −0.412 0.302 1.863 1 0.172 0.562 0.366 1.197
Entertainment features –0.417 0.217 3.989 1 0.045* 1.518 0.991 2.324
Satisfaction −0.035 0.245 0.020 1 0.887 0.966 0.597 1.562
Constanta –1.967 1.996 0.971 1 0.324 7.148

awine buying at the festival.
*Significant at 0.05 level.

Conclusions, Implications, and 
research recommendations

The study disconfirmed the four festivalscape 
dimensions identified by Baker and Crompton (2000); 
instead it identified three grounded dimensions—
generic festival features, specific events and comfort 
amenities, and entertainment features—as the indica-
tors of quality perception. Similar to other festivals-
cape studies, a strong relationship between quality 
perception and satisfaction could also not be found.

This study provided a new perspective to the fes-
tivalscape knowledge base in that it identified the 
first-time and repeat visitor dynamic as a predictor 
of wine buying behavior at the festival. The higher 
the proportion of repeat visitors, the higher the like-
lihood of wine buying. The entertainment features 
of a festival are a stronger predictor of wine buying 
behavior than generic festival features, specific 
events, and comfort amenities. In all, there are rela-
tively strong correlations between the first-time/
repeat visitor dynamic, festival quality perception, 
and wine buying behavior.

The research also differs from previous studies in 
that contrary to the common approach of attempting 
to link behavioral intentions to quality perception 
and satisfaction of a festival, it provided new insights 
on the link with actual (buying) behavior and how 
this is moderated by the first-time/repeat festival 
visitor dynamic (as in Bruwer, 2012). As such it pro-
vided a direction based upon which further research 
on these aspects can be conducted.

The study provides evidence that repeat visitors 
plan much longer in advance to attend the event with 



74 BrUwEr

54% making the final decision longer than 2 months 
beforehand, whereas for first-timers it is far more 
short-term oriented with 41% deciding within a 
period of only 1 week preceding the event. Visitors 
who are older than 35 years are the highest yielding 
group from a financial viewpoint, buying more bot-
tles of wine, spending more money on wine, and also 
more money overall on everything at the festival 
than Millennials (<35 years old). Visitors from out-
side the destination region, whether of first-time or 
repeat status, attended both days of the festival to a 
far higher degree than visitors from inside the desti-
nation region. A higher percentage of repeat visitors 
bought wine at the festival to take home with them.

As far as the managerial implications of the festi-
val are concerned, it is clearly of the utmost impor-
tance to achieve a high degree of repeat attendance 
as this correlates with financial gains in the form of 
selling more wine. That is, of course, if the objective 
of the event is to sell as much wine as possible and 
not to mainly promote and create awareness.

The fact that generic festival features and specific 
events and comfort amenities did not have the same 
positive effect on buying behavior as the entertain-
ment features does not mean these are relatively 
unimportant. The nature and type of activities 
offered at a festival must be cohesive with the event 
theme (i.e., wine seminars with a wine festival), 
continuously evaluated for signs of impact wearout, 
and renewed or replaced depending on the specific 
situation. The underlying reasons why people pur-
chase and do not purchase wine at a festival event 
should be further investigated, specifically their 
relationship(s) with individual risk-reduction strate-
gies (rrS).

The measures of service quality and satisfaction 
were not developed using formal procedures and 
hence are a limitation of this study. They were also 
not pretested and the results should thus be inter-
preted with some caution.

The benchmarking of a festival against others 
of a similar nature (e.g., food and wine) would be 

Figure 3. Interrelationships between visitor type, perceived quality, satisfaction, and buying behavior at the wine festival.
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difficult in reality. Events have different key fea-
tures and the location of the wine region where such 
a festival is held would impact on the atmosphere 
that is created at the festival while the sociodemo-
graphics of people living in the main source area(s) 
will also introduce further variability.

It is nevertheless recommended that further 
research studies explore the difference(s) between 
behavioral intention (as in several past studies) and 
actual behavior (as in this study) and their respective 
relationships with perceived quality and satisfaction 
of a festival.
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