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Abstract: This study was conducted to determine the consumers’ perceptions and factors influencing
offal meat consumption in Amathole District in the Eastern Cape Province of South Africa. A total of
202 consumers from Amathole District were randomly sampled from three municipalities. The study
revealed that consumers were more influenced by the freshness, price, and availability of the product
and these factors determine the point of purchase. The most preferred purchase-point for offal meat
in this study was butchery. However, sheep offal was more preferred to cattle offal. The point of
purchase, however, remains a prominent factor among other factors that could influence decision
making for any consumer. When it comes to offal meat, the results showed that the majority of
consumers purchased more liver, intestine, and tripe, which is because they are often sold in a combo
at the butchery. Furthermore, it was revealed that consumers have nutritional knowledge of the
offal meat products before making their purchase but health reasons emerged as a factor that the
consumers considered the least at the point of purchase.
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1. Introduction

About three decades ago, normal markets for offal meat progressively declined due to the outbreak
of Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) otherwise called mad cow disease. The exclusion of offal
meat for human consumption in the food chain was done to protect the public from the spread of
BSE disease [1,2]. Although the re-occurrence of the reported outbreak or spread of the BSE disease
declined in a remarkable manner after the exclusion of offal from the human diet and animal feed [1].
Consequently, purchase of offal meat decreased in regions that were affected because of the undesirable
brand image of the by-product and was strongly constrained into pet food products [3].

Presently, offal meat is now seen as an excellent source of protein for several people across the
continents and are now considered as delicacies used as basic traditional dishes. This is due to its
potential to combat protein malnutrition and food insecurity in many countries [4]. In this regard,
offal meat has been re-incorporated as constituents of traditional diets in many countries. At times,
offal meat may be utilized on regular basis in a low-cost approach, as in pastries (for example, steak pie,
pepper steak pie, and steak and kidney pie), to get high-quality protein and nutrition. In South Africa,
carcass meat may be preferred but abattoir managers would have preferred that an animal produce
twice or more offal than what they get presently. This is due to the increase in demand for offal meat
consumption and the inability to keep up with such demand. Presently, meat and offal meat are a
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vital piece in the human diet as a result of the nutritional benefits obtained from these products [5].
The nutritional benefits enjoyed by society cannot be over emphasized. However, meat and offal meat
has proven to be an excellent source of protein, fats, vitamins, and minerals that resourcefully enhance
outstanding performance in human body systems [6].

Grunert et al. [7] in their study reported that consumers’ perception of various products are
influenced by attitudes and belief. Beliefs play a key role in the acceptance or rejection of a product
because it could change the perception and image of that product [8]. Therefore, perception is defined
as the method where consumers select, organize, and interpret information for immediate decision
making [9]. Consumers usually form their feelings about the expected quality for meat while at
the point of purchase [10]. “The decision to buy and eat meat is a direct outcome of how meat
is perceived by the consumer” [11]. This is directly related to quality cue, which could be better
explained as informational stimuli accessible by the consumer prior to purchase [12,13]. Quality cues
are prerequisite required for consumers to evaluate displayed products and make a final decision at
the point of purchase [14]. On the other hand, “perceived cues” are expected or experienced attributes
of the offal meat that forms consumers approach towards the product. Previous experience plays
a pivotal role in consumers’ judgments about expected quality as some cues may be perceived as
being more relevant than others [15,16]. However, past research revealed that consumers may differ
in their dependence on both intrinsic and extrinsic cues as well as in their capability to correctly
measure product cues accurately [17–19]. For this reason, it is important to understand the respective
influence of quality cues in consumers’ perception of offal quality appraisal to enhance attributes
most likely to influence consumers’ opinions. It is well known that offal tends to have an undesirable
brand image before now and this may affect the emotions and consumers behavior [8]. This negative
approach toward offal meat production and consumption could be weakly exhibited in the behavior
and perception of the consumers. Typically, the attitudes and belief of the consumer on offal may
depend on the acceptance of the product and their features [7]. Presently, offal products are now
relevant in our meals and diets regardless of the earlier global negative outlooks towards them [8].
This is because consumers have passed the stage of vague ideas in which some confidence is placed on
offal as an odd animal product.

Normally, consumers’ perception on carcass meat quality is directly related to the visual
appearance (color, fat content, marbling, and drip loss) and their preferred point of purchase [20].
The visual appearance of meat related products has a close interaction with the meat color, therefore
indicates a systemic relationship. In addition, meat color is associated with the diverse forms of
the sarcoplasmic protein myoglobin [21] and it is also considered as the key fresh meat features
that consumers look for before purchase [22]. In beef, for instance, dark colored meat could face
acceptability problem when customers are actually looking for a bright red meat at the point of
purchase [10,23]. The freshness of meat is therefore related to the bright color of carcass meat for
predicting meat quality. Consumers normally believe that freshness of meat in a sanitized purchase
outlet provides assurance for safer meat [24]. However, some of the consumers in South Africa are
too casual about meat safety, hence the purchase of meat and offal from street vendors which may be
susceptible to health concerns [25].

Acceptability of meat and offal meat may be influenced by tradition, norms, and custom of a
particular society. For this reason, assessment of quality cues could take place within the thoughts of
consumer and altered by individual preference, thus judgments on meat quality vary from persons
through societies and cultures [16]. As a result of this, preferences have been observed to vary
within the same region and outside different regions [26]. Therefore, Steenkamp [15] concluded that
whenever a quality assessment is carried out by any consumer, it is done and established on their past
accumulated knowledge and information about the product.

Several studies on consumers’ perception of fresh meat quality, the perception of consumers on
the quality of mutton, factors associated with perceived beef quality, consumer perception and the
role in the meat industry have been published [6,27–30] but those studies did not consider offal meat.
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However, to the best of our knowledge, limited studies have focused on consumers’ perception of offal
meat consumption. In South Africa, however, there are insufficient data on consumer preference for
offal meat consumption and the effects in the offal supply chain. It is therefore important to understand
the factors influencing consumer actions when purchasing offal meat and their preferred outlet for
such a purchase. This study, therefore, sought to identify factors that were more important to the
consumer in offal consumption and purchase in Amathole District of South Africa.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Site

The Amathole District Municipality is the third largest of the seven Districts in the Eastern Cape
Province in terms of population after O.R Tambo and Nelson Mandela bay Metropolitan areas in
South Africa. It has a population of about 898,000 people, of which 53.03% and 46.97% are females
and males, respectively. Majority of the population (99.66%) are black. About 31% (281,000) of the
population is over 40 years. The District is situated in the central part of the Eastern Cape Province [31].
It spans along the Sunshine Coast from the Fish River Mouth and alongside the Eastern Seaboard
along the Wild Coast. It is bordered to the north by the Amathole Mountain Range. Amathole District
Municipality is comprised of six local municipalities: Mbhashe, Mnquma, Great Kei, Amahlathi,
Ngqushwa, and Raymond Mhlaba. The study was conducted in three different municipalities in the
Amathole District of Eastern Cape Province of South Africa using random sampling. The selected
municipalities were Mbhashe Municipality (Butterworth and Kentani), Raymond Mhlaba Municipality
(Alice and Fort Beaufort) and Ngqushwa Municipality (Peddie and Hamburg).

2.2. Selection of Respondents

A total of 202 consumers from Amathole Districts in Eastern Cape Province from three randomly
selected municipalities (Mbhashe, Raymond Mhlaba, and Ngqushwa municipalities) were sampled
from a total of six towns in the municipalities. Consumers were randomly selected by selecting
members of the community who could have basic knowledge and give better information about offal
consumption. The participants were interviewed in their shops, schools, butcheries, parks, garages
and those that were close to the shopping areas. The key quality indicators such as the color of
offal, packaging, fatness, freshness, visual display, and consumption pattern (flavor, tenderness, and
juiciness) which point toward the acceptability and preferred offal meat were included in the interview.

2.3. Data Collection

For the purpose of this study, a structured questionnaire was prepared, pre-tested and used to
interview the consumers. Part of the questionnaire was translated into the vernacular (Xhosa) language
for simplicity of administration to those who do not understand key terms in the questionnaire
and where the use of English language was poor. The respondents were asked to complete a
self-administered questionnaire while interpretation was done for some of the respondents. Patterns
from similar recent studies on individual contributing factor on offal meat preference based on
their demographic characteristics [32,33] were used. Demographic information such as educational
status, gender, monthly income, age, and family size was included (Table 1). The consumers also
answered questions pertaining to offal meat demanded in the last three months, preferred offal meat
and preferred purchase-point (butcher, supermarket, and others), in line with Verbeke et al. [34].
With respect to approach, consumers were asked to indicate which factors influence their demand
for offal meat, precisely for purpose of nutritional value, health reasons, cheapness (price) and
availability [7]. The questionnaire further included eleven attributes on a five-point Likert scale
to determine consumers’ knowledge on the offal meat quality attributes by visual assessment (color of
offal, packaging, fatness, freshness, and visual display) and consumption pattern (flavor, tenderness,
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and juiciness) but were all measured on a descriptive scale. Each volunteered respondent who
participated in the interview was requested to sign a written consent letter.

Table 1. Demographic characteristic of consumers interviewed in Amathole District.

Variable Percentage Frequency

Gender
Female 53.5 108
Male 46.5 94

Household size
0–5 75.8 153
6–10 23.2 47
>10 1 2

Age
15–24 11.4 23
25–34 29.7 60
35–44 27.2 55
45–54 13.4 27
55–64 11.9 24
65–74 5.9 12
75–84 0.5 1

Monthly Income
<R500 14.4 29
R501–R2000 56.4 114
R2001–R4000 12.9 26
R4001–R6000 6.9 14
R6001–R8000 2 4
R8001–R10,000 2 4
>R10,000 5.4 11

Educational Status
Grade 1–7 4.5 9
Grade 8–12 22.3 45
Matric 46 93
Tertiary 27.2 55

2.4. Statistical Analyses

Data generated were entered in Microsoft Excel and were summarized as frequencies of
respondent profiles on consumers’ perception. Descriptive statistics was used to determine associations
between age, income, educational status, and other factors influencing offal consumption using SPSS
version 20 (SPSS 20, IBM, Armonk, NY, USA) for the analysis. Chi-square statistics were used to
test the association between variables at a 95% confidence interval. p < 0.05 was considered as
statistically significant.

3. Results and Discussion

3.1. Consumer Demography and Attributes

In Table 1, the total number of 202 respondents who were interviewed, the majority of the
respondents were females (53.3%) while males represented 46.5% of the research sample. Furthermore,
it was observed that most of the respondents had formal education. However, the findings showed
that 4.5% of the respondents had the lowest form of education and had stopped at elementary grade.
Meanwhile, 46% had gone through matriculation and 27.2% possessed at least an undergraduate degree
(Table 1). The majority of the respondents were either working within the governmental departments,
private sector or owned their personal business earning from R500 to more than R10,000 on monthly
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basis. In Table 1, the most prevailing earned income among the respondents was R501–R2000 (56.4%)
while the least represented incomes were R8001–R10000 (2%) and R6001–R8000 (2%), respectively.

Correlation analysis was performed to establish the relationships between offal meat attributes
and demography. The result showed that there was a significant relationship at p-value 0.026, p-value
0.012, p-value 0.020 and p-value 0.031 but a positive correlation between gender and color, packaging,
tenderness and juiciness of the offal meat products (Table 2). This means that the color, packaging,
tenderness, and juiciness of the offal meat products tend to vary from male to female at the point
of purchase.

The estimated relationship between the education of the respondents and their perception about the
smell of the offal was significant at p-value 0.025 but was weakly correlated. On the other hand, the level
of education was significant at p-value 0.018 with a positive correlation with the visual display at the
point of purchase. This shows that, as the level of education increases, consumers attach more credence to
the visual display of the offal and this influences decision at purchase-points. Demography has been used
to a great extent for interpreting consumers’ purchasing behavior. However, Romano and Stefani [35]
revealed that there is a narrow line between demographic variables and purchase decision. This is in
agreement with the results obtained from this study where variables such as age, monthly income, family
size, and gender were observed to be weak factors influencing consumers’ purchase decision.

3.2. Attributes and Consumers’ Choice of Purchase-Point

The findings from this study revealed that most of the respondents preferred sheep offal (83%)
as compared to cattle offal (33%), although the percentage of those who preferred sheep and cattle
offal (86%) was the highest (Table 3). This result was in agreement with Walsh [36] who described that
sheep offal is in more demand than cattle offal. Furthermore, the findings are similar to the recent study
conducted in Ghana by Ayroe et al. [37] who reported a higher preference for both cattle and goat offal.

With respect to purchasing decisions, the interview focused on the preferred place of purchase,
preferred offal, and offal meat products consumed in the last three months. When consumers were
asked what type of offal meat products they like to eat and from which type of animal, it was observed
that consumers were selective in the type of offal they consume, for example, liver (94.1%), tripe
(78.2%) and intestine (68.8%) were the most demanded products and consumed in the last three
months (Figure 1). This showed that the percentage of consumers who eat certain types of offal
products differ from one another. The preference shown in this study concur with Nonterah et al. [38]
who reported that the most preferred offals are liver and stomach at the point of purchase. This same
trend for the demand of liver, tripe, and intestine was seen among the respondents that prefer sheep
offal (37.6%, 32% and 31.2%, respectively) and cattle offal (15.3%, 12.5% and 8.9%, respectively).

In general, it could be deduced that consumers explored all the retail outlets (butchery,
supermarkets, and other retail outlets) for the purchase of offal meat. However, the majority of
respondents preferred to buy offal meat from butchery (Figure 2). A greater percentage of respondents
who purchased liver (64.4%), heart (42.6%), tongue (40.1%), kidney (37.6%) tripe (59.4%), spleen (34.7%),
intestine (59.4%), and lungs (37.6) did so in butcheries as compared to other outlets. This concurs
with the recent study by Ayroe et al. [37] who reported that consumers purchased their favorite offal
products mostly from the butcher shops.

Furthermore, the respondents were asked why they chose the butchery in preference to other
selling or retail outlets. The respondents replied that the offal meat sold at butchery was fresher
and cheaper. In addition, the respondents alluded to the fact that they preferred the butchery
because the other types of offal meat were not readily accessible in other outlets as compared to
the butchery. Moreover, it emerged that purchase of offal meat at the butchery also gave the consumers
the opportunity to buy a combination of different offals as a single item otherwise called “combo” as
compared to the supermarkets where the chances of purchasing in bulk are limited. Nevertheless,
there were a few respondents who chose to buy fresh offal products occasionally from supermarkets
and street traders.
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Table 2. The correlation coefficients between demographic and perception on eleven offal meat quality.

Demography Color Leanness Presence of Fat Smell Freshness Flavor Packaging Price Tenderness Juiciness Visual Display

Age 0.227 0.292 −0.660 0.310 −0.231 −0.899 −0.029 * 0.702 −0.867 −0.952 0.889
Gender 0.026 * 0.668 0.474 −0.392 −0.820 0.750 0.012 * 0.248 0.020 * 0.031 * −0.149

Education 0.876 −0.175 0.102 −0.03 * −0.982 −0.460 0.174 0.414 0.573 0.061 0.018 *
Income 0.088 −0.145 0.523 −0.187 −0.904 −0.816 0.774 0.228 −0.107 0.145 0.084
H/Size −0.397 0.865 0.029 * 0.234 −0.173 −0.933 −0.242 −0.87 −0.459 0.860 0.291

* Correlation coefficients is significant at the p-value < 0.05.

Table 3. Distribution of specific preferred offal type as indicated by consumers.

Offal Type Percentage Frequency

Sheep 41.1 83
Cattle 16.3 33

Sheep and Cattle 42.6 86
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The interviews were similarly focused on visual and quality assessment of offal meat (color,
packaging, visual display, fat inclusion, freshness, and price). Assessment of visual appearance was
derived from previous work by De Andrade [39] and measured on descriptive scales using a five-point
Likert scale (disagree to strongly agree). The variables which best described the quality of offal meat
with respect to their importance in the consumers’ decision to purchase offal are shown in Figure 3.
The results showed that respondents who purchased fresh offal products from retail outlets cited
freshness as the major factor which assisted them to distinguish the quality of the meat offered in
any retail outlets. Consumers’ perception on the freshness of offal is, therefore, very important at
any selling point. These results commensurate with Verbeke et al. [33] who reported that freshness is
the most effective factor that influences consumers’ decision to purchase fresh meat. Jabbar [40] also
concluded in his study that freshness and price among other quality attributes play a vital role for
consumers to make their decision at the point of purchase.

The price of offal was also observed and presented by consumers as one of the major attributes
of quality for offal meat when compared to other types of meat, which are more expensive. Most of
the respondents felt the price was a strong factor which contributed to whether to eat or purchase
offals. Some respondents acknowledged that offal products sold at the butcher shop were relatively
cheaper and the quantity was high as compared to the supermarkets. The findings also indicated that
the more the consumers ate any offal meat products the higher the demand for the products in the
last three months. A likely reason could be as a result of the price of offal, which was found to be
considerably cheaper at the butchery than supermarkets. This is in agreement with the law of demand
which states that the quantity of goods leads to a rise in demand as the price falls, and vice versa.
Offal meat products still account for an insignificant part of meat markets and their demand is still far
behind the production potential of resources available [41].
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It was further observed that the highest point of preference when offal meat is to be purchased
is the price of offals, i.e., whether they are cheap or not. This implies that the price, availability and
nutritional value of the product in a regular succession are critical (Figure 4). These three factors form
the major factors influencing offal demand. The price of liver (43.6%), heart (30.7%), tripe (43.1%),
spleen (18.8%), intestine (40.6%); and availability of liver (41.1%), heart (28.7%), tongue (20.8%), kidney
(22.3%). tripe (39.1%), spleen (15.3%), intestine (39.1%), and lungs (22.85) emerged as being very
important for the demand of offals. The consumers also revealed that they have nutritional knowledge
of the offal meat products before making their purchase. Meanwhile, health reasons emerged as
the least factor that the consumers considered at the point of purchase (Figure 4). This, however,
contradicts the observation of Jabbar [40] that price is the least important quality factor relative to the
income of the consumer. In as much as Jabbar’s [40] observation may be true for purchases of beef,
it does not apply to offal meat.
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4. Conclusions

From the respondents who participated in this survey, it was revealed that consumers had a
higher preference for offal meat products from the butchery because it was cheaper, readily available
and fresher. Most of the consumers strongly agreed that the meat quality attributes influenced their
decision during the purchase of offal meat. However, variables such as the color, price, freshness,
visual display and packaging of the offal were ranked as the most influential in making choice to
purchase in comparison to other factors such tenderness and fat content. The point of purchase,
however, remains a prominent factor among other factors that could influence decision making for any
consumer. When it comes to offal meat, the results showed that the majority of consumers purchased
more liver, intestine, and tripe because they are often sold in a combo at the butchery. However, some
consumers may expect distinct or special quality attributes based on their individual experience. It is
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also known that consumers’ mental attitude and insight about acceptable quality attributes could be
attached to their socioeconomic status and personal preference.

In addition, the findings of the study inferred that nearly all types of offal meat are consumed
in Amathole district, especially liver, kidney, tripe, intestines, heart, and tongue, while kidney and
spleen were mentioned by some respondents to be mostly consumed by men. The foremost factors
influencing offal consumption comprised of availability of offal meat, price, freshness, nutritional value,
and health reasons. These offal meat products are nutritionally appropriate for different age groups,
especially children and women. The perception of consumers on offal meat consumption is similar
to the indicators and factors that are considered when the consumer is about to purchase red meat,
which suggests the results are important for developing effective growth strategies to promote the
offal meat market in the municipality. In addition, this means that municipalities need to re-orientate
and enlighten people about the nutritional benefits, as well as food safety and health implications of
offal consumption.
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