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Abstract

:

Meat consumers around the world are increasingly paying attention to product quality and safety, and are starting to reduce their meat consumption, especially with regard to red meat. This trend is prevalent in households with children who prefer health-certified meat products. Our study compares meat consumption habits in households with and without children or adolescences (0–18 years). A structured questionnaire was distributed to 401 retail purchasers at 12 different points of sales of meat in the Piedmont region in northwest Italy. Socio-demographic variables and quantitative-qualitative meat consumption habits of retail purchasers were investigated. One part of the questionnaire analyzed the relative importance of 12 meat choice purchasing attributes by employing the Best-Worst scaling methodology, a type of choice experiment. Our research found that households without children (subset B) have higher weekly meat consumption habits than those with children (subset A). Alternatively, the households with children (subset A) have a diet characterized by a greater variety of protein sources, such as legumes and fish. Both of the considered subsets preferred trusted butchers for meat buying, with supermarkets as a second choice. However, only consumers of subset A bought meat from farm butchers. Our team performed a consumer analysis to identify meat consumption patterns in the two considered subsets. Simultaneously, a Best-Worst analysis evidenced several choice attributes with different relevance for the two investigated samples segmentation in three clusters of purchase.
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1. Introduction


Global meat consumption is undergoing both a quantitative (negative trend) and qualitative change (shift towards white meat consumption) [1,2]. Overall, there has been a global reduction of red meat consumption, which has been partially replaced by leaner white meat. The analysis of consumer perception of meat attributes is important for understanding and predicting its behavior [3]; currently, consumer choice and purchasing decisions are oriented toward food safety, healthy products and quality characteristics [4,5,6]. However, meat experience-consumption characteristics and credence quality attributes influenced these processes, as well [7,8]. Moreover, consumer attitudes are influenced by values and social rules, which are determined by multiple aspects of everyday life for individuals or groups of people [9,10]. This aspect is confirmed in households with children, having a positive effect on quality certified meat consumption [1]. Meat consumption has been linked to the importance of a child’s growth. Research demonstrates that meat intake, both red and white meat, is positively associated with psychomotor development at 22 months of age [11]. In contrast, many studies have concentrated on the negative correlation between meat consumption at a young age and some chronic diseases, including obesity and cardiovascular disease, as adults. In fact, obesity is becoming a serious threat to both the immediate and long-term health of children. The effects of impaired nutritional status during childhood may have long-standing consequences for the health and performance of children during their adult years [12,13]. Therefore, the amount of meat intake recommended by pediatricians is important in maximizing benefits and limiting health risks [14,15]. It has become more apparent that consumers, often influenced by vague or biased media information, have changed their consumption of meat, especially in the presence of children [16,17].



The aim of this research was to evaluate whether or not meat consumption habits are influenced by household composition. A comparison of meat consumption habits was made between households with and without children or teenagers (0–18 years).




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Data Collection


The study was conducted in the Piedmont region in northwest Italy. A structured questionnaire (consisting of closed-ended questions) was distributed to 401 retail purchasers at 16 meat points of sale (8 familiar points of sale of fresh-cut meat or trusted butchers; 6 meat points of sale of two mass retail channels where packaged, fresh and processed meat were sold; and 2 stores on breeding farms or farm butchers). The retailers were chosen both in rural and in metropolitan areas. The choice of different typologies of points of meat purchase was made in order to involve different targets of beef meat consumers. In addition to trusted butchers and mass retail channels, two farm butchers, which are more and more common in the considered geographic area, were also involved in the research.



Face-to-face interviews were conducted by using paper questionnaires (see Appendix A), alternating, whenever possible, between genders. The four different versions of the questionnaire were submitted randomly to the interviewees. Interviews were conducted every day from April to July 2015, from Monday to Sunday, in two time slots (9 a.m. to 1 p.m. and 4 p.m. to 8 p.m.).




2.2. Questionnaire Set-Up


The questionnaire was subdivided into three main sections. The first section included questions related to socio-demographic characteristics, such as age (under 30, from 31 to 45, from 46 to 55, and over 55), gender (female or male), educational status (primary school, lower secondary, upper secondary, master’s degree) and employment status (employed, retired, entrepreneur, student, unemployed or homemaker). The second section of the questionnaire was related to meat purchasing behavior and consumption. Quantitative and qualitative consumption patterns of meat, and beef meat in particular, were examined. The weekly consumption of meat and beef (no consumption, 1–2 times, 3–5 times, 6–10 times, and more than 10 times), as well as the habitual meat point of sale, and frequency (never, sometimes and often) of consumption of alternative protein sources (e.g., legumes and fish) were examined in this section. The third and last section analyzed the relative importance of 12 meat choice purchasing attributes (Table 1), which were selected after an in-depth review of articles published in international journals, by employing a choice experiment (the Best-Worst scaling methodology).




2.3. Best-Worst Methodology


The Best-Worst methodology was introduced by Finn and Louviere [18] in the early 1990s. It wasn’t until 2005 that a more rigorous methodological explanation was presented [19]. The Best-Worst (BW) methodology is a measuring technique in which respondents are asked to choose their favorite attribute (the best) and their least favorite attribute (the worst) from a set of attributes [20,21].



The BW score can be considered an extension of the pairwise comparison method, since it offers similar benefits and more information with fewer questions [22]. The BW methodology also provides a more discriminating way of measuring the degree of importance that respondents attach to each factor. For example, unlike the Likert scale, respondents can choose only two attributes which they consider as respectively the most and least important for each set of choice.



In accordance with [23], we chose to include 4 attributes per subset, and to present each attribute 3 times within the questionnaire (Table 2).



MaxDiff designer (v.2.0.2; Sawtooth Software, Orem, UT, USA) was used to assign each of the 12 attributes to 4 different versions of the questionnaire. Each of these versions comprised nine subsets, each including four attributes (see Appendix A).



A two-way balance was favored in this study design, meaning that it was directed towards the frequency with which paired combinations of attributes appeared together. As the average BW scores take positive and negative values, and therefore sum to zero, they are often perceived as difficult to interpret. For instance, in the case of importance measurement, a negative BW value does not indicate negative importance, but rather low (below average) importance [20]. Rescaling can be applied for the total sample or the subsamples, such as segments, to allow an easier comparison than using raw BW scores [20]. The total responses for each best and worst attribute were calculated using Sawtooth MaxDiff (SSI-version 8.4.6; Sawtooth Software, Orem, UT, USA, www.sawtoothsoftware.com) using the cyclical algorithm, k(k − 1)/2 (where k is the total number of attributes) making paired comparisons possible.



Furthermore, the Best-Worst analysis was used to understand if clusters with homogeneous preferences within the sample could be identified according to the weight that the individual respondent assigned to the different attributes, as per the Latent Class Clustering technique. The Sawtooth MaxDiff software, by default, creates 4 segmentations, each containing the division of the sample from 2 to 5 clusters respectively. For segmentation into clusters, the p-value for each attribute was calculated using the homogeneity of the variance test. The software used for the quantitative analysis was SPSS.21.0 for Windows (IBM Corporation, Armonk, NY, USA).



A data analysis was conducted comparing information provided from two subsets of the sample: consumers with children/teenager (0–18 years), designated as subset A; and families without children or teenager, designated as subset B.



Preferences of meat attributes by the considered consumer samples were analyzed by gender, age, educational level, employment, average weekly meat consumption, and the point of meat purchase.





3. Results


Socio-demographic characteristics of the two subsets, A and B, are reported in Table 3.



Out of the 401 respondents in the whole sample, 26% had at least one child or adolescent. In both subsets, there was a majority of women, especially in subset A (68% women versus 32% men). With regard to age, there were differences between the two considered groups. In subset A, the majority of respondents (66%) were between the ages of 31 and 45, only 2% were younger than 30 years, while in subset B, 33% were under 30, and 36% were between 31 and 45 years. In both groups, there were few respondents older than 55 years (3% and 8%, respectively, in subsets A and B). 63% of respondents from subset A had upper-secondary education, while 44% of subset B had a master’s degree. Differences in employment status was evident; 60% of subset A were considered entrepreneurs, while in subset B respondents were divided by being either employed (40%) or retired (31%). The majority of retail purchasers surveyed followed traditional meat-eating habits in both of the considered subsets (more than 95%). From the analysis of the responses, differences in consumption frequency emerged between the two considered subsets A and B (Figure 1), 54% of households with children consumed meat at least 3 times a week, and 45% of households without children consumed the same amount. One-fifth of sample A can be classified as high meat consumers (more than 6 times a week). Moreover, higher consumption of meat was associated with lower consumption of beef, and was compensated for by other types of meat. In fact, those who ate more meat per week, in proportion, ate less beef meat than those who ate meat 1 or 2 times weekly, which was 60–70% of beef.



The analysis of protein intake evidences some similarities in dietary styles of consumers in both of the subsets for poultry, rabbit and legumes. In contrast, fish was consumed more by subset A (Figure 2). Among the respondents, Figure 2 also shows the percentage of those who declared a “frequent” consumption of the various meat/protein sources proposed in the interview. The share of frequent consumers in sample A was higher than in sample B for poultry and fish. Regarding consumer preferences for beef meat cuts, no significant differences emerged from the analysis. The majority of retail purchasers in both of the considered subsets (73% and 72% in subsets A and B, respectively) bought beef meat from small meat butchers, followed by supermarkets. Only 1% of both subsets chose discount stores for meat purchase, while only consumers of subset A (6%) bought meat at farm butchers (Figure 3).



Best-Worst Analysis


In Figure 4, meat attributes that are considered important during beef meat purchase are reported for both considered subsets. Price and animal welfare emerged as the most important attributes. Brand and animal breed, while not as significant, still have great importance for both of the samples. On the contrary, traceability, nutritional information, color and country of origin were the four least important choice attributes for subsets A and B. Different levels of importance are recognized in taste/flavor (more important for households without children) and organic labelling (important for households with children). Each subset was subdivided into clusters with both the data analysis to the Best-Worst method (Table 4).



In both cases, there is a “price sensitive” cluster, underscoring that consumers pay significant attention to the price when purchasing meat. Secondly, consumers place animal welfare as a significant attribute of choice, while the least relevant attribute is nutritional information. From the analysis of the importance of the different attributes of meat choice, traceability was revealed to be considered to be unimportant in clusters in both subsets A and B (households with and without children). Families with children view the brand as the most important attribute for cluster A1, while it is of medium importance in the clusters emerging in the subset of households without children. In A3, color is the most important attribute when choosing meat. The opposite situation is seen in cluster A1, where color is the least relevant attribute. Similarly, in families without children, we find in cluster B2 that color is not relevant, it is the taste/flavor that is the most important. In contrast, cluster B4 finds the color to be most important during the purchase of the meat, and considers the nutritional information the least relevant.





4. Discussion


A consumer analysis permitted us to identify meat consumption patterns and to quantify the importance of selected quality attributes at the purchasing stage in households with and without children. The sample involved in this study was small (401 interviewed); however, the choice experiment employed for investigation, the Best-Worst methodology, is feasible even for low size samples [24]. Households with children were likely to be concerned about nutritional balance in the diet [17]. Our research found that the presence of children in families affects the amount of meat consumed, especially beef, as well as the variety of diet, leaving space for other protein sources, such as legumes and fish. This result is in line with pediatricians’ recommended indications about the variety of diets and protein sources. Consumers with children are considered more likely to seek fortification in their foods [25]. The presence of children in families can influence the choice of food due to a potential association with a higher risk-aversion in food or a higher quality consciousness [26]. For example, a study conducted in the United States found that households with children consumed poultry and seafood less frequently in comparison with red meat. The same study noted that food safety concerns regarding seafood seemed to prevent parents from making seafood available for their children in their diets [17]. This was also apparent in Europe with regard to fresh meat after the BSE crisis, which caused a drastic reduction in consumption [27,28].



In our choice experiment, no significant difference in consumer behavior emerged at the point of meat purchase. Quality of product and safety guarantees were the two choices of equal importance at the point of meat purchase in both groups. In particular, as reported in other research, consumers assumed that all food in supermarkets has a safety guarantee [3,29]. Almost half of the households with children choose supermarkets to buy meat, and this is in agreement with the sample characteristics, especially with women and people who are employed. However, the trusted butchers were most frequently chosen to buy product that had been certified and guaranteed by the production specification “Piedmont beef”. The Best-Worst analysis showed that some choice attributes have different relevance for the two investigated samples. Seven of the twelve factors considered related to product description (price, animal welfare, animal breed, brand, organic label, taste/flavor and tenderness) were selected by the respondents as most important. The remaining factors were considered less relevant by consumers during meat purchase. Among the above-mentioned meat attributes, price and animal welfare emerged as the most important attributes. In this regard, note how the clusters’ segmentation of the sample has been identified as the “Price-sensitive” group, the most-represented group by respondents in both subsets A and B. Already in [8], consumers considered the price as an “extremely important” attribute during meat choice. Also, [30,31] confirm our results, which justify identifying the price consideration as being above all other meat characteristics, such as origin or nutritional aspects. However, this latter result is in contrast with the declarations reported in other studies, in which price attribute is less important than origin, as well as information regarding animal treatment and organoleptic aspects [32,33]. Brand and animal breed have great importance for both the samples. On the other hand, attributes such as traceability, nutritional information, color and country of origin are the least important for subsets A and B. Levels of importance vary from households with and without children. For example, taste/flavor is more important for households without children and organic labelling is important for households with children. In our research, the high quality of the considered product (in many cases of Piedmontese cattle breed) reduces the importance of the evaluation of some aspects (organoleptic quality, certifications, origin) that are generally considered important for European families with children [4], making the meat price the discriminating attribute during purchase. The current economic crisis has influenced consumers to focus their attention on the price of products and on the quality–price correlation. Furthermore, recent studies in the EU indicate that consumers are willing to eat animal-friendly food because they associate it with higher quality and health [34,35].




5. Conclusions


The present study investigated household behavior with respect to meat consumption, and evidenced several differences between the two investigated subsets: households with (subset A) and without children (subset B). Households without children have higher weekly meat consumption habits than ones with children. Alternatively, the households with children (subset A) have a diet characterized by a greater variety of protein sources. Our research found that trusted butchers represented the most used and preferred sales channel for both the analyzed subsets. The consumer analysis performed with a choice experiment permitted to identify meat consumption patterns and to quantify the importance of selected quality attributes at the purchasing stage. The results of Best-Worst Analysis evidenced that some choice attributes have different relevance for households with and without children. Overall, price and animal welfare are the most important attributes for meat choice for all the consumers involved in the study. Brand and animal breed have great importance for both of the samples. On the other hand, attributes such as traceability, nutritional information, color and country of origin are least important for subsets A and B. Relevant differences can be noticed for two beef meat attributes: taste/flavor is more important for households without children and organic labelling is important for households with children. The clusters’ segmentation identified the “Price sensitive” cluster in both of the two subsamples as the most represented.
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Appendix A. Questionnaire


First Section: Respondent’s socio-demographic profile.



	1.

	
Gender □ Man □ Woman. Age: ________







	2.

	
Educational status:









	□ Primary school
	□ Lower secondary school
	□ Upper secondary school
	□ Bachelor or Master’s Degree






	3.

	
Employment









	□ Student
	□ Employed
	□ Entrepreneur



	□ Retired
	□ Unemployed
	□ Homemaker






Second Section: Respondent’s meat purchasing behavior.



	4.

	
Meat weekly consumption









	□ No consumption
	□ 1–2 times
	□ 3–5 times
	□ 6–10 times
	□ More than 10 times






	5.

	
Beef meat consumption









	□ No consumption
	□ 1–2 times
	□ 3–5 times
	□ 6–10 times
	□ More than 10 times






	6.

	
Different protein sources consumption frequency









	• Poultry meat
	□ never
	□ sometimes
	□ often



	• Rabbit meat
	□ never
	□ sometimes
	□ often



	• Legumes
	□ never
	□ sometimes
	□ often



	• Fish
	□ never
	□ sometimes
	□ often






Third Section: BEST WORST SCALING subset (Abbreviated example of one of the set of meat attributes submitted to the consumer.)



Please try to focus on your last beef meat purchase.



For each of the following tables, select the ONE reason that MOST influenced your choice and the ONE that LEAST influenced your choice.





	MOST/BEST (Only One Answer)
	Attribute
	LEAST/WORST (Only One Answer)



	⚪
	Traceability
	⚪



	⚪
	Price
	⚪



	⚪
	Brand
	⚪



	⚪
	Animal breed
	⚪








References


	



Baourakis, G.; Kalaitzis, P.; Mattas, K. Food Chains: Quality, Safety and Efficiency in a Challenging World; Routledge: Abingdon-on-Thames, UK, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	



Vinnari, M.; Mustonen, P.; Räsänen, P. Tracking down trends in non-meat consumption in Finnish households, 1966–2006. Br. Food J. 2010, 112, 836–852. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grunert, K.G.; Bredahl, L.; Brunsø, K. Consumer perception of meat quality and implications for product development in the meat sector—A review. Meat Sci. 2004, 66, 259–272. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bernués, A.; Olaizola, A.; Corcoran, K. Labelling information demanded by European consumers and relationships with purchasing motives, quality and safety of meat. Meat Sci. 2003, 65, 1095–1106. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ehmke, M.T. International differences in consumer preferences for food country-of-origin: A meta-analysis. In Proceedings of the American Agricultural Economics Association Meeting, Long Beach, CA, USA, 23–26 July 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Verbeke, W.; Ward, R.W. Consumer interest in information cues denoting quality, traceability and origin: An application of ordered probit models to beef labels. Food Qual. Preference 2006, 17, 453–467. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Becker, T. Consumer perception of fresh meat quality: A framework for analysis. Br. Food J. 2000, 102, 158–176. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Curtis, K.R.; Cowee, M.W.; Lewis, S.R.; Harris, T.R. Consumer Preferences for Meat Attributes; Internal Publication of University of Nevada: Reno, NV, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Knight, S.; Barnett, L. Justifying attitudes towards animal use: A qualitative study of people’s views and beliefs. Anthrozoos 2008, 21, 31–42. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Toma, L.; Stott, A.W.; Revoredo-Giha, C.; Kupiec-Teahan, B. Consumers and animal welfare. A comparison between European Union countries. Appetite 2012, 58, 597–607. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Morgan, J.; Taylor, A.; Fewtrell, M. Meat consumption is positively associated with psychomotor outcome in children up to 24 months of age. J. Pediatr. Gastroenterol. Nutr. 2004, 39, 493–498. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Wu, T.C.; Chen, P.H. Health consequences of nutrition in childhood and early infancy. Pediatr. Neonatol. 2009, 50, 135–142. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fanjiang, G.; Kleinman, R.E. Nutrition and performance in children. Curr. Opin. Clin. Nutr. Metab. Care 2007, 10, 342–347. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gillman, M.W.; Rifas-Shiman, S.L.; Frazier, A.L.; Rockett, H.R.; Camargo, C.A., Jr.; Field, A.E.; Colditz, G.A. Family dinner and diet quality among older children and adolescents. Arch. Fam. Med. 2000, 9, 235–240. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Lichtenstein, A.H.; Appel, L.J.; Brands, M.; Carnethon, M.; Daniels, S.; Franch, H.A.; Franklin, B.; Kris-Etherton, P.; Harris, W.S.; Karanja, N.; et al. Diet and lifestyle recommendations revision 2006. Circulation 2006, 114, 82–96. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Guenther, P.M.; Jensen, H.H.; Batres-Marquez, S.P.; Chen, C.F. Sociodemographic, knowledge, and attitudinal factors related to meat consumption in the United States. J. Am. Diet. Assoc. 2005, 105, 1266–1274. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Rimal, A. Meat labels: Consumer attitude and meat consumption pattern. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 2005, 29, 47–54. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Finn, A.; Louviere, J.J. Determining the Appropriate Response to Evidence of Public Concern: The Case of Food Safety. J. Public Policy Mark. 1992, 11, 12–25. [Google Scholar]

	



Marley, A.A.; Louviere, J.J. Some Probabilistic Models of Best, Worst and Best-Worst Choices. J. Math. Psychol. 2005, 49, 464–480. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Girgenti, V.; Massaglia, S.; Mosso, A.; Peano, C.; Brun, F. Exploring Perceptions of Raspberries and Blueberries by Italian Consumers. Sustainability 2016, 8, 1027. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cohen, S.H.; Markowitz, P. Renewing Market Segmentation: Some New Tools to Correct Old Segmentation; Sawtooth Software Inc.: Orem, UT, USA, 2002; pp. 1–17. [Google Scholar]

	



Cohen, S.H.; Orme, B. What’s Your Preferences? Mark. Res. 2004, 16, 32–37. [Google Scholar]

	



Orme, B. S.S.I Web V.8.1, Sawthoot Software; IBM Corporation: Armonk, NY, USA, 2012; pp. 558–561, 571–572. [Google Scholar]

	



De-Magistris, T.; Gracia, A.; Albisu, L.M. Wine consumers’ preferences in Spain: An analysis using the best-worst scaling approach. Span. J. Agric. Res. 2014, 12, 529–541. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gilbert, L. The consumer market for functional foods. J. Nutraceuticals Funct. Med. Foods 1997, 1, 5–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Verbeke, W. Consumer acceptance of functional foods: Socio-demographic, cognitive and attitudinal determinants. Food Qual. Preference 2005, 16, 45–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Verbeke, W.; Ward, R.W.; Viaene, J. Probit analysis of fresh meat consumption in Belgium: Exploring BSE and television communication impact. Agribusiness 2000, 16, 215–234. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Verbeke, W.; Vackier, I. Profile and effects of consumer involvement in fresh meat. Meat Sci. 2004, 67, 159–168. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Colombino, A.; Giaccaria, P. Breed contra Beef. In Political Ecologies of Meat; Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group: New York, NY, USA, 2015; p. 161. [Google Scholar]

	



Davidson, A.; Schröder, M.J.A.; Bower, J.A. The importance of origin as a quality attribute for beef: Results from a Scottish consumer survey. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 2003, 27, 91–98. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lagerkvist, C.J. Consumer preferences for food labelling attributes: Comparing direct ranking and best-worst scaling for measurement of attribute importance, preference intensity and attribute dominance. Food Qual. Preference 2013, 29, 77–88. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Verbeke, W.; Pérez-Cueto, F.J.A.; de Barcellos, M.D.; Krystallis, A.; Grunert, K.G. European citizen and consumer attitudes and preferences regarding beef and pork. Meat Sci. 2010, 84, 284–292. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Schnettler, B.; Vidal, R.; Silva, R.; Vallejos, L.; Sepúlveda, N. Consumer willingness to pay for beef meat in a developing country: The effect of information regarding country of origin, price and animal handling prior to slaughter. Food Qual. Preference 2009, 20, 156–165. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Special Eurobarometer, European Commission. Attitudes of EU Citizens toward Animal Welfare; European Commission: Brussels-Capital Region, Belgium, 2007; p. 82. [Google Scholar]

	



Borra, D.; Tarantola, M. Il Consumatore Europeo e il Benessere Animale. Indagine di Slow Food Sui Consumi e le Abitudini di Acquisto Della Carne in Funzione Della Percezione Dell’animal Welfare; Franco Angeli Editore: Milano, Italy, 2015. [Google Scholar]








[image: Vetsci 04 00053 g001 550]





Figure 1. Weekly meat and beef consumption frequency in the considered subsets (A and B). 
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Figure 2. Protein sources: consumers and frequent consumers in subsets A and B. 
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Figure 3. Different meat points of purchase chosen by consumers of subsets A and B. 
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Figure 4. Best-Worst Analysis: preferences of beef meat attributes by the two considered subsets. 
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Table 1. Meat quality attributes used for the Best-Worst analysis.
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Meat Qualitative Attributes






	
Price

	
Brand

	
Animal welfare




	
Country of origin

	
Color

	
Taste/flavor




	
Traceability

	
Nutritional information

	
Tenderness




	
Animal breed

	
Organic label

	
Quality certifications
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Table 2. Example of attributes subset. Respondents had to indicate which of the four presented attributes was considered the best and which worst.
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	Most Influential
	Attributes
	Least Influential





	 ⚪
	Tenderness
	 ⚪



	 ⚪
	Certifications
	 ⚪



	 ⚪
	Brand
	 ⚪



	 ⚪
	Animal welfare
	 ⚪
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Table 3. Socio-demographic characteristics of the subsets A and B.
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Subset A

	
Subset B






	
Gender

	
Women

	
68%

	
58%




	
Men

	
32%

	
42%




	
Age

	
≤30 years old

	
2%

	
33%




	
Between 31 and 45 years old

	
66%

	
36%




	
Between 46 and 55 years old

	
29%

	
23%




	
>55 years old

	
3%

	
8%




	
Education Level

	
Primary School

	
0%

	
10%




	
Lower Secondary School

	
10%

	
37%




	
Upper Secondary School

	
63%

	
9%




	
Master’s degree

	
27%

	
44%




	
Employment Status

	
Homemaker

	
20%

	
9%




	
Unemployed

	
6%

	
2%




	
Employed

	
12%

	
40%




	
Entrepreneur

	
60%

	
14%




	
Retired

	
0%

	
31%




	
Student

	
2%

	
5%
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Table 4. Importance of attributes for each cluster in the two subsets: Households with children (A) and households without children (B) *.
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Households with Children (A)

	
Households without Children (B)




	
Attributes

	
Cluster A1

	
Cluster A2

	
Cluster A3

	
Cluster B1

	
Cluster B2

	
Cluster B3

	
Cluster B4




	
30.1%

	
44.5%

	
25.5%

	
23.4%

	
32.5%

	
31.2%

	
12.9%






	
Traceability

	
7.59

	
2.48

	
2.80

	
3.60

	
7.66

	
2.05

	
8.03




	
Price

	
7.19

	
19.87

	
11.68

	
9.35

	
9.75

	
19.52

	
6.17




	
Brand

	
12.04

	
10.21

	
9.93

	
9.86

	
7.89

	
11.00

	
7.00




	
Animal breed

	
8.54

	
10.74

	
12.36

	
13.27

	
6.99

	
13.40

	
9.18




	
Color

	
4.40

	
2.87

	
12.78

	
11.05

	
3.76

	
4.79

	
18.00




	
Animal welfare

	
11.77

	
15.09

	
10.45

	
7.08

	
12.88

	
14.03

	
7.02




	
Country of origin

	
10.73

	
4.81

	
1.99

	
3.4