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Abstract: This study introduce measures of personalitystiaitan experiment which associate
willingness to pay for food and sensory analysislstdn order to explore potential links
between personality and food decisions. Measupergonality traits comes from experimental
economics (risk aversion and time preference) aowh fpsychology (sensation seeking and
impulsivity). We introduce them in the analysis #haviours of participants in their food
decisions (purchase intent, willingness to paytrea to new information), and underline some

significant links.

Keywords: food decision, information, experimental methaask aversion, time preference,
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JEL Codes. C91, D12

1. Introduction

Two hundred food decisions are daily taken (Wansin& Sobal, 2007) and are the issue of
interactions between information (internal and mdl and consumer personality. These
decisions that could appear relatively naturalve complex and could change even if the
alternatives are the same. This complexity is dueénteractions between physiology and
psychology, and interaction between environmentiaf@mation. It is not possible to study

jointly all these complex interactions for food whgan process. Thus, in this paper, we are
interesting by the interaction between food infaiora and personality traits. In order to

explore this topic, we conduct an experiment thr@ahliines tools from sensory evaluation,

experimental economics and psychological evaluation

Some recent papers show significant links betwessopality traits and behaviours in various
experiments: risk aversion reduces the probabilityvilling to eat, to buy, to accept and of
having eaten GMO food (Lusk and Cobble, 2005, USK)g users are less risk averse than
non drug users with the same socio-demographi@ctarstics (Blondel et al., 2007, France);
self-employed workers are less risk averse thariedl workers (Masclet et al., 2009, France);
fishermen are less risk averse and more patiemt ¢tizer (Nguyen, 2009, Vietnam); male
smokers have a higher preference for present thele non-smokers (Harrison et al., 2009,

Denmark), for instance. Previous experimental stdn effect of information on food decision



(e.g. Lange et al., 2002; Noussair et al., 2004fast et al., 2006) did not find strong links

between consumers’ reactions and their socio-deapbgr characteristics. In this paper, our
hypothesis is that food decision mechanisms coelcklated to personality traits which are not
usually taken into account in consumer behavioudies (e.g. risk aversion, time preferences,
sensation seeking, and impulsivity). In order &t this hypothesis, we conducted a two-stage
experimental study. As we introduce “real peopleai laboratory, it is an “artefactual field

experiment” (Harrison and List, 2004). In the fisshge, consumers’ reactions to nutritional and
health information on a common product (orangeejuwere measured through willingness-to-
pay elicitation. In the second stage, some pergprigdits were evaluated through games and
guestionnaires. Personality traits were then linketh observed purchase behaviours and

reactions to food information.

Our hypotheses about correlations between perspmiaits and food decision are that: (H1)
risk aversion could be linked with a higher seugitito information on nutrition and health
compared to risk seeking; (H2) preference for preseuld be linked with no impact of
information on nutrition and health, whereas pmafiee for future could be linked with a high
sensitivity to this type of information; (H3) imm@iVity could be linked with preference for
immediacy and with action while ignoring informatjoand (H4) sensation seeking could be
linked with risk taking and low sensitivity to imfmation on nutrition and health. In order to test
these behavioural hypotheses, we use the datatfrerwo stages of the experiment. Through
econometric estimations and by controlling for eed@mographics variables, we analyse the
effect of personality traits on: (1) the likelihoad purchasing a product; (2) the level of
willingness to pay; and (3) variation in purchastemt and in willingness to pay due to new

information, notably on nutrition and health.

We describe our experimental design and methodedagi section 2. We present and discuss
our experimental and behavioural results in se@ioand conclude and open the discussion in

section 4.



2. Design and methodologies

2.1. General design

In spring 2005, we conducted eleven experimentdiges which lasted about two hours. All
the sessions took place in a sensory room equippéu separated booths, where the
temperature was controlled (23+1°C). After explaret about the different parts of the session
and about WTP method (including incentive systepditicipants who agreed signed an
informed consent form and they began the experitmgainswering to a quiz relating to orange
juice. After, participants were faced to four proguand five information conditions. In each
twenty cases, they gave their hedonic score (HSh# product, their purchase intention (PI)
and their willingness to pay (WTP) to get the prddin a second part, participants were asked
to perform five behavioural choice tasks with rieglentives and to complete two personality
guestionnaires. In a third part, participants hadswer some questions about their socio-
demographic characteristics and orange juice copsom habits. Lastly, each participant
received a fixed fee of 20 euros for her/his pgréiton (plus gains from behavioural choice

tasks).

2.2. Participants

The recruitment protocol used for this study was shhme as the one used by Lange et al.
(2002). It was conducted in order to recruit naiwasumers of all socio-economic classes. This
procedure consists of a random selection of phamebers by districts (INSEE areas) of the
town where the study was performed (Dijon, Framcerder to obtain a large range of socio-

economic classes.

420 letters were sent to inform people that we wall them about a consumer study.
Individuals contacted by phone were selected itl{gy drank orange juice at least one time by
week, (2) they consumed more than one litre (fooasehold > 2) per week, (3) they consumed
orange nectar, orange juice made with concentrapei@ orange juice, and (4) they regularly
participated in food purchasing for their househ&@dventy-four consumers who satisfied all
the conditions and who agreed to participate ia tiiange juice tasting where they could buy

juice were recruited (17.62% of mailing), plusdén consumers from INRA who satisfied the



same conditions (they were recruited for a pilotolwlwas successful and then introduced in the

sample).

Information obtained by phone and from the queste filled in during the session gave us
details about individual characteristics of thetipgrants. Table 1 presents summary statistics
for the socio-economic variables describing themarased in this paper. For the analysis, we
excluded some consumers: one who never boughtiagyttne who did not want to purchase
product but write a purchasing price, and subjetis exhibit inconsistency in measurement of
personality trait. Last, one consumer did not gigehis usual purchase price (we excluded him

from analysis only when this variable matter).

Table 1. Summary statistics of the sample (N=77)

Variable Mean | (S.D.)
Female 66.2%
Age (years) 36.2 (13.5)

Age: less than 25 25.9%

Age: 25-35 29.9%

Age: 35-45 19.5%

Age: 45-55 13.0%

Age: more than 55 11.7%
Household monthly income (euros) 2655.8 | (1931.6)

Income: less than 1000 19.5%

Income: 1000-2000 23.4%

Income: 2000-3000 22.1%

Income: 3000-4000 20.7%

Income: 4000-5000 6.5%

Income: more than 5000 7.8%
Household: 1 adult 22.1%
Household: 2 adults 61.0%
Household: more than 2 adults 16.9%
Household: no child 61.0%
Household: 1 child 16.9%
Household: 2 children 14.3%
Household: more than 2 children 7.8%
Occupation: student 24.7%
Occupation: without activity / job search | 5.2%
Occupation: mid-time/full-time job 63.6%
Occupation: retired 6.5%




2.3. Products

Orange juice was chosen for its large and freqo@msumption, and its long shelf-life. In a first
time, we selected twelve orange juices which goeesentative of the market, for product type
(four nectars, four juices made with concentrate fair pure juices) and price. We conducted
preliminary sessions of sensory evaluation witls¢hgroducts where participants (N=20) tasted
a sample of each orange juice in blind conditioth gave their hedonic score for it. The results
of this test led us to choose: one nectar firsteptirand (low hedonic mean), one nectar
distributor brand (medium hedonic mean), one puiee|first price brand (low hedonic mean),
and one pure juice distributor brand (medium hedamean) which gave us a well balanced set
of product types and prices (table 2).

Table 2. The four orange juice, one litre each (sprg 2005)

Orange juice | Type Brand Package Market prices (Eurse)
NFP Nectar First price | Card pack 0.31
ND Nectar Distributor | Glass bottle 1.00
PJFP Pure juice| First price | Glass bottle 0.63
PJD Pure juice| Distributor | Plastic bottle 1.51

At each tasting (nine in the whole experiment), 46frorange juice was presented in a plastic
glass at the temperature of 6x1°C and consumers agted each time to drink the whole

sample.

2.4. Information conditions

In this experiment, consumers were faced with foanditions (named “Phases”) with

increasing/cumulative information. In previous stsdLange et al., 2002; Stefani et al., 2006),
there were three conditions (blind, label, fullarthation). Here, we introduced more details in
the “label” condition by adding some nutritionalté information. Table 3 presents these 5
conditions. In all conditions, presentation of ther samples followed a Williams Latin Square

balanced for order and first-order carry-over a@fféiacFie et al., 1989).



Table 3. The 5 conditions of information

Phase A — Blind Here, the unique source of information for the consr was his senses.

1) First, a dummy product was presented. Consumer galye a
hedonic score (it was an orange juice made witlceanate).

2) After, consumer tasted the four other samples.

Phase B — Labels Consumers only saw on their screen a colored piatithe product (bottle
with visible label) on grey background.
Phase C — Definitions 1) The three orange juices were defined (see app@)dix

2) Colored picture presented in Phase B were newlsepted with the
appropriate definition written near the picture.

Phase D — Nutritional 1) Began by an informative text about nutrition (sppeadix B)

/ health information 2) After, consumer saw same picture as in Phase Grémbpicture of
product and his definition) with his ingredients \astten on the
bottle. Ingredients can give indication about a@rjgcomposition
energetic value and nutritional value.

Phase E - full] Included Phase D and a taste of four products.
information

2.5. Purchase intention (P1) and willingness to pagWVTP) elicitation *

At the beginning of the experiment, we explainegl WATP procedure and gave some examples
to underline the importance to report the real mmaxn price (or reservation price) that they
were ready to pay for a product. During the expenitneach time they had to give their WTP
(twenty times: four products and five conditionsyticipants took a price-card and report if
they wanted to purchase or not the product (Plfady did not want to buy the product, they
reported “no” and did not write any price for teiange juice in this condition. If they reported
“yes”, they were invited to report the maximum pritey were willing to pay for one litre of

the orange juice (WTP).

During the explanation of the incentive system,tip@ants were informed that only one
condition out of the five, randomly chosen by oh¢hem at the end of this part of the session,
would become effective (for all the present pagoaaits). This procedure was chosen to avoid
“‘endowment effect” and to have “isolation effecKahneman and Tversky, 1979). In this
situation, consumers considered each product ih eandition independently, they had the
same probability to be effectively in each condifi@and thus there was no strategy in this
“game”. For choosing the product on which we apgplige real incentive, we used the same

procedure, but here, each consumer randomly chesproduct out of the four.

1. We do not use hedonic scores in this paper.



We had the choice between two types of incentiwtesy. an auction where the participants
with the highest prices can purchase the produitt assecond price Vickrey auction (Vickrey,
1961) or the Becker-DeGroot-Marshack (noted BDM)cpdure (Becker et al., 1964). If we
hypothezise that auctions introduce competitiorwbeh participants, then it is not the good
procedure for the evaluation of a good which isulady consumed and available without
restriction on the market (see Lohéac and Issanck@i7, for a discussion, and Lusk and
Shogren, 2007, for methodologies and applicatioAsiis, we applied the BDM procedure to
elicit participants’ WTP. If a participant repottgt he did not want to purchase the product, the
procedure stops. If he reports that he wants tohase the product, he draws a “seller price” in
a bag containing sixty-one tokens, representingotit® market distribution, and compares it
with his “buyer price”. If the “seller price” is gher than the “buyer price”, the participant does
not purchase the product. If the “seller price’egual or lower than the “buyer price”, the

participant really purchases the product at théisprice”.

2.6. The behavioural part of the experiment

In the second part of the experiment, which incbufteir subparts, we present the task before

each of them to the participants.

First, participants are exposed to two series af ¢dhoices (situations) between lotteries
replicated from Holt and Laury (2002) and Lusk &uable (2005). Between the two series, we
introduce a scaling effect (x5) as in Holt and a(002) which conduct us to have the same
task as Lusk and Coble (2005). This method totelsk aversion is based on choices between
two lotteries with real gains in euros as preseniedppendix 1a and 1b. The incentive system
for these games consists on the drawing by subjéase amongst twenty situations, and of a
one token numbered from 1 to 10 to determine theetamy gain. This method allows us to

measure an individual degree of risk aversionédtatively low gains.

Second, participants are exposed to three serien afhoices (situations) between two options
based on Mitchell (1999): a low immediate reward ardelayed reward. Between the two first
series, the delay comes from 15 days to 90 daystlandielayed reward stay at 10 euros.
Between the last two series, gains are growing fi@ro 20 euros with the same delay (90
days). These series are presented in Appendixi2an@ 2c. The incentive system for these

games consists on the drawing by subjects of onengst thirty situations. The participant



receives his choice at the indicated date (as ond&l et al., 2007): now if it is immediate
reward or by bank transfer if it is a delayed redvarhis method allows us to measure an

individual time preference for relatively low rewlaand for relatively short delays.

Third, participants are invited to answer to 20icks between two alternatives linked with their
point of view on their way of life. These choicas &vo subscales of Sensation Seeking Scale
V (SSS-V, Zuckerman, 1994), validated in their [Etemersion by Carton et al. (1992). Due to
some characteristics of this scale, we conserve d subscales between four: “Experience
seeking” (ES) dimension (10 choices), and “Boredsusceptibility” (BS) dimension (10
choices). The ES factor addresses the preferencenémtally arousing activities and a
nonconforming lifestyle, and the BS factor measuaesrsion to routine in one’s life and
intolerance of boring people. The two other dimensiare “disinhibition” (non-conformity
with standards of acceptable social behavior actudes drinking, gambling, and sex) and
“thrill and adventure seeking” (preference for tieills inherent in risky activities such as

parachute jumping).

Fourth, participants are invited react to 30 situret from the Barratt Impulsivity Scale 11 (BIS-
11, Patton et al., 1995) for which they answer rély/never”, “occasionally”, “often” or
“always”. The French version was validated by Batl@l. (2000¥. The three subscales of the
BIS-11 are “Non-planning activity” (NPA) dimensidhl situations), “Motor impulsivity” (MI)
dimension (11 situations), and “Cognitive impulgiVvi(Cl) dimension (8 situations). The NPA
factor addresses lack of “futuring” and forethoyd¥t factor involves acting without thinking,
and ClI factor addresses making quick decisiong@Baf 985).

These two scales and their sub-scales provideras gwstruments to identify personality traits

of the subjects who participate to this experiment.
3. Experimental and behavioural results

3.1. Some results about personality traits measuresnt >

2. This paper validated the BIS-10, we know froma #uthor (Hervé Caci) that BIS-11 is validated amal that
they wait for publication of these new results.
% _ Detailed analysis of theses measures and theractions are analysed in Lohéac et al. (201(). dah

underline that there are no strong correlation betwthe various personality traits measured.



In a first time, it is necessary to briefly prestdre various measures used for personality traits.
In order to obtain the more discriminant measurerfarrisk aversion and time preference, we
choose the risk aversion series with the highassdappendix 1b; Lusk and Coble, 2005) and
the time preference series with the lowest gaintaghest delay (appendix 2b). A first step in
the use of these scales is to avoid inconsisterftigs of answers. We keep participants who
switch only one time between the two options predas the game. By extension, we consider
as consistent participants who made only one erfbwus, there are 89.5% consistent
participants in the risk aversion scale and 98.8%hé time preference scale. Only consistent

participants are kept in the analysis (the sampl& garticipants presented in Table 1).

Figure 1.a presents the profiles of risk aversioour sample. 70% are risk averse, they choose
safe choice more than 4 times in the series. Thisd is relatively comparable with Lusk and
Coble (2005)'s sample even if the socio-demograptriecture is not the same (50 American
students). Figure 1.b presents the profiles of pmaference in the same sample. 41.6% choose

the present option only one time (when rewardequals).

Figure 1. Risky and time profiles (N=77)
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Table 4 presents the scores for the 2 SSS-V sssaatl the 3 BIS-11 subscales. These scores
are comparable with Eckel and Wilson (2004)’s safr@ined from students and with Stanford
et al. (2009)’s scores obtained from students aadtiy adults.

Table 4. Scores for subscales of SSS-V and BIS-11

Our sample _Eckel & Stanford et
N=77 Wilson (2004) | al. (2009)
N=232 N=1577
Subscale Mean| (S.D.) Mean | (S.D.)| Mean | (S.D.)
SSS-V. “Experience seeking” (ES) 5.2 (1.3) 5.4 (2.1)
SSS-V. “Boredom susceptibility” (BS) 4.4 (1.0) 3.4 (1.9
BIS-11. “Non-planning activity” (NPA) 23.3 | (3.6) 23.6| (4.9
BIS-11. “Motor impulsivity” (MI) 20.4 | (3.5) 22.0, (4.0
BIS-11. Cognitive impulsivity” (CI) 15.8 (2.9 16.7] (4.1

3.2. Results about purchase and WTP

We use these measures in order to explore theiedaddlue comparing with traditional
individual characteristics in a food decision catté&irst of all, it is necessary to describe our

data about food decision.

Figure 2 presents the purchase rate for each pradeach condition of information (Phase).

Figure 3 presents the mean WTP for each prodwezch condition of information (Phase).

Figure 2. Purchase rate by Phase and product (N=77)
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Figure 3. mean WTP by Phase and product (euros)
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Table 5, 6, 7 and 8 presents the effect of perggredits on decision of purchase for nectars
and pure juices and on the buyers’ WTP. As it issgile to observe it in Figures 2 and 3, in all
the estimations the distributor brand increase grabability of purchase and increasing in
information (from Phase B to Phase E) decreaseah® of nectars and increase the value of

pure juices.

Without detailed comments at this level, we careolesthat our new individual characteristics
could have a significant effect on the observedabelurs: (1) a higher “BIS-11. NPA”
decreases the probability of purchase for neci@sa higher “BIS-11. CI” increases this
probability; (3) a higher discount rate increasesprobability of purchase for pure juices; (4) a
higher “BIS-11. NPA” decreases the WTP for puregsi (5) a higher “BIS-11. CI” increases
this WTP.
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Table 5. Probability of purchase for Nectars (margnal effects presented)

Probit (1) 2

Variable ME SE ME SE

Risk aversion -0.020 (0.022)
Time preference -0.46 (0.028)
SSS-V. ES -0.052 (0.034)
SSS-V. BS -0.017 (0.040)
BIS-11. NPA -0.03*** (0.015)
BIS-11. MI 0.019 (0.012)
BIS-11. CI 0.044** (0.018)
Female -0.096 (0.085) | -0.095 (0.082
Age: less than 25 0.283* (0.145) | 0.138 (0.144
Age: 25-35 Ref.

Age: 35-45 -0.102 (0.097) | -0.051 (0.126
Age: 45-55 0.219 (0.182) | 0.263 (0.189
Age: more than 55 -0.155 (0.106) | -0.101 (0.118
Income: less than 1000 -0.113 (0.146) | -0.031 (0.142
Income: 1000-2000 Ref.

Income: 2000-3000 -0.021 (0.123) | -0.062 (0.117
Income: 3000-4000 0.002 (0.135) | -0.041 (0.138
Income: 4000-5000 -0.059 (0.196) | 0.051 (0.185
Income: more than 5000 -0.078 (0.155) | -0.084 (0.139
Household: 1 adult 0.111 (0.134) | 0.123 (0.141
Household: 2 adults Ref.

Household: more than 2 adults -0.034 (0.129) | -0.068 (0.128
Household: no child Ref.

Household: 1 child 0.013 (0.119) | 0.091 (0.124
Household: 2 children -0.254** | (0.086) | -0.302*** | (0.068)
Household: more than 2 children | 0.223 (0.169) | 0.277 (0.197
Occ.: student -0.147 (0.134) | -0.146 (0.122
Occ.: without activity / job search | -0.152 (0.111) | -0.264** | (0.064)
Occ.: mid-time/full-time job Ref.

Occ.: retired 0.484* | (0.194) | 0.436* (0.201)
Distributor brand 0.218** | (0.035) | 0.239*** (0.037)
Phase A 0.051 (0.046) | 0.057 (0.050)
Phase B Ref.

Phase C -0.132*** | (0.034) | -0.144*** | (0.035)
Phase D -0.186*** | (0.029) | -0.201*** | (0.031)
Phase E -0.153*** | (0.041) | -0.163*** | (0.042)
Predicted probability 32.8% 31.3%

N 770 770

Log pseudolikelihood -416.06 -378.52

Wald chi2

Chi2(23) = 145.15

Chi2(30) = 213.12

Occ. = Occupation
Robust Standard Error adjusted for 77 clustersilijest.
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Table 6. Probability of purchase for Pure juices (marginal effects presented)

Probit (1) 2

Variable ME SE ME SE

Risk aversion 0.001 (0.014)

Time preference -0.028* (0.016)

SSS-V. ES -0.023 (0.019)

SSS-V. BS 0.011 (0.027)

BIS-11. NPA -0.008 (0.009)

BIS-11. MI -0.001 (0.011)

BIS-11. CI 0.008 (0.012)

Female 0.097* (0.058) | 0.112* (0.055)
Age: less than 25 0.182** | (0.064) | 0.148* (0.071)
Age: 25-35 Ref.

Age: 35-45 0.087 (0.077) | 0.107 (0.088
Age: 45-55 0.091 (0.084) | 0.080 (0.091
Age: more than 55 0.003 (0.089) | -0.007 (0.091
Income: less than 1000 0.163** | (0.063) | 0.171** (0.057)
Income: 1000-2000 Ref.

Income: 2000-3000 0.210*** | (0.054) | 0.205*** (0.051)
Income: 3000-4000 0.083 (0.069) | 0.092 (0.071
Income: 4000-5000 0.176*** | (0.041) | 0.186*** (0.039)
Income: more than 5000 0.029 (0.109) | 0.059 (0.089
Household: 1 adult 0.115* (0.057) | 0.134* (0.056)
Household: 2 adults Ref.

Household: more than 2 adults -0.097 (0.105) | -0.108 (0.103
Household: no child Ref.

Household: 1 child 0.009 (0.065) | 0.051 (0.064
Household: 2 children -0.009 (0.101) | -0.038 (0.102
Household: more than 2 children | 0.062 (0.109) | 0.066 (0.123
Occ.: student -0.163 (0.109) | -0.144 (0.109
Occ.: without activity / job search | -0.392*** | (0.113) | -0.469*** | (0.092)
Occ.: mid-time/full-time job Ref.

Occ.: retired 0.150 (0.069) | 0.165 (0.059
Distributor brand 0.157*** | (0.039) | 0.159%*** (0.039)

Phase A -0127** | (0.045) | -0.130*** | (0.046)

Phase B Ref.

Phase C 0.161*** | (0.027) | 0.160*** (0.026)

Phase D 0.167*** | (0.028) | 0.166*** (0.027)

Phase E 0.106*** | (0.034) | 0.105*** (0.034)

Predicted probability 79.3% 79.8%

N 770 770

Log pseudolikelihood -360.34 -352.87

Wald chi2

Chi2(23) = 156.67

Chi2(30) = 208.41

Occ. = Occupation
Robust Standard Error adjusted for 77 clustersilijest.
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Table 7. Buyers’ WTP in euros for Nectars

MCO Q) (2)

Variable Coef. SE Coef. SE
Risk aversion 0.007 (0.038)
Time preference -0.001 (0.038)
SSS-V. ES -0.002 (0.057)
SSS-V. BS -0.016 (0.065)
BIS-11. NPA -0.026 (0.021)
BIS-11. MI 0.014 (0.020)
BIS-11. CI 0.018 (0.024)
Female 0.045 (0.123) 0.018 (0.136)
Age: less than 25 0.357** (0.166) 0.249 (0.172
Age: 25-35 Ref.

Age: 35-45 0.354 (0.240) 0.341 (0.245)
Age: 45-55 -0.086 (0.182) -0.082 (0.232)
Age: more than 55 0.476** (0.196) 0.537*** | (0.198)
Income: less than 1000 0.072 (0.151) 0.120 (0.1558)
Income: 1000-2000 Ref.

Income: 2000-3000 0.300** (0.135) 0.261 (0.167
Income: 3000-4000 0.312* (0.165) 0.282* (0.156
Income: 4000-5000 -0.233 (0.175) -0.238 (0.235)
Income: more than 5000 0.112 (0.196) 0.069 (0.210)
Household: 1 adult 0.079 (0.185) 0.061 (0.197)
Household: 2 adults Ref.

Household: more than 2 adults 0.052 (0.144) 0.022 (0.183)
Household: no child Ref.

Household: 1 child 0.176 (0.121) 0.194 (0.184)
Household: 2 children 0.288 (0.228) 0.276 (0.277)
Household: more than 2 children | -0.273 (0.298) -0.189 (0.300)
Occ.: student -0.294 (0.196) -0.269 (0.214)
Occ.: without activity / job search | 0.046 (0.177) -0.019 (0.207)
Occ.: mid-time/full-time job Ref.

Occ.: retired 0.001 (0.196) -0.079 (0.225)
Distributor brand 0.171** | (0.043) |0.181*** | (0.041)
Phase A 0.114** | (0.055) |0.123** | (0.057)
Phase B Ref.

Phase C -0.106** | (0.045) |-0.111** | (0.044)
Phase D -0.108** | (0.043) |-0.125** | (0.047)
Phase E -0.011 (0.054) | -0.006 (0.061)
Constant 0.384* (0.196) 0.477 (0.570
N 279 279

R2 0.3356 0.3594

F F(23, 60) = 6.06 F(30, 60) = 7.24

Occ. = Occupation

Robust Standard Error adjusted for 61 clustersilijest (16 subjects never purchase nectars).
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Table 8. Buyers’ WTP in euros for Pure juices

MCO (1) (2)

Variable Coef. SE Coef. SE
Risk aversion -0.008 (0.033)
Time preference 0.019 (0.035)
SSS-V. ES -0.031 (0.047)
SSS-V. BS 0.010 (0.063)
BIS-11. NPA -0.063*** | (0.020)
BIS-11. MI 0.015 (0.017)
BIS-11. CI 0.055** (0.022)
Female -0.156 (0.117) -0.141 (0.115
Age: less than 25 0.323** (0.149) 0.197 (0.147
Age: 25-35 Ref.

Age: 35-45 0.543* (0.304) 0.737** (0.284
Age: 45-55 -0.086 (0.201) 0.017 (0.191
Age: more than 55 0.157 (0.183) 0.355* (0.184
Income: less than 1000 0.001 (0.159) 0.089 (0.17€
Income: 1000-2000 Ref.

Income: 2000-3000 0.247 (0.161) 0.258* (0.143
Income: 3000-4000 0.351 (0.309) 0.316 (0.250
Income: 4000-5000 0.267 (0.229) 0.371 (0.246
Income: more than 5000 0.340 (0.159) 0.254 (0.218
Household: 1 adult -0.139 (0.162) -0.096 (0.190
Household: 2 adults Ref.

Household: more than 2 adults -0.106 (0.195) -0.187 (0.165
Household: no child Ref.

Household: 1 child -0.011 (0.185) -0.081 (0.186
Household: 2 children -0.342 (0.238) -0.420* (0.221
Household: more than 2 children | -0.749* (0.406) -0.796** | (0.379
Occ.: student -0.273 (0.184) -0.211 (0.194
Occ.: without activity / job search | 0.074 (0.230) -0.165 (0.252
Occ.: mid-time/full-time job Ref.

Occ.: retired -0.311 (0.297) -0.485* (0.261
Distributor brand 0.115** | (0.041) | 0.129*** | (0.042)
Phase A 0.131** (0.058) | 0.115* (0.059)
Phase B Ref.

Phase C 0.161** | (0.031) |0.161** | (0.032)
Phase D 0.209*** | (0.038) | 0.213*** | (0.038)
Phase E 0.192*** | (0.0.46) | 0.199** | (0.045)
Constant 0.871** | (0.175) 1.250** (0.545)
N 577 577

R2 0.2117 0.3115

F F(23, 76) = 3.40 F(30, 76) = 3.34

Occ. = Occupation
Robust Standard Error adjusted for 77 clustersilijest.

N N N N N

N

N N
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3.3. Results about nutritional and health informaton

In the previous Figures and Tables, we observethtigathange in informational environment
have an effect on purchase intent and on willingriepay. In order to analyse the correlation
between individual characteristics and behaviowss, are interested by the introduction of
information between the Phase B (participants eab/the labels) and the Phase D (participants
see the labels, know the definitions of productd have health and nutritional information).

This information effect is measured through theateam of WTP between these two Phases.

Figure 4. Distribution of variation in percent of the WTP between Phase D and Phase B
by product (n=77)

24

@ Nectar FP (no purchase = 66.2%)

O Nectar D (no purchase = 45.5%)

B Pure juice FP (no purchase = 18.2%)
20 1 @ Pure juice D (no purchase = 6.5%)
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Variation (Phase D - Phase B) in percent

Figure 4 presents the individual change in percEmst, this figure shows us six types of

behaviours: (1) participants who never buy the pod6.5% for the Pure juice distributor

brand; (2) participants who do not change their WadiPa product between the two Phases
(A=0.0), 22% for the Pure juice distributor brand; garticipants who leave the product when
the have additional informatiom£-1.0), 2.5% for the Pure juice distributor brard) the

reverse behaviour: participants who buy the produé&hase D even thought they do not want
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it in Phase B A=+wx), 15.5% for the Pure juice distributor brand; ga)ticipants who increase
their WTP (0.0 <A < 1.6); and (6) participants who decrease theiPWFL.0 <A < 0.0).

By products, we observe that the information abiim and about nutrition and health
decrease the value attributed to the nectars (npamtycipants leave these two products).
Reversely, they increase the value attributed ¢optlre juice, with participants who become

buyers.

In order to analyse the effect of the new charaties on the behaviours, we construct six
possible behaviours when the information change:parchase at all” (reference group), “stop
to purchase”, “decrease the WTP”, “no change in WTiAcrease in WTP, and “began to

consume”. We estimate the effect of the new chariatics on the probability of adoption of

each behaviour through a multinomial logit estimatereliminary results show that some
characteristics have a significant effect that dooé explained. By instance, risk aversion
increases the probability of increasing the WTP dare juices, “BIS-11, MI” decrease the

probability of stability in WTP for pure juices cet
4. Conclusion and discussion

As a short conclusion, the new individual charasties introduced in order to increase the
explanation of behaviour regarding food seem teetsme significant effects, even if it is not
general. It is necessary to discuss about thegtlreaf the information and the risky issues in
orange juice consumption. Perhaps the level saarifie would be higher if we conduct an

experiment with risky products and with more sdliaformation.
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Appendix

Appendix 1a. First series of binary choices betwedntteries (Game 1)
Option A Choice A Option B Choice B
; : 2,00 € if the tokenis 1 3,80 € if the tokenis 1
Situation 11 | 1'c5 ¢ it the token is 2-10 ~ © |0.20 € if the token is 2-10  °
Situation 12 2,00 € if the token is 1-2 3,80 € if the token is 1-2
1,60 € if the token is 3-1( 0,20 € if the token is 3-1(
Situation 13 2,00 € if the token is 1-3 o 3,80 € if the token is 1-3 o
1,60 € if the token is 4-1( 0,20 € if the token is 4-1(
Situation 14 2,00 € if the token is 1-4 o 3,80 € if the token is 1-4 o
1,60 € if the token is 5-1( 0,20 € if the token is 5-1(
Situation 15 2,00 € if the token is 1-5 o 3,80 € if the token is 1-5 o
1,60 £ if the token is 6-1( 0,20 € if the token is 6-1(
Situation 16 2,00 € if the token is 1-6 o 3,80 € if the token is 1-6 o
1,60 £ if the token is 7-1( 0,20 € if the token is 7-1(
Situation 17 2,00 € if the token is 1-7 o 3,80 € if the token is 1-7 o
1,60 £ if the token is 8-1( 0,20 € if the token is 8-1(
Situation 18 2,00 € if the token is 1-8 o 3,80 € if the token is 1-8 o
1,60 £ if the token is 9-1( 0,20 € if the token is 9-1(
Situation 19 2,00 € if the token is 1-9 o 3,80 € if the token is 1-9 o
1,60 € if the token is 10 0,20 € if the token is 10
Situation 20 | 2,00 € if the token is 1-1( O 3,80 € if the token is 1-1( O
Appendix 1b. Second series of binary choices betweltteries (Game 2)
Option A Choice A Option B Choice B
Situation 21 10 € if the token is 1 19 € if the tokenis 1
8 € if the token is 2-10 1 € if the token is 2-10
Situation 22 10 € if the token is 1-2 19 € if the token is 1-2
8 € if the token is 3-10 1 € if the token is 3-10
; : 10 € if the token is 1-3 19 € if the token is 1-3
Situation 23 8 € if the token is 4-10 o 1 € if the token is 4-10 O
; : 10 € if the token is 1-4 19 € if the token is 1-4
Situation 24 8 € if the token is 5-10 o 1 € if the token is 5-10 O
; : 10 € if the token is 1-5 19 € if the token is 1-5
Situation 25 8 € if the token is 6-10 o 1 € if the token is 6-10 O
; : 10 € if the token is 1-6 19 € if the token is 1-6
Situation 26 8 € if the token is 7-10 o 1 € if the token is 7-10 O
. . 10 € if the token is 1-7 19 € if the token is 1-7
Situation 27 8 € if the token is 8-10 O 1 € if the token is 8-10 O
. . 10 € if the token is 1-8 19 € if the token is 1-8
Situation 28 8 € if the token is 9-10 O 1 € if the token is 9-10 O
. . 10 € if the token is 1-9 19 € if the token is 1-9
Situation 29 8 € if the token is 10 O 1 € if the token is 10 O
Situation 30 | 10 € if the token is 1-10 O 19 € if the token is 1-10 O
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Appendix 2a. First series of binary choices betweemrmmediate and delayed rewards

(Game 3)

Option A Choice A Option B Choice B
Situation 31 | 0,01 € immediately ) 10,00 € in 15 days O
Situation 32 | 0,25 € immediately O 10,00 € in 15 days O
Situation 33 | 1,50 € immediately ) 10,00 € in 15 days O
Situation 34 | 2,75 € immediately O 10,00 € in 15 days O
Situation 35 | 4,00 € immediately ) 10,00 € in 15 days O
Situation 36 | 5,25 € immediately O 10,00 € in 15 days O
Situation 37 | 6,50 € immediately ) 10,00 € in 15 days O
Situation 38 | 7,75 € immediately O 10,00 € in 15 days O
Situation 39 | 9,00 € immediately O 10,00 € in 15 days O
Situation 40 | 10,00 € immediately O 10,00 € in 15 days O
Appendix 2b. Second series of binary choices betweé@nmediate and delayed rewards
(Game 4)

Option A Choice A Option B Choice B
Situation 41 | 0,01 € immediately O 10,00 € in 90 days )
Situation 42 | 0,25 € immediately ) 10,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 43 | 1,50 € immediately ) 10,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 44 | 2,75 € immediately O 10,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 45 | 4,00 € immediately O 10,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 46 | 5,25 € immediately O 10,00 € in 90 days )
Situation 47 | 6,50 € immediately O 10,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 48 | 7,75 € immediately O 10,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 49 | 9,00 € immediately O 10,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 50 | 10,00 € immediately O 10,00 € in 90 days O
Appendix 2c. Third series of binary choices betweemmmediate and delayed rewards
(Game 5)

Option A Choice A Option B Choice B
Situation 51 | 0,02 € immediately O 20,00 € in 90 days )
Situation 52 | 0,50 € immediately ) 20,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 53 | 3,00 € immediately O 20,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 54 | 5,50 € immediately O 20,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 55 | 8,00 € immediately ) 20,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 56 | 10,50 € immediately O 20,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 57 | 13,00 € immediately ) 20,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 58 | 15,50 € immediately O 20,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 59 | 18,00 € immediately ) 20,00 € in 90 days O
Situation 60 | 20,00 € immediately ) 20,00 € in 90 days O
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