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Description of deliverable

The present work was carried out within the Projeetfruit’. The strategic objective of
this project is to increase fruit consumption aneréby improve the health and well-
being of Europeans and their environment, by takagtotal chain approach,
identifying the bottlenecks and addressing thentdaysumer-driven preferences. The
report is a deliverable of Workpackage 1.3 (INNORRUWof Pillar 1, which focuses
on the area of 'Consumer driven and responsive lywuppain'. The aim of
Workpackage 1.3 is to understand the determinantiseoadoption of innovations by
consumers, thus yielding insight into consumer biele with respect to new or
modified fruit products and identifying opportuesi for fruit innovation. As such, it
will provide guidance for the development of futdrait product innovations. This
deliverable (which combines the contents of thginally planned deliverables D1.3.5
and D1.3.8) describes the results of an internati@onsumer survey and cross-
cultural comparison of the adoption of a range raitfinnovations, relating it to a
number of consumer traits that emerged from tleeditire as relevant. The survey puts
the previously developed theoretical model (see3D).and findings from earlier
focus group discussions (see D1.3.3) to a testdibgi on the preparatory work in
D1.3.2 and D1.3.4.

Connection of deliverable with project goals:

This deliverable contributes to the overall stratempjective of ISAFRUIT, namely,
“...to increase fruit consumption, searching the ioyement of health and well-being
of Europeans and their environment, by taking al tohain approach, identifying the
bottlenecks and addressing them by consumer dgiveferences.” in the following
way. By identifying those product characteristicattare important for the adoption of
novel fruits and fruit products by consumers, fatyproduct development can be
adapted to the wishes of the consumers, which inifease consumer acceptance.
Moreover, by highlighting personal characteristios innovative consumers the
understanding of novel fruits and fruit productsegtance is increased. Together with
the identified cross-cultural consumer segmentsy tre a useful starting point for
developing fruit product innovations and fruit pration campaigns for specific target
groups to increase fruit consumption across Europe.

As such, this deliverable facilitates “the devel@minof consumer-driven, efficient,
responsive, and innovative supply chains for tlevtin of fruit consumption in Europe
and for a competitive and sustainable fruit indgtvhich is the main goal of Pillar 1.

This deliverable was made in cooperation betweempdrtners 38 (WAU), 10 (WUR-
LEI), 24 (UPM), and 29 (AUA).

Wageningen, May 3 2010 Ivo A. van der Lans
Scientific coordinator of Pillar 1
10 (WUR-LEI)
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D1.3.5 Report on consumer innovative behaviour

D1.3.8 Report on cross-cultural comparison of coresu
innovative behaviour and segmentation

Summary

This report presents results of the consumer sutvatywas conducted in November,
2009, in four European countries — Poland, the &i&ihds, Greece and Spain within
WP 1.3 of ISAFRUIT Project. The consumer survey wasducted to validate the
major part of the theoretical framework in delivideaD1.3.1 of WP 1.3 (Praska &
Bartels, 2007).

In the current deliverables (D1.3.5 and D1.3.8),fins focused on the influence of
personal characteristics of the respondents, tlauation of general fruit product
characteristics, product evaluations of specifieatdresh fruits and fruit products and
demographics on consumers’ acceptance of fruit vamons. Furthermore, we
identified cross cultural consumer segments, whohewalue different product
characteristics. Moreover, these consumer segmdiffer in demographics, their
willingness to accept fruit innovations and thesrgonal characteristics.

Policy recommendations for future product developimef fresh fruits and fruit
products and communication strategies were forradjabased on the results of the
consumer survey and the identified cross cultusabamer segments.



1 Introduction

The introduction of new products is a critical se&s factor in many industries,
including the fruit industry. The development ofanproducts is necessary to survive
in today’s global competitive market place. Addi@dly, innovations within the fruit
industry are suggested to be a helpful tool todgase fruit consumption (Trienekens,
Uffelen, Debaire, and Omta, 2008). A large amouhtmmney is invested by the
industry in the development of new products. Thas# products are often not
accepted by the consumers and therefore fail toemat (Goldenberg, Lehmann, and
Mazursky, 2001; Martinez and Briz, 2000). The pwa®f this deliverable is to
increase our understanding of the factors affedigconsumer acceptance of novel
fruits and fruit products (D 1.3.5) and moreover itwestigate whether different
consumer segments can be identified based on ¢bheptance of fruit innovations (D
1.3.8). We focus on two factors from the conceptaldel in Deliverable 1.3.1 by
(Prosiiska and Bartels, 2007), namely 1) the product cbariatics of the product and
2) the personal characteristics of the consumer.

The selected new fruit product categories.

Based on earlier work in deliverables D1.3.2 and3[8and D1.3.4, in the present
deliverable new fruit products are classified ire tfollowing six categories; a)
functional foods with an added beneficial healtfeef b) genetically modified foods
developed with the help of gene technology, c) wigaoods produced under
traditional farming conditions without the use ofyaadditives, d) ethnic foods which
are imported from exotic countries and e) convereerorientated innovations
developed to increase convenience aspects, amaviparchase channels that refer to a
new way of selling fresh fruits (see Zajac and Keagska, 2007; Kraszewska, Zajac,
Jasiulewicz, and Bolek, 2008; Kraszewska, Bartaid, Onwezen, 2009).

New fruit product characteristics.

The product characteristics used in the currenveble are based on an extensive
literature review. The following characteristicéated to consumers’ food choice were
used: Looks appealing, Healthy, Convenient, Prigedeman and Vaaananen, 2002;
Steptoe, Pollard, and Wardle, 1995), Taste (Honkamel Frewer, 2009; Magnusson
et al., 2001; Roininen, Lahteenmé&ki, and Tuoril@99;, Wandel and Brugge, 1997;
Wardle, 1993), Familiar (Pliner and Hobden, 199@ofMa, Lahteenmaki, Pohjalainen,
and Lotti, 2001), Natural (e.g., Backstrom, Pi@tBackman, and Tuorila, 2004),
Locally produced (e.g. Brown, 2003; Lea and Wors§08; Tootelian and Segale,
2004), Safety (Cardello, 2003; Frewer, Miles, anarsh, 2002) and Brand (e.g.
Maison, Greenwald, and Bruin, 2004). Although imgml, these characteristics seem
to be important, it is not clear yet which prodabtracteristics are important for the
consumer acceptance of novel fresh fruits and fouitducts. In addition, different
product characteristics might be important for thiéerent novel food categories in
different countries.

Personal characteristics.

Besides the perceived relevance of product charsiits, consumers’ personal
characteristics influence the level of acceptanteroduct innovations. Based on
Deliverable 1.3.1 (Prosska and Bartels, 2007) and 1.3.4 (Kraszewska, Barad
Onwezen, 2009), the following personal charactedsare included in the current



deliverable: socio demographics, market maveniseickFand Price, 1987), food
involvement (Bell and Marshall, 2003), social regmetations of novel foods
(Backstrom, Pirttila-Backman, and Tuorila, 2004pnthin-specific innovativeness
(Goldsmith and Hofacker, 1991), food neophobian@liand Hobden, 1992), opinion
leadership (Flynn, Goldsmith, and Eastman, 1996)drildhood habits (Reinaerts, De
Nooijer, Candel, and De Vries, 2007).

Research questions

Present deliverable addresses seven research apsesivhich aim to increase the
understanding of the consumer acceptance of nowu#l &nd fruit products. The
research questions are presented below and aretswithin the different chapters
of this deliverable. This study considers the abosmtioned product and personal
characteristics in a cross national context. FahgwSteenkamp and Baumgartner
(1998) who argue that a fuller understanding ofscomer behaviour requires cross-
validation of models in different countries. Thena, in all chapters of this deliverable
‘country’ is included in the analyses to explore thfferences between countries.

Research question 1: Which product characterisdiegsimportant for consumers when
buying novel fruits and fruit products (Chapter 3)?

Research question 2: Which product innovations ragestly accepted by consumers
(Chapter 4)?

Research question 3. How are different product watmns perceived in terms of
product evaluations (Chapter 5)?

Research question 4: Which product evaluationsiraeortant to predict the adoption
of fresh fruits and fruit products (Chapter 6)?

Research question 5: Which personal characterigticsdict the adoption of novel
fruits (Chapter 7)?

Research question 6: What is the impact of prodemaluations and personal
characteristics on the adoption of novel fruits &pter 8)?

Research question 7: Which cross-cultural consusegments can be identified based
on the ranking of product characteristics (Chapig?
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2 Method

Design of the questionnaire.

Respondents completed an online questionnaire.qliestionnaire (see Appendix A)
consisted of questions regarding (A) personal dtarstics of the respondents (B)
importance ranking of product characteristics @&slr fruit and fruit products, (C)

perception of specific novel fruits and fruit prats in terms of product evaluations,
(D) adoption of novel fruits and fruit products,dafie) demographics. Each part of the
questionnaire is explained in detail below.

There were four different versions of the questamrea In each version,
respondents were asked to evaluate three differevel fruits or fruit products. In
addition, in the first two versions respondentswaersd specific personal items in the
context of novel fresh fruit and in two other verss respondents evaluated the specific
personal items in the context of novel fruit produdable 2.1 presents the differences
between the four conditions. The specific novelitériand fruits products in the
guestionnaire were selected on the basis of amiameof innovations that was carried
out at an earlier stage (see Zajac and Krasze\g8K#, for a detailed description), and
the focus of other ISAFRUIT pillars. Pictures oétimcluded product innovations are
presented in the Appendix (see Appendix B). Moreoeetable is presented that
reveals to which innovation category the noveltfrbelong (see Appendix C).

Table 2.1. Differences between the four versionbkefjuestionnaire

I nnovativeness

Condition regarding: Product 1 Product 2 Product 3

Al (N=498) | Fresh fruit Organic fruit mousse  Chodest lowering peach Fruit vending machine

A2 (N=499) | Fresh fruit Mini nectarines Pitaya Gecaty modified apple
Cholesterol lowering orangePrebiotic  dried  black

B1 (N=494) | Fruit products Organic apple juice currant

B2 (N=481) | Fruit products Nectarine chips Pitayiagu Freshly cut fruit salad

Analysis.

The analysis of the data consisted of four maipsstét first, the used multi-item
scales for measuring personal characteristics wadigated. Second, research question
1 till 6 were answered with the use of descripstatistics, ANOVA’'s, ANCOVA'’s
and OLS regression analyses. Third, research guegtiaimed to identify cross-
cultural consumer segments. Finite mixture modglivas used as to perform cluster
analyses. A sequential logit model with concomitaariables (Vermunt and Magidson,
2005) classified groups of consumers with simileefgrences. Finally, the identified
segments were profiled with the use of ANOVA's. Eat these steps is explained in
more detail within the chapters where the results@ported.
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21  Demographicsand validation of the scales

Measurement.

Consumers’ innovative behaviour and its antecedest®e measured with multiple
psychological constructs included in the theorétitamework for consumers’
willingness to adopt novel food (Praska and Bartels, 2007). The psychological
constructs were measured with validated scalesaglhdbe described in detail below.
Some of the used constructs are domain (i.e. fag8cific and these are therefore
adapted to a fruit context. Half of the responddiksd out these domain-specific
questions for fresh fruits and half of the respantgdilled out these domain-specific
questions for fruit products.

A pilot study was conducted to test the questiaendihe results of this pilot
were used to adapt the consumer survey for the stacly. For each scale a short
description and the original source is mentionddweMoreover, the Cronbachts's
obtained in the current study are presented tacatdithe reliability of the scales (See
Appendix D for a table including the Cronbach’'shalp for of the scales for each
country). Deliverable 1.3.4. presents the selectidevelopment and validation of
measurement instruments for the consumer surveyrdigmy consumer innovativeness
in the context of novel fruits and fruit producte¢ Kraszewska, Bartels, and Onwezen,
2009 for a detailed description).

Part A: Personal characteristics of the respondents

Market mavenismMarket mavenism refers to the extent a consumsrexiéensive
knowledge and experience with markets rather tmam ispecific domain. Market
mavens are described as “expert shoppers” (GeiasteEdison, 2005, p.74). Market
mavenism was measured with 6-item scale develogdeeltk and Price (1987). We
used 5-point scale Likert Scales (ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “5 = Strongly
agree”). Cronbach’s alpha of this scale was 0.90.

Domain-specific innovativeness for fodbmain-specific innovativeness (DSI) refers
to a tendency to acquire new products or new pradilated information within a
specific domain (Goldsmith and Hofacker, 1991). #efn scale (ranging from “1 =
Strongly disagree” to “5 = Strongly agree”) by Gadth and Hofacker (1991) was
used. DSI was measured in two domains, a food domarail a specific fruit domain.
Cronbach’s alpha for the DSI in a food domain wag40DSI in the specific fruit
contexts revealed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.78 fshifruit and a Cronbach’s alpha of
0.75 for fruit products.

Food neophobial-ood neophobia can be referred to as “the extewhich individuals
are reluctant to try novel foods (food productshes, cuisines)” (Eertmans, Victoir,
Vansant, and Bergh, 2005, p.714). An adapted sofldne original 10-item scale
(ranging from “1 = Strongly disagree” to “5 = Stghy agree”) of Pliner and Hobden
(1992) was used. After analysing the pilot studydeeided to remove the positively
phrased items (5 items), since they refer more nioovativeness than to food
neophobia. Food neophobia is a domain specific taaects and was therefore
measured for specific fruit contexts. Cronbachgghal of this scale was 0.82 for fresh
fruit and 0.80 for fruit products.

Food involvementin the context of food, involvement can be defimsdthe level of
importance of foods in a person’s life” (Bell andaidhall, 2003, p.236). The
involvement refers to the level of attachment, gment, the amount of thinking and
talking about food. The original Food Involvemenale of Bell and Marshall (2003)
was adapted since the results of the pilot studgaled statistical as well as content-
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related problems. Three original items (rangingrfrl = Strongly disagree” to “5 =
Strongly agree”) were used and four other ‘involeath items originated from
Zaichowsky (1994) Personal Involvement Inventoryevadded. Cronbach’s alpha of
the adapted food involvement scale was 0.86.

Opinion leadership.Opinion leaders are likely to communicate with esth about
products and in that way they influence the atéfuatceptance and buying behavior of
other consumers (Flynn, Goldsmith, and Eastmang;1@atignon and Robertson,
1985). In the present study, opinion leadership assessed using a 4-item scale
(ranging from “1 = Strongly disagree” to “5 = Stghy agree”) based on the originally
developed scale of Rogers and Cartano (1962). @pieadership was measured with
specific reference to fruit. Cronbach’s alpha o 8tale was 0.92 for fresh fruit and
0.92 for fruit products.

Childhood habits.The habit of eating fruit as a child was measusét the 3-item
(ranging from “1 = Strongly disagree” to “5 = Stgiy agree”) scale by Reinaerts et al.
(2007). Consumers were asked to rate these chdd habit questions for fresh fruit,
processed fruit and prepared fruit. Cronbach’s alpias .90 for fresh fruits, 0.92 for
prepared fruits and 0.94 for processed fruits.

Part B: Product characteristics.

Participants were asked to rank the importancerofiyct characteristics, such that
they had to order the product characteristics itina with the most important
characteristic at the top and the least importam at the bottom. Half of the
participants ranked the product characteristics flesh fruits and half of the
participants ranked the product characteristics fimit products. The product
characteristics were selected based on the resdfult® earlier conducted focus groups
and a literature review. The product charactesstvere: Healthy, Safe, Convenient to
consume, Reasonably priced, Tasty, Familiar, NAyupxoduced, Looks appealing.
For fresh fruit and fruit products two distinct cheteristics were included that where
only relevant for the related fruit category. “Ldggroduced” was taken into account
for fresh fruits and for fruit products the prodebiaracteristic “Has a good brand” was
included.

Part C: Product evaluations.
Each respondent was asked to evaluate three inmeyabducts. These products were
evaluated on eleven different aspects. Tasty, Esipen Convenient to consume,
Healthy, Novel, Easily available, Attractive, SafBatural, Better than regular
fruits/fruit products and Exclusive. For the friiending machine respondents were
asked to evaluate whether the way of selling isyE&ovel and Attractive. The
remaining product evaluations were also still cdesed to be relevant and therefore
respondents’ rated the fruit in the vending machimethe extent it looks Tasty,
Expensive, Healthy, Safe, Natural, Better than laaguwuits and Exclusive.

Finally, respondents were asked to rate theirfmyitention towards the three
innovative products.

Part D: Actual adoption behaviour.

Respondents were asked to rate the amount of timgshave bought fruit innovation
in the last three months. The actual adoption bebavis asked for fresh fruit,
prepared fruit, processed fruit and for fruit imgeal. The answering categories ranged
from “Never” to “5 times or more”.



13

Part E: Demographics.

This part of the questionnaire aims to measure thlboconsumers are with regard to
their demographics. The questions concerned regpdsidage, gender, family status
(Married/Living together, Single/Divorced/Widow dtiving with your parents),
number of members of households, children belowek8s old, educational level (low,
medium or high), employment status (Employed, RdtirStudent, Unemployed,
Housewife or In the army). With regard to househimidome, nine categories are
developed based on the minimum wage of each cauhiwy nine different categories
were a multiplication of this minimum wage (e.g64imes minimum wage and 6-8
times minimum wage). This makes the income levehgarable across countries.
Finally, respondents were asked whether they ageptirson in the household that
regularly buys the food (yes/no) and whether they the person that regularly
prepares the food (yes/no).

Participants.

To meet the objectives of this study, a large-scalesumer study was conducted
among European consumers. In total the sample stedsiof 1972 respondents,
divided across The Netherlands (n=502), Greece@®)x4oland (n=502), and Spain
(n=500). Subjects were recruited from online paresl embody a representative
sample of the country populations in terms of agggender.

The demographic characteristics of these resposdere as follows. Age was
ranging from 16 to 87M = 43.47). The sample consisted of 50.9% femalesAarito
males. With regard to education, notice that aluntdes have very distinctive
educational systems. To make comparison betweentries possible four educational
levels, which are more or less comparable over sy are composed: no schooling,
low (e.g., elementary school), medium (e.g., highosl) and high (e.g., college or
university). Of the total sample 1.4% had no scimgpl7.2 % of the respondents had
an educational level that was considered as low/ 24 of the respondents had an
educational level that was considered as mediurd, camsequently 49.7% of the
respondents had an educational level that was demesl as high. A detailed overview
of the sample characteristics for each countryesgnted in appendix D.
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3 Importance of product characteristics.

This chapter aims to reveal the importance conssim#ach to a range of product
characteristics when buying fresh fruits and froibducts (Research Question 1).
Table 3.1 reveals the mean scores of the importeantiengs for fresh fruit and for
fruit products.

Table 3.1 Mean scores of the product charactessticnovel fresh fruit and fruit products.

M ean fresh fruit M ean fruit products
(N=997) (N=975) F(1,1971) Partial n?

It is important to me that a
new fresh fruit/fruit product..

... is healthy 3.0 2.98° 1.961 0.001
...has a good taste 341 3.41° 13.137 0.007
...is safe 4.44 4.03° 16.062*** 0.008
...is reasonably priced 4.43 4.38¢ 0.250 0.000
...is naturally produced 4.83 4.47° 1.901 0.001
...looks appealing 5.42 5.70° 6.765** 0.003
...is convenient to consume 5.86 6.13' 8.083* 0.004
...is locally produced 6.90 -

...is has a good brand - 6.91

...is familiar to me 7.1% 7.19" 0.65 0.004

229.F(8,989)=  .227.F(8, 967)=
Wilks Lambda 416.183*** 412.265
Partialn? 771 773

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Respondents were agk® rank the product characteristics in ordemgbartance,
such that they rated the most important producteatteristic with a 1 and the least important pradinaracteristic
with a 9. Therefore, the lower a mean score is,toee important the product characteristic is ratgunilar

superscripts in the columns refer to statisticaltyilar means of the product characteristics, sheh the top left

means the average of the ranking of health and thsts not significantly differ from each other.

The importance rankings for both fresh fruit anditfiproducts revealed comparable
results. The same four product characteristics vweesduated as the most important.
Consumers valued healthiness, taste, price andysafea new product the most.
Familiarity, convenience and looks appealing a@pct characteristics were ranked
as unimportant for both fresh fruits and fruit pmots. A closer look reveals that taste
was rated equally important as health for freshtdyuwhile taste is rated as less
important than health for fruit products. Reasoeaptices was ranked equally
important as safety and naturally produced for Wogish fruits and fruit products.
Furthermore, familiarity, convenience and looks eglimg were ranked significantly
different for both fresh fruits and fruits products

More specific, the results displayed in Table 3el/eml some differences
between the importance rankings of the productastaristics for fresh fruits and fruit
products. For fresh fruit, it was relatively uninmfamt whether a product was locally
produced. For fruit products it was relatively upmontant whether the product had a
good brand. Safety seemed to be more important viluging new fruit products
compared to buying new fresh fruits. Conveniencedosume and looks appealing
was rated as more important for new fresh fruiétfor new fruit products.

Table 3.2 presents the mean importance rankindiseofour countries on the product
characteristics of novel fresh fruit. The resudéigealed that for each country health and
taste were the most important product charactesistor novel fresh fruit. The
healthiness of fresh fruit was equally importanttfee consumers of all countries. The
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countries differed in the importance ranking of thié other product characteristics.
Below you will find a detailed description of thediéferences.

First, taste was rated as more important by the Dutch and thaniSh
respondents compared to the Greek and the PokpomdentsReasonably pricedas
a relatively important product characteristic ie tdetherlands and in Spain, and less
important in GreeceSafetywas rated as relatively important by the Greekoadents
compared to the respondents from the other cogntdaturally producedwas more
important for the Greek respondents and less irapbrior the Dutch consumers.
Looks appealingvas rated as more important for the Dutch andPihlesh consumers
than for the Greek and the Spanish consunm@osivenience to consunfi@sh fruits
was rated as more important by the Dutch consunmrgared to the consumers from
the other countried.ocally producedwas most important for the Greek respondents
and least important for the Dutch respondents. llyinfEamiliarity was less important
for the Polish and the Dutch respondents and nmopoitant for the Greek and the
Spanish respondents.

Table 3.2. Differences between countries for theoimance of product characteristics of new
fresh fruit.

The Greece Poland  Spain F(3,996) Partial n°
Netherlands
(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)

It is important to me that
a new fresh fruit ...

...Is healthy 3.13 3.25 2.96 3.05 1.124 0086.
...has a good taste 2.73 3.52° 3.16%*  3.02"  8.055%* 0.024
...is reasonably priced 3.83 5.22 4.45° 4.25™  18.081%* 0.052
...is safe 4,52 3.76 4.80™ 4.65" 11.143*** 0.033
...is naturally produced  5.57 3.38 4.70° 4.86" 33.652%+* 0.092
...looks appealing 4.89 6.48 4.65" 5.69 32.887*+* 0.090
...is  convenient to 5.08 6.33*  6.19® 586"  18.158%* 0.052

consume

...is locally produced 7.70 6.13 6.98° 6.79° 22.808*+* 0.064
...Is familiar to me 7.58 6.94° 7.11"°  6.84% 5.483** 0.016

***< (0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Superscripts refeo similar scores between countries, such thagifitist letter of a
country is displayed after a mean score the safréeese countries do not differ significantly fraaach other. The
top left superscriptrefers to a similar mean score of the NetherlamdsSpain on the importance of taste.

Table 3.3 presents the mean importance rankingiseifour countries on the product
characteristics of novel fruit products. Also fouif products healthiness and taste of a
novel product were the most important product oftarsstics for all countries. The
results revealed that the countries differ fromheather in the importance they attach
to all the different product characteristics. Soafethe most prominent differences
between countries are described below.

First, thehealthinessf a novel fruit product seemed less importanGneece
compared to Poland and Spain. Tastinessof a fruit product was more important in
the Netherlands and Spain compared to the GrepbmdentsReasonably pricedas
relatively important for the Dutch and the Spanisdspondents and relatively
unimportant for the Greek responden&afety of novel fruit products was more
important for the Greek respondents compared toréspondents from the other
countries.Naturally producedwas more valued by the Greek respondents and less
valued by the Dutch responderit®oks appealingvas rated as relatively important by
the Dutch and the Polish respondents and relativelynportant by the Greek
respondentsConvenienceof novel fruit products was more important for tDatch
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and the Spanish respondents compared to the Gmdkth& Polish respondents.
Furthermore, it was more important for the Greell #me Polish respondents that a
novel fruit product has good brandcompared to the Dutch and the Spanish
respondents. Finally, for the Spanish respondembgliarity was more important than
for the Dutch respondents.

Table 3.3. Differences between countries for theonance of product characteristics of new
fruit products.

The Greece  Poland  Spain F(3,979 Partial n°
Netherlands
(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)

It is important to me that a
new fruit product ...

...Iis healthy 2.98% 3.30" 2.83™ 2.84™ 11.298* 0.010
...has a good taste 2.90 3.91° 3.58% 3.30™ 12.801%* 0.038
...Is reasonably priced ~ 3.94° 4,71 4.54% 4.38""  5.415* 0.016
...is safe 4.4%° 3.09 4.56 3.96" 20.733*** 0.060
...is naturally produced 5.76 3.22 4.34° 4.44° 44.728* 0.121
...looks appealing 4.70° 7.09 4.98" 6.20 62.993*** 0.163
...Is convenient to 557 6.50° 6.61Y 5.93" 15.964*+* 0.047

consume

...has a good brand 7.39 6.07" 6.29¢ 7.03" 19.756*** 0.058
...is familiar to me 7.41% 7.12"° 7.29"%° 6.92% 2.792* 0.009

***< (0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Superscripts refeo similar scores between countries, such thatifiitist letter of a
country is displayed after a mean score the saafréeese countries do not differ significantly fraaach other. The
top left superscrip?°refers to a similar mean score of the Netherlantshe importance of health with Greece,
Poland and Spain.

Conclusion
. Health and taste are the most important productrackeristics for the
acceptance of novel fresh fruits and fruit prododall countries.

. In general, the same product characteristics dagively more important and
the same product characteristics are less impoftanhovel fresh fruits and fruit
products.

. Consumers valued healthiness, taste, price andlysaffehe new product the
most, and familiarity, convenience to consume, g good brand, locally produced
and appealing look the least.

. There were differences in perceived importancehefgroduct characteristics
between the countries.

« Dutch consumers attach a relatively high importaoncaste, price, looking
good and convenience and a relatively low impogaomatural.

* For Spanish consumers taste and familiarity of hdwet are relatively
important.

* Polish consumers value the way a novel productdaelatively high.

» Greek consumers value safe and natural relativigly &nd price relatively
low.
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4 Buying intention of fruit innovations

This chapter tries to answer the question whetmelikelihood to buy a specific fruit
innovation differs for the various products andet$ between the countries (Research
Question 2). In other words, are people more wgllito try a specific product
innovation compared to other product innovations?

Respondents were asked to evaluate specific fnnbuations on the following
question “I would gladly buy this product if | caufind it”. Table 4.1 presents the
mean scores of the buying intentions of the twéheduded fruit innovations. Pictures
of the twelve fruit innovations are displayed inp&mdix B. In addition Appendix C
represents a table to which innovation categonh exdcthe twelve fruit innovations
belong.

As mentioned earlier, respondents did not evaluzdeh of the twelve
innovations. Each respondent was assigned to on¢heoffour versions of the
questionnaire and evaluated three different frumovations. To compare the buying
intention of the different fruit innovations withaeh other it was important to know
that the consumers in the different conditions @b differ in their innovativeness.
Results revealed that respondents in the diffecentlitions did not differ from each
other in their mean scores on domain -specific vativeness, food neophobia, opinion
leadership, market mavenism and food involverhent

For fresh fruit innovations respondents were modiing to buy the organic apple,
followed by the mini nectarines and the pitaya. jo@slents were least willing to buy
fruit from the fruit vending machine. The genetigainodified apple also scored
relatively low on willingness to buy this product.

For fruit products the freshly cut fruit salad s the highest on buying
intention. The prebiotic dried fruit revealed tloavest score on the buying intention.
The other fruit product innovations were comparableonsumers buying intention.

Table 4.1 Buying intention of fresh fruit innovaisoand fruit product innovations

Fresh Fruit (N=997) Buying intention Fruit Products (N=995) Buying intention

Organic apple 3.71 Freshly cut fruit salad 3.60

Mini nectarines 3.68 Pitaya juice 3.27

Pitaya 3.49 Nectarine chips 3.21
Cholesterol lowering orange

Cholesterol lowering peach 3.45 juice 3.21

Genetically modified apple 3.27 Organic fruit moaiss 3.21

Fruit vending machine 3.17 Prebiotic dried fruit 18.

Mean scores on the item “l would gladly buy thisgurct if | could find it”; respondents answeredsthjuestion on
a scale from 1 to 5 (1= “Strongly disagree”; 5=rt8igly agree”).

! ANOVA's are conducted with the innovativeness nueasients as dependent variables and condition
as the independent variable. Results revealedthieafour conditions do not differ significantly fro
each other in the measurements, market mavenig@, (1968)=0.317; p=.813), domain-specific
innovativeness for food=(3, 1968)=0 .937; p=.422) , food involvementH(3, 1968)=1.143; p=.330),
food neophobia for fresh fruité(1,995)=.008; p=.930) and fruit product$-(1, 973)=1.189; p=.276),
domain-specific innovativeness for fresh fruf(X, 995)=.084; p=.772) and for fruit products
(F(1,973)=1.189; p=.276), and opinion leadership for fresh frufgl, 995)=1.611; p=.205) and fruit
products E(1, 937)=1.553; p=.213). These results indicate that differencebuying intention of the
different innovations was not caused by differerinéanovativess between these conditions.
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The results in Table 4.2 reveal that the four coestdiffered significantly from each
other on buying intention for fresh fruit innovai® except for buying intention on
fruit from the fruit vending machine, where consusiieom the different countries had
a comparable inclination to buy fruit from the vergimachine.

The Greek respondents had the highest buying inteoin theorganic apple,
while the Dutch respondents had the lowest buymtgnition on the organic apple. The
Polish and the Spanish respondents did dot diffgrifscantly from the other countries
on the buying intention for this fruit innovatiomhe Greek respondents revealed the
lowest buying intention towards thenini nectarines followed by the Dutch
respondents. The Polish and the Spanish responbdadtthe lowest intention to buy
the mini nectarines. The intention to buy fhitaya was the highest in Poland. Polish
consumers had a higher intention to buy the pitidngan the Dutch and the Greek
respondents. The Polish consumers were more wiltinguy thecholesterol lowering
peachthan the Dutch and the Spanish consumers. Thek@Gespondents were least
willing to buy theGM applecompared to the respondents of the other countFies
Polish, Dutch and Spanish did not differ signifitgaiirom each other in their intention
to buy the GM apple.

Table 4.2 Buying intention of fresh fruit innovaiso differences between countries

The Greece  Poland Spain  F(df1,df2) Partial n?

Netherlands

(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)
Organic apple 3.46% 3.00° 382 367" 3897 (3,493).023
Mini nectarines 3.66" 3.28 3.99"  3.79"  9.686*** (3, 498).055
Pitaya 3.32% 3.31™ 3.70° 3.62"%  3.902* (3, 498) .023
Cholesterol lowering Peach 3.14% 3.50™° 3.80° 3.37"  6.527** (3,497) .038
Genetically modified apple  3.29"° 2.90 3.41™  3.46™ 5727 (3,498).034
Fruit vending machine 2.94 3.23 3.34 3.19 2.039 (3, 497) .012

Note. Mean scores on the item “I would gladly bhystproduct if | could find it”; respondents ansegrthis
question on a scale of 1 to 5 (1= “Strongly disafjr&= “Strongly agree”); ***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *<0.05;
Superscripts refer to similar scores between c@mtsuch that if the first letter of a countrydisplayed after a
mean score the scores of these countries do rfet difnificantly from each other. The top left smgeript”refers

to a similar buying intention of the Dutch consumédowards an organic apple as the Polish and Spanis
respondents.

The results in Table 4.3 reveal that the buyingntibn towards the six fruit product
innovations differed between the countries.

The freshly cut fruit saladvas most appealing to the Polish and the Spanish
respondents compared to the Dutch and the Grepkndents. Polish consumers were
more inclined to buyitaya juicethan Dutch and Greek consumers. Polish and Spanish
consumers were more willing to bunectarine chipscompared to Dutch and Greek
consumers. Therganic fruit moussénad the lowest buying intention for the Dutch
consumers compared to the Greek and Polish consurfgrally, Dutch consumers
were less willing to buyprebiotic dried fruitcompared to the consumers of all other
countries.
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Table 4.3 Buying intention of fruit product innoeais: differences between countries

The Greece Poland Spain  F(df1,df2) Partial n

Netherlands

(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)
Freshly cut fruit salad 3.05¢ 3.43" 3.94° 3.95° 19.378** (3,480) .109
Pitaya juice 3.02% 3.02" 3.68° 3.33"P  8.347** (3, 480) .050
Nectarine chips 2.69° 2.95" 3.75° 3.40° 19.167** (3, 480) .108
Cholesterol lowering orange?2.83° 2.97" 3.64° 3.41° 13.802*** (3,493) .078
juice
Organic fruit mousse 2.84° 3.25"®  3.57° 3.20"  9.112%* (3, 497) .052
Prebiotic dried fruit 2.49 3.35° 3.63% 3.25% 19.426*** (3, 493) .106

Note. Mean scores on the item “I would gladly bhystproduct if | could find it”; respondents anserthis
question on a scale of 1 to 5 (1= “Strongly disafyré= “Strongly agree”); ***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *0.05;
Superscripts refer to similar scores between c@mtsuch that if the first letter of a countrydisplayed after a
mean score the scores of these countries do ret difnificantly from each other. The top left sugcript® refers
to a similar buying intention of the Dutch consustawards freshly cut fruit salad as the Greekardpnts.

Conclusion

. Consumers’ buying intention towards fruit innovaso differs between
innovation categories and between countries.

. In general, product innovations related to convwergeaspects (mini nectarines
and fruit mix salad) and exotic fruit innovationstéya and pitaya juice) seem to be
the most appealing to consumers.

. Fruit vending machine is evaluated the most negatibhis new purchase
channel seems to be relatively unattractive ta@tsumers.

. Dutch consumers are more willing to buy novel fréshts than novel fruit
products.
. Greek consumers are more willing to buy novel oigémsh fruits compared

to consumers in other countries and less willingotty novel GM fresh fruits and
functional fruit products.

. Polish consumers are most willing to buy novel lirésiits and fruit product
innovations across all examples. Dutch consumershar least innovative with respect
to their intention to buy the fruit innovations.
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5 Consumer evaluation of novel fruits and fruit protu

This chapter focuses on how the specific producbwations were evaluated on their
product characteristics (Research Question 3). dtelgnts were asked to evaluate the
twelve selected fruit innovations on tastiness,eegveness, convenient to consume,
healthiness, novelty, easy available, attractivensafety, naturalness, being better
than regular and exclusiveness.

For each of the twelve product innovations the @etion on the different product
evaluations is presented in figures 5.1-5.12. THegeges present the mean product
evaluations for each country. Moreover, the meaescacross countries are added
(red bullet), which makes a comparison between tt@smore sufficient. In addition,
ANOVA'’s were conducted to test whether respondehtdifferent countries perceived
the novel fruits differently on the product evaloas. Product evaluations were added
as dependent variable and country was includech@dependent variable. Moreover,
post hoc comparisons were performed to check wtoettries differ from each other
in the perception of product evaluations of theeidruits.

5.1 Product evaluations of novel fresh fruits
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a sédldstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.1 Product evaluations of the Organic Apple

The organic applewas evaluated high on being tasty, healthy, caewtno consume,
easy available, attractive, safe and natural. Euntbre, the organic fresh fruit was
perceived low on expensiveness, such that the ptodas evaluated as being not too
expensive. Therganic applewas not perceived as novel, nor better than regnta
exclusive.

There were not much differences between in thduatian of this fruit
innovation. Theorganic applewas evaluated differently on attractivenesg( 490)=
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2.738, p<.05), better than regulaF(3, 495)= 13.327p<.001) and exclusiveF(3,
495)= 5.778,p<.01). The Dutch consumers perceived the organigleaps less
attractive than the Greek consumers. The Dutchuwnass evaluated this product as
less better than regular than all countries and lesclusive than the Spanish
consumers.
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a sédlgstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.2 Product evaluations of the Mini Nectasn

The mini nectarineswere evaluated rather high on tastiness, convetdenonsume,
healthiness and attractiveness. Respondents esdltregmini nectarinesquite low on
expensiveness, easy available and better thanaregul other words, respondents
perceived this novel fruit as not too expensiveydéner, also as not being better than
regular and not easily available.

Figure 5.2 reveals that there were large diffeesrimetween the countries in the
evaluation of themini nectarines The countries evaluated thmini nectarines
significantly different on tastd~(3, 495)= 9.840p<.001), healthyK(3, 495)= 20.287,
p<.001), novel (3, 495)=2.675p<.05), easy availabld-(3, 495)=2.865p<.05), safe
(F(3, 495)=19.472p<.001), natural (3, 495)=24.241p<.001), better than regular
(F(3, 495)=6.919,p<.001), and exclusiveF(3, 495)=8.948,p<.001). The Greek
consumers seemed to perceive the mini nectarirggsfisantly different than the
consumers of the other countries. The Greek consuperceived thenini nectarines
as less tasty, healthy, safe and natural. Furtherntioe Greek consumers evaluate the
mini nectarinesaas more exclusive.
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a stdlgstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.3 Product evaluations of the Pitaya

The pitaya was evaluated the highest on exclusiveness andltyov he pitaya was
evaluated low on being easily available, convenientonsume and being better than
regular. Moreover, consumers perceived this eXatitas expensive.

ANOVA'’s reveal that consumers of the different coigs perceived this product
differently on some of the product evaluations. €bantries differed in the evaluation
of expensive F(3, 495)= 5.202p<.01), healthy F(3, 495)= 8.562p<.001), safeK(3,
495)= 5.129p<.01), natural £(3, 495)= 5.374p<.01), better than regulaF(3, 495)=
2.791,p<.05), and exclusiveH(3, 495)= 11.898<.001).
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a st¢dlg€strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.4 Product evaluations of the Cholesteroiiering Peach
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The cholesterol lowering peactvas evaluated quite high on tastiness, convengnt
consume, healthiness, novelty, attractiveness ardusveness. This product
innovation was evaluated low on being easy avalabd better than regular.

The product evaluations differed between countoieghe following aspects;
tasty (3, 494)= 5.987p<.01), healthy (3, 494)= 3.568p<.05), easy availabld-(3,
494)= 4.129p<.01), safe (3, 494)= 3.387p<.05), natural (3, 494)= 2.825p<.05),
better than regulaF(3, 494)= 3.131p<.05) and exclusiveH(3, 494)= 4.620p<.01).
Product evaluations on expensive, convenient, newel attractive did not differ
between the countries.
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a sédldstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.5 Product evaluations of the Geneticallgdied (GM) Apple

The GM applewas evaluated quite high on convenience to consamdetastiness. It
was evaluated rather low on the naturalness, bdiager than regular and
exclusiveness.

There were some differences between the countrigege evaluation of th&M
apple Consumers in the four countries evaluatedGM applesignificantly different
on taste (3, 495)= 5.141p<.01), convenient to consumEg(B, 495)= 5.825p<.01),
healthy £(3, 495)= 10.058p<.001), novel (3, 495)= 3.236p<.05), attractive (3,
495)= 2.697,p<.05), safe (3, 495)= 8.850,p<.001), natural (3, 495)= 8.471,
p<.001) and exclusive~(3, 495)= 4.781p<.01). The Greek consumers evaluated this
product as less tasty, convenient, healthy, saferatural than the consumers in the
other countries.
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a sédldstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.6 Product evaluations of the Fruit VendMgchine

Thefruit vending machiné evaluated the highest on novelty. The produatuations
were in general quite high, except for better treyular and exclusive.

The evaluations of consumers in the different coesidiffered significantly in
all aspects, except for taste. The countries eteduide following aspects in a different
way, expensiveR(3, 494)= 3.727p<.05), healthy (3, 494)= 6.249p<.001), safe
(F(3, 494)= 3.050p<.05), natural F(3, 494)= 4.149p<.01), better than regulaF(3,
494)= 5.441,p<.01), exclusive K(3, 494)= 3.670p<.05), convenient (3, 494)=
5.531, p<.01), novel E(3, 494)= 10.925p<.001) and attractiveF(3, 494)= 3.203,
p<.05). Dutch consumers evaluated the fruit fromfthé vending machine@s more
tasty, expensive healthy and safe than the Greelsuooers. Spanish consumers
perceived the fruit from théruit vending machineas more natural than the Greek
consumers. The Polish and the Spanish consumersiped the fruit as better than
regular and more attractive than the Dutch andsieek consumers.
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5.2 Product evaluations of novel fruit products
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a sédldstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.7 Product evaluations of the Fruit Mix &ehl

The fruit mix saladwas evaluated very high on the following aspeatsivenient to
consume, natural, healthy, tasty, easy availalaifs and attractive. It was evaluated
quite low on being better than regular, and beesyevailable.

Consumers from the Netherlands, Greece, PolandSpain appraised this
novel fruit product significantly different. ANOVA' revealed that there was a
significant difference between the countries on pathduct evaluations, tasté& (8,
477)= 7.753p<.001), expensiveH(3, 477)= 15.527p<.001), convenient to consume
(F(3, 477)= 3.444p<.05), healthy E(3, 477)= 16.409p<.001), novel (3, 477)=
42.950,p<.001), easily availableF(3, 477)= 18.886p<.001), attractiveK(3, 477)=
7.397,p<.001), safeK(3, 477)=20.827p<.001), naturalK(3, 477)= 13.922p<.001),
better than regular(3, 477)= 14.764p<.001), and exclusiveF(3, 477)= 11.633,
p<.001). The Polish and the Spanish consumers eealdhefruit mix saladas more
natural, safe and novel than the Greek and thelDedgosumers. Moreover, the Polish
and the Spanish consumers evaluated ftbé mix salad higher than the Dutch
consumers on being exclusive, better than reghé&aithy, convenient to consume and
expensive.
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a sédldstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.8 Product evaluations of the Pitaya Juice

The pitaya juicewas evaluated the highest on novelty and conveeaiand the lowest
on being easy available and better than regular.

There were some differences between the four cesrit the evaluation of the
pitaya juiceon the different aspects. The evaluation differigdicantly between the
four countries on the following aspects tast€3( 477)= 3.307p<.05), expensiveH(3,
477)= 7.144p<.001), healthyK(3, 477)= 7.641p<.001), novel (3, 477)= 14.983,
p<.001), easy availableF(3, 477)= 16.279p<.001), attractive K(3, 477)= 4.586,
p<.01), safe (3, 477)= 5.363p<.01), natural (3, 477)= 6.399p<.001), better than
regular £(3, 477)= 6.509p<.001). The Greek consumers evaluated this exatit f
juice lower than all other countries on healthinassl novelty. They evaluated the
pitaya juicehigher than all other countries on easy available Polish consumers
were in general somewhat more positive in theituataon of thepitaya juice.
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a sédldstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.9 Product evaluations of the Nectarine 3hi

Nectarine chipsvas evaluated the highest on convenience to comsama being novel
and the lowest on being better than regular ancigoeasy available.

The countries differed from each other in the eaabn of thenectarine chips
on all aspects. Countries evaluate tieztarine chipsdifferent on tasteH(3, 477)=
15.967,p<.001), expensiveH(3, 477)= 13.214p<.001), convenient to consumig(8,
477)= 4.669p<.01), healthy E(3, 477)= 15.479p<.001), novel (3, 477)= 22.028,
p<.001), easy availablag=(3, 477)= 28.308p<.001), attractive K(3, 477)= 14.186,
p<.001), safe (3, 477)= 8.498p<.001), natural (3, 477)= 14.784p<.001), better
than regular (3, 477)= 13.044p<.001) and exclusiveF(3, 477)= 4.879p<.01). In
general, the Polish and the Spanish consumers aedluthenectarine chipsmore
positive than the Dutch and Greek consumers.
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a sédldstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.10 Product evaluations of the Cholestémlvering Orange Juice

The cholesterol lowering orange juiceas evaluated quite equally on the different
product evaluations. This product was evaluatetbasenient to consume and healthy.
The product evaluations on easily available antebétan regular were quite low.

The evaluation of this product differs betweenrdoes on all aspects, except
for exclusiveness. Countries evaluate this noweét firoduct differently on tastd-(3,
490)= 12.528,p<.001), expensiveness-(3, 490)= 5.914,p<.01), convenience to
consume (3, 490)= 6.830p<.001), healthinesd=(3, 490)= 11.445p<.001), novelty
(F(3, 490)= 3.144p<.05), easily availableH(3, 490)= 18.309p<.001), attractiveness
(F(3, 490)= 18.256p<.001), safety F(3, 490)= 14.855p<.001), naturalness~(3,
490)= 18.012p<.001), and better than reguld#(8, 490)= 14.373p<.001). Overall
the Greek consumers evaluate this product moretimeghan the other countries. The
Polish consumers evaluate this product in generatenpositive than the other
countries.
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a sédldstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.11 Product evaluations of the Organic EiMiousse

Overall, theorganic fruit moussevas evaluated quite equally on the different produc
evaluations, with the exception of two of them. Toeganic fruit moussewas
evaluated high on convenient to consume and lowetter than regular.

The differences between countries in the evaluatfaiie organic mouse were
not that large. The significant differences weran®d on expensiveness(B, 494)=
5.591,p<.01), easy availabld=(3, 494)= 28.756 p<.001), natural (3, 494)= 5.941,
p<.01), better than regulalF (3, 494)= 7.496p<.001) and exclusive~(3, 494)= 3.869,
p<.01). The Greek consumers evaluated timganic fruit mousseas more easy
available, more exclusive and less natural than dtteer countries. The Dutch
consumers evaluated this product as more expemisaue the other countries. The
Polish consumers evaluated this organic fruit pebthigher on better than regular than
the consumers out of the other three countries.
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Note. Product evaluations were evaluated on a sédldstrongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Figure 5.12 Product evaluations of the Prebiotiadal Fruit

The prebiotic dried fruitwas evaluated the highest on healthiness, convemi&
consume and naturalness and evaluated the lowesa®n available, attractiveness,
novel, better than regular and exclusive.

Respondents in the four countries evaluatedgtbbiotic dried fruitdifferently
on all aspects, except for the exclusiveness optbduct. The evaluation of taste(3,
490)= 20.047p<.001), expensiveH(3, 490)= 4.223p<.01), convenient to consume
(F(3, 490)= 7.147p<.001), healthy F(3, 490)= 9.032p<.001), novel (3, 490)=
7.095, p<.001), easy availableF(3, 490)= 8.712,p<.001), attractive (3, 490)=
14.611,p<.001), safe (3, 490)= 8.360p<.001), natural K(3, 490)= 9.222p<.001),
and better than regulaF(3, 490)= 8.647p<.001) differed between the countries.
Overall the Dutch consumers perceived the preburied fruit more negative. They
evaluated the product as less tasty, convenieabtsume, healthy, attractive, natural
and better than regular than all other countrieger@ll, the Polish consumers were the
most positive in their evaluation of this functibfrait product.



31

Conclusion

» Consumers seem to evaluate the product innovasisrtpiite appealing on the
different characteristics. The evaluation of tast®&pensive, convenient to
consume, healthy, easy available, attractive, saftural, and better than
regular and exclusive is in general quite positoreall product innovations.

e A detailed look reveals that the twelve productowetions are evaluated
differently on the product evaluations. Consumeexcgive the product
innovations distinct, for example some innovaticare evaluated as more
natural while others are evaluated as more exausiv

« Consumers from different countries perceive the dpcd innovations
differently.

* Some innovations reveal large differences betwemmicies (e.g. nectarine
chips), while others only reveal small differendestween countries (e.qg.
organic apple).

* Polish consumers are in general the most positiek Greek consumers the
most negative in their evaluation of the producowations.

* Polish consumers evaluate the product innovationgeneral lower on easy
available and higher on better than regular, nanel tasty.

* Greek consumers evaluate the innovations in gerserdkss natural, novel,
healthy, safe and tasty. Furthermore, they perceigeproduct innovations as
more exclusive.

* Dutch and Spanish consumers seem to have moregavpraduct evaluations.
Dutch consumers evaluate the fruit product innavetiless positive, especially
the nectarine chips, the organic fruit mousse haetebiotic dried fruit.
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6 Product evaluations and buying intention

This chapter focuses on which product evaluatiores important to predict the
adoption of novel fresh fruits and novel fruit puots (Research Question 4). In
addition, it describes whether these predictorhefouying intentions differ across the
countries. For each country, the buying intentian the different products was
regressed on the product evaluations.

Table 6.1 shows the significant predictors of theibg intention of organic fruit
mousse for the different countries.

Table 6.1 Predictors of the buying intention ofamg fruit mousse

The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain

(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)

AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t

432 443 469 512
Tasty 0.303 0.439** 0.219 2.367* 0.354 2.924** 0.145 1.489
Expensive -0.135 3.160 -0.228 -3.038** -0.164  -2.158* -0.124 -1.710
Convenient to 0.125 0.079 0.945 0.057 0.573 0.146 1.545
consume -1.552
Healthy 0.033 1.403 0.167 1.594 -0.081 -0.626 -0.029 -0.266
Novel -0.062 0.288 -0.012 -0.145 -0.002 -0.024 0.104 1.185
Easily available -0.151 -0.664 -0.074 -0.916 -0.093 -1.209 -0.159 -1.867
Attractive 0.354 -1.800* 0.119 1.138 0.228 1.983* 0.312 2.604**
Safe 0.067 3.321 0.094 0.831 -0.059 -0.496 0.103 0.768
Natural -0.053 0.623 0.091 0.790 0.165 1.453 0.031 0.303
Better than 0.108 0.079 0.684 0.148 1.491 0.227 2.351*
regular -0.469
Exclusive 0.062 1.228 0.067 0.758 0.001 0.007 -0.021 -0.215
F 7.881x* 7.94 1% 9.062** 10.774%**
df 11,125 11,121 11,124 11,124

¥»*< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05;

The buying intention of therganic fruit moussevas influenced by the evaluation of
the tastiness of the product for the NetherlandsgG and Poland. The evaluation of
the attractiveness was also a predictor in multyolentries (The Netherlands, Poland
and Spain). Expensiveness negatively influencedirtbiénation to buy organic fruit
mousse. This implies that for Greek and Polish goress it is important that organic
fruit mousse is not marketed as too expensive.lllgifar the Spanish consumers the
buying intention of the organic fruit mousse wagnsgicantly influenced by better than
regular.
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Table 6.2 shows the significant predictors of theyibg intention of cholesterol

lowering peach for the different countries.

Table 6.2 Predictors of the buying intention of lelsterol lowering peach

The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain
(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)
AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t
533 765 650 658
Tasty 0.152  1.375 0.080 1.310 0.109  1.153 36®.  3.512**
Expensive -0.137  -1.874 -0.065 -1.208 -0.126  -1.965 -8.05-0.859
Convenient  to 0.144  1.756 -0.041 -0.626 0.051  0.631 029. -0.304
consume
Healthy 0.145  1.440 0.412  4.454% 0.298  2.576* 0.169 -1.595
Novel 0.024  0.295 -0.083 -1.259 -0.011 -0.170 80.0 1.008
Easily available -0.033  -0.435 -0.052  -0.897 -0.124 -1.857 -0.03-0.378
Attractive 0.188  1.791 0.121  1.857 0.028  0.279 01®. -0.146
Safe -0.010  -0.095 0.257  2.308* 0.188  1.439 176 1.414
Natural 0.126  1.188 -0.123 -1.315 0.142  1.293 159. 1.475
Better than regular 0.293  3.729% 0.301 3.575* 0.157 1778 0.127  1.444
Exclusive -0.170  -2.182* -0.028 -0.424 -0.041 -0.585 30.0 -0.409
F 11.828%* 32.559%+ 9.332%** 19.783%*
df 11,125 11,121 11,124 11,124
***< 0.001; *< 0.01; *< 0.05;
The buying intention of theholesterol lowering peacWas significantly predicted by
different product evaluations for the different nties. The Dutch consumers that
evaluated this product as better than regular assl éxclusive were more willing to
buy this product. Greek consumers were more inglioebuy the cholesterol lowering
peach when they perceived it as more healthy, axadebetter than regular. For Polish
consumers, the cholesterol lowering peach had laehiguying intention when it was
evaluated as healthy. Finally, the Spanish conssimere more willing to buy this
novel functional food when they perceived it as entaisty.
Table 6.3 shows the significant predictors of thgibg intention of fruit from the fruit
vending machine for the different countries.
Table 6.3 Predictors of the buying intention ofitfftom the fruit vending machine
The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain
(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)
AR? B t AR B t AR B t AR? B t
585 735 736 634
Tasty 0.089 0.971 -0.037 -0.462 0.077  0.880 0.263  3.099**
Expensive 0172 -2.517* -0.126 -2.371* -0.014 -0.260 -0.197 -3.365*
Healthy -0.015 -0.118 0.129  1.313 0.343  2.979* 0.189  2.065*
Safe 0.191  1.991* 0.076  0.899 -0.054 -0.519 -0.149  -1.242
Natural -0.065 -0.654 0.166  1.892 -0.174 -2.196* 0.063  0.550
Better than regular 0.062 0.871 0.088  1.148 0.089  1.195 0.100  1.360
Exclusive -0.120 -1.587 0.159  2.199* -0.055 -0.842 0.034 0.481
Convenient -0.027 -0.270 0.161  2.240* 0.215  3.044* 0.376  4.451
Novel -0.014 -0.145 0.094  1.508 -0.013 -0.210 -0.073 -0.884
Attractive 0.666  5.989*** 0.268  3.076** 0.502  6.065*** 0.178  1.706
F 16.219% 30.841%+ 31.815% 19.764%*
df 10,125 10, 121 10,124 10,124

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05;
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Dutch, Greek and Polish consumers that judged theok selling fruit throughout this
new purchase channel as attractive were more gitbnbuy fresh fruits from thiuit
vending machine Another product evaluation that was a significanédictor in
multiple countries was expensiveness. Consumers fle Netherlands, Greece and
Spain that judged the fruit from the fruit vendimgchine as less expensive were more
willing to buy the fruit. Furthermore, in The Netlads buying intention was
influenced by safety; in Greece by convenient axausive; in Poland by healthy and
convenient; and in Spain by tasty and healthy.

Table 6.4 shows the significant predictors of thuibg intention of mini nectarines
without stone for the different countries.

Table6.4 Predictors of the buying intention of nmactarines without a stone

The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain

(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)

AR? B t AR B t AR? B t AR? B t

.566 .618 .458 .498
Tasty 0.150 1.502 0.238  3.403* 0.076  0.836 0.099 1.090
Expensive -0.037 -0.551 -0.063 -0.937 -0.015 -0.202 0.055 0.690
Convenient to
consume 0.116  1.214 -0.041 -0.559 0.045 0.495 0.245  2.028*
Healthy -0.057 -0.534 0.075  0.780 0.343  3.229* 0.115 1.036
Novel 0.058  0.698 0.049  0.566 0.121  1.333 0.044  0.459
Easily available -0.074  -0.958 -0.028 -0.387 0.046 0.535 -0.036 -0.379
Attractive 0.359  3.562* 0.105  1.304 0.131  1.266 0.131 1.214
Safe -0.006  -0.053 0.184 1.713 0.204  1.830 0.252  2.607*
Natural 0.320 3.153* 0.213  1.799 -0.171  -1.569 0.051 0.472
Better than regular 0.100 1.395 0.250 2.861** 0.162 1.512 0.022 0.238
Exclusive 0.010 0.127 -0.063 -0.728 -0.100 -1.204 -0.029 -0.312
F 13.382*** 16.445%* 8.691%** 10.210%**
df 11,124 11,123 11,124 11,124

¥»*< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05

The buying intention of themini nectarineswas dependent on different product
evaluations in all countries. The Dutch consumieas perceived the mini nectarines as
more attractive and natural were more inclined ey khis product. In Greece the

buying intention of the mini nectarines was sigrafitly predicted by tasty and better
than regular. Polish consumers that perceivedftesh fruit as more healthy had a
higher buying intention. In Spain the buying intentwas significantly predicted by

convenient to consume and safe.
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Table 6.5 shows the significant predictors of theibg intention of pitaya for the
different countries.

Table 6.5 Predictors of the buying intention ohpé

The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain
(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)
AR? B t AR? B T AR B t AR B t
775 674 471 529
Tasty 0.445  5.584% 0.295  3.730%* 0.205 2.272* 0.339  3.620%
Expensive -0.067 -1.335 -0.006 -0.094 -0.088 -1.044 -0.062  -0.791
Convenient to
consume 0.137  2.166* -0.030 -0.492 -0.043  -0.489 0.150  1.690
Healthy 0.099 1.512 0.148 1.737 -0.081 -0.801 0.011  0.112
Novel -0.081 -1.541 -0.051 -0.728 0.313  3.986%* 0.124  1.300
Easily available -0.132  -2.387* -0.022 -0.356 -0.073  -0.902 0.081  1.005
Attractive 0.245  2.994* 0.166  2.356* 0.133  1.369 0.126  1.436
Safe 0.101 1.512 -0.168 -1.608 0.016 0.134 -0.038  -0.396
Natural 0.061  0.869 0.068  0.705 0.358  3.272* 0173  1.728
Better than regular -0.004 -0.080 0.455  6.076%* 0.175 1.683 0.047  0.541
Exclusive 0.064  1.106 0.122  1.697 -0.008 -0.088 0.056  0.623
F 35.299*** 21.064%** 9.164*** 11.540%**
df 11,124 11, 123 11,124 11,124
***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05;
For all studied countries the evaluation of thetinass of thepitaya significantly
predicted the buying intention. There were someitiaél predictors of the buying
intention for The Netherlands, Greece and Polandciibconsumers that perceived this
exotic fruit as more attractive and less easy al#él were more inclined to buy this
product. For Greece attractive and better than laegsignificantly predicted the
intention to buy the pitaya. Polish consumers geateived the pitaya as more novel
and natural were more willing to buy this product.
Table 6.6 shows the significant predictors of thgibg intention of a genetically
modified apple for the different countries.
Table 6.6 Predictors of the buying intention ofemetically modified (GM)apple
The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain
(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)
AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t
613 772 575 595
Tasty 0.160 1.778 0.036  0.524 0.235  2.592* 0.132  1.328
Expensive 0.083  1.226 -0.046 -0.913 0.097  1.406 0.080 1.110
Convenient to
consume 0.036  0.361 0.037  0.655 -0.011 -0.123 -0.139  -1.259
Healthy 0.057  0.507 0.278  3.228* 0.134  1.047 0.452  4.183%
Novel -0.154 -1.916 -0.002  -0.029 0.009 0.123 0.096  1.093
Easily available -0.031 -0.396 0.015  0.292 0.075  1.060 -0.046 -0.574
Attractive 0.257  2.676* 0.089  1.386 0.083  0.950 0.048  0.474
Safe 0.207 2.181* 0.267  2.780* 0.097  0.658 0.014 0.118
Natural 0.217  2.750* 0.277  3.354* 0.335  2.986* 0.154  1.413
Better than regular 0.214  3.022* 0.025 0.318 -0.018 -0.163 0.191  1.991*
Exclusive -0.015  -0.179 0.053  0.977 -0.007  -0.095 -0.025  -0.305
F 16.303** 34.555% 13.878** 15.062%*
df 11,124 11,123 11,124 11,124

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05;
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Dutch, Greek and Polish consumers that evaluaeGh appleas more natural were
all more willing to buy this novel fruit. In the Neerlands, attractive, safe and better
than regular also significantly predicted the wigjness to buy this product. In Greece
safe and healthy were also significant predictéisuying intention. Polish consumers
that perceived the GM apple as more tasty were miliag to buy it. For the Spanish
consumers healthy and better than regular werdfisi@gm predictors of the buying
intention of the GM apple.

Table 6.7 shows the significant predictors of thgibg intention of an organic apple
for the different countries.

Table 6.7 Predictors of the buying intention ofaaganic apple

The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain

(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)

AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t

514 .535 414 464
Tasty 0.247 2.281* 0.357 3.941%+* 0.103 0.915 0.142 1.271
Expensive -0.215  -2.839** -0.130 -1.658 -0.053 -0.622 -0.157 -2.062*
Convenient to
consume 0.179 1.825 -0.010 -0.122 0.181 1.578 0.117 1.133
Healthy -0.060 -0.490 -0.053 -0.574 0.270 1.847 0.040 0.410
Novel 0.017 0.230 0.035 0.408 -0.036 -0.408 0.111  1.268
Easily available -0.027 -0.285 0.033 0.415 -0.003 -0.042 -0.057 -0.662
Attractive 0.283 2.277* 0.262 3.130* 0.017 0.163 0.090 0.867
Safe 0.089 0.703 0.075 0.632 -0.115 -0.947 0.015 0.127
Natural -0.070 -0.589 0.024  0.228 0.143 1.253 0.274  2.004*
Better than regular 0.210 2.508* 0.167 1.688 0.163 1.691 0.186 1.862
Exclusive 0.026 0.286 0.161 1.730 0.143 1.522 -0.012  -0.126
F 10.853*** 11.174%** 7.261%** 8.908***
df 11, 118 11,124 11,124

¥»*< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05

In the Netherlands, consumers were more willingptily organic appleswhen they
perceived them as tasty, attractive and better thgnlar and not expensive. Greek
consumers that perceived the organic apple as tastg and attractive were more
inclined to buy organic apples. For the Polish mreamko significant predictors were
found for the buying intention of an organic apgdlethe Spanish market consumers
were more inclined to buy the organic apple if tipeyceived them as less expensive
and more natural.
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Table 6.8 shows the significant predictors of theyibg intention of the cholesterol
lowering orange juice for the different countries.

Table 6.8 Predictors of the buying intention oflelsterol lowering orange juice

The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain

(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)

AR? B t AR B t AR? B t AR? B t

.535 .726 .609 .662
Tasty 0.196  1.930 0.077 1.031 0.187  2.237* 0.430  4.239***
Expensive -0.147  -2.048* -0.260 -4.360*** -0.104 -1.428 -0.135 -2.274*
Convenient to
consume -0.094 -1.062 0.101 1.612 0.037 0.515 -0.027 -0.305
Healthy 0.214  1.820 0.373  4.641 0.067  0.636 -0.183 -1.632
Novel 0.028  0.368 0.092 1.210 0.186  2.311* 0.038  0.479
Easily available 0.011 0.146 -0.025 -0.407 -0.036 -.553 0.005 0.075
Attractive 0.291  2.972% 0.193  2.462* 0.456  4.730%* 0.371  3.776**
Safe -0.050 -0.462 0.058  0.549 -0.221 -2.085* -0.117 -1.045
Natural 0.054  0.552 0.021 0.232 -0.018 -.177 0.236  2.442*
Better than regular 0.222  2.489* 0.236  2.509* 0.245  2.666** 0.026  0.333
Exclusive -0.006 -0.075 0.012 0.156 0.070  0.920 0.177  2.379*
F 11.965** 25.711%* 16.021** 20.084**
df 11,124 11,118 11,124 11,124

¥»*< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05;

For all countries the attractiveness of tloholesterol lowering orange juice
significantly predicted the willingness to buy thisnctional food. For the Dutch,
Greek and Polish consumers better than regularalgasa significant predictor of the
inclination to buy the cholesterol lowering orarjgee. Dutch and Greek consumers
that perceived this product as less expensive wene willing to buy this product.
Novel, safe and taste were product evaluations diggtificantly forecast the buying
intention of this functional fruit product in Pol&knSpanish consumers that perceived
this orange juice as more tasty, natural and ek@uand as less expensive were more
willing to buy this fruit product.



Table 6.9 shows the significant predictors of theyibg intention of prebiotic dried

fruit for the different countries.

Table 6.9 Predictors of the buying intention oflpogic dried fruit
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The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain

(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)

AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t

.686 626 .600 .682
Tasty 0.299  3.133* 0.311  3.484* 0.276  3.128 0.536 5.728%*
Expensive -0.141  -2.293* -0.007 -0.089 -0.171 -2.166 -0.114  -1.843
Convenient to
consume 0.173  2.275* -0.079 -1.006 0.169 1.904 0.060 0.596
Healthy 0.195 2.113* 0.195 1.835 0.037 0.365 0.019 0.149
Novel -0.068 -0.948 0.150 1.689 0.100 1.356 -0.042 -0.521
Easily available -0.117 -1.869 -0.006 -0.077 -0.188 -2.928 -0.048 -0.808
Attractive 0.444  AT777** 0.163 1.775 0.170 2.071 0.222 2.802**
Safe 0.023 0.222 -0.070 -0.607 0.064  0.582 0.055 0.461
Natural -0.192 -1.839 0.173  1.492 -0.015 -0.132 0.054 0.538
Better than regular 0.088 1.096 0.320  3.769% 0.270  3.327 0.034 0.423
Exclusive 0.052  0.688 -0.209  -2.219* 0.034  0.420 0.027 0.300
F 22 477%* 16.285%* 15.437%* 22.032%*
df 11,124 11, 118 11,124 11,124

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05;

Dutch consumers that perceived firebiotic dried fruitas more tasty, convenient to
consume, healthy and attractive and as less exggrasie more willing to buy this fruit
product. Tastiness was a significant predictottiierbuying intention of this functional
fruit product in The Netherlands, Greece and Spameek consumers that perceived
the dried fruit as better than regular and lessuske were more willing to buy this
product. For Poland again no significant predicteese found on the buying intention
of prebiotic dried fruit. Finally, Spanish consuméhat evaluated this novel fruit

product as more attractive had a higher buyingiide towards this fruit novelty.



Table 6.10 shows the significant predictors of Itaging intention of nectarine chips

for the different countries.

Table 6.10 Predictors of the buying intention oftaeine chips
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The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain
(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)
AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t
551 527 662 553
Tasty 0.386  4.189%* 0.246  2.460* 0.387  4.277* 0.217  2.085*
Expensive -0.054 -0.803 -0.028 -0.367 -0.032  -0.500 -0.185  -2.655**
Convenient to
consume -0.044 -0.589 -0.126  -1.451 -0.196  -2.427* -0.122  -1.382
Healthy 0.033  0.366 0.256  2.187* 0.238  2.391* 0.036  0.344
Novel 0.042  0.516 0.024 0.221 0.114 1574 0.087  0.984
Easily available -0.057 -0.795 -0.029 -0.331 -0.062 -0.923 -0.013  -0.185
Attractive 0.292  2.821% 0.208 2.157* 0.394  4.610%* 0.359  3.267*
Safe 0.226  2.397* 0.182 1.525 -0.174 -1.866 0.143  1.294
Natural -0.008 -0.079 0.144  1.275 0.097  1.077 0.069  0.691
Better than regular 0.040  0.460 -0.099 -1.027 0.114  1.430 0.070  0.932
Exclusive -0.040  -0.486 0.029  0.298 -0.035  -0.502 0.060  0.628
F 12.706% 9.235%** 17.175%* 12.704%
df 11,125 11, 102 11,126 11,124
***< 0.001; *< 0.01; *< 0.05;
Attractiveness and taste were significant posipuedictors of the buying intention of
nectarine chipsn all countries. All countries have one or twaldidnal predictors of
the buying intention of nectarine chips. Taste veasignificant predictor in the
Netherlands, healthy in Greece, convenience anlthlgga Poland, and expensive in
Spain.
Table 6.11 shows the significant predictors of boging intention of pitaya juice for
the different countries.
Table 6.11 Predictors of the buying intention aépa juice
The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain
(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)
AR? B t AR B t AR? B t AR B t
579 582 554 639
Tasty 0.422  4.179%* 0.120 1.212 0.345 3.376** 0.446  5.382%*
Expensive -0.057 -0.869 -0.023 -0.316 -0.056 -0.740 -0.146  -2.257*
Convenient to
consume -0.150 -1.802 0.072  0.611 -0.068 -0.637 -0.043  -0.479
Healthy 0.028 0.273 0.120 0.948 0.103  0.786 0124  1.221
Novel 0.204  2.468* 0.048 0.481 -0.046 -0.505 0.003  0.030
Easily available -0.047 -0.707 0.006  0.070 -0.087 -1.212 0.109  1.834
Attractive 0.385  3.332* 0.218  2.264* 0.109  0.865 0.400  4.228%
Safe -0.130 -1.382 0.029 0.281 0.196  1.591 -0.080 -0.865
Natural 0.094  1.039 0.097  0.847 0.174  1.394 0.019  0.196
Better than regular 0.009 0.115 0.299  3.071* 0.000  0.001 0.070  0.991
Exclusive 0.004  0.062 0.035  0.315 0.051  0.595 -0.064  -0.789
F 14.280%* 11.534% 12.974% 18.215%
df 11,125 11, 102 11,126 11,124

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05;
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The perception of the attractiveness of pitaya juicehad a significant impact on the
buying intention for the Dutch, Greek and Spanespondents. The evaluation of the
tastiness was a significant predictor in The Neé#mels, Poland and Spain. Dutch
consumers that perceived this juice as novel wene willing to buy this fruit product.
Greek consumers that evaluated the pitaya juice mstbetter than regular were more
inclined to buy it. For the Spanish consumers tkpeasiveness was a negative
predictor of the buying intention of pitaya juide. other words, Spanish consumers
that perceived the pitaya juice as more expensienewess willing to buy this exotic
novel fruit product.

Table 6.12 shows the significant predictors of bioging intention of fruit salad mix
for the different countries.

Table 6.12 Predictors of the buying intention @& thuit salad mix

The Netherlands Greece Poland Spain
(N=502) (N=468) (N=502) (N=500)
AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t AR? B t

469 519 586 413
Tasty 0.162 1.276 0.097  0.969 0.432  3.324* 0.287 1.788
Expensive -0.114 -1.523 -0.083 -1.135 -0.194 -2.846** -0.155 -1.885
Convenient to
consume -0.191 -1.650 0.192 1.994 -0.133 -0.932 0.206  1.358
Healthy 0.199 1.466 0.155 1.165 0.139 1.029 0.149 0.766
Novel -0.067 -0.691 0.117 1.279 -0.009 -0.125 -0.005 -0.045
Easily available -0.012 -0.133 -0.137 -1.689 -0.207 -3.196** 0.076  0.896
Attractive 0.527  4.222%* 0.198 1.943 0.337  2.826** 0.055 0.356
Safe -0.273  -2.750** 0.242  2.268* 0.108 0.809 0.004 0.028
Natural 0.023  0.219 -0.002 -0.020 -0.153 -1.145 -0.160 -1.051
Better than regular 0.262  3.151* 0.190 1.975 0.162  1.588 0.115 1.328
Exclusive -0.054  -0.593 -0.062  -0.624 0.050  0.591 0.099 0.791
F 9.137*** 13.459%*+* 14.796*** 7.241%*
df 11,125 11, 102 11,126 11,124

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05;

For Dutch consumers the buying intention of th&t salad mixwas significantly
predicted by attractive, safe and better than seg@reek consumers that perceived
the fruit salad mix as more safe had a higher lguyitention. The more tasty and
attractive and the less expensive and easy awaitlbl fruit salad mix was perceived
by the Polish consumers, the more they were wiltmdpuy this convenience related
product. For this fruit product the Spanish mankes not significantly influenced by
any of the product evaluations. This implies tHepaduct evaluations were similar in
the predictive value of the buying intention of that salad mix in Spain.

Conclusion

* The predictors of the buying intention for the prod innovations differ
between the product innovations and the countridss underlines the
importance of taking into account multiple prodeetluations and countries
by developing novel products and marketing strategd increase acceptance
of these novel products.

» Aside from differences between countries, some ybdhnovations seem to
have similar predictive characteristics across toes.
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For each of the four countries taste and ditte@aess are important predictors
of the acceptance of fruit innovations. These pobdvaluations forecast the
buying intentions of multiple fruit innovations all countries.

Better than regular is a product evaluatiort tlsaimportant for Dutch and
Greek consumers.

The evaluation of expensiveness predicts theemance of multiple fruit
innovations in Spain.
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7 Social psychological constructs and novel-fruit
adoption behaviour

This chapter focuses on which psychological coesérare important in explaining the
adoption of the different novel fruits (Researchegtion 5). Regression analyses were
conducted on consumers’ stated adoption behavious\wel| fruits (ABNF).

Respondents were asked to rate their actual agoptioovel fruits in 1) fresh fruit, 2)
processed fruits, 3) prepared fruits and 4) friuntgeneral. First, we checked whether
these adoption behaviours regarding the differantsf were distinct from each other
or whether these could be seen as one factor. 8hdts revealed a clear one-factor
structure, indicating that these scales could Batéd as one-dimensional. The
explained variance was 68.5%. Finally, the Cronlsachwas .85. These findings
indicated that the scales had an acceptable Idvieternal consistency and therefore
we formed one measure for actual adoption behawboew fruits and fruit products,
which is referred to as ABNF.

This chapter aims to reveal which psychologicalstarcts predict one’s ABNF.
Therefore, psychological constructs were selectased on a literature review on
consumers’ (fruit) innovation adoption (Pnaska and Bartels, 2007). These relevant
psychological constructs were in short describedthe method section of this
deliverable (for a detailed description see Rigisa and Bartels (2007). Present chapter
focused on the impact of psychological construaisaogeneral level. Differences
between countries and differences between condjfresh fruit versus fruit products)
will be explored in detail in the next chapter.

At first, a correlation table was carried out tegal how these psychological
constructs were related to each other and mordumerthey were related to the ABNF.
The correlation table is presented in Table 7.2nlta regression analysis is conducted
with ABNF as dependent variable and the selectegchmdogical constructs as
independent variables. Moreover, demographic viesalvere included as control
variables in the regression analysis. Results efréigression analysis are presented in
Table 7.2.



Table 7.1 Correlation table of social psychologicahstructs and the ABNF

43

M SD N 1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13.
1. Market mavenism 34.01 0.88 1972 0.370**  -0.043 0.150%*  0.270%* 0.306*** -0.185**  (0.408**  (.312** -0.054* 0.490%*  0.270**  0.296***
2. Food involvement 36.07 0.72 1972 0.037 0.058* 0.459%*  (0.612** -0.335** (0.282%  (0.273** -0.012 0.284*  0.147%*  0.134%*
3. SR suspicion 28.63 0.63 1972 -0.296*  0.233**  0.002 0.126**  -0.411%* -0.D9**  0.406** -0.032 -0.064*  -0.081*+*
4. SR adherence to technology 29.40 0.76 1972 0.011 0.186**  0.190**  0.285%*  0.213%* -0144**  0.170%*  0.243**  0.150***
5. SR adherence to natural 3583 0.61 1972 0.351** .0.373*+*  (0.105**  0.139**  0.030 0.169%*  0.174**  (.168***
6. SR food as enjoyment 36.45 0.79 1972 -0.161*%*  0.236**  0.233** -0.069**  0.200**  0.148**  0.107***
7. SR food as necessity 2148 0.79 1972 -0.189%*  -0.174**  0.126** -0.073*  -0.058 -0.105%**
8. DSl for food 3260 0.68 1972 0.665**  -0.384**  (0.392**  (.236**  (.2B5**
9. DSI for fruit 3295 0.71 1972 -0.581%**  0.445%*  (.282%*  (.248%*
10. Food Neophobia for fruit 2465 0.83 1972 -0.021 -0.135%*  -0.047*
11. Opinion leadership for fruit 26.15 0.99 1972 0.369**  0.394***
12. Habits 29.89 0.82 1972 0.510%**
13 ABNF 23.81 1.04 1972

**< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05;

Table 7.1 reveals that the social psychologicaktrocts are related to each other. Below the sasingelationships are mentioned. Market
mavenism was especially strongly related to dorspetific innovativeness for food and opinion leatigr. Food involvement was strongly
related to the social representation dimensiorelberence to natural and food as enjoyment. Saspasid food neophobia seemed to have a
strong positive relationship, both also correlatedjatively with the domain specific innovativen@ssasurements. As expected domain
specific innovativeness for food and for fruit sifiecseemed to be highly correlated. In additidre tnnovativeness constructs were strongly
related to opinion leadership. Then, habits andiopileadership, seemed to have the strongestaredhip with ABNF.
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Table 7.2 The influence of social psychologicalstarcts on the ABNF

Model 1 Model 2
R? B t R? B t

Demographics .138 371
Gender -0.016  -0.724 -0.060  -3.159**
Age -0.050 -2.278* -0.028 -1.421
Children -0.038 -1.778 -0.002 -.136
Education 0.005 0.231 -0.041 -2.158*
Income 0.019 0.872 0.014 0.718
The Netherlands versus Spain -0.315  -11.808** -0.227  -9.296***
Greece versus Spain -0.005 -0.201 0.034 1.389
Poland versus Spain 0.103 3.892%+* -0.042  -1.717

Psychological constructs
Market Mavenism 0.040 1.748
Food Involvement -0.027  -1.013
Social Representations

Suspicion -0.065  -2.828**

Adherence to technology -0.006  -0.286

Adherence to natural 0.020 0.874

Food as enjoyment 0.012 0.489

Food as necessity 0.008 0.364
Domain Specific Innovativeness for food 0.014 0.514
Food Neophobia for fruit 0.070 2.333*
Domain Specific Innovativeness for fruit 0.038 1.517
Opinion Leadership for fruit 0.148 6.165%+*
Habits 0.403 18.336***
F 39.244*** 57.588***
Df 8, 1963 20,1951

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Gender 0=men 1=fenaglChildren O=yes 1=no

Concerning the control variables, Dutch respondetitfered significantly in the
ABNF from the other countries. Also the Polish @sgents had a different adoption
of fruit innovations than the other countries, wdes Greek respondents did not differ
significantly in the adoption of fruit innovationdn addition, age, gender and
educational level impact the ABNF.

Then, the impact of the social psychological cardsr was checked. The five
social representation dimensions of food revealaly @ne significant predictor.
Respondents who scored higher sarspicionwere less likely to try fruit novelties.
Then, respondents that indicated to be more foagpmzbic, had more often bought
novel fruits.Food neophobias a personality trait that is triggered when astoner is
confronted with novel, unfamiliar foods. It can Hefined as “the extent to which
individuals are reluctant to try novel foods”. Tpesitive impact of food neophobia on
respondents’ ABNF therefore seems contradictorynsOmers that were more
reluctant to try novel fruits tried them more oftdResults of the correlation table
indeed revealed a negative relationship betweet f@@phobia and ABNF. Moreover,
the correlation table revealed high correlationsveen the psychological constructs.
Altogether, these results imply that the resultshie regression analysis are distorted
by high correlations among the psychological carcss. Probably the high correlation
between suspicion and neophobia resulted in thedeesults.

Consumers that scored high opinion leadershipalso had a positive impact
on ABNF. In other words, opinion leaders were mmained to accept fresh fruit
innovations. Finally, thenabits in buying and eating fruits significantly influesat
ABNF. Consumers that indicated to have a highetimeun fruit consumption bought
more fruit innovations.
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Conclusion
« The demographic variables, age, gender, educatimh cmuntry of origin
explain a small part of the variance in consumsiated adoption behaviour of
novel fruits (ABNF).

* Not all psychological constructs impact the ABNF.

* The social representation dimension suspicion ptedconsumers’ ABNF.
Consumers with low suspicion are more willing t@jgidfruit novelties.

* The domain-specific psychological constructs, fawebphobia and opinion
leadership predict ABNF.

* Habits on eating fruit predict the ABNF. Consumirat eat fruit on a routine
base try fruit novelties more often.
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8 Impact of psychological constructs and product
evaluations on actual adoption behaviour of novel
fruits

This chapter aims to reveal the impact of both #waluation of specific fruit
innovations and the psychological constructs tosaarers’ stated adoption behaviour
of novel fruits (ABNF) (Research Question 6). Faerthore, the results in Chapter 7
revealed an impact of country on the ABNF. Thisptha will further explore the
impact of country. Moreover, the impact of conditis also investigated in more detall
in this chapter.

8.1 Method

Product evaluationsThe consumer survey consisted of four conditioms.e&ch
condition respondents rated their willingness tg bwee different fruit innovations,
such that there were twelve fruit innovations itako

To reveal whether the buying intention of thesgtfinnovations has a general
or a specific impact on the adoption behaviour,pegormed two ANCOVA's. In the
first analysis the average buying intention acrtss three fruit innovations was
calculated and included in the regression analysishe second analysis the buying
intentions for each of the three products wereuitetl separately. In the end we tested
whether the second model had a better fit tharfitbie If so, then the evaluations of
different product innovations have different imgach the ABNF.

As mentioned before, respondents were assignedifterent conditions,
differing in whether the psychological constructsrg/formulated with respect to fresh
fruits or fruit products, and the fruit innovatiomgluded. Since, consumers evaluated
different product innovations in the different cdmahs, the evaluation of these
product innovations could have a different impacttloe adoption behaviour for each
product. Moreover, the domain specific construaisiad have a different impact on the
adoption of fruit innovations. To check whether dibion or country of origin had an
impact on the relationship between buying intentowl the psychological constructs
these variables were included in the analysestasation terms.

An ANCOVA was conducted with country and conditiaa factors and the
buying intention and the psychological constructs aovariates. The dependent
variable was the adoption behaviour of novel fruite reveal the impact of country
and condition interaction effects were included. Weluded interaction effects for
country with all variables, since country couldeaff all aspects. Furthermore, we
included an interaction effect for condition ane 8pecific buying intentions, domain
specific innovativeness, food neophobia and opiméadership, since these were the
variables that were differently formulated in thi#edent conditions.

8.2 Results

Table 8.1 shows the results from a regression dfiRBn the average buying intention
(across the three novel products for each conditma the psychological constructs.
Moreover, interaction effects with country and cibiod were included.
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Table 8.1 ABNF regressed on average buying intargiad psychological constructs

F Partial Eta Squared
Main effects
Country 1.650 .003
Condition 1.341 .001
Main effects
Market Mavenism (MM) 2.695 .001
SR_Suspicion 6.379* .003
SR_Technology 1.209 .001
SR_Natural 0.070 .000
SR_Enjoyment 0.065 .000
SR_Necessity 0.452 .000
Food Involvement (FI) 2.338 .001
Domain Specific
Innovativeness (DSI) for fruit  3.043 .002
Food Neophobia (FN) 0.445 .000
Opinion Leadership (OL) 38.974** 020
Habit 246.340** 114
Average buying intention 18.720***  .010
Interaction effects with condition
Conditionll * DSI 0.062 .000
Conditionll * FN 1.938 .001
Conditionll * OL 0.792 .000
Interaction effects with country
Country * MM 0.360 .001
Country * SR_Suspicion 3.552* .006
Country * SR_Technology 0.725 .001
Country * SR_Natural 2.994* .005
Country * SR_Enjoyment 2.062 .003
Country * SR_Necessity 1.568 .002
Country * FI 0.698 .001
Country * DSI 0.108 .000
Country * FN 2.590 .004
Country * OL 1.012 .002
Country * Habit 2.759* .004
Country * Buying Intention 0.895 .001
F 23.136***  .399
Df 55, 1916
R Squared .399

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Condition refers ta variable for the four different conditions with
distinct product innovations; Conditionll refersaovariable with two different conditions, one fogsh
fruit and one for fruit products.

The results of Table 8.1 reveal that consumersNABvas not significantly
influenced by country of origin. In other words,nsomers of the four different
countries did not differ in their past adoptionraivel fruits. Condition also did not
have a significant main effect on consumers’ ABSHKce consumers’ were randomly
assigned to the four different conditions, this/igat we expected.

There were four significant main effects on ABNFusficion, opinion
leadership, habit and average buying intention tde/aew foods all had a significant
effect on one’s willingness to try food novelti@hese main effects are comparable
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with the result of Chapter 7, such that the samehadogical constructs seemed to
impact the ABNF. The partial eta squared seemdaktthe highest for one’s routine
behaviour towards the consumption of fruits, intrga again that this is a strong
predictor of ABNF.

The main effect of average buying intention on #BNF implies that
innovative consumers are on average more willinguy specific fruit innovations and
also more often buy fruit innovations. This resufiderlines the reasoning that an
average buying intention towards specific fruitomations is a good indicator of one’s
actual buying behaviour. However, it is possiblat thy calculating the average buying
intention the specific effects are vanished, traeethe specific buying intentions will
be investigated in the next section.

Concerning interaction effects, the results resgathat the effects of the
specific constructs were not affected by conditibhis means that it did not matter
whether respondents answered questions for frasts for for fruit products. The
constructs had a similar impact on ABNF for thec#ipedomains. Finally, the results
revealed that the relationship between ABNF angision to new foods, adherence to
natural and habit was influenced by country mentbprd hus, the effects of suspicion,
natural and habit on ABNF were distinct for thefetiént countries.

Table 8.3 shows the results from a regression dlABn product-innovation-specific
buying intention and psychological constructs. €alR refers to the specific product
innovations that belong to the four different cdiuahis.

Table 8.2 Product innovations in the four condiion

Condition | Product 1 Product 2 Product 3
1 Organic fruit mousse Cholesterol lowering peach ruitiending machine
2 Mini nectarines Pitaya Genetically modified apple

Cholesterol lowering orange

3 Organic apple juice Prebiotic dried black currant

4 Nectarine chips Pitaya juice Freshly cut frulada
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Table 8.3 ABNF and product-innovation-specific Ingyintention and psychological constructs

F Partial Eta Squared
Main effects
Country 2.127 .003
Condition 1.172 .001
Main effects
Market mavenism 2.481 .001
SR_Suspicion 6.149* .003
SR_Technology 1.164 .001
SR_Natural 0.033 .000
SR_Enjoyment 0.001 .000
SR_Necessity 0.631 .000
Food Involvement 2.004 .001
Domain Specific Innovativeness for fruit 3.000 .002
Food Neophobia 0.215 .000
Opinion Leadership 38.186*** .020
Habit 231.368*** .110
Interaction effects with conditi
Conditionll * DSI 0.024 .000
Conditionll * FN 2.484 .001
Conditionll * OL 0.494 .000
Condition * Buying Intention P1 1.360 .003
Condition * Buying Intention P2 2.268 .005
Condition * Buying Intention P3 2.069 .004
Interaction effects with country
Country * MM 0.564 .001
Country * SR_Suspicion 3.644* .006
Country * SR_Technology 0.386 .001
Country * SR_Natural 2.908* .005
Country * SR_Enjoyment 1.633 .003
Country * SR_Necessity 1.824 .002
Country * FI 0.782 .001
Country * DSI 0.153 .000
Country * FN 3.160* .004
Country * OL 1.428 .002
Country * Habit 2.896* .005

Interaction effects with conditiand country
Condition * Country * Buying Intention P1  1.847* 1P

Condition * Country * Buying Intention P2 1.723 D1
Condition * Country * Buying Intention P3  0.442 30
F 13.796** 422
df 99, 1872

R square 422

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Condition refers ta variable for the four different conditions with
distinct product innovations; Conditionll refersaovariable with two different conditions, one fogsh
fruit and one for fruit products.

The results were mostly comparable with the resalfBable 8.1. The only difference
between the two analyses was the significant iotena effect of food neophobia and
country in this second analysis compared to thst &inalysis (in Table 8.1). Although
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food neophobia did not have a significant maincften the ABNF this psychological
construct did affect the ABNF in interaction witlountry. This implies that food
neophobia had a different relation with consumarovativeness in the different
countries.

Furthermore, the results of Table 8.3 reveal thatbuying intention of the
three specific product innovations in each of tladitions did not significantly
impacted consumers’ ABNF. This implies that the ibgyintention of the single
products did not predict the ABNF better than tlemegal buying intention of the
specific fruit innovations. Finally, the three wayeraction effects revealed that the
buying intention towards organic fruit mousse, mm@ctarines, organic apple and
nectarine chips significantly impacted the ABNF iimieraction with country. This
result implies that consumers of the different d¢des evaluated these products
differently. Subsequently, the relation between llbging intention of these products
and the ABNF differed between countries.

8.3 The best modd

To test which of the two abovementioned modelsakagethe best model fit an F-test
was performed. The first model included consumavgrage buying intention towards
the specific fruit innovations. The second modefemed to as the extended model
included consumers’ buying intention towards eatlhe three product innovations
they evaluated. The results revealed that the dgtbmodel results in a better model
fit compared to the simple modeF(65, 99)=1.673;p=<.05). Including specific
product evaluations instead of general productuatans resulted in a significant
improvement of the model.

Conclusion

* Country and condition both do not have an impadhenABNF.

e Suspicion, childhood habits and opinion leaderdigwe an impact on the
ABNF.

e The distinction between fresh and processed fdaes not moderate the effect
of the psychological constructs on the ABNF.

e Country interacts with suspicion, adherence to nagtwchildhood habits and
food neophobia on ABNF. This implies that the intpaicthese constructs on
the actual adoption behaviour of fruit differs beem countries.

* The average buying intention towards the specifaxpct innovations affects
the ABNF novel fruits. There is no interaction effevith country, nor with
condition. The average buying intention does ndtediacross countries or
different product innovations.

* The specific buying intentions reveal that the mtiten to buy specific fruit
innovations impacts the ABNF differently for theucries. However only for
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organic fruit mousse, mini nectarines, organic a@id nectarine chips and not
for the other fruit innovations.

The specific buying intentions furthermore reveadttthe domain specific
product evaluations have similar impacts on ABNB, the specific product
innovations all have a similar impact on the ABNF.
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9 Cross-Cultural Consumer Segmentation on the Ret&van
of Product Characteristics for Fruit-Innovation Axdion

This chapter aims to identify cross-cultural consursegments based on the importance
consumers attach to product characteristics (Relsg@uestion 7). Consumers ranked nine
product characteristics on importance for freshit fimnovations or for fruit product
innovations. In Section 9.1 the method will be diésd. In addition this section will present
the results of cluster analyses that were carngdTthe following sections aim to profile the
identified consumer segments on importance rankafiggoduct characteristics (Section 9.2),
demographics (Section 9.3), the social psycholdégioastructs (Section 9.4), and consumer
innovativeness regarding innovative past and irgdrizehaviour (Section 9.5).

9.1. Identification of segments. M ethod and results

Consumer segments refer to homogeneous groupssticeers. Previous research has shown
that distinguishing consumers in groups with simitdaracteristics is effective in the
development of new marketing strategies (Steenkamg Hofstede 2004; Ter Hofstede,
Wedel, and Steenkamp 2002). Consumer segmentatiod therefore be used to successfully
develop and market product innovations for homogaaeconsumer groups across national
borders (Bijmolt, Paas, and Vermunt 2004; Ter Hafs{ Steenkamp, and Wedel). Here we
focus on consumer segmentation to increase ingigite potential markets for specific fruit
innovations.

Cluster analyses were performed separately foh firests and for fruit products, since half of
the respondents rated the importance of the prochertacteristics for novel fresh fruit and
half of the respondents rated the importance ofpifueluct characteristics for novel fruit
products. The Latent GOLD 4.5 Choice program wasdue perform the cluster analyses
(Vermunt and Magidson, 2005). Respondents rankedotbhduct characteristics in order of
importance. As a consequence, the amount of chdieeieased after selecting each product
characteristic. The Latent GOLD Choice programasighed to work with this ranking data
and takes into account the changing number of elaadter each choice. The cluster analysis
with the so called finite-mixture sequential logibdel is a type of cluster analysis based on
probability-based classification, such that objeats classified into clusters based upon
membership probabilities estimated directly from thodel (Vermunt and Magidson, 2005).

Carrying out the analyses, we started in eachitondvith a full model including all
the ranking of the product characteristics and deenographics age, gender, country,
education and income as so-called concomitant hl@asa These concomitant variables
contribute to the identification of the clusteriat is, the probability that a consumer belongs
to a segment is modeled as a function of concomwanables (Kamakura, Wedel, and
Agrawal, 1994).

To find the optimal amount of cluster ten altermatmodels were estimated, each
model having a different number of clusters (1 1il). The optimal number of clusters was
identified with the use of the CAIC value. The mibdath the lowest CAIC value is the
model with the best trade-off between model fit gratsimony (Vermunt, 2003). The
program starts off from some initial set of estiesadnd then iteratively comes up with better
estimates until convergence has been reached.tatimg point influences the identification
of the clusters and the model fit. To avoid submptisolutions, each alternative model was
fitted 10 times (Wedel and DeSarbo, 2002), fronfedént random starting values, and for
each model the best-fitting estimates were retained

After the selection of the optimal full model wlaecked whether all concomitant
variables improved the model fit. In other word® @#hecked whether all demographic values
had a noteworthy impact on the identification o tusters. A stepwise procedure was used
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to verify whether excluding a specific concomitasiriable resulted in a decrease of the
CAIC value. One by one the concomitant variablessvexcluded from the analyses. For each
alternative model again 10 submodels were estinfateglach proposed cluster (Cluster 1 till
Cluster 10) to select the optimal amount of clissfer the specific alternative modelThe
concomitant variable that lowered the CAIC value thost after excluding it was left out for
further analyses. After the selection of a newroptisolution, this procedure was repeated
again to check whether leaving out another con@nhivariable would decrease the CAIC
value even more. This procedure was repeated entiluding additional concomitant
variables did not decrease the CAIC value. In thet éhe model with the lowest CAIC value
was chosen as the model that represents the optiomaber of cross-cultural consumer
segments.

For fresh fruit, Table 9.1 presents the resultalbflternative sequential logit models. The
results reveal that the optimal solution is a feegment model with country as a concomitant
variable. This model has the best fit in termshef CAIC (= 22266). The entropy’ & 0.64.
This entropy R (also applied in Cleaver and Wedel, 2001) indgatew extreme the
consumer assignment probabilities are divided aditws segments.

Table 9.1 Model fit for sequential logit model witie ordered product characteristics and
the different concomitants for Fresh Fruits

Concomitants CAIC Entropy R Segments

With all eleven concomitants 22518 0.67 2

Without all concomitants 22393 0.61 4
With age, gender, income and education 22617 0.64 2
With age, gender, income and country 22497 0.66 2
With age, gender, education and country 22419 0.66 3
With age, income, education and country 22512 0.66 2
With gender, income, education and country 22463 0.64 3
With age, education and gender 22548 0.63 3
With age, education and country 22425 0.64 3
With age, gender and country 22376 0.65 3
With gender, education and country 22326 0.64 4
With gender and education 22448 0.62 4
With education and country 22327 0.63 4
With country and gender 22268 0.65 4
With gender 22396 0.62 4
With country? 22266" 0.64 4

2 Denotes the lowest CAIC-value.

Table 9.2 represents the results of all alternaseguential logit models of the rank ordered
product characteristics for novel fruit productsheTresults revealed that also for fruit

% These procedures were also repeated ten timesédr model to avoid suboptimal solutions (Wedel and
DeSarbo, 2002). For each alternative model thefiigag estimates were retained.
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products the optimal solution is a four-segment ehedth country as concomitant variable.
This model has the best fit in terms of the CAIC2£843). The entropy Ris competent
(0.62).

Table 9.2 Model fit for sequential logit model wille ordered product characteristics and
the different concomitants for Fruit Products

Concomitants CAIC Entropy R Segments

With all eleven concomitants 22052 0.66 2

Without all concomitants 21998 0.54 4
With age, gender, income and education 22140 0.64 2
With age, gender, income and country 22031 0.66 2
With age, gender, education and country 21986 0.66 2
With age, income, education and country 22045 0.66 2
With gender, income, education and country 22010 0.65 2
With age, education and gender 22079 0.63 2
With age, education and country 21979 0.66 2
With age, gender and country 21965 0.66 2
With gender, education and country 21913 0.62 4
With gender and education 22036 0.63 2
With education and country 21902 0.62 4
With country and gender 21854 0.62 4
With gender 22006 0.55 4
With country? 21843 0.62 4

2 Denotes the lowest CAIC-value.

9.2. Importance of product characteristics

The present section aims to profile the consumgmsats on the importance rankings of the
product characteristics. The product charactesstiere used as segmentation base and
therefore are the fundamental aspect on which deatified consumer segments differ.
Differences among groups of consumers in the inapog they attach to product
characteristics are useful in the development oflpct innovations and marketing strategies,
since these groups of consumers seek to fulfiletlg$erent product characteristics.
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Table 9.3 Importance of product characteristics pensumer segment of fresh fruits

Average consumer FF Natural consumer FF | Heterogeneous consumer FF |  Healthy consumer FF
(n=356, 35.7%) (n=300, 30.1%) (n=222, 22.3%) (n=119, 11.9%)

Taste 2.24| Natural 2.10 Taste 3.72 Healthy 2.00
Healthy 3.38| Healthy 2.50 Healthy 4.04 Taste 2.34
Price 3.48| Safe 3.16 Natural 4.74 Safe 3.27
Looking Good 3.67| Taste 3.97 Price 4.83 Price 3.78
Convenient 499 Price 5.58 Looking Good 5.26 Natura 4.80
Safe 5.22| Locally Produced 6.07 Familiar 5.47 Comeret 5.73
Natural 6.65| Looking Good 6.91 Safe 5.53 Lookingp@o 7.21
Familiar 7.22| Convenient 6.97 Locally Produced 5.58 Locally Produced 7.71
Locally Produced 8.16 Familiar 7.79 Convenient 5.83 Familiar 8.15

Table 9.3 presents for each consumer segment {hertamce consumers within the segment
attach on average to each of the different prodoatacteristics when buying ndwesh fruit.
The lower the mean score the higher the importacmesumers attach to a product
characteristic.

Average consumer FFTaste, healthy and price were the most important
characteristics in consumer segment 1, while ingmae rankings for safety and naturalness
were relatively low. These consumers are therefeferred to as the average consumers.
Natural consumers Fkated natural, healthy and safe as most importaotmpared to the
other consumer segments these consumers rategmicéaste as less important. Segment 3
seemed to consist of consumers that attach impmtan a range of different product
characteristics. This segment consisted of conssinvéh a variety of importance rankings.
This segment is therefore labelled as lieéerogeneous consumer BEegment. Taking this
into account, taste and healthy were to be the nmopbrtant characteristics for these
consumers. Finally, healthy, taste and safe weeentbst important characteristics for the
healthy consumers FF

Table 9.4 Importance of product characteristics pensumer segment of fruit products

Heter ogenous
Average consumer FP Natural consumer FP Healthy consumer FP
consumer FP
(n=280, 28.7%) (n=271, 27.8%) (n=219, 22.5%)
(n=205, 21.0%)
Taste 2.31| Natural 2.34 Taste 3.64 Healthy 1.79
Price 2.89| Safe 2.57 Healthy 4.17 Safe 3.14
Healthy 3.33| Healthy 2.88 Looking Good 4.66 Natural 3.46
Looking Good 4.43| Taste 4.42  Price 4.Y9 Taste 3.55
Convenient 491 Price 491 Natural 4.82 Price 5.19
Safe 5.03| Good Brand 5.88 Safe 5.41 Looking Good 05 6.
Natural 6.87| Convenient 6.79 Good Brand 5,55 Coievgn 6.86
Familiar 7.33| Familiar 7.40 Familiar 5.84 Good Btan 7.07
Good Brand 7.91 Looking Good 7.85 Convenient 6|1 lamikar 7.89

Table 9.4 gives an overview of the importance nag&ifor the product characteristics when
buying fruit productsfor each of the four consumer segment. Tasteem@iw healthy were
the most important characteristics for theerage consumers FRloreover, compared to the
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other consumer segments convenience is relativeorbmm and natural is relatively
unimportant for these consumeh$atural consumer$P rated natural, safe and healthy as
most important. Segment 3 consists of consumers dtitach importance to a range of
different product characteristics. This segmenbset® consist of consumers with a variety of
importance. This segment therefore refers to a mneith heterogeneous consumers .FP
Taking this into account, taste and healthy weee rttost important characteristics in this
segment 3. Finally, thbealthy consumers FRated healthy, safe and natural as the most
important product characteristics.

The consumer segments based on the importancéengankf fresh fruit and fruit
products seemed to be comparable with each otheimrmportance rankings of the product
characteristics. Therefore the consumer segments Vabelled with similar names. The
average consumers FPalued taste, price and health the most, followgdooking good,
convenient and safe. They values natural, faméizdt a good brand the least. The average
consumer segment FF seemed to be larger thangheeséfor FP. The importance rankings
of the natural consumers FRlso revealed similarities. Natural, healthy anfi ssere the
most important characteristics for these consuniérgy attach a medium high importance to
taste and price. The other characteristics weratively unimportant for these consumer
segments. These natural consumer segments werecatgrarable in size. ThHeeterogeneous
consumers FPwere also comparable in size. Furthermore, for kb#h most important
characteristics were tasty and healthy. Moreoveth Ibhese segments seemed to consist of
consumers with a variety of importance rankingthefproduct characteristics.

Then, thehealthy consumers EPThese consumer segments were more or less
comparable with each other. However, the link betwthese two segments was less clear.
Both consumer segments attached high importandeeadthy, taste and safe. Natural was
more important for the consumers in the importalac&ings of the fruit products, while price
was more important for the importance rankings resh fruits. The healthy consumer
segment of FF was smaller than the healthy segRfent
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9.3. Demogr aphic
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Table 9.5 presents the demographics of the consgemgments based on the importance
rankings of fresh fruit. Percentage scores areeptes for each of the consumer segments as
well as the total sample.

Table 9.5 Demographics for the four consumer seggraifresh fruit

Average Natural Heter ogeneous Healthy
consumer FF consumer FF consumer FF consumer FF  Total

(n=356) (n=300) (n=222) (n=119)
Country
The Netherlands 46.3% 10.3% 5.4% 36.1% 25.2%
Greece 5.1% 51.3% 31.5% 3.4% 24.7%
Poland 33.4% 26.3% 23.4% 0.0% 25.1%
Spain 15.2% 12.0% 39.6% 60.5% 25.1%
Gender
Male 43.8% 44.0% 59.9% 45.4% 47.6%
Female 56.2% 56.0% 40.1% 54.6% 52.4%
Age
<30 26.1% 20.7% 29.7% 15.1% 24.0%
31-50 39.9% 47.0% 34.7% 48.7% 41.9%
>51 34.0% 32.3% 35.6% 36.1% 34.1%
Family status
Married\Living together 64.0% 62.0% 59.5% 73.9% .6838
Single\Divorced\Widow 23.6% 24.0% 20.3% 19.3% 28.5
Living with your parents ~ 12.4% 14.0% 20.3% 6.7% 3.9%
Educational background
No schooling completed 1.7% 0.3% 1.4% 4.2% 1.5%
Primary education 8.4% 2.3% 9.0% 12.6% 7.2%
Secondary education 44.4% 39.3% 37.8% 38.7% 40.7%
Higher education 45.5% 58.0% 51.8% 44.5% 50.6%
Employment status
Employed 57.6% 66.3% 58.1% 69.7% 61.8%
Retired 12.6% 13.7% 14.0% 10.9% 13.0%
Student 10.4% 8.0% 16.7% 7.6% 10.7%
Unemployed 7.9% 6.3% 8.1% 3.4% 6.9%
Housewife 11.0% 5.0% 1.8% 6.7% 6.6%
In the army 0.6% 0.7% 1.4% 1.7% 0.9%
Income
Low income 16.0% 20.0% 23.0% 18.0% 19.0%
Moderate income 59.0% 59.0% 59.0% 68.0% 60.0%
High income 7.0% 7.0% 9.0% 4.2% 7.0%
| do not know 19.0% 14.0% 9.0% 10.0% 14.0%
Buying food
Yes 90.2% 92.0% 82.0% 93.3% 89.3%
No 9.8% 8.0% 18.0% 6.7% 10.7%
Preparing food
Yes 77.5% 78.3% 63.5% 78.2% 74.7%
No 22.5% 21.7% 36.5% 21.8% 25.3%
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For all demographics was tested whether the satifessed across countries with the use of Chi sgsior
independence. The results revealed that all derpbgrs differed significantly between countries, epicfor
number of people within household and having chitdor not. These results were therefore exclude the
table

The results of the cluster analysis revealed thamsemers’ country improved the

identification of the consumer segments. As a tesalintry was included as a concomitant
variable. In other words the identification of tbegments is based on the country of origin.
Subsequently, it is not strange that the consuegments differed a lot in the country of the
consumers. For the most part, the average conssemgnent FF consisted of Dutch and
Polish consumers, while natural consumers were ljn@eeks and Polish consumers. The
heterogeneous FF segment did hardly contain anghDabnsumers. Finally, the healthy
consumer FF segment mostly consisted of Spanisibatah consumers.

The other demographic variables did not reveal thage differences between
consumer segments. For gender, the heterogenegusese consisted of relatively more
males, while the other segments embodied more &naleterogeneous consumer segment
FF seemed slightly younger and seemed to liveivelgtoften with their parents. The healthy
consumer segment seemed also to consist of rdiatess young consumers that are more
often married or living together, they live relaly less often with their parents. The natural
consumers were relatively high educated consuniéis.average consumers were relatively
low educated and had an overrepresentation of house Heterogeneous consumer segment
also embodied relatively much low educated conssntarrthermore, this segment embodied
a relatively high amount of students. The natural healthy consumer segments both had an
overrepresentation of employed consumers. Inconeense to be quite equally divided
between the consumer segments. Except for thedgeteeous consumers, who seemed to
have a relatively low income. They also bought prepared less often their own food.

Table 9.6 presents the demographics of the fountiitkd consumer segments for fruit
products.
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Table 9.6 Demographics for the four consumer setgraifruit products

Average Natural Heter ogenous Healthy
consumer FP consumer FP  consumer FP consumer FP Tqtg

(n=280) (n=271) (n=205) (n=219)
Country
The Netherlands 53.6% 0.0% 9.8% 29.9% 25.7%
Greece 3.6% 74.4% 22.9% 0.7% 22.8%
Poland 14.6% 0.0% 44.4% 44.3% 25.8%
Spain 28.2% 25.6% 22.9% 25.1% 25.6%
Gender
Male 48.9% 56.6% 55.6% 43.9% 50.7%
Female 51.1% 43.4% 44.4% 56.1% 49.3%
Age
<30 25.7% 18.7% 28.3% 20.7% 23.3%
31-50 37.9% 58.0% 30.2% 33.2% 39.5%
>51 36.4% 23.3% 41.5% 46.1% 37.2%
Educational background
No schooling completed 2.9% 0.9% 1.0% 0.4% 1.3%
Primary education 12.5% 3.2% 4.9% 6.3% 7.1%
Secondary education 44.6% 34.7% 43.9% 46.1% 42.7%
Higher education 40.0% 61.2% 50.2% 47.2% 48.9%
Employment status
Employed 50.4% 74.4% 57.1% 49.8% 57.0%
Retired 15.7% 9.1% 15.6% 20.3% 15.5%
Student 13.2% 6.4% 13.7% 9.6% 10.8%
Unemployed 9.3% 8.2% 5.9% 7.7% 7.9%
Housewife 8.6% 1.8% 7.8% 10.7% 7.5%
In the army 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 1.3%
Income
Low income 16.1% 25.1% 22.4% 11.8% 18.3%
Moderate income 60.0% 54.8% 56.6% 59.4% 57.9%
High income 4.3% 9.6% 5.4% 9.6% 7.2%
I do not know 19.6% 10.5% 15.6% 19.2% 16.6%
Buying food
Yes 85.7% 88.6% 86.8% 94.1% 88.9%
No 14.3% 11.4% 13.2% 5.9% 11.1%
Preparing food
Yes 72.5% 60.3% 64.4% 76.4% 69.1%
No 27.5% 39.7% 35.6% 23.6% 30.9%

For all demographics was tested whether the satiffesgsed across countries with the use of Chi sgsidor
independence. The results revealed that all derpbgs differed significantly between countries, epicfor
family status, Amount of people within household dmaving children or not. These results were tloeeef
excluded from the table
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The country of origin also revealed large differemdetween the consumer segments in the
importance rankings of fruit products. Average aoner segment FP mostly consisted of
Dutch consumer, followed by Spanish and Polish eoess. Natural consumers were mainly
Greek. There were also some Spanish consumersnwititdi segment. A large part of the
heterogeneous consumers had a Polish origin. Dimsutner segment also had a lot of Greek
and Spanish consumers. Finally, healthy consumers mostly Polish consumers, followed
by Dutch and Spanish consumers.

The healthy consumers seem to be slightly more lesnavhile heterogeneous and
natural consumers were slightly more male. Thethgalonsumer segment FP had slightly
less young and older consumers. The heterogenamssimer segment was represented by
more young and older consumers, and less middld agasumers, whereas the natural
consumer segment FP had less young and old conswamédrmore middle aged consumers.
Average consumers had a relatively low, and nattwakumers a relatively high education.
The segments were quite average in their educatiemael. Concerning employment status,
average consumer segment FP embodied consumeradratelatively less employed and
relatively more often student. A relatively largarpof the healthy consumers was retired.
Heterogeneous consumers were relatively often @estu Finally, consumer segment natural
consisted mainly of employed consumers. There werkarge differences between consumer
segments in income level. Average and healthy aqaessi prepared their own food relatively
often, whereas the heterogeneous and natural cansyorepared their own food less often.

9.4. The social psychological constructs

This section aims to reveal differences betweerctmsumer segments in terms of the social
psychological constructs. The present study emisagbgeral social psychological constructs
to measure consumers’ innovativeness at differspécs. Table 9.7 reveals the differences
between the fresh fruit consumer segments and Ba8leeveals differences between the fruit
product consumer segments.

Table 9.7 Differences in consumer innovativenesedoh consumer segment of fresh fruit

Consumer segments

Average Natural Heterogeneous Healthy

consumer FF consumer FE  consumer FE  consumer F¥

Market Mavenism 3.259 361 3.47 3.31" F(3, 993)=10.544** 031
Food involvement 3.5 3.83 3.46Y 3.60°" F(3, 993)=15.936*+ 046
Social representations
Suspicion 2.74 2.98" 3.0T 273 F(3, 993)=14.859% 043
Adherence to technology 3.12” 2.61 3.0# 3.07" F(3, 993)=31.806** 088
Adherence to natural 3.35 3.86 3.57 3.59 F(3, 993)=47.285%*+ 125
Food as enjoyment 3.68" 3.70¥ 3.50 3.74" F(3, 993)= 3.788% 011
Food as necessity 2.42 1.72 2.3% 2.17 F(3, 993)= 56,779 146
DSI for food 3.32 3.31 3.17 3.32 F(3, 993)=2.486 .007
DSI FF 3.42v 3.38% 3.12 3.50"" F(3, 993)=10.682*+ 031
Food Neophobia FF 2.18Y 2.32% 2.65 2.16" F(3, 993)=17.152%+ 049
Opinion Leadership FF 2-47hﬁ 2.74" 2.68°" 2.60°" F(3, 993)=4.538"* 014
Habits FF 3.01 4.10% 3.70% 4.19" F(3, 993)=9.769*+ 029

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Likert scales weresad ranging from 1 (totally disagree) and 5 (tgtaljree);
Superscripts refer to similar scores between corssegments, such that if the first charactersggment label
is displayed (and 'y’ for the healthy consumersgseén segments have similar scores. For instancepphkeft

superscript means that Average consumers have a similar sconearket mavenism as Healthy consumers.
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Table 9.7 reveals that that the consumer segmefies fom each other on all social
psychological aspects.

The Average consumers Fkh general score relatively low on the social p®jogical
constructs compared to the other three segmentsy dhly scored ‘high’ on adherence to
technology compared to the other segments. Furtivesnthese consumers seemed to value
the adherence to natural relatively low. Finallyede consumers score higher on food as
necessity compared to the other segments. Howtheiscore is still below the middle of the
scale.

Natural consumers FFscored quite extreme on multiple social psychaalgiconstructs.
These consumers seemed to be quite different mmstef social psychological characteristics
than the other consumer segments. The consumdris wits segment score relatively high in
market mavenism, food involvement and adherenceatnral. These consumers scored
relatively low on adherence to technology and feasdnecessity. Natural consumers were
most involved with their food. Finally, these comsrs scored high in routine behaviour.
This indicated that even consumers that were higivglved seemed to buy fruits on a daily
routine.

Heterogeneous consumers Eore quite average on the different aspects. @nlyood
Neophobia these consumers scored quite high. ler atlords, these consumers seem to be
reluctant to try novel foods.

Healthy consumers FBcored relatively high on routine behaviour, fo@demjoyment, and
domain-specific innovativeness for fresh fruits doMl on suspicion when buying fruit. This
indicates that these consumers bought their frua coutine base.

Table 9.8 Differences in consumer innovativenasedoh consumer segment of fruit products

Consumer segments

Average Natural Heterogenous Healthy
consumer FB  consumer FB  consumer FB  consumer F
Partial
(n=280) (n=271) (n=205) (n=219) F(df1, df2) e
Market Mavenism 3.19 3.62 3.42Y 3.37" F(3, 971)=9.449** 028
Food involvement 3.47" 3.87 3.50% 3.61%" F(3, 971)=15.007** .044
Social representations
Suspicion 2.69 2.96" 2.96" 2.87™ F(3, 971)=9.866**  .030
Adherence to technology 3.10" 2.63 3.06¥ 2.92" F(3, 971)=18.411*** .054
Adherence to natural 3.27 3.87 3.58 3.68" F(3, 971)=45.694** 124
Food as enjoyment 3.64 3.66 3.56 3.72 F(3, 971)=1.478 .005
Food as necessity 2.40" 1.74 2.33 2.02 F(3, 971)=38.523** 106
DSl for food 3.27 3.18 3.20 3.27 F(3, 971)=1.092 .003
DSI FP 3.26 3.15 3.19 3.31 F(3, 971)=2.502 .008
Food Neophobia FP 2.34 2.94 2.72 2.52 F(3, 971)=26.166*** .075
Opinion Leadership FP 2.34 2.69" 2,77V 2.72™ F(3, 971)=10.394** 031
Habits prepared fruits 2.28" 2.15° 2.85 2.82" F(3, 971)=25.449** 073
Habits processed fruits 2.47" 2.24° 2.8V 2.76" F(3, 971)=12.562** 037

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Likert scales weresad ranging from 1 (totally disagree) and 5 (tgtaljree);
Superscripts refer to similar scores between coeswsagments, such that if the first letter of ansegt is
displayed (and a y for the healthy consumers) tlseggnents have similar scores. The top left supptsc
means that Average consumers have a similar scongaoket mavenism as Healthy consumers.

The average consumer FBcored relatively low on market mavenism, opinieadership,
food neophobia, suspicion and adherence to natarapared to the other three segment. This
implies that these consumers did not seem to hae¢ @f knowledge and expertise about
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purchases in general and in fruit specific. Theyemeot very particular about new fruit

products and not afraid to try new things. In castir consumers in segment 1 scored
relatively high on food as necessity and adherdncéechnology compared to the other
consumer segments.

Natural consumer FPThese consumers score relatively high on marketemam,
food involvement, adherence to natural and foodohebia and relatively low on adherence
to technology, food as necessity and habitual behav These results imply that these
consumers were very involved with their food. Moreg they saw themselves as experts on
the purchases of products in all kinds of areas.tl@nother hand, these consumers were
somewhat reluctant to try novel foods.

Heterogeneous consumer F§tored relatively high on food as necessity, food
neophobia and purchasing fruit products on a reutiase. This indicates that these
consumers were not that much involved with food faredl purchases.

Healthy consumer FRnly seemed to score relatively high on food a@yenent,
although the four consumer segments did not siamtily differ on this aspect. These
consumers score relatively high on routine behasiau the purchase of fruit products. This
indicates that these consumers buy their fruitraatccally.

9.5. Innovative behaviour
This section aims to reveal whether the consumgmeats differ in their acceptance of fruit
innovations. We checked whether consumer segmdffesed in their intention to buy

different specific fruit and in actual adoption bglour of fruit innovations.

Table 9.9 Buying intention product innovations aonsr segments fresh fruit

consumer segments

Average Natural Heterogeneous Healthy

consumer FF consumer FE consumer Fll-:' consumer F¥

(n=356) (n=300) (n=222) (n=119) F(dfL, df2)
Organic Fruit Mousse 3.19 3.34 3.10 3.20 F(3, 494)=.993
Cholesterol Lowering Peach 3.46 3.48 3.40 3.46 F(3, 494)=.098
Fruit Vending Machine 3.22 3.11 3.04 3.50 F(3, 494)=1.489
Mini Nectarines 3.89 3.50" 3.47" 3.92 F(3, 495)=5.893**
Pitaya 3.54 3.48 3.32 3.63 F(3, 495)=1.166
GM apple 3.4%Y 2.95" 3.30%" 3.52%" F(3, 495)=5.992**

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Likert scales weresad ranging from 1 (totally disagree) and 5 (tytajree);
Superscripts refer to similar scores between corswsagments, such that if the first letter of ansewgt is
displayed (and a y for the healthy consumers) tlsesgnents have similar scores. The top left supptsc
means that Average consumers have a similar bugtagtion towards mini nectarines as Healthy coressm

Table 9.9 represents the differences between t#&h ffruit consumer segments in their
intention to buy new fruit innovations when these available. The results reveal that the
consumer segments had a similar buying intentievatds the Organic Fruit Mousse, the
Cholesterol Lowering Peach, the Fruit Vending Maehiand the Pitaya. The consumer
segments differed in their intention to buy the Mitectarines and the Genetically Modified
Apple. Average and Healthy consumers Rlere more inclined to buy the Mini Nectarines
thannatural and heterogeneous consumers FErthermorenatural consumerfad a lower
buying intention towards the Genetically Modifiedp@le than Average and Healthy
consumers FF
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Table 9.10 Actual adoption behaviour consumer segsna fresh fruit

consumer segments

Average Natural Heterogeneous Healthy

consumer FE  consumer FE consumer FE consumer FE

Fresh fruits 2.22" 2.57" 2.58" 2.24%™ F(3,993)=5.559*
General new fruits (fresh fruits, prepared2.41Y 2.69" 2.65" 2.56°™M
fruits and processed fruits) F(3, 993)=4.339**

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Likert scales weresad ranging from 1 (totally disagree) and 5 (tytajree);
Superscripts refer to similar scores between corswagments, such that if the first letter of ansewqgt is
displayed (and a y for the healthy consumers) tlseggnents have similar scores. The top left supptsc
means that Average consumers have a similar aatiagition of fresh fruits as Healthy consumers.

Table 9.10 shows the actual adoption of freshdriat every consumer segmeAt.erage

consumers FF indicated to have a higher actualtemopehaviour regarding fresh fruits and
fruits in general thanatural and heterogeneous consumers

Table 9.11 Buying intention product innovationssumer segments based on fruit products

consumer segments

Average Natural Heterogenous Healthy
consumer FB  consumer FB  consumer FB  consumer FP
(n=280) (n=271) (n=205) (n=219)

F(df1, df2)
Fruit Mix Salad 3.39" 3.52%W 3.632W 3.81"™ F(3, 477)=.3.103*
Pitaya Juice 3.1 2.98" 3.29% 3.55%" F(3, 477)=.4.585*
Nectarine Chips 3.0% 3.04" 3.18%" 3.51" F(3, 477)=4.311**
Prebiotic Dried Fruit 2.67 3.45" 3.47V 3.32™ F(3, 490)=12.430%*
Cholesterol Lowering Orange Juice  3"02 3.19%W 3.413V 3.34%M F(3, 490)=5.893*
Organic Apple 3.48 4.0 3.58Y 3.84™ F(3, 490)=7.059%**

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Likert scales weresad ranging from 1 (totally disagree) and 5 (tgtaljree);
Superscripts refer to similar scores between corswagments, such that if the first letter of ansewgt is
displayed (and a y for the healthy consumers) tisesgnents have similar scores. The top left suppt<t
means that Average consumers have a similar buytagtion towards Fruit Mix Salad as Healthy consusn

Table 9.11 represents the differences betweenrtitepioducts consumer segments in their
intention to buy new fruit innovations when these available Consumer segments based on
the importance rankings of fruit products revealéterences in the buying intention of all
specific fruit innovations. Below, the most outstany differences among the consumer
segments were described.

Average consumers Hiad a lower buying intention towards the Prebibied Fruit
than the other consumer segments. Furthermore,weey less inclined to buy the organic
apple than the natural and healthy consumidegural consumers Fhad a relative high
intention to buy the organic apple, whereas they dguite low intention to buy the organic
apple. Heterogeneous consumers FHeored quite average in comparison with the other
consumer segments in the intention to buy the séyaoduct innovations. Finally, the
healthy consumers FRere relatively willing to buy the nectarine chif$ey also rated fruit
mix salad, prebiotic dried fruit and organic apipigher than the average consumers.

63




64

9.12 Actual adoption behaviour consumer segmentsiibfproducts

consumer segments

Average Natural Healthy
Heterogeneous
consumer consumer consumer
a n consumer FP
FP FP FPY
(n=205)

(n=280) (n=271) (n=219) F(df1, df2)
Prepared fruits 1.90 2.25"™ 2.42" 2.38"  F(3,971)=9.310%*
Processed fruits 2.08 2.48"W 2.51" 2.49™ F(3,971)=6.485***
General new fruits (fresh fruits, prepared fruitsla 2.37 2.89" 2.76" 2.77™

processed fruits)

F(3,971)=10.877***

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05; Likert scales weresad ranging from 1 (totally disagree) and 5 (tytajree);
Superscripts refer to similar scores between corswsagments, such that if the first letter of ansewqgt is
displayed (and a y for the healthy consumers) tisesgnents have similar scores. The top left suppt<t
means that Natural consumers have a similar ae@ption of prepared fruits as heterogeneous aatthiye
consumers.

Finally, Table 9.12 shows the actual adoption aitfproducts for every consumer segment.
Average consumers Hrad lower actual adoption behaviour than all camsusegments for
prepared fruits, processed fruits and general meisf

Conclusion

Four consumer segments are distinguished basecdhernntportance rankings of
characteristics of fruit products and fresh fruifhese consumer segments have
distinct preferences regarding novel fruit chanasties.

The identified consumer segments based on impatarankings of product
characteristics of fresh fruits, average consummeasyral consumers, heterogeneous
consumers, and healthy consumers, are comparathi¢hgi consumer segments based
on the importance ranking of fruit products.

Country is important in the identification of thensumer segments for fresh fruits and
for fruit products. That is, knowledge about theitoy a consumer lives in, helps to
predict the segment that she is in.

Consumer segments differ in demographic varialitesvever, these differences in
demographics are not very large.

Consumer segments differ from each other in thearage score on psychological
constructs.

There are differences between the consumer segrnmetiits intention to buy product
innovations.
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10 Conclusions and policy recommendations

Chapter 10 describes the most important conclusamspolicy recommendations based on
the consumer survey results. We will first formalatonclusions per research question.
Consequently we will draw some general conclus{@estion 10.1). Finally we will describe
recommendations for policy makers (Section 10.2).

10.1 Conclusions

The first research question was formulated as ¥a#id: Which product characteristics are
important for consumers when buying novel fruitd &mit products (Chapter 3)?

For fresh fruits and fruit products the healthinassl taste of a novel product are the most
important characteristics, in all four countriegluded in the study: Greece, Netherlands,
Poland, and Spain. This is in line with the findingf D 1.2.7 (Reinders et al., 2010), who
also found that health and taste are the most ir@apbneeds of consumers.

The perceived importance of product charactesstevealed no large differences
between fresh fruits and fruit products. In genéralsame product characteristics are rated as
important and the same product characteristicsratezl as unimportant. Consumers value
healthiness, taste, price and safety of a new idtie most and familiarity, convenience to
consume, having a good brand, locally producedagpealing look the least.

Safety seems to be more important when buying fraw products compared to
buying new fresh fruits. Convenience to consumeadyct and whether a product looks
appealing is rated as more important for new ffegiks than for new fruit products.

The differences in the rankings of the productrabiristics reveals a similar pattern
for fresh fruits and fruit products between cowgriDutch consumerseem to attach a
relatively high value to the tastiness, price,wWay a product looks and the convenience of a
product. They attach relatively low importance k¢ thaturalness of a produ@panish
consumergate taste and familiarity of fruit as relativetgportant.Polish consumersalue
the way a product looks relatively high. Finallgreek consumersate the safety and
naturalness of a product relatively high. Theyditteelatively low value at the price of fruit
innovations.

The second research question was formulated agwiell: Which product innovations are
mostly accepted by consumers (Chapter 4)?

The buying intention towards fruit innovations diff between the innovation categories and
between countries.

In general, for all studied countries product weons related to convenience aspects
(mini nectarines and fruit mix salad) and exotigitfinnovations (pitaya and pitaya juice)
seem to be the most appealing. Product innovatelated to a new purchase channel seem to
be the least attractive to all consumers.

Differences between the studied countries revieat Greek consumersre more
willing to buy fresh fruits than fruit products. Meover, they are more willing to buy organic
fresh fruits compared to the other countries ars$ illing to buy GM fresh fruits and
functional fruit productsPolish consumersre most willing to buy all fresh fruits and fruit
products. Moreover, based on the results of thidystwe can conclude that Polish consumers
are the most innovative and thButch consumersare the most conservative on the
acceptance of product innovations. The Dutch comessirare less willing to buy fruit product
innovations compared to their willingness to bugsfr fruit innovations.
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The third research question was formulated as Vedid: How are different product
innovations perceived in terms of product evaluai¢Chapter 5)?

Overall, the studied product innovations are p®&extiquite positively on the different
evaluation characteristics. In other words, respotsl seem to evaluate the product
innovations as quite appealing on the differentatizristics. The results reveal that there are
some differences in the evaluation of the twelvedpct innovations- both between the
countries and the product innovations.

The differences in the evaluation of the fruit onations reveal that some product
innovations are perceived as very healthy and aktsuch as the organic apple, the fruit mix
and the prebiotic dried fruit. Other product inntiwas are evaluated as very novel and
exclusive, such as the pitaya, pitaya juice andanee chips. Convenient to consume is
applicable to a broad range of product innovatidrige organic apple, GM apple, fruit mix
salad, mini nectarines, pitaya juice, nectaringpghorganic fruit mousse, and cholesterol
lowering orange juice are rated quite high on beingvenient to consume. Pitaya is for
example rated quite low on this product evaluationother words, the product innovations
are perceived distinct on the different aspects. éxample, organic apple is perceived as
healthy and tasty, but not very novel and exclysiale nectarine chips scores quite high on
novel and lower on taste or health.

Some innovations reveal large differences betveeemtries, while others only reveal
small differences between countries. Respondentseiriour countries seem to perceive GM
apple, mini nectarines, fruit mix salad, nectarthgs and cholesterol lowering orange juice
quite differently. The evaluations of organic apmeganic fruit mousse, cholesterol lowering
peach and pitaya seem to differ less between deantr

Polish consumers are in general the most posiivethe Greek consumers the most
negative in their evaluation of the product innamas. Polish respondents score lower on
easy available indicating that their situation igitg different in relation to product
innovations available on the market. In additidreyt evaluate the product innovations more
as being better than regular, novel and tasty. kKcregpondents evaluate the innovations in
general as less natural, novel, healthy, safe astg.tThey perceive the product innovations
as more exclusive. Dutch and Spanish consumers g&esoore more average on the product
evaluations. Dutch consumers score the fruit produmvations less positive than the fresh
fruits, especially the nectarine chips, the orgdnit¢ mousse and the prebiotic dried fruit are
evaluated quite negative.

The fourth research question was formulated aowWwd: Which product evaluations are
important to predict the adoption of fresh fruitsdafruit products (Chapter 6)?

The results reveal that the product innovationsaaoepted by consumers for distinct reasons.
For some product innovations, healthiness is arortapt predictor of the buying intention,
while for other innovations novelty or tastineserseto be the evaluation that results in the
acceptance of a product innovation. In additiom, résults reveal that besides the differences
between product innovations, countries differ ire textent to which certain product
evaluations predict consumers’ acceptance of theifsp fruit innovations. As such, the
acceptance of each product innovation in each cpustpredicted by a different set of
product evaluations. The results imply that itngortant to take both, the product and the
country, into account while developing marketingatggies for novel fresh fruits and fruit
products.
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The results of current study reveal some genavakequences for possible future
product developments in new fruit products. Theseegal recommendations for the different
product categories will be described in the recomaaéons section.

Countries differ in the predictive product evaloas for the twelve fruit innovations.
However, in general for each of the four countri@ste and attractiveness are important
predictors of the acceptance of fruit innovatioffese product evaluations forecast the
buying intentions of multiple fruit innovations ail countries. For th®utch and theGreek
consumers better than regular is a product evaludhiat has an impact on the adoption of
multiple fruit innovations. For theSpanishconsumers the evaluation of expansiveness
predicts the acceptance of multiple fruit innovasio

The fifth research question was formulated as vedld: Which personal characteristics
predict the adoption of novel fruits (Chapter 7)?

Consumers’ age, gender, education level and cowftorigin explains a small part of the
variance in adoption of fruit novelties.

The explained variance after including the sogsajychological constructs in the
regression analyses is much higher. However, nbtgsas the explained variances which is
found for the influence of specific product evalaas on buying intension of products (as
described in Chapter 6).

The social representation dimensions of food revea significant predictor of
consumers’ actual adoption of fruit novelties. Gonsrs that score high @uspiciontowards
novel foods are not surprisingly less willing toylqurepared and processed fruit novelties. In
other words, they have a rather reserved positiaretv foodsFood neophobiaignificantly
influences consumers’ adoption of fruit noveltiehe effect however contrasts ones’
expectations, such that consumers who are morehobapbought fruit innovations more
often the last two months. This implies that soraefaunding of effects take place between
the psychological constructs. The correlations betwthe psychological constructs reveal
that suspicion is especially highly correlated wittod neophobia, indicating that this
correlation possibly causes the odd finding. Coresgsmnwho frequently influence the decision
of others in the specific domain of fresh fruitsfauit products score higher on the actual
adoption behaviour of fruit innovations. In otheonds opinion leadershiphas a positive
impact on the acceptance of fruit innovations. Bynahabits on eating fruit significantly
predicts actual adoption behaviour. Consumerseahgfruits very often and that already ate
fruits in their childhood seem to be more willimglduy fruit novelties.

The sixth research question was formulated as i@th What is the impact of product
evaluations and personal characteristics on thepim of novel fruits (Chapter 8)?

Respondents belong to different countries, the &i&hds, Greece, Poland and Spain.
Country is included in the analyses to check what impact of country of origin on the
acceptance of fruit novelties is. In addition, @sgents are assigned to different conditions,
differing in whether the psychological construats formulated with respect to fresh fruits or
fruit products, and the fruit innovations includda check whether condition or country of
origin have an impact on the relationship betweayirty intention and the psychological
constructs these variables are included in theyaesalas interaction terms.

Country and condition both did not have a significanpact on the actual adoption of
novel fruits. This implies that consumers from eliint countries do not differ in the actual
buying behaviour of fruit novelties.

Including the buying intention of specific produictnovations in explaining the
adoption behaviour of novel fruits (ABNF) revealsigar results of the social psychological
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constructs. Results show that after including thiesging intentions, suspicion, childhood
habits and opinion leadership significantly impidet ABNF.

There are no interaction effects between conditiod the psychological constructs.
Thus psychological characteristics in the spedifienains of fresh fruit and fruit products
have a similar impact on the actual adoption bedravi

In contrast, there is an interaction effect ofpscisn and natural with country in
predicting the actual adoption behavior of fruitvallies. These two social representation
dimensions seem to impact the actual buying behafifruit innovations differently within
the four countries. Childhood habits also has aia@nt interaction effect with country, such
that the strength of this effect on the ABNF disfetween countries.

The average buying intention towards the spegfmduct innovations significantly
affects the ABNF in a positive way. There is nemaction effect with country, which implies
that the average buying intention not differs ca@untries.

The specific buying intentions in interaction witlondition reveals no significant
impact on the ABNF, such that the buying intentiowards the specific fruit innovations not
predict one’s ABNF. After including country in thisteraction term resulting in a three-way
interaction results reveal that the impact of orgdruit mousse, mini nectarines, organic
apple and nectarine chips on ABNF differs betweawmntries. This implies that the buying
intention towards product innovations has a distimpact on ABNF for the different
countries, however not all of them.

The last research question was formulated as fatbwwWhich cross-cultural consumer
segments can be identified based on the rankipgoafuct characteristics (Chapter 9)?

Based on the importance rankings for the charatiesiof fresh fruits and fruit products, four
consumer segments are identifiederage consumersiatural consumersheterogeneous
consumerandhealthy consumergountry proves to be important in the identificatof the
consumer segments for fresh fruits and for frunidorcts.

The four consumer segments differ from each othéhé importance they attach to the
product characteristics. The consumer segmentsed®al small differences in demographic
characteristics. Moreover, the identified segmetitier from each other in psychological
constructs. Finally, they differ from each otherthe buying intention towards the fruit
innovations.

The different consumer segments can be used tdageweeoss cultural communication
strategies to market fruit innovations.

Comparable results

The consumer segments based on the importancengenkor the characteristics of novel
fresh fruit seem to be comparable to those obtaiméige context of novel fruit products. The
average consumesegments for fresh fruits and fruit products bthked taste, price and
health as the most important characteristics. Ratbby looking good, convenient and safe.
They attach the lowest importance to natural, famiand a good brand. Both segments
consist of many Dutch consumers and very few Greaksumers. Theheterogeneous
consumersare also comparable. They attach the highest ifapoe at tasty and healthy.
Moreover, both of these segments seem to consetgobup of consumers with a variety of
importance rankings of the product characteristigisth segments seem to contain mostly
Greek consumers. Theatural consumerslso reveal comparable results for fresh fruitd an
fruit products. Natural, healthy and safe are trestmmportant for these consumers. They
attach a medium high importance at taste and pfibe. other characteristics are relatively
unimportant for these consumers. Consumers in thegeents are not Dutch, the consumers
are mainly from Greece, Poland and Spain. Fintighealthy consumersf the importance
rankings of the fresh fruits and fruit products.eTlink between these two segments is less
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clear. Both consumer segments attach high impatémdealthy, taste and safe. Natural is
more important for the consumers in the importaacdkings of the fruit products and price is
more important for the importance rankings of frésiits.

Overall conclusion

The results imply that in general consumers peecsimilar characteristics as relevant when
buying novel fresh fruits and fruit products. Theam® product characteristics are rated as
important and the same product characteristicyatesl as unimportant for fresh fruits and

fruit products. Consumers value healthiness, tgsiee and safety of the new product the

most and familiarity, convenience to consume, hgangood brand, locally produced and

appealing look the least.

Innovation categories regarding convenience andieckuoits seem to be the most appealing
for all consumers. The novel purchase channel seerbe the least attractive for all
consumers with regard to their buying intentionn€amers perceive the product innovations
quite differently. Some product innovations aredgample rated as very novel and attractive,
while others are rated as very healthy and conweéniie general, the product innovations are
rated quite positive on the different product easins. Moreover, the results reveal that
different product evaluations predict the acceptantthe twelve product innovations. The
results imply that it is important to take bothe throduct and the country, in account while
developing marketing strategies for novel freslitgrand fruit products.

Taste and attractiveness are important predictiotise acceptance of fruit innovations
for all countries. These product evaluations fosed¢he buying intentions of multiple fruit
innovations in all countries.

The Netherland®utch consumers seem to value tastiness, prieey#ly a product looks and
the convenience of a product. Naturalness of feuitalued relatively low. These consumers
are the least innovative with regard to buying ntiten towards the fruit innovations. In
addition, Dutch consumers are less willing to buwytfproduct innovations compared to their
willingness to buy fresh fruit innovations. Thega@lperceive the fruit product innovations as
less positive than the fresh fruits. Finally, bettean regular is a product evaluation that has
an impact on the adoption of multiple fruit innaeats for the Dutch consumers.

GreeceGreek consumers rate the safety and naturalnespraiduct relatively high

They especially value the price of fruit innovasoiGreek consumers are more willing to buy
fresh fruits than fruit products. Moreover, theg anore willing to buy organic fresh fruits
compared to the other countries and less willingptily GM and functional fruits. Greek
consumers evaluate the product innovations the neggtive compared to the other countries.
They evaluate the innovations in general as leggalanovel, healthy, safe and tasty. Better
than regular is a product evaluation that has apaohon the adoption of multiple fruit
innovations for the Greek consumers.

Poland Polish consumers value the way a product loolatively high. They are the most
innovative in their acceptance of fruit innovatipsach that they are most willing to buy all
fresh fruits and fruit products. Polish respondesctsre the product innovations lower on easy
available indicating that their situation is qudéferent in relation to product innovations
available on the market. In addition, they evaludie product innovations more as being
better than regular, novel, exclusive and tasty.

Spain Spanish consumers rate taste and familiarity aoft fas relatively important. In
comparison with the other countries they percehes groduct innovations as more average
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concerning the product evaluations. For the Spargsimsumers the evaluation of
expensiveness predicted the acceptance of multiptennovations.

Demographics only explained a small part of consshaetual adoption behaviour. Multiple
psychological constructs are important in predgteonsumers’ actual adoption of fruit
novelties. After including buying intentions, lgssychological constructs predict one’s actual
adoption behaviour. Psychological characteristicshe specific domains of fresh fruit and
fruit products have a comparable impact on theah&doption behaviour of fruit novelties.
There is a significant interaction effect of thgg®ological constructs with country, such that
the strength of these effects on the actual adof@haviour differs between countries.

10.2 Poalicy recommendations

Based on the results of this deliverable we fortealeseveral policy recommendations for
product development and marketing communicatioratesies to increase consumer
acceptance of fruit innovations. We first discusneral recommendations on product
characteristics (Section 10.2.1) and product intioma (Section 10.2.2). Furthermore we will

focus on specific strategies per product categdegijon 10.2.3), per country (Section 10.2.4),
for consumers’ personal characteristics (Sectia@.5pand finally for the different consumer

segments (Section 10.2.6).

10.2.1 General recommendations on product charasttes
In general, product development for fresh fruitsl druit products could focus on similar
product characteristics. For both fresh fruits &mat products, healthiness, taste, price and
safety of a new product are important. On the offaed, familiarity, convenience to consume
and looks appealing seem to be less importantdaswumers. Furthermore for fresh fruits,
locally produced is relatively unimportant, whiler ffruit products having a good brand is
relative unimportant. Although these latter chaegstics are less relevant to include in
product development, it does not mean that theaecteristics do not create opportunities. If
product developers invest in these characteristiesy could first try to increase the
importance of these characteristics. Previous relBgaoint at the importance of consumer
involvement, which refers to the level of perceiymisonal importance, interest or relevance
evoked by a stimulus or stimuli, which are linkgdtbe consumer goals (Zaichkowsky, 1985).
Consumer involvement is found to affect food-redabensumer behaviour (e.g.Vermeir and
Verbeke, 2005). It seems therefore important tleaisamers perceive product attributes as
relevant. It might be more relevant to first expldhe possibilities of the characteristics that
prove to be more important to consumers at the mome

In addition, communication strategies should dtsmus more on the characteristics
that are important to consumers rather than on asiping the less important characteristics.
Thus, novel fruits can best be marketed by undadihealthiness, taste, and safety aspects of
the product. Moreover, pricing strategies seemetodbevant in introducing new products on
the market. New products do not prosper when pacesigher than comparable products on
the market. If marketers or policy makers woulcelido increase the perceived value of the
unimportant characteristics, communication stragg@mphasizing these characteristics are
useful. Drawing attention towards specific chamasties of products is in the marketing
literature found to be a useful method to increamesumers’ perceived importance of these
characteristics (e.g. Mackenzie, 1986). A succéssfategy might be to link the unimportant
characteristics with product features that do séenmatter to consumers. For example,
associating locally produced fresh fruits with aajrtaste.
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10.2.2 General recommendations on product innowatio

When focusing on actual novel products, resultead that convenience products were
actually perceived as attractive. This implies tthet development of convenience products
could be prosperous. Consumers seem to be attractedovations that have additional value
in being more easy to consume or buy. However,ine Wwith the previous advice on
characteristics, communication strategies (e.g.edmng, promotion) the convenience
aspects of these products are less recommendedu@ers rank convenience aspects as
relatively unimportant. It is therefore recommenderl market these innovations by
underlining characteristics that consumers doaatnportant.

Moreover, launching new products from exotic costrseems to be appealing to
consumers in different countries. Therefore, we lorecommend to first explore the
possibilities of introducing existing products fromore exotic countries which could be
perceived as novel to consumers in the current @abBtoduct development could then focus
on adapting and improving these exotic fruits stiet they will be accepted in the current
market, for example exotic fruit mix salads. Theowabd mentioned importance of certain
product characteristics could be useful in adapemrgtic products to consumers’ current
needs.

Finally, offering fresh fruits via a new purchaskannel seems to be the least
attractive novelty to consumers in all countriesclissing on a novel purchase channels
therefore is not recommended at the moment. Howestgrent study included only one
innovation which focuses on a new purchase charimgrefore, generalising these findings
towards all new purchase channels seems invalicke&sing fruit consumption among
consumers with the use of new purchase channdl$oitizs on increasing availability of fruit
can still be relevant. For example, providing tian employees’ work place or offering fruits
at shop counters are ways to offer fruit to consgm& unconventional ways.

10.2.3 Specific strategies per product category
Results revealed the importance of different procw@luations for the acceptance of each
product innovation within each country. As a reslifterent marketing strategies per country
and product category are recommended. However, soouict innovations seem to have
similar predictive characteristics across countries

The following product innovations do have simitdraracteristics over countries and
can therefore be marketed in multiple countrieshwtite same marketing communication;
pitaya juice, pitaya, nectarine chips, cholestéoalering orange juice, GM apple, organic
fruit mousse, prebiotic dried fruit, and fruit veng machine.

Pitaya juice: The perception of the attractiveness and tastiokE8® pitaya juice seems to be

important in multiple countries. This implies thahen developing exotic fruit juices one

should invest in the attractiveness of the paclggimd tastiness of the juice. In addition, the
marketing communication around these exotic produmbvations should include messages
focusing on these product characteristics. Thegdigations are useful for fruit juices based
on all kinds of exotic novel fruits, such as a guand a santol.

Pitaya: The buying intention of the pitaya is predictedthg evaluation of tastiness in all
countries. This implies that an exotic fresh fehibuld be selected based on its tastiness. Most
consumers have never actually tasted this pitalgarefore it should have a tasty appearance
in the first place. In addition, the acceptancehed fruit innovation seems to be impacted by
different evaluative aspects for the different does.

Nectarine chips:Attractiveness and taste are significant posifivedictors of the buying
intention of nectarine chips in all countries. Rraddevelopment should at least focus on
attractive packaging. Furthermore, communicatiorssages to market nectarine chips could
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include the tastiness of this innovation. All caieg have one or two additional predictors of
the buying intention of nectarine chips. These ltesseem to be applicable to fruit product
innovations that focus on the snack segment.

Cholesterol lowering orange juicefhis functional fruit product seems more appealiog
consumers of all origins when perceived as attractlThis implies the importance of the
packaging of the juice. Other important marketingategies for this functional food
innovation are underlining that this product istéethan regular products. Concerning pricing
strategies, this new product should not be moreersipe than regular fruit juices on the
market. Finally, in the different countries somsatiict additional characteristics matter in
consumers’ buying intention.

GM Apple: Although consumers know that GM is a technicabiration, it seems that the
perception of naturalness increases the acceptdre&M apple. For example, highlighting
the natural processes within the technology, ctnélch successful strategy. For example by
underlining that GM is used to increase ttaural resistance to fungi in an apple, such that
less chemical spraying is necessary during cuitmat~urthermore, one could mostly focus
on marketing communication strategies that inclogessages on health and safety of the
apple. Although one should keep in mind that GMfien perceived as a threatening new
technology, it seems emphasizing that the produbealthy and safe could lead to a higher
buying intention.

Organic fruit mousseThe organic fruit product can be best targetethuidtiple countries on
tastiness and attractiveness. Underlining the ddaegd flavour and the appealing character
of this product possibly increases its acceptanaerultiple countries.

Prebiotic dried fruit: Underling the tastiness of this functional frugesns to be an overall
marketing strategy that could be successful iniplalcountries. Again the countries differ in
the product evaluations that predict the acceptahdas functional fruit product innovation.

New purchase channeCurrently, a new purchase channel for fresh frdittes not seem to be

very appealing to consumers. However, if new pwehehannels were introduced for selling
novel fruits one could focus on convenience. Thifiline with the idea that new purchase
channels are developed to make products more easljable for consumers. Furthermore,
the attractiveness of the way in which the prodsi&old should be taken into account. This
seems to be important for consumers’ willingnesbug products via a new way of selling.

Concerning pricing strategies, marketers shouldsicen that consumers are not willing to
pay a higher price than a fresh fruit product teaold by conventional means.

Other product innovations:Some product innovations do not have similar ptedic
characteristics across countries. Cholesterol Imgepeach, mini nectarines, organic apple
and fruit salad mix can therefore best be marketealtargeted way. The different countries
have very distinct characteristics that predictlibging intention of these fruit innovations.

Applicability of these findings within the fruitcder

Findings of current study reveal that one shoutni$oon different product characteristics for
the different innovation categories, this recomnatiath counts for product development and
marketing communication surrounding the innovatioflBus, consumer acceptance of the
fruit novelties within these specific innovationtegories can best be reached by a targeted
strategy. These targeted strategies however aleapp to all kinds of product innovations
within these innovation categories. This implieattsM strategies for fruits should include
the naturalness, health and safety aspects of thete not only for GM apples, but also for
GM peaches, GM bananas and other GM fruits. Furtbex, the importance of attractiveness
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and taste for the pitaya and the pitaya juice iegplhat the selection and development of
exotic fruits in general has beneficial effectsfbgussing on these aspects.

Thus, the above mentioned strategies are appéicabhultiple product innovations with
the innovation categories. However, one shouldagiaus with this generalisation since only
related products can be targeted in similar ways.

10.2.4 General recommendations per country

The Netherlandsin comparison with the other countries the Dutehsuimers indicated to be
less innovative. This implies that these consuraeesin general less willing to accept fruit
innovations and therefore are a challenging taggetp. If one targets the Dutch consumers
one should especially focus on tastiness of a mtodiwrthermore, fruit novelties should not
be too expensive. Fruit innovations that focus onvenience aspects are applicable, while
natural aspects and fruit products are less irttageior these consumers.

Greece: When targeting new products at Greek consumerssboeld at least take into

account that they value safety and naturalnesseldpwg fruit products based on new
technologies are less interesting for Greek conssingnce these products (e.g. GM) are
probably not accepted. However, focusing on mogawmically produced fruits could be more
prosperous for Greek consumers. When introducing fnnovations, also for the Greek

market prices should not be higher than reguladyets in the market.

Poland: The Polish market seems to be the most interestingrms of acceptance of new

products, since they were mostly attracted to tffered product innovations. Outward

appearance seems to be relative important for iPolimsumers. Therefore, development of
fruits that look fresh and delightful or attractiypackaging for fruit products could be a
powerful strategy. Furthermore, it is important fitre Polish market to focus on fruit

innovations being better than regular, really n@rel exclusive.

Spain:In comparison with the other countries, the Spanmisumers perceived the product
innovations as more average in terms of the pro@weiuations. However, for Spanish
consumers one should at least take into accoute tasl familiarity of fruit innovations.
Especially in Spain, product development shouldu$oon incremental changes of current
products. Finally, Spanish consumers are priceitbansTherefore these new products should
not be too expensive.

10.2.5 Recommendations on personal characteristics

Although there are differences in the influence pafrsonal characteristics between the
different countries, we will now focus on policyccenmendations that are applicable for all
countries. More specific we will discuss the twosihmfluential personal characteristics on
actual adoption behaviour. First, when developieg products and marketing strategies one
should consider consumers’ (childhood) habits latirales. Apparently, also concerning fruit
consumption people have strong habitual behavidime current study suggests that
childhood habits seem to have long term effect®atimg behaviour during adult life. This
implies that focusing on young consumers seemstthé most prosperous in the long run.
Therefore we recommend that policy makers focustonulating consumers eating (new)
fruit products at an early stage of their livesidmations can be developed that are especially
appealing to children. Second, consumers who pert¢bemselves as opinion leaders seem to
adopt more fruit innovations. Policy developmenbudd focus on using these opinion
leaders, since they not only consume more themséivealso seem to have an influence on
the behaviour of related others. Furthermore, uspigion leaders as role models for specific

73




74

target groups, could increase adoption of new fnmobvations. Since opinion leaders are very
active in finding information on fruit noveltiediedy should be easy to reach. For example,
one could launch a website or make an applicatmmaf mobile phone which includes
information about fruit innovations. Moreover, ocwuld use opinion leadership by providing
a relevant and trustful source of information (&lgtrition Centre) to admissible groups.

10.2.6 Consumer segments
Besides developing strategies for specific coustrame could focus on cross-cultural
strategies. Consumer segmentation could be a helpdl to identify these cross-cultural
markets. We identified four consumer segmentsristf fruit and fruit products based on the
importance rankings of product characteristics. bath fresh fruit and fruit products country
was the only demographic variable which provedddrbportant in the identification of the
consumer segments.

The identified consumer segments for fresh fraitsl fruit products seem to be
comparable with each other. The policy implicatidios these consumer segments are
therefore discussed two by two.

Average consumers FFhese consumers highly value the tastiness, pridehaalthiness of
fresh fruit innovations. Furthermore, these consisnaee very interested in the naturalness of
a product. In general they experience food as ass#y. Finally, they find the application of
novel technologies in the food sector trustworthy.

* Average consumers FF can best be targeted by umdgrithe tastiness and
healthiness of fruit product innovations. In adzutiti they value the price of a product
innovation. Therefore pricing strategies could esus on affordable innovations.

» Focussing on natural aspects of fruit is not vensperous for these consumers. They
perceive the naturalness of fruits as quite unir@mdr

« Average consumers FF can not be regarded as expéhnts field of innovations. This
implies that they do not have extensive knowledgeutinew products. Subsequently,
these consumers should be approached in an eagygay, without any extensive
knowledge of the specific innovations.

* Then, average consumers FF are not afraid to wiyriovelties. Moreover, they have
relative good faith in the application of technaksgin a food context. They value the
use of technology and are not suspicious abouetteets of the use of technology
within the production of food. Technology-basedtfranovations could therefore be
especially applicable to this specific consumeiugro

e One should keep in mind that these consumers exmerifood as a necessity.
Although they are willing to try new things and aret ‘scared’ of fruit innovations,
they also do not see much relevance in it. Comnatioic strategies should focus on
underlining the beneficial value of the fruit inradons. More specific, highlighting
the beneficial value of an innovation in termsadtiness and healthiness.

* Average FF consumers can especially be found ilN#tkerlands and Poland.

Average consumer FRRrofiling of this consumer segment reveals simiesults as the
average consumer FF. They also perceive tastipeeg® and healthiness of fruit product
innovations as highly important. Moreover, compatedthe other consumer segments
convenience is relative important and naturalnessrelatively unimportant for these
consumers. Like average consumer FF, these conswaxperience food as a necessity. They
are also not very involved in food and think of doas a useful tool to get enough energy.
They score relatively low on being an expert consuand are trustworthy towards the use of
technologies for the development of novel fruitshefiefore the abovementioned
recommendations for the average consumer FF avepfdicable to this group of consumers.
In addition, the following recommendations are ssjgd:
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» Taste, price and healthiness of products can be asererequisite characteristics.
Fruit innovations should meet these characterisioge average consumers FP are
otherwise never willing to accept an innovation.eTbharacteristics that follow,
looking good, convenient and safe, are the onea$ tlould be used as additional
beneficial value.

At the moment average consumers FP are not vergvative in the adoption
behaviour of fruit novelties. This implies that seeconsumers are not the easiest
market segment to reach.

* This consumer segment mainly consisted of Dutctsworers, followed by Spanish
and Polish consumers.

Natural consumers FFThese consumers value the most that food novedtiesnatural,
healthy and safe. They are very involved with tliead choices. Food is a highlight of their
day and they certainly see food as more than aseigeMoreover, natural consumers FF
seem to eat fruits on a routine base. They findrafitess of food as very important and they
really dislike the use of technology in the produiof food.

« Innovations related to technology are not very @pple for natural consumers FF.
They do not trust the use of technology for theeltlyment of novel fruits, which is
underscored in their low intention to buy a GM a&ppfFruit innovations for this
consumer segment should focus on the naturalnedssafety of fruit. Natural
production methods and organic fruits seem to lee riost prosperous for these
consumers.

* Price and taste are relatively less important fatural consumers FF. Marketing
communication strategies can therefore better focusnderling other characteristics
of fruit innovations, like natural and safe prodastmethods, than the tastiness of a
fruit novelty. Pricing strategies are not very velet for these consumers, since they
value these characteristics relatively low.

* Furthermore, natural consumers FF score quite tigmarket mavenism, indicating
that they are expert shoppers with extensive knbgdeabout many fruit novelties.
This implies that these consumers can best be edaay communicating in a more
advanced way. One should focus on their expertsearning food innovations.

* Natural consumers FF are involved in food choiéesd is a highlight of their day.
This implies that they are involved in cooking ardparing food. Developing recipes
or preparation advice for fruit novelties may aggeaonsumers in this segment.

* Natural consumers FF score relatively high on reutbehaviour. They seem to eat
fresh fruits on a routine base and are therefgm@sperous group to target, since they
are already inclined to eat fresh fruits.

* These consumers can be found especially in Greet@aland.

Natural consumer FPThis consumer segment is comparable with the abtansumer FF.
Natural, safe and healthy were also for these cuomstl the most important product
characteristics. Moreover, natural consumers FPvarng involved with their food and they
are experts on purchases of fruit products inialli& of areas. On the other hand, they are not
that enthusiast about trying new fruits. Moreoibey even seem to be reluctant to try novel
foods. The developments of new technologies withanfood sector are not appreciated by
these consumers.
* Natural consumers FP seem to have low scores omotitene behaviour of fruit
products. This is not in line with the habits of thatural consumer FF, which revealed
a high routine behaviour towards fresh fruits. Hogshese consumers have a low
routine behaviour toward fruit products, becauseytdon’t rate these as natural.
Natural fruits are highly relevant for these consusn These results imply that
especially fresh fruits are applicable to thesesoamers. Organic apple was for
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example rated high on the buying intention, indigathat these consumers are indeed
willing to accept fruit innovations related to nietlproduction methods.

* Natural consumers are mainly Greek. There arestiate Spanish consumers within
this segment.

Heterogeneous consumers FFhis segment consists of consumers with a varidty o
importance rankings. By taking this into accouatté and healthy are the most important
characteristics for heterogeneous consumers Fhdfarore, they score quite average on the
innovativeness aspects. Except for their scorefood neophobia, they are reluctant to try
novel foods.

* The variety of importance ranking indicates thasth consumers can be approached
with a more general marketing strategy that can bk applied to one of the other
consumer segments. It seems to be a segment witiogtimes can be included within
communication strategies without the necessitysoigiadditional adaptations.

» Heterogeneous consumers FF score quite mediumeomribvativeness aspects. This
implies that these consumers can best be targeted medium expertise level. The
information regarding novel fruits should be nob toomplicated towards these
consumers.

* Heterogeneous consumers FF have a quite high stofeod neophobia. In other
words, these consumers are relatively reluctantryonovel foods. Therefore the
development of novel fruits can best take placeincremental steps for these
consumers.

* These consumers can be found in Greece, Polan8zaid.

Heterogeneous consumer FFhis consumer segment seems to be comparable tiangth
heterogeneous consumers FF, such that they alsd taste and health as quite important
characteristics. Moreover, this segment also sé¢erasnsist of consumers with a broad range
of preferences. Like the heterogeneous consumdhEge consumers also seem to score high
on food neophobia. In contrast, these consumergdaite high on food as necessity and
purchasing fruit products on a routine base.

 Food is regarded as a necessary intake of energyeterogeneous consumers FP.
Therefore product innovations can best be markieyeanderlining satiety aspects of
these products. Moreover, convenience aspects deetve applicable to these
consumers that see food as a necessity.

» Heterogeneous consumers FP score relatively higthidhood habits. This implies
that they eat fruit on a routine base and are thexe prosperous segment in terms of
consumption. Moreover, this implies that these oomeys can be easily reached with
novel fruit innovations in places where they bugithruits.

e The intention to buy product innovations is quiter@age in comparison with the
other consumer segments. Although this implies thase consumers are not very
innovative, it means that seducing these consurteerbuy fruit innovations is
possible.

* A large part of the heterogeneous consumers hadlighPorigin. This consumer
segment also had a lot of Greek and Spanish consume

Healthy consumers FMHealthy, taste and safe are the most importardymtocharacteristics
for healthy consumers FF. The naturalness andrtbe pf novel fruits followed as averagely
important product characteristics. These consurperseive food as an enjoyment, which
indicates that they are involved in their food desi Furthermore, these consumers scored
high on domain specific innovativeness and inditdte be trustworthy towards the use of
technologies.

76




77

* Marketing strategies should mainly focus on thelthaess, safety and taste of
product innovations by targeting these consumeasirtd a healthy lifestyle seems to
be the most relevant for these consumers. In liitle thiat healthy lifestyle safety is
also rated as highly important. Note that this thgdifestyle does not result in a sober
lifestyle. They value food a lot and also find thstiness of food important.

* As healthy consumers FF value healthiness highlg aeem to be innovative
regarding new technologies on functional foods @Ml innovations seem to be very
applicable to these consumers. Adding beneficialtheeffects with comparable or
better taste seems to be highly valued by thessuroers.

* Healthy consumers FF score high on routine behavawards fresh fruits, indicating
a high frequency of eating fruits. This implies ttithese consumers are already
inclined to eat fruits, and therefore persuadingséhconsumers to try fruit novelties
seems to be easy. However, one could question ehdlese consumers are not
already eating enough fruits and subsequently vendtitussing on other segments is
more relevant.

* Healthy consumers FF are quite receptive for fiuiiovations, which indicates that
this is a relevant group for the development andketang of fruit innovations. They
were relatively willing to buy several innovatioti&e for example mini nectarines.

* The healthy consumer FF segment mostly consist&gbaiish and Dutch consumers.

Healthy consumers FRlso find it very important that novel fruit prazte are healthy, safe
and natural. Food seems to be very important fesghconsumers above and beyond the
nutritional value. Healthy consumers FP score hiogh habits concerning eating fruits,
indicating that they eat and buy fruits frequentiisis consumer segment differs from healthy
consumer FF in the extent that they did not scetatively high on innovativeness and
technology based psychological characteristics. réfbee targeting technology based
innovations towards the healthy consumers FP seatmsr inefficient.

* These consumers were relatively willing to buy tieetarine chips. They also rated
fruit mix salad, prebiotic dried fruit and organapple higher than the average
consumers. These results indicate that healthyurnass FP are willing to accept fruit
novelties. Therefore, this group does seem prosget® target fruit innovations on.
However, one should not underline the technologyeets of the process for these
consumers. Especially health related messageglarant.

* Healthy consumers were mostly Polish consumergweld by Dutch and Spanish
consumers.
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11 Limitations

Chapter 11 aims to identify some limitations of tuerent study.

First, the importance of the product charactesstvas analysed with the use of a
ranking method. This method has several advant&gesexample, respondents are forced to
make a choice between multiple characteristicsclvig also the case in everyday decision
making. Moreover, social desirable answering tensnare filtered out more than with the
use of answering scales (e.g. Likert scales). Hewethis method has the disadvantage that
the importance ratings are only meaningful in retahip to each other. Therefore the
rankings of the product characteristics should fderpreted in this way. In other words,
health and taste seemed to be the most importanacieristics in comparison with the other
product characteristics included in the study. &inge included a range of product
characteristics based on an extensive literaturewe this seems so be not problematic for
the interpretation of the results. However one ghaaoknowledge this interdependence of the
characteristics.

Second, concerning the study design, current stndjded four conditions that
differed in domain specific questions of the psyogaal constructs and in the product
innovations. As a result of this complex designydts possible to include specific questions
regarding fresh fruits and fruit products. Thesendms seem to be very related to each other
in the minds of consumers. It was therefore nosiids to ask respondents to fill out multiple
questions two times, which would make them annoyddreover, this design made it
possible to include twelve product innovations aepanied with several evaluative questions.
It would be cognitively impossible for respondemtsevaluate twelve different products.
Therefore, the use of multiple conditions seemawery useful. On the other hand, the use
of multiple conditions makes the comparison amoegpondents more difficult than when
every respondent in each country answers exaatlgdime questions. One should keep this in
mind, when interpreting the conclusions and potegommendations.

Third, the identified product innovations wereestéd based on focus groups and the
input from experts. However, it remains that thiec®n of products influences the results.
When we had included other products, this wouldogbdy give different results on some
aspects of innovativeness. Although, we have saleproducts from multiple innovation
categories (e.g. functional, GM and exotic), it aéms possible that different results are found
with other product innovations. Moreover, it isfaifilt to draw conclusions from one product
innovation towards a whole innovation category. Ewample the results regarding the fruit
vending machine, which was evaluated quite negaitivéhe buying intention, do not
necessarily imply that all new purchase channessaluated negatively by consumers.

Fourth, respondents were asked to evaluate tlduprannovations on the willingness
to buy this product. This is an often used methmdevveal the acceptance of consumers
towards novel and existing products. However, italso widely recognized that one’s
intention to buy a certain product does not necdgsaean that one actually is going to buy a
product. Although highly correlated, the intentimnbuy products is not the same as actual
behaviour. Therefore, the results regarding consuateeptance of product innovations
should be interpreted with some caution. In addjtiespondents were asked to rate their
actual adoption behaviour of novel fruits. Agairstis perceived behaviour of respondents (a
self-reports measure) and not the actual behavaduconsumers. Moreover, the actual
adoption of novel fruits is also influenced by resgents’ perception of what a fruit novelty
is.

Concerning the countries, we first want to unaerfihat only four European countries
were included in the present study. The countriesewselected such that they represent
different regions of Europe. The results therefmae give an indication of the innovativeness
of consumers in Europe. However, generalizing #wilts to consumers in other countries
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should be done with caution. The differences betvweeintries revealed that it is important to
include this factor. Future research is recommertdetést whether similar results can be
found in other European countries.

Countries seem to be difficult to compare due ftedinces in economical status and
other societal differences. For example, food gateems to be no issue in the Netherlands,
while this is much more a public issue in Polandoreover, one could question whether
expensiveness is the same in the four studied gesnsince income levels are difficult to
compare. More important, these differences arestadile, such that countries develop in a
different pace.

Finally, current study has identified multiple canser segments. There is described
which marketing strategies and product can bestabgeted towards these consumers to
increase their acceptance of fruit innovationshéligh, demographic variables of consumers
were included in the segmentation study, there weradditional variables included to reach
these consumers. For future research it is recordetkto include variables concerning media
usage and shopping behaviour, such that recommengatregarding communication
channels can be made.
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Only one of the questionnaires of the four conditions is included for all versions we refer to Kraszewska, Bartels, and

Onwezen (2009).

Dear Sir/Madam,

Four scientific institutes from Europe are carrying out an international study on preferences for fruit and fruit products. We
would be very pleased if you would be willing to spend some of your time to fill out the questionnaire. Your answers will be
very valuable to us. Please note that there are no correct or wrong answers. The only thing that we are interested in is
your own preferences for fruit. You do not have to think long about each question. Your first reaction is often the best. Of
course, your answers will be analysed in an anonymous way and kept confidential. It will take less than 20 minutes to fill

in the questionnaire.

Thanking you in advance,

The European research team of Greece, The Netherlands, Poland and Spain

|. Your expertise on consumer products and brands

The statements below are concemed with your attitudes towards products and brands in general. Please indicate if you disagree/ or

agree with following statements.

I like introducing new brands and products to my friends.

I like helping people by providing them with information about many kinds of
products.
People ask me for information about products, places to shop, or sales.

If someone asked where to get the best buy on several types of products, |

could tell him or her where to shop.

My friends think of me as a good source of information when it comes to
new products or sales.

| am a person who knows about many products, sales, stores, and so on,
but does not necessarily feel as an expert on one particular product.

Strongly
disagree

O O O o o O

O O O O OO~

O O O O 0O 0O «

O O O oon0o=-

Strongly
agree

O O O O O O «

7. Please, write down the specific products and brands you were thinking of when answering the previous

questions
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II. Your attitudes towards food products and eating

The statements below are concemed with your attitudes towards food products and eating. Please indicate if you disagree/ or agree

with following statements.

B Wi~

10.
1.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24.

25.

| am suspicious to new food products
| do not really need information about new foods

Eating is a highlight of the day

Genetic modification in food production is nothing more than aiding nature
(Genetic modification is a technology developed for changing the characteristics of
living organisms, such as plants and animals, in order to make them capable of
making new substances or performing new or different functions. Genetic
modification is sometimes called GM, genetic engineering or GE.)

It makes no difference to me what kind of food is served at parties

Food novelties are not trustworthy

Functional food is efficient but dangerous (by functional foods we mean food
with a health-promoting and/or disease-preventing property beyond the basic
nutritional function of supplying nutrients — like calcium fortified milk or juice
enriched with vitamins and omega 3 fatty acids)

| do not care what | eat, as long as | am not hungry

For me, delicious food is an essential part of weekends

I trust in organically grown food

| do not care how my food is produced

| treat myself to something really delicious

Eating is very important to me

New food technology is trustworthy

Consequences of eating new foods are unknown

| believe in the potential of new food technology

Genetic modification can provide solutions to global food problems
| value things being in accordance with nature

New foods are just a silly trend

| feel good when | eat clean and natural food

| have some doubts about food novelties

Resisting genetically modified food is just longing for the past

[ would like to eat only food with no additives (no preservatives nor other
artificial components)

In my opinion, organically grown products are no better than conventionally
grown

People are afraid of genetically modified food because they don’t have

Strongly
disagree

O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O

O0OO0OO0OoOoOoaoO
O0O000o0Oa0
O0OO0OO0OoOoOoaoO
O0O000o0Oa0

OO O OO0OO0OoOoOoogoao
O 0 O O0O0O0OoO0OO0oOoao
OO O OO0OO0OoOoOoogoao
O 0 O O0O0O0OoO0OO0oOoao

Strongly
agree

O

O

OO0O0O0aoao

O O O O0O0OoO0Oo0Oooao
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knowledge about it

1. Your attitudes towards food

The statements below are concemed with your attitudes towards food products and eating. Please indicate if you disagree/ or agree

with following statements.

85

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5
In general, | am among the last in my circle of friends to purchase a new
food product O O a a O
If I heard that a new food product was available through a local store, |
would be interested enough to buy it O . . . O
Compared to my friends, | rarely buy new food O O O O O
[ would consider a new food product, even if | hadn’t heard of it yet O O O O O
In general, | am the last in my circle of friends to know the names of the O O O O O
latest foods and food trends
| know more about new food than other people do O O O O O
IV. Your involvement towards food consumption
The following statements are concemed with your involvement towards food consumption. Please indicate if you disagree/ or agree
with following statements.
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5
1. Ithink a lot about food each day | | | O O
2. Talking about what | ate or am going to eat is something | like to do O O O O O
3. Compared with other daily decisions, my food choices are very important O O O O O
4. Having a good meal, means a lot to me O O O O O
5. | value good food O O O O O
6. | am very involved with my food choices O O O O O
7. I'minterested in what | eat O O O O O




V. Your attitudes towards fruits

The statements below are concemed with your attitudes towards fruits. Please indicate if you disagree/ or agree with following

statements.
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Please indicate if you disagree/ or agree with following statements ;tsr;ggi
1
1. ldon't trust new fruit O
2. If I don’t know what a new fruit tastes like, | won't try it O
3. Exotic fruit looks too weird to eat. O
4. | am afraid to eat fruit | have never had before. O
5. l'am very particular about the fruit | will eat. O
6. Ingeneral, | am among the last in my circle of friends to purchase new fruit O
7. If I heard that a new fruit was available through a local store, | would be interested g
enough to buy it
8. Compared to my friends, | rarely buy new fruit O
9. lwould consider buying new fruit, even if | hadn’t heard of it yet O
10. In general, | am the last in my circle of friends to know the latest new fruit O
11. I know more about new fruit than other people do O
12. Other people come to me for advice about choosing fruit. O
13. People that | know pick fruit based on what | have told them. O
14. | often persuade other people to buy fruit that | like. O
15. I often influence people’s opinions about fruit. O

OOOO0OOODO0OO0O O oooooOog-s

OOO0OO0OOODO0ODO O OO0OoO0OoO0OO0@Q0

OOOoO0OOoOOoOo0ODoO0O oOoOooooonQ -

Strongly
agree

o A [ o S
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VI. Importance of characteristics when buying new fruit
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Below you may find a list of 9 characteristics referring to new fruit. Please, indicate how important they are when you buy
a new fruit for the first time by shifting them to the field on the right with a mouse (as indicated by an arrow) and ranking
them. The characteristic on the top is the most important and the characteristic at the bottom is the least important. It is
possible to change the order by shifting the item back to the left by changing the order of items in the column on the right.

It is important to me that a new fresh fruit:

...... is healthy

...... is safe

...... is locally produced
...... is convenient

...... is reasonably priced
...... has a good taste

..... is familiar to me

..... is naturally produced

..... looks appealing

VII. Product evaluation

The statements below are concemed with your attitudes towards presented products

1. This is fruit organic mousse produced by Nestle.

[PICTURE HERE]

a. Please indicate if you disagree/ or agree with following statements:

This product seems to be...

1. Tasty

2. Expensive

3. Convenient to consume

4. Healthy

5. Novel

6. Easily available in a store nearby
7. Attractive

8. Safe

9. Natural

10. Better than regular fruit products

Strongly disagree

OOO0OO0O0OO0OO0oO0ooOoaoQ

OOO0OO0O0OO0OO0oO0ooOoaoQ

OOO0O0O0OO0OO0OoO0OoOoaoQ

OOO0O0O0OO0OO0OoO0OoOoaoQ

Strongly agree

OOO0O0O0OO0OO0OoO0OoOoaoQ
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11. Exclusive O O O O O
b. The statements below are concemed with your behaviour towards this specific product.
1.1.1.1
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 5
1. l'would gladly buy this product if | could find it O O
Bad Good
2. Tobuy this product is O O O
Foolish Wise
3. Tobuy this product is O O O
2. This is new variety of peach. The special quality of this fruit is that it lowers the cholesterol. The taste and
aroma do not differ from regular product.
[PICTURE HERE]

a. Please indicate if you disagree/ or agree with following statements.

Strongly disagree
This product seems to be...
1. Tasty
Expensive
Convenient to consume
Healthy
Novel
Easily available in a store nearby
Attractive
Safe

Natural

© o N o o & W D

10. Better than regular fruit products

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0ODO0OO0DO0aOO0ano
OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0ODO0OO0DO0aOO0ano

11. Exclusive

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0ODO0OO0DO0aOO0ano

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0ODO0OO0DO0aOO0ano

Strongly agree

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0ODO0OO0DO0aOO0ano
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b. The statements below are concemed with your behaviour towards this specific product.:

89

1. l'would gladly buy this product if | could find it

2. Tobuy this product is

3. Tobuy this product is

Strongly

disagree

1 2
O

Bad
O

Foolish

Strongly
agree
5

O

Good
O

Wise

3. This is fresh fruit vending machine that sells apples and peaches. You just insert the coin and you choose

one of the fruits from the machine.

a. Please indicate if you disagree/ or agree with following statements:

Strongly disagree

The fruit from this machine is......

1. Tasty O

2. Expensive O

3. Healthy O

4. Safe O

5. Natural O

6. Better than regular fruit products O

7. Exclusive O
Strongly disagree

This way of selling is.....

8. Convenient O

9. Novel O

10. Attractive O

OO0O0O0O0aoan

O

OO0O0O0O0aoan

O

OO0O0O0O0aoan

O

Strongly agree

OO0OoOooao

O

Strongly agree

O
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b. The statements below are concemed with your behaviour towards this specific product.

1.1.1.2
Strongly Strongly

disagree agree

1 2 3 4 5

1. l'would gladly buy product from this machine if | O O O O O

could find it

Bad Good

2. Tobuy product from this machine is O O O O O
Foolish Wise

3. Tobuy product from this machine is O O O O O

In the next few questions you will be asked about fresh fruit, prepared fruit and processed fruit. By “fresh fruit’ we mean
whole fresh fruit. “Prepared fruit” is a fruit bought ready for consumption, but not processed (for example cleaned,
peeled or cut). Example of “processed fruit” is juice or dried fruit.

VIII. Frequency of new fruits and fruit products purchases

The questions below are about how often you have bought new fresh, prepared and processed fruit and fruit products. Examples of new
fresh fruit are new variety of apple or some exotic fruit. Example of new prepared fruit product is peeled and cut fruit .
Example of new processed fruit product is juice with new combination of tastes.

Never 1time 2times  3-4times Stimes and
more
1 2 3 4 5

How many times have you tried new fresh fruit over the last three months
(besides the products you have tried on holidays)? o o o O o
How many times have you tried new prepared fruit products over the last
three months (besides the products you have tried on holidays)? O o O o O
How many times have you tried new processed fruit products over the last
three months (besides the products you have tried on holidays)? o o o o o

never somefimes  regulady  often very often
How often do you buy new fruit products (fresh, prepared and processed)? O O O O O
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IX. Personal characteristics

In the next few questions you will be asked about fresh fruit, prepared fruit and processed fruit. By “fresh fruit’ we mean
whole fresh fruit. “Prepared fruit” is a fruit bought ready for consumption, but not processed (for example cleaned,
peeled or cut). Example of “processed fruit” is juice or dried fruit.

Strongly disagree Strongly agree
| eat fresh fruits routinely O O O O O
Eating fresh fruit suits me O O O O O
| have been eating fresh fruits since | O O O O O
was a child

Strongly disagree Strongly agree
| eat prepared fruits routinely O O O O O
Eating prepared fruits suits me O O O O O
| have been eating prepared fruits O O O O O
since | was a child

Strongly disagree Strongly agree
| eat processed fruits routinely O O O O O
Eating processed fruit suits me O O O O O
| have been eating processed fruits O O O O O

since | was a child
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X. Personal information

Year of birth:

Gender: [ Male
Country of birth

Country of birth of parents:
Mother .........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiii,

Family status:

O Married / Living together
O Single / Divorced / Widow
O Living with parents

93

6.  Could you please indicate the number of members of your household (including yourself):
O one O four
O two O five
O three O six or more

7. Do you have children under 18 years old?

Oyes [Ono

8. Ifyes, how many children do you have under 18 years old

9. Areyou one of the persons in a household who regularly buys the food?

OYes O No

10. Are you one of the persons in the household who regularly prepares the food?

O Yes ONo

11. Educational level:
O Noschooling completed

O  Primary education
O Secondary education
O

Higher education

12. Employment status
O Employed

O Retired

O Student

O Unemployed

O Housewife

O In the army

13. lam currently living in:
O A city

O A suburb

0O A village

O A rural city

O Other
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14.  Household income (net) last month:

94
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In which of the following categories was your family
income (net) last month?

) < minimum wage €

) minimum wage — 2 * minimum wage €

) 2" minimum wage — 3* minimum wage €

) 3" minimum wage — 4* minimum wage €

) 4* minimum wage — 6* minimum wage €

) 6* minimum wage — 8* minimum wage €

) 8* minimum wage — 10* minimum wage €
) 10" minimum wage — 15* minimum wage €
) > 15" minimum wage

0) Idonotknow/ | do notwant to answer

) <750€

) 750-1.500 €

) 1.500-2.250 €

) 2.250-3.000 €

) 3.000-4.500 €

) 4.500-6.000 €

) 6.000-7.500 €

) 7.500-11.250 €

) >11.250

0) Ae&pw/ Aev amaviw

Spain;
<540€
540 -1080 €
1080 - 1620 €
1620 - 2160 €
2160 — 3240 €
3240 - 4320 €
4320 - 5400 €
5400 - 8100 €
> 8100 €

) NO SABE / NO CONTESTA

= O 00 ~NO Ol WN

P i e e e
O ==

The Netherlands:
(1) <€500

(2)€ 500 - € 999

(3)€ 1000 - € 1499

(4)€ 1500 - € 1999

(5)€ 2000 - € 2499

(6)€ 2500 - € 2999

(7)€ 3000 - € 3999

(8)€ 4000 - € 4999

(9)€ 5000 of meer

(10) Weet niet / geen antwoord

Poland:
<825PLN
825 - 1650 PLN
1651 - 2475 PLN
2476 — 3300 PLN
3301 — 4950 PLN
4951 - 6600 PLN
6601 — 8250 PLN
8251 — 12375 PLN
> 12375 PLN

) Nie wiem / Nie chce odpowiadaé

= O 00 NO Ol B WN —

AAA,\,\AAA,\,\
O



THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOU COOPERATION!
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Appendix B

Organic fruit mousse:

Cholesterol lowering peach:

- 4

Fruit vending machine:
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GM apple:

Organic apple:

98
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Cholesterol lowering orangejuice:

PULP FREE
21

PURE SQUEEZED

NGE JUICE

Prebiotic dried fruit:

Nectarine chips:

BARENFRUTE ‘

Pitayajuice:

Ceres|

100% Fruit juice
Pitaya fruit

PITAYA FRUIT

99
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Fruit mix salad:
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Appendix C
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Innovation categories to which the specific framovations belong

A. Fresh fruit innovations

B. Processed fruit inaten

C. Prepared fruit innovations

ORGANIC, LOCALLY PRODUCED
Fresh organic local apple

ORGANIC / WELL-KNOWN BRAN
/ CONVENIENCE

Organic fruit mousse produced byresh cut salad (or fresh cut sal
apple-vending machine)

Nestle
blueberry)

(apple-apricot,

PPREPARED -

eliminate preferences

different tastes 1o

ad

FUNCTIONAL-fresh
increased health effect
Lowering cholesterol peach

fruit  with

FUNCTIONAL — processed fruit with
increased health effect

Lowering cholesterol juice (Orange

Minute Maid)

CONVENIENCE of consumption apndCONVENIENCE of consumption and

snacking
Mini nectarines without stone

shacking, radical innovation
Nectarine baked dried chips

EXOTIC FRESH FRUIT
Fresh pitaya

EXOTIC
Pitaya juice

NEW PURCHASE CHANNEL (new
way of selling fresh fruit)

Fresh fruit vending machine (sellin
peaches and apples)

Source: Deliverable

134

(Kraszewska, Bartels,

an@nwezen, 2009)
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Appendix D
Demographics per country
The Greece Poland Spain Total
Netherlands (N=468) (N=502) (N=500) (n=1972)
(N=502)
Gender
Male 48.40% 51.70% 47.40% 49.20% 49.10%
Female 51.60% 48.30% 52.60% 50.80% 50.90%
37.81 43.44 45.74 43.47
Age 46.51 (15.8) (10.7) (15.1) (14.6) (14.6)
Family status
Married\Living together 65.30% 55.60% 67.70% 6820 63.60%
Single\Divorced\Widow 27.10% 21.20% 15.70% 24.40% 22.10%
Living with your parents 7.60% 23.30% 16.50% 10.40% 14.30%
Children
Yes 28.50% 32.10% 33.90% 25.00% 29.80%
No 71.50% 67.90% 66.10% 75.00% 70.20%
Number of household
1 21.50% 12.00% 6.60% 9.00% 12.30%
2 38.60% 26.70% 25.30% 29.20% 30.00%
3 14.90% 24.60% 32.30% 30.40% 25.60%
4 15.70% 24.40% 20.30% 25.00% 21.30%
5 6.20% 9.40% 10.60% 4.60% 7.70%
>=6 3.00% 3.00% 5.00% 1.80% 3.20%
Educational background
No schooling 2.80% 0.00% 0.00% 2.80% 1.40%
Low 11.80% 1.30% 1.60% 13.60% 7.20%
Medium 51.20% 32.10% 44.40% 38.40% 41.70%
High 34.30% 66.70% 54.00% 45.20% 49.70%
Employment status
Employed 48.20% 75.00% 56.40% 59.20% 59.40%
Retired 17.10% 4.30% 19.50% 15.40% 14.20%
Student 9.20% 12.00% 12.00% 10.00% 10.80%
Unemployed 9.20% 6.40% 4.80% 7.40% 7.40%
Housewife 13.10% 2.40% 6.80% 7.00% 7.00%
In the army 3.20% 0.00% 0.60% 1.10% 1.10%
Income
< minimum wage € 2.80% 6.00% 3.20% 6.60% 4.60%
minimum wage — 2 * minimum wage 6.60% 19.90% 11.20% 18.60% 13.90%
2* minimum wage — 3* minimum wage 12.70% 19.40% 12.90% 22.20% 16.80%
3* minimum wage — 4* minimum wage 15.50% 16.00% 17.10% 14.40% 15.80%
4* minimum wage — 6* minimum wage 17.90% 11.10% 19.50% 21.60% 17.60%
6* minimum wage — 8* minimum wage 11.40% 3.60% 10.20% 10.00% 8.90%
8* minimum wage — 10* minimum wage  3.20% 1.70% 3.20% 3.20% 2.80%
10* minimum wage — 15* minimum wage 2.00% 1.30% 2.40% 2.00% 1.90%
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> 15* minimum wage
| do not know / | do not want to answer

Buying food
Yes
No

Preparing food
Yes
No

0.00%
27.90%

88.80%
11.20%

78.30%
21.70%

6.40%
5040

87.80%
12.20%

65.20%
34.80%

1.60%
18.70%

91.80%
8.20%

74.70%
25.30%
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1.40%
0.00%

87.80%
12.20%

69.20%
30.80%

2.30%
15.30%

89.10%
10.90%

72.00%
28.00%

103



104

Appendix E
Cronbach’s Alphas of the psychological construotsall countries
The Greece Poland Spain Total
Netherlands (N=468) (N=502) (N=500) (n=1972)
(N=502)
Market Mavenism 0.89 0.86 0.91 0.92 0.90
Social Representations
suspicion 0.67 0.67 0.69 0.72 0.69
adherence to technology  0.79 0.77 0.79 0.82 0.80
adherence to natural 0.74 0.72 0.74 0.73 0.76
eating as enjoyment 0.78 0.63 0.82 0.79 0.76
food as necessity 0.61 0.61 0.72 0.71 0.70
DSl Food 0.82 0.73 0.72 0.73 0.74
Food Involvement 0.86 0.82 0.89 0.88 0.86
Fresh fruit
Food Neophobia 0.84 0.78 0.81 0.83 0.82
DSI Fresh Fruit 0.82 0.78 0.74 0.77 0.78
Opinion Leadership 0.93 0.91 0.90 0.92 0.92
Habit 0.91 0.90 0.88 0.90 0.90
Fruit products
Food Neophobia 0.80 0.76 0.78 0.80 0.80
DSI Fruit Products 0.83 0.68 0.71 0.76 0.75
Opinion Leadership 0.92 0.90 0.91 0.94 0.92
Habit Processed fruit 0.89 0.90 0.89 0.92 0.92
Habit prepared fruit 0.93 0.94 0.91 0.93 0.94

104



