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Discussion�:�Satiation�Dynamics

Figure�3��Part�Worth�Dynamics
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• Dynamic�part�worth�for�each�of�the�attribute
• (a)�ID#99:�Attributes�c2,�5,�6,�9,�10,�11�(spice,�pepper)have�

upward trendupward�trend
=>�Spice�attributes�increase�satiation�at�a�faster�than�others

• (b)�ID#26:�Attributes�c1,�3,�7,�8,�12(cheese,�herb)�lead�to�greater�
i isatiation�

=>�Spice�attributes�have�downward�trend,�not�increasing�satiation
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