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Abstract 

Conjoint analysis was applied to asses the part worth of beef quality and safety attributes 

using a cross sectional data from a stratified sample of 300 households in Addis Ababa 

city collected in June 2007. The software used for estimation is SPSS 15. Results show 

that fat content, freslmess, neatness of meat shop and personnel, abattoir stamp and price 

are significant quality and safety attributes that consumers use in their beef purchase 

decisions. Interactive vari ables like family size, religion, age , schooling, stay in Addis 

Ababa and martial status are also found to signifi cantly influence quality and safety 

perceptions. On the other hand some variabl es stich as sex of mea l planners arc fO tl nd 10 

have insignificant role in quality and safety perception. The result further indicates that 

income has a great role in influencing people perception regarding safety and quality of 

beef. The result of the study could be used for des igning safety and quality standard for 

local wet market. 

Key words: Beef demand, Quality and safety attributes, conjo int analys is, Addis Ababa 
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I. Introd uction 

1.1 Background 0 11 beef quality and safety 

It is not uncommon to hear that Ethiopia has the largest li vestock population in Afri ca. 

The paradox is that the cconomic contribution oj' thi s hugc wea lth is not cxplo itcd to its 

full potential. There are various reasons fo r th e poor performance of the sector. Export is 

an important potential income source but one of th e most important constra in t is lack of 

quality and sa fe products. As thi s sub- sector does not fu lfill the quali ty and safety 

requirement that the consumers (both domesti c as well as foreign) demand, we are not able 

to generate adequate wealth from the sub-sector. The market set up in the country is such 

that farmers will sell what so ever product they produce. The product of sellers is not 

geared towards the consumers' needs and preferences. In other wo rds, consumers' 

preferences are not taken in to acco unt while raising li ve animals by cattle breeders. As a 

resul t the sector is not function ing as one norma lly expects given the livestock populMion 

10th iopia has. 

Rescarch on demand for product qua lity and safety is rather scarcc in Eth iopia. Thc 

demand for beef in Eth iopia is an almost untouched research topic. This entail s a need to 

conduct research to investi gate consumers' perception of beef quality and safety. Yin 

(1994) encouraged researchers to make every effort to produce an analysis of the hi ghest 

quality. In order to accomplish thi s, he presented four principles that should attract the 

researcher's attention. These are to show that the analysis relied on all the re levant 

evidence, to include all major riva l interpretations in the analys is, to add ress the most 

signifi cant aspect of the case study, and to use the researcher's prior expert knowledge to 

fu rther the analysis. Since there is hardly any earlier work on the demand fo r quality and 



safety in Et hiopia, a Participatory Rap id Appraisa l was conducted first to have fa milia rity 

with consumers' quality and safety perceptions before undertaking a more elaborate study. 

1.2 Problem Statement 

The meat sector, especia lly the fresh meat sector has been one of the least ana lyzed lood 

sectors in Ethiopia. Limited works have been carried out in order to research into the 

characteristics of different groups o f consumers, their perceptions of beef qua lity and those 

aspects that worry them more (e.g., infection of parasites like tape worm, cholesterol, 

neatness). Identifying the consumer perception of quality and safety and know ing what the 

consumer demand in terms of meat quality and safety is important as improvements in the 

product 's qual ity is the ultimate obj ective. Improvements that do not have e ffects in th e 

consumer's perceived quality wi ll not have any commercial crrcct and neither a posi li vc 

effect. For that reason, it is o f great importance to gather knowl edge o f thi s perce ived 

quality and of the extent to wh ich consumers will be willing to pay for better qua li ty . 

In the country, there are no standards for beef quality and safety suitable for loca l context. 

As a result the work will help refine offic ial standards on quality and safety for regulatory 

purposes based on local empirical information rather than hypotheti ca l western norms 

whi ch can ' t be enforced and have no real re levance lo r the level of economi c deve lopment 

in the country. 

Various studi es have shown that markets for agricu ltura l products are rapidly changing ill 

Africa with supermarkets expanding rapidly. These ni che markets demand higher qua lity 

products which are currently large ly supplied by large scale farm s and processors and 
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imports. Small and medium scale enterprises and smallho lder fanners that su ppl y them 

find it d ifficu lt to penetrate the niche markets because they do not understa nd and fa il to 

meet the safety, qua lity and quanti ty of products demanded. 

Consu mers' incomes are a lso improv ing Icad in g to expa nsion o r dcmand for qua lity and 

sa fety by midd le and hi gh income consumer segments. Touri st hote ls have to supply 

consistent ly high qua li ty products to their cl ients. These market segments are part of an 

expanding niche market that req uires value added meat prod ucts. Concern with pub lic 

hea lth ri sks posed by inferior quality food com ing on to the market is now a lso getting 

attention. 

Lack of clear nationa l poli cies to fo rmulate and enfo rce quality standards so that producers 

are paid based on quality and grades further suppresses the dri ve by meat dea lers to pay 

part icu lar attenti on to qual ity matters and on in novation in the entire value chain. The 

result of th is deficiency is that producers often try to se ll what they produce rather than 

prod uc ing and se lling what is dema nded by the market. Market in g agents and sma ll sca le 

processors strugg le to market infe rior qua li ty prod ucts wh ich find it diffi cul t to penetrate 

convent iona l and ni che markets that demand high quali ty and safe products. 

Shortage of high quality meat products limits consumption and may push prices up while 

un-graded products of s imilar quality may be perce ived poorl y and pa id low. T he sale or 

non-standard ized raw meat by farmers leads to low incomes, which do not resonate with 

investment in agricultu re and he nce perpetuati ng poverty. 

In genera l, lack of quali ty and safety measures reduces the potent ial income that could be 

generated from the sector. 
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1.3 Objectives of the Study 

The ma in objective o r this paper is to study consumers ' perccptions about beef quality a nd 

sa fety att ributes. The spec ific research obj ectives are: 

I. To identifY beef qua li ty and safety cri te ria and indicators perceived and used by 

consumers and to rank them. The relati ve im portance of each identified attr ibutes will al so 

be ranked. 

2. To assess ifthere is ex istence of seasonali ty in beef demand 

3. To assess consumer wi llingness to pay for better qua lity att ri butes of beef 

1.4 Hy potheses 

Hypothes is to be tested are th e fol lowing: 

I . In the absence of officia l standards, informal standards for qua lity and safety do ex ist. 

Consumers have good perception on these informa l standards of qua lity and safety of meat 

products. Thi s is revealed through price diffe rentia l fo r the diffe rent att ributes of beef that 

indicate qual ity and safety: Hence, improvement in qua lity and enhanc ing the safety 

prov is ions will enhance the demand fo r meat. 

2. There is no maj or change in bee r consum ption. But changes are now introd uced for 

d iffere nt beef types with the emergence a nd populari ty of supermarkets. 

3. Beef demand is seasonal. 
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1.5 Sign ificance of the Study 

Sinha (200 I) po inted out that the more substantia l part of the ex isting body of research on 

demand with a focus on quality and safety deal s with deve loped market while studies 

pertinent to deve loping markets have been rather scarce. Researc h on demand fo r meat 

which emphas ize on quali ty and sa fety aspect is not yet done in Ethiopi a. Even though the 

knowledge on the pattern o f demand for food quality and safety is very importan t to the 

country, no empirical study has been carri ed out in the Eth iopia n context. However 

knowing the demand pattern for quali ty and safety and the e last ici ty of demand fo r qua lity 

and sa fety are important fo r sound po licy mak in g for impact on the development of the 

sector. 

There is bo th domesti c as well as fo rei gn demand lo r bee f' qua lity and sa fety. T hi s paper 

attempted to show if there is ex istence of domesti c demand for beef qua lity and safety. 

The information on the ex istencc of demand for beef qual ity and sa fety will motivatc both 

large and small scale producers to think in that directi on in the ir production decisions and 

reap the benefi ts associated with it. Consumers will a lso benefit as they will get what they 

demand afcheaper pri ce than imported ones. 

Thi s paper tries to incorporate the effect of qua lity in thc shop, eatin g quality perception. 

safety concerns, other quality concerns, use of abatto ir stamp and trust in in fo rm ation on 

demand fo r meat apart from othe r usua l detcrminants of mcat dema nd. 

Consumer bchav ior towa rds food is characteri zed by changin g pre fcrences. Thi s especially 

applies to meat. In order to get an insight into meat consumpti on behav ior, the process of 

quality and sa fety perception and the attitudes towards meat, a consumer survey was 
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conducted and a conjoint ana lysis was performed to assess the demand fo r beef quality 

and safety. 

The paper tr ies to address issues like, what informati on with respect to wh ich attribute 

they know best? How are these attr ibutes linked together? The study foc uses on the quality 

and sa fety aspect of beef demand and tries to ana lyze what kind of demand cx ist lo r the 

quality and sa fety attributes. 

The study gave due emphas is for quality and safety aspects. But thi s does not mean that 

other im portant variables that may affect demand were neg lected. As a result the study is 

comprehensive in terms of coverage and originality. 

The research output will therefore be va luable since it is both ori gina l and very important 

for poli cy makers, who lesa lers, retail traders and fanners who need to know and address 

what their consumers rea lly need. 

The result of the study can be used as the basis for formulatin g domestica lly accepted 

standard for beef quality and safety. In the Ethiopian context there is no domestic standard 

so far appficable for local markets. The ISO standard may not be applicable and scaling it 

down to the domestic leve l may not be practica l for enforcement at local market as the 

level of deve lopment of the soc iety has a great role in consumer' s perception of qual ity 

and safety. The qua li ty and safety req uireme nt changes as the level of devel opment of the 

society chan ges. What is safe and qua li ty now may not be safe a nd quality after some 

years. Therefo re, standards have to bc developed based on current needs ancl perceptions 

on quality and safety and updated as the soc iety and the economy progress. 
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1.6 Organ ization of the thesis 

T he thes is is orga nized as fol lows. In chapter two, extens ive literatu re (theoret ica l and 

empirica l) rev iew has been conducted so as to guide the reader through the past research in 

the area and outline the main contribution of this study. In chapter three, mode l 

specification elaborates on the regression model to be tested empiri ca lly. Moreover, detail s 

on sample type and sampling strategy are di scussed . Thi s part gives an extensive overview 

of the in put data for the study and examines the prope rties of the data type and the remedy 

taken to ascertai n the representat iveness of the data. In chapter 4, analyses o f th e results 

are presented. It a rtic ulates and interprets the fin di ngs of the research. Fina lly, in chapter 

5, conclud ing remarks and poss ible suggestions are provided based on the findings of the 

study. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 Conceptual Review 

2.1.1 An overview 

Consum ers are becoming increasing ly concerned with the quality, sa fety a nd prod uction 

attributes of their food (Caswe ll , 1998). For example, in developed countries, food quality 

and safety have been an issue for the past decades in the public debate, in food policy, in 

industry, and, last but not the least, in research. There are several reasons for these 

concerns. Fi rst, a variety of food re lated problems has directed public attenti on to food 

safety issues. Second, increas ing parts of the general public have become interested and 

often critica l with regard to certain ways of producing food (both at the farm leve l and at 

the process ing level). Third, consumers in deve loped countries have become more 

demanding, more critical, and more fragmented in their food cho ices. This . leads to a 

situation where qua lity differentiation of food products (both verti ca lly and horizontall y) 

has become necessa ry in order to satis fy consumers (Grunert, 2005). The same concern is 

eq ual ly app li cable for consumers in deve loping countries but the problem is that their 

wornes are weak ly addressed by po liticians, policy makers, market suppliers and 

researchers. 

The history of an agribusiness indicates its innovativeness mostly aimed at obtaining 

homogeneous quality and low production costs. In the food processing industry a mere 

price competition is not necessari Iy the most attract ive business strategy. But with 

increasing g loba l competiti on on food markets results in continuous entrance of new 

competitors. As a result o ld competitors have to catch up on their competencies in e ffi c ient 

production and quality control. In such a situation, more fragmentcd , heterogeneous and 

8 



dynamic consumer demand creates opportuniti es for those producers and va lue chains that 

are wi lling to take the ri sk to different iate their products. As <I result, many sectors in 

agribusiness these days compete not only on effic iency and quality control, but on adding 

value (Grunert, 2005). 

Adding value is a customer-ori ented concept. Producers onl y add va lue to food products 

only if their customers actually perce ive these products as ha vi ng more quality, ut ility or 

value. The prominence of the concepts of quality and safety in agribusiness is thus dri ve n 

by all actors in the marketplace. And it is not surprising that research has followed suit. 

2.1.2 Streams of research on food quali ty and safety 

There are three main streams of research on food qua li ty and saiety. The lirst is dea ling 

wi th consumcr dcma nd lor quality ano sa lety, thc second is on provision or quali ty and 

safety, and thirdly on consumer perception of quality and safety (Grunert, 2005). 

The first stream examines to what extent certain quality and/o r safety improvements 

correspond to consumer preferences in the sense that they resu lt in consumer wi llingness 

to pay for the added quality or safety features. Willingness to pay for extra qualities can be 

analyzed based on actual consumer demand and resulting prices, for example based on 

scanner data, leadi ng to shadow prices for certain quality attributes . For products not on 

the market, or when actual demand data is nol ava ilab le, consumer will ingness to pay can 

be measured usin g methods such as contingent va luat ion or experimental auctions. 
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The first stream deals with the demand side while the second deals with the corresponding 

supply side. Providing added safety and/or differentiated quality may require changes in 

the organization of agricultura l and food product ion, ma inly with regard to governance 

structures of value chains. 

In situati on where quality and safety cannot be addressed at the I,nal process ing Icvel , but 

have to pervade the whole value chain, re lationsh ips among va lue chain membe rs may 

have to change. Food sa fety is a good example. It is closely linked to the traceabi lity issue 

and often leads to closer links among value chai n members. When quality is already 

different iated at the farm leve l, new forms of contractual arrangements between fanners 

and processors may be called for. The difficulties of making such arrangements, especially 

in co-operative organ ization s, have been disc ussed wide ly in the literature (Grunert, 2005). 

The above two streams of research together constitute the tradit ional economic approach 

to dealing wi th quality and safety issues. Currently, a third stream has been added which 

deals with the question of how quality and safety is perceived by consum ers, and how 

these perceptions influence consumer dec is ion-making. Consumer preferences are thus not 

only regarded as being revealed in their demand, but the ir formation in interaction with the 

supp ly of goods becomes a separate area of inquiry. Thus, th is stream of research can be 

seen as a link between suppl y and demand, as it is the percept ion of the supply of goods 

that leads to the demand for these goods. 

There is an abundance of ways in whi ch the term quality has been defined. There is 

general agreement that qual ity has an objective and a subjecti ve dimension. Objective 

qual ity refers to the physical characteri st ics built into the product and is typi ca ll y dea lt 
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with by engineers and food techno logists. Subj ective quality is the quality as perce ivcd by 

consumers. The relationship between the two is at the co re of the eco nomi c im portance of 

quality. It is only when producers can trans late consumer wishes into phys ica l prod uct 

characterist ics, and onl y when consum ers can then infer des ired qualiti es fro m the way the 

product has been bu il t that qual ity will be a competiti ve paramete r l'or I''ood producers 

(Grunelt, 2005). 

In the subject ive realm we can distinguish between two schoo ls of thought about qua lity. 

The first one is the holistic approach. It equates quality with a ll the desirable propert ies a 

product is perce ived to have. The second one is the exce llence approach. It suggests that 

products can have desirable properties that consum ers, in their own language, may not 

view as part of quality. In food, convenience is an example. Consumers may say that 

'convenience goods are genera lly of low quality ', even though they regard convenience as 

a desirab le property offood prod ucts (see, e.g. Zeithaml. 1998; Olsen , 2002) . 

It fo llows from the holi stic approach that food safety is part of food quali ty, at least to the 

extent that consumers be lieve food safety to be a desirable property. Safety may, however, 

be different from other quality aspects in the way it affects consumer dec is ions. 

2.1.3 Approaches on food quality perceptions researches 

Research on food quality perception and its impact on consumer food choice have 

employed a variety of d iffe rent approaches. The most notable ones are the means-end 

approach, expectancy va lue approaches, economi cs of informat ion approaches, and 

sati sfaction/di ssatisfaction approaches (Grunert et a I. , 1996). It proposes two major 
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dimensions along which we can ana lyze food qua li ty perception: a horizontal and a 

vertical dimension. 

The horizontal dimension is a time dimension. It distingui shes qual ity perception before 

and after purchase. It takes up the well-known distinction between search, experience and 

credence qualities. The implications on consumer's abi lity to assess quality before 

purchase, after purchase, or not at all , and the implications thi s has for the bas is on wh ich 

consumers will in fe r quality given the in fo rmation at hand is also taken in to account. It 

al so integrates research on consumer sati sfaction and dissati sfact ion, which rests on the 

bas ic assum pt ion that the extent of confirmation 0 1' disconfinnation of pre-purchase 

quality expectations will determine consumer satisfaction and repurchase probabilities 

(Oliver, 1980). 

The vertical dimension deals with inference-making. It deals with how consumers infer 

quali ty from a variety of signa ls or cues, and with how consumers find out which 

properties of a food product are des irable by linking them to basic motivators of human 

behavior (G runcrt, 2005). It intcgrates the means- end approach to the analys is of quality 

and quality perception research based on the concept of qua lity signals. It tries to answer, 

for example, what motivates consumers to buy one food product rather than another? This 

issue has been dealt with in the means-end approach to consumer behav ior (Reynolds and 

Olson, 200 I). The bas ic assumption of means-end theory is that consumers are not 

interested in products per se, but in what the product is doi ng for them (i.e. in the se lf­

relevant consequences of the product). This approach is related to the Lancaster approach 

to analyzing consumer demand. Whether a consumer finds a product attractive is supposed 

to depend on the extent to which this consumer can link hi s perception of the product's 
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characteristics to self-re levant consequences and va lues. Such links are called means-end 

chai ns, because they a re cha ins of subj ective associat ions where the product is a means to 

achieve ends as defined by the consum er. 

When askin g consumers in an open-ended interview what they regard as food products of 

good qual ity, th e answers a lways radiate around four central concepts. The fi rst is taste 

(and other senso ry characteri stics), the second is health, the third is convenience, and 

fourthly, fo r some consumers, process characterist ics such as organic product ion, natural 

production, animal welfare, GMO-free, etc. (Brunso et aI. , 2002). 

Placing these concepts in a means-end chain context, food quality, as perceived by 

consumers, becomes an intermediate concept. It is more abstract than concrete product 

attr ibutes such as fat percentages, co lor and packaging. In other words, li·om the means-· 

end perspective quality is a bridging concept. 

Means-end researchers have mostly appli ed a technique ca lled laddering to study how 

consume rs me ntally lin k product character istics to more abstract quality dimensions and 

from there to life va lues. As noted by Grunert (2005), numerous studies employ ing thi s 

method have been reported in the food area (e.g. G runert and Grunert, 1995; N ielsen et aI. , 

1998; Bredahl, 1999; Jaeger and MacFie, 2000; Valette-Florence et aI. , 2000; Bech­

Larsen, 200 1; Grunert et a I. , 200 1; Mi les and Frewer, 200 1; Fotopoulus et a I. , 2003; 

Russell et a I. 2004). 

The process of inferring quality from characteristics of the prod uct and from other 

information at hand has been studied from various angles. In econom ics, the term market 

13 



signal is usually used, whereas studies in marketing and adjacent areas often cmploy the 

term quality cues. In add ition, a d istinction between intrinsic and extrins ic cucs is usuall y 

made. Intrins ic cues refer to phys ica l propelties of the product whil e extrinsic cues refer to 

everything e lse (Olson and Jacoby, 1972). 

Consum ers' judgment of quality under uncertainty, where a product purchase s ituati on is 

characterized mostly by experience and credence qua lities, is common to the above 

approaches. In ference-making in the qua li ty perception process is one of the more 

myster ious areas of consum er behav ior. T he literat ure abounds with more or less well 

documented cases of strange inferences. In the food area, for example, consumers are 

known to use co lor and fat content of meat as an indicator of taste and tenderness, orga ni c 

production as an indicator of superi or taste of vegetables, and animal we lfare as an 

indicator of more hea lthy products. But these inferences from an objective po int of view 

may be questionable. 

\-,~ -.r'" 
.' 

Theoretical knowledge in understanding these processes is stil l quite limited. Researchers " 

have not advanced notably beyond the Sorting Rule Mode l (Cox, 1967), wh ich sa id that 

consumers prefer cues that they believe to be pred ictive of the quality they want to 

eva luate and confident in us in g it. Ma ny consum ers, for example, believe that in formation 

about breed, age of animal, and s laughtering date are pred icti ve of taste and tenderness of 

a pi ece of meat but few consum ers fee l confident in usin g them, i.e. mak ing the right 

inferences based on th is type of in formation (Seines and Troye, 1989). As a result, 

consu mers end up making infe rences based on cues with which they fee l confident, such 

as color of meat and visible fat content, even though they may be aware of the fact that 

these characteri stics are not always highly pred ictive of taste and tenderness. The concept 
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of confidence in inference-making is thus strongly lin ked to know ledge and expert ise of 

the consumer (Seines and Troye, 1989). 

This may be related to information asymmetry but just giVin g consumers more 

information will not reduce asymmetry when consumers do not feel confident about us ing 

the information. Among the broad range of applicab le extrins ic cues, three have rece ived 

spec ial attention in the food area as poss ible quality indicators (Grunert, 2005). First, 

brands (lor cxample in case 0 1' Ethiopia, Kara/o() bee I), sccond. cues re lated to product 

origin (for example in case of Ethi opia, Ifarar beef) , and thirdly, quality label s. The role 

of brands is extensively documented in the marketin g, management and economics 

literature. The c lass ic economic argument is that brands influence purchase to the extent 

that they reduce risk and communicate the positioning of the product to the consumer 

(Erdem and Swait, 1998). More psychologically oriented approaches have supplemented 

thi s by the not ion that brands will have associations that are strong, favorable and unique 

in the mind of the consumer (Ke ller, 1993 ; Kri shnan, 1996). 

Both types of approaches impl y that brands become powerful cues fo r consum ers when 

the consumers actua lly find them predictive o f the quality of the product. When a brand is 

used for quality inference, a brand becomes a va luable asset for the manufacturer owning 

it. A special phenomenon in the food area is the recent ri se o f retail er brands (al so ca ll ed 

private label s or own labels) as an alternative to the traditional manufacturer brands 

(Laaksonen and Reynolds, 1994; Burt, 2000). 

In principle retai ler brands can serve as quality cues to the consum er in the sa me way as 

manufacturer brands. However, the comparative lack of a brand history and the hi storica l 
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assoc iat ion of retailer brands with generic products and low-price alternatives results in 

consumers' assoc iat ion of it as a cue ind icatin g low rather than high quality. In terms of 

consumer behavior, such information is a specia l case of country-of-ori gin cues, which 

have been subjected to comprehensive research for severa l decades (Verl egh and 

Steenkamp, 1999). Research on country-of-origi n effects has establ ished that consumers 

may use origi n information as a qua li ty cue (e.g. van der Lans et aI., 200 I; van 1ttersum et 

a l. ,2003). 

Two types of mechan isms can be responsi ble for thi s (Johansson, 1989). First, consumers 

may use the cue to link the product to knowledge on the region of origin , wh ich may be 

relevant fo r fo rming a quality evaluation (for exampl e, butter ti'om Shena in case of 

Ethiopia). Second , consumers may use thi s cue dur in g repeat purchases of the product to 

re-identifya product, the qual ity of wh ich they fou nd sati sfactory. Thi s process may bc 

espec ia lly relevant when the product does not carry a strong brand . It fo llows from both 

mechanisms that ori gin in formation will have no effect on qua lity evaluations when 

consumers have no knowledge about the region of orig in , when the qua lity of the product 

is not in fact experienced as desirable by the consumer, and/or when we are dea l ing with 

trial (as opposed to repeat) purchases. 

A qua lity label is a fuzzy category that covers many different things. Q ua lity labels can be 

awarded by manu facturers, groups of manufacturers, retai le rs, governm ent bodies, and 

independent organizat ions, for example, consumer associat ions. The criteria for award ing 

the labe ls can be very stri ct or a lm ost non-ex istent. Some labe ls re fer to very spec ific 

qualities, such as the labels indicat ing organic production, whereas others are intended as 

genera l qual ity information or labe ls. 
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Many food quality labels probably do not function as quality cues at all. Consumers ignore 

the information because they do not feel that the labels are pred icti ve of any quality 

di mensions they are interested in , As a result consumers feci morc confident in lIsing 

other cues (e,g, Gurunert, 2005), In those cases where qual ity labe ls are used, there is 

ample evidence that consumers misinterpret their meaning or make in ferences that go far 

beyond what the labe l was intended to commun icate (Parkinson, 1975 ; Beltramini and 

Stafford, 1993; Verbeke and Viaene, 1999), There is a broad range of other labels that 

primari ly fulfi ls a public policy function, such as nutrit ional labels (Verbeke, 2005a), 

In a market dea ling with differentiated quality, the question of cue usage and inference­

making is crucial for the runctioni ng of markets, Products with difrerentiated qualities 

need to communicate these qualities to consumers in a way consumers can make 

inferences that will be predictive of the qua lity experienced later. Otherwise, consumers 

will either not buy the quality-d ifferent iated product, or their demand will be limited to 

trial purchases, 

The horizontal dimension of perce ived qual ity refers to how quality perception changes 

over time, The major distinction to be made here is quality perception before and after 

purchase, Most aspects or food qual ity are either experiencc or credcnee cha racteri sti cs, 

Because experience qual ities can, by defin ition, be eva luated with hi gh certainty after the 

purchase, the expectations about these qualities formed based on cues can be confirmed or 

contradicted, Confirmation or disconfirmation of expectations is the major determ inant of 

consumer satisfaction and of consumer intent to repurchase the product or not (Oliver, 

1997) , 
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Whether quality expectations will be confirmed depends, obviously, on how good the 

consum er was in predicting the quality based on the cues at hand. Given the discussion 

about in ference-maki ng above, it may not come as a surprise that consumers are ollen not 

especia lly good at predicting quality, with disconfirmation of expectations and 

dissati sfaction as a consequence. For example, consumers in a study took visib le fat as the 

main cue for evaluating qua li ty, inferring that more vis ible fat means lower quality. 

Actually, higher degrees of intramuscu lar fat lead to more taste and tenderness, which 

expla ins the unexpected resu lts (see al so Bredah l et a I. , 1998; Verbeke et aI., 2005). 

Credence qual ities are of increasing importance in food prod ucts. Most health -related and 

process-related qual ities belong to this category. For credence qualities, the perception of 

quality after purchase will still be based on mak ing inferences from cues. These cues can 

be the same as before purchase. But new cues may become availab le, and the perceived 

quali ty may change. After purchase, the consumer may have been exposed to new 

information questioning the credibil ity of the information processed before the purchase. 

Sometimes, cues emanating du ring food preparation or consumption process playa role. 

For example, the evaluation of the healthiness of meat rises afte r the purchase, because the 

fat that was visible at the point of purchase (a nd was used as a cue in eva luating 

hea lthiness) melts off during preparation. 

The di stinct ions before and after purchase is of cou rse a simplification. Most food 

products are bought several times, and many are bought continuous ly over extended 

periods. Quali ty perception may change across the whole range of purchases. It is usually 

assumed that the biggest change occurs in connection with the first purchase, because in 

the trial purchase qua li ty expectations are necessarily based on informational cues on ly. 
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The first purchase will then lead to the first actual ex per ience with the prod uct, which may 

lead to fundam ental changes in the perception of quality. When purchasin g the prod uct for 

the second and subsequent tim es prev ious own ex peri ences will playa ro le in rorming the 

quality ex pectations mak in g it more accurate. But changes may still occ ur for a vari ety of 

reasons. Learning may occu r with regard to how to handl e the product, resulting in bettcr 

qua li ty experiences. The s ituation in whi ch the product is consum ed may change, which 

may have an impact on the experienced quality (Grunert, 2005). 

When consumers are variety-seeking, a positive qual ity perception may wear off over 

time. For credence qualities, the quality perception can a lways change when new 

information about the quality becomes available. The dimensions that const itute quality in 

the mind of the consumer, and especially their weights, may change over time as wel l. 

Most notab ly, thcrc may be a tcndency that those quality dim ensions that arc am enabl e to 

own experience will , over time, acq uire a greater we ight. Whereas taste and hea lthiness, 

for example, may have equal we ight in the pre-purchase phase, taste may be give n a 

higher we ight in the period during and after consumption, because it has now been 

experienced, whereas healthiness is still abstract and in formation-based. Through time 

there is a danger that credence qual ities lose out to experience qual ities, because the latter 

are constantly fed by own consumer experience, whereas the fonner are not. Thi s problem 

is especially severe for functional foods, where the credence character istic is the major 

selling point (Bech-Larsen and Gru nert, 2003 ; Frewer et aI., 2003; Verbeke, 2005b). 

Food products are usually consumed after cooking. The home prod uct ion process and not 

the product itself determ ines the quality perce ived durin g and a fter consumpti on and, 

hence, consumer sati sfaction. Thcre is reason to be li eve that there may be many instances 
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in which the home production process is more important for the overall quality experience 

than the quality of the product itself. For example, the best piece of meat can be ruined by 

fry ing it too long, and a good cook can prepare a delicious meal even from a less attractive 

piece of meat. Re lative ly little is known on the relative influence of these factors, and 

especially about the role of cooking skills. 

In general the quality that consumers assoc iate with a food product is often not equivalent 

to th is objective qual ity evaluation (Scho lderer and Bredah l, 2004). For consumers, quality 

is a subjective concept whose association is based on psychological processes (Steenkamp, 

1990). Consequently, consumers' cognitive structures of knowledge in memory are a key 

factor in deve loping a useful understand ing of consumer behavior and demand (Olson and 

Reynolds, 1983). Hence, consumers' perception and evaluation of quality must be 

analyzed, because although users' ind ividual perceptions can be measured, the individual 

perceptions can differ among users (Grunert et aI. , 1996). 

Thi s entails the need for standardi zation. The study of consumer's food quality perception 

is one of the most complex areas in the research into consumer's behavior. Nowadays, 

there are ·numerous researches carried out to determ ine consumers' prefe rences related to 

quality and food safety (for example, in cheeses, the studies of Bernabeu et aI. , 2004; 

Murphy et al.,2004; and in olive oil, Garcia et aI. , 2002). 

As a resu lt of food qual ity and safety related problems, consumers fee l more concerned 

with food quality and safety, demanding more transparency in the food-chain and more 

information on the diverse qual itative characteristics of foods, for example, nutritious 

value, origin , way of production, etc. (Ventura-Lucas,2004) . Nowadays, traceability and 

food safety are subjects very present at the point of purchase. Consumer evaluates and 
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pays for thi s perce ived qua lity, whereas the food industry is more interested in a qua lity 

wh ich is ori ented to the product, process and quality co ntro ls (Brunso et aI. , 2002). 

Sa fety has al so 1.0 be dclincd in clear cut way so as lu avoid conrusion with quality and 

whether we mean genetically safe or bacterially safe, cholesterol safe. Food safety can 

be defined in a broad or in a morc narrow way (Ritson and Ma i, 1998). In th c narrow 

sense, food safety can be defined as the oppos ite of food risk, i.e. as the probability of not 

contracting a disease as a consequence of consuming a certain food (such as most 

Ethiopians fear about contriving tape worm while eating raw meat). In the broad sense, 

food sa fety can be viewed as also encompass ing nutritional qualities of food and more 

wide ranging concerns about the properties of unfamiliar food s (such as many European 

consumers' uneasiness about genetically modified food) . Some people associate safety 

with the tru st they have on the se ller. 

As with food quality, we can distin gui sh objective from subjective food safety. Object ive 

food safety is a concept based on the assessment of the ri sk of consuming a certain food by 

scientists and food experts. Subjective food safety is in the mind of the consumer. It is 

widely acknowledged that objective and subjective safety (or ri sk) deviates in many cases . 

Until recently, such deviations were mostly regarded as a nui sance that has to be tackled 

by better consumer information and education. More recently (and in the li ght of the 

failure of attempts to educate consumers to become amateur food sc ienti sts) thi s attitude 

has given way to recognition of the necessity to deal with consum ers' perceptions of ri sk 

and safety as they are (Frewe r et aI. , 2005) . 
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2.1.4 Is safety just another dimension of quality? 

The holi stic de fin ition o f food qual ity as everything a consum er wo uld find desi rab le in a 

food product would suggest yes, as safety certa inly is a des irable quality of food. 

However, qualitative studies of food quality perception suggest that safety is not 

uppermost in consum ers' mi nds when they are asked to describe thei r own view of food 

qua li ty (Brunso et aI., 2002). This may suggest that perceptions of food safety affect 

consumer food choice in ways that are di ffe rent fro m perceptions of the other dim ensions 

of qual ity we have distinguished above . 

l! seems that safety perceptions play a ro le predominantl y in two ways. First, in s ituat ions 

where maj or safety problems are perceived (the so-ca lled food scares, such as BSE), risk 

perceptions can come to dominate all other considerations in food choice and lead 

consumers to avo id certain categories or brands for some time, until the situation has 

returned to norm al (Burton and Young, 1996). Safety perceptions in th is sense act as a 

's lee ping giant' that does not enter qua li ty perceptions under norm al circumstances, but 

can have sweeping effects at times of crisis. Second, consumers apply safety 

considerations to certa in prod uction techno logies . Consumers perceive the use of certain 

prod uction techniques as unsa fe, and they deve lop negati ve attitudes towards the use of 

these technolog ies. Such attitudes can be powerfu l forces in the marketp lace, whi ch both 

industry and regulators take seriously (for exam ple genetica ll y mod ified food prod uct ion). 

Such issues are discussed by Bredahl (200 I), Burton et al. (200 I), Grunert et al. (2003) 

and others. 

Three phenomena can be mentioned here regarding safety perceptions. First, se lf-imposed 

risk is more acceptab le to consumers than technology-based risk. Thus, a lthough meal 
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preparation at home is, by objecti ve standards, much ri sk ier than meal production in a 

factory, consumers tend to perceive ready-made meals as more dangerous than meals they 

have cooked themselves. The perceived ri sk is amplified when new and unknown 

technolog ies arc used. Second, although con sumers can usua lly apprec iate the risk 

associated with their own handl ing of food in general terms, they be lieve that the 

probabi lity of being hit themselves by a problem is lower than the probability of the 

average consumer being hit by the same problem. This is known as 'optimistic bias'. 

Finally, fam ili ar ri sks are perceived as less severe than unfamiliar ones (F ischhoff et aI., 

1978; Siovic, 1987, Frewer et aI., 2005). 

Food safety is a major topic for pub lic policy. Regulatory responses have been in two 

categories. The first refers to the enforcement of common standards fo r food sa fety , which 

has no immediate im pact on consumer food choice, but is debatable in term s of economic 

efficiency when consumer preferences for safety are assumed to be heterogeneous. The 

second refers to attempts to provide transparency and encourage consumers to form thei r 

own judgments on food safety, supported by mechani sms of pub lic partici pation, 

consumer education, and consumer information instruments such as labeling (Caswell and 

Mojduszka, 1999; Ritson and Mai, 1998). 

In habitual purchases, the actual trade-off between perceived qual ity and perceived price is 

replaced by recall ing the result of an earlier trade-off and just repeati ng the decision made 

there. Also, many food buying decisions may not involve a lot of consc ious thought at al l, 

but may be gu ided by a strong component of automatic, unconsc ious in fo rmation 

process ing (G runert, 1996). As a result of habitual and perhaps even automatic purchas ing, 

new products that are on the shelves may simply not be perce ived by consumers, i.e. do 
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not even enter thei r choice set when shopping. It tllay take a special marketi ng elTun, sllch 

as in-store displays, free samples, etc., to break through the barri ers of habitual behavior 

and make consum ers aware that a new prod uct with an improved qua lity exi sts (Ada val 

and Mon roe, 2002). 

The mechani sms of price information process in g and hab itua l purchas in g have 

implicati ons for the interpretation and va lidity of wi lli ngness-to-pay (WTP) measures. 

First, market transaction based WTP methods cannot account for the fac t that many of the 

products in the anal ysis wi ll not have entered the ir cho ice set because of habitua l bu ying. 

Thus we do not measure WTP for th e qua li ty characteri st ic in general , but only for the 

quality characterist ic given the market in g effort to make the qua lity improved product 

enter consum ers' cho ice set. Second, no matter whether contin gent va lu at ion, 

ex perimental aucti on or conj o int ana lysis is used for ana lys is o f qua li ty preference, it may 

contain an element of forced exposure, where consumers are made aware of the prod uct 

they are supposed to bid for. 

This is a c lear deviation from the real-world shopping situation, where consumers have the 

option of s imply ignori ng the new product. Moreover, the price in formation processing to 

which we encourage consum ers in a willingness-to-pay measurement task may differ 

considerably from what occurs in a real-world setting. Th is is beca use price invo lvement 

may be inflated in tasks that obviously deal with prices, lead in g to more consc ious 

deliberation about wi ll ingness to pay compared with a rea l-world shopping situation. In 

addit ion, we know from price inform ation process ing research about the ro le of reference 

prices in fo rmi ng opi nions about what is a good or a bad pri ce (Winer, 1986; Briesch ct 

aI., 1997). However, with new or even hypothetical products, consumers may not have 
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reference prices, and may use a variety of heuristics to estab lish usable anchor points. 

Only recent ly have we begun to see studies that try to understand the kind of information 

process ing that consumers engage in when confro nted with willingness-lo-pay tasks for 

hypothetical products (e.g. Fischer, 2003). 

We shou ld also briefly note that the trade-off between price and qua lity can function in 

different ways. Generally, a lower price can compensate for a lower qua lity, but the degree 

to which the decision is based on this type of compensatory reason ing may vary a lot 

(Bettman et aI. , 1998). Consumers may have an acceptable price range for certa in goods 

and make tradeoffs only within that range, or they may have indispensable requirements 

for some products (for example, that beef have to be free from BSE) , where the absence of 

these requirements cannot be compensated for by a lower price. 

In this, attempt is made to review some of the major issues relating to how consumers 

perceive quali ty and safety in food , and how th is turns into consumer demand. Consumers 

want to get the best qual ity at the lowest prices- but findin g out what the best quality is 

may not always be a straightfo rward task, and even providing consumers with more 

information may not solve the problem, as the in formation may be ignored or 

misinterpreted. Public pol icy is often based on the assumption that more information is 

better, both to im prove dai ly decis ion-making and in si tuations of crisis, but researches 

imply that more information may not only be without effect, but may in some cases 

increase confusion and consumer concerns (Grunert,2005). 

However, the complex ities and challenges are not onl y on the demand side. Producers face 

simi lar problems: they have to perce ive and interpret the signals that come from 
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to which the decision is based on this type o f compensatory reasoning may vary a lot 

(Bettman et a I. , 1998). Consumers may have an acceptable price range fo r certa in goods 

and make tradeoffs only within that range, or they may have indispensable requi rements 

for some products (for example, that beef have to be free from BSE), where the absence of 

these requirements cannot be compensated fo r by a lower price. 

In thi s, attempt is made to rev iew some of the major issues relating to how consumers 

perce ive qua lity and safety in food, and how this turns into consumer demand . Consumers 

want to get the best qua li ty at the lowest pri ces- but fi nding out what the best quality is 

may not a lways be a straightfo rward task, and even prov id in g consumers with more 

information may not so lve the problem, as the information may be ignored or 

misinterpreted. Public policy is often based on the assumption that more inform ation is 

better, both to improve da ily decision-making and in situations of cris is, but researches 

imply that more information may not only be without effect, but may in some cases 

increase confusion and consumer concerns (Grunert,2005). 

However, the complex ities and cha llenges a re not onl y on the demand side. Producers face 

s imi lar problems: they have to pe rce ive and interpret the s ignal s that come from 
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Market valuations are infrequent because of the inherent information problems associated 

with the attributes (Henson and Trenll 1993, Kensey I 993).Consumers have even more 

difficulty in judging the level of safety in the products they buy and consume. Quality 

signaling (especia lly labeling) can transform credence attributes into search attributes 

al lowing consumers to judge qua lity before purchas ing (Casawe ll and Mojduska 1996). 

The above conceptual rev iew mainly refl ects the situation in the deve loped countries 

where there are offi cial food standards, brands, label ing and other fo rms of information 

that consumers have access to and may use in differentiati ng quality and safety and use 

them in purchase decisions. The situation in the developing countries is qui te different due 

to unstandardi sed products being so ld in the market, absence of standards and the ir 

enforcement where they exist. Yet consumers and other actors in the supply chai ns are 

likely to use informal standards, and quali ty and safety criteria and re lated indicators in 

their buying and se lling decis ions and actions. 

2. 1.5 Gap in knowledge about qual ity and safety in Afri ca 

The same concern so far di scussed is equally app licab le for consumers in deve loping 

countries but the prob lem is that th eir worries are weak ly addressed by po lit icians, policy 

makers, market suppl iers and researchers. 

The demand for meat in Africa is showing an increasing trend. As indicated by Delgado et 

al. (1999) popu lation increases and anticipated increase in incomes in deve loping 

countries including Africa have led to projections that demand for li vestock products wi ll 

contin ue to out strip supply by year 2020. Attempts to dea l with quality enhancement are 
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also observed. In recent years a lot of efforts have been dedicated towards inc reasi ng 

product ivity of li vestock. Thi s is particularly ev ident in the Eastern Africa region where 

smallholder da iry fanning has been improved substantia lly (Ngigi, 2003) but without 

corresponding improvements in the market orientation of smallholder da iry farmers in 

some areas (Louga, 2004) or va lue additions to exp loit high qua li ty and develop 

appropriate market governance and inst itutions (organizations, practices, ru les and 

procedures, norms and standards for quali ty and sa fety). The improvements requ ire 

innovative market linkages and address ing spec ific consumer demands for qual ity and 

divers ity of meat and at a competiti ve price . 

Despite these attempts, there are limi ted va lue added agricu ltural prod ucts in most Eastern 

and Centra l A fri ca countries due to lack of innovati ve prod uct deve lopment and 

di ve rs ification to meet needs of va rious market segments. There is li mited empirical 

literature on how producer and market agents in tradi t iona l or in fo rmal markets respond 

to consumer demand for meat qua lity and sa fety requirements and what step may be taken 

to improve market innovations to address these concerns (see Karugia, 1997). Indications 

are that quali ty care and sound supply chain management are rapidly becoming key 

features for market access 'and competiti veness (Reardon et a i, 2003 and Reardon and 

Barret, 2000) 

The meat industri es in developi ng countries are charactcri zed by many scattered 

sma ll ho lder producers who se ll predomina ntly the ir live an imals d irect ly to consumers or 

the products are hand led by market intermed iari es with or without any formal process ing 

before de livering it to consumers, who increas ingly expect the food they consume to be 

safe and of high quality. 
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In most countries of East and Central Africa, agricultural products are not graded and this 

constitutes a barrier to profi table agricultural product marketing and value addition by 

various intermediaries such as agricu ltural producers, traders, processors and consum ers. 

This is most apparent in case of li vestock products. With regard to live cattle, sheep and 

goats, markets are based on visual assessment rather than establ ished grades. These results 

in unpredictable quality of meat destined for different internal and export markets and less 

remunerative prices for producers (Jabbar and Benin, 2004, Aye le et a i, 2005). As a resu lt 

of lack of quality and safety standards, the sector is open for stiff competition to imports. 

2.2 Methodological Review 

2.2.1 Data type and variables used in demand analysis 

Most food consumption analysis of cross sectional data derives from traditional consumer 

demand theory, where demand is a function of own price, the price of substitutes and 

complements, income and household size. This traditional specification is then commonly 

augmented with socioeconom ic variables as proxies for household and taste characteri stics 

(see, West and price, 1976;, Becker, 1976; and Lancaster, 1966). 

The inclus ion of both quantities consumed and expenditures can then be used to derive 

commodity price in formation. The use of socioeconomic variables, to augment the more 

traditional money income specification of household food expenditure functions from 

cross section data, has been increasingly accepted (Price et aI., 1980). 

The literatures on demand for meat have different forms in terms of the variables included 

in the model. The oldest literature on the demand for meat treat the quantity demanded as 
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a function of price of the meat under interest, pri ce of related commod ities and income. 

Later researchers tried to incorporate socioeconomic and demographic factors as variables 

besides price, price of re lated goods and income. The more recent ones are givin g due 

emphasis to qua li ty and safety aspects besides issues discussed above (Henson and Traill , 

1993). 

In terms of the econometric mode l usage too, there is a great diffe rence between th e older 

works and the recent ones. In the former works concerns about mode l speci fi cation re lated 

errors are minimum. In the recent ones we can see that authors are more worri ed about 

model spec ification and try to give reasons as to why they choose the mode l and also the 

merits and demerits of the se lected mode l. They are more worried about the fu ncti onal 

form and use various tests in order to justify the type of mode ls that they selected (Bodkin 

and Hsiao, 1996). 

I f care is not taken in choos ing appropriate econometric model, pred icti ons wh ich do not 

sati sfy the budget constraint will ar ise. But there are no c lear c ut guide lines that wil l aid in 

choosing the correct functi onal form. Researchers use common sense, interest in spec ific 

analys is, computationa l conven ience and goodness of fit criteria. 

There are a lso differences in term s of the data used in the study. Some authors use time 

seri es data while others use cross sectional data. In estimatin g income e last ic ities, the use 

of household leve l micro data is a good way of avoiding the aggregation problem. 

However, the use of household micro data on detai led commodities is complicated by the 

econometric prob lem, which arises when some households have zero consumption of one 

or more of the items considered. For example, Cox et al. ( 1984) in the ir study for 
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household demand for fresh potatoes specified a model of househo ld fresh pOlato 

consumption incorporating prices, income, family size and other socio economic variables. 

The demand is estimated by maximum likelihood Tobit procedure. The effects of 

functional bias due to non-purchasing households are eva luated and decompositions of th e 

Tobit elasticities are performed for various subgroups of the data. 

To estimate the influence of a number of soc io-demographic variables on household 

consumption, traditi onal consumption theory assumes that consumption units (househo lds) 

attempt to maximize utility from the se rvi ces of goods purchased in the market place 

subject to a money income constraint he/she has. However, numerous non-market socio­

econom ic factors such as fami ly s ize, age/sex composition, education , occupati on and life 

cycle affect demand. The relevant socioeconomic characteristics of the household include 

occupation of the household head, degree of urbanization, region or geographic location, 

number of meals consum ed, season, life cycle proxies such as age of the household head, 

sex and education of the meal planner, religion, number of children etc. The researchers 

incorporate all the variables in the regression and omit insignifi cant variables in line with 

the principle o f parti smony (Gujarati, 2004; Cox et a i, 1984). 

2.2.2 Interpretation on coefficient and model types used 

The interpretation of the coefficients and the e lastic ities which results from Tobit analys is 

is different from the traditi onal one due to the correction for possible funct ional bias. In 

addition, the use of one form or the other might have implications that are either highly 

restrictive or inconsistent with theoretica l consideration or actual experience. For example, 

a log form implies the income and price elasticites of demand for meat are constant at any 
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level of income and price. On the other hand, a linear form implies that the income 

elastic ities of demand for meat is ri sing and tend towards unity if it is less than one. 

Commod ities that are luxuries become necessities when per capita income increases. Meat 

is a luxury good to people who are poor than those who are rich. The income elasticity of 

demand for beef is expected to be high at low income and wi ll decl ine as the income level 

ri ses a lthough the abso lute val ue of consumption ex pend itu re ri se as income goes up. 

Hence as the income e lasticity of demand for meat shou ld be fa ll ing rather than risi ng, the 

linear form is not the appropriate mode l. 

Two model s to correct zero consumption are Heckman 's two step mode l and d ichotomous 

choice model and the standard Tob it estimator. These estimators are very useful in case 

there is zero expenditure by househo lds for a particular commodity whi ch will not be 

est imated by the usual OLS method. 

When error terms of a system of equations are contemporaneously correlated and the set 

of explanatory variables is not the same in each equation, c lassical least square (OLS) is 

not an effic ient method of estimation for correlated systems of linear equations. In red uced 

form, Zeller's two stage estimation procedure is appropriate. In thi s procedure, an estimate 

is first made of the error term s, vari ances and covariances based on the residuals derived 

from an equation by appl ication of OLS. Then in the second stage these estimates are used 

to construct the Aitken estimator of the regression coeffici ent in all cquations. 

Deaton and Muell baur (1980a; 1980b) developed a flexib le demand system ca lled the 

"almost idea l demand system" (AIDS). The advantage of the AIDS model is that it 

automat ica lly satisfies the aggregation restriction and with s imple restr iction homogeneity 
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and symmetry can be imposed (Mosch ini , 1998). The concept of a flexib le demand system 

is extremely useful for estimating a demand system with many desirab le properties. In 

addit ion, the non-inear Engel curves of the AIDS model im ply that an increase in income 

will lead to decrease in the share of income allocated to a particu lar commodity, as we ll as 

a decrease in the income e lasticity of that good when it is less than one . However, the 

AIDS model may be difficult to estimate because the price index is not linear in terms of 

parameters estimated. Owning to its simplicity, the linear approximate almost idea l 

demand system (LA/AIDS) is popu lar for empirical studies. 

It is also sound to incorporate wi llingness to pay models like the Contingent Va luation 

Method (CVM) as it can be appl ied to our case more easil y than others. Severa l studies 

have used contingent va luation (as the consumers do not actua ll y buy the product) and 

choice experiment models to measure consumers' w illingness to pay for specific quality 

attributes. In their design, these studies have benefited from lessons learned in the large 

literature on contingent valuation of the environmental goods (Buzby et aI. , 1995). 

To app ly the CVM model the researcher genera lly present consumers with two goods, one 

similar to ,the product a lready on the market and one with a new or different feature, e.g., 

an enhanced safety feature (e.g. low risk). El icitation techniques are often used to ask the 

consumers' wi llingness to pay for the safer products. Other studies have used experimental 

auction market to measure the same willi ngness to pay. The researcher has to teach the 

interv iewees about the benefit of eating quality and safe product. The benefit of eatin g safe 

food is the cost of illness which entails losses of income and leisure, pain and suffering. 

Belzer and Theroux (1995) and Cropper (1995) questions on the reliability of contingent 

va luation and experimenta l market approaches for va lu ing food safety. The first doubt is 
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how effectively a survey instrum ent or experimental market design can convey re lati ve 

risk to consumers. For example, if the consumer is o ffered products with diffe rent leve ls 

of bacteria contaminat ion or even ri sk of illness, how will he or she judge re leva nt risk o f 

the product? Thus to avoid prob lems related to lack of awareness o f the ri sk require the 

surveyor to both educate and ask for a value (Buzky et ai , 1995; Fox et a l. 1995, Lin and 

Mi ll on 1995). And second doubt is the problem of aggregation and the e ffecti veness o f the 

budget constraint. If a consum er is willing to pay, for example, 30% more of a given 

incomc Icve l for a tape worm free beel; does that mean that he or she would be willing to 

pay 30% more to gain s imila r levels of enhanced sa fety over a ll food budgets at a ll income 

level s? What if that extrapolation yields unbelievable expenditure fi gure? 

Despite these difficulties and irregularities we can learn a great deal about consumer 

valuation from these studies. Of particular importance is the impacts of the types and 

quality of risk information consumers have on their valuation of enhanced food quality 

Empiri cal studies have fo und a range of willingness to pay levels for enhanced as 

compared to the regular products. For examp le, using contingent va luation, Lin and Mil on 

( 1995) fo und that on average consum ers sa id they would be willing to pay from $0.72 to 

$0.90 more for a dozen of ousters with reduced risk levels, assuming a $4.00 current price 

for ousters on the market. In another contingent va luation survey, Buzby et al. ( 1995) 

found that on average consumers said they were wi lling to pay from $0.19 to $0.69 more 

per grape fruit with reduced ri sk from pesticides, depending on the elicitation method 

used, giving an initial price of$0. 50 per grape fru it. 
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Researchers at Iowa State Uni vers ity used experimen tal auction markets in seve ral relatcd 

studies to measure willingness to pay for products with enhanced features. Fox et al. 

( 1995), for example, found that participants in an auction, depend in g on the regions of the 

consumer, would on average pay from $0.43 to $0.93 to upgrade a chicken sandwich they 

already posed to one that offered a reduced risk of getting salmone llas. 

Conjoint analysis is particularly important to sort out the relative importance of safety and 

quality attributes of products including beef, the subject of this study. As a resu lt, conjoint 

analys is may be a more appropriate tool as this study is basica ll y concerned with 

pinpoin ting the relative importance of quality and safety attributes. 

Conjoint analysis was first developed fo r, and primarily applied in, marketing studies of 

consumer goods in developed economies. Adaptation of it to beef quality and safety 

analysis in a traditional marketing system poses particular problems wh ich require several 

modifications to the standard methodo logy. Thus, researchers must take great care to 

design a survey that provides clear and unambiguous information about the choices that 

the respondents are asked to make. The basic properties of the technique will be discussed 

in the ne>.1 chapter. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1 General properties of conjoint technique 

Conj oint ana lys is is usually adopted by marketing firms to eva luate potenti al att ri butes of 

new products and to determine the optimal mi xture of multilevel attri butes inc luded in 

those products (Lee and Hatcher, 2001 ). For a conjo int analys is, the researcher creates the 

product profiles composed of se lected attributes including pri ce and attribute leve ls, and 

ask respondents to rate, rank or eva luate those vari ous product pro fi les. The virtue of 

conj oint analys is is that it asks the respondents to make cho ices in the same fashion as the 

consumer presumab ly does by trad ing off feat ures, one against anot her. 

Using conj oint analysis, the researcher can answer questions such as: whether a product 

attribute is important or unimportant to the consumer? What product attr ibutes is most or 

least des irable in the consumer's mind? What is the market share of preferences for 

leading competitor's products versus an existing or proposed prod uct? Answers to these 

questions are of crucial importance in the design and launch of successful products (SPSS, 

2005). 

The cha racteri stics of the prod uct are descri bed in term s of its fa ctors and leve ls. The 

factors are the genera l attri bute categories of the product, such as fat content, co lor, 

leanness, marbling, and pri ce. In other areas of data analysis they are commonly known as 

the independent variables. The factor levels (also called features) are specific va lues of the 

fac tor for a particular product, such as high, black ish red, lean, birr 36. In other areas of 

data analysis, these are the va lues of the independent variables. 
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For each case presented to the subj ects, one factor leve l is li sted for each factor in the 

study. The tota l number of cases needed to represent all poss ib le combinations of factor 

levels is thus equa l to the number of level of factor I times the num ber of level s of fac lor 2 

times the number of levels of factor n. The advantage of conjoint analysis is lower cost 

(less expensive) and less variance (more prec ise) due to the repeated measure design. The 

disadvantage is that it is not focusing on the value of a specific attribute, but evaluates a 

product with several attr ibutes as a choice. Comparison of single attributes is rather rare. It 

also limits the number of product profiles because of respondents' difficulties in ratin g 

more than a few product profiles. Change in an attribute leve l is also being restricted as 

adding more leve ls makes product profiles complicated for easy compari son (Louv iere et 

ai , 2005). 

The obv ious problem with thi s is that if profiles, or cards are inc luded for every poss ible 

combination of leve ls, these are too many profile s for the combination of leve ls, these are 

too many profi les for the subjects to rank or score. The total number of profiles resultin g 

from a ll possible combinations of the levels may become too great for respondents to rank 

or score in . a meaningful way. For these reason, frequentl y on ly a subset of all possible 

profiles is used in the experiment. The subset called an orthogonal array is a type of design 

in wnich on ly the main effects are considered and interactions are assumed to be 

negligible (SPSS, 2005). 

If there is other information on the respondents, such as background demographics, one 

might be able to ident ify market segments for wh ich distinct products can be packaged. In 

conjo int ana lys is studies, the researcher assumes that the product being eva luated can be 

defincd in terms of a few important characteri st ics. It is further assumed that when a 

37 



consumer makes a dec ision about such a product, the decis ion is based on trade offs 

among these characteri stics. The purpose ofa conj oint ana lysis is to estimate util ity scores, 

called part worth, for the characteristi cs. Utility scores are measures of how important 

each characteristic is to the respondent' s overall preference of a product (Louviere et a i, 

2005). 

Output from a conj oint ana lysis inc ludes importance ratings of attributes, part worth 

estimates showing preferences for attribute alternati ves and correlations relating product 

rankin gs from the conjoint model with observed rankings. 

The utility scores analogous to regress ion coeffi c ients are called part worth and can be . 

used to find the re lative importance o f each factor. They are captured by the proced ure 

through a set of regress ions of the rankings or scores on the profil es. Since they are 

expressed in a common unit, the part worth scores can be added together to give the tota l 

uti lity o f combination of attri butes. The Pearson's R and the Kendall 's tau Statistics 

displayed at the bottom of each subj ect' s output is another indication of how we ll the 

model fits the data. They are correlation between the observed and estimated preferences. 

As such, these coeffi cients should always be very hi gh (SPSS, 2005). 

Even though it is true that estimation improves as the number of profi les increases, 

information is not really lost by omitting some combinati ons. This is because once we 

have part worth (ut il ities) for each factor leve l; we can use them in the pred iction equation 

for those combinations that the subject did not evaluate. One restriction on the number of 

profiles is that it must sufficiently exceed the number of factors to a llow for error degree 

of freedom. 
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The size of the samp le in conjoint analys is studies vari es greatly. Cattink and Wittink 

(1982) reported that the samp le s ize in commerc ial conj oint studies usuall y ranges from 

100 to 1000, with 300 to 550 most typica l range. As a lways sample s ize should be large 

enough to ensure re liabi lity. 

3.2 Specification of the General Model 

In thi s study, an empi rical in vestigation empl oy ing both descriptive ana lys is and modern 

econometric ana lys is techniques were conducted to answer the research objectives. 

Caution was taken in sample selection as we ll as in specifying the method. The study used 

standard and appropriate methods and sample se lection techn iques. 

The survey is based on data der ived through face to face interv iews usin g structured 

questionnaire. The sample was defined at household leve l to in terview people who are 

mainly responsible for shopping for their household who we may call meal planers. The 

sampling method applied was strat ified random sampling. 

The survey, based approach a llowed to present respondents with enough choices so that 

thei r preferences were sufficiently investigated, but without overl oad ing them with too 

many' choices or too much information about each cho ice. When there is information 

overload, survey respondents tend to simplify the evaluation process by ignori ng less 

important characteristics or by ignorin g the leve ls themse lves, espec ia ll y when they have 

to evaluate profiles with a large number of leve ls (G reen and Sr inivasan, 1990) . The 

potential for information ove rload is in tensifi ed in appl ications of the technique in 

deve loping countries. 
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In conjoint studies, beef profi les can be presented to respondents in verbal descriptions 

augmented by cards. Verba l descriptions use sentences in wh ich each trait level is 

descri bed in a brief line item fas hion. Verba l and paragraph descri pt ions are convenient, 

straightforward and inexpensive. 

In th is study, beef profiles (descriptions of hypothetica l beef presented in an attribute by 

attribute format) were used to e licit ratings. The number of profil es used in a conj oint 

study depends on the number of attr ibutes and levels o f each attributes that are used. 

Empirical studi es have shown that respondent s ha ve diffic ul ty eva luating profi les dcfincd 

on more than six characteri stics (Green and Sr ini vasan, 1990). 

Two stages were invo lved in the survey design. The first was comprised of the five 

attributes of qua li ty and safety whi ch were ind ividually ranked as most important during a 

PRA. These are: freshness, hygine of the shop and personnel, fat content, abattoir stamp 

and price (PRA w ill be explained in detail in section 3. 1.4) , whil e in the second stage, 

respondants were asked to revea l the leve l of preferences fo r all attributes identified in the 

PRA. 

Given that four attr ibutes have two levels and price hav ing three leve ls, there are 42*3= 

48 poss ible beef profi les for each experimenta l design in a ful l factoria l design, wh ich 

makes data co llecti on diffi cult. The number of pro fi les could be reduced to a manageable 

size using an orthogonal or fractional facto ria l design which treated a ll attributes as 

independent and prec luded collinearity between them in an empirical model (Mackenzie, 

1993). The use of this approach resulted in a randomi zed se lection of 12 pro fil es for beef 

(S PSS, 2005). The method for derivation of these profil es are discussed later. 
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The assumption is that the utility an ind ivid ual derives from choos ing a given beef quality 

is a fun cti on of the fat content, freshness (co lour), price, stamp from abattoir, place of 

purchase and the individual 's socio-economi c background. Since utility is not directly 

observab le, a choice variable representi ng ratings or rankings of beef qua lity is used in 

empirica l work in place of utility. The choice variable is related to utility as foll ows: 

R = I if 0 < U < y l 

R 2 if r l < U < y2 

R co if U > yco-2 

Where U is the unobservable uti lity levels, R's are the preference ratings and y' s are the 

threshold variables or cut-off po ints linking the respondents' actual preferences with the 

ratings. Using the choice variable, the empirical model takes the following general form: 

R = a + X~ +YA +e 

where R is a vector of preference ratings (0, I, 2, .... n), X is a vector of non-stochastic 

variab les capturing the leve ls of attributes, Y is a vector of non-stochastic variab les 

capturing the interaction between the leve ls of attributes and consumer' s background, ~ is 

a vector of marginal utilities fo r the level s of attributes, A is a vector of marg inal impacts 

of the interaction between the leve ls o f attributes and indi vid ual 's background and e is a 

di sturban ce tenn. The margina l va lues ~ and A are estimateci from observat ions on R, X 

and Y. When the dependent variable is di screte ( i. e., like rat ings, preferred choice), a 
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di screte cho ice est imator is appropriate (Greene, 1990; Sy el aI., 1997). Consumers with 

the same estimated ). have s imilar preferences, and wo uld make up one segment of the 

market. Thus, estimates of ). can be used to assess preferences across househo lds to 

determine if a segmentation approach to quality improvement is warranted. 

It is common in conjoint analys is to use an effect-coding proced ure for categori cal 

independent variables. In an effect-coding the usual (0, I) dummy system is replaced by a 

(-I , I) system for two attributes levels where -I is used for the variables that are normal ly 

excluded in order to avo id the dummy trap dur ing the est imation . When there are three 

attributes leve ls a (- I, 0, I) system is used. The use of effect-codi ng generates estim ates 

that measure the marginal change in the dependent variable il S a result or a unit change in· 

the independent variable (Pedhazur, 1982). Effect-coding also im plies that the sum of the 

estimated coefficients of a group of variables (e.g., all the level s of a given attr ibutes) is 

constrained to be equal to zero (Ja in et aI. , 1979; Pedhazur, 1982) . This in turn implies that 

the estimates of the variables that were not used in the regress ion can be computed as the 

negative of the sum of the estimated coefficients of the level of attributes that were used in 

the estimation. 

Conj oint analys is is derived from Lancaster's theory o f demand (Lancaster, 1971), which 

posits that the consumer value the quality o f prod uct att ributes at hi s di sposal through the 

purchase of a commod ity. The utili ty an indi vidua l will derive from consuming a given 

beef is a function o f the characteristics ofa given beef and the individ ua l's soc ioeconomic 

background. Symbolica lly: 

U; = U(ZJ 
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Z, is a vector of the attribute values for alternative i from the choice set at the di sposal of 

the decision maker. 

The central theme is that the researcher can catch what thc consumer reel s consuming 

observable beef product having specific attributes with a reasonab le degree of certainly 

and unobservable part from the view point of the researcher can be modeled as an error 

term. Thus we have to design an indirect means of observing the consumer's utility. 

Vi = V(Zi' Pi ' Y) = U(Z:) 

Where: 

v; is indirect utility (wh ich can be proxied by rating of the consumer for the different 

options) 

Z,' is the maximum utility from option i that the consumer derives 

Y income, 

P, is price of beef of option i 

In empirical application a vector of soc ioeconomic characteri stics S is introduced in the 

function reflecting the variabili ty of tastes across portion of the population to which the 

model of choice behavior applies: 

V = U(Z,P V,S) 
I I I, 

Defining the exact variables that affect Z, and introducing the socio economic vari ab les 

that affect the household 's decision in purchasing beef of certain quality and safety, the 

above equation can be written as 

\\ = UCFatoontent, Freshness, Pr ice, Hygiene, StanlJ, Expenjiture, EdLllllJ, Fall"6Z, SexnlJ, <lone, Imritalstatus, 

Re ligiOl1, luUm Residence. .. ) 
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Where: 

Fat contcnt: the amount of fat co ntai ned in the beef. It was defined as low (red meat) 

and high. 

Stamp: A certification from the Municipality on the beef indicating it is free from 

health problems or threat, which is made before and after slaughtering the anima l. It 

was defined as present (guaranteed) and not present (not guaranteed) 

Hygicne: the cleanness of the butcher shop or other sa les outlet for beef and beef 

sell ers' neatness or cleanliness. It was defi ned as clea n and unclean 

Freshness: The state of length of stay of the beef after slaughtering. It is defined as 

fres h and non fresh. 

Price: Proposed price of beef for the speci fi ed profi le 

Expenditure: the monthly total household expenditure in Birr 

Edump: ed ucat ion leve l of the meal plan ner in numbers of schooling 

Famsz: fa mily size of the househo ld 

Sexmp: sex of the meal planner 

MartialStatus: Martial status of the household , Marr ied~ I, e lse O. 

Religion: Religion of the household head 

UrbanResidence: Duration of res idence in Addis Ababa in num ber of years as an 

indicator of exposure to urban life 

Besides the above OLS mode l, conj oint regression was employed to evaluate the relati ve 

importance of the individual attributes and to know the utility scores of the indi vi dual 

attributes. 
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3.3 Data Sources 

3.3 .1 PRA and Results 

No grade or standard established for fresh meat qua lity and safety in Eth iopia by 

concerned government author ities sui table for loca l markets were found though standards 

fo r export purpose ex ist. There is also no research work which attempted to estab li sh grade 

for fresh meat. Due to thi s, it is difficult to relate consumers' perceptions with any 

established grades or standards to see if there are divergences or similarities between 

consumer perception and official standard. As the study is new in its kind in the country, 

and no offi cial grades and standards for beef exist to so lic it consumer wi ll ingness to pay 

for different qua lity and safety attributes, it was necessary to gather relevant information 

on consumer perception on qual ity and safety before actually conduct ing the fo rm al 

quest ionnaire based survey to sol icit consumer wil lingness to pay for different product 

profi les based on quality and safety criteria. To th is end the Partic ipatory Rapid Appra isa l 

(PRA) is highly helpful. This strategy is quite important as it enables to get quick 

overview of consumer perception on quality and safety of beef that will be valuable in 

des ign ing the fina l questionnai re. 

The participatory rapid appraisal was basically conducted to asses the consumers' 

perception on quali ty and safety of beef and to have a good strategy in sample size and 

distribution dec ision for the formal survey. Some of the observations that were derived 

from the PRA work are presented below. 

For understanding the consumer preferences, about 200 consumers were brieny 

interviewed at various places (70 at homes, 50 at butcher shops, 50 at eating places and 30 
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at supermarkets) to understand the ir perception about meat quality and safety. This la rge 

sample is taken so as to have adeq uate knowled ge 0 11 how dirferent indiv idua ls ;It different 

places and with d iffe rent income categories perce ive and va lue quali ty and safety. The 

researcher took suffi c ient care to capture household perceptions of a ll income classes in 

the PRA. To this end, data from the CSA economic establ ishment survey was used to 

define income groups. 

Respondents indicated colour (a lso inc lude fat content), pri ce, place o f purchase (a lso 

inc lude sa le turnover), absence o f gri stle (fatty meat is lean but there are also red lean 

meat), marb ling, and freshness (a lso inc lude smell) as qua litat ive criteria for meat qual ity. 

According to the PRA, the qua lity perception about meat d iffe rs li'om person to person. 

Some say fa tty meat is of high quality whi le others say red meat is great. As a resu lt, 

different parts of the same carcass have different quality perception depending on the 

indiv idua l preference. The qua lity di ffe rence is also revea led depending on the purpose for 

which the meat is utilized. The meat used for making Kiifo is preferred i 

and lean. Meats with gristles are preferred for making sauce. For Tibs r1dl!'i)j~~~~~nr<M'. 

fat is preferred. Wh ile purchasing meat in butcher shop, customers do n oOitiWU1'I"Y"lt~u:tt:~~'~B~II":::=] 

origin of the catt le as it is d iffi cult to verify or identify the origin at that po int. But some 

bu tchers are known for the ir spec ia lty in sell ing beef of catt le from a ce rta in loca lity (e.g. 

some bu tchers sell Harar beef). Consumers preferred that the meat product should not stay 

more than two days on the shelf. Most of the consum ers preferred one day of shelf life for 

the meat. 

Most of the consumers do not believe that price is a strong indi cator o f qual ity. They 

thought that they can identify th e qua lity of meat by physical observation than by price. 
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But most of the time qua lity meats are a bit expensive than others. Therefore, price cou ld 

also be taken as an indicator for qua lity . 

Regarding sa fe ty they rai sed the fo llow in g issues. Although they do not ask about safety at 

the po int of purchase, the consumers usually go for shopp ing in those outlets which can 

prov ide evidence or assurance about hea lth of the animal immedi ate ly before s laughtering 

from the stamp of the slaughte r house. Consumers are also worried about tape worm 

presence in the meat. They can avoid this scare through buying beef from a dea ler who can 

present assurance for hi s product being checked up before and after s laughter by 

presenting offi c ia l stamp. They also give importance to the butcher's own neatness and the 

neatness of the butcher house. 

Some households commented that they purchase meat in super markets because they 

be lievc th at the product is sa le I' than that li'OI ll th c butcher house. Many commented that it 

would be nice if the butchers placed their meat in re fi'i gerated glass contai ner as the 

current way of keep in g meat is not safe as it is exposed to dusts, fl ies and so on. Most a lso 

are concerned about the way of meat distribution from the abattoirs and the dress of the 

meat de\.iverers to butcher s hops. According to the consumers, the worki ng clothes of the 

abattoir meat handlers are supposed to be neat (though blood stain could be there 

temporarily, they should be regularly cleaned to avoid creating germs on the dresses) . 

The meat demand in Addi s Ababa is seasonal. The sa le turn over is sma ll in thc maj or 

fasting seasons. Households be long ing to Orth odox Christi an re ligion do not consume 

meat in fasting seaso ns. The households exhi bit no consumption in fasting seasons but 

relati ve ly high consumption over a long time after the fa sting season is over. It is also 
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observed that most of the butcher houses are closed during Wednesdays and Fridays wh ich 

are weekly fasting days of the Christian households. Pou ltry, sheep meat and meat 

products are the major sources of meat for most househo ld s. 

Most indi viduals say they wi 11 pay 10- 15% more on the current price if the meat product 

they are going to pu rchase is guaranteed of high quality and free from hea lth threat like 

tape worm . T he guarantee wi ll be used as a legal c la im by the consumers if the se ller 

defaul ts. The current price of beef is on average Birr 34 per kilograms. 

Regarding packaging most of the purchasers do not bother. But some li ke it to be iJacked 

in pl astic materials instead of magazin es and other papers. A lthough the Mini stry of 

Hea lth prohibits packing in papers li ke magaz ine, some butchers do not seem to follow 

thi s regulation. 

In some butcher houses the sa le turn over is very hi gh while in majo rity cases, the sale 

turn ove r is low. In places where the sa les turn over is hi gh the meat qua lity is very hi gh 

and the price too is higher. Consum ers go long distances to buy beef where they perce ive 

the qua lity to be superior. ·fh is revea ls that consumers have a strong demand lo r beller 

meat qua lity a nd safety . The willingness to pay higher pri ces for beef qua li ty and safety 

indicates that there exists a demand for beef quali ty and safety. Ind ividua ls who ca n not 

afford to buy hi gh pri ced superior quality meats or those who are discouraged by rare 

ava ilab ility of such butchers go to places where the meat qua li ty and safety is inferior. 

In summ ary, the most important combined quality and safety cri te ri a as perce ived by 

majority of the consumers consulted, after carefu l rem ova l of overJapping attributes, are as 
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follows: fat content, freshness, place of purchase (hygiene of personnel and prem ise), 

stamp fro m abattoir, and price. 

3.3.2 Design oflhe Detailed Survey 

Hav ing the PRA resu lt as an ini tial condition, a we ll structured questionnaire was 

developed to capture the relevant vari ables necessary for the study. A conjoint card was 

prepared that depicts pictorial representation of the various beef type scenario options or 

profiles for the different attribute levels. The profil es generated above were prepared in a 

card format putting colored pictures for each individ ual attributes. Thi s procedure 

facilitates easy transfering of the ideas of each profile which in turn improves the quality 

of the data co llected. Table 3. 1 below shows the selected product profiles generated with 

SPSS conjoint orthogonization. This faci litated the explanation to consumers what the 

scenarios reall y are. 
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Tab le 3. 1 : conjo in t orthogonal design for beef in Addis Ababa market 

Profile Official Hygiene Fat content freshness Price (Birr/kilo) Desirability 

stamp 

I Present Clean Low Fresh 38 

2 Present Unclean High Not Fresh 34 

3 Absent Clean Low Fresh 38 

4 Absent Unclean Low Not Fresh 38 

5 Present Clean High Fresh 38 

6 Absent Clean Low Fresh 34 

7 Absent Unclean Low Fresh 34 

8 I'resent Unclean Low I:n:sh 28 

9 Absent Clean High Fresh 38 

to Absent Unclean High Fresh 38 

II Present Clean Lov\' Not Fresh 38 

12 Absent C lean Il igh Not Fresh 28 

Source: Orthogona llization with SPSS conj oi nt 15. 

3.3.3 Sample Size, Sample Se lecti on Strategy and Data Co llection 

Representative consumers were se lected via multi stage random sampling method. The 

183 Kebeles (Villages) in the ten sub cities of Add is Ababa has been c lass ifi ed by Central 

Statistics Authori ty (CSA) according to major income brackets of the inhab itants and the 

approx imate household numbers in each Kebele has also been enum erated. 

According to the economic establishment survey (CSA, 2004), whi ch ut ilized the former 

Kebele classification makes the economic study on the househo lds in the 183 Kebeles 
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possible. In this survey, each Kebele is class ified as high, medium and low income 

accord ing to qualitative ind icators mentioned below. Qual itative indicators are uti lized as 

households have a tendency to understate the exact amount of income they have. As a 

result proxies like the type of house, proximity to better roads, congest ions, the type of 

fence and the extent of isolation of the household from the neighboring one is utilized. 

Accordingly the classification of the Kebeles in the three major categor ies is described 

be low. Note that the classi fication is based on liv ing condition as a proxy of income, not 

income di rectly. 

High income households: households which own villas or buildings with one or more 

floors having its own garden, their living condition is not in congested conditions, have 

good roads in and out of the house, and all in all the general situation of the indiv iduals 

could be judged as higher . 

Low income households: Households that do not have its own premise, their living 

condit ion is congested, they do not have access to good road in and out of the house and 

all in all the life style of the individuals can be j udged as lower. 

Medium income households: If the households are not included in higher or in the lower 

income groups and the life style of the households is not exposed to danger of hea lth and 

other social problems due to housing conditions. 

According to the Central Stati stics Authority economic establi shment survey, 50% of 

Addis Ababa 's households are categorized as low income households while 44% are 

medium income and the remaining 6% as high income households. Thus, in order to get a 
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represe ntative sample for the city as a whole in our study of househo ld demand behavior, 

it is necessary to g ive high quota fo r low income and med ium income households and give 

smaller one for hi gh income households. The stratification of househo lds will a id to avoid 

the trap o f omi ss ion of some households (specia lly the richer one as they compose of the 

sma ller proportion) which in turn may introduce a bias in our estimates and hasty 

generalizations. 

The d istribution of households in a specific Kebele by income groups is not unique. Most 

of th e tim e all the three type of households is nested together in th e same Kebele . As a 

result it is difficult except in some cases to find households in a given Kebele belongi ng to 

havi ng onl y one income group. As a result the study class ified kebeles on the basis of the 

majority of the households ' income condit ions. Accordin g to these c riteria there are 82 

kebeles dominated by low income households, 57 kebeles dominated by med ium income 

households and 6 kebeles dominated by hi gh income households, others have an even 

mi xture of income groups. Hence in our sample we considered on ly kebeles dom inated by 

low, med ium or hi gh income groups. Some kebeles are inhibited by approx imate ly th e 

same proportion of low-medium or medium-high or 101'1- medium- high income 

households. Such kebeles were excluded from the present samp le w ithout causing any bias 

from sample selection problem as our a im was to get representative samples from the three 

Income groups. 

From the 82 kebeles dominated by low income households' s ix kebeles were selected 

randoml y. From the 57 medium income dominated kebeles, 4 kebeles were se lected 

randoml y. From the six high income dominated kebeles, 2 kebeles were random ly 

se lected. After the se lected kebeles were identified, ind ividual households were se lected 

using systematic sampl ing hav ing a reference household as a starting poi nt and then 
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selecting the next household at certain interval, the interval being dependent on the total 

number of households in the se lected area and the nu mber of households to be se lected 

from that area. Through such process, 25 households were se lected randomly from each 

Kebele. Accordingly, the total sample size was 300 . 

Data were co llected in June 2007 on the sa mpl e househo lds, The survey was spec irically 

ta rgeted at househo lds since they are the ones who woul d purchase the beel' and will 

bene fit by any improvement scheme. The quest iionna ire incl udee questions on househo ld 

characteristics, meat purchases and consumption behav iour, household food expenditu re 

and purchase outlets, and beef profil es for rating scores (a copy o f the questionnai re is 

shown in Appendix " .). Spec ial care. was taken to co llect data on the prod uct profi le 

scoring. To prevent mistakes like overvaluation of attributes presented in the upper part 

of the profile cards, a ll the five attributes and the ir levels were first introduced to the 

int reviwee. Response elic itation began w ith the enumerator explaining verbally the 

meaning of the leve ls of attributes represented. Then the respondent was asked to explain 

his (her) understand in g of the levels of attr ibutes . T his proced ure took IS to 30 minutes. 

These pre li minary explanations were necessary to ensure that the attribu te names prov ided 

the info rm ation that was intended in the survey. After cons idering a ll 12 profi les, 

respondents would eva luate each profile by assignin g value that would refl ecte hi s (her) 

preference. Ratings of profiles were recorded using a pre-prepared quest ionna ire. After 

that the interviwee was g iven 12 product profile cards and asked to rate them accordi ng to 

their preference on a scale ranging from 1 to 10, where 10 means the most desirab le 

quali ty for the respondent 's consumption, I the least desirable, and rat in gs 2 to 9 

represented des irability between the two extremes. 
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3.4 Empirical result presentation 

3.4 .1 Descri ptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics techniques wi ll be used to make some inferences that cou ld be 

evident from the data without actua ll y doing rigorous econometric ana lys is. A descripti ve 

stati stics w ill be used, for example, to indicate how much of different meat products of 

specific characteri stics consumers consume, and on average (with specifi c magnitude) 

how much the consumers are willing to pay more for sa fe and quality beef. Moreover 

average consumption of beef, beef substitutes, frequency di stribution of market outlet 

chosen, relat ive budget share of beef etc wi ll al so be summarized. 

It is use ful to know which quality and safety attr ibutes consu mers give priority to. There is 

a summary of rank in g on the co nsum er perception for the di lTe rent becfquality indicators. 

It enables us to know which attribute of beef have a higher power in s ignaling quality of 

beef. Similarly, beef safety concerns of consumers wi ll be determined for the ranking of 

different product types. 

Where important, some results have been shown for three income groups as well as for the 

entire sample. In this case low, medium and high income groups were defined based on 

total household income data derived from the survey questionnaire as follows. 

Low income = monthly household income less than 2000 Birr 

Medium income= monthly househo ld income 2000-4999 Birr 

High income = month household income 5000 Birr or over 
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3.4.2 Econometric Model 

End resu lts obtained through OLS regress ion and conj oint ana lysis will be presented on a 

table format in a way easier for the reader to understand. Then appropriate explanations 

were given on the meaning of the fi gures presented on the tab le. 
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4. Results and Discussion 

4.1 Descriptive Analysis 

Average famil y s ize for the sample was 5.2 ± 1. 7. The mean age of the respondents was 

4 1.05 ± 13.30. Around 80.3% o flhe mea l planners were females with a mean schoo ling of 

9.95 ± 5. 1 yea rs ind icating the dominance of females as mea l planners of lhe Add is Ababa 

households. Nearly 2 1.3% of the meal planners were unemployed wh ile the rest were 

employed in various sector of the economy including own business. About 50% were 

Amhara by ethni city whil e the remaining 50% was composed of various other ethni cities. 

Almost 68% of the respondents were foll owers of Orthodox Chri stianity while the 

remaining 32% were Muslims, Protestants and others. 

Total monthly quantity o f beef consumed by the average househo ld surveyed was 6.2 kg 

while the total monthly expenditure on it on average was Birr 132.03 (table 4.1). 

T aking the whole year including non-meat consumption 1110nths (d ue to fas ti ng), the 

annua l beef co nsum ed per capita is 10.80 kg. Of course, if only the non-fasting months 

werc considcred, average consumption per tim c unit (say per day or wcek) will be much 

higher. From here it is easy to understand that the beef consumpti on is very sma ll even in 

the ma i.n urban centre in the country compared to the low income countries standard. From 

1997 to 200 I deve loped cou ntries consumed a consi stent leve l of 77kg of meat per capita 

annua lly; developing countries struggled to maintain a diet with only 25kg of meat per 

capita annuall y. More spec ifically, while the United States had an average meat in take of 

over 120kg per capita annually Ethiopians remained s li ghtly below the meat intake of a ll 

low-income countries consuming 9kg per cap ita annually (FAOSTAT in Avery, 2004). 

Thi s is a lso qu ite surpri sin g as Ethiopi a is onc of thc countri es in A fri ca with large number 

o f catt le population. 
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Table 4.1 Average beef consumption levels and related stati stics. 

Mean Std. Deviation 

Family Size 5.2 1.7 

Total monthly quanti ty of beef consumed per household in kg 6.2 4.7 

Total monthly expenditure on beef in Birr per household 132.03 125.98 

Total monthly value of other meat, fish and eggs per household 124.23 117.17 

Duration of a year when meat is eaten in days 202.44 23.60 

Annual quantity of beef consumed at home in kg per household 51.4 43.6 

Per capital monthly beef consumption in kg 1.3 1.0 

Per capita annual beef consumption in kg 10.8 9.8 

Source: Field survey 2007 

The monthly expenditure on other meat, fi sh and eggs on average by the sa mple 

households was birr 124.23 (Table 4.1). The break down by components shows that 

among other meat, the lions share is taken by sheep meat. Sheep is consumed by 

purchasing live sheep for home slaughter as well as a ready made one from butchers on a 

ki logram basis. Eggs, goat meat, fi sh, ch icken (local and hybr id) also constitute 

signi ficant portion of households' expenditure on meat. The consumption of pork and pork 

products is very small and negligib le. Th is may be due to fa ith related facto rs (Table 4.2). 
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4.2 Average consumption of other meat than beef and related statistics per household 

Meat types Number of sample % Sample Expenditure/month Std. 

households households /household. Birr Deviation 

purchased purchased 

Chicken(Loca l & hybrid) 65 21.7 15.37 43.95 

Eggs 187 62.2 30.74 49.29 

Fish 49 16.3 11.65 34.07 

Goat meat 16 5.3 5.68 33.10 

Hybrid chicken 5 1.7 3.46 20.06 

Pork and pork sausage 6 2.0 0.51 6.02 

Sheep meat 71 23.6 60.28 130.78 

None 90 30.0 0.0 

Source: Field survey 2007 

Significant proportions of the household (83%) did not introduce any new meat type in 

their purchase basket in the last 10 years. However some households began introducing 

new meat items wh ile some others have abandoned items previously consumed (table 4.3). 

New beef items introduced in shopping basket are beef fillet (3% of the sample 

households), steak (I %), veal (0.7%), goat meat (2.3%), Kitfo beef (0.6%), beef for Tibs 

(2.3%) and pork and pork sausage (1%). Products previously eaten but abandoned now are 

cattle organs (2 .3% of the sample househo lds), pork and pork sausage (I %), sheep meat 

(1%) and goat meat (0.7%). 

The product attributes of the new meat items introduced that are liked by the consumers 

are good taste (45.9%), low fat content (32.4%) and reasonable price (13.5%) (Table 4.4). 
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Then.: arc various rca ~(Jl l S lill' introducing ;Jlld ah:'llH.lonillg meat products. Reason:, lor 

introd ucing are as follows: increase in household incol11e (27.3%), ava ilability of the 

product (36.4%), and awa reness of the good cha ractcristics of thc product (21.2%). 

Reasons for abandoning are affordabil ity (27 .8%), bad quality (44.4%), hea lth ri sk 

(16.7%) and not avai labk ( I I. I %) Crable 4.5). 

Tab le 4.3 Meat prociuets introduccd and abandoned in the la st decade 

Products Introduced new product Abandoned product prev iously 

consumed 

Number of households % of total NUl11ber of households % of tota l . 

out of the total sample sample out of th e tota l sample sample 

Beef fi llet 9 3.0 - -

Beef steak 0 1.0 ) - -

Goat meat 7 2.3 2 0.7 

Veal 2 0.7 - -

Beef for l'ibs 7 2.3 2 0.7 

Pork and J 1. 0 
, 

1.0 ) 

pork sausage 

Beef fo r 2 0.7 - -

Kiifo 

Beef - I OJ 

Cattle organs - 7 2.3 

Sheep meat - 3 1.0 

Sub-tota l 33 11 18 6 

Source: Field survey 2007 
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Table 4.4 ;\ llribulcs Dl lllc ncll' introduccd producls liked by (,"'SIUll ers 

A ll ri butes a I' i ntroduccd prouuci Number o\" households % ortotal sampk: 

Good taste 15 45.5 

Reasonable price 4 12. 1 

Longer she I f life 2 6.1 

Low Itlt II 33.3 

Othe r I 3.0 

Tolal 33 100.0 

Source: Ficld survey 2007 

Table 4.5 Reason for introd ucing and abandoning new meat prod ucts 

Reasons for Number of Perce nt Reasons for Number of Percent 

introducing new households abandoning househo lds 

products products consumed 

earli er 

Higher income 9 27.3 Can not afford 5 27.8 

Change· in religion I 3.0 Not avai lable 2 11 .1 

Availab ility 12 36.4 Bad qualily 8 44.4 

Lower price " 9.1 Health problem " 16.7 j j 

Awareness 7 21 .2 

Good quality and I 3.0 

safety 

Tota l 33 100 18 100 

L--..._ 

Source: Field survey 2007 
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Among the dilTerent beer cuts, beer lor "'01 comprises th c signi li cant port ion of purchase. 

Thc average households consume about 4 kg per month of thi s product with a mcan 

expenditu re of about 124 birr. Beef fo r Killv, Kurl, Tibs, minced beef and beef mixed wi th 

bone are also consumed wide ly (table 4.6). The study al so observed that beef sausage, beef 

T-bone, steak and veal are now being in troduced in to the market and some high income 

households are consuming them. Given the absence of grist les in vea l compared to beef 

(which is matured), veal will soon be a popu lar beef type. This has advan tage fo r acto rs on 

both sides of the market. Consumers will get lean red meat while producers can save 

money by reducing cattle ICed expenses as lhey are go ing 10 slaughler lhem when they arc 

you ng. 

4.6 Average consumption of diffe rent beefcuts and related statistics 

Product types % Sample Quantity consumed per Expenditure per monlh, 

households month, kg Birr 

purchased Mean Std . Mean Std. Deviation 

Deviation 

Beef for Wol 80.3 3.9 2.7 123.89 87.05 

Tibs 40.3 1.3 1.7 44.63 62.34 

Minced beef 8.0 0.5 1.4 16.76 45.83 

Kilfo 12.7 0.4 1.1 15.24 37.31 

Kurt 9.0 0.2 0.8 6.25 22.00 

Beef mixed wilh bone 4 .0 0.2 0.9 706 33.23 

Beef T bone 1.7 0.1 0.3 1.62 9.74 

Veal 1.0 0.1 0.4 1.86 1402 

Beef sausage 1.0 0.9 0.6 1.50 11.56 

Beef steak 0.7 na na 0.77 9.13 

Cattle organ 2.3 na na 1.10 5.92 

Source: Fie ld survey 2007 
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Relative share of bee r in total meat expenditure is 62%, in total food expenditure is 18% 

and in total household expenditure is 12% as ca lculated from the entire sam ple. This result 

is comparable to the estimates shown in Avery (2004). In 198 7, meat consumption 

composed of 51 percent beef; 19 percent sheep, 14 percent goat. and 15 pe rcent poultry 

(MapZones in Avery, 2004). The break down by income groups revea ls that absolute 

value o f expend iture 011 beef inc.rease as income le vel increase but the re lat ive shan.! or 

beef in total meat, entire food expendi tu re and tota l expenditure dec lines signi fi cant ly as 

income leve l increase (Tab le 4.7). 

Some consumers buy meat from more then one outlet. Market outlet wide ly visited wh il e 

purchasing beef is butcher in loca l wet market for the total sample. Special butcher shops 

are the dominant outlets for low income segments. Superm arkets are frequentl y visited by 

high income segments (Ta ble 4.8). Spec ial butcher shops arc iso lated small butcher shops 

in different parts of city along main roads and even on feede r roads near main res idential 

areas wh ile butchers in loca l wet market are arc loca ted near each othcr in designated 

secti on of a large market. Supcnnarkcts arc now having rising market share. especially 

alllong the higher income CO IlSlIIlH:rs, as people arc becoming more concerned about beef 

safely. W ith th e rise in awareness or people about salety there is a brighter future ror 

supermarkets to be major ou tl ets 1'01' beef purchase. Note that some households might have 

purchased beef from only one outlet but others have used more then one. 
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Table 4.7 Re lative share of beef ex pendi lUre by income group 

Total monthly Total sample Low income Medium High income 

expenditure in Birr by income 

item Mean (Sd) Mean (Sd) Mean (Sd) Mean (Sd) 

Beef 132.03 97 .60 139.68 159.42 

(125.98) (127.50) (119.34) (137.92) 

Other meats (including 124.47 33.80 128.29 255.93 

eggs and fish) (170.41) (79.3) (155.43) (232.34 ) 

Non meat food items 615.91 291 .3 575.59 1283.61 

(594 .02) (133.3) (348.42) (1064.27) 

Entire food items 872.42 422.73 843.57 1698.96 

(632.38) (166.93) (371 .15) (978.25) 

Entire non food items 650.00 136.10 544.11 1860.42 

(927.31) (75.46) (432.19) (1673.03) 

All items (food and non 1522.42 558.83 1387 .68 3559.37 

food) (1460.36) (200.57) (655.21) (2467.14) 

Household budget share 

Meat in total food 0.31 0.27 0.34 0.31 

expenditure (0 .24) (0 .26) (0.23) (0.25) 

Meat in total monlhly 0.20 0. 20 0.21 01 6 

expenditure (0.17) (0.20) (0. 16) (0 .1 5) 

Beef in the entire food 0.18 0.21 0.18 0.12 

expenditure (0.16) (0.21) (0. 14) (0. 11 ) 

Beef in the total meat 0.62 0.79 0.60 0.44 

expenditure (0.34 ) (0.28) (0.33) (0.32) 

Beef in the entire monthly 0.12 0.15 0.12 0.06 

expenditure (0.12) (0. 16) (0.10) (0.06) 

. , ". Figures 111 [he brackl,;ts lIrc sl.LIld.lld clcvlaii ons 

Source : Ficici survey 2007 
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Table 4.8 Market ou tlet wh"re beel· is hought by sampled househulds by income group 

Outlet Percent of households with in the group 
.. 

Total sample Low income Medium income High income 

Producer gate 1.3 0.0 1.0 1.2 

Butcher in local wet market 90.3 59.7 94.0 74.1 

Supermarket 137 0.0 11 .2 539 

Special butcher shop 59.5 72.7 57.0 18.4 

.. 
Source: I· ,eld smvcy 2007 

Reason lor selectin g th e outlet of bCl..!r purcha se: is most 0 1' til e tillle closeness to hOllle 

Crable 4.9) . Bul better quality and safCty, price and trustworth iness are al so reasons for 

choosing outlets. From thi s fac t we can easil y depict that ir supermarkets are available 

ncar to Illluse there will he aillp le opportuniti es I()r them to have potential customers. 

Some households go rar di st ance to lind supernwrkets 10 buy sare Illeat. 

Tab le 4.\1 Reason lor choosing a llIarkel oUllet 

Reason Number of househ~ Percenl of lotal 

frarn the total sample I sample 

Known/trustworthy 81 27 
. 

Lower price 74 24.6 

More product choices 15 5.0 

Better Quality and Safety 99 33.0 

Closer to my home 222 74 .0 

Hygienic 3 1.0 

Others 1 0.3 
.---'--~ _. 

Source: I· ,eld survey 2007 



becf twicc a month with 2 meals being consumed rrom the last purchase. Beer is 

consumed being cooked as a main ingredient, roasted or in raw rorm. The average 

purchase pricc of beef per kg was 3 1.34 Birr taking into all types of beef. Beef for kil/i). 

kiln and fillet is the Illost l!xpcll sivc overall , though standard deviations indicate wide 

variatiull within each bl:cJ' I ) pI..:, so diHi.:n.:m;cs illllUlig bf..:cr types may nol be signili ca llt. 

This is partl y due to the fact that meat price, especiall y beef pri ce. is highly e011lrolled in 

th e Addis market hy Ih t,; 1111.":: 11 stlppl y chain. Ilrcak dowli hy illCO lllt,; g rollps shuw slight ly 

higher prices paid by higher income groups lor all meat types, especia ll y for kitjiJ, kllrl and 

tillet but overall such differences may not be significant as standard deviations are quite 

high Crable 4. 10). 

Table 4.1 0: Average pri ee by type or beef cuts by incomc group 

I Bccf Cli t typcs Tota l salllple Low income Mediulll ! I-l igh incomc i 
group I IIC0I111.: group gruup 

-,--
i\ vcragl' price, !\ vc rage price. 1\ vc ra ge pri cl.:, !\ vcr; t!;.c 

13 i rr 13 i rr 13 i rr price, Uirr 

Wat 30.1 7(3 .86) 29. 5(3.9) 30.2(3 .8) 30.6(3.5) 

Tibs 31.65(4.95) 30.4(5.5) 31.8(4.8) 33 . 1(4.7) 

KitJa, kllrt and fillet 34.46(5 .25) 32.0(4.7) 33.4(8.3) 35. 1 (3.6) 

Average 31.34(4.71) 29.9(4.5) 3 1.6(4.5) 32.0(5.5) 

h g.mcs 111 the br,lckls a!e ~I,mdard dcvla\1Olls 

Source : Field survey 2007 

The peak meat consumption Illonth is April accorciin g to 80.4% of the rcsponcients 

followcd by October (7.4%). On th e other hanel. thc beef COnSl llllption goes dOlVn in th e 

111ol1lh of March (8 1.9%). There are al so some househo lds who esll ibit constant trend in 
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th~ir h~~r consu mption (I ;Ibk ~.II). /\s shOll n 1;\)111 th~ tabl~, m~at consumption in 

Ethiopia is too seasonal. Maiority or the IlOuseholLis cunsumc meal lor only 180 da) s. Du~ 

to low availabil ity of beer in hutclH.:r shops 0 11 1l1~~ior orthodox !;\sting days, non-onl1o<.l o:'\ 

believers al so have minimum beef consumption in those months. The month of February 

and March arc mon ths when beef consumption is minimum due to Easter fasting. A pril is 

a month when beef consumption rcaches the cl imax. 

Table 4. 11 Peak and orr peak meat consumpt ion months 

M eat consumption peak month Percent Meat consumption off peak month Percent 

April 82.0 March 83.7 

September 3.1 .lul l' 2.:1 

October 7.7 Constant trend 10.7 
I 

Constant Trend 3.7 Other months together 3.3 l 
Other months together 3.3 

-
Tota l 100 100 

I 

Source: Field survey 2007 

Reasons for high consumpt ion in the ind icated months nrc festival (89.7%) and cold 

season (7.7%). Reasons It,r lOll conslullpti tJn on thc other hand arc rasting (89%), 

decrease in household size (5.3%) and product unavailability (3.7%) Crable 4.12). 
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Table 4.12 Reasons for hi gh and low beef consumption 

Reasons 1'0 1' high consumption Percent Reasons 1'01' low consumption Percen t 

Fest iva l 89.7 Fasting 89.0 

Increased household income 0. 3 Lower household income 1.3 

Lower prices 0. 3 Decrease in household size 5.3 

Increase in household size 2.0 Product not available 3. 7 

Cold season 7.7 Higher price 0.7 

Tota l 100 100 

Source: Fie ld su rvey 2007 

On ly 7. 1 % of the respo nd ents keep livestock in th e form 01' either callie, sheep, goa t or 

chi cken or a combinati on of them, and th e remaining 92.9% do not posses livestock. 

From the total sample househo lds 38. 3 % do not consume away from home. Nevertheless 

beef is consumed away fro lll home in variety of l'orl11 s. From the household Illembers 

consuming meat outs ide home, the bee f i1'OI was consumed by 29%, beef ribs by 32 .7%, 

Kilfo by 30%, sheep meat (in the form of'l'ibs or Wot) by 18.7% or the households (Table 

4. I 3) . 

l3 eef consu ill ed away frolll hOllle is consllmed in va ri ety of ways. It could be consumed 

raw (23%), roasted (42.8%), and cooked as ma in ingred ient (31. 1%) and in some other 

forms (Table 4. 14) . 
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Tab le 4.13 i3ccfeoll sumplioll all;\Y from Iwmc by prodllctt)'pc 

Prod llet Iype Nu mber or hOllselllllcis PcrCl.! ll t 01 tO lal 

oul urlhe t01al salllple saJ11 pk: 

Beef lo r Wut 87 29 .0 

Beef for Kurt 4 1 13.7 

Beer for Tibs 98 32.7 

Beef for Kit/a 90 30.0 

Cattle organ 13 4.3 

Goat meat 
, 

1.0 0 

Sheer !l1cal(mllttonl lamp) 56 18.7 

Chi cken 1·1 .1.7 

.-
Fish "3 7.7 

Eggs 35 I 1.7 

Other 19 6.3 

Source : Fie ld surve), 2007 
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Table 4.1 4 r onn s 01' beer consumption away li'om home 

Form consumcd Number or' households Percent of 

outlll' the tOlal sample tOlal sample 

Raw 110 36.7 

Roasled 20'; GX.l 

Cooked as main ingredient 149 49.7 

Cooked as seconda ry ingredient 5 1.7 

Compliment with other food 10 3.3 

Source: Field survey 2007 

The total month ly expenditure on beef away from home by average household is 68.19 

Birr wh il e that of other meats is 18.58 Birr for the entire sample, The ligures show 

significantly high!.: !' ;I\vay !'rolll hOllle ~O Il S Ulllpli u lI cxpcllLlilll n..: as incollle Icvd ri se HIllI 

the hi ghest monthly ex pcnditure on meal is lor beer(Table 4.15). 

Table 4. 15 Aggregate beef consumption away from home by income grou p 

Type olmeat Total sample Low income Medium High income 
consumed income 

Average Average Average Average 
expenditure , expenditure , expenditure, expenditure, 
Birr Birr Birr Birr 

On beef 68.19 (94.30) 30.53(59.01) 76.20( 1 02 .72) 99.44(91.20) 

On other meat and fish 18.58(46 .5) 3.69(14 .29) 24.90(56.40) 19.42(33.70) 

On all meats and fish 86.77(12273) 34 .22(64.24 ) 101 .09(139. 15) 118.85(105 .5 1) 
Figu res 111 rhe br.lckt.::\s .Ire s\,mu.lrd d<.:VlalIOIlS 

Source: Field survey 2007 
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Regarding the general markcI oUllcl lor purc hase 01' I(",t! ilems, local markel is the major 

one. Loca l grocery stores, supermarkets, Slreet vendors and kiosks are also visited whilc 

purchasing food items (Table 4.16). 

Rcason I()r selecting market outict is vari nus. Uut gett ing ,III items requ ired in the oulie t, 

di sta nce of the outl et from home and preva lence of reasonable price arc the dominant ones 

(Table 4. 17). 

Tab le 4.16 Gencra lmarket out lei lor buying food items 

Market outlet Number of households Percent 

Local grocery store 14 4.7 

Supermarket 23 7.7 

Street vendors 5 1.7 

Kiosk 23 7.7 

f-:-
Local market 185 61.6 

.-----. . 
Atki lit Tera (Piazza) 50 '16.6 

._-----
Total 300 100.0 

Source: Ficld survey 2007 
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Table 4.17 Reasons of sclecting "n outlct for food purchase 

Reasons Frequency Percent 

Nearest one 88 29.3 

Reputable one 3 1.0 

One with variety of products sold 84 28.0 

One that sell fresh products only 32 10.7 

One with reasonable price 91 30.3 

Other 2 0.7 

Total 300 100.0 

Source: Fie ld survey 2007 

Going for shopp ing when neeess"ry w"s pract iced by over h"lf of the respondents and the 

next most important is th e once weekly purchasing of becf. The percent of non scheduled 

purchase rs declined across income groups while olle!.; weekly purchaser increase as 

income leve l r ise (Table 4.18). 

Table 4.18 Freq uency of purchasing food items for consumpt ion by income group 

Purchase frequency 

Daily 

3-4 times a week 

Twice weekly 

Once weekly 

As necessary 

Total 

Total sample Low income 

Percent Percent 

1.7 2.6 

4.3 3.8 

13 10.4 

26.0 14.3 

55.0 68.9 

100 100 

Source: Field su rvey 2007 
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Medium High income 

income 

Percent Percent 

1.1 2. 1 

4.0 6.3 

14.3 12.5 

28.0 37.5 

52.6 41.6 

100 100 



Regardin g the purchn sc and decision abo ut lil L: rood il elll s 10 he ctl tcn at hOlll e. spollses arc 

most of the time the responsible ones. Accordi ng to different authors (e.g. Verbekc, 1999), 

women constitute the largcr part of those responsible for food purchases w ithin the 

household in Ethiopia and in many other countries. Without data about the profile of the 

consumers and buycrs o f beel; it was judged to be reasonablc to focu s on the uni verse of 

the study to womcn ovcr 17 years of age who eat and buy beef (in some cases males were 

also intervi ewed i f they have household related information). But household heads, 

daughters or servant s l11ay al so be a mea l planner in rarc occasions Crable 4.19). I'rol11 

here we can also learn that a numbcr of household heads are now becoming concern ed on 

household chorcs in addition to outside works. This is a pos itive indicator of awareness of 

gender cquality by the male cou nterparts. 

Table 4. 19 Person responsible for deciding a market outlet and food items to be purchased for 

the household 

Meal planner Number of households Percent 

Household head (male or female) 48 16.0 

Female spouse 190 63.3 

Spouse and household head 28 9.3 

Daughter 34 11 .3 

Total 300 100.0 

Source: Field survey 2007 

The most important attributes o f beef quality perceived by the sample households arc 

freshness and li lt conlcn!. Regarding salety, aba ttoir stamp was the moSI important 
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indicator to the consumers followed by hygiene of premise of thc butchcr shop and al so 

meat se llers. Price is found to ex press quality and safety to a ce rta in extent. 

Nearly half of the houscholds bclieve that the beef they purchase is safe and of good 

quality but 64% are willi ng to pay for quality and safety enhancements indicating that 

there is a gap bctwecn what thcy cxpcct and what is ava ilable in the market (Tab le 4.20). 

Proportion of household satisfied with quality and safety of current purchase of beef and 

wi ll ingness to pay [or bettcr quality and safct y cnhanccmcnts increasc as income le ve l 

increase. This again indicntcs the existence of demand gap lor quali ty and safety between 

consulllers. higher incollle groups be ing a lliclH': market. 

Table 4.20 Perccption and willingncss to pay (WTP) for qua lity and sa fety enhanccments 

by income group 

Perccption on purchascd bcef Percentage of households saying yes within in the group 

Total Low income Medium income High income 

Safety 48.3 41.6 48 .6 58.3 

Good quality 44 .7 39.0 44 .0 54 .2 

WTP for improvemcnts on beef" 

Safety 63.7 53.2 63 .4 813 

Good quality 63.7 50.6 64.0 83 .3 

Source: Ficld survey 2007 

Although qua li ty and safety criteria were mentioned separately by some sample 

households, as explai ncd above, in most cases thcrc was over lap between the two. In some 

studies in developed countries, relativc importance of beef attribute was assessed through 
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the pick any sca ling teclinique. where respondents were eOllrrollted with a li~t of .twel ve 

Iresh be~f attributes (e.g Verbeke. ! 999). The atlriblll eS used in the present study were 

based on participatory rapid ilppraisal n.:sult, and all the e.\,p[o l"atory qualiLal ivt: researc h. 

and included fres hness, amoun1 of fat , neatness of premise, stamp li·om abatto ir and price 

representing both quality and safety as it was diffi cult 10 identify scts of att ribu1es 

separately for quality and sa fety. Among quali ty and safety criteria freshness, abattoir 

stamp, fat content, hyg iene of premi se and personnel , and pr ice are mentioned in that 

order. Res pond ents were asked to ratc on onc to ten sca le 12 bee fprolilcs each composcd 

of different leve ls of the above att ri butes as shown earl ier. 

Freshness was rated 8.9 011 a one to tell sca le by average household for the lotal S<l IllI,k. 

On the same scali ng the rating lo r abalto ir stamp was 7.2, lor fat contcn1 7.6, for hygiene 

of premise and pe rsonnel 7.g and lor price 6.9. Segmcntatio n in to income grollps shows 

difference in rnlin g of all ributes 1.lcross income groups and among attri bu tes. For low 

income households abattoir stamp is less important. Stamp is of hi gher im portance lo r 

hi gh income groups. Hyg iene is ratcd high by thc higher income group . The importance of 

pricc as qua l ity indicator increases with incrcasc in in comc Icvcl (Tablc 4.2 1). Considering 

the entire sample, price was the least important indicato r of quality an d safety to the 

purchases of beef. Howevcr, if the standard dcviation lo r each attribute score is 

considered, it will appear th at there is rea ll y no diffe rence between the fi rst fou r criteria, 

onl y thc price lies at a li tt lc IOlVcr ill rallk . This indicates that all live oi"thcse attr ibutes are 

consiucrcu sitll uttant:ously by consumers ill assessi ng quality and safelY. 
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Table 4.21 Rat ings for quality and salCty allributcs on a onc to ten scale by income group 

Rati ng for Total Low income Medium income High income 

Average rating Average rating Average rating Average rating 

Freshness 8.9(1.4) 8.9(1.1) 9.0 (1 .4 ) 8.7(1.5) 

Stamp from the abattoir 7.2(2.5) 5. 7(3.2) 7.5( 1.9) 8.6(1.4) 

Fat content 7.6(1 .8) 7.3(2.0) 7.7( 1.8) 8.0(1.6) 

Hyg iene of premise and 7.8(1.9) 7.2(1.9) 7.8(1.8) 8. 5(1.7) 

personnel 

Price 6.9(1 .9) 6.3(1.9) 7.0(2.0) 7.5 (1.4) 

Figures in the brarkets arc standard deviations 

Source: Field survey 2007 

4.2 Economet ri c Ana lysis of importance of qna li ty attributes in buying deci sions 

4.2.1 Conj oint Analys is Results and Discussions 

It is common to estimate the pre fercnce functions in conjoint analys is by ordinary least 

squares regress ion (S mith , 2005). Rcsca rch has shown that the predi ction powcr or thi s 

technique is often quitc simil ar to more complex techniques like Logit, Monanova, 

Linmap etc. but the resul ts or OLS are easier to interpret (Oppewal and Vri ens, 2000). 

In th is study. firsl, in vesti gnt ion was made on the relati ve importa nce ur each altr ibutc 

with a conj oint ana lys is technique . This tcchn iquc will enable us to compare the relative 

importance of attri bul cs, tile IOlalutil ily or the dil'ICrcnt beer pro Il les. Then 1'01' pu rposes or 

identifying other determinants of demand 1'0 1' beef besides quality and safety (like 

demographic Hild social var iables), OLS n.:grcss ioll was madc. The results are presented as 

follows. 
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To estimate the part worth and relati ve importan ce o f product attributes, the SPSS conjoint 

ana lysis was performed with SPSS 15. In interpreting the results it is necessary to note that 

the absolute va lues or the attributes do not have any econol11i c meaning as we are 

interested on ordinal utility. I-Icncc the important thi ng here is the ordering or the val ues. 

Higher va lues give high uti l ity while lower va lues gives low utility and the ncgati ve ones 

indicate 10IVer or reduced utiliti es (Louv ierc et ai, 2005). The resul ts are shown in Tab le 

4.22. The results obtaincd l'rol11 the conjoint anal ys is were stati sti call y reliable as both 

Pearson"s R and Kendall" s tau stati sti cs are highly signi li cant at a probability of less than 

1%. 
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Table 4.22 : Pan worth of bee I' qua lity and sarety attr ibutes 

Attributes and leve ls Entire Sample Low income Medium income High income groups 

groups groups 

Utility Sid Utility Sid. Utility Std. Error Utility Sid. 

Estimate Error Estimate Error Estimal Estimate Error 

e 

Stamp Absent -1 .04 0.22 -0.89 0. 11 -1 .07 0.24 -1 .17 0.33 

Present 1.04 0.22 0.89 0.11 1.07 0.24 1.17 0.33 

Hygiene Unclean -1.12 0.32 -0.86 0.16 -1.14 0.35 - \ 49 0.47 

Clean 1.12 0.32 0.86 0.16 1.1 4 0.35 1.49 047 

Fat Low 0.60 0.27 0.35 0.14 0.62 0.30 0.83 0.40 

High -0.60 0.27 -0.35 0.14 -0.62 0.30 -0.83 0.40 

Freshne Non fresh -1.02 0.33 
-1.20 0.17 -0.97 0.36 -0.90 0.49 

ss 

Fresh 1.02 0.33 1.20 0.17 0.97 0.36 090 0.49 

Price Low price -0. 10 0.37 
0. 12 0.19 -0. 12 0.41 -0.34 0.55 

(28) 

Medium (34) 0.00 0.00 .000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

High price 0.10 0.37 
-0.12 0.19 0.12 0.41 0.34 0.55 

(38) 

(Constant) 4.48 0.32 4.627 0.16 4.49 0.35 4.20 0.47 

Pearson's- R 0.99'" .99'" .99'" .99 '" 

Kendall's tau 0,93" · ,93*· · .93'" .93*" 

Kendall 's tau for 0.33 
.33 .33 .33 

holdouts 

, 

Sou rce: Field survey :W07 

Freshness, o ffi cial stamp and hyg i ~llc were modeled as linear more meaning higher ulili ty 

fo r presence o f prefe rrcd cond iti ons. That means th e utility th at the consumers get 
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increases a, th e beef becolll es fresh, have orli cial sta l11p and served in hyg ieni c place by 

neat personnel. On the othcr hand price and fat content wcre l110dcled as linear Icss as 

people get less marginalu liii ty when they pay hi gher price and when the bccfthcy buy is 

fatty. Note that assu l11in g 111 0re or less will not have any effect on the ca lcul at ion but SPSS 

w ill indicate th e inconsistency orlhe assumption th rough generating reversals. I\n incn:asc 

in th e number of reversal s indicates the ass ul11p ti ons l11ade are wrong. In thi s study the 

reversal is relati ve ly small except lor pri ce which reveal s the assumptions made with 

respect to different attribu tes about di rection of consumer preference is quite consistent. 

The part worth of offi cial stamp was 1.04 when present and - 1.04 when absent for the 

ovcra ll sample. l;rol11 the brcakdown by incomc group high income groups are re lat ive ly 

sensitive to the prcsence of officia l stamp which is indicated by the hi gh eocriic icnt 

associated to it. But in gcneral thc overa ll resul t is in linc with our initial expectation. 

Absence of official stamp is regarded as lack of ass urance lor disease freencss or hea lth of 

the l11ea t which will lead to reduced utility to the consumers. This is becausc people nced 

to be safe li·OlIl potcntial health ri sks due to presence of tape worm. The mcssage that the 

stam p passcs to the consumers is that the beef is free from hea lth risks like tope worm or 

any other paras ites. Re latively sl11all va lue for low income class for stamp may be that the 

low income categories consume meat in a cooked forl11, so do not worry too l11 uc h about 

presence of tape worm whi lc the higher in come categori es consume in variety of fo rms 

including eating raw. 

For hygiene the part worth is 1.1 2 when the personnel and the prem ise are clean and -1.1 2 

when it is unclean lo r the cn tirc sa mple. From th e breakdown by incomc group, thc high 

income segments arc highly sensiti ve to hygiene whil e the low income segments are 
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relatively less sensitive. This sensitivity might be the reason for frequent purchase of beef 

in superm arkets by thc ri ch segmcnts as supermarkets are the most hygienic ou tlet for the 

product. But generally speak in g household s, irrespect ive of the ir income category, will 

derivc hi ghcr uti I il y when they buy beef li'om clean places. 

Fat eon lenl has a pari worlh of -0.60 lor hi gh tell beer lor Ihe cillire sample. l:lut Ihe 

relative dissat isfact ion with hi gh fat is 111 0re In case of higher incomc segments. The 

reason Illay be Ihal while beef is among th e few sou rces where thc poor get fat, the high 

income segment on the othcr hand coul d consume fat in variety of ways and hence are too 

much sensit ive to the presence of it on the beef they bought due to health reasons, such as 

hi gh cholestcro l. But in genera l hi gh fat beef give lower utility to consumers and may 

affect purchase decisions. 

Freshness has a part worth of 1.02 for fi'esh beef for the entire sample. A break down of 

the sample into income classes re veals that the low income groups are hi ghly sensiti, e 10 

freshness whi le the high class segmen ts are less sensitive. This is because the ri ch buy 

beef mostly from the supermarkets infrequent ly where it is kepi frozen and may also 

preserve at home in fr idges wh ile lilt.; low income segment huys rrom ordi nary butchers 

frequently for consumption on same days . As butchers do not have mechan ism to preserve 

the beef for longer period in fresh fo rm, their buyers, who are mostly the low income, 

demand it to be fresh. But in general , freshly so ld beef will add addi ti ona l uti li ty for 

consumers and hence enhance purchase dec isions. 

Price has a part 1V0rth of -0.10 with a standard error of 0.37 wh ich indicatcs that price is 

not an important determinanl of qua lity and salety. The break dOlVn into in coille segments 
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also reveal s that price is less important as an indicator of quality and sarety. which is in 

line with the finding in the PRA (Table 2.22). But the positive sign indicates that fo r some 

consumers hi gh price is an indicator of qual ity. This is probably beca use these consum ers 

do not have adequate info rmation before hand about the qua li ty of beef they are bu ying, 

though they observe the beef ph ys icall y and may ha ve some perception or expectation 

about qual ity but may not be able to veri fy or va lidate at the time of purchase. As a result 

they tcnd to be li eve that price diffe rential is merel y duc to qualit y differential s which they 

ean't vc rify on th e spot. l ienee some consum ers tend to believe that given two products or 

similar attributes but dilk rcilt prices. more preference is given lo r the one wi th higher 

price. This weak inference abo ut qua lity based on price could have been so lved if there 

were officia l standards defining quali ty wh ich could be verified or observed from, from 

example, labeling, than loca ll y followed conventiona l way of judging quality and safety. 

But in genera l the low coe rti cicnt eouplcd with high standard error shows that price as a 

weak ind icator of qua lily. 

Results or Table 4.22 can be used to estimate the tota l utility olle would get rrom 

consuming a beefofa certain profil e as it is ca lculated based on the assumpt ion that utility 

from different attributes is additi ve. Profile olle fo r example will give a total util ity of 3.9 

to the consumer. From here it is easy to note that profile I is the most preferred profile 

while profi le 4 is the least preferred olle Crable 4.23). But here it must be noted that 

profil es with negat ive tota l utili ties does not mcan the profi les are undesirable by the 

consumers. What it implies is that thcy are less preferred to hi gher va lued or scored 

profi les. 

The re lative imporlance of individual attribu tes is shown in tab le 4.24. According to the 

conj oint result Olltput, the relat ive importance of attributes for the tota l sample in a 
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descending order is as foll ows: freshness, hyg iene, stamp, pr ice and fat content. From the 

table we can see that in a decisioll 011 purchase or beef" as de ri ved l'rol11 the cil tire sample, 

23.5% of the we ight is givell a ll the I'reshllcss or the bccl~ 23.4% a ll hygielle or premise 

and personne l of se ller shop, 18.9 % a ll the presellce or absence of abattoir stamp, 17.6% 

on price and the remai lling 16.6% 0 11 the amoull t of fa t eOlltailled ill the beef. But ror 

higher income segment, hygiene is given the highest weight ill the pu rchase decision wh ile 

in the low income group freshness is given the dominant weight. For middle income 

group, freshness and hygiene arc equa ll y important. 

Table 4.23 Ca lculated total utility orthe 12 profil es ranked by consumers 

Profile Offlcia t 

sta mp 

I Present 

2 Present 

3 Absent 

4 Absent 

5 Present 

6 Absent 

7 Absent 

S IJrcscnt 

9 Absclll 

10 Absent 

II Ilrcscilt 

12 Absent 

I'ygiclic FiI( content Fres hn ess 

(,ICllll Low Fresh 

Uncleall High Not Fresh 

Clean Low Fresh 

Unclea n Low Not I:rcsh 

Cleml High Fresh 

Clean Low Fresh 

Unclean Low Fresh 

Unclean Low Fresh 

Clean High Fresh 

Unclc~ n High Fn:sh 

CIc;lIl [,ow No! Fresh 

Ck:lIl Iligh Not Fresh 

Source: Field survey 2007 
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Price 

(Bi rrll<ilo) 

38 

34 

38 

38 

38 

34 

34 

28 

38 

38 

J8 

28 

Total 

utility 

3.9 

-I. 7 

1.8 

-2.5 

2.7 

1.7 

-0.5 

1.4 

0.6 

-1.6 

1. 8 

-1.6 



Table 4.24: Relative importancc Values of quality and safety attributes 

Attribute Enti re sample Low income Med iu m income High income 

group group group 

Importance Importancc Im portance Importance va lue 

value va lue value 

Freshness 23.5 26.0 23.1 21.1 

Hygiene 23.4 20.1 23.8 27 .5 

Stamp 18.9 18.4 18.8 20.2 

Price 17.6 18.9 17.5 16.0 

Fat content 16.6 16.7 16.9 15.2 

Totat 100 100 100 100 

Source: Fie ld survey 2007 

This ordering, especia ll y the least we ight given to fat content in purchase decision (in the 

entire sample as weil in all income groups ), is contrary to common belie!' that Ethiop ian 

consumers have hi gh preference for high rat beef. However, the profiles fo r beef were 

prepared fo r beef in general with out regard to specific cut and form of consumption. In 

rea lity, when overall becf consumption is considcreel , preferencc for hi gh fat content may 

be low but for a spec ifle cut of beef for a specific fo rm of consumpt ion, fo r example, raw 

beef consumpt ion, hi gh fat may sti ll be preferred. which was not separate ly captured in the 

analysis. 
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4.2.2 OLS Regress ion Rcsulb ""d Discuss ions 

BcsiciL:s the conjo int alla l ys i ~ disc lissed 'iO lill", UI .S estimati on \\as al so done ror 

identifying determinants of beef' demand including qual ity attrib utes which provide 

implicit util ity as well as buyer characteri sti cs . In thi s anal ys is households rat ing 1'01' the 12 

profiles were separately used as a dependent va ri able. The explanatory va riabl es were 

quality and safety attributes for the 12 profil es fo r each household and other 

soc ioeconomic variab les for the household, which were repeated as observat ions alongside 

ratings for the 12 prol"il es . The leve ls of attributes were en tered in the data set using effects 

cod in g, whereby a binary va riab le (such as offic ial stamp and hygiene) is ass igned (- I, I) 

and vari ab les with three levels were coded as (- I, O. I). Soeio-economie variab les like sex 

are coded as dummy. This type of coding normalizes the resu lting regress ion coe ffi cients 

and all ows for easier compari son and interpretation of coeffic ients . To have clear view on 

va riations across income segments, the function was estimated for the entire sample as 

we ll as tar three income groups- low, mediulll and hi gh- detlned as ea rl ier. 

Explanatory variab les that were in cluded in the regress ion analysis are offic ial stamp, 

hygiene, fat content, freshness, price, fami ly size, dural ion of res idence in Add is Ababa, 

sex, age, number of yea rs of schoo ling, martial status and reli gion. Household 

expenditure was inc luded as an independent va ri ab le in all the equa tions but was l'o und to 

be non significant so was dropped. The regression coerncien ts arc estimated on the 

assumpt ion that individuals' ut il ity or rat ing is comparab le despite ind ividuals' differences 

in knowledge, interpretat ion and leve ls of understandi ng. To avo id the initial individual 

differences and to bring th eir uneierst<llleiings anei interpretation to equal levels. attempt 

was made to inform them on the meaning of attributes before ask ing fo r their opinions and 

rating, as di scussed in sect ioll 3. 
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Results of the OLS regression are presented in table 4.25. Many of the major explanatory 

variab les have been found to be significant at less than I %. Below is exp lanation of the 

variab les that werc found to be s ign ifica nt in the regress ion. 

Table 4.25 Resul ts o f OLS regress ions on att ribut e rat ings 

Variables Entire samp le Low income Medium income Hi gh income 
group group group 

B Coe ffi cients B Coeffi c ients B Coe ffi cients B Coeffi cients 
(Constant) 5.1 2*" 5.4* ** 5.69*** 3. 12* 

(0 .28) (0.52) (0.45) ( 1.6) 
Official 0.80*** 0.74**' 0.82*** 0.86 *** 
stamp (0.04) (0 .06) (0.05) (0.09) 
(yes= J) 
Hyg iene 1.1 J*** 0.98**' 1. 11*** 1.33*** 
(cJean= l) (0.04) (006) (0.05) (0. J 0) 
Fat content -0.31*** -0.21 *** -0 .32*** -0.44*** 
(hi gh= l) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.09) 
Freshness 1.14 *** 1. 15*" 1. 10*** 1.26*** 

(fresh= I ) (0.04) (0.07) (0.05) (0. I 0) 
Price -0.20*** -0.45 * *' -0. 17** 0.10 

(high= I , else (0.05) (0.09) (0.07) (0.1 3) 
=0) 
Price -0.19* -0 .50**- -0.20 0.33 
(med= l, (0.1 1 ) (0.19) (0. 15) (0.30) 
e lse=O) 
Sex (male= I ) -0 .06 -0.07 -0.1 3 0. 10 

(0.07) (0 .17) (0.11 ) (0.23) 
Age (yrs) -0.0 I *** -0.01 -0.02*** -0.0 I 

(0.00) (0 .0 I) (0.0 I ) (0.0 I) 
mart ial status -0 .1 3' -0. 13**x 0.02 0.03 
(married= J) (0.09) (0 .03) (0.03) (0.06) 
Rel igion 0.24**' 0.26 0.22* 0.15 
(Orthodox= I ) (0.09) (0.1 9) (0. 12) (0.20) 
fa mily size 0.08* ** 0.0 1 0. 15*** 0.08 
(num ber) (0 .02) (0.04) (0.03) (0 .05) 
Schoo ling -0.0 I 0.00 -0.02 -0.05** 
(y rs) (0.00) (0.0 I) (0.0 I) (0.02) 
Du ration of 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02** 
stay in Add is (0.00) (0.0 I) (0.0 I) (0.0 I ) 
N 3600 2040 960 600 
R Squared 0.65*** 0.65*** 0.68*** 0.67*** . ••• Variable slgmficant at 1%, .. VOlfldblc slglllficant at 5 Yo and· Vamlblc srgll1 fiCanl at I ()o/G 

Source : Field survey 2007 

84 



The regression coefficient assoc iated with official stamp is positive and sign ificant at less 

than 1% in all classificati ons. but more weight is given by hi gher income segmenls. This 

ind icates peoplc give more pre le rence for beef wi lh onieial stamp, whi ch is an indication 

that thcy arc concerned aboul Ihe safety of Ihe beef Ihey pu rchase. In the PRA stage too. 

these concern by consumers was identified where they expressed Iheir opinion on safely 

issues of beef related problems like tape worm. They can to some extent avoid thi s 

concern by purchasing beef from a butcher whose cattle is slaughtered from a known 

abattoir whom they believe can present officia l stamp for it. 

The regress ion coeffi cient lo r hyg iene of the butcher house and the butchcr him se ll' is 

found 10 be positi ve and signi fi canl al less Ihan 1%, but more we ight lo r it is given by the 

high income segments. Th is mea ns that hyg iene is one ol' the determinants of demand for 

beef ano beef purchase deci sion is made by lookin g at the neatness of the butcher house 

and the butcher himself. All househo lds (although the degree differs) give valuc 10 the 

neatness of the premise and the personnel whi k they purchase beef. 

The beta coefficient associated with fat content is negative and significant at less than 1% 

and more weight is gi ven by hi gh income segments. This means that presence of hi gh fat 

ncgati ve ly affect purchase decision. This revenl s thai people arc now becoming 

increasingly sensitive to the presence of fat in beef. Majority (surpri singly even low 

income households) choose beef with less fat. For low income households, one may argue 

that they prefer falty becf bUI the result is the revcrse most probably because thi s people 

arc morc worried aboul high medica l cxpcnse of acc uillulated cholesterol through eating 

fatty beef. But th e low coerfic icnl for the low income segment indicates that although 

there is a concern for high ral , the conce rn is not that high as these groups have Il:!w 
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sources to get fats relative to the high income segments. Note thallhe hi gh preference over 

red meal may be reversed if beef was presented based on type and fo rm of consumption 

given Ethiopian's preference for a fatty raw meat for raw consumption . In thi s study beef 

utili zed for a ll purpose was presented for rating. 

The coefficient for li'eshness of the beefis positi ve and is signifi cant at less tha n 1%. Thi s 

means people derive more utili ty from fresh beefas compared to the non ti'esh one whieh 

in turn affect purchasc dec ision pos iti ve ly. The preference over the fresh beer is justifiable 

given most butchers do not have refrigerators for ni ghtl y store and beef is usuall y 

presented on open she lf, whi ch is liab le to contamination to fore ign matters and Hi es. 

The beta coeffic ient for price is negative but signifi cant at less than 1% for the entire 

sample, but found to be insigni ficant for high income segments. The resu lt indicates that 

low income segments are sensitive to price. High income segmen ts on the other hand are 

less sensiti ve to price and arc willing to pay hi gh for good quality beef than low income 

groups. Some househo lds, typically high incomc groups, some times belicve that higher 

price is an indicat ion of good quality. This is particularly true as beef products do not have 

official standard for the loca l market context. 

The coefficient fo r famil y size is pos itive and significant at less than 1% for the ent ire 

sample. The coeffi cient lo r medium income group is significant at I % while lo r low and 

high income groups it is insignificant. This indicates that fami ly size determines the 

marginal utility one derives li'Dln eating beef' given he is in medium income group. 
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The beta coeffi cient for respondents' re ligion (orthodox be ing the reference) is pos itive 

and significant at less than 1% lor the entire sample while it is insigni fica nt fo r low 

income and high income scgmcnts. Th is mcans that orthodox fo llowers deri ve more utili ty 

than others if they are medium income households. For orthodox househo ld s, meat ea ting 

months are festiva l seasons after the difficult fast ing seasons are over. The med ium 

income categories enj oy the festi val by having ample foods to eat including beef as a 

major item . The coeffi cient fo r low income becomes insignificant because they are income 

constrained households to buy beef in non fasting seasons. For these groups, festiva l and 

fasting seasons may be th e same while fo r the rich their consumption demand goes beyond 

eating meats. Relig ion is also the factor that generates seasonali ty in beef consum ption in 

Ethi opia. 

The beta coefficient fo r age of the meal pl anner is negative and signi fi ca nt at 10% fo r the 

entire sample. It is signifi c'lIl l al II}';) alld Ill.::gati vc 1'0 1' 1l11.xi iulll income groups while being 

insignificant lor low and hi gh income groups. The implicati on of thi s is that young meal 

planners fro m medium income households tend to have less marginal utility from beef 

consumption than their older counterparts. This may be because old households tend to 

have more children in the household which in turn increases the household utility deri ved 

from beef. 

The beta coeffi cient of marita l sta tus is negati ve but signifi cant at 10% for the ent ire 

sample. It is signi fica nt and nega tivc lo r low income group whi le it IS insignili cant lo r 

mediu m income group and hi gh income group. This means that married meal planners 

from low income groups tend to get less margina l util ity from beef than the unmarri ed 

ones. The reason may be that beef is a luxury product at low income leve l. Married meal 
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planners introduce varieties like vcgetab les and other non meat food items at cheap 

expenses as there is go ing to be division of labour in th e household. I-Iencc introducing 

bcef whi ch may shake monthl y budgct of thc household wi ll decreases the utility deri ved 

from beef. Marri ed meal planners arc morc organi zed and hence wi ll buy beer on a 

schedule basis (like once in two week etc). Un married pla nn ers of low income groups 

having expended more of thcir time wo rk ing for a living usuall y choose food iICms that 

can be prepared more eas il y, bee f be ing one of the items. 

Number of years of schooling and duration of residence in Add is Ababa are found to be 

insignificant for the entire sample. Break down into income segments reveal s that 

schooling has a negative cocffi cient significant at 5% wh il e durat ion of residence in Addis 

Ababa is pos iti ve and sign ificant at 5% l'or the high income segments. The reason may be 

that as the leve l of education increases for the hi gh income segments they may have ample 

information that they will get bella nutrition with 10IVer hea lth th reats from other I·ooel 

staffs. As a resu lt they tend to get less marginal utilit ), from beef consum ption. Posi ti ve 

coellieient 0n duration of residence vari ab le indicates that degree of urban ization has a 

pos it ive impact on marginal utility gained fi·om beef if the household is from hi gher 

income segment. 

Sex of the meal plan ner was insigni licant l'or the ent ire sample as we ll as lor the income 

groups. 
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5. Conclusion and rccommcndation 

5.1 Conclusion 

From the study various conclusions cou ld be derived. One important thing is th at, despite 

the absence of offic ial grades and standards; there ex ist a local informal standard in the 

beef market which depends up on the cut type, quality and safety criteri a as perceived by 

consumers. The second one is the low level beef consumption per capita. 

The beer demand in Add is Ababa is seasonal. The demand for beef goes down 

significantly in major Orthodox Chri stianity fasting seasons. The introduction or new beef 

items in the market is slow and few. But currentl y vea l, fillet, steak and T bone are 

introduced through the supermarkets and their demand is ri sing. 

From the study, one can conclude that introduct ion of sa fety and quality in the entire beef 

chain (as ignoring the issue at any stage of the chain affect the result of the entire chain) 

has a significant va lue addition and is desirab le by both se ll ers and buyers. People are 

wi lling to pay hi gher price if the beef qual ity is improved and priced higher or they 

increase their quantity of beef purchase if the price of improved quality prod uct remains 

constant. In both cases it is advantageous for the se llers as they will get more pro fit and fo r 

the buyers as they get what they demand. 

The different quality and safety cr iteria used by consumers according to the study are 

abattoir stamp, hygiene of prem ise and personnel , fat content, freshness and price. These 

attributes have high influence on determining the purchase decis ion and utility one gets 

from consum ing beef and their relat ive importance vary across income levels. Concerns 
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about quality and safety and willingness to pay hi gher prices fo r products that can address 

such concerns are higher among hi gher income consumcrs. But it should not bc fo rgottcn 

that other vari ables li ke age of the mea l plann er, religion and family size have the ir own 

impact in aflecting thc purchase dec ision and utility li'ol11 beef consumption. 

There are methodologica l chall enges assess demand for food quali ty and safety in a 

situation where there is no officia l grades and standards for quality and safety definition. 

Capturing consumer perce ption ancl interpreting th em require care ful consideration and 

use of appropriate techniques. In this study a Participatory Rapid Appraisa l (PRA) was 

conductcd first to iclenti ly criteria and indicators that consumers use in differen tiating 

quality and safety in bee t; and those resu lts were used for more formal survey to co llect 

quantitativc data co llection for stati st ica l analysis. The results of the PRA and stati stica l 

analyses of forma l survcy data showed that these we re complementary methods co llecting 

and interpreting data fo r the situation existing in Eth iopia. Further, PRA results were 

confirmed by more formal statist ical anal ysis indicating that, in a situation where time and 

resources are limited, carefull y conducted PRA is a robust technique to assess criteria and 

indicators for food quality and safety. 

5.2 Recommendation 

The fo ll owing recommendat ions are made based on the study results: 

I. It is advisable to formulate quality and sa fety standards for beef suitable for 

domestic market. The criteri a and ind icators currentl y info rmall y and privately 

used by consumers can be a basis for defining officia l grades and standards. Th is 

will be a lega l basis for sellers to substantiate their price differences. Further it will 
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enCOll rHge producers to produce c<lulc <l iming at ru llil ling th e crit eria demanded in 

the market. 

2. Hea lth and hygiene of the butcher shops and se llers is a major concern o/" the 

consumers and from the point of view of public health management, steps shoul d 

be taken to ensure that the standard is maintained by all butchers. 

3. It is advisable to have fresh beefin ord inary butcher shop in order to ensure qua li ty 

and safety. Instead of hav ing more beef for sa le and have some left over at the end 

of the day it is better for se llers to estimate equivalent amount of beef supply in 

relation to the demancl . 

4. Red beef with less fat is the Ill ost filvored bee f by consumers though there may be 

specifi c demand fo r fatty bee f for specific uses. Butchers ha ve to ta rget cattl e 

purchases that are rai sed to fulfill thi s criteri on through having cattle raised by 

being fed appropriate feed. 

S. Creating awareness among the consumers about the newly introduced beef items 

like veal, fi llet, steak and beef T bone will increase consumer util ity. These 

products are introduced but the awareness is not created about the special 

characteristi cs of these beef items. 

6. More systematic stuclics should be conducted on dema nd for quality and sa fet y in 

food commodities - beef as we ll as other foods- in orde r to develop consistent 

local ly suitable grades and standards and update them continuously to suit the 

changing situation in the econom y and the soc iety. 
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ASARECA DAIRY AND MEAT PRODUCTS MARKETING 

PROJECT 

AAUISUAICVL/EIARIKARIIKEBSIILRI 

EXPLOITING MARKETS FOR DAIRY AND MEAT PRODUCTS' QUALITY 
AND SAFETY 

A Collaborative ASARECA Research Project 
By 

Addis Ababa University (AAU), Department of Economics , Ethiopia 
Ethiopian Institute of Agricultural Research (EIAR) , Ethiopia 

Sokoine University of Agriculture (SUA) , Tanzania 
Central Veterinary Laboratory (CVL), Tanzania 

Kenya Agricultural Research Institute (KARl), Kenya 
Kenya Bureau of Standards (KEBS), Kenya 

International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI), Kenya and Ethiopia 

QUESTIONNA IRE POR DA IRY AND MEAT PRODUCTS QUALITY AND SAFETY CONSUMER 
SURVEY IN TANZAN IA, ETHIOPI A, AND KENYA 

DATE / / 07 -----
TIME STARTED __ TIME ENDED 

NAME OF ENUMERATOR _________ . ___ CODE L[ __ _ 

COUNTRY ______________________ _ 

CITY _____________________ _ 

AREA/ESTATE NAME _______ HOUSEHOLDCODE[ __ _ 

REVIEWED BY: 1. _____ ___ _ 
2. _________ _ 
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SCHEDULE 1: GENERAL INFORMATION REGARDING THE HOUSEHOLD 
1.1 /. Respondent's name __________________________________ _ 

1.21. Comp lete address: _________________________ ___________________ _ 

1.3/. E-Mail: ___________________ _ 1.4/. Telephonel Cen phone __________ _ 

1.5/. Respondent's relation ship to the household (hh) head [ code 

RELATIONSIIIP TO UOUSEliO LD HEAD 

I = Household head i 2 = Spouse 3 =Son 4 "" Dau!hter I 5 = Dau2hter-in-law 6 -=son-in-law 7 = 2rand child 
8 = Niece 9 = l\ephcw 10 = House helD (maid or boy) 11= Grandpa rent i 12 = Other (speci fv} 

1.6/. Respondent's ethnic origin [ 1 code 

ETUNIC OR IGIN 
I i -:;;;' Amharn 12 =Oromo 13 Tigre 14 Gur.lgic 15'" Harari 6 Other (Specify) 17 Afll r 18. Somali 19. Wolaita I 20 - Dorzie 

1.7.1 Respondent's religion [ 1 code 

RELIGION 
1 = Protestant :1 - Catholic I 3 Muslim I 4 - Hindu I 5 Other (specify) 6 . Orthodox I 7. Non believer 

1.7.2. If Orthodox, do yo u a bst:lin from meat consumption during any fast ing IYes"~oll leode Yes=l , No=O 

1.7.3 If the answer' is yes to QI.7.2, Which fasting do you obsenre? Put vin the appropriate boxes 

Wednesdays :tnd Fridays Easter fastin~ Christmas fasting Filseta Fasting Sene Fasting Other Fasting (Na me it) 

1.8/. Number of years the fespondent has lived in this city Of urban area r 1 Code 

NUMBER OF YEARS 

[ Count 
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1.9/. Give details of household members (including HH head) living permanently on the compound (including non relatives but living and eating with the 
household) 

Relationship to head of household Sex Age Number of years of Primary activity Marital st atus 
(code) (code) (years) schooling (years) (code) (code) 

Household head I 

"'Person is in permanent residence if he/she sleeps in [he house a majority of nights per week 

Relat ion Ship to head of Household 

1 - Household head 2 - Spouse 3 - Son 4 - Daughter 5 - Daughter-in-law 6 -son-in- 7 - grand child 
law 

8 - Niece 9 - Nephew 10 = House help (maid or 11 - 12 - Other 
boy) Grandparent (specify) 

AGE NUMBER OF YEARS OF SCHOOLING 
2=Female Count Count 

PRIMARY ACTIVITY 

0 = Unemployed I I = Own fa rm work Salaried Employment 3 = Bus iness I trade 4 = Labour I 5 = Ret ired with pension 

6 = ret ired without pension I 7 = Pupil stu dent 8" Civil service employee 9:::: Professional ! Private employment 10 :::: Other (specify) 

,\lARITALSTATUS 
I I - Married 2 Single 3 Divorced ~ Living together 5 = Not applicable « 18yrs) 6:::: Widow I widower 
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SCHEDULE 2: CONSUMPTION OF MEAT AND DAIRY PRODUCTS 

A. PURCHASE OF LI VESTOCK PRODUCTS FOR CONSUMPTION AT HOME IN THE LAST 30 DAYS 

2.1 /. Point of purchase of the various LIVESTOCK products: \Vhere did you get the following meat p roducts \\-"hen you purchased them last time? 

-Meat and meat products How many days Market outlet Main reason Distance Un it or Tota l no of Price per How many times How many meals Form in whic h How many 
cons umed in the last 30 days ago from today where product why this from home purcha units I unit did ~·ou purchase d id you consume product was 

mea ls did you was this product was last ma rket outl et to market se quantity purchased Ihis meat or meat from last consumed 
last purchased? purch ased was selected (kro) (code) purchased (eg Birr/kg) prod uct in the last pu rc hase? (code) consume in th(" 

(code) (code) (count) 30 d:lYs (count) las t 30 days 
(count) 

(count) 

" 

. 

, 

MARK ET OUrLET I SOURCE OF PRODUCT 
I =Own production 2"'Producer gate: 3=Home delivery 4=Srreet vendor S=Corner shop 6=Butcher in local market 7=Supennarket 8«{J roce~ store 9=Spc:cinl butcher shop IO=Not consumed II "'0lher(spccify) 

MAIN REASON WHY THIS !\'IARKET OUTLET WAS SELECTED 

I - Known / trustworthy 12 - Lower price 3 - More product choices [-l-Better quality and 
safe ty 

15 -Closer to my 
home 

[6 - Hygienic 17- Other(Spccify) _ ___ 

FORM IN WHICH MEAT PRODUCT WAS CONSUMED 
UNIT 

1 - Count 12-Kg [3 - Others 
(specify) 

1 - Raw [2 - Roasted !? -C~ked as main 
mgredlent 

14-Cooked as secondar) 
ingredient 

15 -Complement with other 
meals 16 ~ Othcr(Specify) 
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B. HOME PRODUCTI ON AND LIVESTOC K PROD UCTS CONSUMPTION IN THE LAST 30 DA YS 

2.2 I. Did your household keep any livestock in the last yea r? ] code If YES, respond to 2.3; if NO, proceed to 2.4 

I 6 ~ NO . I I ~ YES 

2.3/. Home rearing/sales of livestock (other than dairy animals and dairy products - see item 2.8 below) 

Livestock No. kept or Number or Type (unit) of Price or va lue per un it Buyer type I Quantity retained for Form 
quantity quantity sold livestock or livestock of last livestock or sold to home consumption in consumed 
produced in the or given away product sold or given livestock product sold whom ? the last 30 days (code) 
last 12 months in last 30 days away or given away (code) (count) 
(count) (count) (code) (Birr) 

Cattle 
Sheep 
Goat 
Local chicken 
Hybr id chicken 
Eees 
Pies 
Other (specify) 

TYPE OF LIVESTOCK OR LIVESTOCK PRODUCT SOLD OR GIVEN A \VA Y 

I - Ad ult male I 2 - Adult female I 3 - You ng stock I 4 - Count (for eggs) I 5 - Other(Specify) 

BUYER TYPE 

1 = Neighbour 2 = Middlemen 3 = Farmer group 4 = Co - operative 
ecifv} 

FORM IN WHICH MEAT PROOUcr W AS CONSUI\lED 

t = I 2 =Roasted I 3 = Cooked as main ingredient 4= Cooked as secon dary ingredient I 5 = Complement with other 
meals 

6~ 

Other(Specify) 

UNIT 

I I ~ Count I 2~ Kg J 3 ~ Others (specify) 
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2.4/. Consumption situation comparison of meat products over 10 yea rs and now 

What meat products are consumed now but not 10 years ago? 
! 

What meat products were consumed 10 years a go but not now? 

Product Type Most important attribute Most important reason for 

I 
Product type not consumed Most important reason for 

Consumed oftbe product change in consumption (code) not consuming 
(code) (code) (code) i (code) 

PRODUCT TYPE 
I - Beef fillet 2 - Beef steak 3~BeefT- 14= Beef mixed with bone 15 - Beef 16 ~ Goat 7 - Sheep 8 ~ 1 110. Beef for 1112. beeffor 

bone meat C hicken tibs kurt 
10 - Fish 11 - Pork 12 - Pork sausaoe 

ATTRIBUTES OF NEW PRODUCT 
1 = Good taste 2 = Reasonable price 

REASON FOR CONSUM ING PRODUCT NOW 

I 13- Eeas I 14 -- Other (specifv) 

3 = Longer shelf li fe 4 = Low fat 

9 - veal 11 I . Beef for wot 

5 = Availability 
(convenience) 

I 113. beef for kitfo 

6 ~ Other(Specify), _ __ _ 

IS. organs 

16. minced beel 

l=Highcr income 2=Change in religion 3=Availability 1 4= Lower 
r ice 

S=Awareness 7=Proximity to source 
oint 

8~Other(Speeify) __ _ 

REASON FOR NOT CONSUMING PRODUCT NOW 
I I Can not afford I 2 - Not ava ilable at purchase spot 3 Point of purchase too fa r a\vay 4 = Bad quality I 5 = Too e.\.pcnsivc I 6 = Other(Specifv!.!!..) ___ _ 

2.5/. Consumption comparison by month and the reasons 

Month of the year meat I roducts consumed most Month of the year meat products consumed least/none 
, 

Month (code) Reason for hi(Jh consumption (code) Month (code) -r Reason for not consumin(J (code) 

T 
--

MONTH 
I ~January I 2~February I 3,:Mareh 1 4~April I 5~May I 6~June I 7~July I ~August 19~5eptemberTiO-~OctObe~TII ~N ovember II2~December I 

REASON FOR HIGH CONSUMPTION 
I = Festival I 2 = Increased household income 3 = Lower prices 4 = Doctor's recommendation 5 =- Increase in hh size 6 = Other(Specify) 

REASON FOR LOW CONSUMPTION 
UnnffordabJe 2 - Low housi; hold income 3 -= decrease m htl size 5 Olher~clfy) -----.--.-.. -~ 
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2.4/. Consu mption situation comparison of meat products over 10 years and now 

W hat meat products are consumed now but not 10 years ago? 
i 

What mcat products were consu med 10 yea rs a go but not now? 

Pr odu ct Type Most importa nt attribute Most important reason for I Product type not consumed M ost importa nt r eason for 
C onsumed of the product change in consumption I (code) not consu ru ing 
(code) (code) (code) , (code) 

--
PRODUCT TYPE 

I = Beef fille t 2 = Beef steak 3=BeefT- [ 4= Beef mixed with bone ! 5 = Beef 16 = Goat 7 = Sheep 8 = 1 110. Beef for 1112. beef for 
bone meat Chicken fibs kurt 

10 - Fish 11 - Pork J2 - Pork sausage 

ATTRIB UTES OF NEW PRODUCT 
1 = Good t aste 2 = Reasonable price 

R EASON FOR C ONS UM ING PROD UCT NOW 

I \ 3- Eggs I 14 -- Other (specify) 

3 =- Lon ger s helf life 4 = Low fat 

9 - vea l 111. Beef for wot 

5 = Ava ilab ility 
(convenience) 

I 113. beerror kitfo 

6 = Other(Specify) ___ _ 

IS. organs 

16. minced bee1 

I=Highcr income 2=C hange in religion 3=Availability I 4= Lower 
rice 

5=Awareness 7= Proximity to source 
oint 

8=Other(SpecifYl __ _ 

REASON FOR NOT CONSUM ING PRODUCT NOW 
I "" Can not afford 2'" Not available at-piircl1aSeSpot [ 3:: POInt of purchase-too fa ra\vay - - I ~adQUalrCy 5:: Too e:-.pensivc 6:: Other(Speci fy ) -~ 

2.5/. Cons umption comparison by month and the reasons 

Mont h of th e year meat products consu med mos t Month of the yea r meat products consu med least/none 
Month (code) I Reason for high consumption (code) Month (code) I Reason fo r not consumina (code) 

I I 

MONTH 
[!;january I 2-February I 3 ___ March I 4- Ap ril I 5=May I 6-June I 7- Ju ly I 8-August I 9=Septe~lber I 10-October I II =Novem ber I 12=December I 

RE ASON FOR HIGH CONSUMPTION 
I - Festival I 2 - Increased household i:1come 3 L(m e~ prices l .j Doclor's recqmmendation 5:. Increase In hh sIze 6 - Other(Specify) 

R EASON FOR LOW CONSUM~T10N 
I :: Unaffo rdable 2 :: Lo\'· hOll~ hold Income - r--

I 3 "" decrease III hh sIze 5 :: Other ~'~C1'!;IY!l) ___ _ =.l 
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SCHEDULE 3: INFORMATION ON CONSUMPTION/EXPENDITURE ON MEAT AND MILK PRODUCTS A WA Y FROM HOME 

3.1 /. ConsumptionfExpenditure on meat and meat products ta ken away from home in the last 30 days 

Meat and meat products consumed in How many days from 
the last 30 days today did a househuld 

member consume this 
product away from 
home? 

-

'" ,-. - . 

FORl\I IN Wl-ll e lt MEAT PRODl1Cf WAS CONSUMED 

1 = Raw 

UNIT 

2 =Roasted 3 = Cooked as main 
ingredient 

I Form Unit of 

I consumed consumption 
(code) (Code) 

4= Cooked as secondary 
ingredient 

1- Count T2~ K-g - I 3 ~ Others (speci fy) 

110 

Total no of How many times member(s) of this 
units I quantity household consume th is meat or meat 
consumed product away from home in the last 30 
(count) days (count) 

5 = Complement with olher 
meals 

Average 
expenditure per 
meal 
(Birr/meal) 
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SCHEDULE 4: INFORMATION ON CONSlJMPTIONfEXPENDITURE ON OTHER FOOD ITEMS CONSUMED AT HOME 

-+.1 /. Consumption of othel' food items 

I Ucm(s) 

1 Total , '!'Iul" of items consumed in the last 30 Tola l , 'alue ofit cms co nsumed in the 13S130 days, that 
i ?~f5, t;;':I. 1 were purchased were produced at home 

I.eel eals (TefT. MaI7...e. meal wheal nour hread miliet sorghum et~ ______ ' _ _ + -

20th" ,"ole< 1E0"t no", etc) 

'" E bl~ 2i ls; f;;lIS ~t~ I 
4S """d -; (Sup:aL lea. coffee milo C!K2!.l !;;l~} I 

I : s:~~::::~: other Dulses 

I 
I 

7 Roo« ood tuhe" (Sweet OOlOtt"" Id,h no"t""'. elc) 

8 V~9~rale~ (C:;:hht::pcs to matf'l("_s ODI!!DS ,,"i!rrQl~ SQ:in;!.ch r;:l~} 

Q F dR, , 
" " m I " 

i j Q ~d[!::sb [lJ !< l l! m lSQllilS liDas;ks- son drink~_ etc) 
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SCHEDULE 5: GENERAL M ARKET OUTLETS 

5. 1/. Which type of market outlet do you v isit most frequently for food purchases? ( J (Code) 

I .. Loc~! l grocery SlOTe 2 = Supermarket 3 '" Street vendor 4 = Kiosk 5 '" Local market 6 = Other (specify) 

5.2/. Why do you visit this market frequent ly? [ 1 (Code) 

J .. Nearest one 2 - Reputable one 3 = One .... ith more variety o f products sold 4 = One that sells fresh products only 5 = One with reasonable price 6'" Other (specify) 

5.3/. How frequently do you visit this market? ___ 1 (Code) 

I .. Dai ly 2 .. 3·4 times a "eek 3 = Twi,c weekly 4 = Once weekly 5 .. As necessary 6 = Other (specify) 

5.4/. How close to your home is the nearest market outlet? [ _] km 

5.S/. Who makes the decision on which market outlet to usc to purchase household food? ___ lCCode) 

1 = Household head 2 = Spouse 3 = Both 4 = Other (specify) 

5.6/. Who makes the decision on what food items to purchase in the household? __ ~ 1 (Code) 

1 '" Household head 2 = Spouse 3 = Both 4 = Other (specify) 

112 
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SCHEDULE 6: PERCEPTIONS AND WILLINGNESS TO PAY (WTP) FOR QUALITY AND SAFETY ATTRIBUTES 

A. PERCEPTIONS AND WILLINGNESS TO PA Y (WTP) FO R BEEF Q UALITY AND SAFETY 

6.1 /. What are your two (2) most important product attri butes or concerns about the quality ofraw/fresh beef? 

6. 1.1 ________________ _ 

6. 1.2 ___ . ______________ _ 

6.2/. What are your two (2) rnost important product attributes or concerns about the safety of raw/fresh beef? 

6.2.1 ________________ _ 

6.2 .2. ________________ _ 

6.3/. Do y Oll be lieve that raw/fresh beef purchased at your local market o utlet is safe for consumption? [ ] (Code) 

[9- NO I 1 - YES 

6.4/. Are you willing to pay more than current price for your raw/fresh beef if safety can be improved and/or guaranteed? [ ] (Code) 

I o~N6 I l ;;' yg--] 

6.5/. Do yO ll believe that the raw/fresh beef purchased at your local market outlet is of highlgood quality? ___ 1 (Code) 

I O~NO I G yg--J 

6.6/. Are you willing to pay more than current price ror your ra .. v/ rresh beer ir qua lity can be improved? [ ] (Code) 

[f- NO I 1 ~ YES 

6.71. Give the household 's rating fo r di fferent t) pes of attributes for raw/fresh beef (rate each cell out of 10 points: 1 =Iowest ra ti ng, 10=highest rating 

Raw/ fresh beef Beef q ua lity and safety attributes, and price 

a b c d e 
O ffi cial stamp or labell ing Hygiene of premises and personnel Fat (rnarbling)ftexture) Colour/Freshness Price 

Rating 
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6.8 The following scenar ios present beef options with bundles of q ua lity and safety attributes of beef. State consumer desirability of each option below, with its 
attendant set of bundled attributes 

Scenario Official st amp Hygiene of Fat Freshness/Colour Price Desirability 
premises (m arbling)/ textu r e) 

(Birrlkilo) (l~hi ghly undesi rable: 10 ~ highly desirable) 
and 

_personnel 

I Present Clean Low Fresh/red 38 

2 Present Unclean H igh Not Fresh/pale 34 

3 Absent Clean Low Fresh/red 38 

4 Absent Unclean Low Not Fresh/pale 38 

5 Present Clean High Fresh/red 38 

6 Absent Clean Low Fresh/red 34 

7 Absent Unclean Low Freshlred 34 

8 Present Unclean Low Fresh/red 28 

9 Absent Clean High Fresh/red 38 

10 Absent Unclean Hillh Fresh/red 38 

II Present Clean Low Not Fresh/pale 38 

12 Absent Clean High Not Fresh/pale 28 

114 



11 5 

SCHEDULE 7: HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND EXPENDITURES 

7.11. Please indicate an estimate of your monthly tota l food ex penditure: _____ (Birr) 

7.2/. Please indicate an est imate of your monthly tota l non-food expenditure: _____ (Birr) 

7.3/. In which of the followi ng groups do you estimate your tota l house hold incom e. from all working 
members, business income, pensions and remittances from elsewhere? [ ] 

I = Less than 500 Birr per month 
2~ 500 - 1000 
3~ 1000 - 2000 
4 ~ 2000 - 3000 
5~ 3000 - 5000 
6 ~ 5000 - 10000 
7 ~ More than 10000 
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SCHEDULE 7: HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND EXPENDITURES 

7.1/. Please indicate an estimate of your monthly total food expend iture: _____ (Birr) 

7.2/. Please indicate an estimate of your month ly tota l non· food expenditure: ______ (Birr) 

7.3/. In which of the following groups do you estimate your total household income, from all working members, business income, pensions and remittances from elsewhere? [ J 

1 = Less than 500 Birr per 1110nth 
2~ 500 - 1000 
3~ 1000 - 2000 
4 ~ 2000 - 3000 
5~ 3000 - 5000 
6 ~ 5000 - 10000 
7 ~ More than 10000 
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