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Executive summary 

Differences in composition of seemingly identical branded (food) products (DC-SIP) has been a source of growing concern in the EU in recent years. In 

2013, the European Parliament drew attention to the fact that findings of various surveys show that "on a long-term basis consumers are concerned 

about possible differences in the quality of products with the same brand and packaging which are distributed in the single market" (European 

Parliament 2018). In 2016, leaders of the EU Member States (MS) brought up the issue of DC-SIP in the European Council and agreed to investigate 

the existence of the practice further and to eventually finding a solution at European level., During his State of the Union Address in 2017, President 

Juncker explicitly referred to the issue of companies selling seemingly identical products with a different composition in different MS. To provide a 

snapshot into how widespread this situation was in the EU, in close collaboration with experts from Member States' competent authorities and 

stakeholders of the food chain, the Joint Research Centre (JRC) developed a harmonised methodology for the comparative testing of DC-SIP in food 

across MS (European Commission, 2018). The result of the application of this methodology to different products found that 9% and 22% of 

evaluated food products had differences in composition but had identical or similar front packaging, respectively. The rest of the food products 

evaluated were either identical (33%), had similar compositional characteristics (9%) or had a different composition and also a different front 

package (27%) (European Commission 2019). 

This report aims to contribute to the existing studies on differences in composition of seemingly identical branded (food) products (DC-SIP) by 

verifying whether the presence of DC-SIP influences consumer preferences and willingness to pay for a different version of the same branded 

product. The study used two different methodologies, an (online) discrete choice experiment (DCE) and a sensory testing experiment (referred to as 

"lab experiment"), in six MS (i.e. Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, Romania, Spain, and Sweden) with a total of 10,600 respondents so that the following 

could be analysed: (i) consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP) for different versions of the same branded food products, and (ii) the impact of 

information on DC-SIP on consumer preferences for domestic or other-country versions of a product.  

A selection of six different food products was made by combining a provisional list of 72 food items (available at the time of the experimental 

design) prepared by the JRC for the EU wide testing campaign1, with results from a market survey and six focus groups run in each of the six MS. 

The market survey2 helped to identify the most commonly purchased food categories and brands, the focus groups contributed to refining the 

selection of branded food product by providing insights on consumer awareness (e.g. prevalence, causes, consequences), expectations, and 

perceptions associated with the DC-SIP issue and consumers’ experiences with DC-SIP issues: product categories affected, product attributes, 

associated emotions, action taken (if any). The results from the EU wide testing campaign (European Commission 2019) were used as a source of 

information on product composition across the selected countries. 

Due to a respondent’s limited information processing capacity, the maximum number of products to be tested in the lab experiments, and the 

number of choices to be made by product in the discrete choice experiment, were fixed at six. The final list of products was: Danone Activia 

Strawberry, Fanta Orange, Knorr Spaghetti Bolognese, Lay's Potato Chips Nature, Milka Choco Cookie, and Findus Fish Fingers. 

Experimental Design for the Discrete Choice Experiment 

An (online) discrete choice experiment (DCE) with three attributes per product was designed as detailed in Table 1 (i.e., price, nutritional information, 

and brand). These attributes were combined in different choice cards that included three alternative product versions (own country version and two 

versions from different countries) and a no-buy option (i.e. the possibility for a consumer not to choose any of the versions offered). To gain insights 

into the impact of DC-SIP on product choice, the experimental design changed the way the information on nutritional information and the list of 

ingredients were presented. Three different ways of presenting this information were tested: (i) basic information (“short list”, i.e. main ingredients 

and nutritional information only), (ii) extended information (“long list”, i.e. all ingredients and nutritional information, as reported) and (iii) extended 

information (“long list”) with main ingredients highlighted. In addition, a version of each of the information treatments was included where the DC-

SIP issue was highlighted by providing the DC-SIP definition and including information on the country each product version was “made for”. 

Participants were randomly assigned to the group which received the “made for” information or to the other group. The order of the choice cards, the 

order of the product profiles within a choice card, and the order of products were randomized across participants (see Table 2).  

The total sample included 1500 individuals per country. Of the total sample, 1000 individuals saw the basic information on nutrition and ingredients. 

Half of them saw the definition of DC-SIP and saw the “made for” information for each version when making their choices. Each individual made 18 

choices, six for each of the three products. The remaining 500 individuals of the sample were assigned to the extended information treatments and 

performed the experiment for only two out of the three products. They made 12 choices, six for each of the two products. For one of the products, 

they saw the full list of nutritional information and ingredients whereas for the other product they saw the full list plus the main ingredients 

highlighted in red. Within this sample, again half were assigned to the “made for” treatment, and half of the sample were not.  

                                                                    
1 For more information on the EU wide testing campaign, see European Commission (2019) 
2 The total sample consisted of 1,200 respondents (200 respondents in each MS). The target group was the general population aged 18-74 years old. The sample was 

representative of each MS in terms of age and gender distribution 
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Table 1. Attributes and levels used for the construction of the choice set  

Attribute Levels 

Price Six price levels per product  

(based on actual price levels found in the markets studied) 

Nutritional information and list of ingredients Three levels 

(based on the actual information of the products marketed in the 

respective countries) 

Brand Present/not present 

(product specific brand – see table 3) 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  

Table 2. Experimental design for the different treatments used in the (online) discrete choice experiment  

Treatment Sample size Information  Made for claim Choice card to which applies 

A 500 Short list (main ingredients) No All products (18) 

B 500 Short list (main ingredients) Yes All products (18) 

C 250 

 

Long list (all ingredients)  No Lay’s potato/Danone Activia (6) 

D Long list – with main 

ingredients highlighted 

No 
Fanta Orange/Knorr Spaghetti Bolognese (6) 

E 250 Long list (all ingredients) Yes Lay’s potato/Danone Activia (6) 

F Long list – with main 

ingredients highlighted 

Yes 
Fanta Orange/Knorr Spaghetti Bolognese (6) 

Total 1500 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  

Similarly the assignment of products per country is reflected in Table 3. The allocation of products to countries was based on the availability of the 

branded product in each country, and on the information on the frequency of consumption of these products across the sampled population obtained 

from market survey data. 

Table 3. Assignment of products tested in each country  

Countries Product 1 Product 2 Product 3 

Germany 

Lithuania 

Hungary 

Flavoured Yogurt 

(Danone Activia Strawberry) 

4 units of 125 gr each 

Prepared pasta dish 

(Knorr Fix Spaghetti 

Bolognese) 

1 pack 42 gr 

Chocolate cookies 

(Milka Choco Cookie) 

1 pack of 168 gr 

Sweden 

Spain 

Romania 

Crisps 

(Lay’s Potato Chips Nature) 

1 bag of 170 gr 

Orange flavoured soft-drink 

(Fanta Orange) 

1 can of 33 cl 

Fish Fingers 

(Findus) 

1 box of 450 gr 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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Using the data from the choices made by each individual, 10 conditional logit models per country were estimated, by using the following utility 

function: 

  [1] 

with n indexing the individual, j indexing the alternative product versions (taking values 1 to 3)
3
, and k indexing the number of the choice occasion 

(taking values 1 to 6). Versionj represents the different country-specific product compositions as reflected in the nutritional information and 

ingredient lists; Pjk is the price of alternative j within choice card k, No_buy is the no-buy option whose price is fixed, and Brandjk is a dummy variable 

that takes the value 1 if the brand of the product is shown for alternative j in choice card k and 0 otherwise. 

The expected mean of the willingness to pay (WTP) of each attribute was calculated as follows: 

 [2] 

 

Experimental Design for the Lab Experiment  

In parallel to the online experiment, a lab experiment was run in four out of the six countries involving a total of 400 participants in each country. The 

countries selected for the lab experiment were Germany, Spain, Romania4, and Hungary.  

As in the case of DCE, the sample in this case was also split into two treatments, one not receiving any information on DC-SIP (Blind) and the other 

receiving information on DC-SIP (Not Blind). Participants in the ‘Not blind’ sample got to see the definition of DC-SIP as well as information on which 

country the product version was “made for” for each of the alternative versions.  

a) Group 1: Blind
5
 (N=200)  

b) Group 2: Not blind (N=200) 

Consumers were paid a fixed amount for participating and eventually buying products. Therefore, consumers were incentivised to make a realistic 

purchase choice for all of the choice situations presented. Eventually only one of the products under investigation was bought. This product was 

randomly selected ex-post. The reason for having a real money experiment is to avoid hypothetical bias.  

Four products were selected from the list of products used in the online DCE, namely: Fanta Orange, Danone Activia strawberry, Lay’s Potato Chips 

Nature, and Milka Choco Cookie. Two pairs of products were tested in two pairs of countries, following the distribution of Table 4. Each of these 

products has three different versions, each of which comes from a different country (in the table below, the different versions/country of origin of 

each product is presented in bracket). For instance, a participant in Germany tests three versions of Danone Activia Strawberry (from DE, HU, LT) and 

three versions of Milka Choco Cookies (from DE, HU, LT).  

Table 4. Selection of products and different versions 

COUNTRIES PRODUCTS 

Germany 1. Danone Activia Strawberry (DE, HU, LT) 

2. Milka Choco Cookie (DE, HU, LT) Hungary 

 

COUNTRIES PRODUCTS 

Spain 1.Fanta Orange (ES, RO, SE) 

2. Lay’s Potato Chips Nature (ES, RO, SE) Romania 

Source: Authors' elaboration 

Each respondent receives a small device (tablet) where the experiment instructions appear, and he/she record his/her own answers. The cards for 

each product to be shown on the tablets were designed as the ones in the (online) discrete choice experiment.  

Each participant tastes three versions of two different products (six tasting in total for each participant). The sequence of the experiment differs from 

Group 1 (Blind) and Group 2 (No-blind) (Table 5). 

                                                                    
3 One of the countries was set as benchmark to avoid the dummy variable trap. 
4 Romania had to be dropped from the sample due to the problems encountered during the execution of the lab experiment. 
5 As explained below, ‘Blind’ only means that the information on DC-SIP of the product versions will not be shown to the ‘Blind’ group during the experiment.  
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Table 5. Sequences of the lab experiment for Blind and Not Blind groups.  

  Sequence of the experiment 

ROUND 1 

 

Step 1 repeated in sequence for 

product 1 and product 2 

Group 1 (Blind) Group 2 (Not Blind) 

Taste the three versions 

(without any information on 

price, ingredients, etc.) 

Taste the three versions 

(without any information on 

price, ingredients, etc.) 

Rate the three versions on a 

scale (from 1 to 10) 

Rate the three versions on a 

scale (from 1 to 10) 

Rank them in order of 

organoleptic preferences (First, 

second, and third preference 

based on flavour, smell, 

appearance) 

Rank them in order of 

organoleptic preferences (First, 

second, and third preference 

based on flavour, smell, 

appearance) 

After tasting the two products 

Step 2 Get information on: price, 

ingredients, and nutritional 

content6  

Get information on: price, 

ingredients, nutritional content7, 

and DC-SIP information8 

Step 3 Participant is asked to select the 

version he/she wants to buy 

Participant is asked to select the 

version he/she wants to buy 

ROUND 2 

 

Step 1 repeated in sequence for 

product 1 and product 2 

Taste the three versions Taste the three versions 

Rate the three versions on a 

scale (from 1 to 10) 

Rate the three versions on a 

scale (from 1 to 10) 

Rank them in order of 

organoleptic preferences (First, 

second, and third preference 

based on flavour, smell, 

appearance) 

Rank them in order of 

organoleptic preferences (First, 

second, and third preference 

based on flavour, smell, 

appearance) 

After tasting the two products 

Step 2 Get information on: price, 

ingredients, nutritional content9, 

and DC-SIP information 

Get information on: price, 

ingredients, nutritional 

content10, and DC-SIP 

information and brand 

Step 3 Participant is asked to select the 

version he/she wants to buy 

Participant is asked to select the 

version he/she wants to buy 

Source: Authors' elaboration 

 

 

                                                                    
6 This information was displayed together with the ranking/rating that the participant gave in Step 1 
7 This information was displayed together with the ranking/rating that the participant gave in Step 1 
8 DC-SIP information means that participants receive the definition of the DC-SIP issue and for each of the alternative versions they receive information on the country 

this version is “made for”. 
9 This information was displayed together with the ranking/rating that the participant gave in Step 1 
10 This information was displayed together with the ranking/rating that the participant gave in Step 1 
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Results 

Results of the DCE experimental design (Table 6) show that for the majority (23 out of 30) of cases when there is no information on DC-SIP provided 

(treatments A, C, and E), DC-SIP has no impact on consumers. This means that consumers are indifferent to the domestic version compared to the 

version sold in the country used as reference. For the few cases where the impact of DC-SIP was detected, no geographical or product pattern was 

observed. However, when more information on the ingredients is given (“long list”, i.e. treatments C and E), consumers seem to be overloaded with 

information and difference in composition play a less important role.  

Table 6. Summary of results from the DCE  

Treatment Impact of DC-SIP  No impact of DC-SIP  

A 6 12 

B 13 5 

C 1 5 

D 4 2 

E 0 6 

F 4 2 
 Source: Authors' elaboration 

When consumers are made aware through the “made for” information that the different versions have been tailored to different countries 

(treatments B, D, and F), the impact of DC-SIP increases with preference for one or other versions being detected for 22 out of the 30 country-

product models. In six cases there is a preference for the domestic version of the product, in two for the non-domestic version, and of the remaining 

cases there are negative preferences for the domestic (8 cases), non-domestic (9) versions11. Again there is no clear pattern for the effect of DC-SIP. 

Therefore, when consumers are aware of this difference in the composition of products, they do react, but whether the change in preference results 

from associations linked to the country being indicated or from the fact that products differs in their composition cannot be discerned.  

In the lab experiment, the DC-SIP was assessed using a between- and within-subject estimation. Each individual in the “between-subject” designed 

experiment is only exposed to one treatment (e.g. DC-SIP information). With this type of design, as long as group assignment is random, causal 

estimates are obtained by comparing the behaviour of those in one experimental condition (the so called “blind”) with the behaviour of those in 

another (“not blind”). Each individual in a “within-subject” designed experiment is exposed to more than one of the treatments being tested, being 

treated and untreated. With such designs, as long as there is independence of the multiple exposures, causal estimates can be obtained by examining 

how individual behaviour changed when the circumstances of the experiment changed. Table 7 provides a summary of the estimated effects. The 

estimates of the within-subject comparison translate into relating the results of one treatment in different rounds. The between-subject aims at 

comparing different treatments but in the same round.  

                                                                    
11 In 2 cases there were negative preferences for both domestic and not domestic, whilst in one case both preference for domestic and negative preference for no-

domestic were significant.  
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Table 7. Estimation of the treatments in the lab experiment 

 

Treatment 1 (T1) - (Blind) Treatment 2 (T2) - (Blind) 

Ty
pe

 o
f 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

Round 1 (R1) Round 2 (R2) Round 1 (R1) Round 2 (R2) 

Price Price Price Price 

Nutritional content Nutritional content Nutritional content Nutritional content 

Ingredients Ingredients Ingredients Ingredients 

 DC-SIP DC-SIP DC-SIP 

   Brand name 

 

Estimation of DC-SIP effect Estimation of the Brand effect 

 Within-subject Between-subject Within-subject Between-subject 

 R1-T1 vs R2 T1 R1-T1 vs R1 T2 R1-T2 vs R2 T2 R2-T1 vs R2 T2 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  

It emerges from the estimation results that when respondents in Germany do not have information about the DC-SIP, they are indifferent between 

the three versions, but when German consumers are primed about the target market of the alternatives offered, respondents favour their domestic 

version. In the case of yogurt, participants were willing to pay 0.74 Euro cents more for the German compared to the Hungarian version (reference 

version). Results also show that there is no significant difference for Germans between the Lithuanian and Hungarian versions. The WTP for the not-

buy option decreases by more than 1.5 Euro when the DC-SIP information is disclosed. Similar conclusions are reached in the between-subject 

comparison (T1 R2 vs T2 R2), which reveals the effect of the brand names on individual purchase decision. What is observed is that the brand does 

not change preferences for the different versions, nor the reaction to information about DC-SIP.  

In Germany, results for cookies are similar. What is observed in the base treatment (T1-R1) in this case is that participants prefer not to choose any 

of the alternatives. Results do not change when the DC-SIP is revealed (within-subject comparison). As in the case of yogurt, participant in the 

between subject comparison do prefer the national version rather than the alternatives when they are informed about DC-SIP. The brand effect in 

this case tends to reinforce this result. The WTP for the German version increases although results appear less robust than for yogurt. Nevertheless, 

in the case of cookies a comparison of WTP across treatments also reveals no statistically significant effect of the DC-SIP and the brand effect.  

In summary, it can be concluded that the DC-SIP information in both within and between subject comparisons in Germany does not have a strong 

effect on individual decisions while the brand effect reinforces the idea that German consumers prefer the German version of the product. 

Furthermore, Spanish respondents seem to prefer their home version of Fanta Orange compared to the Romanian. The individual preference for this 

version increases when the information on the DC-SIP is revealed (between-subject comparison) while the effect of brand seems to reduce the 

preference for the Spanish version of Fanta Orange slightly. Regarding Lay’s potatoes, Spanish respondents show a strong preference for their 

country’s version and this preference increase when the DC-SIP is revealed (between-subject comparison). The same results are obtained in the 

within subject comparison. Knowledge of the brand does not change the WTP for the country versions.  

It can be concluded that in Spain the information regarding the DC-SIP has a statistically significant result on the value of the Spanish product, which 

increases significantly when the information about the country version is revealed. This result is obtained in both the between-and the within-sample 

comparison. Preference for the Swedish products is not affected by information regarding DC-SIP or the brand.  

Results are a little surprising in the case of Hungary. Respondents do not respond to price variations, meaning that they completely ignored the cost 

of the different alternatives. Further analysis is needed due to this unexpected and unusual result in an incentive compatible experiment.  

The main findings of the experiments implemented in the report can be summarised as follows: 

 The impact of DC-SIP on consumers’ valuation and purchase decision is heterogeneous across the products studied and MS. 

 For the majority of cases (23 out of 30) when there is no claim (addition of “made for” indication on the product packaging) , DC-SIP has 

no impact on consumers12 . 

                                                                    
12 No preferences for any of the tested versions 
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 However, it is true that for a limited number of country-product pairs (7 out of 30) consumers do value the different versions of the 
products differently. In these cases, the preference for the domestic version is not systematic as there are cases where consumers prefer 
the version sold in another country.  

 The analysis of these seven cases shows no evident geographical patterns of difference in preferences for DC-SIP products, nor regarding 
the preference for the version sold in the consumer’s own country where the experiment took place (evidence mainly obtained from the 
discrete choice experiments).  

 When consumers were informed about the target market with the use of the “made for” claim, a majority of cases change from having no 
preference without information to showing a preference for one of the product versions (16 out of 30 country-product pairs). 

 In about half of these cases where there is a difference in preference, the preference is for a non-domestic version (i.e., of the three 
alternatives Lithuanian consumers prefer the version for their country the least). Consumers in five cases (two in Germany and three in 
Hungary) prefer their domestic version while consumers in the remaining cases show a negative preference for one of the other-country 
versions once the information is provided. 

 Combining the findings of the lab and the (online) DCE reveals that: 
o Taste is the main driver for different preferences across versions. While no evidence of impact of DC-SIP in the DCE was found 

(people are indifferent between versions), when they taste the products (i.e. in the lab), there is a clear preference for one of 
the versions. 

o When primed about the DC-SIP issue, the preference for one of the versions also appears without tasting (i.e. in the DCE)  

This report analysed the impact of DC-SIP on consumer purchase choices for a selected number of branded products and MS. As a result, the 

analyses of this report are only valid for the products and MS included in the experiments and cannot be straightforwardly extrapolated to other 

products and MS.  
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1 Introduction 

Differences in Composition of Seemingly Identical branded (food) Products (DC-SIP) has been a source of growing concern in the EU in recent years. 

This has particularly been the case since comparative tests were carried out independently by several Member States (MS) (BEUC, 2018)13 

confirming the presence of differences in composition of some branded food products across Member States (SZPI 2015; Borzan 2017; CEU 2017; 

European Parliament 2017; MPSR 2017; Néhib 2017).  

In 2013, the European Parliament drew attention to the fact that findings of various surveys show that "on a long-term basis consumers are 

concerned about possible differences in the quality of products with the same brand and packaging which are distributed in the single market". At the 

same time, it requested the European Commission to investigate this issue (European Parliament 2018)14. In 2016, leaders of the EU Member States 

brought up the DC-SIP issue in the European Council and agreed to investigate the existence of the practice further and to find a solution at the 

European level, if possible. In 2017, during his State of the Union Address15, President Juncker explicitly referred to the issue of companies selling 

seemingly identical products with a different composition in different EU MS. As a result, the European Commission took several; actions to tackle 

DC-SIP. Besides individual initiatives by MS and actors in the private sector, the Joint Research Centre (JRC), in close collaboration with experts from 

Member States' competent authorities and stakeholders in the food chain, developed a harmonised methodology for the comparative testing of DC-

SIP in food across MS (European Commission 2018). This methodology was used to collect more evidence on the presence of DC-SIP across MS and 

the results of this EU wide comparison were published in 2019. According to these results, 9% and 22% of evaluated food products had differences 

in composition but had an identical or similar front package, respectively. The rest of the food products evaluated were either identical (33%), had 

similar compositional characteristics (9%), or had a different composition and also a different front package (27%) (European Commission 2019). 

The issue of Differences in Composition of Seemingly Identical branded products (DC-SIP) refers to the case of marketing a good in one Member 

State as identical to a good marketed in other Member States, while that good has a significantly different composition or characteristics.16 

While the JRC’s comparative testing found evidence on the scale of the DC-SIP issue across EU, empirical evidence on consumers’ preferences for the 

DC-SIP is still lacking. Although there is a wide range of studies analysing how different product attributes, food product composition, consumers’ 

perception of food quality, and socio-economic characteristics (e.g. social status, age, gender, education, knowledge about healthy eating, and 

attitude to food) affect their choices (e.g. Elliott and Cameron 1994; Steptoe et al. 1995; Iazzi and Santovito 2016; Grunert 2005), there are no 

empirical studies directly investigating the impact of DC-SIP. In particular, the extent to which consumers value and respond to differences in 

composition of seemingly identical branded products across EU remains an unanswered question. 

This report therefore aims to complement the conceptual framework provided in Colen et al. (2020) by empirically testing whether the presence of 

DC-SIP influences consumer preferences and willingness to pay for a different version of a same branded product. For this purpose, experimental, 

behavioural, and economic approaches were exploited because they provide methods providing more thorough analysis of the empirical side of the 

preference approach revealed by performing the analysis in six MS (i.e., Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, Romania, Spain, and Sweden) with a total of 

10,600 respondents in all MS. More specifically, this study uses both a discrete choice experiment (DCE) and a sensory testing experiment (referred 

to as the "lab experiment") to analyse: (i) consumer willingness to pay (WTP) for different versions of the same branded food products, (ii) cross-

regional/country comparisons of the effect of DC-SIP, (iii) the role of brand and information provision on DC-SIP in consumer food purchasing 

decision. Overall, the analyses presented in this report investigate the following research questions:  

 Do consumers have the same or different preferences for the different versions of seemingly identical branded food products and 

how much are they willing to pay for the preferred alternative version?  

 Does informing consumers about the practice of DC-SIP affect their preferences and purchase decision? 

The rest of this report is organised as follows: the next section presents the methodology including the country selection, product selection, and 

description of DCE and lab experiment. Section 3 then presents descriptive statistics and the main results. Lastly, Section 4 concludes the report. 

                                                                    
13 For more details on the different studies see EP briefing, 2017 
14 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52013IP0239&from=EN 
15 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/SPEECH_17_3165 
16https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2019/2161/oj 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/607265/EPRS_BRI(2017)607265_EN.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52013IP0239&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/SPEECH_17_3165
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2019/2161/oj
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2 Methodology and findings from preliminary analyses 

The main methodological approach of this study is experimental choice analysis, a standard tool applied in the literature to assess consumer 

valuation of quality and content (attributes) of products (Carson et al. 1994; Batsell and Louviere 1991). This approach investigates how consumers 

react to changes in the available choice set of different products or consumer preferences to different attributes of a given product (e.g. different 

versions of the same branded product). This approach has been applied in the literature to analysing consumer choices of food products according to 

their nutritional characteristics, quality, and content (e.g. Meenakshi et al. 2012; Alfines et al. 2006; Van Wezemael et al., 2014), consumer preference 

for organic versus conventionally produced foods (e.g. Verhoef 2005; Rousseau and Vranken, 2013), implications of food safety and quality, country-

of-origin labelling on consumers’ food choices (e.g. Enneking 2004; Loureiro and Umberger 2007; Lagerkvist et al., 2014) as well as other similar 

aspects. In following this literature, (i) an on-line DCE was applied in this study and (ii) a lab experiment was carried out to analyse consumers’ 

preferences over different versions of seemingly identical branded food products. The aim of the DCE is to obtain stated consumer preferences for 

different versions of the same branded food products. It allows researchers to study how consumers value selected sets of attributes of a product by 

asking them to state their choice from different alternatives. The lab experiment aims to obtain consumer valuation of the tested products in face-

to-face experiment where participants directly taste the products. The main advantage of DCE is that it can include various choice sets (e.g., more 

product attributes or treatments) and can be tested on a larger number of respondents. The main advantage of the lab experiment is that it can 

account for consumer experiential valuation of the tested food products. Moreover, participant responses in a lab experiment are less hypothetical 

and therefore likely to be closer to reality (Roe and Just, 2009; Colen et al., 2016). 

For a successful implementation of DCE and the lab experiment,  several preliminary analyses had to be carried out (preliminary phases). The 

purpose of these preliminary phases was to objectively select six countries and six products to include in the experiments17. In particular, the 

following steps were taken during these phases: (a) country selection for both experiments; (b) market survey on a predefined list of products18 to 

identify the most commonly sold food categories and brands; and (c) focus group discussions to fine-tune the final list of products and obtain 

consumer perceptions on DC-SIP.  

The following sub-sections detail the steps taken: 

 Country selection  

 Preliminary analyses for product selection (market survey; focus groups; selection of final products) 

 Discrete choice experiment 

 Lab experiment 

2.1 Country selection 

The countries were selected by paying particular attention to ensuring a wide geographical distribution as well as a good representation of different 

socio-economic conditions across all EU MS. This was achieved by exploiting secondary sources of data available such as: food expenditure as a 

percentage of total household expenditure, intra-EU imports of food, self-declared importance of food quality, brand, and place of origin in purchase 

decisions (Special Eurobarometer 2012; Eurostat). In addition, country-specific experiences regarding DC-SIP reported in the studies performed 

independently by a number of MS (see above) were also considered.  

The combination of this set of information resulted in the following list of countries: Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, Romania, Spain, and Sweden (see 

Figure 1).  

                                                                    
17 In order to ensure sufficient statistical power of the estimated results for each country, product, and experimental treatment, the total number of products that could 

be tested was calculated as being six. For DCE, this means that three branded products (each in three different country-versions) are tested in each group of three MS. 

Given the more limited sample size in the lab experiment, the number of products was reduced to four, i.e. two branded products (each in three different country-

versions). Lab experiments were only carried out in a subset of four of the six selected countries.  
18 The list of food products used in this phase is provided in Appendix 1 and is based on the list of products considered in the feasibility study for implementing the 

harmonised testing methodology developed by the JRC (European Commission, 2018) which were available at the time the study was designed.  
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Figure 1. Countries selected for the experiments 

Spain

Germany

Germany

Sweden

Hungary

Li thuania

Romania

 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

2.2 Preliminary analysis for product selection 

In the context of conducting the experiments, the selection of products is a critical step that needs to be taken beforehand. Yet the selection of 

specific products is very challenging when the available set of information represents a sub-set of the whole universe of food items. Nevertheless, a 

list of six products were selected from this sub-set and included in the experiments. The selection of six different food products was made by using a 

provisional list of 72 food items (available at the time of the experimental design) prepared by the JRC for the EU wide testing campaign19 (see 

Annex 1). This list is composed of branded food products proposed by a number of Member States for inclusion in the market basket used in the EU 

wide testing campaign (European Commission 2018). 20 

To compensate for the lack of a full set of information about consumer experiences with these products, ad-hoc quantitative and qualitative 

preliminary analyses were performed. In particular, (i) a market survey and (ii) a focus group was run in each of the six selected MS.  

The aims of these preliminary analyses were two-folds: 

a) From the list of available products identify the categories and brands most commonly purchased across the selected MS.  

b) Gather information on: 

 consumer awareness, perceptions, and expectations associated with DC-SIP issues; 

 consumer experiences with DC-SIP issues: product category, product attributes, associated emotions, action taken (if any). 

2.2.1 Market survey21 

With the aim of identifying the most commonly purchased food categories and brands, an online market survey was conducted in each of the six 

selected MS. The total sample was composed of 1,200 respondents (200 respondents in each MS). The target group was the general population aged 

                                                                    
19 For more information on the EU wide testing campaign, see European Commission (2019) 
20 These products had been flagged by several MS as being of concern for DC-SIP. 
21 The results presented in this section are based on the deliverable provided by the project “Empirical testing of the impact of dual food quality on consumers' choices” 

carried out by the London School of Economics (George Gaskell) and Open Evidence (Francisco Lupiáñez-Villanueva and Giovanni Liva)  
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18-74 years old. The sample was representative of each MS in terms of age and gender distribution., and Table 10 presents the socio-demographic 

profile of the participants per country. 

The survey questionnaire (see Appendix 2) included a list of 20 different products (see Table 8) shortlisted from the aforementioned list of products 

(see Annex 1). The decision to shorten the list to a maximum of 20 different products reflected practical constraints on how many choices a 

respondent can make with any reliability. In selecting these 20 products from the full provisional list, particular attention was paid to the following 

criteria: (i) the presence of different food categories (e.g. soft drinks, dairy products, processed meat, processed fish, spreads etc.), (ii) the inclusion of 

at least one store (private) brand, (ii) the selected products were sold in all the selected MS, (iv) the importance of products in terms of consumption 

and market share based on secondary data, and (v) the inclusion of products for which difference in attributes is observed between MS. The shortlist 

of 20 food products for the market survey included 3 snacks products, 3 dairy products, 5 types of soft drink, 3 types of prepared food and meat 

products, 3 breakfast cereals, and 3 spreads and sauce products. 

As part of the market survey, respondents were asked whether they had personally purchased and consumed each of the 20 products in the last 30 

days. Besides the questions on product purchase, other socio-demographic questions were included in the questionnaire to account for gender, age, 

level of education, marital status, and socio-economic status of respondents. In addition, questions on shopping habits were included in order to 

understand whether the respondents were responsible for purchasing food products in their households.  

Table 8. Selected branded food products for the market survey  

Product category Branded food products 

Snacks 

Milka Choco Cookie 

Lay’s Potato Chips Nature  

Haribo Happy Cola 

Dairy 

Danone Activia Strawberry 

Cornetto Classico 

Milbona Emmental Cheese  

Drinks 

Nestlé Nesquik 

Fanta Orange 

Coca-Cola Original 

Nestea 

Nescafé Gold  

Prepared food and meat 

Dr. Oetker Pizza Ristorante 

Findus fish fingers 

Freshona Mixed Vegetable 

Breakfast cereals 

Kellogg's Special Red fruits 

Kellogg's Special K  

Nestlé Fitness Nature 

Spreads and sauces 

Mondelez Philadelphia 

Uncle Ben's Sweet-Sour Sauce  

Hellmann’s Mayonnaise Original 

Source: Authors’ elaboration. 

Figure 2 shows the aggregated results of the types of food categories purchased by respondents in the six MS in the previous 30 days. Results shows 

that products in the soft drinks and snacks categories are the most commonly purchased across the surveyed MS, followed by spread and sauces, 

prepared food, dairy products, and lastly breakfast cereals. In particular, it emerges that the most commonly purchased products from the list of 20 

selected products are Coca-Cola Original (51.5%), Lay’s Potato Chips Nature (46%), and Milka Choco Cookie (45%), which approximately half of the 

surveyed population purchasing in the previous 30 days. The remaining products are purchased by around one third of the respondents, that is to say: 

Mondelez Philadelphia (33.3%), Fanta Orange (33.2%), Danone Activia Strawberry (32.8%), Hellmann ’s Mayonnaise Original (31.6%), and Dr. Oetker 
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Pizza Ristorante (30.4%), Freshona Mixed Vegetable (27%), and Haribo Happy Cola (26%) (Figure 2). As summarized in Table 9, purchase patterns for 

these products differ across gender and age groups. Young men are generally more likely to purchase snacks and soft drinks than females, while the 

middle-aged individuals are more likely to report consumption of prepared food products and spread and sauces than the rest of the sampled 

population. Other socio-economic characteristics also play a role in purchasing different food categories and specific products and brands. For 

instance, women with higher educated (university or higher degree) tend to purchase snacks and soft drinks less frequently than their male 

counterparts. On the other hand, men with primary or high school education are more likely to have purchased dairy products in the last month. While 

families with children seem to have purchased snacks, soft drinks, and breakfast cereals more recently than those without children (see Table 52, 

Appendix 3).  

The results from this market survey provided insights on purchase behaviour of respondents’ and patterns for each selected products and in each MS, 

which was instrumental in making an objective selection of the 6 products for the experiments.  

Figure 2. Averages of food products by categories purchased in the last 30 days  

 

Source: Authors' elaboration based on market survey  

Figure 3. Top ten most frequently purchased branded food products (from the 20 branded food products assessed in the market survey) 

 

Source: Authors' elaboration based on market survey  
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Table 9. Average percentage of respondents who purchased a product for each product category, by gender and age groups 

Age Group 
Snacks Drinks Dairy 

Female Male Female Male Female Male 

18-24 71 80 79 91 41 47 

25-54 75 80 79 84 52 51 

55-74 58 54 55 58 45 43 

       
Age Group 

Prepared Meals Spreads and sauces Cereals 

Female Male Female Male Female Male 

18-24 52 59 56 55 24 41 

25-54 61 61 66 60 34 34 

55-74 50 50 57 53 19 19 

Source: Authors' elaboration based on market survey  

2.2.2 Focus groups22 

The aim of the focus groups was to refine the selection of branded food products to be used in the experiments and to collect additional information 

on consumer understanding and experience of DC-SIP in order to improve the development of the experiments and associated questionnaires. While 

the market survey was mainly quantitative and focused on the types of products commonly purchased by consumers, the focus groups aimed at 

bringing qualitative evidence on consumer awareness, perception, and experience of DC-SIP. In particular, the objective of the focus groups was to 

gather insights into: 

a) Consumer awareness (e.g. prevalence, causes, consequences), and expectations and perceptions associated with the DC-SIP issue 

b) Consumer experiences with DC-SIP issues: product categories affected, product attributes, associated emotions, action taken (if any) 

In each of the six selected MS, one focus group was held in the capital city, except in Spain where it was accommodated in Barcelona. Each focus 

group gathered 8 participants representing different age groups (i.e., 16-20; 21-34; 35-44; 45-64; and 65-74), gender, employment status, and 

household compositions (i.e., single, married, or cohabiting; with or without children under 18 years in the household). All focus group participants 

were responsible for buying groceries for their households and had travelled to another Member State country in the past year.  

A discussion guide was developed and used to guide the progress of the focus group (see Appendix 4). All six groups followed the same discussion 

guide, although the pilot group conducted in Spain led to minor changes that were taken into account in the rest of the MS. All focus groups were 

video-recorded and transcribed ad verbatim. The opening question in each of the six focus groups was meant to explore participants’ food 

preferences and choices and the role of food quality in their food purchase without bringing up the issue of DC-SIP. This was followed by a more 

detailed discussion on the role of brand in food purchases and awareness and experience of purchasing the same product with different 

compositions in other MS. 

                                                                    
22 The results presented in this section are based on the deliverables provided by the project “Empirical testing of the impact of dual food quality on consumers' choices” 

carried out by the London School of Economics (George Gaskell) and Open Evidence (Francisco Lupiáñez-Villanueva and Giovanni Liva) 



 

16 

Table 10. Socio-demographic profile of the market survey by MS  

Source: Authors' elaboration based on market survey  

 

Category 
 

Spain Germany Hungary Lithuania Romania Sweden Total 

Gender 
Female 50 50 52 53 50.5 48.5 50.7 

Male 50 50 48 47 49.5 51.5 49.3 

 
Total 200 200 200 200 200 200 1200 

Age 

18-24 11 10.5 10 11 10 11 10.6 

25-54 58.5 56 57 55.5 58.5 56.5 57 

55-75 30.5 33.5 33 33.5 31.5 32.5 32.4 

Total 200 200 200 200 200 200 1200 

 
Primary Education 3 49.5 1 1 4.5 14.5 12.3 

Educational level Secondary Education 32.5 25.5 59.5 24.5 30 40 35.3 

 
Tertiary Education 20 2.5 8.5 17 9.5 10 11.3 

 
University and higher 35 12 25 47.5 40 31.5 31.8 

 
Post-graduate (master, PhD, other) 9.5 10.5 6 10 16 4 9.3 

 
Total 200 200 200 200 200 200 1200 

 
Single 33 50 31.5 35.5 31 54 39.2 

Marital status Married or equivalent 67 50 68.5 64.5 69 46 60.8 

 
Total 200 200 200 200 200 200 1200 

 
Yes 59.5 30 42.5 33.5 42 32.5 40 

Presence of children in the household No 40.5 70 57.5 66.5 58 67.5 60 

 
Total 200 200 200 200 200 200 1200 

 
I am the person who makes all the purchases of  

food products 
59 64.5 44 47 48 52 52.4 

Role in the purchase decision 
I share purchasing responsibility for food  

products with others in the household 
39.5 33 55.5 50.5 52 46 46.1 

 
I never or almost never make purchases of food  

products 
1.5 2.5 0.5 2.5 

 
2 1.5 

 
Total 200 200 200 200 200 200 1200 
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Food purchase behaviour of consumers and attitudes towards DC-SIP 

The focus groups highlighted rather significant differences between Western, Southern, and Northern European MS on the one hand (Spain, Germany, 

and Sweden), and Central and Eastern European MS on the other hand (Hungary, Lithuania, and Romania) in consumers’ food purchase behaviour and 

attitudes towards and experience with DC-SIP. For instance, participants in Sweden were particularly sensitive to health and environmental issues 

related to food, while in Germany people very much focused on sustainability issues and reported preferences towards local food. Similarly, while 

caring about healthiness, Spanish consumers also expressed the importance of taste and quality. For the so-called Western, Southern, and Northern 

MS (Sweden, Germany and Spain), local products represent something more natural, fresh, crafted, homemade, and so healthier and more 

sustainable. In addition, Romanians, Hungarians, and Lithuanians consider the aforementioned aspects to be important, though other aspects are 

gaining importance. In particular, supporting local economies and products has become a way to defend their markets for food-conscious consumers 

and so respond to the widespread concern of DC-SIP. However, this attitude was more pronounced in Romania and Hungary than in Lithuania.  

In all of the six MS, the focus groups highlighted the fact that the main factors affecting food preferences and choices are health, enjoyment, and 

price. Participants claimed they preferred products that are more natural, less processed, with fewer additives. Moreover, participants report being 

more and more inclined to gather information on the ingredients, contents, and origin of the products on the shelves in order to make more informed 

food choices. On the other hand, healthiness has to come together with enjoyment. Consequently, participants also said they value organoleptic 

aspects such as taste, appearance, and smell. Lastly, consumers want to have food that is value for money.  

However, each of the selected countries presented certain peculiarities: 

 Sweden and Germany: High level of awareness concerning sustainability 

 Spain: Seeking a balance between health and taste 

 Romania, Hungary, and Lithuania: Health, appearance and taste, and patriotism. 

One of the key questions of the focus group was the role of brands in purchasing foodstuff. Overall, brands are seen as synonymous with 

guaranteed quality, reliability, and trust. This is especially true for those brands that participants have consumed for a long time. According to the 

focus groups participants, brands should meet quality standards, should be transparent in the way they present their products, informative, and 

ethical. Participants consider failing in one of these aspects as deceiving behaviour, which can disappoint consumers. However, in this case too there 

are differences across MS. For instance, participants in Sweden felt that branded products are a safe choice as they have tried them before. Brands 

are trusted by default, but they need to be transparent, ethical, and coherent in order to attract and retain consumers. In Germany, participants said 

that branded products have a lot of tradition, some of them have been known since childhood, and there is a high degree of trust towards well-

known brands. Consequently, participants declared they were willing to pay more in exchange of better and guaranteed quality. Focus group 

participants in Spain perceived private label brands (i.e., store brands) to be quite good, and therefore claimed that international brands have to show 

an additional value (i.e. higher quality) together with better appearance and taste. Transparency and honesty is also a precondition for Spanish 

participants to strengthen loyalty and fidelity in their consumption. Furthermore,, international brands (as opposed to private store brands) in 

Romania are felt to be more trustworthy and reliable and, in many cases, have a heritage and tradition that provide consumers with proven and 

experienced quality. This is particularly the case for Romanian brands, which participants reported to be increasingly substituting global brands. 

Similarly, the participating consumers in Hungary reported they are consuming more and more local brands. Participants in these countries reported 

being reluctant towards global brands and big corporations, due in part to the DC-SIP issue. In Lithuania, consumers believe brands have a bigger 

reputation to uphold and cannot deceive consumers. However, they believe in local brands more and consider them to be better than global ones 

which they see more as being “stamped for the masses”.  

Coming to the point where awareness of the DC-SIP issue was examined, results from focus groups show polarised positions among the different 

MS. In Spain, Germany, and Sweden, participants were not really aware of the DC-SIP issue and did not mention it spontaneously. In contrast, in 

Hungary, Lithuania, and Romania, the issue of DC-SIP came up spontaneously when discussing the importance of brands. In these three Eastern and 

Central European MS, participants had heard about the DC-SIP issue in the news and from politicians, and claimed they were very concerned by the 

issue. 

All participants claimed that they accepted DC-SIP when the different compositions reflect local taste preferences, though such differences should 

never affect quality standards. For instance, using palm oil, introducing large amounts of sugar, or replacing real ingredients with artificial ones are 

practices that focus group participants did not consider as adaptations to local preferences. However, the strictness with which participants might 

tolerate DC-SIP was different according to the type of product considered. For example, they were more flexible for products such as potato crisps, 

soft drinks, and sweets compared to other products that were considered healthier such as fish, yogurts, or corn flakes. Notwithstanding this 

flexibility toward DC-SIP, focus groups participants considered that minimum quality standards should be maintained for any product.  

Very few focus groups participants personally experienced a real incident of DC-SIP. The few cases where participants experienced DC-SIP concerned 

German, Romanian, and Hungarian consumers who had experienced the different composition when travelling to other MS. According to them, these 

experiences did not cause them to stop buying the brand or the branded product in general once back in their respective countries. Participants’ 

awareness about DC-SIP mainly comes from the media and social media rather than from real experiences. In Romania, the topic of DC-SIP is often 

raised by politicians and it has had a strong effect on public opinion and at the same time has made people feel discriminated against as they 

receive products of different composition. In Hungary, the attitude towards DC-SIP is very defensive. For Lithuanian respondents, who mainly learnt 

about the issue from media, DC-SIP is perceived as a lack of respect from big companies towards them. It makes the Lithuanian consumers distrust 

those companies and fosters their intention to favour local and national brands even more. 
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In terms of purchase decisions, consumers appear to be affected by the presence of DC-SIP to a different extent, depending on their awareness of 

the issue. Consumers are usually more aware in MS where the issue is considered to be a political or national issue (Romania and Hungary). In these 

two MS, the DC-SIP issue pushed consumers to purchase more local products as an act of nationalism and patriotism.  

Overall, in terms of expectations, participants would appreciate that branded food products are sold with an identical composition across the EU. 

They conceded that composition may be different in order to adapt the product to local preferences, but without losing the minimum quality 

standards. 

Participants said that regulations should guarantee that similarly branded products should be exactly the same across the EU in terms of minimum 

quality standards. The public authorities should intervene when different content or quality could affect health.  

With respect to having a visible label on the front of the package indicating the different composition of local product versions, respondents from the 

different countries differed in their suggestions. While Romanian and Hungarian consumers agreed on having a reference to the  difference in local 

preferences (e.g., “Recipe adapted to Romania”, “Adapted to Hungarian Taste”), German respondents suggested using the MS as the last name of the 

product “Coca-Cola Germany”. Swedish and Lithuanian consumers were in favour of adding a quality label, something like a small sign on the 

package, or to making it clear that the product has been produced for the Lithuanian market. 

On the other hand, Spanish consumers were more in favour of telling the companies to make sure quality standards are guaranteed. Spanish 

consumers do not seem to have a problem with the existence of DC-SIP as long as these differences do not affect the basic quality standards 

required in products (but they take this for granted because they trust their preferred brands)  

In conclusion, the DC-SIP issue fuelled a feeling of patriotism and triggered negative attitudes against big brand owners among participants from 

Lithuania, Romania, and Hungary. On the other hand, in Spain, Germany and Sweden, DC-SIP does not appear be a sensitive issue among 

participants. Notwithstanding this, results from discussions suggest that this might change in the future if brands do not behave in a transparent and 

ethical way. 

Consumers’ perception and assessment of the specific branded products 

One part of the focus group was devoted to assessing consumer perception of a list of 12 branded food products (selected from the shortlisted 20 

products) identified in the market survey as important for consumers. The list of products included: 

 A. Snacks: Lay’s Potato Chips Nature, Milka Choco Cookie 

 B. Drinks: Coca-Cola Original, Fanta Orange 

 C. Dairy Products: Danone Activia Strawberry, Cornetto Classico 

 D. Prepared food and meals: Dr. Oetker Pizza Ristorante, Iglo/Findus fish fingers 

 E. Spreads and sauces: Mondelez Philadelphia, Hellmann’s Mayonnaise Original 

 F. Breakfast cereals: Kellogg's Special Red fruits, Kellogg's Special K 

In fact, during this session, participants were shown a picture of the version sold in their own MS without providing them with information about the 

DC-SIP practice (in reality product versions could differ or could be the same between MS). By looking at this picture, the moderator guided the 

discussion on the perception and image participants had about this product and explored consumption frequencies. They were then asked about their 

perception of DC-SIP related to this product as well as their personal experience of DC-SIP. 

The following tables summarise the reactions of focus group participants in each study MS (Table 11 - Table 16).  
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Table 11. Perception and assessment of the shortlisted branded food products by focus group participants (Sweden) 

 Associations Frequency of consumption/purchase Link to issue of DC-SIP (perception) Willingness to buy product if 

subject to DC-SIP 

LAY’S POTATO CHIPS  Past, abroad, vacation, budget store, air 
chips, palm oil 

Not too often consumed; preference for 
other brands considered “healthier”  

Usage of different types of oil Not buying them; less healthy than 
others, using palm oil or different oil 

may change product taste 

HARIBO CANDIES Budget store, not our culture; we have 
pick-and-mix candies 

Not too often consumed A candy is not meant to be good.  Not relevant for them 

COCA-COLA Well established, worldwide brand, great 
marketing activities 

Quite often. Different situations. Differences in taste but its reputation 
cannot allow quality differences  

They trust the brand 

FANTA Past, childhood, new taste  Half of them consumed regularly Taste has changed. In Sweden it is more 
bitter 

They will keep on buying it. Changes in 
taste are OK and even fun. 

DANONE ACTIVIA STRAWBERRY  Sugar, yogurt culture, stomach relief, 
healthier varieties in Sweden  

Not too often consumed; preferences 
for other more local brands  

Yes. Sugar content differs. More candy-
like in other countries 

The amount of sugar content is what 
matters the most. 

CORNETTO CLASSIC Vacation, summer, pleasure, indulgence Occasionally: summer vacations, on a 
whim 

Amount of sugar and taste adaptations More flexible with indulgence products 

IGLO FISH FINGERS  Kids, practical, not real fish  Not consumed very often  Yes, amount or type of fish  Not if smaller of amount fish is not 
significant 

DR OETKER PIZZA German, Lidl, not credible images Not consumed very often. Many have 
not even tried it. 

Yes. Ingredients. Depends on local 
production 

Not relevant for them 

PHILADELPHIA CHEESE Tasty Half of them eat it but not very 
regularly. 

Yes, different varieties. Using lactose-
free version 

Not relevant 

HELLMANN’S MAYONNAISE American brand Not consumed very often  Yes. Vegan variety + differences in taste If produced in US, they will not buy it 
due to environmental issues 

KELLOGG’S SPECIAL K FRUITS Too expensive; many alternative brands Not consumed very often  Yes, the amount of sugar and fruit 
content may vary 

Not buy it if contains lot of sugar  

KELLOGG’S CLASSIC Less common compared with fruit 
variety 

Rarely consumed; consumption of 
muesli 

Not relevant Not relevant 

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on focus group in Sweden  

 



 

20 

Table 12. Perception and assessment of the shortlisted branded food products by focus group participants (Germany) 

 Associations Frequency of consumption/purchase Link to issue of DC-SIP (perception) Willingness to buy product if 

subject to DC-SIP 

MILKA CHOCO PAUSE Traditional brand, Switzerland, good 
chocolate. Like a sweet 

High frequency of consumption in 
German households 

Not considering differences Not relevant 

LAY’S POTATO CHIPS  Discount stores. Kaufland and Rewe Regularly consumed as a snack Yes. Oil used. Influence on taste. More 
or less flavour 

Will keep on buying if they like the 
taste unless it is palm oil or an 

unhealthy component 

COCA-COLA International/Sugar/Everywhere, 
Caffeine, zero has no sugar 

Regularly consumed Yes. Difference experienced in Spain. 
Tasted different; flatter and less 

flavoured. Mix with water because it’s 
cheaper 

Not relevant. Continue to buy 

FANTA  Soft drink, refreshing, summer, mix Occasionally consumed Yes. Different taste and flavour. In 
Spain and Italy more orange taste 

Depends on taste being more natural or 
chemical 

DANONE ACTIVIA STRAWBERRY Good for your stomach, expensive 
brand; cheaper alternatives 

Not consumed very often. Consumption 
of cheaper private label brands as an 

alternative 

Yes. I read they put sawdust not 
strawberries (associated with Danone 

but not sure) 

Not relevant 

CORNETTO CLASSIC Refreshing, summer, bite, chocolate, 
vanilla 

Occasionally consumed Yes. Size, waffle, spots of vanilla Not relevant unless unhealthy 
ingredient or intolerance 

IGLO FISH FINGERS  Childhood, frozen and easy to cook Occasionally consumed Yes. Breading may differ Relevant when content difference is 
important 50% less fish and not 
knowing what the other 50% is 

PIZZA DR OETKER Everybody knows the brand, pizza night, 
frozen pizza as an emergency 

Regularly consumed Yes. Differences in type of cheese and 
content of sugar 

Not relevant unless there is something 
unhealthy 

PHILADELPHIA CHEESE Expensive; Aldi has alternatives Occasionally consumed Yes. Milk is different in each country; 
fat content 

Not relevant unless fat difference is 
important 

HELLMAN’S MAYONNAISE American brand Rarely consumed Ingredient may vary: salt, sugar, 
vinegar 

Not relevant 

KELLOGG’S SPECIAL K FRUITS Well-known brand, Bremen Occasionally consumed Yes. % of fruit and sugar content Not buying it if any unhealthy 
ingredients 

KELLOGG’S CLASSIC Muesli is preferred Not consumed Not relevant Not relevant 

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on focus group in Germany  
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Table 13. Perception and assessment of the shortlisted branded food products by focus group participants (Spain) 

 Associations Frequency of consumption/purchase Link to issue of DC-SIP (perception) Willingness to buy product if 

subject to DC-SIP 

MILKA CHOCO COOKIE Chocolate, Fat, traditional brand Occasionally; more often in young 
participants 

Not recognised. References to 
chocolate origin and brand reputation 

do not permit it. 

Not relevant 

LAY’S POTATO CHIPS Pleasure, appetitive, Sundays, parties, 
snacks 

Regularly consumed although 
preference for more home-made brands 

or variety with olive oil 

Yes. The origin of the raw material can 
change; and also the type of oil 

Not relevant unless they do not like the 
taste 

COCA-COLA Party, happiness, social events, 
traditional brand 

Regularly consumed Yes. Water may change. Is not the 
same in each country, it is different 

Not relevant unless they do not like the 
taste 

FANTA Childhood, children soft drink, 
celebration, now Fanta Zero 

Occasionally; Fanta Zero  Yes. There can be differences in taste, 
colour and water. Most of the 

differences are cultural preferences 

Not relevant unless they do not like the 
taste 

DANONE ACTIVIA STRAWBERRY Digestive, healthy, well-known brand Older consumers eat it regularly (Activia 
brand) 

Yes. Raw materials may differ from 
country to country.  

Not relevant 

CORNETTO CLASSIC  Sundays, kids, families Consumed occasionally; Private label 
brands are an alternative 

Ingredients may change. Already 
appreciated in private label brands 

Not relevant unless an ingredient is too 
unhealthy 

IGLO FISH FINGERS  Past, childhood. Families with children Families with kids occasionally Difficulties in accessing fish in some 
countries 

Not relevant unless the content has no 
fish anymore 

PIZZA DR OETKER Soccer, pizza night, teens, pleasure Regularly consumed Yes. Access of ingredients or cultural 
preferences may differ 

Not relevant unless they do not like the 
taste 

PHILADELPHIA CHEESE Breakfast, snacks, parties Consumed often. Snacks, light version, 
to make cheesecake. 

Yes. With private label varieties, is not 
as creamy 

Not relevant 

HELLMANN’S MAYONNAISE Well-known brand, common at home Regularly consumed Yes. Oil is very relevant. If it is not 
good, taste changes completely 

Not relevant unless they do not like the 
taste 

KELLOGG’S SPECIAL K FRUITS  Breakfast, sugar, adults Occasionally consumed Yes. Level of sugar or type of wheat 
may vary 

Not relevant unless large amount of 
sugar or gluten intolerance 

KELLOGG’S CLASSIC Breakfast, private brand alternatives Occasionally consumed Yes. Level of sugar or type of wheat 
may vary 

Not relevant unless large amount of 
sugar or gluten intolerance 

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on focus group in Spain  
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Table 14. Perception and assessment of the shortlisted branded food products by focus group participants (Romania) 

 Associations Frequency of consumption/purchase Link to issue of DC-SIP (perception) Willingness to buy product if 

subject to DC-SIP 

MILKA CHOCO COOKIE Sweet, cow, choco, my daughters’ 
favourite 

Regularly consumed No references Not relevant 

LAY’S POTATO CHIPS Salt, many E’s. Pringles are preferred Rarely consumed No reference Not relevant 

COCA-COLA Cold, summer, diabetes Regularly consumed No references Still buying it. Preferred soft drink 

FANTA  Soft drink, orange, chemicals Occasionally Yes. Differences in organoleptic 
aspects; taste and smell. Compared to 
Austria, Romanian Fanta is watery, less 

tasty, and smells more chemical 

Stop buying it 

DANONE ACTIVIA STRAWBERRY  TV Ads, well-known brand. Some 
mention bad reputation in media 

(study) 

Regularly consumed Yes. Some related had read 
information, heard on media. 

Differences in ingredients 

Those who heard about it are 
influenced by media info and stop 

buying it. Others not influenced 
continue buying it 

CORNETTO CLASSIC Ice-cream light and soft Occasionally; Magnum is consumed 
more  

No references Not relevant 

FINDUS FISH FINGERS Easy to cook, kids like them Occasionally; families with children Yes. The amount of fish content is 
relevant. It should guarantee a quality 

level 

Yes, if you know there is hardly any fish 
anymore 

PIZZA DR OETKER Not too well known Not consumed Not relevant Not relevant 

PHILADELPHIA CHEESE Brand is recognized Occasionally Not relevant Not relevant 

HELLMANN’S MAYONNAIS$E Well-known brand, very present in their 
homes 

Regularly consumed Not relevant Not relevant 

KELLOGG’S SPECIAL K FRUITS Like mueslis, cereals, nice packaging 
appearance 

Rarely consumed Not relevant Not relevant 

FITNESS NESTLÉ Not very well known Rarely consumed Not relevant Not relevant 

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on focus group in Romania  
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Table 15. Perception and assessment of the shortlisted branded food products focus group participants (Hungary) 

 Associations Frequency of consumption/purchase Link to issue of DC-SIP (perception) Willingness to buy product if 

subject to DC-SIP 

MILKA CHOCO COOKIE Good product. More alternatives in 
private label brands 

Occasionally Yes. (one case) Perception of product 
has got worse over the years (less 

quality) 

Still buy it because of product and 
brand attachment 

LAY’S POTATO CHIPS Unhealthy, toxic Rarely consumed Not relevant Not relevant 

COCA-COLA Very well-known and recognized, 
pleasure, good for the stomach 

Regularly consumed Not relevant. They’ve learnt coke has 
same recipe everywhere 

Still buy it. Brand attachment 

NESTEA Child, full of sugar Occasionally; more the sugar free 
version 

Not relevant Not relevant 

DANONE ACTIVIA STRAWBERRY  Yogurt should be healthy but lots of 
sugar inside 

Occasionally consumed Yes. Associated with DC-SIP study + 
animal testing practise 

Some have stopped buying it for these 
reasons; present in DC-SIP study + 

animal test 

UNCLE BEN’S SAUCE Associated with past usage Rarely consumed In one case, associated with an 
increase of sugar content (but no 

references in other countries) 

Stop buying for noticing more sugar 
content in the product 

PIZZA DR OETKER Pre-made pizza. Better to do it by 
yourself 

Rarely consumed No references No references 

MILBONA CHEESE Cheese that is not cheese; big 
difference with real Emmental. 

Rarely consumed Heard in the media some associations 
with the issue of DC-SIP 

Stop buying it because of media 
information 

HELLMANN’S MAYONNAISE Basic product. Always at home Regularly consumed No reference Feeling disappointed if know it is 
different from Western European 

Countries 

KELLOGG’S SPECIAL K FRUITS No references No references No references No references 

FITNESS NESTLÉ Cereals, flakes Occasionally consumed; LIDL cereals No references No references 

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on focus group in Hungary  
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Table 16. Perception and assessment of the shortlisted branded food products by focus group participants (Lithuania) 

 Associations Frequency of consumption/purchase Link to issue of DC-SIP (perception) Willingness to buy product if 

subject to DC-SIP 

MILKA CHOCO COOKIE Very sweet, artificial Occasionally consumed No references No references 

LAY’S POTATO CHIPS Sourness. Beer is needed Occasionally consumed Two opinions: one experienced 
difference compared to Germany, the 

other did not notice any difference 

Not relevant 

COCA-COLA Lots of sugar, recommended for 
stomach ache 

Regularly consumed No references No references 

FANTA Sweet, taste Occasionally consumed Yes, someone experienced different 
taste in Spain and Italy. 

No references 

DANONE ACTIVIA STRAWBERRY Not very common Rarely consumed No references No references 

PHILADELPHIA CHEESE Well-known brand but other Lithuanian 
ones as alternatives 

Occasionally consumed Not relevant Not relevant 

PIZZA DR OETKER Brand is recognised but not very 
popular 

Rarely consumed Not relevant Not relevant 

MILBONA CHEESE Not relevant Not relevant Not relevant Not relevant 

HELLMANN’S MAYONNAISE Brand used Occasionally consumed Two opinions: one experience is that 
quality is getting worse; less tasty, and 
the other is that it is the same as 10 

years ago 

Not relevant 

KELLOGG’S SPECIAL K FRUITS Breakfast, sweet. There are Lithuanian 
alternatives 

Occasionally consumed One case thinks they are sweeter in 
Lithuania than in Germany 

Not relevant 

FITNESS NESTLÉ Not very well known Rarely consumed Not relevant Not relevant 

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on focus group in Lithuania 
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2.2.3 Selection of final products  

The list of 20 products preselected in the preliminary phase (market survey) and the subset of 12 products used in the focus group discussions were 

used to select the final six products for the experiments. These products were all part of the EU-wide testing campaign (European Commission 2019) 

which represented a reference source for information on the product composition.  

The upper limit of six products included in the experiment was determined by the capacity of respondents to process information in the online DCE 

and lab experiments (e.g. to avoid so-called “respondent fatigue”) and to ensure statistical power of the estimated results.23 Figure 4 presents the 

steps followed in selecting the final six products for the experiments. More specifically, the provisional list of 72 branded products proposed by MS to 

the JRC for the EU wide testing campaign was used as a starting element for selecting a subset of 20 products with concerns over DC-SIP. 

The market survey was used to determine the share of the population regularly consuming the 20 selected products belonging to the various food 

categories; focus groups were used to further refine the product selection by evaluating the importance of product attributes and DC-SIP for 

consumers for the 12 most regularly consumed products. The EU wide testing campaign (European Commission 2019) was used as a source of 

information on product composition across the selected countries. In the next step, the composition of the selected products was checked on the 

ground in order to confirm whether the composition changed.24 When differences were detected, the process was repeated to replace the product.25  

Figure 4. Steps for selecting products 

 
Source: Authors' elaboration based on focus group in Lithuania 

Following the procedure presented in Figure 4, the nine products that could potentially be included in the experiments were: Coca-Cola Original, Lay’s 

Potato Chips Nature, Milka Choco Cookie, Mondelez Philadelphia, Fanta Orange, Danone Activia Strawberry, Hellmann’s Mayonnaise Original, Dr. 

Oetker Pizza Ristorante, and Freshona Mixed Vegetables. However, re-checking the composition of these products revealed that some of them did not 

show differences in the composition (anymore) across the versions in the six selected EU MS. Furthermore, results from the market survey indicated 

that consumers older than 55 years were very unlikely to purchase some of these products. As a result, additional branded food products were 

considered, particularly products for which DC-SIP was present across the selected MS and products consumed by people older than 55 years. In 

accounting for the DC-SIP, selecting branded products with “large” differences as well as “small” or “negligible” differences in the composition 

between product versions across the selected MS was also considered. Once the selection of the six branded food products had been made, their 

composition was checked on the ground with project collaborators providing pictures of the composition of each product in each of the six MS from 

local supermarkets. These checks found that the composition indicated on the package of some of the selected branded products (e.g. Mondelez 

Philadelphia) did not correspond (anymore) to the composition indicated in the EU wide comparison study (European Commission 2019). 

Consequently, these products were replaced by repeating the selection procedure to find other products with DC-SIP.  

After implementing the procedure outlined above, the final list contained the following six products: Danone Activia Strawberry, Fanta Orange, Knorr 

Spaghetti Bolognese, Lay's Potato Chips Nature, Milka Choco Cookie, and Findus Fish Fingers. Table 17 summarises the nutritional information and 

Table 18 summarises the information on ingredients provided on the back of packages of the final list of selected products, and this for each of the 

MS where the products were considered in the experiments (see sections 2.3 for detail on the experiments and combination of MS and products).  

                                                                    
23 Obviously financial resources available to carry out this study also determined how many products (and MSs) could be included in the experiments.  
24 Note that product composition for some of the preselected products changed as compared to the information in European Commission (2019). Therefore, a check on 

the ground was carried out by collecting photos of the different products on offer in each study country, and the industry was contacted to gather exact information on 

the composition.  
25 The exception is Knorr spaghetti Bolognese which was not included in the market survey. It has been added at a later stage because no other suitable products for 

experiments was available on the preselected list. 
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Table 17. Nutritional information for the final list of selected products (Quantity per 100 g) 

Country  Germany Lithuania Hungary   Sweden Spain Romania 

  Danone Activia Strawberry   Fanta Orange 

Energy kJ/kcal 369kJ / 88 Kcal 361 kJ/86 Kcal 370 kJ/88 Kcal Energy kJ 212kJ/50kcal 81KJ/19Kcal 183KJ/43Kcal 

Total Fat 2.9 g 2.9 g 3.3 g Total Fat 0 g 0 g 0 g 

Saturated Fat  1.9 g 1.9 g 2.3 g Saturated Fat  0 g 0 g 0 g 

Total Carbohydrates 11.4 g 11.2 g 11.1 g Total Carbohydrates 12.3 g 4,5 g 10.5 g 

of which Sugar 11.2 g 10.9 g 10.9 g of which Sugar 12.3 g 4,5 g 10.5 g 

Fibre 
 

0.2 g 
 

Protein 0 g 0 g 0 g 

Protein 3.8 g 3.7 g 3.3 g Salt 0 g 0,02 g 0 g 

Salt 0.14 g 0.14 g 0.12 g 
    

Calcium (mg) 140 g 130 g 125 g 
    

  Knorr Spaghetti Bolognese   Lay's Potato Chips Nature 

Energy kJ/kcal 644 kJ/154 kcal 834 kJ/199 Kcal 818 kJ/195 kcal Energy kJ 2256 kJ/541 kcal 2156kJ/ 517 kcal 2239kJ/538Kcal 

Total Fat 4.7 g 9.1 g 9.6 g Total Fat 34 g 30.6 g 35 

Saturated Fat  1.6 g 2.5 g 3.4 g Saturated Fat  4.1 g 4.2 g 2.7 

Total Carbohydrates 20 g 20 g 18 g Total Carbohydrates 52 50.8 g 47 

of which Sugar 1.3 g 1.5 g 1.7 g of which Sugar 0.3 g 0.6 g 0.6 

Fibre 1.6 g 
 

1.5 g Fibre 4.4 g 5.3 g 4.5 

Protein 7.3 g 8.5 g 9 g Protein 6.1 g 6.9 g 6.4 

Salt 0.53 gr 0.43 g 0.33 g Salt 1.3 g 1.2 g 1.1 

  Milka Choco Cookie   Findus Fish Fingers 

Energy kJ 2066 kJ / 494 kcal 2074 kJ / 495 kcal 2066 kJ / 494 kcal Energy kJ 801kJ/191kcal 765 kJ/182 kcal 905kj/216kcal 

Total Fat 24 g 25 g 24 g Total Fat 7.7 g 7 g 9.1 g 

Saturated Fat  13 g 13 g 13 g Saturated Fat  0.6 g 0.5 g 0.7 g 

Total Carbohydrates 62 g 62 g 62 g Total Carbohydrates 17 g 17 g 21 g 

of which Sugar 34 g 33 g 34 g of which Sugar 0.8 g 0 g 1.1 g 

Fibre 1.7 g 1.7 g 1.7 g Fibre 0.7 g 0,8 0.9 g 

Protein 5.8 g 5.8 g 5.8 g Protein 13 g 12 g 12 g 

Salt 0.83 g 0.87 g 0.83 g Salt 0.7 g 0,59 g 0.89 
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Table 18. Ingredients of the final list of selected products  

  German version Lithuanian version Hungarian version 

DANONE ACTIVIA STRAWBERRY       
 Yogurt with 12% strawberry preparation, 3.5% fat in 

milk content. INGREDIENTS: yogurt, 8% strawberries, 
sugar, black carrot and carrot juice concentrate, 
natural flavouring. With Bifidus culture ActiRegularis. 

YOGURT WITH STRAWBERRY AND ACTIREGULARIS, 
2.9% FAT. Ingredients: milk, 8.4% strawberries, sugar, 
skimmed milk powder, milk protein, carrot juice 
concentrate, natural flavouring, yogurt bacteria, 
ActiRegularis Bifidobacterium CNCM I-2494 

Strawberry Yogurt. Fat content: 3.3% (m/m). 
Ingredients: yogurt (skimmed milk, cream, sugar, 
condensed skimmed milk, live yogurt culture, Bifidus 
ActiRegularis culture), 8.3% strawberry, sugar, 
modified starch, black beet and carrot juice 
concentrate, acidity regulators (sodium citrate, citric 
acid), thickener (carrageenan), natural flavouring. 

KNORR FIX SPAGHETTI    

 33% tomato powder, wheat flour, starch, iodised sea 
salt, sugar, onions, palm oil, seasoning, garlic, yeast 
extract, paprika, herbs (rosemary, marjoram, oregano, 
thyme) 

Tomato puree powder 37%, Sugar, Modified starch, 
Salt, Palm oil, Tomato, Wheat flour, Hydrolysed 
vegetable proteins, Paprika, Onion powder 2.3%, 
Oregano 1.3%, Parsley 0.9%, Garlic 0.7%, Basil, 
Starch, Tomato paste 3.4%, Pepper 2.4%, Beetroot 
powder, Flavourings. 

Vegetables (tomato puree powder 41%, onion 4.7%, 
garlic 1.2%), sugar, starch (corn, potato), palm oil fat, 
salt, wheat flour, dextrose, green spices 2.9% 
(oregano, parsley, basil, rosemary, thyme) spices 
(pepper, celery seed, coriander, clove), lemon powder, 
aromas. 

MILKA CHOCO COOKIE    

 Wheat biscuits with Alpine milk chocolate pieces 
(31%). INGREDIENTS: wheat flour (34%), sugar, palm 
oil, whole egg, whole milk powder, cocoa mass, cocoa 
butter, glucose syrup, wheat starch, sweet whey 
powder (from milk), raising agent (disodium 
diphosphate, sodium carbonate), emulsifier (soya 
lecithin), salt, flavourings, egg white powder. 

Biscuits with Alpine milk chocolate chips (29%). 
Ingredients: wheat flour, sugar, palm oil, eggs, whole 
milk powder, cocoa butter, glucose syrup, wheat 
starch, whey powder (from milk), dough builders 
(diphosphates, sodium carbonates), emulsifier (soy), 
salt, flavourings, egg white powder. 

Wheat biscuits with Alpine milk chocolate pieces 
(31%). INGREDIENTS: wheat flour (34%), sugar, palm 
oil, whole egg, whole milk powder, cocoa mass, cocoa 
butter, glucose syrup, wheat starch, sweet whey 
powder (from milk), raising agent (disodium 
diphosphate, sodium carbonate), emulsifier (soya 
lecithin), salt, flavourings, egg white powder. 
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  Swedish version Spanish version Romanian version 

FANTA ORANGE       

 Carbonated water, sugar, orange juice from 
concentrate (6%), acidity regulator (E330), stabiliser 
(E414, E445), natural orange flavour with other 
natural flavours, antioxidant (E300), colorant (E160a) 

Carbonated water, orange juice from concentrate 
(8%), sugar, acidulants (citric acid and malic acid), 
stabiliser (E414, E444, E445), sweeteners (E950, 
aspartam, E959), preservative (E202), acidity 
regulator (sodium citrate), natural orange flavour with 
other natural flavours, antioxidant (ascorbic acid), 
colorant (E160a) 

Water, sugar, fructose-glucose syrup, orange juice 
from concentrate (min. 5%), carbon dioxide, citric 
acid, natural orange flavourings with other natural 
flavourings, antioxidant (ascorbic acid), colour 
(carotenes), stabiliser (guar gum) 

LAY’S POTATO CHIPS       

 Potatoes, sunflower oil (27%), rapeseed oil (7%), salt. Potatoes, maize oil, salt 1.2% Salted potato chips. Ingredients: potatoes, vegetable 
oils (sunflower oil, rapeseed oil in varying 
proportions), salt (1.1%). 

FINDUS FISH FINGERS      

  Purified Alaska pollock fillets (Therarga chalcogram) 
65%, wheat flour, rapeseed oil, water, potato starch, 
salt, spices (paprika, turmeric), yeast 

White fish 61% (hake or Alaska pollock), wheat flour, 
water, rapeseed oil, wheat starch, yeast, salt, spices 
(pepper, paprika, turmeric), natural lemon flavouring 

Alaska pollock (Theragra chalcogramma) 58%, 
breadcrumbs (wheat flour, water, spices, salt, yeast), 
rapeseed oil, water, wheat flour, potato starch, salt. 

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on real products  
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2.3 Experimental Design for the discrete choice experiment 

Under classic microeconomic theory, consumers behave with the target of maximizing utility. This process is the result of the interaction of 

preferences and budget constraints. In trying to understand how consumers choose products, it might be useful to untangle the unobservable utility 

concept into different observable cues. Lancaster (1966) proposed a utility theory which considered that a consumer can see the utility derived from 

a product as a construct of multiple sub-utilities obtained from individual product characteristics. However, even when splitting a product into infinite 

characteristics, consumer utility cannot be observed by the researcher, who can only observe various attributes but not the components of the 

individual utility. If one treats the unobservable characteristics of utility as stochastic, it fits a random utility model (McFadden, 1974), so an 

operational framework to understand consumer choices can be implemented. Utility is therefore taken as a random variable, where utility  for 

the n
th

 individual facing a choice among j alternatives within choice set J, in k choice occasions can be represented as: 

  [1] 

where  is a vector of parameters to estimate,  is the vector of attribute levels for alternative j in choice occasion k presented to individual n, 

and ɛnjk is an independent identically distributed (i.i.d.) error term over time, people, and alternatives. Assuming that consumers have homogenous 

preferences, subscript n can be dropped from the equation above. The utility functions can then be estimated using a conditional logit model. 

In order to implement a discrete choice experiment, the product must be described as a combination of different levels of attributes. This report 

focuses on the issue of different product composition. Therefore the utility components considered as underlying components of the utility function 

are the different compositions and the price of the product versions. In addition, the aim is to investigate whether the fact that the product is 

branded or not has an impact on consumer choices (and DC-SIP effects) so an additional attribute (brand) is included in the analysis. Consequently, 

the products are described using three attributes (nutritional composition, price, and brand). The number of levels for each attribute is stated in Table 

12, and the rationale for their selection in section 2.3.  

Table 19. Attributes and levels used for the construction of the choice set  

Attribute Levels 

Price 6 (levels vary by product: see Appendix 5) 

Nutritional information and list of ingredients 3 (levels vary by product version, see Table 17 and Table 18) 

Brand Brand logo present/not present (brand varies by product: see 

Appendix 5) 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  

An additional choice that needs to be made before generating the choice set is the number of alternatives between which consumers need to choose. 

In the experimental design of this study, consumers are faced with three products and the option not to buy.  

With this in mind, the utility function can be written as: 

     [2] 

with n indexing the individual, j indexing the alternative product versions (taking values 1 to 3)
26

, and k indexing the number of the choice opportunity 

(taking values 1 to 6). Versionj represents the different country-specific product compositions as reflected in the nutritional information and 

ingredient lists; Pjk is the price of alternative j within choice card k, No_buy is the option not to buy whose price is fixed, and Brandjk is a dummy 

variable that takes the value of 1 if the brand of the product is shown for alternative j in choice card k or otherwise is zero. 

The average premium price of each attribute level can be calculated as follows: 

       [3] 

Furthermore, a full factorial design for each product would involve 363 potential product combinations which were narrowed down by the 

construction of an efficient design using Ngene. This resulted in a full design of 12 choice cards per product. To make sure that the experiment 

remains feasible for participants, the total number of choice cards is divided into two subsets (blocks) of 6 choice cards per product. Participants are 

randomly assigned into one of the two blocks and make 6 choices for each of the products assigned (see Appendixx 5). In each country, 3 products 

are being tested. The allocation of products to countries has been based on the availability of the branded product in each country, and on the 
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 One of the countries was set as benchmark to avoid the dummy variable trap. 
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information from market survey data on the frequency of consumption of these products across the sampled population. The assignment of products 

per country is reflected in Table 20. 

Table 20. Assignment of products to be tested to countries  

Countries Product 1 Product 2  Product 3 

Germany, Lithuania, and 

Hungary 

Flavoured Yogurt 

(Danone Activia Strawberry) 

4 units of 125 gr each 

Prepared pasta dish 

(Knorr Fix Spaghetti Bolognese) 

1 jar of 330 gr 

Chocolate cookies 

(Milka Choco Cookie) 

1 pack of 168 gr 

Spain, Sweden, and 

Romania 

Crisps 

(Lay’s Potato Chips Nature) 

1 bag of 170 gr 

Orange flavoured soft-drink 

(Fanta Orange) 

1 PET bottle of 33 cl 

Fish Fingers 

(Findus) 

1 box of 450 gr 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  

Besides the impact of different composition and brand on consumer choices, the aim was also to test additional hypotheses. The additional 

hypotheses to be tested were (1) the impact of the amount of information on nutritional composition and the ingredients list provided, and (2) the 

signalling of the market for which the product version was made.  

(1) To assess the impact of the amount of information provided, three alternatives were tested: (i) basic information (main ingredients only), (ii) 

extended information (all ingredients as reported), and (iii) extended information with main ingredients highlighted.  

(2) In order to assess the impact on consumer choices of the signalling of the market where the product version is offered, the presence of a “made 

for” claim was introduced. Each of the information treatments included a version were the DC-SIP issue was made explicit to the respondent by 

including a “made for” claim. As only truthful information was used, the claim “made for” coincides exactly with the nutritional information and 

ingredient list (i.e., the “made for Germany” claim was only inserted for the product version with the nutritional information and ingredient list of the 

version marketed in Germany). This meant that the “made for claim” did not change the number of attributes or levels,27 but its effect was 

estimated between-samples, i.e. only half of participants got to see the “made for” claim.  

The total sample included 1500 individuals per country. Of the total sample per country, 1000 saw the basic version of the nutritional information 

and list of ingredients. They each tested three products and were consequently faced with 18 choices in total (3 products, 6 choices per product). Half 

of these 1000 did not see the DC-SIP definition and the additional information on “made for” linked to the nutritional information and list of 

ingredients (see sample choice card in Figure 6) while the other half did (see sample choice card in Figure 7). Comparing the results from these two 

sub-samples identifies the impact of additional information provided by the “made for” claim on consumer choice.  

Since consumers in reality typically face much more nutritional information on product labels, the remaining 500 individuals were used to test a 

different version of the choice cards that included a longer list of ingredients and nutritional information. Half of them received the “made for” 

treatment (see sample choice card in Figure 5) and the other 250 did not (see sample choice card in Figure 5). Lastly, to see whether the way the 

additional information is presented had any impact on choice, a version of the long list of ingredients and nutritional information with highlighted in 

red the ingredients included in the short list of ingredients was also tested (see sample choice card in Figure 8 for the case with “made for” claim). So 

as not to generate fatigue among participants, these longer information treatments were only applied to two out of three products. Each participants 

got to see the long list of ingredients and nutritional information for one product (Lay’s potato or Danone Activia Strawberry, depending on the 

country), and the long list and with the main information highlighted in red for the other product (Fanta Orange or Knorr Spaghetti Bolognese, 

depending on the country). These participants therefore made only 12 choices (2 products, 6 choices per product) instead of 18. A summary of the 

experimental design used is presented in Table 21. The order of the choice cards, the order of the product profiles within a choice card, and the order 

of products were randomised across participants. Participants were also randomly allocated to the different information treatments and to the 

treatment related to the inclusion of the “made for” claim. Table 22 shows the combinations of products and treatments used per country 

Cards were pre-tested in a pilot survey with 150 participants before the experiment was started. 

                                                                    
27 The presence of a “made for” claim could be considered as an additional attribute, however as – order to stay truthful to reality and not to present false claims in the 

experimental setting - this attribute would be perfectly correlated with the nutritional information and ingredient list (i.e. we insert the “made for Germany” claim only 

for the product version with the nutritional information and ingredient list of the version marketed in Germany). It can therefore not be considered in the choice set 

design process, and is instead tested using a split sample approach. 
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Table 21. Experimental design for the different treatments used in the discrete choice experiment  

Treatment Sample size Information  Made for claim Choice card to which treatment applies 

A 500 Short list (main ingredients) No All products (18) 

B 500 Short list (main ingredients) Yes All products (18) 

C 250 

 

Long list (all ingredients)  No Lay’s potato/Danone Activia (6) 

D Long list – with main 

ingredients highlighted 

No 
Fanta Orange/Knorr Spaghetti Bolognese (6) 

E 250 Long list (all ingredients) Yes Lay’s potato/Danone Activia (6) 

F Long list – with main 

ingredients highlighted 

Yes 
Fanta Orange/Knorr Spaghetti Bolognese (6) 

Total 1500 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  

Due to budget constraints, not all treatments could be implemented for all products and countries. For two products in each country, only one of the 

long lists of ingredients and nutritional information (either with or without the basic information highlighted in red) was used. Table 22 shows the 

combinations of products and treatments used per country.  

Table 22. Type of additional information treatment used per country and product  

Countries Fanta Orange Findus Fish 

Fingers 

Lay’s Potato 

Chips Nature 

Danone Activia 

Strawberry  

Knorr 

Spaghetti 

Bolognese 

Milka Choco 

Cookie 

Spain, Sweden, 

and Romania 

A, B, D, and F A and B A, B, C, and E    

Germany, 

Lithuania, and 

Hungary 

   A, B, C, and E A, B, D, and F A and B 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  

The aim of this research was to estimate the effect of differences in composition of the studied products and the effect of brand name on 

consumers’ purchase decisions. Additionally, the experiment allows us to examine the implications of awareness about the DC-SIP for consumer 

purchase decisions. This is done by using a ‘no information’ treatment on DC-SIP and a 'made for country X- information' treatment to assess how 

the DC-SIP information affects consumer choices.  

Based on our experimental design, if any of the compositional differences of the different product versions are found to affect choices in the model 

significantly it means we identify specific preferences for one of the versions. Therefore, consumers are affected by the presence of DC-SIP as their 

utility is directly affected by the different composition of the product version. If the preference is for the national version, DC-SIP is less of an issue 

as companies seem to present versions adapted to local preferences. Differences across formats of information allow us to identify whether 

consumer preferences depend on the information available to consumers. When we include the “made for” claim, we can see whether DC-SIP is not 

an issue due to lack of awareness or not. 

Participants were selected following stratified random sampling by age groups, gender, and level of education from the Bloc de Ideas platform. 

Stratification provides a representative sample for each of the following elements: gender (50 % female and 50 % male), age groups (G1: 18 to 24 

years, G2: 25 to 54, G3: 55 to 74), and education (1. Primary school diploma, 2. High school diploma, 3. University or Post-graduate (masters, PhD, 

other)).  

Before answering the full questionnaire, participants were screened regarding whether or not they have consumed the three product categories for 

their country over the past 3 months and if they are main shoppers for their households. Only participants answering 'yes' to both screening 

questions were selected to participate in the experiment.  
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The participants meeting the screening criteria were then faced with the different choice cards (six for each product) and express their preference for 

the most and least preferred product alternatives. Stylised examples of choice cards are presented in Figure 5 till Figure 9 for a number of the 

products tested. Note that in the choice cards used in the actual experiment, all information was translated into the language of the main country. 

Where the choice card stated “brand logo”, the actual logo of the brand was shown.  

The DCE was complemented by a post-experiment questionnaire (see Appendix 6) for the purpose of to collecting additional insights into: (a) 

participants' experiences with and attitude toward the brands used in the experiment (Yoo, Donthu, 2001; Spears & Singh, 2014); (b) food 

composition preferences (questions were adapted from Steptoe 2013); (c) reaction to the compositional differences of seemingly identical branded 

food products; (d) other socio-demographic questions (based on Fotopoulos et al. 2009)  
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Figure 5. Stylised example of choice card with SHORT list of ingredients and nutritional facts (crisps)  

Product alternative A 
 

Product alternative B 
 

Product alternative C 
 

      

Price: €0.58  
 

Price: €0.74  
 

Price: €1.21  
 

      

Unknown Brand 

 

Unknown Brand 

 
 

 

     
 
 

 

INGREDIENTS: potatoes, sunflower oil 

(27%), rapeseed oil (7%), salt (1.3%). 

 

INGREDIENTS: potatoes, maize oil, salt 

(1.2%). 

 
INGREDIENTS: potatoes, vegetable oils 

(sunflower oil, rapeseed oil in varying 

proportions), salt (1.1%). 

 

     
 
 

 
 

Nutrition Facts for 100 g 

Energy KJ/Kcal 2256 Kj 
541 Kcal 

Total Fat 34  

Salt 1.3 

 
 

Nutrition Facts for 100 g 

Energy KJ/Kcal 2156 Kj 
571 Kcal 

Total Fat 30.6 

Salt 1.2 

 
 

Nutrition Facts for 100 g 

Energy KJ/Kcal 2239 Kj 
538 Kcal 

Total Fat 35 

Salt 1.1 

 

 
Source: Authors' elaboration 

Brand Logo 
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Figure 6. Stylised example of choice card with SHORT list of ingredients and nutritional facts plus information on MADE FOR (chocolate cookies) 

 

Source: Authors' elaboration 

 

Product alternative A  Product alternative B  Product alternative  C 

Price: 0.76 € 

 

Price: 0.59 € 

 

Price: 1.39 € 

     
 
 

Unknown Brand 

 

Unknown Brand 

 
 

     

Made for Germany 

 

Made for Lithuania 

 

Made for Hungary 

     

INGREDIENTES: Wheat cookies with 

chocolate pieces (31%), wheat flour 
(34%), sugar, palm oil 

 
INGREDIENTES: Biscuits with Alpine milk 
chocolate chips (29%). Ingredients: wheat flour, 
sugar, palm oil 

 
INGREDIENTES: Wheat cookies with chocolate 
pieces (31%). Ingredients: Wheat flour (34%), 
sugar, palm oil 

     
 
 

Nutrition Facts For 100g 

Energy 2066 kJ / 494 
kcal 

Total Fat 24 g 

Salt 34 g 

 

 

Nutrition Facts For 100g 

Energy 2074 kJ / 495 
kcal 

Total Fat 25 

Salt 33 

 

 

Nutrition Facts For 100g 

Energy 2066 kJ / 494 
kcal 

Total Fat 24 

Salt 34 

 

Brand Logo 
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Figure 7. Stylised example of choice card with FULL list of ingredients and nutritional facts (Flavoured yoghurt) 

Source: Authors' elaboration  

 

 

 
 

Product alternative A  Product alternative B  Product alternative C 

     

Price: 1.09 Euro 
 

Price: 1.99 Euro 
 

Price: 2.59 Euro 

     

Unknown Brand 

 

Unknown Brand 

 
 

     

 

 
INGREDIENTS: Yogurt, strawberries (8%), 

sugar, black carrot juice concentrate, natural 

flavouring, with Bifidus ActiRegularis® 

 

INGREDIENTS: Milk, sugar, strawberries 

(8.4%), skimmed milk powder, milk proteins, 

black carrot juice concentrate, carrot juice 

concentrate, natural flavouring, yogurt 

bacteria, Bifidus ActiRegularis CNCM I-2494. 

 
INGREDIENTS: Yogurt, strawberries (8.3%), 

sugar, modified starch, black carrot and carrot 

juice concentrate, acidity regulators (sodium 

citrate, citric acid), thickening agent 

(carrageenan), natural flavouring 

     

 

 

Nutrition Facts for 100 g 

Energy kJ/Kcal 
369 KJ 
88 Kcal 

Total Fat 2.9 

Saturated Fat  1.9 

Fat MU  

Fat PU  

Total Carbohydrates 11.4 

Sugar 11.2 

Polyols  

Salt 0.14 

Fibre  

Protein 3.8 

Calcium (mg) 140 
 

 
Nutrition Facts for 100g 

Energy kJ/Kcal 
361 KJ 
86 kcal 

 

 

Total Fat 2.9 

Saturated Fat  1.9 

Fat MU g0  

Fat PU  

Total Carbohydrates 11.2 

Sugar 10.9 

Polyols  

Salt 0.14 

Fibre 0.2 

Protein 3.7 

Calcium (mg) 130 
 

 
Nutrition Facts for 100 g 

Energy kJ/Kcal 
370 KJ 

88 Kcal 

 Total Fat 3.3 

Fat saturated 2.3 

Fat MU  

Fat PU  

Total Carbohydrates 11.1 

Sugar 10.9 

Polyols  

Salt 0.12 

Fibre  

Protein 3.3 

Calcium (mg) 125 
 

Brand Logo 
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Figure 8. Stylised example of choice card with FULL list of ingredients and nutritional facts with main ingredients HIGHLIGHTED, plus information 

on MADE FOR (Orange flavoured soft-drink) 
 

 Source: Authors' elaboration 

Product alternative A 
 

Product alternative B 
 

Product alternative C 

     

Price: €0.59  
 

Price: €0.59  
 

Price: €0.59 

     

Unknown Brand 

 

Unknown Brand 

 
 

     

 

 
Made for Sweden  Made for Spain  Made for Romania 

     

 

 

INGREDIENTS: Carbonated water, sugar, 

orange juice from concentrate (6%), acidity 
regulator (E330), stabiliser (E414, E445), natural 
orange flavour with other natural flavours, 
antioxidant (E300), colorant (E160a) 

 INGREDIENTS: Carbonated water, orange juice 

from concentrate (8%), sugar, acidulants (citric 
acid and malic acid), stabiliser (E414, E444, E445), 
sweeteners (E950, aspartam, E959), preservative 
(E202), acidity regulator (sodium citrate), natural 
orange flavour with other natural flavours, 
antioxidant (ascorbic acid), colorant (E160a) 

 INGREDIENTS: Water, sugar, fructose-

glucose syrup, orange juice from 

concentrate (min. 5%), carbon dioxide, 
citric acid, natural orange flavourings with 
other natural flavourings, antioxidant 
(ascorbic acid), colour (carotenes), stabiliser 
(guar gum) 

     

 

 

Nutrition Facts                 For 100 g 

Energy KJ/Kcal 212kJ/50k
cal 

Total Fat 0 g 

Saturated Fat  0 g 

Total Carbohydrates 12.3 g 

Sugar 12.3 g 

Protein 0 g 

Salt 0 g 
 

  

Nutrition Facts                  For 100 g 

Energy KJ/Kcal 81kJ/19kc
al 

Total Fat 0 g 

Saturated Fat  0 g 

Total Carbohydrates 4.5 g 

Sugar 4.5 g 

Protein 0 g 

Salt 0.02 g 
 

  

Nutrition Facts             For 100 g 

Energy KJ/Kcal 183kJ/43kcal 

Total Fat 0 g 

Saturated Fat  0 g 

Total Carbohydrates 10.5 g 

Sugar 10.5 g 

Protein 0 g 

Salt 0 g 
 

Brand Logo 
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Figure 9. Stylised example of choice card with FULL list of ingredients and nutritional facts (Prepared pasta dish) 

 

Product alternative A 
 

Product alternative B 
 

Product alternative C 
 

      

Price: €0.43  

 

Price: €0.79 

 

Price: €0.67 

 

      
  

Unknown Brand 

 

Unknown Brand 

 

     

 

 

 

INGREDIENTS: 33% tomato powder, wheat flour, 
starch, iodised sea salt, sugar, onions, palm oil, 
seasoning, garlic, yeast extract, paprika, herbs 
(rosemary, marjoram, oregano, thyme). 

 
INGREDIENTS tomato puree powder 37%, sugar, 
modified starch, salt, palm oil, tomato, wheat 
flour, hydrolysed vegetable proteins, paprika, 
onion powder 2.3%, oregano 1.3%, parsley 
0.9%, garlic 0.7%, basil, starch, tomato paste 
3.4%, pepper 2.4%, beetroot powder, aromas. 

 
INGREDIENTS: Vegetables (tomato puree 
powder 41%, onion 4.7%, garlic 1.2%), 
sugar, starch (corn, potato), palm oil fat, 
salt, wheat flour, dextrose, green spices 
2.9% (oregano, parsley, basil, rosemary, 
thyme) spices (pepper, celery seed, 
coriander, clove), lemon powder, aromas. 

 

     

 

 

 
Nutritional Facts             For 100 gr 
 

Energy kJ/kcal  644 kJ/ 
154 kcal 

Total Fat 4.7 

Salurated Fat  1.6 

Total Carbohydrates 20 

Sugar 1.3 

Fibre 1.6 

Protein 7.3 

Salt 0.53 

  Nutritional Facts          For 100 gr 
 

Energy kJ/kcal  834 kJ/ 

199 Kcal 

Total Fat 9.1 

Saturated Fat  2.5 

Total Carbohydrates 20 

Sugar 1.5 

Fibre  

Protein 8.5 

Salt 0.43 

 Nutritional Facts      For 100 gr 
 

Energy kJ/kcal  818 kJ/ 
195 kcal 

Total Fat 9.6 

Saturated Fat  3.4 

Total Carbohydrates 18 

Sugar 1.7 

Fibre 1.5 

Protein 9 

Salt 0.33 

 

Source: Authors' elaboration 

 
 

Brand Logo 
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2.4 Experimental Design for the Lab Experiment  

Hypothetical bias is a significant issue in both online and lab experiments. While participants might not have an incentive to lie regarding which 

product tastes better (although they might still not pay attention to their answers), their response to the information they receive about the product 

and the “made for” information in a choice experiment are only hypothetical, and might differ from what they would do in reality when a price needs 

to be paid. That is why it is important for participants to make a real purchase of the product. While this was not possible in the online experiment, 

this possibility can be and was included in the lab experiment.  

This lab experiment is complementary to the online experiment in that it aims to gain additional insight into the role of differences in food 

composition of seemingly identical branded products in food purchasing decision making.  

Due to several constraints, the experiment was only run on a total of 1600 participants in four out of the six countries, 400 in each country. The 

countries selected for the lab experiment were Germany, Spain, Romania28, and Hungary. In addition, in this case a stratified random sampling by 

age groups (G1: 18 to 25 years, G2: 26 to 41, G3: 41 to 60, and G4: 61 to 75) and gender (50 % female and 50 % male) was used to identify the 

participants of the sample. Due to the restricted sample size (400 per country), an additional level of stratification (education) could not be included.  

Furthermore, whether participants suffer any type of allergy to the types of ingredients presented in the tested products or if they dislike any of 

them was also checked. Another pre-requisite was that they had consumed the product categories in the previous 3 months. A screening 

questionnaire (the same as used for the online DCE) was used before the testing. 

As in the case of DCE, in this case the sample is also split into two treatments, one in which participants receive information on DC-SIP and on which 

product version is targeted on which country in the first round (Not blind), and one in which participants do not receive this information in the first 

round (Blind)29. 

a)  Group 1: Blind (N=200)  

b)  Group 2: Not blind (N=200) 

Consumers were paid a fixed amount for participating and eventually buying products. In the experiment, participants were asked to purchase the 

product. Consumers made real purchase choices for four products. In fact, they bought only one of the products under investigation. This product was 

randomly selected ex-post. The purpose of having a real money experiment is to avoid hypothetical bias. Participants were informed about this 

before they started the experiment.  

From the list of products used in the online DCE, four products were selected, namely: Fanta Orange, Danone Activia Strawberry, Lay’s Potato Chips 

Nature, and Milka Choco Cookie. Two pairs of products were tested in two pairs of countries, following the distribution of Table 23. Each of these 

products has three different versions, each of them coming from a different country (in the table below, the different versions/provenance of each 

product is presented in brackets). For instance, a participant in Germany tests three versions of Danone Activia Strawberry (from DE, HU, LT) and 

three versions of Milka Choco Cookie (from DE, HU, LT). The different compositions of the products are detailed in Table 17 and Table 18. 

                                                                    
28 Romania had to be dropped from the sample due to the problems encountered during the execution of the lab experiments. 
29 They received this information in a later round though (see Round 2). 
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Table 23. Selection of products and different versions by country 

COUNTRY PRODUCTS 

Germany 1. Danone Activia Strawberry (DE, HU, LT) 

2. Milka choco cookie (DE, HU, LT) Hungary 

 

COUNTRY PRODUCTS 

Spain 1.Fanta Orange (ES, RO, SE) 

2. Lay’s Potato Chips Nature (ES, RO, SE) Romania 

Source: Authors' elaboration 

2.4.1 Sequence of the experiment  

Each respondent was given a small device (tablet) where the experiment instructions appear, and he/she had to record his/her own answers. The 

cards for each product to be shown on the tablets were designed like that in the online experiment. 

Each participant tasted three versions of two different products (six tastings in total for each participant)30. The sequence of the experiment differed 

between Group 1 (Blind) and Group 2 (Not blind).  

2.4.1.1 Sequence of the experiment - Group 1 (Blind) 

Participants conducted two Rounds of the experiment, and each Round was composed of three steps as explained below. Round 1 and Round 2 are 

very similar in structure and sequence, except for some minor differences explained later.  

Round 1. In the first round, participants are asked to indicate their preference for different product versions without being informed about different 

versions of the same branded product being offered in different countries.  

Step 1. In the first step of Round 1 participants tasted the three different versions of product 1 (i.e. Fanta Orange). After testing each version of 

product 1, they were asked to report on their individual preferences. In particular, they were asked to rate the three versions and then rank them from 

the most preferred to the least preferred. An example of what resulted is provided in Figure 10. Thus the steps performed in this first part were: 

1. Taste the three versions  

2. Rate the three versions on a scale (from 1 to 10) 

3. Rank them in order of organoleptic preferences (flavour, smell, appearance) 

These two questions are based on the best-worst scaling literature (Louviere, Flynn and Marley 2015). Their purpose is to increase the information 

obtained from a given number of participants and it helps to estimate the parameters in the estimation (interactions, for example). Once the three 

tasks for product 1 have been completed, the participants repeat exactly the same tasks for Product 2. 

Step 2. After testing the two products, information on: 

1. Prices
31

 

2. Ingredients, and 

3. Nutritional content  

is disclosed to the participant for each of the three different versions of Product 1. This information was displayed together with the ranking/rating 

that the participant gave in Step 1 (see Figure 11). 

Step 3. Based on the tasting and the information received, participants are then asked to select the version they want to buy (see Figure 12). If they 

feel they need to, participants are allowed to re-taste before making a final decision.  

Once the participant selects the version he/she wants to buy, Step 2 and Step 3 are repeated for product 2. 

                                                                    
30 Testing between one version and the other is generally intervalled by a bite of unsalted cracker and water for palate cleansing. 
31 The set of prices and product versions sequence shown to consumers needs to be exactly the same for both Group 1 and 2, and for a given group between Round 1 
and Round 2. For example, if a participant in Group 1 sees the set of prices €1,99; €2,14, and €2,10 for the three versions of a given product, then another participant 
in Group 2 also needs to see the same set of prices for the same three versions of the given product. 
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Figure 10. Visual representation of individual scoring preferences (STEP 1) 

Source: DBI elaboration 

Figure 11. Stylised example of choice card seen by participants during the experiment (STEP 2) 

 

Source: DBI elaboration 
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Figure 12. Stylised example of choice card seen by participants during the experiment (STEP 3) 

o  
Source: DBI elaboration 

 

Round 2. The key difference between Round 1 and Round 2 is that participants see an additional piece of information on DC-SIP in Step 2. 

Participants are asked to test three “new” versions of each product. In reality what is offered to each participant are the same versions of a product 

tested in Round 1. Nevertheless, participants are not aware of this, and by using different colours, it is suggested to them that they are testing a new 

set of alternative versions. In order to track how individual choices change between one round and another, the three versions of each product were 

identified but with different coloured stickers than those used in Round 1. Only the experimenter knows which pairs of colours correspond to which 

product version, as illustrated in Figure 13 below. This association of colour/product was used to avoid participants basing their choice on their 

previous one. Furthermore, the order in which the different versions in the two rounds were presented was also randomised. 

Figure 13. Example of association of colours to product versions in Rounds 1 and 2 
 

 
 

Source: Authors' elaboration 

As in the previous round, participants had to go through the three different steps.  

Step 1. Participant repeat Step 1 exactly as in Round 1. Participants see the same set of three alternative versions of products, though presented as 

“new versions” and possibly in a different order. They carry out the same three tasks as in Round 1 for Product 1, that is: they taste the three product 

versions, rate the three versions on a scale (from 1 to 10), and rank them in order of organoleptic preferences (flavour, smell, appearance). These 

steps were repeated for Product 2 before passing on to the next step.  

Step 2. Participants receive the following information in their device about the three different versions of Product 1. In addition to the information 

they had received in Round 1, they now also receive the information on DC-SIP:  

1. Prices 

Round 1 

Round 2 

Spanish version Romanian version Swedish version 
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2. Ingredients  

3. Nutritional information  

4. DC-SIP information
32

  

As before, this information was displayed together with the ranking/rating that the participants had given in Step1. Note that the same information 

about Product 2 is only revealed after Step 3.  

Step 3. As in Round 1, participants are asked to select the version of Product 1 they want to buy. Once the participant selects the version he/she 

wants to buy, he/she repeats Step 2 and Step 3 for Product 2. 

2.4.1.2 Sequence of the experiment - Group 2 (Not Blind) 

The sequence of the experiment for Group 2 is very similar to Group 1. There is only one main difference between the two groups, which is the type 

of information provided in Step 2 of both rounds. 

Round 1.  

Step 1. The participants of Group 2 perform Step 1 exactly as described above for Group 1 (Blind). Note that the coloured stickers are also the same 

as for Group 1.  

Step 2.The participants are shown the following information on the devices about the three different versions of Product 1: 

1. Prices
33

 

2. Ingredients  

3. Nutritional information  

4. DC-SIP information
34

  

It is important that this information is displayed together with the ranking/rating that the participant gave in Step 1 (see Figure 10). Note that the 

same information about Product 2 is only revealed after Step 3 has been concluded.  

Step 3:  

Based on the tasting and the information received, the participants are asked to select the version he/she wants to buy. Note that participants are 

allowed to re-taste before making a binding decision (this information should be recorded for further analysis). Once the participant selects the 

version he/she want to buy, he/she repeats Step 2 and Step 3 for the other product.  

Round 2. 

Step 1. As for Group 1, in Round 2 participants will now carry out exactly the same Step 1. As described before, the support staff will provide 

participants with the same set of three alternative versions of products. However, it is very important that the staff present the products as “new 

servings”. It is important for products to be identified by stickers with different colours than used in Round 1. Only the experimenter knows which 

colours correspond to which product, as illustrated in Figure 12. This avoids participants sticking to their previous choice by wanting to be consistent. 

Moreover, the order in which the different versions are presented is also randomised and different from Round 1. 

Step 2.The participants are shown the following information on the devices about the three different versions of Product 1: 

1. Prices 

2. Ingredients  

3. Nutritional information  

4. DC-SIP information 

5. Brand 

It is important that this information is displayed together with the ranking/rating that the participant gave in Step 1. Note that the same information 

about Product 2 is only revealed after Step 3 is concluded.  

Step 3. As in Round 1, participants are asked to select the version of Product 1 they want to buy. Once the participant selects the version that he/she 

want to buy, he/she repeats Step 2 and Step 3 for the other product. 

                                                                    
32 The following definition was included: “It has rrecently been observed that food companies sometimes use different recipes, formulations or standards to produce 
different versions of the sample product. These different versions of the same product are sold with the same brand name and with very similar looking packaging in 
different countries. Depending on the country where they are sold, this means that some products might present small differences in, for example, nutritional values, 
ingredients, or composition”. At the same time, each of the product alternatives was accompanied with a “made for” claim. 
33 The set of prices for each version of the products has to be the same as the one shown to Group 1 (Blind). 
34 The definition is the same as that provided in Group 1(Blind) in Round 2. The difference is that participants of Group 2 (Not blind) have already received this 

information in the first round.  
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2.4.2 Implementation of the lab experiment  

All products are tested plain. Between each tasting, respondents are urged to eat a piece of unsalted cracker and drink a sip of water to “clean” their 

palate and neutralise their taste buds.  

Based on some preliminary testing, it was determined that the appropriate amount for a serving of each product category that provides enough 

product exposure to allow for at least 2 tastings before answering is the following:  

 Yogurt: 20g 

 Cookies 20g 

 Chips: 10g 

 Soft drink: 10ml. 

Ideally, each session takes place with 10 to 20 participants. However, this is adjusted according to the space available in the lab. Note, however, that 

consumers were not allowed to communicate with each other during the experiment. Each respondent received a small device (tablet computer) 

where the experiment instructions appeared, and he/she recorded his/her answers. Support staff walked around to serve the different products and 

answer any additional doubts respondents may have had or to correct their tasting actions if they used an incorrect action. 

The support staff introduced the product in a neutral bowl or recipient so that participants could not see the package. However, as described in the 

next section, the staff provided relevant information about size of product, product type (not brand, as this is only included in the additional 

information in Round 2 of Group 2, as explained later) and all other general information that is similar across products, including the expiry day 

(Note: participants were informed from the beginning that they are tasting different “versions” of the same brand, but not wh ich brand). 

Consequently, the participants could make an informed purchase decision. The order of tasting the products and versions were completely 

randomised.  
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3 Results from the behavioural experiments 

3.1 Sample characteristics in the lab experiment 

Table 24 to Table 26 present the socio-economic characteristics of respondents in the two sub-samples considered in the lab experiment (blind and 

not blind). Considering the whole sample, men outnumbered women in all the three countries. In terms of age, the participants were mainly young 

and middle-aged people (55% of them on average in the three countries were between 25-54 years old) although older age groups are also well 

represented. Average educational attainment is quite high, with on average 40% of the respondents in Spain and Germany being university 

graduates, while the employment rate is reported at 45.5%, 50.75%, and 52.25% in Spain, Hungary and Germany respectively. Nearly all 

respondents’ households are composed of less than four members, although this average size is larger in Spain compared to Hungary and Germany, 

where the majority of households are single or two person households.  

Regarding the DC-SIP issue, about half of the overall sample was aware of the issue before the testing with the exception of Hungary where only 34 

percent of the participants seem to have been aware of the issue before the test.  
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Table 24. Sample characteristics for Spain (Lab experiment)  

  

Blind Not blind Total 

n % n  % n  % 

Gender 

Female 97 48.5 100 50 197 49.25 

Male 103 51.5 99 49.5 202 50.5 

  Other     1 0.5 1 0.25 

        

 

18-24 9 4.62 32 16.08 41 10.41 

Age 25-54 122 62.56 109 54.77 231 58.63 

 

55-75 64 32.82 58 29.15 122 30.96 

  Primary Education 5 2.5 4 2 9 2.25 

Educational level  Secondary Education 48 24 48 24 96 24 

 

Tertiary Education 57 28.5 53 26.5 110 27.5 

  University and higher 90 45 95 47.5 185 46.25 

        Household size 1 to 2 89 44.5 109 54.5 198 49.5 

 

2 to 4 100 50 73 36.5 173 43.25 

  ≥5 11 5.5 18 9 29 7.25 

Net monthly household income (Euros) 

≤ 2500 105 52.5 118 59 223 55.75 

2500-5000 60 30 55 27.5 115 28.75 

5000-8000 6 3 3 1.5 9 2.25 

 

≥8000 2 1 

  

2 0.5 

  Don't know/no answer 27 13.5 24 12 51 12.75 

        

 

Full time 96 48 86 43 182 45.5 

Work status Part-time 45 22.5 47 23.5 92 23 

 

Self-Employed 10 5 13 6.5 23 5.75 

 

Housewife/House husband   13 6.5 9 4.5 22 5.5 

  Other 36 18 45 22.5 81 20.25 

        Awareness of DC-SIP No 95 47.5 94 47 189 47.25 

  Yes 105 52.5 106 53 211 52.75 
Source: Authors' elaboration 
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Table 25. Sample characteristics for Hungary (Lab experiment)  

  

Blind Not blind Total 

n % n  % n  % 

Gender 

Female 108 54 90 45 198 49.5 

Male 92 46 110 55 202 50.5 

  Other             

        

 

18-24 32 16.16 34 17.35 66 16.75 

Age 25-54 91 45.96 108 55.1 199 50.51 

 

55-75 75 37.88 54 27.55 129 32.74 

  Primary Education 2 1 7 3.5 9 2.25 

Educational level  Secondary Education 113 56.5 75 42.5 198 49.5 

 

Tertiary Education 80 40 103 51.5 183 45.75 

  University and higher 5 2.5 5 2.5 10 2.5 

        Household size 1 to 2 139 69.5 128 64 267 66.75 

 

2 to 4 46 23 64 32 110 27.5 

  ≥5 15 7.5 8 4 23 5.75 

 

≤ 1500 123 61.5 98 49 221 55.25 

Net monthly household income (Euros)  1500-4000 68 34 91 45.5 159 39.75 

 

4000-5000 3 1.5 2 1 5 1.25 

 

≥5000 

        Don't know/no answer 6 3 9 4.5 15 3.75 

        

 

Full time 89 44.5 114 57 203 50.75 

Work status Part-time 14 7 25 12.5 39 9.75 

 

Self-Employed 24 12 14 7 38 9.5 

 

Housewife/ House husband  13 6.5 8 4 21 5.25 

  Other 60 30 39 19.5 99 24.75 

        Awareness of DC-SIP No 141 70.5 124 62 265 66.25 

  Yes 59 29.5 76 38 135 33.75 
Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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Table 26. Sample characteristics for Germany (Lab experiment)  

  

Blind Not blind Total 

n % n  % n  % 

Gender 

Female 89 44.5 105 52.5 194 48.5 

Male 111 55.5 95 47.5 206 51.5 

  Other             

        

 

18-24 14 7.14 23 11.73 37 9.44 

Age 25-54 98 50 115 58.67 213 54.34 

 

55-75 84 42.86 58 29.59 142 36.22 

  Primary Education 5 2.5 3 1.5 8 2 

Educational level  Secondary Education 63 31.5 63 31.5 31.5 31.5 

 

Tertiary Education 74 37 63 31.5 34.25 34.25 

  University and higher 58 29 71 35.5 32.25 32.25 

        Household size 1 to 2 142 71 141 70.5 283 70.75 

 

2 to 4 49 24.5 53 26.5 102 25.5 

  ≥5 9 4.5 6 3 15 3.75 

Net monthly household income (Euros) 

≤ 2500 73 36.5 63 31.5 136 34 

2500-5000 99 49.5 106 53 205 51.25 

 

5000-8000 24 42 19 9.5 43 10.75 

 

≥8000 1 0.5 2 1 3 0.75 

  Don't know/no answer 3 1.5 10 5 13 3.25 

        

 

Full time 101 50.5 108 54 209 52.25 

Work status Part-time 35 17.5 52 26 87 21.75 

 

Self-Employed 19 9.5 11 5.5 30 7.5 

 

Housewife/House husband   15 7.5 12 6 27 6.75 

  Other 30 15 17 8.5 47 11.75 

        Awareness of DC-SIP No 111 55.5 118 59 229 57.25 

  Yes 89 44.5 82 41 171 42.75 
Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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3.2 Assessment of DC-SIP impacts: Lab experiment 

This section presents the results of the lab experiment focusing on discussion of the following points: 

1. Which country’s product version do consumers (respondents) prefer?  
2. How much are respondents willing to pay (WTP) for each of the three different product versions before and after the information on the 

DC-SIP is revealed (within-subject)?  
3. Do results differ across treatments (between-subject)?  

Table 28 - Table 33 present the results for the between- and within-subject estimations. As discussed in the hypothetical strategy in a “between-

subject” designed experiment, each individual is exposed to only one treatment (e.g. DC-SIP information or no DC-SIP information). As long as group 

assignment is random, with this type of design causal estimates are obtained by comparing the behaviour of those in one experimental condition 

(the so called “blind”) with the behaviour of those in another (“not blind”). In a “within-subject” designed experiment, each individual is exposed to 

more than one of the treatments being tested, that is, treated and untreated. As long as there is independence of the multiple exposures, causal 

estimates can be obtained with these designs by examining how individual behaviour changed when the circumstances of the experiment changed.  

Both the DC-SIP and the brand effect can be estimated between or within subjects. Table 27 provides a summary of the effects that can be 

estimated. The estimates of the within-subject comparison are the results of one treatment in different rounds while the between-subject aims to 

compare different treatments in the same round.  

Table 27. Estimation of the treatments in the lab experiment  

 

Treatment 1 (T1) - (Blind) Treatment 2 (T2) - (Not Blind) 

Ty
pe

 o
f 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

Round 1 (R1) Round 2 (R2) Round 1 (R1) Round 2 (R2) 

Price Price Price Price 

Nutritional content Nutritional content Nutritional content Nutritional content 

Ingredients Ingredients Ingredients Ingredients 

 DC-SIP information DC-SIP information DC-SIP information 

   Brand name 

 

Estimation of DC-SIP effect Estimation of the Brand effect 

 Within-subject Between-subject Within-subject Between-subject 

 R1-T1 vs R2-T1 R1-T1 vs R1-T2 R1-T2 vs R2-T2 R2-T1 vs R2-T2 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  

Based on the above combinations of the rounds and treatments, it was possible to estimate the impact of DC-SIP information and brand in each of 

the different countries.  

Table 28 to Table 30 summarise how consumer preferences differ when consumers receive information on DC-SIP. 
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Table 28. Summary of consumer preferences in the lab experiment (Germany) 

 Yogurt Cookies 

Round 1 T1 No preference No preference 

Round 1 T2 Preference: domestic No preference 

Round 2 T1 Preference: domestic Preference: domestic 

Round 2 T2 Preference: domestic Preference: domestic 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

Both the within and between comparison for yogurt in Germany show a shift to the domestic version when participants were informed of the DC-SIP. 

On the contrary, for cookies this change is only observed in the within-subject comparison.  

Table 29. Summary of consumer preferences in the lab experiment (Spain) 

 Orange drink Chips 

Round 1 T1 Preference: domestic Preference: domestic + 

Preference: non-domestic 

Round 1 T2 Preference: domestic + 

Preference: non-domestic 

Preference: domestic 

Round 2 T1 Preference: domestic + 

Preference: non-domestic 

Preference: domestic 

Round 2 T2 Preference: domestic Preference: domestic 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

In the case of Spain, DC-SIP information has no impact. A singular phenomenon is observed for the orange drink. When the information on DC-SIP is 

given to participants, they also tend to like the non-domestic version of the product. In contrast, the information on crisps reinforces the choice for 

the national version.  

Few conclusions can be inferred for Hungary considering that participants seem to be indifferent to the alternative versions of yogurt presented. Only 

for cookies does the within-subject comparison highlight the effect of DC-SIP information on preference for a non-domestic version of the product.  

Table 30. Summary of consumer preferences in the lab experiment (Hungary) 

 Yogurt Cookies 

Round 1 T1 No preference No preference 

Round 1 T2 No preference No preference 

Round 2 T1 No preference Domestic preference and 

non-domestic preference 

Round 2 T2 No preference Non-domestic preference 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

The full set of estimates for the three countries is presented in Table 31 to Table 36. In Germany, the within-subject comparison of the effect of DC-

SIP for yogurt can be read in the first two columns of Table 31. The alternative specific constants ASC_DE and ASC_LI capture the preference for the 

German version and the Lithuanian version respectively. The third country-version (Hungary in this case) serves as a reference version. To interpret 
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the results, it is easier to focus on the estimates of the WTP (which are equal to the negative of the ratio of the coefficient of interest and the price 

coefficient) (Table 32).  

It emerges from the results that, when respondents in Germany do not have information about DC-SIP (R1-T1), the alternative specific constant 

ASC_DE (which represents the preference for the German version) is positive for the yogurt, but is not statistically significant (Table 31). 

Notwithstanding, German consumers generally have a significant preference for the German version when information about DC-SIP is disclosed. In 

this case, participants are willing to pay 0.74 Euro more for the German version of yogurt compared to the Hungarian version (Table 32). The results 

are weaker for the Lithuanian version, meaning that consumers neither prefer the version sold on the Lithuanian market over the reference country 

(Hungary), nor is their preference for the Lithuanian product affected by the information. This result is particularly significant as both the between 

subject comparison (the gold standard in experimental economics) and the within-subject comparison it goes from non-significant to significant.. 

Similar conclusions can be reached in both the within-subject (T2 R1 vs T2 R2) and the between-subject comparison (T1 R2 vs T2 R2), which reveals 

the effect of the brand names on individual purchase decisions.  

The results for cookies from the German sample are similar. What is observed in the base treatment (T1-R1) here is that none of the coefficients for 

the alternative product versions are significantly different from 0, meaning that participants have no clear preference for any of the alternatives. 

Results do not change significantly when the DC-SIP information is revealed (T1-R2) (within-subject comparison). As for yogurt, in the between-

subject comparison (T1-R1 vs T2-R1) participants who have received DC-SIP information prefer the domestic version rather than the alternatives. The 

brand in this case tends to reinforce this effect.  

In conclusion, the DC-SIP information in both within and between subject comparisons in Germany seems to affect individual decision. Therefore, one 

can conclude that informing consumers regarding the country-version (DC-SIP information) leads to a preference for the domestic version in three 

out of the four comparisons for Germany. The brand reinforces the effect whereby German people prefer the German version of the product.  

Spanish respondents seem to prefer their domestic version of Fanta Orange compared to the Romanian version (Table 33, Table 34). The individual 

preference for the domestic version appears to increase when the information on the DC-SIP is revealed (between-subject comparison), while 

revealing the brand does not seem to affect the preference for the Spanish version of Fanta Orange. Regarding potato chips, Spanish respondents 

show a strong preference for their country version and this preference seems to increase when the DC-SIP information is revealed (between-subject 

comparison). The same results are obtained in the within-subject comparison. Knowledge of the brand does not change the WTP for the country 

versions.  

It can be concluded that there is a preference for the Spanish product in Spain, which increases significantly when the information about the country 

version (DC-SIP) is revealed. This result is obtained in both the between- and the within-sample comparison.  

Results are a bit surprising in the case of Hungary. As Table 35 and Table 36 show, participants do not respond to price variations, meaning they 

completely ignored the cost of the different alternatives. Due to this unexpected and unusual result in an incentive compatible experiment, further 

analysis is needed.  

In conclusion, there is a clear preference for one of the versions and that when people are informed about DC-SIP, there is a change in preference.  
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Table 31. Estimates for different treatments in the lab experiment in Germany 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  Source: Authors’ elaboration  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Yogurt: treatment 1 
Round 1 

Yogurt: treatment 1 
Round 2 

Yogurt: treatment 2 
Round 1 

Yogurt: treatment 2 
Round 2 

Cookies: treatment 
1 Round 1 

Cookies: treatment 
1 Round 2 

Cookies: treatment 
2 Round 1 

Cookies: treatment 
2 Round 2 

ASC_DE 0.48 0.93
**
 0.78

**
 0.82

**
 -0.33 0.41 0.51

*
 0.71

**
 

 [-0.04,0.99] [0.36,1.49] [0.29,1.27] [0.29,1.35] [-0.88,0.23] [-0.11,0.93] [0.03,0.99] [0.19,1.24] 

ASC_LI 0.36 0.11 0.35 0.54 -0.17 -0.03 -0.05 0.47 

 [-0.17,0.88] [-0.51,0.72] [-0.17,0.87] [-0.01,1.09] [-0.67,0.34] [-0.59,0.53] [-0.55,0.45] [-0.05,0.98] 

ASC_NB 2.97
***

 2.88
***

 2.65
***

 2.46
***

 3.53
***

 4.15
***

 1.84
**
 3.10

***
 

 [1.77,4.16] [1.63,4.14] [1.51,3.78] [1.29,3.63] [2.18,4.87] [2.76,5.55] [0.73,2.95] [1.85,4.35] 

price -0.76
***

 -1.26
***

 -1.04
***

 -1.03
***

 -0.90
**
 -0.84

**
 -1.40

***
 -1.23

***
 

 [-1.19,-0.33] [-1.76,-0.75] [-1.47,-0.60] [-1.48,-0.59] [-1.46,-0.35] [-1.39,-0.28] [-1.93,-0.87] [-1.76,-0.70] 

taste rating 0.46
***

 0.55
***

 0.53
***

 0.47
***

 0.58
***

 0.64
***

 0.48
***

 0.60
***

 

 [0.33,0.59] [0.42,0.69] [0.40,0.66] [0.34,0.60] [0.44,0.72] [0.48,0.79] [0.36,0.60] [0.46,0.74] 

Log likelihood -216.94 -187.31 -217.28 -213.05 -197.34 -191.40 -215.53 -204.66 

LR Chi-squared stat 0.22 0.32 0.22 0.23 0.29 0.31 0.22 0.26 

pseudo-R2(adj. 120.63 179.90 119.95 128.43 159.85 171.72 123.47 145.20 

Sample size 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 
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Table 32. Estimates of the WTP in different treatments for the lab experiment in Germany 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

 

  
Yogurt: treatment 1 

Round 1 
Yogurt: treatment 1 

Round 2 
Yogurt: treatment 2 

Round 1 
Yogurt: treatment 2 

Round 2 
Cookies: treatment 1 

Round 1 
Cookies: treatment 1 

Round 2 
Cookies: treatment 2 

Round 1 
Cookies: treatment 2 

Round 2 

Taste rating 0.60 0.44 0.51 0.45 0.64 0.76 0.34 0.49 

 

[0.24,0.97] [0.25,0.63] [0.29,0.73] [0.23,0.67] [0.23,1.06] [0.24,1.29] [0.2,0.49] [0.27,0.72] 

ASC_DE 0.63 0.74 0.75 0.79 -0.36 0.49 0.36 0.58 

 
[-0.13,1.39] [0.23,1.25] [0.21,1.3] [0.2,1.38] [-1,0.27] [-0.22,1.2] [0,0.72] [0.09,1.07] 

ASC_LI 0.47 0.08 0.33 0.53 -0.18 -0.04 -0.04 0.38 

 
[-0.26,1.21] [-0.41,0.57] [-0.17,0.84] [-0.03,1.09] [-0.75,0.39] [-0.71,0.64] [-0.4,0.32] [-0.05,0.82] 

ASC_NB 3.91 2.30 2.55 2.38 3.91 4.96 1.31 2.52 

  [0.58,7.23] [0.62,3.97] [0.73,4.37] [0.48,4.29] [0.44,7.38] [0.55,9.36] [0.18,2.45] [0.71,4.33] 
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Table 33. Estimates of different treatments for the lab experiment in Spain 

 Orange drink: 
treatment 1 Round 

1 

Orange drink: 
treatment 1 Round 

2 

Orange drink: 
treatment 2 Round 

1 

Orange drink: 
treatment 2 Round 

2 

Chips: treatment 1 
Round 1 

Chips: treatment 1 
Round 2 

Chips: treatment 2 
Round 1 

Chips: treatment 2 
Round 2 

ASC_ES 0.46
*
 2.70

***
 1.56

***
 1.52

***
 0.50

**
 1.32

***
 1.18

***
 1.15

***
 

 [0.08,0.85] [1.93,3.47] [1.07,2.05] [1.05,2.00] [0.14,0.87] [0.90,1.74] [0.76,1.60] [0.72,1.58] 

ASC_SE -0.40 1.72
***

 0.76
**
 0.48 -0.55

*
 0.08 0.06 0.22 

 [-0.86,0.05] [0.91,2.52] [0.23,1.29] [-0.05,1.01] [-1.01,-0.09] [-0.41,0.58] [-0.42,0.53] [-0.26,0.70] 

ASC_NB 2.15
***

 3.05
***

 2.61
***

 1.50
*
 1.20 1.46

*
 1.86

**
 1.91

**
 

 [1.00,3.30] [1.80,4.29] [1.43,3.80] [0.34,2.67] [-0.09,2.49] [0.11,2.82] [0.51,3.21] [0.56,3.26] 

price 0.04 -0.04 -0.44 -1.13 -0.89
*
 -0.83

*
 -0.84

*
 -0.80

*
 

 [-1.38,1.47] [-1.43,1.35] [-1.82,0.94] [-2.54,0.28] [-1.59,-0.19] [-1.53,-0.14] [-1.55,-0.12] [-1.49,-0.11] 

taste rating 0.49
***

 0.28
***

 0.45
***

 0.37
***

 0.54
***

 0.50
***

 0.53
***

 0.56
***

 

 [0.37,0.61] [0.16,0.39] [0.32,0.57] [0.25,0.49] [0.40,0.68] [0.35,0.64] [0.39,0.67] [0.42,0.71] 

Log likelihood -208.53 -196.29 -201.28 -196.87 -196.09 -184.07 -188.72 -183.95 

LR Chi-squared stat 0.25 0.29 0.27 0.29 0.29 0.34 0.32 0.34 

pseudo-R2(adj. 137.46 161.93 151.96 160.78 162.34 186.37 177.07 186.63 

Sample size 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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Table 34. Estimates of the WTP in different treatments for the lab experiment in Spain 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ns: not significant Source: Authors’ elaboration 

  
Orange drink: treatment 

1 Round 1 
Orange drink: treatment 1 

Round 2 

Orange drink: 
treatment 2 

Round 1 

Orange drink: 
treatment 2 

Round 2 

Chips: treatment 1 
Round 1 

Chips: treatment 1 
Round 2 

Chips: treatment 2 
Round 1 

Chips: treatment 2 
Round 2 

Taste rating Ns Ns Ns Ns 0.61 0.60 0.64 0.70 

 

Ns Ns Ns  [0.13,1.08] [0.08,1.11] [0.09,1.18] [0.09,1.32] 

ASC_ES Ns Ns Ns Ns 0.57 1.58 1.42 1.44 

 

Ns Ns Ns  [-0.03,1.16] [0.2,2.96] [0.12,2.71] [0.12,2.76] 

ASC_SE Ns Ns Ns Ns -0.62 0.10 0.07 0.27 

 
Ns Ns Ns  [-1.32,0.08] [-0.51,0.71] [-0.51,0.65] [-0.37,0.92] 

ASC_NB Ns Ns Ns Ns 1.35 1.75 2.23 2.38 

      [-0.76,3.47] [-0.87,4.37] [-0.71,5.16] [-0.76,5.53] 
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Table 35. Estimates for different treatments for the lab experiment in Hungary 

 Yogurt: treatment 1 
Round 1 

Yogurt: treatment 1 
Round 2 

Yogurt: treatment 2 
Round 1 

Yogurt: treatment 2 
Round 2 

Cookies: treatment 
1 Round 1 

Cookies: treatment 
1 Round 2 

Cookies: treatment 
2 Round 1 

Cookies: treatment 
2 Round 2 

ASC_DE -0.20 0.38 -0.23 0.26 -0.07 -0.14 0.54
*
 0.05 

 [-0.61,0.22] [-0.03,0.78] [-0.65,0.19] [-0.17,0.68] [-0.51,0.38] [-0.58,0.30] [0.08,1.00] [-0.39,0.49] 

ASC_HU 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.32 0.30 0.14 0.51
*
 0.42

*
 

 [-0.33,0.46] [-0.34,0.55] [-0.34,0.46] [-0.12,0.75] [-0.12,0.72] [-0.27,0.55] [0.05,0.97] [0.00,0.84] 

ASC_NB 1.31
**
 1.95

***
 1.49

**
 2.14

***
 2.71

***
 1.74

**
 3.39

***
 2.24

***
 

 [0.32,2.30] [0.91,2.98] [0.48,2.49] [1.14,3.14] [1.55,3.87] [0.64,2.83] [2.15,4.62] [1.13,3.34] 

price -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
*
 -0.00 -0.00

*
 

 [-0.00,0.00] [-0.00,0.00] [-0.00,0.00] [-0.00,0.00] [-0.00,0.00] [-0.00,-0.00] [-0.00,0.00] [-0.00,-0.00] 

taste rating 0.28
***

 0.34
***

 0.34
***

 0.32
***

 0.44
***

 0.34
***

 0.48
***

 0.42
***

 

 [0.18,0.38] [0.24,0.44] [0.24,0.43] [0.22,0.42] [0.32,0.56] [0.24,0.45] [0.36,0.60] [0.31,0.53] 

Log likelihood -256.99 -249.78 -246.44 -252.62 -242.32 -248.59 -233.14 -240.77 

LR Chi-squared stat 0.07 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.13 0.10 0.16 0.13 

pseudo-R2(adj. 40.54 54.96 61.63 49.28 69.87 57.34 88.24 72.98 

Sample size 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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Table 36. Estimates for the WTP for different treatments in the lab experiment in Hungary 

  
Yogurt: treatment 1 

Round 1 
Yogurt: treatment 1 

Round 2 
Yogurt: treatment 2 

Round 1 
Yogurt: treatment 2 

Round 2 
Cookies: treatment 1 

Round 1 
Cookies: treatment 1 

Round 2 
Cookies: treatment 2 

Round 1 
Cookies: treatment 2 

Round 2 

Taste rating 353.82 228.35 283.35 752.22 301.53 368.66 198.47 247.33 

 

[-472.75,1180.38] [-56.22,512.92] [-163.5,730.2] [-2454.69,3959.13] [-17.96,621.01] [-64.7,802.01] [13.59,383.35] [24.18,470.48] 

ASC_DE -251.24 255.49 -192.40 597.07 -45.43 411.82 -80.29 29.88 

 
[-1089.01,586.53] [-131.81,642.79] [-687.68,302.87] [-1984.59,3178.73] [-349.07,258.22] [-211.15,1034.79] [-332.5,171.91] [-232.32,292.08] 

ASC_HU 82.32 71.54 50.24 739.71 206.28 388.80 81.64 247.94 

 
[-400.29,564.93] [-223.46,366.54] [-277.49,377.97] [-2310.34,3789.77] [-132.55,545.1] [-167.78,945.37] [-163.21,326.48] [-70.51,566.39] 

ASC_NB 1664.59 1311.56 1257.23 4995.25 1858.32 2584.54 1008.87 1311.66 

  [-3061.44,6390.62] [-763.37,3386.5] [-1291.87,3806.33] [-17753.52,27744.02] [-607.14,4323.78] [-999.41,6168.48] [-370.31,2388.06] [-306.81,2930.12] 
Source: Authors’ elaboration 
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3.3 Assessment of DC-SIP impacts: online experiment 

The results of the conditional logit estimations based on equation [2] for each of the six countries are presented together with the derived willingness 

to pay for each of the attributes, calculated as the ratio between the attribute coefficient and that of the price. Four models per product for each 

country are estimated based on the data of treatments A and B for all products and treatments C and E or D and F depending on the product (see 

Table 21 and Table 22). The results are summarised in Table 37 to Table 42, and the complete estimated results are reported in Table 43 to Table 

54. 

The results for the different compositions and lists of ingredients for Germany are calculated against the Hungarian benchmark (i.e. the coefficient 

for ASC_HU is not estimated) (Table 43, Table 44). The product composition of yogurts corresponding to the German version is the most preferred 

option, even when the “made for” claim is not present, as shown by the positive and significant coefficient for ASC_DE in treatment A. The inclusion 

of the “made for” claim seems to impact the preference for versions from other countries. When consumers are not informed about which country 

each version is made for, there is no significant effect of the Lithuanian version on choice (coefficient for ASC_LI not significant for treatment A). 

However, when the “made for” claim is present, the Lithuanian version is preferred less compared to the Hungarian one (negative and significant 

coefficient for ASC_LI for treatment B).  

When the list of ingredients is expanded to cover all those normally found on a label, the difference between the versions disappears even when the 

“made for” claim is present (all ASC coefficients not significant for treatments C (with “made for”) and E (without “made for”)). In any case, the 

impact of brand is significantly higher than that of any specific composition as the WTP associated with this attribute is at  least four times higher 

than the WTP for any specific composition.  

The preference for the German brand of Spaghetti Bolognese when no claim is made disappears when the “made for” is included if a short list of 

ingredients is used (coefficient ASC_DE becomes non-significant under treatment B). As in the case of yogurts, when the consumer is provided with 

more information, even when the most relevant one is highlighted, the differences between product versions disappear.  

Finally, for cookies, German consumers seem to be indifferent across versions but when the “made for” claim is inserted, they prefer the product 

made for Germany.  

Table 37. Summary of consumer preferences for DC-SIP in Germany  

 Yogurt Spaghetti Bolognese Cookies 

Short information Preference: domestic Preference: domestic No preference 

Short information + + “made for” claim Preference domestic and 

negative no-domestic 

No preference Preference:domestic 

Long information No preference 
(35)

 No preference N/a. 

Long information +  “made for” claim No preference No preference N/a. 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

The “made for” claim does seem to have an impact on the value of the brand attribute, as the inclusion of the claim reduces the value of the brand 

in four out of the five comparisons (all except the short information version for yogurts).  

In summary, German consumers do not seem to have an issue with DC-SIP as either they already prefer the product marketed in their country 

(Yogurt), or when informed about the DC-SIP issue, they do not have a preference for any particular version (Spaghetti Bolognese), or prefer the 

domestic version (cookies). However, results do point towards the fact that the current level of provision of information, even when modified to 

highlight the most relevant ingredients, prevents consumers from choosing their preferred version, compared to when less information is provided. 

Whether the choice with less information is the right one is a topic for further research.  

Table 43 and Table 44 reveal that the DC-SIP information does not induce participants to change their preference. This means that their preference 

for the German or Lithuanian version compared to the Hungarian one does not seem to change significantly when they are made aware of DC-SIP. 

These results are valid for both yogurt and spaghetti bolognese. Though the values of the WTP of these alternatives are slightly different, it can be 

concluded that there are no statistically significant differences across treatments, that is, across the short, long, and long with highlighted red text 

list, and most significantly, for the ‘made for’ information.  

It can be seen that the situation differs for Hungary (where Lithuania was set as the benchmark) (Table 45, Table 46). In the absence of “made for” 

claims, consumers have no preference for any specific version of the products evaluated whether they see a short or a long list of ingredients or not. 

This situation changes dramatically with the inclusion of the claim “made for”, as they prefer the version made for Hungary in three out of the five 

                                                                    
35 Note that ‘No Preference’ in the tables means that no statistically significant preference for the domestic or other-country version was found compared to the 

benchmark version.  
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comparisons and across products. Surprisingly enough, Hungarians are handicapped when not informed about the DC-SIP issue, as that does not 

allow them to translate their “domestic” sentiment into an informed choice.  

Table 38. Summary of consumer preferences for DC-SIP in Hungary 

 Yogurt Spaghetti Bolognese Cookies 

Short information No preference No preference No preference 

Short information + “made for” claim Preference: domestic Preference no-domestic Preference: domestic 

Long information No preference No preference N/a. 

Long information + “made for” claim No preference Preference: domestic N/a. 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

The Hungarian results appear to be a little more “problematic” in the interpretation of the results compared to the German sample. Here it seems 

that respondents do not react to the different levels of prices, leading to a low value for the price coefficient. Ultimately, this results in unrealistic 

WTPs. Further investigation is needed to understand the reason behind this issue in this country. This is why the tables for the WTP are not discussed 

any further. However, examining the coefficient of the different alternative specific constants (ASC), one finds a slight preference for the Hungarian 

version once participants have been informed about the DC-SIP.  

In Lithuania (where we set the Hungarian product version as the benchmark), the value of brand does not differ significantly across treatments 

(Table 47, Table 48). In contrast to the other countries, results in Lithuania seem to be more heterogeneous across products. For the base treatment 

of yogurt (short list of ingredients), the product alternatives are not statistically significant. Therefore, as in the previous case, when participants are 

not informed about the DC-SIP, they do not show any particular preference for any of the versions of yogurts presented. However, when ‘made for’ 

information is shown, a significant effect for the Lithuanian version of yogurt is observed at the 10% level. However, this effect is negative, meaning 

that participants dislike their domestic version. Looking at the treatment “long list” reveals that participants who do not have information on DC-SIP 

prefer the German version and this is statistically significant at 1%. On the other hand, once they are informed about the DC-SIP, their preference is 

again negative for their domestic version. Furthermore, the results for the first treatment of the Spaghetti Bolognese product, that is, short list 

without information about DC-SIP, reveal that preferences for both Lithuanian and German versions are negative and statistically different from 

zero. This means that Lithuanians prefer the Hungarian version compared to the other two. These results are confirmed when they are presented 

with the long list of ingredients and with the information provided in the short list highlighted in red. What is more, the base treatment for cookies 

does not show any significant differences across versions, while when the ‘made for’ information is shown, the Lithuanian version is negative and 

significant at 10%. This corresponds to a negative prime for the product of 0.90 euros. The WTP for the Lithuanian product, when significant, varies 

from 0.80 to 0.90 euros, with the exception of the Spaghetti Bolognese long list with information highlighted in red where the WTP drastically 

increases (further analysis is needed to understand why this occurs).  

Table 39. Summary of consumer preferences for DC-SIP in Lithuania 

 Yogurt Spaghetti Bolognese Cookies 

Short information No preference Negative preference 

domestic and non-

domestic 

No preference 

Short information + “made for” claim Negative preference 

domestic 

No preference Negative preference 

domestic 

Long information Preference: non-

domestic 

No preference N/a. 

Long information + “made for” claim Negative preference 

domestic 

Negative preference 

domestic and non-

domestic 

N/a. 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

For Sweden, results for the different compositions and lists of ingredients are calculated against the Romanian benchmark (Table 49, Table 50). 

Consumers exhibit a negative preference for the Spanish version of Fanta Orange either with or without the ‘made for’ claim. The inclusion of the 

‘made for’ claim also has an impact when the list of ingredients is expanded (ASC_ES coefficients significant for treatment F). This result suggests 



 

59 

 

that preferences are more likely to be linked to some intrinsic characteristics of the product rather than to the DC-SIP. In addition, the impact of the 

brand in this case is significantly high, though declining when “made for” information is provided (A to B) and especially when additional nutritional 

information is provided (treatments D and F).  

Swedish consumers seem to be indifferent to the different versions of Findus fish fingers. They do not show any particular preference for any of the 

presented versions. The information on ‘made for’ does not appear to affect consumer choice, while the value of the brand remains significant and 

positive across treatments.  

In the case of the base treatment of potato chips (short list of ingredients), the alternative versions are not statistically significant. However, when 

participants are informed about the DC-SIP, they do show a particular preference for the Swedish version. This preference is significant at the 10% 

level. Examining the treatment “long list” reveals that, when participants do not have information on DC-SIP, they do not show any particular 

preferences. On the other hand, once they are informed about the DC-SIP, their preference becomes significant and negative for the Spanish version. 

The WTP for the Swedish version, when significant, is quite high (further analysis is needed to understand why this occurs).  

Table 40. Summary of consumer preferences for DC_SIP in Sweden 

 Fanta Orange Findus Fish fingers Lay’s potato chips 

Short information Negative preference non-

domestic 

No preference No preference 

Short information +“made for”  claim Negative preference non-

domestic 

No preference Preference: domestic 

Long information No preference N/a. No preference 

Long information + “made for” claim Negative preference non-

domestic 

n/a. Negative preference non-

domestic 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

In Romania, the value of brand seems to differ significantly across treatments (Table 51, Table 52). Like the other countries, results seem to be quite 

heterogeneous across products. In the case of the base treatment for the orange soft drink (short list of ingredients), the product alternatives are 

only statistically significant for the Spanish version. However, the sign is negative, indicating that Romanians do not appreciate the Spanish Fanta 

version. This negative preference is not affected by the information on the DC-SIP. Examining the treatment “long list” reveals that the product 

alternatives are not statistically significant in either case that is, with or without the information on ‘made for’.  

The WTP for the brand is always significant though decreases significantly when consumers are faced with the full list of ingredients as in the 

supermarket. When significant, it varies from 0.80 to 0.90 Euro, with the one exception of the potato chips long list where the WTP drastically 

increases (further analysis is needed to understand why this occurs).  

It seems to be the case that Romanian consumers have no clear preference for any specific version of the products evaluated. As far as Lay’s potato 

crisps are concerned, the results for the first treatment, that is, the short list without the “made for” information, are not significant but when the 

information on made for is shown, the Romanians and Spanish versions are both negative and statistically different from zero at the 10% and 5% 

level, respectively. This means that Romanians prefer the Swedish version compared to the other two when they have the ‘made for’ information. 

These results are partially confirmed in the fourth treatment when they are presented with the long list of ingredients and with the ‘made for’ 

information.  
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Table 41. Summary of consumer preferences for DC-SIP in Romania 

 Fanta Orange Findus Fish fingers Lay’s potato chips 

Short information Negative preference non-

domestic 

No preference No preference 

Short information + “made for” claim Negative preference non-

domestic 

No preference Negative preference 

domestic and no-

domestic 
Long information No preference N.a. No preference 

Long information + “made for” claim No preference N.a. Negative preference non-

domestic 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

The last case of Spain has very high WTPs that are not directly interpretable. However, if we look at the different product versions, we see that the 

domestic version of Fanta Orange is less preferred than the Romanian benchmark (Table 53, Table 54) in all cases except when they are not 

informed about the “made for” in the long list of ingredients. The ‘made for’ information does not seem to impact fish fingers while in the short list 

for potato crisps there a positive preference for the Swedish version when participants are informed about the versions being different across 

countries. Results are mixed in the treatment with long nutritional and ingredients information, and may need further analysis.  

Table 42. Summary of consumer preferences for DC-SIP in Spain 

 Fanta Orange Findus Fish fingers Lay’s potato chips 

Short information Negative preference domestic No preference No preference 

Short information + “made 

for”  claim 

Negative preference domestic No preference Preference: non-domestic 

Long information No preference N/a. No preference 

Long information + “made 

for” claim 

Negative preference domestic N/a. Negative preference domestic 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

Overall, it can be deduced that: 

 If differences among versions exist, they are only slightly valued by consumers. There are only few cases where there is a statistically 

difference in preferences across versions.  

 However, when consumers are informed of which country each version of the product is ‘made for’, if differences among versions exist, 

consumers do not show difference in preferences for them. There are only few cases where there is a statistically significant preferences 

for a specific version. However, these results are not homogenous across products and treatments. 
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Table 43. Estimates for different treatments in DCE in Germany 

 A B C E A B D F A B 

 Yogurt: short 

list, no MF† 

Yogurt: short 

list, MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, MF 

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

short list, no 

MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

short list, MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

long list RED, 

no MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Cookies: 

short list, no 

MF 

Cookies: 

short list, MF 

ASC_DE†† 0.12* 0.10* 0.12 0.03 0.11* 0.07 0.07 -0.01 0.10 0.17*** 

 [0.02,0.22] [0.00,0.19] [-0.02,0.25] [-0.11,0.16] [0.02,0.20] [-0.02,0.17] [-0.07,0.20] [-0.14,0.13] [-0.00,0.20] [0.08,0.27] 

ASC_LI 0.09 -0.10* -0.02 -0.08 -0.00 -0.07 0.09 0.05 0.07 0.04 

 [-0.02,0.19] [-0.21,-0.00] [-0.16,0.13] [-0.22,0.06] [-0.10,0.10] [-0.17,0.02] [-0.05,0.23] [-0.09,0.18] [-0.03,0.18] [-0.06,0.14] 

ASC_NO††† -3.66*** -2.82*** -2.65*** -2.26*** -2.10*** -1.87*** -1.35*** -1.69*** -2.96*** -2.29*** 

 [-3.86,-3.46] [-3.01,-2.64] [-2.90,-2.39] [-2.51,-2.01] [-2.29,-1.92] [-2.05,-1.69] [-1.60,-1.11] [-1.95,-1.44] [-3.15,-2.77] [-2.47,-2.11] 

ASC_brand 0.65*** 0.51*** 0.47*** 0.19** 0.86*** 0.58*** 0.62*** 0.45*** 0.95*** 0.60*** 

 [0.55,0.76] [0.41,0.62] [0.33,0.61] [0.06,0.33] [0.76,0.96] [0.49,0.68] [0.48,0.76] [0.31,0.58] [0.85,1.06] [0.50,0.70] 

price -1.52*** -1.18*** -1.09*** -0.80*** -2.00*** -1.63*** -1.43*** -1.40*** -1.57*** -1.16*** 

 [-1.61,-1.42] [-1.27,-1.09] [-1.22,-0.97] [-0.93,-0.68] [-2.22,-1.78] [-1.84,-1.41] [-1.74,-1.12] [-1.71,-1.10] [-1.69,-1.46] [-1.27,-1.06] 

Log likelihood -3252.27 -3586.44 -1824.11 -1901.75 -3700.81 -3831.19 -1971.85 -1951.34 -3467.66 -3733.44 

LR Chi-squared 

stat 

0.22 0.14 0.12 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.17 0.10 

pseudo-R2(adj. 1813.22 1144.89 510.67 355.38 916.15 655.38 215.18 256.20 1382.44 850.88 

Sample size 12000 12000 6000 6000 12000 12000 6000 6000 12000 12000 

†MF=Made for 

†† Hungary is the reference country 

††† ASC_NO represents the alternative specific constant for the “No buy” option 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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Table 44. Estimates of the WTP for different treatments in DCE in Germany 

 A B C E A B D F A B 

 Yogurt: short 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: short 

list, MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, MF 

Spaghetti: 

short list, no 

MF  

Spaghetti: 

short list, MF  

Spaghetti: 

long list RED, 

no MF  

Spaghetti: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Cookies: 

short list, no 

MF 

Cookies: 

short list, MF 

ASC_DE† 0.08 0.08 0.11 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.05 -0.01 0.06 0.15 

 [0.01,0.15] [0,0.17] [-0.02,0.23] [-0.13,0.2] [0.01,0.1] [-0.01,0.1] [-0.05,0.14] [-0.1,0.09] [0,0.13] [0.06,0.23] 

ASC_LI 0.06 -0.09 -0.02 -0.10 0.00 -0.05 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.03 

 [-0.01,0.13] [-0.18,0] [-0.15,0.12] [-0.28,0.08] [-0.05,0.05] [-0.11,0.02] [-0.04,0.16] [-0.06,0.13] [-0.02,0.11] [-0.05,0.12] 

ASC_NO -2.42 -2.39 -2.42 -2.81 -1.05 -1.15 -0.94 -1.21 -1.88 -1.97 

 [-2.54,-2.29] [-2.53,-2.25] [-2.64,-2.2] [-3.13,-2.5] [-1.15,-0.96] [-1.26,-1.03] [-1.1,-0.79] [-1.4,-1.01] [-1.99,-1.77] [-2.1,-1.83] 

ASC_brand 0.43 0.44 0.43 0.24 0.43 0.36 0.43 0.32 0.61 0.51 

 [0.37,0.49] [0.36,0.51] [0.31,0.55] [0.08,0.4] [0.38,0.48] [0.31,0.41] [0.34,0.53] [0.23,0.4] [0.55,0.66] [0.44,0.59] 
Source: Authors’ elaboration  

† Hungary is the reference country 
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Table 45. Estimates of different treatments in DCE in Hungary  

 A B C E A B D F A B 

 Yogurt: short 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: short 

list, MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, MF 

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

short list, no 

MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

short list, MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

long list RED, 

no MF 

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Cookies: 

short list, no 

MF 

Cookies: 

short list, MF 

ASC_HU† -0.01 0.15** 0.04 0.13 -0.08 0.06 0.06 0.15* 0.05 0.18*** 

 [-0.12,0.09] [0.05,0.25] [-0.09,0.18] [-0.01,0.27] [-0.17,0.02] [-0.04,0.16] [-0.08,0.19] [0.02,0.29] [-0.05,0.16] [0.07,0.28] 

ASC_DE -0.05 0.07 -0.02 -0.04 -0.04 0.14** 0.03 0.12 0.02 0.04 

 [-0.15,0.04] [-0.03,0.16] [-0.15,0.12] [-0.17,0.10] [-0.14,0.06] [0.04,0.24] [-0.11,0.17] [-0.01,0.26] [-0.08,0.11] [-0.06,0.13] 

ASC_NO -4.17*** -3.41*** -2.52*** -2.64*** -2.44*** -2.44*** -1.65*** -1.84*** -3.60*** -3.19*** 

 [-4.42,-3.92] [-3.64,-3.18] [-2.79,-2.24] [-2.92,-2.35] [-2.64,-2.23] [-2.65,-2.24] [-1.92,-1.38] [-2.11,-1.58] [-3.82,-3.38] [-3.41,-2.98] 

ASC_brand 1.26*** 1.02*** 0.74*** 0.90*** 0.94*** 0.88*** 0.68*** 0.61*** 1.57*** 1.23*** 

 [1.15,1.37] [0.91,1.12] [0.60,0.89] [0.75,1.05] [0.84,1.03] [0.78,0.97] [0.55,0.81] [0.47,0.74] [1.45,1.69] [1.12,1.34] 

price -0.01*** -0.01*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.01*** -0.00*** 

 [-0.01,-0.01] [-0.01,-0.00] [-0.01,-0.00] [-0.01,-0.00] [-0.00,-0.00] [-0.00,-0.00] [-0.00,-0.00] [-0.00,-0.00] [-0.01,-0.01] [-0.01,-0.00] 

Log likelihood -3071.12 -3308.74 -1823.74 -1781.23 -3544.41 -3541.64 -1895.98 -1884.72 -3115.68 -3309.75 

LR Chi-squared 

stat 

0.26 0.20 0.12 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.09 0.09 0.25 0.20 

pseudo-R2(adj. 2175.52 1700.29 511.40 596.43 1228.94 1234.48 366.92 389.45 2086.41 1698.27 

Sample size 12000 12000 6000 6000 12000 12000 6000 6000 12000 12000 

† Lithuania is the reference country 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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Table 46. Estimates of the WTP for different treatments in DCE in Hungary 

 A B C E A B D F A B 

 Yogurt: short 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: short 

list, MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, MF 

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

short list, no 

MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

short list, MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: long 

list RED, no 

MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: long 

list RED, MF  

Cookies: short 

list, no MF 

Cookies: short 

list, MF 

ASC_HU† -1.90 27.99 9.44 26.96 -19.63 14.46 22.26 48.58 8.64 35.42 

 [-16.18,12.39] [9.71,46.26] [-21.3,40.19] [-2.08,56] [-44.43,5.18] [-9.52,38.44] [-31.07,75.59] [4.01,93.15] [-8.7,25.98] [14.84,55.99] 

ASC_DE -7.38 12.30 -4.05 -7.37 -10.29 34.08 11.74 39.06 2.47 7.12 

 [-20.84,6.08] [-5.37,29.97] [-34.22,26.11] [-35.98,21.24] [-35.13,14.55] [10.49,57.67] [-41.28,64.75] [-4.72,82.85] [-13.63,18.57] [-12.69,26.94] 

ASC_NO -585.06 -627.43 -562.41 -552.08 -631.58 -598.22 -643.18 -582.23 -587.94 -646.01 

 [-622.13,-548] [-673.99,-

580.87] 

[-622.55,-

502.28] 

[-610.02,-

494.14] 

[-689.18,-

573.98] 

[-650.95,-

545.5] 

[-757.12,-

529.25] 

[-667.74,-

496.73] 

[-621.62,-

554.27] 

[-688.25,-

603.77] 
ASC_brand 176.77 187.27 166.08 188.50 242.69 214.99 264.82 191.49 256.21 248.99 

 [164.09,189.45] [170.81,203.72] [138.44,193.73] [161.86,215.15] [215.74,269.64] [190.84,239.14] [203.79,325.85] [149.02,233.95] [240.75,271.67] [230.32,267.67] 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  

† Lithuania is the reference country 
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Table 47. Estimates of different treatments in DCE in Lithuania 

 A B C E A B D F A B 

 Yogurt: short 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: short 

list, MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, MF 

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

short list, no 

MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

short list, MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

long list RED, 

no MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Cookies: short 

list, no MF 

Cookies: short 

list, MF 

ASC_LI† -0.03 -0.11* 0.06 -0.21** -0.10* -0.08 -0.14 -0.31*** 0.07 -0.10* 

 [-0.13,0.08] [-0.21,-0.01] [-0.09,0.20] [-0.35,-0.07] [-0.20,-0.00] [-0.18,0.02] [-0.28,0.01] [-0.45,-0.17] [-0.03,0.17] [-0.20,-0.00] 

ASC_DE 0.07 0.06 0.23*** 0.02 -0.16** -0.02 -0.06 -0.14* 0.06 0.05 

 [-0.03,0.16] [-0.04,0.15] [0.10,0.37] [-0.11,0.15] [-0.25,-0.06] [-0.11,0.08] [-0.19,0.08] [-0.28,-0.01] [-0.04,0.16] [-0.05,0.14] 

ASC_NO -2.26*** -2.09*** -1.16*** -1.75*** -0.84*** -0.94*** -0.75*** -0.67*** -1.27*** -1.42*** 

 [-2.43,-2.08] [-2.27,-1.92] [-1.41,-0.91] [-2.00,-1.49] [-1.01,-0.66] [-1.12,-0.77] [-0.99,-0.50] [-0.92,-0.42] [-1.44,-1.09] [-1.60,-1.25] 

ASC_brand 0.53*** 0.38*** 0.26*** 0.11 0.58*** 0.52*** 0.42*** 0.17* 1.00*** 0.67*** 

 [0.43,0.63] [0.28,0.48] [0.12,0.41] [-0.03,0.24] [0.48,0.69] [0.42,0.62] [0.28,0.56] [0.03,0.31] [0.90,1.11] [0.57,0.77] 

price -1.05*** -0.88*** -0.61*** -0.55*** -1.28*** -1.21*** -1.30*** -0.56** -1.35*** -1.10*** 

 [-1.14,-0.95] [-0.97,-0.78] [-0.75,-0.48] [-0.68,-0.42] [-1.56,-0.99] [-1.50,-0.93] [-1.71,-0.89] [-0.97,-0.16] [-1.52,-1.18] [-1.26,-0.93] 

Log likelihood -3776.81 -3838.13 -2016.51 -1964.19 -4052.83 -4034.87 -2048.14 -2053.96 -3878.48 -3927.37 

LR Chi-squared 

stat 

0.09 0.08 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.07 0.06 

pseudo-R2(adj. 764.14 641.51 125.87 230.50 212.11 248.02 62.59 50.96 560.81 463.03 

Sample size 12000 12000 6000 6000 12000 12000 6000 6000 12000 12000 

† Hungary is the reference country 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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Table 48. Estimates of the WTP for different treatments in DCE in Lithuania 

 Yogurt: short 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: short 

list, MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, no MF 

Yogurt: long 

list, MF 

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

short list, no 

MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

short list, MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

long list RED,  

no MF  

Spaghetti 

Bolognese: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Cookies: short 

list, no MF 

Cookies: short 

list, MF 

ASC_LI† -0.02 -0.13 0.09 -0.08 -0.08 -0.07 -0.11 -0.56 0.05 -0.09 

 [-0.12,0.07] [-0.25,-0.01] [-0.14,0.33] [-0.66,-0.11] [-0.16,0] [-0.15,0.02] [-0.22,0.01] [-1.04,-0.07] [-0.02,0.13] [-0.19,0] 

ASC_DE 0.06 0.07 0.38 -0.12 -0.12 -0.02 -0.04 -0.26 0.05 0.04 

 [-0.03,0.16] [-0.04,0.17] [0.14,0.62] [-0.19,0.28] [-0.2,-0.04] [-0.09,0.06] [-0.15,0.06] [-0.55,0.04] [-0.03,0.12] [-0.04,0.13] 

ASC_NO -2.16 -2.39 -1.88 -0.66 -0.66 -0.78 -0.57 -1.18 -0.94 -1.30 

 [-2.31,-2.01] [-2.58,-2.2] [-2.19,-1.58] [-3.72,-2.63] [-0.76,-0.55] [-0.9,-0.65] [-0.7,-0.45] [-1.76,-0.6] [-1.03,-0.84] [-1.44,-1.16] 

 0.51 0.43 0.43 0.46 0.46 0.43 0.32 0.30 0.74 0.61 

ASC_brand [0.43,0.59] [0.33,0.53] [0.23,0.63] [0.37,0.55] [0.37,0.55] [0.34,0.52] [0.22,0.43] [0.06,0.53] [0.66,0.82] [0.52,0.7] 
Source: Authors’ elaboration  

† Hungary is the reference country 
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Table 49. Estimates for different treatments of DCE in Sweden 

 A B D F A B A B C E 

 Orange drink: 

short list, no 

MF 

Orange drink: 

short list, MF 

Orange drink: 

long list, no 

MF RED 

Orange drink: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Fish fingers: 

short list, no 

MF 

Fish fingers: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips: 

short list, no 

MF 

Potato chips: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips: 

long list, no 

MF 

Potato chips: 

long list, MF 

ASC_SE† -0.06 -0.04 0.05 -0.12 0.04 -0.06 -0.03 0.13** 0.02 -0.06 

 [-0.15,0.04] [-0.14,0.05] [-0.09,0.18] [-0.25,0.01] [-0.05,0.13] [-0.16,0.03] [-0.12,0.07] [0.04,0.22] [-0.12,0.15] [-0.20,0.07] 

ASC_ES -0.18*** -0.16** -0.02 -0.25*** -0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.02 -0.03 -0.22** 

 [-0.28,-0.08] [-0.26,-0.06] [-0.16,0.12] [-0.39,-0.11] [-0.12,0.07] [-0.11,0.09] [-0.10,0.10] [-0.08,0.11] [-0.17,0.11] [-0.36,-0.08] 

ASC_NO -1.60*** -1.10*** -1.23*** -1.10*** -2.71*** -1.86*** -2.63*** -1.76*** -1.85*** -1.83*** 

 [-1.85,-1.36] [-1.31,-0.89] [-1.55,-0.90] [-1.42,-0.79] [-2.95,-2.46] [-2.05,-1.67] [-2.90,-2.36] [-1.98,-1.55] [-2.22,-1.49] [-2.15,-1.50] 

ASC_brand 1.38*** 1.32*** 0.78*** 0.57*** 1.01*** 1.08*** 1.26*** 0.75*** 0.75*** 0.75*** 

 [1.27,1.48] [1.21,1.43] [0.63,0.94] [0.42,0.73] [0.91,1.12] [0.98,1.19] [1.16,1.37] [0.65,0.85] [0.60,0.90] [0.59,0.91] 

price -0.02** -0.03*** -0.04** -0.02 -0.06*** -0.08*** -0.03*** -0.02*** -0.01 -0.02*** 

 [-0.04,-0.01] [-0.05,-0.01] [-0.07,-0.01] [-0.05,0.01] [-0.07,-0.05] [-0.09,-0.07] [-0.03,-0.02] [-0.02,-0.01] [-0.02,0.00] [-0.03,-0.01] 

Log likelihood -3176.42 -3394.16 -1880.81 -1930.81 -3401.59 -3691.88 -3242.22 -3614.45 -1779.68 -1860.12 

LR Chi-squared 

stat 

0.24 0.18 0.10 0.07 0.18 0.11 0.22 0.13 0.14 0.11 

pseudo-R2(adj. 1964.93 1529.45 397.27 297.27 1514.58 934.01 1833.32 1088.86 599.52 438.64 

Sample size 12000 12000 6000 6000 12000 12000 12000 12000 6000 6000 

† Romania is the reference country 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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Table 50. Estimates of the WTP for different treatments in DCE in Sweden 

 A B D F A B A B C E 

 Orange drink: 

short list, no MF  

Orange drink: 

short list, MF 

Orange drink: 

long list RED, 

no MF  

Orange drink: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Fish fingers: 

short list, no MF 

Fish fingers: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips: 

short list, no MF 

Potato chips: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips: 

long list, no MF 

Potato chips: 

long, list MF 

ASC_SE -0.23 -0.84 -0.28 -1.15 4.60 -4.54 0.49 -2.04 -0.82 -3.28 

 [-0.82,0.37] [-1.37,-0.32] [-1.14,0.58] [-1.98,-0.31] [3.04,6.16] [-5.67,-3.42] [-0.97,1.95] [-3.47,-0.62] [-3.29,1.65] [-6.37,-0.2] 

ASC_ES -0.96 -0.79 0.27 -2.62 5.51 0.50 -0.51 -0.48 -1.49 -11.68 

 [-1.61,-0.32] [-1.35,-0.23] [-0.61,1.15] [-3.62,-1.62] [3.94,7.09] [-0.46,1.46] [-2.03,1.01] [-1.92,0.95] [-4.06,1.09] [-15.72,-7.64] 

ASC_NO -17.18 -8.14 -8.78 -11.38 -29.21 -12.56 -42.88 -28.86 -41.31 -44.00 

 [-18.79,-15.57] [-8.8,-7.48] [-9.93,-7.63] [-12.62,-10.14] [-32.43,-25.99] [-13.63,-11.49] [-45.65,-40.1] [-30.57,-27.15] [-45.55,-37.07] [-49.28,-38.72] 

ASC_brand 6.27 7.11 7.43 3.91 6.97 9.50 8.92 11.08 9.98 6.68 

 [5.63,6.92] [6.5,7.71] [6.42,8.44] [3.1,4.71] [5.71,8.22] [8.53,10.47] [7.58,10.25] [9.81,12.34] [7.73,12.23] [3.68,9.68] 

Source: Authors’ elaboration  

† Romania is the reference country 
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Table 51. Estimates of different treatments for DCE in Romania 

 A B D F A B A B C E 

 Orange drink: 

short list, no 

MF 

Orange drink: 

short list, MF 

Orange drink: 

long list RED, 

no MF  

Orange drink: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Fish fingers: 

short list, no 

MF 

Fish fingers: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips: 

short list, no 

MF 

Potato chips: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips: 

long list, no 

MF 

Potato chips: 

long list, MF 

ASC_RO† 0.06 0.04 -0.05 0.12 -0.04 0.06 0.03 -0.13** -0.02 0.07 

 [-0.04,0.15] [-0.05,0.14] [-0.18,0.09] [-0.01,0.25] [-0.13,0.05] [-0.03,0.16] [-0.07,0.12] [-0.22,-0.04] [-0.15,0.12] [-0.07,0.20] 

ASC_ES -0.13* -0.12* -0.07 -0.13 -0.06 0.05 0.03 -0.12* -0.05 -0.15* 

 [-0.23,-0.03] [-0.22,-0.02] [-0.20,0.07] [-0.27,0.01] [-0.15,0.03] [-0.04,0.15] [-0.07,0.12] [-0.21,-0.03] [-0.18,0.09] [-0.29,-0.02] 

ASC_NO -1.55*** -1.06*** -1.27*** -0.98*** -2.75*** -1.80*** -2.60*** -1.89*** -1.87*** -1.76*** 

 [-1.80,-1.30] [-1.27,-0.84] [-1.57,-0.98] [-1.27,-0.70] [-2.99,-2.50] [-1.99,-1.61] [-2.87,-2.33] [-2.11,-1.68] [-2.21,-1.53] [-2.06,-1.46] 

ASC_brand 1.38*** 1.32*** 0.78*** 0.57*** 1.01*** 1.08*** 1.26*** 0.75*** 0.75*** 0.75*** 

 [1.27,1.48] [1.21,1.43] [0.63,0.94] [0.42,0.73] [0.91,1.12] [0.98,1.19] [1.16,1.37] [0.65,0.85] [0.60,0.90] [0.59,0.91] 

price -0.12** -0.16*** -0.21** -0.11 -0.29*** -0.39*** -0.06*** -0.03*** -0.02 -0.05*** 

 [-0.20,-0.03] [-0.24,-0.07] [-0.36,-0.06] [-0.26,0.04] [-0.34,-0.24] [-0.44,-0.34] [-0.07,-0.05] [-0.05,-0.02] [-0.04,0.00] [-0.07,-0.03] 

Log likelihood -3176.47 -3394.20 -1880.83 -1930.80 -3401.62 -3691.90 -3242.21 -3614.46 -1779.68 -1860.12 

LR Chi-squared 

stat 

0.24 0.18 0.10 0.07 0.18 0.11 0.22 0.13 0.14 0.11 

pseudo-R2(adj. 1964.83 1529.36 397.22 297.27 1514.53 933.96 1833.35 1088.86 599.52 438.64 

Sample size 12000 12000 6000 6000 12000 12000 12000 12000 6000 6000 

† Sweden is the reference country 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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Table 52. Estimates of the WTP for different treatments in DCE in Romania 

 A B D F A B A B C E 

 Orange drink: 

short list, no 

MF 

Orange drink: 

short list, MF 

Orange drink: 

long list RED,  

no MF  

Orange drink: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Fish fingers: 

short list, no 

MF 

Fish fingers: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips : 

short list, no 

MF 

Potato chips : 

short list, MF 

Potato chips : 

long list, no 

MF 

Potato chips : 

long list, MF 

ASC_RO† 0.48 0.28 -0.23 1.06 -0.12 0.16 0.42 -3.81 -0.81 1.35 

 [-0.39,1.34] [-0.34,0.89] [-0.95,0.49] [-0.45,2.58] [-0.44,0.19] [-0.09,0.4] [-1.09,1.93] [-6.71,-0.92] [-7.53,5.91] [-1.26,3.96] 

ASC_ES -1.08 -0.74 -0.31 -1.14 -0.21 0.13 0.43 -3.38 -2.28 -3.20 

 [-2.3,0.13] [-1.52,0.04] [-1.03,0.4] [-3.19,0.91] [-0.53,0.11] [-0.11,0.38] [-1.12,1.99] [-6.33,-0.43] [-9.33,4.78] [-6.48,0.09] 

ASC_NO -13.28 -6.77 -6.10 -8.67 -9.47 -4.63 -42.86 -54.69 -90.34 -36.54 

 [-22.27,-4.28] [-9.91,-3.64] [-9.67,-2.52] [-18.37,1.02] [-10.77,-8.17] [-5.07,-4.19] [-50.31,-35.42] [-70.24,-39.14] [-172.54,-8.14] [-48.89,-24.2] 

ASC_brand 11.80 8.46 3.76 5.05 3.50 2.78 20.75 21.62 36.19 15.53 

 [3.41,20.18] [4.05,12.87] [1.46,6.05] [-0.78,10.88] [3.04,3.95] [2.49,3.07] [17.39,24.1] [15.44,27.81] [4.21,68.17] [10.54,20.53] 
Source: Authors’ elaboration  

† Sweden is the reference country 
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Table 53. Estimates for different treatments of DCE in Spain 

 A B D F A B A B C E 

 Orange drink: 

short list, no 

MF  

Orange drink: 

short list, MF 

Orange drink: 

long list RED, 

no MF  

Orange drink: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Fish fingers: 

short list, no 

MF 

Fish fingers: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips: 

short list, no 

MF 

Potato chips: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips: 

long list, no 

MF 

Potato chips: 

long list, MF 

ASC_SE† -0.06 -0.04 0.05 -0.12 0.04 -0.06 -0.03 0.13** 0.02 -0.06 

 [-0.15,0.04] [-0.14,0.05] [-0.09,0.18] [-0.25,0.01] [-0.05,0.13] [-0.16,0.03] [-0.12,0.07] [0.04,0.22] [-0.12,0.15] [-0.20,0.07] 

ASC_ES -0.18*** -0.16** -0.02 -0.25*** -0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.02 -0.03 -0.22** 

 [-0.28,-0.08] [-0.26,-0.06] [-0.16,0.12] [-0.39,-0.11] [-0.12,0.07] [-0.11,0.09] [-0.10,0.10] [-0.08,0.11] [-0.17,0.11] [-0.36,-0.08] 

ASC_NO -1.60*** -1.10*** -1.23*** -1.10*** -2.71*** -1.86*** -2.63*** -1.76*** -1.85*** -1.83*** 

 [-1.85,-1.36] [-1.31,-0.89] [-1.55,-0.90] [-1.42,-0.79] [-2.95,-2.46] [-2.05,-1.67] [-2.90,-2.36] [-1.98,-1.55] [-2.22,-1.49] [-2.15,-1.50] 

ASC_brand 1.38*** 1.32*** 0.78*** 0.57*** 1.01*** 1.08*** 1.26*** 0.75*** 0.75*** 0.75*** 

 [1.27,1.48] [1.21,1.43] [0.63,0.94] [0.42,0.73] [0.91,1.12] [0.98,1.19] [1.16,1.37] [0.65,0.85] [0.60,0.90] [0.59,0.91] 

price -0.02** -0.03*** -0.04** -0.02 -0.06*** -0.08*** -0.03*** -0.02*** -0.01 -0.02*** 

 [-0.04,-0.01] [-0.05,-0.01] [-0.07,-0.01] [-0.05,0.01] [-0.07,-0.05] [-0.09,-0.07] [-0.03,-0.02] [-0.02,-0.01] [-0.02,0.00] [-0.03,-0.01] 

Log likelihood -3176.42 -3394.16 -1880.81 -1930.81 -3401.59 -3691.88 -3242.22 -3614.45 -1779.68 -1860.12 

LR Chi-squared 

stat 

0.24 0.18 0.10 0.07 0.18 0.11 0.22 0.13 0.14 0.11 

pseudo-R2(adj. 1964.93 1529.45 397.27 297.27 1514.58 934.01 1833.32 1088.86 599.52 438.64 

Sample size 12000 12000 6000 6000 12000 12000 12000 12000 6000 6000 

† Romania is the reference country 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  Source: Authors’ elaboration  
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Table 54. Estimates of the WTP for different treatments of DCE in Spain 

 A B D F A B A B C E 

 Orange drink: 

short list, no 

MF 

Orange drink: 

short list, MF 

Orange drink: 

long list RED, 

no MF  

Orange drink: 

long list RED, 

MF  

Fish fingers: 

short list, no 

MF 

Fish fingers: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips: 

short list, no 

MF 

Potato chips: 

short list, MF 

Potato chips: 

long list, no MF 

Potato chips: 

long list, MF 

ASC_SE† -0.48 -0.28 0.23 -1.06 0.12 -0.16 -0.42 3.81 0.81 -1.35 

 [-1.34,0.39] [-0.89,0.34] [-0.49,0.95] [-2.58,0.45] [-0.19,0.44] [-0.4,0.09] [-1.93,1.09] [0.92,6.71] [-5.91,7.53] [-3.96,1.26] 

ASC_ES -1.56 -1.02 -0.08 -2.20 -0.08 -0.03 0.01 0.43 -1.47 -4.55 

 [-3.06,-0.06] [-1.91,-0.12] [-0.74,0.57] [-5.13,0.73] [-0.42,0.25] [-0.28,0.23] [-1.58,1.61] [-2.33,3.2] [-7.91,4.98] [-7.72,-1.37] 

ASC_NO -13.75 -7.05 -5.87 -9.74 -9.35 -4.79 -43.28 -50.88 -89.53 -37.89 

 [-23.1,-4.4] [-10.33,-3.77] [-9.09,-2.65] [-20.44,0.97] [-10.63,-8.06] [-5.24,-4.34] [-50.8,-35.76] [-65.24,-36.51] [-168.94,-10.11] [-49.99,-25.8] 

ASC_brand 11.80 8.46 3.76 5.05 3.50 2.78 20.75 21.62 36.19 15.53 

 [3.41,20.18] [4.05,12.87] [1.46,6.05] [-0.78,10.88] [3.04,3.95] [2.49,3.07] [17.39,24.1] [15.44,27.81] [4.21,68.17] [10.54,20.53] 
Source: Authors’ elaboration  

† Romania is the reference country 
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4 Conclusions 

Differences in the composition of seemingly identical branded food products (DC-SIP) has been a source of growing concern in the EU in recent years. 

This was particularly the case after tests conducted in several Member States (MS) confirmed the presence of differences in composition of some 

branded food products sold across different Member States.  

While the JRC’s comparative testing found evidence on the scale of the DC-SIP issue across EU, there was still a lack of empirical evidence on 

consumer preferences for DC-SIP. This report bridges a gap between the theoretical hypothesis with empirical analysis on the effect of DC-SIP on 

consumer preferences and willingness to pay for different versions of the same branded product. With two experimental approaches – an online 

discrete choice experiment (DCE) and a lab experiment - it was possible to address the following research questions: 

 Do consumers have the same or different preferences for the different versions of seemingly identical branded food products, and are 

they willing to pay more for the preferred alternative version?  

 Does informing consumers about the practice of DC-SIP affect their preferences for a product version? 

For successful implementation of the DCE and lab experiment, it was necessary to perform some preliminary analysis (preliminary phases). The aim 

of these preliminary phases was to proceed to an objective selection of six countries and six products to be included in the experiments. In particular, 

during these phases, the following steps were taken: (a) country selection for both experiments; (b) market survey on a predefined list of products to 

detect the most commonly sold food categories and brands; and (c) focus group discussions to fine-tune the final list of products and investigate 

consumer perceptions on DC-SIP.  

Combining all these preliminary steps, a final list of six products to be included in the experiments was obtained for the purpose of testing the 

relevance of DC-SIP. This list included the following products: Danone Activia Strawberry, Fanta Orange, Knorr Spaghetti Bolognese, Lay's Potato 

Chips Nature, Milka Choco Cookie, and Findus Fish Fingers. 

The main findings of the experiments implemented in the report can be summarised as follows. 

The results from the lab experiment suggest that based on tasting, nutritional, and ingredient information, participants in the majority of cases (4 out 

of 6) have no preference for any of the different versions of products sold in different MS. Yet, when participants are informed about the DC-SIP and 

know which country the different versions are sold in, they often state a preference for the domestic version (8 out of 12 cases). However, in 3 out of 

these 8 cases, the version sold in another country than the respondent’s country was also preferred over the reference version. Depending on the 

product and country, consumers seem to prefer their domestic version and/or another country’s version.  

The online DCE in total tested 30 country-product pairs (18 in the basic information treatment and 12 in a long information treatment). In the 

majority of cases (23 out of 30), when there is no information regarding the country in which the product version is sold (i.e. no addition of “made 

for” indication), consumers have no preference for one or the other version. Without explicit information on DC-SIP, consumer choices therefore do 

not seem to be affected by the practice of DC-SIP. However, it is true that for a limited number of country-product pairs (7 out of 30), consumers do 

value the different DC-SIP versions differently. This preference is not systematic for their domestic version because in some cases consumers prefer 

the version sold in another country. The analysis of these seven cases shows no evident pattern regarding the preference for the version sold in the 

participant’s own country or for a version sold in another country.  

When consumers were informed about which country each version of the product was “made for”, in a majority of cases, there is a preference for 

one of the product versions (22 out of 30 country-product pairs). It is important to mention that for 17 out of these 22, no preference for any version 

was found in the absence of the “made for” claim, suggesting that it is the inclusion of this claim that generated the preference for one of the 

products.  

In six out of those 22 cases (two in Germany, three in Hungary and 1 in Sweden) consumers prefer their domestic version when “made for” 

information is disclosed. In two cases, consumers prefer the version for another country. In nine cases, consumers dislike the other-country version 

when “made for” information is given compared to the reference version. In eight cases, there is a negative preference for the domestic version (e.g. 

Lithuanian consumers prefer the version for their own country the least in four out of five cases)36..  

Combining the findings of the lab and DCE, the results suggest that: 

 the impact of DC-SIP on consumer valuation and purchase decision is heterogeneous across the studied products and MS; 

 in both experimental settings (Lab and DCE), without the claim on “made for”, no distinct preference for any of the product versions is 

found for a majority country-product pairs. This largely confirms that DC-SIP has no impact on consumers independent of the method 

used to identify it;  

 when the differences between products is made salient using the “made for” claim, in both experimental settings, there is a reversal of 

this finding. In 22 out of 30 product-country pairs for the DCE and for 8 out of 12 for the lab, consumers show a preference for one of 

the versions. This largely confirms that DC-SIP has an impact on consumers if they are made aware of the issue, independent of the 

method used to identify it;  

                                                                    
36 The total cases is greater than 22 as more than one preference can be detected per case.  
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 priming consumers about the DC-SIP issues results in some cases for a preference for the domestic version, and in some others for the  

foreign versions of the products. Therefore, no clear conclusion can be drawn on the impact of DC-SIP on welfare when consumers are 

made aware of this practice. 

This report analysed the DC-SIP impact on consumers purchase choices for a selected number of branded products and MS. As a result, the analyses 

of this report are only valid for the products and MS included in the experiments and cannot be straightforwardly extrapolated to other products and 

MS. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Provisional list of product and brand categories provided by JRC  

Product category Specific category Brand 

Soft Drinks Cola Carbonates Coca-Cola 

  Pepsi 

 Non-Cola Carbonates Globus Korrekt Orange  

  Fanta Orange 

RTD Tea RTD Tea Nestea Lemon 

  Kaufland Lemon 

  Lipton Peach 

Confectionary Chocolate Countlines Milka alpine 

 Chocolate Pouches chocolate M&Ms  

 Pastilles, Gums, Jellies, Chews Haribo Gummibaerchen 

Dairy Yogurt Spar Budget 

  Danone Activia Strawberry 

  Kaufland Joghurt 3.5 % 

 Cheese (unprocessed) Milbona Emmentaler 

 Soy Milk Alpro Soya Original 

Coffee Fresh Ground Coffee Lavazza Qualita Rossa 

  Tchibo Espresso Milan Style 

 Instant Coffee Jacobs 3in1 

  Nescafe Classic 3 in1 

  Nescafe Gold 

Hot Drinks Chocolate-based Powder Drinks Nesquik 

Tea Green Tea Teekanne Green Tea 

 Black Tea Twinings Earl Grey  

  Teekanne Earl Grey 

  Lipton Yellow Label 

Breakfast Cereals Family Breakfast Cereals Kellogg's Special K 

  Kellogg's Original 

  Nesquik 

  Dr. Oetker Vitalis Knusper Himbeere 

  Dr. Oetker Vitalis Knusper Schoko 

  Nestlé Fitness 

Spreads Chocolate Spreads Nutella 

 Jams sand Preserves D'Arbo Strawberry 

Processed Meat Shelf Stable Meat Tulip Luncheon Meat 

 Chilled Processed Meat Greising Munich Sausage 

  Berger Wellness Ham 

Processed Seafood Shelf Stable Seafood Rio Mare Tuna (natural) 
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Product category Specific category Brand 

 Frozen Processed Seafood Iglo Fish fingers (15 pieces) 

  Lidl Ocean Sea (15 pieces) 

Savoury Snacks Potato Chips Lay's Nature 

  S-BUDGET Stapel Chips Sour Cream 

 Puffed Snacks PomBaer 

Ready Meals Frozen Pizza Dr. Oetker Ristorante Mozzarella 

  Dr. Oetker Ristorante Hawaii 

  Globus Korrekt Pizza Salami 

Baby Food Prepared Baby Food Hipp Pumpkin 

  Hipp Soft Vegetables with Turkey 

Processed Fruit&Veg Shelf Stable Fruit&Veg Billa Clever Pineapple 

  Lidl Freshona Pineapple 

  Globus Korrekt Pineapple 

 Shelf Stable Tomatoes Lidl Freshona Tomato Puree 

Sauces, Dressings, Condiments Ketchup Billa Clever Ketchup 

  Penny Ketchup 

 Mayonnaise Hellmann's Mayonnaise Original 

 Cooking Sauces Uncle Ben's Sweet&Sour 

 Other Sauces, Dressings, Condiments Dr. Oetker Puddingpulver Vanilla 

 Herbs and Spices Kotanyi Oregana 

  Kotanyi Black Pepper (whole) 

  Kotanyi Cinnamon (ground) 

Rice, Pasta, Noodles Dried Pasta Billa Clever Spaghetti 

Sweet Cookies Cookies Milka Choco Cookie 

  Bahlsen Leibniz Zoo 

  BelVita 

 Wafers Manner Schnitten 

Ice Cream/Frozen Desserts Dairy Ice Cream Cornetto Classic Vanilla 

Soup Dehydrated Soup Maggi Stock Cube 

  Knorr Beef Bouillon with Vermicelli 

Edible Oils Olive oil Bertolli Extra Vergine 

Beverages Beer Loewenbraeu Original (Can) 

  Goesser Special (Bottle) 

Source: European Commission 
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Appendix 2: Market Survey questionnaire 

Q1. Gender 

 Female 
 Male 
 

Q2. Age 

____ years old 

 

Q3. Which of the following products have you purchased in the last 30 days?  
o  
1. Snacks 2. Drinks 
 Milka Choco Cookie 
 Lay’s Potato Chips Nature  
 Haribo Happy Cola 

 None of these 

 

 Nestlé Nesquik 

 Fanta Orange 
 Coca-Cola Original 
 Nestea 
 Nescafé Gold  

 None of these 

3. Dairy 4. Prepared food and meat 

 Danone Activia Strawberry 

 Cornetto Classico 

 Milbona Emmental Cheese  

 None of these 

 Dr. Oetker Pizza Ristorante 

 Findus fish fingers 

 Freshona Mixed Vegetable 

 None of these 

5. Spreads and sauces 6. Breakfast cereals 

 Mondelez Philadelphia 

 Uncle Ben's Sweet-Sour Sauce  

 Hellmann’s Mayonnaise Original 

 None of these 

 Kellogg's Special Red fruits 

 Kellogg's Special K  

 Nestlé Fitness Nature 

 None of these 

 

Q4. What is the highest level of education you have completed? [SINGLE ANSWER] 

 Primary school diploma 
 High school diploma  
 Some years of university (not completed) 
 University degree (completed) 
 Post-graduate (masters, PhD, other) 

 

Q5. Marital status 

 Single 
 Married or equivalent 

 

Q6. Do you have children living with you at home? 

 Yes 
 No 

 

Q7. Think of this ladder as representing where people stand in your country. At the top of the ladder are the people who are the best off - 
those who have the most money, the best education and the most respected jobs. At the bottom are the people who are the worst off - 
who have the least money, the lowest level of education, and the least respected jobs or no job. 

o Taking all things into consideration, where would you place yourself on this ladder?  
o  
o  
o  
o  
o  
o  
o  

Q8. In your household, which best describes your role in purchasing food products? 

 I am the person who makes all the purchases of food products 
 I share purchasing responsibility for food products with others in the household 
 I never or almost never make purchases of food products 
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Appendix 3: Additional results from the market survey  

Table 52. Percentage of survey participants reporting that they have consumed a product in the last 30 days, by product 

category and respondent characteristics  

  Snacks Soft Drinks Dairy Prepared meals 
Spreads and 

sauces 
Breakfast 
cereals 

       
Education/Female 

     
Primary school diploma 60 58 31 59 42 15 

High school diploma 72 72 51 61 66 29 

Some years of university 69 74 59 53 63 31 

University degree 69 73 48 51 64 28 

Post-graduate  75 73 56 59 66 37 

       
Education/Male 

     
Primary school diploma 58 65 40 56 47 21 

High school diploma 70 80 49 57 58 25 

Some years of university 78 82 49 57 66 37 

University degree 74 76 48 57 56 32 

Post-graduate 75 77 51 68 58 40 

       
Children in the house 

     
Children at home 81 83 57 65 68 38 

No Children at home 64 68 43 52 54 23 

       
Marital status 

     
Single 68 72 42 53 54 26 

Married or equivalent 72 75 53 60 63 30 

       
Responsible of purchase  

     
I am the person 72 75 53 63 64 32 

I share purchases 69 72 44 52 56 25 

Never/almost never 50 72 11 17 17 6 

       
Total 70 74 48 57 60 29 
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Appendix 4: Discussion guide and DC-SIP concept definition for focus groups 

 These discussion guidelines are meant to make sure that all relevant research topics are covered in the focus groups. 

 Listed questions are main research questions. The moderators will adjust wording and order of questions according to discussion situation, 

atmosphere, and dynamic group processes. 

 Each research topic will first be approached openly. This involves participants indirectly influencing and controlling content and depth of 

discussion according to their own requirements – unaided approach. 

 Once participants have exhausted their “own agenda” for each topic, the moderators will explore relevant topic details that may not have been 

discussed – aided approach. 

INTRODUCTION (10’) 

 Introduction of the moderator and the setting (drinks, toilet, etc.) 

 Introduction of the topic of discussion: food quality 

 (Moderator: DO NOT provide any further explanations at this point) 

 Explanation of why audio-visual recording is needed 

 Reassurance of respondents about data security and privacy issues (e.g. no uploading of the recording to the Internet, anonymous reporting, 

etc.) 

 Reference to attending observers and the one-way mirror or internal TV circuit when this is the case 

 Explanation of the rules of communication  

o Spontaneous and open discussion 

o No right or wrong answers; no judgments 

o No need to agree with each other; different points of view will be stimulated 

o A balanced intervention of all participants is expected 

o Listening to each other is a must 

o Smartphones or mobile phones must be set to silent and kept away  

Introduction of participants 

 First name (no surname to ensure anonymity), age, background education, current occupation, and family status 

MODERATOR: please put a sticker with the participant’s name on his/her chest so that it is visible at all times (the transcription needs to differentiate 

between the participants) 

 

PART I: EXPLORATION OF CONSUMERS’ FOOD PREFERENCES & CHOICES AND THE ROLE OF FOOD QUALITY (15’) 

Moderator: the aim is to explore:  

o Factors affecting consumer food preferences and choices 
o Role of the brand in their food consumption choices 
o Role of information labels on food products 
o The concept of food quality 

 
1.1. Spontaneous associations: main factors affecting their food preferences and choices. Brainstorm.  

 Let’s start by having a brainstorming session. Let’s see what immediately comes to mind when we think of the main factors that affect your 

food preferences and choices 

 Each participant will write a word on a post-it note and place it on a wallboard or flipchart. 

Moderator: Promote quick and single-word or short answers. Keep going until you have a minimum of 15 different answers 

Cluster them on the wallboard or flip chart using an affinity diagram technique and generate a brief discussion on the topic. 

Moderator: Among the various factors mentioned, make sure you probe on the role of the brand and label. 

 
1.2. Role and influence of the brand on their consumption choices 

 Let us know think about our current drivers and barriers to purchasing branded vs. non-branded products and its influence on our consumption 

choices. 

Moderator: Again, write down participants answers on a flip chart or wallboard. 

 Main drivers and barriers you find when purchasing branded products 
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 Main drivers and barriers you find when purchasing non-branded products  

 Which elements of branded products are most relevant and/or crucial for you when choosing a specific food product? Does this differ depending 

on the category? 

 Which elements of non-branded products are most relevant and/or crucial for you when choosing a specific food product? Does this differ 

depending on the category? 

 Is there any food category where any of these drivers or barriers is most relevant? Which one? Why? 

 
1.3. Role and influence of the information labels on food products 

 About labeling: Do you usually read food product labels? What information is relevant to you? What kind of information is most important? 

 Do these labels affect your purchasing or usage decision? In what way? 

 
1.4. Spontaneous associations with basic meaning of food quality  

 Let us now write down and map all of the meanings and associations you have with the concept of food quality 

Moderator: Let participants mention any initial association with food quality and write them on a map with the food quality concept at the centre and 

then discuss the map 

 Food quality for you means…? 

 
1.5. Exploration of the relevance of food quality  

 When does a food product have quality for you?  

 Has the importance of food quality changed for you through time? Is it more relevant nowadays than in the past? Why? 

Moderator: Use these questions to introduce consumers to the issue of DC-SIP 

 Do you think that the concept of food quality can vary from country to country? 

 Check role of producers: 

 How do you think producers choose recipes/ingredients of food products? 

 Do you think producers adapt recipes and ingredients to local preferences? 

 Check perception of product differences between countries: 

 Have you ever tasted a product that you liked in a foreign country? Did you like it?  

 Did you think it was different from the same product sold in your country? 

 If you noticed a difference, which attributes were significantly different (e.g., nutrient content, visual, texture, consistency, smell and taste, etc.) 

 

PART II: EXPLORATION OF DC-SIP AWARENESS (50’) 

 

2.1  Spontaneous associations with basic meaning of DC-SIP  

 If I mention the concept of “Differences in Composition of Seemingly Identical Products (DC-SIP)”, which associations come to you? 

 
2.2  Exploration of consumer awareness of DC-SIP 

 What do you know about that issue -DC-SIP? What have you heard about it? Are you aware? To what degree?  

 How have you become aware of DC-SIP? By which means/sources? 

 How did you feel when you came back to your country and experienced a slightly different product – such as nutritional values, ingredients, or 

composition? 

 
Moderator: In case participants show little or no knowledge of DC-SIP spontaneously, read the concept out loud to them and then start a discussion. 

Each of the participants will also have a copy of the definition to read individually and write any comment (after collecting and/or taking pictures of 

each of them) 

 

“Dual quality” is a practice in which companies use different recipes, formulations, or standards for products sold under the same brand name and with 

very similar looking packaging. Depending on the market (country) where they are sold, some products might contain slight differences such as 

nutritional values, ingredients, or composition 
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o Example 1: A branded soft drink sold in one EU country was found to contain more sugar and more fructose-glucose syrup 
than the drink sold in another EU country 

o Example 2: Branded fish fingers in one country were found to have 7% less fish than in another country. 
o Example 3: A branded ice cream was found with sunflower oil in one country and with palm oil in another 

For each example, ask: 

 How do you feel about this?  

 Do you recognise what is being said here? 

 Have you heard about this before? If so, what was the context? 

 Do you consider this a problem? To what degree does this affect you? 

 To what extent do you accept differences in product composition?  

 Would you still purchase this product if you knew there were a significant difference compared to the (same) product you tasted in another 

Member State? 

 
2.3  Exploration of consumer profiles related to DC-SIP 

 To what extent does the degree of awareness of DC-SIP products vary across types of consumers? Across countries? Why? 

 Let us now create different consumer profiles and their ways of experiencing the issue of DC-SIP. Which kind of consumers can we think of and 

how can we describe each consumer profile based on the level of awareness and affection? 

 
2.4  Exploration of expectations regarding the DC-SIP issue and ways to become aware of it 

 Would you expect similarly branded products to have the same composition in the entire EU? Yes or no? Why? 

 Do you think that regulations should guarantee that similarly branded products should be exactly the same across the EU? 

 Do you think the same product may be slightly different to adapt to local preferences? To what extent do you accept these differences? In 

which aspect or aspects?  

 The availability of creating/having access to ingredients in different countries can explain the minor differences found in the product. Do you 

accept this justification given by producers? 

 Is your perception of product attributes such as quality, healthiness, and sustainability affected by the fact that the same product has different 

compositions across EU Member States? Why? 

 Do you think that if you were informed that a product you buy regularly has a different composition in different countries, you would still 

purchase that product? If not, why not? If you had a label visible on the front part of the package, what kind of information would you like to 

see? What if it referred to something like “adapted to Spanish consumers/made for Spanish consumers” (refer to your country) 

 Does this information (i.e. the product that you buy has different components/ingredients from other EU countries) change your perception of 

food quality? How? 

 How would you like to be informed about food quality? What would you expect brand producers to do about this? 

 

PART III: SPECIFIC PERCEPTIONS & ASSESSMENTS BY CONSUMERS OF A LIST OF PRODUCTS & BRANDS (30´) 

 

3.1 Perceptions of a list of products and brands from the online survey 

To finish this discussion, we will show you some product categories/brands to explore how you see them in relation to everything covered during the 

session 

Here it should be the best selling products in each country (based on a preliminary survey we conducted, not on official statistics). You will receive the 

product list (2 most popular ones per category) and stimuli reflecting it. Here is the example for Spain: 

o A. Snacks: Lay’s Potato Chips Nature (A1), Milka Choco Cookie (A2) 
o B. Drinks: Coca-Cola Original (B1), Fanta Orange (B2) 
o C. Dairy: Danone Activia Strawberry (C1), Cornetto Classico (C2) 
o D. Prepared food and meals: Dr. Oetker Pizza Ristorante (D1), Findus fish fingers (D2) 
o E. Spreads and sauces: Mondelez Philadelphia (E1), Hellmann’s Mayonnaise Original (E2) 
o F. Breakfast cereals: Kellogg's Special Red fruits (F1), Kellogg's Special K (F2) 

Moderator: The aim is to understand the perception and image of selected products, understand whether participants consume them regularly and if 

they relate to the issue of the DC-SIP perceptions. 

For the product shown: 

 Free associations 
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 Do you usually consume X? 

 How often do you purchase X? 

 Product/brand relationship with perceptions of the issue of the DC-SIP  

 Would you still purchase this product if you knew there was a significant difference in this (same) product you tasted compared to another 

Member State?  

 

PART IV: CONSUMER EXPERIENCES OF DC-SIP ISSUES (10’) 

Moderator: The aim is to find specific cases where consumers have experienced food quality issues 

 

4.1 Collection of specific cases experienced by consumers 

Ask participants to individually write down any case of DC-SIP they may have experienced – specifically ask to refer to type of product/brand, specific 

product attributes, and specific issue 

 What happened? Any action taken? What did you do about it? 

PROVIDE PARTICIPANTS WITH A CARD TO FILL IN THEIR ANSWERS 

 Product 

 Issue 

 Action taken 

 

WRAP-UP (if time allows) (5 mins) 

Let us make an individual and final reflection on everything we have been talking about today. 
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Appendix 5: Price levels 

The table below provides the optimal experimental design of the choice cards, as optimised using the Nlogit software. It contains all necessary 

information for preparing the 12 choice cards (6 in Block 1 and 6 in Block 2) as indicated in the last column). 

 
The columns represent the levels that each choice card should have for the three attributes (price.p, brand.b and composition.coo) for the alternatives 

options 1, 2, and 3 on the card. The design is the same for both the 1000 people who will see the basic nutritional information and ingredients list, 

and for the 500 that will see the full nutritional information and ingredients list.  

 

Price levels:  

Alt1.p, Alt2.p and Alt3.p show the specific price levels to be used for product alternative 1, 2, and 3 in the corresponding country. 

The 6 different price levels to be used for each product, are derived from the original price of the branded product observed in the country, plus and 

minus a percentage deviation (-45%, -30%, -15%, original price, +15%, +30%). File DCE_design_levels.xls, sheet Prices, contains details on how to 

construct the corresponding price levels for each country and product. All original prices used at the start should be verified with real products in the 

supermarkets of each country. 

 

Brand attribute: 

Alt1.b, Alt2.b, and Alt3.b represent the brand attribute for product alternative 1, 2, and 3.  

1 = Brand name (logo), -1= Unknown brand 

 

Composition: 

Alt1.coo, Alt2. Coo, and Alt3.coo represent the composition (+ "made for" information in the case of Group 2 only) and take the following values for 

each of the two groups of countries:  

1= version from Germany, 2= version from Lithuania; 3 = version from Hungary 

1= version from Sweden; 2= version from Spain; 3= version from Romania  

 

File DCE_design_levels.xls, sheet Ingredients, and sheet Nutritional contains the attribute levels (ingredients lists and nutritional composition) for each 

of the relevant versions. All of these need to be verified with real products in the supermarkets of each country. 

 

For participants in Group 2, a separate additional line will be included on the cards, adding to the ingredients and nutritional information, indicating 

"Made for X", where X is the country corresponding to the ingredients and nutritional composition indicated in Altx.coo. The information "Made for" 

need not be presented in the same block as the nutritional information. Its location on the choice card should  

be randomised across participants, just like the other attributes, even though content-wise it is fully dependent on the composition.  

The following table includes the levels for the attribute of Nutritional information and list of ingredients for each of the six products used in the 

experiment. 

 



 

86 

 

Appendix 6: Follow-up questionnaire (implemented immediately after DCE)  

PART I: FOOD CHOICE AND ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

1. Have you eaten these products in the last 4 months? 

Product 1 Yes / No 

Product 2  Yes / No 

Product 3  Yes / No 

 

2. Please indicate how much you like these products after tasting (Ask only if 1=Yes)? 

 
3. Please rate the importance you give to the following aspects when choosing the food products you buy [RANDOMISED ORDER OF ITEMS] 

a. Nutritional content  

b. Low price 

c. Is from a brand I know 

d. Is from a global brand 

e. Is produced in my country 

f. Is produced in countries in which food quality and food standards are high 

 

4. Please rank the 4 main types of nutritional information you most often check when choosing the food you buy in order of importance 

 Rank  

Energy (kcal/kJ)  

Fat  

Saturated Fat   

Carbohydrate   

Carbohydrate of which sugars  

Protein  

Fibre  

Salt  

Salt of which sodium  

Vitamin C   

I never check these aspects  

 

5. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements [RANDOMISE ORDER OF ITEMS] 

[X = Fanta Orange, Lay’s Potato Chips Nature, Findus/Iglo Fish Fingers in ES, RO, SE] 

[X = Danone Activia Strawberry, Knorr Spaghetti Bolognese, Milka Choco Cookie in DE, HU, LT] 

 

 Strongly disagree 

1 2 3 4 

Strongly agree 

5 

Some characteristics of X come to my mind 

quickly 

     

I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of X      

X would be my first choice      

I will not buy other brands if X is available 

at the store 

     

The likely quality of X is extremely high      

 

Product 1 

Product 2 

Product 3 
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6. Do you think that products sold in the following countries [INCLUDE ONLY THE TWO OTHER COUNTRIES FROM THE SAME GROUP] are of …? 

[ONLY ONE ANSWER PER ROW – RANDOMISE ORDER] 

 

 Much lower  

quality than 

products sold in 

my country 

Lower  

quality than 

products sold in 

my country 

Same  

quality as 

products sold in 

my country 

Higher  

quality than 

products sold in 

my country 

Much higher  

quality than 

products sold in 

my country 

Don't know 

Country 1       

Country 2       

 

7. (a) Please select the pair of circles that best describes your relationship with [Country 1]*. The pair of circles 1 means you feel totally 

unrelated to [Country 1]. The pair of circles 7 means you feel very close to [Country 1]. 

 
 

 

(b) Please select the pair of circles that best describes your relationship with [Country 2]*. Pair of circles 1 means you feel totally unrelated to 

[Country 2]. Pair of circles 7 means you feel very close to [Country 2]. 

 

 
 

 

(*) Country 1 and 2 to be replaced by the other two countries in the same group.  

 

8. People have different views about themselves and how they relate to the world. Could you tell me how strongly you agree or disagree 

with each of the following statements? 

 Strongly disagree 

1 2 3 4 

Strongly agree 

5 

I am proud to be [German*]      

I see myself as a world citizen      

I see myself as a part of my local community      

I see myself as part of the European Union      

I see myself as part of the [German*] nation      

When I talk about Europeans, I usually say 'we'      

Very distant  Distant  Rather distant 

Not distant not 

close 

Quite close Close Very close 

Very distant  Distant  Rather distant 

Not distant not 

close 

Quite close Close Very close 
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rather than 'they'. 

I feel my country is considered to be a second-

class country in the EU 

     

(*) To be replaced by the country where experiment takes place 

 

PART II: COMPOSITIONAL DIFFERENCES OF SEEMINGLY IDENTICAL BRANDED FOOD PRODUCTS 

 

9. Before participating in this experiment, did you know about the fact that some food products with the same brand name and using very 

similar looking packaging might be different in terms of ingredients and/or quantity of ingredients, depending on the EU country in which 

they are sold? (from 1=Not aware at all, to 5=Fully aware) [ONLY ONE ANSWER]  

 

10. How did you first become aware of this? (DO NOT ASK IF ANSWER TO 9 IS "Not aware at all") [MULTIPLE ANSWERS POSSIBLE] 

 Through the media (newspaper, TV news) 

 Through social media (Twitter, facebook, Google+ etc) 

 Friends/colleagues/… have told me 

 Through own experience 

 Other (specify?) 

 

11. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements (from 1=strongly disagree, to 5=fully agree) 

[ONLY ONE ANSWER PER ROW – RANDOMISE ORDER] 

 Seemingly identical branded products should have exactly the same composition across EU member states.  

 I find it normal that branded products have different compositions across EU member states.  

 As long as the details and proportions of all ingredients are stated on the back of the package, I see no problem in branded 

products having different composition across EU member states. 

 As long as the main ingredient is exactly the same across EU member states, I see no problem in branded products having a 

composition of other minor ingredients that is different across EU member states 

 It is a good thing that companies adapt the composition of products so as to make them match the taste and preferences of 

each country.  

  

12. How often have you yourself noticed or experienced cases of seemingly identical branded food products with slight differences in other 

countries when you travelled to other EU countries and bought food products there? [ONLY ONE ANSWER] 

 1 to 3 times per week  

 1-3 times per month 

 1-3 times in 6 months 

 1-3 times in a year 

 1-3 times in recent years 

 Never 

 

13. If you were made aware that a branded food product you are regularly buying in your country has a different composition to that sold in 

another country, would you purchase that product more or less often than before? [ONLY ONE ANSWER] 

 Much more often 

 More often 

 the same  

 Less often 

 Much less often 

 I would stop buying it 

 

14. If you were made aware that a branded food product you are regularly buying in your country has a different composition to that sold in 

another country, how would you like to be informed? [ONLY ONE ANSWER] 

 Specific indication of the “made for your country” on the front of the package  

 Specific indication of the “made for your country” on the back labelling 

 Specific information on the web-site of the banded company/or supermarket 

 Nothing additional to what is currently presented in the ingredients and nutritional information 

 Other (specify) 

 

 

PART IIi: SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
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15. Gender 

 Male 

 Female 

 Other 

 

16. Educational Level 

 Primary Education 

 Secondary Education 

 Tertiary Education 

 

17. Year of birth: _______ 

 

18. Country of residence: _______________ 

 

19. Work Status 

 Full time 

 Part time 

 Self-mployed  

 Housewife 

 Other 

 

20. Indicate the number of household members in each age category 

 <5 years old 5-18 years old 18-65 years old >65 years old 

Number of household 

members 

    

 

21. Here is a list of net monthly incomes and we would like to know in which group your household is in, counting all wages, salaries, 

pensions, and other incomes. Could you indicate which group your household falls into, after taxes and other deductions? (Table with 

categories of monthly incomes provided for each country) 
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List of abbreviations and definitions 

EU  European Union 

DCE  Discrete choice experiment 

DC-SIP  Difference in composition of seemingly identical branded food products 

DE  Germany 

ES  Spain 

HU  Hungary 

LT  Lithuania 

MS  Member States 

RO  Romania 

SE  Sweden 

WTP          Willingness to pay  
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GETTING IN TOUCH WITH THE EU 

In person 

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct information centres. You can find the address of the centre 

nearest you at: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en 

On the phone or by email 

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can contact this service: 

- by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls), 

- at the following standard number: +32 22999696, or 

- by electronic mail via: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en 

FINDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE EU 

Online 

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa website at: 

https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en 

EU publications 

You can download or order free and priced EU publications from EU Bookshop at: https://publications.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple 

copies of free publications may be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local information centre (see 
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en). 

https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en
https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publications
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en


 

94 

 

 

KJ-N
A-30043-EN

-N
 

doi:10.2760/497543 

ISBN 978-92-76-15032-9 


	Executive summary
	1 Introduction
	2 Methodology and findings from preliminary analyses
	2.1 Country selection
	2.2 Preliminary analysis for product selection
	2.2.1 Market survey
	2.2.2 Focus groups
	2.2.3 Selection of final products

	2.3 Experimental Design for the discrete choice experiment
	2.4  Experimental Design for the Lab Experiment
	2.4.1 Sequence of the experiment
	2.4.2 Implementation of the lab experiment


	3 Results from the behavioural experiments
	3.1 Sample characteristics in the lab experiment
	3.2  Assessment of DC-SIP impacts: Lab experiment
	3.3 Assessment of DC-SIP impacts: online experiment

	4 Conclusions
	References
	Appendices
	Appendix 1: Provisional list of product and brand categories provided by JRC
	Appendix 2: Market Survey questionnaire
	Appendix 3: Additional results from the market survey
	Appendix 4: Discussion guide and DC-SIP concept definition for focus groups
	Appendix 5: Price levels
	Appendix 6: Follow-up questionnaire (implemented immediately after DCE)

	List of abbreviations and definitions
	List of figures
	List of tables

