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Background Frame of reference
The urgency for a sustainable diet boosts the need Focus of positive and negative associations differs between groups:
for meat alternatives made from sustainably -Meat eaters focus most on taste, Vegetarians on naturalness of
produced proteins. Plant-based products mimicking  Memteaters [l R, == | the ingredients.
: : +  No animal S h + Nuts, pod fruits, tables, + Creat . .

meat can be such an alternative. To increase e e T N P 1 A ST -\Vegetarians look at meat analogues as a training wheel for

I I It 1< + Plant-based + Based t, pod « Diff t brands: Valess, Vi , li -
apzrec'tat'%” and accePtai‘tFterc'lt 'St'mpocrjta”t tﬁ . Richin AT sl N R g i R (e L cutting down on meat.

tei « A duct that i o V tari Id cuts f Ki tein, taste, o : - " "

understand consumers attitudes towards suc e protein, taste For Chefs the focus is on creating a complete culinary experience.
prOdUCtS and the factors that play a role in «  Soy mimic/resemble + Products with added nutrients

. . - . « Vegetables meat » Source of protein and added B12
appreciation and acceptance. It is important to take . Nuts

Barriers for using meat analogues

into account that the average consumer doesn’t L. e L .
exist. and consumers with dgifferent beliefs mav have \I;igult-e 2. Free gs(s:(r)]cifations with “meat analogues” by Meat eaters, Flexitarians,  Negative image of and unfam|I|ar|ty with mgredlents
’ y =oetarians, and =hets . Unfamiliarity with preparation

may differ in their attitudes towards meat analogues. . (Expected) negative sensory attributes

« Association with meat, which is negative for vegetarians and
often fails for meat eaters
Flexitarians appear to be the most open to meat analogues

Objective

To gain insight in critical factors in appreciation and
acceptance of meat analogues among different
gI‘OUpS Of consumers and ChefS. Meat reference should look & taste like meat

should not look & taste like meat

Weat Eaters

Flexitarians
Vegetarians

Product attributes

Method B
. . Scent resembling scen rying mea Im Ortant for a// rOU S:
Focus group (n=6-7) discussions were performed e e e e P ) ' group et I ) ’
with meat eaters (n=14), flexitarians (n=14), raste No new, unidentifiable taste .\I\Cllsu?h% a?p:a '29’ n_oF art !1(-_:||1a ' B.Itce rivin cotour VY: = prepare
. Close to how meat tastes ® :
vegetarians (n=13), and Chefs (n=6). Not like meat at all OuthTee!. tehaer, Juicy, With a bite, ot to compac
-I-he dISCUSSIOnS Started Wlth free aSSOC|at|0nS and Core ingredient to be recognised (e.g. peas, beans, vegetables) .TaSte: ”Ch, fU”, keep taSte Wh'le ChEWIng
discussion on meat analogues. To further stimulate Seasoning Not seasoned/neutral, able to season it yourself 1 Textgre _ firm, kee!a texture with preparation _
the discussion, three types of products, varying in Seasoned/distinctive taste, no need to season it yourself e Application: clear instructions, absorb right amount of oil/fat
4 4 .
: — ® :
structure, form and flavouring were tasted halfway Applicaion versatile, able o use I differentdishes/recpes g Purchase: able to keep it long enough o
the di . | The attributes that vary over groups are depicted in figure 3.
c ISCUSSION. Nutritional value equivalent to same size piece of meat T
contain essential nutrients and vitamins
Results needs to be a source of protein, B12, minerals Conclusions
Eating meat or not: a continuum A o orlImied number o artfcl ddes B Differences between Meat-eaters,
. Noment — T — — Flexitarians, Vegetarians and Chefs imply
* Meat very importan * Sometimes exceptions: eating a ouret oca Ty soure -
- Nomeat 1-2a month A that for these groups different products
arie different/new ingredients (lupine, duckweed, seaweed, v ables .
1 v B B BE | oplacing meat are preferred. For meat
- Shopping o ess ofwrar omate v [ analogues, Flexitarians seem the most
over Meat ecater -:ur:u—._vmm_ ) offer a broad assortment .
promising target group.
l 1 1 Price not too expensive compared to meat _
Meal not complete * No meat 1-2 a week o6 anima = : : : :
Meal nc meatp . Notalw;ysameat o Eroducedl Fég;g&i:\?;élettrlbutes relevant for Meat eaters, Flexitarians, Vegetarians, and Chefs Acknowledgements
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gure 1. Distribution of meat eating frequency over different groups discussions
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