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Exploratory Survey on European Consumer and Stakeholder Attitudes towards Alternatives for Surgical Castration of Piglets
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Figure S1. Acceptability of castration alternatives per type of professionally involved stakeholder for (a) Castration without pain relief—CONTROL, (b) castration with anaesthesia—ANAE, (c) Immunocastration—IMMUNO, (d) no castration—BOAR.




Figure S2. Acceptability of castration alternatives per cluster for (a) Castration without pain relief—CONTROL, (b) castration with anaesthesia—ANAE, (c) Immunocastration—IMMUNO, (d) no castration—BOAR.



Table S1. Overview of socio-demographics per cluster for all respondents and all not professionally involved respondents (in %).
	 
	 
	All Respondents

	 
	 
	C1
	C2
	C3

	N
	 
	1910
	1619
	749

	%
	
	45
	38
	18

	Country
	BEL
	61
	24
	15

	
	BGR
	35
	25
	40

	
	HRV
	40
	37
	23

	
	CZE
	38
	36
	26

	
	DEU
	34
	61
	6

	
	ESP
	53
	35
	12

	
	FRA
	48
	30
	22

	
	ITA
	35
	49
	16

	
	NOR
	62
	21
	17

	
	POL
	41
	42
	17

	
	PRT
	63
	22
	15

	
	ROU
	35
	49
	16

	
	RUS
	39
	38
	23

	
	SRB
	30
	50
	19

	
	SWE
	77
	14
	9

	 
	UKR
	35
	46
	19

	Gender
	Female
	60
	58
	54

	
	Male
	38
	39
	44

	Age
	<25
	17
	20
	16

	
	25–39
	35
	33
	34

	
	40–64
	43
	39
	44

	
	>64
	5
	8
	6

	Education
	Primary + secondary
	12
	23
	12

	
	Non-university
	14
	19
	16

	
	University
	73
	56
	70

	Professionally involved
	No
	69
	87
	73

	Familiar with agriculture
	No
	59
	68
	46

	
	Regular contact
	24
	18
	30

	
	Grew up on farm
	17
	14
	25

	Attitude towards vaccines
	Positive
	88
	73
	73

	Confidence in food safety
	Yes
	79
	63
	71

	Aware of piglet castration
	No
	31
	55
	36

	Bad experience
	Yes
	32
	27
	32

	Pork consumption
	<1
	18
	21
	14

	
	1–2
	36
	39
	33

	
	3–4
	29
	27
	31

	
	>4
	12
	10
	16

	
	Daily
	5
	4
	6

	Purchase attributes 1
	Lowest price
	23
	23
	27

	
	Good taste
	88
	82
	90

	
	Animal welfare
	58
	53
	52

	
	Produced locally
	59
	56
	65

	
	Produced organically
	36
	44
	42

	
	Low fat content
	30
	36
	35

	
	High tenderness
	63
	55
	63

	
	Easy to prepare
	48
	47
	50

	
	Food safety
	85
	80
	88

	
	Environmental impact
	51
	51
	53


1 Scored on a 7-point scale from not important at all to very important, % of scores 6 and 7 are presented.

	
	© 2020 by the authors. Submitted for possible open access publication under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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