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BYOB of wine, but which one? Unveiling new boundary conditions and moderating
effects for Restaurant Patrons’ consideration set formation.

Abstract

Purpose — Departing from conflicting findings on the role of involvement in the formation of
the consideration set, the authors seek to shed light to the wine consumer behaviour and
expand previous findings in the Bring Your own Bottle (BYOB) of wine restaurant industry.
The authors seek to determine the contradictory effect of involvement on the consideration
set size and variety.

Design/methodology/approach — Three empirical studies were conducted. In Study 1, the
relationships were tested in a personal consumption situation and in Study 2 in a gift-giving
context. Finally, in Study 3, inconsistencies in the intensity of the hypothesized relationships
were explored by testing the triple interaction among the three variables (i.e. involvement,
decision-making context, decision domain).

Findings — According to our findings BYOB of wine consumers form larger considerations
sets in memory-based decision contexts. Involvement’s effect on wine consideration set size
is stronger in memory-based decisions. BYOB restaurant patrons form smaller sets of
alternatives for personal consumption. BY OB restaurant patrons form more heterogeneous
sets of alternatives in wine gift-giving. BYOB of wine restaurants should facilitate consumers
wine selection process

Originality/value —The authors make an effort to explain and determine the up-to-date
contradictory effect of restaurant patrons' involvement on the BYOB of wine consideration
set size and the amount of variety contained therein. The study offers new insights, by
unfolding the moderating effect of decision-making contexts (i.e. memory-based versus
stimuli-based) and decision domains (i.e. personal consumption versus gift giving) on this
effect of involvement on the properties of consideration sets.

Keywords — BYOB wine restaurants; wine; involvement; consideration set; gift giving;
personal consumption
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1. Introduction

Restaurant on-premise wine consumption has appeared to plateau amid Covid-19 pandemic
(Nielsen, 2020), but according to forecasts volume is expected to rise again in 2023, especially
in some sub-categories where both on-premise and off premise sales growth has been
overwhelming during the past years. While wine tourism continues to draw the attention of
academics (Alonso and Kok, 2020) and the restaurant industry is expected to remain principal
tourist attraction (Namkung and Jang, 2008; Pezenka and Weismayer, 2020; Li et al., 2019),
bring-your-own-bottle (BYOB) of wine restaurants are vastly emerging in many countries (e.g.
US, Australia, UK) as BYOB phenomenon is particularly linked to wine consumption (Varley,
2004; Bruwer and Rawbone-Viljoen, 2013). The surge of such type of service establishments
has provided consumers with the option of purchasing or bringing their own bottle of wine
before visiting a restaurant. Evidently, patrons are welcome to purchase the bottle of wine of
their choice and experience it in a restaurant, with a significant number of BYOB
establishments not even charging a fee for serving wine brought by the customer (Taylor &
Barber, 2014). Whilst BYOB of wine offers apparent flexibility to restaurant customers, their
purchase decisions remain obscure as many of them are confused and bewildered when
attempting to select wine (Borchgrevink and Sherwin, 2017). This is not surprising given the
multitude of choices of wine brands, varieties and packages (Howard et al., 2012) and the
perceived risk in wine consumption due to social pressures to match wine with food and an
elevated risk to impress others with the wine choice (Lacey et al., 2009). What’s more,
individuals are often required to choose wine in different domains (i.e. personal consumption,
gift giving) and on different occasions (e.g. dinner with a friend, a special occasion), which
further complicates their decision making (Boncinelli et al., 2019; Hall et al., 2001; Gillison
and Reynolds, 2016).

A common strategy that consumers follow to minimize their uncertainty and anxiety during a
purchase is to reduce their choices via a more manageable consideration set. A consider-then-
choose process simplifies their decision-making by first identifying a set of alternatives for
further evaluation and then choosing from this set (e.g. Oscarsson & Rosema, 2019). This
reduced set of options (consideration set) derives from all the possible alternatives that the
decision makers are aware of (awareness set) and is fundamentally determined by consumers’
involvement in the decision-making process (e.g. Festinger, 1957; Petty, Cacioppo, &
Goldman, 1981). Involvement is particularly relevant to wine selection given the broadness of
tangible and intangible attributes (Reynolds et al., 2018) being utilised in wine purchase
decisions (Lockshin et al., 2006; Hollebeek et al, 2007). Although there is a consensus among
scholars about the importance of involvement in the choice process, findings are not consistent
regarding the magnitude and the direction of this effect. What’s more, less emphasis has been
placed on its role in the formation of consideration sets. While most of the studies have
explored the influence of involvement on decisions that lead to personal consumption (Paulssen
& Bagozzi, 2005) and decisions made in stimuli-based choice contexts (Kardes et al., 2004;
Lee, 2002). In fact, to our knowledge, very few studies investigate the formation of
consideration sets in memory-based contexts (Posavac, Sanbonmatsu, Cronley, & Kardes,
2001) and even fewer on decisions other than the personal consumption domain, e.g. in gift-
giving situations (e.g. Chowdhury, Ratneshwar & Desai, 2004).

In the present study, we aim to illuminate the existing inconsistencies in the literature and offer
new knowledge in the BYOB of wine restaurant industry. Specifically, our research aim is
twofold: a) to explore the impact of involvement on the descriptive properties of wine
consideration sets (size and variety) in two different decision contexts (memory-based and
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stimuli-based) and two different purchase domains (personal consumption and gift giving) and
b) to further inform the extant knowledge by testing the ways in which these variables contexts
and domains interact to determine the process by which consideration sets of alternative wines
are formed.

2. Gift-giving Versus Personal Consumption

Early research has shown that the decision-making process differs depending on whether the
final choice concerns personal use or giving to others (e.g. Heeler et al., 1979). Decisions in
these two circumstances differ explicitly in terms of the motivations and the benefits sought.
In personal consumption, the individual reaps the benefits (and asserts motivation) from the
actual purchased product, whereas in gift giving and charitable donations, the benefits are of
an immaterial nature. Gift giving is defined as the selection, transfer, and evaluation of tangible
and intangible objects in fulfillment of an obligation or in a spontaneous mode (Macklin &
Walker, 1988; Park, 1998). There are many different types of gift-giving situations, for
example business gift giving (Choi, Park & Yoon, 2018) or cherished possession transfers
(Curasi, 1999), in which the buyer/gift giver is also very different from the recipient/benefactor
of the gift. Most of these gift-giving situations, unlike personal consumption purchases, are
associated with a social exchange function (Belk, 1979, 1982; Komter, 2007) and the
reciprocity effect (Houston & Gassenheimer, 1987; Fehr & Géchter, 2000; Goodwin, Smith &
Spriggle, 1990; Komter, 2007). In wine consumption, evidence suggests that consumers will
evaluate prior attitudes, product image or packaging differently depending on a gift-giving or
personal consumption scenario (Yang and Paladino, 2015). Due to the increased importance of
gift-giving decisions for consumers, recent studies have highlighted the particular importance
for marketers of influencing the formation of the consideration set for gift-giving consumers
(Holiday et al., 2018; Hwang and Chu, 2019). Nevertheless, research on how exactly the
involvement of individuals is related to the formation of their consideration set in gift-giving
decisions remains limited.

3. The Size and Variety of the Consideration Set

The formation of a consideration set is generally deemed to be an essential element in decision-
making across several disciplines (e.g. Barone, Fedorikhin & Hansen, 2017; Tversky, 1972).
The properties of each consideration set serve as indicators of competition in the consideration
stage and significantly enhance the understanding of choice (e.g. Crowley & Williams, 1991;
Desai & Hoyer, 2000; Aurier, Jean, & Zaichkowsky, 2000). Size has been conceptualised as
the number of items in a consideration set and has been introduced as a function of brand
loyalty, commitment (Desai & Raju, 2007; Raju & Unnava, 2005; Reilly & Rarkinson, 1985),
expertise, familiarity with a product category (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Punj & Srinivasan,
1989), affect (Barone, Fedorikhin & Hansen, 2017), awareness set size (e.g. Crowley &
Williams, 1991), compromise effect (Yoo, Park & Kim, 2018) and price sensitivity (Mitra &
Lynch, 1995). Variety, on the other hand, has been denoted as the degree to which items
included in a consideration set are distinct in terms of the usage situation or the goals they
satisfy (Desai & Hoyer, 2000). This descriptive property of the consideration set is significantly
influenced by experience (Johnson & Lehmann, 1997), familiarity with the decision occasion
and an individual’s concern about neglecting the optimal choice (DeSarbo et al., 2008;
Chakravarti & Janiszewski, 2003).
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4. Involvement and the properties of Consideration Sets

In decision-making, while various types of involvement exist (e.g. Mitchell, 1980; Rothchild,
1979), most agree that the two pivotal types of involvement are enduring involvement and
situational involvement. Enduring involvement (also known as value-relevant involvement)
refers to the importance, perceived by individuals, of and personal interest in an object or
product category and it is considered to be a stable state. This conceptualisation of involvement
is relevant to important social aspects of the lives and values of individuals and is also referred
to as value-relevant involvement. In contrast, situational involvement is considered to be a
temporary, decision-specific state (e.g. Zaichkowsky, 1985) and is based on Petty and
Cacioppo (1979) definition of involvement which focuses on the recognition of the importance
and the expected outcome of an issue (thus it is also referred to as outcome-relevant
involvement). A critical review of the relevant literature reveals evidence of the positive effect
of involvement on the consideration set size and variety. For example, in high involvement
conditions, individuals tend to maximise the benefits sought from their decision and, thus,
employ extended information processing, which successively leads to larger and more
heterogeneous sets as individuals are willing to put in more effort and process more
information, (Zhang & Markman, 2001). Concurrently, in high involvement conditions,
decision-makers are willing to accept a higher price in order to get a better performing product
(Divine, 1995). This effect offsets the negative effect of latitude of acceptance for attributes
(Sherif & Hovland, 1961) and normally leads to larger sets of alternatives. Likewise, high
involvement conditions typically induce high levels of shopping enthusiasm contributing to a
positive relationship between involvement and the size of a consideration set. Equally,
Lapersonne et al. (1995) suggest that in important decisions, individuals are more concerned
about avoiding the negative consequences of a bad choice (Celsi & Olson, 1988) and, thus,
tend to process a larger number of alternatives (Kapferer & Laurent, 1993). By including
diverse items in the consideration set, highly involved individuals minimise the risk of
committing such errors (Chakravati & Janiszwesky, 2003). Finally, along with the direct effect
of involvement on consideration set size, researchers suggest a positive indirect effect via the
awareness set size. The awareness set is larger in high involvement conditions as opposed to
low involvement conditions, due to higher knowledge of the product category/ situation (e.g.
Zaichkowsky, 1985).

Based on the above discussion, we hypothesise:

Hla: Involvement has a positive effect on consideration set size.
H1b: Involvement has a positive effect on consideration set variety.

5. Stimuli-based Versus Memory-based Decisions and Consideration Set Properties

Following the work of Kahneman and Frederick (2002), Rottenstreich, Sood and Brenner
(2007) posit that decision makers tend to be more automatic, associative and rapid (system 1
mode of thought) when forming their memory-based consideration sets, whereas they tend to
employ slow, deliberate and deductive thinking (system 2 mode of thought) in the formation
of stimuli-based consideration sets. In other words, for memory-based choices, individuals
engage in a process of retrieving alternatives directly from long-term memory; this requires
more effort and more mental resources than stimuli-based choices, where alternatives are
available in the external environment (e.g. Kahneman & Frederick, 2002). Hence, individuals
who form stimuli-based consideration sets can process and include more alternatives in their
sets given the increased availability of mental resources. As a result, stimuli-based
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consideration sets tend to be broader than memory-based consideration sets (Crowley &
Williams, 1991). In the context of consuming wine, the effect to which individuals draw from
a memory-based consideration set may depend on their subjective knowledge, which has been
found to affect consideration set formation during wine consumption (Viot, 2012).

Similarly, stimuli-based consideration sets tend to be more heterogeneous than memory-based
consideration sets (Crowley & Williams, 1991). The existing literature supports this notion on
the premise that memory-based choices are essentially associative (Rottenstreich et al., 2007)
and grounded in serial recall inferences (i.e. the retrieval of an alternative based on other similar
alternatives which have been recalled; Alba & Chattopadhyay, 1985). As a result, in memory-
based consideration sets, individuals tend to retrieve similar alternatives from their memory.
Conversely, in memory-based choices where alternatives need to be maintained in working
memory while they are being evaluated, individuals have limited capacity to process
heterogeneous consideration sets (e.g. Miller, 1956), as the latter usually requires extensive
comparison of alternatives with dissimilar attributes. Thus, in memory-based decisions,
individuals consider similar alternatives for a particular choice, while in stimuli-based
decisions, consumers form consideration sets which encompass greater variety.

Based on the above discussion, we posit:

H2a: There is a significant interaction between involvement and the decision-making context.
The effect of involvement on consideration set size is stronger in memory-based as opposed to
stimuli-based choices.

H2b: There is a significant interaction between involvement and the decision-making context.
The effect of involvement on consideration set variety is stronger in memory-based as opposed
to stimuli-based choices.

Likewise, for memory-based decisions, consideration set variety is more strongly linked to
awareness set variety than for stimuli-based decisions due to the associative nature of recall
(e.g. Kahneman & Frederick, 2002). In memory-based decisions, the effect of involvement on
consideration set variety can be expected to be intensified by the stronger relationship of
awareness set variety with consideration set variety as the formation of both is solely based on
serial recall inferences and associative cues. Therefore, the interaction between the decision-
making context and involvement is not expected to be consistent in gift-giving and personal
consumption situations. Thus, we hypothesise that:

H3a: There is a significant triple interaction between involvement, decision context and
decision domain in terms of the effect on consideration set size.

H3b: There is a significant triple interaction between involvement, decision context and
decision domain in terms of the effect on consideration set variety.

6. Overview of the Current Research

To test our hypotheses in a BYOB of wine setting and explore the effect of involvement on
consideration set size and variety, as well as the possible moderating effects of the decision-
making context and the decision domain, three empirical studies were conducted. In Study 1,
the relationships were tested in a personal consumption situation and in Study 2, they were
tested in a gift-giving context. Finally, in Study 3, inconsistencies in the intensity of the
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hypothesized relationships were explored by testing the triple interaction among the three
variables (i.e. involvement, decision-making context, decision domain). In the current research,
we focused on situational involvement which is, for the most part, extrinsically induced and
can thus be manipulated by external stimuli. Given that knowledge in social sciences is context-
bound and domain-specific (Cronbach, 1986), we have conceptualised and operationalised
involvement consistently across the three studies using the situational involvement paradigm.
This is in an attempt to avoid any variations in the effects of involvement in the two decision
contexts and decision domains due to different conceptualisations and operationalisations of
the concept. In all studies, we report all sample sizes, measures, manipulations and exclusions.

6.1 Study 1

In Study 1, the effect of involvement on the size and the variety of consideration sets was
explored in a within category, personal consumption decision. This effect was tested across
stimuli-based and memory-based decision-making contexts, as consumers are reported to have
significantly different preference judgments, even for the same products, across different
contexts (Bettman et al., 1998). Moreover, surprisingly, memory-based consideration sets in
relation to involvement have been overlooked in literature and, thus, this study offers new
evidence to inform discussion. Likewise, Study 1 contributes to theory in terms of the way
involvement is analysed and manipulated. Given that personal consumption is an idiosyncratic
psychological process (Converse, 1986), decision makers are both intrinsically and
extrinsically motivated, thus, both enduring and situational involvements were considered. A
moderately enduring involvement product category was used for the experimental stimuli
(Lastovicka & Gardner, 1979; Bauer et al., 2006) to control any possible effects of enduring
involvement on the explored relationships.

Method

Participants and experimental design. A total of 98 individuals (46 men and 52 women,
M,se=21.40, SD = 2.46) were randomly assigned to the four conditions for the following
between-subjects experimental design: 2 (situational involvement: high or low) x 2 (decision
context: memory-based or stimuli-based).

Product selection. In an attempt to control for other variables that have been found to influence
the properties of a consideration set, such as enduring involvement, consumers’ prior
experience with the product category and consumers’ awareness set, we decided to use a
fictional, moderate involvement wine category in the study. Moreover, we decided that the
level of enduring involvement needed to be the same (moderate) regardless of whether if the
product was to be used for personal consumption or as a gift, so that it could be used
consistently for the study 2 which was to follow on gift giving. In order to determine the most
suitable wine category, a preliminary study was conducted. Eight fictitious wine categories
(e.g., organic, luxury, local country of origin, own label etc.) were tested for the enduring
involvement that they evoked among the participants in two decision domains (personal
consumption, gift giving) using a scale which had four 7-point Likert-type items (Park &
Hastak, 1994; Cronbach’s 0personat = .78, 0gir = .86). The results of the preliminary study
indicated that the most appropriate product category was Organic Wine which was found to be
a type of wine with moderate enduring involvement for both personal consumption (M = 4.23)
and gift giving (M = 4.18).
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Procedure. Participants were informed that they were taking part in a survey to examine the
consumers decision making process. Then, each participant was given a self-administered,
paper and pencil questionnaire, comprising three sections. In the first section, the fictitious
wine brand was presented (i.e. attributes and representative picture for each product). In the
second section, participants were given a filler task to complete for 30 minutes. Once the filler
task had been completed, participants proceeded to the third section of the questionnaire, where
they were asked to form their consideration set for the specific product category (organic wine).
The consideration set for both product categories was formed based on the following question:
“Given that you want to select a bottle of organic wine for yourself to consume in a Bring Your
Own Wine restaurant, which brands would you seriously consider purchasing?” In the fourth
and final section of this questionnaire, participants completed the manipulation check scale and
then they were debriefed by the researchers and released.

Manipulations. Similar to previous relevant studies, situational involvement was manipulated
through the stated sample size (e.g. Chakravarti & Janiszewski, 2003; Lee, 2009). Specifically,
in the high involvement condition, participants were told they were part of a small sample (50
people) and that the conclusions of the study would be drawn from this group, whereas in the
low involvement condition, participants were told that their responses would be aggregated
with the responses of a study sample of 1,000 other individuals from various countries.
Regarding the decision context, participants in the memory-based condition, formed their
consideration set on the basis of unaided recall. Alternatives were recalled and processed
directly from participants’ memories. In the stimuli-based condition, participants were given
an identical catalogue that presented ““all available brands” in the market and formed their
consideration set on the basis of all the available information.

Manipulation checks and measurement of dependent variables. The mean of four 7-point
scales was used to check the success of the situational involvement manipulation (Cronbach’s
o= .84). The scales measured: (a) personal relevance, (b) personal importance in making the
right decision, (c) personal interest in judging the quality, (d) cautiousness with which the
consideration sets were formed (Park & Hastak, 1994). The dependent variables of the study
were the size and the variety of the consideration set. The size was operationalised as the
number of brands included in the set. In terms of the variety of the brands for each product
category, they were sorted into distinct groups by two independent judges on the basis of
similarity in the nature and the positioning of the brands. The variety of the set was determined
by counting the number of groups from which the set items were drawn (Desai & Hoyer, 2000).

Results and Discussion. The results indicate that the manipulation of situational involvement
(Mpigh =5.07, My~ 4.23, t (96) = 3.182, p< .01) was successful. Moreover, consistent with
prior research, situational involvement had a significant positive effect on both the variety
(Miow = 2.38, Myigh = 2.91, F(1,94) = 14.27, p < .01) and the size of the set (Mo = 3.27, Mhigh
= 4.03, F(1,94) = 11.67, p < .01), confirming Hla and H1b in the personal consumption
domain. The results also showed a significant main effect of the decision-making context on
the variety (Mmemory =2.29, Mimui =2.99 , F (1,94) = 14.27, p < .01) and the size of the
consideration set (Mmemory = 3.14, Mimui = 4.16, F' (1, 94) = 20.97, p < .001). Finally, the
interaction of the involvement and decision context was found to be significant for both
consideration set variety (¥ (1,94)=4.00, p <.05) and size (F (1,94)=7.75, p <.01). Therefore,
H2a and H2b are also confirmed for personal consumption decisions. Exploring further the
nature of this interaction, for memory-based decisions, significant differences were found
between low and high involvement situations in terms of both variety (M}, =2.75, M},,~ 1.85,
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t (48) = 3.80, p <.001) and size (Mpgn= 3.83, My, = 2.46, t (48) = 4.86, p < .001). In contrast,
for stimuli-based decisions, these differences were not found to be significant for either
properties of the consideration set (p > .05).

In summary, the results of Study 1 indicate that for personal consumption purchases in high
situational involvement conditions, consumers consider a greater number of distinct brands of
wine for purchase. However, this seems to be significant only in memory-based decisions and
not stimuli-based ones. In Study 2, we will seek to replicate Study 1 for gift-giving situations
to explore whether the results are similar.

6.2 Study 2

In contrast to Study 1, Study 2 examined the influence of involvement on the consideration set
size and variety in gift-giving situations. Decision makers in gift-giving situations are
extrinsically motivated (Richins & Bloch, 1986) and they are not known to be enduringly
involved. Their decision-making is linked to the achievement of goals and they are not in search
of hedonic benefits (Evans, Over & Manktelow, 1993; Hoffman & Novak, 1996). Finally,
involvement in gift giving is known to act as a motivator for decision-making (e.g. Petty &
Cacioppo, 1986, 1990). Therefore, in Study 2 we also employed situational involvement and
manipulated the motivational value of the choice in a similar way to Study 1 to reflect decision
importance.

Method

Participants. Ninety-five individuals participated in the study (45 male and 50 female,
M,o=21.5, SD = 1.34). The participants were randomly assigned to the four conditions of the
following between-subjects experimental design: 2 (situational involvement: high or low) x 2
(decision context: memory-based or stimuli-based).

Procedure and manipulations. The process and manipulations followed were identical to those
in Study 1. However, in this study, participants were asked to form their decisions in a gift-
giving context. Specifically, they were told that they are choosing a bottle of organic wine as a
gift to a friend that has invited them to dine in a BYOB of wine restaurant.

Manipulation check and measures of dependent variables. As in Study 1, the mean of four 7-
point items was used to check the success of the situational involvement manipulation (Park &
Hastak, 1994). The scale was found to be reliable (Cronbach’s a.= .78). Consideration set and
variety set were the dependent variables and were operationalised in the same way as in Study
1.

Results and Discussion. In Study 2, the manipulation of situational involvement was again
successful (Myigh = 5.45, M, = 4.77, t (93) = 2.59, p< .05). Regarding the results of the main
experiment, similarly to Study 1, the main effect of situational involvement was significant for
both consideration set variety (Mo = 3.00, Myign = 3.58, F(1,91) = 5.61 , p < .05) and size
(Migw =417 , Myigh = 4.90§, F(1,91) = 4.63, p < .01), thus confirming Hla and H1b in the gift-
giving domain as well. In addition, the decision-making context was found to have a significant
main effect on both variety (Myemory = 3.04, Mimui = 3.54, F (1,91) = 4.24 , p <.05) and size
(Mmemory = 3.87, Mgimui = 5.19 , F (1, 91) = 15.21 , p <.001). In contrast to Study 1, in our
second experiment, the interaction of involvement and decision context was not found to be
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significant for either the variety or the size of the consideration set. Hence, in this decision
domain, H2a and H2b are not confirmed. In other words, the main effect of involvement on
consideration set size and variety was consistent across decision-making contexts.

6.3 Study 3

In order to further explore the validity of H3 and test the inconsistency of our findings regarding
H2 between personal consumption and gift-giving, a third study was conducted which included
anew variable that reflected the personal consumption versus gift giving situation (i.e. decision
domain). Similar to Studies 1 and 2, Study 3 explored the effect of involvement on the two
properties of the consideration set in a within-category decision, across memory-based and
stimuli-based contexts and across the two different decision domains.

Method

Participants. One hundred and seventy-three individuals participated in our third study (81
male and 92 female, M,,=20.9, SD = 0.74). The participants were randomly assigned to eight
conditions of a between-subjects experimental design with the following structure: 2
(situational involvement: high or low) x 2 (decision context: memory-based or stimuli-based)
x 2 (decision domain: personal consumption or gift giving).

Procedure and manipulations. The experimental procedure and manipulations were the same
as for Studies 1 and 2. Participants in the personal consumption condition were told that they
were choosing organic wine for themselves to consume in a BYOB of wine restaurant while
the participants in the gift-giving condition were told that they were choosing an organic wine
as a gift to a friend that has invited them to dine in a BYOB of wine restaurant.

Manipulation check and measures of dependent variables. Situational involvement
manipulation, as well as the size and variety of the consideration set were operationalised in
the same way as for the first two studies. The scale for situational involvement was found to
be reliable (Cronbach’s o= .83).

Results and Discussion. In a similar way to the first two studies, the manipulation of situational
involvement was successful (Mg, = 5.04, My, = 4.22, t (171) = 3.98, p <.05). The main effects
of our three independent variables for both consideration set properties were found to be
significant. Specifically, the main effect of situational involvement was positive and significant
for consideration set variety (Mo, = 2.82, Mpigh = 3.23, F(1,165) = 7.00 , p < .01) and size
(Miow=3.78 , Myigh =4.75, F(1,165) = 19.04, p < .01). Therefore, our results for this experiment
also confirm Hla and H1b. Likewise, the decision-making context had a significant main effect
on both consideration set variety (Mmemory = 2.81, Mgimui = 3.24, F (1,65) = 7.48 , p <.01) and
s1ze (Mmemory = 3.99, Mimui = 4.54 , F' (1, 165) = 6.02 , p <.05). Similarly, the main effect of
the decision domain was also significant for both consideration set variety (Mpersona = 2.75,
Mgir=3.31, F(1,165)=12.67 , p <.001) and size (Mpersonal = 3-90, Mg = 4.63 , F (1, 165)
=10.77 , p < .01). In study 3, all two-way interactions, including the interaction between the
involvement and decision-making contexts, were found not to be significant for either
consideration set variety or size. Hence, H2a and H2b are not confirmed across decision
domains.

Regarding the variety of consideration sets, the triple interaction among the independent
variables, namely involvement, decision-making context and decision domain, was found to
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be marginally insignificant (£ (1, 165) = 3.22, p = 0.075). Therefore, H3b is not confirmed. In
contrast, H3a is confirmed as the triple interaction for consideration set size was found to be
significant (£ (1, 165) =4.07, p < 0.05). Specifically, for personal consumption decisions, the
effect of involvement is significant only in a memory-based context (M, = 3.09, Mjq, = 4.14,
t(41)=2.75, p <.01) and not in a stimuli-based context (p > 0.05). In contrast, for gift-giving
decisions, the effect of involvement is significant both for a stimuli-based context (3,,, = 4.00,
Myign=15.77, t (39) = 3.69, p < .01) and in a memory-based context (M;,,, = 3.86, M}z, = 4.87,
t (43) = 2.24, p < .01). Therefore, we can conclude that the decision domain alters the nature
of the interaction between involvement and the context.

7. General Discussion and Managerial Implications

This research explores how involvement influences the size and variety of a consideration set
in a BYOB of wine purchase decision context, as confound results in the existing literature
were an impediment to the interpretation of this process (Bauer et al., 2006; Pieters &
Verplanken, 1995). First, we offer new theoretical insights by signifying that the intensity of
involvement effect varies across different decision domains (i.e., personal decisions vs. gift
giving), and across memory-based and stimuli-based decisions. Then, our results from the
BYOB of wine restaurant industry confirm the positive effect of involvement on both the
variety and the size of the consideration set, in accordance with a wide stream of studies (e.g.
Chakravati & Janiszwesky, 2003). Most importantly, our study adds to the understanding of
BYOB of wine restaurant patrons, by unfolding the moderating roles of decision-making
contexts (i.e., memory- versus stimuli-based) and decision domains (i.e., personal consumption
versus gift giving) on the relationship between involvement effect and the properties of
consideration sets.

In particular, memory — based choices are considered associative in nature (e.g., Kahneman &
Frederick, 2002), and thus, in the context of such choices, awareness set and consideration set
are believed to be quite similar, as they are based on the same recall cues (e.g. Alba &
Chattopadhyay, 1985). Practically, this means that wine consumers are expected to form larger
considerations sets in memory-based decision contexts (e.g. supermakets) as opposed to
consumers in stimuli-based contexts (e.g. restaurant wine list). In high involvement conditions,
awareness sets are even larger and more heterogenous and they are, thus, expected to frame
similar consideration sets (Crowley & Williams, 1991), as opposed to stimuli-based
consideration sets where the filtering of alternatives prior to choice is usually based on
evaluation criteria and not on recall cues.

If BYOB of wine restaurants, especially the ones that are not allowed to sell alcohol, wish to
become more competitive it would seem wise to assist wine consumers that face a “galaxy of
choices” (Veseth, 2013) when visiting large supermarkets carrying occasionally up to 800
different varieties (Borchgrevink, & Sherwin, 2017). Just as restaurants invest time, effort, and
money into putting together a brilliant wine list consumers are equally trying to make selections
that complement their preferences; offering suggestions of wines that work well on different
occasions or with different dishes could smooth the way towards an untroubled decision
making and provide a competitive advantage for BYOB of wine restaurants. As such, BYOB
of wine restaurants could contribute to a unique customer experience, consistent with findings
in the servicescape research (Kaminakis et al. 2019).
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Likewise, our findings suggest that in gift-giving (as opposed to personal consumption),
individuals considered larger and more heterogeneous sets of alternative wines before making
their final choice, which is in line with the gift-giving literature (e.g. Belk, 1982;; Boncinelli,
Dominici, Gerini, & Marone, 2019). For restaurants offering BYOB of wine in their
establishment it’s pivotal to understand the amount of time and effort customers devote before
bringing their own wine as a gift or on a special occasion (e.g. anniversary). Making the wine
list and corkage policy readily available on the website would also help patrons form their set
of alternatives by avoiding the wines already in the restaurant list. Bringing a wine already in
the list would be upsetting or even humiliating as it implies one’s trying to avoid paying the
restaurant’s mark-up. For BYOB of wine restaurants with no corkage fees it is, also, critical to
realise that customers may get lost while trying to consider alternatives before making a choice
that would please the recipients of their gift; restaurants could, therefore, facilitate this process
by suggesting types of wine that work with the restaurant’s cuisine or atmosphere. They could
also make sure they honour the patrons’ selection and set a good tone by offering taste
suggestions as a complimentary service to match their choice. After all, in many instances
where customers BYOB of wine, they do so because they believe the restaurant wine list is
inadequate, according to research (Bruwer and Nam, 2010). Retailers can work closely with
BYOB of wine restaurants to preserve or instil appropriate corkage policies and secure for
customers’ seamless experience. Since, realistically, people rely on both memory and
environmental cues when processing alternatives, decision-making models should analyse the
motivational configuration of individuals’ choices in greater detail to reveal the nuances of
such processes.

In terms of the limitations, the study could use a larger sample to test the hypotheses. Moreover,
the scope of the study is focused only on certain decisions. Future research could explore
involvement effects on the properties of consideration sets in other decision domains. Whilst
decision-making research has explored ambiguous decisions in several service and product
domains (Rizomyliotis et al., 2017), self-gifting situations that have attracted recent research
attention (Weisfeld-Spolter, Rippe & Gould, 2015) could also be included as an additional
decision domain. Similarly, individual differences could also moderate the relationship
between involvement and consideration set properties.
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BYOB of wine, but which one? Unveiling new boundary conditions and moderating
effects for Restaurant Patrons’ consideration set formation.

Abstract

Purpose — Departing from conflicting findings on the role of involvement in the formation of
the consideration set, the authors seek to shed light to the wine consumer behaviour and
expand previous findings in the Bring Your own Bottle (BYOB) of wine restaurant industry.
The authors seek to determine the contradictory effect of involvement on the consideration
set size and variety.

Design/methodology/approach — Three empirical studies were conducted. In Study 1, the
relationships were tested in a personal consumption situation and in Study 2 in a gift-giving
context. Finally, in Study 3, inconsistencies in the intensity of the hypothesized relationships
were explored by testing the triple interaction among the three variables (i.e. involvement,
decision-making context, decision domain).

Findings — According to our findings BYOB of wine consumers form larger considerations
sets in memory-based decision contexts. Involvement’s effect on wine consideration set size
is stronger in memory-based decisions. BYOB restaurant patrons form smaller sets of
alternatives for personal consumption. BY OB restaurant patrons form more heterogeneous
sets of alternatives in wine gift-giving. BYOB of wine restaurants should facilitate consumers
wine selection process

Originality/value —The authors make an effort to explain and determine the up-to-date
contradictory effect of restaurant patrons' involvement on the BYOB of wine consideration
set size and the amount of variety contained therein. The study offers new insights, by
unfolding the moderating effect of decision-making contexts (i.e. memory-based versus
stimuli-based) and decision domains (i.e. personal consumption versus gift giving) on this
effect of involvement on the properties of consideration sets.

Keywords — BYOB wine restaurants; wine; involvement; consideration set; gift giving;
personal consumption
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1. Introduction

Restaurant on-premise wine consumption has appeared to plateau amid Covid-19 pandemic
(Nielsen, 2020), but according to forecasts volume is expected to rise again in—2022 2023,
especially in some sub-categories where both on-premise and off premise sales growth has
been overwhelming during the past years. While wine tourism continues to draw the attention
of academics (Alonso and Kok, 2020) and the restaurant industry is expected to remain
principal tourist attraction (Namkung and Jang, 2008; Pezenka and Weismayer, 2020; Li et al.,
2019), bring-your-own-bottle (BYOB) of wine restaurants are vastly emerging in many
countries (e.g. US, Australia, UK) as BYOB phenomenon is particularly linked to wine
consumption (Varley, 2004; Bruwer and Rawbone-Viljoen, 2013). The surge of such type of
service establishments has provided consumers with the option of purchasing or bringing their
own bottle of wine before visiting a restaurant. Evidently, patrons are welcome to purchase the
bottle of wine of their choice and experience it in a restaurant, with a significant number of
BYOB establishments not even charging a fee for serving wine brought by the customer
(Taylor & Barber, 2014). Whilst BYOB of wine offers apparent flexibility to restaurant
customers, their purchase decisions remain obscure as many of them are confused and
bewildered when attempting to select wine (Borchgrevink and Sherwin, 2017). This is not
surprising given the multitude of choices of wine brands, varieties and packages (Howard et
al., 2012) and the perceived risk in wine consumption due to social pressures to match wine
with food and an elevated risk to impress others with the wine choice (Lacey et al., 2009).
What’s more, individuals are often required to choose wine in different domains (i.e. personal
consumption, gift giving) and on different occasions (e.g. dinner with a friend, a special
occasion), which further complicates their decision making (Boncinelli et al., 2019; Hall et al.,
2001; Gillison and Reynolds, 2016).

0 ct

A common strategy that consumers follow to minimize their uncertainty and anxiety during a
purchase is to reduce their choices via a more manageable consideration set. A consider-then-

choose process simplifies their decision-making by first identifying a set of alternatives for
further evaluation and then choosing from this set (e.g. Oscarsson & Rosema, 2019). This

reduced set of options (consideration set) derives from all the possible alternatives that the

0] g
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decision makers are aware of (awareness set) and is fundamentally determined by consumers’

involvement in the decision-making process (e.g. Festinger, 1957; Petty, Cacioppo, &

Goldman, 1981). Involvement is particularly relevant to wine selection given the broadness of
tangible and intangible attributes (Reynolds et al., 2018) being utilised in wine purchase
decisions (Lockshin et al., 2006; Hollebeek et al, 2007). Although there is a consensus among
scholars about the importance of involvement in the choice process, findings are not consistent
regarding the magnitude and the direction of this effect. What’s more, less emphasis has been
placed on its role in the formation of consideration sets. While most of the studies have
explored the influence of involvement on decisions that lead to personal consumption (Paulssen
& Bagozzi, 2005) and decisions made in stimuli-based choice contexts (Kardes et al., 2004;

Lee, 2002). In fact, to our knowledge, very few studies investigate the formation of

consideration sets in memory-based contexts (Posavac, Sanbonmatsu, Cronley, & Kardes,

2001) and even fewer on decisions other than the personal consumption domain, e.g. in gift-

giving situations (e.g. Chowdhury, Ratneshwar & Desai, 2004).

In the present study, we aim to illuminate the existing inconsistencies in the literature and offer
new knowledge in the BYOB of wine restaurant industry. Specifically, our research aim is
twofold: a) to explore the impact of involvement on the descriptive properties of wine
consideration sets (size and variety) in two different decision contexts (memory-based and
stimuli-based) and two different purchase domains (personal consumption and gift giving) and
b) to further inform the extant knowledge by testing the ways in which these variables contexts
and domains interact to determine the process by which consideration sets of alternative wines
are formed.

2. Gift-giving Versus Personal Consumption

Early research has shown that the decision-making process differs depending on whether the
final choice concerns personal use or giving to others (e.g. Heeler et al., 1979). Decisions in
these two circumstances differ explicitly in terms of the motivations and the benefits sought.
In personal consumption, the individual reaps the benefits (and asserts motivation) from the
actual purchased product, whereas in gift giving and charitable donations, the benefits are of
an immaterial nature. Gift giving is defined as the selection, transfer, and evaluation of tangible
and intangible objects in fulfillment of an obligation or in a spontaneous mode (Macklin &
Walker, 1988; Park, 1998). There are many different types of gift-giving situations, for
example business gift giving (Choi, Park & Yoon, 2018) or cherished possession transfers
(Curasi, 1999), in which the buyer/gift giver is also very different from the recipient/benefactor
of the gift. Most of these gift-giving situations, unlike personal consumption purchases, are
associated with a social exchange function (Belk, 1979, 1982; Komter, 2007) and the
reciprocity effect (Houston & Gassenheimer, 1987; Fehr & Géchter, 2000; Goodwin, Smith &
Spriggle, 1990; Komter, 2007). In wine consumption, evidence suggests that consumers will
evaluate prior attitudes, product image or packaging differently depending on a gift-giving or
personal consumption scenario (Yang and Paladino, 2015). Due to the increased importance of
gift-giving decisions for consumers, recent studies have highlighted the particular importance
for marketers of influencing the formation of the consideration set for gift-giving consumers
(Holiday et al., 2018; Hwang and Chu, 2019). Nevertheless, research on how exactly the
involvement of individuals is related to the formation of their consideration set in gift-giving
decisions remains limited.

3. The Size and Variety of the Consideration Set
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The formation of a consideration set is generally deemed to be an essential element in decision-
making across several disciplines (e.g._;Paulssen-& Bagezzi;—2005:-Barone, Fedorikhin &
Hansen, 2017; Tversky, 1972). The properties of each consideration set serve as indicators of
competition in the consideration stage and significantly enhance the understanding of choice
(e.g. Crowley & Williams, 1991; Desai & Hoyer, 2000; Aurier, Jean, & Zaichkowsky, 2000).
Size has been conceptualised as the number of items in a consideration set and has been
introduced as a function of brand loyalty, commitment (Desai & Raju, 2007; Raju & Unnava,
2005; Reilly & Rarkinson, 1985), expertise, familiarity with a product category (Alba &
Hutchinson, 1987:-Aurieret-al;2000; Johnson-&Lehmann1997:-Punj & Srinivasan, 1989),
affect (Barone, Fedorikhin & Hansen, 2017), awareness set size (e.g. Crowley & Williams,
1991), compromise effect (Yoo, Park & Kim, 2018) and price sensitivity (Mitra & Lynch,
1995). Variety, on the other hand, has been denoted as the degree to which items included in a
consideration set are d1st1nct in terms of the usage situation or the goals they satisfy (Desal &
Hoyer 2000) g § g o

Si%ﬁ-kl—&f—ﬁ%%dﬁ—(%g—&d’%%ﬂ-t—ﬂ*&&ﬂd—S-pGﬁS}—ThlS descrlptlve property of the con51derat10n set is

significantly influenced by experience (Johnson & Lehmann, 1997), familiarity with the
decision occasion and an individual’s concern about neglecting the optimal choice (DeSarbo
et al., 2008; Chakravarti & Janiszewski, 2003).

4. Involvement and the properties of Consideration Sets

In decision-making, while various types of involvement exist (e.g. Mitchell, 1980; Rothchild,
1979), most agree that the two pivotal types of involvement are enduring involvement and
situational involvement—Zaichkewsky—1985). Enduring involvement (also known as value-
relevant involvement) refers to the importance, perceived by individuals, of and personal
interest in an object or product category and it is considered to be a stable state. This
conceptualisation of involvement is relevant to important social aspects of the lives and values
of individuals and is also referred to as value-relevant involvement. In contrast, situational
involvement is considered to be a temporary, decision-specific state (e.g. Zaichkowsky, 1985)
and is based on Petty and Cacioppo (1979) definition of involvement which focuses on the
recognition of the importance and the expected outcome of an issue (thus it is also referred to
as outcome-relevant involvement).- A critical review of the relevant literature reveals evidence
of the positive effect of involvement on the consideration set size and variety. For example, in
high involvement conditions, individuals tend to maximise the benefits sought from their
decision and, thus, employ extended information processing, which successively leads to larger
and more heterogeneous sets as individuals are willing to put in more effort and process more
information, (Zhang & Markman, 2001). Concurrently, in high involvement conditions,
decision-makers are willing to accept a higher price in order to get a better performing product
(Divine, 1995). This effect offsets the negative effect of latitude of acceptance for attributes
(Sherif & Hovland, 1961) and normally leads to larger sets of alternatives. Likewise, high
involvement conditions typically induce high levels of shopping enthusiasm contributing to a
positive relationship between involvement and the size of a consideration set. Equally,
Lapersonne et al. (1995) suggest that in important decisions, individuals are more concerned
about avoiding the negative consequences of a bad choice (Celsi & Olson, 1988) and, thus,
tend to process a larger number of alternatives (Kapferer & Laurent, 1993). By including
diverse items in the consideration set, highly involved individuals minimise the risk of

Page 22 of 37



Page 23 of 37

oNOYTULT D WN =

British Food Journal

committing such errors (Chakravati & Janiszwesky, 2003). Finally, along with the direct effect
of involvement on consideration set size, researchers suggest a positive indirect effect via the
awareness set size. The awareness set is larger in high involvement conditions as opposed to
low involvement conditions, due to hlgher knowledge of the product category/ s1tuat10n ( e.g.
Zalchkowskv, 1985).

Based on the above discussion, we hypothesise:

Hla: Involvement has a positive effect on consideration set size.
H1b: Involvement has a positive effect on consideration set variety.

5. Stimuli-based Versus Memory-based Decisions and Consideration Set Properties

Following the work of Kahneman and Frederick (2002), Rottenstreich, Sood and Brenner
(2007) posit that decision makers tend to be more automatic, associative and rapid (system 1
mode of thought) when forming their memory-based consideration sets, whereas they tend to
employ slow, deliberate and deductive thinking (system 2 mode of thought) in the formation
of stimuli-based consideration sets. In other words, for memory-based choices, individuals
engage in a process of retrieving alternatives directly from long-term memory; this requires
more effort and more mental resources than stimuli-based choices, where alternatives are
available in the external environment (e.g. Rettenstreich-et-al5-2007:-Kahneman & Frederick,
2002). Hence, individuals who form stimuli-based consideration sets can process and include
more alternatives in their sets given the increased availability of mental resources. As a result,
stimuli-based consideration sets tend to be broader than memory-based consideration sets
(Crowley & Williams, 1991). In the context of consuming wine, the effect to which individuals
draw from a memory-based consideration set may depend on their subjective knowledge,
which has been found to affect consideration set formation during wine consumption (Viot,
2012).

Similarly, stimuli-based consideration sets tend to be more heterogeneous than memory-based
consideration sets (Crowley & Williams, 1991). The existing literature supports this notion on
the premise that memory-based choices are essentially associative (Kahneman-& Frederiels
2002:-Rottenstreich et al., 2007) and grounded in serial recall inferences (i.e. the retrieval of an
alternative based on other similar alternatives which have been recalled; Alba &
Chattopadhyay, 1985). As a result, in memory-based consideration sets, individuals tend to
retrieve similar alternatives from their memory. Conversely, in memory-based choices where
alternatives need to be maintained in working memory while they are being evaluated,
individuals have limited capacity to process heterogeneous consideration sets (e.g. Miller,
1956), as the latter usually requires extensive comparison of alternatives with dissimilar
attributes. Thus, in memory-based decisions, individuals consider similar alternatives for a
particular choice, while in stimuli-based decisions, consumers form consideration sets which
encompass greater variety.

Based on the above discussion, we posit:
H2a: There is a significant interaction between involvement and the decision-making context.

The effect of involvement on consideration set size is stronger in memory-based as opposed to
stimuli-based choices.
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H2b: There is a significant interaction between involvement and the decision-making context.
The effect of involvement on consideration set variety is stronger in memory-based as opposed
to stimuli-based choices.

Likewise, for memory-based decisions, consideration set variety is more strongly linked to
awareness set variety than for stimuli-based decisions due to the associative nature of recall
(e.g. Kahneman & Frederick, 2002: Rettenstreich-et-al;2067). In memory-based decisions, the
effect of involvement on consideration set variety can be expected to be intensified by the
stronger relationship of awareness set variety with consideration set variety as the formation of
both is solely based on serial recall inferences and associative cues. Therefore, the interaction
between the decision-making context and involvement is not expected to be consistent in gift-
giving and personal consumption situations. Thus, we hypothesise that:

H3a: There is a significant triple interaction between involvement, decision context and
decision domain in terms of the effect on consideration set size.

H3b: There is a significant triple interaction between involvement, decision context and
decision domain in terms of the effect on consideration set variety.

6. Overview of the Current Research

To test our hypotheses in a BYOB of wine setting and explore the effect of involvement on
consideration set size and variety, as well as the possible moderating effects of the decision-
making context and the decision domain, three empirical studies were conducted. In Study 1,
the relationships were tested in a personal consumption situation and in Study 2, they were
tested in a gift-giving context. Finally, in Study 3, inconsistencies in the intensity of the
hypothesized relationships were explored by testing the triple interaction among the three
variables (i.e. involvement, decision-making context, decision domain). Invelvement-has-been

set-In the current research, we focused on situational involvement which is, for the most part,
extrinsically induced and can thus be manipulated by external stimuli. Given that knowledge
in social sciences is context-bound and domain-specific (Cronbach, 1986), we have
conceptualised and operationalised involvement consistently across the three studies using the
situational involvement paradigm. This is in an attempt to avoid any variations in the effects
of involvement in the two decision contexts and decision domains due to different
conceptualisations and operationalisations of the concept. In all studies, we report all sample
sizes, measures, manipulations and exclusions.

6.1 Study 1

In Study 1, the effect of involvement on the size and the variety of consideration sets was
explored in a within category, personal consumption decision. This effect was tested across
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stimuli-based and memory-based decision-making contexts, as consumers are reported to have
significantly different preference judgments, even for the same products, across different
contexts (Bettman et al., 1998). Moreover, surprisingly, memory-based consideration sets in
relation to involvement have been overlooked in literature and, thus, this study offers new
evidence to inform discussion. Likewise, Study 1 contributes to theory in terms of the way
involvement is analysed and manipulated. Given that personal consumption is an idiosyncratic
psychological process (Converse, 1986), decision makers are both intrinsically and
extrinsically motivated, thus, both enduring and situational involvements were considered. A
moderately enduring involvement product category was used for the experimental stimuli
(Lastovicka & Gardner, 1979; Bauer et al., 2006) to control any possible effects of enduring
involvement on the explored relationships.

Method

Participants and experimental design. A total of 98 individuals (46 men and 52 women,
M,x=21.40, SD = 2.46) were randomly assigned to the four conditions for the following
between-subjects experimental design: 2 (situational involvement: high or low) x 2 (decision
context: memory-based or stimuli-based).

Product selection. In an attempt to control for other variables that have been found to influence
the properties of a consideration set, such as enduring involvement, consumers’ prior
experience with the product category and consumers’ awareness set, we decided to use a
fictional, moderate involvement wine category in the study. Moreover, we decided that the
level of enduring involvement needed to be the same (moderate) regardless of whether if the
product was to be used for personal consumption or as a gift, so that it could be used
consistently for the study 2 which was to follow on gift giving. In order to determine the most
suitable wine category, a preliminary study was conducted. Eight fictitious wine categories
(e.g., organic, luxury, local country of origin, own label etc.) were tested for the enduring
involvement that they evoked among the participants in two decision domains (personal
consumption, gift giving) using a scale which had four 7-point Likert-type items (Park &
Hastak, 1994; Cronbach’s Opersonat = .78, O = .86). The results of the preliminary study
indicated that the most appropriate product category was Organic Wine which was found to be
a type of wine with moderate enduring involvement for both personal consumption (M = 4.23)
and gift giving (M = 4.18).

Procedure. Participants were informed that they were taking part in a survey to examine the
consumers decision making process. Then, each participant was given a self-administered,
paper and pencil questionnaire, comprising three sections. In the first section, the fictitious
wine brand was presented (i.e. attributes and representative picture for each product). In the
second section, participants were given a filler task to complete for 30 minutes. Once the filler
task had been completed, participants proceeded to the third section of the questionnaire, where
they were asked to form their consideration set for the specific product category (organic wine).
The consideration set for both product categories was formed based on the following question:
“Given that you want to select a bottle of organic wine for yourself to consume in a Bring Your
Own Wine restaurant, which brands would you seriously consider purchasing?”’ In the fourth
and final section of this questionnaire, participants completed the manipulation check scale and
then they were debriefed by the researchers and released.
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Manipulations. Similar to previous relevant studies, situational involvement was manipulated
through the stated sample size (e.g. Chakravarti & Janiszewski, 2003; Lee, 2009). Specifically,
in the high involvement condition, participants were told they were part of a small sample (50
people) and that the conclusions of the study would be drawn from this group, whereas in the
low involvement condition, participants were told that their responses would be aggregated
with the responses of a study sample of 1,000 other individuals from various countries.
Regarding the decision context, participants in the memory-based condition, formed their
consideration set on the basis of unaided recall. Alternatives were recalled and processed
directly from participants’ memories. In the stimuli-based condition, participants were given
an identical catalogue that presented “all available brands” in the market and formed their
consideration set on the basis of all the available information.

Manipulation checks and measurement of dependent variables. The mean of four 7-point
scales was used to check the success of the situational involvement manipulation (Cronbach’s
o= .84). The scales measured: (a) personal relevance, (b) personal importance in making the
right decision, (c) personal interest in judging the quality, (d) cautiousness with which the
consideration sets were formed (Park & Hastak, 1994). The dependent variables of the study
were the size and the variety of the consideration set. The size was operationalised as the
number of brands included in the set. In terms of the variety of the brands for each product
category, they were sorted into distinct groups by two independent judges on the basis of
similarity in the nature and the positioning of the brands. The variety of the set was determined
by counting the number of groups from which the set items were drawn (Desai & Hoyer, 2000).

Results and Discussion. The results indicate that the manipulation of situational involvement
(Mpigh =5.07, My~ 4.23, t (96) = 3.182, p< .01) was successful. Moreover, consistent with
prior research, situational involvement had a significant positive effect on both the variety
(Miow = 2.38, Myigh = 2.91, F(1,94) = 14.27, p < .01) and the size of the set (Mo = 3.27, Mhigh
= 4.03, F(1,94) = 11.67, p < .01), confirming Hla and H1b in the personal consumption
domain. The results also showed a significant main effect of the decision-making context on
the variety (Mmemory =2.29, Mimui =2.99 , F (1,94) = 14.27, p < .01) and the size of the
consideration set (Mmemory = 3.14, Mimui = 4.16, F' (1, 94) = 20.97, p < .001). Finally, the
interaction of the involvement and decision context was found to be significant for both
consideration set variety (¥ (1,94)=4.00, p < .05) and size (F (1,94)=7.75, p <.01). Therefore,
H2a and H2b are also confirmed for personal consumption decisions. Exploring further the
nature of this interaction, for memory-based decisions, significant differences were found
between low and high involvement situations in terms of both variety (M}, =2.75, Mj,,~ 1.85,
t(48) = 3.80, p <.001) and size (Mpgn= 3.83, My~ 2.46, t (48) = 4.86, p < .001). In contrast,
for stimuli-based decisions, these differences were not found to be significant for either
properties of the consideration set (p > .05).

In summary, the results of Study 1 indicate that for personal consumption purchases in high
situational involvement conditions, consumers consider a greater number of distinct brands of
wine for purchase. However, this seems to be significant only in memory-based decisions and
not stimuli-based ones. In Study 2, we will seek to replicate Study 1 for gift-giving situations
to explore whether the results are similar.

6.2 Study 2
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In contrast to Study 1, Study 2 examined the influence of involvement on the consideration set
size and variety in gift-giving situations. Decision makers in gift-giving situations are
extrinsically motivated (Heuston-&Rethsehild;1978:-Richins & Bloch, 1986) and they are not
known to be enduringly involved. Their decision-making is linked to the achievement of goals
and they are not in search of hedonic benefits (Evans, Over & Manktelow, 1993; Hoffman &
Novak, 1996). Finally, involvement in gift giving is known to act as a motivator for decision-
making (e.g. Petty & Cacioppo, 1986+, 199086). Therefore, in Study 2 we also employed
situational involvement and manipulated the motivational value of the choice in a similar way
to Study 1 to reflect decision importance.

Method

Participants. Ninety-five individuals participated in the study (45 male and 50 female,
M,e=21.5, SD = 1.34). The participants were randomly assigned to the four conditions of the
following between-subjects experimental design: 2 (situational involvement: high or low) x 2
(decision context: memory-based or stimuli-based).

Procedure and manipulations. The process and manipulations followed were identical to those
in Study 1. However, in this study, participants were asked to form their decisions in a gift-
giving context. Specifically, they were told that they are choosing a bottle of organic wine as a
gift to a friend that has invited them to dine in a BYOB of wine restaurant.

Manipulation check and measures of dependent variables. As in Study 1, the mean of four 7-
point items was used to check the success of the situational involvement manipulation (Park &
Hastak, 1994). The scale was found to be reliable (Cronbach’s o.= .78). Consideration set and
variety set were the dependent variables and were operationalised in the same way as in Study
1.

Results and Discussion. In Study 2, the manipulation of situational involvement was again
successful (Myign = 5.45, Mo, = 4.77, £ (93) = 2.59, p< .05). Regarding the results of the main
experiment, similarly to Study 1, the main effect of situational involvement was significant for
both consideration set variety (Mo = 3.00, My;gn = 3.58, F(1,91) = 5.61 , p < .05) and size
(Miow =4.17 , Mpigh = 4.90§, F(1,91) =4.63, p < .01), thus confirming Hla and H1b in the gift-
giving domain as well. In addition, the decision-making context was found to have a significant
main effect on both variety (Muemory = 3.04, Myimui = 3.54, F (1,91) = 4.24 , p < .05) and size
(Mnemory = 3.87, Myimui = 5.19 , F (1, 91) = 15.21 , p < .001). In contrast to Study 1, in our
second experiment, the interaction of involvement and decision context was not found to be
significant for either the variety or the size of the consideration set. Hence, in this decision
domain, H2a and H2b are not confirmed. In other words, the main effect of involvement on
consideration set size and variety was consistent across decision-making contexts.

6.3 Study 3

In order to further explore the validity of H3 and test the inconsistency of our findings regarding
H2 between personal consumption and gift-giving, a third study was conducted which included
anew variable that reflected the personal consumption versus gift giving situation (i.e. decision
domain). Similar to Studies 1 and 2, Study 3 explored the effect of involvement on the two
properties of the consideration set in a within-category decision, across memory-based and
stimuli-based contexts and across the two different decision domains.
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Method

Participants. One hundred and seventy-three individuals participated in our third study (81
male and 92 female, M,,=20.9, SD = 0.74). The participants were randomly assigned to eight
conditions of a between-subjects experimental design with the following structure: 2
(situational involvement: high or low) x 2 (decision context: memory-based or stimuli-based)
x 2 (decision domain: personal consumption or gift giving).

Procedure and manipulations. The experimental procedure and manipulations were the same
as for Studies 1 and 2. Participants in the personal consumption condition were told that they
were choosing organic wine for themselves to consume in a BYOB of wine restaurant while
the participants in the gift-giving condition were told that they were choosing an organic wine
as a gift to a friend that has invited them to dine in a BYOB of wine restaurant.

Manipulation check and measures of dependent variables. Situational involvement
manipulation, as well as the size and variety of the consideration set were operationalised in
the same way as for the first two studies. The scale for situational involvement was found to
be reliable (Cronbach’s a.= .83).

Results and Discussion. In a similar way to the first two studies, the manipulation of situational
involvement was successful (Mg, = 5.04, My,,,=4.22, t (171) =3.98, p <.05). The main effects
of our three independent variables for both consideration set properties were found to be
significant. Specifically, the main effect of situational involvement was positive and significant
for consideration set variety (Mo = 2.82, Myion = 3.23, F(1,165) = 7.00 , p < .01) and size
(Myow =3.78 , Myigh=4.75, F(1,165) = 19.04, p < .01). Therefore, our results for this experiment
also confirm Hla and H1b. Likewise, the decision-making context had a significant main effect
on both consideration set variety (Mmemory = 2.81, Mtimui = 3.24, F/(1,65) =7.48 , p <.01) and
size (Mmemory = 3.99, Mtimui = 4.54 , F' (1, 165) = 6.02 , p <.05). Similarly, the main effect of
the decision domain was also significant for both consideration set variety (Mpesonar = 2.75,
Mair =331, F(1,165)=12.67 , p <.001) and size (Mpersonal = 3-90, Mg = 4.63 , F (1, 165)
=10.77 , p < .01). In study 3, all two-way interactions, including the interaction between the
involvement and decision-making contexts, were found not to be significant for either
consideration set variety or size. Hence, H2a and H2b are not confirmed across decision
domains.

Regarding the variety of consideration sets, the triple interaction among the independent
variables, namely involvement, decision-making context and decision domain, was found to
be marginally insignificant (¥ (1, 165) = 3.22, p = 0.075). Therefore, H3b is not confirmed. In
contrast, H3a is confirmed as the triple interaction for consideration set size was found to be
significant (¥ (1, 165) = 4.07, p < 0.05). Specifically, for personal consumption decisions, the
effect of involvement is significant only in a memory-based context (M, = 3.09, M)z, = 4.14,
t(41)=2.75, p <.01) and not in a stimuli-based context (p > 0.05). In contrast, for gift-giving
decisions, the effect of involvement is significant both for a stimuli-based context (M,,, = 4.00,
Mg =5.77, £ (39) = 3.69, p < .01) and in a memory-based context (M, = 3.86, Myq, = 4.87,
t (43) = 2.24, p < .01). Therefore, we can conclude that the decision domain alters the nature
of the interaction between involvement and the context.

7. General Discussion and Managerial Implications
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This research explores how involvement influences the size and variety of a consideration set
in a BYOB of wine purchase decision context, as confound results in the existing literature
were an impediment to the interpretation of this process (Bauer et al., 2006; Pieters &
Verplanken, 1995). First, we offer new theoretical insights by signifying that the intensity of
involvement effect varies across different decision domains (i.e., personal decisions vs. gift
giving), and across memory-based and stimuli-based decisions. Then, our results from the
BYOB of wine restaurant industry confirm the positive effect of involvement on both the
variety and the size of the consideration set, in accordance with a wide stream of studies (e.g.
Divine;1995:-Chakravati & Janiszwesky, 2003). Most importantly, our study adds to the
understanding of BYOB of wine restaurant patrons, by unfolding the moderating roles of
decision-making contexts (i.e., memory- versus stimuli-based) and decision domains (i.e.,
personal consumption versus glft giving) on the relatlonshlp between 1nvolvement effect and
the propertles of con51derat10n sets. Manag

b&sed—e&es}—mMemory based ch01ces are c0n51dered assoc1at1ve in nature (e g., Kahneman
& Frederick, 2002:—Rettenstreich—et—al5—2007), and thus, in the context of such choices,
awareness set and consideration set are believed to be quite similar, as they are based on the
same recall cues (e.g. Alba & Chattopadhyay, 1985). Practically, this means that wine
consumers are expected to form larger considerations sets in memory-based decision contexts
(e.g. supermakets) as opposed to consumers in stimuli-based contexts (e.g. restaurant wine list).
In high involvement conditions, awareness sets are even larger and more heterogenous and
they are, thus, expected to frame similar consideration sets (Crowley & Williams, 1991), as
opposed to stimuli-based consideration sets where the filtering of alternatives prior to choice
is usually based on evaluation criteria and not on recall cues.

If BYOB of wine restaurants, especially the ones that are not allowed to sell alcohol, wish to
become more competitive it would seem wise to assist wine consumers that face a “galaxy of
choices” (Veseth, 2013) when visiting large supermarkets carrying occasionally up to 800
different varieties (Borchgrevink, & Sherwin, 2017). Just as restaurants invest time, effort, and
money into putting together a brilliant wine list consumers are equally trying to make selections
that complement their preferences; offering suggestions of wines that work well on different
occasions or with different dishes could smooth the way towards an untroubled decision
making and provide a competitive advantage for BYOB of wine restaurants. As such, BYOB
of wine restaurants could contribute to a unique customer experience, consistent with findings

in the serv1cescape research ( Kam1nak1s etal. 2019).
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Likewise, our findings suggest that in gift-giving (as opposed to personal consumption),
individuals considered larger and more heterogeneous sets of alternative wines before making
their final choice, which is in line with the gift-giving literature (e.g._Belk, —+979.-1982;
Shapire;1975; Boncinelli, Dominici, Gerini, & Marone, 2019). For restaurants offering BYOB
of wine in their establishment it’s pivotal to understand the amount of time and effort customers
devote before bringing their own wine as a gift or on a special occasion (e.g. anniversary).
Making the wine list and corkage policy readily available on the website would also help
patrons form their set of alternatives by avoiding the wines already in the restaurant list.
Bringing a wine already in the list would be upsetting or even humiliating as it implies one’s
trying to avoid paying the restaurant’s mark-up. For BY OB of wine restaurants with no corkage
fees it is, also, critical to realise that customers may get lost while trying to consider alternatives
before making a choice that would please the recipients of their gift; restaurants could,
therefore, facilitate this process by suggesting types of wine that work with the restaurant’s
cuisine or atmosphere. They could also make sure they honour the patrons’ selection and set a
good tone by offering taste suggestions as a complimentary service to match their choice. After
all, in many instances where customers BYOB of wine, they do so because they believe the
restaurant wine list is inadequate, according to research (Bruwer and Nam, 2010).

Retallers can work closely w1th BYOB of wine restaurants to preserve or instil approprlate
corkage policies and secure for customers’ seamless experience. Since, realistically, people
rely on both memory and environmental cues when processing alternatives, decision-making
models should analyse the motivational configuration of individuals’ choices in greater detail
to reveal the nuances of such processes.

In terms of the limitations, the study could use a larger sample to test the hypotheses. Moreover,
the scope of the study is focused only on certain decisions. Future research could explore
involvement effects on the properties of consideration sets in other decision domains. Whilst
decision-making research has explored ambiguous decisions in several service and product
domains (Rizomyliotis et al., 2017), self-gifting situations that have attracted recent research
attention (Weisfeld-Spolter, Rippe & Gould, 2015) could also be included as an additional
decision domain. Similarly, individual differences could also moderate the relationship
between involvement and consideration set properties.
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