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Abstract: The aim of this study was to disseminate knowledge regarding the perceptions of Spanish
consumers of chicken breast and their related lifestyles and to classify different consumer groups according
to their food-related lifestyles. Nearly all Spanish consumers consume chicken breast once or twice per
week. The preference for white or yellow chicken appears to be divided evenly, although the preferred is white
chicken. Chicken breast is perceived as a product of convenience. Seventy percent of consumers buy chicken
breast because it is easy to cook whereas only 27% prefer to buy the entire chicken. Four groups of
consumers based on their lifestyles and their perceptions of chicken breast were identified: “Urban single”,
“Traditional”, “Innovative precariat” and “Gourmet”. These types of consumers are consistent with types other
studies have identified in terms of the lifestyles associated with other foods. Defining groups of consumers
with differentiated perceptions of chicken breast is useful in managing marketing strategies to satisfy the
various consumption needs associated with chicken breast.
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INTRODUCTION

Throughout human history, the consumption of animal
source foods has had important nutritional and cultural
effects and within this broad group of food, poultry has
played a major role. The consumption of poultry has
increased with the industrialization and urbanization of
society and because of the economic and social
developments of recent decades. Chicken consumption
before 1950 was associated with social celebrations
because chicken was more expensive than lamb, beef
or pork (Carbajal, 2005). However, the intensification of
production systems and the introduction of technically
advanced systems in chicken production has
dramatically increased chicken meat offer. This increase
in production was followed by a reduction in chicken
prices.

Meat production and consumption have been
controversial. Traditionally, meat has been perceived as
an important component of Western culture and has
been considered an essential nutrient for good health.
In addition, red meat has been associated with strength,
power and masculinity (Twigg, 1983). Historically, meat
has been a scarce and highly valued food that provides
many nutrients; is a major source of high-value
biological proteins, amino acids and essential fatty
acids (Carreras, 2005) and is an important source of
energy. However, during the last decade of the twentieth
century, lifestyle-related diseases have increased in
Western countries. A clear relation was identified
between diet and health, especially focusing on obesity
and the relation between saturated fats from animal

products and certain diseases (Kubberod et al., 2002a).
Chicken is considered healthier than red meat because
of lower levels of fat and cholesterol. In addition, chicken
is inexpensive, is often sold in convenience packs and
has no religious restrictions regarding consumption
(Bilgili, 2002). According to Hernandez (2002), chicken
safety was the attribute considered most valuable by
Spanish consumers (SADA, 2002). However, Verbeke
et al. (2010) observed that people seek healthy meat
and health is a more important reason than food safety
concerns for reducing red meat consumption. Hence,
9.1% of Spanish consumers were replacing the
consumption of other meats with chicken SADA (2002).
From 2011 to 2012, the consumption of chicken
increased by 1.8% at the expense of lamb, beef and
pork, whose consumption decreased (MARM, 2013).
These changes in the consumption of chicken are
largely a result of the perceived quality of the food by the
consumer. A few decades ago, food quality was related
to safety, food's sensory aspects and shelf life. However,
food quality has recently been linked to nutrition,
wellness and health (Troy and Kerry, 2010). In fact,
chicken plays an important role in the diet of the general
population, especially among groups such as the
elderly, adolescents, pregnant women and people
following low-energy diets (Campbell et al., 1999). This
is because consumers consider chicken different from
beef and pork, a perception that is enhanced by
circumstances such as different outlets for buying
chicken and different statistics and information for meat
and poultry.
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Foods are products of experience and at the time of
purchase, the consumer uses quality cues to make
decisions. Generally, extrinsic quality cues include price,
product presentation format, origin and brand.
Convenience is an important factor; an increase in the
value of leisure time reduces the time spent preparing
food. For these reasons, purchasing patterns of chicken
have been shifting from buying whole chickens to
purchasing boneless meat such as chicken breast. In
2009 and 2010, just 36% of the chicken sold was whole
chickens whereas 58% was sold in pieces and 6% in
other formats (Martin, 2010; 2011). One of the strongest
motivations of US consumers to consume boneless
chicken was the ease of use The importance of ease of
use becomes greater as the age of the consumer grows
younger (NCC, 2012a). Important intrinsic quality cues
are color, visible fat and tenderness; however, some
cues, such as tenderness, cannot be evaluated by the
consumer at the time of purchase (Troy and Kerry,
2010).

Because marketing seeks to satisfy the needs, or
sometimes even generate new needs, of the consumer,
consumer behavior is a basic area of field marketing.
Thus, the study of consumer behavior, including the
factors that influence that behavior and the origin of
these factors are quite important in the marketing of
products. According to Cotes (2010), consumption
decisions are affected by many factors that can be
grouped into demographic and psychographic areas.
The first group includes all variables that identify the
individual within a society such as age, gender, social
class and marital status. In psychographic, variables
include all perceptions or beliefs, such as beliefs
regarding the quality of a brand and a propensity to value
natural products. Thus, every consumer’s view of the
nutritional characteristics or composition of a product, its
safety, brand or price can change the consumer’s choice
at the time of purchase and even the degree of
consumer pleasure when the food is ingested (Arcia,
2012). This consumer behavior is strongly influenced by
the psychological factor called perception. Ultimately,
consumers associate a product group with a group of
values through a system based on cognitive categories
and actions that define a lifestyle (Brunso and Grunert,
1995). Within this framework, a lifestyle comprises five
interrelated aspects: ways to buy, quality cues used in
the evaluation of foods, cooking methods, consumption
situations and buying motives. The study of food-related
lifestyles is important because such studies may detect
trends in consumption (Grunert, 2006), analyze
differences and similarities between markets and
countries (Brunso et al., 2004; Scholderer et al., 2004) or
identify customer segments for new products (de Boer
et al., 2004; Hoek et al., 2004; Buckley et al., 2007).
Thus, the main aim of market segmentation is the
increased accuracy of marketing strategies.
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This consumer classification improves the knowledge of
the market and detects possible trends, providing the
basis for market segmentation strategies so that
marketing strategies designed for different target groups
will satisfy the desires of consumers better than a
marketing strategy designed for the average consumer
(Von Alvensleben, 1997). Bernues et al. (2012) studied
two of the main dimensions of the framework of food-
related lifestyles, specifically manners of cooking and
eating, to identify four groups of consumers in relation to
lamb meat. As the competition in the retail market
increases, there is an increasing need for tools to
achieve more precise segmentation because
demographic variables provide a limited perspective of
consumer behavior (Boedeker and Marjanen, 1993).
However, purchasing motivations are more accurate in
classifying buyers than socio-demographic information
(Chettamrongchai and Davies, 2000).

The objectives of this study were to study the purchasing
habits and consumption of chicken breast in Spain
utilizing an online survey and classifying Spanish groups
of consumers of chicken according to their lifestyles as
those lifestyles relate to the consumption of chicken
breast.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Area of study and sampling procedure: Data were
collected by an online survey using the www.e-
encuesta.com service in Spain in 2013. The access link
to the survey was disseminated via e-mail both to
individuals (friends, family and professionals) and
groups (housewives, consumers, cultural associations).
Social networks and personal blogs were also utilized.
In all cases, the respondent was requested to
disseminate the link to access the survey. In this
manner, we attempted to reach the widest range of
people; a problem arising from the snowball technique
is that only people with similar profiles fill out the survey.
We obtained 1540 respondents, of which 1237 were
valid after the validation phase. This number of
responses ensures a margin of error of +3% whereas
the Spanish population is largely greater than 100,000,
with a confidence level of 95% and p = q = 0.5.

Questionnaire and variables: The survey comprised
questions related to socio-economic variables (gender,
age, population size, educational level and family
income level) and to food-related lifestyle, specifically
consumption habits, cooking and eating habits, food
purchasing habits and consumer perception of chicken
breast. The closed-response questionnaire comprised
different types of scales to measure responses.
Questions regarding food-related lifestyles and chicken
perception were dichotomic true/false statements. The
variable age was divided into 4 segments: young (<26
years), adult (from 26 to 45 years), mature (from 46 to 65
years) and senior (>65 years).
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Data analysis: The study of the sample was conducted
using relative frequencies. The analysis of the variables
was performed using the Chi-Square test and a
significant probability of less than 0.10. When more than
20% of boxes had expected frequencies lower than five,
the likelihood ratio was used at the same level of
probability. To interpret the pattern of association
between the studied Vvariables, the adjusted
standardized residuals between observed and expected
cases in each box are considered at |1.96|.

A hierarchical cluster analysis (using Ward’s method for
aggregation and Euclidian distance) using the variables
related to lifestyle and perception of chicken breast was
performed to identify homogeneous groups of
respondents according to their lifestyles. The number of
clusters was obtained on the basis of the R2 obtained
and of a strong increment produced in the Cubic
Criterion of Clustering and Pseudo F values (SAS,
1994). Then, the relations between the different groups
were analyzed using the chi-square test or the likelihood
ratio under the conditions presented above.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Sample characterization: Table 1 shows the
description of the sample by socio-demographic
economic variables. Online surveys are becoming quite
popular in research because of their relatively low cost
and speed of completion (Canavari et al., 2005; Devkota
et al., 2007; Nielsen, 2011). In addition, some studies
show no differences in responses between mail surveys
and web-based surveys (Fleming and Bowden, 2009;
Kuttappan et al., 2012). Comparing the data from the
sample with data from the population provided by the
National Statistics Institute (INE) of Spain (INE, 2012)
shows that the percentage of women and the
percentage of mature adults are slightly overestimated.
The percentage of young people is lower because the
survey was only filled out by people older than 16 years.
For those over 65 years, the low response rate is likely
because of the difficulty of access to a computer or the
Internet. In fact, although 73% of the Spanish population
has access to the Internet, when people over 65 years
are included, this percentage decreases to 21% (ONTSI,
2013). Seventy-five percent of the sample is
concentrated in cities and the rest are distributed among
people who live in communities of various sizes.
Although it is true that the majority of Spaniards live in
cities (INE, 2012), the people who live in towns are
slightly under represented. Regarding the level of
education, the middle level of education is well
represented whereas the upper level is somewhat over-
represented at the expense of the population with no
education or only a basic education. This may be
because Internet access is largely influenced by
educational level. The higher the educational level, the
greater the use of the Internet (ONTSI, 2013). The
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Table 1: Socio-demographic variables of the sample

Variable Level Percent
Gender Men 40.0
Women 60.0
Age Young (<26 years) 6.5
Adults (26-45 years) 56.3
Mature (46-65 years) 35.6
Senior (>65 years) 1.7
Place of Large city 75.4
residence City 9.8
Town 6.3
Village 7.2
Small village 7.3
Educational level Primary/no education 3.5
Intermediate 25.6
Advanced studies 70.9
Family incomes Low (<1,000 Euro) 7.0
Medium (1,000 - 3,000 Euro) 60.2
High (3,000 - 5,000 Euro) 28.3
Very high (>5,000 Euro) 4.4
People living in home One 6.5
Two 28.6
Three 26.4
Four 29.5
Five 4.8
Six 0.7
>6 0.5
Households with children Yes 28.9
<6 years No 71.1
Households with people Yes 10.8
>65 years No 89.2

Table 2: Consumer groups in terms of socio-demographic variables

Gl G2 G3 G4
Variable (32.7%) (26.1%) (26.9%) (14.3%) P
Gender 0.883
Men 44.3 41.9 41.2 42.1
Women 55.7 58.1 58.8 57.9
Age’ <0.001
Young 7.3 5.3 2.6 6.3
Adult 68.4 60.1 54.5 62.5
Mature 23.7 34.2 41.0 29.9
Senior 0.6 0.4 1.9 14
Place of residence <0.001
Large city 70.1 775 74.5 65.1
City 11.7 7.9 9.5 11.0
Town 7.5 5.6 55 8.9
Village 7.5 5.6 8.0 10.3
Small village 3.3 3.4 2.5 4.8
Level of education 0.427
Primary/no education 3.0 1.9 4.8 2.8
Intermediate 26.3 21.9 25.3 23.4
Advanced 70.7 76.2 70.0 73.8
Family income level 0.058
Low 9.1 8.3 3.7 6.3
Medium 63.0 56.6 59.0 58.3
High 24.8 30.9 32.1 27.8
Very High 3.0 4.2 5.2 7.6
People living in the family home 0.066
One 8.1 12.1 6.9 11.0
Two 32.7 28.8 25.2 26.2
Three 23.1 29.2 29.6 28.3
Four 30.3 24.2 33.2 26.9
Five 3.6 5.3 4.7 55
Six 15 0.4 0.0 0.7
>6 0.6 0.0 0.4 14
Children under 6 years 33.3 27.2 28.4 33.1 0.327
People over 65 years 9.1 6.9 10.2 13.3 0.239

Young, <26; Adults, 26-45; Mature, 46-65; Senior, >65
’Low, <1000 Euro; Medium, 1000 - 3000 Euro; High, 3000 - 5000 Euro;
Very high, >5000 Euro
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Table 3: Chicken consumption habits

Total Gl G2 G3 G4 P
Percentage 100 32.7 26.1 26.9 14.3
Generally buy meat when at home by myself 77.7 81.0 77.0 72.2 74.7 0.073
Generally consume chicken breast 91.2 94.0 92.5 89.0 89.0 0.095
How do you most like chicken? 0.600
Yellow 40.8 39.4 375 42.4 43.0
White 59.2 60.6 62.5 57.6 57.0
How many times a week do you eat chicken? 0.685
Not every week 13.8 12.0 13.1 13.8 13.7
One 22.6 20.7 24.0 25.5 21.9
Two 38.3 36.2 39.0 39.3 38.4
Three 17.9 21.9 15.4 16.4 20.5
Four 5.6 6.6 6.7 3.6 4.8
Five 1.1 1.2 1.5 1.1 0.0
Six 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.0
More than 6 0.4 0.9 0.4 0.0 0.7
Table 4: Cooking and eating habits

Total G1 G2 G3 G4 P
Percentage 100 32.7 26.1 26.9 14.3
| cook almost every day of the week 65.8 73.7 52.1 66.2 65.8 <0.001
I like eating out 67.7 81.4 61.4 51.6 78.1 <0.001
I like when | cook innovatively 64.7 82.9 45.7 44.4 925 <0.001
| like more traditional recipes 76.5 72.8 82.0 90.2 45.2 <0.001
| like to try exotic foods 61.1 77.8 52.4 375 88.4 <0.001
I like dinners/meals with friends or family 93.1 96.1 88.0 93.8 93.2 0.002
| like cooking 75.1 88.3 53.2 73.5 80.8 <0.001

distribution of persons per home in the Spanish
population was established in 2010, according to the
INE. Approximately 85% of respondents live in a
household of 2-4 people, with a small minority living in
households of six or more people. According to the INE,
the average monthly household income in 2012 was
approximately 2,000 Euro. That is consistent with the
60% of the sample who fall in the segment of 1,000 to
3,000 Euro.

Chicken consumption habits: Most respondents
personally buy the meat for the home and more than
90% of respondents consume chicken breast (Table 3).
The Spanish consumer clearly prefers white meat
(59.2%; p<0.001). Other studies have also observed the
importance of color in determining a consumer’s choice
of chicken (Barbut, 2001). Color preferences of chicken
vary by region and culture and are also time dependent.
European consumers generally prefer much less
pigmented meat than consumers in the United States
(Fletcher, 1999). Studies over more than a decade show
that the color is currently interpreted differently (Sunde,
1992). For example, yellow skin is considered an
indication of poultry good health because it is
associated with birds free of diseases, such as avian
coccidiosis (Kennedy et al., 2005). Similar studies in the
US indicate that the yellow color of the skin and meat are
perceived as an indication of freshness and as having
come from healthy animals (Sunde, 1992). When
Northern Irish consumers were recently asked they said
color was the most important factor in selecting chicken.
However, they perceived the yellow, corn-fed color as
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"unfamiliar", "unnatural", "greasy" and "unpleasant,"
indicating a lack of freshness. Thus, these consumers
require an explanation on the packaging of the reason
for the yellow meat (Kennedy et al., 2005). According to
Cotes (2010), the Spanish consumer prefers white meat
(46.1%) rather than yellow (28.8%). White meat is
chosen because of habit, the appearance (associated
with size and freshness) and previous eating
experiences (what looks like lean and tasty meat).
Curiously, buyers of yellow chicken cite similar reasons
for their choice (SADA, 2002). In our study, there were no
significant relations among gender, population size,
family income, educational level and preference for the
color of chicken (p>0.05); however, the study did observe
that 70% of elderly people prefer yellow chicken
(p<0.001). Clearly, the preference for the color of chicken
is a cultural phenomenon that should be considered
when introducing chicken into a particular market.

Approximately 60% of respondents to our survey ate
chicken once or twice a week and 13.8% ate chicken
less than once a week. Less than 2% consumed
chicken more than four times a week. These results on
the frequency of consumption are consistent with the
results of Briz and De Felipe (2001) in a study on the
consumption of meat. The most frequently consumed
meat was chicken: two-thirds of respondents ate
chicken at least twice a week and only 3% do not ever
consume chicken. We observed that the lower the
income and educational level, the more chicken is
consumed (p<0.001). However, people with the highest
incomes also indicated a high frequency of
consumption. Several consumers were disgusted by
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Table 5: Purchasing habits

Total Gl G2 G3 G4 P
Percentage 100 32.7 26.1 26.9 14.3
Price is very important 72.8 82.9 78.7 57.5 65.1 <0.001
I like to buy food 79.8 91.0 65.5 80.0 80.8 <0.001
| often buy precooked products 14.4 17.4 20.6 8.4 8.2 <0.001
| read labels to decide what to buy 86.5 91.0 80.1 87.6 89.7 <0.001
| generally buy meat in trays 52.6 77.8 83.5 15.3 16.4 <0.001
| always prepare a shopping list 78.0 71.0 80.5 82.9 75.3 0.002
1 only buy food that | am familiar with 65.1 55.7 73.0 81.5 29.5 <0.001
| generally buy well-known brands 58.3 51.8 50.6 73.5 50.0 <0.001
| like to buy food in supermarkets 54.4 76.0 74.5 24.7 28.1 <0.001
Table 6: Chicken breast perception

Total G1 G2 G3 G4 P
Percentage 100 32.7 26.1 26.9 14.3
| buy the entire breast 58.2 80.5 34.1 54.2 60.3 <0.001
Chicken meat is cheaper than other meats 83.4 85.3 86.1 82.2 76.7 0.061
| buy chicken breast because it is easy to cook 70.0 67.4 79.8 70.2 60.3 <0.001
| prefer to buy the entire chicken 27.4 28.1 11.6 34.9 315 <0.001
| buy sliced breast 69.4 60.8 80.1 73.8 56.2 <0.001
| like the breast because it has no fat 77.0 76.0 84.3 71.6 76.7 0.005
Chicken breasts contain hormones 43.2 46.4 36.3 45.1 384 0.046
Chicken breast is healthier than other meats 66.9 63.2 78.7 59.6 68.5 <0.001
| buy chicken breast in trays 72.9 93.4 94.8 39.6 45.2 <0.001
| like other parts of the chicken more than the breast 50.1 50.6 53.6 50.2 42.5 0.194
| buy chicken breast from a butcher 58.2 46.1 27.7 87.3 79.5 <0.001

the presence of blood or fat in raw meat and therefore
expressed a preference for chicken over red meat,
increasing poultry consumption (Kubberod et al.,
2002b). Gender also influenced the frequency of
consumption (p = 0.022): men consumed chicken an
average of once a week whereas women consumed
chicken an average of 4 times a week. Low consumption
of meat is, generally, a feminine phenomenon (Worsley
and Skrzypiec, 1998). In fact, women indicate a greater
number of dietary restrictions, especially concerning the
consumption of red meat (Forestell et al.,, 2012). In a
survey conducted in Norway and Sweden, 72.5% of the
people who ate small amounts of meat were women
(Larsson et al., 2002). However, chicken is perceived as
"feminine" and this perception was expressed by both
genders in a focus group of Irish consumers (Kennedy
et al., 2004). This explains the increased consumption
of chicken by women.

Cooking and eating habits: The majority of the
respondents agreed with the proposed statements
(Table 4). Specifically, 93.1% reported liking dinners or
meals with friends or family. More women (73.4%;
p<0.001) than men reported cooking every day and men
prefer more traditional recipes. Nevertheless, men also
like exotic food. Women (p = 0.026) reported disliking
exotic foods, which is consistent with females being
prone to ethnocentrism (Good and Huddleston, 1995;
Sharma et al., 1995). Ethnocentric tendencies are also
related to low educational levels (Good and Huddleston,
1995; Grunert et al., 2011). In our study, respondents
with no education or only a primary education like to
cook but do not like eating out or trying exotic foods.
Respondents living in households with low income
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levels reported cooking nearly every day, which was
much greater than respondents with higher income
levels. Innovative cooking appears to be preferred by
82.4% of the households with high incomes. Regarding
the preference for eating outside the home, there was no
relation to the level of income although Rama (1997)
observed that in Spain, the level of income is a major
factor in the decision to eat out. However, a person may
have a high income level in a job that requires eating out
although the person does not like that requirement.
People who live alone reported that they do not cook
daily.

Purchasing habits: Respondents reached a strong
consensus (Table 5) on some statements. Most
respondents read the food labels (86%), a great majority
likes to shop for food and many consumers make a list
before grocery shopping. However, according to
Consumer (2013), only 50% of Spanish people always
read the product labeling. However, information such as
logos and dietary information can affect consumers’
beliefs, change their perception of a product and affect
their purchase intentions (Hoogland et al., 2007).
Approximately half of the sample buy name brands and
meat trays and like to shop in supermarkets. Only 14.4%
often buy convenience products. Price is an important
factor regardless of socio-demographic factors such as
gender. Men enjoy buying food more than women and
frequently buy precooked foods and meat trays,
demonstrating a pursuit of comfort and convenience.
However, women prepare lists before shopping and
generally buy known brands. Younger people are
more sensitive to price and buy trays, preferably in
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supermarkets. They make impulse purchases because
they do not prepare a shopping list. Younger consumers
also have a marked tendency toward new experiences
because they are not prone to buying known foods or
brands. Conversely, mature people have lower price
sensitivity and do not like buying food or buying
precooked food or shopping in supermarkets. Neither
do they prepare lists or purchase known products and
brands. In our study, age was associated with an
increased rejection of exotic foods; age was positively
related to consumer ethnocentrism (Good and
Huddleston, 1995; Grunert et al., 2011).

This study observed a relation between level of
education and statements regarding the importance of
price, shopping and buying precooked foods. Price is
quite important to consumers with an intermediate
education level whereas consumers with university
degrees perceive price as less important. The
percentage of respondents who frequently purchase
convenience products was twice as great in people with
no education or only a primary education (27.5%) than in
the other two educational levels. Higher incomes are
associated with price being less important. Hence,
91.8% of people with low incomes thought price was
important as opposed to 49.1% of people with extremely
high incomes. However, only 3.8% of people with high
incomes buy prepared foods whereas 19.3% of people
at a low economic level buy prepared foods. In many
cases, the relation between fast or prepared food and
saving time and lower prices is more important than
health considerations (Hough and Sosa, 2014).
Respondents with low (83.3%) or intermediate (70.7%)
levels of education reported buying only known products
(p<0.001) more often than those with more education
(62.3%). A theory that supports the relation between
people with more education and higher incomes and a
greater preference for exotic or foreign foods is that
these individuals tend to be less conservative in all
facets of their lives (Garitta et al., 2008). However, people
with low levels of education prefer to buy only well-known
brands. There is an apparent contradiction in that the
people with low educational levels value price as quite
important but buy name brands, which are generally
more expensive. This could be a result of the influence
of advertising.

Chicken breast perception: The perception of chicken
(Table Al) as a cheap meat is widespread (83.4%), as
is the perception that it is a lean meat (77.0%). Seventy
percent of consumers said that they buy chicken breast
because it is easy to cook. This is consistent with only
27.4% preferring to buy the entire chicken rather than
chicken pieces. In 1962 in the US, 83% of chicken was
sold as whole chicken, 15% was sold in pieces and 2%
was sold in processed meals. In 2012, the percentages
were 12, 41 and 47%, respectively (NCC, 2012b). Men
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prefer buying whole chickens whereas women prefer
just the breast because 78.7% of women think that
breast has no fat or is healthier than other chicken parts
(69.1% of women). Perhaps this is why men perceive
chicken as inexpensive meat. Although 69.1% of women
think chicken breast is healthy, 47.9% think chicken
breast contains hormones. This apparent contradiction
suggests that the concept of health is associated with
the consumption of fat and being overweight and not the
presence of hormones or additives.

In cultural terms, the entire chicken is associated with a
traditional food culture. In a study by Jaeger and
Meiselman (2004) conducted in Copenhagen,
respondents who perceived their own diet as modern
perceived consuming the entire chicken as traditional
and a part of their own childhood memories. In addition,
consumers currently prefer to buy meat in portions,
especially boneless or skinless. Chicken breasts are
preferred because they are not obviously a part of an
animal (Kubberod et al., 2002b). In fact, in the study by
Kennedy et al. (2004), respondents said they are not
interested in how the chickens were raised or fed. This
tendency to perceive the flesh as disconnected from the
animal is increasing in Northern European countries.

A large percentage of Russian and Polish consumers
directly relate chicken meat to health because it has little
fat, is nutritious and light, is appropriate for low
cholesterol diets and is good for children. According to
Good and Huddleston (1995) chicken consumption is
growing with the aim of “eat less of other meats”.
Verbeke et al. (2010) observed that whether the meat is
healthy is gradually becoming more important than
concerns about food safety. This generalized reduction
in meat consumption is primarily a result of health
concerns even when other reasons such as animal
welfare are involved. Other factors that motivate the
restriction of meat consumption are religion and
ideology (Bello and Calvo, 2000). However, in addition to
these reasons, a dislike of raw meat or blood and the
difficulty of separating the concept of flesh from the
animal (Fischer, 2006) may have led to decreased
consumption of red meat. Concerns regarding weight
(Grunert, 1996) and even physical characteristics such
as taste, smell and texture are important reasons why
women reject meat (Twigg, 1979). Behavior related to
food and health demonstrates a disparity between men
and women. Nayga Jr (1996) reported that men
perceived nutrition as a less important factor than
women when shopping. Additionally, men read package
labels less than women do. One possible explanation
is that women find these risk-reduction strategies more
useful than men do (Nayga, 2000). In terms of
convenience, chicken is sought as a versatile product
that can be eaten as is or used as the base ingredient
for other dishes (Kennedy et al., 2004).
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Table Al: Perception of chicken breast by gender

Men Women P
| buy the entire breast 58.8 59.2 0.884
Chicken is cheaper than other meats 87.6 80.3 <0.001
| buy chicken breast because it is easy to cook 69.9 70.0 0.945
| prefer to buy the entire chicken 31.3 245 0.010
| buy sliced chicken breast 63.7 73.5 <0.001
| like the breast because it has no fat 74.5 78.7 0.094
Chicken breasts contain hormones 36.4 47.9 <0.001
Chicken breast is healthier than other meats 63.3 69.1 0.037
| buy breasts in trays 72.2 73.6 0.587
| like other parts of the chicken more than the breast 53.1 48.2 0.100
| buy chicken breasts from a butcher 54.8 60.4 0.052
Table A2: Perception of chicken breast by age group
Young Adult Mature Senior P
| buy the entire breast 56.4 62.2 55.6 52.9 0.154
Chicken is cheaper than other meats 82.1 82.0 85.9 72.2 0.219
| buy chicken breast because it is easy to cook 67.9 711 68.1 64.7 0.701
| prefer to buy the entire chicken 19.2 23.9 32.9 35.3 0.003
| buy sliced chicken breast 78.2 69.1 68.3 56.3 0.222
| like the breast because it has no fat 72.2 74.3 82.0 78.9 0.021
Chicken breasts contain hormones 32.9 44.2 41.9 42.9 0.300
Chicken breast is healthier than other meats 72.2 68.8 63.9 47.1 0.082
| buy chicken breast in trays 83.3 73.9 69.7 65.0 0.061
I like other parts of the chicken more than the breast 31.6 48.9 55.0 52.6 0.002
| buy chicken breasts from a butcher 43.6 56.0 63.8 76.5 <0.001
Young, <26; Adults, 26-45; Mature, 46-65; Senior, >65
Table A3: Perception of chicken breast by population size
BC C T \ SV P
| buy the entire breast 56.9 65.8 64.9 67.4 60.0 0.104
Chicken is cheaper than other meats 84.8 79.8 75.6 80.7 82.1 0.176
| buy chicken breast because it is easy to cook 70.4 67.2 76.6 70.1 55.0 0.171
| prefer to buy the entire chicken 25.2 27.1 355 318 48.8 0.005
| buy sliced chicken breast 71.8 64.4 70.5 59.1 52.5 0.009
| like the breast because it has no fat 775 83.2 80.8 62.9 725 0.008
Chicken breasts contain hormones 43.5 44.2 46.6 38.8 36.8 0.788
Chicken breast is healthier than other meats 68.8 67.5 62.8 56.3 55.0 0.082
| buy chicken breast in trays 73.7 74.2 69.7 66.3 73.2 0.606
| like other parts of the chicken more than the breast 49.9 43.1 59.2 56.3 43.9 0.148
| buy chicken breasts from a butcher 57.5 57.6 65.4 67.0 43.6 0.087
BC, large city; C, city; T, town; V, village; SM, small village
Table A4: Perception of chicken breast by educational level
Primary/no education Intermediate Advanced P
| buy the entire breast 80.0 66.8 55.4 <0.001
Chicken is cheaper than other meats 725 82.2 84.1 0.139
| buy chicken breast because it is easy to cook 65.8 65.2 71.9 0.081
| prefer to buy the entire chicken 61.9 30.8 24.3 <0.001
| buy sliced chicken breast 57.9 67.1 71.0 0.126
| like the breast because it has no fat 87.8 84.5 73.8 <0.001
Chicken breasts contain hormones 42.9 47.4 41.8 0.258
Chicken breast is healthier than other meats 82.9 68.7 65.6 0.053
| buy chicken breasts in trays 67.5 74.6 72.7 0.593
| like other parts of the chicken more than the breast 43.6 52.6 49.5 0.459
| buy chicken breasts from a butcher 66.7 60.2 57.0 0.347
Table A5: Perception of chicken breast by family income level
Low Medium High Very high P
| buy the entire breast 62.7 62.9 53.0 49.1 0.007
Chicken is cheaper than other meats 78.3 82.2 86.4 85.2 0.205
| buy chicken breast because it is easy to cook 58.3 68.0 74.6 83.3 0.002
| prefer to buy the entire chicken 38.8 27.8 22.2 26.4 0.017
| buy sliced chicken breast 60.2 69.4 72.2 67.3 0.205
| like the breast because it has no fat 80.0 76.1 77.4 79.6 0.810
Chicken breasts contain hormones 51.2 42.7 415 40.0 0.432
Chicken breast is healthier than other meats 76.2 67.4 64.2 64.8 0.200
| buy chicken breast in trays 70.2 72.3 74.1 77.8 0.724
| like other parts of the chicken more than the breast 53.0 51.3 49.0 42.3 0.556
| buy chicken breasts from a butcher 44.0 59.6 59.6 51.9 0.035

Low, <1,000 Euro; Medium, 1,000 - 3,000 Euro; High, 3,000 - 5,000 Euro; Very high >5,000 Euro
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Young people and adults perceive chicken breast in
quite similar manners (Table A2). Both think that the
breast is healthier than other meats and prefer to
purchase breast trays rather than buying whole chickens
from a butcher. As with previous questions, more mature
adults have different reasons for buying the breast as
opposed to buying whole chickens. Older consumers
like the breast because it is a lean meat although older
consumers do not think it is healthier than other meats.
According to Grunert et al. (2001), senior consumers
tend to make decisions based on health because they
are at greater risk than younger consumers of having
health problems. Additionally, Lopez et al. (2008)
concluded that older consumers do not like to utilize
much product information; although they have less
inclination to read labels, they have more experience.
Older consumers use their experience in strategies for
buying healthier products. However, in a changing
market in which new products appear every day, such as
a new presentation of traditional foods, nutraceuticals,
or functional foods, it appears that grocery shopping in
itself is insufficient to ensure making a healthy
purchase. A study conducted in Australia observed that
young and middle-aged people are three times more
likely than those over 60 to buy frozen food or
convenience foods and five times more likely to buy fast
food (Hunter and Worsley, 2009). However, the concept
of convenience food is variable. Wu (2007) suggested
that young people define convenience in a different
manner from older people. Wu (2007) argued that young
people associate convenience with easy access to food,
recipes and Internet tips whereas the older population
associates convenience with precooked meals that
require minimal preparation. This perception causes
those born between 1965 and 2007 to eat prepared or
convenience foods during the week because of time
demands whereas on the weekends, they like
experimenting with new recipes and fresh ingredients.
In contrast, the older population have more time to
prepare food and tend to use few convenience products
(Wu, 2007). In addition, a study in eight European
countries observed that older adults perceive
convenience meals negatively. The intent to purchase
this type of food was very low and older consumers do
not see any need for convenience food. In addition, older
consumers do not suffer from social pressure to use
such foods (Saba et al., 2008).

Table A3 shows there is an inverse relation between
respondents who live in the cities and prefer to buy
filleted chicken breast and inhabitants of small towns
who prefer the entire chicken. Those in small towns also
do not believe that the breast is healthier because it has
less fat, contrary to the beliefs of people living in cities.
People in small and middle-sized towns buy from a
butcher whereas those in the extremely small towns do
not. This is most likely because of the absence of

269

butcher shops in extremely small towns. These people
must shop in the supermarket in the nearest larger
town.

Respondents with only primary or no education prefer to
buy the entire breast and the entire chicken more
frequently than people with higher education levels and
believe that chicken is healthier than other meats (Table
A4). People with intermediate educations also bought
the entire breast more often; however, they did so
because it is easy to cook. Finally, people with a high
educational level do not buy the entire breast or the
entire chicken because these consumers seek
convenience.

Middle-income households buy the entire breast more
frequently than the general sample whereas
households with a high family income do so less often
(Table A5). Income level was unrelated to the opinion
that chicken is cheaper than other meats; however, it
was related to convenience. The low-income consumers
prefer to buy the entire chicken breast and consumers
with high income levels prefer easy-to prepare or easy-
to-cook foods such as chicken pieces or sliced breast.
The dependence between the variables of education
level and family income level was analyzed. A correlation
(Spearman’s D) of 0.31 (p<0.01) was identified. Thus, it
was observed that the higher the level of education, the
higher the income.

People who live alone present a different profile. These
homes demonstrate an important trend to buy
convenience products; they buy the entire chicken and
the entire chicken breast less often. These households
and households with only two people avoid buying from
butcher shops. At the opposite extreme, families with
more than 6 members definitely prefer to buy non sliced
breasts and also do so in butcher shops. However, only
16.7% of respondents from these very large families
believe that chicken breast is healthier than other meats.
This indicates that many families buy chicken breast for
the price instead of as a health issue. They do not buy
chicken breasts for the convenience because the
smaller the number of family members, the greater the
use of processed products and convenience foods
(Rama, 1997).

In our study, the presence of young children does not
appear to alter the frequency of consumption of chicken
breast. However, according to the study by
Chettamrongchai and Davies (2000), these families do
consume more convenience foods because of lack of
time for work and child care. Parents clearly know the
likes and dislikes of their children (Mata et al., 2008).
Because the breast is a child's favorite food, its
consumption frequency should be higher. The
explanation for this contradiction could be that parents
think that chicken breast contains growth hormones.
Another explanation is that, although parents are clear
about the criteria they consider important when buying
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food for their children, the criteria are not always
reflected in their purchases, e.g., although nutrition is a
criterion, parents nevertheless buy unhealthy foods
(Kiefner-Burmeister et al., 2013). In fact, after the
Chinese scandal of adding melamine to milk, no
difference in milk consumption among families with or
without children was observed (Qiao et al., 2012).

Consumer types based on lifestyles: The results of the
cluster analysis are shown in Fig. 1. There are two major
consumer groups, which are divided into four clusters
(G1, G2, G3 and G4). Socio-demographic characteristics
(Table 2), consumption habits (Table 3), cooking and
eating habits (Table 4), purchasing habits (Table 5) and
perception of the chicken breast (Table 6) of the four
groups.

G2 and G3 each contained just over 25% of the
consumers, whereas G1 was the largest group with
nearly one-third of the sample. G4 was the least
numerous group with 14.3% of respondents. These
groups were not defined by socio-demographic
variables such as gender or education level, nor were
they defined by variables such as the presence of
children under 6 years or older than 65 years in the
family home. However, there were differences in place of
residence, income level and family size. Regarding
questions related to food-related lifestyles, it was
observed that no group was characterized based on the
weekly frequency of consumption of chicken or the
group’s preference for the color of the chicken breast or
other parts of the chicken.

G1 was characterized by a higher frequency of adults but
not more mature adults than the other clusters. G1
included a large percentage of households with low
incomes and a small percentage of households with
high incomes. The family home of these consumers
comprised two people more frequently than the general
average and there are fewer homes containing three
people. On this basis, it could be said that a feature of
this group is the increased occurrence of couples
without children and with low income, most likely
because these couples have only been in the labor
market for a short time or have unstable jobs.
Respondents in G1 were in charge of buying meat for
the house, ate chicken breast, cooked almost every day
and loved to cook and try out exotic foods and new
recipes. In addition, members of this group liked to
innovate because did not appreciate traditional recipes.
Members of this group also enjoyed eating out and liked
social events (96.1%). Cost was considered quite
important by 82.9% of G1 compared with 72.8% of the
sample. G1 members loved to buy food and shopped in
larger cities in which they could buy packaged meat in
trays. This group did not make shopping lists or restrict
themselves to known foods or brands. Perhaps this is
why they read labels to make purchase decisions. In
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terms of their perception of chicken breast, they avoided
buying in butcher shops and preferred to buy at
supermarkets. They purchased the entire breast but not
sliced breast, most likely because the sliced breast is
more expensive. This consumer group expressed no
distinct opinions regarding concepts relating chicken
breast to health. However, members of G1 expressed
their preference for chicken pieces based on the pieces’
ease of use because this group likes to cook and
innovate although they seek the convenience of making
a purchase without prior planning in supermarkets. This
group could be called the "innovative precariat”". Although
consuming exotic or ethnic foods can be more
expensive than eating traditional foods and this segment
is characterized by low income, this type of food can be
interesting if the consumer analyzes his own
preferences. Fischer (2006) argued that a dish of foreign
origin is widely accepted when it is perceived as
superior in some aspects to local food. These aspects
may be flavor, that it is healthy, cheaper or just presents
an image of higher status. Rama (1997) reported that
consumers who live in a household of two adults without
children eat outside of the home more often than any
other type of consumer.

Consumer group 2 (G2) did not differ from the overall
sample in terms of age or income but did more often live
alone in large cities. Although the level of education did
not influence the groups, there is a trend for this group
to include people with more education (Table 2). This
group is not defined by their consumption habits of
chicken breast (Table 3). However, the group is clearly
defined by having cooking and eating habits that are
quite different from those of G1. Consumers in this
group did not like to cook and were not innovative when
cooking. They prefer traditional rather than exotic meals.
This is the only group with a lower frequency (88%) than
the general sample in their preference for dinners or
lunches with friends or family. This group also values
price and like G1, does not buy well-known brands.
However, they do not like to experiment and just buy
familiar food. They are prone to buying convenient
products such as meat trays and precooked products in
supermarkets. Confirming that this group minimizes
time and effort regarding everything surrounding food,
they prefer to buy sliced breast packaged in a tray
because of the ease of cooking. G2 is also the group
with a lower preference for the entire chicken (11.6%).
However, G2 showed interest in health and were the
group that most often purchased chicken breast
because it is a lean meat and healthier than other
meats. In fact, only 36.3% thought that chicken breast
contains hormones (Table 6). This group could be
called "Urban Singles". Hunter and Worsley (2009)
showed that single and widowed people use many
more convenience products and frozen foods than
couples. Chicken breast fillets are perceived as a
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Fig. 1: Grouping of consumers by means of cluster analysis

convenience food because they require minimal
preparation (Kennedy et al., 2004). A product oriented to
satisfy this group, must be quite careful about a fatty
breast appearance because the white streaks of the
breast are associated with a high fat content. Half of the
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consumers in a survey by Kuttappan et al. (2012) stated
that they would not buy a chicken breast with streaks of
fat.

The third group, G3, comprised mostly more mature
people with fewer youths and adults. G3 families were
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medium-sized families (4 people) and there was some
tendency toward a basic education. However, contrary to
the relation that was observed in the overall sample
between income and education, this group comprises
fewer families with low income levels. Respondents in
this group do not purchase meat to cook at home by it
selves. This group is not defined by any particular habit
of chicken consumption (Table 3). Regarding cooking
and eating habits, this group is traditional and
conservative because they do not like to cook or try
innovative, exotic meals. This group also appreciates
more traditional recipes (90.2%). Only 44.4% like eating
out compared with 67.7% of the sample. The purchasing
habits (Table 5) of this group reflect the absence of low
income in this group and only 57.5% consider price to
be extremely important compared with 72.8% of the
overall sample. Consistent with the traditional or
conservative profile of G3, quite a low percentage buy
precooked products, meat trays or like to buy food in
supermarkets. This is also the group that most
frequently makes lists before buying and has a greater
preference for popular brands and food.

In G3, 87.3% buy breast chicken from a butcher and
73.8% buy sliced breast. G3 is the only group that
prefers to buy the entire chicken and does not worry
about fat. As many as 59.6% believe that the breast is
healthier than other meats (Table 6). This group, based
on these features, could be called 'Traditional'. This
traditional concept is consistent with the reduced
presence of young people, who are less likely to be
conservative than older adults. Furthermore, although
older adults have more health concerns, G3
respondents do not consider chicken breast to be
healthier than other meats. Health benefits have been
widely described as one of the main criteria in the
selection of food by the consumer in addition to
availability, culture, taste, weight control or care for the
environment. However, the importance of health benefits
varies according to the type of consumer (Steptoe et al.,
1995). Grunert (1996) analyzed a similar type of
consumers called “Conservatives.”. These consumers
were characterized by great interest in the taste and
quality of food; however, this type had few concerns
regarding health and the environmental. For these
consumers, price was not an important restriction when
buying food. The most important feature was that G3
members do not buy convenience products.

The last group (G4) was not clearly defined by gender,
age, educational level or family size. The main
characteristics of G4 are that the members have the
highest percentage of extremely high income levels and
a lower percentage of consumers who live in a city. This
group also has marked consumption habits (Table 3)
although their habits in terms of cooking and eating tend
to be quite experimental. G4 members like cooking,
innovating, exotic recipes and eating away from home.
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By contrast, only 45.2% of G4 prefer traditional recipes.
G4 members did not consider price an important factor
and because they like to cook, do not buy convenience
products (8.2%) or meat trays. Furthermore, because G4
members like to experiment, this group indicates the
lowest preference for well-known brands and products.
G4'’s perception of the chicken breast is not influenced
by any concept related to health or convenience. These
respondents do not purchase chicken breast for ease of
cooking, nor do they buy sliced chicken breast. They
prefer to buy chicken breast from a butcher (79.5%). G4
is the only group that is prominent for the low frequency
of respondents who think that chicken is not cheaper
than other meats. This group of consumers is
characterized by its innovative and experimental nature
and high economic level; they might be called
"Gourmet".

In general, consumers are increasing their search for
unexpected and exciting products, including innovative
foods and ethnic foods. Some consumers desire new
experiences when they prepare food and eat it (Buckley
et al., 2007). This fact is consistent with Cotes (2010),
who observed that consumers who spend time cooking
prefer non-processed foods to maintain the sensory
characteristics of the product. These consumers are
therefore not interested in food that is sliced, packaged
or in other formats that may alter the taste or smell of the
food. In our study, G4 consumers preferred buying meat
from a butcher and did not consume chicken breast
because it was easy. In a study of Spanish ham, Mesias
et al. (2009) identified three groups of consumers based
on their socio-demographic characteristics and
consumption habits. These groups were not defined by
age, gender or education, but by their income and
preferences. One group is similar to the Gourmet group.
They were characterized by preferring Iberian ham,
giving little thought to the price, but in return ascribed
great importance to quality labels (PGI) and preferred the
entire ham instead of sliced ham. G4 (Gourmet) did not
consider chicken breast to be cheaper than other meats,
which would have indicated a greater purchase
intention. However, a higher price may be perceived as
a quality indicator, which increases purchasing (Bello
and Calvo, 2000).

According to other studies, our study has highlighted the
existence of divergent consumer profiles. These groups
are similar to those typically observed in Europe (Grunert
et al., 2001) (careless, rational, worried, hedonistic,
adventurous, innovative, traditional, conservative) with
variations depending on the studied country. A similar
study concerning lamb in 1996 (Bredahl and Grunert,
1997) identified five groups of consumers that were
similar to those identified in this study, as in the case of
the traditional group. Similarly, although the methods
were different, Bernues et al. (2012) also identified
some of these groups in another study on lamb in the
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Aragon (Spain). The Traditional group surfaces in
numerous studies, regardless of the product or the
culture. Grunert et al. (2011) identified the traditional
group in a study in China. Buckley et al. (2007), in a
study of convenience foods and lifestyles of British
consumers, also identified four groups of consumers. In
this case, one called "Food connoisseurs" would be
analogous to our Gourmet Group.

According to Fischer (2006), increased health problems
related directly or indirectly to food in countries with
higher economic growth have resulted in three
consumer trends. One group of consumers tends to
consume ethnic or foreign food, another group of
consumers prefers to buy natural and healthy food and
finally, one consumer group focuses more on
purchasing functional foods. Each of these strategies
somehow satisfies the consumer who buys a particular
food. Buyers of ethnic foods are searching for the taste
and status those foods offer and most likely would be
absorbed by the "innovative precariat" group. Natural
foods are sought because of health and environmental
concerns. In addition, natural foods respect the flavor
and culinary possibilities of food. Presumably, these
foods would be acquired by the "Gourmet" and
"Traditional" groups but for different reasons. Finally,
functional foods, which are related to aspects of health
and weight control, are the focus of the "Urban Single”

group.

Conclusion: Use of the Internet in a broad sense
(websites, blogs, social networks, emails) for
dissemination, completion and collection of surveys has
been shown to be a useful and inexpensive resource.
Most Spaniards consume chicken breast once or twice
per week. White chicken is preferred although yellow
chicken is also consumed in significant amounts.
Spanish consumer perceptions of chicken breast are
positive because consumers consider chicken an
inexpensive meat that has no fat and is healthy, although
43% think chicken contains hormones. Chicken breast
is a convenient product and 70% of consumers buy
chicken breast because it is easy to cook; only 27%
prefer to buy the entire chicken.

Shopping, cooking and eating habits and the perception
of chicken breast are related to socio-demographic
variables; however, consumers’ attitudes are complex.
When consumers are grouped by homogeneous types,
socio-demographic variables are less significance than
food-related lifestyles and consumers’ perceptions of
chicken breast. It was possible to identify four groups of
consumers based on consumers’ lifestyles related to
chicken breast. These types of consumers were
consistent with those identified in terms of the lifestyles
associated with other foods. Classifying and defining
groups of consumers according to their perceptions of
chicken breast are wuseful in guiding marketing
strategies to satisfy these differences.
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