WTP supplementary
Under the flea-risk scenario, the strongest preference among cat owners was for spot-on treatments relative to collars, with a mean WTP of approximately £255. For dog owners, the largest valuation was observed for flavoured chewables relative to collars, at around £156.
These findings are consistent with the utility estimates, where collars tended to attract negative preferences relative to tablets and spot-on products, particularly among cat owners. The higher WTP values observed in the flea, tick, and worm scenarios also suggest that respondents placed greater importance on convenient or familiar administration methods once a specific parasite threat had been identified. At the same time, interpretation should recognise that some comparisons are unavailable because certain administration methods were not offered for all coverage combinations, namely given that collars and injections were not available for worm-related treatments. In that context, the relevant comparison is instead between tablets, chewables, and spot-ons. Among cat owners, spot-on treatment becomes the least preferred available method, while among dog owners flavoured chewables are least preferred. The WTP values in the worm scenario should therefore be interpreted in the context of this different choice set, rather than as evidence that collars remain the least preferred method across all contexts.
The WTP results for point of purchase indicate a clear preference for obtaining treatments through veterinary clinics rather than through online or retail channels. For cat owners, the largest valuation is observed for purchasing from a veterinary clinic rather than online without a prescription, with respondents willing to pay approximately £58 more for the veterinary clinic option. Lower, but still substantial, WTP values are observed for veterinary clinics relative to online purchasing with a prescription (£43) and purchasing from a shop (£49).
Among dog owners, preferences for veterinary clinics are even stronger. The highest WTP is for purchasing through a veterinary clinic rather than from a shop, with an additional willingness to pay of approximately £77. Respondents are also willing to pay around £60 more for veterinary clinic purchase relative to online purchasing without a prescription, and around £45 more relative to online purchasing with a prescription.
These results suggest that respondents place considerable value on the reassurance, advice, and perceived trust associated with veterinary clinic purchase channels. At the same time, the smaller differences between veterinary clinics and online purchasing with a prescription indicate that retaining veterinary oversight reduces some of the perceived disadvantages associated with online purchasing.
The WTP results for parasite coverage indicate that respondents consistently valued broader parasite protection more highly than narrower treatment coverage, although the relevant comparisons differed across stated-preference scenarios because not all coverage combinations were available in every context. In the preventive scenario, where all coverage levels could be compared, respondents showed substantial additional WTP for comprehensive protection. For cat owners, the mean WTP for the broadest coverage option (fleas, ticks, intestinal worms, and lungworm) exceeded that for ticks-only coverage by approximately £151 (£310 versus £159). Among dog owners, the corresponding difference was even larger, at around £163 (£472 versus £309).
The absolute WTP values relative to no treatment were also consistently high, often exceeding typical annual treatment costs. This aligns with the observed choice behaviour in the experiment, where respondents selected treatment alternatives substantially more often than the no-treatment option.
Under the parasite-observed scenarios, broader coverage remained valued, although the incremental gains relative to targeted treatment became smaller than in the preventive setting. In the flea-noticed scenario, respondents compared flea-only treatment with broader combined coverage options. Among dog owners, the additional WTP for the broadest coverage relative to flea-only treatment was approximately £134 (£532 versus £399), while for cat owners the corresponding increase was around £83 (£370 versus £287). Similar patterns were observed in the tick and worm scenarios, where respondents still preferred broader coverage packages but attached relatively greater value to immediate treatment of the identified parasite risk. Interpretation of these values should recognise that some coverage combinations were unavailable in particular scenarios because the design restricted alternatives to clinically relevant treatment options.
The WTP results for environmental risk and environmental impact indicate that respondents preferred products associated with lower environmental harm, although the magnitudes of these effects were notably smaller than those observed for parasite coverage or treatment administration attributes. Relative to products with low environmental risk, respondents showed negative valuations for products associated with high environmental risk and for products where the environmental risk was unknown. Translating these effects into WTP terms, respondents were willing to pay approximately £46 more for products with low rather than high environmental risk, with very similar values observed for cat and dog owners. The corresponding valuation difference between low and unknown environmental risk was smaller, but still substantial.
A similar pattern was found for environmental impact. Products described as having high environmental impact attracted lower preferences than products with low impact, corresponding to WTP differences of approximately £42. In contrast, the difference between low and unknown environmental impact was much smaller. Indeed, while the estimated coefficient for unknown environmental impact was negative, the null hypothesis of no effect would only be rejected at around the 92% confidence level in a one-sided test, indicating comparatively weak evidence of a behavioural penalty for uncertainty regarding environmental impact.
Overall, these findings suggest that respondents did take environmental considerations into account when selecting parasite treatments, particularly where products were explicitly described as environmentally harmful. However, the magnitude of these valuations remained substantially smaller than those associated with parasite coverage breadth, indicating that treatment effectiveness and coverage remained the dominant drivers of choice behaviour.

