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Abstract 
The incentive to investigate the origin of meat products and their related consumer atti-
tudes have shown to be a serious and debated topic especially after receiving a lot of focus 
in media. The specific origin discussed in this thesis lies within the suggestion of introduc-
ing an EU origin marking or what also can be referred to as “M ade in EU” labelling. D ur-
ing the investigation of whether this creates a negative or positive attitude many factors are 
needed to be considered. The nationalistic feelings that still exist within the member states 
is one of the maj or obstacles but also information and consumer awareness concerning 
what EU stand for. The focus is on Swedish consumers’  perspective and the effects of im-
plementing “M ade in EU” are considered solely on the Swedish market. 
The theoretical framework is constructed around the central concept of country of origin 
(CO O )  that can be noted as of key relevance when investigating consumer behaviour. An 
analysis model is also introduced to give a deeper understanding of the connections be-
tween findings and the theoretical concepts. The fundamental methodology that was cho-
sen in order to investigate these attitudes was found to be through the use of focus groups. 
These were carried out in combination with a secondary data analysis for the clarification 
of knowledge concerning the topic. 
What results shown from this study and the connected conclusions can be summarised in a 
few lines. F irst, Swedish consumers had generally a negative attitude towards introducing 
this label. The reason was that the consumers on one hand could not associate the origin as 
EU at the same time as Swedish consumers prefer to buy Swedish meat which is related to 
the Swedish model. Secondly, the factors brought forward that were influencing the CO O  
shows what the attitude consist of, for instance stereotypes and perception. Thirdly, this re-
search has managed to bring together new findings, previous CO O  studies with theoretical 
concepts and thereby created knowledge about Swedish ethnocentrism and cultural and 
economical aspects the Swedish consumers use when evaluating meat. F inally, the research 
method and theoretical concepts can be applied to other areas such as different products or 
countries. 
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1 Introduction 
In this chapter the problem background will be introduced and is followed by the problem discussion where 
important aspects of the matter will become ev ident to the reader. B y narrowing the subj ect down to the rele-
v ant area of focus, the purpose will be stated. E v en why and to whom this problem is of concern will be 
brought up. 

1.1 Background 
With the expansion of the global market the origin has become more relevant as a tool for 
evaluating product characteristics, especially as consumers notice a big variety of goods 
from other countries in the stores. This origin marking or " M ade in"  labelling has shown to 
be a concept that has increased its significance because it can provide the necessary infor-
mation about the products to consumers. F or different types of products the companies 
use numerous ways to reach the target consumers in a way for them to be able to create an 
image of this specific product. This means that goods which originate from other countries 
achieve a certain view from the consumers and the origin marking is a way to communicate 
this information (F uller, 20 0 5) . It was because of this reason that in 20 0 3 the former EU 
trade commissioner, Pascal L amy gave the suggestion to introduce a compulsory “M ade in 
Europe” label for goods produced inside the EU. The reasons for this would be to 
strengthen the concept of European origin as a mark of distinction, improve the visibility 
of the EU as a single market and to combat consumer deception of the true origin of 
goods (European Commission, 20 0 3) . Three options were put forward how to move on 
with this q uestion: 

1. It could be voluntary origin marking both for imported goods and EU domestic 
production, 

2. Compulsory origin marking of imported goods but voluntary origin marking of EU 
domestic production or  

3. Compulsory origin marking for both EU produced and imported goods 
Consecutively, EU launched a consultation on the issue which led up to a few conclusions. 
Two options were considered in need of further investigation. O ne was that all imported 
goods from outside the EU should be labelled with origin. Another option was that sectors 
that preferred the labelling should have it if they feel this could enhance their competitive-
ness and awareness in the international scene (H u, V eeman &  Adamicz , 20 0 5) . N ew labels 
can be seen as a natural way in achieving a single market in the EU. We already see the 
trend that distributing information is important for the consumers, such as the EC marking 
for safety on those product categories that are in need of it. This provides the consumers 
with an easier way to assess what products live up to safety standards and conseq uently at-
titudes are formed (Wellkang, 20 0 5) . As of today there are no distinct regulations within 
the European Union concerning the EU origin marking. It is up to the specific company to 
decide if they want to bring in country of origin and in such case whether to write “M ade 
in EU” or “M ade in Country X ” (European Union, 20 0 5) . H owever, it is not allowed to 
mislead the consumer into believing that a product originates from another country or re-
gion than it actually comes from (L ivsmedelsverket, 20 0 5) . 
The topic created an intense debate among the member states and especially in one prod-
uct category that would be groceries. F uller (20 0 5)  states that groceries are one of the 
products that needs extensive information to be recogniz ed by the consumers. D espite this 
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the German based food retailer L idl is one example of a company that already use “M ade 
in EU” labels on some of their foodstuffs. This is one of the reasons behind the interest to 
investigate the Swedish consumers’  attitudes to such a marking. O ne attention-grabbing 
type of groceries discussed nearly on daily basis in media is meat. Considering meat, safety 
is seen as a very important aspect for consumers. Ever since media initiated the alarming 
debate of the BSE disease, mad cow disease, consumer awareness on meat has increased. 
This problem led to that origin marking on beef now is mandatory. Thereto, L ivsmedels-
verket reported in 20 0 5 that in recent years, consumption of beef has decreased and Swed-
ish consumers tend to purchase more pork. Reports state that on average across EU the 
consumption patterns do not alter even though the concern for animal treatment is great 
(European parliament, 20 0 5) . The conclusion must simply be that we need food where 
meat is one of the natural components, and it is important for all people. 

1.2 Problem discussion 
All over Europe the debate is going on whether a labelling of products with ”M ade in EU” 
would be beneficial for the consumers or not. Support has been given by Italy, F rance and 
the textile industry while in UK  a range of bodies including Consumers’  Association ex-
pressed their opposition against the idea because it was not seen as beneficial (M arketing 
Week, 20 0 4) . The negative attitudes towards the ”M ade in EU” labelling comes from that it 
is believed that many countries would loose their competitiveness since the Country of 
O rigin (CO O )  effect is an important part of the consumer behaviour. N ote that from now 
on “country of origin” will be referred to as “CO O ”. The CO O  can be directly referred to 
the “made in” labelling but it is important to notice that it involves product, country and 
image in one. F or example Roth and Romeo (1992)  offer a definition of CO O  as “the 
overall perception consumers form of products from a particular country, based on their 
prior perceptions of the country’ s production and marketing strengths and weaknesses” 
(Bloemer, K asper, Steffenhagen &  Schmidt, 20 0 1, p.1) . The European Consumers Advi-
sory Group, representing the consumers and protecting their interests, opposes any manda-
tory system for “M ade in EU” marking of non-food products. It is simply not believed to 
be beneficial for the consumers who instead should be given information about for exam-
ple the environmental and social conditions under which products are made or distributed 
(H eerey, 20 0 4) . Even if the consumers oppose “M ade in EU” labelling for non-food prod-
ucts it could be noticed that they want a more clear origin marking on foodstuffs. To take 
one example from Sweden there was a study by Temo D irekt in 20 0 4, which states that 
Swedes want a more clear country of origin marking on grocery products (N ykvist, 20 0 4) . 
Another study by SK O P (Skandinavisk O pinion)  from 20 0 2 says that especially concerning 
fish products the consumers wish to know the origin of the product. O ther studies give the 
same answer;  the Swedes want to know from where they purchase their groceries. Espe-
cially since there do not exist any compulsory origin marking of chickens, problems have 
occurred when products from Thailand have been found marked as originating from 
D enmark and Germany (D onis, 20 0 4) . This topic has been given much attention within 
media since the spread of the bird flu disease from Asia. This facilitates consumers’  infor-
mation about origin and production methods. This information also consists of transporta-
tion methods and the use of steroids that in combination have brought about the issue of 
animal welfare. The way for the chicken industry in Sweden to combat mis-marking and 
overcome mistrust from consumers is to introduce a marking that shows Sweden as origin 
(D onis, 20 0 4) . Swedish meat refers to animals that have been bred, brought up and slaugh-
tered in Sweden. Consumers want to get as much information as possible from the label to 
be able to chose and decide what they want to buy. Caswell (1998)  supports this but also 
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states that consumers to a greater extent focus on product attributes like q uality, safety and 
production of the food they eat. 
In order to understand the possibilities of the “M ade in EU” labelling on meat, it is of 
most significance and relevance to investigate the consumers’  attitudes. When identifying 
an attitude consumers’  values and beliefs are brought to surface (Trommsdorff, 1998) . The 
reason to study attitude instead of opinions is that they are more inbound while opinions 
can be temporary and change q uickly. The study of attitudes leads into the central concept 
of consumer behaviour defined as “the study of the buying units and the exchange proc-
esses involved in acq uiring, consuming, and disposing of goods, services, experiences and 
ideas” (M owen, 1993, p. 6) . Taking this into consideration, this study will focus on the fac-
tors contributing to CO O  and how this leads the consumers to possess a certain attitude 
towards meat without a certain brand. Taking into account that ”M ade in EU” is a new 
concept in marketing, it is of interest to investigate the Swedish consumers’  attitudes to 
reach conclusions and discussion of factors behind such labelling. M eat is of concern to 
most people and consumers tend to have strong opinions whether or not to buy a certain 
kind of meat that has a specific origin. In the area concerning the phenomenon of EU ori-
gin marking, very little research has been carried out within this field which makes this 
study important as an explorative study of the subj ect. 

1.3 Purpose 
The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the Swedish consumers’  current attitudes on 
meat labelled ”M ade in EU” 
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2 Methodology 
T he aim of this chapter is to show the chosen method and why it is suitable for this research study. T his 
method is seen as the most appropriate to fulfil the purpose and increase the reliability of how the problem is 
approached. 

2.1 Introduction to Market research 
M arket research can be defined in several ways and there are also eq ually many techniq ues 
to gather relevant data for a reliable answer. As the intention is to study a market character-
istic, consumer behaviour, it is relevant to find an appropriate methodology that can pro-
vide insight and knowledge about consumer attitudes concerning the EU origin marking. 
This phenomenon of EU origin marking is fairly new concept and therefore it is important 
to first explore different theories relevant to the consumers attitudes towards meat labelled 
“M ade in EU”. In relation to the purpose, the use of focus groups has been shown to be 
widely used in such research when carrying out a study on attitudes (M organ &  K reuger 
1993) . F ocus group is a q ualitative method and is widely respected for bringing out infor-
mation that might be overlooked by a statistical study (V aughn, Schumm, &  Sinagub, 
1996) . Thereto, the researchers are convinced that through a more thorough discussion 
with a comparably small portion of consumers more facts can be revealed than j ust bring-
ing the respondents a form to fill in or ask direct q uestions. Earlier, focus groups were only 
used as a complement to other methods even though it nowadays is more accepted as a 
method on its own (F ern, 20 0 1) . To increase validity the focus group will not be performed 
alone. A secondary data analysis on the research regarding meat will be carried out before 
conducting the focus groups. The combination of these is described as a comparative re-
search between already existing data and that collected through focus groups. This also 
provides a depth to the investigation and gives the empirical findings additional value when 
investigating the attitudes of Swedish consumer behaviour on EU origin marking. Adding 
all together, the analysis will become more accurate when outlining the specific interest 
concerning the field and result in an interesting discussion (Q uible, 1998) . N ext, the two re-
search methods will be explained more in detail. 

2.2 Secondary data analysis 
Secondary data analysis includes the use of already existing data collected for another pur-
pose from a prior study (M alhotra &  Birks, 20 0 0 ) . This secondary data was interpreted with 
the purpose of this study in mind. The reason for conducting the secondary data analysis 
was to maximise the use of the data available (Corti &  Thompson 1998) . This means the 
same data was used to provide the researchers with additional knowledge (H inds, V ogel &  
Clarke-Steffen 1997) . In addition, it is a more convenient approach for researchers like stu-
dents (Sz abo &  Strang, 1997) . M alhotra &  Birks (20 0 0 )  state that researchers preferably 
should examine available data before they proceed to primary data collection. To find sec-
ondary data published external secondary sources were used (M alhotra &  Birks, 20 0 0 ) . 
These included general business data such as books, periodicals, j ournals, newspapers and 
reports, found through using search tools available at the university and library. 
Some of the advantages with the use of secondary data analysis are that, first of all, it 
helped the researchers to diagnose the problem and develop an approach to the problem 
(M alhotra &  Birks, 20 0 0 ) . Secondly, it allowed the researchers to formulate an appropriate 
research design which identified key variables to measure or understand. F inally, this sec-
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ondary data analysis enhanced the understanding of the topic and it further developed the 
outline of the q uestions to obtain specific answers within the focus groups. The secondary 
data analysis was not solely the source of the q uestions, but in combination with the theo-
retical framework these were probed. 
With all kinds of research there are some advantages but also disadvantages. The disadvan-
tages with secondary data analysis could be that since data has been collected for other 
purposes than the problem at hand, one could q uestion the usefulness of this as it could 
lead to that data are limited both in relevance and accuracy (M alhotra &  Birks, 20 0 0 ) . F ur-
ther, the obj ectives, nature and method used to collect the data might not be appropriate to 
the present research. Therefore, the researchers evaluated secondary data before using it 
(J acob, 1984) . The siz e and nature of the samples, response rate and q uality, q uestionnaire 
design, data analysis and reporting procedures were considered (Stewart, 1997) . The secon-
dary data brought forward were collected for the purpose of this thesis, and gave insights 
into aspects and factors of the Swedish consumers’  attitudes about meat.  

2.3 Focus groups in attitude research 
The many uses of focus groups are among other things to test new concepts, to evaluate 
advertising and promotions, to assess product usability and also to develop q uestionnaires. 
The first mentioned is the relevant in this study. To briefly make clear the basics of the fo-
cus group it can mention that it is a small group of consumers who discuss a specific given 
topic in groups and thus, collects data through group interaction within the given topic 
(K ruger, 1994) . It is said that when the respondents express their feelings in a group the in-
teraction between them lead to that they can feel more comfortable in revealing their true 
attitude (Wells &  Prensky, 1996) . Earlier, this kind of techniq ue was seen similar to those 
of group therapy, education or decision making. But there are features that distinguish 
these. F or example, the moderator as the researcher is called in focus groups is not a per-
son directing and engaging in the discussion to reach the conclusions. M organ (20 0 5)  states 
that the discussion especially within marketing research is whether or not you should define 
this research group interview. The difference is said to be that focus groups are a more nar-
row techniq ue to collect data. F rey and F ontana (1991)  j oin in this discussion and say that 
focus groups can differ from group interviews if they are conducted in informal settings, 
use nondirective interviewing and use unstructured q uestion formats. This acts as the frame 
in this research. It is also important to realiz e that there are differences to the individual in-
terview as well. O n one hand M organ (20 0 5)  tells us that individual interviews generate 
more information than focus groups. But on the other hand he says that 2 focus group in-
terview will on average generate as many ideas as 10  individual interviews. D espite this 
there is no clear point that the group interaction is the better one which is a disadvantage 
of focus groups. F or the researcher to minimise this disadvantage it can be added in this 
discussion that the selection that determines which one to conduct has much more to do 
with the mobility of participants, flexibility in schedules and the actual location of the in-
terview. As all methodologies have their strength and weaknesses, to study attitudes obser-
vations or even experiments could generate eq ually good or even better results. But these 
two methods are often very time consuming. As no store was found that would let the re-
searchers perform a test with products labelled “M ade in EU”, these possible methods 
were disregarded and focus group were chosen. The main strength with focus groups is 
that it does not only explore the phenomenon but provide an insight needed to understand 
the specific but complex behaviour concerning attitudes (M organ &  K rueger, 1993) . N ext, 
the exact process of how this research used focus groups will be further elaborated on. 
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2.3.1 Phases of Focus Group Process 

The three phases in the focus group process are planning;  conducting;  and analysing &  re-
porting (O ' D onnell, 1988;  Welch, 1985) . Even if everything cannot always be planned it is 
essential for the researchers to know the structure before conducting a focus group. F or in-
stance how will the participants be selected and what q uestions should be asked? Usually 
three or four focus groups are needed to be conducted to give the in-depth information re-
q uired (Edmunds, 1999) . The number of sessions to gain enough material to analyz e is 
when the moderator can anticipate the answer from the participants. The moderator in this 
research was one of the authors. The sessions lasted up to two hours and were recorded 
with a tape recorder in order for the moderator to remember important comments and 
opinions (O ’ D onnell, 1988) . The moderator’ s assistant, which was the other author of the 
thesis, transcribed the recording material at once after the session to increase reliability as 
all information still were in memory. N ext step was to read the summaries of the focus 
groups to directly spot trends and surprises. Using these as a base for the empirical frame-
work the focus groups provided detailed information that were analyz ed and concluded 
upon (Sharken Simon, 1999) . In this research three focus groups were carried out after 
which similarities were seen and results were predicted. The number of participants per fo-
cus group was six, eight and nine. The recommended amount of participants is said to be 
between 6-12 (O ’ D onnell, 1988) . 
When the interview guide had been planned thoroughly the researchers entered the con-
ducting phase. The physical setting plays an important role in the responses and therefore a 
well lighted and comfortable room was chosen. O ne must consider that the setting might 
affect the information that will be obtained and the room must comfortably fit all partici-
pants (Sharken Simon, 1999) . If the research is done with an actual already existing group, 
the regular meeting place is appropriate and for this reason one of the participant’ s home 
was selected for those 2 focus groups based on already existing groups. In the non existing 
group the discussion took place in the moderator’ s home that the researchers felt was a 
non formal setting. All participants were sitting around one table and could easily see each 
other which facilitated the discussion (N offsinger &  Scott, 20 0 0 ) . In this way, all would feel 
comfortable and relaxed. N ot to get disturbed the phones were unplugged and mobile 
phones switched off (Sharken Simon, 1999) . As introduced earlier audio taping was done 
and all participants agreed to this. The main point in the conducting phase is simply to 
make the participants to feel at ease and the moderator asked them to first introduce them-
selves as a way to break the ice and thus, let them feel more secure in expressing their point 
of view (Q uible, 1998) . 
The third and final phase is concerning the analyz ing and reporting of the collected infor-
mation. It could include general themes, content areas, subcategories or even selected q uo-
tas that reflect, describe and summariz e the discussions. All are good ways of how the re-
porting could be carried out in an effective way but in this research q uotas are used to add 
value to the empirical outline (Welsh, 1985) . Welsh (1985)  also suggests that eq ually impor-
tant to bring a consistency in the reporting is the analysis of new ideas developed or if there 
were any concerns during the sessions itself. L ederman (1992)  agrees to this but says that 
coding is an important part. The coding scheme used to present the focus groups is con-
structed with a techniq ue where I, individual, C, consensus and A, areas of agree-
ment/ disagreement are key blocks that need to be notified. I-coded statements are men-
tioned one time by one individual whereas C-coded statements have created a consensus 
between several participants concerning a certain point. F inally A-coded statements are the 
degree to how many of the participants agree or disagree on certain points. This will make 
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the analyz ing much easier and can also be connected to descriptive statistics in q ualitative 
research (D enz in &  L incoln, 20 0 0 ) . 
In the analyz ing phase several demands on the researcher were to listen to the comments 
but also pay attention to an internal consistency within the participants. A shift in some-
body’ s actual opinion had to be considered not relevant for the purpose of the thesis. 
V ague expressions were difficult to analyz e and it was up to the moderator to attain each 
specific and concrete response. The reporting of the focus groups answers is describing the 
interactions during the discussion. The researcher are reporting key q uestions, alternate ex-
planations and even future recommendations all connected to the content of the discussion 
and its relation to the purpose of this thesis. To make more relevance of the empirical data 
the participants were provided with the transcribed notes to confirm the ideas brought 
forward during the session (Q uible, 1998) . This enhances the reliability and validity of the 
data. 

2.3.2 Selection of Participants 

The first important aspect when the researchers selected the focus group participants was 
that they shared a common denominator (M iles &  H uberman, 1984) . In this thesis it was 
that they had an interest in the topic that was discussed otherwise it was assumed that they 
could not reveal their true attitudes. F urther they were also handpicked and the snowball 
effect here means that they suggested other possible participants. To find out if the partici-
pants really had an interest an obj ective probe q uestion: “Is meat an important part of your 
consumption and would you like to discuss it?” Some of the selected participants were 
those of close and also distant relation to the moderator, but still known people. The other 
was participants from the university and regular consumers at CO O P. The researchers 
wanted to have both existing and non existing groups as this would provide the width in 
the investigation. O ne problem more commonly seen in existing groups is that there is a 
pressure on participants to provide socially acceptable responses to try to stick to group 
norms (O ’ D onnell, 1988) . But on the other hand they were q uickly organiz ed and the so-
cial interaction within the group yielded free and more complex responses which came 
from the interactive synergy of snowballing of answers together with spontaneity (Sher-
raden, 1995) . The researchers were aware of that those who volunteer in the research might 
be more extroverted than the normal Swedish consumer as they are more willing to express 
their attitude. This led to that drawing generaliz ations among the population were tougher. 
F urther, a spread in the ages was desired from about 18 to 65. The reason for this is that 
other researches have proven that attitudes differ between young and old people. Since 
gender differences have proved to exist consideration has also been taken to how many 
men and women that participated. These were respectively in percentage 40  and 60 . The 
origin of the participants were all Swedish and this due to the fact that immigrants would 
probably differ in their attitudes towards meat even if they had integrated with the norms 
of the Swedish society. 

2.3.3 Role of Moderator 

In order for a focus group process to be successful and useful it is of critical importance 
for the researchers to know their role as a moderator in focus group research. Since the 
moderator had some earlier experience within this type of study it was easier to see to that 
the discussion did not get carried away into something that was not meant to be discussed. 
Such factors could prove vital for the validity of the conclusions and also increases the reli-
ability. The latter was done by not letting a few actors dominate the discussion or that all 
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talked at once but stick to the clearly planned structure. The moderator is to some extent 
very much like a consultant and the primary role was to promote the interaction and when 
an important opinion was raised, to be able to achieve the specific details on certain key is-
sues. Still the moderators should not get involved in the discussion itself but guide when 
there is a need (Stewart &  Shamdasani, 1990 ) . It is also discussed by O ’ D onnell (1988)  and 
Sz ybillo &  Berger (1979)  that the moderator does not be a specialist or an expert in the 
topic being discussed but he/ she must have enough information to understand sufficiently 
well to conduct the session. Thereto, they add that a moderator very familiar with the topic 
may not be obj ective enough but lead the participants into the answer he wants to get. 
Therefore the moderator prepared the process itself before it was conducted with the assis-
tant. Besides this communication skills are needed and self-confidence to give a relaxing af-
fect to the participants in order for them to share their ideas freely (O ’ D onnell, 1988) . 
Welch (1985)  adds one important part in which he says that traits like keeping an empa-
thetic attitude could prove important as that affects the q uestioning style. Before the ses-
sion began the moderator was responsible for helping the participants to conceptualiz e the 
problem and to outline the design of the session. 

2.3.4 Generating the questions 

As the focus group only lasts about up to two hours, usually four or five main q uestions is 
optimal for using time efficiently enough and to collect the desired amount of information. 
The best way to generate these is to first write down q uestions that are needed to be asked. 
The q uestions should be open-ended and move from the general to the specific (Sharken 
Simon, 1999) . Within each q uestion sub categories and follow up q uestions will not be 
brought up as it will be revealed in the presentation of the empirical findings. While gener-
ating the q uestions the secondary data analysis was used as background when trying to un-
derstand what q uestion would be most relevant to ask. Also bear in mind these five q ues-
tions were the general areas that have been noted to be of importance in connection to the 
theories brought up in next chapter. The two first were more general to bring forward the 
true underlying factors that can be applied on “M ade in EU” and also meat in general. As 
“M ade in EU” is not a known expression in the market for consumers the researchers 
needed to find the overall picture. M oving to the other q uestions they are more specific 
and centre around EU and its impact on meat and labelling. In combination with the pur-
pose of the study, unnecessary q uestions could more easily be eliminated and some where 
kept in the back of the head if necessary intervene in the discussion. Considering follow-up 
q uestions, in a few cases especially in the second and third focus group a more thorough 
discussion could be held due to the data gathered from the former ones. This led to that, 
when needed, it was possible to state a follow up q uestion which revealed the reasons be-
hind the participants answers. F or example one respondent answered briefly that the origin 
was important without reaching C coded agreement in the group. In this case the modera-
tor had to ask more q uestions to get a description of the opinion. Below follows an as-
sessment of each q uestion asked within the focus groups that will be brought up in the 
empirical findings. In the analysis these findings and theories are connected in order to 
prove the model that was proposed according to theoretical areas brought up.  
Quest i o n  1  - W h a t  d o  y o u p a y  a t t en t i o n  t o  w h en  y o u b uy  m ea t ? 
This q uestion was chosen in order to understand how consumers think when they buy 
meat. By discussing this issue it can be found if the origin is important to people. In this 
case, the research and focus groups can generate more valid results. This q uestion was also 
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found to be a good q uestion to start the whole discussion with since it is more general than 
the other q uestions. 
Quest i o n  2  - W h a t  d o es t h e m ea t ’ s o r i g i n  t el l  y o u? 
The second q uestion was chosen to bring about the overview of the topic as a whole, 
without entering the discussion about “M ade in EU”. The researchers expected to find out 
specific information the consumers can obtain from the origin marking. F urther, the re-
searchers wanted to find out which country or countries are preferred as origin of meat. By 
discussing which country were preferred instead of a q uestion like “do you prefer meat 
from Sweden?”, the respondents were not led into answering Sweden but could more 
freely elaborate. 
Quest i o n  3  - W h a t  d o  y o u t h i n k  a b o ut  m ea t  l a b el l ed  “ M a d e i n  E U ” ? 
With this third q uestion the discussing will be directed toward the more specific area of the 
thesis. The q uestion was not asked “what is your attitude towards… ” because it was be-
lieved that using such specific terms as attitude would make the respondents confused and 
therefore it was better to use the easier understood word like “think”. F rom the answers 
the researchers could understand the respondents’  attitudes. It could be argued that the re-
sponses should be seen as opinions, but when adding the answers together it was possible 
to create an overall attitude for the whole group.  
Quest i o n  4  - W o ul d  y o u b uy  m ea t  l a b el l ed  “ M a d e i n  E U ” ? 
This q uestion was asked since it was necessary to find out not only the respondents’  atti-
tudes as in q uestion 3, but also if they would or wouldn’ t buy the meat. F or example, a 
negative attitude usually means that the respondent does not buy the product, but for the 
researchers this q uestion revealed factors that influenced this answer. These influences 
could be traced back to certain theoretical concepts and thereby used to analyse the atti-
tudes held by the respondents.  
Quest i o n  5  - W h a t  d o  y o u t h i n k  a b o ut  t h e E U  c o l l a b o r a t i o n ? 
This last q uestion was added to see if there was any connection between attitudes towards 
meat from EU and attitudes towards EU in general. It was needed to be careful towards 
obtaining biased results and not to make any hasty comments that would generalise the at-
titude for the whole population those who are for a stronger cooperation between member 
states and those that are not. 
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3 Frame of Reference 
T he frame of reference helps the researchers to design their study and prov ide the reader with an understand-
ing of specific theoretical areas important for the analysis. T he frame of reference will therefore giv e a clear 
picture of the problem by linking the purpose with important theories that ex plains and angle the problem 
stated. 

3.1 Consumer behaviour 
Consumer behaviour is a wide concept that deals with how and why consumers make cer-
tain decision in the market. Attitudes and CO O  are the parts of consumer behaviour that in 
this thesis is of focus. Before these two parts are explained, consumer behaviour will 
shortly be introduced. Consumer behaviour is studied since it allows us to understand the 
consumers and the consumption process (M owen, 1993) . The behaviour is influenced by 
psychological, sociological and economical factors. As the definition of the concept states, 
it can be seen as “the study of the buying units and the exchange processes involved in ac-
q uiring, consuming, and disposing of goods, services, experiences and ideas” (M owen, 
1993, p. 6) . M owen refers to buying unit instead of consumers since it can be both a single 
consumer and a group of consumers. This definition tells us that there exist an exchange 
process which can take place between consumers and firms, between firms or between 
consumers. The whole exchange process includes the steps already mentioned, acq uisition, 
consumption and disposition. O ut of these the first stage is the most important for the 
purpose of this thesis since within the acq uisition phase the analysis of the factors that in-
fluence the product or service choices of consumers are of focus. In the following two 
phases researchers mainly deal with trying to understand how consumers actually use a 
product or a service and also what consumers do with they product when they have already 
used it. 
The focus in this thesis will be to understand and investigate the consumers’  attitudes. But, 
in order to understand the attitudes within consumer behaviour, the buying behaviour must 
be considered as the decision to buy a product is clearly influenced by customers’  attitudes. 
This will be dealt within the following paragraph and later it will be shown that the infor-
mation consumers receive about a product through a label also have an impact on these at-
titudes and the perceptions. This will lead down to the central issue of country of origin ef-
fect as consumers’  evaluation of food products is constructed around this concept. After 
the country of origin has been introduced, the factors influencing the CO O  will be elabo-
rated on. All these parts will end up in a model that gives support to the structure of both 
this chapter and to the analysis. 

3.1.1 Understanding Buying Behaviour 

The consumer buying behaviour refers to the buying behaviour of the final customers who 
buy products or services for personal consumption (K otler et al., 20 0 2) . This behaviour is 
determined by the consumers’  capability, incentive and opportunity to buy the product 
(Statt, 1997) . The understanding of customer’ s buying behaviour is a complicated process 
as many factors play a part. The consumer’ s incentive and opportunity to buy the product 
is influenced by the companies’  marketing. This marketing creates specific and often very 
personal consumer attitudes about the product that the company tries to sell. Based on the 
attitudes the consumer decides whether to buy the product or no. O ne should notice that 
it’ s not only the marketing of the company that affects the consumer, it could also be cul-
tural or legal aspects or such a concept as CO O . Statt (1997)  further argues that another 
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important concept is merchandising. The reason is that in the grocery store about half of 
the consumers buy their products unplanned. This is referred to as impulse buying. This 
concept is important to consider when a customer buys a product which origin could be 
important. The time a consumer spends when making a decision also differs from less than 
a second to some 30  seconds. The products that req uire more time are those when the 
consumer must read on the label to understand the content or origin. Regarding meat, con-
sumers can be expected to fall in both categories, some that spend more time when choos-
ing and others that j ust take a package and leaves. This leads us into the four P’ s introduced 
by K otler et al. (20 0 2)  consisting of price, product, place and promotion are all marketing 
stimulus that the companies need to use to affect the consumer. As it is through the learn-
ing process of the company’ s strategy that new knowledge about buying behaviour can be 
noted. O ther important stimuli that affect the consumer are economic, technological, po-
litical and cultural environment because we live in the modern society (K otler et al, 20 0 2) .  

3.2 Attitudes 
As attitude is a central concept in the thesis it needs to be explored. K otler et al. (20 0 2)  de-
fine an attitude as “a person’ s consistently favourable or unfavourable evaluations, feelings 
and tendencies towards an obj ect or idea” (p. 210 ) . This definition is not exclusive for mar-
keting, since it refers to an attitude towards both an obj ect, which can be a product, and an 
idea which can be a non-product. An attitude could be that “the J apanese makes the best 
products in the world” (K otler et al., 20 0 2, p. 210 ) . Another definition of attitude is that it 
can be seen as “a psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity 
with some degree of favour or disfavour” (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p. 1) . O ne should also 
remember that the attitudes differ in strength between people which makes it more com-
plex to study (Birgelen, de Ruyter &  Wetz els, 20 0 1) . At the same time, the attitudes are 
learned and most often they remain the same over time (Statt, 1997) .  
The concepts of attitudes, beliefs and behaviours are closely linked together (M owen, 
1993) . H awkins, Roger, Best &  Coney (1998)  even state that an attitude consists of belief, 
behaviour and feelings towards an obj ect. Statt (1997)  pay close attention to the cognitive 
functioning within the field of behaviour. These are divided up into two areas where the 
conative is connected to the action or intention and affective to the feeling. Thereby he 
concludes that the cognitive functioning is an important part of attitudes. This refers to 
consumers’  opinions about products which could be about price or packaging. Urbig 
(20 0 3)  on the other hand argues that attitudes only refer to the cognitive states of individu-
als. These states are characterised by a learned tendency to react in a constantly favourable 
or unfavourable manner with respect to a given obj ect (F ishbein and Aj z en, 1975) . Even if 
attitudes are in general believed to affect a person’ s behaviour, this individual behaviour 
does always not need to be in consistent with his or her attitudes (Urbig, 20 0 3) . This means 
that the consumer can have the attitude that Swedish meat is the tastiest, but still this per-
son buys German meat since it is cheaper. An opinion on the other hand is a verbalised at-
titude and the process of verbaliz ing an attitude can create a bias (Trommsdorff, 1998) . In 
marketing, the changes of opinions are usually referred to as a result of personal experi-
ences, social influences or cognitive efforts (F ishbein &  Aj z en 1975) . O ne could say that at-
titudes are expressed by behaviour and observable by others whereas opinions are typically 
expressed by words (Urbig, 20 0 3) . This means that attitudes, since they are based on how 
people actually behave, gives a more certain picture of a person’ s buying behaviour. Since 
the observational method needed to obtain the true attitudes was not possible to perform, 
attitudes and opinions will be assumed to be the same. This means that there is no need to 
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make an observational study since the focus group can allow gaining the opinions of the 
consumers. 
O ne of the components mentioned above, a belief or rather the cognitive attitude is de-
fined as a descriptive thought that a person holds about something (K otler et al., 20 0 2) . It 
can possess any of the three q ualities together or on its own among positive, negative or 
neutral beliefs (H awkins et al., 1998) . A positive belief could be that the milk tastes good, 
while a negative belief would be that the milk tastes bad. The neutral belief would be that 
the milk is white. The behavioural intention is what a consumer plans to do with an obj ect 
(H awkins et al., 1998) . The third part influencing attitude is the feelings. The feeling is 
something a consumer feels towards a brand or other obj ects and it can but is not always 
based on beliefs (H awkins et al., 1998) . 
Wells &  Prensky (1996)  argue that there exist three different kinds of attitude models: the 
tricomponent models, the multiattribute models and the attitude-toward-the-ad models. 
F irstly, the tricomponent model considers, as the name suggests, three components of atti-
tude: cognitive beliefs, affective and conative predisposition to act. The cognitive compo-
nent of this model explains the consumer’ s knowledge about the products, brands or mar-
keters. The second influence in the model, the affective, encompasses the consumer’ s feel-
ings or emotions about an obj ect. The last part of the model, the conative component, in-
volves the consumer’ s intention to act in a way to satisfy a need. Therefore these three j oin 
together and unconsciously affect the consumer in his or her purchasing decision. 
Secondly, the multiattribute model focuses on an obj ect’ s many attributes and the attitude 
of the individual towards this obj ect is a result of the aggregation of the evaluations based 
upon the attributes of each obj ect (Wells &  Prensky, 1996) . O riginally this model was in-
troduced and developed by M artin F ishbein (1963)  and it included three components. 
These attributes are still the same where how an obj ect is evaluated is the first and then the 
beliefs whether an obj ect possesses an attribute or not. Thirdly comes an evaluation of the 
importance or relevance of each attribute in determining the general attitude about the ob-
j ect. 
The third model by Wells &  Prensky (1996)  is the attitude-toward-the-ad. This model is an 
effort to understand how the consumer’ s attitude is influenced by advertising. These au-
thors conclude that the model explains consumer’ s feelings and j udgements as a result of 
their exposure to an ad. 

3.2.1 Customer Perceptions 

Perception can be seen as the process in which a person selects, organises and interprets in-
formation in order to form a meaningful picture of the world (K otler et al., 20 0 2) . This 
concept explains why two people which are both motivated acts in different ways. The rea-
son is that people perceive situations differently. The perception is formed from three 
processes: selective attention, selective distortion and selective retention (K otler et al., 
20 0 2;  Shet, M ittal &  N ewman, 1999) . The definition given by M owen (1993)  is rather simi-
lar to K otler et al.’ s three perception processes. M owen (1993)  define perception as a 
“process through which individuals are exposed to information, attend the information, 
and comprehend the information” (p. 72) . The difference between the definitions is that in 
K otler et al. view the consumer as more active in the process than M owen believes. H ow-
ever, we will use K otler et al.’ s definition when we explain the perception process since we 
find it more applicable.  
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The first of the three perception processes is the selective attention means that people tend 
to screen out most of the information to which they are exposed (K otler et al., 20 0 2) . This 
process works for example when a text is complicated since then it effects how much in-
formation the reader individual extracts from a message (K roeber-Riel and Weinberg 
1999) . But this process is q uite natural since a person could not accept and handle all in-
formation he or she gets every day. Secondly, the selective distortion means that people 
tend to adapt information to personal meanings (K otler et al., 20 0 2) . This information is 
usually also interpreted in a way that already supports what the person already believes. An 
example can be that a person who think that Swedish meat is safest, is more likely to adapt 
all information he or she finds to support this view. The last perception process to consider 
is the selective retention, which is the tendency of people to retain only some of the infor-
mation they are exposed to (K otler et al., 20 0 2) . This information usually supports their al-
ready existing attitudes and beliefs. In a similar way as with the selective distortion, a per-
son who believes that Swedish meat is the best and tastiest will only retain the information 
that supports this already existing point of view. The way a consumer perceives the infor-
mation is according to M owen (1993)  also influenced by the involvement. 
To summariz e the previous paragraphs it can be said that what attitude a consumer holds 
depends on the perception process. The attitude in turn influences the consumer whether 
to buy the product or not. But the process is not finished yet, since the attitude about meat 
is much related to the country of origin and the factors influencing it. 

3.3 Country of Origin 
As this thesis try to understand consumers’  attitudes towards meat labelled ”M ade in EU”, 
we must explore the concept of country of origin. The reason is that since EU consists of 
countries and that the region of EU itself could be seen as a country the CO O  plays a role 
in consumers’  evaluation of the product. A product’ s country of origin is an extrinsic prod-
uct cue and an intangible product attributes (M cAuley, 20 0 1) . This means that CO O  like 
price and brand name does not show any direct product performance (Peterson &  J olibert, 
1995) . A product performance is something that tells the consumers exactly how the prod-
uct works. H owever, these attributes can be regarded as the ones shaping the overall atti-
tude towards a product (Becker, 20 0 0 ) . There has been no consensual definition for coun-
try of origin (Sauer, Y oung &  Unnava, 1991) . Sometimes it has been referred to as the 
“M ade in” label (Bloemer, K asper, Steffenhagen &  Schmidt, 20 0 1) . O thers view it as 
buyer’ s opinion regarding goods and services produced in different countries (Bilkey, 
1992) . Roth and Romeo (1992)  view it as the country of origin image which is defined as 
consumers’  perception about a product from a certain country based on previous percep-
tions about this country’ s production and marketing strengths and weaknesses. The defini-
tion we have found to be most suitable for our research is defined as “the impact which 
generaliz ations and perceptions about a country have one a person’ s evaluations of the 
country’ s products and brands” (L ambert &  J affe, 1998, p. 61-78) . 
Country of origin has been considered as an important factor in consumer purchasing deci-
sion making since it was introduced in 1965 (Schooler, 1965;  Erickson, J ohansson &  Chao 
1984) . But the CO O  was nothing new when it was introduced as a concept, one could say 
that it has existed since countries started trading with each other. It is with an increasing 
accessibility of foreign goods in the national markets that the concept has got more atten-
tion (Bilkey &  N es, 1982) . The authors say that the influence comes from the fact that con-
sumers evaluate foreign goods in a different way compared to domestic products. 
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Several decades ago D ichter (1962)  suggested that the concept of “made in” should be seen 
as an additional component of the marketing mix. The M arketing mix consists of the fours 
P’ s earlier shortly mentioned;  price, product, place and promotion (K otler et al., 20 0 2) . 
D ichter (1962)  argued this since according to him the country of origin can have an over-
whelming effect on the acceptance of imported products. This speculated effect can be re-
garded from the consumer perspective in negative or positive way and base his or her deci-
sion whether to buy the imported product. H owever, the exact effect of CO O  is unclear 
even if researchers agree that it has an influence (M cAyley, 20 0 1) . Then there are other re-
searchers with opposite opinion, as for instance Sheth (1998)  who argue that since there is 
an emergence of a homogenous culture in the world, the CO O  is irrelevant. Even with the 
globaliz ation, Sheth and others refer to, several studies have showed that the cultural dif-
ferences remain and thereby the differences in CO O  stay (Witkowski &  K ellner, 1998;  
V ida, 1996) . Therefore we have to conclude that the culture will always be the important 
and underlying part of CO O . The culture will change over time and thereby people’ s atti-
tudes about different origins also change. 
In some research, the “made in country X ” and the “country of origin” can be two separate 
concepts. The “made in country X ” is usually referred to as the country where the final 
production takes place while CO O  is seen as the country from where the company behind 
the product comes from (J affe &  N ebenz ahl, 20 0 1) . In the latter, the product does not 
have to be produced in the particular country. In this thesis both of these two concepts will 
be viewed as identical since we assume that the meat both come from and is so called “pro-
duced” in the same country. 
Research suggests that in order to study the effects of country of origin, distinction should 
be made between three distinctive forms (Bloemer et al., 20 0 1) : 

• The Country 
• The Inhabitant 
• The Product 

We will here give an example to ease the understanding of these three forms. A country re-
fers to Russia, the inhabitant Russian and the product could be L ada or some other Russian 
manufactured product. F or the consumers, these three forms are important since Russia as 
a country can be viewed as negative while a product positive. H erbig (1998)  states that it is 
important to notice that the country image can be rather different from the product image. 
The example he mentions is China that is non-democratic and as a country they are viewed 
as negative, but some of their products are seen as excellent goods. F or this reason it is im-
portant to understand the matches and mismatches that can occur between country and 
product (Roth and Romeo, 1992) . Since we deal with different countries and inhabitants, 
people tend to generalise their opinions about these and when generalising stereotypes are 
created.  

3.3.1 Stereotypes 

The country of origin issue is highly complex since a product can be financed by USA, in-
vented in J apan, designed in Italy and produced in China (Papadopoulos, H eslop, Graby &  
Avlonitis, 1987) . In many cases, meat in breaded in for example Ireland, brought up in 
Germany, but slaughtered in Greece. Even though this complicated origin matter, a prod-
uct is still perceived to have a country of origin, and this can lead to a bias (Y u &  Albaum, 
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1998) . These biases are an effect of stereotyped images of the countries (M aheswaran, 
1994) . Also other studies show that consumers have stereotyped images of certain coun-
tries and this then affects the way a country’ s products are perceived (Cordell, 1992) . A 
stereotype, indicating a part of the CO O  effect, represents a simplification how consumers 
look upon a country, product or inhabitant (Usunier, 1993) . D e M ooij i (1998)  defines 
stereotyping as mentally placing people in categories. This evaluation can be either positive 
or negative and if used wrong even dangerous (Usunier, 1993) . This can be seen as either 
functional or dysfunctional (D e M ooij i, 1998) . A functional understanding is when a person 
acknowledges a natural process to guide the expectations while dysfunctional is when indi-
viduals are incorrectly j udged. This means that the stereotype can both function as positive 
or negative. Examples of stereotypes is that Germany and J apan are always considered to 
have good q uality electronics while people in F rance and Italy are considered to be stylish 
and know what design is (M cAuley, 20 0 1) . A stereotype about a person would be for ex-
ample that Americans are arrogant and that British are insincere (Usunier, 1993) . These 
stereotypes tend to be hard to change over time and keeping in mind the selective distor-
tion, we can understand that people only tend to see these stereotypes. A person can meet 
many lovely Americans, but as soon as this person meets one arrogant American the per-
son at once gets support for the stereotype. 

3.3.2 Ethnocentrism 

It has been showed that in most developed countries the domestic goods, including meat, 
are evaluated more favourable compared to foreign products (H erbig, 1998;  Usunier, 
1993) . H owever, the resistance towards imported goods tends to become lower when in-
come level, education and travel experience increase (M cAuley, 20 0 1) . The resistance can 
also be reduced with better guarantees and after sales service, which however does not help 
a meat product to overcome the possible resistance. F or meat in a continuation it can be 
understood that some countries are better than other in avoiding unfavourable CO O . 
Therefore information spreading about for example production methods can be a crucial 
part in dealing with problems or matters that is the result of CO O . 
The behaviour when the consumer prefers domestic products compared to foreign ones is 
called domestic country bias (Balabanis &  D iamantopoulos, 20 0 4) . The main explanation 
for the domestic country bias is based on consumer ethnocentrism (Shimp &  Sharma, 
1987) . The one who introduced ethnocentrism was Sumner (190 6) , who defined it as " the 
view of things in which one’ s own group is the centre of everything, and all others are 
scaled and rated with reference to it"  (p. 13) . Another definition that includes culture is that 
ethnocentrism refers to the “universal tendency for people to view their own group as the 
centre of the universe, to interpret other social units from the perspective of their own 
group, and to rej ect persons who are culturally dissimilar” (M owen, 1993, p. 641) . The cul-
tural element can also be found in Wells &  Prensky’ s (1996)  definition. These definitions of 
ethnocentrism work for the concept in general, while in a consumer perspective it includes 
beliefs held by the consumers about purchasing foreign-made products (Shimp &  Sharma, 
1987) . Shimp &  Sharma (1987)  continue by arguing that the consumer ethnocentrism con-
cept can explain why consumers prefer domestic over imported products, even without 
considering that the foreign products can be cheaper and/ or of better q uality. This idea can 
be implemented on meat which is product that most consumers prefer from their own 
country. Similar results as j ust mentioned M in H an (1988)  found in his study.  What he 
wrote about was that some consumers are consumer patriots, the ones who buy domestic 
products j ust because they are nationalistic. This concept of patriots is not especially differ-
ent from the consumer ethnocentric one since both prefer their own goods. The difference 
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is only in the reasons why the person believes as he or she does. H an says that these patri-
otic consumers also consider the q uality and added services to be better compared the for-
eign ones. J affe and N ebenz ahl (20 0 1)  j oin in this discussion and write that the degree of 
consumer ethnocentrism will vary with the product category. This as certain products is of 
much higher relevance than others based on our own individual needs. 
The tendency for people to be ethnocentric is influenced by the region in which they live 
(M owen, 1993) . In a study by D aser &  M eric (1987)  they found that those people living in 
certain states in USA significantly affected by imports, cared more about the products ori-
gin. This is the case in the car producing city D etroit where the unemployment is affected 
by the competition from foreign made cars (Shimp &  Sharma, 1987) . N ot only that they 
cared about the origin, but they were also more ethnocentric and preferred American 
products. F or meat, this could mean that consumers in countries or regions much depend 
on meat are more likely to be ethnocentric. But a product does not only have to be from 
the own country for a customer to be favourable or unfavourable towards a product since 
it varies according to the product' s specific origins (Peterson &  J olibert, 1995) . As with 
F rance and perfumes, consumers from other countries in general, tend to evaluate these 
products more favourable. It is also showed in studies that an ethnocentric customer is 
more likely to be older, female, belong to lower social classes, and have lower incomes and 
education (Shimp and Sharma, 1987) . Ethnocentrism and stereotypes are not the only fac-
tors influencing the CO O  and in the following two paragraphs other factors will be ex-
plained. 

3.3.3 Cultural and Economical aspects 

A consumer often uses economic competitiveness and cultural similarity to explain their 
preferences for buying foreign products from a given country (Balabanis &  
D iamantopoulos, 20 0 4) . What is culturally similar for people differ, but in general countries 
that have had many relations in the history have similar cultures. Sweden is by H ofstede 
(1983)  seen to be culturally similar to N orway and D enmark. These two components in 
combination with political attributes are considered to be cognitive components, which 
means that image of the country is very much related to these components (N iss, 1996) . 
Balabanis &  D iamantopoulos (20 0 4)  state that the economic competitiveness depends on 
two categories of factors: 

1. The complexity with which a country’ s companies compete (for example produc-
tion technology, extent of marketing and product uniq ueness) . 

2. The q uality of the country’ s business environment (for example physical infrastruc-
ture, human resources and competition regulations) . 

The first factor influencing the evaluation with economic competitiveness as basis depends 
as seen on complexity in for example industry. A country that would be seen as positive 
would be Germany that is considered to have top class technologies. O n the contrary, a 
small country like F ij i is not seen as competing with a high complexity and there for has lit-
tle economic competitiveness. The second factor for evaluation is the country’ s business 
environment. The same thoughts can be given as with Germany and F uj i since traditional 
industry countries usually have for example more physical infrastructure. It is suggested 
that ethnocentric consumers are more positive in their j udgments toward products from 
highly competitive countries (Watson &  Wright, 20 0 0 ) . In the same way, these consumers 
prefer products that originate from culturally similar countries (Wang and L amb, 1983;  L il-
lis and N arayana, 1974) . This means that for example the N ordic countries that have simi-
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lar cultures would prefer to trade with each other and this we can find support for when 
looking at trade data (Exportrå det, 20 0 5) .  

3.3.4 Product and Information aspects 

Research shows that the influence of CO O  is greater when the consumers are unfamiliar 
with the product category, since it offers a way to evaluate the product (H erbig, 1998) . 
Consumers are familiar with meat, but many of them don’ t know exactly how the evaluate 
the product according to standards. Such a meat consumer can be seen as unfamiliar with 
the product category. In addition, Eroglu &  M achleit (1989)  write that the relative influence 
of CO O  varies according to product category and the type of attribute considered. Some 
products are considered typical of one country and therefore consumers for example asso-
ciate piz z a with Italy (H erbig, 1998) . Where little other information is known like for meat, 
the CO O  becomes an important evaluator in buying a product that would not have re-
ceived much attention unless the belief in the product’ s origin was noted (Al-Sulaiti &  
Baker, 1998) . F urther, the effect of CO O  is bigger on consumers when they have limited 
time, like in the food store, and when they have limited product knowledge (Swinder &  
Rao, 1997;  M cAuley, 20 0 1) . This in turn means that high familiarity with the product re-
duces the impact of CO O  (M cAuley, 20 0 1) . It is important to remember that the cus-
tomer’ s awareness of CO O  can be limited or non-existent (Samiee, 1994) . The CO O  has 
an effect on the consumers’  beliefs which in turn has an affect on their attitudes (Erickson 
et al., 1984) . In a study performed by Erickson et al. (1984)  it was showed that CO O  com-
paratively had as much influence on the beliefs as price and other attributes had. 
Two approaches can be used to understand the consumers’  behaviour on a cognitive level, 
the halo construct and the summary effect (H erbig, 1998) . H an (1990 )  explains the halo 
construct as when a country image is used to evaluate products about which people have 
little knowledge or the product category is unknown. The summary effect he claims is used 
when the product has reached familiarity among the customer. J ohansson, D ouglas &  
N onaka (1985)  put forward the suggestion that CO O  works as a halo effect when it in-
cludes both a consumer’ s beliefs and attitudes. This was also shown in another study of 
products with ambiguous information when both experienced and inexperienced consum-
ers used the CO O  in their evaluations (M aheswaran, 1994) . N ow the concept of CO O  and 
the explanation of the factor around the evaluation of attributes have been brought for-
ward the focus will now turn to the evaluation of the food products. 

3.4 Evaluation of COO by consumers 
Engel, Blackwell &  M iniard (1986)  state that consumers normally use only three to four 
general criteria in creating attitudes and thereby evaluating products. O ut of these the CO O  
is one of the criteria for evaluating a product (Erickson et al, 1984;  Y aprak, 1987) . It has 
been freq uently shown in food consumer surveys that CO O  is repeatedly ranked as one of 
the most important attributes (Sou, 1996) . H assan &  M onier (20 0 1)  fills in that this is espe-
cially the case for European consumers. O n the other hand it is seen that the way we evalu-
ate the product is not only characteriz ed by country of origin but also distinct attributes 
such as siz e, colour and q uality (H erbig, 1998) . But all researchers do not show coherence 
in their findings. In a study performed by Shimp, Samiee &  M adden (1993)  show that q ual-
ity is the maj or evaluating dimension of CO O . H owever, this research stating that consum-
ers use CO O  as a measurement of q uality have both been confirmed and rej ected in studies 
(Steenkamp, 1989) . But as it is not clear that consumers use CO O  as a measurement of 
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q uality it might as well be another attribute. In the following paragraph a more thorough 
discussion about the consumers’  evaluation of food products follows. 

3.4.1 Evaluation of Food Products by consumers 

N elson (1970 )  considers food as an experience product since it is dominated by experience 
attributes only detectable after consumption. In other words, since you can not taste the 
food product before you buy it, it can be considered as an experience. The problem with 
experience goods is that consumers may have difficulty distinguishing or remembering 
product q uality if the overall q uality is defined by many characteristics, or the product’ s ori-
gin is uncertain (Crespi &  M arette, 20 0 3) . With an increased concern about nutrition and 
food safety the number of characteristics that the consumer cannot detect before con-
sumption has increased (Boccaletti, 1999) . These attributes that can not be experienced be-
fore purchase, but that are important for the consumers are denoted as the credence q uality 
attributes (Caswell, 1997) . The most important criteria for evaluation of food products are 
product q uality, price, brand name/ reputation, freshness and guarantee (Steenkamp, 1997)  
and to this Becker (20 0 0 )  adds the place of purchase. The guarantee can be further devel-
oped into the brand name itself, q uality labelling and the geographic origin. Any of these 
can be used by the consumer to ease the evaluation of the product since it can tell him or 
her something about the product’ s q uality (Steenkamp, 1997) . The CO O  is one of the cues 
that the consumers use to evaluate the q uality of the food and the view on this incorporate 
how a country deals with diverse problems of animal welfare and environmental concerns, 
but also food safety with issues like use of antibiotics as growth promoter (Becker, 20 0 0 ) . 
 
When a product is introduced on the market, which could be meat from a new country, it 
req uires much information and an adaptation of the consumer’ s perception (Boccaletti, 
1999) . The problem is that in the initial introductory phase the consumer faces greater un-
certainty about the product’ s q uality. This expected q uality level is based on a number of 
observable search attributes and indicators. O ne way from the consumer’ s perspective to 
solve this problem is to have a reference price for which they believe they can buy a q uality 
product. The origin information on the other hand can serve as a q uality indicator for un-
detectable attributes, as those brought up in the end of the last paragraph, which conse-
q uently makes the product and price differentiation easier. H owever, for the consumer to 
consider an origin to be of high q uality, it is important that no low q uality products are de-
tected. F or this reason, standards such as those developed by the European Union become 
important. If an origin is to work as a q uality indicator depends much on the consumer’ s 
individual skills in inferring experience q uality attributes. If the consumer cannot detect any 
differences, it will not work as a q uality indicator. This often refers to inexperienced con-
sumers and foreigners. 
 
If an origin of food products is to be considered as a q uality signal some conditions must 
be fulfilled. It is the consumer’ s experience and thus familiarity with the product that is the 
most important factor to create a q uality idea and to make a proper choice. A person with 
higher education and one that travels much is more likely to get in contact with local prod-
ucts abroad and thus has more experience and familiarity with different origins. When the 
market can not give the consumers enough information about product q uality, then it is up 
to the producers to establish a convincingly signal about the product q uality that origin im-
plies (Boccaletti, 1999) . 
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Becker (20 0 2)  states that in the case of fresh meat, the CO O  can signal both q uality (meat 
from country X )  and safety (meat from country with little mad cow disease) . H e further ar-
gues that in particular concerning meat, the importance of CO O  for consumers is increas-
ing and this is particularly the case for products without any specific brand. In his study of 
European consumers he found that the country of origin is relatively more important for 
beef than for pork and chicken. In some cases the importance is not given to the country 
of origin but the region of origin within a country such as with parmesan ham. The positive 
picture of the region of origin will decrease in importance the further away from the region 
we come. With the exception of Champagne, Roq uefort and Porto (Trognon, 1998) , the 
region of origin is only important within the country (Becker, 20 0 0 ) . The region can refer 
to meat produced locally, such as in a particular county (Becker, 20 0 0 ) . H owever, in Swe-
den Becker (20 0 2)  did not find that the regions in Sweden played any importance. 
3.4.2 The Swedish Model of perception and consumption of meat 

The country of origin attribute can be used as a part of the business activities, like any 
other marketing activity (M cAuley, 20 0 1) . This is especially the case if the CO O  has a fa-
vourable reputation in the market. This can be done either through a special strategy used 
by a company. O ne example could be L ’ O real who often uses either American or F rench 
origin of their products even if the true origin might not always be exactly from these 
places but it will sell better (Usunier, 1993) . Another way to use the favourable reputation 
in the market is at state level for instance when the government reinforces a “Buy national” 
campaign (Usunier, 1993) . The Swedish M odel could be an example of such a national 
campaign. Ekman &  Ekman (1995)  write that ever since Sweden j oined EU, something 
that can be called the Swedish model has been promoted by producers, media and politi-
cians. The focus in this model is that in EU other countries can not meet the standards 
concerning meat production (H offmann, 20 0 0 ) . This campaign has focused on the high 
and outstanding q uality of Swedish meat compared to that originating from other countries 
(Becker, 20 0 0 ) . This so called model is believed to have affected the consumers’  perception 
about meat and to a great extent also their buying behaviour. N evertheless, it is not only 
Sweden who believes to have higher q uality on their meat. In Wales, the F armers’  Union 
want to introduce CO O  labelling on all meat sold since in their opinion all imported meat 
that has been produced are using lower standards than in Wales (Riley, 20 0 4) . In the Swed-
ish model, three key features have been identified by H offmann (20 0 0 ) : 

1. A stronger emphasis on process standards based on animal welfare considerations 
than the rest of the EU. 

2. A prohibition of antibiotics in the feed. 
3. Salmonella control programme that is uniq ue within the EU. 

These three factors mentioned above all encourage the Swedish consumers to evaluate 
Swedish meat as better than meat from other countries. Earlier, almost all consumers 
bought Swedish meat, but we have seen a change in this behaviour the last decade. Until 
1995 only small q uantities of meat was imported to Sweden and therefore the choice of 
meat origin was not that big (H offmann, 20 0 0 ) . O ne can say that Swedes bought Swedish 
meat simply for the reason that Swedish meat was the only one offered. When Sweden 
j oined EU, the market had to be opened up to competition and meat from other countries 
started entering the market. M any companies like H emkö p started in this phase to empha-
sise that the sold only Swedish meat which was also labelled on the products. But since 
1998 reports from the Swedish Board of Agriculture state that imports of pork and beef 
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The Buying Behaviour 

Attitudes  

Perception 

C O O  - ” M a d e i n  E U ”  
• Stereotypes 
• Ethnocentrism 
• Cultural &  Economical aspects 
• Product &  Information aspects 
• Evaluation of food products  
• The Swedish model 

have increased dramatically (H offmann, 20 0 0 ) . O ne of the reasons could be that for exam-
ple Irish meat is cheaper and many consumers are price sensitive and do not care about the 
origin. Another explanation to this import is that until about 1990  Sweden was self-
sufficient in production but after that the subsidies have decreased and the domestic meat 
production has not been enough (O vermann, 20 0 3) . In 1999 Sweden was only self-
sufficient to a level of 50  %  of beef and lamb while eggs, poultry and pork production was 
only enough for 77 %  of the need (O vermann, 20 0 3) . H offman (20 0 0 )  concludes his study 
with that women use the country of origin as a q uality cue much more than men do both in 
terms of evaluating food q uality as well food safety. The same results were found in the 
Becker’ s study (20 0 0 ) . H e also found that younger people perceive the CO O  as more im-
portant than old people do.  

3.5 Synthesis of theoretical framework 
Within the theoretical framework the theoretical concepts have been explained in connec-
tion to the model below, in the order from up to down. Starting from buying behaviour 
and through an understanding of attitudes ending up in the influencing factors to CO O . 
The reason for this order is that it better allows the reader to apprehend correct connection 
to the following fields and also in this way the relevance of the concepts are lifted out. This 
model summariz es the frame of reference by providing an overall picture of how the con-
cepts are inter-connected on a theoretical level. These will be further developed after the 
overview of the model and the relation between different concepts will be explained. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F igure 3:1 The Analysis M odel (O wn model, K lint &  L ö fströ m, 20 0 5)  
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If we start off at the lowest level there is simply the meat. This is the first step and the ar-
row in this model start at the meat product as this is the consumer perspective and there-
fore this stage only incorporates the meat the consumer will see in the store. The purpose 
of this thesis is to understand what attitudes that are created towards this meat when the 
consumer buys the meat that is labelled “M ade in EU”. This will be done through the ex-
planation of the core in this model, namely the factors influencing CO O  and the attitudes 
towards this label. When a consumer sees the label and the origin mark he or she gets in-
fluenced by the CO O  effect. This effect is a result of the consumer’ s own stereotypes and 
ethnocentric views simultaneously with the cultural &  economical similarity between the 
product’ s origin and the own country. F urther, the CO O  effect is affected by the product 
&  informational aspects and how the consumer evaluates food products. Specifically for 
Sweden, the consumers are also affected by the Swedish model which is a sort of national 
“buy Swedish origin” campaign. These six influences as thoroughly outlined in the theo-
retical framework is the base that together creates the overall CO O  effect. CO O  in turn, 
via the perception, as the next step in the model, influences the consumer’ s attitudes about 
the product. The perception affects how the consumer comprehend the information he or 
she is exposed to. The perception is the process where all the information is sorted out and 
categorised in the mind of the consumer. O ften the consumer tries to support already ex-
isting believes by adaptation of the information flow to fit the own needs and preferences. 
O f course, the consumer will not think in these terms every time during his or her pur-
chase. Rather, this is a constantly occurring process within all people and with respect to 
time new attitudes can be formed. Information help and encourages these changes, which 
could be for instance anything from media reporting about diseases and production meth-
ods or simply the effect of new labels as is the main point of discussion in this thesis. All 
these are factors that continuously affect the customers in their purchases. 
The perception of all kind of information in turn affects as mentioned the attitudes that the 
consumer will have towards the product, in this case meat. This is the highest level before 
the specific buying behaviour will be decided. These attitudes can be new but often the 
consumer adapts the information to support already existing attitudes. Since the concept of 
“M ade in EU” is new for the consumers, they have not had time yet to shape any attitudes 
about this concept. But they will evaluate “EU meat” connected to their attitudes that al-
ready exist and also attitudes towards Swedish originating meat. The Swedish model tells us 
that it is important to understand that Swedish meat from the Swedish consumer perspec-
tive is seen as of higher value. This will greatly influence and affect the attitude towards the 
meat from EU.  
After the consumer has formed attitudes he or she decides whether to buy the product or 
not. This thesis is not really looking into the real buying behaviour of the consumers, but 
instead puts its focus on the other parts in the model. This is the reason for the broken line 
drawn between buying behaviour and attitudes. The buying behaviour is presented in the 
thesis to show the full picture and to allow the reader to understand what comes after the 
attitudes are created. With this model in mind, the rest of the thesis will proceed with the 
empirical findings. 
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4 Empirical Findings 
T he empirical findings will be div ided into two parts. F irst, the secondary data analysis will be presented in 
which important data regarding S wedes and meat preferences will be ex plained. A fter this, the q uestions in-
troduced in the methodology will be presented separately to giv e an ov erv iew of the findings within the focus 
groups research. A ll groups’  answers and attitudes will be discussed j ointly as this will giv e a clearer picture 
of the different attitudes across the entire field. B y div iding our findings they can easier be analysed and 
drawn conclusions from. 

4.1 Secondary data examination of COO and its influence on 
Swedish consumers 
When the secondary data is presented several different kinds of studies will be put forward 
and all are related to meat and Swedish consumers. Among these there is a common 
agreement that Swedes care to a large extent about the country of origin for meat. Becker 
(20 0 2)  found that 60  %  of the Swedish consumers look at the label, especially the origin 
marking. In the rest of Europe, the number of consumers who look at the label is very low. 
H e also found that the origin was especially important regarding beef and chicken. In addi-
tion to this, it is interesting to notice that other investigations state that Swedes prefer and 
buy more pork compared to beef and chicken (Scholderer, Bredahl &  M agnusson, 20 0 4) . 
Supporting this in Sweden the country of origin is seen as the most helpful factor when 
predicting eating q uality, which incorporates taste and neatness of the meat. In the same 
study it is concluded that for beef, colour and place of purchase are regarded as the most 
helpful predictors in most other countries and country of origin first ends up in third place. 
When the list of q uality factors is further elaborated leanness, the brand and q uality assur-
ance label are seen as important but ranked lower by the consumers (Cowan, M annion, 
L angan &  K eane, 1999) . It can also be of importance to mention that price in all countries 
is regarded as the least helpful predictor of eating q uality. 
 
A study regarding important cues for people when measuring the q uality shows that in 
Sweden the absence of hormone and drug residues was the two factors of main impor-
tance. This was followed by freshness, taste and healthiness (Scholderer, Bredahl &  M ag-
nusson, 20 0 4) . Another study though, shows that CO O  was an important measure for con-
sumers regarding the q uality of meat (H offman, 20 0 0 ) . When distributing a survey, 30  %  of 
the consumers stated CO O  as the main q uality symbols for pork and beef. F or chicken the 
figure was slightly less than 20  % . This means that the q uality cues in Scholderer et. al. 
(20 0 4)  report was found to be less important. In addition, the consumers ranked CO O  as 
the most or one of the most important cues in predicting eating q uality as concluded ear-
lier. Therefore we can see the connection between the different q uality perceptions and 
CO O . Another example can be regarding food safety assessment where CO O  was found 
to be ranked second after freshness by the consumers (Andersson and H offman, 1997) . 
F urther, in the same study it was found that in Sweden animal welfare was the most impor-
tant predictor of consumers’  overall attitudes to meat. 
 
As told before Scholderer et. al. (20 0 4)  found that pork was preferred by the consumers 
and in a study based on pork it was actually found that any kind of labelling information 
was valued. In their study they asked the consumers which of the nine information cues, 
seen in the table on the next page that were seen as individually important. A consumer 
could answer that a cue was important or not and the results are found in the table for 
D enmark, F rance, Sweden and the UK . 10 0  %  is maximum and it means that all consum-
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ers value this cue, while on the contrary 0  %  means that no consumer values this informa-
tion. The other countries’  results can be used to compare Swedes with what they value. 

 
T a b l e  4:1 I m p o r t a n t  i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  l a b e l s  S o u r c e : S c h o l d e r e r ,  B r e d a h l  &  M a g n u s s o n ,  2 0 0 4 p .  3 3  
F rom the table we can see that q uality grading for Sweden is found to be most important 
followed by the country of origin. Slaughtering date is also very important for Swedes. In-
teresting to note is that, especially in Sweden, even the lowest ranked cue has a high impor-
tance level when we buy pork. If we then compare with the other countries in the study it 
is noted that Swedes are the consumers who rate CO O  as most important even if it is with 
low margin. Thereto many of the variables mentioned can be discussed with the demo-
graphics of the country. That Swedes and D anish consumers have q uite different attitudes 
towards different attributes can be a bit surprising considering the countries’  close rela-
tions. As have been mentioned earlier the consumers value any kind of information but the 
more specified information the better attitude towards the product. At the same time this 
gives strength to that consumer behaviour differ in Europe and leaves a q uestion mark 
how the implementation of the M ade in EU would work across the Union. 
Regarding the preferred country of origin, consumer studies of meat are cohesive and show 
that Swedes prefer Swedish meat (Becker, 20 0 2) . Plateryd (20 0 4)  statement that Swedes are 
ethnocentric and therefore have a tendency to buy mainly Swedish meat is only based on 
articles in the press. This debate has made the consumers aware of the terrible animal 
treatment in other countries. She states that with Sweden’ s membership in EU and with the 
globalised market, more foreign meat has entered the stores. Since this is the case, she 
thereby assumes that there must exist a demand to this supply. The consumers want to buy 
cheap meat from countries like Ireland, Braz il and Argentina. Plateryd (20 0 4)  also did an 
observational study which showed that over 50  percent of the consumers bought Irish 
beef. Even though Plateryd’ s statements regarding the foreign meat, she reaches the con-
clusion that the consumers find the Swedish origin as the third most important variable 
when buying meat. Q uality was found to be most important followed by taste. That Swed-
ish meat is preferred by many consumers can explain that many companies like the ham-
burger chain M ax and the meat producer Scan uses Swedish meat in their marketing. 
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4.2 Answers acquired from the Focus Groups 
In this paragraph, the focus groups’  answers to the q uestions elaborated in the methodol-
ogy will be presented. These answers will be used to strengthen the analysis in connecting 
the relevant theories in the thesis with the Swedish consumer’ s attitudes with respect to the 
CO O  effect on the “M ade in EU” labelled meat.  
Quest i o n  1  –  W h a t  d o  y o u p a y  a t t en t i o n  t o  w h en  y o u b uy  m ea t ? 
As a start of the session and as a beginning to the following discussions this q uestion was 
very contributing. F irst, the participants expressed their feeling towards the meat products 
and the a few main characteristic could be noted that had more attention than others. M any 
said that “price is most important”. Besides these was q uality and labelling mentioned. A C-
coded agreement was reached after one respondent stated that “a combination of price and 
q uality is important”. This revealed the fact that the respondents felt a balance between the 
q uality perspectives with price is an important aspect. In one focus group q uality meant the 
condition of the meat in the store. O ne out it “I consider how the meat look like before I 
buy it”. Another respondent stated that “I want to know the controls and processes the 
meat undertakes on its j ourney from breeding on the farm to packed meat in our shelves in 
the supermarket. The labels also have their role in choosing the meat as it could be noted 
to differ in peoples'  interpretations of specific information given. 
At first the respondents took assumed that this issue was considering Swedish meat and 
therefore a follow up q uestions was needed to extend the discussion to both domestic and 
foreign meat. When this q uestion was raised several independent variables were found, but 
as a general feeling from respondents in the focus groups was that they significantly where 
in favour of knowing the origin of the products as they felt Swedish meat would have an-
other standard. Comments like “I want to know the meat’ s origin before I buy” were com-
monly given. O ne group reached an A-coded statement that the country of origin is the 
most important factor when they buy meat. O ther respondents viewed the “q uality of the 
meat” as the most central factor and a third group of consensus statements was in the field 
of pricing. Although, discussions in the longer run evidently witnessed a consensus in the 
need of an origin marking and enhanced CO O  as an increasingly important concept. Even 
to the extent that respondents stated they would be willing to pay a little extra for Swedish 
meat. N ot until reaching a very high level the price would become more important. The re-
spondents expressed they felt that the origin would be important for any kind of product 
to be successful as we tend to connect both countries and regions to a certain brand or im-
age. Thereto, a maj ority of respondents agreed that different origins mean something for 
them and an example is “When the meat comes from Sweden, I know what to expect”.  
This sentence shows that consumers use stereotyping since they view the products 
according to the picture they have in their minds about the country of origin. This gives 
them a way to understand and distinguish between products. Therefore it can be concluded 
that the attitude within the focus groups is that country of origin is a very important aspect 
when buying meat but there is obviously a compromise between the factors to maximise 
utility. Thereto, it could be understood from the participants that the recognition of being a 
consumer of Swedish meat had a higher status value. An I coded statement was that when 
purchasing Irish meat he needed to defend his choice by illustrating the low price. 

Gender and age also had its connection to the issues of the meat. M any women said “I 
look at the origin label” while men more said “I first look at the price and if it is low I will 
buy it”. This shows that there was a tendency that women on average in all groups cared 



 

 25 

more about the origin while men in some cases would be more price-aware. O n one hand, 
older people were more likely to buy Swedish meat and seemed to care more about the ori-
gin which was shown by statements like “I only buy Swedish meat”. O n the other hand, 
younger people due to extensive travelling have started to recognise meat they normally 
would consume while spending time abroad. They were therefore creating their opinions 
based on former taste and purchase experiences. This lead to that already after this first 
q uestion a basic understanding of the different kinds of consumers was achieved and there 
was a consensus for  Swedish meat with high q uality and healthy. 
Quest i o n  2  – W h a t  d o es t h e m ea t ’ s o r i g i n  t el l  y o u? 
Since we noted that origin is important it naturally follows what attitudes of the origin rep-
resent. The respondents reached an A coded statement that the country specific meat is 
j udged upon q uality in connection with how the animals are being treated. Some said “If 
the meat comes from Sweden I know it has been treated well”. They expressed a feeling 
that countries far away from Sweden are more different and that would lead to an uncer-
tainty since much information never reach Swedish media and therefore consumers in 
Sweden doubt foreign countries’  animal treatment and production facilities. A q uotation 
from one of the respondents in this issue was “O ne might wonder what are the q uality dif-
ferences between imported meat from Argentina, compared to Swedish, as it has been 
transported a long way by boat and, is still cheaper”. M any other respondents agreed in this 
reaction and added that the distance factor regarding animal transports affects their atti-
tudes towards the entire meat industry outside Sweden. As one put it “The only thing we as 
consumers can do to show our disappointment in this matter is to exclusively buy Swedish 
originated meat”. This was a topic that was negatively influencing the consumers and if the 
transports were with alive animals it was even worse. As a concluding c coded statement 
the focus groups can by the origin j udge the life q uality the animals receive and the hygiene 
of the meat processing. H owever, it was not clear if the Swedish animal treatment was ac-
tually better or as one put it: “M aybe it is j ust a myth that its better animal care in Sweden”. 
All consumers preferred Sweden as origin for beef, pork and chicken. F or beef it was still 
important to many respondents that feared the made cow disease and viewed a country like 
Ireland negatively. Regarding chicken, the respondents tried to find a chicken brand which 
seemed Swedish by name or appearance. Concerning pork, an A coded result were found 
that D anish pork almost has the same q uality as Swedish. These respondents found the 
price difference compared to Swedish pork too big and therefore in many cases they 
bought D anish pork. 
Quest i o n  3  – W h a t  d o  y o u t h i n k  a b o ut  m ea t  l a b el l ed  “ M a d e i n  E U ” ? 
After introducing the main problems and attitudes among the participants the discussion 
turned more specifically towards the EU originated meat. There was a consensus coded 
feeling that the “M ade in EU” label would not be a good way for the future in Sweden or 
inside EU. Actually respondents expressed it in terms like “It will make me at least very 
confused, what does it mean and what does it say? M aybe in some ways it says nothing and 
sometimes it says too much”. This attitude though differed in strength but the uncertainty 
was very high if this meat would ever be bought. As mentioned in the last paragraph the 
made cow disease also in this case brought uncertainties. Another point from the group is 
that many would perceive the meat as low q uality or low price. But in general an A coded 
agreement among the respondents thereto expressed that the confusion about the label 
“M ade in EU” would be where it actually comes from. This results in that respondents 
would have paid attention to different things and expressed a different attitude if the EU 
had spread more information inside the member states. Swedish meat was considered to be 
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special in all cases and by purchasing Swedish meat you know what you get. This was un-
derstood by comments like “a Swedish piece of meat means that no chemicals or drugs 
have been used”. D uring the focus group research a few even had a great awareness over 
the production rules in countries like D enmark and Germany and they said that the way 
things are handled there now has to change before we start to change as one group. The 
q uestions arising in consumers mind are answered as long as they know the origin. Several 
persons believed that after some time the “M ade in EU” label would be recognised and 
therefore reaching an acceptance of this marking. H owever, at the same time this does not 
necessarily mean that they acknowledge the label. The respondents felt the economic inte-
gration of EU should already have resulted in a single market with shared q uality products. 
And about half of these brought up that since EU has the same laws the meat should as a 
conseq uence have the same q uality, but that all countries are following the laws is not 
trustworthy.  
Quest i o n  4  – W o ul d  y o u b uy  m ea t  l a b el l ed  “ M a d e i n  E U ” ? 
When this q uestion was raised almost all respondents showed doubt directly with some 
reservations and comments like “I don’ t know”, “maybe”, don’ t think so” were common. 
The doubt consisted of both the uncertainty and stickiness to change to new regulations 
and ideas. Reservations lied within the field of whether to buy meat labelled “M ade in EU” 
or meat from Braz il or Colombia. The alternative would then be that all would buy meat 
labelled “M ade in EU”. In this case they would buy it since EU is believed to have better 
rules than countries outside the union. As this was the case it also means that inside the 
countries of EU a certain origin will instead be connected to the formation of your opinion 
considering that product’ s image. The attitude is though based on the same kind of infor-
mation about the product’ s origin. This different usage of the information and understand-
ing of “M ade in EU” shows that the respondents applies the perception process to adj ust 
and fit the own personal needs. In all other circumstances most of the respondent would 
not be that keen on buying the meat from EU, especially if Swedish meat or Swedish 
brands still existed. They freq uently answered that in terms of information, personal and 
product aspects were of most concern. Y ounger respondents even in this case would feel 
more easily adapted to this new system. Although, a few of the older respondents said that 
if they somehow could find out that the meat is Swedish then they would prefer to buy 
this. When we consider the gender issue on this q uestion there were also a significant dif-
ference in the way that men belong to a group that are more concerned with price and not 
the origin. Therefore, for them it would not make any difference if it is written “M ade in 
EU”, Sweden or Ireland on the label. Women, on the other hand, who care more about the 
origin, would be less interested in buying the EU labelled meat.  
Quest i o n  5  – W h a t  d o  y o u t h i n k  a b o ut  t h e E U  c o l l a b o r a t i o n ? 
It was interesting to pay attention to the attitudes, on the European Union in general terms, 
from the respondents on several of the issues raised in the discussion. While conducting 
the focus group study this was clearly shown that there were three groups of people in this 
matter considering meat. In the first and biggest category there were those who disliked 
EU and its future intention and therefore were strongly against such a marking. These re-
spondents said similar comments as “I do not like that Sweden is a member of EU”. The 
second category was those who still cared about origin of the product but did not have 
such a strong reaction against introducing this new label as it is more or less natural in the 
economic development phase. O r rather, as one describes the situation, “it is time that we 
become the single market we have struggled for and become more integrated”. The third 
group that was found will be referred to as the “travelling group”. These are people who 
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have been travelling around in Europe and have got acq uainted and exposed to various in-
fluences from the different food culture. These people reacted strongly against people from 
the first group by stating that along with the travels “you would try and eat meat in Italy for 
instance, then why would it be impossible to buy Italian meat in Sweden?” This interesting 
debate among the participants resulted in that the third group respondents q uestioned: 
“D o we change our buying behaviour once we are back in Sweden and is that a result of 
the origin of the meat”? This was to them seen as the double sided morality of this issue. 
The second category insisted that we need to bring about issues of EU more freq uently in 
our everyday life. We simply must change the consumer awareness if this implementation 
would ever be successful. In this group where they were positive towards EU and did not 
get too bothersome about the EU marking. The first category felt that EU ignored the 
need of the EU citiz ens and why should this meat labelling be in EU’ s area of interest. O r 
as one more thoroughly explains: “maybe we should not leave the Union, but why should 
we follow EU’ s strange rules regarding such a marking? They have already decided over 
how our cucumbers and strawberries should look like”. As noted there is a high spread of 
attitudes between for and against EU and the label “M ade in EU” on meat. By concluding 
this final discussion of the empirical findings. The maj ority of the respondents whether 
positive or negative to EU itself do not associate this labelling as an agreeable method in 
treating products. 
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5 Analysis 
In this part the empirical findings will be analysed by combining the information acq uired from the secon-
dary data analysis and the three focus groups as one discussion. T his will be done in connection to the model 
in the theoretical framework presented earlier. T he analysis will be categorised in two main areas that are in 
direct relation to the purpose stated. T he first part embraces the factors influencing the C O O  of meat. S ec-
ondly, the role of C O O  on S wedish consumer attitudes on meat labelled “ M ade in E U ”  will be dealt with. 
T his analysis will be a v ital part when reaching final conclusions. 

5.1 The Factors influencing the COO of meat 
F ollowing the model in the theoretical framework the factors that influence CO O  for cre-
ating an attitude will be dealt with one by one for the consistency of the thesis. In general 
the concept of CO O  is related to consumer behaviour and this behaviour is determined by 
the consumers’  capability, incentive and opportunity to buy the product (Statt, 1997) . M ost 
consumers know what they want to buy in advance and obviously more important that 
they want to buy Swedish meat. The CO O  also affects the consumers’  buying behaviour of 
meat and the focus groups have showed that Swedes in general buy and prefer Swedish 
meat. 
S t er eo t y p es 
The stereotypes as defined by D e M ooij i (1998)  are when products, countries or inhabi-
tants are mentally place in categories. It can be either positive or negative for the ones 
which are categorised. If positive then Swedish consumers would have no problem with 
this kind of meat but we can state from our answers that there is a negative stereotyping of 
meat from EU. This as the respondents do not consider EU to have built up any image of 
what and how the European citiz en or EU country should be like as a unity. Therefore we 
cannot see any stereotyping at this level. The participants instead of building their view on 
EU and on Sweden as a member of EU they to a greater extent have prej udices towards 
the meat from the individual countries. But with the “M ade in EU” they do not know the 
exact origin of the meat and because of this reason it can be concluded that stereotyping is 
an important issue for this type of meat. Thereto, EU compared to Sweden has not yet 
managed to create an image of being a region where handling and production of meat is 
recognised. Thus, stereotyping is common when buying meat today. These could be for ex-
ample, D anish chicken is unsafe while D anish pork is good. Concerning Irish meat it 
would be seen from the general perspective as having low price but also low q uality. This 
attitude seems to be deeply rooted and partly related to the mad cow disease that most fear. 
A related issue to stereotyping, which is of greater importance for this study, is the ethno-
centrism that now follows. 
E t h n o c en t r i sm  
The maj ority of the respondents are found to be very ethnocentric as Swedish meat is be-
lieved to be the best without any doubt. They also think that j ust because of this specific 
origin the meat is of higher q uality regarding all other aspects. With the definition of eth-
nocentrism in mind, especially considering that people view their own group as the centre 
of the universe, we can identify this as a metaphor in how Swedes perceive their products. 
Relating to these believes, purchasing foreign-made meat is noted to be more negative than 
meat from Sweden. The consumer ethnocentrism concept is supposed to be able to explain 
why consumers prefer domestic over imported products, even without considering that the 
foreign products can be cheaper and/ or of better q uality. In most cases foreign meat cost 
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less, but that do not stop the consumers from believing in Swedish meat. The attitude cre-
ated towards the meat labelled “M ade in EU” ethnocentrism work in the way that since the 
Swedes prefer domestically produced meat, any meat, irrespectively if it originates in EU or 
from a specific county, is viewed as negative. 
H owever, the meat for the respondents can be noted as an uncertain behaviour and this 
adds on to the negative view of the specific country. In M in H an (1988)  study a q uestion 
whether respondents are buying meat j ust because they are nationalistic or if they j ust be-
lieve in the real product was better was investigated. In case of our findings some of the re-
spondents were probably buying meat because of pure nationalistic reasons but it could not 
be proved as it feels they were very much influenced of the belief that the meat actually is 
better. The consumer ethnocentrism varies with the product category and with the individ-
ual needs. O n one hand, about a product of such importance like meat, the consumers tend 
to be more ethnocentric than among other product categories. O n the other hand, the re-
sults found in this study is not surprising as it has been showed that in most developed 
countries, the domestic goods are evaluated more favourable compared to foreign products 
(H erbig, 1998;  Usunier, 1993) . H ow much ethnocentric a consumer is also depends on the 
cultural &  economical similarity and certain product and informational aspects. This will be 
dealt with in the following paragraphs. 
C ul t ur a l  &  E c o n o m i c a l  A sp ec t s 
As we have seen in the previous paragraph, the Swedish consumers are ethnocentric. This 
should mean that products, here meat, from highly competitive countries are valued more 
positive. F urther, a consumer often uses economic competitiveness and cultural similarity 
to explain their preferences for foreign products from a given country (Balabanis &  
D iamantopoulos, 20 0 4) . This should mean that countries that have a similar economical 
structure and cultural traditions like Sweden should be viewed as more positive. That some 
of the respondents view D anish pork as acceptable could be traced to be a reason of eco-
nomical and cultural similarity to Sweden. F rom this study it is not possible to draw exact 
conclusions about this but the speculation is important. EU is right now a Union with 25 
membership countries which means many differences in economical structure in the coun-
try and different business environments. In the same way, the culture differs much between 
the member states. Therefore, we could anticipate that the respondents would be negatively 
against meat from certain countries dissimilar to Sweden. The problem with a marking 
“M ade in EU” is that it would not be possible to know which country the meat comes 
from. H ence, the consumers would not know if the country is similar economical or cul-
tural and this creates an even bigger uncertainty for them. It should be noticed that this ef-
fect the respondents are actually not aware of. N obody goes around and thinks directly that 
“now I but this meat since it comes from an economically similar country to Sweden”. 
M ore it is process that unknown to the respondents.  
P r o d uc t  &  I n f o r m a t i o n  A sp ec t s 
The respondents are highly familiar with the product category, but on the other hand this 
was a prereq uisite for them to participate. In this case, we see not validity in H erbig’ s 
(1998)  statement that the influence of CO O  is big when the consumer is unfamiliar with 
the product category. H owever, we can see that when little other information is known, like 
with meat, the consumers use CO O  as an important evaluator, thus affecting their atti-
tudes. When the respondents form their attitudes towards the meat which often has little 
information, the origin is a helpful factor. H owever, since most of the respondents do not 
have any image of EU in terms of q uality or safety, the CO O  in this case is not that helpful 
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as a predictor. The same can be said about the stressed environment is the food stores. 
Even if in many cases, the respondents don’ t have enough time to consider any more in-
formation than the origin, with “M ade in EU” the CO O  tend to loose its role. Samiee 
(1994)  said that the awareness of CO O  can be limited or non-existent, but for all respon-
dents the awareness was big or at least present. Therefore, since it is important for the re-
spondents, they want to know more about the origin than j ust “EU”. Specific countries tell 
them more than only a region. Especially when this region has no customer awareness or 
familiarity about meat. 
E v a l ua t i o n  o f  f o o d  p r o d uc t s 
The most important criteria for evaluation of food products are product q uality, price, 
brand name/ reputation, freshness and guarantees. Q uality can be subdivided into the 
brand name itself, q uality labelling and the geographic origin. F or the respondents in this 
study, we can see that the q uality, origin, freshness and price are the most important criteria 
for evaluating the meat. This means that the origin is not the only influencer on the atti-
tudes, but it was mentioned with such high freq uency and with such strength that it was 
obvious that origin was the main factor. H owever, nobody would like to but meat from a 
certain origin if it would not be fresh. This means that the criteria are blended together in 
the mind of the respondents. Therefore, the purchasing of meat in some cases tends to be 
even a big complicated. Price it put against origin since Swedish meat is preferred but cost 
more than meat from other countries. Q ualitative and fresh meat is at the same time pre-
ferred so what all try to find are the best combination of them all. It is clear that as the the-
ory states CO O  is one of the cues that the consumers use to evaluate the q uality of the 
food and the view on this incorporate how a country deals with diverse problems of animal 
welfare and environmental concerns, but also food safety with issues like use of antibiotics. 
Except these criteria that are easily detected, there are other factors behind that influence 
the respondents is their purchases. 
T h e S w ed i sh  m o d el  
The factor behind much of attitudes that Swedish meat is the best seems to originate from 
the so called Swedish model. This model which was promoted by producers, media and 
politicians has managed to convince the Swedish customers to value Swedish meat the 
highest. Such issues such as safety, salmonella, animal welfare and antibiotics are all issues 
that the respondents speak about. It is a q uestion if they really know that it is worse in 
other countries than in Sweden or if they have been that affected by this to think badly of 
other countries’  meat. It appear to be this case that the Swedish model is nothing else than 
a successful marketing campaign initiated by the Swedish politicians and the meat industry. 
O n the other hand, many countries, not only in Sweden, the customers tend to evaluate 
their own meat the highest. This means that the Swedish model is not the only factor that 
has affected the respondents. Ethnocentrism, stereotypes and many other factors earlier 
mentioned in the thesis also lay behind the positive attitudes towards Swedish meat and in 
turn the negative attitudes towards meat labelled “M ade in EU”. As H offman (20 0 0 )  sug-
gested, women in Sweden tend to use CO O  even more than men as a q uality indicator 
both regarding food q uality and safety assessment.  
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5.2 The role of COO on Swedish consumers attitudes on meat 
labelled “Made in EU” 
It is clear that for the respondents, that when they form their attitudes, the country of ori-
gin plays a great role. F rom the secondary data examination it is noted that consumers 
value the origin to a great deal when they buy any kind of product. But this is especially 
when buying meat. The image of CO O  is concerned with three characteristics which are 
safety, eating q uality and q uality in general. It is interesting to notice that the q uality is the 
most discussed aspect of evaluating CO O . O bviously q uality must reach a certain standard 
before the consumer would buy the product. But there is a balance in how much they are 
willing to compromise on q uality to get a better price. Some consumers are not ready to 
compromise on price and therefore do not look at the q uality aspects. Considering this 
group, the effect of CO O  is generally low. Its biggest influence the CO O  has on those 
consumers who consider q uality as most important, and are willing to pay any price to get 
the meat they want. The third category of consumers is the ones who care about the origin 
of the meat and want to have q uality, though the price aspect is still important. F or those 
who regard q uality a mix of other aspects for CO O  are added, such as animal welfare, ac-
ceptable production methods and transportation issues. Therefore, one can not solely sat-
isfy the consumer needs by covering one variable but rather a combination of many to give 
a favourable image of the meat’ s origin. F rom the secondary data examination animal wel-
fare was actually the most important predictor of consumers’  overall attitudes. Support for 
this originates both from earlier research and the respondents’  opinions. 
D uring the focus group discussion several attitudes were highlighted. These compromise of 
evaluations, feelings and tendencies and as an example of this could be that: “Sweden has 
the best meat in the world”. “Sweden has the safest meat”. Y ou can trust Swedish meat”. 
“M eat from EU is unsafe”. “EU meat is low q uality”. Almost all respondents have ex-
pressed this favourable evaluation towards the idea of that Swedish meat was the best. In 
the same way, they expressed themselves unfavourable towards the idea of meat labelled 
“M ade in EU”. Attitudes often has a great variation in the spread from positive to negative 
as one can measure it on a scale. Thus, some where more negative than others. This unfa-
vourable view towards the EU originated meat was due to that they already had certain 
stereotypes and ethnocentrism based on this issue. M any simply perceive any kind of in-
formation to support already existing views. In many cases, it seems meat from Sweden is 
enough information for the respondents to form a more positive attitude. At the same 
time, meat from EU is seen negative as they have not yet built up a real attitude towards 
EU as an origin of products. This would be to base your attitude on uncertainty and the 
opinion about EU in general. Uncertainty affects the consumers’  opinion about the safety 
of the meat but some could feel that Irish meat is worst while some view D anish meat as 
the most unsafe. This tells us that distance does not have such an important part but this is 
not completely true since meat from countries with which the consumer feel more connec-
tion, are viewed with more positive attitudes. These countries are often for Swedes D en-
mark. It must be noted that the ones who were most positive towards the “M ade in EU” 
were those that travelled much. Theories regarding this issue states the reason could be the 
level of experience and familiarity with different origins and therefore evaluate origins as 
more positive than others. 
The consumers tend to use the tricomponent model were the consumer uses the knowl-
edge and feeling towards an obj ect to act accordingly to satisfy a need which is to buy q ual-
ity meat. F urther more, the CO O  is used by the respondents when they purchase meat 
since they put much information in the origin. People tend to generaliz e the origin in a way 
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that it tells them information that reduces the uncertainty which allows them to buy a 
product in good faith. It could be stated that the CO O  is an important factor in consumer 
purchasing decision making. “M ade in Country X “ or “country of origin” means the same 
thing for consumers when we discuss meat. They do not think that much about that it can 
be slaughtered in one country and grown up in another one. The important thing is where 
it originates from and in this case, “M ade in” or CO O  is believed to be where the animal 
grew up. At the same time, no distinct information came up regarding the three different 
effects of country of origin, country, inhabitant and product. As the discussion did not re-
veal which one of these three categories that has most impact of his or her behaviour we 
can not draw any distinct conclusion H owever, it seems as the consumers think more 
about the country when they express their attitudes. An example of this would be that al-
though Irish people tend to be humoristic it is the country the beef comes from that mat-
ters.  
The attitudes people have about “M ade in EU” meat are as understood influenced by the 
CO O . H owever, how each consumer views different origins and how they are affected by 
the different factors influencing CO O  depends on the perception. Each respondent uses a 
different perception process to deal with the information they are exposed to. It is in this 
process that the consumers create the attitude that supports their already existing attitudes 
or they create new ones.  
P er c ep t i o n  
The respondents perceive the information differently. F rom their answers it is clear that 
most of them tend to screen out most information related to problems with Swedish meat. 
This selective attention is most of the respondents not aware of. The information flow with 
reports, debates and articles is so big that most only listen to the information that fits them. 
Thereby, the selective distortion, functions in a way that they adapt the information they 
listen to according to their own personal meanings. This means that when they read an ar-
ticle which states that Swedish meat is very safe and without antibiotics, the respondents 
take in this information since this view already exist in their minds. Even if they might read 
some negative information about Swedish meat, the selective retention makes them to re-
tain only some of the information. This particular information is then one that supports 
their already existing attitudes and beliefs. As example: A respondent believes Swedish 
meat is the best meat in the world. Therefore, this person will mainly listen to information 
related to this attitude and in the end he or she will only remember this kind of informa-
tion. N egative information that does not support this existing attitude will naturally be for-
gotten. In this way, the customer does not have to challenge their own attitudes and be-
lieves which makes life a bit easier.  
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6 Conclusion 
H ere the conclusions answering the purpose of the study are presented.  
• At the moment Swedish consumers have a negative attitude towards meat labelled 

“M ade in EU”. M any consumers would only consider this purchase whether there is 
no other meat to choose from. In addition, they would choose this meat if the alterna-
tive was to buy meat from countries outside EU. At the same time differences be-
tween consumers have been noted. Gender differences exist since women tend to care 
more, mainly as they are the ones who do most purchases. This lead to that women 
are more aware of the origin while men look more at price. In this manner women ex-
press more negative attitudes than same responses from men. Eq ually related differ-
ences can be seen between young and old individuals, with the latter as those possess-
ing significant negative attitudes towards “M ade in EU” meat. 

• M uch of the negative attitudes can be explained by the CO O  effect. It has been found 
that for meat the origin is highly important for the Swedish consumers. Through the 
origin consumers can j udge upon several aspects such as eating q uality, overall q uality 
and safety. Safety and animal treatment are two especially common factors that almost 
all of the Swedish consumers value. It is thereto implicit that consumers are confused 
over what EU stands for in terms of origin of products. As long as the meat has some 
origin it is easier for the consumers think to value pros and cons when deciding upon 
buying or not. The consumers do not feel that an origin like “M ade in EU” is clear 
enough to allow them to make this important evaluation. Besides, the difficulties to 
comprehend the factors which normally are used by the consumers to evaluate meat 
by its origin create a high level of uncertainty that affects consumers negatively. H ow-
ever, the consumers are not really aware over their stereotypes or ethnocentric views, 
but these could be understood and analysed in accordance to the given answers in the 
focus groups. 

• The Swedish consumers prefer to a large extent Swedish meat and behind this the 
marketing campaign of the Swedish model should be seen as the biggest explanatory 
factor. It has resulted in that the consumers have strong positive attitudes towards 
Sweden as origin, which creates an even tougher obstacle for introducing “M ade in 
EU” as a replacement of the origin label on the meat packages. 

• Together with the last mentioned conclusion it is important to note that the findings 
in general were in line with the unwritten hypothesis. Even though clear hypothesis 
were not stated it simply reveals the fact that the different theoretical concepts were 
related to the problem and thus, adding analysing capability of the findings considering 
attitudes. This implies that the analysis model can confirm a system of accurate as-
sumptions. M oreover, these results can be used in a wider context, in a different time 
and place, but most importantly on a different product and respondents. It is believed 
that between different consumers a similar pattern can be found but all variables 
brought up in this thesis might not be fully applicable to such a study. 
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7 Discussion 
In this last section of the thesis a longer discussion is held around some of the central concepts in this thesis. 
T he section ends with self-criticism from the researchers on the own study.  
Time has to be considered as an important factor when conducting research considering 
peoples’  attitudes j ust because it is needed investments and resources to affect the con-
sumer awareness of new products and new ways of thinking. Attitudes are learned and 
most often they remain the same but still over time people can get used to new ideas and 
start appreciating them. When a product is introduced on the market, which could be meat 
from a new country, it req uires an adaptation of the consumers’  perception. If EU would 
carry out the implementation of this labelling it would have conseq uences for the meat in-
dustry and especially the Swedish producers. In Sweden, the meat producers have a com-
petitive advantage since the consumers have such positive attitudes towards the domestic 
meat and this would be lost with such a new marking. When considering meat labelled 
“made in EU” the consumers instinctively tend to believe that the meat is not from Swe-
den which negatively affects their attitudes. Still, the probability that consumers actually 
would buy Swedish meat is very high despite the introduction of a new label. Another 
problem with time that has to be considered is the measures needed to change this attitude. 
At the moment it would req uire too much effort of time and money from the European 
Union to change peoples’  attitudes, with for example promotion strategies and spreading 
consumer awareness. With the perceptions in mind, we can understand that the consumers 
only evaluate information that already supports their view of Swedish meat as the best and 
therefore it would be difficult to try to convince consumers about the advantages and 
strengths of EU labelled meat. Therefore up till now, EU is not seen as a positive marking 
for meat products. The reason is that EU does not have any product origin image and 
thereby the Swedish consumers can not evaluate meat with the help of CO O  as with other 
origins. Information spreading about common rules for meat producers can be a crucial 
part in dealing with this problems or matters that are the result of CO O . 
A q uestion of importance to the researchers impose is whether these attitudes are based on 
feelings or knowledge. In theory, feelings are a part of developing the attitudes. The con-
sumers tend to believe that their attitudes are based on knowledge how other EU countries 
treat their animals and in production methods. But in reality they are actually built on what 
the media has reported and published about these matters. Such marketing that involves a 
view that Swedish meat is superior and meat from other countries is unsafe appeals to peo-
ples’  nationalistic and ethnocentric minds. Swedes are not shown to be an exception com-
pared to other nationalities. Consumers tend to believe that their own national products are 
better than others, but not to the same extent as for example the J apanese does. J apanese 
consumers in particular have a typical ethnocentric attitude and they are most likely to re-
j ect foreign-made items rapidly, regardless of q uality, in favour of locally manufactured 
goods (H erbig, 1998) . F or Swedes, this is leading down to that the attitudes are more likely 
to be based on feelings and not knowledge. These feelings are not only based on the in-
formation from news but based on stereotypes and countries similar to their own. This is 
where the country of origin plays a great role. The psychology works in this way that it is 
easier for people to categorise groups or products in respect to your attitude. With meat la-
belled “M ade in EU” the consumers make this distinct classification as they do not know 
its true origin. O ver time consumers tend to create their own ideas about the country 
where the product should stem from. Perfume originates from F rance in the same way as 
meat come from Sweden. At present people have not considered the idea how and which 
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products should be connected with EU especially as the term would not promise any q ual-
ity in the way that F rench perfume does. 
As table 4,1 shows in the empirical investigation countries in Europe value different kinds 
of information as a q uality measure. This hardens the work for EU to build up an image of 
the Union and how “M ade in EU” should be valued. It should be kept in mind that an atti-
tude also differs not only between countries but even within a country. As people have dif-
ferent backgrounds they also are brought up with their specific cultural heritage. If EU 
manages to build up a similar cultural across the union, then an origin of “M ade in EU” 
would receive more positive attitudes. The origin would not be j udged by differences be-
tween people within EU but rather the differences with countries outside EU, as brought 
up earlier for instance Argentinean meat. 
As some researchers have suggested, CO O  could be seen as a complement to the four Ps 
for meat when it comes to Swedish consumers. But one should remember that the effect of 
marketing of meat can vary with the product category and therefore it should not be seen 
as a permanent component of the four Ps. A conclusion of this thesis is that the concept of 
“Country of origin” must be widened from its present form. With the 25 member of the 
European Union it is not possible to refer to as one country but a region. Already the con-
cept of “Region of origin” exists, but referring to a small region like Champagne in F rance. 
Another suggestion could also be to build on this concept to explain a wider “Region of 
origin”. This could facilitate the discussion of regions and their influence over consumers 
and their attitudes within a closely integrated area with extensive trade, instead of single 
countries’  influence. The concept would make it possible to examine the effect of not only 
“M ade in EU” but as well “M ade in Asia” or “M ade in Africa”. 

7.1 The researchers’ own criticism of the study 
As regional differences of attitudes exist within Sweden it can be difficult to generalise the 
findings to match the whole population. Therefore, performing focus groups at different 
locations in Sweden would have increased the reliability of the study. F or example Stock-
holm, M almö  and N orthern Sweden could be chosen as regions which would allow draw-
ing conclusions related to economical and cultural background, personal attitudes and so-
cial class. At the same time today there exist many different nationalities in Sweden and to 
be able to entirely generalise among the population a sample from each nationality would 
have to be selected. H owever, this study never claimed to be fully representative for the 
whole population but still bring about relevant analysable material. 
Even though it was possible to see results after three focus groups more focus groups 
could have been performed in order to increase the reliability. The researchers still feel 
confident that three focus groups were enough. Another way to increase the reliability of 
the methodology could have been to do a test survey or some other q uantitative study. D ue 
to time and travelling restrictions the researchers chose to have a secondary data analysis 
instead to back up the focus groups. To be a moderator req uires much training and experi-
ence and therefore even better results could have been obtained with a more professional 
moderator. Since the researchers had to keep the costs low it was not possible to hire a 
moderator and at the same time one of the researchers has previous experience. This was 
found to be reliable enough to reach good results in the focus groups. 
A last criticism to consider is whether the Swedish consumers actually prefer Swedish meat 
to such a big extent. Taking into consideration that much foreign meat already is being sold 
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one have to be critical towards the respondents’  answers. At the same time, the expansion 
and introduction of new cheap grocery stores comes like L idl and N etto which creates a 
harsh competitive environment for stores. And this also reveals the fact that consumers 
care much about price when buying groceries. Therefore one could argue that the selection 
of the respondents might not be representative. But the probable answer is that many re-
spondents gave politically correct answers that were to “buy Swedish meat”. At the same 
time the social pressure from the group can have urged the respondents to answer as they 
did. Therefore the researchers can argue that “M ade in EU” labelled meat would sell in the 
stores. It would maybe not be seen as positive, but consumers do not always act according 
to their attitude which sometimes is a problem with attitude studies. The only way to find 
out the real behaviour of the consumers would be to look at the sold amounts of the meat 
in the stores. But since the “M ade in EU” labelled meat is not sold in the stores today, the 
researchers find the answers in this thesis to be the most reliably and obtainable at present. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 The Discussion Questions for the Focus 
Group English version 

• What do you pay attention to when you buy meat? 
• What does the meat’ s origin tell you? 

1. Is it important and why? 
2. Which country is preferred as origin? 

� What do you think about meat labelled “M ade in EU”? 
• Would you buy meat labelled “M ade in EU”? 
� What do you think about the EU collaboration? 

Appendix 2 The Discussion Questions for the Focus 
Group Swedish version 
 

• V ad lä gger du mä rke till nä r du kö per kö tt? 
• V ad sä ger dig kö ttets ursprung? 

1. Ä r det viktigt och varfö r? 
2. V ilket land fö redrar du att kö pa kö tt ifrå n? 

• V ad tycker du om kö tt med mä rkningen ”producerat i EU”? 
• Skulle du kö pa kö tt mä rkt ”producerat i EU”? 
• V ad tycker du om EU samarbetet? 


