Clr|< QLE\INAEENlNEEN QCapgemiI]i COIlSU]ﬁIlg

FINAL REPORT

Consumer Market Study on the Functioning of the
meat market for consumers in the European Union

SANCO/2009/B1/010

Prepared by: GfK EU3C (EU Custom Research and Coordination Centre)
Final Issue: December 2012



Table of Contents

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

meoopPogoPapo® O® >

2.1
22

3.1
3.2
3.3

4.1
4.2

6.1
6.2
6.2.1
6.2.2
6.2.3
6.2.4

Background and objectives
Framework for the analysis
Consumer decision-making
Motivation

Opportunity

Ability

Intention and behaviour
Satisfaction

Market conditions

Government policy and regulations
Structure of the meat market
Product differentiation

Consumer prices

Conclusions and recommendations

INTRODUCTION. ...t

[0 Y1 1= 4 U

The scope of the study ..o

Structure of the study
The expert group

The report....... i —————————

Report structure
Figures
Glossary

MODEL OF THE FUNCTIONING OF THE MEAT MARKET
The model as the framework for analysis
Elements of the analytical framework

Key concepts of the analytical framework

Links between the elements of the consumer decision making model

CONSUMER DECISION-MAKING

1T o Y= 14 o Y o 1N

Classifying motivation attributes

Overview of motivation attributes based on existing research

Quality

Origin
Sustainability
Animal welfare

vi
vii
vii
Vil
Vil
viii
viii

10

10

15
15
17

18
18
19
20

22

22
23
24

26

27

27
30
30
31
31
31
32



6.2.5
6.2.6
6.3

6.4

6.4.1
6.4.2
6.4.3
6.4.4
6.4.5
6.4.6
6.5

6.5.1
6.5.2
6.5.3
6.5.4

7.1

7.1.1
7.1.2
713
7.2

7.21
7.2.2
723
724
7.2.5
7.2.6
7.2.7
7.2.8
7.2.9
7.3

7.3.1
7.3.2

8.1
8.2
8.3
8.3.1
8.3.2
8.3.3
8.3.4
8.4
8.41
8.4.2
8.4.3
8.5

Health

Safety

Role of information regarding product attributes

Consumer priorities in the meat purchase decision-making process
Overall results

Break-down of results

Cross-country differences

Country profiles

Grouping of motivational aspects

Mystery shopping auditors’ motivation for choice of products
Information aspects looked at when buying meat

Overall results

Results by socio-demographic category

Results by information-seeking sub-groups of consumers
Grouping of information aspects

100 T 5 1T 411

Information sources used by consumers

Overall results

Results by socio-demographic category

Grouping of information sources used by consumers
Availability of information in the mystery shopping audit
Use by date/best before date

Price per unit

Country of origin

Certifications and other specific information

Organic certifications

Origin certifications

Animal welfare certifications

Nutritional value information

Nutritional or health claims

Retail channels used by consumers

Main and preferred retailer

Reasons behind consumers’ choice of a retail channel

ADIIIEY ....cveoeeeseeeseessssesssssssssessssessssesssessssessssessssesssessases e sesbasesbeses s s ssann s sensaes

Impact of consumer financial situation on meat purchases and intentions
Consumer ability to compare prices and quality between retailers
Consumer ability to understand labelling

Organic farming and ecological product

Protected Designation of Origin logo

Best before date

‘Low fat’ claim

Awareness of specific types of meat

Overall results

Results by country

Grouping of meat types known by consumers

33
33
34
35
35
40
40
41
44
46
48
48
50
53
57

59
61
61
64
67
68
69
70
72
74
75
75
76
77
78
79
79
84

86
88
89
90
90
91
92
93
94
94
96
97

Weak relationship between information-seeking behaviour and consumer ability to

understand some information aspects

98



9 Intention and Behaviour ...
9.1  Gap between consumer intention and behaviour

9.2  Current trends in meat consumption

9.3 Consumer intention to buy specific types of meat

9.3.1 Overall results

9.3.2 Organic meat

9.3.3 Animal welfare certified meat

9.3.4 Origin certified meat

9.3.5 Other meat types

9.3.6 Results by socio-demographic category

9.3.7 Price differential between regular and specific meat types
9.3.8 Grouping of meat types according to consumer purchase intentions
9.4 Intention to buy meat less often

9.4.1 Overall results

9.4.2 Reasons for willingness to buy meat less often

9.5  Structure of the meat market according to consumer purchasing behaviour
9.5.1 Overall results

9.5.2 Results by socio-demographic category

9.6  Purchases of specific meat types

9.6.1 Overall results

9.6.2 Meat for which the country of origin is specified

9.6.3 Origin certified meat

9.6.4 Organic meat

9.6.5 Animal welfare certified meat

9.6.6 Meat with nutrition claims on better nutritional values
9.6.7 Meat slaughtered according to religious rites

9.6.8 Environment or climate certified meat

9.6.9 Results by socio-demographic category

9.7 Reported frequency of meat consumption

9.7.1 Overall results

9.7.2 Results by country

9.7.3 Results by socio-demographic category

9.8 Reported waste of meat and meat products

9.8.1 Reasons behind waste of meat and meat products

9.8.2 Consumer detriment due to waste

10 SatisfaCtion ... e
10.1 General satisfaction with the meat market versus other consumer markets
10.2 Areas for improvement identified in the 2009 consumer satisfaction survey
10.3 Complaints and their handling

10.4 Unfair commercial practices

10.5 Satisfaction with product information

10.6 General satisfaction with meat available in the market

10.6.10verall results

10.6.2Satisfaction with specific aspects

10.6.3Results by socio-demographic category

10.6.4 Aspects of consumer satisfaction to focus on

10.6.5Attributes with the highest impact on satisfaction

104
105
107
107
109
110
112
115
115
118
120
123
123
124
128
128
132
133
133
134
135
136
136
137
137
138
140
141
141
145
146
146
149
152

157
159
159
161
163
166
166
168
171
177
179



IV.  MARKET CONDITIONS ...ttt e ss e s as s s e s 187

11 GOVERNMENT POLICY AND REGULATIONS. .........cccocimmmnerner s sssss s snanes 187
11.1 Overview of relevant legislation 189
11.1.1Safety of meat and meat products 189
11.1.20rigin of meat 191
11.1.3Sustainability 192
11.1.4Animal welfare 195
11.2 Regulations related to production methods 197
11.2.1Perceptions regarding production methods 197
11.2.2Case-studies on production methods 199
11.3 Consumer perceptions regarding rules on food safety 206
11.3.1Awareness of regulations 206
11.3.2Perceptions of food safety 207
11.3.3Perceptions of food safety by socio-demographic category 207
11.3.4Perceptions of food safety by country 208
11.3.5Discrepancy between perceptions and the actual situation 209
11.3.6Perceptions of consumer information on safety 213
12 STRUCTURE OF THE MEAT MARKET ...t s ms s s s 215
12.1 General availability of meat 217
12.2 General availability of meat categories in terms of animal species 218
12.2.1Household expenditure on meat 218
12.2.2Relationship between total expenditure and meat expenditure 221
12.2.3Expenditure by household size 224
12.2.4Expenditure by income level 227
12.3 Consumer perception of choice of retailers 228
12.4 Concentration of retail and consumer loyalty 231
12.5 Choice of retail chain outlets 232
13  PRODUCT DIFFERENTIATION .......ooiitiiiiimierissss s s s ssss s s s ssssssssss s ssss s s snnees 240
13.1 Availability of meat in general 241
13.2 Product differentiation 241
13.3 Availability of specific meat types in the mystery shopping audit 242
13.4 Choice of meat originating from outside the EU 250
14  CONSUMER PRICES. ...ttt s s s s m s s s s mn s e s 254
14.1 Price convergence for comparable meat products in the EU 256
14.1.1Method and data 256
14.1.2Groups of countries according to price levels 257
14.1.3Explanation of price divergence 260
14.2 Meat prices collected by mystery shoppers 263
14.2.10verall results 263
14.2.2Meat prices per category of meat 266
14.2.3Meat prices per type of meat 269
14.2.4Prices of specific meat types in comparison to prices of regular meat 272
14.3 A case study: Introduction of an intermediary chicken filet the Netherlands 280
14.3.1Introduction 280

14.3.2Data 280



14.3.3Method

14.3.4Results

14.3.5Discussion

14.4 Prices: the consumer perspective
14.4.1Consumer perception of affordability of meat

14.4.2Impact of price levels on consumer intentions and behaviour

V.

Conclusion and recommendations

283
285
287
288
288
288



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. Background and objectives

Every year, the Commission monitors the functioning of the most important goods and services markets in the
EU. The results are presented in the Commission’s Consumer Market Scoreboards. A Market Performance
Index (MPI) is calculated for each market based on several indicators: comparability, trust, problems and
complaints, switching behaviour and expectations. Markets are ranked according to their MPI.

The meat and meat products market was ranked 28th out of 50 consumer markets in 2010, but in the overall
ranking of goods markets, this market came 17th out of 19. As a result, the functioning of the meat market for
consumers was identified as requiring further research.

The objective of this study is to analyse which aspects of the meat market do not function well for consumers.
Therefore, it explores different areas and issues that impact on the functioning of the market for consumers,
such as choice, quality, safety, health, sustainability, origin, waste, prices and information, as well as
consumer behaviour and decision making. The findings inform general consumer policy, with a particular
focus on actions related to information, as well specific policy areas, such as food waste or origin labelling.

B. Framework for the analysis

For the purpose of this study, the meat market was defined as follows: fresh meat (including frozen meat and
meat preparations) and processed meat products covering beef, pork, lamb and poultry, which are available
for final customers at the end of the food supply chain (at the retailer). Catering services were not included.

The analysis is based on an analytical framework which uses information and data collected via different
tools. A consumer survey of 13477 consumers in the 27 EU Member States was executed in order to deliver
consumer perceptions of the market and broaden the knowledge of the consumer decision-making process
when purchasing meat. A mystery shopping audit of 10570 products in the 27 EU Member States was
conducted in order to gather data on the availability of products and information items, and to collect the
prices of different meat products across countries and purchase channels. Results of the consumer survey
and the mystery shopping exercise were analysed using the analytical framework and were complemented
with the results of stakeholder consultations and desk research.

An expert group of specialists from CapGemini, LEI Wageningen UR, GfK Kynetec and GfK Mystery shopping
provided additional advice and insight throughout the study.

The study is organized using an analytical framework which shows the different drivers that impact on
consumer welfare in the meat market. The aim was to be able to identify potential links between main
elements of the theoretical model as well as key issues within the particular elements of this model in order to
translate them into policy options. The analytical framework is split into two parts: structural elements defining
market conditions, and the consumer decision making process. The elements of the theoretical model are
defined below.



Theoretical model of the functioning of the meat market for consumers
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» Government policy and regulations shape the other elements of the market.

» The structure of the market is related to the supply chain and to the concentration of retail.

» Product differentiation is linked to the choice of different types of products and their differentiation
using marketing strategies.

» Consumer prices are linked to the market structure and price competition.
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Consumer prices

Market conditions

Consumer decision making

» Motivation is the consumer’s willingness to engage in behaviour.

» Opportunity is linked to the consumer’s environment, including the retailer, labelling and the
availability and accessibility of products.

> Ability is a consumer’s ability to purchase meat in financial terms, but also in terms of problem-
solving and understanding of information.Intention refers to decision-making just before the purchase
and behaviour stands for the purchase activity itself.

> Satisfaction includes post-purchase satisfaction linked to preparation and consumption.

Within this framework, several issues are addressed: origin, health, safety, sustainability, animal welfare and
quality. Other topics of interest are production methods, experience attributes, complaints, food waste,
labelling, media, trust, information, ethics and cues that consumers use when buying meat.

This executive summary provides a detailed insight into this model by focussing on the specific
findings within each of the separate blocks of the model. Conclusions and recommendations on specific areas
are also summarised.



C. Consumer decision-making

In the analysis of consumer decision making, the linkages between the blocks presented in the above model
are explored in detail. The hypothesis was that strong relationships would exist between the different blocks.
However, analysis of the survey results indicates that this is not the case. The statistical relationship between
the different blocks of the model is not large.

However, certain relationships do exist. For example, consumers that look for information on specific meat
types are more likely to buy these types of meat more often and consumers that use media as information
sources are more likely to look for information about nutrition and specific meat types. Consumers that use
labels as their only information sources are more likely to focus on information about price. Given the weak
correlations found between other blocks, it can be concluded that the only consistently strong relationships
are found between the blocks of motivation and opportunity, and between intention and motivation. The other
blocks mainly stand on their own. Therefore, the consumer decision making process can be reduced in
practice to interactions between consumer opportunities and consumer motivation when buying meat and
meat products; and between consumer motivation and their intentions to buy meat and meat products.

a. Motivation

Consumers were asked to indicate the most and least important factors that they take into account when
purchasing meat, from a list of 17 possible factors. Based on this data, importance scores were calculated.
The scores for the 17 factors add up to 100%, thus the average is 5.9%. The most important factors, above
this average, are sensory cues (‘the meat looks fresh’ with 10.2%, ‘the meat looks tasty’ with 8.7% and ‘the
meat is displayed hygienically’ with 8.4%), price (‘the price is reasonable’ with 8.1% and ‘the price is
affordable’ with 7.9%) and origin (‘the meat is produced in my country’ with 7.9%). Aspects such as
traceability or time before reaching use by/best before date are of average importance (6.5% and 5.6%
respectively). Specific meat types are relatively less important (‘the meat is organic’, ‘the meat is animal
welfare certified’ or ‘the meat is produced according to environmental standards’ with respectively 3.3%, 4.8%
and 4.8%).

Consumer priorities are consistent with their information-seeking behaviour. For instance, if organic
certifications are important to a consumer, they are more likely to be aware of this type of product and to look
for this type of information on meat.

In addition to the question on the most and least important factors, consumers were also presented with a list
of information items that they may look at when buying meat. A large majority of EU consumers look at the
use by/best before date (68%), the price (67%) and the price per kilogram (67%). This matches to some
extent with the consumer priorities identified above. Other aspects looked at by more than 20% of consumers
are the country of origin (48%), the producer (44%), ingredients (32%), origin certifications (26%),
animal welfare certifications (22%) and nutritional values (21%). Aspects that consumers look for least
often are slaughtered according to religious rites (8%), made from combined meat pieces (12%),
environment/climate certifications (12%), GMO-free feed (17%), organic certifications (18%) and meat with
nutrition claims (18%).

EU12 consumers are more likely to look at the use by/best before date (77% in comparison to 65% of
EU15 consumers), the price per kilogram (74% vs 66% in EU15), the price (70% vs 66%) and producer
information (56% vs 40%). EU15 consumers are more likely to look at origin certifications (28% vs 19%
in EU12), animal welfare certifications (24% vs 14%), organic information (20% vs 11%), nutrition claims
(19% vs 15%), GMO free feed information (18% vs 13%), environment or climate certifications (13% vs 6%)
and religious slaughter information (10% vs 4% in EU12).



Consumers look at 5 aspects on average, but this figure is higher for consumers who use a larger
number of information sources.

Information aspects that consumers look for match to some extent with the availability of relevant
information in the consumer's country, as assessed in the mystery shopping audit. In general, consumer
information-seeking behaviour is driven by four aspects; namely, interest in specific meat types, nutrition,
origin and price.

b. Opportunity

Consumers were asked to identify their main sources of information when purchasing meat. The most
frequent answers are labels on the packaging (68%) and labels on the shelf/counter (59%), followed by
staff at the retailer (56%). Consumers use 4 information sources on average.

EU12 consumers are more likely than EU15 consumers to use staff at the retailer (63% compared with 54%)
or family and friends (44% compared with 27%) as sources. EU15 consumers are more likely than EU12
consumers to get information from consumer organisations (16% compared with 7%) and NGOs' (13%
compared with 6%), or from the Internet (14% compared with 9%).

A mystery shopping audit was conducted to assess the availability of a range of information items on meat,
either on labels or by asking retailer staff. The audit results match consumers’ interest to some extent. The
use by/best before date was available on 90% of products assessed, the price per unit on 92% and the
country of origin on 86%. The information was less available in butchers than in hyper- or supermarkets.

Other information items were less likely to be available, such as origin certifications (40% of products),
nutritional value information (44%), organic information (15%), animal welfare certifications (20%), and
nutritional or health claims (18%). Consumers are also less likely to look at these items when purchasing
meat.

Turning to purchase channels, 40% of EU consumers use a supermarket as their main retailer for meat,
followed by butchers (25%) and hypermarkets (18%). Smaller proportions mention grocery or
convenience stores (7%), discount stores (6%), farms (2%) or markets (2%).

Although the main retail channel for consumers is supermarkets and hypermarkets , these are less likely to be
their preferred retailer (respectively 28% and 13%). The opposite can be seen for butchers and farms, with
respectively 36% and 7% of consumers saying they are their preferred retailers, compared with 25% and 2%
mentioning them as the main retailer that they currently use.

Aside from their main retailer, most consumers use a number of other retailers for their meat purchases, with
overall 94% buying in a supermarket, a hypermarket, a grocery/convenience stores or a discount store, and
66% using a butcher’s shop, farm or market.

Over one third of EU consumers (39%) say that they do not use their preferred retailer as their main
retailer. They mention reasons such as high prices (36% of those not buying mainly in their preferred
channel), being able to do all their shopping in one go at their main retailer (32%) or because their
preferred retailer is too far away (31%). For 61% of EU consumers, their main retailer is also their preferred
retailer because, for over half of them, factors such as the choice of products, prices and access are suitable
to their needs.

! Non-governmental organisations



c. Ability

Consumer ability is limited in terms of understanding and knowledge of the meat market. Consumers were
asked for the meaning of three labelling items. Awareness figures were fairly low, with 4% identifying the
correct meaning of the Protected Designation of Origin (PDO) logo, 23% the meaning of a ‘low fat’ label
and 36% the meaning of a ‘best before’ date.’

The difference in the proportion of correct answers between the EU15 and EU12 is minimal for the PDO logo,
with respectively 5% and 3% correct answers. The proportion of correct answers for the ‘low fat’ claim and the
‘best before’ date was higher among EU15 consumers than EU12 consumers, with respectively 24% and 19%
of correct answers for the ‘low fat’ claim, and 40% and 20% for the best before date.

When asked which meat types they were aware of, 76% of consumers say they know meat for which the
country of origin is specified and 55% know origin certified meat (meat with quality certifications referring
to its originz). These are also the two types mentioned most frequently for purchases. However, less than half
of consumers are aware of other specific meat types: organic (49%), animal welfare certified (44%), meat
with nutrition claims (35%), slaughtered according to religious rites (25%), or environment/climate
certified (15%). Besides, awareness differs significantly between countries, with EU15 consumers being
generally more aware of specific types of meat.

Self-reported financial difficulties do not seem to impact on the categories (e.g. beef, pork, poultry, lamb) or
types of meat (e.g. organic, with specific certificates) that consumers buy. However, consumers with financial
difficulties are more likely to say that they ‘want to buy meat less often in general’ due to it being expensive
(43% of consumers with financial difficulties, compared with 26% of other consumers), or they would like to
buy specific meat types more often but they do not change their purchasing patterns because of higher prices
for these particular meat types.

d. Intention and behaviour

Existing research shows that there is a gap between consumer intentions and behaviour, particularly
for ethical products, which is supported by the survey results: many consumers declare an interest in ethical
products but only smaller proportions purchase them. Prices, but also information, are key factors that explain
this difference.

Consumers were asked if they would like to change their purchasing behaviour. 68% say they would like to
buy at least one specific type of meat more often, with 41% mentioning organic meat, 40% animal welfare
certified meat, 39% origin certified meat (meat with quality certifications referring to its origin) and 38%
meat they would choose because of the country of origin.

Consumers were asked why they do not already buy these meat types more often. The most frequent
answer was ‘it is too expensive’ for all meat types except environment/climate certified and religious
slaughter certified meat, for which respondents were more likely to answer ‘I am not sufficiently well informed’
(respectively 34% and 35% of answers). Other reasons often cited by consumers were insufficient choice or
the lack of availability of such meat types at their retailer.

The survey was addressed to respondents who had bought meat or meat products at least once in the month
before the survey. Among these consumers, 93% purchased meat products in the month before the survey,
89% fresh chicken and 79% fresh pork. Beef was mentioned by 67% of consumers, followed by turkey (43%),
veal (36%) and lamb (26%).

2 Respondents were given examples of origin-related quality certificates relevant for their country.



Looking at purchases of specific meat types, 60% of consumers had purchased meat for which the country
of origin is specified. Origin certified meat and animal welfare certified meat were also purchased by
significant proportions of consumers (32% and 22% respectively), but proportions were smaller for all other
types.

Consumers have a consistent behaviour in terms of purchases: overall, consumers who have purchased a
specific meat type in the past month are more likely to want to buy it more often and to look for
related information items. However, at individual country level, purchases did not match the availability of
related information items for all meat types.

When asked about meat waste, 23% of consumers report that they had thrown away edible parts of meat or
meat products in the past month, on average 3.5 times. This share of consumers is higher in the EU15
(25%) than in the EU12 (16%).

As the main reason for throwing meat away, consumers are most likely to mention the meat being past its
use by/best before date (31% of those who reported waste) and ‘I prepared/cooked too much’ (18%).
Taking into account all reasons for throwing meat away, EU15 consumers are more likely to say the meat was
past its use by/best before date or that they did not prepare the meat properly. EU12 consumers are more
likely to say the meat had gone bad before the use by/best before date or that the taste was not what they
expected. 7% of consumers who had thrown meat away in the past month did not report any financial loss.
Other consumers lost on average 9€ per month.

32% of EU consumers would like to buy meat less often. The most frequent reasons they mention for
this is health (54%) and that meat is too expensive (34%).

17% of respondents to the consumer survey eat meat every day, while 26% eat meat 4 to 6 times a
week. On average, respondents eat meat and meat products 190 days a year, which equates approximately
to every second day. Consumers in the EU12 eat meat more often than their EU15 counterparts, with 217
days on average. This figure is driven by high averages for meat products, chicken and pork. In contrast, the
consumption of beef, turkey, veal and lamb is slightly more frequent in the EU15.

e. Satisfaction

Looking at specific aspects of the meat market, only 20% of consumers are satisfied (score 8 to 10 on a 10-
point scale) with price, 18% with the availability of environment/climate certified meat and 20% with the
availability of animal welfare certified meat. Consumers also seem concerned with the impact meat has on
health — only 36% are satisfied with this aspect. Consumers are most satisfied with the general availability
of meat (58% satisfied) and hygienic conditions (51%).

The impact that satisfaction with particular aspects of the meat market has on overall satisfaction with the
market was calculated. Based on this correlation analysis, ‘impact on health’ has a high impact on overall
satisfaction but below average consumer satisfaction levels. It is therefore a priority for improvement. In
contrast, aspects that have a high impact on overall satisfaction and high satisfaction levels are sensory cues,
the availability of meat in general and the availability of meat produced in my country. These are strengths of
the market according to consumer perceptions.

Results of further analysis show that four aspects have an impact on satisfaction for dissatisfied consumers:
hygienic conditions, general availability, impact on health and time before the use by/best before date. Three
aspects drive satisfaction levels for both satisfied and dissatisfied consumers and are key elements of
consumer satisfaction: taste, freshness and the availability of meat produced in the consumer’s country.

vi



D. Market conditions

The analysis points to a developed regulatory policy, an acceptable structure in terms of supply, sufficient
product differentiation (apart from products marketed with ethical values as explained later) and overall price
divergence mechanisms throughout the EU. On the other hand, detailed market conditions® are not very well
known to consumers.

a. Government policy and regulations

The meat market is highly regulated, particularly in terms of food safety. The regulatory framework is complex,
and has various actors and levels. For instance, national regulations and the implementation of EC legislation
can vary across Member States.

At the EU level, two in five consumers (41%) agree (score 8 to 10 out of 10) that ‘In my country appropriate
measures are taken in case of a food risk related to meat’, whereas 13% disagree. Also, 41% agree with ‘I
always eat safe meat’ (11% disagree). These results differ significantly between countries. However, existing
research shows that consumer perceptions are not necessarily aligned with actual regulatory conditions.

Around a third of consumers agree that public authorities adequately ensure the safety of meat in their
country (35%, while 16% disagree). Similarly, 32% agree that ‘Producers and retailers adequately ensure
meat safety standards’ (16% disagree). The same proportion agrees that meat from the EU is safer than
from outside the EU (20% disagree).

Only a minority seems affected by media coverage, with 21% of consumers agreeing (8 to 10 out of 10) that a
media story on meat that might be unsafe changed their eating habits.

b. Structure of the meat market

Existing research shows a trend towards concentration in the food retail. There is also evidence that
consumers in all countries spend money on various categories of meat, which indicates that they have
access to a range of products. Households with higher expenditure generally spend a lower share of their
expenditure on meat, but this expenditure is higher in absolute terms. Households with higher incomes
spend more on beef.

In terms of purchase channels, online and cross-border shopping are still niche markets but may grow in
the future.

c. Product differentiation

The consumer survey shows that consumer satisfaction with the availability of ethical products is
relatively low, with fewer than 25% of consumers saying they are satisfied (score 8-10 out of 10). In contrast,
58% say that they are satisfied with the overall availability of meat in their country.

This matches the results of the mystery shopping audit, as large variations in the availability of products
were observed, across countries, meat types and purchase channels. Mystery shoppers were asked to

® Detailed market conditions are presented in the left part of the model.
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prioritise regular, organic and origin certified meat* during their audits. Still, the fact that animal welfare,
environment/climate and religious slaughter certified meat products each represent fewer than 5% of
assessed products indicate that these products were not widely available. In general, it was harder to find
such products in countries that joined the EU recently.

Mystery shopping data shows that supermarkets and hypermarkets have a better choice of specific meat
types (e.g. organic, animal welfare certified) than butcher’s shops and small retailers.

Existing data also shows that imported meat represents a very small share of the market when compared
with the EU meat production.

d. Consumer prices

Meat prices for different purchase channels (e.g. hypermarket), meat categories (e.g. minced beef) and meat
types (e.g. organic) were recorded during the mystery shopping survey. Four meat categories were
assessed. Based on this audit, minced beef is the most expensive, with the EU average price of €7.24 per
kg. The average price for pork cutlets is €7.06 per kg, for pork sausages €6.39 per kg and for whole
chickens it is €4.40 per kg.

Turning to different meat types, the average price of ‘regular’ meat (with no further specifications) is €5.40
per kg. Overall, specific types of meat are more expensive: organic meat on average by 66%, origin
certified meat by 19% and animal welfare certified meat by 20%. This matches the results of the consumer
survey, as many consumers mention price as a reason not to buy ethical meat products more often.

An additional price analysis was conducted on existing data (mainly from Eurostat) to assess whether meat
prices in the EU converge. The results show that levels of meat prices in the EU differ overall, but are
similar within three country groupings:

» High price levels: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Sweden and the UK

» Medium price levels: Cyprus, Greece, Malta, Portugal and Spain

» Low price levels: Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania
and Slovakia

This divergence in price levels between EU member states is in line with the comparative consumer price
levels and is not related to retail concentration.

E. Conclusions and recommendations

Based on the findings of the study, it can be concluded that consumers are making only limited efforts to
inform themselves about aspects of meat and meat products which could help them make more informed
purchase choices. Accordingly, consumers’ knowledge and understanding of the meat market is low.

The availability of specific meat types varies widely across Member States and purchase channels, and the
lack of availability of specific meat types in certain cases seems to constrain consumer choice. It can also be
noted that some consumers are aware of sustainability issues in the market for meat, but that this does not
always affect their behaviour, as health, price and safety considerations are more important factors in their

4 Please note that ‘origin certified meat’ is defined as meat with specific geographic certifications, such as Protected Designated Origin
products or national equivalents.
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meat purchase decision process. In addition, the study findings show that there is a gap between consumer
intention and purchase behaviour, which can be largely explained by consumer conditions related to prices,
availability of specific types and provision of information.

The level of consumer understanding of the impact of meat consumption on health is low, and they are
often confused by conflicting information about meat and health. Negative consumer perceptions of the safety
of meat in the EU could reflect a lack of awareness regarding safety and negative media coverage
during food crises.

Provision of information to European consumers should be the key priority, including encouraging them to
use a wider range of information sources as well as to look for different types of information when they
purchase meat. In addition, information campaigns and consumer education programmes should be
undertaken, also in schools, together with all relevant stakeholders. Their focus should be on:

e Helping consumers to better understand the impact of meat consumption on health in order to
guide them in making decisions;

¢ Informing consumers about meat waste and the detriment that it generates, both in financial as well
as environmental terms, as meat waste is shown to be most frequently due to storage and
preparation issues that could be avoided,;

e Enabling consumers to use more objective criteria in their assessment of the safety levels of meat
and meat products. Conveying positive messages about the meat market will help build consumer
trust.

The survey results confirm the importance of the EU’s current provision of standardised information on
food. This standardisation of information should be designed in a way that integrates the variety of consumers’
motivations, differences in the information-seeking behaviour and level of understanding.

The analysis showed that prices of meat diverge across the EU, but the differences are related to differences
in comparable consumer prices, rather than to different levels of retail concentration. However, overall, the
level of consumers' satisfaction with the price of meat is rather low. Further monitoring of price formation in
the meat supply chain is recommended, including analysis to assess to what extent meat prices reflect the
production costs or excessive margins at certain stages of the supply chain.

In terms of market structure, an increasing concentration of retail in general can be observed. From this
perspective, the level of competition in the national retail markets as well as at the EU-level needs to be
monitored, as it might have an impact on the market offer in general terms



I INTRODUCTION

The study aims at assessing whether the meat market in the EU is functioning well from a consumer’s point of
view. It takes into account aspects such as choice, quality, prices and the ability to make optimal decisions
based on available information. The market's shortcomings and needs for improvements have also been
identified. Ultimately, the overall analysis leads to concrete policy recommendations aiming at improving the
functioning of the meat market for EU consumers.

The section below details the context and content of the Consumer Market Study on the Functioning of the
Meat Market, hereafter referred to as ‘the study’. This study was commissioned by the European
Commission’s Directorate-General for Health and Consumers, hereafter referred to as ‘the Commission.’

1 Context

The Commission carries out an annual survey that monitors the functioning of the most important goods and
services markets in the EU. The results are presented in the Commission’s Consumer Market Scoreboards,
which are published every year in autumn

The consumer Scoreboard is based on the market monitoring survey findings. According to the ones of 2010
and 2011, the meat and meat products market’'s performance is relatively mediocre compared to the other 20
surveyed goods markets. A Market Performance Index (MPI) is calculated for each market based on several
indicators: comparability, trust, problems and complaints, switching behaviour and fulfilment of expectations.
The MPI for each of the 51 markets was normalised based on the EU average for all 51 markets, which is
equal to 100. A score above 100 is above average, while a score below 100 is below average.

With a score of 98.4, the meat and meat products market is placed in the lowest range (18th out of 21).

The most important differences can be found between countries. Especially for the trust component, regarding
the proportion of consumers encountering problems and the proportion of complaining consumers, countries
show very divergent scores.

Turning to the country scores, the normalised MPI for the meat market is considerably lower in the EU12
countries than in the EU15 countries (94.5 compared with 101.4). In addition, the difference between the
EU12 and the EU15 increased between 2010 and 2011. The MPI score of the EU15 increased by 0.4 points
and the score of the EU12 countries decreased by 1.0 points. The increase in the EU15 is due to an increase
in a number of countries such as Denmark (+4.1), Germany (+3.6) and France (+2.7). The increase in
Denmark in 2011 might be the result of fraud cases linked to the best before date of meat products in
Denmark in 2009 and 2010.

Countries were ranked by their MPI score, from the best performing to the worst performing in the consumers'
view. The five best scoring countries in the meat and meat products market were the UK, Finland, Malta,
Ireland and Slovenia. For the latter, the ranking improved by six places due to an increase in the normalised
MPI by 1.6 points. Germany made the most significant upward movement in the ranking (from position 16 to
6). The five lowest scoring countries for the meat and meat products market were Bulgaria, Romania, Poland,
Lithuania and Slovakia. None of the member states dropped more than 10 positions in the ranking. The
difference between the best scoring country (the UK) and the worst scoring country (Bulgaria) was 16.9 points
in the normalised MPI, which is way above the average difference of 13.1 for all goods markets. This means
that the differences between countries need to be taken into account in the evaluation of overall performance
of the market at EU27 level as the overall figure conceals considerable variation across the EU.
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Figures 1 and 2 present the MPI by market, first normalised, then weighted by the country population. Figure
3 shows the normalised MPI by country for the meat and meat products market. The three columns on the
right present the market rank in 2010, in 2011 and the difference in MPI between the two years. Please note
the list of markets changed between 2010 and 2011. As a result, some markets do not have a ranking for

2010.
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Figure 1. Normalised Market performance indicator by market — EU27°

Source: Market Monitoring

Normalised MPI by market - EUZ7 diff 2011 2010
personal care services 108.1 12 1 1
culture and entertainment 107.0 0.4 2 2
commercial sport senvices 1056 10 3 3
holiday accommedation 104.8 0.8 4 4
cafés, barsand restaurants 1043 20 5 g
airline services (E————— |04 2 14 6 7
packaged holidays & tours 103.4 14 7 11
vehicle rental services 102.7 05 8 10
vehicleinsurance 102.7 1.1 9 13
S gambling and lottery services | 102.4 0.8 10 12
E postal services 102.2 0.2 11 8
home insurance  ———— (15 0.8 12 15
R tram, local bus, metro  E——— (] 4 0.1 13 14
v water supply I 553 0.9 14 16
1 legal and accountancy services I———— 1 G 3 15
gasservices m——— GG 2 0.5 16 19
C vehicle mai and repair 99.2 03 17 18
E fixed telephone services = 99.1 13 18 22
s maintenance sevices 98.5 0.5 19 21
private lifeinsurance ———— 98 20
loans, creditand credit cards  E——————————— 8 () 21
bankaccounts FEEEEEEEE—————— 95 9 0.2 22 24
mobile telephone services = 96.6 .1 23 25
internet provision 96.1 1.1 24 28
electricity services 95.7 20 25 23
train services S 95 2 -0.7 26 27
Tv-subscriptions 95.2 27
mortgages 949 28
real estate services 845 13 29 29
investment products, private pensiens and securities 93.7 3.2 30 30
hooks, magazines and newspapers = 104.3 -1.0 1 1
non-alcoholic drinks 102.8 0.3 2 3
spectaclesandlenses I— | (}2 4 3
dairy products [e—— ] 07.3 4
bread, cereals, rice and pasta 162.3 -0.4 5 2
entertainmentgoods 1615 1.7 6 11
small household appliance: 1015 [X¢] 7 6
personal care products 101.5 -0.2 8 5
alcohelicdrinks  [sssssss—— 1010 -1.1 g 4
G large household appliances 1010 -0.1 10 7
o] electronicpreducts 100.6 -0.3 11 8
o nen prescription medicines 100.2 0.1 12 9
furniture and furnishings ——— 55 O 0.1 13 12
D maintenance products S 99.8 10 14 15
S fruit and vegetables 99.0 -0.6 15 13
ICT products 986 0.3 16 14
[ 172 17 16
meat and meat products 98.4 -0.2 18 17
TTULITITE AT Ut 975 (R 13 L3
fuel for vehicles 95.0 -2.8 20 18
second hand cars 918 -0.7 21 20

(GfK,

2011)

® The Market Performance Index (MPI) is calculated for each market based on several indicators: comparability, trust, problems and

complaints, switching behaviour and fulfilment of expectations. The MPI was normalised based on the EU average, which is equal to 100.
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Figure 2. Market performance indicator by market (population weighted data) — EU27°

MPI EU27 (weighted data) diff 2011 2010
personal care services = 82.77 1.0 1 1
culture and entertainment 81.71 0.2 2 2
commercial sport services 80.28 0.8 3 3
holiday accommodation 79.46 0.6 4 4
cafés, bars and restaurants 79.03 1.8 5 9
airline services 78.90 1.2 6 7
packaged holidays & tours 78.04 1.2 7 11
vehicle rental services = 77.41 0.3 8 10
vehicle insurance 77.35 0.9 9 13
S gambling and lottery services 77.11 0.6 10 12
E postal services 76.91 -0.4 11 8
homeinsurance 76.20 0.6 12 15
R tram, local bus, metro [ 76.08 -0.1 13 14
v water supply 74.00 11 14 16
1 legal and accountancy services 73.97 15
C gas services 73.93 0.3 16 19
E vehicle maintenance and repair 73.90 0.2 17 18
S fixed telephone services = 73.80 1.2 18 22
maintenance services 73.14 0.3 19 21
private life insurance 72.83 20
loans, credit and credit cards 72.64 21
bank accounts 71.57 0.1 22 24
mobile telephone services 71.26 -0.1 23 25
internet provision 70.82 0.9 24 28
electricity services 70.42 -2.2 25 23
train services 69.91 -0.9 26 27
TV-subscriptions 69.89 27
mortgages 69.57 28
real estate services 69.15 11 29 29
investment products, private pensions and securities 68.35 3.0 30 30
books, magazines and newspapers 83.75 0.3 1 1
non-alcoholic drinks 82.27 1.6 2 3
spectacles and lenses 81.89 3
dairy products [ 81.78 4
bread, cereals, rice and pasta 81.71 0.9 5 2
entertainment goods 81.00 3.0 6 11
small household appliances 80.96 1.2 7 6
personal care products 80.91 11 8 5
G alcoholic drinks 80.47 0.2 9 4
[0} large household appliances = 80.46 1.2 10 7
[o) electronic products 80.10 0.9 11 8
D non prescription medicines 79.70 1.4 12 9
furniture and furnishings 79.34 14 13 12
S maintenance products 79.25 2.3 14 15
fruitand vegetables — 78.47 0.6 15 13
ICT products 78.04 1.0 16 14
_ 7804 11 1716
meat and meat products 77.83 11 18 17 I
clo . 12 19 19
fuel for vehicles 74.50 -1.5 20 18
second hand cars 71.22 0.6 21 20
(GfK, 2011)

® The Market Performance Index (MPI) is calculated for each market based on several indicators: comparability, trust, problems and
complaints, switching behaviour and fulfilment of expectations. Results are weighted according to the population per country. Countries

with larger population are a higher weight and countries with a smaller population a lower one.
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Figure 3. Normalised Market performance indicator by country - Meat and meat products market’

meatand meat products (2) - Normalized MPI by country
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(GfK, 2011)

" The Market Performance Index (MPI) is calculated for each market based on several indicators: comparability, trust, problems and

complaints, switching behaviour and fulfilment of expectations. The MPI was normalised based on the EU average, which is equal to 100.
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2 The scope of the study

In this study, the meat market was defined as follows: fresh meat (including frozen meat and meat
preparations) and processed meat products covering beef, pork, lamb and poultry, which are available for final
customers at the end of the food supply chain (at the retailer). Catering services were not included in the
study.

One of the purposes of the study was to research the following aspects of the meat market: Is the single
market for meat working for consumers in terms of choice, quality and prices? Are consumers able to
make optimal decisions or choices about their purchasing and consumption of meat? The particular
issues include: the choice of retailer, the choice and quality of products, prices, problems and complaints,
waste, safety, quality, health, sustainability, animal welfare, origin and price in relation to quality.

2.1 Structure of the study

This study was divided into four parts, which were carried out in parallel:

» Main task 1: overall study of the functioning of the meat market for the EU consumers based on a

theoretical framework built to analyse the functioning of the meat market

This task includes a desk research and the formulation of conclusions and recommendations based on an
analysis of secondary research, as well as the analysis of the primary data collected in the course of the

study. Stakeholder interviews at EU and national levels were also conducted as part of this task.

» Main task 2: conducting a consumer survey to assess perceptions of the market and understanding the

consumer’s decision-making process

» Main task 3: collecting prices of different meat products to obtain a clear picture of price levels across

countries and product types — this task was merged with the Main Task 4

» Main task 4: implementing a mystery shopping exercise to gather information on the availability of certain
meat types and labelling items across different purchase channels, and to better understand the

consumer decision-making process

It is important to mention that primary data was collected for the consumer survey, the mystery shopping
survey and the stakeholder interviews. The technical specifications for this primary data collection can be
found in the project’s technical reports.

13477 consumers across 27 Member States took part in the consumer survey. More detailed technical
information and all base sizes per country can be found in the consumer survey’s technical report. The main
fieldwork of the consumer survey took place between the 2nd and the 23rd of September 2011. The survey
was conducted online in 19 countries and using self-completion paper-assisted personal interviewing in 8
countries (Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Malta, Poland, Portugal and Romania). The main areas covered by
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the survey were meat consumption, purchase behaviour and motivations, knowledge of meat types and
labelling, waste, information sources, willingness to change purchase behaviour, satisfaction and perception
of particular issues. The questionnaire can also be found in the consumer survey’s technical report.

The mystery shopping main fieldwork took place from the 15th September to the 3rd October 2011. Mystery
shoppers carried out 2025 visits across 27 Member States and completed 10,570 product assessments in
total. More detailed technical information about the mystery shopping can be found in the relevant technical
report. The mystery shoppers were instructed to visit retailers selling meat and complete a maximum of 12
product observations across 4 meat categories: minced beef, pork sausages, whole chicken and pork cutlets.
Within each category, they had to collect information for 3 product types: one regular and two specific. The
specific product types included in the survey were (according to their priority): organic, meat with quality
certificates referring to tits origin, animal welfare certified, environment/climate certified and religiously
slaughtered meat. Assessors were asked to buy one product at the end of each visit. Mystery shoppers
checked the availability of each product category and type at the retailer and collected price and labelling
information for up to 12 products as defined above, as well as recorded their reason(s) for buying a specific
product at the end of the assessment. The mystery shopping questionnaire can also be found in the technical
report of the mystery shopping exercise.

Stakeholder consultation at EU level was conducted through telephone interviews from May to July 2011 as
part of Main Task 1. The objective of this consultation was to gather opinions from a range of stakeholders on
the functioning of the meat market and to better define some of the key concepts ahead of the consumer and
national stakeholder surveys. 15 EU-level organisations were included in the EU stakeholder consultation. All
stages of the meat supply chain, from the farmer to the retailer, were involved as well as a range of consumer,
health and animal welfare organisations. The stakeholder consultation at EU level was followed by a national
level consultation in October and November 2011. Three interviews were conducted in each country, with a
representative of each of the following: a public authority, a meat processor organisation and a retailer. The
objectives of the interviews were to gather opinions on the functioning of national meat markets and ask
stakeholders to comment on some of consumer survey results. More detailed technical information about the
consultation including the discussion guides can be found in the relevant technical report.

Next to the collection and analyses of primary data, a secondary data analysis was conducted as part of main
task 1. The theoretical framework established as part of main task 1 was used both to design the consumer
and mystery shopping surveys, and to analyse their findings. The theoretical analysis draws on a wide range
of academic sources and research. A full list of references is available in annex IX.
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2.2 The expert group

This study was coordinated by GfK EU3C, part of GfK Significant, which specialises in the coordination of
multi-country EU projects. The GfK EU3C team worked in close collaboration with the following organisations,
which brought their expertise to the project:

+ GfK Mystery shopping

+ GfK Kynetec

* LEI, part of Wageningen UR
+ CapGemini

GfK Mystery shopping

The Mystery shopping division carried out the mystery shopping exercise and the price collection, and
provided expertise on related topics throughout the project.

GfK Kynetec

GfK Kynetec provided insights on the producer side of the meat market, and particularly on producer prices,
quality certifications and regulations on animal welfare, environmental impacts and safety.

LEIl, part of Wageningen UR

LEI's role was twofold: conducting analyses on choice of retailers, choice of products and meat prices across
the EU and providing expertise on the meat market and meat-related consumer surveys.

CapGemini

CapGemini provided insight on the meat market, focusing on safety, animal welfare and sustainability.

Regular meetings where each partner provided input on their areas of expertise were organised throughout
the project. The expert group played an essential role in the desk research, design of the data collection stage
and overall analysis.
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3

3.1

The report

Report structure

A theoretical model of the functioning of the meat market was built based on primary and secondary data.

The report is structured as follows:

>

YV V V

Chapter | introduces the study and the report.

Chapter Il explains the consumer model and the rationale behind it, as well as some of its outcomes.
Chapter Il presents the consumer-decision making, drawing on both primary and secondary data.
Chapter IV details the meat market conditions in the EU.

The final chapter (V) outlines a number of recommendations based on the findings of the study. As
the study focuses on the meat market from a consumer’s point of view, the recommendations
highlight areas where the meat market is functioning less well for consumers.

Annexes:

The country sheets summarise the key findings of the study for each EU Member State. The Introduction to
the country sheets presents the data included in the sheet and provides guidelines on their interpretation.

The report annexes provide additional information on the study, including:

>

YV VVVVVYVY

Annex | : details of the theoretical model

Annex Il : details of the principal component analyses
Annex Il : details of the correlation analyses

Annex |V: additional data on meat types

Annex V: additional data on meat prices

Annex VI: additional data on retailers

Annexes VIl and VIII: additional data on the price analysis
Annex IX: a full reference list

In addition, country fact sheets and the following technical reports from particular data collection tasks have
been prepared:

Consumer survey report

Mystery shopping report

Stakeholder consultation report
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3.2 Figures

Where relevant, the data is presented using graphics. As per the example below (Figure 4.), the chart title
describes the content of the chart and gives the survey questionnaire’s question number. The exact question
wording is indicated at the top of the chart or in a footnote. The source, type of data and base size are

indicated on each chart.

Some charts present data per country, using the abbreviations for countries and country groupings that can
be found below. The colour-coded legend at the top indicates any data splits, in this case between EU27,
EU15 and EU12 countries. Most charts are ranked from the highest to the lowest percentage or mean and the
order of countries may vary from one chart to another.

Figure 4. Q12. Aspects looked at when buying meat

Use by/best before date

Price per kilogram

Price

The country of origin

Producer

Ingredients

Origin certified

Animal welfare certified

Nutritional values

Organic

Meat with nutrition claims

Animal fed with GMO free feed

Made from combined meat pieces

Environment/climate certified

Slaughtered according to religious rites

None of these

mEU27

Source: Functioning of the meat market — Consumer Survey Data

Q12. And which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy fresh meat/meat products/non-

/pre-packed meat?

WEU15 EU12

68%
65%
77%

Base: Allwho ever buy this type of product (13266)

& Q12A. Which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy non-packaged fresh meat?

1o

Q12B. And which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy pre-packaged fresh meat?

Q12C. And when you buy non-packaged meat products?
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3.3 Glossary

This report uses the inter-institutional style guide for EU member states’ abbreviations, as follows:

Austria AT
Belgium BE
Bulgaria BG
Cyprus cY
Czech Republic Ccz
Denmark DK
Estonia EE

Finland FI

France FR
Germany DE
Greece EL
Hungary HU
Ireland IE

Italy IT

Latvia LV
Lithuania LT
Luxembourg LU
Malta MT
Netherlands NL
Poland PL
Portugal PT
Romania RO
Slovakia SK
Slovenia Sl

Spain ES
Sweden SE

United Kingdom UK

When commenting on EU-wide data, the term ‘EU27’ is used. ‘EU15’ refers to the 15 countries members of
the EU prior to 2004. ‘EU12’ refers to the 12 countries that joined the EU most recently, in 2004 and 2007.

‘Eurozone’ refers to the 17 countries who have adopted the Euro as their legal currency.

Please note that we used the following conventions when mentioning meat:
» Meat category refers to species, for instance chicken, beef or veal.

» Meat type refers to products with different production methods, for instance regular, organic or animal

welfare certified meat.

Consumers are sometimes split in groups based on their consumption frequency, as follows:

» High frequency: household consumes meat every day
» Medium frequency: household consumes meat 2-3 times a week or 4-6 times a week
> Low frequency: household consumes meat once a week or less often

Q12D. And when you buy pre-packaged meat products?
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The following definitions were used for the meat types included in the survey.

PRODUCT TYPE IN DEFINITION

QUESTIONNAIRE

Regular Standard product with no specified type or range

Organic Meat with an organic certification, e.g. EU eco-label, Country-specific

examples were provided in the questionnaire, such as: Organic Food
Standard, Bioland, Ecocert, EKO

Origin certified Meat with an origin certifications e.g. Protected Designation of Origin
Country-specific examples were provided in the questionnaire, such as:
Certified Irish Aberdeen Angus Beef, Liptovsky salam, Agneau du

Périgord
Meat for which the country of Meat sold with an indication of the country of origin, but without further
origin is specified origin certifications
Animal welfare certified Animal welfare certified (production method giving specific importance to

animal well-being, for example free-range chicken)
Environment/climate certified Environment/climate certified (production method with a limited impact
on the environment, for example with a low carbon footprint)

Religious slaughter (e.g. halal,

kosher) Slaughtered according to religious rites (for example Halal or Kosher)

Please note that ‘origin certified’ meat refers to meat with an origin-related quality certification which is distinct
from a country of origin label or certification. Consumers were asked about ‘origin certified meat’ and were
provided with national examples to ensure they interpreted the wording the intended way.
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MODEL OF THE FUNCTIONING OF THE MEAT MARKET

4 The model as the framework for analysis

This study ‘s starting point is a theoretical model which shows the different drivers that are likely to impact the
consumers’ welfare in the meat market. The two parts of the model: the structural elements (market
conditions) and the consumer decision making process are put in place to assess if consumers in the EU find
their way in the European Market of Meat as it exists today. The model was presented in a flowchart (Figure
5.) describing all expected interactions, and its elements are listed below. The primary data collection and
analysis sought to substantiate the theoretical model.

The development of the model as well as relevant technical details are included in annexes | and .

Figure 5. Theoretical model of the functioning of the meat market for consumers

Government policy
and regulations

Structure of the

meat market
Rational
Motivation Emotional

Price competition
& product
differentiation

4

Opportunity Intention Behavior

Satisfaction

o .“i
Key dissatisfiers

Ability

\

Consumer prices

With this model, it is possible to establish a possible relationship to policy options in case of lack of motivation,
opportunity and ability. Rothschild (1999) gives strategic options in case consumers lack motivation,
opportunity or ability to behave (Figure 6.). If the target audience is prone to behave as a result of adequate
motivation, ability and opportunity, educational approaches will do in realising the behaviour change. If the
condition of ability is satisfied and there is a basic motivation, but the opportunity is the limiting factor, social
marketing approaches are particularly appropriate in further aligning the offering to the individual's value
perception. If, however, motivation is lacking whereas the conditions of ability and opportunity are satisfied
there is not much that education and marketing can contribute (as mobilising consumer demand for
sustainable development both rely on free choice) and law may be the most appropriate mechanism. In all
other situations a mix of approaches will be required, with education particularly suited to overcome a lack of
ability and law particularly appropriate to overcome a lack of motivation. Marketing plays important roles in
eliciting high motivation by offering more attractive opportunities at lower perceived costs and with greater
perceived benefit.
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Figure 6. Strategic options to impact consumer behaviour

Motivation Yes

No
Opportunity Yes No Yes No
Prone to behave Unable to behave Resistant to behave Resistant to behave
Yes
Education Marketing and assortment Law Marketing. Law
Abilit
\ Unable to behave Unable to behave Resistant to behave Resistant to behave
No Education. Marketing. Education and Marketing. Law. Marketing. Law.
Marketing assortment Education Education

(Rothschild, 1999)
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Elements of the analytical framework

The content of the two main parts of the analytical framework and their relations can be defined as follows.

Structural elements of the market

>

>

Government policy and regulations shape the industry structure of the meat market, for example
through regulations and production methods.

The market structure depends on supply chain determinants like technology, international trade and
government policy influencing structure and on demand-side determinants like consumer income and
preferences as well as government policies influencing consumer demand. (Scherer & Ross, 1990).
We will focus on two aspects of the market structure that are key to consumers: the general
availability of meat and the choice of purchase channels.

Product differentiation is linked to the choice of different types of products and their differentiation as
marketing strategy.

Industrial organisation theory explains consumer prices on the basis of market structure
characteristics and the nature of price competition (Scherer & Ross, 1990; Sutton, 1991).

Consumer decision making

The consumer decision making model is based on several key concepts: motivation, ability, opportunity,
intention, behaviour and satisfaction.

Motivation is linked to a person’s willingness to engage in behaviour. Generally individuals are motivated
to engage in behaviour when it is in their interest. Motivation can be influenced by rational (e.g.
preference for low prices) or emotional aspects (e.g. preference for animal welfare certified products). It
includes personal beliefs and knowledge based on experience, education, etc.

Ability refers to a person’s skills or proficiency (e.g. self-efficacy) at solving problems including breaking
a well formed or addictive habit or countering the arguments of peers. This also includes practical
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aspects of the purchase, e.g. financial means to buy the product, and the ability to understand and
process information.

Opportunity: the consumer’s environment, including the retailer, labelling and the availability and
accessibility of products.

Intention refers to decision-making just before the purchase and behaviour stands for the purchase
action itself.

Satisfaction includes post-purchase satisfaction linked to preparation and consumption. The
composition of satisfaction can be analysed through key enhancers and dissatisfiers.

The consumer decision making model is a cycle as satisfaction usually has an impact on motivation through
knowledge and beliefs based on experience.

4.2 Key concepts of the analytical framework

Next to the components described above, the following topics are covered in the data collection and analysis:

>

Origin: refers to the geographical source of meat. This includes issues such as EU and non-EU origin,
national and regional productions, places of birth, rearing and slaughter, the farmer or producer and any
protected geographical status or certifications. However, EU-level stakeholders mostly understood this

concept as the country of origin, and in some cases to an EU origin (in contrast with non-EU products).

Health: this concept covers the nutritional value of meat (energy, fat, etc.), additives such as salt or
preservatives and the impact of meat consumption on health (in terms of quantities and types of meat

consumed)

Safety: refers to a range of safety risks, such as residues, pollutants, bacterial contamination, animal
diseases, cloning, genetically modified organisms (GMOs), nanotechnologies and the handling of meat
after purchase by the consumer. EU-level stakeholders see the latter element as a very important but little
known aspect of safety. GMOs and nanotechnologies are sometimes assessed more in terms of ethics or

sustainability.

Sustainability: definitions differ, but sustainable development usually includes ecological, economic, and
social dimensions. From this perspective, production methods that have a limited environmental impact
while being socially justifiable and economically viable are preferable (Langhelle, 2000; World
Commission on Environment and Development, 1987). The following aspects of the meat market are
seen as linked to sustainability: organic production, packaging, carbon footprint, meat consumption levels,

impact on soil, water and air and the use of new technologies.

Animal welfare: the ‘Five Freedoms’ adopted by the Farm Animal Welfare Council summarise the

different aspects of this concept. The ‘Five Freedoms’ are freedom from hunger and thirst, from
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discomfort, from pain, injury and disease, from fear and distress and the freedom to express normal

behaviour.

Quality: according to the desk research and the stakeholder interviews, this very broad concept can
include most of the topics mentioned above. Among others, the following topics are linked to quality:
appearance, freshness, taste, brand, quality certifications, ingredients, durability, storage and conditions
of use, animal feed, production processes (e.g. mechanical separation or freezing), additives and new

technologies.

These key concepts are discussed throughout the analysis in those parts of the model where they emerge.
Other topics are also addressed, but to a lesser extent:

>

Production methods: refers to all aspects of the meat chain from breeding to the final product.
Producers who abide by specific production standards may display certifications such as organic or

animal welfare.

Experience attributes: attributes that can only be assessed after the purchase and/or consumption, for

instance the taste or ease of preparation.

Complaints: complaints made to the retailer or producer about a product following an issue

Food waste: for the purpose of this survey, waste was defined as edible parts of meat or meat products

that were disposed of by consumers.

Labelling: all pieces of information available on food labels or displayed next to the meat (e.g. in a

butcher’s shop)

Media: important stakeholders of the meat market as media coverage influences consumer perceptions of

the market, particularly during so-called ‘food scares.’

Intrinsic (e.g. sensorial) and extrinsic cues (e.g. in-store information): attributes consumers evaluate

while buying, preparing and eating meat.

Trust: consumer trust in the functioning of the meat market and in the information provided by various

market stakeholders

Information and (mis)conceptions: degree of knowledge of meat-related issues and consumer

perceptions of the meat market, whether justified or not

Ethics: ethical and moral aspects of the meat market, linked for instance to slaughter without stunning or

cloning
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5 Links between the elements of the consumer decision making model

As another step in the analysis of the consumer model, a thorough look was given at the linkages within and
especially between the blocks via correlation analysis of the consumer model. The objective of using this
technique is in other words to find out how, and if, the blocks relate to each other (e.g. to see what impact
consumers' ability has on their purchasing of particular meat types).

The analysis of the consumer survey data showed weak correlations between the blocks. It can therefore be
said that the theoretical model does not fit to the consumer decision making at EU level perfectly. This
becomes clear when analysing the between block correlation as highly explanatory relationships cannot be
detected between blocks. Moreover the correlation exercise indicates that consumers in the European meat
market do not carefully consider all the steps in the purchase process and that rational and emotional
elements are mixed up in such way that the theoretical assumptions about the way the consumer feels, thinks
and acts in the meat market are not as distinctive in practice. There seem to be a low involvement of most EU
consumers in the meat purchasing process.

The strongest relationships between the predefined concepts can be found between motivation and intentions
and opportunity blocks, making it apparent that not all blocks can be distinguished in practice in consumers’
minds or actions. The consumer decision making process in practice therefore is much simpler than expected
theoretically. The opportunity components show the following strong relationships with other blocks especially
with the motivation block:

» Consumers who indicate looking at different kinds of media available to them when purchasing meat
are also the ones who look for meat with nutritional value and specialized meat like organic meat.

» Consumers who look almost exclusively at labels on the other hand are more price-driven when
choosing meat. This also coincides with the finding that this group is probably the least informed
group, looking only at the price and the best before date in when making the decision which meat to
buy.

» Consumers who talk to staff at the retailers about meat and meat products are more interested in the
place of production. These could also be consumers that rely on the opinion of a butcher to reassure
them that the meat they are buying was produced locally, and in this sense reassure them about the
meat’s freshness. This could be linked to the fact that opportunity, as an external driver, has a wider
impact on motivation.

» None of the components of the ability and satisfaction blocks show strong correlations with
components of other blocks. As for the remaining blocks, it could be found that:

» Consumers that look for information on specific meat types are likely to also be willing to buy these
types of meat more often.

Within each block various analyses were carried out reaching from simple descriptive analysis and cross-
tabulations to multivariate analysis techniques, such as maximum difference scaling and key
discriminant/enhancer analysis. Links between individual items of the blocks were also analysed and the
strongest ones identified are presented in the relevant chapters of the report.
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CONSUMER DECISION-MAKING

The five key elements of the consumer decision-making model defined above will be addressed in turn:
motivation, opportunity, ability, intention and behaviour, and satisfaction. The analysis draws on both primary
and secondary data.

6 Motivation
CHAPTER SUMMARY

Definition

> Motivation is linked to a person’s willingness to engage in behaviour. Motivation can be

influenced by rational (e.g. preference for low prices) or emotional aspects (e.g. preference
for animal welfare certified products). It also includes personal beliefs and knowledge based
on experience.
Intrinsic cues relate to physical properties of the product (e.g. colour, appearance).
Extrinsic cues relate to the product but are not physically part of it (e.g. quality, origin) and
need to be signalled to the consumer, for instance with labelling. Motivational attributes can
be categorised as extrinsic or intrinsic, and as point of sale or experience attributes.

Main findings

» Studies show that consumer perceptions often differ from more objective/scientific

assessments. For instance, the cues consumers use to assess the quality of meat are not
always the ones that scientists indicate as relevant. Also, according to existing research,
extrinsic cues (e.g. labelling) are increasingly important for consumers.

Results of the consumer opinion survey show that the most important factors of meat
purchases for consumers are intrinsic cues. 17 motivation aspects were surveyed and
attributed individual importance scores adding up to a total of 100%. The average share of
importance for one aspect is thus 5.9%. The most important aspect for consumers is
freshness with a share of 10.2%, then taste with 8.7%, and hygienic conditions with 8.4%,
followed by price (reasonable price with 8.1% and affordable price with a share of 7.9%) and
origin (produced in my country with 7.9%).

Aspects relating to safety (traceability with 6.5% and best before date with a share of 5.6%)
and specific meat types (e.g. organic with 3.3%, animal welfare certified with 4.8% and
environmental standards with 4.8%) are relatively less important.

These results are in general confirmed by mystery shoppers, who indicated their motivation
for choosing particular meat products to buy. All elements related to labelling (organic, animal

welfare certified, amount of information provided) were mentioned most often, followed by the
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appearance of the meat, origin, price and quality.

The level of importance of items differs between countries. For example, taste is a top
priority for Belgians (11.4% of share of importance) and only the 9" most important aspect for
Italians (with 5.4%). The highest scoring environmental and ethically-oriented item is the
absence of genetically modified feed. This item is driven by high scores in a few countries,
such as Cyprus, Greece, Italy and Austria.

Several differences between socio-demographic groups of consumers were identified.
Among others, older respondents (55-75 years old) attach more importance than other
age groups to whether meat is produced in their country.

Consumer priorities are consistent with the information aspects they seek while
buying meat. In particular, while a reasonable price has an above average share of
importance, the price per kilogram and price in general are the second and third key
information aspects consumers look for (67% of consumers search for each of them). Also
consumer awareness of specific meat types often goes in line with their priorities and
the information they use. For example, the origin of meat (meat produced in the consumer's
country or with a traceable origin) is one of the top priorities for EU consumers. At the same
time, meat for which the country of origin is specified and origin certified meat (with an origin-
related quality certificate) are the types consumers know best (respectively 76% and 55% of
consumers are aware of them). Consistently, 48% of consumers look for information
regarding the country of origin, 44% for the producer and 26% for an origin certificate
(respectively 4™, 5™ and 7" among 15 information aspects surveyed).

Among the 15 information aspects EU consumers look for when purchasing meat, the use
by/best before date is used by slightly more consumers than the price and the price per
kilogram (68% compared to 67% and 67%). Apart from the country of origin, the producer
and origin certifications, the aspects looked for by more than 20% of EU consumers are the
ingredients (32%), animal welfare certifications (22%) and nutritional values (21%).

There are differences between countries. EU12 consumers are more likely to look at the
best before/use by date (77% in comparison to 65% of EU15 consumers), the price per
kilogram (74% vs 66% in EU15), the price (70% vs 66%) and producer information (56%
vs 40%). EU15 consumers are more likely to look at origin certifications (28% vs 19% in
EU12), animal welfare certifications (24% vs 14%), organic information (20% vs 11%),
nutrition claims (19% vs 15%), GMO free feed information (18% vs 13%), environment or
climate certifications (13% vs 6%) and religious slaughter information (10% vs 4% in
EU12).

Information aspects that consumers look for match to some extent the availability of
relevant information in a consumer's country (which was measured by mystery
shopping). For example, consumers in Austria, Luxembourg and Denmark (all 38%,
compared with 18% overall) are more likely to look for organic certifications, and these three
countries have relatively high proportions of products with organic labelling: 24% in Denmark,

22% in Austria and 20% in Luxembourg. Greek consumers (78%) are more likely to look for
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country of origin information, while Dutch consumers (24%) are less likely to do so. This
matches the availability of country of origin labelling in these two countries: it appears on 98%
of products in Greece and 47% of products in the Netherlands.

» Among other differences between socio-demographic groups, consumers aged 55-75 are
more likely than others to look for information about the country of origin (52% in
comparison to 45% of 18-34 year-old respondents), in line with the fact that they care more if
meat was produced in their country. The younger age group (18-34), however, is more
interested in information regarding animal welfare certifications (25% look for this
aspect in comparison to 22% on average for all age groups), in religious slaughter
information (13% vs 8%) or organic certification (22% vs 18%).

» In general, consumers’ information-seeking behaviour is driven by four aspects, namely
interest in specific meat types, nutrition, origin and price.

» EU consumers look for 5 information aspects on average. Consumers who use a higher
number of information sources when purchasing meat also claim to look at more aspects.

Freshness, taste and hygienic display play a crucial role in consumer motivation, although there is a
discrepancy between consumer perceptions and a more objective assessment of meat quality

indicators. At EU level interest in information on specific meat types (such as organic or animal
welfare certified meat) is still limited but differences between countries can be observed.

Research questions discussed

What impact do meat price levels have on consumer understanding and attitudes as well as on purchase decisions? What are
consumers' requirements and expectations regarding the safety of meat? Do consumers trust the safety of meat on the
market? How is their trust reflected in the purchase behaviour? Do consumers trust the main actors on the meat market? What
do consumers understand about the safety/quality/health/sustainability/animal welfare/origin of meat and how does this impact

their purchase behaviour?
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In this chapter, we first define consumer motivation attributes, then present an overview of the key attributes
identified in the survey: quality, origin, sustainability, animal welfare, health and safety. The last two sections
focus on primary data, with a detailed analysis of consumer priorities when purchasing meat and the
informational aspects they look at the most.

6.1 Classifying motivation attributes

There are several ways of classifying motivation attributes when it comes to meat purchases. The theoretical
framework approaches motivation by separating rational (e.g. preference for low prices) and emotional (e.g.
preference for animal welfare certified products) aspects. However, the desk research revealed other types of
classification which may prove to be more suitable for the meat market.

Firstly, meat attributes can be classified into attributes visible at the point of sale, experience attributes at the
point of consumption and background cues. Troy (2010) presents the following classification into meat quality
cues and attributes:

» Point of sale: meat colour, packaged meat colour, visible drip, visible fat
» Point of consumption: tenderness, flavour, juiciness, succulence

» Major background cues: safety, nutrition, sustainability, ethics

Secondly, motivation attributes can be separated into intrinsic and extrinsic cues (Olson & Jacoby, 1972).
Intrinsic cues relate to physical aspects of the product (e.g. colour, shape, appearance, etc.) whereas extrinsic
cues relate to the product but are not physically part of it (brand, quality stamp, origin, store, packaging,
production information, etc.) (Bernues, 2003). As extrinsic cues are not immediately apparent on the product,
consumers entirely depend on information and labelling provided to them. Consequently, trust plays a crucial
role for these aspects.

6.2 Overview of motivation attributes based on existing research

We will present attributes that have been identified as central for the study, namely quality, origin,
sustainability, animal welfare, health and safety. The concept of trust will be closely linked to safety in which it
seems to play a central role.

The increasing importance of extrinsic cues in consumers’ decision making was identified by Grunert (2006)
as one of trends in consumer attitudes: the growing concern of individuals towards product/process attributes
difficult to detect, such as nutritional characteristics, food safety, environmental impact has increased the
number of extrinsic attributes. This increased interest at the consumer level is linked to two developments:
increasing awareness of the link between food and health, and consumers’ interest in stories related to the
origin and production of their food (Verbeke, 2010).
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6.2.1 Quality

Defining quality as a motivation attribute is difficult as it tends to cover all other areas under consideration.
Moreover, consumer perceptions of quality are not always aligned with more objective assessments of meat
quality as defined by other market actors. For example, consumers expect beef and lamb to be bright red, and
chicken and pork to be evenly pink, even though colour is not necessarily correlated with quality. (Troy, 2010).

Intrinsic cues play a key role in consumers’ decision-making process and in their definition of quality, which is
confirmed by consumer priorities when purchasing meat, as indicated in the consumer survey carried out for
this study.

Quality in the context of this analysis is therefore defined as a set of intrinsic cues perceivable by consumers
when purchasing or consuming meat. Still, quality labels also have an impact on consumer perceptions. For
instance, consumers are likely to think meat with quality labels or branding is safer because it is more
controlled. They also understand quality labels as an indication of consistent quality (Wezemael et al., 2010).

6.2.2 Origin

The origin of meat can be linked to a number of aspects, such as the country of origin, the place where the
animal was farmed, the place where the animal was born, the place where the animal was slaughtered or the
place of last substantial change. In the context of the study, the country of origin of meat or meat products is
understood as a general term. The study does not distinguish the options for the modalities of expressing the
country of origing.

Information about a product’s country of origin influences the consumer decision-making process (Vukasovic,
2009). Origin is also related to safety. Due to a tendency to ethnocentrism, consumers perceive meat from
their own country as safer than foreign meat. (Wezemael, 2010). Disease outbreaks also lead consumers to
mistrust foreign meat and trust more domestic meat (Vukasovic, 2009).

However, the levels of importance attached to the country of origin seem to be country-specific (Becker
(1998), which is supported by a wide variation of the importance of ‘Produced in my country’ between Member
States in our consumer survey.

Relatively few international surveys have been carried out on origin labelling. We focus on a survey carried
out in the UK in 2010 (FSA, 2010).

First, 54% of consumers understood the origin of meat as the place where the animal was farmed, while 12%
understood it as the place of last substantial change.

Second, the survey shows that origin labelling is particularly important for fresh meat. Fresh meat was
the most commonly mentioned food that origin labelling should be used for (69% of respondents).

6.2.3 Sustainability

® These modalities have been distinguished in the regulation establishing a system for the identification and
registration of bovine animals and regarding the labelling of beef and beef products (REGULATION (EC) No
1760/2000). However the recent regulation on food information to consumers does not specify the details of
the country of origin labelling for other meat, i.e. swine meat, sheep and goat meat and poultry meat.
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First, production processes that improve the quality of the environment are increasingly valued (OECD, 2008).

Second, many consumers have unclear or misleading perceptions of sustainable food products. For instance,
consumers are not consistent in their interpretation of what is organic (Bonti-Ankomah, 2006). They also hold
misconceptions, such as the belief that organic foods are healthier, more nutritious and taste better. These
beliefs are widespread but scientifically unproven (Brennan, 2003).

There is also some evidence that consumers link sustainability to safety and environmental concerns. Meat
is considered more ‘natural’ and safer when it is less processed, does not contain added ingredients and was
produced with animal welfare-friendly methods. (Wezemael, 2010) Perceived health risks also have a positive
impact on the demand for sustainable products. Indeed, consumers link the limited use of chemicals in
production with lower health risks (OECD, 2008). However, this is not confirmed scientifically. For instance, a
study reported that Campylobacter bacteria were as likely to be found on organic chickens than on regular
chickens (Brennan, 2003). Still, consumers care more about personal health than the environment when
choosing organic food over conventional food (OECD, 2008).

Furthermore, consumers express a need for further information about organic foods, as well as clearer
labelling (Brennan, 2003). A Eurobarometer survey showed that the majority (60%) of EU consumers would
like information about the environmental impact of a product to be displayed on the product itself. (Flash
Eurobarometer 256, 2009).

There is evidence of the positive impact of organic labeling on consumer perceptions. In a 2004 study, meat
with an organic label was perceived to have a higher eating quality than meat with a conventional label,
regardless of the actual meat type eaten (Scholderer et al., 2004). However, labelling on its own may not be
sufficient to convince consumers of the product benefits due to uncertainties about environmentally-friendly
products and a lack of trust in certifications (OECD, 2008).

There is also some evidence that knowledge of production methods has a positive effect on the consumption
of environmentally-friendly products (OECD, 2008).

6.2.4 Animal welfare

A recent Eurobarometer survey shows that less than half of consumers claim they take animal welfare into
account when buying meat. Wide differences can be observed across Member States, with lower levels of
interest for animal welfare in most EU12 Member States The identification of products coming from animal
welfare friendly production systems using the label also seems difficult, particularly in the new Member States
(Eurobarometer 229, 2005).

Besides, as they become more aware of animal sentience, consumers engage in psychological and
behavioural strategies to avoid connecting animal-based products with the animal of origin. (Harper &
Henson, 2001) As a result, knowledge about animal welfare is not activated during purchases and is not
enough to change behaviour. Effective communication about animal welfare should take into account
consumers’ reluctance to think of the animal origin of meat (Hoogland, 2005).

Existing research shows that consumers consider high animal welfare standards as safety, health and quality
cues (Verbeke, 2010). This is confirmed by the results of a Eurobarometer survey (Special Eurobarometer
270, 2007) that found that consumers’ main reasons for buying animal-friendly food products are health and
quality.

Consumers consider labelling the best way to identify food products’ level of animal welfare, followed
by logos (Special Eurobarometer 270, 2007).
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6.2.5 Health

Research shows that nutrition and health now play a more important role in consumers’ decision-
making than safety (Verbeke, 2010). The debate on food and health also encompasses nutrition and
nutrition labelling.

Generally consumers have mixed views about the link between human health and meat. Some consumers
think that meat is an important component of a healthy diet and has a high nutritional value (Verbeke, 2010).
In parallel, some consumers have a negative image of meat in terms of fat content and link with health issues
such as cancer, heart disease and obesity. (Troy, 2010). The EU-level stakeholder interviews reflect this
divide: representatives of the production chain think the media coverage of meat in terms of human health is
too negative while consumer and health organizations think consumers should be encouraged to eat less
meat.

In terms of labelling, increased transparency about the nutritional content of food products has already led
producers to reformulate some of their products, and may lead to further changes in consumer demand
(Verbeke, 2010). Besides, regulation No 1169/2011 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
25 October 2011 on the provision of food information to consumers changed a number of food labelling
requirements, with a particular focus on nutrition. A nutrition declaration will be compulsory on most food
packages from 2016, and will include the following elements: energy value and the amounts of fat, saturates,
carbohydrate, sugars, protein and salt.

A survey carried out by the French Ministry of Agriculture in France (2007) indicated that the proportion of
consumers who indicate they often read nutritional labels is on the rise, although a quarter still never reads
such information. The same study identified the nutrient list and the food category list as the two most
important pieces of information, followed by daily recommended intake information and indication of the
frequency of consumption.

6.2.6 Safety

Food contaminations and disease outbreaks have affected consumer trust and have increased consumer
interest in food production processes (Verbeke, 2010). However, when consumers are asked to specifically
cite any problems or risks associated with food, many things spontaneously come to mind but without any
sense of unanimity: food poisoning comes to mind most often (16%), followed by chemicals (14%) and obesity
(13%). For 7% of respondents food does not present any risks or problems at all (Special Eurobarometer 354,
2010).

Interestingly, however, when consumers are prompted about the possible risks associated with food (through
the presentation of a closed list of potential issues), they identify a wider range of food risks (Special
Eurobarometer 238, 2006). This highlights the fact that consumers may not think spontaneously of food safety
issues in their everyday life, but they do care about these issues when they are reminded of them. This could
help explain some of the consumer reactions observed in case of food scares.

Verbeke (2010) identified a range of attributes used as safety cues by consumers: origin, quality labels or
branding, appearance and the type of meat (e.g.fresh or frozen). Consumers considered expired use by
dates, a foreign origin, a high level of processing and very cheap prices as signals that meat was unsafe.

As indicated earlier, meat originating from the consumer’ own country is considered to be safer and of a better
quality by many consumers. The place of purchase is also used as a safety cue, although in different ways.
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Some consumers trust their personal contact with a butcher, while others put their trust in supermarkets’ high
sales and labels (Wezemael et al., 2010).

Trust plays a central role in consumers’ perceptions of safety in many respects. Consumers trust that
regulations and controls are adequate and carried out by competent authorities. They also tend to trust actors
in the downstream part of the chain (e.g. retailers) more than actors upstream (e.g. producers) (Verbeke et al.,
2010). Besides, there is some evidence that consumers are not interested in knowing more about traceability
themselves, as long as they are reassured that they can trust the system (Verbeke and Ward, 2006). In
parallel, as mentioned earlier, consumer decisions are increasingly influenced by health considerations
instead of safety considerations (Verbeke, 2010).

Research conducted by Wezemael et al. (2010) on beef safety also shows that consumers have a low
awareness of their own responsibility in meat safety. This was also highlighted as an issue by the EU-level
stakeholders: few consumers realise that post-purchase handling plays a role in safety.

Figure 7. summarises the types of information, the potential information providers and channels based on
consumer expectations according to Wezemael et al. (2010). Consumers expect information on the meat
chain (traceability and breeding practices), freshness (expiry and slaughter dates) and additives. All meat
market stakeholders are expected to provide such information: public authorities, producers and processers,
retailers and third party organisations such as consumer organisations. Consumers’ preferred information
channels are labels and mass media, such as the Internet or TV. School is also seen as a channel and
information provider.

Figure 7. - Information about beef safety: consumer’s expectations

Information about beef safety: consumers’ expectations

What? Who? How?

Expected Information Information providers Information channels
Expiry date Government Label

Slaughter date Government institutions Internet

Additives Independent institutions TV debate

Breeding practices Farmer TV documentary
Origin Breeder Folder
Where raised Abattoir Magazine
Animal feed Processing industry School
Animal welfare Supermarket

Traceability Butcher

Consumer organisations
Media

School

Medical science

(Wezemael et al., 2010)

6.3 Role of information regarding product attributes
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It has been argued that consumers want increasingly more information on how their food is produced,
so that they can make informed choices (Ahola, 2008). On the other hand, consumers may also be subject
to information overload (Wezemael, 2010, Verbeke, 2010).

The importance of information however is indisputable. In Anderson et al. (2005) a high percentage of
consumers indicated that they would prefer certified products (environment or organic) after hearing a clear
definition of the production methods and of the environmental and health benefits. This result provides a
clear feedback to policy makers, showing that certification strategies should be paired with other
complementary marketing strategies based on credible and understandable information to
consumers.

Labelling is likely to have the desired effects if consumers are a) adequately informed on the meaning of the
label; b) the information provided is readily understandable; and c) consumers (or relevant subgroups) are in
principle interested in having this information available for their purchasing decisions. (Special
Eurobarometer 270, 2007).

Besides the content and format of labelling, the credibility of the source of information is one of the main
factors determining the perception of extrinsic attributes (Grunert, 2001).

6.4 Consumer priorities in the meat purchase decision-making process
6.4.1 Overall results

As explained earlier, motivation represents a consumer’s willingness to buy meat. This motivation can be
inspired by rational aspects, for example a preference for low prices, or by emotional features, for example a
preference for animal welfare certified products.

The consumer survey conducted in September 2011 in the 27 EU Member States includes two questions
directly related to motivation: question 15", which covers the aspects of the purchasing process that are
important for the consumer, and question 12" which looks into the aspects respondents look at when buying
meat.

Question 15 of the consumer survey12 focuses on the importance of a number of features of meat to the
consumer, i.e. the meat market characteristics that motivate consumers to buy meat.

Respondents were asked for their priorites when buying meat using a Maximum Difference Scaling
approach. The following 17 aspects of the meat market were tested:

The price is reasonable taking into account the type of meat
The price is affordable

The meat is on sale

The meat looks fresh

The meat is displayed hygienically

' Q15. In the following screens/pages you will see a number of aspects that may be important for you when buying meat.
" Q12A. Which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy non-packaged fresh meat?

Q12B. And which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy pre-packaged fresh meat?

Q12C. And when you buy non-packaged meat products?

Q12D. And when you buy pre-packaged meat products?

12.Q15. In the following screens/pages you will see a number of aspects that may be important for you when buying meat.
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The use by/best before date is far away

The meat has a low fat content

The type of meat is the one | usually buy

The meat is easy to prepare

The type of meat is tasty

The meat is organic

The meat is animal welfare certified

The meat is produced according to environmental standards
The meat is from animals that have not been fed by genetically modified feed
The meat is produced in my country

The meat is produced within the European Union

The origin of the meat can be traced back to the producer

Respondents were shown successive screens presenting different combinations of five aspects. For each
screen, they were asked which aspects where the most and least important to them when purchasing meat.
Answers were then analysed to produce an overall ranking. For instance, if item A is more important than item
B and item B is more important than item C, it can be inferred than item A is more important than item C.
Using this technique, all 17 items were ranked in order of importance for consumers.

The importance of each item is expressed as a percentage that reflects their weight in the purchase process.
The sum of the percentages for the 17 items adds up to 100%. Items with higher scores play a greater role in
the consumer decision-making process when purchasing meat. A hypothetical average score would be 5.9%
for an item, thus it can be assumed that results above 5.9% indicate that an item is one of consumers’
priorities. The maximum difference technique allows us to identify exactly what motivates consumers to
choose a specific piece of meat or meat product.

Figure 9.presents the average importance scores for each item. On the average in the EU27, the most
important item is freshness, followed in this order by taste, hygienic display, reasonable price, produced
in my country and affordable price.
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Figure 8. Q15. Factors consumers take into account when buying meat (% share of each factor out of
100%)

Factors consumers take into account while buying meat (% share of each factor out of 100%)
mEU27
The meat looks fresh 10.2
The type of meat is tasty 8.7
The meat is displayed hygienically 8.4
The price is reasonable taking into account the type of meat 8.1
The meat is produced in my country 7.9
The price is affordable 79
The meat is from animals that have not been fed by genetically modified feed 6.9
The origin of the meat can be traced back to the producer 6.5
The use by/best before date is far away 5.6
The type of meat is the one | usually buy 5.0
The meat is animal welfare certified 4.8
The meat is produced according to environmental standards 4.8
The meat has a low fat content 3.7
The meat is organic 3.3
The meat is on sale 3.3
The meat is produced within the European Union 2.7

The meat is easy to prepare 2.1

Source: Functioning of the meat market — Consumer Survey Data Based on all respondents (N=13477)

Figure 9. below presents the average importance scores by country for each item. In the table, the 17 aspects
are named according to the key issue each of them represents.

In general, intrinsic cues such as freshness, taste, hygienic display seem to play a very important role
in the consumer decision-making process. This could be linked to the fact that these are aspects that can
be assessed directly by consumers. Consumers seem to pay more attention to items that are close to them
and directly improve their experience, but are not primarily concerned about larger issues, such as
environmental concerns. In contrast, organic or animal welfare certifications need to be trusted as consumers
cannot ‘see’ if a meat product is indeed organic or animal welfare certified. The cues that end up above are
thus cues that can be described as more ‘tangible’ as the ones that end up at the bottom. This is is in line with
our preliminary conclusion that intrinsic cues such as perceived freshness and hygiene and taste are most
likely to impact consumer decision making

Next to freshness, taste and hygienic display, two price items - reasonable price and affordable price -
also appear high on the list. This result is in line with expectations as consumers are more likely to be driven
by prices during difficult economic times. Some national stakeholders also highlighted the impact of the
economic crisis on consumers’ behaviour when purchasing meat, for instance a focus on cheaper types of
meat and meat products.

The meat is produced in my country also receives a high score. This outcome could be linked to a
preference for national or local meat among many consumers in the European Union. As outlined earlier,
origin is associated with a range of positive attributes by many consumers, including overall quality and safety,
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which can explain the high score for this item. Some of the national stakeholders also mentioned that
consumers in their respective countries express a preference for national meat. This was particularly
mentioned for Greece, France, Poland, Austria and Sweden. Only a handful of stakeholders thought
consumers in their countries preferred foreign meat; this was mentioned for Portugal and Slovakia. This
national preference can be emotional, in terms of national identity or pride, but also rational, as
consumers may have a better knowledge of national products and processes. For instance,
consumers may be more familiar with quality controls, certifications and other country-specific
aspects.

Specific meat types seem to play a lesser role in the consumer decision-making process of meat
buyers in the EU, as organic, animal welfare and environmental certifications obtain lower scores.
Interestingly, sustainability is also the area that obtained the lowest performance score from EU and national
stakeholders. This area may be underperforming due to a lack of consumer interest. However, it is important
to note that these results show the relative importance of items. Organic, animal welfare and environmental
certifications are less important than intrinsic cues, price and origin, but they may still be important for some
consumers or play a role in the decision-making process.

The highest scoring environmental and ethically-oriented item is the absence of genetically modified feed.
This item is driven by high scores in a few countries, such as Cyprus, Greece and ltaly. Consumers in these
countries seem to be more sensitive to this topic, as highlighted in previous research: over 70% of Cypriot,
Greek and Italian consumers say they were worried about genetically modified products in food or drinks in
2006, compared with 62% of consumers on average in the EU (Special Eurobarometer 238, 2006).

Safety items are mostly in the middle of the ranking with the best before date, traceability and the lack of
GM feed scoring between 5 and 6 in terms of importance. Hygiene is much more important than these items
with an average score of 8.4. Based on earlier findings regarding consumers using a range of cues to assess
safety, this could indicate that consumers focus on hygiene as an intrinsic cue of safety, and give less
importance to extrinsic safety cues that are out of their control.

The bottom three items in terms of importance are sales, produced in the EU and the meat is easy to
prepare. National stakeholders were asked to comment on these results and some of them were surprised by
the low score of “The meat is on sale’ given the economic situation and the fact that discounts on meat prices
are likely to attract consumers. However, other interviewees pointed out that meat on sale may be perceived
as less safe by consumers. This is also a finding from a 2010 survey on attitudes towards beef and pork
(Verbeke, Pérez-Cueto, de Barcellos, Krystallis & Grunert, 2010).The low score for this item could also be
explained by the fact that consumers will not use this aspect as their main criteria when purchasing meat, but
will buy meat on sale if it meets their other criteria (e.g. type of meat, freshness, hygienic display). In the
words of one stakeholder, ‘If | have to buy a steak | do not buy a hamburger because it is on offer.” The same
reasoning could be applied to ‘Easy to prepare.’ Indeed, several stakeholders from the retail sector were
surprised by this item’s low score given that sales of ready-made products are on the rise in some Member
States. However, consumers may not see it as a key criterion. Finally, ‘produced in the EU’ also obtains a
low score. This can be contrasted with ‘produced in my country’, which obtains one of the highest scores.
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6.4.2 Break-down of results

Turning to socio-demographic characteristics, the top three items of the ranking vary slightly across
categories. Reasonable price is more important for men, as it appears in third position in their ranking
instead of Hygiene. Produced in my country comes in third position for respondents aged 55-75 and
rural respondents, instead of Hygiene. Finally, respondents who say they experience difficulties paying
their bills ‘most of the time’ focus more on price, with Reasonable price and Affordable price in second
and third position after freshness.

The Maximum Difference ranking also varies slightly depending on consumer interest in different types of
meat and pieces of information. Respondents who are not aware of any of the meat types mentioned at
question 2 (e.g. animal welfare certified, organic) have slightly different priorities from other consumers.
‘Affordable price’ comes in second position, with freshness and taste completing the top three. Similarly,
consumers who say they have not purchased any of the specific meat types in the past month focus more
on Reasonable price and Affordable price, which appear in third and fourth position in their ranking.

Consumers who are aware of religiously slaughtered meat put a higher priority on price, with Reasonable
price coming in third position in their ranking instead of Hygiene. The same trend is visible among
respondents who have purchased religious slaughter meat in the past month: affordable price comes second
in their ranking instead of taste.

Consumers who are aware of environment or climate certified meat focus more on ‘GM-free feed,” which
comes in second position in their ranking after freshness. Besides, the top three items for consumers who
have bought organic, animal welfare or environment/climate certified meat in the past month are freshness,
GM-free feed and traceability.

A similar trend can be observed among consumers who look for information about animal welfare, organic,
environment/climate or GM-free certifications: they give more importance to GM-free feed, traceability and
Produced in my country.

Respondents who purchased meat for which the country of origin is specified or origin certified meat in the
past month put more emphasis on Produced in my country, which appears in second position in their ranking.
Produced in my country also comes at the top of the ranking for consumers who look for producer or country
of origin information when purchasing meat. Besides, consumers who look for origin certifications focus more
on Produced in my country and traceability, which come in second and third position in their ranking after
freshness.

Finally, consumers who look for price information (in general or by kilogram) give more importance to
Reasonable price, which comes in third position in their ranking.

Overall, consumers’ priorities are consistent with their awareness and information-seeking behaviour.

6.4.3 Cross-country differences

The results of the Maximum Difference Scaling also vary across countries, as consumers have different
priorities and concerns — please see figure 9. above. Some of the most important differences are described
below.™

13 please note that only results different from the EU27 mean by more than 3 points are commented on in this section.
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Freshness is less important than average in Italy but more important than average in Malta and Portugal.
Taste is also below average for Italy, but above average in the Netherlands. A hygienic display is more
important for Maltese and Romanian consumers but less important for Polish consumers.

Reasonable prices and affordable prices are more important than average in Hungary and less important
than average in Cyprus, Greece and ltaly, while affordable prices are more important in the UK and less
important in Luxembourg. Meat on sale has a lower priority overall with no striking differences across
countries. Interestingly, the scores of price items do not seem related to objective price levels or expenditure
on meat. Hungary is in the low price level country grouping (as defined in the consumer prices chapter), the
UK, Luxembourg and lItaly in the high price grouping, and Cyprus and Greece in the medium price grouping.
In terms of expenditure on meat as a percentage of total household expenditure, meat represents a high
share of consumers’ budget in Hungary and a low share in Luxembourg, but the pattern is not as consistent
for the other countries mentioned above.

There are more differences for origin items: ‘produced in my country’ is more important than average in
Estonia, Greece, Italy and Slovenia, but is less important in Belgium, Malta and the Netherlands. A number of
countries are below average for traceability: Cyprus, Estonia, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland and
Romania. The scores for ‘produced in the EU’ are more consistent, although Italy’s result is above average.

Turning to ethically-oriented concerns, Cyprus, Greece and ltaly find non-genetically modified feed more
important than average. Animal welfare certifications are also more important in Italy, but less important in
Bulgaria and Estonia. Results for environmental and organic certifications are closer to the EU27 average,
although Bulgarian consumers find environmental certifications less important and Lithuanian consumers find
organic certifications more important.

In terms of health-related items, the best before date is more important in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and
Romania and less important in Cyprus, Greece and Italy. Low fat content is more important for Maltese
consumers.

Finally, habit (usual purchase) is more important than average in Bulgaria and Poland, while easy to prepare
is more important for Cypriot consumers.

6.4.4 Country profiles

We will now look in more detail at several countries that obtained above or below average scores on a range
of items. Results of the analysis of consumer priorities in terms of motivation attributes are presented together
with some relevant results of the analysis of other aspects, such as information items that consumers look for
or specific types of meat that consumers use. Full analyses of these aspects are presented in the chapters
that follow.

Bulgarian consumers focus more on best before date and habit, and less on animal welfare and
environmental certifications. National stakeholders mention that purchasing meat that will keep well is
important for consumers. In terms of certifications, it can be seen from the consumer survey and mystery
shopping results that Bulgarian consumers have a lower awareness of these products and that they are not
widely available for purchase. 22% of Bulgarian consumers say they know animal welfare certified products,
compared with 44% overall. This figure is 6% for environment or climate certified products, compared with
15% across the EU. Besides, animal welfare labelling was available on 1% of products assessed in Bulgaria,
compared with 20% on average. Bulgarian consumers were also less likely than average to look for these
aspects when purchasing meat: 4% say they look for animal welfare certifications, compared with 22% on
average in the EU, and 2% mention environment or climate certifications, compared with 12% on average.
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National stakeholders’ comments are consistent with these results as they explain that there is a limited
market for these products in Bulgaria at this point in time.

Consumers in Cyprus give more importance to non-genetically modified feed and the meat being easy to
prepare, and less importance to a range of other items: reasonable price, affordable price, traceability and
best before date. As mentioned, Cypriot consumers seem more sensitive to the issue of genetically modified
foods, which may explain the first finding. However, only 2% of Cypriot consumers look for information about
GMO-free feed when purchasing meat, while this figure is 17% across the EU.

National stakeholders link the low importance of traceability to the lack of producer information on Cypriot
meat and to consumers not knowing where to find this type of information. Still, the proportion of consumers
who look for producer information when purchasing meat, 44%, is very close to the EU average, 43%. Cypriot
consumers are less likely than the average to look for the price when purchasing meat (52% in Cyprus
compared with 67% on average), but are more likely to look for the best before date with 72%, compared with
68% overall.

Cypriot consumers’ information seeking behaviour therefore does not match the importance given to different
aspects of the meat market. However, it is important to note that consumers in Cyprus are more likely than the
average to buy non-packaged meat (98% compared with 75% on average). The availability of labelling
information is also below average across the board: none of the products assessed displayed origin, animal
welfare or organic certifications. The best before date was available on 60% of products, compared with 90%
on average. The price per unit (88% compared with 92% on average) and the country of origin (91%
compared with 86%) were slightly more likely to be available. This shows that consumers may be interested in
some information items, but may not actively look for them if they are rarely available on labels.

Greek consumers have a similar profile in terms of non-genetically modified feed and best before date. They
also obtain lower scores for reasonable and affordable prices. However, in contrast to Cypriot consumers,
they give more importance than average on ‘produced in my country.’

Greek consumers are more aware of meat for which the country of origin is specified (89%, compared with an
average of 76%) and those who were aware were more likely to purchase it (85% have done so in the past
month, compared with 79% overall). Country of origin information was available for 98% of Greek meat,
compared with 86% on average. Besides, 78% of Greek consumers say they look for country of origin
information when purchasing meat, compared with 48% overall. National stakeholders point out that Greek
consumers associate a local origin with quality and have a strong focus on good quality meat, which may
explain the importance of country of origin information.

As in Cyprus, only 2% of Greek consumers say they look for information on GMO-free feed when purchasing
meat. Still, all Greek respondents but one had bought non-packaged meat in the past month. This focus on
non-packaged meat may explain why Greek consumers do not look for detailed information items that may
only be available on meat labels.

Maltese consumers pay more attention to freshness and a hygienic display than the average. They are also
more likely to look for the best before date on products, with 78% saying they do so, compared with 68% on
average.

Consumers in Malta pay less attention to ‘produced in my country’ and traceability. These two items could be
linked to a high proportion of imported meat. National stakeholders mention that local production is limited and
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that most meat is imported from other EU countries. Still, the proportions of Maltese consumers who look for
country of origin (52%) or producer (41%) information are close to the average (respectively 48% and 44%).

Italian consumers have a fairly different profile from other consumers as their scores are lower or higher than
the average for more than half of the items. They give more importance to ‘produced in my country’, non-
genetically modified feed, animal welfare certifications and ‘produced in the EU’. Additionally, they focus less
on freshness, taste, reasonable and affordable prices and the best before date.

The sensitivity of Italian consumers to genetically modified foods was pointed out earlier, although only 4%
say they look for information on GMO-free feed when purchasing meat (compared with 17% on average). The
comment made for Cyprus and Greece applies here as well, as 90% of Italian consumers have purchase non-
packaged meat in the past month.

National stakeholders highlight that Italian consumers have a preference for national and local food products,
which may be associated with higher quality. Indeed, 84% of Italian consumers are aware of meat for which
the country of origin is specified (76% on average) and 83% of those who were aware have purchased it in
the past month (79% on average). Country of origin information is also available on 92% of products assessed
in Italy, compared with 86% overall.

A 2007 survey found out that farm animal welfare is 'very important’ for 77% of Italians, while 41% say they
always think of animal welfare when buying meat (Mayfield, Bennet, Tranter & Wooldridge, 2007). This ties in
with the importance of animal welfare certifications and the fact that such labelling is available on 48% of the
products assessed in Italy (compared with 20% overall). However, both awareness (49%) and purchase
(50%) figures for animal welfare certified meat are close to the average figures (respectively 44% and 49%).

Estonian consumers focus more on ’produced in my country’ and less on traceability and animal welfare
certifications. Estonian consumers are more likely than the average to look for country of origin information
(66% compared with 48% overall) or origin certifications (36% compared with 26% overall) when purchasing
meat. 70% of Estonian consumers are aware of origin certified meat (compared with 55% on average),
although only 34% are aware of meat for which the country of origin is specified, (compared with 76% on
average). Similarly, 61% of Estonian consumers who are aware have purchased meat with a country of origin
specification in the past month (compared with 79% on average), and 74% of those who were aware have
purchased origin certified meat (compared with 59% overall). This difference could be linked to the fact that
origin certifications are more frequent in Estonia than in other countries: they were found on 56% of assessed
products, compared with 40% overall. In comparison, country of origin labelling availability (84%) is close to
the average (86%).

Turning to animal welfare certifications, Estonian consumers are less aware of them (20% compared with
44% on average) and less likely to have purchased them in the past month (24% compared with 49%). 12%
of Estonian consumers say they look for this piece of information when purchasing meat, compared with 22%
across the EU. In parallel, animal welfare certifications were only available on 4% of the products assessed in
Estonia, which is below the EU average (20%).

In countries where the score for ‘produced in my country’ is above or below average, this item’s importance
seems to match consumers’ interest for country of origin information. ‘Produced in my country’ is more
important for Slovenian consumers, who are also more likely than average to look for this information item:
61% say they do so, compared with 48% overall. In contrast, Belgian and Dutch consumers focus less on
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‘produced in my country.” They are also less likely to look for country of origin information with 38% of Belgian
and 24% of Dutch consumers looking for it, compared with 48% overall.

Similarly, the importance of price matches consumer’s interest in several countries. Hungarian consumers
focus more than average on reasonable price and affordable price in the Maximum difference scaling. They
are also more likely than average to look for the price per kilogram when purchasing meat: 85% say they look
for this, compared with 67% on average. UK consumers focus more than average on affordable price and
78% of them look for price information when purchasing meat, compared with 67% overall. The opposite trend
appears in Luxembourg, where affordable price gets a lower than average score and consumers are less
likely to look for price information: 51% of consumers look for the price (compared with 67% overall) and 59%
look for the price per kilogram (compared with 67%).

The results for hygiene and the best before date are slightly less consistent. Romania has a higher than
average score in terms of the best before date importance. This matches the fact that 83% of Romanian
consumers look for this piece of information, which is above the EU average (68%). However, the best before
date is more important than average for Czech consumers in the Maximum Difference ranking, but the
proportion of consumers looking for this piece of information (72%) is close to the EU average (68%).

It is also worth noting the case of organic meat in Lithuania: ‘The meat is organic’ has a higher than average
score and 37% of Lithuanian consumers look for this piece of information, compared with 18% overall.

6.4.5 Grouping of motivational aspects

Next to the maximum difference scaling, we used principal component analysis (PCA) on question 15 to test
our hypotheses about consumer motivation. The purpose was to check if the motivational drivers uncovered in
the rest of the analyses are present in the data and can be identified through a statistical analysis as
described in the annexes to this report (see annex Il).

In short PCA converts a set of observations of possibly correlated variables into a set of values of
uncorrelated components. In other terms, the PCA is a way to ‘reduce’ a large number of questions to a more
limited number of components without losing information in the process.

Figure 10. shows five components/patterns which, together, explain 67 per cent of the variance. This means
that the five factors as shown in the table below explain 67 per cent of the 100 per cent one would explain
using the seventeen items of question 15. Basically this means that the five components distinguished
extremely reduce the complexity of question 15, which makes that one can more easily look into relationships
with other questions.

The first component, which explains the most variance (35%), can be labelled as ‘the ethical component’.
You can find this component in column 1 looking at the figures that are above (-) 0.5. What is obvious from
this too is that these items have a low score (< (-).500 when one looks at the other components. This clearly
shows that the items belong to component 1 and not to any of the four others. Within this first component one
can clearly distinguish a rational non-ethical part (negative sign in the table) consisting of three questions that
focus on price (the price is reasonable taking into account the type of meat: -.738; the price is affordable -
.753; the meat is on sale: -.561) and an ethical part (positive sign in the table: the meat is organic .717; The
meat is animal welfare certified .747; the meat is produced according to environmental standards .756; The
meat is from animals that have not been fed by genetically modified feed .643). The second component is
related to the origin of meat or the place of production, grouping together the items the meat is produced
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in my country .836, the meat is produced in the European Union .621 and the origin of meat can be traced
back to the producer .616. This in short means that consumers who are driven by one of these aspects are
likely to be driven by the other two aspects. The third component refers to a more habitual group of aspects
when buying meat (‘It is the meat | usually buy’.705, ‘It is easy to prepare’ .644 and ‘The type of meat is tasty’
.621). Again, this means that consumers that are driven by habit or convenience are more likely to also be
driven by taste when purchasing meat. The fourth component groups together the items that refer to the
appearance of meat and its display in the shops (‘The meat looks fresh’ .706;, ‘The meat is displayed
hygienically’ .815). The last component coincides with the aspect of health in terms of low fat content of
meat (.821).

Figure 10. Important aspects when buying meat

COMPONENT

Ethical | Origin | Habit Appearance | Health
q15r1 Q15 - The price is reasonable taking into account the type of -0.738 | -0.434 | -0.013 | -0.154 -0.231
meat
q15r2 Q15 - The price is affordable -0.753 | -0.485 | -0.051 | -0.215 -0.157
q15r3 Q15 - The meat is on sale -0.561 | -0.356 | -0.142 | -0.417 -0.039
q15r4 Q15 - The meat looks fresh -0.319 | -0.246 | 0.217 0.706 -0.071
q15r5 Q15 - The meat is displayed hygienically 0.050 -0.117 | -0.133 | 0.815 0.007
g15r6 Q15 - The use by/best before date is far away -0.290 | -0.071 | -0.135 | 0.391 0.497
q15r7 Q15 - The meat has a low fat content 0.080 -0.107 | 0.098 -0.113 0.821
g15r8 Q15 - The type of meat is the one | usually buy -0.222 | 0.098 0.705 0.014 0.013
q15r9 Q15 - The meat is easy to prepare -0.096 | -0.252 | 0.644 -0.188 0.153
g15r10 Q15 - The type of meat is tasty -0.183 | -0.373 | 0.621 0.221 -0.235
g15r11 Q15 - The meat is organic 0.717 -0.054 | -0.113 | -0.257 -0.049
g15r12 Q15 - The meat is animal welfare certified 0.747 0.068 -0.353 | -0.131 -0.116
g15r13 Q15 - The meat is produced according to environmental 0.756 0.108 -0.362 | -0.112 -0.054
standards
g15r14 Q15 - The meat is from animals that have not been fed by 0.643 0.149 -0.316 | -0.144 -0.100
genetically modified feed
q15r15 Q15 - The meat is produced in my country 0.034 0.836 -0.035 | -0.090 -0.117
q15r16 Q15 - The meat is produced within the European Union 0.138 0.621 -0.101 | -0.128 -0.007
q15r17 Q15 - The origin of the meat can be traced back to the producer | 0.354 0.616 -0.253 | -0.123 -0.164

To summarise the findings of the PCA, we find rational and emotional groupings of attributes considered by
EU citizens when buying meat. Both emotional and rational drivers play a role in the consumer decision
making process. We can moreover conclude that consumers’ motivation is driven in practice by price and
ethical considerations, place of production, convenience, appearance and health concerns. The data analysis
confirms that the latent concepts identified earlier in the analysis are indeed central in the meat market.
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6.4.6 Mystery shopping auditors’ motivation for choice of products

As part of each mystery shopping visit, mystery shoppers were asked to buy one product. They were then
asked to write down their reasons for choosing this product. Figure 11. shows a breakdown of their comments
by topic. Interestingly, their open comments match to some extent the results of the maximum
difference scaling and PCA analysis.

All elements related to labelling (organic, animal welfare certified, amount of information provided) were
mentioned most often, followed by the appearance of the meat. Other common answers were origin, price,
quality and the type of meat.

Figure 11. Comments by topic

Label 42
Appearance 34
Origin 27
Price 26
Quality 15
Meat type 14
Packaging 9
Convenience 6
Health 5
Retailer 5
Use by date 5
Other 3
TOTAL 191

Examples of quotations from mystery shoppers are presented below. Looking at specific comments, a few
mystery shoppers mention organic or animal welfare certifications:

‘I prefer organic even if it is more expensive’
‘Complete confidence in organic products’

‘Il was pleased to see the RSPCA logo on this product. It makes me think the animals were looked after well.’

Appearance was also important for some mystery shoppers:
‘Because of the colour.’
‘Chop was cut thin and marbled’

‘Looks tasty’
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Different aspects of origin were mentioned, such as the country or region of origin, or the brand:
‘Because Hungarian product’
‘Local product’

‘Brand is trustworthy’

Value for money and offers were also mentioned several times:
‘Good offer on buy 2 for 3.00.’
‘Value for money’

‘Maxipack offer’

Different aspects of quality were mentioned:
‘Superior quality’
‘Does not contain dyes, preservatives, flavour enhancer’

‘Prepared on demand.’

Some mystery shoppers seem to have had a predefined idea of the type of meat and quantity they wanted to
buy:

‘Flexible for cooking different dishes’

‘It was the only chicken available, and | needed for the lunch.’
‘Because it is a product that is consumed by all the family.’

‘It was the only boneless pork cutlet in the store.’

‘Convenient weight and size’

‘Desired quantity’

Others mention habit, health-related aspects, the use by date or the influence of the retailer:
It is a habit to buy this meat’

‘This meat wasn't too fat.’

‘Contains omega 3.’

‘Long lasting, the date of use is long : it must be very fresh.’

‘It was within the Best Before Date.’

‘Butchers description of different types/flavours’
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6.5 Information aspects looked at when buying meat

After analysing consumer priorities when purchasing meat, we will look at a different aspect of motivation with
question 12 of the consumer survey: respondents were asked which information aspects they look at when
buying fresh meat and meat products.

6.5.1 Overall results
Figure 12. shows the overall results for question 12" for the EU27, EU15 and EU12.

Overall more than half of the consumers look at three key aspects when purchasing meat: the use by/best
before date (68%), the price per kilogram (67%) and the price (67%). 48% and 44% of consumers
respectively look at the country of origin and the producer when buying meat. Only 12% of consumers say
they look for information on whether meat is made from combined meat pieces. 12% look for
environment/climate certificates and 8% for information on whether meat was slaughtered according to
religious rites.

Comparing the answers of consumers from members states that joined the EU recently with the answers of
EU15 respondents it is apparent that EU12 countries are more likely than EU15 consumers to look at the
following aspects: the use by or best before date (77% compared with 65%), the price per kilogram (74%
compared with 66%), the price (70% compared with 66%) and the producer (56% compared with 40%).
Consumers from EU15 countries on the other hand are more likely than EU12 consumers to look at
indications of special meat types: origin certifications (28% compared with 19%), animal welfare certifications
(24% compared with 14%), organic information (20% compared with 11%), nutrition claims (19% compared
with 15%), GMO free feed information (18% compared with 13%), environment or climate certifications (13%
compared with 6%) and religious slaughter information (10% compared with 4%).

When assessing the differentiation between answer applying to fresh meat and to meat products regarding
question 12" we can see that consumers on the one hand are more likely to look at the following aspects
when buying fresh meat than meat products: price per kilogram (65% compared with 58%), price (64%
compared with 60%), country of origin (45% compared with 38%), animal welfare certifications (20%
compared with 15%) and organic information (17% compared with 14%). The following aspects, on the other
hand, are mentioned more often for meat products than for fresh meat purchases: ingredients (29% compared
with 22%) and nutritional values (18% compared with 15%)."

" Q12A. Which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy non-packaged fresh meat?

Q12B. And which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy pre-packaged fresh meat?

Q12C. And when you buy non-packaged meat products?

QIZD. And when you buy pre-packaged meat products?

> Q12A. Which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy non-packaged fresh meat?

Q12B. And which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy pre-packaged fresh meat?

Q12C. And when you buy non-packaged meat products?

Q12D. And when you buy pre-packaged meat products?

16 please note that ‘Made from combined meat pieces’ was not a possible answer for fresh meat purchases.
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Figure 12. Q12. Aspects looked at when buying meat

Use by/best before date

Price per kilogram

Price

The country of origin

Producer

Ingredients

Origin certified

Animal welfare certified

Nutritional values

Organic

Meat with nutrition claims

Animal fed with GMO free feed

Made from combined meat pieces

Environment/climate certified

Slaughtered according to religious rites

None of these

mEU27

Source: Functioning of the meat market— Consumer Survey Data

Q12. And which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy fresh meat/meat products/non-

/pre-packed meat?

mEU15 EU12

77%

Base: Allwho ever buy this type of product (13266)

7 Q12A. Which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy non-packaged fresh meat?
Q12B. And which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy pre-packaged fresh meat?

Q12C. And when you buy non-packaged meat products?
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There are wide variations across countries and a few results differ from the average by more than 20
percentage points. 43% of consumers look for producer information, but this proportion is much higher in
Estonia (71%), Bulgaria, Slovenia (both 69%), Latvia (68%) and Lithuania (65%). It is lower in the Netherlands
with 19%.

Luxembourgish (49%, compared with 26% overall) and Hungarian (48%) consumers are much more likely to
look for origin certifications. Cypriot (4%) and Romanian (7%) consumers are less likely to look for this
information item. These results match to some extent the availability of origin certifications in these four
countries: they appear on none of the products assessed in Cyprus, 27% of products in Romania, 38% of
products in Hungary and 36% of products in Luxembourg.

Estonian (54%) and Czech (53%) consumers are more likely to look for ingredients on packages, while
Portuguese (5%) and Cypriot (9%) consumers are less likely to do so.

Consumers in Austria, Luxembourg and Denmark (all 38%, compared with 18% overall) are more likely to
look for organic certifications. Interestingly, these three countries have relatively high proportions of
products with organic labelling: 24% in Denmark, 22% in Austria and 20% in Luxembourg.

Greek consumers (78%) are more likely to look for country of origin information, while Dutch consumers
(24%) are less likely to do so. This matches the availability of country of origin labelling in these two countries:
it appears on 98% of products in Greece and 47% of products in the Netherlands.

6.5.2 Results by socio-demographic category

Figure 13. shows results by socio-demographic category.

Women are more likely than men to look at the following aspects when purchasing meat: price per
kilogram (68.8% compared with 65.7%), use by/best before date (70.4% compared with 65.3%), animal
welfare certifications (23.3% compared with 20.3%), ingredients (34% compared with 29.2%) and
nutritional values (22.8% compared with 18.5%).

Respondents aged 55-75 are more likely to look for country of origin information than other age groups, with
51.7% doing so, compared with 44.8% for 18-34 year-olds and 48.1% for 35-54 year-olds.

The 18-34 age group is more likely than other age groups to look for a range of information: animal welfare
certifications (25.4%), religious slaughter information (13.3%), organic certification (21.7%), environment
or climate certification (15.4%) and nutritional values (24.3%).

Rural consumers (46.6%) are more likely to look for producer information than urban consumers (41.3%).
However, urban consumers are more likely than their rural counterparts to look for a range of other aspects:
price per kilogram (68.7% compared with 65.3%), animal welfare (23.1% compared with 20.1%), religious
slaughter (10.0% compared with 6.3%), organic (20.2% compared with 15.8%), environment or climate
(13.0% compared with 10.0%), and origin certifications (27.8% compared with 24.2%), nutrition claims
(20.2% compared with 15.2%), nutritional values (22.0% compared with 18.9%) and GM-free feed (17.7%
compared with 16.0%).

Consumers who buy non-packaged meat are more likely to look for producer (48.1%) and country of
origin (51.4%) information. These figures are respectively 43.0% and 48.5% for packaged meat.

Q12D. And when you buy pre-packaged meat products?

50



High frequency consumers are more likely than other groups to look for the use by date, with 71.9% doing
so, compared with 68.4% of medium frequency consumers and 62.0% of low frequency consumers. They are
also more likely to look for nutrition claims (22.5%), nutritional values (24.5%), GM-free feed (19.8%) and
information on meat made from combined meat pieces (15.7%).

Consumers who have supermarkets or equivalent retailers as their main retailer are more likely to look
for the price (67.9%, compared with 64.4% for other consumers). Consumers who say their main retailer is a
butcher, market or farm are more likely to look for a range of aspects: producer (47.9% compared with
42.9% for other consumers), country of origin (52.7% compared with 48.3%), animal welfare (24.4%
compared with 22.0%), organic (20.5% compared with 18.7%) and origin certifications (29.6% compared
with 27.0%).
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6.5.3 Results by information-seeking sub-groups of consumers

When buying pre-packaged meat, consumers are more likely to look at different aspects, such as: the use
by or best before date (66% compared with 38% for non-packaged meat), the price (60% compared with
57%), the ingredients (30% compared with 17%), nutritional values (19% compared with 12%), nutrition
claims (16% compared with 11%) and combined meat pieces information (11% compared with 7%).

When comparing information sources (which are described more in detail in the chapter on opportunity) and
aspects consumers look for, the average number of aspects looked at increases with the number of
information sources used. There is a large difference between the two ends of the scale: consumers who
use one information source tend to look for 2.8 aspects on average, while consumers who use 12 information
sources tend to look for 10.1 aspects on average.

Looking at knowledge of labelling (which is described more in detail in the chapter the chapter on ability),
4% of consumers identified the meaning of the Protected Designation of Origin logo, but this proportion is 9%
among consumers who look for religious slaughter certifications and 8% among consumers who look for
environment or climate certifications. 36% of consumers correctly interpreted the meaning of a best before
date overall, but this proportion is 43% among consumers who look for organic certifications and 40% among
consumers who look for origin or environment/climate certifications.

Overall, 23% of consumers understood the meaning of a low-fat label, but this proportion is 28% among
consumers who look for organic certifications and 27% among consumers who look for animal welfare
certifications.

Consumers who say they would like to buy specific meat types (such as organic or animal welfare certified
meat - results are described more in detail in the chapter on intention and behaviour) more often are more
likely than others to say they look for related information items. For instance, consumers who would like
to buy organic meat more often are more likely to say they look for organic certifications. Similarly, consumers
who have bought a specific meat type in the past month are more likely than others to look for the related
information items. For instance, consumers who have bought religious slaughter meat in the past month are
more likely to say they look for religious slaughter certifications when purchasing meat.

Figure 14. shows the average number of aspects consumers look at when purchasing meat. EU
consumers look for 5 aspects on average. This figure is 5.1 in the EU15 and 4.7 in the EU12. Portuguese
(3.3) and Cypriot (3.5) consumers look for the lowest number of aspects on average, while Austrian (6.6) and
Hungarian (6.4) consumers look for the highest number of items. In countries with low averages, consumers
tend to focus on key items: price, use by date and to a lesser extent country of origin. In countries with higher
averages, consumers tend to look more for information on specific meat types or nutrition, such as origin or
organic certifications, nutritional claims or ingredients.
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Figure 14. Q12. Aspects looked at when buying meat — Mean number of

aspects
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Source: Functioning of the meat market — Consumer Survey Data
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'® Q12A. Which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy non-packaged fresh meat?

Q12B. And which of the following aspects do you look for when you buy pre-packaged fresh meat?

Q12C. And when you buy non-packaged meat products?
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Figure 15. shows the spread of answers. 78% of consumers mention 6 items or fewer. The remaining 22%
say they normally look for 7 to 15 information items.

Figure 15. Spread of ans