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Summary

The collective intelligence of consumers represents a valuable key asset in understanding consumer
patterns of consumption, product perception, purchasing habits and preferences regarding seabass
and seabream products. Consumer knowledge, gained from their experience and expectations is an
indispensable part of the “co-creation” marketing concept, as collaborative innovation based on active
collaboration with consumers.

The task 5.2 of the Work Package 5 focused on the analysis of consumer perception, purchasing habits
and preferences, based on exploring seabass and seabream consumption on the Italian market.

The objective of the survey was to analyse consumer habits and preferences regarding seabass and
seabream in Italy and to obtain relevant information on consumer demand and its influencing factors.
The main aim of the survey was to understand the motivations at the bases of choices of Italian
consumers and capture the main factors affecting consumers’ attitude to seabass and seabream
products, with a particular emphasis on the role played by product origin and labelling.

To achieve these objectives, data was collected through a consumer survey by questionnaires. A total
of 1683 questionnaires from the respondents were received, including 1516 respondents who
consumed seabass and seabream.

Based on the analysis of the data, the following key findings were concluded:

Consumer habits and consumption patterns of Italian consumers regarding seabass and seabream
products

- Italian consumers are characterized as being great consumers of fish and seafood products at
home (81.3%), and in particular, of seabass and seabream. With a high consumption rate,
from 1 to 3 times a week (78.2%), 55% of consumers include seabass or seabream at least 1
time in meals per week. The favourite type of product is whole fresh (88% of respondents
consumed it at least once in the past month), followed by fresh fillet (85.2% of the
respondents consumed it at least once in the past month).

- Italians eagerly consume fish and seafood outside of homes with the majority of the
respondents (74%) doing so at least once a month. Seabass and seabream appear to be
popular items on the menus — two thirds of the respondents consume those species outside
home at least once a month. About 25% of the respondents include seabass and seabream in
meals at least once a week. Such occasions are probably related to the availability of these
products in canteens and restaurants, because over 82% of these respondents are working.

- While one out of ten Italian respondents consume seabass and seabream exclusively, nine
out of ten respondents consume a big variety of fish and seafood species. Salmon tops the
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preference of Italian consumers, followed by cod, swordfish, tuna, trout, sole, anchovies,
mackerel and octopus.

- The share of seabass and seabream in the total household consumption of Italians is
estimated as 20-30% for nearly four out of ten respondents.

- Italians typically buy fresh whole seabass and seabream, as well as fresh gutted and fresh and
frozen fillets. Typically 2-3 fish species are bought per purchase by six out of ten consumers.
Seabass and seabream are typically prepared at home as baked and grilled. In comparison to
the preference between seabass and seabream, it emphasizes a clear preference for sea
bream (59%).

- When making a purchasing decision, quality is the most important aspect affecting the choice
of Italian consumers, followed by freshness and price/quality ratio. Emphasis on premium
attributes also guides Italian consumers in their choice of place for purchase of seabass and
seabream, in particular fishmongers and specialist stores, which represent the most favorable
places.

Consumer preferences of seabass and seabream products

- Wild seabass and seabream are preferred by the relative majority Italian respondents (40%),
while nearly one third part of the respondents (28.9%) prefers farmed seabass and seabream,
and the remaining third part of the respondents (28%) has no preference regarding
production method.

- Most of Italian consumers are enthusiastic about trying new seabass and seabream products
- eight out of ten respondents indicated their willingness to try new seabass and seabream
products, for example, improved fresh products, snacks, ready meals, smoked fillets and
other. Tasting of new products is mostly preferred at home by the majority of the
respondents.

- Online technologies represent the most widespread information source for Italian consumers.
Internet was stated as the most important source of information about the benefits of fish
and seafood consumption, including seabass and seabream products, for four out of ten
respondents. Consumers also relay on their own experience and habits, as well as they value
advices from store or fishmonger employees.

- Nearly all Italian consumers read labels of packaged fish and seafood products, almost half of
the respondents reported that they always do it. Origin of the product is by far the most
important information that they pay attention to, followed by the expiry date and the method
of production. When the respondents buy seabass and seabream without packaging, the

3
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country of origin of the species is again the most important information that they consider,
followed by the date of catch or harvest and certification scheme.

Image of seabass and seabream product comprises many features. As stated by the
respondents, country of origin is the most important element that positively affects the image
of the species, followed by the date of catch or harvest, price and healthy attributes of the
products.

Information about the country of origin was also mentioned as the most important specie
affecting the image of seabass and seabream, followed by the date of catch or harvest, taste
of the species and environmental certification schemes or organic production.

Consumer attitude regarding seabass and seabream products

As with most influential factors affecting image of seabass and seabream, the indication of
country of origin is the most important aspect that has the greatest impact on the purchase
of these species. The next most important aspects include the date of catch or harvest, taste,
environmental certification and nutritional value of the species.

One third of the respondents are of the opinion that information accompanying seabass and
seabream products is clear and easy to understand, however the other two thirds of the
respondents believe that the information accompanying purchases of seabass and seabream
are understandable only in part Seven out of ten respondents tend to trust in information
provided by seller.

Over half of the Italian respondents stated preference for national/local origin of seabass and
seabream, over a third of the respondents showed their preference for the products from the
EU, and less than one out of ten respondents indicated their preference for products outside
of the EU.

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme
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1. Background and literature

In recent years a growing literature on food consumption has focused on the behaviour of consumers
towards fish and seafood products (Carlucci et al., 2015). The reasons are to be found in the growing
attention that citizens and policy makers give to the concerns about the environmental and social
sustainability of food styles (Nesheim and Yaktine, 2007). Issues related to human health have strongly
encouraged initiatives aimed at promoting fish consumption. Although the latter has recorded an
impressive growth in recent years, it remains, also in developed countries, below the recommended
ration (FAO, 2014; Verbeke et al., 2008; Welch et al., 2002). On the other hand, concerns about
consumers exposure to toxic substances often contained in fish, have also increased in the last years
(Nesheim and Yaktine, 2007). About environmental sustainability, major concerns arise from the
negative impact of overfishing. They are fuelled by the threat to the sustainability of marine ecosystem
linked to the growth of world fish consumption (FAO, 2014).

Many scholars have dealt with consumer behaviour towards fish products and many drivers have
emerged. Many studies have focused on the role played by demographic variables (Olsen et al., 2008;
Pieniak et al., 2010; Verbeke & Vackier, 2005), highlighting in particular the relevance of age (Birch &
Lawley, 2012; Sveinsdottir et al. ., 2009) and the composition of the family unit (Lawley, 2012; Lund,
& Eggen, 2004; Verbeke & Vackier, 2005) that explain consumers behavior. Other studies have shown
a positive correlation between the attitude to fish consumption and its frequency (Altintzoglou et al.,
2011; 2014; Rortveit & Olsen, 2007). Among the aspects most considered in the empirical
investigations, the perception of health benefits (Altintzoglou et al., 2010; McManus et al., 2012;
Pieniak et al., 2010; Stefani et al., 2012), is considered the main motivational factor in the explanation
of fish consumption patterns (Olsen, 2003; Neale et al., 2012; Verbeke et al., 2008). On the other hand,
the weight played by consumers' concerns about health risks due to the presence of contaminants
appears to be less significant (Burger and Gochfeld, 2009; Neale et al., 2012 ; Verbeke et al., 2007b,
2008).

There are other consumer drivers extensively explored in food consumption literature and which have
received particular attention also in fish consumption studies. Among these, the subject of perceived
convenience or inconvenience of fish has often emerged as influential in consumer choices (Cosmina
et al., 2012). Despite the more general propensity to purchase fresh products by a relevant part of
consumers (Birch et al., 2012; Neale et al., 2012), many empirical evidences have pointed out how the
perceived difficulty of preparing fresh fish (Altintzoglou et al., 2010; Rortveit and Olsen, 2009) is a
factor that negatively affects purchasing behavior.

A strong link between the age of consumers on the one hand and the importance attributed to both
time and the difficulty of preparation on the other, has often emerged (Birch & Lawley, 2012; Brunsg
et al., 2009; Sveinsdéttir et al., 2009). In addition, there are other quality attributes that have gained
scholars attention in the last few years. The origin, as well as production methods, are considered
among the most important attributes in driving food consumption choices, also in the case of fish
products (Brunsg et al., 2009; Claret et al., 2012; Cosmina et al., 2012; Jaffry et al., 2004; Mauracher
et al., 2013; Stefani et al., 2012; Vanhonacker et al., 2011). Recently attention has been given to the

issue of innovation as regards to the consumption of fish products. Available studies show that
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consumers living in places traditionally suited to fish consumption and older people prefer to consume
unprocessed rather than processed fish products (Altintzoglou et al., 2010; Arvanitoyannis et al., 2004;
Cardoso et al., 2013).

The picture is completed by the role played by the main factors contributing to the formation of
consumer awareness (Adinolfi et al., 2011; Verbeke et al., 2007). These include trust in information
sources (Adinolfi et al., 2011; Pieniak et al., 2007), self-efficacy in the evaluation of quality (Brunsg et
al., 2009; Juhl and Poulsen, 2000; Sveinsddttir et al.., 2009) and the ability of quality signals to transfer
correct information (Adinolfi et al., 2011). The price, often used to determine the consumer's
willingness to pay for certain attributes of food products (Di Pasquale et al., 2015), is still little explored
in analyzing fish consumption behavior. The variety of species and the wide range of prices that
characterizes them makes it difficult to make estimates (Neale et al., 2012). However, the available
empirical evidence shows that fish products are widely perceived to be more expensive than other
sources of protein and in particular meat (McManus et al., 2012) although there are few certainties
about the way this perception affects purchasing behaviors towards fish and seafood products (Birch
and Lawley, 2012; McManus et al., 2012).

The analysis of this consumer survey grouped the main factors influencing the consumption of seabass
and seabream that emerged from the analysis of the literature in four domains, which involve a
correspondent number of hypotheses that are placed as discriminating for the segmentation of the
profiles of the respondents.

The first hypothesis is that the socio-economic characteristics of consumers influence their purchasing
behavior (Adinolfi et al., 2011; Aounallah-Skhiri, Hajer, et al., 2011; Darmon, N., & Drewnowski, A.,
2015). In addition to the mentioned variables (age, composition of households and income), the
domain includes information on gender, place of living, degree of education. These factors are
investigated in order to complete the framework of the main variable used in recent studies of the
food consumer segmentation (Adinolfi et al., 2011; Darmon, N., & Drewnowski, A., 2015;
KIRKPATRICK, Sharon I., et al., 2012; Mesias Diaz, Francisco J., et al., 2012).

The second hypothesis is that purchasing habits explain a significant part of consumption choices and
offer fundamental information to explore food consumer attitudes (Adinolfi et al., 2011, Rortveit &
Olsen, 2007; Pascucci et al., 2011). The corresponding domain includes information on the frequency
of purchases (Rortveit & Olsen, 2007), on the purchase channel (Bruwer et al., 2012; Seitz, 2013), on
the attributes and preferences that influence purchase behavior (Luten and Verbeke, 2011; Verbeke
et al., 2008; Welch et al., 2002).

The third hypothesis takes into account the specific preferences of the respondents towards seabass
and seabream products. The little empirical evidence found in literature (Mauracher et al., 2013) has
suggested that the inclusion in the corresponding domain of a wide range of variables. Among these,
the research takes into consideration the role of information channels (Maity, M. and Dass, M., 2014)
and the attitude of respondents towards the innovation of products and processes (Cardoso et al.,
2013).
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Finally, the fourth hypothesis focuses on the attitudes of the consumers to seabass and seabream.
The corresponding domain groups five variables that refer to the specific attributes of the products,
to the transparency of the information that accompanies the product, to the trust in the sources of
information and to the importance of the origin of the product. The variables included in this domain
complete the picture of the information aimed at detailing the consumption of seabass and seabream.

chart 1- The domains involved in the research

Second domain: Third domain:
Fourth domain:

Frequency of Consumer approach to
consumption and reasons seabass and seabream Information and label
of purchase products

2. Methodology

2.1 Structure of the consumer survey

The task 5.2 will focused on the analysis of consumer perception, purchasing habits and preferences,
based on exploring seabass and seabream consumption. The objective of this step of survey was to
analyse the consumer habits and preferences of seabass and seabream consumption in Italy.

To achieve this objective, data was collected through a consumer survey by questionnaire.

The first draft of the questionnaire was developed during July 2017, and then, using the procedure of
back-translation, translated into the national language. The refined first draft obtained has been pre-
tested in order to capture and successively eliminate potential criticism. The final version of the
guestionnaire was finalised at the end of November 2017 and has been checked with a pilot survey to
verify everything was correct.

A further quality-check has been made by the field agency through a soft launch (179 interviews
completed). The final electronic version of the questionnaire has been proposed to participants at the
end of collecting self-administrated online questionnaires.

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme
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2.1.1 Questionnaire design

The questionnaire was composed of 37 questions. The questions were grouped into four sections, plus
a filter question used in order to detect fish consumers and non-consumers. This resulted in the
selection of a sample mainly composed of fish consumers rather than non-fish consumers.

The four sections of the survey were:

Part 1: Social and demographic characteristics of respondents,

Part 2: Consumer habits and consumption patterns regarding seabass and seabream products,
Part 3: Consumer preferences of seabass and seabream products,

Part 4: Consumer attitudes regarding seabass and seabream.

2.1.2 Study design

The survey was carried out in Italy, between December 2017 and January. Interviewees were
contacted by a specialized agency, with Cawi (Computer Assisted Web Interview) methodology.

An initial contact e-mail requesting survey participation was sent to participants, each e-mail
contained a hyperlink that logged the participant into the survey web site. Participants were informed
of the survey and consent was given by completing the survey consent. In accordance with European
Commission directives, the first page of the survey contained a consent form with ethical
requirements.

2.1.3 Recruitment
Participation quotas have been identified in order to obtain a sample representation of the Italian

population (table 1).
table 1: Quotas of population

Gender %
Male 49%
Female 51%
Age
18-24 15%
25-34 32%
35-44 27%
45-54 16%
55-64 8%
65+ 2%
Geographic location
North West: 26%
North East: 20%
Central Italy 20%
South 34%
8
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2.1.4 Exclusion criteria

People below 18 years of age and people exceeding quotas were excluded from the survey.

2.1.5 Sample size

The sample size was 1 811 consumers. However, after a quality control, 128 interviewees were deleted
because they responded to the survey too fast. The final sample size was 1683 interviewees, 1 516
fish consumers and 167 non consumers of fish and fish products (table 2).

table 2 — Sample size

Fish consumption Frequency Percentage
yes 1516 84%
no 167 9%
speedsters 128 7%
Total 1811 100%
The fieldwork was finish with the following sample composition:
table 3 — Sample composition by gender
% by Quota | Total Needed | Total Received to Date Remaining Current Split (%)
Gender
Male 49% 735 742 -7 49%
Female 51% 765 774 -9 51%
Total 100% 1500 1516 -16 -1%
table 4 - Sample composition by age
% by Quota | Total Needed | Total Received to Date Remaining | Current Split (%)
Age
18-24 15% 225 228 -3 15%
25-34 32% 480 481 -1 32%
35-44 27% 405 406 -1 27%
45-54 16% 240 242 -2 16%
55-64 8% 120 125 -5 8%
65+ 2% 30 34 -4 2%
Total 100% 1500 1516 -16 -1%
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table 5 — Sample composition by region

Region c;A; ::la Total Needed Tot:LR[;e::elved Remaining | Current Split (%)
North West 26% 390 397 -7 26%
North East 20% 300 299 1 20%
Central Italy 20% 300 310 -10 20%

South 34% 510 510 0 34%

Total 100% 1500 1516 -16 -1%

2.1.6 Statistics software

Statistical analysis was performed with SPSS Version 23 and SPAD version 5.0

2.2 Methodology tools

Cluster analysis techniques has been commonly used by economists to analyze the characteristics and
motivations of food consumers. In particular it is one of the most widely used area of methods in
marketing research (Beane & Ennis, 1987; Wedel and Kamakura, 2002). By segmenting consumers
into different homogeneous groups (Gil et al., 2000; Grunert et al., 2001) cluster analysis allows to
summarize consumer behavior into a limited number of distinct consumer profiles (Beane & Ennis,
1987). The resulting information provide strategic insights for developing marketing mix strategies
(Ganiere et al. 2004; Mangaraj and Senauer 2001).

Cluster analysis techniques have focussed on environmental attitudes of food consumers (Grunert and
Juhl, 1995), on food safety preferences (Empacher, Gotz, and Schultz 2002; Baker and Crosbie, 1993),
on purchase channels ( Mangaraj and Senauer 2001), social concerns (Empacher, Gotz, and Schultz’s,
2002) and many others specific areas. Many of these works have focussed on fish consumption
behaviors. Kaimakoudi et al. (2013) have investigated Greek consumers’ behavior towards fisheries
products using cluster analysis in order explore the linkages between consumer groups marketing
aspects. Vanhonacker et al. (2013) have identified a distinct consumer profiles pf Belgian fish
consumers based on their motives, perceived barriers and their risk perception. Other studies have
used cluster analysis to the end of better understanding consumer attitude towards product
innovations (Vanhonacker et al., 2013), production methods (Polymeros et al., 2015) and towards
ethic attributes of fish products (Smith et al., 2017)

In order to explore Italian consumers’ behavior towards BB products a survey collecting relevant
information about consumers’ decision has been conducted. A cluster analysis was performed in order
to identify segments based on the perception of the respondents regarding BB products. Applying the
MCA-CA algorithm (multiple correspondence analysis-cluster analysis) allows to define typological
groups based on dimensions previously selected and corresponding to the section of the survey:

10
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Section 1: Social and demographic characteristics of respondents

¢ Section 2: Consumer habits and consumption patterns regarding seabass and seabream products

Section 3: Consumer preferences of seabass and seabream products

Section 4: Consumer attitudes towards seabass and seabream33

Subsequently, the dimensions obtained through the MCA-CA are used as active variables in a further
cluster analysis.

2.2.1 Multiple correspondence analysis

Multivariate analysis techniques aim to simultaneously represent the variables and/or cases in an
array in order to synthesize the information better. The result is obtained through the representation
of variables and cases in a small number of new dimensions.

In the event that variables are to be synthesized these dimensions will be called factors or
components, when you group the statistical units (case research) they are called groups or types. The
cases are grouped by building types which are characterized by the presence inside of homogeneous
cases compared to a number of variables chosen to discriminate them. Correspondence analysis
belongs to the family of analysis "description". This type of analysis is not based on inferential criteria
but is extremely valuable as on one side it allows us to use categorical variables, on the other hand it
allows you to explore nonlinear relationships between most fundamental details relating to a
particular object of analysis.

Specifically the multiple correspondence analysis, all the variables used are synthesized through the
extraction of a number of factors that are combinations of procedures that are in the range of data
used. Such combinations are calculated through preliminary matrix transformation "cases for
variables" of departure in two new arrays: the full disjunctive and Burt ones.

In the first, whose size is given by the number of cases for the sum of all methods of variables
submitted to analysis, assigns a variable to each column method present, ascribing to each case a
value, equal to 1 if this presents that method, and 0 value if it doesn’t present it. That means a full
disjunctive method of encoding is applied. For each variable as a set of new variables is defined,
“variable indicators” or " variable modes” which can only take 0/1 values, which means absence or
presence of a given State-method on a particular property-variable. Then comes the array of Burt, or
a multiple correspondence matrix. This is a multiple distribution of frequencies. Afterwards, the
dispersion of each variable- mode is assessed, obtained previously with the full disjunctive encoding
method, compared to their marginal totals.

All row and column profiles are also taken into account and the dispersion of the profiles themselves
are analysed around their center of mass. These operations tend to re-evaluate the contribution of
variables- mode with low frequencies and to reduce the impact of variable> modes with high
frequencies, as they use the metric of chi-square which measures the distance between two profiles
by weighing each element by the inverse of its significance of the total of frequencies. Identified
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factors, variable- modes and/or the cases can be projected as points within orthogonal factorial spaces
among them, whose position is given by factorial coordinates produced on the basis of the various
partnerships between variable- modes and extracted factors. Similarly to what happens in the factor
analysis, these factors have the following characteristics: they are orthogonal, i.e. independent of one
another, they are combinations of variable/modes included in the analysis, each of them replays, in a
descending order, the maximum dispersion present in the array of Burt. In addition, each single factor
has an eigenvalue that indicates the percentage of scattering produced by the same factor.

In ACM the quantification of dispersion is represented using the term inertia, equivalent to the
concept of variance used for Cardinal variables. Once you know the number of factors considered
sufficient in terms of inertia reproduced, you can proceed in the analysis of each of them, giving an
interpretation on the basis of variable-modes significantly to their mode formation. Then, using
factorial coordinates, you can project on its plans examined two by two variable- modes (active and
illustrative) and/or cases. Observing the positions of points against the axes and the distances
between the same points, it inferred the structure of relationships between variable- modes used and
between them and the factors. In General, it is assumed that the more one point is far from the source
of an axis, the greater its contribution to the formation of the axis is; also that the greater the proximity
between two variable- modes is, the greater their interdependence.

2.2.2 The cluster analysis

The cluster analysis is a multivariate analysis of the data type that finds wide application in many areas
and that responds to the need to bring together the statistical units in homogeneous groups, reducing
the complexity of the original information but safeguarding the substantial components. You minimize
the "remoteness" internal to each group and maximise the distance between groups. To quantify this
"logical distance" you can use similarity/dissimilarity measures for the quantitative variables and for
guantitative distance measurements, defined between different statistical units.

A measure of similarity is achieved by comparing two generic objects A and B measured on p
dichotomous variables. By combining measurements of co-presence, co-absence and discordance, it
produces a range of measures of similarity between objects. In literature it shows some similarity
indexes:

a) index of Russel and Rao — a relationship between the number of attributes co-present and the
total of the characteristics concerned;

b) Sample matching-expresses the ratio between the sum of the number of co-presences and co-
absences and the sum of the characteristics concerned;

c¢) The Jaccard index-considers irrelevant the number of co-absences, so the absence of a date
feature on both units confronting each other does not increase the similarity;

d) The Dice Index - attaches greater weight to the parameters on the main diagonal;

e) The Tanimoto index - is similar to the previous one, but attaches double weight to expressive
parameters of discrepancies;
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f) The Kulczynski Index -expresses the ratio between co-attendance and the discrepancy.

A measure of distance is identified as the one inside a multidimensional space: dik (or the i-th row
and k-th column) to make a synthesis of the information in a data array (n x p), with n objects and p
as variables. One can distinguish some fundamental properties of distance measurement:

e d.>0 which states that distances can't be negative;

e d. =0 which states that the distance of an object with itself is nothing;

e d. = d. that enshrines the symmetry of a distance function, which equals the
distance between i and k or between k and i;

e d. < d. +d. called "triangle inequality", meaning that the distance between the
object k and the object i is equal to or less than that obtained by diverting to any
other object h.

In the case of dichotomous qualitative characters (where for each variable the presence-absence of a
phenomenon, 1 = presence, 0 = absence e is measured), for each pair of units h and k, the two
answering vectors regarding the p variables observed can be represented in a 2 x 2 table as shown in
the figure.

h/k 1 0 Tot.
1 a b a+b a = frequency of the phenomena simultaneously present in
the two units
0 c d c+d d = frequency of the phenomena simultaneously absent in
the two units
Tot a+c b+d p b, ¢ = frequency of the phenomena present in one unit but
not in the other

The frequencies b and c indicate the aspects of diversity between the two statistical units concerned.
The frequencies a and d indicate the extent of resemblance between the two units, but their meaning
is not identical. In fact, the presence of a character always constitutes an aspect that helps to define
the similarity, while the absence of a phenomenon in some cases may be of little or no interest in
assessing the resemblance between two units.

The distance indicators most commonly used are many: one of the best known is the Euclidean one,
i.e. when objects (expressed in formula as coordinates) are measured on p variables within a Euclidean
space whose dimensions correspond to the distance of variables used in multidimensional space.
Calculating the square root of the sum of squared differences calculated on the variables:

d(xi, Xi) = (X1 - Xk1)? + (X2 = Xk2)? + wooet (Xin - Xkn) )2

An additional measure of absolute or Manhattan distance is defined by the sum of the absolute
differences that exist among the dimensions considered:

d(x;, x) = |Xi1 - Xua | + | Xi2 - X2 | + ovet | Xin = Xkn |
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A form of distance is that generalizes both the Euclidean and Manhattan ones, is Minkosky. It
corresponds to the Euclidean distance in the case when g (positive number assigned) is equal to 2 and
at the distance of Manhattan if it is equal to 1:

dixi, xk) = (|xi1 - X | T+ |Xi2 - X2 | * + oot | Xin - Xkn | 9)?
2.2.3 Segmentation techniques

The MCA-CA algorithm was applied for each dimension involved in the analysis. By grouping variables
on the basis of their type, the resulting n groups of variables were performed by the MCA-CA
algorithm. The result is the segmentation of each dimension into consumers’ typologies. A second
cluster analysis was performed involving the selected dimensions as active variables and the
associated typologies as their modalities (Sabatini et al. 2005).

This type of analysis allows you to analyse datasets with a large number of categorical variables, also
via the domain locator the ex ante based on variable types present and brings out the relationships
among the domains, which wouldn’t have emerged if all variables were used in a single cluster
analysis.

The carried out methodology allows you to extract a number of emerging behaviour profiles based on
the four reference domains identified ex ante on the basis of the hypothesis resulting from the
literature review on consumers’ behaviour.

The four domains of our analysis are:

- Socio-demographic variables;

- Frequency of consumption and reasons of purchase variables;

- Consumer approach to seabass and seabream products variables;
- Information and label variables.

Every consumer is characterized by belonging to a typological group for each of the four domains
mentioned above. The various combinations of this approach define behavioural typologies and offer
a synthetic criterion for the classification of respondents.
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3. Questionnaire Results

3.1 “Non-consumers” - respondents who do not consume seabass and
seabream

Nearly one third of Italian respondents who do not consume seabass and seabream products, do
not do so because of the sensory attributes of the species, while difficulty in preparation and bones
are regarded as other significant obstacles.

One of the objectives of the survey was to understand the reasons for not consuming fish products,
in particular, seabass and seabream. In order to achieve these results, the first question of the
guestionnaire asks interviewees if they purchase and consume seabass and seabream.

The people who selected "no" were asked for their reasons. There were 167 respondents who
answered no to this question. The details of their demographic characteristics are presented in the
tables below.

By a small margin, most non-consumers of seabass and seabream are male (56.9%). The majority of
non-consumers are young, below the age of 46 (50.3%). Two-thirds (67%) of non-consumers live in
the Northwest and Northeast of Italy, while the lowest share of non-consumers live in Central Italy
and Sardinia (13,2%). Almost two thirds of non-consumers (68.3%) have at least a secondary level of
education. An additional 27.5% have a University degree. Over half of non-consumers (52.6%) live in
households consisting of 3 to 4 people, while 13.2% live alone. Nearly 80% of the respondents who do
not consume seabass and seabream do not have children in their households. Over half of non-
consumers (55.1%) are employed, while 21% are students. Nearly half (49.1%) of non-consumers’
household income is approximately the national average (EUR 30 000 per year), while almost 40% are
below the national average.

table 6 - Gender

Gender
Frequency Percentage
Male 95 56,9
Female 72 43,1
Total 167 100,0
15
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table 7 - Age
Age group
Frequency Percentage
18-25 41 24,6
26-35 43 25,7
36-45 35 21,0
46-55 23 13,8
56-65 16 9,6
65+ 9 5,4
Total 167 100,0
table 8 -Macro Regions
Area
Frequency Percentage
Northwest 58 34,7
Northeast 54 32,3
Central Italy and Sardinia 22 13,2
Southern Italy and Sicily 33 19,8
Total 167 100,0
table 9 — Education
Educational level
Frequency Percentage
Primary 7 4,2
Secondary 107 64,1
University degree 46 27,5
Post-graduate degree/studies 7 4,2
Total 167 100,0
table 10 - Household
Household size (number of people living in the same household)
Frequency Percentage
1 22 13,2
2 41 24,6
3 a4 26,3
4 44 26,3
5 13 7,8
6 2 1,2
9 1 0,6
Total 167 100,0
16
SR This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme

under grant agreement No 727610. This output reflects the views only of the author(s), and the European Union

* o % cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein.




D.5.8: Consumer perception — Italy

table 11 — Presence of children

(=

FISH

Children - (Do you have children living in your household?)
Frequency Percentage
Yes, small children (younger than 7 years old) 12 7,2
Yes, school children 13 7,8
Yes, students or grown up children 17 10,2
No 131 78,4
Total 167 100,0
table 12 - Occupation
Occupation
Frequency Percentage
Working 92 55,1
Unemployed 25 15,0
Student 35 21,0
Pensioner 15 9,0
Total 167 100,0
table 13 - Profession
What is your profession?
Frequency Percentage
High skilled professional 15 9,0
Public services 19 11,4
Business - private sector 49 29,3
Non worker 84 50,3
Total 167 100,0

table 14 - Household

Category of your household income? (national average: about 30.000€/year)
Frequency Percentage
Below the national average 66 39,5
Approx. the national average 82 49,1
Above the national average 19 11,4
Total 167 100,0

This cluster highlights that there are four main reasons for not buying or consuming seabass and
seabream (table ):

e The first of these refers to sensory attributes. Not liking the smell or taste of fish was
the most important factor for 29.9% of Italian non-consumers of seabass and seabream
among the reasons for not consuming those species;
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e The next most important reasons for not choosing seabass and seabream products are
equally significant (26.3%), in particular, “difficult to prepare” and “too many bones”;

e An economic factor, “too expensive price”, was the next important consideration for
not consuming seabass and seabream for a quarter of such consumers (25.1%).

Other obstacles to consumption of seabass and seabream included vegetarian lifestyle (9, 6%) and fish

allergies (4.8%). Small shares of non-consumers stated environmental, food safety, fish welfare
concerns.

table 15 - Reasons for not purchasing BB products

Reasons for not purchasing and consuming seabass and seabream
Frequency Percentage multiple choice
Do not like the smell or taste 50 29,9
Difficult to prepare a4 26,3
Too many bones 44 26,3
Too expensive 42 25,1
Vegetarian 16 9,6
Allergic to fish in general 8 4,8
Environmental concerns 6 3,6
Food safety concern 4 2,4
Fish welfare concerns 4 2,4
Others 13 7,8

Respondents who answered that seabass and seabream is difficult to prepare are predominantly men
(table 16) and in the younger age groups (table 17).

table 16
Gender * Difficult to prepare
Difficult to prepare
Not selected Difficult to prepare Total
Gender Male 66 29 95
Female 57 15 72
Total 123 44 167
table 17
Age group * Difficult to prepare
Difficult to prepare - Total
Not selected Difficult to prepare

Age group 18-25 30 11 41

26-35 28 15 43

36-45 29 6 35

46-55 19 4 23

56-65 11 5 16

65+ 6 3 9

Total 123 44 167
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An interesting fact is that presence of small children in a household is not a major factor in indicating
"too many bones" as an obstacle to seabass and seabream consumption (table 18). Moreover, people

who indicated “too expensive” as a limiting factor, belong to groups with a household income at or
below the national average (table 19).

table 18
Yes, small children (younger than 7 years old) - * Too many bones -
Too many bones - ( Total
Not selected Too many
bones
. Not selected 116 39 155
Yes, small children (younger .
than 7 years old) - Yes, small children (younger 7 5 12
than 7 years old)
Total 123 44 167
table 19
What is the category of your household income? (national average: about 30.000€/year) * Too expensive-
(Reasons for not purchasing and consuming seabass and seabream)
Too expensive- Total
Not selected | Too expensive
. Below the national average 47 19 66
What is the catggory of About the national average 62 20 82
your household income? .
Above the national average 16 3 19
Total 125 42 167
19
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3.2 “Consumers” — respondents who consume seabass and seabream

3.2.1 Social and demographic characteristics of respondents

The social and demographic characteristics of the Italian sample interviewed are summarized in the

table presented below:

table 20 - Social and demographic characteristics of the Italian respondents (sample)

Frequency Percentage %
Gender
Male 742 48,9
Female 774 51,1
Age group
18-25 228 15,0
26-35 481 31,7
36-45 406 26,8
46-55 242 16,0
56-65 125 8,2
65+ 34 2,2
Residential Areal
Urban 1273 84,0
Rural 243 16,0
Area
Northern-West Italy 397 26,2
Northern-East Italy 299 19,7
Central Italy and Sardinia 310 20,4
Southern Italy and Sicily 510 33,6
Educational level
Primary 40 2,6
Secondary 746 49,2
University degree 575 37,9
Post-graduate degree/studies 155 10,2
Household size
1 84 5,5
2 252 16,6
3 429 28,3
4 542 35,8
5 177 11,7
6 18 1,2
7 10 0,7
8 2 0,1
9 1 0,1
11 1 0,1
Children in scholar age
Yes, school children 365 24,1
Yes, students or grown up children 373 24,6
No 653 43,1
Occupation
Working 1092 72,0
Unemployed 190 12,5
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Student 180 11,9
Pensioner 54 3,6
Profession

High skilled professional 289 19,1
Public services 223 14,7
Business-private sector 569 37,5

Farmer 10 0,7

Not worker 424 28,0
Household income
Below the national average 315 20,8
About the national average 898 59,2
Above the national average 303 20,0

3.2.2 Consumer habits and consumption patterns regarding seabass and seabream
products

3.2.2.1 Consumption of fish and seafood products, including seabass and seabream at home

By far, the major part of the Italian respondents (81.3%) consume fish and seafood at home at least
once a week. While almost half of the respondents (42%) serve fish and seafood products at home
two to three times per week, over a third of the respondents (36.2%) consume fish and seafood once
a week. The remaining 18.7% consume fish and seafood at home less frequently (table 21).

table 21 - How often are fish products eaten (fish, molluscs and crustaceans) at home?

Frequency of eating fish and seafood in general, at home

Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Everyday 47 3,1 31
2 to 3 times a week 636 42,0 45,1
Once a week 549 36,2 81,3
2 to 3 times a month 182 12,0 93,3
Once a month 68 4,5 97,8
Several times a year 33 2,2 99,9
Never/almost never 1 0,1 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

Almost the entire pull of Italian respondents (92.5%) consume seabass and seabream at home at least
once a month. Of them over half (52.7%) consume seabass and seabream at home at least once a
week. Nearly 20% of the respondents consume seabass and seabream two to three times a week
(table 22).
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Frequency of eating seabass and seabream at home

Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage

Everyday 26 1,7 1,7

2 to 3 times a week 280 18,5 20,2

Once a week 519 34,2 54,4

2 to 3 times a month 383 25,3 79,7

Once a month 195 12,9 92,5

Several times a year 110 7,3 99,8
Never/almost never 3 0,2 100,0

Total 1516 100,0

In particular, 65.7% of families with small children (younger than 7 years old) consume seabass and
seabream very frequently, from every day to once a week. Almost half (49.8%) of consumers who do
not have young children consume seabass and seabream with the same frequency.

3.2.2.2 Type of Seabass and Seabream consumed

Whole fresh

The major share of the respondents (88%) reported that they consumed whole fresh seabass and
seabream at least once during the month prior to the survey. Nearly one third (28%) consumed those
species once a week or more, and only 11% of the respondents has never consumed those products

(table 23).

table 23- How often did you eat seabass and seabream in the following forms during the last month? Fresh whole

Consumption of Fresh whole -
Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage

Once a week or more 426 28,1 28,1
2-3 times a month 450 29,7 57,8
Once a month 454 29,9 87,7
Never 167 11,0 98,7
I don't know 19 1,3 100,0

Total 1516 100,0

Frozen whole

With regard to whole frozen product, about one third of the respondents (31.1%) stated that they
never consumed seabass and seabream in that form. The share of the respondents who consumed
frozen whole seabass and seabream at least once in the month prior to the survey, dropped to 66.6%
(table 24).
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table 24 - How often did you eat seabass and seabream in the following forms during the last month? Frozen whole

Consumption of Frozen whole -

Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Once a time or more 204 13,5 13,5
2-3 times a month 367 24,2 37,7
Once a month 438 28,9 66,6
Never 471 31,1 97,6
| don't know 36 2,4 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

Fresh fillet

Fresh seabass and seabream fillet are frequently consumed at home at the majority of the Italian
respondents (85.2%), as fresh fillets of seabass and seabream. Nearly one quarter of the respondents
(24.5%) consumed those products once a week or more. Only 13% of the respondents never

consumed fresh seabass and seabream fillets in the preceding month (table 25).

table 25 - How often did you eat seabass and seabream in the following forms during the last month? Fresh fillet

Consumption of Fresh fillet -

Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Once a week or more 371 24,5 24,5
2-3 times a month 438 28,9 53,4
Once a month 483 31,9 85,2
Never 203 13,4 98,6
1 don't know 21 1,4 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

Frozen fillet

Compared to fresh fillets, consumption of frozen seabass and seabream fillet is less frequent, although
it is done in the major part of the respondents’ households at least once a month (75.2%). Of these,
over one third of the respondents (31.4) consumed it at least once a month and nearly another third
(27.5) consumed it two to three times a month. Whereas 16.3% of the respondents consumed frozen
seabass and seabream fillets once a week or more often, nearly a quarter of the respondents (23.3%)
never consumed those products (table 26).
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table 26 - How often did you eat seabass and seabream in the following forms during the last month? Frozen fillet

Consumption of Frozen fillet

Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Once a week or more 247 16,3 16,3
2-3 times a month 417 27,5 43,8
Once a month 476 31,4 75,2
Never 353 23,3 98,5
| don't know 23 1,5 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

Products ready-to-cook and ready-to-eat

The percentages of those who consumed products ready-to-cook and ready-to-eat seabass and
seabream products in the month prior to the survey were almost the same (table 27 and table28).
There almost no difference between those who consumed a ready-to-cook product (59.6%) at least
once and those who consumed a ready-to-eat product (58.1%). Even less is the difference between
those who have consumed these types of products two to three times per month (20.7% and 19.7%
respectively), and there is almost no difference between the respondents who consumed those
products one or more times per week (14.8% and 14.6% respectively). There is also little difference
between those who have never eaten these two product types (38.4% and 39.6% respectively).

table 27 - How often did you eat seabass and seabream in the following forms during the last month? Ready to cook meals

Consumption of ready to cook meals -
Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage

Once a week or more 225 14,8 14,8
2-3 times a month 314 20,7 35,6
Once a month 364 24,0 59,6
Never 582 38,4 98,0
| don't know 31 2,0 100,0

Total 1516 100,0

table 28 - How often did you eat seabass and seabream in the following forms during the last month? Ready to eat meals

Consumption of ready to eat meals -
Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Once a week or more 222 14,6 14,6
2-3 times a month 299 19,7 34,4
Once a month 360 23,7 58,1
Never 601 39,6 97,8
I don't know 34 2,2 100,0
Total 1516 100,0
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3.2.2.3 Consumption of fishery products when eating out.

A relatively lower share of Italian respondents prefer to eat fish and seafood outside of home,
compared to household consumption (table 29). Still, over a third part of the respondents (36.3%)
stated that they consume fish and seafood products away from home at least once week. In general,
three quarters of the respondents (74.5) consume fish and seafood outside of home at least once a
month.

table 29- How often do you eat fish and seafood in general out of home?

Frequency of eating fish and seafood in general outside of home (restaurants, canteens, bars, etc.)?

Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Everyday 29 1,9 1,9
2 to 3 times a week 256 16,9 18,8
Once a week 266 17,5 36,3
2 to 3 times a month 294 19,4 55,7
Once a month 285 18,8 74,5
Several times a year 302 19,9 94,5
Never/almost never 84 5,5 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

When eating out, nearly two thirds of the respondents (59.3%) choose seabass and seabream at least
once a month. Of these, 25.2% of the respondents select seabass and seabream at least once a week
(table 30). Only 14.6% of the respondent never or almost never order seabass and seabream when
eating out.

table 30 - How often do you eat Seabass and seabream away from home (restaurants, canteens, bars, etc.)?

Frequency of eating seabass and seabream outside of home (restaurants, canteens, bars, etc.)
Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Everyday 29 1,9 1,9
2 to 3 times a week 139 9,2 11,1
Once a week 214 14,1 25,2
2 to 3 times a month 244 16,1 41,3
Once a month 273 18,0 59,3
Several times a year 396 26,1 85,4
Never/almost never 221 14,6 100,0
Total 1516 100,0
3.2.24 Composition of expenditure of fish products

For nearly a quarter of the Italian respondents (23.2%), consumption of seabass and seabream
represents approximately half of their total consumption of fish and seafood products. For 8.8% of
the respondents, consumption of these species exceeds half of their total consumption of fish and

25

** ok This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme
* i under grant agreement No 727610. This output reflects the views only of the author(s), and the European Union
* o % cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein.



FISH

D.5.8: Consumer perception — Italy

(=

seafood products, while for 7.3% the consumption of seabass and seabream is less than 10% of the
total.

table 31- How would you estimate the share of seabass and seabream consumption in your total consumption of fish and
seafood?

How would you estimate the share of seabass and seabream consumption in your total consumption of fish
and seafood?
Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Less than 10% 110 7,3 7,3

10-20% 346 22,8 30,1

20-30% 574 37,9 67,9

Around 50% 352 23,2 91,2

50 - 60% 88 5,8 97,0

Over 60% 46 3,0 100,0

Total 1516 100,0

More than half of the pull of respondents (53.8%) prefer buying seabass and seabream in whole fresh
form (table 32). At the same time, slightly less than a half of the respondents (45.2%) are used to buy
fresh seabass and seabream as gutted. Almost the same share of the respondents typically buy
seabass and seabream as fresh fillets (45.5%) or frozen fillets (45.6%). More than one fifth of the
respondents buy seabass and seabream as ready-to-cook meals, and one tenths buy ready-to eat
meals.

table 32- When you buy seabass and seabream, in what form do you buy them?

Typical product forms of seabass and seabream products for purchases

Frequency Percentage of population

Fresh, whole 816 53,8

Fresh, gutted 685 45,2

Fresh fillet 690 45,5

Frozen Fillet 692 45,6

Ready to cook meals 327 21,6

Ready to eat meals 174 11,5

When buying whole seabass and seabream, the majority of the respondents on average buy two to

three fish for per purchase (table 33). This figure compares with the average household size of the

nearly half of the respondents (45%), which consists of 2 or 3 people per household.

table 33 - If seabass and seabream are consumed whole, how many fish are bought/consumed in a typical meal per

household
Number of fish bought/consumed in a typical meal per household

Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage

1 224 14,8 14,8

2-3 923 60,9 75,7

3-4 278 18,3 94,0

more than 4 91 6,0 100,0

Total 1516 100,0
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The main factors influencing the consumer decision regarding seabass and seabream purchases
include quality (54.2%), freshness and capture date (44.3%), price/quality ratio (43%) and flavour
(40.2%). In addition, the factors of health and wellness and the country of origin are among the top
most important considerations for Italian respondents. Tradition was mentioned as the factor
affecting the purchasing decision of seabass and seabream by the least number of the respondents
(Chart 2).

Chart 2 - - Factors affecting the purchase of seabass and seabream
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3.2.25 Seafood purchase places

The majority of the respondents (68.5%) prefer to purchase seabass and seabream in fishmongers and
specialized stores (Chart 3). Supermarkets or multiple retailers are also highly popular places for
purchases of seabass and seabream (58%). Open air markets and direct purchases from fish farms are
also popular places, while are other distribution channels, including catering services and online sales
are infrequently used by Italian respondents (0.9%).
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Chart 3 - Places preferred for the purchase of seabass and seabream
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Premium attributes guide the choice of the place for purchase of fish and seafood products, in
particular freshness (62.3%) and quality (56.4%). Price also plays an important role (41%), but is the
third factor considered after freshness and quality (chart 4). Convenience of the store and good
availability of fish species are the next important reasons for Italian respondents in their choice of
preferred purchasing places.

chart 4- Reasons for purchase of seabass and seabream from preferred places

Good availability of product forms, including ready to

cook/ready to eat products 22,9

Good availability of fish species 31,5
Convenience of the store 36,7
Quality 56,4
Freshness 62,3

0,0 10,0 20,0 30,0 40,0 50,0 60,0 70,0

3.2.2.6 Types of fish products purchased

Nearly one tenth of the respondents (8.4%) buys seabass and seabream exclusively (table 34), while
the majority of the respondents (91.6%) buy other fish and seafood as well as these species.
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table 34 - Do you buy other species besides seabass and se bream?

(&

FISH

Do you buy others species?

Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Yes 1388 91,6 91,6
No 128 8,4 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

More than 60 species are mentioned by consumers (chart 5), but only one-third of these receive more

than 30 citations and only 10 are mentioned at least 100 times. Tuna, swordfish and cod over 200

citations and salmon is the most mentioned with 398 citations.

chart 5 - If you choose other species, except seabass and seabream, what species do you purchase (please specify several

species)?
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table 35 - Which specie do you prefer most among seabass and seabream?
Preference of species
Cumulative
Frequency Percentage percentage
Seabass 622 41,0 41,0
Seabream 894 59,0 100,0
Total 1516 100,0
With a 18% difference, Italian consumers prefer seabream compared to seabass.
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3.2.3 Consumer preferences of seabass and seabream products

Less than a half of the respondents (43.1%) prefer wild seabass and seabream, while almost one third
of the respondents (29%) prefer farmed seabass and seabream. Almost the same share of the
respondent (28%) have no preference regarding the method of production (table 36).

table 36 — Preferences regarding production method of seabass and seabream

What is your preference regarding production methods?

Cumulative
Frequency Percentage percentage
Wild seabass and seabream 654 43,1 43,1
Farmed seabass and seabream 438 28,9 72,0
No preference 424 28,0 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

3.2.3.1 Favorite type of preparation

More than 83% of the respondents indicated "baked" as their preferred type of preparation for
seabass and seabream products (chart 6). Grilling of seabass and seabream is the next most popular
way of preparation of seabass and seabream reported by about half of the respondents (49.7%).

chart 6 — Preferred ways of preparation of seabass and seabream

Fried 11,2
Grilled 49,7
Baked 83,6
0,0 10,0 20,0 30,0 40,0 50,0 60,0 70,0 80,0 90,0

The vast majority of the pull of respondents (82.8%) is in favour of trying new seabass and seabream
products (table37). In particular, people in the age group 26-35 years (32.4%) are most likely to try
new seabass and seabream products (table 38). In general, more than two thirds of the respondents
(69.2%) would prefer to taste new seabass and seabream at home rather than at other locations.
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table 37- Would you be willing to try new products based on seabass and seabream (such as fresh produce, snacks,
prepared meals, smoked fillet, etc.)?

Are you willing to try new seabass and seabream products (for example improved fresh products, snacks,
ready meals, smoked fillet, etc.)?
Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Yes 1255 82,8 82,8
No 58 3,8 86,6
Don't know 203 13,4 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

table 38 — try new foods * Age Group- Are you willing to try new seabass and seabream products (for example improved
fresh products, snacks, readymade meals, smoked fillet, etc.)? * Age group

Age group
18-25 26-35 46-55 56-65 65+

Are you Yes Total 187 407 201 94 20
willing to

try new 14,9% 32,4% 16,0% 7,5% 1,6%

seabass

and % in Age group 82,0% 84,6% 83,1% 75,2% 58,8%

seabream
products?

chart 7 - If you are willing to try new seabass and seabream products, where you would prefer tasting it?

Tasting at restaurant, bar, canteen or other food service
channels 19,1

Tasting at a promotional event
24,7

Tasting at sales points
25

I

Tasting at home
69,2

0,0 100 200 30,0 400 500 600 700 80,0

Information

The most frequently cited source of information regarding the benefits brought by the consumption
of fish and seafood is internet, indicated by 43.7% of the respondent (chart 8). This is followed by
personal experience and habits (37.9%) and assistance from store or fishmonger employee (37.1%).
TV shows, radio and newspaper and opinions form family and friends are also significant sources of
information for Italian consumers. Less than a quarter of Italian respondents regard doctors (24.4%)
and institutions (17.9%) as sources of information about fish and seafood.
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chart 8 - sources of information on the benefits and consumption of fish products (fish, molluscs and crustaceans)
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The vast majority of the pull of respondents frequently read the label of packed fish and seafood
products (85.1%), of these nearly half (45%) always reads labels. Only an insignificant share of the
respondents (2.6%) stated that they read labels occasionally (table 39).

table 39 - How often do you read packaged seafood labels?

Frequency of reading of the label of packed fish and seafood products
Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Always 687 45,3 45,3
Frequently 603 39,8 85,1
Sometimes 186 12,3 97,4
Occasionally 40 2,6 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

The information to which the respondents pays more attention on packaged products (chart 9) is the
origin of the product (68.9%), followed by the expiration date (52%) and the method of production,
wild or farmed (45.1%). The factors to which the respondents pay less attention is the brand (19.5%)
environmental information (25%) and certification schemes/logo (28%).

32

* This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme
* & under grant agreement No 727610. This output reflects the views only of the author(s), and the European Union

LR cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein.



rmFISH

D.5.8: Consumer perception — Italy

chart 9 - information to which the population pays more attention on packaged products
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When the respondents buy seabass and seabream without packaging, the country of origin of the
species (61.7%) and the date of capture or harvest (51%) are by far the most important information
for them (chart 10).

chart 10 - information that is missed in products without packaging
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Certification scheme 36,4
Date of catch or harvest 51,0
Country of origin 61,7
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According to the perception of the respondents (chart 11), the most influential factors affecting the
image of seabass and seabream products are the country of origin/production (52.4%), the date of
capture or harvest (44.6%) and the price (40.2%). Healthy attributes of the products are important
factors for over one third of the respondents (35%), as well as image of high quality and tasty products
(34.2%) and indication of sustainability and environmentally friendly farming (34%). Positive links to
the Mediterranean eating style are stated as important influential factor for the image of the species
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by nearly one fourth of the respondent (23.5%). A relatively minor effect would be associated with
social media (8%) and the support of famous people (9%).

chart 11 - factors that could positively influence the image of seabass and seabream

Country of production 52,4
Date of catch or harvest 4
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Information about the country of production is very important for the respondents in all age groups.
Its importance increases as the age of the respondents increases (table ). Likewise, the importance of
the date of catch or harvest and healthy attributes of the product, increase their importance as the
age increases (table 40 and table 41
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42).

table 40 — Country of production * Age group

(=

table ). Conversely, the importance of paid media decreases with increasing age of the groups (table

FISH

Age group
18-25 26-35 46-55 56-65 65+
Country of Yes Total 109 244 141 79 23
production % in Age group 47,8% 50,7% 58,3% 63,2% 67,6%
table 41 - Date of catch or harvest * Age group
Age group
18-25 26-35 46-55 56-65 65+
Date of catchor Yes Total 86 209 113 73 21
harvest % in Age group 37,7% 43,5% 46,7% 58,4% 61,8%
35

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme
under grant agreement No 727610. This output reflects the views only of the author(s), and the European Union
cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein.




D.5.8: Consumer perception — Italy 6" erftori FISH

table 42 - Healthy attributes of the product * Age group

Age group
18-25 26-35 46-55 56-65 65+
Healthy attributes  Yes Total 77 151 97 49 15
of the product
% in Age group 33,8% 31,4% 40,1% 39,2% 44,1%
table 43 — Paid media * Age group
Age group
18-25 26-35 46-55 56-65 65+
Paid Yes Total 41 67 26 8 0
media % in Age group 18,0% 13,9% 10,7% 6,4% 0,0%

3.2.4 Consumer attitudes regarding seabass and seabream

As with the previous question about the most influential factors affecting image of seabass and
seabream, the factors that have the greatest impact on the purchase of those species (chart 12)
include an indication of the country of origin (58.5%), the date of capture or harvest (48.1%) and the
taste (40%).

chart 12 - the most important aspects of the product when choosing seabass and seabream

Country of origin 58,5

Date of catch or harvest 48,1

raste TN
Environmental certification or organic
Nutrtonal value
Welfare of farmed fish
Premium attributes of seabass and seabream (freshness
and quality) 4
Variety of product forms 14,1

Only 27% of the population consider that the information accompanying purchases of seabass and
seabream are clear and easy to understand. Nearly 60% of the respondents, however, consider that
information is comprehensible only partly (table 44).
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table 44 - Do you think that the information accompanying the purchase of seabass and seabream is clear and easy to
understand?

Do you think information, accompanying seabass and seabream products you buy, is easy and clear to
understand?
Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Yes, definitely 411 27,1 27,1
Yes, to some extent 876 57,8 84,9
No, not really 191 12,6 97,5
No, not at all 22 1,5 98,9
| do not know 16 1,1 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

The ease (or difficulty) in understanding packaging information differs according to the respondents’
educational attainment (table 45).

table 45— Information * Educational level

Do you think information, accompanying seabass and seabream products you buy, is easy and clear to
understand? * Educational level

S5 Educational level

Primary Secondary Post-graduate
degree/studies
Do you think Yes | Total 28 625 140
informatio.n, % in Educational level 70% 84% 90%
accompanying - mng Total 12 121 15
seabass and
seabream % in Educational level 30% 16% 10%
products you buy,
is easy and clear
to understand?

Purchases of these species are characterised by a strong trust in the sellers (69.9%). However, 23.3%
of the respondents answered that they didn’t know whether to trust sellers or not (table 46).

table 46- Do you trust in information provided by seller?

Do you trust in information provided by seller?

Frequency Percentage Cumulative percentage
Yes 1060 69,9 69,9
No 103 6,8 76,7
| don't know 353 23,3 100,0
Total 1516 100,0

When examining information on the label of seabass and seabream products, (chart 13) consumers
look for the country of species (78.8%), the date of capture or harvest (64.8%) and the expiry date
(59.8%).
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chart 13 - information that is important to find on the label of seabass and seabream
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It is therefore important to underline that the preference of the origin of the species falls on national
or local product (55.1%), followed at by the UE origin (34.3%, table 47table ), while non-EU origin of
the species had by far the least preference among the Italian respondents (4.2%).

table 47 - What is your preference as regards to the origin of seabass and seabream?

What is your preference in terms of origin of seabass and seabream?
Cumulative
Frequency Percentage percentage
Products from the EU 520 34,3 34,3
Products from outside of the EU 64 4,2 38,5
National/local product 835 55,1 93,6
No preference 97 6,4 100,0
Total 1516 100,0
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4. MCA-CA results

(=

FISH

The following table shows the active variables used in multivariate analysis for each of the 4

domains.
Domain 1: Domain 2: Domain 3: Domain 4:
Socio- Consumption frequency Consumer approach to fish | Consumer attitude towards
demographic and purchase reasons product seabass and seabream

place

Gender Consumption frequency Preference production Main aspects of the choice
of fish products at home method
and aboard
Age Consumption frequency Favourite type of cooking Clarity of the information
of seabass and seabream
at home and abroad
Residential Consumption frequency Propensity to try new types Trust on sellers
Area of different type of of products based on sea
seabass and seabream bass and sea bream (eg:
(Fresh or frozen whole or snack)
fillet, ready to eat and
ready to cook)
Education Consumption quota of Where it would try new Importance of information
seabass and seabream products on labels
Family size Favourite type of seabass Information sources Country of Origin (EU or
and seabream Extra EU)
Children Number of whole fish Importance of labels
consumed per meal
Occupation Influencer Information that affects the
imagine of products
Profession Favourite place for
purchase products
Income Reasons on the chosen

The “Socio-demographic” domain provides a picture of relationships between consumers and their

demographic and social characteristics. The resulting classification identified five typologies in this

domain, mainly based on the household characteristic linking with the respondents that derive from
these variables. The five groups are:

* Young families;

e  Mature Families;

e Couples and Singles;

¢ Couples and Single Seniors;

e Students, unemployed young couples and singles;
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Young families are characterized by a lower average age (26-45). They are characterized by the
presence of children under the age of 7. The prevailing condition is occupied with a high level of
education.

Mature Families are characterized by the average age of the respondents between 45 and 55. The
reference households see the presence of teenagers. In this group there is a widespread presence of
civil servants.

Couples and single workers have an average age of between 26 and 56 years old and have an income
per person, often higher than the average.

Couples and Single Seniors belong to higher age groups (over 56 years). Have no classified income
and the level of education most widespread is secondary education.

Students and unemployed young couples and singles. Couples and single young people have an
average age between 18 and 35 years, show a lower income than the other groups and in this group
a women are more often than in other groups, responsible for purchasing. The educational level is
secondary education.

The domain "Purchasing habits” focuses on the main factors driving consumption habits. Four
typological groups were performed:

e Freshness-oriented and regular consumers

e Regular Consumers ;

e Quality-driven consumers;

e QOccasional consumers, conscious of value-for-money.

Freshness-oriented and loyal consumers is a group of individuals with a high frequency of fish
consumption and in particular of Seabass and seabream. They said they had eaten more than once a
week the product in all its forms available (filet, entire, ready) in the last month, with preference for
fresh products, which are used in an almost daily basis. In this group respondents who more frequently
consume fish products in general, seabass and seabream in particular are consumed, away from
home.

The consumers included in Regular Consumers are characterized by a good frequency of purchases of
sea bream and sea bass. They show a distinct orientation for fresh and frozen fillets and they declare
not to have preferences among the whole products, filleted or ready. Purchase and consumption
channels are irrelevant in the choices of respondents. In this group we highlight the greater
importance of "health and wellness".

The Quality-driven consumers are those who attribute the most important attributes of quality. This
conditions the choice of shopping channels (with prevalence of specialized shops) and the type of
product (with a diffused orientation of respondents towards fresh products). Consumers in this group
say they have not eaten seabass in the last month and the frequency of consumption of fish products

is very low.
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Occasional consumers are individuals who eat fish rarely and prefer to buy in super markets, where
they can combine two expectations that emerge as decisive for buying decisions: the convenience and
value for money. Although the frequency of consumption of fish products is very low the members of
this group are characterized for having consumed seabass and seabream in the last month.

The domain "Consumer preferences towards seabass and seabream” focuses on the specific field of
consumption of seabass and seabream. The most significant factor for the purposes of stratification
of the respondents is the willingness to experiment with new products. Four groups were extracted:

° Consumers inclined to innovative consumer experiences
. Experiential Consumers beware of labels

. Consumers indifferent to innovation

[ Consumers averse to innovation

The consumer group inclined to innovative consumer experiences includes individuals who are willing
to try new products based on seabass and seabream, but preferably in restaurants and/or within
events. Respondents in this group pay particular attention to the ingredients and nutritional value of
the product and think that the image of the products can be improved if associated with the concept
of the Mediterranean diet. Information sources already used are the web and advertising.

Experiential consumers attentive to labels while being largely inclined to experiment with new
products based on seabass and seabream, express preference to do it at home. For respondents in
this group the personal experience is the main driver that guides judgement about products and
purchasing decisions. The origin and expiry date are the additional information to supplement the bulk
information awaited by consumers of the group who believe that providing such information is crucial
to improve the image of the product.

The consumer group indifferent to innovation groups respondents showing indifference regarding
the chance to experience new product innovations and little regard to information. The Group
considers the role of brands important in the reputation of products and considers the absence of this
signal in fresh products an important gap. The group is characterized by the importance attached to
social networks in the promotion of the image of seabass and seabream.

The consumers averse to innovation are those who claim they don’t want to try new products based
on bass and bream. The members of this group are not particularly attentive to the information on
the label and in general do not consider significant the role played by the mass media in shaping the
reputation of products made of seabass and seabream.

Finally the domain of "Consumer attitude towards sea bass and sea bream", focused on the
relationships between the consumer and the attributes of products made from sea bass and sea
bream.

The following five different typologies have been performed:

. Confident consumers careful about the method of production;
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° Essential consumers;

° Consumer oriented to local products;

° Consumers dissatisfied about information;
° Ethical consumers

Confident consumers are attentive to the production method and declare confidence in the system
of information to which they have access. Such confidence is expressed both in respect of the
information provided by sales channels, and in respect of the information available on the label. This
information is understood by the members of the group, which pays particular attention to
information relating to the method of production, a factor that is decisive in the desecration of the
group. Less important is, instead, the origin of the product.

The members of the essential consumers group emphasize above all the nutritional content of
products purchased and to a lesser extent to the origin. The group isn’t characterized by a unique
approach to the information system that accompanies the product.

Local product-oriented consumers pay attention to the origin and prefer the consumption of products
from national and local areas. The members of this group feel that the information associated with
the purchases of sea bass and sea bream are sufficiently understandable.

The group of consumers dissatisfied with the information is characterized by the widespread
perception that the information accompanying purchases is not easy to understand. It is, however,
recognized by the group that the information generated by sales channels trustworthy and identify
the relative information to be required on the label.

The ethical consumer group respondents bring together people who proved to be attentive to the
issues of environmental sustainability and animal welfare. They are attentive to the presence of ethical
certification and they consider fundamental that the content should be written on the label.
Consumers belonging to this group show particular attention, in their choices, to the origin of the
product.
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chart 14 - Sample segmentation for each of the selected domains: multilple correspondence analysis — cluster analysis
algorithm
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innovation about information
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Using the obtained domain as active variables and the associated group of consumers (typologies) as
modalities a further cluster analysis was performed allowing us to summarize the sample in eight
emerging consumer typologies of sea bream and sea bass products, as described below.
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CLUSTER 1: PREMIUM CONSUMERS

Cluster size: 18.01% (273 individuals)

The group sees the prevalence of couples that work and young families with children (the latter
account for about 63% of the group). The group is characterized by a medium-high level of education
and an income per capita, higher than the average. The attention to quality attributes is the prominent
feature of the group, which is characterized by almost all the individuals (90.84%) pay attention to the
origin of the product. This also translates into a great importance attached to the origin in influencing
purchasing decisions. Cluster members pay attention to the content of labels and in particular, in
addition to the source, the type of production (wild or farmed) and the date of capture/harvest and
the product’s expiry date. The frequency that members of this group purchase fish, seabass and
seabream is still low. The other attribute of quality together with the origin, which characterizes the
propensities of the group is the freshness of the product.

They are consumers who benefit from the information available, who prefer freshness, wildness and
local character of the products purchased. Purchases take place in specialized shops and the most
popular preparations are the traditional ones (Grill and oven). Consistent with the focus on freshness
the majority of the group have a preference for whole fish and fillets. Personal experience, built upon
the sedimentation of characters highlighted above, is the driver who guides the choices of members
of the group.

CLUSTER 2: TRADITIONAL CONSUMERS

Cluster size: 10.36% (157 individuals)

The second cluster is formed exclusively by families (100%) mostly mature and young, on average
comprising 3-4 individuals and most of them (87.27%) have teenage children. 95% of people that fall
into the group are employees. The group pays attention to the origin of the product and shows a
consistent propensity to consume fished products. They are consumers looking for information and
they give very important value to the date of capture and the product’s expiry date. These are the
needs that are most unsatisfied when the members of the group buy unpacked products. The
frequency of purchases in this category is varied but shows the orientation towards both fresh and
frozen fillets.

Purchase and consumption channels are irrelevant in the choices of respondents. In this group we
highlight the attention to the theme "health and wellness", which features both the relationship with
the information, and the drivers of the purchasing decisions. Even this group shows a significant
willingness to experiment with new products based on bass and bream and again between the
domestic walls. The homogeneity of the group is not affected by the presence of nucleus of
respondents that give little importance to the information accompanying the product, but that trust
in the ability of guidance provided by their personal former experience. The origin and expiry date is
the additional information to supplement the bulk information made up that way.
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A part of the Group believes that between the lines, the best bet is the brand’s reputation. Although
the cluster isn’t characterized by the consent to specific actions that could improve the image of
products made from sea bass, it is helpful to report a significant importance still given to social
networks. The strong traditional impression of the group is expressed through the preference for
traditional cooking modes and an orientation to experience innovation within the home.

CLUSTER 3: HEALTHY AND SMART CONSUMERS

Cluster size: 14.78% (224 individuals)

The cluster consists of young respondents (74%), 26-45 years mostly employed (74%) living in a
household with children (53%), often (78%) with children under 7. The level of education of members
belonging to the group is high. 56% of the group eat seabass and seabream with a frequency of once
a week, consuming both indoors and outdoors. The group's preference is for the fillet (fresh and
frozen) and are very likely to pay attention to the relationship between consumption and health.

This is also witnessed by the attention that the Group gives to the nutritional content of products
purchased. Seemingly contradictory is the unwillingness to make use of the information on the label.
The group expresses, in fact, trust in more immediate signals, like brands, in which they trust being an
expression of the reputation of the product. The absence of this element is treated as an important
gap that manifests itself when buying fresh products. This approach is consistent with the importance
that the group assigns to social networks to convey the product’s image.

CLUSTER 4: GENERAL CONSUMERS THAT TRUST AVAILABLE INFORMATION

Cluster size: 12.34% (187 individuals)

This cluster is also composed mainly of young people (74.3% aged between 26 and 45 years) and
employed (78%) with children. One of the most significant features of this group is the confidence in
the system of information available about the food. All cluster components show a high reliance on
information provided by the seller and are sure to easily understand the information accompanying
purchases of seabass and seabream., The cluster is aimed at rewarding the freshness in consumer
choices and prefers whole fish and fish fillets. Both types of products are consumed regularly by
members of the group. Despite this the formulas of convenience are present in the shopping cart of
these families. There are no special guidelines to focus on sources of information over others, but it
should be pointed out that the production method -fished against farmed- is an important
discrimination for the choices made by the group that prefers fished products. The origin of the
product has little relevance for the purposes of purchasing decisions to members of the group. Among
the most relevant choice drivers is value for money.
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CLUSTER 5: ETHICAL CONSUMERS

Cluster size: 11.54% (175 individuals)

This group does not have a precise demographic physiognomy. About 80% of the group is aged
between 18 and 45 and the cluster includes students, employed and unemployed. The group consists
mainly of families, with at least one child (58%). The characteristic of this group is the focus on
sustainable methods of production, affecting both the environmental aspects and those related to fish
welfare. The need for clarity in the signals transferring knowledge about these topics on the label is
perceived by most of the members of the group.

The relationship with the information is also characterized by the attention paid by the group of
nutritional values and dates of capture and product expiration. The group represents an informed
consumer with difficulty understanding ethical issues. The cluster's preference for locally sourced
produce and orientation to reward the attributes of freshness and quality must be added to this. The
group is also willing to try new products based on seabass and seabream, particularly snack foods
smoked products and shows a marked preference to try them during promotional events or other
outdoor events. This consumer group locates in partnership with the Mediterranean diet the best
image vehicle for readymade seabass and seabream products and has a high frequency of
consumption of the product away from home.

CLUSTER 6: INFORMED CONSUMERS AND CAREFUL ABOUT THE ORIGIN

Cluster size: 14.31% (208 individuals)

This cluster result is quite evenly layered in a socio-demographic point of view, although young and
mature families, with children, slightly prevail. The first characteristic data is the preference given to
source information that is common to all the members of the group that, at the same time, show to
have no particular confidence in the information and signals provided by sales channels . For this
reason the use of personal experience like the content of the information on the label is very relevant
in the group. The focus is on all kinds of information that accompany the product, but especially to
those regarding the origin, date of capture or harvest and the expiry date.

The group shows a widespread prevalence for products caught and fresh. The latter attribute guide
with at the origin, the hierarchy that leads the choices of this group. The presence in the group of a
considerable number of women respondents in households with children below 7, justifies the
interest expressed by the cluster to all attributes of quality and especially to "health and wellness".
The frequency of purchase of seabass and seabream in this group is still high and specialized
distribution is most used for purchases. The consumers of the group are prone to experiencing new
products based on seabass and seabream, and express preference to do it at home. Attention to the
issue of origin results in the preference for consumption of products of national and local origin.

46

** ok This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme
* i under grant agreement No 727610. This output reflects the views only of the author(s), and the European Union
* o % cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein.



D.5.8: Consumer perception — Italy @ FISH

CLUSTER 7: YOUNG OCCASIONAL CONSUMERS

Cluster size: 15.44% (233 individuals)

Demographic characterization of this cluster is the presence of many young couples and singles,
composed of students and the unemployed. This affects the characterization of the income of people
belonging to the cluster, which is the lowest among the types identified and on educational
attainment, which sees the prevalence of middle school. Even in this cluster the majority of
respondents are female. The cluster is characterized by minor importance attributed to the system of
information accompanying the product. This is manifested both in the maximum use of reading label
information as the non detection of an informational gap for purchases without packaging.

Consumers of this group only occasionally consume fish, including bass and bream and the most
relevant attributes for choosing are freshness and value for money. As regards to the distribution
channels, the preferences are distributed almost equally between retailing and specialised shops.
Consumers in this group were interested in trying new products based on bass and bream. This is a
consumer group disinclined to seek and use information about consumed products. The assessment,
however, is too complex to decipher. It is however, recognized as reliable, the transmission of
information generated by sales channels, being more direct.

CLUSTER 8: SENIOR CONSUMERS LED BY VALUE FOR MONEY
Cluster size: 3.89% (59 individuals)

The group is composed almost exclusively of respondents over the age of 56, predominantly males.
The family unit is mainly of couples without children living at home. Respondents are mostly retired
people with a secondary education level. The willingness to experiment with new products is very low,
how low is the use of products with a high service content. The only relevant attribute in leading
consumer choices is the freshness. This is also the only topic deemed of interest in the process of
finding information about the product.

Value for money is not necessarily a key parameter to guide the decisions of this cluster and
specialized shops seem to be the favourite channel to meet this need. The groups’ favourite formats
are whole and fillet fish even if the frequency of consumption of the group was often on lower levels.
Those who belong to the cluster do not show themselves willing to experiment with innovative
products and prefer traditional preparations. The level of trust in the system of information is high
and is expressed both in respect of information provided by sales channels, which of those available
on the label, are understandable. We focus in particular on the production method, whose relevance
prevails on the source.
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ANNEX I

Draft questionnaire

Part 1: Consumer habits and consumption patterns regarding seabass and seabream
products

1. Purchase and consumption of seabass and seabream (single option)

a) VYes
b) No

2. Reasons for not purchasing and consuming seabass and seabream (multiple choice)

a) Too expensive

b) Too many bones

c) Do not like the smell or taste
d) Difficult to prepare

e) Allergic to fish in general

f) Vegetarian

g) Food safety concerns

h) Fish welfare concerns

i) Environmental concerns

j)  Others (please specify)

3. Frequency of eating fish and seafood at home in general (single option)

a) Everyday

b) 2to 3 times a week
c¢) Once a week

d) 2to3timesamonth
e) Once a month

f) Several times a year
g) Never/almost never

4. Frequency of eating seabass and seabream at home (single option)

h) Everyday
i) 2to3timesaweek
j)  Once a week
k) 2to 3timesa month
I)  Once a month
m) Several times a year
n) Never/almost never
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5. How often did you eat seabass and seabream in the following forms during the last month?

5.1 Fresh whole

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Once a week or more

2-3 times a month
Once a month
Never

| do not know

5.2 Frozen whole

a)
b)
c)
d)

Once a week or more
2-3 times a month
Once a month

Never

| do not know

Fresh fillet

Once a week or more
2-3 times a month
Once a month

Never

| do not know

Frozen fillet

Once a week or more
2-3 times a month
Once a month

Never

| do not know

Ready to cook meals
Once a week or more
2-3 times a month
Once a month

Never

| do not know

Ready to eat meals
Once a week or more
2-3 times a month
Once a month

Never

| do not know
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6. Frequency of eating fish and seafood in general outside of home (restaurants, canteens, bars,
etc.) (single option)

a) Everyday

b) 2to 3timesa week
c) Once a week

d) 2to3timesa month
e) Once a month

f) Several times a year
g) Never/almost never

7. Frequency of eating seabass and seabream outside of home (restaurants, canteens, bars, etc.)
(single option)

h) Everyday

i) 2to3timesaweek
j)  Once a week

k) 2to 3timesa month
I)  Once a month

m) Several times a year
n) Never/almost never

8. How would you estimate the share of seabass and seabream consumption in your total
consumption of fish and seafood (single option)?

a) Lessthan 10%
b) 10-20%

c) 20-30%

d) Around 50%
e) 50-60%

f) Over 60%

9. Typical product forms of seabass and seabream products for purchases (multiple choice)

a) Fresh, whole

b) Fresh, gutted

c) Fresh fillet

d) Frozen fillet

e) Ready to cook meals
f) Ready to eat meals
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10.

11.

12,

13.

g) Others (please specify)

If seabass and seabream are consumed whole, how many fish are bought/consumed in a
typical meal per household (single option)

a) 1

b) 2-3

c) 3-4

d) Morethan4

Factors affecting the purchase of seabass and seabream (multiple choice)

a) Freshness/catching or harvesting date
b) Quality

c) Price/quality ratio

d) Like the taste

e) Easy to prepare

f) Healthy and wellness

g) Tradition

h) Pleasure

i)  Products sustainability

j)  Fish welfare

k) Nutritional value

I) Promotional events

m) Appearance

n) Country of origin/geographical area of origin
o) Known producer

p) Local producer

g) Others (please specify)

Preferred places to purchase seabass and seabream (multiple choice)

a) Supermarket or multiple retailers
b) Open air market

c) Fishmonger/specialist store

d) Directly from fish farm

e) Restaurants

f) Other catering services

g) Online

h) Other (please specify)

Reasons for purchase of seabass and seabream from preferred places (multiple choice)
a) Freshness
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14.

15.

b) Quality

c) Taste

d) Good availability of fish species

e) Good availability of product forms, including ready to cook/ready to eat products
f) Convenience of the store

g) Price

h) Other (please specify)

Which species do you prefer most (single option):

a) Seabass
b) Seabream

If you choose other species, except seabass and seabream, what species do you purchase
(please specify several species)?

Part 2: Consumer preferences for seabass and seabream products

16.

17.

What is your preference regarding production methods (single choice)?

a) Wild seabass and seabream
b) Farmed seabass and seabream
c) No preference

Preferred ways of preparation of seabass and seabream (multiple choice)

a) Grilled

b) Baked

c) Fried

d) Other (please specify)

18. Are you willing to try new seabass and seabream products (for example improved fresh

products, snacks, ready meals, smoked fillet, etc.)?
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19.

20.

a) Yes
b) No
c¢) Do not know

If you are willing to try new seabass and seabream products, you would prefer: (multiple
choice)

a) Tasting at home

b) Tasting at sales points

c) Tasting at a promotional event

d) Tasting at restaurant, bar, canteen or other food service channels

Most preferred sources for obtaining information about the benefits and consumption of fish
and seafood: (multiple choice)

a) TV shows, radio, newspaper

b) Internet

c) Store or fishmonger employee
d) Family and friends

e) Doctors

f)  Your own experience and habits
g) Paid advertising

h) Institutions

14) Importance and impact of packaging and other information on labels of packed fish and
seafood products:

a) Frequency of reading of the label of packed fish and seafood products (single choice)

- Always

- Frequently

- Sometimes

- Occasionally

b) Information observed on packed fish and seafood products (multiple choice)

- Product name and species name

- Brand

- Wild or farmed

- Information on the fisherman/fish farm
- Best before date/use by date

- Date of catch or harvest

- Nutritional information
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Information on ingredients (including additives)
Origin of the product

Certification scheme/logo

Environmental information

c) If you buy seabass and seabream unpacked, which information do you miss from non-branded

seabass and seabream products?

- Country of origin

- Date of catch or harvest
- Certification scheme

- Brand

- Method of production

- Other (please specify)

15) Factors affecting the image of seabass and seabream products (multiple choice)

Endorsement by famous people (i.e. chefs)
Country of production

Date of catch or harvest

Premium attributes (please specify)

Healthy attributes of the product

Image of high quality and tasty product
Positive links to the Mediterranean eating style
Indication of sustainability/environmentally friendly production farming
Price

Paid media

Social media

Other (please specify)

Part 3: Consumer attitude regarding seabass and seabream

21. What kind of product aspects are the most important when you choose seabass and seabream
products? (multiple choice)

Premium attributes of seabass and seabream (freshness and quality)
Country of origin

Date of catch or harvest

Welfare of farmed fish

Environmental certification or organic

Nutritional value

Taste

Variety of product forms
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i) Other (specify)

22. Do you think information, accompanying seabass and seabream products you buy, is easy and
clear to understand? (single option)

a) VYes, definitely

b) Yes, to some extent
c) No, not really

d) No, not at all

e) |do not know

23. Do you trust in information provided by seller (single option)?

a) Yes
b) No
c¢) Idonotknow

24. How important is it to find the following information on the product label accompanying
seabass and seabream products (multiple options)

a) Origin of seabass and seabream products
b) Date of catch or harvest

c) Expiration date

d) Certification schemes

e) Whether it is wild or farmed product

25. What is your preference in terms of origin of seabass and seabream? (single option)

a) Products from the EU

b) Products from outside of the EU
c) National/local product

d) No preference
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Part 4: Consumer profiles
1. Gender

a) Male
b) Female

2. Agegroup

a) 18-25
b) 26-35
c) 36-45
d) 46-55
e) 56-65
f) 65+

3. Residential Area

a) Urban
b) Rural

4. Place of residence: region, city, etc. (please specify)

5. Educational level

a) Primary

b) Secondary

c) University degree,

d) Post-graduate degree/studies

6. Household size (number of persons living in the same household)

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f) Other (please specify)

T b WN B
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7. Do you have children living in your household?

a)
b)

d)

Yes, small children (younger than 7 years old)
Yes, school children

Yes, students or grown up children

No

8. Occupation

a)
b)
c)
d)

Working
Unemployed
Student
Pensioner

9. What is your profession?

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

High skilled professional
Public services

Business — private sector
Farmer

Other (please specify)

10. What is the category of your household income?

a)
b)
c)

Below the national average
About the national average
Above the national average

FISH
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Annex 2

Italian Questionnaire

Parte 4: profili dei consumatori

Divenuta parte uno per poter raggiungere la popolazione target
1. Genere

a) maschio
b) Femmina

2. Fasciadieta

a) 18-25
b) 26-35
c) 36-45
d) 46-55
e) 56-65
f) 65+

3. Area diresidenza

a) Urbana
b) Rurale

4. Luogo di residenza: regione, citta, ecc. (Specificare)

5. Livello di istruzione

a) Primaria
b) Secondaria
c) Laurea

d) Studi post-laurea

6. Dimensioni della famiglia (numero di persone che vivono nella stessa famiglia)

a)l

b) 2
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c)3
d) 4
e)5

f) Altro (specificare)
7. Ha figli che vivono nella sua famiglia?

a) Si, bambini piccoli (di eta inferiore ai 7 anni)
b) Si, bambini in eta scolastica (elementari)
c) Si, adolescenti

d) No

8. Occupazione

a) Occupato
b) Disoccupato
c¢) Studente

d) Pensionato

9. Qual e la sua professione?

a) Professionista altamente qualificato
b) Servizi pubblici

c) Settore privato

d) Agricoltore

e) Altro (specificare)
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10.Qual & la categoria del suo reddito familiare? (media nazionale circa 30.000€/anno)

a) Sotto la media nazionale
b) Intorno alla media nazionale

c) Sopra la media nazionale

Parte 1: abitudini di consumo e modelli di consumo relativi ai prodotti di spigola e
orata

11.Lei acquista e consuma spigola e orata (opzione singola)

a) Si (passare alla domanda 3)

b) No (rispondere alla domanda 2)

12.Puo indicare i motivi per non acquistare e consumare spigola e orata (scelta multipla)

a) sono troppo costosi

b) hanno troppe spine

¢) Non mi piace I'odore o il gusto

d) Sono difficili da preparare

e) Sono allergico al pesce in generale

f) Sono vegetariano

g) Per problemi di sicurezza alimentare

h) Per preoccupazioni relative al benessere dei pesci
i) Per preoccupazioni ambientali

j) Altro (si prega di specificare)

62

** ok This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme
* i under grant agreement No 727610. This output reflects the views only of the author(s), and the European Union
* o % cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein.



D.5.8: Consumer perception — Italy FISH

13.Con quale frequenza mangia prodotti ittici (pesce, molluschi e crostacei) a casa (opzione
singola)

a) Ogni giorno

b) da 2 a 3 volte a settimana

c) una volta alla settimana

d) da 2 a 3 volte al mese

e) Una volta al mese

f) Diverse volte all'anno

g) Mai / quasi mai

14.Con quale frequenza mangia spigola e orata a casa (opzione singola)

a) Ogni giorno

b) da 2 a 3 volte a settimana
c) una volta alla settimana
d) da 2 a 3 volte al mese

e) Una volta al mese

f) Diverse volte all'anno

g) Mai / quasi mai

15.Durante I'ultimo mese, quanto spesso ha mangiato spigola e orata nelle seguenti forme?

5.1 Intero fresco

a) Una volta alla settimana o pil
b) 2-3 volte al mese

¢) Una volta al mese

d) Mai
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e) Non lo so

5.2 Intero surgelato

a) Una volta alla settimana o pil
b) 2-3 volte al mese

¢) Una volta al mese

d) Mai

e) Non lo so

15.3  Filetto fresco
a) Una volta alla settimana o pil

b) 2-3 volte al mese

¢) Una volta al mese

d) Mai

e) Non lo so

15.4  Filetto surgelato

a) Una volta alla settimana o pil
b) 2-3 volte al mese

¢) Una volta al mese

d) Mai

e) Non lo so

15.5  Piatto pronto da cucinare
a) Una volta alla settimana o pil
b) 2-3 volte al mese

¢) Una volta al mese

d) Mai

e) Non lo so
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15.6  Piatto pronto da mangiare
a) Una volta alla settimana o pil

b) 2-3 volte al mese
¢) Una volta al mese
d) Mai

e) Non lo so

16.Con quale frequenza mangia prodotti ittici (pesce, molluschi e crostacei) fuori casa (ristoranti,
mense, bar, ecc.) (Opzione singola)
a) Ogni giorno

b) da 2 a 3 volte a settimana

c) una volta alla settimana

d) da 2 a 3 volte al mese

e) Una volta al mese

f) Diverse volte all'anno

g) Mai / quasi mai

17.Con quale frequenza mangia spigola e orata fuori casa (ristoranti, mense, bar, ecc.) (Opzione
singola)

a) Ogni giorno

b) da 2 a 3 volte a settimana

c) una volta alla settimana

d) da 2 a 3 volte al mese

e) Una volta al mese

f) Diverse volte all'anno

g) Mai / quasi mai
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18.Come valuterebbe la quota di consumo di spigola e orata sul consumo totale di prodotti ittici
(pesce, molluschi e crostacei) (opzione singola)?

a) Meno del 10%

b) 10-20%

c) 20-30%

d) Circa il 50%

e) 50 - 60%

f) Oltre il 60%

19.Quando acquista spigola e orata in quale forma li acquista (a scelta multipla)

a) Fresco, intero

b) fresco, eviscerato

c) Filetto fresco

d) Filetto surgelato

e) Piatto pronto da cucinare
f) Piatto pronto da mangiare

g) Altro (si prega di specificare)

20.Se la spigola e I'orata sono consumati interi, quanti pesci vengono acquistati / consumati in un
pasto familiare tipico (opzione singola)

a)l

b)2-3

c)3-4

d) Piu di 4

21.Quali di questi fattori influenzano il suo acquisto di spigola e orata (scelta multipla)
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a) freschezza/data di cattura o raccolta
b) qualita

c) Rapporto qualita/prezzo

d) Sapore

e) Facilita di preparazione

f) Salute e benessere

g) Tradizione

h) Piacere

i) Sostenibilita dei prodotti

j) Benessere dei pesci

k) Valore nutrizionale

I) Eventi promozionali

m) Aspetto

n) Paese di origine/area geografica di origine
0) Conoscenza del produttore/pescatore
p) Produttore/pescatore locale

q) Altro (si prega di specificare)

22.In quale luogo preferisce acquistare spigola e orata (scelta multipla)

a) Super-lpermercati

b) Mercato

c) Pescheria/negozio specializzato

d) Direttamente dal produttore/pescatore
e) Ristoranti

f) Altri servizi di catering

FISH
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g) online

h) Altro (specificare)

23.Per quali ragioni preferisce acquistare spigola e orata in questi luoghi (a scelta multipla)

a) Freschezza

b) Qualita

c) Gusto

d) Buona disponibilita di specie ittiche

e) Buona disponibilita di prodotti, compresi piatti pronti da cuocere/ pronti da mangiare
f) Comodita del negozio

g) Prezzo

h) Altro (specificare)

24. Quale tra le due specie preferisce di piu (opzione singola):

a) Spigola

b) Orata

25.Se acquista altre specie, oltre a spigola e orata, quali altre specie acquista (per favore
specificare piu specie)?

Parte 2: preferenze dei consumatori per i prodotti spigola e orate

26. Qual e la sua preferenza riguardo ai metodi di produzione (scelta singola)?

a) Spigola e orata selvatica
b) Spigola e orata di allevamento
c) Nessuna preferenza

** ok This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme
* i under grant agreement No 727610. This output reflects the views only of the author(s), and the European Union
* o % cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein.

68



D.5.8: Consumer perception — Italy G‘r FISH

27.Modalita di preparazione preferite di spigola e orata (scelta multipla)

a) alla griglia
b) al forno
c) fritto

d) Altro (specificare)

28.Sarebbe disposto a provare nuovi prodotti a base di spigola e orata (ad esempio prodotti
freschi, snack, piatti pronti, filetto affumicato, ecc.)?

a) Si
b) No
c) Nonso

29.Se e disposto a provare nuovi prodotti a base di Spigola e Orata, preferirebbe: (scelta multipla)

a) Degustarli a casa
b) Degustarli nei punti vendita
c) Degustarli durante un evento promozionale

d) Degustarli presso ristoranti, bar, mense o altri canali di ristorazione

30.Attraverso quali fonti preferisce ottenere informazioni sui benefici e il consumo di prodotti
ittici (pesce, molluschi e crostacei): (scelta multipla)
a) Programmi televisivi, radio, giornali

b) Internet

c) Personale dei punti vendita

d) Familiari e amici

e) Medici

f) La propria esperienza e abitudini

g) Pubblicita

h) Istituzioni
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31.Importanza e impatto della confezione e delle altre informazioni riportate in etichetta dei

prodotti ittici confezionati:

a) Con quale frequenza legge le etichette dei prodotti ittici confezionati (scelta singola)

a)
b)
c)
d)

Sempre
Frequentemente
A volte
Occasionalmente

b) A quali informazioni presta attenzione sulle confezioni dei prodotti ittici (scelta multipla)

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

8)
h)
i)

)

k)

Nome del prodotto e nome della specie

Marca

Selvatico o allevato

Informazioni sul pescatore / allevamento ittico
Consumare preferibilmente entro/data di scadenza
Data di cattura o raccolta

Informazioni nutrizionali

Informazioni sugli ingredienti (compresi gli additivi)
Origine del prodotto

Schema di certificazione / logo

Informazioni ambientali

c) Se lei acquista spigola e/o orata privi di confezione, di quali informazioni sente la mancanza?

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

Paese d'origine

Data di cattura o raccolta
Schema di certificazione
Marca

Metodo di produzione
Altro (prego specificare)

32.Quali dei seguenti fattori potrebbero influenzare positivamente I'immagine dei prodotti spigola

e orata (scelta multipla)

a) Sostegno da parte di personaggi famosi (ad es. cuochi)
b) Paese di produzione

c) Data dicattura o raccolta

d) Attributi premium

e) Attributi salutistici del prodotto

f) Immagine di alta qualita e gusto

g) Collegamenti con lo stile alimentare mediterraneo

h) Indicazione di sostenibilita / ecocompatibilita dei processi produttivi
i) Prezzo

j)  Pubblicita

k) Social media

[) Altro (prego specificare)
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Parte 3: Attitudine dei consumatori nei confronti di spigola e orata

33.Quali aspetti del prodotto sono piu importanti quando sceglie spigola e orata? (scelta multipla)

a) Attributi premium di spigola e orata (freschezza e qualita)
b) Paese di origine

c) Data di cattura o raccolta

d) Benessere del pesce d'allevamento

e) Certificazione ambientale o biologica

f) Valore nutrizionale

g) Gusto

h) Varieta

i) Altro (specificare)

34.Pensa che le informazioni, che accompagnano i suoi acquisti di spigola e orata siano facili e
chiare da capire? (opzione singola)

a) Si, sicuramente
b) Si, in parte

¢) No, non proprio
d) No, per niente
e) Non lo so

35.Si fida delle informazioni fornite dal venditore (opzione singola)?

a)Si
b) No
c) Non lo so

36.Quanto e importante trovare le seguenti informazioni sull'etichetta di spigola e orata (piu
opzioni)

a) Origine

b) Data di cattura o raccolta

c) Data di scadenza

d) Schemi di certificazione

e) Se il prodotto e selvatico o di allevamento

37.Qual e la sua preferenza in termini di origine di spigola e orata? (opzione singola)

a) Prodotti UE

b) Prodotti extra UE

c) Prodotto nazionale / locale
d) Nessuna preferenza
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