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Results and Discussion

Introduction

* There are increasing concerns among consumers about nutrition and h.ealth Issues. The Table 3. Random Effects Regression Modeling on Willingness-to-pay for a Juice Blenda?
emphasis that consumers place on sensory attributes versus nutraceutical attributes can be aTreatment Group 1 (Info) received the following antioxidant information about the juice blend: This juice blend is rich in polyphenolic antioxidants, which are thought to

assessed th rough valuation tasks. which measure wiIIingness-to-pay (WTP). support health. Treatment Group 2 (Taste) evaluated sensory attributes of the juice blend. Treatment Group 3 (InfoTaste) evaluated the sensory properties of the juice
’ blend and received the antioxidant information. The Control Group (Control) neither tasted nor received information about the juice blend.

bShading indicates significance of the effect at a<0.10
* Valuation tasks are non-hypothetical because the winner(s) of the experimental mechanism "Gender Dummy (1=male)

actually pays for a unit of the product. The mechanisms require the consumer to follow through

: : . : Coefficient P>lzl
with his/her stated intentions. ST
 Psychological factors (e.g., risk preference, time preference) may influence consumer
preferences. Time preference is a measure of future orientation and is quantified with the time
discount rate. Higher time discount rates indicate less future orientation. Conceivably, highly -
future-oriented individuals (i.e., those with low time discount rates) may be willing to pay more for S info
health-maintaining products. Risk aversion refers to an individual's preference for a smaller, 'nf;oTaste
. . . ' . aste
more certain reward rather than a larger, less certain reward. Potentially, individuals who are -
more risk averse may be willing to pay more for products that are supportive of health. Risk*Treatment Info
InfoTaste
Taste
[ [ Time
O bJ e Ct I Ve S Time*Treatment Info
InfoTaste
Taste
Round
A black cherry, Concord grape, and pomegranate juice blend previously optimized on S S
nutraceutical and sensory attributes was used to: 1049999
60-69999
70-79999
To identify significant WTP predictors (e.g, potentially risk and time preferences) PR
Morel00K
Under 15K
. . o . . . Gender®
Describe the penalty in dollars and overall liking for variables not just-about-right Home Inventory

. I (>14 days)
Figure 1. Becker-DeGroot-Marschak (BDM) Auction Design Table 4. Partial Least Squares Regression Modeling on Willingness-to-pay and Overall Liking for Converted Just-About-Right

Variablesapc

2Abbreviations: Treatment group (n=63) who received antioxidant information and who completed the sensory evaluation (InfoTaste), Treatment group (n=57) who only completed the sensory
evaluation (Taste), Pomegranate Flavor (Pom Fl), Concord Flavor (Con Fl), Black Cherry Flavor (BIKCh Fl), Astringency (Ast)

bShading indicates significance of the variable in the PLSR model at a<0.05

Treatment 1 Treatment 2 Control Group cStudent’s T-test models with treatment as x-variable and either overall liking, average WTP, or JAR dummy variables as y-variables indicated differences between treatment groups for overall

Antioxidant Sensory NO Sensory

information Evaluation e et Evaluation or liking only (Infotaste: 7.00, Taste: 7.61)

Information (n=63) Information (n=55)

(n=53) (n=57)
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each of 5 each of 5 Partucuparf\tg n Pamm'?ar;t; in each of 4
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Sessions Sessions

InfoTaste+Taste InfoTaste Taste

Consent
Forms

EIlrrwusjtrprat(;::incse ; " | mZ"P totns Overall OveraII Overa”
Auction and Practice Auction Liking Liking Liking
Intercept : 8.23 S3.44 7.7 : 8.33
nformation Too Sweet : -0.04 -0.03 0.06 . -0.44
Binding Round Not Sweet Enough . 1.16 0.25 0.84 . 1.15
Selected
Too Sour -0. -0.56 -0.12 -0.59 -0. -0.59
Binding Price Binding Price Risk and Time
Selected Selected Preference Not Sour Enough -0. 0 -0.06 -0.03 -0. -0.23
Too Much Pom Fl -0. -0.39 -0.11 -0.17 . -1.51
Not Enough Pom FI . 0.13 0 -0.06 . 0.28
it it Risk and Tin sk and Tirm Lrehas: Too Much Concord Fl : -0.34 -0.07 -0.17 : -0.05
e e Not Enough Concord Fl : 0.45 0.16 0.28 . 0.13
Purchase Pu chase Complete Complete
Product Product Questionnaire Questionnaire Too Much BIkCh Fl -U. -0.67 -0.29 -0.7 -U. -0.01

winmers winners Not Enough BIkCh FI -0. 0.24 -0.17 -0.14 -0. 0.23
prodct Product Too Ast -0. 0.1 -0.18 -0.17 : 0.08
Not Ast Enough -0. 0.15 0.04 -0.03 -0. 0.88

Too Bitter -0. -0.48 -0.23 -0.59 -0. 0.26

Not Bitter Enough -0. 0.12 -0.16 0.06 -0. -0.37

Table 1. Measuring Time Preference

| optonA | | OptionB | | Interestrate
-= .
. Choice2 | $300inonemonth | | $315in7months | |  10% | C I
—Choees | Sa0nonemonh || sa2an7monts | | 1% onciusions
. Choiced | $300inonemonth | | $330in7months | |  20% |
. Choice5 | $300inonemonth | | $338in7months | |  25% |
. Choice6 | $300inonemonth | | $345in7months | |  30% | : L : : : SURERE :
-= » Information about antioxidants associated with a nutraceutical-rich juice blend increased WTP,

Statistical Analysis . Choice8 | $300inonemonth | | $360in7months | |  40% which reinforces previous work showing that consumers respond positively to antioxidant

Jo Identlfy slgrificant predictors of WTF  Choiced | Sa00inonemonth | Sa68in7monhs | | 4% | .

’ . Choice10 | $300inonemonth | | $375in7months | | 50% | iInformation.

Table 2. Measuring Risk Preference  When given information about antioxidants, individuals with less future orientation (i.e., higher
S ema 1 EmE time discount rates) were willing to pay less than those with more future orientation. Moreover,

To calculate the penalty in dollars and overall liking for an attribute not just-about-right 10% chance of winning $2, 90% of winning $1.60 | | 10% chance of winning $3.85, 90% of winning $0.10 | L , ) ,
20% chance of winning $2, 80% of winning $1.60 | | 20% chance of winning $3.85, 80% of winning $0.10 | | findings imply that novel functional food products could be targeted to those who have lower time
30% chance of winning $2, 70% of winning $1.60 | | 30% chance of winning $3.85, 70% of winning $0.10 | |

" 40% chance of winning $2, 60% of winning $1.60 | | 40% chance of winning $3.85, 60% of winning $0.10 | discount rates (|.e., those who are more future-orlented).

 50% chance of winning $2, 50% of winning $1.60 | | 50% chance of winning $3.85, 50% of winning $0.10 | | * The WTP penalty analysis method utilized in this study to identify variables not just-about-right
| 60% chance of winning $2, 40% of winning $1.60 | | 60% chance of winning $3.85, 40% of winning $0.10 |

70% chance of winning $2, 30% of winning $1.60 | | 70% chance of winning $3.85, 30% of winning $0.10 (.., optimal) could provide more concrete direction to product developers than traditional penalty

| 80% chance of winning $2, 20% of winning $1.60 | | 80% chance of winning $3.85, 20% of winning $0.10 - : F :
e T R e e analysis because monetary units are less abstract than overall liking. The breakthrough of this

100% chance of winning $2, 0% of winning $1.60 | | 100% chance of winning $3.85, 0% of winning $0.10 methodology is that it relates WTP directly to specific sensory attributes.




