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Children’s purchase behavior in the snack market:
Can branding or lower prices motivate healthier chaces?
Abstract

Background: Children’s dietary-related diseases and their agsat costs have expanded

dramatically in many countries, making childreroed choice a policy issue of increasing
relevance. As children spend a considerable anmafunbney on energy-dense, nutrigaor

(EDNP) products, a better understanding of the rdairers of children’s independent food
purchase decisions is crucial to move this behaeiwward healthier options.

Objective:The objective of the study is to investigate tHe af branding and price in
motivating children to choose healthier snack opgtio

Methods:The study investigates snack choices of childreas &jto 11, using a survey and a
purchase experiment. The research took placeensdfhool programs of selected schools in
the Boston area. Participants included 116 childPeaducts in the choice experiment

differed on three factors: product type, brand, pnice. Data were analyzed using aggregated
and mixed logit models.

Results:Children’s purchase decisions are primarily detagdiby product type (Importance
Value (1V) 56.6%), while brand (IV 22.8%) and pri@¥ 20.6%) prove to be of less
relevance. Only those children who state that tikeythe familiar brand reveal a preference
for the branded product in their purchase decidfrite is a significant predictor of choice
when controlling for whether or not children obtaim allowance.

Conclusion:lt is not simple brand awareness but a child’s\ikof the brand that determines
whether a brand is successful in motivating a daildhoose a product. The extent of chil-
dren’s experience with money influences their pr&egponsiveness. To the extent that
children who receive an allowance are primarilyahes buying food snacks, higher prices
for EDNP snacks could be successful in motivatim¢dcen to choose a healthier option.

Key words: children’s food preference, children as consunsisgrete choice experiment,
aggregated and mixed logit models, marketing, brand
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Introduction

In recent years, the incidence and prevalenceitifren’s dietary-related diseases and
their associated costs have grown dramatically anyncountries, making children’s food
choice a policy issue of increasing relevance (CRQ15). To improve children’s eating
habits, various school-based interventions have lrplemented in several countries (e.g.,
De Sa & Lock, 2008; Evans et al., 2012). Howevégse efforts might be offset by
compensatory behavior of children at other timethefday (i.e., the consumption of energy-
dense, nutrient-poor (EDNP) foods before or aftdrosl). This holds especially as children
have a considerable amount of money at their dapdfuch of this is spent on food, espe-
cially on EDNP products (Borradaile et al., 2009s@ & McAlister, 2011). Measures such as
regulating food advertisements to children, as aglilhe implementation of fat or sugar taxes,
acknowledge the direct and indirect economic a@twiof young consumers. The former is
motivated by the fact that food advertising andndrag of products directed at children are
omnipresent, address children via different medid are primarily used to promote EDNP
food and drinks (regarding TV advertisements sge Batada, et al., 2008; Calvert, 2008;
Gantz, et al., 2007; Hastings, et al., 2006; Mat#)eet al., 2005; regarding online-marketing
see e.g. Alvy & Cavert, 2008; Calvert, 2008; Cuiale 2010; Lee et al., 2009; Lingas et al.,
2009; Mallinckrodt & Mizerski, 2007; regarding proct packaging see foodwatch, 2012;
Harris et al., 2009a; Harris et al., 2009b; Maseitda et al., 2014; Mehta et al., 2012).
Furthermore, this widespread food marketing has ls®wn to influence children’s food
preferences and consumption patterns (Boyland &fargl 2012; Cairns et al.,, 2012,
Cornwell & McAlister, 2013; Cornwell, McAlister & &mear-Swendris, 2014; Elliott, 2008;
Forman et al., 2009; Harris et al., 2009; IOM, 20Kéller et al., 2012; McNeal & Li, 2003;
Mehta et al., 2012). By targeting food ads direttlychildren, companies strive to increase
children’s brand awareness and their emotionalclattent to products (Connor, 2006).

Research shows that children as young as two to years of age recognize brands
2
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(McAlister & Cornwell, 2010; Valkenburg & Buijzen2005) and that the branding of
products has an influence on children’s prefereaogisproduct choice (Robinson et al., 2007,
Wansink et al.,, 2012; Forman et al., 2009; Kellerak, 2012; Mallinckrodt & Mizerski,
2007). Moreover, Forman et al. (2009) found thaildchn’s brand awareness was
considerably higher for unhealthy food.

Only few studies have directly investigated thevahce of price to children’s food
choice, with somewhat inconsistent results. Somdias argue that prices might play only a
minor role in children’s food purchase decisionscsi children have no long-term financial
obligations, less market experience, less develapgditive capacities, and rather impulsive
behavior (Cash & McAlister, 2014; Farrell & Shield®97). Empirical research investigating
children’s price responsiveness focuses mainly adl® and high-school children. Findings
on the relevance of prices for children’s food clkeoshow that children react to prices and
that price adjustments can induce unexpected sutist effects that are influenced by
children’s budgets. With respect to the purchaseEDNP products, the availability of
attractive alternatives seems to be of greateraelee for children’s food choices than price
(e.g., Brown & Tammineni, 2009; Epstein et al., @80Epstein et al., 2006b; French et al.,
1997, 2001; Heard et al., 2016; Kocken et al., 2012

Overall, the literature on children’s price respgwasess and brand awareness is
scarce. The former is especially true for youngatdoen (elementary school). With the
exception of a handful of studies that examinewhgs in which cartoon characters and brand
logos increase children’s interest in healthy fqmdducts (e.g., Robinson et al., 2007),
relatively few studies have examined how brandinghtnbe used to increase the appeal of
healthy foods among young children. Heard et &l1Q2 investigated the behavior of 7- to 12-
year-olds in a virtual store and considered spediffanded products and on-package
promotions (for possible prizes) in a budget-cased simulation, but did not vary the price

of the items offered to children. To date, no sthdg investigated the interacting effects of
3
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price, brand, and product type on children’s pusehalecisions in an experimental
framework.

Given this background, the present study seekddoeas the research question: What
roles do branding and price play in motivating @feh to choose healthier snack options?
Method
Data collection and survey instruments

The study involves quantitative and qualitativenedats to investigate the food
choices of children ages 8 to 11. The research ptexde in after-school programs of selected
schools in the Boston area. The study received hwsubjects approval from the Institutional
Review Board at [university name redacted for reyidBoth parental informed consent and
child participant assent were obtained prior t@adatlection.

The quantitative part of the study involved 116di@n and consisted of three tasks: a
survey, two cognitive tests, and a purchase ex@atntirst, children filled out a pencil-and-
paper questionnaitgtask 1), which asked about whether they receiveket money or an
allowance and how they spend it, their food prefees and consumption habits, their
knowledge and liking of brands, their nutritionahdwledge as well as information on
demographic characteristics such as age and gehasrwas followed by two cognitive tests
(task 2). Children were then provided with a smathuneration ($2.00) for their participation
in these tests, which was framed explicitly as cengation for their work so far. This was
done to underscore that the money to be used ipulehase choices later was actually their
own money that they had earned.

In the third task - an incentive-compatible diserethoice experiment (DCE) - children
were given a choice between two products, alondy &it‘no purchase” option. Products

differed on three factors, namely, healthfulness. @€hocolate chip cookie as a less healthy

! The guestionnaire had been tested in a pilot stu@ermany and was adapted to the US environment.
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snhack option, and apple slices and a tube of doilekstrawberry yogurt as the healthier snack
optionsf, brand (i.e. McDonald’s or generic), and price.(i$0.30, $0.50, or $0.70) (see
Table 1). McDonald’s was selected as the brandtefest here as previous studies confirmed
widespread high awareness of the McDonald’s brandng children (e.g., Forman et al.,
2009; McAlister & Cornwell, 2010). The price rangensidered in the study reflected the
current market prices of the products selectedhattime of data collection, while allowing
sufficient variation for meaningful analysisThe “no purchase” option was included as it
allows children to opt out if none of the snackskied appealing to them or if the snacks were
too expensive. Omission of the opt-out possibititight lead to biased results as it forces
children to make a choice that they may not makbemmarketplace.

Table 1. Attribute and attribute levels used in DCE

Attributes Levels
Product 1. Chocolate Chip Cookie
2. Apple Slices
3. Strawberry Tube Yogurt
Brand 1. McDonald’s
2. Generic
Price 1. 0.30 US Dollar
2. 0.50 US Dollar
3. 0.70 US Dollar

The combination of all attributes and levels in tedy resulted in 18 (3*2*3)
possible profiles and thus 324 potential choicesp&uch a full factorial design is generally
impractical in terms of respondent fatigue, andeesgily inappropriate for use with children

whose attention spans are limited. Tha$sactional orthogondD-optimal choice experimental

% Products’ weight and calories: Chocolate chip ceskiMcDonald’'s 30g, 170 calories; Generic 27g, 150
calories. Apple slices: McDonald’s 34g, 15 calgriégeneric 51g, 25 calories. Strawberry yogurt: MoBld's:
64g, 50 calories; Generic 64 g, 70 calories.

® Actual market price per item for generic produaaged from $0.23 to $0.56 when purchased in muiti-u
packages at the time of data collection. Marketgwifor the McDonald’'s products ranged between%arkl
$0.69 but was as low as $0.50 when more than enewas bought (e.g. price for 4 cookies amountekt00).

5



127

128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

138

139

140

141

142

143

design was generated from the attributes and attritevels using NGENE softwapackage
version 1.1 (ChoiceMetrics, 2014). The experimemtesign used had D-errof (or its
inverse, D-efficiency or D-optimality) of 0.142 awdnsisted of 1(@aired choicesThese 10
paired choices were presented to each participargisture cards with the products displayed
in their real size. We manipulated some of the iesagp that the products only differed with
respect to the attributes investigated in the erpart (e.g., nutrition claims were removed
from packaging; see Appendix). Thus, for each @f tn choice tasks, the children were
presented with large laminated pictures of the stéabeled with a price. The children were
asked to choose item A, item B, or a choice ofhgitThe children’s choices were recorded
on separate cards by the interviewer in full vidfvhe children An example of the choice task
recording cards used with the children is showRigure 1. At the end of the simulation, one of
the choices made by the child was randomly chogeshhffling the ten recording cards on
which the choices were documented. The child haougothis food item. After the children
obtained their product we asked them their satisfacvith the choice made, whether they
had tried any of the products from the choice expent before and their general liking of

McDonald'’s.

* Huber and Zwerina (1996) pointed out that whenfthe criteria of orthogonality, level balance, rmal
overlap, and utility balance are jointly satisfigden an experimental design with a minimal D-eran be
achieved.
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Option A Option B Option C
Product Chocolate Chip Cookie Apple Slices

None

Price

I would
choose = E

Figure 1. Example of a recording card used in thelmice task

Before starting the purchase experiment, childrad been trained so that they
understood the binding nature of their choice thlothe random selection of one of the
choice recording cards. In other words, childrememeained to understand that one of the
choices would be selected at the end of the expeatiand they would be expected to actually
use their money to make the purchase (or would gjoowt a snack if the “opt out” option
had been selected). Having children understandititeng nature of their choices throughout
the experiment was essential to ensure incentivggetibility of the choice task. This ensures
that children were choosing options on each that were reflective of autonomous choices
they would make in an actual purchase setting, @heney would be surrendered in order to
receive the chosen snack (or opting out of purcheesans not receiving a snack).

Prior to the quantitative study, we used a differesample of children to pretest the
brand, price range, and products selected for ib&ete choice analysis through two focus
group discussions with children of the same agerdier to assist us in designing a reasonable
attribute set. There were four childrén each of the two focus group discussions. Thkalte
reveal that children know McDonald’s and recogritze selected McDonald’s products. The

stated opinion regarding this fast food brand warsegally (though not entirely) positive. The

®> We had planned to conduct two focus groups wittioup children in each. Due to absences of childinethe
after-school programs or missing parental conselytfour children took part in each of the discossi.
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children considered the selected products - apjgess strawberry tube yogurt and chocolate
chip cookies - as attractive for purchase though exery child was interested in every
product. In both focus groups, children expressecdespecially high preference for apple
slices. In a hypothetical question regarding whatkhe three snacks they would buy, most of
the children specified apple slices, irrespectiz¢he branding of the product. At the end of
the focus group discussion, children were invitedsélect one of the six products (three
snacks, each from a generic brand and from McD¢&)ald take home. Most children chose
the chocolate chip cookie, counter to their eadiated choice. When confronted with this
inconsistency between their stated preference éaplites) and their revealed preference
(chocolate chip cookies), children mentioned veasioeasons such dsving already had

fruits as an afternoon snacak that theyfelt like having a cookiat that particular moment.

Regarding brand, children opted largely for the MoBId’s version of the respective product.

The focus group discussions also served as a nmeagain insights into children’s
willingness to pay for the different snack produdtge did not provide any prices to anchor
the children, but instead asked them to note omeeepof paper how much they would be
willing to pay for the respective products. Pricgesiged considerably. However, of those
children interested in buying a product, most weiléng to pay between $0.50 and $2.00 for
each of the six products.

Finally, one of the aims of the group discussiors veacheck whether our manipulated
pictures of the products would lead to any disapipoent or change in their preference
ranking, once children saw the real products. Thayever, proved not to be the case. In
summary, the focus group discussion confirmed thprapriateness of the quantitative study
and our chosen stimuli.

Statistical analysis
Discrete choice experiments (DCE) have become tableshed tool for obtaining

insights into consumer preferences and are nowaddgse extensively applied in
8
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environmental, medical and political research. &9 fiowever, this method has rarely been
employed in studies involving children (Cash ef 2013). The method of DCE is based on
Lancaster’s (1966) new demand theory, which assuhasonsumers derive utility from the
underlying characteristics of a product or a servand on the Random Utility Theory (RUT)
introduced by Thurstone in 1927 and extended byadden (1973).

In this study, children’s preferences for differentick products are analyzed based on
a series of snack purchase choices, each withreliffechoice pair combinations and an opt-
out alternative. The modeling approach decomposésnt, unobservable utilityUf;;)
associated with each childor alternativg in the choice task into a deterministicX;.;) and
a stochastic portio(e;;;):

Uitj = BiXitj + i) (1)
whereX;;; is a vector of observed variablgs,is a vector of individual-specific parameters
reflecting the degree of the attributes prefereanels;,; is the independent and identically
distributed error term representing the unexpldmaiomponent. In line with the RUT, it is
assumed that each child maximizes her or his yftijt selecting the snack product in each
choice set that provides her/him with the greaiékty.

We estimated four different choice models. DCE degaie first analyzed using the
aggregate-level logit model over the whole sampke,a part-worth main effect model.
Calculated part-worth utilities reveal information the values the children assigned to each
attribute level and thus provide a general pictfrehildren’s snack preference. However, in
aggregate-level logit models error terms are uritier assumption that the unobserved
stochastic portions are distributed according Type | extreme value distribution. Thus, the
coefficients of variables that enter the model identical for all participants in the study,
implying that children with the same observed cbi@astics have the same values for each

factor of the model. Furthermore, for aggregatelldegit models the ‘independence from
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irrelevant alternatives’ (I1A) assumption holds ilyipg in our study that the odds of choosing
snack 1 over snack 2 should not depend on whetime ®ther snack 3 is present or absent
(Train, 2009).

To test the stability of our results, a second m@dedel 2), the Mixed Logit Model,
was applied to overcome the aforementioned linoitesti Partworth utility values were
estimated taking into account the heterogeneitglolidren regarding their preferences for
snhacks (Train, 2009). Models 3 (a-c) and 4 areragggregate level logit models with the
former differentiating children according to whoedoor does not receive an allowance
(Model 3a and Model 3b) and the latter includingartates such as liking of McDonald’s
and liking the products under investigation (ModglDue to the small sample size, we have
set the significance level for reporting at p <.0.1
Results
A total of 116 children took part in the quantivaisurvey. Of these, only 101 respondents
(87.1%) met all criteria for being included in safgent data analysis. These criteria were (a)
there were no missing data across all 10 trialthefchoice task, and (b) the child chose a
product (as opposed to a “neither”) response daeast one trial. Participating children were
on average 9.3 years ol®&@ = 0.92) and girls were overrepresented in thel fezanple
(56.4% girls, 38.6% boys and 5.0% missing values).

The majority of children (58.4%) stated that theyog going to McDonald’s. Most
children said that they like or even “like a lotiose products we selected for the choice
experiment (top 2 boxes on a five point Likert sc&3.2% chocolate chip cookies; 79.2%
sliced apples; 55.5% strawberry tube yogurt). Ttegonty of children (62.4%) receive al-
lowance from their parents and 25.7% of kids obtaion a regular basis. Moreover, only
3.0% of the children indicated that they have npegience in buying food, 15.8% only spend
their money if an adult is present, and 41.6% stht# they ask for permission before

spending their allowance (but are not requiredaeehan adult present), while 30.7% of the
10



240 interviewed children can allocate their spendingneyoon their own. See Table 2 for a
241 summary description of the participant sample.
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243 Table 2. Sample structure and descriptive information

Number of respondents 101

Freq. (%)
Gender
Male 39 38.6
Female 57 56.4
Missing 5 5.0
Age
8 years 20 19.8
9 years 43 42.6
10 years 26 25.7
11 years 12 11.9
Get Allowance
No 35 34.7
Yes 63 62.4
Missing 3 3.0
What is true regarding purchase decision
No experience in buying food 3 3.0
Purchase only if adult present 16 15.8
Ask for permission but purchase alone 42 41.6
Decide on my own what | purchase 31 30.7
Missing answer 9 8.9
Like to go to McDonald’s
Yes 59 58.4
No 40 39.6
Don’'t know 2 2.0

Like the following food items
(Chose “like it” or “like it a lot” from 5 point
Emoticon scale of like it a lot to don't like it all)

244 Chocolate Chip Cookies 84 83.2
Apple Slices 80 79.2
245 Strawberry Yogurt 56 55.5
246 The empirical models estimated in this study arsetlaon the choice experiment

247 structure depicted in Table 1. According to theulssfor the aggregate-level logit model
248 (model 1), only product type and brand were sigaift (see Table 3). The positive sign for
249 chocolate chip cookies (0.65; p < 0.000) shows tmidren preferred this snack product
250 compared to apple slices and strawberry tube yogQr23; p = 0.02 and -0.42; p = 0.01,

251 respectively). The coefficient of McDonald’'s is @a#ige, implying that, for the specific

12
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products in our choice set, children are more yikel choose the generic brand compared to
McDonald’s. Price shows the expected negative Bigns not significant (-0.12; p = 0.10).

Table 3. Aggregate-level logit and mixed logit mode

Model 1 Model 2
Aggregate-level logit model Mixed logit model
N 101 101
RLH 0.365 0.597
Utilities | SE | p-value |  A\Verage sp | Average | o
Importance Utilities
Product type 56.60 19.98
Cookies| 0.65 0.08 0.00 65.79 81.35
Apple slices|  -0.23 0.09 0.02 -20.63 48.44
Strawberry| -0.42 0.11 0.01 -45.16 53.89
yogurt
Brand 22.77 14.33
McDonald’s| -0.15 0.08 0.06 -19.11 35.66
Generic| 0.15 0.08 0.06 19.11 35.66
Price -0.12 0.09 0.10 20.63 15.70 -11.40 37.28
None 0.15 0.07 0.04 12.87 156.92

The mixed logit analysfs (Model 2: Table 3) that considers heterogeneity in
preferences for primary school students’ snackaghoonfirms the findings of the aggregate
logit model: the product type has, on average, highest relative importance (attribute
importance: 56.60%), followed by the brand (attt@importance: 22.77%) with the price
being of least importance (attribute importance63®). Children showed by far the highest
preference for cookies while strawberry tube yoguat the least preferred product type. As
already indicated by the results of the aggregagé imodel, children were not in favor of
McDonald’s labeled products.

Estimating a linear main effects aggregate levgitlomodel for the whole sample
(Model 3a; Table 4) confirms the previous resuftshe respective part-worth model (Model

1). Segmenting the sample into two groups, one whildren who receive allowance (Model

® In model 2, for comparability part-worth utilitiese reported as rescaled normalized zero-centeeadure.

13
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3b) and the other consisting of children who do (Mxdel 3c), reveals that in this case price
does predict choice (children with an allowance099 p = 0.099; children without an
allowance: (0.18; p = 0.02). However, while thef@iornt for price is as expected negative
in the case of children that receive an allowartds,positive for the other group — suggesting
that children who do not receive allowance do ndtyfunderstand the implication that a
higher price has for a budget constraint and matgad interpret price as a signal of quality.
Table 4. Aggregate Level Logit Models (whole samplegetting allowance, not getting

allowance) (Models 3a to 3€)

Model 3a Model 3b Model 3c
Total sample Getting allowance Not getting
N =63 allowance
N =101 N =35
Log likelihood for the
initial model -1928.64 -1203.01 -668.34
Log likelihood for the
restricted model -1803.19 -1128.03 -620.08
Pseudo R2 0.07 0.06 0.07
LR test 250.9 149.96 96.52
Coef.| SE p- | Coef.| SE p- | Coef.| SE p-
Value Value Value
Constant -0.73 | 0.07/0.00 |-0.72|0.08/0.00 |-0.81|0.11|0.00
Product -0.65 | 0.05/ 0.00 |-0.58|0.06|/0.00 |-0.72|0.09|0.00
Brand 0.77 | 0.06/0.00 |[0.82 |0.08/0.00 |0.73 |0.11|0.00
Price 0.02 | 0.05/0.72 |-0.09|0.06| 0.1 |0.18 | 0.08| 0.02

%Coading of attribute levels lower to higher accorgtn Table 1; b) p = 0.099.

Finally, the aggregate level logit model for thealéhsample (Model 3a) is extended
by including children’s stated preference for thrand McDonald’s and for the different
products; linking stated preferences for the bremthe attribute brand, and for the specific
product (e.g., liking of chocolate chip cookies)tte attribute level of the product (e.qg.,
chocolate chip cookies); and considering whethddi@n obtain allowance and linking this
variable with the price attribute. Thus, this modébws for a better understanding of the

drivers for children’s product choice.

14
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Table 5. Aggregate Level Logit Models with covariags and interaction (Model 4}

Model 4

N =101
Log likelihood for the initial model -1814.07
Log likelihood for the restricted model -1644.73
Pseudo R2 0.09
LR test 338.66

Coef. SE p-Value

Constant -0.16 0.37 0.66
Product -0.68 0.16 0.00
Like Choc. Chip Cookie (1 = Yes (Top 2 Boxes)) -0.15 0.05 0.00
Like Apple Slices (1 = Yes (Top 2 Boxes)) -0.07 0.05 0.16
Like Strawberry Tube Yogurt (1 = Yes (Top 2 Boxes)) -0.05 0.03 0.14
Product Choc. Chip Cookie * Like Choc. Chip Cookie| 0.48 0.07 0.00
Product Apple Slices * Like Apple Slices 0.37 0.06 0.00
Product Strawberry Tube Yogurt * Like Strawberrybél
Yogurt 0.41 0.09 0.00
Brand (0 = McDonald’s) 0.50 0.19 0.01
Like to go to McDonald’s (1 = Yes) 0.24 0.12 0.05
Brand * Like to go to McDonald’s -0.24 0.09 0.01
Price -0.25 0.10 0.00
Get allowance (1 = Yes) 0.16 0.13 0.22
Price * Get allowance -0.13 0.08 0.09

%Coding of attribute levels lower to higher accogto Table 1

The results illustrated in Table 5 reveal that oalhihg for (dis)liking of products and
brands leads to significant main effects for atethattributes with the one for product being
negative (product: -0.68; p < 0.001), confirmingttlthocolate chip cookies is liked most
compared to apple slices and strawberry tube yoBuand reveals a significant positive sign
(brand: 0.50; p = 0.01), indicating a preferencecloidren in our sample for the generic
branded product. The variable price is significantl negative (price: -0.25; p < 0.001). In
addition, interaction effects of product with ligifProduct Choc. Chip Cookie * Like Choc.
Chip Cookie: 0.48; p < 0.001; Product Apple Sli¢elsike Apple Slices: 0.37: p < 0.001;

Product Strawberry Tube Yogurt * Like Strawberryb&uYogurt: 0.41; p < 0.001), brand
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316

with liking to go to McDonald’s (-0.24; p = 0.01% avell as price and getting an allowance (-
0.13; p = 0.09) are significant. The latter implikat those children obtaining allowances are
more price-sensitive than children who do not nezean allowance. The former indicates
that, for example, children who stated that th&gdi a specific product (e.g., chocolate chip
cookies), or liked McDonald’s have a higher probgbof choosing that specific product or
brand if a choice set with that product or branmhgp@resented.

Discussion and conclusions

The results of our experiment and survey demorestrat children’s purchase deci-
sions are primarily determined by product type hwitost children in this sample showing a
high and significant preference for chocolate atgokies. In addition, our findings reveal
that liking is of considerable importance for threquct type children choose, an outcome that
is in line with previous studies. Brug et al. (2D0Be Bourdeaudhuij et al. (2008) and
Rasmussen et al. (2006) found a positive assogi@gtween liking and consumption of fruits
and vegetables. McKinley et al. (2005) also sttkegelevance of taste and product liking for
children’s product choice. Those researchers shaweldeir qualitative study that children
seem to be especially “reluctant to ‘risk’ spendthgir money on something that was not
guaranteed to taste good” (McKinley et al., 20054Y).

Our results show that the generic product variantéspreferred over the McDonald’s
products across the whole sample. This is trueide4p0% awareness of the McDonald’s
brand among the children. One interpretation of thsult could be that children, though they
are aware of and like McDonald’s, do not care fa products we selected from that brand.
However, for our sample we can show that about 49%he children do not like to go to

McDonald’s (i.e., a general tendency to avoid Mcaldis is seen in these children,
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irrespective of the products offered in this studyhese findings indicate that, in terms of
children’s purchase decisions, awareness of a bsamat sufficient to motivate purchase. The
brand and the respective product need to be atteaend liked by children in order to
motivate them to buy the branded product. In felsidren have a preference for an unknown
generic brand compared to a well-known one sudicd3onald’s if they dislike McDonald'’s.
However, children liking McDonald’s is positivelysgociated with their choice of products
from this brand.

The role of price in children’s food purchase diecis reveals a rather heterogeneous
picture. Price proves to be non-significant inralbdels not controlling for whether or not
children obtain an allowance. Splitting the sampte children that receive an allowance and
those who do not reveals that both groups are @ecsitive but only the former group as
expected. Children who receive an allowance hasvexgected, a negative price reaction —
implying that higher prices would lead to lower samption. In contrast, children who do not
receive an allowance seem to react counter to atdnelxpectation in that higher prices
induce higher consumption. One possible explanatoynthis disparity is that for those
children with the least experience, price may fiomctprimarily as an indicator of quality
rather than information about affordability. Thessults indicate that the extent of children’s
experience with money influences their price respaness. In fact, previous studies indicate
that allowances can play an important role in dgvielg budgeting skills with children that
receive an allowance being more capable in dealittymoney (Abramovitch et al., 1991).

The findings of this study should be interpretedhvattention to a few limitations.
First, our analysis is limited to only one well-kmo brand, a rather small price range and a

specific budget the children can use. For a beitteerstanding of the relevance of brand and

" We asked the children without any reference toaayet: Do you like to go to McDonald'she high share of
40% responding “no” is likely not representative &l US children ages 8 to 11 and may be an anpmahe
location where the study was conducted.
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price in children’s purchase decisions around sri@clls, additional research is needed. It is
recommended that future studies should vary thegdudvailable to the children and the
prices of the products. In addition, future worloghll consider other products and brands.
Second, all children saw the identical laminatedtyses in the same order. Given the
relatively small sample size, we followed BliemadaRose’s (2005) approach and generated
a single version efficient design for an unlabetbadice experiment. Because the experiment
was carried out as paper and pencil exercise vg#tial attention paid to presenting the
choice tasks in a format accessible to childrengdoanization was considered impracticable.
A third limitation is that we relied on a conventensample from after-school programs in
one region only. Hence, the results obtained im $hudy most likely are not representative of
all American children ages 8 to 11.
Several of our findings have relevance for heaftbrded policy interventions. First, it

is not simple brand awareness but a child’s likaighe brand that determines whether a
brand is successful in motivating a child to choaseroduct and potentially a healthier
option, suggesting that attempts to promote healfioods through branding can backfire for
a portion of children. Second, the extent of claitds experience with money influences their
price responsiveness. In this respect, price séenpday an essential role among children
though in a different way for those who receiveadlowance than for those who do not. To
the extent that the former are primarily the onegity food snacks, higher prices for EDNP
snacks could be successful in motivating childeegchoose the healthier option. The role of
autonomous food purchasing decision in out-of-stisettings remains an important — and

understudied — area of influencing children’s digtaealth.
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