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Abstract. Purpose – to analyze the image, consumption and purchase habits of chicken and turkey meats by households 
with children as both kinds of meat are healthier than others. 

Research methodology – in the field of marketing, we carried out a telephone survey, a tool commonly used in market 
research to obtain primary source information.

Findings – there are differences between households with and without children under 18 years old in the consumption 
and purchase habits of turkey and chicken meat. Instead, there is no difference in the image of both meats between the 
total of the sample and the households with children under 18 years old. 

Research limitations – we have not analysed the performance of these meats in relation to other types of meat. There-
fore, it would be useful to have data on other meats in the future in order to make comparisons.

Practical implications – the results of the research can be used to develop appropriate social responsibility strategies 
in the meat industry. 

Originality/Value – the point of view we provide is novel as we have not found comparable studies for these types of 
meat. Previously, the authors have analysed the children’s consumption of rabbit meat using a similar approach. 
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Introduction 

Consumers are becoming increasingly informed about how food is produced and want to know more about how 
animals are raised on farms and how they are processed into food in the meat industry (Montero & Baquero, 2016). 
How to face this demand is a challenge for farmers and agribusiness actors. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 
presents a leading channel for them in order to discharge their ethical responsibilities (de Olde & Valentinov, 2019). 
Specifically, producers and retailers are progressively engaging in CSR initiatives to show their commitment to sus-
tainability issues such as animal welfare and environment. Farmers are also increasing their efforts to monitor and 
report on the impact of their production on a wide range of sustainability issues (Reis & Molento, 2020). However, 
these are not the only opportunities that these actors have from a CSR point of view. 

When buying food, consumers search products that are differentiated by unique attributes. Traditionally, price 
and brand have been perceived as the key attributes. Instead, due to the evolution of the consumer habits, there were 
new food attributes and claims, such as the signs of quality (for example, the protected designation of origin) and 
information on organic origin. Currently, consumers focus on newer attributes which include fair trade, low carbon 
footprint (CF), natural, biodynamic, animal welfare and indicators for sustainable and healthy consumption (Burnier 
et al., 2020; Grunert et al., 2004). The consumers perceive all these attributes in different ways, taking into account 
the image of the brand or of the product. In other words, brand image is the way the product/brand is defined by 
consumers based on important attributes. The image can help us better understand consumer behaviour towards a 
product (Montero-Vicente et al., 2018). 
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In this research, we focus on the meat sector. Meat is an important source of protein, essential amino acids, B 
vitamins, minerals and other bioactive compounds (Martini et al., 2019). Meat consumption is highly recommended, 
as it favours development of body and cognitive functions in children and adolescents, as well as in babies (Cofnas, 
2019; Tang et al., 2018). Specifically, chicken and turkey are recommended due to its nutritional and dietary properties 
as they are lighter than other meats (Pereira & Vicente, 2013). Previous studies show that, commercially, chicken 
meat has a similar positioning to turkey meat (Montero-Vicente et al., 2018). So, in the mind of the consumers both 
types are perceived as healthy and low-fat meats. Due to these characteristics, their consumption is ideal for children. 

An in-depth analysis of this market segment may provide new opportunities to the meat sector to develop social 
responsibility strategies due to the many significant risks and criticisms that it faces (health improvement, the threat 
of vegetarian and animal movements, animal welfare...) (Maloni & Brown, 2006). From a healthy point of view, these 
types of meat can offer new opportunities to the sector. However, there is hardly any research on the consumption 
and image of both meats in children.

So, the purpose of the article is threefold: i) to analyze the consumption and purchase habits of chicken and turkey 
meats by households with children as both kinds of meat are healthier than others; ii) to analyze the image of chicken 
and turkey meat in the total of the sample and in the households with children to check if there are differences between 
them; and iii) to propose social responsibility strategies that could be developed in the meat industry according to 
the results obtained. 

The paper is structured as follows. First, material and methods are explained. Then, we present the results ob-
tained. Next, we discuss them in order to offer new insights to the meat sector to develop new CSR strategies and, 
finally, the conclusions are drawn. 

1. Materials and methods

To obtain information from primary sources, we used the methodology of marketing research. A telephone survey was 
carried out in peninsular Spain, in other words, throughout the Spanish mainland, excluding the Balearic Islands, Ca-
nary Isles, Ceuta and Melilla. The interview was by telephone and held using a CATI (Computer Assisted Telephone 
Interview) system. The telephone numbers were selected at random from public telephone directories. The fieldwork 
was carried out in May and June 2018.

The sample size was 625 interviews, for an error of ±4.0% and a confidence level of 95.5%. The percentages of 
population with (p) and without the feature studied (q) were considered 0.5. The error was below the desirable limit 
of 4% indicated by Cea (2010) in social research. The selected consumer profile is in charge of food purchasing or 
shares this responsibility in households where chicken and turkey meat is consumed, even sporadically. The inter-
viewees’ ages ranged from 18 to 75 years.

We performed different statistical analysis. On one side, we used frequency distributions to describe the data ob-
tained in the survey. On the other side, we calculated cross-tabulations to differentiate the different types of households 
analysed. We compared the sample total and those households with and without children under 18 years old. We used 
the chi square as significance statistical test. 

2. Results

2.1 Sample profile 

Table 1 shows the sample characteristics. From the total sample, 29.6% are households with children under 18 years 
old. There were only significant differences for “age” and “household size” variables. In both types of households 
(with and without children), the woman is usually responsible for purchasing. In households with children under 
18 years old, the age of the person responsible for purchasing is between 25 and 44 (73.51%), while in households 
without children under 18 years old the age ranges from 35 and 64 (63.4%). Households with children under 18 years 
old are concentrated in East and North-Central (15.14% each area) and Centre (14.05%). Instead, households without 
children under 18 years old are concentrated in Centre (15.00%), Madrid (14.09%) and North-west (13.86%). In both 
cases, the person responsible of the purchase mainly has formal education (FP2 - Secondary education and higher 
education) (71.35% in households with children under 18 years old and 62.87% in households without children under 
18 years old). There are not significant differences for the residential habitat between both types of households. The 
size of households is key when describing them, as homes with children under 18 years old have three to five members 
(90.77%), and those without children under 18 years old have two to three members (64.77%). 
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Table 1. Profile of the total sample and households with and without children under 18 yr old (source: own elaboration)

Variable
Sample total  

(n = 625)
Homes with children less than 

18 yr old (n = 185)
Homes without children less 

than 18 yr old (n = 440)

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
Sex

 Male 184 29.44 57 30.81 127 28.86
 Female 441 70.56 128 69.19 313 71.14

Age**

 Less than 18 yr old 48 7.68 8 4.32 40 9.09
 18 to 24 yr 108 17.28 27 14.59 81 18.41
 25 to 34 yr 121 19.36 81 43.78 40 9.09
 35 to 44 yr 135 21.60 55 29.73 80 18.18

 45 to 54 yr 135 21.60 8 4.32 127 28.86
 55 to 64 yr 78 12.48 6 3.24 72 16.36
 65 to 75 yr 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
 Over 75 yr 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Geographic areas
 North-east 78 12.48 23 12.43 55 12.50
 East 69 11.04 28 15.14 41 9.32
 South 65 10.40 20 10.81 45 10.23
 Centre 92 14.72 26 14.05 66 15.00
 North-west 78 12.48 17 9.19 61 13.86
 North-central 87 13.92 28 15.14 59 13.41
 Madrid 85 13.60 23 12.43 62 14.09
 Barcelona 71 11.36 20 10.81 51 11.59

Studies
 No studies 12 1.92 1 0.54 11 2.51
 Primary 121 19.39 30 16.22 91 20.73
 FP1 - Secondary education 83 13.30 22 11.89 61 13.90
 FP2 - Secondary education 147 23.56 46 24.86 101 23.01
 Higher education 261 41.83 86 46.49 175 39.86

Residence habitat
 <10,000 inhabitants 98 16.50 32 17.88 66 15.90
 10,001 to 50,000 inhabitants 134 22.56 46 25.70 88 21.20
 50,001 to 100,000 inhabitants 100 16.84 27 15.08 73 17.59
 100,001 to 500,000 inhabitants 141 23.74 43 24.02 98 23.61
 >500,000 inhabitants 121 20.37 31 17.32 90 21.69

Household size**
 Interviewee only 40 6.41 2 1.09 38 8.64
 Two 184 29.49 4 2.17 180 40.91
 Three 159 25.48 54 29.35 105 23.86
 Four 191 30.61 94 51.09 97 22.05
 Five 35 5.61 19 10.33 16 3.64
 > five 15 2.40 11 5.98 4 0.91

Note: * Significant at 5%; ** Significant at 1%. FP2 = Vocational Education and Training (VET); FP1 = a basic VET available 
in Spain.

2.2. Child consumption analysis

In the total of the sample, we found out that 75.52% consume turkey meat and 98.72% consume chicken meat. In 
the households with children under 18 years old, these percentages are very similar. In particular, 77.84% consume 
turkey meat and this value reaches 96.22% for chicken meat (Table 2). 
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Table 2. Consumption of turkey and chicken meats (source: own elaboration)

Variable 

Sample total Homes with children less than 18 yr old

Turkey Chicken Turkey Chicken

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
Yes 472 75.52 617 98.72 144 77.84 178 96.22
No 153 24.48 8 1.28 41 22.16 7 3.78

Total 625 100.00 625 100.00 185 100.00 185 100.00

When analyzing the frequency of consumption, we distinguished between fresh and processed meat. We only 
found significant differences between households with and without children under 18 years old for processed turkey 
meat (Table 3). In this case, 49.65% of households with children under 18 years old consume processed turkey meat 
once a week or more frequently, 23.78% every two weeks and 16.78% once a month. In contrast, 63.64% of house-
holds without children under 18 years old consume processed turkey meat once a week or more frequently, 14.91% 
every two weeks and 10.55% once a month. 

Table 3. Frequency of consumption of processed turkey meat (source: own elaboration)

Variable
Sample total Homes with children less 

than 18 yr old
Homes without children 

less than 18 yr old

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
Once a week or more frequently 246 58.85 71 49.65 175 63.64
Every two weeks 75 17.94 34 23.78 41 14.91
Once a month 53 12.68 24 16.78 29 10.55
Once every two months 24 5.74 6 4.20 18 6.55
Less than once every two months 14 3.35 7 4.90 7 2.55
Never 6 1.44 1 0.70 5 1.82
Total 418 100.00 143 100.00 275 100.00

Note: Chi square with 5 degrees of freedom = 13.4125 (p = 0.0198).

2.3. Frequency of purchase analysis

When analyzing the frequency of purchase, we distinguished again between fresh and processed meat. This time we 
found significant differences in all cases except for fresh chicken meat. In the case of fresh turkey meat (Table 4), it 
is purchased more frequently in households where there are children under 18 years old. 44.32% of households with 
children under 18 years old purchase fresh turkey meat once a week or more frequently, 13.51% purchase it every 
two weeks and 15.14% once a month. 17.30% of households with children under 18 years old never purchase fresh 
turkey meat. This last percentage rises to 27.50% for households without children under 18 years old. 34.55% of 
households without children under 18 years old purchase fresh turkey meat once a week or more frequently, 14.77% 
purchase it every two weeks and 10.68% once a month. 

Table 4. Frequency of purchase of fresh turkey meat (source: own elaboration)

Variable
Sample total Homes with children less 

than 18 yr old
Homes without children less 

than 18 yr old

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
Once a week or more frequently 234 37.44 82 44.32 152 34.55
Every two weeks 90 14.40 25 13.51 65 14.77
Once a month 75 12.00 28 15.14 47 10.68
Once every two months 35 5.60 9 4.86 26 5.91
Less than once every two months 38 6.08 9 4.86 29 6.59
Never 153 24.48 32 17.30 121 27.50
Total 625 100.00 185 100.00 440 100.00

Note: Chi square with 5 degrees of freedom = 12.0522 (p = 0.0341).
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The frequency of purchase of processed turkey meat is also higher in households with children under 18 years of 
age (Table 5). 37.30% of households with children under 18 years old purchase processed turkey meat once a week or 
more frequently, 16.22% purchase it every two weeks and 17.84% once a month. 22.16% of households with children 
under 18 years old never purchase processed turkey meat. This last percentage rises to 37.50% for households without 
children under 18 years old. 31.36% of households without children under 18 years old purchase processed turkey 
meat once a week or more frequently, 14.32% purchase it every two weeks and 9.77% once a month. 

Table 5. Frequency of purchase of processed turkey meat (source: own elaboration)

Variable
Sample total Homes with children less 

than 18 yr old
Homes without children less 

than 18 yr old

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
Once a week or more frequently 207 33.12 69 37.30 138 31.36
Every two weeks 93 14.88 30 16.22 63 14.32
Once a month 76 12.16 33 17.84 43 9.77
Once every two months 21 3.36 5 2.70 16 3.64
Less than once every two months 22 3.52 7 3.78 15 3.41
Never 206 32.96 41 22.16 165 37.50
Total 625 100.00 185 100.00 440 100.00

Note: Chi square with 5 degrees of freedom = 18.3522 (p = 0.0025).

In the processed chicken meat (Table 6), it is also purchased more frequently in households where there are chil-
dren under 18 years old. 36.76% of households with children under 18 years old purchase processed chicken meat 
once a week or more frequently, 20% purchase it every two weeks and 14.59% once a month. 20.54% of households 
with children under 18 years old never purchase processed chicken meat. This last percentage rises to 47.73% for 
households without children under 18 years old. 24.77% of households without children under 18 years old purchase 
processed chicken meat once a week or more frequently, 11.36% purchase it every two weeks and 10.68% once a 
month.

Table 6. Frequency of purchase of processed chicken meat (source: own elaboration)

Variable
Sample total Homes with children less 

than 18 yr old
Homes without children less 

than 18 yr old

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
Once a week or more frequently 177 28.32 68 36.76 109 24.77
Every two weeks 87 13.92 37 20.00 50 11.36
Once a month 74 11.84 27 14.59 47 10.68
Once every two months 19 3.04 8 4.32 11 2.50
Less than once every two months 20 3.20 7 3.78 13 2.95
Never 248 39.68 38 20.54 210 47.73
Total 625 100.00 185 100.00 440 100.00

Note: Chi square with 5 degrees of freedom = 41.2329 (p = 0.0000).

2.4. Opportunities for turkey and chicken meats among children 

Table 7 shows the presentations proposed for children for both types of meat. In the case of turkey meat, consumers 
propose burgers (21.88%), nuggets (21.61%), sliced cold cuts (11.91%), sausages (10.53%), skewers (9.14%) and 
croquettes (8.31%). The rest of responses did not reach 5% of the total of frequencies. The chicken meat presentations 
proposed for children are the same but in different order: burgers (21.74%), nuggets (20.97%), skewers (10.74%), 
croquettes (10.23%), sausages (9.46%), and sliced cold cuts (7.42%). The most favourite presentations for both types 
of meat are burgers and nuggets.
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Table 7. Types of meat presentations proposed for children (source: own elaboration)

Variable
Turkey Chicken

Frequency Total % Sample % Frequency Total % Sample %
Burger 79 21.88 42.70 85 21.74 46.20
Skewers 33 9.14 17.84 42 10.74 22.83
Nuggets 78 21.61 42.16 82 20.97 44.57
Croquettes 30 8.31 16.22 40 10.23 21.74
Sausages 38 10.53 20.54 37 9.46 20.11
Sliced cold cuts 43 11.91 23.24 29 7.42 15.76
Iron, breaded,… 15 4.16 8.11 17 4.35 9.24
In fillets 6 1.66 3.24 6 1.53 3.26
Wings 1 0.28 0.54 3 0.77 1.63
In strips / dice /chopped 2 0.55 1.08 3 0.77 1.63
Just like adults 3 0.83 1.62 16 4.09 8.70
Others 17 4.71 9.19 13 3.32 7.07
DK / DA 16 4.43 8.65 18 4.60 9.78
Total 361 100.00 195.14 391 100.00 212.50

Note: DK / DA = Do not know / Do not answer.

2.5. Image of turkey and chicken meats

If we analyze the image of both meats in the total of the sample and in households with children under 18 years old 
with respect to several items, we obtain similar results (Figures 1 and 2). In all items the value of chicken is higher 
except for “It is a healthy and wholesome meat” and “It is a high quality meat”. Chicken excels in the following 
items: “It is easy to find in the shops where I do my shopping”, “It has a good quality-price ratio”, “It is a tasty 
meat”, “It is an easy and quick meat to cook”, “It can be prepared in many ways” and “It is a meat with an attractive 
price, economic”. 

The only difference between both groups is the item “It is digestive, not heavy”. In the total of sample, chicken 
(83.84%) has a higher value than turkey meat (81.44%), while in the households with children under 18 years old the 
turkey (87.03%) obtains a higher value than chicken meat (83.24%). Although the pattern is different, the percentages 
are very similar. 

3. Discussion

The aim of this research consists of analyzing the image, consumption and purchase habits of chicken and turkey 
meats by households with children as both kinds of meat are healthier than others. When analyzing the frequency of 
consumption, we found significant differences between households with and without children under 18 years old for 
processed turkey. Purchases of processed chicken and turkey meats are more frequent in households with children 
under 18 years of age, especially for chicken meat. In the case of fresh turkey meat, it is purchased more frequently in 
households where there are children under 18 years old. So, we can see that households with children under 18 years 
old prefer these types of meat in comparison with those households where there are not children. Therefore, the pres-
ence of children in the household leads to different meat consumption and purchase habits (Escribá-Pérez et al., 2019). 

The favourite presentations for both types of meat are burgers and nuggets. The majority of the meat presentations 
proposed for children are for processed products. This kind of products have several commercial advantages, as they 
are characterised by a longer shelf life and high quality and food safety standards as pointed out by Escribá-Pérez et al. 
(2019). Furthermore, they are convenience products ready to cook or ready to eat. These products are very appropriate 
to facilitate meal preparation and for managing the diet at home due to the current consumption and working habits 
(Dalle Zotte, 2002; Petraci & Cavani, 2013). 

The development of functional meat products focused on children also offers new opportunities. Several attractive 
meat-based bioactive compounds, such as carnosine, anserine, L-carnitine, conjugated linoleic acid, have been studied 
(Arihara, 2006). Emphasizing these activities is one possible approach for improving the health image of meat and 
developing functional meat products for children such as meat enriched with omega-3 or calcium along other benefits 
that are being discovered as well for adults (Agrawal, 2005).

In the analysis of the image of both types of meat, we can conclude that there is no difference in the image 
between the total of the sample and the households with children under 18 years old. Turkey meat receives higher 
values for “It is a healthy and wholesome meat” and “It is a high quality meat”. However, chicken is perceived as 
easier to find, easier and quicker to cook, cheaper and with a good quality-price ratio. Similar results were obtained 
by Montero-Vicente et al. (2018). 
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In this scenario, the results of the research can be used to develop social responsibility strategies in the companies 
or in the sector. Investment in CSR promotes product differentiation at the product and firm levels (McWilliams & 
Siegel, 2000). The objective is to produce goods and services with attributes that signal to the consumer that the 
company/sector is concerned about children’s health. The social responsibility strategies that could be developed are 
based on 3 axes: a) Promoting the meat with a poorer image compared to the other, as both are healthy; b) Encourage 
children’s consumption of both meats; c) Promote a healthy lifestyle among children. This is a key question for the 
companies in the meat sector as the food industry (in general) faces many significant risks from public criticism of 
CSR issues in the supply chain (Maloni & Brown, 2006).

Figure 2. Image of turkey and chicken meats in homes with children less than 18 yr old (%) (source: own elaboration)
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Figure 1. Image of turkey and chicken meats in the total of the sample (%) (source: own elaboration)
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In any of the 3 strategies proposed, a good marketing strategy would be crucial (Buitrago-Vera et al., 2016; Font-
i-Furnols & Guerrero, 2014). On one side, different products adapted to children’s necessities and to our current 
consumption lifestyle could be designed and offered to the market (Buckley et al., 2007; Grunert et al., 2004). On 
the other side, it would also be necessary to set out the appropriate communication strategy with messages adapted 
to the specific characteristics of the children (Cooke & Wardle, 2005; Ilicic et al., 2018). The communication strategy 
should also be focused on parents due to their important role in feeding their children (Escribá-Pérez et al., 2019). 

One limitation of this study is that we have not analysed the performance of these meats in relation to other types 
of meat (beef, pork, lamb, rabbit…) as in other studies (Escriba-Perez et al., 2017). Therefore, in the future, it would 
be useful to have data on other meats in order to make comparisons and obtain better conclusions. 

Conclusions 

In summary, we can conclude that there are differences between households with and without children under 18 years 
old in the consumption and purchase habits of turkey and chicken meat. Instead, there is no difference in the image 
of both meats between the total of the sample and the households with children under 18 years old. Thanks to the 
analysis of the image, we see that both meats are perceived as healthy and wholesome, but chicken is related to more 
practical uses. The results of the research can be used to develop appropriate social responsibility strategies in the 
companies or in the sector based on 3 axes: a) Promoting the meat with a poorer image compared to the other, as both 
are healthy; b) Encourage children’s consumption of both meats; c) Promote a healthy lifestyle among children. These 
strategies can be carried out through the development of functional and convenience products adapted to the child 
population and facilitating meal preparation, as well as the development of appropriate communication strategies.
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