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Using a Discrete Choice Experiment to Elicit Consumers’ WTP for

Health Risk Reductions Achieved By Nanotechnology in the UK

Abstract

We present research findings on consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP) for reductions in the level of
foodborne health risks. The research addresses how such valuations are affected by the means of which
the risk reduction is delivered and the methods of risk presentations used in choice tasks. In this case, the
research has two treatments. In the first treatment, the comparison is between risk reductions achieved by
an improvement in the food system in general (e.g., more stringent regulations and inspection regimes)
within the slaughter and meat processing stages of the food chain, as opposed to a risk reduction achieved
via innovations in food packaging using nanotechnology, which is the use of nanosensors in packaging. If
there is a contamination in packaging, nanosensors reveal a colour change on the packaging material. In
the second treatment, the comparison is between valuations of risk reductions in which reductions in risks
are presented via absolute values and grids and absolute values together. Both comparisons are achieved
via split sample Discrete Choice Experiment surveys. The difference between consumers’ valuations of
foodborne risk reductions provides an implicit value for nanotechnology (i.e., WTP to avoid) and the
effect of risk grids on choices people make. General results show the existence of heterogeneity in British
consumers’ preferences. The effects of nanosensors and risk grids on consumers’ choices are not strong
across the models. The valuations of health risk reductions show some variations across the models in
both treatment groups.
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1 Introduction

There has been an increasing concern over the human health risks posed by recent food issues. The
Health Protection Agency (HPA) of the UK estimated that around 1 million people suffer from
foodborne illnesses annually. Of these people, around 20,000 are hospitalised, and 500 die. Such
foodborne diseases and outbreaks have prompted an increasing concern among public in recent years

over food safety.

Associated with the health impacts of food poisonings, there are economic costs. The HPA estimated that
each year in the UK foodborne illnesses cost around £1.5 billion'. The ineffective and less stringent
mitigating strategies in the food supply chain have continued to result in foodborne illnesses and pose
risks to public health. This has increased demand for better safety practices and more stringent
regulations that ensure the safety of foods in the entire chain as such new technologies and strategies

have been developed to provide better and safer foods.

Novel food technologies and their application in food production, however, can be very sensitive issues.
They can be beneficial in terms of providing more effective production techniques (e.g. increased yield)
producing new tastes, textures, and flavours, or ensuring improved safety during shelf life of foods. Their
acceptability and future uses, however, can be affected by how they are perceived. For example, a study
by Frewer et al. (1998) showed that people tend to perceive GM foods as harmful, threatening, and risky.
This contentious history of GM foods in the UK and EU has shown that there can be strong reaction and
opposition to new technologies. The other factors influencing perceptions of novel technologies include
media coverage, general underlying attitudes, beliefs and preferences. Among these factors, the level of
trust a person has in the food system (producer, processor, and retailer) and in the regulatory process

watching over it, is likely to be critical.

This research investigates British consumers’ preferences towards the use of a novel food technology,
nanotechnology, as a means of reducing foodborne illnesses. Nanotechnology does this by providing new
materials and structures at the nano scale (i.e., 1 in a billionth of a scale) which have special properties
stemming from their nano structures. The application of nanotechnology in this research is the use of
nanosensors which deliver quantifiable reduction on food poisoning risk by showing a change in colour

when food is unsafe to eat. The value of the risk reduction delivered in this way is evaluated against

! This includes NHS costs, lost earnings, other expenses, and the cost of pain and suffering.



equivalent values achieved in a less controversial manner (e.g., more stringent regulations) in the
conventional food chain. This is implemented by conducting split-sample choice experiment surveys
investigating people’s willingness to pay for health risk reductions attributable to raw whole chicken
achieved by (i) an improvement in the food system in general and (ii) nanosensors in packaging that
reveal unsafe pathogen levels. In this latter case the credence attributes of raw whole chicken (e.g.,

safety) turn into search attributes (e.g., appearance).

Given previous research findings on the difficulties of conveying and understanding changes in small
probabilities, the research also examines the effects of different risk presentations on willingness-to-pay
(WTP) values for the health risk reductions offered. We use two different risk presentations: absolute
numbers with and without visual grids, to communicate changes in the level of food poisoning level

attributable to chicken.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 reviews the literature on consumers’
perception of food safety and attitudes towards new food technologies. This section focuses on concerns,
awareness, and attitudes to nanotechnology. We then review methods used to investigate consumers’
valuation of risk reductions. The contributions of the study are also provided in this section. Section 3
explains study design and data collection, and Section 4 introduces the models employed to analyse the

data. Section 5 contains the results, and the final section summarises the paper.
2 Literature and Our Contributions
A Novel Technology: Nanotechnology

Nanotechnology is one of the novel technologies currently receiving increasing attention in the UK and
elsewhere. It is one the emerging technologies identified by the Food Standards Agency of the UK as
requiring greater research on the public’s perceptions of it. It is an area of science that creates and

manipulates materials in nanoscale (i.e., one in a billionth scale).

The potential application of the nanotechnology to food science and technology is emerging. It is
expected to have the biggest impact on agriculture (nanoparticles and nanoemulsions in pesticides), food

safety (nanosensors), new product development (formulation, packaging), and food processing

2 Other novel technologies identified by FSA are cloning, biotechnology, synthetic biology, genetic modification, irradiation,
and functional foods.



technologies (nanofilters) (Stampfli et al., 2010; Marette et al., 2009; Augustin and Sanguansri, 2009;
Chaudhry et al., 2008, 2009; Lyndhurst, 2009; Illuminato, 2009; Kuzma, 2006; Moraru et al., 2003 and

many more).

Nanotechnology in food packaging is one of the potential applications that has brought much attention
recently (Stampfli et al., 2010). Some studies showed that nanostructures can be used in smart packages
that sense the surrounding environment and allow consumers to know when there is contamination or a
pathogen detected (Parr-Vasquez et al., 2003; Yam et al., 2005; Dunn, 2004). Nanosensors are good
examples of such innovations in food packaging. They are composed of structures that can detect gases
released by food when it is contaminated, and change colour to alert consumers when food is spoiled
(Augustin and Sanguansri, 2009). For example, in a lab study, Gfeller et al. (2005) showed that

nanosensors can be used to detect active E.coli.

Although nanotechnology has promising applications in many sectors, there is concern over its use in the
food industry (Stampfli et al., 2010; Marette et al., 2009; Kuzma and ver Hage, 2006). Currently, there is
a lack of information on the health and environmental impacts of such technologies. In the UK it has
been argued that nanotechnology implementation needs more research on any human toxicological
impacts of residue nanomaterials in foods before being used in food production and packaging (House of
Lords Science and Technology Committee, 2010). Uncertainty involved in this technology raises concern
amongst the public. The public’s experience with previous technologies, such as genetic modification,
suggests that caution is required regarding the introduction of nanotechnology. It is therefore very
important to assess views and preferences held by public for nanotechnology and for foods produced by

this new technology.

A recent FSA report on emergent technologies (Lyndhurst, 2009) showed that people have concerns
towards nanotechnologies in general. More specifically, they worry about the technology’s effectiveness,
long-term side-effects, and the ability to ensure safety. The public question whether the use of this

technology in food systems would be beneficial to them.

The report also shows that people have a low level of awareness of nanotechnologies in general, both in
the UK and elsewhere. For example, a UK survey study’ by the Royal Society and the Royal Academy of
Engineering (2004) found that only 29% of participants said they had heard of the term and only 19% of

3 A nationally representative sample of 1005 people aged 15 or over in Great Britain.



them were able to describe what nanotechnologies were. Another recent study by Kahan et al. (2008)*

from the USA found that 92% had heard either “little” or “nothing at all” about nanotechnologies.

While, in general, awareness towards nanotechnologies appears to be low, some studies show that
attitudes towards them are for the most part positive (see the Royal Society and the Royal Academy of
Engineering, 2004). The Royal Society and the Royal Academy of Engineering survey showed that,
among people who knew what nanotechnologies were, 68% thought nanotechnologies would make life
better in the future, while only 4% thought they would make things worse. Some UK and US studies
support these findings, e.g., Lee et al., (2005)° and Macoubrie (2006)°. However, there have still been

concerns expressed over nanotechnologies in the UK Nanologue (2006).

Acceptability of nanotechnologies in foods is a more critical issue than in other applications. Some
studies showed that people were more willing to accept nanotechnologies in industries other than the
food industry (e.g., Nanologue’, 2006; Lyndhurst, 2009). However, the public’s preferences for
nanotechnology may also depend on how they will be used in the food industry. For example, Siegrist et
al. (2008) found that the use of nanotechnologies in food packaging was viewed more favourably than
their use in food production, which may result in nanoparticle residues in foods. Some studies, on the
other hand, found that people are willing to buy foods produced using nanotechnologies (e.g., Cook and
Fairweather, 2006).

Risk Format Effect on WTP Estimates

All Stated Preference studies involve conveying information to respondents. If the study involves
changes in risks then the task is more daunting as communicating information about changes in risk
levels is accepted to be a challenging task. Additionally, people may have different familiarity with

different risk presentations. The way risks are presented to people can have significant effects on their

* A nationally representative online survey that included 1600 respondents.

> A nationally representative telephone survey that included 706 respondents.

%Study with 177 participants in 3 locations: Spokane, Washington; Dallas, Texas; and Cleveland, Ohio.

" Nanalogue is a research consortium composed of 4 institutes: Wuppertal from Germany, EMPA from Switzerland, Forum for
the Future from the UK, and triple innova from Germany. More details on them can be accessible at:
http://www.nanologue.net/

Nanologue study is an EU funded 6th Framework Programme project looking at the social, ethical and legal implications of
nanotechnology. The project consortium of this 21-month old project is composed of the Wuppertal Institute in Germany,
Forum of the Future in the UK, EMPA (Swiss Federal Laboratories for Materials Testing and Research), and triple innova of
Germany.



understanding of risks and reductions in the level of risks. This may then affect their valuations of risk

reductions.

There are various ways of conveying risks to survey respondents. Absolute values (i.e., numbers),
relative values (i.e., percentage changes), and visual aids are some of the modes used in survey studies.
Among these modes, absolute and relative values are the most commonly used modes in the literature.
Absolute values, i.e. numbers, have been used in various studies investigating risks (e.g.,Akgungor et al.,
1992; Baker, 1998; Brown et al., 2005; Burton et al., 2001; Crutchfield et al., 1997; Cowan et al., 2000;
Hayes et al., 1995; Mourata et al., 2000; Rosen et al., 1998).

For example, in a choice experiment, Baker (1998) used absolute values (i.e. 1 in 10,000) to present
cancer risks due to the consumption of pesticides on apples. Similarly, Mourato et al. (2000) used
absolute values in their contingent valuation study to present the health impacts of pesticides (e.g., 100

cases of ill health per year).

Alternatively, some studies use probabilities to convey risks to survey respondents (e.g., Huang et al.,
2000; Goldberg and Roosen, 2007; Buzby et al., 1995; van Ravenswaay and Hoehn, 1991; Eom, 1992,
1994; Lin and Milon, 1995). For example, Goldberg and Roosen (2007) examined consumers’ valuations
of foodborne risk reductions in a choice experiment study. They presented the levels of risks in terms of

probabilities (i.e., 0%, 40%, 80%).

In addition to absolute and relative risk levels, visual presentations can also be used for conveying risks
to respondents. For example, Baker (1998) used photographic representation of different defects on
apples when eliciting consumers’ WTP for food safety. In a contingent valuation survey study, Krupnick
et al. (2000) used risk grids to elicit Canadians’ WTP for mortality risk reductions. They showed
respondents two risk grids composed of 1000 squares, each square representing the chance of death. They
then asked people to indicate which one of the persons shown in two grids was most likely to die in the
given time period. Another study investigating people’s WTP for risk reductions is Alberini et al. (2004).
They used a grid of 1000 squares representing two types of risks: white squares represented survival and
red squares represented the death. In a similar study, Adamowicz et al. (2007) used risk grids to indicate
the number of people who would get microbial illness and bladder cancer, and people who would die.
They represented these three categories of risks (i.e., microbial illness, bladder cancer, and death) with

different colours in the grid. In addition to a visual grid, they also used absolute numbers to estimate the



value of health risk reductions delivered by a clean water program. In another choice study, Cameron and
DeShazo (2002) used risk grids, along with absolute and relative values to show risk reductions achieved
by a hypothetical program that would reduce the risk of experiencing specific illnesses over current and
future periods of people’s life. Unlike others, Loomis et al. (1993) used risk ladders and pie charts in their
survey study on Californians” WTP for reductions in exposure to hazardous waste. They also compared
WTP estimates from two different surveys in which risks were presented in risk ladders and pie charts.
They found that the two different risk communication devices yielded statistically different WTP

estimates for risk reductions. The pie charts, particularly, resulted in lower WTP estimates.

Gottlieb et al. (2007) also investigated the effect of different risk presentations on choice behaviour. They
found that uncertainty information presented differently (in their surveys presented via five methods:
frequencies, absolute numbers, risk grids, one-by-one and simultaneous risk cards) was processed
differently by respondents. More specifically, they found that uncertainty information was processed
differently when it was presented in a probability (i.e., percentage format) than when it was presented in
other formats. They indicated that frequency information (i.e. numbers) was processed more similarly to
information extracted from experiences than to probability information (i.e. percentages). They indicated
that the reason why percentages differed from frequencies and experienced information was the fact that
percentages are unitless and contain no information about the number of times an event occurred. In this
regard, Leikas et al (2007) indicated that risk reductions given in terms of probabilities may give a
positive signal to consumers regarding the safety of products in question. Whereas, risks given in terms
of absolute numbers may be perceived as a negative information and as a result such information may
affect consumers’ risk valuations. However, Peters et al. (2006) reported in a study that risk estimates do

not differ across frequency and percentage formats.
Our Contributions

This research investigates preferences of people in the UK regarding the use of nanotechnology. More
specifically, the research examines consumers’ valuations of food poisoning risk reductions achieved by
nanotechnology, and thus the implicit value of nanotechnology. Due to the novelty of nanotechnology,
there are limited studies on the public’s views of it in food production and their valuations of foodborne
risk reductions that might be achieved. Thus, the research presented here fills this gap in the literature and

sheds light on how people view this novel technology and value the benefits it might deliver.



Given previous research findings on the difficulties of conveying and understanding changes in small
probabilities, the research investigates the effects of different methods to convey risks to consumers.
Findings from various studies in the literature raise the issue of the effect of risk presentations in DCE
surveys on people’s choices. Thus, this research contributes to the literature by investigating the effect of
different risk presentations on people’s valuations of health risk reductions. As discussed, the concept of
risk and reductions in risk levels are generally provided in terms of probabilities, absolute values, or risk
grids. This research utilizes a combination of these formats and investigates the effect of a format change

on consumers’ valuations.

Additionally, this research investigates heterogeneity in choices for two consumer groups: (1) consumers
who usually buy normal standard chickens, and (2) consumers who usually buy niche, better welfare

chickens, such as free-range, Freedom-Food, or organic.

3 Study Design and Data Collection
Study Design

The preferences towards nanotechnology are investigated in a specific setting where nanopackaging
delivers a quantifiable reduction in food poisoning risk. The value of the risk reduction delivered in this
way is measured against equivalent values delivered in a less controversial manner in the conventional
food chain (e.g., more stringent regulations). This is implemented by conducting split sample Discrete
Choice Experiment (DCE) surveys addressing people’s willingness to pay for health risk reductions
attributable to raw whole chicken. The samples are split, so for some risk reduction is achieved by (i) an
improvement in the food system in general and for some by (ii) nanosensors in packaging that reveal

contamination via a colour change.

Given previous research findings on the difficulties of conveying and understanding changes in small
probabilities, the effects of different risk presentations on willingness-to-pay (WTP) values for the health
risk reductions are also examined. The food risk reductions are delivered by using absolute number with
and without risk grids. This is done by using another split sample, so for some respondents risk
reductions are presented by (1) absolute numbers (e.g. 10 in 10,000), and for some by (2) risk grids and
absolute values together. The effect of the use of risk grids is then the differences between WTP

estimates obtained from the data estimations.



Nanotechnology was chosen as a method of providing risk reductions due to current contentious issues
regarding its use in food production and packaging in the UK. Whole raw chickens were chosen as a
survey good, due to the fact that most foodborne illnesses occurring in the UK are attributed to poultry:
“chicken consumption accounted for more disease, deaths, and healthcare usage than any other food type
(Adak et al., 2005, p.367)”. Approximately 30% of the annual foodborne cases and deaths are attributable
to poultry.

Within the DCE surveys, respondents choose between whole chickens of identical appearance, taste, and
texture, but which differ in term of three attributes: level of food risk, level of animal welfare, and price.

Table 1 summarises the attributes and their levels of each attribute included in the choice experiment

design.
Table 1. Product Attributes and Levels
Attribute Levels
Level of Food Risk (FP) 10/10,000, 20/10,000, 40/10,000, 80/10000 (baseline)
Level of animal welfare (AW) 40 (baseline), 70, 100
Price (P) 0% (baseline), 5%, 10%, 25%, 50% increase

The level food risks used in the surveys are presented via risk grids with absolute values and absolute
values only. Figure 1 shows an example of a risk grid used in the choice tasks. The baseline risk level
attributable to chicken is calculated using the estimates from Adak et al. (2005). The level of food risks
are 87.5%, 75%, and 50% less than the baseline value.

10



Figure 1. An Example of Risk Grid Used in the Surveys

80 in every 10,000 people

Animal welfare is included as one of the chicken attributes due to it increasingly being seen as an
important ethical issue among consumers (Bennett, Anderson, and Blaney, 2001; IGD, 2000; Nocella,
Hubbard, and Scarpa, 2007; Verbeke and Viaene, 2000; McEachern and Schroeder, 2002). We would
like to investigate whether there are any changes in consumers’ animal welfare WTP estimates when

chickens include nanosensors in packaging.

The level of animal welfare is presented via an indicator which is adopted from a study done by
Researchers at the University of Reading®. According the researcher, animal welfare can be measured by
a system that scores the extent to which the needs and wants of the animal are met and results in an
overall welfare score on a scale of 0-100. This system may represent the welfare of the animal in terms of
its freedom from hunger, thirst, discomfort, pain, injury, disease, fear and distress, and the extent to
which the animal can express natural behaviours and has a happy life. A score of zero would denote
extreme suffering, whereas a score of 100 would denote the highest level of welfare that could possibly
be achieved. The system applies over the entire life of the animal from birth to slaughter and involves
regular independent monitoring of the animal’s welfare. In our survey, we consider three levels of animal

welfare scores: 40 represents a “legal minimum’, score 70 represents a “good life”, and score 100

¥ The welfare score used in the study is a hypothetical welfare score. It is based on the Welfare Quality® Index, which is
currently being developed by the Welfare Quality® Project to form the basis of a European standard for evaluating the welfare
of cattle, pigs and poultry in farms, and during transport and slaughter (for some details on Welfare Quality® Project, see
Botreau et al. 2007).

? According to this study, welfare levels below 40 are generally not acceptable in the UK.
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represents “the best welfare possible”. Figure 2 shows the welfare indicator with descriptions of levels

provided to respondents.

The price attribute has five levels ranging from no change in price to 50% increase from respondents’

current price.

Figure 2. Animal Welfare Indicator Used in the Surveys

100 =)
90

80
70—
A good life (70): Animals are subjected to little harm and experience only
minimal suffering e.g. from disease and injuries. Most of their wants such as
60 food and water are met.

l

Legal minimum {40): This is considered to be the minimum acceptable level

of welfare and the level toc which most UK farmers are currently working.

Very poor welfare (<40): Welfare levels below 40 are not acceptable in the

UK. We import chicken from other countries where the welfare levels may be
below this UK minimum.

Survey Design

The study comprises two treatments concerning the means by which the risk reductions are achieved and
how food risks are presented. Table 2 presents these treatments, and thus the split samples. The first
treatment is composed of a split sample. In the first sample, food safety improvements are delivered via
nanotechnology (see Figure 3 for an example of choice task), and in the second sample, the health risk
reductions are achieved via less controversial methods, such as more stringent regulations and inspection

regimes (see

Figure 4). This is the treatment shown in the first row in Table 2. The levels of risks in these two samples
are presented via risk grids and absolute values together. The second treatment explores the effect of
different risk presentations on consumers’ choices when food safety improvements are delivered via

nanotechnology. This is presented in the first column in Table 2. Risk reductions in this treatment are

12



presented by two modes: (1) by absolute values only (see Figure 5), and (2) by risk grids and absolute

values together (see Figure 3).

Table 2. Treatments and Split Samples

Nano No-nano
Grid Nano-sample + No-nano sample
with risk grid with risk grid
+
. Nano-sample
No grid without risk grid

The surveys included eight DCE sets and each set included three chicken options and the respondent’s
status quo. The status quo option had no nanosensors in its packaging, had the minimum welfare level for
standard chickens (i.e., AW scored 40). Its price was set at the respondent-specific baseline price derived
from a question earlier in the survey. Price changes were common across people in % terms, but the

absolute prices would be scaled by this baseline price.

Providing a realistic and accurate choice set and SQ option is important. Some people indicated that they
bought Free Range, Organic, or Freedom-Food chicken. For these people, their status quo option had to
reflect this. In this case, the level of animal welfare is higher than the minimum level. We used a score of
70, representing “a good life”, for the nonstandard chickens. The example in Figure 4 shows one of these
tasks asked to people who buy high animal welfare chickens (e.g., free-range). Similarly, the example in

Figure 3 and Figure 5 address consumers who normally buy standard chicken (not free-range, etc).

For each of the survey treatments an experimental design was created using NGENE (Rose et al., 2009).
For the pilot surveys, a pivot design minimising D-error was generated using priors of zero for the
marginal utility of all attributes. Choice models estimated from the pilot data provided new estimates of
the marginal utilities. These point estimates and their standard errors were used as priors in a new
Bayesian efficient design (see Rose and Scarpa, 2008) for the main survey. In all cases, the designs
comprised 15 blocks. Each block included 8 choice sets, with each set comprising four alternatives, one

of which was the status quo. Each respondent was assigned to a block randomly.
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Figure 3. Sample DCE Task: Health Risk Reduction via Nanotechnology

with Risk Delivered via Grid and Absolute Values

Which one of these chickens would you buy?

(Remember the taste, texture, and appearance of all the chickens are the same as your usual chicken. )

Your Usual Chicken Chicken 1 Chicken 2 Chicken 3

X L] L] o

Risk of food
poisoning
‘ 80 in every 10,000 people | 40 in every 10,000 people I | 10 in every 10,000 people I | 20 in every 10,000 pecple
Chicken welfare
0 a0 w00 o 0 0 0 o 40 100
Price
£3.50 £3.50 £3.68 £3.85
v = L~ v

Choose by clicking one of the buttons above.

Figure 4. Sample DCE Rask: Health Risk Reductions via Less Controversial Methods

with Risk Delivered via Grid and Absolute Values

Your Usual Chicken Chicken 1 Chicken 2 Chicken 3
Risk of food
poisoning v .t . ue
‘ 80 in every 10,000 people | 20 in every 10,000 people I ‘ 10 in every 10,000 people I ‘ 40 in every 10,000 people H
Chicken
Ao ﬂ:l ﬂ:l “ “
0 70 100 0 70 100 ¢ 100 0 100
Price
£2.50 £3.13 £2.75 £2.50
L= </ o/ <
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Figure 5. Sample DCE Rask: Health Risk Reductions via Nanotechnology

with Risk Reductions Delivered via Absolute VValues

Which one of these chickens would you buy?
(Remember the taste, texture, and appearance of all the chickens are the same as your usual chicken.)
Your Usual Chicken Chicken 1 Chicken 2 Chicken 3
Nano-sensor » r r r
included? NO Nano-sensor !Nann-sensnr !Nann-sensnr !Nann-sensnr
Risk of food
poisoning 80 in every 10,000 people 40 in every 10,000 people 20 in every 10,000 people 10 in every 10,000 people
Chicken welfare - I
Ieve' -:’I -:E -:’I
1] 40 100 0 00 0 70 100 o 100
Price
£2.50 £2.50 £3.13 £2.63
@) @) Q @
Choose by dicking one of the buttons above.

Data Collection

Data were collected in late August 2010 through online surveys. Overall, we recruited 449 consumers
through a market research company. The majority of the respondents were female (55%), had an A-level
education (29%), and fell in 31-45 age group (29%). The average annual household income was about
£35,000 (c. $56,000). Forty percent of the respondents were full-time employed, and 21% percent of the
respondent had children under 16. A comparison with 2001 UK census data shows that consumers in our
sample were not very much different from the UK population (which on average is 30-44 years old

(23%), female (51%), and full-time employed (41%).

4 The Models

The conditional logit (CL) has been the basic model used for analyzing stated preference choice data. The
shortcoming of this model is that the assumption of homoskedastic error variances, in other words, non-
constant error variance or homogenous preferences for all respondents. This has been questioned in
various papers, such as Hensher et al. 1999, Louviere, 2001, DeShazo and Fermo, 2002, and Louviere et

al., 2002. In this paper, we investigate consumers’ preferences for raw whole chickens using a Mixed

15



Logit Model (MXL), which is a flexible discrete choice model that allows for random parameters and

error components that induce correlation over alternatives and choice tasks.

Due to the split-sample nature of the study, we accommodate potential scale effects in our MXL models.
The MXL models that accommodate the scale differences (MXLs) explore the possibility of adding

further behavioural information associated with the variance of the distribution of random parameters.

Analysis of the DCE data is based on Random Ultility Theory (RUT), which is a theory on human
decision-making initiated by Thurstone (1927) and generalized by McFadden (1974). This theory posits
that individuals maximise their utilities associated with their choices. The general form for their utilities

under MXL specification can be written as:
Uij = Bi Xij + [nij + €]

where f;is a vector of parameters representing individual’s tastes and X;; is a vector of observed
explanatory variables related to individual i and alternative j. The error term is decomposed into two
additive parts. One part is correlated with alternatives and heteroscedastic over individuals, and another
part which is iid over alternatives (Hensher and Greene, 2003). Here, 7;; is a random term with zero
mean and with a distribution that depends in general on underlying parameters and observed data relating
to alternative j and individual i; and €;; is a random term with zero mean that is iid over alternatives and

does not depend on underlying parameters or data, and is normalised to set the scale of utility (Hensher

and Greene, 2003).

The conditional choice probability for alternative j over alternative kK then takes the following general

form:

exp[As(B: Xij + mij)]
r_1explAs (B Xix + Nir)]

Li;(Bi|mij) =

Where A, is a scale parameter for each subset S.

Under the basic MXL model the scale parameter (A) was specified to be fixed to one for each subset S. In

the MXLs model we acknowledge the fact that this may not necessarily hold. In estimation we achieve
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this by estimating different values of A for the different subsets. To facilitate estimation and

interpretation, one of which needs to arbitrarily normalised to one.

5 Results

In this part, we will be reporting results from two main analyses: (1) first part investigates consumers’
valuation of changes in food poisoning risks (i.e., their WTP) and how this is affected by the presence of
nanosensors in food packaging, and (2) second part investigates the effect of different risk presentations

on consumers’ choices.

If there is no difference between consumers’ valuations with or without the presence of nanosensors, then
this implies the samples have no disutility associated with nanotechnology. Otherwise, the differences
between WTP values represent the implicit WTP to avoid nanotechnology. Similarly, if there is no
difference between consumers’ valuations with or without the presence of risk grids, then we conclude

that risk grids do not have any effect on choices people make.

Overall, there are three models estimated in each part: (1) a model on pooled nano and no nano (or grid
no grid), (2) a model for standard chicken consumers, and (3) a model for better-welfare chicken
consumers. In model settings, all attributes, except price, are allowed to be random with normal

distributions.

The estimation is done via Maximum Simulated Likelihood technique, where 250 Halton draws'® were

used. The variable descriptions for all models are shown in Table 3.

1% More information on Halton draws can be found in Train, K. E. (2003).Discrete Choice Methods with Simulation.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
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Table 3. Variable Descriptions

Variables Descriptions
FP Absolute level of food poisoning (coded 1, 2, 4, 8)
AW Absolute level of animal welfare (coded 4, 7, 10)
P Absolute price (e.g., £4)
SQ Dummy for status quo option
nano*FP
*
Egﬂg*é\w Interaction term (where nano=1 in the presence of nanosensors)
nano*SQ
grid*FP
grid*AW Interaction terms
grid*pP (where grid=1 when risk grids are used)
grid*SQ

The Value of Nanosensor

According to the results from all models in Table 4, on average, consumers prefer raw, whole chicken
with a lower risk of food poisoning, better animal welfare, and lower costs. Furthermore, there is
significant preference heterogeneity for all attributes in the three models. The results also show that nano
interaction terms are not statistically significant at 1%, implying that the inclusion of nanosensors in
packaging does not affect their preferences for raw, whole chickens. Having a particular focus on food
poisoning, this also implies that both standard and non-standard consumers do not have any disutility
associated with nanotechnology (i.e., WTPrigk reduction nano ad WTPyisk reduction non nano are not statistically
different from each other). The insignificant dummy variable for the status quo options of all models (i.e.,
SQ) indicates that there is a tendency within the sample to select alternative options, rather than their
status quo option. All attribute parameters in all models are found to be significant at 1% in consumers’

choice-making process.
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Table 4. Analysis Results

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Pooled® AW40 AW70
Mean
SQ -0.31 -0.52 0.41
(0.27) (0.36) (0.44)
FP -0.71%%* -(.82%*%* -0.82%**
(0.07) (0.08) (-0.13)
AW 0.36%** 0.25%** 0.66***
(0.04) (0.04) (0.11)
P -2 15%%* -2.66%** -1.23%%*
(0.22) (0.25) (0.29)
Nano*SQ -1.14* -2.04 -0.69
(0.64) (2.11) (0.88)
Nano*FP -0.36* -0.62 0.00
(0.21) (0.61) (0.22)
Nano*AW 0.21* 0.18 0.50
(0.13) (0.21) (0.62)
Nano*P -0.62 -1.17 -0.36
(0.69) (1.70) (0.85)
St. Deviation
SQ 1.64%** 1.17* 1.05
(0.35) (0.71) (0.71)
FP 0.76%** 0.79%** 0.53%**
(0.07) (0.08) (0.16)
AW 0.38%** 0.27%** 0.46%**
(0.05) (0.05) (0.10)
Nano*SQ 2.31%* 4.39 1.50
(1.19) (3.24) (1.05)
Nano*FP 1.10%** 1.51%** 1.3]%**
(0.32) (0.52) (0.47)
Nano*AW 0.59%** 0.67%** 0.57
(0.22) (0.28) (0.67)
Scale Term”
Nano 0.68** 0.16** 0.71
(0.15) (0.21) (0.30)
Number of observations 14112 10400 3712
Number of valid respondents 441 325 116
Rho-2 0.39 0.40 0.42
Log-L -2995.65 -2179.55 -747.86

*Pooled nano and no-nano samples. Figure in parentheses are standard errors. Significant at: * p<.1; **p<.05; *** p<.01

® The scale for no-nano sample is fixed at 1. The scale reported here is for nano sample. For example, relative to no-nano

case, overall, scale for nano case is 32% less than no-nano case.
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The estimation of the Model 1, the pooled model, yields significant standard errors, indicating the
existence of heterogeneity in consumers’ choices. The results also show that the scales of the subsamples
(i.e. nano and non-nano) are not the same. Keeping the scale of the “no-nano” sample fixed at 1, we find
that “nano” sample has a scale of 0.68, in other words, 32% less than no-nano sample (i.e., higher error

variance in nano sample).

We now split the pooled sample into two to investigate the effect of attribute levels on choices and their
likelihood of being chosen by two different types of consumers: (1) consumers who usually buy a normal
standard chicken and (2) consumers who usually buy non-standard chickens: free-range, Freedom-Food,
or organic. We call these samples the “standard” and “non-standard” samples, respectively. These
samples mainly differ in terms of the baseline animal welfare in their status quo option (i.e., AW=40 for

standard, AW=70 for non-standard samples).

Model 2 and Model 3 utilise the pooled data with “nano” interactions. These models are estimated on the
choice data for the “standard” and “non-standard” chicken consumers, respectively. The signs of the
attribute coefficients in both models are as we expected (i.e., positive for FP risk reductions and negative
for price). We then test whether nanosensors in the packaging is relevant to consumers. The test result

shows that nanosensors have no effect on the choices of standard and non-standard chicken consumers.

Similarly, the analysis of Model 2 shows the existence of a scale difference between nano and no-nano
subsamples in this group. However, we do not find a difference in the scales of nano and no-nano
subsamples in the Model 3. This may be due to the smaller sample size in this group (116 people) as
compared to the sample in Model 2 (325 people).

We now turn to results from WTP estimations. Error! Not a valid bookmark self-reference. shows the

unconditional distributions of WTP estimates for standard and non-standard consumers from the analysis

of Model 1.

Table 5 shows WTP estimates within 95% confidence intervals. Although nanosensors do not have any
effect on both consumers’ choices (i,e., nano interactions are insignificant thus mean WTPs are the same
in both samples), the standard deviations of nano interaction terms on FP and AW are significant. Thus,
we are presenting the upper and lower limits of WTP estimates for both FP and AW with and without the

presence of nanosensors in packaging. Having a particular focus on the valuation of health risk
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reductions, the WTP estimates for standard chicken consumers in nano sample show more spread
distribution. Although, on average, standard consumer are willing to pay the same amount for a unit
decrease in food risk in no-nano sample, their overall distribution is more skewed than the distribution in

nano casc.

An overall comparison of WTPs shows that consumers who buy better welfare chickens are, on average,
willing to pay more for better chicken attributes than consumers who buy standard chickens. Having a
particular focus on the valuation of health risk reductions, better welfare chicken consumers are willing to
pay more to prevent food risks when nano-sensors are used in the surveys (see Table 5). Here, the
coefficient FP represents the level of food risks. Higher the coefficient, less value consumers assign to
the product. Thus, here, negative WTPgp can be thought as the amount person is willing to pay less for an

increase in food risk.

As for the WTPs for animal welfare, consumers, who usually buy non-standard chicken with higher level
of animal welfare, are willing to pay more for better animal welfare than standard chicken consumers,
regardless of the use of nano-sensors. This is intuitive as the use of nano-sensors in packaging does not
have any effect on the level of animal welfare. For standard consumers, mean WTPs for an improvement
in AW are not much different from each other in nano and non-nano samples. The slight difference

between the distributions of AW mainly comes from the highly significant standard errors.

In summary, overall, all models yield statistically significant product attributes which are all in expected
signs. On average, consumers prefer raw, whole chickens with a lower risk of food poisoning, better
animal welfare, and lower costs. Generally, the effect of nanosensors on consumers’ choices is not strong

across the models. The valuations of health risk reductions show some variations across the models.
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Figure 6. Unconditional Distributions of WTPs for FP Risk Reductions
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Table 5. Unconditional WTP Estimates (£/chicken)®
Standard chicken consumers Non-standard chicken consumers
Lower Mean Upper Lower Mean Upper
FPno-nano -0.39 -0.31 -0.22 -0.76 -0.67 -0.66
FPnano -0.47 -0.31 -0.14 -0.90 -0.67 -0.43
AW ng-nano 0.06 0.09 0.12 0.45 0.54 0.62
AWnano 0.02 0.09 0.17 - 0.54 -

* WTP estimates for SQ is not statistically different from zero at 1% significance level. Thus, we do not report them here.
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The Effect Risk Grids

This section reports results from analyses that investigate consumers’ valuation of changes in food
poisoning risks and how this is affected by different risk presentations, namely risk grids and absolute

numbers.

According to the results in Table 6, on average, consumers prefer chicken with a lower risk of food
poisoning, better animal welfare, and lower costs. The general results also show that only grid interaction
term on FP is statistically significant at 1% in Model 1 and Model 2. The grid does not seem having an

effect on SQ, AW, and P in all models.

The estimation of the Model 1, the pooled model, yields positive coefficients for AW and negative
coefficients for FP and P. The positive coefficient for AW indicates that options with higher levels of
animal welfare are more likely to be chosen. Conversely, the negative coefficients on FP and P variables
indicate that increases in these attributes make an option less attractive to consumers. Thus, respondents
are less likely to choose this in higher levels. The negative, and significant, dummy variable for the status
quo option (i.e., SQ) indicates that there is no tendency within the sample to select this option,
irrespective of attribute levels. All attribute variables in the model are found to be significant at 1% in
consumers’ choice-making processes. The analysis results also show that the scales of subsamples (i.e.
grid and non-grid) are significantly different from each other. Keeping the scale of the “no-grid” sample

fixed at 1, we find that “grid” sample has a scale of 0.77 (i.e., less variance in grid sample).

The marginal utility (MU) derived from an attribute is equal to the summation of the MU in base case,
when there is no grid used (MUpgp), plus an additional MU when a grid is used (e.g., MUgp#giq). When
this additional MU, e.g. MUgp«grig, 1 not significant then the MUgiq becomes equal to the MUyg-grig. The
analysis results show that grid interaction terms on SQ, AW, and P are insignificant at 1% level,
indicating that the use of grids does not have any effect on consumers’ valuations of these attributes.
However, grid has a positive effect on FP, indicating that consumers value reductions in food risks more
when risk grids are used. They are willing to pay more to prevent food risks when risks were conveyed

them via risk grids.

The pooled sample is now split into two to investigate the effect of attributes on choices and their

likelihood of being chosen by two different types of consumers: (1) consumers who usually buy a normal

23



standard chicken and (2) consumers who usually buy non-standard chickens: free-range, Freedom-Food,
or organic. These samples are called “standard” and “non-standard” samples, respectively. These samples
mainly differ in terms of the baseline animal welfare in their status quo option (i.e., AW=40 for standard,

AW=70 for non-standard samples).

The Model 2 is estimated on choices data for “standard chicken” consumers. The signs of the attribute
coefficients are as expected (i.e., positive for FP risk reductions and AW, and negative for price). The
grid interaction terms on SQ, AW, and P are insignificant at 1% level, indicating that the use of grids does
not have an effect on standard consumers’ preferences for these attributes. As in Model 1, the use of grid

has an effect on consumers’ preferences for the level of food risk reductions.

Similarly, the analysis of Model 2 also shows the existence of a scale difference between grid and no-grid
subsamples in this group. However, there is no scale difference observed in the Model 3. This may be

due to the smaller sample size in this group (108 people) as compared to the sample in Model 2 (321
people).

The final model, Model 3, is estimated on choices data for consumers who usually buy non-standard
chickens. The analysis of the model shows significant coefficients on FP, AW, and P, all in expected
signs. However, the dummy variable for SQ is insignificant, indicating that that there is no tendency
within the sample to select SQ option. The results also show that all interaction terms are insignificant,
showing no grid effect on consumers’ choices. Another important result is that consumers in this group
tend to value animal welfare more than standard consumers. This is as expected since these consumers

normally buy chickens with higher animal welfare (e.g., free-range).

Having a particular focus on the valuation of health risk reductions, standard chicken consumers are
willing to pay more to prevent food risks when risk grids are used in the surveys (see Figure 7 and Table
7). Here, the coefficient FP represents the level of food risks. Higher the coefficient, less value
consumers assign to a product. Thus, here, negative WTPgp can be thought as the amount person is

willing to pay less for an increase in food risk.

24



Table 6. Analysis Results

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Pooled® AW40 AWT70
Mean
sQ _1.56%% _1.67%** -0.73
(0.33) (-4.51) (0.59)
FP -0.38*** -0.31%** -0.37**
(0.08) (-3.43) (0.16)
AW 0.38*** 0.29%** 0.69***
(0.05) (6.19) (0.14)
P -2 477K E*® -2.5]%** -2.33%%*
(0.22) (-9.91) (0.41)
Grid*SQ 0.30 -0.72 0.66
(0.57) (-0.79) (0.98)
Grid*FP -0.59%** -1.25%** -0.42
(0.22) (-3.48) (0.40)
Grid*AW 0.13 0.12 0.20
(0.09) 0.91) (0.28)
Grid*P 0.05 -1.75 1.03
(0.47) (-1.89) (0.61)
St. Deviation
SQ 2.37F** 2.17%** 1.78%**
(0.33) (3.98) (0.45)
FP 0.83*** 0.90%** 0.82%**
(0.08) (7.29) (0.18)
AW 0.48*** 0.45%** 0.63***
(0.05) (8.38) (0.12)
Grid*SQ 1.04 3.42%** 3.01***
(1.08) (2.76) (1.00)
Grid*FP 0.81*** 1.33%** 0.77
(0.20) (5.72) (0.49)
Grid*AW 0.37*** 0.47%** 0.26
(0.09) (2.51) (0.34)
Scale Term®
Grid 0.77** 0.57%%* 0.87
(0.12) (0.11) (0.34)
Number of obs 13,724 10,272 3,452
Number of resp 429 321 108
Rho-2 0.39 0.38 0.44
Log-L -2899 -2188 -665

*Pooled grid and no-grid samples. Figure in parentheses are standard errors. Significant at: * p<.1; **p<.05; *** p<.01
® The scale for no-grid sample is fixed at 1. The scale reported here is for grid sample. For example, relative to no-grid case,
overall, scale for grid case is 33% less than no-grid case.
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As for the WTPs for animal welfare, consumers, who usually buy non-standard chicken with higher level
of animal welfare, are willing to pay the same for risk reductions regardless of the use of risk grids. For
standard consumers, mean WTPs are the same in grid and no-grid cases. An overall comparison of WTPs
for an improvement in the level of animal welfare across these two types of consumers shows that non-
standard chicken consumers are willing to pay more for an increase in AW than standard chicken

consumers. This is an expected result.

In summary, all models used in this part of the study yield statistically significant product attributes
which are all in expected signs. On average, consumers prefer raw, whole chickens with a lower risk of
food poisoning, better animal welfare, and lower costs. Generally, the effect of risk grids on consumers’
choices is not strong across the models. However, it is found that the use of grids has an effect on
standard consumers’ valuations of health risk reductions, but not on consumers who buy niche, higher
welfare chickens. Non-standard chicken consumers do not seem to have a benefit from the use of grids in
surveys, which tended to facilitate the understanding of risks and reductions in risks. Another interesting
result of the analysis is that non-standard consumers value increase in the level of animal welfare more

than standard consumers.

Table 7. Unconditional WTP Estimates (£/chicken)

WTP Estimates®

Lower Mean Upper

Standard chicken consumers

I:Pgrid -0.64 -0.50 -0.35

I:Pno_grid -0.22 -0.12 -0.02

AWgrid 0.06 0.12 0.17

AWno_grid 0.07 0.12 0.17
Non-standard chicken consumers

I:Pgrid = I:pno_grid -0.31 -0.15 0.00

AWgrid = AV\/no_grid 0.24 0.35 0.47

? Confidence intervals are at 95%.
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Figure 7. Unconditional Distributions of WTPs for FP Risk Reductions
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6 Summary

This research is composed of two main parts. The first part investigates consumers’ willingness to pay
(WTP) for reductions in the level foodborne health risk. We do this by a specific setting where
nanopackaging delivers a quantifiable reduction in food poisoning risk. The value of the risk reduction
delivered in this way is measured against equivalent values delivered in a less controversial manner in the

conventional food chain, such as more stringent regulations.

The second part of the research examines the effects of different risk presentations on willingness-to-pay
(WTP) values for the health risk reductions offered. We use two different risk presentations: absolute
numbers with and without visual grids, to communicate changes in the level of food poisoning level

attributable to chicken.

We address research questions in these two parts by conducting web-based Discrete Choice Experiment
(DCE) surveys with UK consumers. Within the DCE, respondents chose between alternative whole
chickens of identical appearance, taste and texture but which differ in term of three attributes: price, level

of food risk, and level of animal welfare.

The DCE data was collected in late August, 2010 through online surveys via a market research company.
Overall, 449 consumers were recruited. The data was analysed using an extension of the Mixed Logit
Models (MXLs) which account for the heterogeneity in choice preferences and accommodate the
differences in scales of the sub-samples (i.e. grid and no-grid & nano and no-nano) that may be observed

due to the split-sample nature of the dataset.
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Valuations of the risk reductions then allow comparison of the values: (1) WTPrg reduction nano and
WTPrisk_reduction non nano @nd (2) WTPrisk reduction_gria @nd W TPrisk reduction non_gria- The differences between
these WTP values represent the implicit WTP to avoid nanotechnology and the effect of risk grids on
consumers’ choices, respectively. If the values are identical then the samples have no disutility associated

with the nanotechnology and risk grids do not have any effect on consumers’ choices.

Heterogeneity in preferences are further investigated by performing the analyses for two consumer
groups: (1) consumers who usually buy normal standard chickens, and (2) consumers who usually buy

one of non-standard chickens: free-range, Freedom-Food, or organic.

The general results of all models in both parts of the research showed that, on average, consumers prefer
chicken with a lower risk of food poisoning, better animal welfare, and lower costs. The results also
showed evidence of heterogeneity in consumers’ preferences and scale effects due to the split nature of

the datasets.

The analysis results from the first part showed that the inclusion of nanosensors in packaging does not
affect consumers’ preferences for raw, whole chickens. Having a particular focus on food poisoning, this
implies that both standard and non-standard consumers do not have any disutility associated with
nanotechnology (i.e., WTPrs reduction nano ad WTPrigk reduction non nano are not statistically different from
each other). The insignificant dummy variable for the status quo options of all models (i.e., SQ) indicated
that there is a tendency within the sample to select alternative options, rather than their status quo option.
All attribute parameters in all models were found to be significant at 1% in consumers’ choice-making

process.

An overall comparison of WTPs showed that consumers who buy better welfare chickens were, on
average, willing to pay more for better chicken attributes than consumers who buy standard chickens.
Having a particular focus on the valuation of health risk reductions, better welfare chicken consumers

were willing to pay more to prevent food risks when nano-sensors were used in the surveys.

The analysis results from the second part of the research showed that the use of risk grids did not have a
strong effect on consumers’ choices. However, it is found that the use of grids has an effect on standard
consumers’ valuations of health risk reductions, but not on consumers who buy niche, higher welfare

chickens. The differences between WTPyig reduction non gria ad WTPrigk reduction gria for reductions in FP
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risks were statistically significant for standard consumers at 1% level. This showed that standard
consumers value risk reductions differently when risk format changes. They were willing to pay more for
safer foods when risk grids were used. In other words, the differences between WTPs for FP risk

reduction were positive which implies that there exists a utility associated with the use of risk grids.

References

Adak, G. K., et al. "Disease Risks from Foods, England and Wales, 1996-2000." Emerging Infectious Diseases
11, no. 3(2005): 365-372.

Alexandre, I., et al. "Colorimetric Silver Detection of DNA Microarrays." Analytical Biochemistry 295, no.
1(2001): 1-8.

Augustin, M. A., P. Sanguansri, and L. T. Steve (2009) Chapter 5 Nanostructured Materials in the Food
Industry, vol. Volume 58, Academic Press, pp. 183-213.

Azeredo HMC, et al. "Nanocomposite Edible Films From Mango Puree Reinforced With Cellulose Nanofibers."
J. Food Sci. 74, no. 5(2009): N31-N35.

Ben-Akiva, and Bierlaire (1999) Discrete choice methods and their applications to short-term travel decisions,
ed. R. Hall, Kluwer, pp. 5-34.

Bord, R. J., and R. E. O'Connor. "Risk Communication, Knowledge, and Attitudes: Explaining Reactions to a
Technology Perceived as Risky." Risk Analysis 10, no. 4(1990): 499-506.

Brewer, M. S., and P. C.J. "Consumer Attitudes toward Food Safety Issues." Journal of Food Safety 22, no.
2(2002): 67-83.

Brown, J. L., and Y. Ping. "Consumer perception of risk associated with eating genetically engineered soybeans
is less in the presence of a perceived consumer benefit." Journal of the American Dietetic Association
103, no. 2(2003): 208-214.

Bruhn, C. M. "Enhancing consumer acceptance of new processing technologies." Innovative Food Science &
Emerging Technologies 8, no. 4(2007): 555-558.

Cardello, A. V. "Consumer concerns and expectations about novel food processing technologies: effects on
product liking[small star, filled]." Appetite 40, no. 3(2003): 217-233.

Chern, W. S., et al. "Consumer Acceptance and Willingness to Pay for Genetically Modified Vegetable Oil and
Salmon: A Multiple-Country Assessment." AgBioForum 5, no. 3(2002): 105-112.

Cook, A., and J. Fairweather. "New Zealander Reactions to the use of Biotechnology and Nanotechnology in
Medicine, Farming and Food ", October.

Darder, M., P. Aranda, and E. Ruiz-Hitzky. "Bionanocomposites: A new concept of ecological, bioinspired, and
functional hybrid materials." Adv Mater 19(2007): 1309-1319.

de Jonge, J., et al. "How trust in institutions and organizations builds general consumer confidence in the safety
of food: A decomposition of effects." Appetite 51, no. 2(2008): 311-317.

Dunn, J. "A mini revolution." Food Manufacture 79(2004): 49-50.

Earle, T., and G. Cvetkovich. Social Trust: Towards a Cosmopolitan Society: Praeger Publishing, 1995.

Frewer, L., J. Scholderer, and N. Lambert. "Consumer acceptance of functional foods: issues for the future."
British Food Journal 105, no. 10(2003): 714-731.

Gaskell, G., et al. "Worlds Apart? The Reception of Genetically Modified Foods in Europe and the U.S."
Science 285, no. 5426(1999): 384-387.

Gavelin, K., R. Wilson, and R. Doubleday. "Democratic technologies? The final report of the Nanotechnology
Engagement Group (NEG)."

Gfeller, K. Y., N. Nugaeva, and M. Hegner. "Micromechanical oscillators as rapid biosensor for the detection of
active growth of Escherichia coli." Biosensors and Bioelectronics 21(2005): 528-533.

29



Greene, W. H., and D. A. Hensher. "Heteroscedastic control for random coefficients and error components in
mixed logit." Transportation Research Part E: Logistics and Transportation Review 43, no. 5(2007):
610-623.

Greene, W. H., D. A. Hensher, and J. Rose. "Accounting for heterogeneity in the variance of unobserved effects
in mixed logit models." Transportation Research Part B: Methodological 40, no. 1(2006): 75-92.
Hensher, D., and W. Greene. "The Mixed Logit model: The state of practice." Transportation 30, no. 2(2003):

133-176.

Henson, S. "Demand-side constraints on the introduction of new food technologies: The case of food
irradiation." Food Policy 20, no. 2(1995): 111-127.

House of Lords Science and Technology Committee. "Nanotechnologies and Food."

Huotilainen, A., and H. Tuorila. "Social representation of new foods has a stable structure based on suspicion
and trust." Food Quality and Preference 16, no. 7(2005): 565-572.

IGD. "Consumer Attitudes to Animal Welfare." March 2007.

[lluminato, I. (2009) Nanotechnology in Food and Agriculture: Out of the Laboratory and On To Our Plates,
Health and Environment Campaigner Friends of the Earth U.S.

Kahan, D. M., et al. "Biased assimilation, polarisation and cultural credibility: an experimental study of
nanotechnology risk perceptions." Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars.

Khare, A., and S. Deshmukh. "Studies Toward Producing Eco-Friendly Plastics." Journal of Plastic Film and
Sheeting 22, no. 3(2006): 193-211.

Kuzma, J., and P. VerHage. "Nanotechnology in Agriculture and Food Production: Anticipated Applications."

Lahteenmaki, L., M. Lyly, and N. Urala (2007) Consumer attitudes towards functional foods, ed. L. J. Frewer,
and H. V. Trijp, Woodhead Publishing, pp. 4112-425.

Lee, C.-J., D. A. Scheufele, and B. V. Lewenstein. "Public Attitudes toward Emerging Technologies." Science
Communication 27, no. 2(2005): 240-267.

Lyndhurst, B. "An Evidence Review of Public Attitudes to Emerging Food Technologies." Social Science
Research Unit Food Standards Agency March.

Macoubrie, J. "Nanotechnology: public concerns, reasoning and trust in government." Public Understanding of
Science 15, no. 2(2006): 221-241.

Magnusson, M. K., and U.-K. Koivisto Hursti. "Consumer attitudes towards genetically modified foods."
Appetite 39, no. 1(2002): 9-24.

Marette, S., et al. "Impact of Environmental, Societal and Health Information on Consumers Choices for
Nanofood." Journal of Agricultural & Food Industrial Organization 7, no. 2(2009).

McEachern, M. G., and M. J. A. Schroder. "The Role of Livestock Production Ethics in Consumer Values
Towards Meat." Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 15, no. 2(2002): 221-237.

McFadden, D. Conditional logit analysis of qualitative choice behavior. In Frontiers in Econometrics Academic
Press. Edited by P. Zarembka. New York, 1974.

McFadden, D., and K. Train. "Mixed MNL Models for Discrete Response." Journal of Applied Econometrics
15, no. 5(2000): 447-470.

Moon, W., and S. K. Balasubramanian. "Public Perceptions and Willingness to Pay a Premium for Non-GM
Foods in the U.S. and UK." AgBioForum 4(2001): 221-231.

Moon, W., A. Rimal, and S. K. Balasubramanian (2007) UK Consumers’ Willingness-to-Accept (WTA) GM
Food. Mobile AL.

Moraru, C. L., et al. "Nanotechnology: A New Frontier in Food Science." Food Technology Feature, December,
24-29.

Nanologue. "Opinions on the Ethical, Legal and Social Aspects of Nanotechnologies-Results from a
Consultation with Representatives from Research, Business and Civil Society." Nanologue.

Nocella, G., L. Hubbard, and R. Scarpa (2007) Consumer trust and willingness to pay for certified animal-
friendly products. Hamilton, New Zealand, University of Waikato

Parr-Vasquez, C. L., B. Bugusu, and R. Y. Yada (2003) A brief overview of science and technology in food and
food products at the nanoscale level

30



Priest, S. "The North American opinion climate for nanotechnology and its products: Opportunities and
challenges." Journal of Nanoparticle Research 8, no. 5(2006): 563-568.

Redmond, L. E., and C. J. Griffith (2007) Consumers of food products, domestic hygiene and public health, ed.
L. J. Frewer, and H. V. Trijp, Woodhead Publishing.

Rogers-Hayden T, and P. N. "Reflecting Upon the UK’s Citizens’ Jury on Nanotechnologies: NanoJury UK."

Rogers, E. M., and F. F. Shoemaker. Communication of innovations. 2 ed: The Free Press., 1971.

Rose JM, et al. "Ngene 1.0 Stated Choice Experiment Design Software."

Scarpa R, and Rose J. "Design efficiency for non-market valuation with choice modelling: how to measure it,
what to report and why." Australian Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics 52, no. 3(2008):
253-282.

Siegrist, M. (2007) Consumer attitudes to food innovation and technology ed. L. J. Frewer, and H. v. Trijp,
Woodhead Publishing

Siegrist, M. "The influence of trust and perceptions of risks and benefits on the acceptance of gene technology."
Risk Analysis 20, no. 2(2000): 195-203.

Siegrist, M., and G. Cvetkovich. "Perception of Hazards: The Role of Social Trust and Knowledge." Risk
Analysis: An International Journal 20, no. 5(2000): 713-720.

Siegrist, M., et al. "Perceived risks and perceived benefits of different nanotechnology foods and
nanotechnology food packaging." Appetite 51, no. 2(2008): 283-290.

Sparks, P., and S. Richard. "Public Perceptions of the Potential Hazards Associated with Food Production and
Food Consumption: An Empirical Study." Risk Analysis 14, no. 5(1994): 799-806.

Stampfli, N., M. Siegrist, and H. Kastenholz. "Acceptance of nanotechnology in food and food packaging: a path
model analysis." Journal of Risk Research 13, no. 3(2010): 353 - 365.

Tenbiilt, P., et al. "Perceived naturalness and acceptance of genetically modified food." Appetite 45, no. 1(2005):
47-50.

The Royal Society & The Royal Academy of Engineering. "Nanoscience and nanotechnologies: opportunities
and uncertainties." Science Policy Section The Royal Society.

Thurstone, L. L. "A law of comparative judgement." Psychological Review 34(1927): 278-286.

Train, K. E. (2003) Discrete Choice Methods with Simulation. Cambridge, UK, Cambridge University Press.

van Kleef, E., et al. "Consumer evaluations of food risk management quality in Europe." Risk Analysis 27, no.
6(2007): 1565-1580.

van Trijp, H. C. M., and I. A. van der Lans. "Consumer perceptions of nutrition and health claims." Appetite 48,
no. 3(2007): 305-324.

Verbeke, W. A. J., and J. Viaene. "Ethical Challenges for Livestock Production:Meeting Consumer Concerns
about Meat Safety and AnimalWelfare." Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 12, no.
2(2000): 141-151.

Wilcock, A., et al. "Consumer attitudes, knowledge and behaviour: a review of food safety issues." Trends in
Food Science & Technology 15(2004): 56-66.

Yam, K. L., P. T. Takhistov, and J. Miltz. "Intelligent Packaging: Concepts and Applications." Journal of Food
Science 70, no. 1(2005): R1-R10.

31



