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Abstract  

Over the past decade, several studies have conceptualized the winescape construct 

adopting different approaches: a) winery-specific, b) wine region, c) organized wine 

tour, and d) family-friendly wineries. However, few have applied these approaches or 

evaluated the consistency of existing winescape frameworks across differing wine 

tourism contexts, and limited research has explored the relationship between 

winescape dimensions and wine tourist attitude. To address these underexplored 

areas, this study employs a winery-level approach within the broader context of an 

“old-world” wine region and examines both the perceived winescape dimensions and 

their affective influence on visitor satisfaction. Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) 

topic modeling and lexicon-based sentiment analysis are applied based on 1,749 

online reviews from 143 wineries in the Peloponnese (Greece). Five dimensions 

emerge: (1) core wine product (quality and value), (2) winery atmospherics, (3) 

natural setting and viniculture, (4) service staff, and (5) winery tour and 

complementary products. “Viniculture” and “winery tour” are introduced as new 

attributes, not identified in prior frameworks. Sentiment analysis reveals that “service 

staff” exerts the strongest positive impact on visitor satisfaction, followed by “natural 

setting and viniculture” and “winery tour and complementary products.” The findings 

offer theoretical insights and practical implications for enhancing the wine tourism 

experience.  
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1. Introduction 

 

Wine tourism has emerged as a growing segment of special interest tourism, 

contributing to both regional (e.g. Ferreira & Hunter, 2017) and sustainable (e.g. Nave 

et al., 2021) development, while also stimulating research into the factors that shape 

the wine tourism experience (Kotur, 2023). A key concept in this literature is the 

winescape, broadly defined as either the “attributes of a grape wine region” (Peters, 

1997, p. 4) or “the space where the wine tourism experience occurs” (Terziyska & 

Damyanova, 2020, p. 478). As the wine tourism sector continues to grow, researchers 



seek a deeper understanding of how visitors perceive the winescape and its influence 

on tourist attitude.  

The winescape has been conceptualised through various approaches, from micro-

level analyses focused on specific wineries (e.g. Thomas et al., 2018) to macro-level 

investigations of entire wine regions (e.g. Bruwer et al., 2017), as well as models 

centred on organised wine tours (e.g. Terziyska, 2022) and family-friendly wineries 

(Malerba et al., 2023). Although these studies offer valuable conceptual insights, the 

consistency of winescape frameworks across differing wine tourism contexts has 

seldom been assessed. Furthermore, empirical research on the relationship between 

winescape dimensions and wine tourist attitude remains limited, with only a few 

studies (Barbierato et al., 2022; Quintal et al., 2015; Thomas et al., 2018) examining 

this link.  

This study addresses these limitations by employing a winery-level (micro) 

approach within the broader context of an “old-world” wine region, the Peloponnese 

in Greece. In particular, its primary objective is to identify the winescape dimensions 

as perceived through online reviews by visitors across a large sample of wineries, 

which, taken together, form the experiential core of the wine tourist destination. 

Additionally, it explores which dimensions are most pivotal in shaping positive wine 

tourist attitude. The study contributes to winescape scholarship by putting forward an 

enhanced approach and revealing how winescape dimensions resonate with visitor 

sentiment. Methodologically, it applies Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) topic 

modeling – a method not previously used in this domain – to extract data-driven 

winescape dimensions.  

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: the next section reviews the 

winescape literature and identifies the research gaps and questions. Section 3 outlines 

the methodology, including the rationale for selecting the study area, the review 

dataset, and the methods of analysis. The fourth section presents the main findings, 

followed by the conclusion.  

 

2. Literature Review 

 

2.1 The Winescape Concept 

 

Most empirical studies conceptualising the winescape primarily rely on Bitner’s 

(1992) servicescape concept. Bitner (1992) describes the servicescape as the physical 

environment of a firm, consisting of three main dimensions – ambient conditions; 

spatial layout and functionality; and signs, symbols, and artefacts – which influence 

customer and employee attitudes and behaviours. This concept has been expanded 

into the wine tourism context, with additional supply-related dimensions/attributes 

introduced in the proposed winescape frameworks. Research in this area has 

employed various conceptual approaches, focusing on: a) specific wineries (micro 

approach), b) a wine region (macro approach), c) organized wine tours, and d) family-

friendly wineries.  

Under the micro approach, Quintal et al. (2015) and Thomas et al. (2018) 

conceptualise the winescape from a winery-specific context and examine the 

influence of winery attributes on wine tourist’s attitude and behavioural intention. 

Through scale development procedure, including focus groups, expert panels, and 

self-administered surveys at varied wineries, they validate and utilise a 20-item scale 

comprising seven attributes (see Table 1). Τheir earlier study integrates these 

attributes into the theory of planned behaviour, identifying “service staff” and   



Table 1.  

Empirical studies conceptualising the winescape 

 

Authors Study area 
Conceptualisation 

approach 

Winescape  

dimensions / attributes 

Quintal et al. (2015) 

Swan Valley, Yarra 

Valley, Barossa Valley 

(Australia), Napa 

Valley (USA) 
Winery-specific 

(micro approach) 

Setting; atmospherics; wine 

quality; wine value; 

complementary product; 

signage; service staff 
Thomas et al. (2018) 

Margaret River, Swan 

Valley, Yarra Valley, 

Barossa Valley 

(Australia), Napa 

Valley (USA) 

Bruwer and 

Lesschaeve (2012) 

Niagara Peninsula 

Wine Region (Canada) 

Wine region 

(macro approach) 

Nature-related environment; 

winery structures/estates and 

vineyards; heritage-related, 

towns/villages; wines and 

other (cottage) industry 

products; ambient factors 

(atmosphere, climate); signage 

and layout (spatial 

functionality, proximity); 

service staff and local 

residents; fun (type and variety 

of the activities available) 

Bruwer et al. (2016) 
Adelaide Hills Wine 

Region (Australia) 

Bruwer et al. (2017) 
Finger Lakes Wine 

Region (USA) 

Bruwer and Joy 

(2017) 

Okanagan Valley Wine 

Region (Canada) 

Nature-related environment; 

climate and weather; wines 

and other (cottage) industry 

products; tourism 

infrastructure (fun – activities 

available/variety); winery 

estates and vineyards; service 

staff and local residents; 

ambient factors (atmosphere, 

tranquility); towns, heritage, 

area’s reputation; signage and 

layout (spatial functionality, 

proximity) 

Bruwer and Gross 

(2017) 

McLaren Vale Wine 

Region (Australia) 

Infrastructure and 

socioeconomic environment; 

natural and cultural resources; 

atmosphere and social setting; 

layout and signage; people 

Terziyska and 

Damyanova (2020) 
Piedmont (Italy) 

Organised wine 

tour 

Tour guide; core wine product; 

tour planning and logistics; 

complementary activities; food 

and dining; nature and scenery 

Terziyska (2022) Bulgaria 

Core wine product; tour guide; 

planning and logistics; 

destination appeal; food and 

dining; complementary 

activities; accommodation 

Barbierato et al. 

(2022) 
Tuscany (Italy) 

Professionalism of the tour 

guide and quality of 

explanations; logistical and 

organisational aspects; quality 

of the wine; quality of the 

food; complementary tourist 



and recreational activities; 

landscape and historic villages 

Malerba et al. (2023) 

26 wineries in: 

Australia (4), Brazil 

(4), South Africa (7), 

France (4), Portugal 

(1), Spain (2), USA (4) 

Family-friendly 

winery 

Fun & activities; facilities & 

attractions; service staff; 

setting; wine quality; food 

quality; atmospherics; child-

care functionality 

Source: Authors’ elaboration.  

 

 “complementary product” as the most critical attributes in influencing attitude and 

subsequent behavioural intention toward the winery, followed by “setting” and “wine 

value” (Quintal et al., 2015). Their later study also finds “wine quality” to positively 

affect attitude and behavioural intention (Thomas et al., 2018).  

In contrast, Bruwer and colleagues adopt a macro approach by considering the 

wine region as the environment in which the tourism experience occurs and aiming to 

develop a destination-level winescape framework. To this end, they apply content 

analysis to a free-text technique (an open-ended, non-leading question in a self-

administered survey) to identify how tourists perceive the wine region’s 

(destination’s) image, resulting in eight (Bruwer et al., 2016; Bruwer & Lesschaeve, 

2012; Bruwer et al., 2017) and nine (Bruwer & Joy, 2017) dimensions (Table 1). 

Bruwer and Gross (2017), moreover, employ the pick-any technique and confirmatory 

factor analysis alongside the free-text method, and validate a 25-item scale with five 

dimensions (Table 1). The “nature-related environment” consistently emerges as the 

most important dimension across all wine regions and visitor types examined.  

In the organised wine tour context, Terziyska and Damyanova (2020) and 

Terziyska (2022) analyse TripAdvisor reviews for a wine tour operator using thematic 

analysis, and propose six and seven winescape attributes, respectively (Table 1). In 

both studies, the most salient are “tour guide”, “core wine product”, and “tour 

planning and logistics”. Barbierato et al. (2022), furthermore, apply multidimensional 

scaling and cluster analysis to TripAdvisor reviews of packaged wine tours, revealing 

similar dimensions to those of Terziyska and Damyanova (2020), as seen in Table 1.  

Lastly, Malerba et al. (2023) explore perceived winescape dimensions in family-

friendly wineries through thematic analysis of relevant TripAdvisor reviews, deriving 

eight dimensions (Table 1). The most prominent are “fun & activities” (i.e. wine 

tasting, tours and visits, meals and picnics, child-centred activities, nature-based 

activities), “facilities & attractions” (i.e. child-centred facilities, general facilities), 

and “service staff”.  

 

2.2 Research Gaps and Questions 

 

The preceding literature review highlights a lack of consensus regarding the 

perception of the winescape – both in terms of its dimensions and the significance of 

individual attributes. Moreover, few studies evaluate the consistency of existing 

winescape frameworks across differing wine tourism contexts. Terziyska and 

Damyanova (2020), for example, claim that their organised wine tour approach 

incorporates macro-level elements since the experiences of packaged tourists extend 

to the wine region. However, to the best of our knowledge, no study has yet validated 

the relevance of the winery attributes within the broader regional context, as proposed 

by Thomas et al. (2018). Although Malerba et al. (2023) appear to have adopted 

attributes of the micro approach, their focus remains limited to family-friendly 

wineries and does not concern a specific wine tourism destination. This study seeks to 



address this gap by applying the winery-level approach within the broader context of 

a wine-producing region. Its objective is to identify the perceived winescape 

dimensions across a large sample of wineries operating in a defined wine tourism 

region, enabling a destination-level understanding of the visitor experience. 

Accordingly, the following research question (RQ) is posed:  

RQ1: What are the perceived winescape dimensions when employing a winery 

(micro) approach within a wine region context?  

The winescape literature also offers limited insight into the relationship between 

winescape dimensions and wine tourist attitude. Only a few studies (Barbierato et al., 

2022; Quintal et al., 2015; Thomas et al., 2018) have examined which attributes are 

most pivotal in shaping positive or negative evaluations. Yet, understanding this 

relationship is essential for both wine tourism businesses and policymakers. In a bid 

to advance knowledge in this underexplored area, the present study aims to identify 

the winescape dimensions that most strongly influence visitor satisfaction. Thus, the 

second RQ is formulated as follows:  

RQ2: Which winescape dimensions are most critical in shaping positive wine tourist 

attitude?  

 

3. Methodology 

 

3.1 Choice of Study Area 

 

Located in the southernmost part of mainland Greece, the Peloponnese is one of 

the country’s most prominent wine-producing regions. With a viticultural tradition 

dating back to antiquity and deeply rooted in local identity, it has long been a 

cornerstone of Greek wine culture. The region comprises 19,043 hectares of vineyards 

(approximately 30% of the national total) and hosts seven Protected Designation of 

Origin (PDO) zones. It is also home to 180 wineries and offers seven officially 

designated wine tours (ENOAP, n.d.; Peloponnese Wineroads, n.d). Beyond its rich 

wine heritage, the Peloponnese was selected over other Greek wine regions for its 

leading share of vineyard area, number of wineries, and registered wine types. It thus 

serves as a representative region of an “old-world” wine country for exploring 

winescape dimensions.  

 

3.2 Dataset Description 

 

The primary dataset comprises 2,752 user-generated reviews from 170 wineries, 

representing approximately 95% of all wineries open to visitors in the Peloponnese. 

Reviews were sourced from TripAdvisor and Google Maps, spanning the period from 

2012 to 2024. Of these, 1,749 reviews with substantive content (over 10 words) 

formed the analytical dataset of the study (1,239 from Google Maps and 510 from 

TripAdvisor). This dataset covers 143 wineries (nearly 80% of the total) and includes 

an average of 16.2 reviews per winery. The average review length is 47 words, while 

the mean customer rating is 4.81 out of 5, reflecting generally positive perceptions of 

the wine tourism experience in the region.  

 

3.3 Methods of Analysis 

 

This study employs a mixed-method computational approach, combining topic 

modeling and sentiment analysis. Topic modeling is used to identify wine-related 



themes, while sentiment analysis evaluates the emotional tone associated with each 

topic, enabling a comparative understanding of tourist attitudes. This integrated 

method supports a data-driven mapping of perceived winescape dimensions (RQ1) 

and their affective impact on visitor satisfaction (RQ2).  

Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) (Blei et al., 2003), a common unsupervised 

technique, is applied to uncover thematic structures in large text corpora. Each review 

is modeled as a mix of topics, and each topic as a distribution over words. 

For sentiment analysis, a lexicon-based method is employed to quantify affective 

tone by aggregating polarity scores of sentiment-bearing words. Although less 

context-aware than machine learning models, its interpretability and ease of use make 

it suitable for tourism research. Sentiment analysis has been used to measure 

emotional tone in online reviews, traveler narratives, and destination image 

assessments (Barbierato et al., 2022; Kirilenko et al., 2018; Vogklis & Gkritzali, 

2024; Voglis & Gkritzali, 2023). This study uses SentiStrength to assign sentiment 

scores from -4 (strongly negative) to +4 (strongly positive) (Thelwall et al., 2010, 

2012).  

 

4. Results 

 

4.1 Perceived Winescape Dimensions 

 

To derive data-driven winescape dimensions for the Peloponnese, topic modeling 

was applied to the corpus of 1,749 online reviews. The LdaMallet algorithm (Graham 

et al., 2012; Jelodar et al., 2019) was selected for its improved coherence through 

Gibbs sampling. Topic numbers ranging from 3 to 10 were tested, with each topic 

modeling algorithm repeated 10 times to ensure stability. Coherence scores were 

calculated and averaged across iterations, with results visualised in the coherence plot 

(Figure 1). The highest average coherence (O’Callaghan et al., 2015; Thielmann et al., 

2023) occurred at k = 5 (coherence score = 0.438), suggesting that five topics 

provided the most semantically interpretable structure. These topics, along with their 

corresponding word clouds illustrating the most frequent words, are presented in 

Figure 21. Each topic word was subsequently searched in the review corpus, and the 

resulting reviews – covering nearly the entire dataset – were independently examined 

by all researchers. Divergent interpretations were discussed, and the final winescape 

dimensions were collaboratively determined.  
 

Figure 1.  

Coherence plot for increasing number of clusters/topics 

 

 
1The words “wine” and “winery”, present in nearly all reviews, were intentionally excluded from topic 

modeling to avoid overshadowing more distinctive terms, and thus do not appear in the word clouds.  



 
Source: Authors’ elaboration.  

 

Figure 2 

Most frequent words by topic 

 

 
Topic 1 – Core wine product  

(quality and value) 

 
Topic 2 - Winery atmospherics 

 
Topic 3 - Natural setting and 

viniculture 

 
Topic 4 - Service staff 

 
Topic 5 - Winery tour and 
complementary products 

 

Source: Authors’ elaboration. 

 

4.1.1 Core Wine Product (Quality and Value) 

 

The first topic pertains to the core wine product, with frequent references to 

“taste”, “buy”, and “find” wine – keywords that reflect the primary motivations of 

wine tourists (e.g. Bruwer et al., 2016). In this study, the core wine product 

encompasses two key attributes: wine quality and wine value, both of which are also 

featured in other winescape models (see Table 1). It also corresponds to the core wine 

product in Byrd et al.’s (2016) model of core and supplementary services.  



Regarding wine quality, reviewers often describe the intrinsic characteristics of 

wines made from Greek and international grape varieties, expressing appreciation for 

the sensory experience: “I went there for Nemea, mono grape varieties, 100% 

agiorgitiko, and I found my happiness. We have tasted several reds, carpented, note 

of fresh red fruit for one, more candied for another. A delight. The endemic whites, 

Assyrtico and Malagousia also knew how to flatter our palates.” (R1564, 28/7/2024), 

“I bought a bottle of Milia Red (blend) which to me was like tasting soft red fruits in a 

summer day.” (R587, 5/5/2022).  

References to perceived wine value frequently accompany positive comments on 

wine quality. Most reviewers offer favourable evaluations, as indicated in the 

following posts: “The wines offer a good taste of Nemea at affordable prices […].” 

(R247, 31/10/2018), “[…] I would suggest you definitely try the aged red, you will be 

amazed at its quality, wonderful taste and ... with its unique price !!!!” (R798, 

24/10/2022), “Its wines, especially reds, are fantastic and at prices that you will 

hardly find elsewhere.” (R755, 16/9/2022).  

 

4.1.2 Winery Atmospherics 

 

Topic 2 is labeled “Winery atmospherics” as it encapsulates visitors’ impressions 

of the winery ambiance. This dimension aligns with the corresponding winescape 

attribute in both the micro and family approaches (see Table 1). Reviews under this 

topic often highlight physical and ambient elements, such as modern architecture, 

appealing atmosphere, and curated interior and exterior spaces. Some indicative 

comments are: “Interior and exterior of the winery is a work of art itself everything 

you see, or touch gives a feeling of quality […].” (R1123, 8/8/2023), “The place is 

beautifully decorated, oozing with charm and character.” (R1048, 18/6/2023), “The 

facility was lovely and very clean with a dramatic entrance.” (R104, 25/7/2017).  

Reviewers often describe the wineries and their aesthetic environment as “good”, 

“excellent”, “perfect”, and “modern”, with repeated mentions of “place”, “space”, 

“area”, and “facility” that are “worth” a “visit”, underscoring their importance in 

shaping the wine tourism experience. Examples include: “Excellent winery, unique in 

the Nemea area. Brand new installations, which have been studied until the last 

detail.” (R514, 20/8/2021), “[…] in a well-decorated, modern, atmospheric 

environment […].” (R1165, 3/9/2023), “It is a place worth visiting.” (R1730, 

7/2/205), “Overall this is a fantastic space that is definitely worth honoring.” (R757, 

16/9/2022).  

 

4.1.3 Natural Setting and Viniculture 

 

The third topic links the region’s natural setting (vineyards, wonderful 

surroundings, etc.) with viniculture practices (i.e. the winemaking process from 

pruning and fermenting to bottling) employed by local wineries. Reviews describe 

walking through vineyards and admiring the landscape, discussing viticulture with 

vintners, and learning about the full wine production cycle. Although the “natural 

setting” attribute appears in all frameworks (see Table 1), “viniculture” has yet to be 

included as a distinct element, despite its presence in early winescape definitions 

(Patriquin, 2005; Peters, 1997; Telfer, 2000).  

The natural setting is not only praised for its beauty and wonderful scenery: 

“Katerina took us high up the mountain to a breathtaking view – an experience that 

felt so special and intimate. […]. The views alone would have been worth the visit 



[…].” (R1715, 12/1/2025), but is also frequently associated with the winemaking 

process: “The organised tour and hiking in the vineyards organised by the winery 

gives the visitor the complete sense and image of the painful and difficult wine 

production process […]. (R731, 22/8/2022).  

At the same time, reviewers underscore the educational aspect of viniculture and 

the hands-on engagement it offers, both of which enrich the wine tourism experience: 

“Visiting the Palyvos estate is a unique experience! Not only did we taste palate-

provoking wines but we also learned about the complex process of wine production. 

For the process of cultivation, harvesting, aging and many more details which were 

explained to us in an understandable way.” (R958, 18/6/2023), “Stephanos made this 

experience even more special for us by having us put the labels on the bottles of wine 

we purchased as well as showing us a live demo on how the labeling machine inside 

the factory worked.” (R1469, 14/5/2024).  

 

4.1.4 Service Staff 

 

Topic 4 includes words such as “service”, “staff”, “people”, and “host”, reflecting 

the “service staff” dimension. The presence of this attribute is unsurprising, given its 

consistent inclusion in all winescape models (see Table 1). Reviewers describe the 

personnel as “hospitable”, “helpful”, “kind”, “friendly”, “nice”, “great”, “amazing”, 

and “wonderful” to convey staff’s positive attitude towards visitors, as well as 

“knowledgeable” to highlight their wine-related expertise. This is illustrated in the 

following comments: “The staff were absolutely wonderful, and it made my 

experience better than I had hoped.” (R705, 15/7/2022), “They were really 

knowledgeable, and nice. […]. Everything was fantastic but especially the people 

were really nice.” (R6, 22/9/2013), “Amazing people, kind but above all to serve you 

and let you know, […] (R1398, 17/3/2024), “Michael is friendly, knowledgeable and 

hospitable” (R349, 25/8/2019), “Very friendly and great hosts.” (R1669, 9/11/2024).  

 

4.1.5 Winery Tour and Complementary Products 

 

The last topic refers to winery tours and the complementary products offered either 

as part of the packaged tour or independently. Reviewers describe the structure of 

guided tours through the winery’s facilities (production area, cellar, tasting room, etc.) 

and occasionally the vineyards. They also outline the complementary offerings, such 

as cheese, olives, and other local products provided during wine tastings, or share 

their dining experiences at winery restaurants. The “complementary product” attribute 

appears in existing models (see Table 1), whereas “winery tour” is included only as a 

subcategory (“tours and visits”) under Malerba et al.’s (2023) “fun & activities” 

attribute, and within the “wine-based activities” sub-category in Terziyska’s (2022) 

core wine product.  

Visitors often praise winery tours for their value for money: “We happened to 

arrive at the winery, on our way to Nafplio, a group of 12 women, they offered us a 

tour of the family winery, tasting of 5 types of wine with hard cheeses. It was perfect, 

not expensive at all, excellent wines, good cheeses […].” (R662, 18/6/2022). 

Reviewers also appreciate the informal and welcoming nature of the tours: “We 

arrived without a reservation (on the way to the destination), they welcomed us 

happily, the tour was perfectly short, interesting and effective.” (R1540, 11/6/2024).  

Many comments highlight the generosity of tastings and inclusion of artisanal 

food: “After a tour of the cellar, we were seated at a large wooden table in the 



attractive tasting room. The tasting included a generous tray of cheeses, breads, 

crackers, and meats.” (R382, 12/10/2019). Others describe full dining experiences at 

winery restaurants, often emphasising the quality and abundance of food: “We had 

salad, olives, a pie with season greens from the garden and homemade fylo dough, 

dolma with wine leaves, spicy cheese salad, baby potatoes in the oven, and roasted 

beef with graviera cheese. Food was abundant and delicious! (R598, 22/5/2022).  

 

4.2 Sentiment-Based Evaluation of Winescape Dimensions 

 

Building on the identification of five distinct winescape dimensions, this section 

examines their emotional impact on visitors, based on sentiment scores. As shown in 

Table 2, Service staff (Topic 4) received the highest mean sentiment score (2.552), 

highlighting the role of warm, knowledgeable, and hospitable human interactions in 

shaping positive visitor experiences. This is followed by Natural setting and 

viniculture (Topic 3) with a sentiment score of 2.429, reflecting the emotional appeal 

of scenic landscapes alongside hands-on and educational winemaking experiences. 

Winery tour and complementary products (Topic 5) ranks third (2.276), suggesting 

that guided tours and artisanal food provide considerable experiential value. In 

contrast, Winery atmospherics (Topic 2) produced a more moderate emotional 

response (2.127), indicating that although ambiance is appreciated, it has a less 

intense emotional impact. Lastly, Core wine product (quality and value) (Topic 1) 

received the lowest sentiment score (1.749), implying that while wine quality and 

value remain important, they evoke more neutral or subdued emotional reactions 

compared to broader experiential aspects of the visit.  

 

 

Table 2.  

Winescape dimensions ranked by mean sentiment score 

 

Rank Winescape dimensions Topic # Mean sentiment score 

1 Service staff  Topic 4 2.552 

2 Natural setting and viniculture  Topic 3 2.429 

3 Winery tour and complementary products  Topic 5 2.276 

4 Winery atmospherics  Topic 2 2.127 

5 Core wine product (quality and value)  Topic 1 1.749 

 

Table 3 presents the results of independent-sample t-tests comparing sentiment 

scores across the five winescape dimensions. The analysis reveals statistically 

significant differences in how visitors emotionally respond to various facets of the 

winery experience. These findings underscore the differentiated affective impact of 

each dimension and highlight the relevance of evaluating them individually. Core 

wine product (quality and value) (Topic 1) – although essential – consistently receives 

the lowest sentiment scores and is significantly outperformed by all other dimensions. 

This suggests that while wine quality and value are appreciated, they may not serve as 

the primary drivers of emotional satisfaction. The relatively muted sentiment implies 

a more transactional mode of evaluation, with guests directing their emotional 

engagement toward other aspects of the experience.  

 



Table 3.  

Comparison of sentiment scores across winescape attributes 

 

Topic A (Higher sentiment) Mean 
Topic B (Lower 

sentiment) 
Mean p-value Significant 

Service staff (T4)  2.552 Natural setting and 

viniculture (T3)  2.429 0.089 No 

Service staff (T4)  2.552 
Winery tour and 

complementary products 

(T5)  
2.276 0.000 Yes 

Service staff (T4)  2.552 Winery atmospherics (T2)  2.127 0.000 Yes 

Service staff (T4)  2.552 Core wine product (quality 

and value) (T1)  1.749 0.000 Yes 

Natural setting and viniculture 

(T3)  2.429 
Winery tour and 

complementary products 

(T5)  
2.276 0.041 Yes 

Natural setting and viniculture 

(T3)  2.429 Winery atmospherics (T2)  2.127 0.000 Yes 

Natural setting and viniculture 

(T3)  2.429 Core wine product (quality 

and value) (T1)  1.749 0.000 Yes 

Winery tour and 

complementary products (T5)  2.276 Winery atmospherics (T2)  2.127 0.068 No 

Winery tour and 

complementary products (T5)  2.276 Core wine product (quality 

and value) (T1)  1.749 0.000 Yes 

Winery atmospherics (T2)  2.127 Core wine product (quality 

and value) (T1)  1.749 0.000 Yes 

 

In contrast, Service staff (Topic 4) emerges as the most emotionally resonant 

dimension, with the highest mean sentiment score (2.552) and significant differences 

compared to all other dimensions, except for Natural setting and viniculture (Topic 3). 

This underscores the critical role of human interaction – particularly knowledgeable, 

warm, and engaging hosts – in fostering memorable wine tourism encounters. Such 

findings support the general consensus in tourism research that personal service plays 

a central role in shaping visitor experience.  

Natural setting and viniculture (Topic 3) also scores highly, with significant 

differences from Core wine product (quality and value), Winery atmospherics, and 

Winery tour and complementary products. This indicates that the combination of 

scenic landscapes and educational immersion in winemaking enhances emotional 

engagement. Visitors appear to appreciate not only the passive enjoyment of the 

setting but also opportunities for active participation and learning.  

Winery tour and complementary products (Topic 5), while positively perceived, 

ranks slightly below the top two dimensions and does not differ significantly from 

Winery atmospherics (Topic 2). This suggests that although tours and artisanal 

accompaniments are appreciated, they are often regarded as expected offerings of the 

winery package rather than emotionally defining elements. Nevertheless, this 

dimension significantly outperforms the Core wine product (quality and value), 

reinforcing that experiential add-ons matter.  

Finally, Winery atmospherics (Topic 2) occupies the second-to-last position, 

evaluated more positively only than the wine itself. Its moderate sentiment score 

reflects the importance of ambiance and design, but also suggests that such features 

tend to play a supporting rather than leading role in emotional evaluations.  

 

5. Conclusion 

 

5.1 Discussion 



 

This study advances winescape research by addressing two underexplored areas. 

First, it employs a winery-level (micro) perspective to identify perceived winescape 

dimensions within a regional context – an approach not previously applied. Second, it 

contributes to our limited understanding of the relationship between winescape 

dimensions and wine tourist attitude by revealing which dimensions most strongly 

influence satisfaction. In addition, the study makes a methodological contribution by 

applying LDA topic modeling, an unsupervised machine learning technique not 

previously utilised in winescape research, to extract data-driven dimensions from 

large-scale online reviews.  

With respect to RQ1, five winescape dimensions emerged, most aligning with 

those in prior frameworks. However, our study introduces two additional attributes: 

“viniculture” and “winery tour”. The latter, although discussed as a motivation for 

visiting wineries (e.g. Bruwer et al., 2016), a related feature of the wine tourism 

experience (Getz & Brown, 2006), and an augmented winescape service (Byrd et al., 

2016), has not been conceptualised as a distinct attribute. Malerba et al. (2023) and 

Terziyska (2022) touch upon it in their models – as a subcategory under the “fun & 

activities” attribute, and as part of the “wine-based activities” subcategory, 

respectively. Our results, in contrast, indicate that visitors perceive the winery tour as 

a central component of their experience, particularly in terms of value for money, and 

its informal and welcoming nature. As for viniculture, it has not been incorporated 

into any existing winescape model. This lack of inclusion is noteworthy given that 

this attribute (or the viticulture) has been featured in established definitions of the 

winescape (Patriquin, 2005; Peters, 1997; Telfer, 2000). Our findings underscore the 

importance visitors assign to this attribute, which encapsulates the educational aspect 

(learning about winemaking and engaging with production processes) of the wine 

tourism experience (Thanh & Kirova, 2018).  

Regarding RQ2, the study demonstrates that service staff is the most critical 

winescape dimension in shaping positive wine tourist attitude. This finding aligns 

with previous research in both winery-specific (Quintal et al., 2015; Thomas et al., 

2018) and organised wine tour (Barbierato et al., 2022) contexts. Other key 

dimensions include “natural setting and viniculture” and “winery tour and 

complementary products”, in that order. Setting and complementary product have also 

been found to strongly influence visitor satisfaction in “new-world” wine countries 

(Quintal et al., 2015; Thomas et al., 2018). Furthermore, our findings suggest that in 

an “old-world” wine region such as the Peloponnese, viniculture exerts a substantial 

positive effect on tourist attitude, likely due to its strong association with the region’s 

wine heritage. The “winery tour” attribute also shows a considerable attitudinal effect, 

a finding not previously identified in other winescape studies. In contrast, “winery 

atmospherics” and “core wine product (quality and value)” dimensions exhibit the 

lowest impact on satisfaction. This partially corroborates Quintal et al.’s (2015) 

results, where atmospherics and wine quality did not significantly influence tourist 

attitude, though wine value did.  

 

5.2 Managerial and Policy Implications 

 

The findings provide practical guidance for wine tourism stakeholders seeking to 

enhance visitor satisfaction in the Peloponnese and other comparable “old-world” 

wine regions. First, winery owners and managers should prioritise staff training that 

fosters warmth, hospitality, and product knowledge, as service staff emerged as the 



most emotionally impactful aspect of the visitor experience. Policies supporting the 

certification or accreditation of wine tourism personnel could ensure consistently high 

service standards across the region. Second, the strong emotional response to the 

natural setting and viniculture highlights the need to foreground both the vineyard 

landscape and the winemaking process in the tourism offer – an effort best supported 

jointly by winery operators and destination managers. Wineries, moreover, should 

develop immersive educational activities, such as vineyard walks, harvest 

participation, and demonstrations of pruning, fermenting, and bottling. Finally, winery 

tours and complementary offerings were also positively received. Managers should 

therefore design affordable, flexible, and engaging tour packages that emphasise 

authenticity and integrate high-quality complementary offerings.  

 

5.3 Limitations and Future Research Recommendations 

 

Τhis study is not without limitations and delimitations. First, the research was 

delimited to a specific wine region, which inherently restricts the generalisability of 

the findings. Future research adopting a similar methodological approach is 

encouraged to validate the consistency of winescape dimensions – particularly the 

newly proposed “viniculture” and “winery tour” attributes – across other wine tourism 

destinations. Second, the analysis relies on online reviews from TripAdvisor and 

Google Maps, thereby excluding the perspectives of visitors who do not engage with 

these or similar digital platforms. Moreover, these platforms do not provide 

demographic or other valuable data (e.g. motivations for visiting the wineries), which 

could offer deeper insights into visitors’ perceptions. Finally, the study employs a 

single (micro-level) approach within the wine region context. Future research could 

incorporate the other established approaches to pursue a more holistic 

conceptualisation of the winescape.  
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