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Description of deliverable

The present work was carried out within the Proje&sAFruit’. The strategic objective of this
projectis to increase fruit consumption and thgrémprove the health and well-being of
Europeans and their environment, by taking a tohalin approach and identifying bottlenecks
and opportunities in the fruit chain from a consumperspective. The report is a deliverable of
Workpackage 1.2 (CONPREF) of Pillar 1, which focusa the area of '‘Consumer driven and
responsive supply chain'.

The aim of Workpackage 1.2 is to understand theefithat drive consumer preferences with
respect to fruit and fruit products in order to ridy consumer segments to stimulate
consumption. This deliverable (D1.2.7) presents the#comes of a cross-cultural benefit
segmentation in relation to fruit consumption. Tresentation is split into two main chapters,
which are to be separately submitted to journalgtdlication. The first chapter focuses more
on the segmentation method that has been applistoWws that, although it is rarely applied in
the food domain, benefit segmentation seems a gimgiarea for both research and practice.
Furthermore, this study shows that it is relevantake into account both product benefits and
situations when aiming at a useful segmentatioin@fmarket. The second chapter focuses more
on the implications of the results for increasingtfconsumption. This chapter aims to formulate
strategies to support promotion campaigns and ptatkvelopment with regard to fruit based on
the benefit segmentation across different situatenmd countries.

Connection of deliverable with project goals:

This deliverable identifies the trade-offs that smmers in different cross-cultural and cross-
situational segments make between the benefit®ad products. This identification gives us
better insight in the importance of different fratonsumption motives and barriers, which were
already investigated in Workpackage 1.2 on thesbafsthe existing literature and by means of
focus-group discussions (see D1.2.2 and D1.2.3. ¢donsumer-driven approach, these motives
and barriers are the starting point for thinkingatbstrategies to increase fruit consumption and
in this way this deliverable contributes to the eative of Pillar 1 “... the development of
consumer-driven, efficient, responsive, and inneeasupply chains for the growth of fruit
consumption in Europe and for a competitive andasugble fruit industry,”, and ISAFRUIT’s
overall strategic objective.

This deliverable was made in cooperation betweerp#rtners 10 (WUR-LEI), 24 (UPM), 38
(WAU), 29 (AUA), and 4 (IRTA).

Wageningen, January 142010 Ilvo A. van der Lans
Scientific coordinator of Pillar 1
10 (WUR-LEI)
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Summary

The present report, deliverable D.1.2.7, gives ralfiview of the work done in
ISAFruit Work Package (WP) 1.2. Average Europetfognsumption is below the
recommended level and moreover the consumption iewstill decreasing in Europe.
A large survey was carried out in four Europeanntoes that consisted of questions
regarding the importance consumers attach to fetaded benefits in general and for
specific situations, personal orientations of tbastmers, personal characteristics of
the consumers, the perception of fruit productsl @re fruit consumption behaviour
of the consumers. A cross-cultural benefit situatgegmentation was conducted.
Based on the results of this cross-cultural bersefgmentation two scientific papers
are presented.

The first paper shows that it is relevant to take iaccount both benefits and
situations. The results reveal that it is importamttake multiple situations and
consumption moments into account, as well as meltyenefits regarding different
aspects of health, convenience, safety, sensorpearsdnal norms. The exploration of
benefit situation segmentation is a challenging artdresting route which seems
promising for application in the domain of food.

The second paper aims to formulate strategiesgpastipromotion campaigns
and product development with regard to fruit based benefit segmentation in
different situations. The results of this study atid®e segments in terms of what
product benefits are most important, what the attarsstics of the consumers in this
segment are and what kind of lifestyle and fruinsuamption behaviour these
consumers have. This study shows that the impatatiached to the product benefits
convenience, health and safety seem to differ @dbiveen the segments. Practical
recommendations for fruit promotion campaigns arrddpct development are
provided.

To conclude, deliverable 1.2.7 shows that multijaefits and different situations are
important for the identification of cross cultunsumer segments. Moreover, these
consumer segments can be used to formulate swatelgi support promotion
campaigns and product development with regarduit fr
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1. Consumer segmentation based on situational
differences in food-choice motives in the contebfroit
consumption

1.1 Abstract

Average Europe fruit consumption is below the resmnded level and moreover the
consumption level is still decreasing in Europee Bim of this study is to explore the
role of situations in the importance consumerschtta benefits in the context of fruit.
A large survey was carried out in four Europeanntoes that consisted of questions
regarding the importance consumers attach to fetaded benefits in general and for
specific situations, personal orientations of thasumers, and the perception of fruit
products and non food products. A cross-culturalefie segmentation with regard to
fruit in different situations was conducted. Thegant study shows that taking into
account both benefits and situations is relevamrddver, the results reveal that it is
important to take multiple situations and consumptinoments into account, as well
as multiple benefits regarding different aspecthead#lth, convenience, safety, sensory
and personal norms. The exploration of benefitasitun segmentation is a challenging
and interesting route which seems promising fotiegipon in the domain of food.

! This study is sponsored by the European ISAFRUtjget: www.isafruit.org
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1.2 Introduction
Heterogeneity among consumers is challenging fagly chains for several
decades. In order to address this heterogeneitgucoer segmentation is applied and
studied from different perspectives (e.g., see Gihcia, and Sanchez, 2000; Green,
Carmone, and Wachspress, 1976; Wedel and KamaRd@2). Segmentation refers
to a classification of similar subjects into groupshere often the number as well as
the composition of groups is unknown (Smith, 198&del and Kamakura, 2002).
There are multiple ways in which consumers diffemf each other and therefore
there are multiple ways to segment them. The flileeadistinguishes between basic
segmentation, based on geographical, socio-econopsgchographic variables
(Kotler, 2002; Solomon, 2006), different kinds ofybnid segmentation and
segmentation based on lifestyle (Glanz et al., 19@&l, 2000; Senkus, 200'Barlier
research has demonstrated that the benefits, veneclhe desires consumers seek to
fulfill with the purchase of a product (Botscherh€elen, and Pieters, 1997; Gutman,
1982) are the fundaments of market segments (Haf#68; Kotler, 1991; Van Duyn
and Pivonka, 2000; Wind, 1978). This implies thegraentation of consumers on the
base of these underlying benefits of product atteb is an effective way to conduct
marketing strategies (Costa, Dekker, and Jongeb¥;20oung and Feigin, 1975) or
supports advertising and promotional campaignsof8oh, 2006; Glanz et al., 1998).
Although benefit segmentation is stated to be aprapiate approach to
support promotion campaigns and product developmentour best knowledge
applications in the food domain are rare. Recestijne segmentation studies have
been carried out in the food domain. Geeroms, \lerband Van Kenhove (2008) use
health-related motive orientations to segment coress and Buckley, Cowan, and
McCarthy (2007) use attitudes with regard to a emmence-related lifestyle. But
segments can also be based on actual consumptibtharunderlying consumption
motives, like for example the study of Wansink &westgren (2003).
Since benefit segmentation seems a promising ardaoth research and practice and
is rarely applied in the food domain, the aim akthktudy is to explore consumer
segmentation with regard to food benefits. We apipy approach in the context of a
consumer survey on fruit consumption. Fruit constimmpcan lead to a lower risk for
diseases like coronary heart diseases and spggfs of cancer or premature death
(Brug et al., 1995; Gerster, 1991; Hertog et a@93). Also in the perception of
consumers fruit is a generally perceived as hedlrigz et al., 2007). Nevertheless
consumption all over Europe is decreasing. Theeeftre aim of this study is to
explore benefit segmentation with regard to fraithough it is outside the scope of
this research those segments are likely to supptetventions and new product
development.

Several interesting and novel aspects of this aoesisegmentation will be studied
for the fruit domain. First, we would like to argthet the differences in evaluation of
food benefits may account for significantly diffete&consumer segments with respect
to the evaluation of food benefits. Second, in &oldito studies that pay attention to
the role of health-related (Geeroms et al., 200&povenience-related (Buckley et al.,
2007) motives of people’s food choice behaviour pag attention to the combination
of these different food benefits (health and comwece). Besides health and
convenience, taste is one of the main motives ad fohoice (Glanz et al., 1998).
These are together regarded as the most impodadtdhoice motives (Rozin, 2006).
Those three are included, but also additional benkéfe safety, personal norms, and
hedonic issues are taken into consideration. Thiréady in the 70’s and 80’s of the

ISAfruit Pillar 1, Work Package 1.2 7
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last century, the influence of situational factorsconsumer behaviour was discussed
in the marketing literature. Belk (1974) discusded consumer research has much to
gain by the explicit recognition of purchase andistonption situations, especially
relationships of attitudes, personality (and briyalty) to consumer behaviour seem
to benefit from situational researdh.addition, since the 80’s the role of situatiass
also discussed in the food literature from a needpct development and a sensory
perspective. Especially Meiselmann stresses thactngf situation (for a review, see
Meiselmann, 2007). From a social psychological pecsve, Rozin (2006) states that
food choice is also determined by momentary featuiiee the location or the time of
day, in addition to relatively stable featuresglithe properties of the food products
themselves. However, despite its relevance in oetémg consumption choice, the
role of situations only recently attracts attentfoom the academic literature (e.g.,
King, Weber and Meiselman, 2004). Moreover, in adfcontext there are to our best
knowledge no segmentation studies that includatsin. Therefore in this study we
explicitly want to take the role of situations intonsideration by focusing on the
relative importance of food benefits in a numbediferent situations. Fourth, this
study will explore whether several segments magtegross four European countries
for which different food benefits or motives arepontant. According to Steenkamp
and Baumgartner (1998), a fuller understandingooisamer behavior requires cross-
validation in different countries.

Fifth, this study investigates possible linkagestween consumer benefit
segmentation and consumer perception of fruit ammddompetitor food products.

In sum, in this study we use the instrument of sagation to explore the
heterogeneity in terms of different benefits assgae motives for fruit consumption,
both across consumers and across consumptionigituat

ISAfruit Pillar 1, Work Package 1.2 8
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1.3 Method

Participants.

A cross-cultural study was conducted in The Ne#mlt (n=560), Greece (n=514),
Poland (n=515), and Spain (n=494) with a total amboof 2083 respondents.
Participants were recruited from online panels amtbody a representative sample of
the country populations in terms of age, gendascational and income level.

The demographic characteristics of these resposdesate as follows. The
sample consisted of 50.3% females and 49.7% malesage of the respondents in
the sample ranged from 12 to 79 years (M = 38.3;=89R.3). With regard to
education, each country has a different educatiegatem. To make comparison
between countries possible, three educational develhich are more or less
comparable across countries, were distinguished: (e.g., elementary school),
medium (e.g., high school) and high (e.g., colleg@niversity). Of the total sample
4.4 % of the respondents had an educational leetivias considered as low, 46.4 %
of the respondents had an educational level that ewmsidered as medium, and
subsequently 49.2% of the respondents had a higtatdnal level. An overview of
these demographics for each country is present@dbie 1.

Design of the questionnaire.

The respondents completed an on-line questionrairédenefits for food
consumption in general and benefits for food corsion in more specific situations.
The specific situations were constructed according 2 x 3 design including one
between-subjects factor (Consumption moment: Maealnversus Snack) and one
within-subjects factor (Location of consumption: dme versus At work versus On
the road). Half of the respondents evaluated theortance of benefits for a main
meal in three different consumption locations (M8)0and half of the respondents
evaluated the importance of benefits for snackthenthree consumption locations
(n=1038). Subsequently, respondents filled out tjes from established multi-item
scales measuring their health and convenience tatien in the context of food.
Respondents’ scores on these scales were usedidateadifferences in terms of
benefit importances. Then, respondents were ask&edhéir perception as to the
extent the benefits are applicable to four frusiisple, peach, orange juice, dried fruit)
and two non-fruit products (candy bar, salty snaEk)ally, some demographics were
asked.

Measurements.

Food benefit importances (14 item&pcus-group discussions were held to identify
the most relevant food benefits in the contextraftfconsumption. In total twelve
focus groups were carried out in February 2007doh of the four countries, three
focus groups of 6-10 persons (total n=94) were ootedl. The identified benefits
refer to health, convenience, sensory aspectsysg@rsonal norms and hedonism. .
The health-related benefits were ‘Prevents diséa%@wing energy’, ‘Satisfying
hunger’, and ‘Making me feel healthy’, The convewie-related benefits were ‘Not
giving dirty hands’, ‘Easy to take along’, ‘Easyeat’, and ‘Not taking much time to
eat’. Besides that a sensory benefit ‘Having a g@aste’ a safety-orientated benefit
‘Containing no pesticides’, benefits related tosoeral norms ‘Making me feel doing
the right thing’ and ‘Making me feel responsiblergg@’ and benefits related to
hedonism ‘Brings back good memories from my chilificand ‘Is fun’ were taken
into account.

ISAfruit Pillar 1, Work Package 1.2 9
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In the present study respondents were asked tdhatenportance of these benefits.
(see Appendix A for the questionnaire). The impareaof the benefits was measured
on five-point rating scales ranging from 1 (“verynimportant”) to 5 (“very
important”). As mentioned, respondents were askethte the importance of these
benefits not only for food consumption in genehalt also for food consumption in
specific situations. The importance of the ben&intains no pesticides’ was not
asked in relation to specific situations as it égrout in a pilot study that respondents
became annoyed by especially seeing this questienand over again.

Convenience orientation (5 itemsgfers to the extent one believes it is
important that food is easy to prepare buy and wmes The used items were selected
from the original convenience orientation scale dleped byOlsen et al. (2007).
Likert scale items were used to measure the coaweaiorientation ranging from 1
(“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). Thelected items were tested in a pilot
study (see Reinders, Jager and Bartels, 2008).

Health orientation(6 items)aims to measure the general health interest and
the natural product interest of consumers. Thideseas originally developed by
Roininen, Lahteenmaki, and Tuorila (1999). In thesent study a selection of twelve
of the original items was made based on their ¢drded a pilot study (see Reinders,
Jager, and Bartels, 2008). Based on factor analsisegems were selected which
measure health orientation. Likert scale items wesed to measure the health
orientation (ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree”3 = “strongly agree”).

Food benefit perceptions (14 itemsConsumer perceptions as to the extent
the benefits are applicable to four fruits (apgeach, orange juice, dried fruit) and
two non-fruit products (candy bar, salty snack)evereasured with Likert scale items
ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strogmghgree”). As a pilot study
(Reinders, Jager, and Bartels, 2008) showed thsgggiorelents were confused by
guestions asking for their perceptions as to thtergxthat chocolate bars and salty
shacks do not contain pesticides, this benefit {g#isout for these two non-fruit
products.

Analysis.
The analysis of the data consisted of three mapsstAt first, factor analyses and
reliability analyses were conducted to reveal #lability and validity of the scales
for health and convenience orientation. Secondlster analysis was carried out by
means of a finite mixture model. Finally, the emeggclusters were profiled in terms
of benefit importances and situations. Moreoveg, ¢tusters were validated in terms
of convenience and health orientation and checkad differences in product
perceptions vis-a-vis the food benefits, while colting for differences in countries.
Each of these four steps is described in detadviel

Validity and reliability. The items for convenience and for health orientatio
both revealed a KMO above the 0.8 and a signifi&antlett’s test of sphericity. In
addition, the results revealed a clear one-fadioictire for both scales. Both scales
revealed a much stronger first factor comparedh@®ther factors. This indicates that
the scales were one-dimensional. The explainedweei of the scales was 69.3% for
convenience orientation and 50.0% for health oaigon. Finally, the Cronbach's
of the health orientation scale was 0.80 and ofcthvesenience orientation scale 0.89.
Taken together these findings indicate that thdeschave an acceptable level of
internal consistency.

Clustering: data preparationThe data was prepared for the finite mixture
modeling in two main steps. At first, the genenadl ssituation-specific benefits that

ISAfruit Pillar 1, Work Package 1.2 10



D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

are taken into account in the cluster analysis veergered. That is, respondents”
mean benefit importance in general was calculatedl subtracted from all (both
general and situation-specific) benefit importanddse benefit ‘Being a responsible
parent’ was not taken into account for the cal¢oiabf the mean score, as not every
respondent is a parent and the inclusion of theortapce of ‘Being a responsible
parent’ may easily lead to biases in mean impodsreetween parents and non-
parents. The centering step has two main advantagidéisst, by centering the scores,
possible response tendencies were cancelled oaa@ and Wedel, 2001). Some
consumers have a tendency to score high on adirdift questions, while others have
a tendency to score low on all questions, as dtrektheir answering strategies. This
will result in clusters of respondents with highsaering tendencies versus clusters
with respondents with low answering tendencies. €aptering step is especially
relevant in the case of a cross-cultural segmemtditie here, as it seems possible that
consumers in different countries have differentwarsg tendencies. By centering
the data and not standardizing them, the rangeaing is still taken into account
(Martens and Martens, 2000; Vigneau and Qannar220The second main
advantage of the centering step was that it makes effect of the different
consumption moments and locations in comparisoh thi¢ basic (general) situation
more clear.

The second main step to prepare the data for tinsterl analysis was the
formation of an extended data matrix. The bensffiartances data essentially gives a
three-way (respondents benefitsx situations) data matrix. Respondents rated the
importance of the fourteen benefits in general fandhree different situations. In this
way the respondents rated the importance of theflterfour times. This three-way
data matrix was transformed into a so-called exddndata matrix (a.o., see Dillon,
Frederick, and Tangpanichdee, 1985). That is, #te @was structured, such that there
are fourteen variables, one for each of the foaur@ifferent benefits, and 4 2083
cases, one for each respondent-situation combmatio this way the variables
contain the scores of the respondents on the dearatdhe situation-specific benefits.
Thus, one respondent has four different scoresagh gariable. As a consequence,
respondents can be placed in multiple clustersenidipg on the differences between
the importances they attach to the benefits inedfiit situations. This makes it
possible to investigate the role of the situationsonsumer segments.

Finite-mixture model.For clustering, a so-called finite-mixture model is
applied, using the Latent GOLD 4.0 program (Vermant Magidson, 2005). The
finite-mixture, or latent class, model is a typechfster analysis based on probability-
based classification, such that objects are cledsifnto clusters based upon
membership probabilities estimated directly frora thodel (Vermunt and Magidson,
2005). Fifteen alternative models were estimatedthemodel having a different
number (1 till 15) of clusters. To avoid suboptinsalutions, each alternative model
was fitted 10 times (Wedel and DeSarbo, 2002) fdiffierent random starting values,
and for each model the best-fitting estimates wetaned. Eventually the alternative
model with the lowest CAIC value was chosen, asahe with the best trade-off
between model fit and parsimony (Vermunt, 2603After selecting the optimal
number of clusters, we checked whether all bengfis a distinctive impact on the
identification of the clusters. Benefits which slemlito have a negative score for all of
the clusters were removed. These benefits are mat ihteresting in terms of
marketing strategies and make the interpretatiothefclusters more difficult. For

ISAfruit Pillar 1, Work Package 1.2 11
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these reasons the benefits ‘is fun’ and ‘bringskbgood memories from my
childhood’ were excluded from further analysis.

The same procedure was repeated for the remainwedve benefits. Fifteen
alternative models were estimated (1 till 15 cligtd 0 times. Eventually the model
with the amount of clusters with the lowest CAIClueawas chosen. This model
represents the optimal number of cross-culturagbesegments.

Profiling the clusters. The role of the different benefits within the
identification of the clusters was investigatednwiite use of ANOVAS. In this way it
was checked whether there are clusters that areexample health related or
convenience related or both.

Then, the role of situations was checked. It wadyaed whether there are clusters in
which particular situations are overrepresented aother situations are
underrepresented.

The role of the benefits was underlined with coneece and health orientation and
the product perceptions. ANOVAs were performed teok whether health or
convenience related clusters based on the bemeéitalso in general more health or
convenience oriented. Finally, ANOVAs were used clteck whether different
clusters perceive the different products differgoth the benefits.

ISAfruit Pillar 1, Work Package 1.2 12
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1.4 Results

The finite mixture model reveals an optimal solatmf fourteen consumer segments
with distinct patterns of benefit importances imegel and in specific situations. It
has the best model fit in terms of the CAIC (= 198)1 In addition, the entropy’R=
0.90) is comparable with the alternative sub maodEedble 2 represents the model fit
of the fifteen alternative sub models (Cluster fil@luster 15).

Distinctiveness of benefit importances.

The finite mixture model allocates respondent-s$itura combinations to clusters
based on posterior probabilities. These posteriobabilities represent the chance
that a respondent-situation combination belongsataluster. The entropy “R
represents how well the model predicts the clustembership, the score ranges from
0 to 1. The entropy Rof 0.90 indicates that the found clusters are rhlea
distinguishable from each other (McCutcheon, 1986)simplify the interpretation,
each respondent-situation combination has beegresksito the cluster for which it
has the largest posterior probability. Table 3a 8bdpresent the mean (centered)
importance scores of the benefits in the fourtelesters across all situations. The
effect size reveals a high explained variance ldbenefits, except the safety-related
benefit ‘Contains no pesticides’, which has a ndrefgect size (Kittler, Menard and
Phillips, 2007). Across all clusters, the relativeportant benefits are ‘Is tasty’
(sensory), ‘Containing no pesticides’ (safety) atifferent health-related benefits
‘Giving me energy’, ‘Helping me to satisfy my humgePrevents diseases’ and
‘Making me feel healthy’. Convenience-related bésefi.e., ‘Not giving me dirty
hands’, ‘Easy to take along’, ‘Easy to eat’, andtNaking much time to eat’) are
relatively less important food benefits. Benefiédated to personal norms (‘Making
me feel like a responsible parent’ and ‘Making reel fike doing the right thing’) are
also relatively unimportant food benefits.

However, differences in the importance of thesedfbenefits between the
clusters can be observgek(.001). Some clusters place relatively more imgrare to
convenience-related benefits (e.g., Cluster 4 andw8ereas other clusters place
relatively more importance to health-related bese(e.g., Cluster 2, 9, 10 and 11).
Furthermore, clusters differ in their relative innfamce of specific health benefits. For
example, Cluster 4 shows negative scores on ‘Pteviiseases’ and ‘Make me feel
healthy’, while positive scores are reported onlptteg to satisfy my hunger’ and
‘Gives me energy’. In addition, Cluster 10 ratdshalalth-related benefits important,
except for ‘Helping to satisfy my hunger’.

Safety (‘Containing no pesticides’) seems to bateel with the health-related benefits.
Cluster 2 and 10 attach relatively high importateeéContaining no pesticides’ and

the health-related benefits. On the other handst€tul2 attaches importance to the
safety-related benefit and not to the health-reldienefits. There are some clusters
which score high on the benefits related to persnoams (e.g. Cluster 10 and 11).

These clusters also attach importance to the hezlited benefits.

Situations.

Table 4 represents the way in which the consumpthaments and locations are
distributed across the fourteen clusters. The tesabeal that the representation of
situations differs across the clustgfg78, n=8354),p <.001. As can be seen in the

table, Cluster 13 and 14 are clusters that arecedsed with specific situations.

Furthermore, the prevalence of clusters differs sueations. For example, Cluster 2
and 5 mainly represent the home situations, wheCéaster 4 and 8 mainly represent
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the out-of-home situations (i.e., at work or on tmeve). When comparing this
distribution of the clusters across the situatiauith the centered benefit-importance
scores as reported in Table 3, we see that theectuthat are more related to the out-
of-home situations (i.e., Cluster 4 and 8) plactatresly high importance to
convenience-related benefits. The clusters thahljmagpresent home situations (i.e.,
Cluster 2 and 5) attach relatively low importanoecbnvenience-related benefits.
Cluster 2 attaches high importance to the healdta@ benefits, while cluster 5 does
not attach importance to any of the benefits. @us2 and 10, which are
underrepresented in the work/school and on the msuations attach relatively low
importance to convenience-related benefits. Thdesters place relatively high
importance to the benefits regarding health andgreal norms.

Convenience and health orientation.

ANOVAs are conducted with convenience and healtientation as dependent
variables and cluster membership and country adigioes. Country is included to
control for between-country differences. Therefamely main effects are estimated.
ANOVAs are conducted separately for the severgaedent-situation combinations.
Respondents can be placed in a different clusterefich situation. For some
situations different benefits are more importaothsthat the division of respondents
over the clusters can be different for the situeidt is interesting to check whether
the clusters that attach importance to certain fitsn@e also more convenience or
health orientated across the different situatiofise results of the ANOVAs are
summarized in Table 5 and 6. The results indicgt@fscant effects of country for all
situations. This indicates that the health and earence orientations differ across the
countries. Moreover, the results indicate sigalfficeffects of cluster membership for
all situations. The results in Table 5 represemt ¢bnvenience orientation of the
clusters across different situations. The effezesiof convenience orientation are
ranging from small to medium (Kittler et al., 200The effect sizes are the largest for
the benefit importances in general and the smaltestne benefit importances of a
shack at work/school and a snack at home. Inspectidhe means of convenience
orientation demonstrates that the differences benwibe clusters in the mean scores
are the largest for the clusters on the basis péfiteimportances in general and the
smallest for the clusters based on the benefit itapoes of having a main meal at
work/school. In addition, the clusters that schie ighest on convenience orientation
(Cluster 4 and 8) are the clusters that attachtivelg high importance at the
convenience-related benefits. Moreover, Clustes and 10, which have the lowest
score on convenience orientation, are also theteckisvhich attach relatively low
importance at the convenience-related benefits.

In relation to the on-the-move situations (both maieal and snack), convenience
orientation reveals the same pattern, such thatctimvenience-orientated clusters
have a higher score on convenience orientation tharclusters that do not attach
importance to convenience. In relation to the atdosituations, convenience
orientation reveals different patterns. For snagksamption, the at-home situation
reveals the highest convenience orientation forstelu3, 5 and 14. For main meal,
Cluster 8, 9, and 14 reveal the highest convenieneatation.

The results in Table 6 represent the health taiem of the clusters across
different situations. For health orientation theeef sizes are larger than for
convenience orientation. The effect sizes for healientation can be described as
large for all situations (Kittler et al., 2007). &ldifferences in effect size across the
situations are smaller for health orientation tlian convenience orientation. The
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general situation reveals the largest effect smbthe smallest effect size is for main
meal at home. Inspection of the means of healtentation demonstrates that the
differences between the clusters in the mean s@yeethe largest for the clusters on
the basis of benefit importances in general andsthallest for the clusters based on
the benefit importances having a snack at work sicand a main meal on the move.
In addition, clusters that have the highest heailtbntation (Cluster 2, 9, 10 and 11)
also attach relatively high importance to the Heedlated benefits. Moreover, the
clusters with the lowest health orientation (Cluse5 and 8) also attach relatively
low importance to the health-related benefits. 8simgly, respondents that belong to
Cluster 4 on the basis of benefit importances inegal reveal the lowest health
orientation, though this cluster does not exhihieatremely low importance of health
related benefits.

For the specific situations, Cluster 3, 4 and 5ehtlne lowest health orientation in all
different situations. It has already been mentiotieat health-related benefits are
unimportant in Cluster 3 and 8. Accordingly, Clus3as over all situations the lowest
in health orientation. Cluster 8 is however onlylm health orientation in the At-
home situations. Cluster 4 shows negative scorea ¢ew health-related benefits
(‘Prevents diseases’ and ‘Make me feel healthyQ aositive scores on the other
health-related benefits (‘Helping to satisfy my bari and ‘Gives me energy’).
Cluster 5 shows negative scores on all benefiduding the health related ones.
Cluster 9 and 10 have the highest health oriemtaticall different situations. These
clusters also attach relatively high importancthhealth related benefits.

Perception of fruit and food products

ANOVAs were conducted with perceptions of the frartd non-fruit products as
dependent variables and the fourteen clusters edigbors. Country and situation
were added as controls. Only main effects wereneséid. The results are summarized
in Table 7 till Table 12. The results reveal sigraht effects of country for all
benefits. This indicates that the respondents éndifferent countries perceive the
fruit and food products in a different way. Theeeffsizes are ranging from small to
large for the perceptions of the different produdise effect sizes are the largest for
the perception of orange juice and the smallesthferperception of a chocolate bar.
For the apple the effect sizes are the largesPi@venting diseases and illnesses’ and
‘Not taking much time to eat. For the perceptionagbeach the effect sizes are the
largest for the benefits related to personal noand the health-related benefits
regarding ‘Preventing diseases and illnesses’ d&aning me energy’. For the
perception of a chocolate bar the effect sizesHmventing diseases and illnesses’ is
the largest. The effect sizes for the perceptioorahge juice are the largest for the
benefits related to personal norms, some healttteglbenefits (‘Making me feel
healthy’ and ‘Preventing diseases/illness’) and esotonvenience-related benefits
(‘Giving me energy ' and ‘Not giving me dirty harids The salty snack has the
largest effect size for ‘Preventing diseases almdskes and the benefits related to
personal norms. Dried fruit also has the largdsicekize for ‘Preventing diseases and
illnesses’ and the benefits related to personahsoHowever,” Not taking much time
to eat’ has the largest effect size in the peroepdif dried fruit.

Inspection of the means reveals that the healttie@lclusters perceive the
fruit products (apple, peach, orange juice andddrfieiit) to be more healthy.
Moreover, these health-related clusters perceieefrilit-products as more tasty and
score higher on the benefits related to personahsoThese health-related clusters
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score the apple and the peach as less conveniemthdalth-related clusters perceive
dried fruit as less easy to take along and lesgteasat compared to the other clusters.
The convenience-related clusters do not show gledifferent answers on the
perception of the fruits and non-fruit productsrttithe clusters which do not attach
importance to the convenience—related benefits.
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1.5 Discussion

This study shows that, although to our knowledgetllyaapplied within the area of

food, the exploration of benefit segmentation osirations is a promising approach
to segment consumers. Since different situationsvels as different benefits are

included, the approach is close to the decisionimgarocess in everyday life.

Theoretical | mplications

Product benefits
The mean importance scores of the benefits instinidy show that the sensory benefit
regarding taste is considered to be the most irapbiissue compared to the other
benefits (i.e., health, personal norms, hedonisfetg and convenience). This is in
line with the literature, where taste often is fduto be a key predictor of food
consumption (Roberts, 2005; Laramee, 2004; AbbaisHE997). The general pattern
we found for taste, health and convenience, inroofielecreasing importance, is also
in accordance with literature (Rozin, 2006). Theldrec benefits were found to be
relatively unimportant to all respondents. Thesaelies were not used for the
identification of the clusters and the further gsak. The focus groups however
indicated that these hedonic benefits are relevant consumers. Respondents
indicated in a projective task that the affectigpects of food are important to them.
The habit of consuming fruit since childhood appetr be crucial of fruit at the
moment. Many consumers recall eating certain fratitsome with their parents or on
vacation somewhere and these thoughts bring bamk memories. Moreover, the
focus groups revealed that the respondents havgveoleelings toward fruit. They
associate it with bright colors, nature and everremwith health, enjoyment and
pleasure. These positive feelings toward fruit iengral can not simply be
transformed to fruit consumption. Although eatimgitfis associated with enjoyment
and pleasure respondents also express themselvesgative ways for example
related to fruit safety, residues, amount of nigu ingredients in fruit, the
inconsistence of the taste of fruit and the amaiirituit they should eat (Briz et al.,
2007). The safety-related benefit is considerdoetoelatively important. The benefits
which were related to personal norms are consideree relatively unimportant.
Dealing with benefits is especially interesting fwomotion activities. Product
benefits can in relation to attitudes and orienteiof consumers be formulated more
concrete. Product benefits can therefore be momalye#&ranslated to product
characteristics and be more easily applied in ptmncstrategies than attitudes and
orientations.

Benefit Segmentation

Till now, segmentation studies in the food areaehanainly focused on single motives

or benefits (e.g., Geeroms et al., 2008; Buckleglet2007). The additional value of

including multiple benefits is that trade-offs armgdmenefits can be investigated. For
some clusters, all benefits are important, while dther clusters all benefits are

unimportant or a mixture of relevance of the besaé found. Although some clusters
are roughly comparable to others, still interestihfferences can be found. Some
clusters are less outspoken with regard to celtaefits than others. We indeed find
that generally considered benefits such as healtimyenience- and sensory-related
benefits are represented in the different clustaus,even more interesting is that we
find different scores between clusters on ben#fas are less often taken into account
in the literature such as personal norms and saféiys not only the most dominant
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product benefits like taste, health and convenieaiee of interest for promotion
activities, but also other benefits can be useidigeting specific niche markets. The
benefits that were related to hedonic aspects wrckided because all respondents
attached a low importance to these benefits. Tlugates that hedonic benefits as ‘Is
fun’ and ‘Bringing good memories from childhood’ eamot very relevant for
promotion activities.

In benefit segmentation different benefits are comtb and judged by
consumers. In everyday life consumers also conglifiarent benefits, therefore the
results of this approach might be closer to eveyyiifa decisions compared to a
segmentation based on a single motive, like formgta health or convenience. Of
course, a benefit segmentation based on benedits different categories can never
be as detailed as segmentation based on one geeesdlt such as health, which also
consists of different aspects (Geeroms et al.,, ROORvertheless, the benefit
segmentation in this study also takes several &spefc the health-related and
convenience-related benefits into account. Theusich of multiple benefits for
health and convenience reveals that clusters dgr dn specific aspects of health or
convenience. The clusters that for example ratéraa important, do not necessarily
think all health-related benefits are equally impot. This reveals that consumer
segments differ on specific aspects of health amyenience. However, notice that a
closer look at the different clusters reveals tiat differences between the several
convenience-related benefits are less clear thardiffierences between the several
health-related benefits.

Situation

This study measures the importance of product lteredt only in general, but also in
different situations. Although literature shows ttteegmentation combined with
situation is important we hardly found any studythe context of food which takes
situation into account. This study shows that situraindeed is an important factor in
segmentation and provides empirical evidence ferithportant role of situation in
the food domain, as already stated by Rozin (2@0®) Meiselmann (2007). The
results indicate that there are different benefifgortant in different situations. And
moreover, these benefits in relation to situatisesm to be important in segmenting
consumers. As a result, specific segments are fbasdd on benefits in combination
with situation (i.e., the out of home or the homtuation). Clusters that place
relatively more importance to convenience-relateddfits are more related to the
out-of-home situations. This seems to be logidakesconvenience may be regarded
as an important product benefits when being onntlbge or at work or school. In
addition, safety and health are benefits that steeb®e more closely tied to the home
situation.

The situational approach in this study is of indémgiven the trend that people spend
more and more hours out of home (in their officad an the way). This trend is
probably the biggest challenge to those seekimgydmote healthy food consumption
(Guthrie et al., 2004). The described benefit silmasegmentation offers results to
take this challenge. In sum, the results of thislgistress the importance of including
situation in promotion activities.

Validating segments: Convenience and health orienta

Differences between segments in terms of benefifomances are to some extent
confirmed by differences in convenience and heaitantation. Clusters which are
convenience orientated also place relatively higtpdrtance at the convenience
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orientated benefits. Except for the clusters bamedhe benefit importances of the
home situations where this link is much less clegimilarly, consumers with a higher
health orientation are reflected by higher scorashealth related benefits. The
clusters with the highest health orientation insdtiiations also attach relatively high
importance to the health-related benefits. Howevee, clusters that attach high
importance to health related benefits are not abnthg highest in health orientation.
Health consists of multiple elements (Geeroms gt24108), which can result in a
more ambiguous linkage between a more generaltatien and the more specific
health related benefits. As such, it seems of itapae to include control variables.
Thus for future research we learned that the immtusf orientations underlines the
findings. The effect sizes of health orientationrevéarger than the effect sizes of
convenience orientation. For convenience oriematine effect sizes of the situation
specific clusters are smaller than for the clusbersed on the benefit importances in
general. For health orientation the effect sizes @mparable across the different
situations.

Second, we included product perceptions in ordehexk whether different segments
perceive different fruits and food products in asthnilar way. An interesting finding
is that health-related segments perceive therotlucts as more healthy, as expected,
but also as less convenient. This is a surprisegylt in the sense that although
convenience does not seem to be a very importaaiupt benefit for the consumers
in these segments, these consumers are still the thrat have the most negative
beliefs of fruit as being convenient.

Countries

Country seems to affect both convenience and healntations as the product
perceptions. This implies that cultural differendestween countries impact the
importance consumers attach to health and convemidvioreover, it implies that
consumers in different countries perceive produtifferently in terms of their
benefits. Investigating the specific role of coyngoes beyond the scope of the
present study. However, it does indicate the ingya# of taking into account
multiple countries.

Practical implications

Geeroms et al. (2008, p. 482) stated that segmemtigtuseful for designing tailored

health marketing campaigns that are responsivieetandividual needs and motives of
the target audience. Based on the results of thdyspractical implications can be
offered for companies who want to use benefit segation in their communication

and promotion strategies in general and for pohtgkers and firms who aim to

promote fruit consumption among European consunmeparticular. Such practical

implications are beyond the scope of this papet,dna discussed in a companion
paper.

Limitations and suggestions for future research

Selection of benefits.

We take a lot of benefits into account. These benafe identified on the base of
qualitative interviews and existing literature. Hoxer, we do not measure these
benefits in a very detailed way. The focus wassabton one food motive or benefit,
but on the interplay between multiple motives (&galth, convenience, taste). As a
result it is possible that some specific aspectshefe benefits are not taken into
account in the present study.
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In this study multiple health- and conveniencetezldbenefits are taken into
account. For the benefits regarding sensory, safeiyonism and personal norm only
one or two benefits are taken into account. Assallteahe chances that health and
convenience have an impact on the identificationcloters are increased. It is
possible that the benefits related to personal sphadonism and safety were found
to be more or less important if more specific asp&eere taken into account. The
importance of health and convenience on the cleisteund could have been
compared more honest with safety, health, sensaiyparsonal norms if they were all
measured with the same amount of benefits. Thetiattwe identified many clusters
diminishes the impact of this limitation. Each amdery one of the benefits has the
chance of being the most important benefit in aifigecluster.

In this study, the benefits are related to the pecbdtself, but external
attributes could also be important determinant®odl choice that may differ between
consumers (i.e., packaging, labeling, organic wrtfade production, brand).

Four different countries were taken into accountha present study. The
results revealed that the countries differed fr@oheother on the base of convenience
and health orientation and the product perceptidhs implies that it is important to
take multiple countries into account. Interestingiufe research might further
investigate the differences between countriestuasbnal benefits.

Concluding remarks

The exploration of benefit situation segmentatisnai challenging and interesting
route which seems promising for application in doenain of food. The present study
shows that taking into account both benefits ahth8bns is relevant. Moreover, the
results reveal that it is important to take mudipltuations and consumption moments
into account, as well as multiple benefits regagduifferent aspects of health,
convenience, safety, sensory and personal norms.
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1.7 Tables

Table 1: Demographics for each country

The
Demographics Netherlands Greece Poland Spain Total
Gender
Male 48.90% 50.40%  48.00% 50.60% 49.70%
Female 50.20% 49.60%  52.00% 49.40% 50.30%
Age 41.98 (12.7) 31.66(8.3) 39.79 (14.9) 39.57 (9.5) 38.32 (12.3)
Educational
background
Low 10.5% 0.6% 4.3% 1.6% 4.4%
Medium 61.6% 31.3% 46.0% 45.3% 46.4%
High 27.9% 68.1% 49.7% 53.0% 49.2%
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Table 2: Model fit for mixture models

Models CAIC Log-L (parameters)  Entropy’R
1-cluster 295092 -147423 (24) 1.00
2-clusters 269913 -134706 (49) .82
3-clusters 259126 -129185 (74) .86
4-clusters 219421 -109206 (99) .86
5-clusters 210862 -104799 (124) .86
6-clusters 203141 -100811 (149) .88
7-clusters 194634 -96430 (174) .89
8-clusters 194075 -96023 (199) .90
9-clusters 186691 -92204 (224) .90
10-clusters 184360 -90910 (249) 91
11-clusters 179394 -88300 (274) 91
12-clusters 180667 -88809 (299) .90
13-clusters 176261 -86478 (324) .89
14-clusters 171131 -83786 (349) .90
15-clusters 171313 -83749 (374) .90

2 Denotes the lowest CAIC-value.
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D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

Table 3a: Cluster-level mean (centered) benefiteirtgmces (Benefit 1-6)

Cluster (size) Benefit

BF1 BF2 BF3 BF4 BF5 BF6
Cluster 1 (28%) 0.19 (.01) 0.21 (.01) -0.52 (.01) -0.22(.01) -0.14 (.01) 0.27 (.01)
Cluster 2 (12%) 0.50 (.02) 0.44 (.02) -1.72 (.03) 1.63(.03) -1.19 (.03) 0.62 (.02)
Cluster 3 (11%) -0.63 (.03) -0.06 (.02) -0.11 (.02) 0.11 (.02) 0.18 (.02) 0.31 (.02)
Cluster 4 (9%) -0.35 (.04) 0.54 (.03) 0.79 (.02) 98).01) 0.92 (.02) 0.12 (.04)
Cluster 5 (7%) -0.72 (.06) -0.36 (.05) -1.00 (.06) -1.04 (.06) -0.67 (.06) -0.01 (.04)
Cluster 6 (6%) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 00(@0) 0.00 (.00) 0.02 (.01)
Cluster 7 (6%) -0.10 (.03) 0.17 (.00) -0.21 (.03) .170(.00) 0.17 (.00) 0.03 (.03)
Cluster 8 (5%) -0.30 (.04) 0.22 (.02) 0.06 (.03) 440(.00) 0.44 (.00) 0.10 (.03)
Cluster 9 (4%) 0.40 (.00) 0.40 (.00) -0.56 (.05) .090(.05) -0.07 (.04) 0.22 (.04)
Cluster 10 (4%) 0.84 (.01) 0.65 (.02) -1.28 (.06) 1.02 (.06) -0.77 (.05) 0.47 (.04)
Cluster 11 (3%) 0.59 (.00) 0.59 (.00) -0.68 (.07) 0.38 (.07) -0.23 (.06) 0.09 (.06)
Cluster 12 (3%) 0.02 (.04) -0.01 (.02) -0.17 (.03) -0.09 (.00) -0.09 (.00) 0.42 (.04)
Cluster 13 (2%) -0.84 (.03) -0.80 (.02) -0.83 (.02) -0.83(.02) -0.83 (.02) 0.30 (.05)
Cluster 14 (1%) 0.99 (.01) 0.99 (.01) 0.82 (.06) 990(.01) 0.99 (.01) 0.35 (.09)
F 304.44%* 204.95*** 514.25%* 724.78** 561.13*** 44,04+
(dft,df2) (13, 9876) (13, 9876) (13, 9876) (13, 9876) (13, 9876) (13, 9876)
Partialn? 0.286 0.213 0.404 0.489 0.425 0.055

NB. Reported means are based on centered scores;

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

BF1= Preventing diseases/illness; BF2= Giving mergyt BF3= Not giving me dirty hands; BF4= Beingg#o take along; BF5= Being easy to eat;
BF6= Containing no pesticides
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D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

Table 3b: Cluster-level mean (centered) benefit-imprtances (Benefit 7-12)

Cluster (size) Benefit

BF7 BF8 BF9 BF10 BF11 BF12
Cluster 1 (28%) -0.35 (.02) 0.02 (.01) 0.20 (.01) -0.07 (.01) -0.04 (.02) 37(.01)
Cluster 2 (12%) -0.67 (.04) -0.58 (.04) 0.53(.02) 0.13(.02) 0.30 (.03) 0.68 (.02)
Cluster 3 (11%) 0.03 (.02) 0.01 (.02) -0.62 (.02) 0.97 (.02) -0.87 (.04) 0.40 (.02)
Cluster 4 (9%) 0.76 (.02) 0.79 (.02) -0.18 (.04) A440(.04) -0.35 (.05) 0.73 (.02)
Cluster 5 (7%) -0.53 (.06) -0.58 (.06) -0.75 (.06) -1.04 (.06) -1.14 (.07) 0.24 (.05)
Cluster 6 (6%) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 00L@0) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00)
Cluster 7 (6%) 0.17 (.00) 0.17 (.00) 0.04 (.02) 150(.03) -0.22 (.04) 0.17 (.00)
Cluster 8 (5%) 0.44 (.00) 0.22 (.03) -0.18 (.03) .540(.04) -0.54 (.05) 0.40 (.02)
Cluster 9 (4%) -0.42 (.05) 0.40 (.00) 0.40 (.00) 400(.00) 0.40 (.00) 0.38 (.02)
Cluster 10 (4%) -0.70 (.07) -0.09 (.06) 0.84 (.01) 0.84(.01) 0.84 (.01) 0.54 (.03)
Cluster 11 (3%) -0.34 (.07) 0.18 (.05) 0.59 (.00) .590(.00) 0.59 (.00) 0.44 (.03)
Cluster 12 (3%) -0.09 (.00) -0.09 (.00) -0.09 (.00) -0.09 (.00) -0.24 (.05) 0.01 (.02)
Cluster 13 (2%) -0.81 (.03) -0.84 (.02) -0.82 (.02) -0.82(.02) -0.86 (.04) -0.75 (.03)
Cluster 14 (1%) 0.86 (.04) 0.99 (.01) 0.99 (.01) 990(.01) 0.98 (.01) 0.92 (.05)
F 240.87** 197.09*** 383.04** 383.81%** 217.26 *** 141.61***
(dft,df2) (13, 9876) (13, 9876) (13, 9876) (13, 9876) (13, 9876) (13, 9876)
Partialn? 0.241 0.206 0.335 0.336 0.283 0.157

NB. Reported means are based on centered scores;

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

BF7= Not taking much time to eat; BF8= Helping raesatisfy my hunger; BF9= Making me feel healthiz1B= Making me feel like doing the right thing;
BF11= Making me feel a responsible parent; BF12viktpa good taste
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D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

Table 4: Distribution of situations over the difat clusters (in column percentages)

Cluster

Situation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
General 264 120 118 10 66 191 110 55 188 17.7 14121 00 0.0
Situation 1

(Home, meal) 147 395 51 19 165 141 41 19 109 250 1783 106 14.1
Situation 2

(Home, snack) 117 303 108 21 330 91 72 44 102 154 14140 207 7.7
Situation 3

(Work, meal) 151 59 144 185 89 179 191 190 146 150 61416.2 152 154
Situation 4

(Work, snack) 10.2 4.8 190 216 111 127 212 253 164 104.813215 20.2 205
Situation 5

(Move, meal) 123 43 173 288 97 153 194 187 153 92 13105 136 23.1
Situation 6

(Move, snack) 96 33 215 260 141 117 180 251 138 7.3 12183 19.7 19.2
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D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

Table 5: Cluster-level estimated marginal meansdoivenience orientation

uster General Situation 1; Situation 2; Situation 3; Situation 4; Situation 5; Situation 6;
Main meal at Snack at home Main meal Snack Main meal on Snack on the
home work/school work/school the move move

Cluster 1 3.27 3.37 3.38 3.17 3.21 3.10 3.20
Cluster 2 2.86 3.14 3.14 2.95 2.74 2.82 2.74
Cluster 3 3.53 3.64 3.34 3.34 3.29 3.37 3.33
Cluster 4 3.95 3.44 3.30 3.37 3.30 3.34 3.38
Cluster 5 3.02 3.31 3.33 3.27 3.26 3.11 3.21
Cluster 6 3.36 3.25 3.13 3.22 3.23 3.26 3.13
Cluster 7 3.45 3.09 3.06 3.35 3.19 3.34 3.21
Cluster 8 3.74 3.21 3.48 3.37 3.50 3.47 3.47
Cluster 9 3.19 3.28 3.42 3.36 3.33 3.18 3.19
Cluster 10 2.93 2.84 2.94 2.88 3.00 3.01 2.79
Cluster 11 3.06 3.21 3.30 3.21 3.31 3.14 3.24
Cluster 12 3.47 3.39 3.31 3.09 3.43 3.29 3.28
Cluster 13 3.26 3.14 3.33 3.22 3.30 3.11
Cluster 14 3.51 3.83 3.16 3.29 3.32 3.33
Main effect F 12.23%* 3.86%** 2.58* 2.63 2.76%* 3.10%* 2.99%*
Cluster (df1,df2) (11, 2068) (13, 1285) (13, 1279) (13, 1285) (13, 1279) (13, 1285) (13, 1279)
Partialn?  0.061 0.038 0.026 0.026 0.027 0.030 0.030
Main effect F 2427+ 15.98%* 11.51 % 14.01% 11.75%+ 12.83%+ 12.08%+
countr (df1,df2) (3, 2068) (3, 1285) (3, 1279) (3, 1285) (3, 1279) (3, 1285) (3, 1279)
( 'yt ) Partialn?  0.034 0.036 0.026 0.032 0.027 0.029 0.028
covariate
Main F 13.56%* 5.76%* 4.06%* 4.72%%* 4,27+ 5. 12%** 4.40%+
effects (df1,df2) (14, 2068) (16, 1285) (16, 1279) (16, 1285) (16,1285) (16, 1285) (16, 1279)
Clust q Partialn?  0.084 0.067 0.048 0.056 0.050 0.060 0.052
uster an
country

N.B. Answering scale was ranging from 1 to 5; *8<001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05
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D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

Table 6: Cluster-level estimated marginal meansiéaith orientation

Cluster General Situation 1; Situation 2; Situation 3; Situation 4; Situation 5; Situation 6;
Main meal at Snack at home Main meal Snack Main meal on Snack on the
home work/school work/school the move move

Cluster 1 3.26 3.21 3.29 3.34 3.36 3.37 3.40

Cluster 2 3.36 3.28 3.33 3.39 3.59 3.53 3.45

Cluster 3 2.88 3.00 3.05 2.98 3.12 3.11 3.13

Cluster 4 2.32 3.22 3.19 2.99 2.98 3.00 3.01

Cluster 5 2.92 2.87 2.97 3.01 2.98 3.04 3.03

Cluster 6 3.36 3.35 3.38 3.39 3.35 3.36 3.38

Cluster 7 3.35 3.37 3.42 3.43 3.39 3.39 3.42

Cluster 8 2.79 3.07 3.11 3.16 3.23 3.17 3.20

Cluster 9 3.53 3.68 3.76 3.52 3.60 3.57 3.70

Cluster 10 3.56 3.64 3.64 3.73 3.63 3.65 3.80

Cluster 11 3.53 3.40 3.44 3.52 3.55 3.63 3.52

Cluster 12 3.35 3.46 3.27 3.30 3.23 3.44 3.37

Cluster 13 3.22 3.30 3.07 3.18 3.18 3.26

Cluster 14 3.34 3.37 3.23 3.44 3.36 3.52

Main effect F 17.73%* 7.32%% 7.96% 9.28% 8.73%* 8.60%** 9.20%**

Cluster (df1,df2) (11, 2068) (13, 1285) (13, 1279) (13, 1285) (13, 1279) (13, 1285) (13, 1279)

Partialn?  0.086 0.069 0.075 0.086 0.082 0.080 0.086

Main effect F 51.94%+ 2417+ 27.98%+ 30.43%+* 28.47++* 31.50%+* 27.48%+*

countr (df1,df2) (3, 2068) (3, 1285) (3, 1279) (3, 1285) (3, 1279) (3, 1285) (3, 1279)

( 'yt ) Partialn?  0.070 0.053 0.062 0.066 0.063 0.069 0.061

covariate

Main F 27.94% 11.42% 13.51%* 13.12% 14.19%+ 12,53+ 14.68*+

effects (df1,df2) (14, 2068) (16, 1285) (16, 1279) (16, 1285) (16, 1279) (16, 1285) (16, 1279)

Clust q Partialn?  0.159 0.125 0.145 0.140 0.151 0.135 0.155

uster an
country

N.B. Answering scale was ranging from 1 to 5; *8<001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05
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D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

Table 7: Cluster-level estimated marginal meansHerproduct characteristics of an apple

Cluster BF1 BF2 BF3 BF4 BF5 BF6 BF7 BF8 BF9 BF10 BF11 BF12
Cluster 1 3.78 3.76 2.37 2.00 2.06 257 2.31 3.77 4.00 395 853 210
Cluster 2 3.98 3.84 2.18 1.77 1.90 2.46 2.08 3.85 417 408 963 4.29
Cluster 3 3.59 3.53 2.56 2.04 2.13 2.66 2.47 3.62 3.77 366 503 3.93
Cluster 4 3.76 3.60 2.56 1.96 2.11 2.66 2.36 3.60 3.86 379 663 4.02
Cluster 5 3.57 3.53 2.37 1.86 2.06 2.45 2.33 3.64 3.82 362 283 3.97
Cluster 6 3.66 3.60 2.71 2.50 2.37 2.62 251 3.54 3.71 370 753 3.78
Cluster 7 4.00 3.94 2.32 217 2.14 2.45 2.30 3.88 417 405 973 4.25
Cluster 8 3.72 3.80 2.56 2.00 2.09 2.69 2.36 3.88 4.01 391 633 4.08
Cluster 9 4.22 413 2.26 1.78 1.01 252 2.01 4.04 4.39 436 374 437
Cluster 10 4.09 3.87 2.10 171 1.83 2.64 2.15 3.95 4.32 427 414 431
Cluster 11 411 4.07 2.31 1.88 1.97 2.50 2.08 3.97 4.26 419 084 422
Cluster 12 3.86 3.65 2.56 2.20 2.15 2.66 2.58 3.55 3.81 366 613 3.76
Cluster 13 3.55 3.63 2.56 2.28 2.33 2.63 2.40 3.54 3.62 350 423 3.95
Cluster 14 3.80 3.71 2.38 2.20 2.30 2.72 2.46 3.88 3.94 378 813 4.01
Main effect F 27.69%% 230"  14.16™ 2455  10.83"* 4917  14.18%*  14.90"* 32.37™*  34.63"*  33.73%* 2437
Clust (dfL,df2) (13, 9876) (13, (13, (13, 9876) (13,9876) (13, (13, 9876) (13, (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876)
uster Partial  .035 9876)  9876) 031 014 9876)  .018 9876) 041 044 059 031
n2 029 018 .006 019
Main effect F 1.10 1.01 3.01* (6, 2.08 (6, 1.51 1.07 1.98 68 2.41* 3.04* 3.58* 2.07
ituat (dfL,df2) (6,9876) (6,9876) 9876)  9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6, 9876)
siuaton Partial ~ .001 001 .002 001 001 .001 001 .000 001 .002 .003 001
nZ
Main effect F 310.24%* 19657 97.26"% 24453+ 13024 Q244" 41944 65407 230.37%* 196.07** 105.96** 5850
¢ (dfLdf2) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3, 9876)
country Partial  .086 .056 .029 .069 038 .027 113 .020 .066 .056 041 017
r]2
Main effects F 64.16%%  41.66%* 21.70"* 49.00%*  24.88%* 1548w+ 68147 18157+ 53107  50.07%*  38.02¢  23.93%
Clust (dfLdf2) (22, 9876) (22, (22, (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, (22,9876) (22, (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, 9876)
luSter, Partial  .125 9876)  9876)  .099 053 9876) 130 9876)  .106 101 102 051
situation and n? .085 .046 033 093
country

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05
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D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

Table 8: Cluster-level estimated marginal meanstfemproduct characteristics of a peach

Cluster BF1 BF2 BF3 BF4 BF5 BF6 BF7 BF8 BF9 BF10 BF11 BF12
Cluster 1 3.55 3.63 3.32 2.62 2.66 2.57 2.63 357 4.00 377 693 4.08
Cluster 2 3.69 3.73 3.36 2.46 2,53 2.46 2.40 3.61 417 388 813 427
Cluster 3 3.31 3.40 3.70 2.85 2.96 2.66 2.88 3.36 3.77 350 .393 3.97
Cluster 4 3.37 3.55 3.84 2.81 3.00 2.66 2.82 3.41 3.86 360 573 412
Cluster 5 3.34 3.42 3.48 2.63 2.73 2.45 2.62 3.33 3.82 342 163 3.96
Cluster 6 3.59 3.50 3.12 2.85 2.66 2.62 2.85 3.43 3.71 357 613 3.72
Cluster 7 3.63 3.74 3.34 2.55 2.63 2.45 2.68 3.61 417 384 743 4.10
Cluster 8 3.42 3.59 3.73 2.73 2.96 2.69 2.82 3.56 4.01 367 513 4.06
Cluster 9 3.94 4.01 3.34 2.56 2.49 2,52 2.43 3.88 4.39 427 284 4.43
Cluster 10 3.89 3.90 3.27 2.49 2.41 2.64 2.58 3.84 4.32 415 274 4.27
Cluster 11 3.89 3.92 3.29 2.37 2.48 2.50 2.37 3.82 4.26 392 863 413
Cluster 12 3.43 3.47 3.44 2.90 2.84 2.66 2.86 3.41 3.81 365 583 3.72
Cluster 13 3.42 3.45 3.31 2.69 2.65 2.63 2.75 3.24 3.62 338 323 3.74
Cluster 14 3.77 3.72 3.09 2.91 2.76 2.72 3.05 3.49 3.94 389 823 4.05
Main  effect F 26.02%*  24.28%* 2134 10.19"> 1461 491 1567  10.00">  32.37** 3434 3576  23.88"
Clust (dfL,df2) (13,9876) (13, (13, (13,9876) (13,9876) (13, (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876)
uster Partial  .034 9876)  9876)  .013 019 9876) 020 024 041 043 059 031
n? 031 027 006
Main  effect F 2.75* 1.44 4.11%* 225 3.50* 1.07 3.84% 1.13 2.41* 3.07* 2.51* 94
ituat (dfLdf2) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6, (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6, 9876)
siuaton Partial 002 001 9876)  .001 002 001 .002 001 .001 002 .002 .001
n? 002
Main  effect F 26250  330.42% O1.78** 263.04** 11520 02.44** 300.53"** 207.18** 230.37** 289.85%* 152.15%* 19397+
¢ (dfLdf2) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3, 9876)
country Partial 074 091 027 074 034 027 .084 .059 .066 081 .058 .056
nZ
Main effects F 57.48%* 6502 28.03** 4533  27.75%% 1548 5262 4347 5310 BA.A4LM  46.61%* 43,825
Clust (dfLdf2) (22,9876) (22, (22, (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, (22, 9876)
luSter, Partial  .114 9876)  9876)  .092 058 9876) 105 088 106 126 9876) 089
situation and n? 127 .059 033 122
country

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05
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D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

Table 9: Cluster-level estimated marginal meanstferproduct characteristics of a chocolate bar

Cluster BF1 BF2 BF3 BF4 BF5 BF6 BF7 BF8 BF9 BF10 BF11 BF12
Cluster 1 1.92 3.62 257 184 1.83 1.90 3.58 2.20 2.26 231 400
Cluster 2 1.69 3.73 2.44 1.62 1.65 1.73 3.53 1.94 1.95 200 408
Cluster 3 1.83 3.73 2.59 1.74 1.76 1.87 3.61 2.11 2.16 221 412
Cluster 4 1.73 3.79 2.46 1.58 1.62 1.68 3.66 1.91 1.99 209 425
Cluster 5 1.63 3.62 257 1.59 1.67 1.72 3.44 1.86 1.90 190 4.04
Cluster 6 2.45 3.52 257 2.33 2.21 2.23 3.49 2.74 2.76 272 369
Cluster 7 1.91 3.68 2.65 1.86 1.85 1.88 3.65 2.22 2.20 225 407
Cluster 8 1.94 3.75 2.58 1.79 1.73 1.82 3.71 2.20 2.26 234 415
Cluster 9 1.89 3.73 2.46 1.57 1.59 1.89 3.53 2.11 2.05 205 4.00
Cluster 10 1.47 3.70 2.32 1.59 1.57 1.75 3.46 1.68 1.69 178 404
Cluster 11 1.85 3.71 2.58 1.63 1.64 1.81 3.65 2.20 2.13 199 403
Cluster 12 1.98 357 2.69 1.92 1.85 2.01 3.46 2.33 231 237 380
Cluster 13 2.07 3.39 2.68 2.03 1.99 2.16 3.22 2.18 2.33 238 364
Cluster 14 1.99 3.49 2.82 2.09 217 2.17 3.50 2.14 2.24 2.06 3.54
Main  effect F 35975 5157 410+  3571%* 2501 18277  5.06%%  39.05"  4L44"* 27587  17.02%
Clust (dfL,df2) (13, 9876) (13, (13,9876) (13,9876) (13, 9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876)
uster Partial 045 9876)  .005 045 032 024 007 050 052 047 023
n? .007
Main effect F 2.29* 21 21xxx 1.32 74 71 60 2.54* 2.90* 2.10 61
ituat (dfL,df2) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6, 9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6, 9876)
situaton Partial  .001 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .002 002 .002 .000
nZ
Main effect F 197.14% 3840  134.61™*  168.82%* 111.31%* 66.51% Q1.6  82.32¢¢x 100,17 92.21%*  165.07%
¢ (dfLdf2) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3, 9876)
country Partial  .057 012 .039 .049 033 .020 027 .024 .030 .036 .048
r]2
Main effects F 5125%x 830%™  20.72%%  47.13%*  31.70%* 21390  16.00"*  36.68"*  41.18%*  32.72%x  33.91%*
Clust (dfLdf2) (22, 9876) (22, (22,9876) (22, (22, 9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, 9876)
luSter, Partial  .103 9876) 044 9876) .095 .066 046 034 076 .084 .089 .070
situation and n? 018
country

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05
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D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

Table 10: Cluster-level estimated marginal meansghf® product characteristics of orange juice

Cluster BF1 BF2 BF3 BF4 BF5 BF6 BF7 BF8 BF9 BF10 BF11 BF12
Cluster 1 213 4.06 2.43 329 1.97 2.39 312 3.18 421 414 014 433
Cluster 2 432 419 217 3.35 171 217 3.16 3.01 439 431 144 452
Cluster 3 4.04 3.92 257 3.56 2.00 2.46 3.41 2.93 407 394 733 429
Cluster 4 412 3.96 2.42 3.68 1.95 2.40 3.42 2.82 422 408 843 432
Cluster 5 3.98 3.88 2.34 3.43 1.82 2.16 3.19 2.83 410 391 493 4.24
Cluster 6 3.78 3.77 2.64 3.09 2.48 2.55 2.95 3.36 3.80 377 783 3.79
Cluster 7 428 421 2.36 3.20 1.97 2.23 2.99 3.22 427 420 004 437
Cluster 8 419 412 2.49 3.36 2.03 2.35 3.31 3.08 4.25 412 963 436
Cluster 9 4.48 4.41 221 3.17 1.92 2.25 3.05 3.39 453 446 424 455
Cluster 10 4.41 4.34 2.24 3.26 1.64 2.33 2.95 3.05 453 452 4T 4 454
Cluster 11 450 451 2.33 3.29 1.63 2.30 3.33 3.23 456 451 384 459
Cluster 12 3.91 3.91 2.72 3.20 2.02 2.52 3.11 3.09 3.90 389 683 3.90
Cluster 13 3.93 3.97 2.62 3.28 2.12 2.39 3.23 3.00 3.95 376 603 4.08
Cluster 14 4.02 4.06 2.58 3.45 2.05 2.62 3.24 3.33 4.09 396 .903 4.07
Main effect F 34167 31177  11.03" 10917  23.27%*  10.10™ 10.06™  18.07*  38.61*  38.66"*  33.55"*  34.76"
Clust (dfL,df2) (13, 9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13, (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876)
uster Partial  .043 039 014 014 030 9876)  .013 023 048 049 056 055
n? 013
Main effect F 1.02 2.02 2.07 1.14 2.39* 1.64 1.22 1.63 1.68 2.16* 2.99* 1.48
ituat (dfLdf2) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6, 9876)
siuaton Partial  .001 .001 001 .001 .001 .001 001 001 .001 001 .002 .001
I,]2
Main effect F 461.40%* 511.00%* A482.43%% 63.42%*  46L.40%* 48337 370.88%* 152,06 286.37%* 31578+ 223.77%  182.48%*
¢ (dfLdf2) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3, 9876)
country Partial 123 135 128 .004 019 .015 104 044 .080 .088 .084 .053
nZ
Main effects F 80.38*  94.93%*  76.69%* 2151w  gQ.3grr  12.20%% 5975 34554  §G.85M* 71687 5G.27 53,00
Clust (dfLdf2) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, 9876)
luSter, Partial  .166 175 146 019 046 9876)  .118 072 130 138 145 106
situation and n? 027

country

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05
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Table 11: Cluster-level estimated marginal meansghf® product characteristics of salty snack

Cluster BF1 BF2 BF3 BF4 BF5 BF6 BF7 BF8 BF9 BF10 BF11 BF12
Cluster 1 1.90 2.88 313 2.10 2.02 2.25 335 2.20 211 217 3.72
Cluster 2 172 2.92 3.17 1.94 1.79 2.06 3.45 1.94 1.01 1.87 388
Cluster 3 1.84 2.99 3.25 212 1.97 2.25 3.49 211 2.09 211 3.86
Cluster 4 171 3.07 3.38 2.01 1.85 2.14 3.47 191 1.90 1.99 403
Cluster 5 172 2.76 3.17 2.08 1.89 2.12 3.20 1.86 1.87 199 382
Cluster 6 2.41 3.04 2.86 2.37 2.32 2.45 3.22 2.74 2.57 256  3.50
Cluster 7 1.97 2.92 2.99 2.07 1.92 2.15 3.33 2.22 2.06 215  3.80
Cluster 8 1.83 2.96 3.38 2.06 1.97 2.22 3.61 2.20 2.09 216  3.89
Cluster 9 1.65 2.80 3.08 2.03 1.88 2.12 3.32 211 1.85 1.80 391
Cluster 10 1.68 2.95 3.36 1.83 1.77 2.07 3.20 1.68 1.89 175 391
Cluster 11 1.80 2.79 3.13 1.93 2.04 231 3.40 2.20 2.03 212 381
Cluster 12 2.04 2.84 2.99 2.12 2.05 2.24 3.34 2.33 213 228 359
Cluster 13 2.12 2.84 2.95 2.29 2.23 2.45 3.02 2.18 2.27 245 351
Cluster 14 2.13 271 3.17 221 2.25 2.18 3.00 2.14 211 223 365
Main effect F 32.72%% 458 990"  10.617*  16.84* 787%% 081%™  3005%*  27.40"*  24.18"  13.96"
Clust (df1,df2) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13, 9876)
uster Partial ~ .041 .006 013 014 022 .010 013 .050 035 041 018
r]2
Main effect F 1.42 59 1.24 46 94 91 1.74 2.5% 1.17 13 92
A dfi,df2) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6, 9876 6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876)  (6,9876) (6,9876) (6, 9876
tuat
situation Partial 001 000 001 000 001 001 001 002 001 001 001
nZ
Main effect F 510.76%* 230.25%* 129.11%* 22250  12.69%** 06.68"*  154.87%* 82.32%*  33038%* 23428  216.16%*
¢ (dfLdf2) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3, 9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3, 9876)
country Partial  .135 .066 .038 .063 .004 .029 045 024 .094 .087 062
r]2
Main effects F Q4.55%*  34.45%*  23.90%*  39.46%*  12.54% 19.17%%  27.63%*  36.68%*  B7.67** 5213k 3777w
Clust (dfLdf2) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, 9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, 9876)
luSter, Partial 174 071 051 081 027 041 058 076 131 135 078
situation and n?
country

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05
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Table 12: Cluster-level estimated marginal meanshf® product characteristics of dried fruit

Cluster BF1 BF2 BF3 BF4 BF5 BF6 BF7 BF8 BF9 BF10 BF11 BF12
Cluster 1 321 353 2.38 217 2.19 2.40 2.60 342 330 320 233 3.40
Cluster 2 3.27 3.64 2.16 2.00 1.98 2.24 2.50 3.45 3.32 318 273 3.41
Cluster 3 3.06 3.42 2.42 2.25 2.25 2.39 2.54 3.25 3.09 298 952 3.23
Cluster 4 3.08 3.52 2.31 2.12 2.04 2.29 2.47 3.26 3.09 308 952 3.08
Cluster 5 2.90 3.19 2.18 2.04 2.10 2.16 2.32 3.05 291 286  .662 3.00
Cluster 6 3.16 3.40 2.59 253 2.48 2.63 2.72 3.32 3.25 328 203 3.42
Cluster 7 3.20 3.65 2.35 2.10 2.14 2.21 2.61 3.46 3.30 326 253 3.47
Cluster 8 3.26 3.55 2.37 2.16 2.19 2.29 2.76 3.40 3.20 313 193 3.31
Cluster 9 3.61 3.98 2.19 1.93 1.87 2.14 2.62 3.82 3.65 357 643 3.72
Cluster 10 3.58 3.76 2.16 1.73 1.70 2.23 2.39 3.61 3.61 362 483 3.62
Cluster 11 3.65 3.84 2.50 2.16 2.04 2.31 2.66 3.79 3.56 359 623 3.42
Cluster 12 3.27 3.54 2.42 2.25 2.28 2.47 2.47 3.39 3.25 320 143 3.37
Cluster 13 2.89 3.25 2.57 2,57 2.47 2.59 2.59 2.95 2.91 288 702 3.12
Cluster 14 3.15 3.32 2.25 2.30 2.25 2.34 2.07 3.33 3.25 323 153 3.52
Main effect F 2551%% 22797 1069  21.71%*  22.07%%  13.40"  11.13"*  2359%% 24207  22.84™  36.33"*  16.93
Clust (dfL,df2) (13, 9876) (13,9876) (13, (13, 9876) (13, (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876) (13,9876)
uster Partial  .033 029 9876) 028 9876) 017 014 030 031 034 052 022
n2 014 028
Main effect F 2.61* 83 1.23 1.09 .90 64 69 1.90 2.93* 3.57* 6.13%* 173
ituat (dfL,df2) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876)  (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6,9876) (6, 9876)
siuaton Partial ~ .002 .001 001 .001 001 .000 .000 001 .002 .002 004 .001
nZ
Main effect F 542.95%* 397.15%% G552 15667™* 76750+  123.87%% 1575.05%* 247.34%* 25853+ 258 14% 304,52+  148.01%*
¢ (dfL,df2) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876)  (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3,9876) (3, 9876)
country Partial  .142 .108 017 046 023 036 324 .070 073 .083 .095 043
r]2
Main F 99.89%*  73.91%*  14.69%*  37.19%* 2503t D58l 227.03%% 53 37H* G5 7gMt  B7.5TRR  G8IGM*  31.EE
fect (dfLdf2) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, (22,9876) (22, (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22,9876) (22, 9876)
effects Partial  .182 142 9876) 077 9876) 054 336 106 111 129 147 066
Cluster, n? .032 055
situation

and country

***< 0.001; **< 0.01; *< 0.05
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2. Cutting fruit into pieces: Using benefit segnaian to
promote fruit consumption in Europe

2.1 Abstract

Average European fruit consumption still remainktethe recommended level and many fruit
promotion activities have not been very successthle aim of this study is to formulate
strategies to support promotion campaigns and ptatkyvelopment with regard to fruit based on
benefit segmentation in different situations. Agklarsurvey was carried out in four European
countries that consisted of questions regardingrtiportance consumers attach to food related
benefits, personal characteristics of the consunzard the fruit consumption behaviour of the
consumers. The results of this study describe seggme terms of what product benefits are most
important, what the characteristics of the consgnrethis segment are and what kind of lifestyle
and fruit consumption behaviour these consumere.h@iliis study shows that the importance
attached to the product benefits convenience, ihealtl safety seem to differ a lot between the
segments. Practical recommendations for fruit pteanocampaigns and product development
are provided.

% This study is sponsored by the European ISAFRUbjgut: www.isafruit.org
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2.2 Introduction

Over the past decades, research has confirmedcoimsumption of fresh fruit contributes to
someone’s health (WHO, 2003). Fruit consumption leaa to a lower risk for diseases like
coronary heart diseases and specific types of camc@remature death (Brug et al.,, 1995;
Gerster, 1991; Hertog et al., 1993). The World He@Irganisation recommends eating 400 gram
of fruit and vegetables per day. This advice i® algpported by the European Commission in its
European strategy on nutrition, overweight and ipeslated health issues. However, average
European fruit consumption remains well below teeommended level (Groot et al.,, 2007,
Pomerleau et al., 2004; Schreuder et al., 20073piDe promotion efforts (e.g. national “five
times a day fruit and vegetable” campaigns in Rbland Spain), only a few Mediterranean
countries, where availability of fruit is high, aceirrently meeting the recommendation on a
population level (Groot et al., 2007).

In order to increase fruit consumption, the effemtiess of promotion campaigns are
studied. However, although these studies focugpenific groups like children (e.g. Klepp et al.,
2005; Tak et al., 2008) or specific locations likerksites (Sorensen et al., 2004), these studies
look at both fruit and vegetables, thereby neghectifferences between both product groups in
for example consumption moments. In addition, the af different communication messages are
examined, such as more general messages that prah@benefits of fruit consumption (e.g.
Heimendinger et al., 1996) or tailored messagesdan stages of change that consumers are in
(e.g. Williams- Piehota et al., 2009; Van Duyn let 998; Brug et al., 1997). These studies show
that combinations of communication strategies aostreffective. Furthermore, research shows
that the majority of the fruit promotion campaigake place in North-West Europe; South-West
and South-East Europe have a limited amount of eagnp due to their nutritional habits which
already contain a high intake of fruit and vegeggioducts, whereas the new EU member states
in North-East Europe also have a limited numbernor fruit promotion campaigns at all
(Kozarzewska and Zimmermann, 2007).

Next to fruit campaigns, new product developmenansimportant vehicle to increase
fruit consumption. Studies have been carried outh wegard to different types of fruit
innovations, like new varieties, organic fruit, ifrtsnacks, enhanced fruit juices and new
packaging. Many of these studies have a technaralsf based on production (growth, storage,
and so on) or, using sensory panels, a focus asosgicharacteristics (e.g. Pascal et al., 2009;
Endrizzi, et al., 2009) and do not investigate comsr preferences and acceptance directly. In
addition, the few studies that indeed focus onnitd@s to buy and consume fruit are very
country-specific (e.g. Sabbe et al., 2008).

Evaluations of campaigns and studies on the aaoeptaf fruit innovations show that
although many activities are going on, they ark it very successful. From the literature it is
known that market segmentation is an effective toallevelop effective intervention strategies
and new fruits and fruit products that are hightgepted (e.g. Kozarzewska and Zimmermann,
2007; Pomerleau et al., 2005). Market segmentat&fers to a classification of similar
consumers into groups, for which tailored marketmgkes are to be developed. There are
multiple ways to classify consumers, for example tbe base of geographic location or
demographic characteristics, but also on the inapa# that consumers attach to product benefits.
Earlier research has demonstrated that the bewgefitsumers seek in consumption behaviour are
the fundamental basis for the existence of trueketasegments (Haley, 1968; Wind, 1978).
Segmentation of consumers on the base of theselyindebenefits of products is an effective
way to conduct marketing strategies (Young andiRel®75). So, for both profit and non-profit
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organizations targeting specific consumer segméatsed on their importance attached to
specific benefits of fruit and fruit products cam ddvantageous.

However, previous studies on consumer segmentatiohe context of food, and more
particularly in the context of fruit, did not prod such an attempt to segment European
consumers based on their underlying evaluationroflyct benefits neither for food in general
nor for food in specific consumption situations.tislugh some recent studies identified
consumer segments based on health (Geeroms 20@8) or convenience (Buckley et al., 2007),
to the best of our knowledge no studies identiiedsumer segments based on a combination of
these, and other, benefits. More specifically, nexhealth and convenience, the present study
adds taste, safety, and feelings as important kisribat consumers take into consideration when
choosing food products.

The aim of this study is to formulate strategiesstgpport promotion campaigns and
product development with regard to fruit based endfit segmentation in different situations.
Incorporating usage situations in the benefit sedai®mn is a useful basis for targeting
marketing strategy (Dickson, 1982). A large surwas carried out in four European countries.
For the five most interesting segments we expldratywroduct benefits are most important, what
the characteristics of the consumers in this segraem and what kind of lifestyle and fruit
consumption behaviour these consumers have. Thenvioh sections will explain the method
and results of this study. The final part of thiscée will discuss the results and offers pradtica
recommendations to enhance fruit consumption irog@ir
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2.3 Method

Participants

To meet the objectives of this study, a large-s@dasumer study was conducted among
European consumers. In total the sample consiste083 respondents, divided over The
Netherlands (n=560), Greece (n=514), Poland (ns5aBHd Spain (n=494). Subjects were
recruited from online panels and embody a repratigatsample of the country populations in
terms of age, gender, educational and income level.

The demographic characteristics of these respoadeatte as follows. Age was ranging
from 12 to 79 yeara\ = 38.8). The sample consisted of 50.3% females4&nt®o males. With
regard to education, notice that all countries haany distinctive educational systems. To make
comparison between countries possible three edunedtilevels, which are more or less
comparable over countries, are composed: low (elgmentary school), medium (e.g., high
school) and high (e.g., college or university).tlé total sample 4.4 % of the respondents had an
educational level that was considered as low, 26df the respondents had an educational level
that was considered as medium, and consequen@y8f the respondents had an educational
level that was considered as high. A detailed aeervof the sample characteristics for each
country is presented in Table 1.

Questionnaire

The respondents completed an online questionhaiféhe questionnaire (see Appendix A)
consisted of questions regarding the importanceswoers attach to food related benefits (Part
IV), personal characteristics of the consumerst(Pgyr lifestyle characteristics of the consumers
(Part V), and the fruit consumption behaviour & tonsumers (Part I). These four parts (I, IV,
V, and VI) answer the following questions “Whichotbproduct benefits are important for
consumers?”, “What is the demographic descriptibthe consumers?”, “What kind of lifestyle
do these consumers have?” and “What fruit consumgiehaviour do they have?”. Each part of
the questionnaire (I, 1V, V, and VI) is explaineddetail below.

Part IV. Importance of product benefits

Consumer food product benefits were identified dasethe literature (e.g., Rozin, 2006) as well
as on a qualitative study consisting of total twveefacus groups, carried out in February 2007.
Three focus groups of 6-10 persons (total N=94)ewamnducted in The Netherlands, Greece,
Poland and Spain. The results of the focus growpsuaed as input for the identification of

twelve relevant benefits for food. A detailed exgaton of the qualitative research is beyond the
scope of this article (for details we refer to Beizal., 2007). The importance of food benefits is
measured in general and for specific contexts. a&tpard to the context-specific evaluation,

respondents rated the importance of the food hisnafthree different situations (i.e., at home, at
school/work, and on the move) for one of two congtiom moments (i.e., main meal and snack).
Respondents were randomly assigned to one of tllectmsumption moments. In this way

respondents rated the importance of the food bsné&dur times, one general rating of the

benefits and three ratings for a specific situation

Food benefits.The identified benefits refer to health, conven&nsafety, taste, satiety, and

affective benefits. The benefits concernimgplthare ‘Preventing diseases/illness’ and ‘Making
me feel healthy’. ‘Not giving me dirty hands’, ‘Begj easy to take along’, ‘Being easy to eat’, and

“ For details about the construction of the questine and the results of the subsequent pilot sivelyefer to
Reinders et al. (2008).
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‘Not taking much time to eat’ are benefits thatereb convenience'Containing no pesticides’ is
asafetyorientated benefiTasteis represented by the benefit ‘Having a good taBenefits that
refer tosatietyare ‘Giving me energy’, and ‘Helping me to satisfiy hunger’. Finally, in this
study someaffective benefitare incorporated: ‘Making me feel like doing thght thing’
‘Making me feel healthy’ and ‘Making me feel likeresponsible parent’. Respondents are asked
to rate the importance of these benefits for thedd consumption in general and for their food
consumption in a specific context. More specificallespondents rate the importance of the
benefits for a main meal or a snack (consumptioomerd) in three different consumption
situations: at home, at work or school and on tlowen An example of an item for a specific
context is ‘When having your main meal at home-iGjvne energy is...". All the items should
be answered on a 5-point scale (ranging from lery"winimportant” to 5 = “very important”).

Part VI. Personal characteristics

This part of the questionnaire aims to measure W consumers are with regard to
demographics. The questions about the personaadieaistics of respondents concerned age,
gender, family status (Married/Living together, @eiDivorced/Widow or Living with your
parents), number of members of households, nunfbahildren below 18 years old, educational
level (Low, Medium or High), employment status (Hoyed, Retired, Student, Unemployed,
Housewife or In the army). With regard to househimidome, nine categories are developed
based on the minimum wage of each country. The diffierent categories were a multiplication
of this minimum wage (e.g. 4-6 times minimum wage -8 times minimum wage). This
makes the income level comparable over countrieslllf, respondents are asked whether they
are the person in the household that regularly bogsood (Yes/No) and whether they are the
person that regularly prepares the food (Yes/No).

Part V. Lifestyle

This part of the questionnaire aims to measure oredgnts’ food-related lifestyles (i.e.,
psychographic characteristic9he impact of psychographic characteristics on fpaeferences

of consumers is underlined by multiple studies.(Bagin, 2006). In the present study a selection
of these characteristics is made on the base oéléyance, 2) reliability, 3) validity, and 4)
feasibility. All the scales that are taken into @amat in the present study affect the importance
that consumers attach to the different food besieffioreover, all scales are already proven to be
reliable and valid within the literature. For eaxtale a short description and the original source
is mentioned below.

Health orientation(6 items)exist of two subscales that aim to measure thergéhealth interest
and the natural product interest of consumers. 3tede was originally developed by Roininen,
Lahteenmaki, and Tuorila (1999). In the preserdystuselection of the items is made on the base
of content. The Cronbach’s alpha of this scale Wa8.

Convenience orientation (6 itemgkfers to the extent one believes it is importhat food is
easy to prepare buy and consume. The used scal@iisally developed bylsen et al.(2007).
Cronbach’s alpha of this scale was 0.79.

Price orientation (3 itemg} one dimension of the Food-related lifestyle speament instrument

of Grunert, Brunsg, and Bisp (1993). This scalesaimmeasure the extent to which consumers
notice prices and look for bargains. The Cronbaalpba of this scale was 0.77.

Safety orientation (6 itemdhis instrument aims to measure consumers’ wories desires
about the safety of food. The items which are usadeasure the safety orientation are based on
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the items suggested by De Jonge et al. (2007)sltme selected form this original scale on the
base of content. Cronbach’s alpha of this scake Wa8.

Childhood habits (3 itemgjkefers to the extent one eats fruit routinely. Boale is originally
developed by Reinaerts et al. (2007). Cronbaclplsaabf this scale was 0.88.

Social norm (4 itemsjneasures the extent to which an individual isuierficed by his or her
social environment. The scale was based on AjzehFashbein’s (1980) original measure of
subjective norm: ‘Most people who are importantre think | should (not) eat healthy’. We
distinguish between friends, relatives, doctorexperts, and promotion campaigns as relevant,
important social influence sources. Cronbach’s alphthis scale was 0.80.

Part I. Consumption behaviour

Finally, the consumption of different fruits (appf@ach, orange juice and dried fruit) and non-
fruit products (candy bar, salty snack) is askespondents are asked to estimate how often they
consume different fruits (apple, peach, orangeejaicd dried fruit) and non-fruit products (candy
bar, salty snack). The items can be answered opanb scale (i.e., 1 = “More than 2 times a
day’, 2 = “2 times a day”, 3 = “Once a day”, 4 =63imes a week”, 5 = “1-2 times a week”, 6 =
“Less than once a week” and 7 = “Never”).

Cluster analysis

To identify consumer segments according to the mapoe of food benefits in general and for
specific contexts a cluster analysis is perform&dso-called finite mixture model is used to
identify the optimal number of benefit segmentshwihe use of the statistical program Latent
Gold (Vermunt and Magidson, 2005). To account fosveering tendencies the scores of the
respondents were centered. There are respondemishate a tendency to score low on all
different questions, while others have a tendemcysdore high on all questions. This may
possibly result in clusters of respondents withhhanswering tendencies versus clusters of
respondents with low answering tendencies. Cemasiran often used method in the consumer
segmentation literature, which reduces the poteimiigact of answering tendencies on the results.

In addition, to take into account both the genéwald benefits and the context-specific
food benefits the data was formed in an extended ohatrix (a.0., see Dillon, Frederick, and
Tangpanichdee, 1985). Respondents rated the inmgeriaf the fourteen benefits in general and
for three different situations. In this way thepesdents rated the importance of the benefits four
times. The data was structured, such that theréwaalwe variables, one for each of the twelve
different benefits. These variables havex42083 cases, one for each respondent-situation
combination. In this way the variables contain $iceres of the respondents on the general and
the situation-specific benefits. As such, a simglspondent can be placed in multiple clusters
based on his or her four benefit scores (genetantext-specific).

The finite mixture model revealed an optimal sauatiof fourteen clusters based on the
pattern of (centered) importance scores of thevsvbenefits This fourteen-cluster model had the
best model fit in terms of the CAIC (= 171196) ahd log-likelihood (= -83786). The entropy R
(= 0.90) revealed that the found clusters are lglehstinguishable from each other (McCutcheon,
1987).

ISAfruit Pillar 1, Work Package 1.2 42



D1.2.7: Cross-cultural benefit segmentation of comsrs

2.4 Results
Benefits
Table 2 shows the means of the importance of tfiereint product benefits for each of the 14
clusters. The first column reports the mean impmeascores of all respondents across the
benefits in general and in relation to specificteats (i.e. across all clusters). Relative impdrtan
benefits are (1) ‘Having a good taste’, (2) ‘Givimg energy’ and ‘Helping to satisfy my hunger’
(i.e., satiety), (3) ‘Containing no pesticidesg(j.safety) and (4) ‘Prevents diseases’ and ‘Making
me feel healthy’ (i.e., health). Convenience-ralabenefits (i.e., ‘Not giving me dirty hands’,
‘Easy to take along’, ‘Easy to eat’, and ‘Not takimuch time to eat’) are relatively less
important product benefits. However, differencegwaluation of these product benefits between
the clusters can be observed. Some clusters péatvely more importance to convenience-
related benefits (e.g., Cluster 7), whereas ottesters place relatively more importance to
health-related benefits (e.g., Cluster 9, 10 and 11

In addition, Table 3 shows the distribution of ttlesters over the different contexts. As
can be seen in the table, Cluster 13 and 14 aréexdespecific clusters. Furthermore, the
prevalence of consumer segments differs over st For example, Clusters 2 and 5 mainly
represent the home situations, whereas Clusterad48amainly represent the out-of-home
situations (i.e., at work or on the move). Notikattwe corrected in this table for the fact that th
respondents did not evaluate the benefits in @latons (in fact, each respondent evaluated only
half of the situations as was described in the otesection), but that all respondents evaluated
the product benefits in general.

Segments

In the sections below a detailed description isvigled for the five most interesting market
segments. These segments are selected basedtbe (&)ative size, which indicates the market
potential of the segment, (2) the relative impostanf certain product benefits, which indicates
how to seduce the consumers in the segment, anthg¢3)epresentation of these segments in
certain situations, which indicates where thesemssgs should be reached. Or it could be a
combination of these criteria. Together, these segsncover about 60% of the total amount of
clusters. Figure 1 shows the share of these segmelative to the other segments. In addition,
Figure 2 shows a graphical presentation of the mesnthe product benefits for the five
segments. Finally, Figure 3 shows a graphical ptesen of the means of the different
psychographic characteristics for the five segments

Indifferent and Average

The segmentindifferent and Averages the largest segment (27% of the person-sitnatio
combinations can be placed in this cluster) angctsf Cluster 1 as shown in Table 2 and 3.
Which product benefits are important for these comsrs?- The prevalence of benefits in
Indifferent and Averagdoes not represent a specific situation, but slightly linked to specific
consumption moments like the main meal situatiohahe or at work. As shown in Figure 2,
members of this segment do not have a very distme@valuation of the product benefits. Their
scores on the evaluation of the benefits are viesedo the overall mean scores on these benefits,
as can be seen in Table 2. Focussing on the relmtportance of benefits withilhe segment, it
can be seen that ‘Having a good taste’ and ‘Costam pesticides’ have a relatively high score
compared to the other benefits. Respondents instégsnent perceive ‘Not giving dirty hands’
and ‘Easy to take along’ as relatively unimportadatice, however, that related to the other
segments, these latter benefits are still relatimportant for this segment.
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Who are these consumers?Profiling Indifferent and Averageeveals that on average the
respondents are around 40 years old and relatimelg men (53%) then women belong to this
segment. With regard to educational level and irgaims segment performs on an average level.
A high percentage is married (71.7%) and the hanldetonsists in general of 2 or 4 people, and
relatively more households with children that aneler 18 years old (38.3%) are represented. As
we look at the prevalence of this cluster in thar fBuropean countries, more Dutch respondents
(28.8%) and less Greek respondents (21.3%) betotigs segment.

What kind of lifestyle and fruit consumption bebavido they have? This segment does not
stand out on any of the lifestyle characteristasscan be seen in Figure 3. Compared to the other
segments the consumption of fruit products, candy énd salty snacks of the people in
Indifferent and Averages average. In contrast, the respondents in tegment prefer self
squeezed orange juice above a whole fresh apgeamh.

Safety! and Health

This segment is based on Cluster 2 as shown ineTalsind 3 and represents 12% of the total
cases. The respondents within this segment perseiwe benefits more, and other benefits less
important compared to otheegments.

Which product benefits are important for these comsrs?- Safety! and Healtthas a higher
representation of the home situations. This mehas the importance of the food benefits is
influenced by the home situation. The benefits Wlace relatively important compared to other
segments are ‘Contains no pesticjdereventing diseasesMakes me feel healthy’ and ‘Gives
me energy’. Benefits of relative unimportance coredato the other segments are the
convenience related benefits ‘Not giving dirty tiah ‘Easy to take along’, and ‘Easy to eat’.
Who are these consumersTompared with other segments the respondentsntitie Safety!
and Healthsegment are on average 37 years old and have iaméal high educational level
(96.9%), but in contrast to what should be expeb&sbd on the education level of this segment,
they have a low to medium income (71.9%). Mosth&m are working people (72.3%) and
students (11.3%). Moreover, a considerable amofipeople live with their parents (17.6%).
More Greek respondents (35.8%) and less Dutch nefgos (19.2%) belong to this segment.
What kind of lifestyle and fruit consumption bebavido they have? This segment has a
relatively high percentage of consumers that beyfttod (79.5%). This segment is average on
health orientationN1=3.38) and safety orientatiotM€3.22) and is less convenience oriented
(M=3.03) than other segments. They have an averagaigption on apples and eat less than
average peaches. They drink slightly more self sge@ orange juice than other segments.

Convenience - Quick and easy satiety

Convenience - Quick and easy satietybased on Cluster 4 as shown in Table 2 andd3 an
represents about 9% of the total cases.

Which product benefits are important for these comsrs? - This segment has a high
representation in the out-of-home situation. Theartance of benefits is largely influenced by
the situations work/school and on the move for af main meal (18.4% and 28.5%) as snacks
(21.4% and 25.8%)n contrast with the segme8tafety! and Healthmembers oConvenience -
Quick and easy satieperceive all benefits related to convenience kgively important. ‘Easy

to eat’, ‘Easy to take along’, ‘Not take much tineeeat’, ‘Not giving me dirty hands’ are very
important for this group. Beside the conveniendated benefits, benefits as ‘Taste’ and ‘Satisfy
my hunger’ are also relatively important. The memba Convenience-Quick and Easy Satiety
perceive ‘Contains no pesticides’ and ‘Preventaliss’ as relatively unimportant.
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Who are these consumers? relatively high percentage of the peopledonvenience-Quick
and Easy Satietgre women (54.7%) and young peo=85.27). They have a relatively high
educational level (56.8%) and higher average incdevel (15.5%). Furthermore, a higher
percentage of students (16.6%) is representedsrséigment, while less than an average number
of housewives are represented (4.5%). More peaplévéng with their parents (21.8%) and less
of the people are married (60.6%). In accordandk thie aforementioned, these consumers have
on average less children under 18 years old (69.8®@king at the distribution of this segment
over the four countries, on average more Dutchamdents (28.4%) and Polish respondents
(27.3%) and less Spanish respondents (19.2%) presented in this group.

What kind of lifestyle and fruit consumption bebavido they have? Generally, consumers in
this segment are relatively less the ones who B8y906) and prepare the food (39%). When
looking at the personal orientations they are maevenience oriented=3.33) and price
oriented M=3.37). They are less than average health orie(i#<R.99) and safety oriented
(M=2.84) and less concerned about social notviw2(71). In addition, they are less influenced
by childhood habits M=3.58). This segment consumes significantly lesglespthan other
segments and has the lowest consumption of peaches.

Snacking pragmatics

This segment is based on Cluster 5 as shown ine$abland 3. Comparable to this segment is
Cluster 3 as shown in Tables 2 and 3. Cluster $ago 7% of all person-situation combinations,
and together with Cluster 3 19% of the total casesepresented.

Which product benefits are important for these comsrs?- The segmen$nacking pragmatics

is also relatively dependent upon consumption masyesnich that the importance of the benefits
is extremely influenced by the snacking situatisrsacking at home and snacking on the move).
For the segmen$nacking pragmaticaone of the benefits is more important compareth&
other segments. But there are benefits that aatively unimportant compared to other segments
which concerns mainly the affective and healthteglabenefits: ‘Feeling a responsible parent’,
‘Feel like doing the right thing’, ‘Feeling healthyand ‘Prevents diseases’. Finally, there is @so
benefit of relative importance withihe segment: ‘Taste’.

Who are these consumers?0On average the respondents wittfBmacking pragmaticsare
relatively young: 35.6 years old. Among them, atigkly high percentage is single (21.3%) or
living with their parents (20.3%) and they are nwrried. The average number of persons in
their household is 1 till 3 persons, not 4 or mpeesons. And the consumers in this segment are
less often the ones that buy the food (61%). Thexeha low income (30.4%) and a relatively
high education level (50.4%). This segment has m@reek (31.7%) and less Spanish
respondents (16.5%).

What kind of lifestyle and fruit consumption bebavi do they have? With regard to the
lifestyle characteristics of this segment, mosth&f scores on the personal orientations are less
than average: respondents in this segment arehleslth oriented N|I=2.99), safety oriented
(M=2.95) and price orientedME3.38), less concerned about social noriMsZ.69) and less
influenced by childhood habitdE3.51). These consumers do not have a very hig fheiit
consumption (whole apple, peach and self squeematye juice). Moreover, they also have a
relatively low consumption of dried fruit.
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Caring women - Health and Feelings

This segment is based on Cluster 10 as shown ile3@vand 3. Comparable to this segment are
Clusters 9 and 11 as shown in Tables 2 and 3. €IlU contains 4% of all person-situation
combinations, and together with Clusters 9 andl1% of the total cases are represented.

Which product benefits are important for these comsrs?- Representation of the segment
Caring woman-Health and Feelingsffers over situations and consumption momenishdhat
the importance of the benefits are far more tharae influenced by the main meal at home. In
contrast to théSnacking pragmaticghe consumers in th@aring woman-Health and Feelings
segment are engaged to the affective benefits. Tiney relative more weight to the benefits
‘Responsible parent’, ‘Preventing diseases’, ‘Makme feel healthy’, ‘Doing the right thing’,
‘Gives me energy’, ‘Tasty’ and ‘Contains no peste&i Benefits of relativainimportance are
convenience related: ‘Not giving me dirty hand€aSy to take along’ and ‘Not taking much
time to eat'.

Who are these consumers?The percentage of women with@aring women - Health and
Feelings (61.4%) clearly outnumbers the percentage of wommethe other segments. The
average age is 38 years old and a relatively Ilpegeentage of people in this segment is married
(66.6%). They have a high education level (55.88@),their income is low (38.2%). On average
this segment has a relatively high percentage o$éwives (10.7%). A large amount of people in
this segment have a household size of 3 persor%)(3@nd less 1l-person households are
represented in this segment (5.5%). Looking at distribution over the four countries, this
segment consists of less Dutch consumers (12.7%)n@ore Greek (32%) and Polish (33%)
consumers.

What kind of lifestyle and fruit consumption belbavido they have?- The consumers in this
segment are the ones that buy (82.7%) or preparéothd (70.9%). Their orientation on health
(M=3.69) and safetyM=3.45) is high. And they are high in price oriertat(M=3.67). On
average they are not interested in conveniedMe2(95). The consumers @aring women -
Health and Feelinghave higher scores on childhood habits=8.99) and social norm#iE3.12).
This segment contains the real fruit consumers:aitteal consumption of whole fresh apple,
peach, self squeezed orange juice and dried fsugignificant higher compared to the other
segments. On the other hand, the consumption tf sahcks is also higher compared to the
consumption of the other segments.
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2.5 Discussion

In this paper a consumer segmentation study has pessented based on different product
benefits. In this discussion we will first briefxplain the usefulness of this benefit segmentation
compared to other segmentation methods in the aliiez, followed by practical
recommendations for fruit promotion campaigns anadpct development in general and for
each segment specifically.

Usefulness of benefit segmentation

As already known from the literature the motivestéa health and convenience are usually the
most mentioned motives when asking consumers dabeut food choices (Rozin, 2006). The
mean scores of the benefits in this study show tdede is considered to be the most important
benefit compared to the other benefits (i.e., healbnvenience, safety, satiety, and feelings).
This is in accordance with the literature (e.gepite and Wardle, 1995; Pohjanheimo et al.,
2009). Those sources also show that health isativelly more important motive in food choice
than convenience. This is in line with the outcorokthe projective task in the qualitative study
that preceded this study (see Briz et al., 200%yelkas the findings in the current study, where
convenience-related benefits are regarded asrngsstant than health-related benefits.

Despite the overall importance of taste, a numliesegments also have relatively high
scores on the other benefits. This suggests tleme thre consumers who have, in particular
situations, a broader interest in food. On the rotiend, there are also segments that have
relatively low scores on all benefits, which sudgethat those consumers are (in specific
situations) less interested in food. Furthermohoagh there is not a specific segment that is
solely interested in health or convenience, theseetfits are able to make a distinction between
the different segments. Also in the literature séhtwo general benefits are often used to segment
consumers. For example, Buckley et al. (2007) peréal a segmentation study based on the
convenience food lifestyle, whereas Granzin e{(398), Geeroms et al. (2008a, 2008b), and
Glanz et al. (1998) developed segments based dthiielated motivations and subsequently
made recommendations for targeted health-promatigpendent on the main characteristics
associated with each segment identified in theidiss. In addition, the health conscious scale is
also used to group consumers with regard to h€8ijtsema et al., 2009; Hoek et al., 2004).
However, those scales, used to segment/group canswiith regard to health and convenience,
are useful to get insights in a specific benefitmmtive. In order to come closer to daily lifest i
more useful to include several benefits. Our reteahows that most consumers are interested in
a combination of benefits or motives and not justvenience or health. In addition, our study
shows that the importance attached to the procereefiis convenience, health and safety seem to
differ a lot between the segments. For examplelaigest segment (Segment 1) has an average
score on all benefits, whereas the smaller segnaatsore outspoken about a few benefits. So,
it appears to be very relevant to develop and apiifierent marketing strategies to these
different segments.

Recommendations for fruit promotion campaigns and product devel opment
Based on the discussion above, specific suggestamus recommendations for promotion
campaigns and/ or product development can be peopos

Overall strategy

As mentioned earlier, taste is the most importantefit overall and across all segments, thus
should be always taken into consideration in trermtion of fruit and the development of new
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fruit products. Thus, instead of focusing on theamance of health in attempting to change
consumers’ fruit consumption, the more promisingtsgy could be encouraging people to eat
fruits for taste reason, as is already acknowledgeohst studies (see Wansink and Westgren,
2003; Glanz et al., 1998). However, although tastems to be an overall important motive for
consumers to base their fruit choices on, our stieleals that consumers within different

segments also attach importance to other produsfite As a consequence, solely focusing
promotion strategies on taste without taking othgyortant benefits into consideration can lead
to missed opportunities for some market segmeritsrefore, in the next paragraphs we give an
overview of more specific suggestions for fruit mation for the five benefit segments described
in this study.

Indifferent and average

Above all, this is a large and very general andaye segment. Although there are some small
differences between countries, this segment is miste or less equally distributed across the
four European countries. In addition, the profifdlee segment indicates that this is the segment
of the average family (married couples with chitdwender the 18 years old). Moreover, in this
study, the segment represents about a relativalge laamount of the person-situation
combinations in this study. As such, we can expkat this segment has a relatively large
representation across the European populationaand,consequence, a high market potential, at
least in the four countries that were subject e #tudy (i.e., Spain, The Netherlands, Greece,
and Poland). Because of this high market potentias, segment is very interesting for fruit
campaigns and new product development. Based ofathdhat this segment reveals average
scores on all benefits, we suggest that in promotampaigns all these benefits should be
emphasized. On the other hand, because all bersftsmore or less equally important,
consumers in this segment are also addressed aifispgmpaigns aimed at specific benefits.
However, taste and food safety (containing no pelgs) may be stressed somewhat more as
these benefits are perceived as relatively moreortapt compared to the other benefits within
the segment. A slogan for this segment mayHoeit suits in everyday life, it is tasty, healthy,
convenient and saféWith regard to product development, for this segtma well balanced
combination of benefits which results in a prodwith overall quality can be used. Especially
the consumption of freshly squeezed orange juic@ogular in this segment. It would be
interesting to explore why this segment consumes pgloduct and translate these motives to
other fruit products. Nevertheless, the relativghrconsumption of freshly squeezed orange juice
suggests that it might be fruitful for product deygment to concentrate on freshly prepared fruit
products.

Safety! and Health

Emphasis in this segment is on the benefits safetihealth, especially for situations at home.
The results show that both employed people anceatadwho are living with their parents) have
a relatively high representation in this segmeant,doth groups do the shopping. This segment is
more heavily represented in the South-Eastern Eampegions than in the North-Western
European regions. Fruit marketers can elaboratéhisnsafety and health aspect of fruit by
emphasizing the home situation, being together, @megaring fresh fruit, in their promotion
campaigns. An example of a slogan for this segnseifiake care of yourself, fruit will take care
of you Fruit product development for this segment shaldd focus on the aspects of safety and
health. The popularity of self-squeezed orangeejunclicates that preparing fresh fruit products
by themselves is very familiar for the people iis thegment.
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Convenience - Quick and easy satiety

This is an out-of-home segment in the sense thatctnsumption moments (main meal and
snacks) are strongly related to the consumptiamasins of being at work or on the move.
Promotion campaigns as well as product developroantfocus their efforts to increase fruit
consumption on the out-of-home channel. The relewaof the convenience-related product
benefits for the consumers in this segment togetitdrout-of-nome consumption situations and
the fact that they do not buy or prepare food tledves indicates that the consumers in this
segment can almost solely be targeted by convemienpromotion campaigns. Appealing to
health and safety aspects of fruit in promotion gaigns does not seem to make much sense for
this segment. A potential slogan for this segmeay tme:Run, jump, move, go, ..... fruit suits in
between everythindgroduct development can focus on fresh readyt@educts such as juices
or salads, also because this segment containsroenswith a relatively higher income.

Snacking pragmatics

This segment can be called the ‘snack’ segmertiarsense that especially the snack situations
are represented in this segment (e.g., snackingrae as well as snacking on the move).. In fact
only taste is of relevance for consumers in thgnsnt. All the other benefits are not important,
especially when compared to the other segmentsedder, consumers in this segment are totally
not attracted by the affective benefits. This iatiés that this segment is not involved with food,
the safety of food nor with consumers’ own healbp expressed by a low health orientation and
a low safety orientation. The amount of singlethis segment is relatively high and the segment
appears to be characterized by consumers who dbaweat to take eating schedules of family
members into consideration and possibly create th@n consumption moments. This might
result in an irregular eating pattern including smgnacking behaviours (i.e., for this group, the
main meal is increasingly replaced by snackingrazigg). Promotion campaigns can allude to
the characteristics of this segment by positiorimg as a snack. For example, a slogan for this
segment can b&ake a break take a banankd addition, for this segment firms could develop
fruit products that can be used as a snack prodiud.important to keep in mind that these
consumers care about the taste and not about haylmnefit. As such, we recommend firms not
to focus on the health, safety or other charadtesi®f the snack, but only on the taste aspect,
when they are going to develop products aimedisiségment.

Caring women - Health and Feelings

The situation main meal at home is the most importactor that affects the benefits of this
segment. Most important benefits for this segmemat the affective benefits. Maintaining
physical and emotional health (of the whole faméy)d a long-term focus seems to be leading
food choice motives for the consumers in this segm€onvenience is no issue for the
consumers in this segment. In this segment, womenatthe head of the family; they are
responsible for buying and preparing the food. Téi® line with a more traditional view of the
family. Maybe that is also the reason why the Nakléstern European region has a relatively
low representation in this segment, since trad#iaole patterns are rapidly changing in this
region. Promotion campaigns could aim at women Videl responsible for the health and
wellbeing of the whole family. These campaigns #thalso pay attention to the fact that the
consumers in this segment consciously keep theiroeytheir expenditures with regard to food.
Moreover, these campaigns should focus on healtloly eanotion related aspects of fruit. In
addition, since norms of friends, relatives, angezts with regard to food consumption are very
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important for the consumers in this segment, cagmsacould strategically make use of these
information sources. A suitable slogan for thisrsegt may beEnjoy fruit, eating it together
with your loved oned-ruit campaigns in the past (like the 5-a-day [gaign) seem to have sorted
the highest effect in this segment. However, thegnsent still remains a niche segment,
something that should always be taken into conataber.

Overall conclusions

This study shows that based on benefit segmentatimore balanced strategy can be applied to
promote fruit consumption among European consurgrseans of product development and
promotion campaigns. Strategies based on bengimeetation can more effectively inform and
reach consumers with fruit products that are mordee with their motives and lifestyles. While
some segments can be reached with more generatdmpaigns, either because these segments
already have a high fruit intake or because thgchtimportance to all benefits, other segments
demand a more targeted approach to enhance fraguaaption. More importantly, when
targeting specific segments, the segments thatbeareached by a general campaign are also
addressed. For example, our study showed that Gampaigns aimed at health may be
interesting forSafety! and Healtland Caring womenwhereas positioning fruit as a quick and
tasty snack is may be more interesting @mnvenience - Quick and easy satiahd Snacking
pragmatics In addition, either strategy can be used to &ffely communicate to the members of
the first segment.

The same applies for product development. Some esatgncan be reached with a whole
range of different fruit products, whereas othegnsents have specific product needs. In our
study, product development for th@onvenience - Quick and easy satietyd Snacking
pragmaticscan focus on convenience aspects of the prodoce@ample, ready-to-eat or quick
to prepare products), whereas product developnmanthe segmentSafety! and Healthand
Caring womershould incorporate health as an important proteaefit (for example by means
of labeling or packaging).
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2.7 Tables
Table 1: Sample Characteristics
The
Netherlands  Greece Poland Spain  Total

Gender
Male (%) 48.90% 50.40% 48.00% 50.60% 49.70%
Female (%) 50.20% 49.60% 52.00% 49.40% 50.30%
Age(years, mean and (in between brackets)
standard deviation) 41.98 (12.7) 31.66(8.3) 3919 39.57 (9.5) 38.32(12.3)
Family status
Married\Living together (%) 91.3% 46.7% 63.9% 5.2 67.8%
Single\Divorced\Widow (%) 8.4% 27.4% 17.1% 22.3% 8.5P%
Living with your parents (%) 0.4% 25.9% 19.0% 10.5% 13.7%
Children
Yes (%) 42.1% 28.4% 31.7% 43.1% 36.4%
No (%) 57.9% 71.6% 68.3% 56.9% 63.6%
Number of household members
1 (%) 1.3% 15.2% 6.4% 9.9% 8.0%
2 (%) 35.4% 26.7% 27.2% 23.7% 28.4%
3 (%) 20.2% 20.4% 31.5% 27.3% 24.7%
4 (%) 31.3% 26.5% 19.6% 31.6% 27.3%
5 (%) 7.9% 8.9% 10.1% 5.7% 8.2%
>= 6 (%) 3.9% 2.3% 5.2% 1.8% 3.4%
Educational background
Low (%) 10.5% 0.6% 4.3% 1.6% 4.4%
Medium (%) 61.6% 31.3% 46.0% 45.3% 46.4%
High (%) 27.9% 68.1% 49.7% 53.0% 49.2%
Employment status
Employed (%) 73.0% 76.8% 57.7% 77.5% 71.2%
Retired (%) 5.9% .6% 14.4% 4.7% 6.4%
Student (%) 5.0% 14.0% 15.3% 4.5% 9.6%
Unemployed (%) 1.8% 3.9% 5.6% 6.3% 4.3%
Housewife (%) 13.9% 2.1% 6.8% 6.5% 7.5%
In the army (%) 0.4% 2.5% 0.2% 0.6% 0.9%
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Table 1: Sample Characteristics (continued)

The
Netherlands  Greece Poland Spain Total
Responsible for buying food?
Yes (%) 68.0% 85.2% 80.6% 76.3% 77.3%
No (%) 32.0% 14.8% 19.4% 23.7% 22.7%
Responsible for preparing food?
Yes (%) 67.0% 65.4% 67.0% 63.6% 65.8%
No (%) 33.0% 34.6% 33.0% 36.4% 34.2%
Income
< minimum wage € (%) 1.4% 8.8% 3.7% 1.8% 3.9%
minimum wage — 2 * minimum wage (%) 1.8% 26.5% .5% 6.7% 10.9%
2* minimum wage — 3* minimum wage
(%) 7.1% 20.4% 16.3% 13.2% 14.1%
3* minimum wage — 4* minimum wage
(%) 10.7% 13.8% 16.9% 15.8% 14.2%
4* minimum wage — 6* minimum wage
(%) 16.6% 8.0% 20.2% 24.1% 17.1%
6* minimum wage — 8* minimum wage
(%) 16.3% 3.7% 10.1% 8.7% 9.8%
8* minimum wage — 10* minimum wage
(%) 17.0% 0.2% 3.9% 5.7% 6.9%
10* minimum wage — 15* minimum wage
(%) 5.0% 2.1% 1.4% 3.6% 3.1%
> 15* minimum wage (%) 2.3% 3.3% 2.1% 1.0% 2.2%
I do not know / | do not want to answer 21.8% 9.2 15.9% 19.4% 17.7%
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Table 2: Means for product benefits for fourtearsters

Cluster

Total

1

2

3

4

5

6

10 11

12

13

14

Prevents
diseases (H)
Giving energy
(Sa)

Not giving
dirty hands
(©)

Easy to take
along (C)
Easy to eat
(©)
Containing no
pesticides (S)
Not taking
much time to
eat (C)
Satisfying
hunger (Sa)
Making me
feel healthy
(H)

Making me
feel doing the
right thing (A)
Making me
feel
responsible
parent (A)
Having a
good taste (T)

3.95

4.18

3.52

3.66

3.76

4.19

3.67

4.00

3.96

3.77

3.88

4.30

4.05

4.16

351

3.66

3.75

4.20

3.64

3.95

4.02

3.82

3.85

4.26

421

4.34

3.13

3.34

3.44

4.52

3.43

3.92

421

3.91

4.09

4.48

3.47

3.95

3.55

3.65

3.78

4.19

3.69

3.88

3.44

3.17

3.29

4.27

3.58

4.20

3.67

3.72

3.86

3.84

3.72

4.15

3.68

3.42

3.67

4.43

3.30

3.78

3.27

3.37

3.53

3.81

3.43

3.74

3.31

3.05

3.04

4.08

3.79

3.80

3.74

3.76

3.78

3.83

3.78

3.79

3.80

3.78

3.76

3.82

4.17

4.36

3.78

4.10

4.19

4.25

4.14

4.24

4.26

411

4.18

441

3.80

4.18

3.66

3.84

3.96

4.12

3.89

4.07

3.83

3.53

3.65

4.30

4.65

4.70

3.85

4.07

4.15

4.60

3.88

4.56

4.67

4.64

4.73

4.71

4.7166 4

4.6372 4

3.1868 3

3.3989 3

3.5302 4

4.4633 4

3.4977 3

4.1844 4

4.6869 4

4.6564 4

47472 4

4.5759 4

4.04

4.03

3.80

3.74

3.80

4.36

3.76

3.87

391

3.87

3.80

4.04

3.45

3.57

3.31

3.37

3.41

4.25

3.35

3.55

3.46

3.41

3.40

3.61

4.53

4.48

3.85

4.04

4.10

4.00

3.94

4.35

4.48

4.43

4.40

4.44

H= health-related product benefits
C= convenience-related product benefits
S = safety-related product benefits

Sa = satiety-related product benefits
A = affective benefits

T = taste

NB. Evaluations of product benefits are measured scale ranging from 1 (Totally unimportant) to/&ry

important).
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Table 3: Distribution of clusters over the differeonditions (in percentages)

Cluster 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
General 264 120 11.8 1.0 6.6 19.1 11.0 55 18.8 17.7 14124.1 0.0 0.0
Context 1

(Home, meal) 147 395 5.1 1.9 16.5 14.1 4.1 1.9 109 250 1783 10.6 14.1
Context 2

(Home, snack) 11.7 303 10.8 2.1 33.0 9.1 7.2 4.4 10.2 154 1412.0 20.7 7.7
Context 3

(Work, meal) 15.1 5.9 14.4 185 8.9 179 191 190 146 15.0 61416.2 152 154
Context 4

(Work, snack) 10.2 438 190 216 111 127 212 253 164 104.813215 20.2 205
Context 5

(Move, meal) 12.3 4.3 17.3 28.8 9.7 15.3 194 18.7 15.3 9.2 13105 13.6 23.1
Context 6

(Move, snack) 9.6 33 215 260 141 117 180 251 138 7.3 12183 19.7 19.2

NB. The percentages in this table are correctedherfact that the respondents did not evaluaté#mefits in all
situations (in fact, each respondent evaluated balfyof the situations as was described in thenowsection), but
that all respondents evaluated the product beriafggeneral.
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Figure 1: Relative size of the five consumer segseonsidered in this study

@ Indifferent and Average

W Safety! and Health

W Pragmatics- Food is a Necessity

W Convenience- Quick and easy satiety
W Caring woman, Health and feelings

[ Other segments
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Figure 3: Mean scores on lifestyle characterigtcghe five segments
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3  Appendix

3.1 Questionnaire on fruit and fruit product preferences
Condition A, main meal
Condition B, snack

Dear Sir/Madam,

Four partners are carrying out an internationadystan preferences for fruit. We would be very peshig
you would be willing to spend some of your timdilicout the questionnaire for us. Your answersl \é
very valuable to us. Please note that there ammect or wrong answers. The only thing that vee ar
interested in is your own preferences for fruituvtto not have to think long about each questiorurYo
first reaction is often the best. Of course, yawsveers will be processed in an anonymous way aptl ke
confidential. It will take less than 30 minuteditbin the questionnaire.

Thanking you in advance
The European research team of Netherlands, GrBetamd and Spain
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I. FRUIT CONSUMPTION

Question 1
On average, how often do you consume the followimoducts?
More than | 2 times | Once a| 3-6 times| 1-2 times| Less than | Never
2 times a a day day aweek | aweek once a
day week
1) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6) ()
Whole apple
Whole peach

Chocolate bar, for
example Mars

Orange juice
squeezed by yourse

==

Salty snacks, for
example chips or
peanuts

Dried fruits, for
example raisins and
plums
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. CONSUMER PREFERENCES

Answer the following questions for the 3 differaituations, please indicate for each of the six béten
you eat or drink it in a particular situation.

Question 2

Condition A: Imagine you are at home and you havegur main meal, how often would you like to eat or
drink each product as part of your main meal?

Condition B: Imagine you are at homeand you have a shack, how often would you like taagor drink

each product?

Never | Sometimes| Regularly | Often Always
1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
a. Whole apple
b. Whole peach
c. Chocolate bar, for example Mars
d. Orange juice squeezed by yourself

e. Salty snacks, for example chips or
peanuts

f. Dried fruits, for example raisins or
plums

Question 3

Condition A: Imagine you are at work or at school ad you have your main meal, how often would you

like to eat or drink each product as part of your nmain meal?

Condition B: Imagine you are at work or at schooland you have a snack, how often would you like tae

or drink each product?

Never

Sometimes

Regularly

Often

Always

1)

(2)

®3)

(4)

(5)

a. Whole apple

b. Whole peach

c. Chocolate bar, for example Mars

d. Orange juice squeezed by yourself

e. Salty snacks, for example chips or
peanuts

f. Dried fruits, for example raisins or
plums
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Question 4
Condition A: Imagine you are on the movend you have your main meal, how often would youKe to
eat or drink each product as part of your main me&?

Condition B: Imagine you are on the movend you have a snack, how often would you like taéor
drink each product?

Never | Sometimes | Regularly| Often Always

(1) (2) 3) (4) ()

a. Whole apple

b. Whole peach

c. Chocolate bar, for example Mars

d. Orange juice squeezed by yourself

e. Salty snacks, for example chips or
peanuts

f. Dried fruits, for example raisins or
plums
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[ll. PERCEPTION OF FRUIT AND FRUIT PRODUCTS

For each of the 6 products that you saw in the préous questions, please indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with the 14 statements.

Question 8
Strongly Rather Neither agree | Rather | Strongly
disagree disagree | nor disagree | agree Agree
(Eating) an apple: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

- prevents diseases/iliness

- gives me energy

- gives me dirty hands

- is difficult to take along

- is difficult to eat

- contains a lot of pesticides

- takes time

- helps me to satisfy my
hunger

- makes me feel healthy

- makes me feel I'm doing th¢
right thing

U

- makes me feel like a
responsible parenbfily when
you have children)

-is fun

- has a good taste

- brings back good memories
from my childhood

Question 9
Strongly Rather Neither agree | Rather | Strongly
disagree disagree | nor disagree | agree Agree
(Eating) a peach: (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)

- prevents diseases/illness

- gives me energy

- gives me dirty hands

- is difficult to take along

- is difficult to eat

- contains a lot of pesticides

- takes time

- helps me to satisfy my
hunger

- makes me feel healthy

- makes me feel I'm doing th¢
right thing

3%

- makes me feel like a
responsible parenbfily when
you have children)

-is fun
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- has a good taste

- brings back good memories
from my childhood

Question 10

Strongly Rather Neither agree | Rather | Strongly
disagree disagree | nor disagree | agree | Agree

(Eating) a chocolate bar, for

example Mars: (1) (2) (3) (4) ()

- prevents diseases/illness

- gives me energy

- gives me dirty hands

- is difficult to take along

- is difficult to eat

- takes time

- helps me to satisfy my

hunger

- makes me feel healthy

- makes me feel I'm doing

the right thing

- makes me feel like a

responsible parendfily when

you have children)

- is fun

- has a good taste

- brings back good memories

from my childhood

Question 11

Strongly Rather Neither agree | Rather | Strongly
disagree disagree | nor disagree | agree | Agree

Orange juice squeezed by

yourself 1) 2) 3) (4) (5)

- prevents diseases/iliness

- gives me energy

- gives me dirty hands

- is difficult to take along

- is difficult to drink

- contains a lot of pesticides

- takes time

- helps me to satisfy my
hunger

- makes me feel healthy

- makes me feel I'm doing
the right thing

- makes me feel like a
responsible parendfily when
you have children)
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-is fun

- has a good taste

- brings back good memories
from my childhood

Question 12

Strongly Rather Neither agree | Rather | Strongly
disagree disagree | nor disagree | agree | Agree

(Eating) salty snacks, for

example chips or peanuts: (1) (2) (3) (4) ()

- prevents diseases/iliness

- gives me energy

- gives me dirty hands

- is difficult to take along

- is difficult to eat

- takes time

- helps me to satisfy my

hunger

- makes me feel healthy

- makes me feel I'm doing

the right thing

- makes me feel like a

responsible parendfily when

you have children)

- is fun

- has a good taste

- brings back good memories

from my childhood

Question 13

Strongly Rather Neither agree | Rather | Strongly
disagree disagree | nor disagree | agree | Agree

(Eating) dried fruits, for (1) @) 3) 4) )

example raisins or plums:

- prevents diseases/iliness

- gives me energy

- gives me dirty hands

- is difficult to take along

- is difficult to eat

- contains a lot of pesticides

- takes time

- helps me to satisfy my
hunger

- makes me feel healthy

- makes me feel I'm doing
the right thing

- makes me feel like a
responsible parenbfily when
you have children)
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-is fun

- has a good taste

- brings back good memories
from my childhood
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IV. EVALUATION OF PRODUCT BENEFITS

The previous statements have been about diffevedtgroducts, but the following statements are abou

food products in general.

Please indicate the importance of the following 18enefits for your food consumption in general.

Question 14Nhen consuming food

Rather N either Rather Very
Very - important
: Unimportan Importan | Importan
unimportant i or t t
unimportant
1) 2) 3) (4) (5)

- Preventing diseases/illness
is

- Giving me energy is

- Not giving me dirty hands
is

- Being easy to take along ig

- Being easy to eat is

- Containing no pesticides ig

- Not taking much time to eat
is

- Helping me to satisfy my
hunger is

- Making me feel healthy is

- Making me feel like doing
the right thing is

- Making me feel a
responsible parent isifly
when you have children)

- Being fun is

- Having a good taste is

- Bringing back good
memories from my childhoo
is

~

Could you now indicate the importance of the 13dfiesfor each of the 3 situations you have sedorée

Condition A: When having your main meal at home

Condition B: When having a snack at home

Question 15
Rather N either Rather Very
Very - important
: Unimportan Importan | Importan
unimportant i or t ¢
unimportant
) ) 3 4) 5)
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- Preventing diseases/illness
is

- Giving me energy is

- Not giving me dirty hands
is

- Being easy to take along ig

- Being easy to eat is

- Not taking much time to eat

- Helping me to satisfy my
hunger is

- Making me feel healthy is

- Making me feel like doing
the right thing is

- Making me feel a
responsible parent isifly
when you have children)

- Being fun is

- Having a good taste is

- Bringing back good
memories from my childhoo
is

.

Condition A: When having your main meal at work or at school

Condition B: When having a snack at work or at schol

Question 16
Rather N either Rather Very
Very - important
: Unimportan Importan | Importan
unimportant i or i t
unimportant
1) (2) 3) (4) (5)

- Preventing diseases/illness
is

- Giving me energy is

- Not giving me dirty hands
is

- Being easy to take along ig

- Being easy to eat is

- Not taking much time to eat
is

- Helping me to satisfy my
hunger is

- Making me feel healthy is

- Making me feel like doing
the right thing is

- Making me feel a
responsible parent isifly
when you have children)
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- Being fun is

- Having a good taste is

- Bringing back good
memories from my childhoo
is

|
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Condition A: Situation 3: When having your main med on the move

Condition B: Situation 6: When having a snack on te move

Question 17
Rather Nelther Rather Very
very Unimportan Important Importan | Importan
unimportant i P or i P t P
unimportant
) 2 3 4) ©)]

- Preventing diseases/illness
is

- Giving me energy is

- Not giving me dirty hands
is

- Being easy to take along ig

- Being easy to eat is

- Not taking much time to eat

- Helping me to satisfy my
hunger is

- Making me feel healthy is

- Making me feel like doing
the right thing is

- Making me feel a
responsible parent isifly
when you have children)

- Being fun is

- Having a good taste is

- Bringing back good
memories from my childhoo
is

.
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V. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

- Please indicate the extent to which you agree disagree with the next 3 statements.

Question 21

Strongly
disagree

Rather
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Rather
agree

Strongly
Agree

1)

)

3)

(4)

Q)

| eat fruits routinely

Eating fruit suits me

| have been eating fruits since |
was a child

- Please indicate the extent to which you agree disagree with the next 14 statements.

Question 22

Strongly
disagree

Rather
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Rather
agree

Strongly
Agree

(1)

()

3)

(4)

()

The healthiness of food has little
impact on my food choices

| am very particular about the
healthiness of the food | eat

| eat what | like and | do not worry
much about the healthiness of foqg

d

It is important to me that my diet i
low in fat

2

| always follow a healthy and
balanced diet

It is important to me that my daily
diet contains a lot of vitamins and
minerals

The healthiness of snacks makes
difference to me

no

| do not avoid foods, even if they
may raise my cholesterol

| try to eat foods that do not
contain additives

| do not care about colorants and
taste enhancers in my daily diet

| do not eat processed foods,
because | do not know what they
contain

| would like to eat only organically
grown fruit

In my opinion, artificially
flavoured foods are not harmful fg
my health

=

In my opinion, organically grown
foods are not better for my health
than those grown conventionally
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- Please indicate the extent to which you agree disagree with the next 5 statements.

Question 23
Strongly | Rather Neither agree Rather | Strongly
disagree | disagree | nor disagree agree | Agree
1) 2) 3) (4) (5)

| prefer food that is easy to buy

| prefer food that is easy to prepare

The less physical effort (work,
energy) | need to buy and prepar
food, the better

e

| prefer meals that can be prepar
and consumed quickly

ed

| prefer food that requires only
little planning

- Please indicate the extent to which you agree disagree with the next 3 statements.

Question 24
Strongly | Rather Neither agree Rather | Strongly
disagree | disagree | nor disagree agree | Agree
1) 2 3) 4) 5)
| always check prices, even on
small items
| notice when products | buy
regularly change in price
| look for ads in the newspaper far
store specials and plan to take
advantage of them when | go
shopping
Please indicate the extent to which you agree orddigree with the next 9 statements.
Question 25
Strongly | Rather Neither agree Rather | Strongly
disagree | disagree | nor disagree agree | Agree
1) 2) 3) 4) (5)

When | was a child, | ate a lot of
fruit

When | was a child, there was
always fruit available at home

When | was a child, eating fruit
was something that suited me

When | was a child | liked fruit a
lot

When | was a child | enjoyed
eating fruit

When | was a child, my family
used to eat fruit together

When | was a child eating fruit wa
a pleasure for me

[72)

When | was child | used to eat fru

at specific times
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When | was a child, eating fruit
was a daily routine
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- Please indicate the extent to which you agree disagree with the next 10 statements.

Question 26

Strongly
disagree

Rather
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Rather
agree

Strongly
Agree

1)

)

(©)

(4)

(©)

It happens that | eat food that hag
passed the expiration date

| always wash my hands before |
start cooking

| worry about the safety of food
that is for sale in supermarkets ar
restaurants

d

The risks associated with food
safety tend to be overrated in the
media

| am confident that food products
are safe

| worry about the safety of food

| feel uncomfortable regarding the
safety of food

| worry more about the safety of
food than other people do

| express my worries about safety
of food to others

| try to inform myself as much as
possible about the safety of food

- Please indicate the extent to which you agree disagree with the next 3 statements.

Question 27

Strongly
disagree

Rather
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Rather
agree

Strongly
Agree

1)

(2)

(©)

(4)

(5)

| prefer salty food over sweet food

| prefer sweet food over sour food

| prefer salty food over sour food
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Question 28
When | eat an apple | prefer it to be

1 2 3 4 5
Not sweet o] o] o] o] o] Very sweet
Not sour o] o] o] o] o] Very sour
Not fruity or grassi o] o] 0] 0 o] Very fiypit
Unripe o] o] 0 o] o] Very ripe
Very firm o] 0 0 o] o] Very soft
Very mealy o] o] o] 0 o] Very Juicy
Question 29
When | eat a peach | prefer it to be

1 2 3 4 5
Not sweet o] o] o] o] o] Very sweet
Not sour o] o] o] o] o] Very sour
Not fruity or grassi o] o] o] 0 o] Very fiypit
Unripe o] o] o] o] o] Very ripe
Very firm o] o] o] o] o] Very soft
Very mealy o] o] o] 0 o] Very Juicy

- Please indicate the extent to which you agree disagree with the next 4 statements.
Question 30

Strongly Rather Neither agree Rather | Strongly
disagree | disagree | nor disagree agree | Agree

1) ) ®3) (4) ()

It is important to me what my
friends think | should eat

It is important to me what
doctors/experts think | should eat

It is important to me what my
relatives think | should eat

It is important to me what
(promotion) campaigns think |
should eat

- Please indicate whether the following 11 statememnare true or false
Question 31

True | False

@ | @

A medium sized apple contains more calories tharedium sized banana

Eating fruit is only beneficial for the health whalso vegetables are eaten daily

Adding an extra piece of fruit to the diet resitsveight loss

It is generally recommended to eat at least 2 @ustdf fruit each day

It is generally recommended to eat not more thaagiortions of fruit each day

Scientific evidence in general indicates that & dién lots of fruit may prevent certain
cancers
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Scientific evidence in general says that a diet \ts of fruit prevents coronary diseases

Scientific evidence in general says that a diel \ats of fruit prevents sunburns

Scientific evidence in general says that certaiitdprevent digestion problems

Scientific evidence in general says that a diet \gts of fruit helps you to stay alert

In general, one fresh fruit contains more fibremtbne slice of brown or fibre-enriched
bread
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VI. Background information

Finally ....

What is your favourite fruit when you are .....

at home and you have your mainmeal |

at work or at school and you have your mainmeal | ...

on the move and you have your main meal

at home and you have a shack

at work or at school and you haveasnack |

on the move and you haveasnack L

Gender: (1) Male (2) Female

Could you please indicate your age?

Could you please indicate your country of birth?

Could you please indicate the country of birth of gur parents?

(1) Father: (2) Mother:

Could you please indicate what your status is?

(1) Married/Living together (2) Single/Divorced/\\igk (3) Living with your parents??
Could you please indicate the number of members gbur household (including yourself):
D1 22 (33 @4 (55 (6)60rmore

Do you have children under 18 years old?1) Yes (2) No

If yes, how many children do you have under 18 yearold

Are you one of the persons in the household who relgrly buys the food yes/no

Are you one of the persons in the household who relgrly prepare the food yes/no
Could you please indicate your educational backgrawd?

(1) Low (elementary school)  (2) Medium (high school  (3) High (University College)
What is your employment status?

(1) Employed (2) Retired (3) Student (4) Unemployed (5) Housewife (6) In the army
In which of the following categories was your famit income (net) last month?
(1) < minimum wage €

(2) minimum wage — 2 * minimum wage €
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(3) 2* minimum wage — 3* minimum wage €

(4) 3* minimum wage — 4* minimum wage €

(5) 4* minimum wage — 6* minimum wage €

(6) 6* minimum wage — 8* minimum wage €

(7) 8* minimum wage — 10* minimum wage €

(8) 10* minimum wage — 15* minimum wage €

(9) > 15* minimum wage

(10) | do not know / | do not want to answer

ISAfruit Pillar 1, Work Package 1.2 79



