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A B S T R A C T

Emotional elicitation during wine consumption is a complex fenomena based on subjective experience and in-
fluence by physiological, cognitive and behavioural changes. The present study used a quasi-experimental design
to examine consumers’ emotional responses during blind tastings of sherry wines, considering variables such as
consumer experience, gender and Emotional Intelligence (EI). 66 participants were classified as non-expert (34)
and expert (32) consumers to participate in blind tastings. Their emotional responses were measured using the
EsSense25 Scale and the Perceived Emotional Intelligence was assessed through the Trait Meta-Mood Scale. Few
differences were observed on emotional elicitation based on gender or consumer experience (non-expert vs
expert), however the interaction of these variables was a good predictor of emotional response variance. Wine
type also has an effect on emotional response, emphasising the role of sherry wine characteristics in consumer
emotions. Furthermore, the Emotional Attention, one of the three dimensions of Emotional Intelligence, was
found as a good predictor for the emotional responses to wine consumption. This relationship may be a key factor
in understanding the differences between responsible consumption and excessive consumption, as indicated by
research focused on binge drinking.

1. Introduction

Emotions are subjective and complex experiences characterised by
physiological, cognitive, and behavioural changes (Statharakos et al.,
2022). Paul Ekman (1984, p. 319) defines emotions as “universal and
universally recognised experiences characterised by physiological
changes, facial expressions, and behaviours.” These can be primary or
secondary and span a continuous effect from those experienced more
negatively to those experienced positively (Plutchik, 1991).

The role of emotion in consumption has been a research topic since
early studies on its use in advertising (Holbrook & O’Shaughnessy,
1984; Mizerski &White, 1986) and in processing affective and hedonic
responses through consumption (Westbrook, 1987) from the mid-
eighties. Earlier studies also considered the role of emotions as a
mediator in addiction (Cooper et al., 1988; Russell &Mehrabian, 1975).
However, these studies focus on the impact of emotion in transforming
consumption into abuse. This research line, still ongoing today
(González-Yubero et al., 2019), focuses on negative emotions and the

psychopathology framing alcohol abuse, hence opposing the promotion
of responsible consumption and eliciting positive emotions through
sporadic and moderate consumption (Danner et al., 2017).

Emotional elicitation analysis is not exclusive to wine, as the elici-
tation of positive and negative emotions has been analysed in various
foods (Desmet & Schifferstein, 2008; Kim et al., 2017) and drinks, both
alcoholic (Worch et al., 2020) and non-alcoholic (Barker et al., 2021).
Scale and psychophysiological records are considered among the
different methods to assess emotional elicitation (Richins, 1997). Within
the first group are instruments like the EsSense Profile® (King & Mei-
selman, 2010), an emotional lexicon dedicated to the evaluation of food
products in general which uses a list of 39 emotions on a 9-point Likert
scale and has a shorter 25-item version (Nestrud et al., 2016). In both
versions, the internal structure of the lexicon list was the same.. Some
studies usually create emotion lists for their specific purpose (Jiang
et al., 2014). Other authors (Porcherot et al., 2010; Spinelli et al., 2014)
highlight that the specificity of the lexicon would be one factor allowing
better product discrimination, with a higher number of discriminating
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emotions. Furthemore, the context had an important effect on the in-
tensity with which emotions were experienced (Pedroza & Herrell,
2022). However, using scales that use a general lexicon would facilitate
comparing consumers’ responses from other countries (Mora et al.,
2020). The use of lexicons specific to each country or cultural context
would make comparisons between them more difficult if they are not
first adapted to the new context (Van Zyl&Meiselman, 2016), especially
considering the wide international export of sherry wines.

Silva et al. (2016) stated that wine, compared to other alcoholic
beverages, mainly evokes pleasant, low-activation emotions related to
feelings of relaxation, calm, or love. However, even though emotional
elicitation is a notable tool for assessing and understanding purchase
decisions, using it independently may be biased for proper consumer
behaviour evaluation (Ng & Hort, 2015; Thomson & Coates, 2021).
Studies have also examined the influence of demographic variables such
as gender and age on the emotional evocation of wine (Criado et al.,
2022; Mora et al., 2018). In general, wine evoked higher ratings in
emotional response for men than for women. Still, women reported
more significant differences between wines and could discriminate be-
tween wines about emotions such as joy. Men felt satisfied, joyful and
confident, correlating with taste, while women felt caring, peaceful and
understanding (Mora et al., 2018). In terms of age segments, all wines
evoked significantly higher scores in older adults for most emotional
terms. The 55 + population perceived greater emotional intensity than
middle-aged and young adults. However, young adults showed greater
discrimination between wines than other age groups regarding
emotional responses towards the set of wines analysed (Mora et al.,
2018). Different levels of involvement, knowledge and experience are
also related to different emotional profiles (Calvo-Porral et al., 2018;
Souza-Coutinho et al., 2020).

The level of experience and knowledge about the world of wine plays
a relevant role in our work. Gómez-Carmona et al. (2023) suggest that
consumers with a higher level of wine knowledge and experience due to
wine tourism experiences or participation in wine-related activities is
positively correlated with better evaluations by these consumers. This
study reinforces the findings of Van Ittersum et al. (2003), who indicate
that purchase behaviour is based on the cognitive process leading to the
consumer’s evaluation of product attributes. Consumers’ experiences
condition their consumption and purchase patterns.

Sherry wines are southern Spanish wines produced from Palomino,
Muscat and Pedro Jimenez grapes and are characterised by their wide
variety of types and characteristics (Consejo Regulador del Vino de
Jerez, 2023). These wines have been studied from an oenological, eco-
nomic and historical perspective (López-Guzmán et al., 2014; Pozo-
Bayón & Moreno-Arribas, 2016). Few studies focus on the sherry wine
consumer (Cruces-Montes et al., 2020), and none have assessed the
emotional elicitation of these wines. Therefore, analysing the emotional
profiles of consumers can facilitate a better segmentation of consumers,
as has happened in the case of other types of wine (Danner et al., 2016;
Mora et al., 2018).

A crucial variable to understanding human emotional response is
Emotional Intelligence (Mayer & Salovey, 1993; Salovey & Mayer,
1990), defined as “the ability to accurately perceive, assess, and express
emotion; the ability to access and/or generate feelings when facilitating
thoughts; the ability to understand emotion and emotional knowledge;
and the ability to regulate emotions to promote emotional and intel-
lectual growth” (Mayer et al., 1999, p. 267). Evidences suggests its
importance in alcohol consumption, though most studies focus mainly
on its ability to prevent abusive consumption behaviours (Kun &
Demetrovics, 2010). Others point to its potential to predict
consumption-related behaviours (Ahn, 2022) and purchase decisions
over product knowledge (Kidwell et al., 2008; Sadachar et al., 2017). No
studies have researched the relationship between Emotional Intelligence
and emotional elicitation in wine consumption. The wine industry thus
has an opportunity to apply research results, identifying appropriate
emotional profiles to connect consumers and advertising campaigns and

product labelling, as well as directing products to specific market
segments.

Therefore, the objectives of the present study are the following:
1. To explore the emotional response to sherry wines among male vs

(female), expert vs non-expert consumers, during different blind tast-
ings. 2. To analyse the clustering of emotional responses and determine
the relationship of the resulting clusters with Emotional Intelligence.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Experimental design

The present study was conducted as a quasi-experimental tasting
design with non-equivalent groups in size (non-expert versus expert
consumers) without a pre-test. Experimental groups were balanced by
gender and age. (Bono-Cabre, 2012). The attributes to be rated are
selected from a previously established glossary, the EsSense25 (Nestrud
et al., 2016).

This design was selected because it has proven to be a method of high
internal validity with the ability to generalise results to similar experi-
mental contexts (Maciejewski, 2020; Findley et al., 2021).

As a method of reducing the biases inherent to this type of design, we
will balance the groups for variables that could affect the emotional
evocation of consumption as gender, age and expertise (Cicchetti, 2004.)
and therandomisation of the order of the tastings to avoid fatigue and
performance biases and to guarantee greater internal reliability of the
experimental stimuli, given the greater control exercised over the
experimental manipulation.

2.2. Instruments

The questionnaire administered to the tasting participants consisted
of a set of items divided into three sections:

Demographic section with five items: Gender, age, and three are used
to check the non-expert or expert consumer status, carried out before the
tasting.

Trait Meta-Mood Scale (TMMS-24): A twenty-four-item questionnaire
conducted after the tasting. This questionnaire measures Perceived
Emotional Intelligence into three dimensions: Emotional Attention (EA)
(8 items), Emotional Clarity (EC) (8 items), and Emotional Repair (ER)
(8 items) (Salovey et al., 1995).

An emotional response lexicon list, EsSense25, was used in this
section. The EsSense25 is a shorter version of the EsSense Profile® (King
& Meiselman, 2010) with only 25 terms. The term curious was also
incorporated, as suggested in previous research for studies with Spanish
consumers (Mora et al., 2018). The items were assessed on a ten-point
scale ranging from 0 (not at all) to 9 (very much). A generic lexicon
list was chosen to facilitate future comparisons with the same instru-
ment in different countries. This test is carried out during the tasting.
After each glass of wine, the test is completed. The same information is
collected for each wine.

2.3. Wine selection

The six most representative types of sherry wines according to the
“Consejo Regulador de las Denominaciones de Origen Jerez-Xérès-
Sherry, Manzanilla de Sanlúcar de Barrameda y Vinagre de Jerez” were
selected to cover the full spectrum of sherry wine diversity in terms of
organoleptic characteristics, alcohol percentage, grape type, ageing and
fortification (Table 1).

2.4. Consumer sample

Wine tasters selected for the study were contacted via telephone and
email. The researchers selected 66 participants, of which 34 were non-
expert consumers (NEC) and 32 were considered expert sherry wine
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consumers (EC). The criterion for identifying consumers was the con-
sumption of one small glass of wine (1.5 units of alcohol) at least once or
twice a month. These experts had to meet the following criteria to be
included in the study: (1) Regularly (at least 2 per month) participate in
activities related to sherry wines. (2) Have attended wineries and
vineyards in the appellation on over one occasion last year. (3) Work
directly in the harvesting or production of sherry wines. In contrast, non-
expert consumer could not meet any of these criteria. That is, they are
subjects who do not participate in activities related to sherry wine.
These subjects do not carry out tastings, do not visit wineries, and do not
attend the vineyard. Nor do they have a job that is related to the har-
vesting or production of wine. These groups of wine consumers were
closely paired in relation to their gender (RT=18 men and 16 women;
ET=18 men and 14 women) and age (RT mean = 48.59; SD=11.84, ET
mean = 46.35; SD=12.51).

2.5. Ethical statement

The study was conducted in compliance with the Declaration of
Helsinki of 2013 (Seventh revision, 64th Meeting, Fortaleza) and the
Spanish Organic Law 3/2018, of December 5, Protection of Personal
Data and Guarantee of Digital Rights in accordance with the Regulation
(EU) 2016/679 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of April
27, 2016.

Participants were guaranteed confidentiality and anonymity in the
informed consent included. They did not receive any reward for
participating in the study.

2.6. Procedure

The participants were invited to attend the blind tasting in person,
which took place in the tasting room of the Institute for Social and
Sustainable Research (INDESS), of the University of Cadiz, between
April and June 2023. A total of eight sessions were needed. These were
balanced, with four at 11:00 am. and four at 5:00 pm.

Once they arrived at the tasting room, the participants were
distributed in the eight sessions, six sessions with eight experimental
subjects and two sessions with nine subjects each. The subjects were
distributed among the available tables, and six blind glasses (ISO
3591:1977) covered with lids were waiting for them with the wines
already poured. This setting was selected to prevent participants from
seeing the wine’s colour, which could give them information about the
wine they would taste. The presentation order of stimuli were rando-
mised according to a 6-letter code (identifying each letter with a wine)
to avoid a test pattern derived from consumption in the same position as
wine and the primacy and recency effect. This design ensures adequate
internal validity due to the possibility of controlling the impact of the
independent variables and greater control of the research setting (Zik-
mund, 2003).t. The order of consumption of each group was as follows:
Group 1: C B E F A D; Group 2: B A F E D C; Group 3: D A C F B E; Group 4:
B E C D F A; Group 5: A B E D C F; Group 6: A E B C F D; Group 7: F A D C
E B; Group 8: E B A C D F (A: Fino; B: Oloroso; C: Cream; D: Amontillado;

E: Palo Cortado; F: Pedro Ximenez). This coding was used internally to
organise the tastings and was not shown to the consumers to avoid
biasing their responses.

Firstly, participants read and signed the informed consent form. After
completing the informed consent, they answered the demographic and
the TMMS-24. After all participants had finished, the researcher indi-
cated that the first wine glass could be uncovered and tasted. EsSense25
section was then enabled so that participants could rate the emotional
evocation referred to in each item. A few minutes were left for partici-
pants to get the taste of the wine out of their mouth with water as they
were finished with the first wine glass. Then, they were allowed to move
on to the next wine glass. This procedure was followed with each of the
six sherry wines selected for the experiment. The tasting was concluded
once the last wine had been tasted and the items relating to it had been
filled.

2.7. Data analysis

Descriptive and radar charts (Flanagan et al., 2015) were used to
summarise and present the quantitative variables of the emotional re-
sponses elicited by wine consumption in the different groups and ac-
cording to gender. Student’s T analyzes were conducted to determine
differences in emotional elicitation (dependent variable) by gender and
level of expertise.

A Generalized Linear Model (GLM) was carried out with the level of
expertise group, gender and wine as independent factors and the in-
teractions group*gender, wine*gender, wine*group and wine*-
group*gender included in the model to explain the variance of the
emotional response to the lexicon-items (dependent variables). The
Tuckey’s HSD post-hoc correction test was used for the multiple com-
parisons of the wine type emotional elicitation.

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was used with the quatrimax
rotation method to cluster the emotional elicitation variables, which
reduces the number of factors needed to explain the variables (Corner,
2009). The resulting factors will be correlated non-parametrically using
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient with the Emotional Intelligence
variables (EA, EC and ER).

IBM SPSS 26 and XLSTAT version 2022.1 were the software used to
conduct the analyses. A significance level of 0.05 was used for all of the
tests.

3. Results

3.1. Measuring emotional response to blind tastings

In Table 2, the means of the EsSense25 lexicons according to gender,
level of knowledge and type of wine are shown. To facilitate the
appreciation of differences in emotional elicitation according to gender
and level of expertise, radar charts have been made for each group
involved in the tastings (Fig. 1A, 1B, 1C and 1D).

However, these wine consumer characteristics were not determinant
by themselves in explaining this differences, with significant differences
by gender only for the items Good (F=4.597; p < 0.05), Bored
(F=14.022; p < 0.001) and Interested (F=8.275; p < 0.01), wine
expertise groups, significant differences were only found in Happy
(F=12.799; p < 0.001), Disgusted (F=9.055; p < 0.01), Bored
(F=10.062; p< 0.01) and Aggressive (F=14.357; p< 0.001) for the total
mean of all sherry wines as dependent variables in the multiple Stu-
dents’ T analyzes. The reason for this is that the type of wine also plays a
role in explaining emotional responses. Therefore, it was considered
convenient to carry out a GLM containing all the variables whose
interaction would help us to predict the emotional response during the
tastings.

Table 1
Sherry wines selected for the blind tastings and their characteristics.

Aging Alcohol % Grape

Fino (A) Biological 15 % Palomino
Amontillado (D) Biological,

Oxidative
17 % − 20 % Palomino

Palo cortado (E) Biological,
Oxidative

18 % − 20 % Palomino

Oloroso (B) Oxidative 18 % − 20 % Palomino
Cream (C) Oxidative 15.5–––22 % Palomino, Pedro

Ximénez
Pedro Ximénez
(F)

Oxidative 15–––22 % Pedro Ximénez

A. Paramio et al.
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Table 2
Emotional elicitation means by group, gender and sherry wine type.

Group Gender Wine Joyful Free Good Enthusiastic Good
natured

Disgusted Guilty Calm Happy Bored Interested Aggressive

EC Man Fino 7 4.83 4.67 4.67 3.89 1 0.94 3.11 4.72 0.89 4.11 1.39
Amontillado 7,17 4.67 5 4.78 4.94 0.78 1.17 3.67 5.06 0.61 4.33 1.56
Palo cortado 6,72 4.11 4.56 3.61 3.94 1.17 0.83 2.89 4.33 1.11 3.33 1.78
Oloroso 6,33 3.78 4.33 3.67 4 1 1 3.28 4.33 1.11 3.67 2.28
Cream 5,28 3.06 4.22 3.5 3.67 1 0.83 2.83 4.17 1.44 2.72 0.94
Pedro
Ximénez

6 3.17 4.61 3.44 4.61 0.78 1.22 4.22 4.72 1.17 2.83 0.78

Total 6,42 3.94 4.56 3.94 4.18 0.95 1 3.33 4.56 1.06 3.5 1.45
Woman Fino 6,07 3.64 3.36 3.57 2.71 0.86 0.36 1.57 3.86 0.93 2.93 1.57

Amontillado 6,64 3.71 3.79 4 3.07 0.43 0.71 2.79 4.21 0.57 3.14 1.57
Palo cortado 6,57 3.21 3.71 4 3.21 1.21 1.14 2.79 3.71 1 3.57 1.5
Oloroso 5,86 2.64 3.21 3.5 2.57 0.5 0.93 2 3.14 1.14 2.43 1.43
Cream 5,93 2.21 3.43 3.21 3.29 0.64 0.93 2.64 3.5 1.29 1.86 0.5
Pedro
Ximénez

6,43 2.36 3.57 3.21 3.43 1.07 1.07 3.36 3.43 1.43 2.5 0.29

Total 6,25 2.96 3.51 3.58 3.05 0.79 0.86 2.52 3.64 1.06 2.74 1.14
Total Fino 6,59 4.31 4.09 4.19 3.37 0.94 0.69 2.44 4.34 0.91 3.59 1.47

Amontillado 6,94 4.25 4.47 4.44 4.13 0.63 0.97 3.28 4.69 0.59 3.81 1.56
Palo cortado 6,66 3.72 4.19 3.78 3.63 1.19 0.97 2.84 4.06 1.06 3.44 1.66
Oloroso 6,13 3.28 3.84 3.59 3.38 0.78 0.97 2.72 3.81 1.13 3.12 1.91
Cream 5,56 2.69 3.88 3.38 3.5 0.84 0.88 2.75 3.87 1.37 2.34 0.75
Pedro
Ximénez

6,19 2.81 4.16 3.34 4.09 0.91 1.16 3.84 4.16 1.28 2.69 0.56

Total 6,34 3.51 4.1 3.79 3.68 0.88 0.94 2.98 4.16 1.06 3.17 1.32
NEC Man Fino 5,65 4.12 4 4.06 3.06 0.88 1.53 1.88 3.82 1.47 3.29 2.65

Amontillado 6,28 3.78 4.06 3.94 2.89 1.11 0.89 1.89 4 1.22 4 2.67
Palo cortado 6,94 3.33 4.83 4.5 3.56 0.78 1.39 3.5 4.44 0.83 4.28 2.28
Oloroso 6,17 3 4.5 3.61 3.44 0.78 1.44 2.89 4.17 0.89 3.44 1.83
Cream 5,63 2.84 3.37 2.47 3.74 1.47 1.79 3.37 3.79 1.47 2.68 1.42
Pedro
Ximénez

5,94 2.72 4.17 3.17 4.11 1.33 1.44 3.56 3.83 1.39 2.67 1.11

Total 6,1 3.29 4.15 3.61 3.47 1.06 1.42 2.86 4.01 1.21 3.39 1.98
Woman Fino 6 4.6 4.27 4.13 3.8 1.33 0.8 3.13 4.73 0.93 3.2 2.27

Amontillado 5,81 3.87 4.5 4.13 3.75 1.31 1.44 3.63 4.5 2.38 3.94 1.69
Palo cortado 6,38 4.75 4.31 4.31 4.06 1.5 1.19 3.44 4.44 1.81 3.94 1.44
Oloroso 6,24 4.18 4.41 4.41 3.59 1.41 1 2.65 4.59 1.65 3.59 1.94
Cream 6,67 4.33 5.6 4.4 4.6 0.4 0.47 3.53 5.07 1.27 4.2 0.8
Pedro
Ximénez

5,53 4.41 3.94 4.88 3.82 1.18 0.82 4 4.76 1.47 4.18 1

Total 6,09 4.35 4.49 4.39 3.93 1.2 0.96 3.4 4.68 1.59 3.84 1.52
Total Fino 5,81 4.34 4.12 4.09 3.41 1.09 1.19 2.47 4.25 1.22 3.25 2.47

Amontillado 6,06 3.82 4.26 4.03 3.29 1.21 1.15 2.71 4.24 1.76 3.97 2.21
Palo cortado 6,68 4 4.59 4.41 3.79 1.12 1.29 3.47 4.44 1.29 4.12 1.88
Oloroso 6,2 3.57 4.46 4 3.51 1.09 1.23 2.77 4.37 1.26 3.51 1.89
Cream 6,09 3.5 4.35 3.32 4.12 1 1.21 3.44 4.35 1.38 3.35 1.15
Pedro
Ximénez

5,74 3.54 4.06 4 3.97 1.26 1.14 3.77 4.29 1.43 3.4 1.06

Total 6,1 3.79 4.31 3.98 3.69 1.13 1.2 3.11 4.32 1.39 3.6 1.76
Total Man Fino 6,34 4.49 4.34 4.37 3.49 0.94 1.23 2.51 4.29 1.17 3.71 2

Amontillado 6,72 4.22 4.53 4.36 3.92 0.94 1.03 2.78 4.53 0.92 4.17 2.11
Palo cortado 6,83 3.72 4.69 4.06 3.75 0.97 1.11 3.19 4.39 0.97 3.81 2.03
Oloroso 6,25 3.39 4.42 3.64 3.72 0.89 1.22 3.08 4.25 1 3.56 2.06
Cream 5,46 2.95 3.78 2.97 3.7 1.24 1.32 3.11 3.97 1.46 2.7 1.19
Pedro
Ximénez

5,97 2.94 4.39 3.31 4.36 1.06 1.33 3.89 4.28 1.28 2.75 0.94

Total 6,26 3.61 4.36 3.78 3.82 1.01 1.21 3.1 4.28 1.13 3.44 1.72
Woman Fino 6,03 4.14 3.83 3.86 3.28 1.1 0.59 2.38 4.31 0.93 3.07 1.93

Amontillado 6,2 3.8 4.17 4.07 3.43 0.9 1.1 3.23 4.37 1.53 3.57 1.63
Palo cortado 6,47 4.03 4.03 4.17 3.67 1.37 1.17 3.13 4.1 1.43 3.77 1.47
Oloroso 6,06 3.48 3.87 4 3.13 1 0.97 2.35 3.94 1.42 3.06 1.71
Cream 6,31 3.31 4.55 3.83 3.97 0.52 0.69 3.1 4.31 1.28 3.07 0.66
Pedro
Ximénez

5,94 3.48 3.77 4.13 3.65 1.13 0.94 3.71 4.16 1.45 3.42 0.68

Total 6,17 3.71 4.03 4.01 3.52 1.01 0.91 2.99 4.19 1.34 3.33 1.34
Total Fino 6,2 4.33 4.11 4.14 3.39 1.02 0.94 2.45 4.3 1.06 3.42 1.97

Amontillado 6,48 4.03 4.36 4.23 3.7 0.92 1.06 2.98 4.45 1.2 3.89 1.89
Palo cortado 6,67 3.86 4.39 4.11 3.71 1.15 1.14 3.17 4.26 1.18 3.79 1.77
Oloroso 6,16 3.43 4.16 3.81 3.45 0.94 1.1 2.75 4.1 1.19 3.33 1.9
Cream 5,83 3.11 4.12 3.35 3.82 0.92 1.05 3.11 4.12 1.38 2.86 0.95
Pedro
Ximénez

5,96 3.19 4.1 3.69 4.03 1.09 1.15 3.81 4.22 1.36 3.06 0.82

Total 6,22 3.65 4.21 3.88 3.68 1.01 1.07 3.05 4.24 1.23 3.39 1.55
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Adventurous Loving Active Mild Understanding Nostalgic Wild Pleasent Worried Satisfied Curious Secure Tame Warm

3.94 3.61 4.5 2.94 3.5 3.61 2.5 4.5 1.11 4.33 3.78 4 1.39 4.22
4 4.5 4.67 3.11 4.56 4.44 2.44 4.67 1.44 4.72 4.06 4.83 1.22 4.5
3.83 3.39 4.11 2.28 3.06 3.28 2.39 3.67 1.11 4.11 3.94 4.11 1.5 3.44
3.17 3.72 3.78 2.67 3.44 3.78 2.11 4 1.61 4.17 3.44 3.61 0.89 3.78
2.83 4.28 2.83 3.89 3.06 3.39 2.11 4.22 0.89 3.56 2.78 3.17 1.5 4.17
2.28 5.11 3.11 4.39 3.44 3.06 2.11 4.11 0.83 4 3.17 3.5 1.39 4.83

3.34 4.1 3.83 3.21 3.51 3.59 2.28 4.19 1.17 4.15 3.53 3.87 1.31 4.16
2.43 2.07 3.71 1.29 2.36 2 1.86 3.21 0.93 3.5 3.43 3.5 0.93 2
3.43 3.21 3.5 2.36 3.14 3.21 2.43 3.71 0.71 4.29 3.86 4.07 0.64 3.36
3.07 3.07 3.79 2.07 2.93 2.71 2.71 3.93 0.57 3.29 3.93 3.64 0.79 2.36
2.5 2.79 3.36 1.71 1.86 1.86 1.79 3.07 1.43 2.86 3.07 3.29 1.43 2.93
1.64 3.5 2.71 2.43 2.5 2.64 1.14 3.14 0.36 2.57 1.93 2.36 1.71 3.29
1.57 4 2.29 3.07 3.36 2.86 0.93 4.07 0.57 3.36 1.79 3.5 1.71 4.21

2.44 3.11 3.23 2.15 2.69 2.55 1.81 3.52 0.76 3.31 3 3.39 1.2 3.02
3.28 2.94 4.16 2.22 3 2.91 2.22 3.94 1.03 3.97 3.62 3.78 1.19 3.25
3.75 3.94 4.16 2.78 3.94 3.91 2.44 4.25 1.13 4.53 3.97 4.5 0.97 4
3.5 3.25 3.97 2.19 3 3.03 2.53 3.78 0.87 3.75 3.94 3.91 1.19 2.97
2.88 3.31 3.59 2.25 2.75 2.94 1.97 3.59 1.53 3.59 3.28 3.47 1.12 3.41
2.31 3.94 2.78 3.25 2.81 3.06 1.69 3.75 0.66 3.13 2.41 2.81 1.59 3.78
1.97 4.63 2.75 3.81 3.41 2.97 1.59 4.09 0.72 3.72 2.56 3.5 1.53 4.56

2.95 3.67 3.57 2.75 3.15 3.14 2.07 3.9 0.99 3.78 3.3 3.66 1.27 3.66
3.35 2.94 3.82 2.29 2.71 2.18 2.24 3.18 1.53 3.12 3.06 2.59 1.82 2.76
3.33 2.89 4 2.11 2.94 2.83 2.78 3.72 0.94 3.94 3.22 3.06 0.94 2.44
3.5 3.78 4.11 2.89 2.94 2.67 2.06 4.28 1.33 4.5 4.28 3.94 0.89 3.61
3 3 3.11 1.94 2.06 3.22 2.06 3.56 1.67 3.67 3.06 2.83 1.56 2.11
2.05 3.42 2.58 3.53 2.89 2.63 1.58 3.68 1.32 3.16 2.42 2.63 1.53 3.68
1.56 3.78 2.5 4.17 3.67 3.5 1.22 4.17 1 3.67 2.17 3.28 1.11 4.28

2.79 3.31 3.34 2.83 2.87 2.84 1.98 3.77 1.3 3.68 3.03 3.06 1.31 3.16
3.47 3.13 4 3.07 3.53 2.87 3.33 4.07 0.87 3.67 3.4 3.27 1.53 3.47
3.88 3.69 3.88 2.69 3.69 3.13 3.06 3.75 1.94 3.88 3.88 3.5 1.62 3.44
3.38 3.31 3.5 2.94 3.69 3.38 2.69 4.19 1.44 4.69 3.81 3.94 1.06 3.63
3.24 3.18 3.12 2.71 3.82 3.65 2.59 4.12 1.59 3.88 3.65 3.65 1.24 3.47
3 5.07 3.53 4 4.4 5.33 2.67 5.4 0.27 5.33 3.6 4.13 0.67 5.07
3 4.41 3.06 3.82 3.71 4.24 2.18 4.35 0.76 4.76 3.59 4.18 1.24 4.29

3.32 3.79 3.5 3.2 3.8 3.76 2.74 4.3 1.16 4.36 3.66 3.78 1.23 3.89
3.41 3.03 3.91 2.66 3.09 2.5 2.75 3.59 1.22 3.37 3.22 2.91 1.69 3.09
3.59 3.26 3.94 2.38 3.29 2.97 2.91 3.74 1.41 3.91 3.53 3.26 1.26 2.91
3.44 3.56 3.82 2.91 3.29 3 2.35 4.24 1.38 4.59 4.06 3.94 0.97 3.62
3.11 3.09 3.11 2.31 2.91 3.43 2.31 3.83 1.63 3.77 3.34 3.23 1.4 2.77
2.47 4.15 3 3.74 3.56 3.82 2.06 4.44 0.85 4.12 2.94 3.29 1.15 4.29
2.26 4.09 2.77 4 3.69 3.86 1.69 4.26 0.89 4.2 2.86 3.71 1.17 4.29

3.04 3.53 3.42 3 3.31 3.27 2.34 4.02 1.23 4 3.32 3.4 1.27 3.5
3.66 3.29 4.17 2.63 3.11 2.91 2.37 3.86 1.31 3.74 3.43 3.31 1.6 3.51
3.67 3.69 4.33 2.61 3.75 3.64 2.61 4.19 1.19 4.33 3.64 3.94 1.08 3.47
3.67 3.58 4.11 2.58 3 2.97 2.22 3.97 1.22 4.31 4.11 4.03 1.19 3.53
3.08 3.36 3.44 2.31 2.75 3.5 2.08 3.78 1.64 3.92 3.25 3.22 1.22 2.94
2.43 3.84 2.7 3.7 2.97 3 1.84 3.95 1.11 3.35 2.59 2.89 1.51 3.92
1.92 4.44 2.81 4.28 3.56 3.28 1.67 4.14 0.92 3.83 2.67 3.39 1.25 4.56

3.06 3.7 3.59 3.02 3.19 3.22 2.13 3.98 1.23 3.91 3.28 3.46 1.31 3.66
2.97 2.62 3.86 2.21 2.97 2.45 2.62 3.66 0.9 3.59 3.41 3.38 1.24 2.76
3.67 3.47 3.7 2.53 3.43 3.17 2.77 3.73 1.37 4.07 3.87 3.77 1.17 3.4
3.23 3.2 3.63 2.53 3.33 3.07 2.7 4.07 1.03 4.03 3.87 3.8 0.93 3.03
2.9 3 3.23 2.26 2.94 2.84 2.23 3.65 1.52 3.42 3.39 3.48 1.32 3.23
2.34 4.31 3.14 3.24 3.48 4.03 1.93 4.31 0.31 4 2.79 3.28 1.17 4.21
2.35 4.23 2.71 3.48 3.55 3.61 1.61 4.23 0.68 4.13 2.77 3.87 1.45 4.26

2.91 3.47 3.37 2.71 3.28 3.19 2.31 3.94 0.97 3.87 3.35 3.6 1.22 3.48
3.34 2.98 4.03 2.44 3.05 2.7 2.48 3.77 1.13 3.67 3.42 3.34 1.44 3.17
3.67 3.59 4.05 2.58 3.61 3.42 2.68 3.98 1.27 4.21 3.74 3.86 1.12 3.44
3.47 3.41 3.89 2.56 3.15 3.02 2.44 4.02 1.14 4.18 4 3.92 1.08 3.3
3 3.19 3.34 2.28 2.84 3.19 2.15 3.72 1.58 3.69 3.31 3.34 1.27 3.07
2.39 4.05 2.89 3.5 3.2 3.45 1.88 4.11 0.76 3.64 2.68 3.06 1.36 4.05
2.12 4.34 2.76 3.91 3.55 3.43 1.64 4.18 0.81 3.97 2.72 3.61 1.34 4.42

2.99 3.6 3.49 2.88 3.23 3.21 2.21 3.96 1.11 3.89 3.31 3.53 1.27 3.58

A. Paramio et al.



Food Research International 192 (2024) 114835

6

4. Emotional elicitation differences and explanatory model

The resulting GLM was shown to explain several items appropriately
(Table 3). The explained effect of the categorical variables was signifi-
cant for the wine factor. Post-hoc analysis multiple comparisons showed
significant differences in different wine types on the items Free, Calm,
Interested, Aggressive, Adventurous, Loving, Active, Mild, Wild,
Worried and Curious (Table 4 and Fig. 2). The Group*Gender interaction
effect also proved to significantly explain most of the emotional
response items variance except for Happy, Disgusted, Guilty, Bored,
Aggressive, Worried and Tame. Most of these items correspond to
negative emotional elicitations generally unsuitable for wine, so it is
possible that scores remained constant regardless of consumer and wine
type. In the case of Happy, the same may have been confirmed as it is a
too general a term to capture differences in products that generally
produce a positive consumer response.

4.1. Clustering the emotional response items and relationship with
emotional Intelligence

According to King and Meiselman (2010), all the emotional response
items from the EsSense25 correspond, according to their nature, as
positive, unclear or negative. The PCA was used to assess the distribu-
tion of emotional response items in our study. The results showed a
better fit to two dimensions using the quatrimax rotation method that
prioritises the minimum number of factors with the highest explanatory
power (KMO=0.928; Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity = 6539.784; p = 0.001).
The first cluster corresponded to most of the positive items classified by
King and Meiselman (2010) and explained the 38.66 % of the variance.
The second cluster, which explained the 23.76 % of the variance, was
composed of unclear and negative emotions (Fig. 3). The clusters were
classified as positive emotions cluster (Cluster 1) and unclear and
negative emotions cluster (Cluster 2) following recommendations from a
previous study with two similar clusters (Mora et al., 2019). All terms
had a component loading greater than 0.4 (Field, 2024; Guadagnoli &
Velicer, 1988) in only one of the clusters, except for the termWild which
had a value of 0.54 in cluster 1 (positive emotions) and 0.474 in cluster 2

Fig. 1. 1A, 1B, 1C and 1D. Radial chart of emotional elicitation reported EC men (top-left) EC women (top-right), NEC men (bottom-left) and NEC women (bot-
tom-right).
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(unclear or negative emotions), therefore it was considered in the first
cluster.

A positive significant Rho Spearman’s correlation was found be-
tween EA and the mean scores of the clusters referring to positive and
negative emotions (Table 5). However, no significant results were found
with the other dimensions of the EI. Simple linear regression was used to
test if EA significantly predicted the positive and negative emotions. The
overall regression for positive emotions was statistically significant
(R=0.249, F (1, 64) = 4.22, p = 0.04), but the regression model for
negative emotions wasn’t significant (p > 0.05) .

5. Discussion

The present study considered the criteria for consumer panel designs
for applying emotional lexicons with the RATA methodology (Ng et al.,
2013; Reinbach et al., 2014). Recommendations from literature for this
type of study were also considered, suggesting between 60 and 80 par-
ticipants (Ares et al., 2014), with 66 participants matched in gender,
age, and experience about wine selected for the study. This type of study
has proven effective in identifying factors that highlight differences in
the emotional elicitation of wine consumers (Mora et al., 2018), even
when they are not experts or have limited knowledge about it (Coste
et al., 2018). These designs are not exclusive to studying wine con-
sumption. For example, they have been used to study the influence of
context on emotions evoked when consuming beer (Nijman et al., 2019)
or the impact of personality traits on emotional experience in different
food consumption contexts (Piqueras-Fiszman & Jaeger, 2014). Since
early studies on consumer emotional experience, the relationship be-
tween emotional response and product satisfaction has been explored,
and a significant relationship between them has been found (Liljander&
Bergenwall, 1999; Westbrook & Oliver, 1991). However, these studies
also have limitations, including variability in results due to the context
in which the wine tasting takes place; consuming in artificial contexts,
like laboratory conditions or virtual environments, as the present study,
hampers the extrapolation of results to real consumption contexts (Jiang
et al., 2017; Torrico et al., 2020).

Significant differences were found as a function of sex or level of
experience (NEC vs. EC). This demonstrates the impact of demographic
and cognitive variables on emotional elicitation in sherry wine con-
sumption (Ferreira et al., 2019). Mora et al. (2019) also found different
consumer segments based on personality traits. Participants scoring
higher in neuroticism were more associated with negative emotions. In
the other hand, participants scoring higher in extraversion, agreeable-
ness, and consciousness were more related to positive emotions towards
consumption. These results, combined with the findings of this study,
can help to understand the relevance of consumer psychological char-
acteristics in understanding the consumer experience. Other studies
found that demographic variables like gender, age, and consumption
frequency had more substantial effects on the emotional response to
wines than education or income (Mora et al., 2018; Ristic et al., 2019).
Therefore, it would be interesting to delve deeper into related variables
for future studies.

Blind tasting is interesting for testing wine recognition and evalu-
ating taste, aroma, and other intrinsic attributes (Hennion, 2015; Post-
man, 2010). However, eliminating most extrinsic attributes (brand,
colour, packaging, price, awards, etc.) makes predicting purchase and
consumption inefficiently, making comparing one wine to another
difficult (Cohen, 2013; Kytö et al., 2018). In these tastings, attributes
like price lose all importance for consumers as factors influencing
satisfaction with consumption (Goldstein et al., 2008). Nevertheless, a
blind tasting design was used for a less biased evaluation of the
emotional evocation of consumption (Spinelli et al., 2015), focusing on
the emotional response provoked by the organoleptic properties of
sherry wines.

The resulting model, including gender, group (NEC vs. EC), and wine
type, was significant for 14 of the 25 items comprising the EsSense25
instrument. As in previous studies, the interaction of gender had a more
significant effect than the variable independently (Mora et al., 2018).
The type of wine was the independent variable that showed more sig-
nificant effects on the items. It agrees with studies that consider wine
type one of the most important variables in consumer perception (Fig-
ueiredo-González et al., 2016). Although the NEC group did not show

Table 3
GLM on consumer emotional elicitation.

Group (NEC vs EC) Gender Wine Group*Gender

Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p F p F p F p F p

Joyful 94.840 23 4.123 0.994 0.472 1.257 0.263 0.162 0.688 1.379 0.231 0.166 0.684
Free 224.271 23 9.751 2.439 0 3.508 0.062 0.047 0.828 3.815 0.002 25.210 0
Good 120.232 23 5.227 1.396 0.108 2.217 0.137 3.215 0.074 0.286 0.921 12.879 0
Enthusiastic 136.377 23 5.929 1.562 0.049 1.457 0.228 0.983 0.322 1.693 0.135 7.980 0.005
Good natured 128.146 23 5.572 1.511 0.063 0.214 0.644 2.863 0.091 1.037 0.396 16.983 0
Disgusted 37.652 23 1.637 0.545 0.959 2.110 0.147 0.012 0.913 0.282 0.923 0.722 0.396
Guilty 43.433 23 1.888 0.598 0.93 2.011 0.157 2.830 0.093 0.163 0.976 0.787 0.376
Calm 173.017 23 7.522 1.731 0.021 0.84 0.36 0.383 0.536 3.189 0.008 10.382 0.001
Happy 94.436 23 4.106 1.056 0.394 1.529 0.217 0.364 0.547 0.3 0.913 15.805 0
Bored 58.365 23 2.538 0.818 0.709 3.669 0.056 1.111 0.293 0.297 0.914 1.064 0.303
Interested 172.774 23 7.512 1.876 0.009 6.066 0.014 0.612 0.435 2.513 0.03 8.905 0.003
Aggressive 148.393 23 6.452 1.742 0.019 5.572 0.019 4.035 0.045 4.910 0 0.169 0.681
Adventurous 203.939 23 8.867 2.422 0 0.778 0.378 0.944 0.332 6.831 0 13.632 0
Loving 191.329 23 8.319 1.927 0.007 0.068 0.794 1.404 0.237 4.248 0.001 12.609 0
Active 154.303 23 6.709 1.893 0.008 0.252 0.616 1.380 0.241 5.916 0 4.062 0.045
Mild 244.244 23 10.619 2.868 0 2.859 0.092 3.025 0.083 7.552 0 13.699 0
Understanding 158.258 23 6.881 2.087 0.003 1.676 0.196 0.105 0.746 1.833 0.106 22.894 0
Nostalgic 217.986 23 9.478 2.070 0.003 1.140 0.286 0.076 0.782 1.418 0.217 20.745 0
Wild 122.617 23 5.331 1.309 0.156 2.559 0.111 0.529 0.468 2.685 0.021 9.135 0.003
Pleasent 100.968 23 4.390 1.101 0.341 0.786 0.376 0.091 0.763 0.642 0.668 9.120 0.003
Worried 70.042 23 3.045 1.299 0.163 2.750 0.098 3.267 0.071 2.803 0.017 0.653 0.42
Satisfied 157.228 23 6.836 1.720 0.022 2.115 0.147 0.131 0.718 1.114 0.352 14.436 0
Curious 168.327 23 7.319 1.952 0.006 0.166 0.684 0.056 0.814 5.120 0 8.599 0.004
Secure 131.482 23 5.717 1.498 0.067 1.192 0.276 0.382 0.537 1.855 0.101 9.221 0.003
Tame 43.515 23 1.892 0.559 0.952 0.002 0.963 0.273 0.602 0.412 0.84 0.007 0.935
Warm 252.441 23 10.976 2.707 0 0.116 0.733 0.913 0.34 4.850 0 21.285 0

Note: No significant results were found for the Group*Wine, Gender*Wine and Group*Gender*Wine models, so they were not included in the table.

A. Paramio et al.



Food Research International 192 (2024) 114835

8

significant differences for the items, the EC group did, emphasing the
influence of expertise on emotional response to wine consumption
(Bobowski et al., 2015). It suggests that future studies should consider
the type of wine and the level of consumer education when studying
emotional responses.

The PCA reported results similar to those found in most studies on
EsSense25 items (Mora et al.; 2018). Although the original instrument
refers to five dimensions (Nestrud et al., 2016), using a two-factor so-
lution is an accepted strategy for comparing instrument results when
considering two or more different types of products (King et al., 2010).
The first dimension consisted of items referring to a positive emotional
response to consumption (Free, Good, Enthusiastic, Joyful, Calm,
Happy, Interested, Adventurous, Loving, Active, Warm, Understanding,
Nostalgic, Pleasant, Satisfied, Curious, Secure, and Mild). The second
dimension is related to ambiguous and negative emotions (Guilty,
Disgusted, Bored, Aggressive, Worried, Tame, and Wild). Wine, due to
its hedonic nature, might justify this differentiation: it generates deep
emotional connections in consumers, resulting in intense emotional re-
sponses during its consumption, compared to other everyday beverages
(Charters & Pettigrew, 2005; Niimi et al., 2019).

The relationship between emotional intelligence and clusters are
much more difficult to interpret since there are no previous studies
about this topic. Nevertheless, it does make sense that the ability to
recognise one’s own emotions (EA) correlates significantly with both
clusters. That only positive emotions can be significantly predicted by

linear regression may be due to the fact that EA in pleasant task as wine
tasting may narrow the attentional field on negative emotions (Zhang
et al., 2016). Food and drink consumption is mainly related to positive
emotions in most cases (Desmet & Schifferstein, 2008). The role of this
variable in excessive consumption and alcohol addiction has been
studied (González-Yubero et al., 2020). Training attention to regulate
emotions, particularly selective attention to positive information
(Wadlinger & Isaacowitz, 2011), could improve the elicitation of posi-
tive emotional while consuming and prevent binge drinking. However,
other cognitive abilities such as the disinhibition in impulsivity may play
an important role in this issue (Aluja et al., 2019).. The impact of other
variables of Emotional Intelligence should not be discarded since it is
possible that the sample was insufficient for the effect size of the tests, so
it would be convenient to continue to study this relationship. It is also
important to highlight that the study sample showed mean scores
considered adequate for the three IE variables of the scale in both men
and women (Salovey et al., 1995), so it would be interesting to study
samples with higher or lower scores in the IE variables in future studies.

Overall, these findings align with the previous research highlighting
the importance of emotions in understanding consumer behaviour. In
particular, the study’s findings emphasise the importance of wine type
and consumer education as the main factors in understanding the
emotional responses of wine consumers. Further research should delve
into the intricate variables influencing emotional elicitation in sherry
wine consumption, considering aspects such as personality traits,

Table 4
Multiple comparisons using Tuckey HSD correction post-hoc test (Wine type).

Dependent Variable (I) Catas (J) Catas Mean Difference (I-J) SE p 95 % Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound

Free Fino Cream 1.22 0.351 0.007 0.22 2.23
Pedro Ximénez 1.13 0.349 0.016 0.13 2.14

Calm Fino Pedro Ximénez − 1.35 0.364 0.003 − 2.40 − 0.31
Interested Amontillado Cream 1.03 0.348 0.038 0.03 2.03
Aggressive Fino Cream 1.01 0.338 0.034 0.05 1.98

Pedro Ximénez 1.15 0.336 0.009 0.18 2.11
Amontillado Pedro Ximénez 1.07 0.334 0.018 0.12 2.03
Oloroso Pedro Ximénez 1.07 0.332 0.017 0.12 2.03

Adventurous Fino Pedro Ximénez 1.22 0.334 0.004 0.27 2.18
Amontillado Cream 1.27 0.333 0.002 0.32 2.23

Pedro Ximénez 1.55 0.332 <0.001 0.60 2.50
Palo cortado Cream 1.08 0.333 0.017 0.12 2.03

Pedro Ximénez 1.35 0.332 <0.001 0.40 2.30
Loving Fino Cream − 1.06 0.364 0.044 − 2.11 − 0.02

Pedro Ximénez − 1.36 0.363 0.003 − 2.40 − 0.32
Oloroso Pedro Ximénez − 1.15 0.359 0.018 − 2.18 − 0.12

Active Fino Cream 1.14 0.330 0.008 0.19 2.08
Pedro Ximénez 1.27 0.329 0.002 0.33 2.21

Amontillado Cream 1.15 0.328 0.007 0.21 2.09
Pedro Ximénez 1.28 0.327 0.001 0.35 2.22

Palo cortado Cream 1.00 0.328 0.029 0.06 1.94
Pedro Ximénez 1.13 0.327 0.008 0.20 2.07

Mild Fino Cream − 1.06 0.338 0.022 − 2.03 − 0.10
Pedro Ximénez − 1.47 0.336 <0.001 − 2.44 − 0.51

Amontillado Pedro Ximénez − 1.33 0.334 0.001 − 2.29 − 0.38
Palo cortado Cream − 0.94 0.335 0.059 − 1.90 0.02

Pedro Ximénez − 1.35 0.334 <0.001 − 2.31 − 0.39
Oloroso Cream − 1.22 0.334 0.004 − 2.17 − 0.26

Pedro Ximénez − 1.63 0.332 <0.001 − 2.58 − 0.67
Wild Amontillado Pedro Ximénez 1.04 0.350 0.037 0.04 2.04
Worried Oloroso Cream 0.82 0.265 0.025 0.06 1.59

Pedro Ximénez 0.78 0.264 0.041 0.02 1.53
Cream Oloroso − 0.82 0.265 0.025 − 1.59 − 0.06

Curious Palo cortado Cream 1.32 0.337 0.002 0.35 2.28
Pedro Ximénez 1.28 0.336 0.002 0.32 2.25

Cream Amontillado − 1.06 0.337 0.022 − 2.03 − 0.10
Palo cortado − 1.32 0.337 0.002 − 2.28 − 0.35

Pedro Ximénez Amontillado − 1.03 0.336 0.029 − 1.99 − 0.06
Warm Fino Pedro Ximénez − 1.25 0.352 0.006 − 2.25 − 0.24

Palo cortado Pedro Ximénez − 1.11 0.349 0.019 − 2.12 − 0.11
Oloroso Pedro Ximénez − 1.34 0.348 0.002 − 2.34 − 0.35

Note: Based on observed means. Non-significant comparisons were removed from the table. The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 4.054.
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Fig. 2. Line chart of emotional elicitation reported by during the tasting. Note. Tuckey’s HSD post-hoc correction test was used for the multiple comparisons *. p
< 0.05.

Fig. 3. Bidimensional plot on emotional elicitation PCA clustering. Note. First cluster (positive emotions) explained the 38.66% of the variance. Second cluster
(negative and ambiguous emotions) explained the 23.76% of the variance.
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demographics, specific consumption contexts, as well as exploring the
effect of consumers’ emotional intelligence on their rating of con-
sumption and whether it has any relationship with the frequency of
hedonic consumption and other consumption-related variables.

6. Conclusions

Emotions play an important role in the wine consumption experi-
ence. This seems confirms emotional elicitation of wine consumption
outline by the literature (Ferrarini et al., 2010). The PCA revealed two
main dimensions: positive and ambiguous or negative emotional
responses.

In addition to the significant differences in the evocation of emotions
found as a function of gender and the consumer’s experience (non-
expert versus expert consumers), the interaction of both factors was also
found to influence the emotional response significantly. Furthermore,
the wine type variable by itself also proved to be a good predictor of the
variation in the emotional response item scores, highlighting the
importance of wine type and consumer education in understanding
emotional elicitation. EA was the only dimension of Perceived
Emotional Intelligence that showed a significant relationship with the
means of the positive and negative emotions items. This may have
important implications for understanding and promoting responsible
wine consumption, but further research is needed.

Despite these findings, the study has several limitations. The artifi-
cial context where the blind tastings took place or the relevance of other
psychological characteristics, such as personality traits, should be
consider to understand the implications of this study. Further research
would have to explore these variables and their influence on emotional
elicitation. However, the results offer valuable insights for understand-
ing wine consumption. Consumers’ emotional responses may also
facilitate better market segmentation and more effective marketing
strategies in the future.
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González-Yubero, S., Lázaro-Visa, S., & Palomera, R. (2020). ¿Qué Aporta la Inteligencia
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