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Abstract

The Effect of Packaging Attributes on Consumer Perception of Cheny Juice

By

Audrey Michael Whaling

Consumer views of a product are based on many characteristies of both the

product and the package. The means-end theory suggests that consumers make

decisions to buy according to what choice will produce the most beneficial results. In

essence, a consumer will weigh the consequences of several altematives and choose the

most positive outcome for themselves.

Products communicate to consumers through attributes. Packaging, a commme

overlooked aspect of a product, plays a vital role in sending messages regarding product

athibutes to the consumer. Material, shape, and package design can help to project a

positive and beneficial image of the product in the consumer's mind, which can translate

into fulfillment of perceived nwds.

The objective of this research project is to investigate the impact of packaging on

consumer perception of cheny juice. Research was conducted through a series of focus

groups grounded in the means-end theory, using three demographic groups; mothers,

young adults and adults.

Research findings indicate attributes associated with the communiwtion and utility

functions of packaging have the most impact on consumers in all focus groups.

Packaging attlibutes like transparency, inertness, usability, recloseability, and recyclability

affected consumer perceptions about the product. Difl’erences arose between

demographic groups only in the context of the situation for which the package was being

used.



Copyright by

AUDREY MICHAEL WHALING



For Dr. Laura Bix,

my mentor, my inspiration,

and my guiding light

iv



Acknowledgements

I would like to take this opportunity to sinceme thank my major professor Dr.

Laura Bix. She has been my mentor and motivator throughout this entire process. She

took me under her wing when l was only a sophomore in college and has seen me

through until the end. Her dedication, compassion, wisdom, and relentless efforts have

kept me going. laspiretoonedaybe like her.

I would also like to thank the members of my committee, Dr. Diana Twede, Dr.

Suzanne Thomsbury, and Dr. Nora Rtfon. Their help and support have been vital to this

research.

lwould liketoexpressmyexu'emegratitudetotheJuiceProductsAssociation

the Michigan State University School of Packaging, and the Michigan State Graduate

School for funding this research. I also thank MSU Packaging Alumni Association for the

scholarship awarded during my program. Thank you to St. Gobaln, Elo-Pack, CCL

containers, and Performance Packaging, the companies who provided support of this

project.

I extend a thank you to the Liz Quilliam for her help during the focus groups and

to Lori Strom for her help in recruiting participants. Without their help this research

would have been impossible. In addition, a big thank you to Dr. Kami Silk for taking the

time to work on data analysis with me. I would also like to extend my appreciation for

Linda Estill, Colleen Wager, and April Meersdom for doing the behind the scenes work.

A special thank you to Maria Fez-Gonzales, Javier de la Fuente, Josh Vincent,

andJoeFair,whohavesupportedmethrough myentire program. Thetimeand help

they have volunteered has been monumental. And a HUGE thank you, Kristi Radakovic

and Jessie Oniga for always being there when I needed them.

I would also like to thank to my famity, who were always there to answer

hysterimlphonecallsatall hours, bringwineandchocolatewhenneeded, providing

enthusiasm, and having endless faith in me. I owe you immensely.





Table of Contents

 List of tables

Listoffigures 

Chapter 1: Introduction
 

I. The Means End Chain
 

II. Product Attributes
 

Ill. Packaging Functions as Product Attributes 

i. Containment 

ii. Protection
 

iii. Communication
 

iv. Utility
 

IV. The Michigan Cherry Industry 

 Chapter 2: Literature Review

I. Influence of Attributes 

 Chapter3: Research Methods

I. Objectives 

ll. Methods
 

i. Focus Groups 

 ii. Composition of Focus Groups

III. Materials
 

i. Glass Bottles
 

ii. Gable Top Cartons 

iii. Polyethylene teraphthalate (PET) bottles 

iv. Tetra brick (brick packs) 

v. Aluminum bottles 

vi. High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) Bottles

vii. Flexible Stand Up pouches

 

 

 viii. POM Wonderful® packages

IV. Procedures 

Chapter 4: Methods for Analyses 

l. Analysis of Package Rankings 

vi

ix

C
D
C
D
G
D
N
N
-
F
-
l



II. Thought Unit Analysis

iv.

V.

vi.

Ill. Long table Approach

Chapter 5: Results

 

Containment 

Protection 

Communication 

Utility 

 Other

Means End Chain 

 

 

Package Rank Order 

l. Glass Bottles 

ii. Flexible Stand Up Pouches 

iii. Gable Top Cartons 

iv. Tetra brick (biick packs) 

v. High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) Bottles 

vi. Aluminum Bottles 

vii. Polyethylene Terephthalate Bottle 

Packaging Rank Order by Demographic Group .......................

Results of Coding 

i. Containment 

ii. Protection 

a. Transparency, Size, etc. 

 b. Labeling

iv. Utility 

a. Use 

b. Storage 

v. Other 

Focus group Discussion Findings 

i. Containment 

ii. Protection 

iii. Communication 

a. Transparency, Shape, and other features ................... .

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
2
E
9
8
8
3
3
8
8
$
$
fi
3
8
8

 b. Labeling

1. Labeling in general 

 2. Labeling for cherry juice

iv. Utility 

vii

39

41

41

42

8
3
:
3

\
I
V
N
N
O
)

e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c





a. Use of the Product 74 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b. Storage 75

c. End use 75

V. Means End Chain For Cherry Juice .. 77

Chapter 6: Discussion . 31

Chapter 7: Conclusions 37

Chapter 8: Research Limitations 91

Chapter 9: Future research 94

Appendix A: Screening Questionnaire 97

Appendix B: IRB Approval Letter and IRB Approved Moderator Guide .. 99

Appendix C: Consent Forms 104

Appendix D: Demographic Survey and Results .. 111

Appendix E: Calculation of Intercoder Reliability . 116

Appendix F: Focus Group Findings . 120

Appendix G: Diseases Associated with Aging _. 127 

Appendix H: Recruitment Examples -- 130 

viii



List of Tables

Table 1: Antioxidant Content of Highest Containing foods 

 Table 2: Composition of Focus Groups

 Table 3: Participants who had at best tried cherry juice

 Table 4: Coding Sheet

Table 5: Rank order of packages as an initial part ofdiscussion..___...._.

Table 6: Rank order of packages as a discussion of cherry juice

 packaging

Table7: Frequencyofbestlikedpackageaspartofinitial, general
| 509 I‘ .
 

Table 8: Frequency of best liked package after the discussion of juice

packaging, with a final emphasis on cherry juice 

Table 9: Significant Shifts in Rankings as indicated by Cross-tabs, chi-

 squared analysis using SPSS

Table 10: Frequency of best liked package as part of initial discussion

 by demographic group

Table 11: Thought Unit Results 

Table 12: Significant differences between demographic groups in

thought units as indicated by Cross-tabs, chi-squared

 analysis using SPSS

ix

12

24

24

51

51

52

52

61





List of Figures

Figure 1: A model of Consumer Problem Solving 

Figure 2: A visualmmofthe Means-End Chain 

Figure 3: An example of the Means End Chain for Milk 

Figure 4: Evaluating the Albmatives- Product Perception 

Figure 5: Glass Bottle 

 Figure 6: Gable Top Carton

Figure 7: Polyethylene Terephthalate Bottle 

 Figure 8: Tetra Brick (Brick Pack)

Figure 9: Aluminum Bottle 

Figure 10: High Density Polyethylene Bottle 

Figure 11: Flexible Stand Up Pouch 

Figure 12: POM' Wonderful Package 

 Figure 13: General flow of discussion for focus groups

Figure 14: Procedure for the Long Table approach 

 Figure 15: Means and chain for cherry juice packaging

27

28

29

31

32

38

49

78



Chapter 1 - Introduction

Packaging protects and delivers products to consumers, in addition to

communicating information and facts about the product. Not only do labels and

name brands convey information to the consumer, but package type and material

can also play a role in sending a message about a product. As a product

attribute, the package has the ability to communicate consequences of purchase

and, ultimately, affect purchase intention. The message a package conveys can

indicate to a consumer whether or not a product/package system will help them

fulfill a goal or value they are attempting to achieve (Olson and Reynolds 2001).

The relationship of product (and package attributes) to the desired end states,

goals and values of a consumer is described through a model referred to as the

Means End Chain.

I. The Means End Chain

Consumer values are a key factor that drives consumer behavior. Peter

and Olson (2005) define values as, “people’s broad life goals,” which include their

“preferred states of being,” and “preferred modes of conduct.” The human race

consumes in order to meet needs, achieve goals or reach and states, at which

point they seek no further fulfillment. Every day millions are spent on products in

order for people to achieve these end states. A typical shopping trip (Figure 1)

includes: identification of a problem and the need for a solution, finding

alternative solutions to the problem, weighing of alternatives, selection of a

solution, and an evaluation of the choice after selection.



 

 

  
   

If unsure, seek

information from outside

sources- gather external

information (packaging is

one possible source)

c??? Q

Probletrn ——> Search for ——> Evaluation ——-> Selection —v POSt

recognl '0" Altematlve of alternative of purchase

solutions solutions a solution use and

 

  
    

 

E
D
D
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-

Re-evaluation

. . . . . of alternative
Steps assoclated wrth a typlcel shopplng tnp

Figure 1: A model of Consumer Problem Solving

Peter and Olson (2005) define an attribute as a characteristic of a product.

Characteristics can be subjective, like quality or classiness; or they can be

physical, such as the material from which a product is made. Much of the time a

consumer evaluates the product by evaluating attributes of that product in order

to make a purchase decision. Each attribute is taken into account and weighed in



the context of a preferred end state. In this way product attributes can directly

influence the way one aims to achieve values.

One way of describing the relationship between values and product

attributes is the Means End Chain. Pieters et al. (1995) describes the Means End

Chain as, “relationships between product attributes, consequences of product

use, and consumer values.” According to the Means End Chain, consumers

make decisions based on 3 products attributes they believe will produce

outcomes (Gutman 1997). Consumers aim to maximize positive outcomes and

minimize negative ones. They weigh their options, comparing each alternative

and how it will affect them. They make a decision based on what choice will

produce the most positive outcome. Simply, it is a theory that describes a means

to an ends. Olson and Reynolds (2001) provide the following associations shown

in Figure 2:

    

Attributes Functional Psychosocial Values

:1) Consequences 12> Consequences ‘
            

Figure 2: A visual description of the Means End Chain

A consumer begins with a problem that needs a solution (i.e. needing milk

while cooking dinner). A consumer must then evaluate several different solutions

for this problem and weigh the consequences of each. These consequences are

either functional or psychosocial consequences (Olson and Reynolds 2001) that

will result from a situation. Figure 3 shows the means and chain in action.

Functional consequences include the actual use for the product, for example

needing the milk to make macaroni and cheese for dinner. Psychosocial



consequences are those that have meaning to a consumer in regard to how they

feel and how they believe others see them. Psychosocial consequences, for

example could be the choice between Miole milk and fat free milk. Choosing fat

free milk may result in a person feeling healthier, and believing others see them

as healthy. After evaluating alternatives and weighing all consequences, a

consumer then makes the choice they see fit to best fulfill their goals.

    

      

      

Fat Free Fewer I feel healthy I am healthy

Milk :9 calories=less :29 and others see :5

weight gain me as healthy

Attribute Functional Psychosocial Value

Consequence Consequence

Figure 3: An Example of the Means End Chain for Milk

Product attributes evaluated by consumers consist of knowledge about the

product which includes brand attributes, brand image, brand personalities, and

perceptions of product (Krum and Culley 1983). How a consumer sees a product

can strongly influence their beliefs about that product, and, in turn, how they see

that product helping to achieve their values. Judgments and decisions about a

product are often made after considering the possible benefits and costs to the

consumer (Mukherjee and Hoyer 2001). A consumer who perceives a product to

be positive and beneficial is more likely to consume or use it.

Product perception can be broken down further. There are two

psychological responses 3 consumer experiences when exposed to stimuli

(products). These responses are affect and cognition (Figure 4). Affect is the

feeling a consumer has about a product. These feelings are most often a

reaction and experienced physically. A consumer often cannot control these





feelings, and they occur with almost any type of stimulus. For example, a

consumer may love the characters Snap, Crackle, and Pop of Kellogg’s“I Rice

Krispies cereal. This feeling is considered affect.

Cognition involves the mental processes, thoughts and ideas a consumer

has about a product. These processes include understanding, evaluating,

planning, deciding, and thinking (Anderson 1985), and enable consumers to

interpret information they receive from the environment as well as information

from their past experiences. They also allow a consumer to understand their own

behavior and beliefs. And finally, not only does cognition allow consumers to

interpret information, but use that information to make decisions and carry out

actions to achieve goals (Peter and Olson 2005).

These responses shape perception, and in turn perception is knowledge of

a product attributes. This knowledge ultimately creates a basis for consumers to

use in making decisions. If the responses to products, or other stimuli, can be

positively influenced, a consumer may see that product as an aid to achieve their

goals and values. This may translate into intention to purchase the product

(Peter and Olson 2005).
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Il. Product Attributes

In most situations a consumer has specific attributes they look for

when purchasing a product (Fennel 1978). These attributes can range from

the safety of using the product to convenience or consumer satisfaction with

the product. A consumer evaluates attributes different products offer and

decides which will maximize positive outcomes of the decision he or she

makes. Positive outcomes are those that solve the initial problem of the

consumer; those outcomes that fulfill a consumer’s requirements. A product

that meets and fulfills a consumer’s needs may then result in a positive

perception of the product.

However, consumer perspectives of products are based not just on a

single attribute, but many, so it is critical to identify all of those

characteristics that influence a consumer’s perception of a product (Kames

1995). Consumers buy with a list of requirements a product must fulfill, and

evaluate a product based on those expectations. The requirements they look

for in a product are those which will help them solve the initial problem that

began their search (Olson and Reynolds 2001).

III. Packaging Functions as Product Attributes

The package is a product attribute and a key factor in influencing

purchasing behavior (Jacoby and Olson 1972). If the consumer is focusing

on product attributes when shopping, the package is included in those

attributes. Thus, a package that sends a positive message to the consumer

translates into a positive message about the product. Colors, texture, shape,



and text all make an impression on the purchaser that can influence

behavior. Packaging is the first thing a consumer sees in the store and the

last interaction medium before purchase (Ampuero and Vila 2006). Sending

a clear message of beneficial attributes creates the idea that purchasing the

product will have minimal negative consequence and satisfy consumer

needs.

The package is not just a vehicle to move the product from

manufacturer to market place. According to Abbott (1989) the four main

functions of packaging are 1) containment, 2) protection 3) communication

and 4) utility. These four functions are present in packaging, regardless of

the type; and they can be further broken down to specific attributes of the

package.

i. Containment

Containing a product is thought to be the original function of packaging

(Abbott 1989). This includes the handling and use of the product. Imagine

what would happen if a person tried to deliver a gallon of milk to his or her

neighbor without the plastic jug. A package enables a product to be properly

transported from one location to another.

Attributes typically associated with this function are the durability and

machinability of the packaging material. It is also the design of the package

and its ability to move easily through the supply chain. It can also be the

package material and shape and its ability to keep the contents of the

product securely inside.



ii. Protection

Most products require a barrier from hazards of the outside

environment and a means to preserve product properties. Contamination,

alteration, and tampering are all things that may occur to a product, and it is

the packages’ duty to prevent this from occurring (Abbott 1989). Oxidation,

photo degradation, and changes that result from temperature fluctuations

may be detrimental to the product’s properties. The package must protect

the product and retain its quality until the end of its stated shelf life. As a

result, the shelf life of a product is highly dependent on the properties of the

package.

Attributes associated with this function are the material of the package

and its ability to withstand environmental conditions that include temperature

fluctuations, migration, or hazards that may puncture or break the package.

Other attributes associated with this function include the ability to prevent

tampering by outsiders or chemical reactions resulting from outside factors.

iii. Communication

Communication includes product labeling, branding, information about

the product, as well as unspoken information the consumer interprets

themselves. Attention to a package is determined both by the properties of

the package itself and by factors that rest in the consumers past experiences

(Nasalroad 1992). A consumer adds what the package communicates to his

or her existing knowledge and formulates a perception of the product.

Consumers evaluate the benefits they believe they will receive from

purchasing a particular type of package/product system. If the package can



evoke a thought of benefit and a positive feeling, the more willing a

consumer is to buy it. It has been stated that your package becomes your

product (Fox 1987) and it appears at the point where the peak in the

decision-making process occurs (Peters 1994).

Attributes associated with packaging communication include the size,

shape, and type of package. The transparency or opacity of a package can

signal information about the product; a transparent package can give the

consumer a better understanding of the contents while consumers need to

draw their own conclusions about an opaque package. Size and shape are

also attributes that likely influence purchase behavior. In addition, any

labeling, graphics, or messages that are present on a package fall into this

category. A consumer that is shopping for fat free milk needs the package to

communicate what he or she is looking for. Messages that indicate a greater

value can also influence a consumer’s purchase intentions.

iv. Utility

Utility is the package’s ability to aid in the use or dispensing of the

product (Abbott 1989). This includes the opening, closing, reuse, storage

and disposal, among other actions performed while using a package.

Many times packages are created with “easy to use” features like a pull tab

for soda pop or a specially designed handle for laundry detergent. Attributes

typically associated with this function of packaging are features of the

package that aid in its use, storage or disposal. A package made of a

specific material that is easy to recycle has an attribute that also falls into

this function category.

10





IV. The Michigan Cherry Industry

The Michigan cherry industry has a need to develop packaging for its

products that is more focused on end-user purchasing in order to expand its

market. Currently, Michigan produces about 70-75% of the total tart cherry crop

in the USA, about 250 million pounds out of a total 350 million pounds nation

wide (Michigan Department of Agriculture 2006). In 2003, Michigan’s production

of red tart cherries was 154 million pounds, grossing more than $57 million

dollars (USDA/NASS 2005).

However, profits have experienced a decline due to global competition,

mainly from Poland. Poland‘s share of tart cherry imports into the USA increased

from 6% in 1986 to 18% in 2004 (Thorsbury and Woods 2005). Competitors from

Poland have developed superior packaging for products like cherry juice that is

easy to use, adequately protects the product, and fulfills consumer needs. Some

of the current cherry juice packages, including polyethylene jugs, and aluminum

bottles, that Michigan manufacturers use do not adequately protect the product,

enabling it to oxidize, resulting in the loss of health benefits and an off-flavor and

odor (Paz-Gonzales 2006). It is clear that the package does not meet the needs

of the product or of the consumer.

Preserving the nutraceutical benefits of tart cherry juice and

communicating these benefits to potential consumers has become a primary goal

of the Michigan-based growers of cherries. A nutraceutical is, “a comprehensive

term which includes foods, dietary supplements, and medical foods that have a

health-medical benefit including the prevention and/or treatment of disease,”

11



(DeFelice 2002). These foods include elements like antioxidants and oxygen

radical absorption capacity units (ORACs), and are packed with nutrients. All of

these substances may help prevent heart disease, cancer, arthritis, and help to

promote a healthy life style. “Nutraceuticals compete in the vitamin and

pharmaceutical market, and tend to be marketed as such through product and

shelf positioning in stores,” (Hobbs 2002).

Tart cherries are a wealthy source of antioxidants (Wang et al. 1999). An

antioxidant is a radical inhibitor found in foods (Bruice 2001) which can help

protect against damaging oxidation of cell walls and structures in the body.

Compounds that prevent oxidation have oxygen radial absorption capacity units

(ORAC), units that exist to absorb free radical oxygen molecules that can cause

damage to human tissues and organs. Tart cherries were found to have the 14th

highest capacity of ORAC units of foods tested in one study (Halvorsen 2006).

Table 1: Antioxidant Content of nghest Containing Foods
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

Rank Product Antioxidant Content

(mmol/serving)

1 Blackberries 4.746

2 Walnuts 3.721

3 Strawberries 3.584

4 Artichokes, prepared 3.559

5 Cranberries 3.125

6 Coffee 2.959

7 Raspberries 2.870

8 Pecans 2.741

9 Blueberries 2.680

10 Cloves, ground 2.637

11 Grape juice 2.557

12 Chocolate, bakLng, unsweetened 2.516

13 Cranberry Juice 2.474

14 Cherries, sour 2.205

15 Wine, red 2.199

16 Power Bar", chocolate Flavored 1.875

17 Pineapple Juice 1.859

(Halvorsen 2006)
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Tart cherry products also have scavengers of super oxide anions called

superoxide dismutase (SODs). These are enzymes that act as extremely

powerful antioxidants and are contained in very few natural foods (Cherry

Advantage 2003). Antioxidant compounds provide the benefits of cancer

protection, slow rates of portions of the aging process, prevent heart disease, and

increase the health of the immune system. Antioxidants may also be beneficial

during treatment for cancer patients. In a study performed with cancer patients

undergoing radiation therapy, it was found that patients taking antioxidant

supplements, “had a better quality of life without any adverse affects,” after

treatment (Prasad et. al 2002). It is suggested that the antioxidant compounds

help protect normal cells while inhibiting cancer cells from growing.

Studies at both Michigan State University (MSU) and Oregon State

University (OSU) have verified other health promoting compounds to be present

in tart cherries. These other compounds include anthocyanins, and phenols.

Anthocyanin is a flavanoid compound found in the skins of many fruits, flowers,

and vegetables (Bruice 2001) and is responsible for cherries’ red color. These

compounds act as anti-inflammatory agents and were found to be more plentiful

in Michigan tart cherries than that of commercial aspirin or ibuprofen (Wang et al.

1999). This may explain why arthritic pain and gout were reported to have been

alleviated by the consumption of cherries (Blau 1950). Certain flavanoid

compounds in tart cherries can break up monosodium urate, which causes some

forms of arthritis (Cherry Marketing Institute 2006). Another potential explanation

may be the abundance of other compounds that can inhibit the COX 1 and COX

13



2 enzymes, which are produced by the body as a response to pain. When these

enzymes are inhibited, the body does not feel pain. These properties indicate tart

cherry juice may be helpful in fighting against chronic pain.

Phenols or polyphenols are carbon based molecules that are found in

many fruits and plants (Seeram and Heber 2003). Ellagic acid is among the

many phenolic compounds found in tart cherries (Cherry Marketing Institute

2007) that may provide some healthful benefits to consumers. Ellagic acid is a

powerful antioxidant that has been proven to be absorbed by humans from food

sources (Seram and Heber 2004). Other phenolies found in tart cherries have

shown to protect neuronal cells from oxidative stress (Kim et. al 2005). These

compounds may offer added health benefits to consumers. These benefits will,

undoubtedly become an important part of the packaging and labeling that is used

to market the juice of tart cherries.

However, the US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has only a few

approved health claims about nutrients related to specific diseases, and these do

not include anthocyanins‘ or phenols found in cherries. If the FDA has not

specifically approved the health claims, those benefits cannot be put on the

labels. In October 2005, the FDA informed companies producing cherry products

labeled with benefits suggesting the products fight cancer, arthritis, gout, heart

disease, among others, that the products were considered drugs. Further, the

FDA considered these products illegal drugs because they had not undergone

the specific protocol for approval by the FDA, and threatened to seize them if they

were not relabeled or taken off the shelf (Greensberg 2005). Therefore, because

manufacturers cannot at present indicate health claims regarding the ability of
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ingredients to fight or prevent disease, the packaging must convey that message

In another way.

The need to earn consumer purchasing intentions made cherry juice an

ideal candidate for this research project. The package must convey the

nutraceutical benefits of the product in order to support the marketing strategy.

To get tart cheny juice and tart cherry juice concentrate to market, utilization of the

correct package is vital. The packaging must communicate to the consumer the

healthful benefits of this product and be congruent with the consumer's image of

juice packaging.
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review

If the consumer does not foresee the product fulfilling needs, it will be

discarded from consideration and will not be purchased. Additionally, the

consumer must see the product as a solution to their problem for it to fulfill

their needs. Unmet consumer needs can result in a negative perception and

consumer desertion of a product (Beverland 2006). For example, specific

attributes of wine can influence consumer perception (Beverland 2006).

Consumers of wine look for authenticity composed of six attributes:

. heritage and pedigree,

o stylistic consistency,

- quality commitments,

0 relationship to place,

0 method of production, and

o downplaying commercial motives.

Wines that did not meet these criteria were less valued and less preferred;

demonstrating unmet needs result in abandonment of the product.

A second example is devastating effect New Coke had on the Coca-

Cola Company in the 19803. In 1985, Chairman Roberto Goizueta

announced the launch of “the most significant soft drink development in the

company’s (Coca-Cola) history,” (Peter and Olson 2005). The company

released a newly formulated soft drink, “New Coke,” which changed the 99

year old formula. The company changed the taste in order to regain market

share from their competitor Pepsi. However, the change was not well
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received by consumers. Not only did the company lose market share, but

they lost the loyalty of millions of consumers who, eventually, organized a

campaign to bring the old coke back (Oliver 1986). This further suggests that

consumers who do not find their needs met will not purchase a product.

In addition to functional needs, a product must connect to the

consumer on an emotional level. This can trigger past positive experiences

that will inspire them to buy that product (Fleischman 1966). This has to do

with the affect a consumer experiences when presented with a product

(Figure 4). Connecting the affective response with cognition enables

consumers to formulate thoughts about the product and decide whether or

not to purchase. People who have expectations for a product are likely to

form thoughts that are consistent with those expectations (Wyer and Srull

1989). The way a consumer thinks AND feels about a product, can ultimately

influence their purchase intention. Intention to purchase depends on the

degree to which consumers expect the product to satisfy them when they

consume it (Kupiec and Revell 2001). If expectations of satisfaction are

high, intentions to purchase are high, and consumption will likely occur.

I. Influence of Attributes

It is crucial that both the product and consumer be considered during

package design; both the labeling and the package send messages

regarding the product and its ability to fulfill a consumer’s needs. Attempting

to design a package with the consumer in mind decreases the likelihood that

any features a consumer searches for will be overlooked (Pullman, Moore,

and Wardell 2002). Therefore, manufacturers and designers must know
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what the specific elements of a package suggest to consumers in order to

send a clear message. They must know what attributes a consumer will look

for in a product and design a package that will convey those attributes.

A survey of 380 University students in Poland investigated the kinds of

packaging attributes that influence consumer choices of fruit juices (Cichon

and Ucherek 1999). They found that functionality, capacity, ecological

aspect, general look, and shape were among the top five attributes that

determined consumer choice of packaging, with the first impression and first

look at a package as the most important part of influencing purchasing

behavior. Forty three percent respondents said package appearance could

influence perception of product quality. Thus, the package can influence

what a consumer thinks of a product. It can convey a positive image,

suggesting benefits to the consumer, or a negative one, indicating the

consumer probably will not benefit from purchasing it. Therefore, a package

must indicate to consumers how the product and its attributes will benefit

them. Cichon and Ucherek suggest what the consumer perceives at first

look of a package and formulates as a first impression is the most important

part of influencing purchasing behavior.

Consumer perception can be facilitated by what the package

communicates about the product. Participants in a study investigating the

process of selecting beverages were found to make a choice based on the

freshness or quality suggested by the packages (Zeithaml 1988).

Researchers of that beverage study were able to better understand what

consumers perceive about products and what motivates them to buy.
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Discovering and using these motives and the driving factors behind

purchasing behavior is an extremely fertile ground for marketing experts

(Peri 2006) which can later be translated into packaging designs.

Visual package elements play a major role, representing the product for

many consumers. The size/shape and information of a package relate more to the

affective side of consumer decision making (Silayoi and Speece 2004). These

affective responses are the emotions or the feelings a consumer experiences

upon decision making. For example, a consumer may feel a twinge of

excitement when viewing a uniquely shaped bottle, possibly persuading them to

consider it as a solution to their problem at hand. Other visual elements, like

colors and graphics, were also discussed in this study’s (Silayoi and Speece

2004) focus groups. Consumers agreed that these attributes had an influence on

their purchase decisions. It appears, utilizing these features on a product to send

a clear message to the consumer of how that product may benefit them, is a step

toward earning purchasing behaviors.

The package also tends to aid in purchasing decisions when the consumer

is uncertain of what choice to make. Consumers make decisions based on a

problem they need to solve. In a situation where they are unsure about their

choice, it becomes more difficult and the consumer must gather external

information. When a package design can give a consumer information about a

product, it adds a sense of quality to the product and can aid the consumer in his

or her choice. In situations where the consumer is unsure of what decision to

make, the package design has been used as a quality cue (Stokes 1984). This
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means that packaging can help make a decision for a consumer when they are

unsure of which brand/size/type of product they want to buy.

The choice of a product can also be heavily influenced by the

package’s material, (Van Dam and Van Trijp 1993) which is an example of a

packaging attribute. Much like packaging is an attribute of a product, the

packaging has its own attributes. These include the materials it is made

from, color, size, shape and labeling. One example of how package material

can affect product choices is the different perceptions of plastic and glass

beer bottles. A 2006 survey reveled that most consumers (95%) prefer beer

in glass bottles as compared to plastic (George 2006). Of the respondents

that preferred glass, 37% perceive that beer stays colder longer in glass

bottles. Ultimately, the belief that glass bottles maintain colder beer for

longer periods of time, a functional attribute, leads to consumers choosing

the glass bottle over the plastic because it enables them to fulfill their goal of

drinking cold beer.

A package must also coincide with consumer’s expectations of the

product. The traditional wine bottle versus a bag in a box packaging system

is one such example. For years, consumers thought only glass wine bottles

with real cork closures were quality products. They expect that other

packages do not provide as good of a product. However, the bag in box

packaging system provides better protection from constantly changing

temperatures, hard handling conditions, exposure to light, and oxidation

(Tinney 2005).
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A 2002 study supports that consumer expectations must agree with

the packaging for a positive response. Consumers were presented with beer,

juice, and hot chocolate in three different containers; an amber beer bottle, a

cylindrical glass, and a ceramic coffee cup (Raudenbrush et al. 2002).

Consumers rated the pleasantness and intensity on a 0-10 scale. The

beverages that were congruent with container expectations received higher

scores than those that were incongruent. This suggests that beverages

inconsistent with their packages will be perceived less positively than ones

matching expectancy.

Beverage packages are of particular interest, because beverages cannot be

distributed without containers (Van Dam and Van Trip 1993). A consumer

focused product/package is vital to earn the purchasing behavior of consumers.

It must protect the product as well as communicate beneficial attributes to the

consumer and convey the message manufacturers wish to suggest.

Marketers and package designers have tried various strategies in an effort

to gain purchase intentions of consumers. Whether it is a label that expresses

benefits of the product, eye catching colors, or a design that caters to the needs

of consumers, companies have repositioned and reintroduced products in order

to increase sales. In 2002, Shem/in Williams reintroduced its Dutch Boy ® brand

of paint. The new ”Twist and Pour” was the first and only package of its type in

the market. The plastic, square-shaped package featured an easy twist off lid, a

handle and a pour spout that came in the gallon size. The redesign of the

container focused on females, who were found to be a large portion of those

purchasing the product and making decorating decisions (DNS Retailing Today
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2002). The company has seen “multiple quarters of increase market share”

(Arnold 2003) and had an enormous amount of attention from the market.

Similar results came from the redesign of the “Milk Chug” produced by

Deans Food Company. Like the Dutch Boy redesign, the Milk Chug centered on

meeting unmet consumer needs. In 1997, the company launched their milk in

resealable plastic bottles that were targeted at 13-24 year olds and families

(Jensen 1997). The small, 8 oz. containers were single serve, re-closable, and fit

easily in a car cup holder or lunch box. Deans Food Co. responded to

consumers need for a drink on the go and the market reacted positively to the

redesign with an increase in sales. In 1998 the company saw a 96% increase in

sales of chocolate pints of milk and a 77% increase in sales of pints overall

(Markgraf 1998). The change, in fact, had influence over the entire category, not

just Deans. Markets without the new package stayed flat or declined, while those

with the new chugs grew 1.3% (Thompson 1998).

Recently, the Michigan cherry industry has attempted to meet consumer

needs and reposition their products by emphasizing the healthful benefits of tart

cherries. Although a marketing scheme is in place, an analysis of what

packaging best communicates healthful benefits to consumers has yet to be

established. By testing different types of beverage packaging, this project aims

to identify what packaging elements convey the nutraceutical benefits of tart

cherry juice to consumers.
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Chapter 3 - Research Methods

l. Objectives

The overall objective of this research is to identify which elements of a

package communicate nutraceutical properties of tart cherry juice. This study

investigates the functions of packaging as attributes of the product, as well as

other characteristics to observe if they have an effect on consumer perception.

More specifically, this research intends to:

A Identify how different types of beverage packages may influence

consumer’s perception of a product

A Provide information and evidence to the cherry industry about the

impact beverage packaging may have on consumer perception of

their product; and

A Develop a Means End Chain for cherry juice

ll. Methods

i. Focus Groups

A focus group is a group of eight to ten people together discussing a

similar topic. The goal of a focus group is to listen and gather information from

the participants. The people for these groups are selected because they have

something in common. In this case, the participants all drank juice. Six consumer

focus groups were conducted to examine consumer perceptions of juice

packaging and package attributes that convey healthful benefits.
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ii. Commsmg'' n of Focus Grougs

Due to the suggested beneficial effects of cherry juice consumption for

diseases like arthritis, heart disease, and cancer, cherry juice has traditionally

been marketed to those who are at higher risk for these diseases. (See appendix

G) In all cases, the prevalence of these diseases increases with age. The aim of

this study was to expand the focus of the cherry industry into other markets,

suggesting cheny juice is not just for a specific population with diseases, but for

everyone.

The groups were composed of three different types of consumers: mothers

with children between the ages of four and twelve, adults aged 24—29, and adults

aged 41-51. Two different group sessions were conducted with each of the three

types of consumer groups (see Table 2 for information about the composition of

the groups). Table 2 gives some information about the number of participants

who drank cherry juice.

Table 2: Composition of Focus Groups

 

 

 

 

 

Average

Total Males Females Age Education

41-51 82.6% completed college or

year olds 23 10 13 46.7 above

24-29 77.7% completed college or

year olds 18 8 10 25.8 above

72.2% completed college or

Mothers 18 0 18 38.4 above

80.0% completed college or

Total 59 18 41 above        
 

Table 3: Participants who had at least tried cherry juice

 

41-51 year olds 2429 year olds Mothers with children

 

 9 5 7    
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Recruitment of participants began approximately two weeks before the

focus groups were conducted using a variety of resources. Flyers were posted

throughout the campus community, two campus list serves (one that was

composed of breast feeding mothers and a second composed of those caring for

an elderly family member) and word of mouth advertising were all used to recruit

participants for the six focus groups. Potential focus group participants were

instructed to contact a member of the research team who then performed a

screening questionnaire (see appendix A). The questionnaire was used to

eliminate those who were not within the target population of the study.

Exclusion criteria were as follows: peOple who indicated that they did not

drink juice, and/or people who did not fall into the targeted age range. For

participants that qualified, name, age, and contact information were recorded and

they were informed of the specifics of the study. Further contact was made by a

member of the research team, reminding qualified participants of the time and

date of the focus group. Ten to twelve participants were recmited with the

intention that at least 8-10 would attend each focus group session. As a result of

the recruiting technique, participants were recruited from Michigan State

University‘s campus and the surrounding Lansing area. The focus groups were

held at Michigan State University in the Communication Arts and Sciences

building in room 182, during weekday evenings. Two focus groups were

conducted for each of the three demographic groups previously mentioned

lll. Materials

Eight different package types were used in this study. The study aimed to

include the most common packages presently used for juice in today’s US.
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marketplace. It also included some packages that are popular in other global

markets.

Packaging types tested included:

glass bottles,

gable top cartons,

Polyethylene terephthalate (PET) bottles,

tetra packs® (brick packs),

aluminum bottles,

High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) bottles,

flexible pouches,

specially designed glass and plastic bottles for POM ®

Wonderful Pomegranate Juice

O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O

i. Glass Bottles

According to the Global Marketing Information Database (GMID), glass

bottles are expected to grow in the market as a package for high quality drinks

(GMID 2006). The GMID reports a potential rise in the use of glass for functional

drinks and ready-to-drink coffee suggesting that “natural products using high

quality ingredients” would be a perfect fit for glass packaging (GMID 2006).

Glass bottles used in this project were donated by St. Gobaln, (Scottsdale,

AZ). (See Figure 5). The bottles have a capacity of 12.75 fluid ounces, a narrow

neck, and are identified by mold number 43560123. They are 7.719 inches in

height, have a diameter of 2.492 inches, and a continuous thread finish

(designation 38-400). The bottles were sealed with metal screw caps with

plastisol liners (SG containers 2007). The glass bottles are clear with gold caps1

and were filled with juice to a consistent level. A total of twelve bottles were used

for this research project.

 

' For a more technical description please see Gonzales 2007
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and were filled with juice to a consistent level. A total of twelve bottles were used

for this research project.

 

Figure 5- Glass Bottle

ii. Gable Top Cartons

The gable top carton was introduced in 1915 when it was patented by J.

Van Wormer. However it was not until the 19303 that Ex—Cell-O commercialized

its use. This new alternative to glass was lighter weight and reduced the cost of

filling (Twede and Selke 2005).

Today in the marketplace, gable top cartons are used for milk, juices,

protein drinks, and many other beverages. “Gable-top liquid cartons remain an

economical choice for 100% juice, nectars and some RTD (Ready-to-Drink) tea,

offering good barrier protection for perishable products as well as easy stacking

on refrigerated shelves,”(GMlD 2006). The use of a continuous thread closure in

gable tops make beverages easy to pour and ideal for repeat use. In 2005 GMID

reported that there were 2.2 billion gable top cartons used for fruit and vegetable

juices and 336 million used for functional drinks.
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The gable top cartons for this study were donated by Elo—Pak, New

Hudson, Ml (see Figure 6). The cartons are made of plastic coated bleached

kraft-paper and have a height of 7.512 inches with a width and depth of 2.9595

inches. They are equipped with a pour spout with a continuous thread closure

and a polypropylene cap. The cartons were provided un-printed and filled to

capacity with 25 fluid ounces of water. Only eight cartons were procured for

testing, so participants had to share in instances when there were more than

eight participants during a focus group session.

 

Figure 6- Gable Top Carton

iii. Polyethjdene teraphthalate (PET) bottles

Since its introduction in the 19703, PET has steadily gained a foothold in

almost every type of beverage industry. “For manufacturers seeking portable,

single-serve convenience, PET remains, by far the most popular material, being

lightweight, clear and unbreakable" (GMID 2005). In 2005, approximately 68
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billion units of PET bottles were used for beverages in the United States and that

number is expected to continue growing by 87 billion in 2010 (GMID 2005).

For this study, PET bottles were purchased from Sam's Club", (Lansing,

MI) as beverage containers for Tropicana“ (see Figure 7). The bottles have a

height of 6.692 inches with a maximum diameter of 2.2345 inches. The bottles

are equipped with a 1.23 inch continuous thread closure and threaded

polypropylene cap.

Labels were removed and the bottles were scrubbed with hot water and

sponges to remove excess labels and adhesive. In addition, Goo-Gone" was

used to remove any excess adhesive on the bottles. The bottles were filled with

juice to a consistent level. Twelve bottles were used for the focus groups.

 

Figure 7- Polyethylene Terephthalate Bottle

iv. Tetra b ' brick cks

The tetra brick (Figure 8) also called the brick pack, was invented in

Sweden in the 19503 by Akertaund & Reusing. The package, made of plastic

coated paperboard, was a formed and filled tetrahedron (Twede and Selke 2005).





sizes of brick packs are actually thought to have higher quality products by some

consumers. But those packages and products are those that are often imported

to the states from other countries (GMID 2006). Therefore, it is the consumer’s

perception that no quality products produced in the US. are packaged in tetra

bricks.

The tetra brick was chosen for this study due to its popularity

internationally. In 2005, 1.9 billion brick packs were used for fruit and vegetable

juices in the United Kingdom alone (GMID 2006). During this same time period,

the U. S. consumed 1.1 billion packs for fruit and vegetable juices. By contrast, in

Japan, 786 million brick packs were used for fruit and vegetable juice, but over

5.6 billion were used for other beverages like specialty drinks, ready-to-drink

teas, and concentrates. The success of the brick pack outside the US. market

demonstrates potential for it to grow within the U. S.

Hershey’s chocolate milk (8 fluid ounce) brick packs were purchased from

a Mejier Retail and Grocery SuperCenter (Lansing, MI) (see Figure 8). The brick

packs have dimensions of 4.1645 inches by 2.635 inches by 1.57 and held 8 fluid

ounces of liquid. The packs were inconsistent the other treatments because they

were printed. As such, spray paint was applied to cover the labeling. A coat of

flat white Rust-Oleum® High performance enamel was used to paint the packs,

leaving a blank white surface. Several coats were applied to ensure that no

information from the label was visible. Finally, three coats of glossy white Rust-

Oleum® high performance enamel was used to paint the tetra bricks, so they had

a shiny finish. The brick packs were purchased containing 8 fluid 02 of liquid and
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information from the label was visible. Finally, three coats of glossy white Rust-

Oleum® high performance enamel was used to paint the tetra bricks, so they had

a shiny finish. The brick packs were purchased containing 8 fluid 02 of liquid and

that amount was used for the focus groups. Twelve brick packs were used for

the focus groups.

 

Figure 8-Tetra Brick (brick pack)

v. Aluminum bottles

The aluminum bottle is a newcomer to the world of beverage packaging. It

was first introduced in Japan and has been used all over the world for alcoholic

beverages, energy drinks, and most recently, for beer in the US. (Lukas 2005).

The aluminum bottle is lightweight and recyclable, making it a good option for

juice containers.

The aluminum bottles used for this study were donated by CCL containers

(Hermitage, PA) (see Figure 9). The bottles have a capacity of 18 fluid ounces

and a height of 7.953 inches with a maximum diameter of 2.5850 inches. The

closure system is an aluminum cap with a size 38 snap slug that matches a

polyethylene lug coating on the finish of the bottle. The bottles were filled with
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water to a consistent fill level of 18 fluid ounces and 12 bottles were used for the

focus groups.

 

Figure 9- Aluminum Bottle

vi. Hi h Dens' P th ne HDPE Bottles

Another newcomer to the world of packaging is the High Density

Polyethylene (HDPE) 'Chug""’. Although HDPE bottles have been used in the

packaging industry previously, this particular design and shape was introduced in

1997 by the Deans Food Company. The HDPE bottle was chosen for this projed

because of its positive impact on the dairy market.

The High Density Polyethylene bottles were purchased from Sam’s Club“,

(Lansing, MI) in the form of beverage containers for Dean'sm chocolate milk (see

Figure 10). The containers have a capacity of 16 fluid ounces and a height of

6.890 inches with a maximum diameter of 2.624 inches. The closure system is a

(36 mm) continuous thread closure. The shrink sleeve labels and milk were

removed, and any excess milk was rinsed from the package with warm water.
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Twelve packages were used for this study and filled with water in order to

simulate juice filled bottles.

 

Figure 10- High Density Polyethylene Bottle

vii. Flexible Stand Up muches

The flexible stand up pouch has commonly been used in the industry for

fruit drinks. In 2005 GMID indicates the lead maker of pouches expanded use of

the packages into 100% fruit juices and some functional drinks in the US (GMID

2006). During that same year, over 4.2 billion flexible pouches were used for fruit

and vegetable juice drinks, with another 768 million used for functional drinks.

The Euromonitor reports, “pouches are a popular choice for single-serve juice

among both parents and children,” (GMID 2006) making them an ideal candidate

for packaging cherry juice in a single serve, on-the—go manner. The flexible

pouch is also light weight and, in this case, reclosable.

The flexible stand up pouches were donated to this project by

Performance Packaging (Las Vegas, NV) (see Figure 11). The packages tested

were a multi layered laminate of polypropylene (PP) / aluminum / high density

polyethylene (HDPE). Finished containers held 7 fluid ounces. The overall
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thickness of the pouch material is approximately 5 mils and the threaded closure-

caps system is made of polypropylene. They have a height of 6.890 inches and a

width of 3.079 inches.

Donated pouches were printed, 30, as with the brick packs, pouches were

painted to create a neutral treatment. A coat of chrome Rust-Oleum® was

applied using several thin coats until the information on the label did not show

through. As with the HDPE bottles pouches were also filled with water (6.5-7 oz.)

to simulate a juice product inside. Only eight pouches were procured for testing,

so participants had to share in instances when there were more than eight

participants per focus group.

 

Figure 11- Flexible Stand Up Pouch

viii. POM Wonderfulo Eckages

Three POM® packages were presented to focus group participants (see

Figure 12) after they had finished discussions of the seven different types of

packages for juice products and nutraceutiuls. Two of the POM® packages were

made of glass and the third was made of Polyethylene Terephthalate (PET). The

packages measures 6.811 inches tall and the glass package had a maximum



diameter of 3.2160 inches while the plastic had a maximum diameter of 2.3150

inches. The proprietary shape resembles two spheres, one on top the other. The

POM® bottle was introduced in late 2002 as a package for pomegranate juice and

were purchased for this project from Goodrich’s Grocery Store (East Lansing,

Ml).

 

Figure 12-POM® Wonderful Package

Like cherry juice, pomegranate juice makes claims of healthful properties

that are beneficial to those that drink it (Fuhrrnan et. al 2005; Pantuck et. al 2006;

Lansky and Newman 2007). The intention was that this package would serve to

catalyze comparisons for today’s marketplace regarding juice packaging and

healthful attributes.

IV. Procedures

The focus groups lasted no more than an hour and a half and the

participants were asked a series of questions from an IRB approved moderator

guide (see appendix B- IRB-06-844) about the first seven packages. Participants

were seated at a rectangular table. Each focus group was video recorded and

researchers took notes while the sessions occurred.
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Before the beginning of each focus group, consent forms, approved under

IRB 06-844 / APP# i025745, were signed and collected (see Appendix C), as well

as demographic information (see Appendix D). After introductions were made,

the discussion began with a warm up question and general comments about

packaging, asking participants whether or not packaging was something they

noticed when shopping (see Figure 13 for a visual representation of procedure).

Afterward, the different package types discussed in the materials section, with the

exception of the POM® package, were presented to the participants, and where

possible, each consumer received one of each type of package. The exceptions

were the flexible pouch and the gable top carton, limited supplies forced

participants to share these containers. The participants were asked to rank, on a

scale of 1 to 7, which package they liked best and which package they liked least

(1=Best; 7=Least). Following the individual rankings, the moderator asked the

participants to publicly identify which package they liked best and give a brief

description of the reasons for their choice. General discussion was held about the

characteristics of the package that made the participants choose it as their

favorite. The moderator then asked the participants to identify which package

they liked the least and a brief discussion was held on the reasons for their

choices. Next, the moderator asked the participants to identify, if any, beverage

packages they did not see amongst the seven in front of them. Packages

mentioned were discussed further, to identify the characteristics the participants

liked and did not like about those specific packages.

At this point, discussion was directed to juice and types of juice packaging

the participants commonly purchased. The characteristics of the products and
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juice packages mentioned were discussed to get a feel for what the consumers

typically looked for when shopping. Next, a question was raised about the

package’s ability to send a message about the product and it was discussed on

how a package could convey healthful benefits to consumers. The participants

were then asked about nutraceuticals and the healthy properties of cheny juice.

Participants were encouraged to volunteer what, if any, information they knew

about cherry juice. Then the participants were asked if there was any way that a

package could communicate to consumers the nutraceutical properties of cheny

juice. The discussion focused on package type as well as some characteristics

of the label that could be utilized to communicate with consumers. Finally the

participants were asked to imagine there was cherry juice inside the packages in

front of them. They were asked to consider a package that would best

communicate the nutraceutical properties of the juice to consumers and display a

healthy image. Once again, the consumers were asked to rank scale of 1 to 7,

which they liked best to which they liked least. (1=Best; 7=Least). The moderator

asked the participants to hold up the package they liked the best for cherry juice

and discussion followed about why consumers made their selections.

As a last measure, the moderator presented the participants with the

POM® juice package; both in glass and in plastic. The discussion was open to

participants to suggest what they liked and did not like about the packages. They

were asked what about the package might indicate healthy benefits. The

moderator then asked for any final thoughts or comments about topics that were

discussed. Finally, incentives were distributed to the participants.
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Chapter 4 - Methods for Analysis

The data for this study were analyzed in several different ways:

I. The rank order was used to analyze data for shifts using SPSS.

ll. Abridge transcripts were created and broken into thought units, coded, and

inputted into SPSS for analysis

III. The discussion and comments from the focus groups were analyzed using

abridged transcript, notes and review of the video recordings. Using the

long table approach, themes were identified and a Means End Chain for

Cherry juice was created.

I. AnalysisofPackage Rankings

Rankings that were collected during steps 4 and 13 of the focus group

(see Figure 13) were keyed into SPSS and analyzed using cross-tabs, chi-

squared analysis to test if there were significant differences between rank

ordering before and after the discussion of cherry juice. In addition, cross-tabs,

chi-squared analysis was used to test if there were significant differences

between demographic groups in the participants’ selection of their favorite

package

ll. Thought UnitAnalysis

During the sessions, researchers took notes and tried to highlight the

common themes of the focus group. In addition, the sessions were video

recorded and after all sessions were completed, a researcher reviewed the tapes

and created an abridged transcript. An abridged transcript is a method for

creating material to analyze focus groups (Krueger and Casey 2000). This
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method includes a researcher viewing and listening to a video recording tape of

each respective session and transcribing only the pertinent information to the

study. An abridge transcript is, “a condensed version of the focus group with

irrelevant conversation removed,” (Krueger and Casey 2000). To ensure the

researcher did not focus on particular themes heard in previous focus groups, no

tapes were transcribed until after all focus groups were completed.

Although focus groups are typically the source of qualitative data, it is

possible to create a quantitative analysis from the information gathered through a

technique referred to as “content analysis.” This technique includes the rigorous

analysis of the content using, “approaches that emphasize the reliability and

replicability of the observations and subsequent interpretations,” (Stewart and

Shamdasani 1990). In this case, a system was created that broke the focus

group transcripts into thought units. Each unit was then coded with a scheme

that was created based on the major functions of packaging (containment,

communication, protection, and utility) and further broken down with the

constructs of the means-end chain theory. An “other” category resulted for

statements that did not fit logically the functions of packaging, but it was used

sparingly. A total of 24 sub categories resulted.

Due to the large amount of data and multiple categories, decision rules

were created in order to aid researchers to qualify statements into the most

appropriate categories. A unit was first categorized in the funcn'ons of packaging,

and then further qualified as a functional consequence, psychosocial

consequence, or a value. These rules enabled the data to be broken up for a

more indepth analysis.
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Two coders were used in mis study to establish reliability. Coders for this

study both had previously taken courses in understanding and applying the main

functions of packaging, as well as the means-end chain theory. The coders

spent approximately 15 hours reviewing the data, revising the codebook and

decision rules. Units were coded separately by the two coders, using 5% of the

overall data using the coding sheet and decision rules. The initial intercoder

reliability was satisfactory (Cohen’s Kappa = 0.73; see and off appendix E: Steps

1-8 for calculation). Discrepancies were discussed and resolved over another

time period of approximately 3 hours to improve understanding of the decision

rules.

i. Containment

As mentioned, containment is the function of the package that enables the

product to be moved. It is defined as the package’s ability to allow the product to

be handled, used, and transported. Statements in this category pertained to the

package’s enclosure of the product and use it incurred from that enclosure (e.g.

“its contained in one unit” or “I’d rather have the glass, it feels different than this

plastic”).

ii. Protection

Protection was defined as guarding or preserving the product for use, or

against any outside environmental factors. Statements regarding protection of the

product attributes for its required shelf life or from external hazards were coded in

this category. In addition statements that indicated the product’s interaction with

the package fell into this category (e.g. “It tastes better in aluminum”).
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iii. Communication

Communication was defined as statements suggesting what the package

indicated to the consumer about the product. Communication was further coded

into “labeling” and “communication” categories. Statements that had to do with

the package labeling or any sort of contents that might appear on the label or on

the package itself were defined as labeling. According to the USFDA, under the

Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic act, a food product’s label must include

nutritional information, ingredients, manufacturer information, identity, nutrient

content claims, and serving size (CFR 2004). Statements from the focus groups

pertaining to these items, graphics, or the like fell into the “labeling” category,

(e.g. “And have a cherry, and a heart next to it.'). Statements pertaining to the

size, shape, type of packaging or transparency fell into the “communication”

category (e.g. I would want it to be clear, to see the color of the juice”).

iv. Utility

Utility broadly encompassed the use of a package. This was broken down

further into use of the package, storage, and end use. “Use of the package”

included statements that had to do with features aiding pouring, opening or

closing (e.g. for the plastic bottle this category would include the statement “you

can reclose them”). Statements pertaining to the later use of the product were

included in the storage category (”I think it [carton] goes easily in an out, goes

into grocery bags well plastic or paper”). And finally, the subcategory, end use,

dealt with the package after consumption of the product. Statements indicating

advantages or disadvantages with regard to disposal, recycling, or reuse fell into
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this category (“I don’t think this is cardboard I think this is paperboard- it’s not

recycleable").

v. Other

“Other” was a collection of statements that could not be sorted into any of

the previous categories. Typically these statements included thoughts unrelated

to packaging. Coders were instructed to use this category sparingly.

Coders used tables to organize the thought units into a form that could be

effectively quantified. A separate table was done for each of the three groups of

interest (mothers with children, adults 24—29 and adults 41-51). (Please see

Table 1, which includes statements from all three groups to illustrate the different

types of thought units).
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vi. Means End Chain

Each of the five categories were further broken down by the construCts of

the means-end chain. Again, the means and chain suggests that attributes

suggest functional and psychosocial consequences to consumers, which

ultimately lead them to values or and goals of being. Therefore, each category

was further coded into functional consequences, psychosocial consequences

and values. Statements pertaining to the function of the package like “it’s

convenient,” or “it’s easy to use” demonstrate functional consequences, while

statements pertaining to the image, or how a person would feel about a package

while using it are psychosocial consequences. The statements: ”The aluminum

bottle is trendy; I’d look stylish in front of my student’s,” is an example of

psychosocial consequences. Finally, the values category included statements

that indicated the participants would reach their personal values or could not

further explain a reason for their reaction (e.g. “I don’t know, I just like it”).
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lll. Long table approach

Using the abridged transcripts for each focus group session, analysis was

performed by the long table approach. The long table approach is a method of

cutting the transcripts and grouping the quotes into categories under each

research question. “It is a time—tested method,” (Krueger and Casey 2000) and

enables the data to be grouped by categories and themes.

First, two copies of each transcript were printed. One copy was uwd as a

reference and the other was used for analysis. Each transcript was color coded

with markers by running a solid colored line down the left hand margin of each

page. One line was used for the first focus group of each respective

demographic, and two lines were used for the second. The mothers with children

were coded in yellow, the 41-51 year olds were coded in green, and the 24-29

year olds were coded in pink. Each research question asked during the focus

groups was written on the t0p of individual pieces of newsprint. Beginning with

the warm up question, which was about packaging in general, a researcher

reviewed each abridged transcript and cut apart the quotes that answered the

question and grouped them on the respective newsprint paper. For example, a

question asked participants, “Do you notice packaging when you are shopping?

Do you ever think about packaging when you are buying something? Do you

ever buy anything just because of the package?” If answers to these questions

were provided they were placed under the question. If the answers provided did

not answer the question or were off topic, they were set aside for later analysis.

The researcher confinued through all of the research questions asked and

all of the transcripts, grouping similar ideas together. For example, if several
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people mentioned they bought uniquely shaped glass bottles when they went

shopping, those ideas would be grouped together. After all quotes from the

transcripts were properly categorized, the researcher created a descriptive

summary for each question. Themes that were consistent within a group were

noted as well as themes that were consistent across each group. Ideas that were

different between each group or that only one group mentioned were also noted.

Based on the results of the discussion, a Means End Chain was created for

cherry juice.
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Figure 14: Procedure for the Long Table Approach

       

 

  

 

Step 2: Research

questions laid out

Step 1: Transcripts are

color coded by focus

group

   Step 3: Transcripts cut apart Step 4: Similar quotes

grouped under appropriate

research question

Step 5: Descriptive summaries created
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Chapter 5 - Results

The results for this study are presented in three different ways. First, the

package rank ordering results are presented and packages that were the best

and least liked are highlighted. Second, the thought unit analysis results are

presented and categories receiving the largest number of comments are

highlighted. Finally, the themes and common ideas from the focus group

discussion are mentioned.

I. Package rank order

Table 5 shows the mode of the rank order of packages as an initial part of

the discussion of packaging. The glass bottle was selected most commonly as

the best liked package in the first round of rank ordering. The PET bottle ranked

second best liked package, earning a ranking of 2.00. Amongst the packages,

the flexible pouch was selected most commonly as the least liked package and

had a ranking most often of 7.00. Table 6 shows the mode for the rank order of

packages after discussion of cherry juice. Again, the glass earned the best liked

ranking (1.00) for cherry juice and the PET bottle was most commonly ranked

second. The flexible pouch was ranked most commonly as the least liked

package for cherry juice.
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Tables 7 and 8 give the number of participants who ranked each package

at each point on me rank order scale. Glass was ranked the highest by most

participants both at the beginning and the end of the focus groups. Sixteen

participants liked glass the best during initial discussions and 30 participants liked

it best after cherry juice was indicated as the product inside. That was almost a

doubling of the participants who ranked they liked it the best.

The flexible pouch and the brick pack both fell in rank order when the initial

results and final results are compared. During the initial discussions, 20

participants ranked the pouch as the package that they liked the least, while 13

participants ranked the brick pack last. At the conclusion of the focus groups, the

flexible pouch number increased to 25 as the package least liked, while the brick

pack stayed consistent at 13.

Using SPSS tabulated data, a crosstab function was performed of the rank

ordering of the packages at initial discussion and after the discussion of cherry

juice. Several shifts in consumer ranking were indicated when comparing the

results of the packages before and after they were indicated to have cherry juice

in them. These shifts give some important insight into consumer perception of a

package when a product context. They suggest that when the product is

specified, consumer thoughts and feelings regarding the package change. This

was noticed with the shifts in rank order of the packaging that occurred. The

participants had opinions about the packages in general, but when the scope was

narrowed to those packages containing cheny juice, their perceptions changed.

This is consistent with the concepts of congruence noted by Raudenbush (et al.
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2002) mentioned previously. Thus, it can be said that different package types do

have an effect on consumer’s perceptions of juice and cherry juice.

Table 9- Significant Shifls in Rankings as indicated by Cross-tabs, chi-squared

analysis usi SPSS
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Package X2 Sigma Significant Direction of

Shift? Shift

Glass 35.816 0.057 marginal Up

Flexible 70.095 0.000 Highly Down

Pouch simificant

Gable-Topped 33.841 0.527 No

Carton

Brick Pack 25.762 0.687 No

HDPE bottle 52.960 0.034 Yes Down

Aluminum 58.365 0.01 1 Highly Down

Bottle Significant

PET Bottle 20.7846 0.979 No      
Significant shifts (s 0.05) are indicated in bold

i. Glass

Although the chi square indicates a mildly significant change (x2: 35.816,

sigma= 0.57). The crosstab data indicated that 15 consumers ranked the

package the best liked (1.00) before product indication and 30 consumer ranked

the packaged best liked (1.00) after product indiwtion. An upward shift was

observed along the ranking scale as 13 participants ranked glass a 2.00 on the

scale before product indication, and 15 after product indication. In addition,

before product indication, five participants ranked glass 3 6.00 and seven ranked

it a 7.00 or liked it the least. After product indication, zero participants ranked the

glass bottle in either of these categories.

ii. Flexible pouch

The findings of the crosstabs for the flexible pouch were significant (x2:

70.095, sigma= 0.00). A downward shift was observed. Two participants ranked

the pouch best liked (1.00) before product indication, but ranked it least liked
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(7.00) after indication. A total of 18 participants ranked the flexible pouch least

liked (7.00) before product indication which increased to a total of 25 participants

after product indication. This increase in the flexible pouch as the least liked

package (7.00) was observed from participant’s rankings across the board.

iii. Gabletop ccrton

Cross tabs for the gable top carton did not indicate a significant shift

(x2=33.841, sigma= 0.527) in package rankings, however some observations

were made. Throughout the scale, the gable top carton shifted upward. Before

product indication, 12 participants ranked the package a 4.00 and after product

indication, five ranked it a 3.00 or higher, with three participants staying

consistent at a 4.00. Before product indication, 9 participants ranked the flexible

pouch a 5.00 and after product indication, 7 participants ranked the package a

4.00 or higher. In addition, the best liked category increase from 5 participants to

7, after product indicction.

iv. Brick Pack

The crosstabluation of the data for the brick pack before and after showed

no significant difference (x2= 25.762, sigma= 0.687). However, some

observations were made from the data. Before product indication, four

participants indicated they liked the brick pack the best, and after product

indication, zero participants indicated they liked it the best. Twelve participants

ranked the package a 6.00 on the scale before product indication, which

increased to 17 after product indication. Because the number of participants was

consistent for ranking the brick pack the least liked package (n=13, n=13), it can
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be assumed the increase in rankings of 6.00 were from participants who had

previously ranked it more positively on the scale.

v. High Density Polyethylene Bottle

The crosstabs for the HDPE jug indicate a significant downward shift (x2=

52.960, sigma= 0.034) in the participants rankings from before product indication

to after product indication. Six participants liked the HDPE jug best before

product indication, and one liked it best after indication. The other five

participants shifted to rank the package as 2.00 (1 person), 5.00 (2 people), and

6.00 (3 people). Five people shifted from ranking the package a 2.00 to a 3.00

after product indication. Three people all ranked the HDPE jug a 6.00 after

product indication, when before they ranked it at 3.00 (1 person), 4.00 (1 person),

and 5.00 (1 person). The rest of the data stayed fairly consistent.

vi. Aluminum Bottle

The cross tabs for the aluminum bottle indicate a significant downward

shift (x2: 58.365, sigma= 0.011) in the participants rankings before product

indication to after product indication. Nine participants indicate they liked the

aluminum bottle the best before product indication and 2 indicated they liked it

the best after product indication. Comparing before and after discussion of

cheny juice, five people shifted their rank of the package to 4.00 or lower. Before

product indication, five people ranked the aluminum bottle a 5.00 and after

indication, the number of participants increased to 11. This increase was

observed from at least five participants ranking the package lower. Six

participants ranked the aluminum bottle a 6.00 before product indication, and 9

ranked it a 6.00 after indication. At least seven people shifted their rank of the
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aluminum bottle after it was indicated to have cherry juice in it from a higher rank

to a 6.00.

vii. Polyethylene Terephthalate Bottle

The cross tabs do not indicate a significant shift of the consumer rankings

before product indication to after product indication (x2: 20.7846, sigma= 0.979).

However, some observations were made. Before product indication, 13

participants ranked the PET bottle a 2.00 and after product indication, 20 ranked

the package a 2.00. In addition, 12 participants ranked the PET as the one they

liked best after product indication as compared to 11 before product indication.

Participants who ranked the bottle a 4.00 before product indication (4 people),

shifted their ranking to 2.00 and 3.00 after product indication. Six people who

ranked the package a 5.00 shifted their rankings to best liked (1.00), 2.00, and

3.00 after product indication, and one person who ranked the packaged least

liked before product indication, ranked it a 2.00, after indication.

ll. Packaging Rank Order by Demographic Group

Additionally, the rankings were broken down by demographic group.

Table 7 and 8 give the findings of the preferred package before and after the

facilitator initiated discussion of cherry juice.
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Table 10: Frequency of best liked package as part of initial 3discussion by

demographic group -Figure 8 step 13 (total possible responses- 573)

 

 

 

 

Glass Flexible Gable Brick HDPE Aluminu PET

Pouch Top Pack Bottle m Bottle Bottle

Before Carton

41-51 7 1 2 O 3 4 3

24-29 7 1 2 0 1 2 3

Moms 2 1 1 4 2 3 6         
 

Package with the greatest frequency of respondents are presented in bold

Table 8: Frequency of best liked package after the discussion of juice packaging,

with a final emphasis on cherryjuice- Figure 8 step 13 (total possible responses-

55)

 

 

 

 

Glass Flexible Gable Brick HDPE Aluminum PET

Pouch Top Pack Bottle Bottle Bottle

After Carton

41-51 15 0 1 0 0 1 1

24-29 7 0 5 0 1 0 3

Moms 8 1 1 0 0 1 8          
Packagewiththegreatestfrequencyofrespondentsarepresentedin bold

Table 7 shows both 41-51 year olds and 24-29 year olds preferred glass

bottles during the initial discussion which was based on packaging in general.

During this same point in the discussion, the focus groups consisting of mothers

liked the PET bottle the best, with six participants ranking it the best liked (see

Table 7).

After discussion focused on cheny juice (see Table 8), glass remained as

the preferred package for the 41-51 year olds, with 15 participants ranking it best

(1 .00). The 24-29 year olds stayed consistent with 7 participants giving it a 1.00,

again making it the package they liked the best. Six more participants within the

 

3 Two participants did not return their rank order sheets

‘ Two participants did not return their rank order sheets and two sets ofresponses were thrown out because

the participants did not respond according to the correct procedure.
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mothers with children demographic group selected the glass bottle as the

package they liked the best, increasing their number to 8.

However, eight participants from the mothers with children also selected

the PET bottle as the package they liked the best. As such, the glass bottle and

PET bottle both ranked favorably when rated by mothers, while the glass bottle

was the best liked by the 41-51 year olds and the 24-29 year olds. Significant

difference existed between demographic groups at the initial discussion of

packaging for the brick pack (x2=7.958, sigma=.019) for which package the

participants liked the best. Significant differences existed between demographic

groups for the glass bottle (x2=7.938, sigma=.019), the gable top carton

(x2=6.509, sigma=.039), and the PET bottle (x2=7.248, sigma = .027) after

discussion of cherry juice.
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III. Results of Coding

The following table summarizes results of the coding of thought units.

Table 9 represents all comments and their respective categories. One thousand

eight-hundred and ninety nine thought units were coded into twenty four different

categories. The four package functions were the major categories, which were

broken down into sub categories using attributes of those functions and the

constructs of the Means End Chain. Labeling within the communication category

obtained the most thought units, and the communication category obtained the

most thought units overall.

60



61

T
a
b
l
e

1
1
:
T
h
o
u
g
h
t

u
n
i
t
R
e
s
u
l
t
s

 





 
B
a
c
a
c
o
o
i

e
a
c
h

62



The distribution of thought units across all the focus groups was fairly

even. Across all the focus groups, the participants made the most comments in

the category of communication, with an emphasis on labeling. Thought units in

regard to communication accounted for over half of the units recorded (see

Table10). The psychosocial consequences and values for labeling were the

categories that received the largest number of thought units at 283 and 257

respectively.

Table 12- Significant differences between demographic groups in thought units

as indicated by Cross-tabs, chi-squared analysis using SPSS
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

      

Function Secondary X2 Sigma Significant

Category Difference

Containment - 1 1.937 0.003 Yes

Protection - 14.350 0.001 Yes

Communicction Transparency, 1.863 0.394 No

Size, Etc.

Labeling 1 1.917 0.003 Yes

Utility Use 43.616 0.000 Yes

Storage 12.379 0.002 Yes

End Use 19.504 0.000 Yes

i. Containment

Units coded for containment accounted for 6.64% (n=126) of the total

thought units, with 41-51 year olds accounting for 26.9% (n=34), 24-29 year olds

accounting for 50.8% (n=64), and mothers accounting for 22.2% (n=28) of the

units. The chi square analysis showed there was a significant difference among

the distribution of thought units over the demographic groups (x2=11.937,

sigma=0.003)
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ii. Protection

The thought units coded for the protection function accounted for 4.53%

(n=86) of the total thought units in this project. The 41-51 year olds accounted for

46.5% (n=40) of the thought units coded and the 24—29 year olds accounted for

39.5% (n=34) of the thought units. The mothers with children seemed to be less

concerned with the protection function than the other demographic groups as

they accounted for 13.9% (n=12) of the thought units. Chi square analysis

indicates there was a significant difference between the demographic groups of

the distribution of thought units «2:14.350, sigma=0.001)

iii. Communication

The communication function overall accounted for the most thought units

at 53.2% (n=1011). This means that over half of the units coded for fell into this

category.

a. Transparency, Size, etc.

This sub category accounted for 19.8% (n=376) of the total thought units

coded. Under this subcategory, the demographic groups were distributed fairly

evenly in their thought units. The 41-51 year olds accounted for 29.5% (n=111)

of the thought units, the 24-29 year olds accounted for 37.2% (n=140), and the

mothers accounted for 34.3% (n=125) of the thought units. Chi square analysis

indicates there was no significant difference in the distribution of thought units

over the demographic groups (x2=1.863, sigma=0.394).

b. Labeling

This sub-category accounted for 33.4% (n=635) of the total thought units

coded in this study. The thought units were again distributed fairly evenly across
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the demographic groups. The 41-51 year olds accounted for 37.8% (n=238) of

the thought units, the 24—29 year olds accounted for 33.4% (n=212) and the

mothers accounted for 29.5% (n=185) of the thought units. Chi square analysis

among these groups indicate there was a significant difference in the distribution

of thought units (xz=11.917, sigma=0.003).

iv. Utility

a. Use

Thought units for the utility category mostly fell into this subcategory. Use

accounted for 76.1% (n=401) of the thought units coded for utility. The 41-51

year olds accounted for 22.9% (n=92) of the thought units, the 24-29 year olds

accounted for 32.9% (n=132) of the thought units, and the mothers accounted for

44.1% (n=177) of the thought units. Chi-square analysis indicated there was

significant difference with the distribution of thought units among the

demographic groups (x2=43.616, sigma=0.000)

b. Storage

The distribution across demographic groups was not even for this

category. 41-51 year olds accounted for 24% (n=11) of the thought units, 24-29

year olds accounted for over half the thought units at 60% (n=27), and mothers

with children accounted for 15.6% (n=7). The chi square analysis indicated there

was again a significant difference among the demographic groups with the

distribution of thought units (x2=12-379. sigma=0.002).

c. End Use

The distribution across the demographic groups was fairly even for this

sub-category. The 41-51 year olds accounted for 54.3% (n=44) of the thought
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units, the 24-29 year olds accounted for 21% (n=17), and the mothers accounted

for 24.7% (n=20) of the thought units. Chi square analysis indicates there was a

significant difference between the distribution of thought units across the

demographic groups (x2=19.504, sigma=0.000).

v. Other

The other category only accounted for 7.8% of the total thought units

coded for this study. The distribution across the demographic groups was

distributed unevenly. The 41-51 year olds accounted for 28.9% (n=43) of the

thought units, the 24—29 year olds accounted for 47% (n=70) of the thought units,

and the mothers accounted for 24.2% (n=36) of the thought units. Chi square

analysis indicates that there was a significant difference among the demographic

groups of the distribution of thought units (x2=7.776, sigma=.020)

Observations of the distribution of thought units indicate communication

and utility were the two most talked about categories. Labeling appeared to be

the most talked about overall; however this was the case in all of the

demographic groups. The 41-51 year olds tended to have more thought units

regarding protection, labeling, and end use. 24-29 year olds tended to have more

thought units in regard to containment, transparency, size, etc, storage, and the

other categories. The mothers had the most thought units in regard to use
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IV. Focus group Discussion Findings

Through attributes, the package can convey different messages to the

consumer about the package and the product itself. Several themes developed

throughout the course of each focus group and some of these themes varied by

group (See appendix F for organized table).

i. Containment

Generally, the glass bottle was thought as capable of containing the

product through almost all situations, but some participants concerns focused on

the sturdiness of the package. Many consumers mentioned that glass is

breakable and depending on the situation of use, they may consider an

alternative package. Plastic many times was mentioned as durable. Participants

were not afraid the PET bottle or HDPE bottle would leak or break. The

aluminum bottle was also characterized as durable, and several of the 41-51 year

olds mentioned that it was sturdy and could be used in situations like going to the

gym, camping, or hiking.

The gable top carton was mentioned by some of the participants to not

adequately contain the product in certain cases. They felt it was not durable and,

therefore, not a very good package. “It can get broken in the back of the cal’ and

“it could get punctured,” were statements heard. Some participants thought the

package could easily be damaged enabling the product to leak out.

The flexible pouch and the brick pack were two packages that many of the

participants felt were inferior with regard to product containment. Many of the

participants stated these packages leaked, and could easily be pierced. A
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characteristic quote of this issue indicates, “... they [pouch] get punctured, and

they’ll leak out.”

ii. Protection

Participants were interested in a product that was fresh and disliked that

interacted with the product. Taste of the product was a key attribute in

determining whether the package had migrated into the product or any

compounds of the product had sorbed out. Participants indicated the glass bottle

to be an ideal candidate to protect the product from the environment and that the

package was not likely to affect the product. Many of the consumers voiced that

glass was pure, clean, and would not interact with product. Characteristic

quotations from focus groups included, “Things taste better out of glass,” and

“I’ve never had a bad bottle of juice in glass.”

Some of the other packages were thought to not protect the product as

well. Most of the consumers seemed to believe that things packaged in plastic

tasted like the plastic itself. It was suggested that plastic commonly “transfers”

into the product and leaves a residue which results in a plastic-like taste. Off-

flavor was a theme in the discussion about gable topped cartons, as well. This

idea generated negative perceptions about products that tested more like the

package than the product being consumed.

Several participants from the focus group that consisted of mothers also

tended to see gable-topped cartons as packages that could puncture easily or

break. The flexible pouch and brick pack were also thought to be the worst at

protecting the product. Participants mentioned the pouches were easily

“squished” and the brick packs got soggy when exposed to moisture.
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Participants expressed concerns regarding the protective attributes of the

aluminum bottle, indicating that due to the material, the temperature of the

package and product could change rapidly. They suggested that this may lead to

fluctuations in and out of the ideal temperature range, possibly damaging the

product. Aluminum was also thought to leach into the product during these

temperature changes by some of the mothers with children.

iii. Communication

Different types of packaging seemed to communicate a huge amount to

the consumers. A large number of comments fell into this category and this is

consistent with the approach used for data coding.

a. Transparency, Shape, and other features

One dominant theme across all the focus groups was the need for

transparency of the packaging. Participants were very interested in seeing what

the product looked like. Participants indicated that if they could see the product

for themselves, they had a better understanding of the type of product that they

were getting. They wanted to judge the color, the consistency, and condition of

the product before purchasing it, especially if it was a juice that they had not

purchased previously.

This translates into how they may feel buying that product and has the

potential to predict how content they will be with their decision to purchase. As

the only two transparent packages presented in this study, the glass bottle and

PET bottle were mentioned frequently as best in aiding the consumers to connect

with and judge the product itself and not just the package.
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The importance of the idea of transparency became even stronger after

the consumers were asked about packaging for cherry juice. Statements such

as, “You want to see what it looks like,” and “I would want it to be clear, to see the

color of the juice” were characteristic of all groups as the discussion of packaging

for cherry juice. In general, participants wanted to see a new product or

something they were unfamiliar with before purchasing it. ”If it’s something I’ve

never bought before I want to see it before I buy it.”

Each package type and shape appeared to communicate different things

to the participants. Frequent words triggered by the glass bottle were “healthy,”

“natural,” “quality,” and “expensive.” Many participants mentioned products that

were healthy typically came in glass, and that it was a ”natural package.” While

many of the participants saw glass as higher quality, they also believed that it

was more expensive. Most translated that to mean that it contained a higher

quality product, which some were willing to pay more for, while others were not.

Some of the participants viewed the PET bottle more positively because of

its structure and the embossing on the bottle. Some consumers mentioned that

more time and money spent on the package for a product indicated a better

product. “I like the way it looks, and the design, its aesthetically pleasing,” was a

characteristic quote of the plastic bottle.

Several participants made comments about the gable top carton as “THE

juice package.” It was characterized by some participants as, “the thing that

morning stuff comes in.” Many of the 24-29 year olds felt the gable topped carton

was a typical package for juice, indicating that they expected there to be

something healthy inside. “The box seems natural, like I’d be having a teaspoon
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of it every morning,” was a quote made to support this idea. Mothers with

children, like the 24-29 year old participants, indicated the gable-topped carton to

be a typical juice package.

The HDPE bottle drew some interesting comments in regard to its shape.

Several people identified it as a milk package, which was both positive and

negative. One participant commented, “The 503... it reminds me of how the

moms go and change the milk bottles,” which brought a connection with the past

and a feeling of nostalgia. However, another participant connected it with a

current milk package, and a product with which she had had negative

experiences.

Judging from the comments made and the rankings it received from the

participants (see Tables 5 and 6), aluminum was the least liked bottle. Several

comments were made about its lack of transparency and how it appeared to look

like a package for Stemo, or for cleaning products. The comment “aluminum is

the last thing that healthy things come in,” was supported by several participants

in one group of 24-29 year olds and echoed across all the other groups.

However, the bottle did earn some positive feedback with the suggestion that it

was a new and interesting package that might be ideal for a new product.

Mothers with children seemed to think their children might respond more

positively to it than the other packages. They mentioned the shininess and “cool”

look of the bottle would catch their child’s attention and they might want to try it.

“They’d like it because its cold and you can’t see what’s in it. It’s cool,” were

quotes that supported this idea.
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The brick pack and the flexible pouch earned the least positive responses

from participants of all focus groups. It was mentioned in EVERY focus group

session that the brick pack signified “kids,” or products that were composed

primarily of sugar and water. One participant passionately mentioned the brick

pack, “Makes me feel like a little kid in a bad way, I’m an adult now, I don’t drink

out of this!” Another stated that, “It makes you look five.” The negative response

to the brick pack increased when the consumers were asked to think about the

best way to package cherry juice.

The pouch evoked a different set of responses. Among them were “space

age,” “robotic food,” and unhealthy, and “[it] looks like something you’d hook up to

an IV.” Although the mothers with children tended to be less harsh than the other

two groups, overall, the participants indicated they did not see the pouch as a

juice package.

Overall comments regarding the ways that a package can convey health

included: keeping it simple, but also, if it looked like more money and time was

spent in creating a package, the product was probably of higher quality and

healthy. Many of the participants, especially the 41-51 year olds, said that if a

package was too trendy or flashy, that would indicate an unhealthy product to

them.

b. Labeling

Although all packages presented to participants were unlabeled,

participants were asked what a label could do to indicate a healthy product to a

consumer. Since the label is ultimately part of the package, it was discussed as

an avenue to send a message to consumers.
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1. Labeling in general

Some common themes among the participants included the need for a

natural looking label that was simple, with clearly stated nutritional facts that were

convenient to read and identify. Across the focus groups, the color pallet of the

label was suggested to be in natural colors with fresh looking graphics. The word

“organic” also seemed to indicate to the participants a healthy product.

The mothers with children and 24-29 year olds seemed more interested in

putting fun facts about health on the label that might teach the consumer about

the product. However, crazy colors and busy graphics were not thought to

indicate a healthy product. “If I see fire crackers and stars and hearts - I don’t

want to feel like that on the inside.”

2. Labeling for cheny juice

Once the packages were indicated to have cherry juice as the product,

(Figure 4, step number 12) consumers were asked again about what labeling

could do to promote a healthy message. During the focus groups, the words

“antioxidant,” and “heart healthy,” were mentioned. The participants indicated

those words should be clearly stated on the package in large letters. In each of

the groups, it was suggested a heart be present on the package, and that any

health claims of the product should be certified or backed up by a credible

source. Participants from all of the groups indicated they did not want gimmicky,

flashy, or child like labels for the product. It was also mentioned by participants

from all of the groups, even the 24-29 year olds, the labels need to be clear and

easy to read. Several participants from all of the groups made comments about

difficulty reading the fine print on many of current labels.
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iv. Utility

The different types of packaging were also discussed in depth by means of

their performance, features for using the product, and the package itself as part of

the product. Again, a large number of comments fell into this category and are

discussed according to the way they were broken down for coding.

a. Use of the Product

Across all the groups, “easy to use” was mentioned frequently.

Participants liked packages that were easy for them to handle, carry, use to

dispense product, open, and reclose. Difficult packaging in general received a

negative response. Of the packages presented, most of the participants across

the focus groups liked the brick pack the least. They were considered difficult to

open, the straw got lost or breaks, they squirted everywhere, were messy, or

there was always a little bit of product left over in the package.

Some participants found the gable-topped carton to be considered difficult

to open, ”The ones that have a little white thing to pull out the ring, my kids can’t

get them out.” The cartons were also seen by some of the participants in each of

the groups as spillable, not good for on the go, inconvenient, not durable, and

sometimes difficult to use. They did however, think the product was easily

dispensed, and the package fit nicely in the refrigerator.

Although not present in this group of packages, the larger plastic jugs with

handles were mentioned across all of the groups. The participants liked these

packages because they were easy to carry, and the handle aided in dispensing of

the product. Most participants indicated liking the package because it was a

large quantity and easy to use.
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The PET bottle was also liked for its indentations because most of the

participants felt it was easy to hold. Its compactness and lightweight were

commented on as, again, making it easy to use. The weight of the HDPE bottle

and aluminum bottle were also mentioned as light. However, they were

mentioned to be slippery and not as easy to use in all of the focus groups.

b. Storage

If the product was not to be consumed in one use, it needs to be stored for

later. Most commonly, the gable top carton was mentioned as easy to stored in

the refrigerator. The reclosable pour spout made it easy for participants to seal it

and save for later. The aluminum bottle, glass bottle, and PET bottles were also

indicated as packages that could easily be reclosed and the product could be

saved.

The glass bottle, however, was not considered something that would travel

well in a back pack or sit in the refrigerator at work, and not necessarily

something participants wanted to carry with them. They worried about dropping

or breaking it. The PET bottle and aluminum were seen much more favorably in

this light, because they were durable and would not crack.

The flexible pouch and brick pack were viewed as to be light and easy to

carry in a backpack or lunch box. For hiking they were considered lightweight,

and in school lunches they can lay flat and fit easily into a box or bag. However,

participants in the 24-29 year old group worried about the flexible pouch being

punctured if it was thrown in their backpack. The key problem that consumers

saw with these packages was that they were not made for storage and there is

not a good way to reseal them and keep the product for later.
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c. End use

In every focus group, recycling or recyclable packaging was mentioned

frequently. Participants seemed to link recyclable packaging and healthy

products. In the participants minds eco-friendly indicated “good for earth” and

good for them. Across all the groups, the participants seemed concerned with

environmental friendliness of packaging. Glass was seen as the most recyclable

package. Although participants indicated they looked for the recycling symbols on

plastic containers, it seemed as though they sometimes had difficulty recycling

plastic.

In addition to recycling, participants were interested in packages they

could reuse. The aluminum bottle was mentioned several times as a re useable

container, as was the PET bottle. However, some health concerns arose with the

PET bottle, because participants were worried about the plastic migrating into the

product To a lesser extent they expressed the same concern regarding the

aluminum bottle. “You’re not supposed to store stuff in aluminum, its toxic,” was a

comment made by one 24-29 year old.

Comments about the inability to recycle the brick pack and flexible pouch

were made by a few participants. The brick pack was thought to be a lot of

packaging for the product and the pouch was, “something that has to be thrown

away and you pay for it.” Although the gable top carton was also not recyclable,

some of the participants mentioned that it was renewable energy which made

them like it more than the brick or pouch.
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V. Means End Chain For Cherry Juice

Compiling the attributes discussed that participants would look for in a

package for cherry juice with nutraceutical benefits, a means and chain was

developed from the focus groups (see figure 7). The attributes in a package most

important to the participants lead them to their ultimate goal of being healthy.

Purchase intentions are likely to be high as a package with these attributes fulfills

the customer’s means-end chain. The means and chain identifies the attributes

most commonly mentioned during the focus groups and connects them with the

functional and psychosocial consequences they obtain from those attributes. The

chain further connects those consequences to the values of the participants

identified in this study.
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A consumer, who can see the deep rich red color of the cherry juice, as

well as the consistency of the product, leads him or her to believe he or she is

drinking a healthful product. This attribute of transparency has the functional

consequence of enabling a consumer to think he or she is drinking a healthy

product. This leads the consumer to thinking they are leading a healthy lifestyle

and allows him or her to feel healthy; the psychosocial consequence. Finally this

leads the consumer to their and state or goal or being healthy and living a long

time.

Attributes like portability, pourablity, recloseability, grippability, and

durability, have functional consequences of a consumer being able to consume

the juice easily and anywhere, preserving the juice, and not dropping or breaking

the package. These functional consequences create the psychosocial

consequences of the consumer feeling healthy, being able to drink juice at work

or lunchtime where peeple can see them, not feeling clumsy or frustrated when

dealing with the packaging, and feeling like a good mother. Once again, these

consequences lead into the values of the consumer of having confidence, being

healthy, living long and being a good mother.

The recyclability and naturalness of the package create less waste that

might end up in a landfill and make the consumer believe they are drinking a

healthy product. These functional consequences lead into the psychosocial of

preserving the environment, being environmentally sensitive, in addition to feeling

healthy. The values reached from these consequences are preserving the

environment, and again being healthy, and living long.
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Finally, a clean tasting product that is in an easy to open package were

among the attributes the participants looked for when considering cherry juice.

The clean taste relates to a package that does not interact with the product,

which indicated to the consumer a healthy product and preservation of the juice.

These functional consequences lead to the psychosocial consequences of

feeling healthy, leading a healthy lifestyle, not being wasteful and being

environmentally sensitive. Arriving at the and state or goals of being healthy,

living long, preserving the environment, the consumer reached his or her values

through these attributes. A package that is easy to open leads the consumer to

easy consumption and not feeling clumsy or becoming frustrated while

consuming the juice; the functional and psychosocial consequences of the

attributes. These consequences lead the consumer to their final goals or values

of having confidence.
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Chapter 6 -Discussion

From the data collected, it was observed that packaging plays an

enormous part in consumer perception of the product. If the package does not

aid the product in meeting the consumers’ unmet needs or fulfill their values (see

Figure1), it is likely the consumer will not purchase it. Features of the package

indicate to a consumer how easy the product will be to use, store, and throw

away. The package ccn suggest whether or not the product will taste fresh or if it

has adequately protected the product from the outside environment. It can

suggest if the product has experienced contamination or tampering.

In addition, the package can tell a story about the product itself,

suggesting if the product is of high quality or just “sugar water.” A package can

suggest to a consumer if the product is expensive or economical. Throughout

this study, it became apparent consumers need a package that contains and

protects the product, but this package must also be useful to them and

communicate a positive message.

From the discussion in the focus groups, a means and chain was

developed for cherry juice. The attributes mentioned most frequently indicated

consumers wanted a package that was transparent, portable, recyclable,

pourable, grippable, easy to open, inert, durable, and natural. These attributes

led to functional consequences which the participant evaluated to see if the

package would meet their needs. The participant then assessed the

psychosocial consequences, again to see if they would end up at the and state or

goal the consumer was targeting. If the attributes lead all the way to the

consumer’s values, the package was successful and the consumer saw it more
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positively. These attributes led to the consumer's values of being healthy, living

a long time, preserving the environment, having confidence and being a good

mother.

The main attribute the participants looked for in a package was the ability

to see the color and consistency of a product. Over 73% of the participants

selected a transparent package for cherry juice. Transparency allows the

consumers could judge for themselves the product inside. The consumers feel

like they have all of the information necessary to make a good decision. If the

consumer feels they are getting a deeply colored product with good consistency.

they believe it to be a healthy product which enables them to feel healthy and

lead a healthy lifestyle. In turn, if they are healthy, or others see them as healthy,

they ultimately feel healthy and that they will live longer. Additionally, mothers

Who could see the product and judge for themselves could feel they were giving a

good product to their child. In doing so, they feel they are a good mother, and will

reach the ultimate end state of being a good mother.

In the analysis of thought units, the number of units categorized as

transparency, size, and other features of packaging, accounted for 19.80% (376

units out of 1899) of the total thought units created in this study. This means the

participants frequently mentioned this topic, indicating that these features had a

large impact on their perception of products. The results also show that for every

category, with the exception of Transparency, Size, etc. (x2=1.863, sigma=0.394)

there was a significant difference between the demographic groups in the number

of thought units for the category. This could be due to the fact that it was

frequently talked about and all the participants paid a lot of attention to the
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attributes associated with this function. These results indicate that transparency

may have a huge impact on consumer perception of a product.

The results from the rank order show that glass was the best liked

package before and after discussion of cherry juice. Thirty participants (79%)

selected it as the best liked package after discussion of cheny juice where, 16

had selected it before the discussion of cherry juice. Comments made during the

focus groups support the idea that consumers wanted to see the product they

were getting, particularly if it was something they had not tried previously. The

shift from before discussion to after discussion, although it was marginally

insignificant, (sigma = 0.057) indicates the package has an impact on the

perception of the product.

The preference for transparent packaging may also indicate why the PET

bottle was the second best liked for cherry juice. Twelve of the participants

selected it as the best like package for cherry juice and 20 selected it as the

second best liked (ranking it 2.00). The PET bottle was liked just as much as

glass by the mothers. Tying this back to the means and chain the mothers

wanted a package that would be safe to give to their children. A durable package

that would not break or be potentially harmful for their child had a strong impact

on the mother’s perceptions.

Although the gable top carton was not considered as durable as some of

the other packaging presented, seven participants selected it as the best liked

package for cherry juice, making it the third best liked package. Some

participants indicated they felt the gable top carton could get punctured or could

break easily. But the preference for this package could be explained by its
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reclosability. This feature enables the consumer to preserve the contents and

save it for later use. Relating this to the means and chain, the consumer would

reach their and value of preserving the environment by not being wasteful. Not

only did it meet these needs but the gable top carton was considered a common

juice package by many of the participants. The perception of the gable top carton

was that something healthy came inside and this is supported by the rank

ordering.

The reclosability of the gable top carton was an attribute associated with

the utility function of packaging. The utility function accounted for 27.76% (527

out of 1899 units) of all the thought units created in this study. Other attributes

included in this category, that the consumers required for a package for cherry

juice, were portability, grippability, ease of Opening, pourability, durability, and

recycle ability of the package. The attributes in this category were the second

most frequently mentioned, indicating consumers rely heavily on these features

to aid them in reaching their means end. Using the means and chain, these

attributes are associated with a consumer being able to use, store, and dispose

of a package easily, without them feeling clumsy or frustrated. Ultimately,

fulfilling these needs, the consumer reaches his or her end state of having

confidence.

The attribute of recycle ability was frequently mentioned, and had a strong

connection with the way consumers perceived a product. ”And I would say

recyclable I if it’s healthy for the environment, it is healthy for us,” was one of

many comments connecting a recyclable package with being healthy. The

participants reached their and goals of preserving the environment through
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packages that were good for the environment, along with feeling like there was a

healthy product inside.

The lack of recyclability created a negative perception about some of the

packages, including the flexible pouch and the tetra brick. These packages were

ranked the least liked for cherry juice with 25 participants selecting the flexible

pouch as their least liked and 13 participants selecting the tetra brick as their

least liked. Also, not a single participant gave the brick pack a ranking of 1.00

(best liked) for the product of cherry juice. Not only the lack of recyclability of

these packages resulted in these low scores, but comments were also made

about the difficulty in using them, lack of reclosability, and general look. “It’s (brick

pack) not resealable, so if I cannot finish it off, It’s very uncomfortable to carry

with you, I don’t like it,” was one of many comments supporting these ideas.

Attributes that fell into the communication category, (53.2% of all thought

units coded) again show an impact on consumer perception of a product. The

brick pack was among the least liked packages due to its lack of desirable

characteristics. However, it was also extremely disliked from what it

communicated to the participants. Several times comments about the

appearance and the idea that it indicated “kids” and “sugar water” we made.

Additionally, the flexible pouch and aluminum bottle were said to be unhealthy

looking packages, giving the consumer the perception that an unhealthy product

was inside. This perception signals that using these packages will not enable the

consumer to reach his or her values.

Among the last attributes mentioned, natural packages with a clean tasting

product were characteristics the participants wanted for cherry juice. The
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inertness of a package was a key attribute that consumers perceived indicated a

healthy product. Glass was frequently mentioned as a pure material that did not

interact with the product, which may indicate why glass performed so well for the

rank order of packages for cherry juice. This also may explain why the PET

bottle performed not as well, because several consumers indicated they could

taste the plastic in the product. The plastic taste to the consumers indicated an

unhealthy product, and using the means and chain those attributes would not

enable them to reach the ultimate goal of being healthy and living a long time.

Wlthin the context of this study, each demographic group was chosen to

see if there was a difference between the groups and the attributes they look for

in healthy juice packaging. Mostly similarities developed, however it was

mentioned at least once in each focus group that it depended on the situation as

to which package they liked the best and would choose. The mothers with

children displayed this thinking frequently when thinking of packaging appropriate

for their children. As previously stated, the mothers were not only concerned for

their own health, but for their child’s safety as well.

The analysis of the thought units also indicates that there were some

differences among the demographic groups. The 24-29 year olds appeared to be

more concerned with the containment of the product, while the 41-51 year olds

appeared to be more concerned with the protection of the product. However the

attributes associated with these functions were mentioned only minimally;

containment accounted for 6.64 % of the overall thought units and protection

accounted for 4.53%.



The thought unit analysis also indicates that labeling was the category

most comments were categorized as across all focus groups (33.4% of

communication overall). The comments from the focus groups indicate the

consumers felt there were many things a label could do to indicate a healthy

product. While labeling was discussed at length during the focus groups, the

packages presented did not have labels. Yet, the discussion that occurred

provided insight on how to best convey healthy pr0perties to a consumer. The

participants mentioned simple, natural looking labels, with clearly stated facts and

benefits, backed by a credible source to be the best way to convey the healthful

attributes of cherry juice. These would lead them to believe the product is

healthy, allowing them to feel healthy and lead a healthy lifestyle, and ultimately

be healthy.

Although some packages had specific attributes that lead the consumers

to their values, other factors should be investigated to indicate behavior. Price

was a major driver for many of the consumers. The glass bottle was the best in

meeting their needs and values for a package for cherry juice. However, due to

the fact that glass is an expensive material, some of the participants indicated

they would probably not buy it. The participants who were price sensitive

seemed to choose the PET bottle for cherry juice. How the participants indicated

they would act compared to how they would actually act, would provide more

understanding of the drivers behind consumer behavior.
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Chapter 7 - Conclusions

The results of this study indicate that the different attributes of packaging

have an effect on consumer perception of a product. When shopping, consumers

look for specific attributes to achieve their and goals or values of the means and

chain. They encounter and view differently the various packaging attributes that

fulfill the functions of containment, protection, communication, and utility. These

different views enable them to decide which package and products will meet their

goals, and, ultimately, influence their intention to purchase.

The objectives stated at the beginning of this project were met:

A Identify how different types of beverage packages may influence

consumer’s permption of a product

A Provide information and evidence to the cheny industry about the

impadbeveragepadragingmayhaveonconsumerpercaptionof

cherry juice; and

The results from the packaging rank order indicate that different beverage

packages influence consumer perception a product. The significant shifts of the

packaging rank order from before to after the discussion of cherry juice, show that

consumer perception changed when a product context was applied. Significant

downward shifts in packaging rank ordering was observed for the aluminum

bottle (x2= 58.365, sigma= 0.011), the HDPE jug (x2= 52.960, sigma= 0.034) and

the flexible pouch (x2= 70.095, sigma= 0.00).

From the analysis of thought units it is clear that communication is a huge

function of packaging that consumers recognize. The units categorized as

communication, with the sub category of transparency, size and other packaging
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features, were the most frequently mentioned. They accounted for over half

(53.2%) of the thought units in this study. This indicates the different attributes of

communication function may influence the way a consumer perceives a product.

Supported by the comments of the focus groups, different packages, with

different attributes have an effect on how a sees a product.

A Develop a Means End Chain for cheny juice

The Means End Chain created for cherry juice shows that consumers want

a transparent, simple package that is easy to use, reclose, store, and recycle.

While there are some differences in the way certain demographic groups view

packages, there are strong similarities that can be used for future designs.

Overall, the glass bottle was the package best liked for cherry juice. It fulfilled the

need for attributes like transparency (being able to see the color and

consistency), a natural package, durable, pourable, recycleability, inertness

(clean taste) reclosablity, ease of use, and portability. The participants felt this

package best fulfilled their needs when shopping for cheny juice. These

attributes lead to functional consequences where they could consume a healthy

product, easily, anywhere, would not spill or drop it, preserve the juice, which

creates less waste and it is safe to handle. These consequences lead them to

psychosocial consequences which include feeling healthy, leading a healthy

lifestyle, not being wasteful, preserving the environment, feeling like a good

mother, and not being clumsy or frustrated, and preventing others from seeing

you that way. Ultimately, these consequences lead them to their and state of
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being or values; being healthy, living longer, preserving the environment, having

confidence and being a good mother.



Chapter 8 - Research limitations

There exist limitations in several areas of this project. The packages for

this project were used as a result of available packages from another study, in

addition to existing packages in the market place. The flexible pouch and the

brick pack were obtained from commercial markets, they had printed labels. To

ensure consistency across all treatments, these products had to be altered so

that their text and graphics were not apparent. Although care was taken in

treating the packages, it potentially affected participants’ perception of the

packages. At one point, a participant mentioned the flexible pouch looked as if it

had been spray painted at home. Finally, each participant was supposed to

receive one of each type of package for the focus group. However, researchers

were only able to obtain eight flexible pouches and eight gable top cartons, as a

result, participants had to share these treatments, while participants each

received their own package for the remaining treatments. This may have made it

difficult for them to visualize and rank order the packages.

A convenience sample was pulled from the campus area. As such,

findings are not generalizable to the population at large. Eighty percent of the

participants (46 out of 59) completed a college degree or higher while almost

37.3% (22 out of 59) completed a graduate degree or higher. The participants in

this sample were fairly well educated in comparison to the total US. population.

The in 2006 census reported that 28% of adults 25 years and older had received

at least a bachelor's degree (US. Census Bureau 2006).

In addition, 21 out of the 59 (35.6%) participants had tried or regularly

drank cherry juice. This may have influenced their package rank order as they
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may have been familiar with packages commonly used for cherry juice. They also

may have been affected by whether or not they like the product. Finally, although

this study did not try to target participants who were connected with Michigan

State University, due to the recruitment techniques and location, many

participants were affiliated with the University. Since several studies indicating

the beneficial properties of cherry juice has been conducted at Michigan State

University, and because the University is home to the School of Padtaging, it is

suspected that the participants involved in this study may have had more

knowledge on these topics than the general population. However, no one with a

background in Packaging participated.

Analysis of the information collected may have experienced some error.

Out of 59 participants, two sets of data from the package rank ordering exercise

had to be thrown out due to the participants’ lack of understanding of how to

perform the task. At least one participant rated the packages 1 through 7 rather

than rank them. As a result, multiples of numbers occurred in the first and

second rank ordering, which made the data unusable. One more participant

simply did not answer the second rank order, and therefore that data had to also

be thrown out. In addition, several participants did not turn in their rank order

sheets, resulting in some missing data.

Although frequencies of the categories of thought units were found, this

does not necessarily indicate the most important topics discussed. Although

some topics were discussed more than others, it was apparent that sometimes

an extremely important topic may have only been mentioned once, but with

extreme intensity. As much as possible powerful comments were noted and
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recorded. However, to identify the most important issues, a scale rating the

importance of topics to participants should have been developed.

Finally, due to the nature of this study, it is possible that participants may

not have been completely truthful in their answers. While they were asked to

write down their packaging rank orders before revealing them publicly,

participants may have changed answers when witnessing what other participants

selected. Fern and Bristol (2006) suggest that information gathered in focus

groups may be more generalizable toward the setting than during a consumption

and purchase process. This suggests participants may have acted differently in

this focus group setting than out in the market place.
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Chapter 9 - Future research

With several companies focusing more on the consumer when designing

packaging, quantitative and qualitative techniques for interpreting consumer

behavior are increasingly important. Various projects can be created with this

research as a basis.

> A quantitative experiment based on the results of this study that

investigated the research questions on a larger scale

> A similar experiment with participants from all different demographic

groups

> A project based on the findings of this research could be done that

designed and compared several different packages that have the

most commonly mentioned packaging attribute in this study,

including one that is

Transparent,

Reclosable,

Simple,

Durable

Easy to use and store, and,

Recycleable.0
0
0
0
0
0

> An ethnographic study could be developed to examine the actual

usage, storage and disposal conditions of the various packages.

This study could then be repeated to examine which package

consumers preferred.

> A similar study, including the packages mentioned by consumers

which they did not see present; which include a high density

polyethylene jug with a handle, frozen, concentrated juice in a



composite can, aluminum cans with a pop top, small aluminum

cans with a pull tab, and large plastic juice containers like those for

Ocean Spray".

> A study in which the consumers were asked to list attributes of a

package that indicated to them “healthy” or “nutraceutical

properties,” before being exposed to any packages.

> A study in which the packages all had the same, generic label for

cherry juice.
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Screening Questionnaire for potential Focus Groug Particignts

We are going to be conducting several focus groups to better

understand the impact of packaging on consumer perception of a

product. I would like to ask you a few questions to see if you fit within

our criteria for our study.

Do you drink juice? Yes No

IF NO; thank them for their time and interest. Do not continue.

Are you of the ages:

24-29 Yes No

41-51 Yes No

Are you a mother 24 years of age or above?

Yes No

Is your child of the age 48-144 months?

Yes No
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FOCUS GROUP MODERATOR GUIDE

I. INTRODUCTION

Did anyone have trouble parking or finding the room? Did everyone have a

chance to use the restroom? Make sure you get yourself some more

refreshments if you like before we start. And we are going to start soon so if you

need to have that last cigarette, please do so now.

Hello and welcome. My name is Audrey and I will be your facilitator today. We

are going to talk about packaging and what you guys think about it. I am

interested in your personal perceptions, thoughts, and opinions. I am here to

help keep discussion flowing and make sure everyone gets a chance to talk. If

you feel that I am speaking too quickly or do not understand my questions, please

feel freetotell metoslowdown oraskmetoclarify.

There are no right or wrong answers. I want you all to give your thoughts, so do

not be afraid to speak up, even if you disagree, agree, orjust have something to

add. I am not looking for a consensus, just what you guys are thinking.

Just to let you know, only myself and my research team will be using this

information for my project. However, we will be video recording this discussion,

so that all thoughts and opinions may be heard. And it helps me to remember

everything that was said, because I have such a bad memory! Additionally, there

are two people observing behind that window to observe what we are talking

about. Say hi and wave!

Does anyone have any questions? Ok, here we go!

101



ll. WARM UP

a. Do you notice packaging when you are shopping? Do you ever think about

packaging when you are buying something? Do you ever buy anything just

because of the package?

lll. Package Types

I am going to put some packages in front of you here on the table. I would like

you to look at them and touch them iiyou like. On the paper I have given you

please list them in order of the one you like most to the one you like least. (Each

package will have a name and number)

Probe 1: Let's talk about your lists, how did you order them and why did you do it

that way?

Probe 2: What features made it the package you liked the most?

Probe 3: The least?

Probe 4: What do you think the package says about the product inside?

b. What other beverage packages do you use that you do not see here?

Probel: What do you like about that kind of package?

c. Do you drink juice?

Probei: What kinds of juices do you drink?

Probe 2: When do you drink juice (ie with breakfast, with meals, between meals)?

Probe 3: Is there a certain kind of package you typically buy juice in? Why do you

buy those kinds of packages?

Probe 4: Do you think the package sends a message about the product?

Probe 5: If so what?

(I. What do you look (mlories, price, health benefits etc) when you shop for juice?

Probe 1: Why do you look for (calories, price, health benefits etc when you

buy juice?

Probe 2: Are you aware of the health benefits juice can offer?
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Probe 3: Does that influence you to buy juice?

Probe 4: Would it influence you to buy juice if you were aware of the health

benefits?

We all know that many food products these days can offer healthful benefits to

consumers; I’d like to talk to you about how a package might communicate these

benefits to a consumer.

e. What could manufacturers do to convey health benefits of a product to

consumers?

Probe 1: What kinds of packaging do you think could communicate this

feature/attribute to consumers?

e. Do you drink tart cherry juice? Do you know what is in it? (It is suspected that

participants will volunteer knowledge about the healthy or nutraceutical properties

of tart cheny juice. If not moderator will indicate that the tart cherry juice has

these properties)

Probe 2: What kind of packaging could help communicate healthy benefits of tart

cherry juice to consumers?

Probe 3: What kind of package might inspire you to buy tart cherry juice?

f. And finally today, I would like you to look once again at the packages in front of

you. Imagine that they contain Tart Cherry Juice that is full of healthy benefits

that can have a positive impact on your life. Now, I want you to rank the

packages from the one you like the best to the one you like the least.

Probe 1: Why did you rank them in the order you did?

Probe 2: What perceptions do they give you about the product inside?

Probe 3: Which do you believe best communicate nutraceutical properties about

the product?

Thanks so much for your comments today. I am investigating what different

types communicate to consumers about products. Do you have anything

else you would like to add? Other comments, questions or concerns?

Thank you for taking the time today. I appreciate your participation. Please have

some more snacks before you leave and thank you again.
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Consent Form 1

Instructions and Research Study Consent Form

Impact of Package Type on Consumer Perception of a Product

The MSU School of Packaging is conducting focus groups that investigate the

impact of several different packages on a consumer's perception of a product.

Ultimately, this study attempts to:

1) Identify consumer perception of package/product systems currently in the

market

2) Identify consumer perception of package/product systems that could

potentially be used in the market

3) Identify how packaging can impact consumer perception of a produd

To participate you must:

0 Be aged 41-51

I] Drink Juice

I] Be willing to travel to Michigan State University's campus for testing

ll Be willing to be video taped while you participate in the study

If you decide to participate in this research study, you will be asked to fill out

some general demographic information regarding yourself.

You will be presented with six different kinds of packages. You will be asked a

series of questions about the packages and invited to freely express your

thoughts and feelings. You will also be asked how you perceive the product

inside the packages. Additionally you will be asked about your juice drinking

habits and your shopping behaviors. This session will last approximately 1-1 ‘6

hours.

You are free to withdraw from the study at any time for any reason. If you

withdraw you will still receive your $50 msh compensation.

As mentioned, all package testing will be recorded using two video cameras.

Video will be used to recall details of the focus group. Video clips may also be

used in the classroom for educational purposes. You will not be identified by

name in the video clips and you will not be connected to the data collected.

Other than the $50 cash compensation, you will not benefit directly from your

participation in this study. However, your participation in this study may

contribute to our understanding of consumer perception of product due to

packaging, better inform the industry of consumer perception of packaging, and

change the approach to design taken by current and future designers.

Possible risks, although minimal, include the chance that you may become

uncomfortable speaking openly in a group. You may also experience anxiety or
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embarrassment talking about your consumer behavior. As mentioned previously

you will not be identified in the video clips by name. Your privacy will be

protected to the maximum extent allowable by law.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this study, please contact Dr.

Laura Bix, Director of the School of Packaging at Michigan State University at

517-355-4556 or bixlaura@msu.edu.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a study

participant, or are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of this study, you may

contact- anonymously, if you wish- Peter Vasilenko, Ph.D., Chair., Chair of the

University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS) by

phone at 517-355-2180, fax 517-432-4503, email at

ucrihs@msu.edu or regular mail at 202 Olds Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824.

I voluntarily agree to participate in this

study:
 

I consent to using the video clips of myself in the classroom for

educational purposes. (You will not be identified by name in the video.)

I DO NOT consent to using the video clips of myself in the classroom for

educational purposes. (In this mse the video tape will be used only for research

purposes to recall details of the session.)

You will be provided with a copy of this consent form.
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Consent Form 2

Instructions and Research Study Consent Form

Impact of Package Type on Consumer Perception of a Product

The MSU School of Packaging is conducting focus groups that investigate the

impact of several different packages on a consumer’s perception of a product

Ultimately, this study attempts to:

1) Identify consumer perception of package/product systems currently in the

market

2) Identify consumer perception of package/product systems that could

potentially be used in the market

3) Identify how packaging can impact consumer perception of a product

To participate you must:

II Be aged 24-29

I] Drink Juice

0 Be willing to travel to Michigan State University's campus for testing

0 Be willing to be video taped while you participate in the study

If you decide to participate in this research study, you will be asked to fill out

some general demographic information regarding yourself.

You will be presented with six different kinds of packages. You will be asked a

series of questions about the packages and invited to freely express your

thoughts and feelings. You will also be asked how you perceive the product

inside the packages. Additionally you will be asked about your juice drinking

habits and your shopping behaviors. This session will last approximately 1-1 ‘6

hours.

You are free to withdraw from the study at any time for any reason. If you

withdraw you will still receive your $50 cash compensation.

As mentioned, all package testing will be recorded using two video cameras.

Video will be used to remll details of the focus group. Video clips may also be

used in the classroom for educational purposes. You will not be identified by

name in the video clips and you will not be connected to the data collected.

Other than the $50 cash compensation, you will not benefit directly from your

participation in this study. However, your participation in this study may

contribute to our understanding of consumer perception of product due to

packaging, better inform the industry of consumer perception of packaging, and

change the approach to design taken by current and future designers.

Possible risks, although minimal, include the chance that you may become

uncomfortable speaking openly in a group. You may also experience anxiety or
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embarrassment talking about your consumer behavior. As mentioned previously

you will not be identified in the video clips by name. Your privacy will be

protected to the maximum extent allowable bylaw.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this study, please contact Dr.

Laura Bix, Director of the School of Packaging at Michigan State University at

517-355-4556 or bixlaura@msu.edu.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a study

participant, or are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of this study, you may

contact- anonymously, if you wish- Peter Vasilenko, Ph.D., Chair., Chair of the

University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS) by

phone at 517-355-2180, fax 517-432-4503, email at

ucrihs@msu.edu or regular mail at 202 Olds Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824.

I voluntarily agree to participate in this

study:
 

I consentto usingthevideoclipsofmyselfintheclassroom for

edumtional purposes. (You will not be identified by name in the video.)

I DO NOT consent to using the video clips of myself in the classroom for

educational purposes. (In this case the video tape will be used only for research

purposes to recall details of the session.)

You will be provided with a copy of this consent form.
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Consent Form 3

Instructions and Research Study Consent Form

Impact of Package Type on Consumer Perception of a Product

The MSU School of Packaging is conducting focus groups that investigate the

impact of several different packages on a consumer‘s perception of a product

Ultimately, this study attempts to:

1) Identify consumer perception of package/product systems currently in the

market

2) Identify consumer perception of package/product systems that could

potentially be used in the market

3) Identify how packaging can impact consumer perception of a product

To participate you must:

0 Be a mother aged 24 years or older with a child between 48-144 months

I] Drink Juice

[I Be willing to travel to Michigan State University's campus for testing

I] Be willing to be video taped while you participate in the study

If you decide to participate in this research study, you will be asked to fill out

some general demographic information regarding yourself.

You will be presented with six different kinds of packages. You will be asked a

series of questions about the packages and invited to freely express your

thoughts and feelings. You will also be asked how you perceive the product

inside the packages. Additionally you will be asked about your juice drinking

habits and your shopping behaviors. This session will last approximately 1-1 ‘/2

hours.

You are free to withdraw from the study at any time for any reason. If you

withdraw you will still receive your $50 cash compensation.

As mentioned, all package testing will be recorded using two video cameras.

Video will be used to recall details of the focus group. Video clips may also be

used in the classroom for educational purposes. You will not be identified by

name in the video clips video and you will not be connected to the data collected.

Other than the $50 cash compensation, you will not benefit directly from your

participation in this study. However, your participation in this study may

contribute to our understanding of consumer perception of product due to

packaging, better inform the industry of consumer perception of packaging, and

change the approach to design taken by current and future designers.

Possible risks, although minimal, include the chance that you may become

uncomfortable speaking openly in a group. You may also experience anxiety or
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embarrassment talking about your consumer behavior. As mentioned previously

you will not be identified in the video clips by name. Your privacy will be

protected to the maximum extent allowable by law.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this study, please contact Dr.

Laura Bix, Director of the School of Packaging at Michigan State University at

517-355-4556 or bixlaura@msu.edu.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a study

participant, or are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of this study, you may

contact- anonymously, if you wish- Peter Vasilenko, Ph.D., Chair., Chair of the

University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS) by

phone at 517-355—2180, fax 517-432-4503, email at

ucrihs@msu.edu or regular mail at 202 Olds Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824.

I voluntarily agree to participate in this

study:
 

I consentto usingthevideoclipsofmyselfintheclassroom for

educational purposes. (You will not be identified by name in the video.)

I DO NOT consent to using the video clips of myself in the classroom for

educational purposes. (In this case the video tape will be used only for research

purposes to recall details of the session.)

You will be provided with a copy of this consent form.
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Demographics

About you

Now just a few questions to help us classify your responses:

1) Gender

_Male _Female

2) What is your year of birth?

19__

3) Are you (check as many as apply):

_Black or African American

_White

___Asian (including Chinese, Korean, Japanese, and South East Asians)

_Native American or Alaskan Native

_Something else?
 

4) Are you of Spanish, Hispanic or Latino Origin, including Mexican American,

Chicano, Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or Other

Hispanic?

_Yes _No

5) What is your family’s total household income before taxes?

_Under $20,000 _$20,000 to $34,999_ $35,000 to $49,999

__$50,000 to $74,999_ $75,000 to $99,999_ $100,000 or more

6) Excluding Kindergarten, how many years of formal education have you

complete?

Years
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Appendix E

Calculation of lntercoder Reliability
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Appendix G

Diseases associate with aging
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Much of the literature published on the healthful and beneficial properties

of cherry juice, suggest it can be medicinal for diseases like arthritis, heart

disease, and mneer.ThesediseasesareamongthetopfivethatailAmerimns

Aged 65 years and older according to the Center for Disease Control and

Prevention (CDC) (CDC 2004).

 

    
(CDC2004)

128



Due to the healthful benefits and properties of cherry juice, it is thought

that consumption may help relief some of the pain of these disease or even help

to prevent them from occurring. Although arthritis can and does effect people of

all ages, the CDC reported that 49.9% Of all men and women who are aged 65

years of age or older in the United States reported suffering from some form of

arthritis. The age of onset for several forms of arthritis are middle age or above.

Typically, with all diseases, prevalence increases with age. The same is true for

heart disease, which is the leading cause of death in the United States (Federal

lnteragency Forum on Aging, 2004),"Over 83 percent of people who die of

coronary heart disease are 65 or older,” (American Heart Association 2006).

Although it is a chronic disease with no cure, a healthy diet and regular exercise

are some ways to prevent it,

Similarly, cancer is the second leading cause of death for Americans aged

65 years and older It is a chronic disease, that again increases in occurrence as

agesincrease. Currentlythereisnolmowncureforcancer,butseveral

treatments exist that may help to alleviate the pain and discomfort of the disease.

Several studies (previously discussed in the literature review) have shown

consumption of cherry juice to alleviate some of the symptoms Of these diseases

and even aid in reducing the risk of them occurring. Because of these results, it

was thought that a larger population of people aged 65 years and Older, were the

main consumers ofcherryjuice. The aim ofthisstudywasto expand thefocusof

the cherry industry into other markets, suggesting cherry juice is not just for a

specific population with diseases, but for everyone.
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Appendix H

Recruitment Examples
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RecruitmentFlyert

DO YOU DRINK IUICE?

Who: Anyone aged 41-51 who drinks juice

What: We want YOUR input on beverage packages.

The MSU School of is conducting a research study to

consumers perceive different beverage packages.

Study subjects will be asked to participate in a one

time focus group session and asked to express their

thoughts and feelings about several different kinds of

beverage packaging.

Where: The focus group will take place in Michigan

State University’s Communication Arts and Sciences

building in room 182. This is located on Michigan

State University’s campus on the corner of Wilson and

Red Cedar road, East Lansing, MI 48823.

Why: The intent of this study is to collect information

about consumer perceptions of packaging. For your

participation you will receive $50.

How:

It you are interested in participating in this study,

please contact Audrey Whaling at whalinga@msu.edu

or via phone at 517-282-1198
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Recruitment Flyer 2

DO YOU DRINK IUICE?

Who: Anyone aged 24-29 who drinks juice

What: We want YOUR input on beverage packages.

The MSU School of is conducting a research study to l

consumers perceive different beverage packages. ”

Study subjects will be asked to participate in a one .

time focus group session and asked to express their i

thoughts and feelings about several different kinds of

beverage packaging.

 

Where: The focus group will take place in Michigan

State University’s Communication Arts and Sciences

building in room 182. This is located on Michigan

State University’s campus on the corner of Wilson and

Red Cedar road, East Lansing, MI 48823.

Why: The intent of this study is to collect information

about consumer perceptions of packaging. For your

participation you will receive $50.

How:

If you are interested in participating in this study,

please contact Audrey Whaling at whalinga@msu.edu

or via phone at 517-282-1198
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Recruitment Flyer 3

DO YOU DRINK leCE?

Who: Mothers 24 years or older with children

between the ages of 4 and 12 years, who drink juice

What: We want YOUR input on beverage packages.

The MSU School of is conducting a research study to

consumers perceive different beverage packages.

Study subjects will be asked to participate in a one

time focus group session and asked to express their

thoughts and feelings about several different kinds of

beverage packaging.

Where: The focus group will take place in Michigan

State University’s Communication Arts and Sciences

building in room 182. This is located on Michigan

State University’s campus on the corner of Wilson and

Red Cedar road, East Lansing, MI 48823.

Why: The intent of this study is to collect information

about consumer perceptions of packaging. For your

participation you will receive $50.

How:

If you are interested in participating in this study,

please contact Audrey Whaling at whalinga@msu.edu

or via phone at 517-282-1198
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Recruitment Email 1

For: Anyone between the ages of 41-51 who drink juice

Subject: MSU research project participation

Greetings! Do you drink juice? Would you like to participate in a research project

for the School of Packaging at Michigan State University? This email is intended

to inform you about an opportunity occurring at MSU. Please note that you are

under no obligation to participate.

Purpose: The MSU School of packaging wants YOUR input on beverage

packages. The study is designed to find out how consumers perceive different

beverage packages. Six packaging types will be presented through a focus

group session and participants will be asked to express their thoughts and

feelings about the packages. The intent of this study is to collect information

about consumer perceptions of packaging.

Study Information:

If you would like to participate in this study, you will be asked to participate in one

meeting, lasting about 1 V2 hours. This meeting will consist of discussions about

different beverage packages. These meetings will occur Tuesday, February 13th

and Thursday February 15‘h from 6:00-7:30 PM. You will only need to attend one

sessron.

Compensation:

For your participation you will receive $50. If you do participate, and during the

course of the study decide to withdraw from the study, you may do so without

penalty.

Locafion:

The focus group will take place in Michigan State University’s Communication

Arts and Sciences building in room 182. This is located on Michigan State

University’s campus on the corner of Wilson and Red Cedar road, East Lansing,

MI 48823.

Requirements:

To participate in this focus group, you must be of or between the ages of 41 and

51.

Contact Information:

If you are interested in participating in this study, please contact Audrey Whaling

at whalinga@msu.edu or via phone at 517-282-1198.

If you have questions or concerns about this study, please contact Dr. Laura Bix

at bixlaura@msu.edu or via phone at 517-355-4556
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Recruitment Email 2

For: Anyone between the ages of 24-29 who drink juice

Subject: MSU research project participation

Greetings! Do you drink juice? Would you like to participate in a research project

for the School of Packaging at Michigan State University? This email is intended

to inform you about an opportunity occurring at MSU. Please note that you are

under no obligation to participate.

Purpose: The MSU School of packaging wants YOUR input on beverage

packages. The study is designed to find out how consumers perceive different

beverage packages. Six packaging types will be presented through a focus

group session and participants will be asked to express their thoughts and

feelings about the packages. The intent of this study is to collect information

about consumer perceptions of packaging.

Study Information:

If you would like to participate in this study, you will be asked to participate in one

meeting, lasting about 1 1/2 hours. This meeting will consist of discussions about

different beverage packages.

Compensation:

For your participation you will receive $50. If you do participate, and during the

course of the study decide to withdraw from the study, you may do so without

penalty.

Locafion:

The focus group will take place in Michigan State University’s Communication

Arts and Sciences building in room 182. This is located on Michigan State

University’s campus on the corner of Wilson and Red Cedar road, East Lansing,

MI 48823.

Requirements:

To participate in this focus group, you must be of or between the ages of 24 and

29. You must also drink juice.

Contact Information:

If you are interested in participating in this study, please contact Audrey Whaling

at whalinqa@msu.edu or via phone at 517-282-1198. 

If you have questions or concerns about this study, please contact Dr. Laura Bix

at bixlaura@msu.edu or via phone at 517-355-4556
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Recruitment Email 3

For: Mothers 24 years or older with children between 4-12 years of age

Subject: MSU research project participation

Greetings! Do you drink juice? Would you like to participate in a research project

for the School of Packaging at Michigan State University? This email is intended

to inform you about an opportunity occurring at MSU. Please note that you are

under no obligation to participate.

Purpose: The MSU School of packaging wants YOUR input on beverage

packages. The study is designed to find out how consumers perceive different

beverage packages. Six packaging types will be presented through a focus

group session and participants will be asked to express their thoughts and

feelings about the packages. The intent of this study is to collect information

about consumer perceptions of packaging.

Study Information:

If you would like to participate in this study, you will be asked to participate in one

meeting, lasting about 1 1/2 hours. This meeting will consist of discussions about

different beverage packages.

Compensation:

For your participation you will receive $50. If you do participate, and during the

course of the study decide to withdraw from the study, you may do so without

penalty.

Location:

The focus group will take place in Michigan State University’s Communication

Arts and Sciences building in room 182. This is located on Michigan State

University’s campus on the corner of Wilson and Red Cedar road, East Lansing,

MI 48823.

Requirements:

To participate in this focus group, you must be a mother of or above the age of 24

with a child of or between the ages 4-12 years of age. You must also drink juice.

Contact Information:

If you are interested in participating in this study, please contact Audrey Whaling

at whalinga@msu.edu or via phone at 517-282-1198.

If you have questions or concerns about this study, please contact Dr. Laura Bix

at bixlaura@msu.edu or via phone at 517-355-4556
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Web advertisement

Would you like to make some $$? Do you drink juice? Looking for adults aged

24-29, 41-51 and 24+ mothers with children to participate in a focus group. This

one time session will last 1-1 V2 hours and will focus on consumer perception of

packaging. For further info, contact packaginggroup06@gmail.com.
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