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Familiar (protein extracted from beef liver)

familiar (protein extracted from beef lung)
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Factor: Not
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Benefit
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Ambiguous
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This burger contains protein extracted from beef liver

X
4

These sausages contain protein extracted from beef liver

This burger contains protein extracted from beef liver. Protein
extracted from beef liver has a high health value and is
environmentally friendly

;
}

These sausages contain protein extracted from beef liver. Protein
extracted from beef liver has a high health value and is
environmentally friendly

This burger contains protein extracted from beef liver. Protein
extracted from beef liver has a high health value and is
environmentally friendly. However, when improperly treated,
protein extracted from beef liver does not supply any health value
and can have a negative environmental impact

These sausages contain protein extracted from beef liver. Protein
extracted from beef liver has a high health value and is
environmentally friendly. However, when improperly treated,
protein extracted from beef liver does not supply any health value
and can have a negative environmental impact

This burger contains protein extracted from beef lung

These sausages contain protein extracted from beef lung

This burger contains protein extracted from beef lung. Protein
extracted from beef lung has a high health value and is
environmentally friendly

These sausages contain protein extracted from beef lung. Protein
extracted from beef lung has a high health value and is
environmentally friendly

This burger contains protein extracted from beef lung. Protein
extracted from beef lung has a high health value and is
environmentally friendly. However, when improperly treated,
protein extracted from the lung does not supply any health value
and can have a negative environmental impact

These sausages contain protein extracted from beef lung. Protein
extracted from beef lung has a high health value and is
environmentally friendly. However, when improperly treated,
protein extracted from beef lung does not supply any health value
and can have a negative environmental impact
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n (%) or M (S

across survey col

Gender

Male 489 492 (51.6%) %7(5) = 3.99,p = 0.55
Female 51.1 461 (48.4%)
Age category

18-24 years 112 85 (8.9%) %(25) = 18.86, p = 0.84
25-34 years 18.5 166 (17.4%)
35-44 years 206 214 (22.5%)
45-54 years 17.6 191 (20.0%)
55-64 years 14.2 159 (16.7%)
65+ years 179 138 (14.5%)
Highest level of education completed

Primary school 117 7 (0.7%) %7(15) = 17.96, p = 0.26
Secondary school 455 272 (28.5%)
Third level (non-degree, i.c., diploma, certificate) 117 327 (34.3%)
Third level (degree or higher, i.e., undergraduate, postgraduate, PhD, etc.) 309 347 (36.4%)
Social Class

AB 243 203 (21.3%) %*(20) = 21.98, p = 0.34
C1 17.1 304 (31.9%)
c2 373 142 (14.9%)
DE 148 292 (30.6%)
F 6.6 12 (1.3%)
Provnieco f resiedenc

Dublin 228 280 (29.4%) %*(20) = 2349, p = 0.27
Rest of Leinster 214 252 (26.4%)
Munster 337 274 (28.8%)
Connacht 14.5 100 (10.5%)
Ulster (part of ROI) 7.6 47 (4.9%)
Survey condition

Familiar + no information 161 (16.9%)
Familiar + benefit information 155 (16.3%)
Familiar + ambiguous information 164 (17.2%)
Unfamiliar + no information 158 (16.6%)
Unfamiliar + benefit information 159 (16.7%)
Unfamiliar + ambiguous information 156 (16.4%)
Attitudes toward consuming product carriers®

Burgers 4.65 (1.49)
Sausages 4.85 (1.43)
Frequency of burger consumption

Less than once per month 341 (35.8%)
1-3 times a month 351 (36.8%)
Once a week 208 (21.8%)
2-4 times per week 48 (5%)
5-6 times per week 3 (0.3%)
Daily 2 (0.2%)
Frequency of sausage consumption

Less than once per month 187 (19.6%)
1-3 times a month 278 (29.2%)
Once a week 334 (35%)
2-4 times per week 124 (13%)
5-6 times per week 22 (2.3%)
Daily 8 (0.9%)

“Evaluated by one item: “I am positive about eating...” on a seven-point scale (I = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).

1CS0, Central Statistics Office; M, mean; SD, standard deviation.





OPS/images/fanim.2023.1142252/table2.jpg
Meat

Beef sirloin 359 2.64
Lamb chop 320 225
Veal fillet 1.58 133
Pork chop 0.79 0.56
V Chicken leg 1.20 042
Rabbit 0.60 0.31
Pork loin 0.46 021
Chicken breast 0.58 ‘ 0.16
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Format Subjects % absorption Reference
0.5 mg Rabbit *rbe (capsules) 13F 311 Gaitan et al., 2012
10 mg 164
20 mg 14.5
50 mg 5.8
8 mg Pork 11F 50.1 + 14.8 Young et al., 2010
5mg Rabbit rbe (capsules) 15F 139 (8.7-22.1) Gaitan et al,, 2011
5mg 11F 111 (6.2-19.8)
0.7 mg Beefburger, bun, fries, apple juice 6M, 6F 22 (20, 25) Roughead et al,, 2005
0.5mg Rabbit rbe (capsules) 14F €27.1 (22.4-32.7) Pizarro et al., 2003
3 mg 132 (11.6-15.0)
15 mg 14.6 (13.3-16.0)
30 mg 7.4 (5.6-9.8)
1.2 mg Beefburger, bun, fries, milk shake, tomato ketchup 27M, 30F ©25(18-34) Roughead and Hunt, 2000
1.8 mg 5 days of high iron bioavailability meals 3IM 28.6 (14.9-43.5) Hallberg et al., 1997
1.1 mg Hamburger (115 g beef), roll, fries, milkshake 6M, 4F 221 Hallberg et al., 1993
1.4 mg Hamburger (113 g beef), 100M 20.6 Lynch et al,, 1989

roll, fries, milkshake 30F 316
0.28 mg Potato, gravy, rabbit rbc 9F ©20.6 (15.5-27.4) Bezwoda et al., 1983
112 mg 9F 19.0 (14.2-25.3)
224 mg 8F 19.6 (14.4-26.8)
4.48 mg 8F 19.5 (14.2-26.8)
1.0 mg Lunch and dinner, rabbit haemoglobin 8M 37.3 (SEM 2.8) Bjorn-Rasmussen et al., 1974
05 mg Veal hamburger 6M, 6F 20.72 Layrisse et al,, 1973

9M, 4F 17.95

2-3mg Veal hamburger 4M, 7F 232 (19.9-26.9) Layrisse et al,, 1975
2-4 mg Veal hamburger 64M, 43F 215 (13.4-34.4) Martinez-Torres et al,, 1976
3mg Haemoglobin 5M, 6F 12.0 (6.9-20.9)

“Red blood cells.
PGeometric mean (-SD, +SD).
“Geometric mean (-SE, +SE).
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‘ 11-18 (F)
‘ 19-64 (M)
‘ 19-64 (F)

65+

Mean Hb (SD)

g/L
128 (7.8)
144 (9.7)
132 (11.7)
149 (11.3)
133 (9.8)

136 (13.4)
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17

Mean PF (SD)

ug/L
31(23.9)
57 (53.5)
28 (17.0)
153 (164.2)
59 (51.5)

149 (134.9)

% below threshold

24

15
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Fatty acid (%) Reference

ALA EPA DPA DHA

Forage

Grass-based permanent pasture 292 201 0.8 297 1.48 0.85 | 0.74 | 3.50 435 Rodriguez et al. (2020)
Chicory/plantain 240 1.98 0.76 3.59 191 0.92 0.99 412 5.04

Perennial ryegrass pasture [ 292 1.46 - 139 - - - 240 5.88 Kliem et al. (2018)
Biodiverse pasture 240 1.30 - 1.66 - - - 270 6.74

Botanically diverse 222 0.90 7.06 2.64 2.76 2.69 0.43 - - Lourengo et al. (2007)
Leguminosae-rich pasture 241 0.74 5.28 3.99 1.09 1.08 0.29 - &

Intensive ryegrass pasture 274 0.90 337 2.59 1.33 1.26 0.34 = -

Lucerne pasture 3.10 1.09 4.02 272 0.90 0.80 025 - - Fraser et al. (2004)
Red clover pasture 371 133 447 2.86 1.03 0.90 027 - -

Perennial ryegrass pasture 3.65 1.23 291 2.07 0.93 0.82 0.24 - -

Forage vs. Concentrate

Concentrate + hay - 0.21 4.30 0.29 0.28 0.63 0.21 141 6.94 Gruffat et al. (2020)

Alfalfa pasture - 0.65 3.94 0.02 1.03 1.20 0.50 4.19 9.06

Alfalfa pasture + sainfoin pellets - 049 4.48 0.36 1.29 1.47 0.62 517 7.96

Concentrate = 0.42 3.82 0.44 0.18 0.46 0.80 0.99 5.37 Hajji et al. (2016)
Grass pasture - 0.70 7.92 227 113 171 0.27 4.26 11.96

Concentrate 042 059 | 12.55 0.51 0.38 - 0.28 177 2224 Scerra et al. (2011)
Grass pasture 148 1.38 9.06 313 1.25 - 112 6.09 18.46

Grass pasture 4.40 1.10 5.80 2.60 1.80 2.40 0.60 7.60 9.90 Aurousseau et al. (2007)
Grass pasture/short period on concentrate 4.70 1.00 = 5.70 1.70 1.30 1.80 0.50 5.30 9.10

Grass pasture/long period on concentrate 2.00 0.90 5.70 1.20 1.20 1.50 0.50 4.80 9.50

Concentrate 1.60 0.70 6.40 1.30 1.00 1.40 0.50 4.40 10.10

Concentrate 3.80 1.08 6.60 1.20 1.40 1.20 0.50 4.30 10.10 Nuernberg et al. (2005)
Grass pasture 5.70 1.90 5.00 240 1.80 1.40 0.80 6.30 7.80

Oil Supplementation

TMR = = 7.26 0.45 0.48 0.29 0.32 1.54 8.94 Parvar et al. (2017)

TMR + 3% fish oil - - 9.22 0.82 1.94 0.9 178 5.54 1091

TMR + 3% canola oil - - 9.53 1.09 0.68 0.44 0.44 2,65 11.04

TMR + 3% soybean oil - - 9.94 0.86 0.28 0.53 0.36 2.03 11.32

TMR + 1.5% fish 0il/1.5% canola oil - - 12.03 0.84 1.8 0.81 L12 4.57 14.07

TMR + 1.5% fish 0il/1.5% soybean oil = = 1052 = 0.82 0.72 0.8 0.78 311 12.16

TMR + 1.5% soybean oil/1.5% canola oil = = 1241 0.66 0.8 0.72 0.75 293 14.85

Concentrate 379 0.26 8.79 0.53 0.19 0.42 0.12 143 1338 Urrutia et al. (2015)

Concentrate + linseed 6.65 022 94 1.84 0.42 0.6 0.15 325 1473

Concentrate + chia seed 557 025 9.35 173 0.36 0.54 0.15 3.14 15.29

Annual ryegrass hay/clover hay = = 294 135 0.69 0.55 0.30 = - Ponnampalam
et al. (2015)

Annual ryegrass hay/clover hay + flaxseed - = 3.19 229 0.70 0.43 026 - -

Oil Supplementation

Annual ryegrass hay/clover hay + algae supplement - - 273 125 085 038 247 - =

Annual ryegrass hay/clover hay + flaxseed/ - = 2.84 161 0.67 0.32 193 - -

algae supplement

Concentrate 0.93 0.73 11.88 0.75 0.64 1.46 0.89 3.87 205 Nudda et al. (2015)

Concentrate + linseed 2.82 1.55 12.60 179 0.90 1.43 0.84 512 19.71

Forage/concentrate + 3% palm oil 0.57 0.36 8.41 0.43 0.44 1.02 0.62 - - Gallardo et al. (2014)

Forage/concentrate + 3% olive oil 127 0.7 8.32 0.50 0.58 1.23 0.72 - -

Forage/concentrate + 3% fish oil 375 1.66 7.82 0.96 272 221 1.53 - -

Concentrate + rumen protected saturated fat 285 0.82 345 0.50 0.07 0.20 0.04 0.87 4.31 Noci et al. (2011)

Concentrate + camelina oil 4.61 095 286 127 0.11 0.20 0.05 175 3.70

Concentrate + linseed oil 5.28 0.98 3.01 174 0.12 0.21 0.03 218 372

By-products

TMR 144 1.07 | 10.67 0.67 - - - - - Bennato et al. (2023)

TMR + 10% grape pomace 232 122 | 1197 0.61 - - - - -

Concentrate 0.73 035 537 0.37 0.13 0.26 0.09 0.86 7.29 Natalello et al. (2019)

Concentrate + 20% pomegranate by-product 1.38 0.94 7.09 0.51 0.20 0.36 0.11 119 9.67

Concentrate 0.67 0.18 10.48 0.26 0.16 0.40 0.10 - - Gomez-Cortés
etal. (2019)

Concentrate + 50% camelina meal 1.26 0.28 8.99 0.25 0.15 0.38 0.14 - -

Concentrate + camelina meal/husks 3.59 079 | 1112 0.34 0.13 0.39 0.11 - -

Concentrate 1.88 - 7.36 0.41 0.19 0.57 0.13 - - Asadollahi et al. (2017)

Concentrate + 7% roasted canola seed 2,02 - 9.77 0.64 0.23 0.65 0.19 - -

Concentrate + 36% sugar beet pulp 1.71 = 6.26 0.53 0.20 0.56 0.14 = =

Concentrate + 7% roasted canola seed + 36% sugar 203 - 6.5 0.68 0.23 0.67 0.14 - -

beet pulp

TVA, trans-vaccenic acid; RA, rumenic acid; LA, linoleic acid; ALA, linolenic acid; EPA, eicosapentaenoic acid; DPA, docosapentaenoic acid; DHA, docosaehexanoic acid; n-3, omega-3 fatty
acids; n-6, omega-6 fatty acids.
‘TMR, total mixed ration.
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Per capita consumption of meat

Countries
Beef and veal Pork Poultry meat Sheep meat
Argentina 35.55 11.51 4045 0.96
Australia 23.51 2393 45.77 6.94
Brazil 21.56 12.64 44.34 0.6
Canada 189 . 15.64 3491 0.88
Chile 23.14 20.74 34.88 0.39
China 4.73 1 28.71 13.6 327
Colombia 9.67 9.33 31.03 » 0.02
Egypt 6.19 i 0.02 12.69 0.53
Ethiopia 25 0.01 0.49 1.98
European Union 10.41 . 33.18 2391 1.31
India 0.58 0.18 238 0.52
Indonesia 2.01 0.68 12.61 0.45
Iran 4.7 0 2298 » 3.54
Israel 25.08 0.99 63.84 1.52
Japan 7.29 16.65 17.73 0.16
Kazakhstan 218 571 2291 7.95
Korea 12.08 30.35 20.08 0.37
Malaysia 5.1 5.63 44.05 0.89
Mexico 8.81 1537 3235 0.72
New Zealand 11.21 17.99 39.68 3.19
Nigeria 1.09 1.09 0.99 17
Norway 14.02 . 22.05 16.87 . 4.54
Pakistan 7.17 0 7.07 2.97
Paraguay 16.61 7.18 851 0.37
Peru 4.13 4.38 48.83 101
Philippines 2.33 10.66 14.05 0.27
Russian Federation 9.07 22.68 26.67 i 13
Saudi Arabia 42 . 0.31 3722 » 4.53
South Africa 11.35 433 33.72 2.56
Switzerland 13.91 2124 1272 1.29
Thailand 113 9.46 7.24 0.03
Tiirkiye 7.54 0 17.38 L19
Ukraine 4.72 13.84 21.19 I 0.19
United Kingdom » 11.56 16.21 27.75 3.92
United States 26.67 232 51.33 0.53
Vietnam 5.14 3142 152 0.19

Meat consumption expressed in retail weight. Source: OECD/FAO (2021), OECD Agriculture statistics (database), http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/agr-outl-dataen.
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Constructs/Ite

M SD  Loadings

Customer Perceived Value: Quality/performance

X has consistent quality 574 | 110 | .82
X is trustworthy 574 | 110 | 81
X is good quality 569 109 | 81
X is safe 578 110 | 82
X is healthy 5.72 L11 82

Customer Perceived Value: Price/value for money

X is reasonably priced 551 116 | .83
X is value for money 559 L1381
X is a good product for the price 546 | 120 | .84
X is economical 548 120 | 84

Customer Perceived Value: Emotional value

T will enjoy eating X 563 | L15 | .80
1 will feel relaxed about eating X 554 118 | 82
X will make me feel good 553  1l6 | 83
X will give me pleasure 539 126 81

Customer Perceived Value: Social value
X will help me to feel acceptable 519 140 | 87
X will improve the way I am perceived 510 143 | 88
X will make a good impression other people | 522 = 137 | .87
X will give me social approval 519 | 137 | 86
Attitudinal loyalty

Purchasing meat from brand X is ... 556 113 | .69
(foolish-wise)

Purchasing meat from brand X is ... 471 164 | 79
(bad-good)
Purchasing meat from brand X is ... 552 | 112 | 73

(harmful-beneficial)

Purchasing meat from brand X is ... 456 175 | 82
(punishing-rewarding)

Behavioral loyalty: Future purchase intention

In the future, X will be the brand that I buy 542 116
most often

n=4000, as each participant answered each question for two randomly selected known brands.
The measurement model for the segment-specific subgroups is available from the authors
upon request.
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Demographic profile Shanghai Shenzhen Nanjing Hangzhou

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Gender
Male 589 (29.5) 99 (24.8) 106 (26.5) 120 (30) 133 (33.25) 131 (32.8)
Female 1402 (70.1) 301 (75.3) 294 (73.5) 278 (69.5) 265 (66.25) 264 (66.0)
Not applicable/Prefer not to say 9 (4) 0(0) 0(0) 2(5) 2(5) 5(1.3)

Age
18-24 69 (3.5) 26 (6.5) 10 (2.5) 17 (4.3) 9(23) 7 (1.8)
25-34 677 (33.9) 193 (48.3) 194 (48.5) 130 (32.5) 97 (24.3) 63 (15.8)
35-40 254 (12.7) 83 (20.8) 75 (18.8) 42 (10.5) 33 (83) 21(53)
41-44 749 (37.5) 84 (21.0) 96 (24.0) 185 (46.3) 180 (45.0) 204 (51.0)
45-54 210 (10.5) 14 (3.5) 16 (4.0) 25 (6.3) 136 (17.0) 87 (21.8)
55-64 37 (1.9) 0 (0) 8(2.0) 1(3) 10 (2.5) 18 (4.5)
65 or more 4(2) 0(0) 1(3) 0(0) 3(8) 0(0)

Marital status
Married/Cohabitating 1745 (87.3) 346 (86.5) 352 (88.0) 349 (87.3) 351 (87.8) 347 (86.8)
Single 213 (10.7) 51 (12.8) 44 (11.0) 39 (9.8) 37 (93) 42 (10.5)
Divorced/Widowed 17 (9) 2(5) 2(5) 3(8) 7 (1.8) 3(.8)
Other 10 (.5) 0 (0) 1(3) 4(1.0) 2(5) 3(.8)
Do not wish to disclose 15 (.8) 1(25) 1(3) 5(L3) 3(8) 5(L3)

Highest education level
Primary school or below 5(3) 1(.3) 1(3) 1(.25) 1(3) 1(.3)
Junior high school 26 (1.3) 3(.8) 1(3) 4 (1.0) 8(2.0) 10 (2.5)
High school/Vocational 114 (5.7) 14 (3.5) 10 (2.5) 24 (6.0) 27 (6.8) 39 (9.8)
school/Technical school 295 (14.8) 49 (12.3) 38 (9.5) 73 (18.3) 71 (17.8) 64 (16.0)
College 1349 (67.5) 288 (72.0) 296 (74.0) 262 (65.5) 255 (63.7) 248 (62.0)
University 210 (10.5) 45 (11.3) 54 (13.5) 35 (8.8) 38 (9.5) 38 (9.5)
Master or higher 1(1) 0(0) 0(0) 1(.25) 0(0) 0(0)
Other

Household size (including only adults

over 18) 115 (5.8) 18 (4.5) 16 (4.0) 23 (5.8) 30 (7.5) 28 (7.0)
1 individual 909 (45.5) 193 (48.3) 210 (52.5) 173 (43.4) 171 (42.8) 164 (40.5)
2 individuals 574 (28.7) 98 (24.5) 112 (28.0) 116 (29.0) 125 (31.3) 123 (30.8)
3 individuals 304 (15.2) 66 (16.5) 50 (12.5) 66 (16.5) 56 (14.0) 66 (16.5)
4 individuals 98 (4.9) 25 (6.4) 12 (3.0) 22 (5.5) 18 (4.5) 21(53)
5 individuals or more

Children in the household
No children 410 (20.5) 64 (16.0) 77 (19.3) 74 (18.5) 87 (21.8) 108 (27.0)
One child 1240 (62.0) 257 (64.3) 259 (64.8) 228 (57.5) 251 (62.7) 245 (61.3)
Two children 294 (14.7) 65 (16.3) 62 (14.2) 82 (20.5) 53 (13.3) 37(9.3)
Three children 47 (2.4) 11 (2.8) 5(L3) 15 (3.8) 7(1.8) 9(23)
Four children or more 9 (.5) 3(8) 2(5) 2(3) 4(5) 1(3)

Self-described economic status of the

household 46 (2.3) 10 (2.5) 4 (1.0) 16 (4.0) 7 (1.8) 9(23)
Difficult 1110 (55.5) 216 (54.0) 212 (53.0) 217 (54.3) 217 (54.3) 248 (62.0)
Modest 769 (38.5) 160 (40.0) 166 (41.5) 155 (38.8) 161 (40.3) 127 (31.8)
Reasonable 75 (3.8) 14 (3.5) 36 (4.5) 12 (3.0) 15 (3.8) 16 (4.0)

Well off
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Total Direct Indirect

Effects Effects Effects

Whole sample

Quality/performance — 3874
Attitudinal loyalty

Quality/performance — Attitudinal 11384 0148 099
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Price/value for money — .080***
Attitudinal loyalty

Price/value for money — Attitudinal = .189*** 168+ 021+
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Emotional value — 21404
Attitudinal loyalty
Emotional value — Attitudinal 3441 2890 055+

loyalty — Behavioral loyalty
Social value — Brand attitude -.076**

Social value — Brand attitude — .056** 076 -019%*
Behavioral loyalty

Attitudinal loyalty — 2550
Behavioral loyalty

Mainstream buyers

Quality/performance — 412
Attitudinal loyalty

Quality/performance — Attitudinal 069N° -.052" J21
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Price/value for money — 097**
Attitudinal loyalty

Price/value for money — Attitudinal = .189*** L OO .028**
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Emotional value — 2094%%
Attitudinal loyalty
Emotional value — Attitudinal 406 34500F 062%

loyalty — Behavioral loyalty
Social value — Brand attitude -.086™*

Social value — Brand attitude — WIIN® 0378 -.025%
Behavioral loyalty

Attitudinal loyalty — 204
Behavioral loyalty

High end buyers

Quality/performance — 3320
Attitudinal loyalty

Quality/performance — Attitudinal = .204** 124N 080**
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Price/value for money — 058N
Attitudinal loyalty ‘

Price/value for money — Attitudinal = .213*** 200%* 01488
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Emotional value — 2197 ‘
Attitudinal loyalty

Emotional value — Attitudinal .202% .149** 053+
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Social value — Brand attitude 012"

Social value — Brand attitude — 110* J113% -.003N
Behavioral loyalty

Attitudinal loyalty — 2414
Behavioral loyalty

Channel nomads

Quality/performance — 3590
Attitudinal loyalty

Quality/performance — Attitudinal 165" 108N 057
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Price/value for money — 092N
Attitudinal loyalty

Price/value for money — Attitudinal | .148%* 133* 01588
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Emotional value — .158**
Attitudinal loyalty

Emotional value — Attitudinal 30244 277 .025*
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Social value — Brand attitude -.088N*

Social value — Brand attitude — 066™ .080* -014™
Behavioral loyalty

Attitudinal loyalty — .160***
Behavioral loyalty

Online buyers

Quality/performance — 3641
Attitudinal loyalty
Quality/performance — Attitudinal 088N -018N8 106*%%

loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Price/value for money — 059N
Attitudinal loyalty

Price/value for money — Attitudinal |~ .215%** .198*** 01788
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Emotional value — 2624+
Attitudinal loyalty

Emotional value — Attitudinal e b 3140 076**
loyalty — Behavioral loyalty

Social value — Brand attitude -.046™

Social value — Brand attitude — 058N 07288 0138
Behavioral loyalty

Attitudinal loyalty — 292%*
Behavioral loyalty

NS, non-significant; *=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001.
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Country

Increase in
price of poultry

Increase in
price of eggs

References

feed and and
time frame time frame
Nigeria 168% between 37.40% between (Poulty
8 2019-2022 2019-2022 World, 2022)
45-55"% between 46% between {Bmiess T
PO T 0 S
Ethiopia 202021 2020-21 Ethiopia, 2022;
Negash, 2022)
China 4.3-6.6% between N/A .
2021-22 (Doris, 2022)
60% between
us NA 2021-22 (Swann, 2023)
(Financial
17% in a month Express, 2023;
B: desh 70% between 2021-22
anglade % between Feb-March 2023 | TBS
News, 2023)
K 31% between mid- 26% between mid- (Capital
28
enya 2022 to early 2023 2022 to early 2023 | EM, 2023)
Indi 25-30% in 6 months 20.7% between ;ﬁ;;BC L¥=ls.
ndia . H
in early 2022 2021-22 Nahata, 2022)
Pakist 32% between 5.2% between
istan 2018-2020 2018-2020 (Tribune, 2021)
United N/A 20-27% between (Davey, 2022;
Kingdom 2020-23 Julia, 2023)
Ghana N/A 25-35% between

202-21

*Increase is for all animal-source foods. N/A, not cited.

(Kinsley, 2021)
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Protein extraction Intuitive Deliberate Overall Acceptance

source evaluation evaluation attitude

Sausages Liver 384 (128) 3.70 (1.48) 3.57 (1.82) 3.81 (1.65)
No information Lung 3.72 (131) 3.40 (1.56) 3.12 3.20 (1.76)

(1.87)
Liver 382 (133) 4.25 (1.54) 430 4.26 (1.53)

Benefit information a7
Lung 377 (109) 4.15 (1.62) 425 (1.83) 417 (1.73)
Ambiguous Liver 4.00 (1.04) 4.12 (1.38) 417 (1.63) 417 (1.53)
information Lung 3.81 (1.29) 3.75 (1.58) 3.78 (1.87) 3.68 (1.74)
Burgers Liver 3.57 (1.18) 3.74 (1.34) 3.92(1.70) 3.92 (1.59)
No information 358 (131) 3.33 (1.48) 319 3.14 (168)

Lung

(1.74)
) 3.75 (1.36) 4.39 (1.50) 4.50 437 (152)

Liver 8

Benefit information (1.78)
Lung 366 (1.10) 4.16 (1.62) 4.15 (1.67) 419 (1.62)
Ambiguous Liver 3.70 (1.14) 4.16 (1.30) 424 (1.62) 420 (1.47)
information Lung 363 (1.17) 4.03 (1.56) 3.89 (1.90) 3.80 (1.68)

Red font denotes the highest value; blue font denotes the lowest value.
SD, standard deviation.
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Cattle*

ep** Pigs***

Poultry****

Description Meat and meat products intended for human consumption

% animal liveweight 60 55 ‘ 70 68
Description Animal By-Products NOT intended for Human Consumption

% animal liveweight 40 45 ‘ 30 32
% ABP Category 1 ¢ 3 5 ‘

9% ABP Category 2 © 17 12 ‘ 11 3
% ABP Category 3 @ 20 28 ‘ 19 29

References: *AHDB Beef yield guide (2020) **AHDB lamb yield guide (2020) **AHDB Pig yield guide (2020) **** Foxcroft and Woodgate; Foxcroft and Woodgate (2004). ® Regulation (2002).
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Bovine milk fat Grass-fed beef fat 2 Grain-fed beef fat 2

Fatty acid % of total FA % of TFA % of total FA % of TFA % of total FA % of TFA
16-8-16:1 024 341 051 6.35 028 578
9-16:1 005 0.77 0.09 110 0.02 037
110-16:1 001 0.19 001 0.15 0.01 0.11
t11-12-16:1 0.04 0.59 005 0.68 0.03 0.70
t14-16:1 002 033 004 ‘ 047 NR NR
Etrans16:1 037 529 070 8.74 0.34 696
t4-18:1 004 0.59 002 027 0.02 0.39
15-18:1 004 0.62 002 023 0.02 044
16-8-18:1 043 6.14 017 209 040 8.22
19-18:1 039 5.52 021 265 0.37 7.62
110-18:1 073 1032 0.19 236 205 4230
t11-18:1 118 16.70 337 4225 0.52 10.81
t12-18:1 058 8.17 012 157 0.10 214
113-14-18:1 1.09 1548 032 407 0.15 3.03
115-18:1 075 10.65 015 188 NR NR
116-18:1 041 574 034 432 0.09 1.87
Strans18:1 564 79.93 492 61.67 357 73.79
t11,t15-18:2 001 0.08 009 118 0.01 0.16
19,t12-18:2 001 0.18 0.02 025 0.01 026
C9t13-/18,c12-18:2 023 3.30 025 314 0.15 318
18,c13-18:2 0.09 132 012 152 0.07 135
9,t12-18:2 NR NR NR NR 0.06 121
19,c12-182 003 043 NR NR 0.01 029
tl1,c15-18:2 0.04 053 057 7.18 0.04 092
SAD 041 583 106 |2 0.36 7.37
17,9-18:2 006 0.79 NR NR NR NR
CO,t11-18:2/t8,c10-18:2 044 6.18 090 1134 0.39 8.07
110,c12-18:2 003 041 001 012 0.04 0.87
tl1,c13-18:2 001 015 012 022 0.02 0.34
H12,t14-/t13,415-18:2 001 015 003 034 0.02 037
t11,t13-18:2 003 040 005 0.67 0.02 044
17,19-t10,t12-18:2 0.04 0.50 0.02 031 0.02 0.49
ICLA 061 8.57 L15 1446 0.55 1131
Ot11,t15-18:3 001 0.10 0.06 0.77 0.01 029
9,t11,c15-18:3 0.02 027 0.09 109 0.01 029
SCLnA 003 037 015 186 0.03 0.57

NR, not reported; TFA, total trans fatty acids; ¢, cis; t, trans; ZCLA, sum of conjugated linoleic acid isomers; £AD, sum of atypical dienes (non-conjugated non-methylene interrupted 18:2;
TCLnA, sum of conjugated linolenic acid (18:3) isomers.

!(Rosemond, 2021).

(Klopatek et al., 2022).
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