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Abstract 
Food quality from a consumer perspective includes sanitary aspects as well as nutri-
tion, but also taste, aspect, integrity and the particularity of products. But quality at the 
consumer level can only be achieved if quality is respected throughout the whole chain. 
An analysis is undertaken using as a case study Portuguese producers of two types of 
PDO beef. Results, using multivariate data analysis, show that the main attributes for a 
quality beef at the producers` level are: feeding, finishing, specific quality, age at 
slaughter, breed and transport. Results also suggest that producers have distinct quality 
perceptions on PDO beef.  
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Introduction 

Quality of a food product is not an absolute concept, in fact it is a complex definition 
that often has a different meaning according to each market player: producers, dealers, 
retailers, consumers (Sornay, 1993 and Wandel and Bugge, 1996). 
OECD (1999) establishes that quality can be defined, as the attributes that compose the 
consumers` utility function, that is to say, are able to lead to one product being preferred 
to another. In this way, quality of a food product includes “sanitary aspects as well as 
nutrition, but also taste, aspect, integrity and, eventually, the particularity of products”, 
clearly synthesised in the “4S” of Manguy (1989) in his definition of quality (Lagrange, 
1995). 

These quality definitions are from a consumer perspective. But quality at the con-
sumer level can only be achieved if quality is ensured throughout the whole chain. This 
is not an easy task and can only be achieved if there is co-responsibility meaning that it 
also implies the efforts of all the players. In other words, we can talk of a quality func-
tion of food products where quality is a function of agricultural production, industry, 
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distribution, and customer action (Lagrange, 1995).  
Consumers in developed economies demand high quality products (Swinbank, 1993; 

Kinsey, 1993) associated with high levels of safety (keeping in mind that there is no 
zero risk). The higher purchasing power in such economies is an important determinant 
of the food consumption pattern. Considering Engel’s Law, an increase in income is 
associated with a less than proportionate increase in the demand for the food product 
(Ritson, 1988). However, demand for higher quality and service is sensitive to changes 
in income (Meulenberg and Viaene, 2000). Therefore, purchasing decisions become 
dependent upon factors other than solely the price of the product, namely perceptions, 
attitudes and motives of the consumers (Duarte et al., 2001; Mansinho and Barreira, 
2001). 

In the light of this reasoning, Antle (1999) refers to “old” and “new economics” of 
agriculture, arguing that “new economics” is involved with the markets for quality-
differentiated products, implying that the demand function is not only dependent upon 
prices, incomes and population, but also on the characteristics of this population and 
non-price attributes of the product. These non-price attributes are in fact quality attrib-
utes, which, according to the same author, may include nutritional content, safety and 
convenience characteristics and also the environmental impact of production and pro-
duction processes. Barreira and Duarte (1997) showed that prices and incomes have 
considerably determined beef and fish consumption pattern in Portugal, highlighting the 
importance of convenience, a quality attribute, in this pattern. 

Amongst the products with the attributes previously mentioned are those of specific 
quality, namely the Protected Designation of Origin (PDO) products. These products are 
regulated by EU Regulation 2081/92, and pretend to be a way of valuing food products 
with a recognisable local identity. According to OECD (1999) this can work as:  
(i) a source of protection for regional productions;  
(ii) a marketing improvement, and  
(iii) an instrument to allow consumers identification of products referring to particular 

regions.  
This legislation requires producers to follow a “book of specifications” based on the 

argument of the authenticity protection of traditional products as well as the specificity 
of production and the use of traditional production methods. 

Tregear et al. (1997) say that “despite the existence of these regional food policies, 
there appears to have been little empirical research into the validity of the underlying 
premise that consumers perceive and value place identification, or regionality, in food-
stuffs, nor into the relative importance of official certification in influencing these per-
ceptions and valuations”. Besides the need to develop research concerning consumers` 
perceptions of PDO products, it is also important to understand how producers perceive 
quality of PDO products and what kind of attributes have been associated with such 
products at the primary level of the chain, that is to say at the producers` level. 

One can then say that quality of beef must run throughout the whole chain becoming 
a function of producers, meat processors, distributors, retailers and consumers. It should 
be bared in mind that retailers are the interface with consumers. Lagrange (1995), using 
the beef chain, presented different quality criteria according to the chain level. Hence, 
for this author, agricultural producers beef quality criteria were mainly live weight, con-
formation and fatness of live animals, dressing and carcass weight. At the butcher level 
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were mainly colour and saleable meat yield, whilst at the consumer these criteria were 
tenderness and fat content. Therefore attention should be paid to how do different play-
ers in the chain perceive quality, since at the consumer level it can only be achieved if it 
is respected throughout the whole chain. 

For the present case study we analysed producers of two PDO beef producers from 
Alentejo region, in Portugal: “Carnalentejana” and “Carne Mertolenga”. 

The PDO beef chain for this case can be presented as depicted in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. PDO beef chain in Alentejo Region. 
 

There are two private institutions dealing with the management of “Carnalentejana” 
and “Carne Mertolenga”, which coincide with the producers’ organisations. These insti-
tutions, amongst other functions, are responsible for the definition of the “book of speci-
fication” of each PDO. 

To be able to be certified as PDO, animals have to be registered in the Genealogical 
Book of the Breed. Those registered as producers of “Carnalentejana” and “Mertolenga” 
have to follow the requirements clearly defined for these PDO products. Animals are 
raised under extensive systems (<1.4 LU/ha) and in accordance with regional practices. 
Herd replacements are normally made with animals from the farm. 

After weaning at 6-9 months, calves are kept on natural and/or improved pastures 
and supplemented with forages and/or concentrates during the periods of low availabil-
ity of grass. Prior to slaughter, animals are finished on concentrates during 100-150 
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days. Supplements and concentrates, mainly based on cereals, are strictly defined by the 
Producers Organisations. Usually animals are slaughtered between 14 to 24 months. 
Transport from the farm to the slaughterhouse is normally ensured by the respective 
Producers Organisations and in accordance with all the legal EU and Portuguese re-
quirements.  

The slaughterhouse is the same for these two PDO. After proper conditioning, the 
different meat cuts are sent to the clients (hypermarkets, supermarkets, and traditional 
shops) by the producers’ organisation. All the chain is controlled and the beef produced 
is certified by the Private Organisation for Control and Certification (OPC1). 

The main objective was to determine how producers evaluate the different aspects 
linked with the production method in order to obtain quality meat. Therefore aspects 
covering the whole chain are considered: those exclusively related with farm practices, 
with transport conditions to the slaughterhouse, with slaughterhouse procedures, with 
the entities responsible for the control and certification of quality meat and, finally, 
questions related with marketing and producers` organisations. 

 
 

Beef production in Portugal 
Animal output in Portugal accounted for 38% of the total value of agricultural output 

in the period 1999-2001. Beef production accounted, in the same period, for 4% of agri-
cultural final output (market prices) (GPPAA, 2003). Beef production in Portugal, based 
on total slaughters approved for consumption, has declined (in quantity terms) at an 
annual growth rate (a.g.r.) of 2%, from 1997 to 2005, while beef production with quality 
designations has increased at an a.g.r. of 8%. In 1997, PDO beef production accounted 
for 1.3% of the total beef produced and in 2005 this proportion was 2.7%. (INE, 2001; 
IDRHa, 2006). This trend is probably linked to the BSE crisis that surrounded the beef 
sector (Barreira and Vicente, 2001). 

According to IDRHa (2007) in 2005 there were thirteen protected denominations of 
beef in Portugal, namely, Protected Denomination of Origin (PDO) and Geographical 
Identification (GI). However, within these thirteen, only eleven were actually produced 
and marketed, of which “Carnalentejana” and “Carne Mertolenga” account for 42% and 
14%, respectively, of total beef produced with protected designations in 2005.  

 
 

Quality attributes of PDO beef and objectives of the research 
Quality of food products from a consumer perspective, as previously seen, includes 

sanitary aspects as well as nutritional, organoleptic and legal aspects. Hence, we can 
refer to intrinsic and extrinsic attributes and within the intrinsic attributes there are, food 
safety, nutrition, sensory/organoleptic, production method, amongst others. Within the 
extrinsic attributes we can have price, brand, labelling, packaging, store name, which 
are considered as quality cues (Caswell, 2001). All these attributes are involved in con-
sumer’s expectation concerning the quality of a food product and have been analysed by 
Bech et al. (2001), Duarte et al. (2001) and Senauer (2001), amongst others. 

To form expectations about the quality of a food product consumers use all the 
known quality dimensions (search, experience and credence dimensions as well as prior 
experience). Some are clearly intrinsic attributes and these can fall in different quality 
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dimensions. Intrinsic attributes of PDO products have been subject to some research. 
Different quality attributes are used to form expectations about beef quality. Grunert 

(1997), states that consumers’ quality perception on beef is mainly based on fat content 
and colour. Bernués et al. (2001) argue that “new extrinsic attributes of meat are being 
increasingly considered in the consumer decision making process”. They also state that 
attributes, which relate to the quality of the production process, are becoming more 
relevant to the consumer, helping him to infer on the quality of a particular type of meat. 

Grunert et al. (2004) sought to “determine how consumers use intrinsic and extrinsic 
cues to form expectations about beef quality” using for that, data from four European 
Union (EU) member states. It is interesting to notice that some of the intrinsic and ex-
trinsic quality cues used are influenced by what is the rule at the farm level and at the 
slaughterhouse. 

Specific attributes have been analysed and are supposed to be directly linked with the 
final evaluation of the meat in terms of sensory analysis. Sensory analysis has been 
used, namely, to find negative aspects of a particular product, or to make the most of 
particular attributes or characteristics (Nute, 1999). Quality attributes such as colour, 
smell, taste, tenderness, can all be assessed within sensory analysis and they all influ-
ence the final quality of a particular type of food under analysis. These parameters are 
influenced by the techniques followed at the farm level and at the slaughterhouse. Some 
of the quality attributes are clearly the result of the methods used and followed at the 
farm level. The production system and the diet do influence some of the intrinsic meat 
attributes, as well as the slaughter technology and the chilling systems, which are sup-
posed to influence significantly the colour and tenderness of the meat (intrinsic attrib-
utes). 

Bredhal et al. (1998) tried to relate consumer perceptions of pork quality to physical 
product characteristics, with results showing that quality expected and experienced di-
verge and are “only weakly related to objective product characteristics”. The same au-
thors highlight the fact that from the producers’ perspective, a major constraint is the 
“translation of consumer demands into technical/physiological product specifications”. 
It is widely acknowledged that to form quality expectations about a food product, con-
sumers use quality cues, either intrinsic or extrinsic. As mentioned before these cues 
include, amongst others, origin or brand. The use of a PDO label works as a brand, with 
all the inherent advantages associated with such a marketing tool. 

A study undertaken in Denmark has proved that branding can “play a major role in 
the marketing of differentiated meat products” (Grunert et al., 2004). These authors also 
argue that meat products can also be differentiated by eating quality, health and conven-
ience, and by process characteristics (such as PDO beef). 

Research has examined PDO beef composition in terms of total cholesterol, pH, wa-
ter-holding capacity, fatty acids profiles, total lipids, amongst others (Alfaia et al., 
2003a,b; Huidobro et al. 2003; Prates et al., 2006). These objective analyses are often 
linked to quality attributes, namely sensorial quality and nutritional value. 

In the light of these reasoning we can conclude that practices in the farm do influence 
the final quality of the meat obtained.  

The fulfilment of the wants and needs of consumers determines the success or failure 
of a product in the market place and producers must be involved in this process. The 
objective should be to make the quality experience that the consumer will have as close 
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as possible to the expected quality he had prior to product use, or even surpass it. 
Hence, to minimise the difference between these qualities, efforts should start at the 
producer level.  

Understanding how producers perceive and evaluate quality attributes of beef is cru-
cial for quality assurance throughout the meat chain and for designing quality policies 
as a whole. 

The present work seeks to expand our knowledge concerning quality perception of 
PDO beef producers. Particularly it intends to assess which attributes producers con-
sider as important/determinant for the quality of their production. There is not, to the 
best of our knowledge, research on such subject. The literature is vast concerning con-
sumers` perception of beef quality, objective (sensory) quality, and the linkage between 
these two, but producers’ perception of quality has not been given much attention. 

Do producers know what practises in the farm influence the final quality of the meat 
obtained? Do they know what procedures during transportation and slaughter influence 
the meat produced? Are there differences in the way they form quality perceptions?  

The research presented seeks to gain comprehensive understanding on these ques-
tions, using factor and cluster approaches. The first objective was to investigate what 
attributes, at the farm and at the slaughterhouse levels, producers considered more im-
portant to obtain a quality product. The second objective was to identify differences 
between producers in their evaluation and try to explain these differences. 

 
Sample and data collection  

This research was undertaken in straight collaboration with the Private Organisation 
for Control and Certification (OPC) which made available a list of 105 PDO producers 
of “Carnalentejana” and 133 of “Carne Mertolenga” in 2003. A sample of 10% was 
randomly selected from this set of producers. The questionnaires were implemented 
trough a telephone survey that took place in January 20042. Discussions with techni-
cians from both POs, from the OPC, and from the slaughterhouse lead to a final ques-
tionnaire design.  

The questionnaire included four sections. The first section, dealt with the farm char-
acterisation: localisation, cattle herd and distribution by age, age at slaughter, and land 
use. The second section, included producers evaluation in terms of importance of sev-
eral quality attributes at the farm level necessary to have a high quality beef: breed, 
method of production, feeding, finishing, age at slaughter, transport time length and 
transport conditions to the slaughterhouse (scale ranging from 1– unimportant to 5 – 
extremely important). Respondents were also asked to evaluate beef production in 
Alentejo region (scale ranging from 1– fair to 5 – excellent). In the third section, the 
relationship between producers and the meat processor was appreciated. Producers were 
asked to indicate the degree of concordance with a series of statements concerning the 
slaughterhouse (seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 – totally disagree to 7 – totally 
agree). Finally, the fourth section included questions related with the entities responsi-
ble for the control and certification, producers` organisations and marketing, and if they 
consider that production and marketing of PDO beef was worth it. 

The sample used in the analysis was composed of 23 PDO beef producers, 52% of 
which producing “Carnalentejana”, 39% “Carne Mertolenga” and 9% producing both. 
Of those interviewed 30% also produced undifferentiated meat and 39% produced other 
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animal species (pork, goat and particularly sheep). Farms in this sample have, on aver-
age, an area of 190 ha, breeding heard of 112 heads and normally slaughter their ani-
mals at the age of 12-18 months. This was the most mentioned slaughter age class 
(61%), followed by the age class of 18-24 months (48%), then 6-12 months (35%) and, 
finally, up to 6 months (17%)3. 

Taking into account that this is an exploratory analysis with a small number of pro-
ducers in the sample, due to cost and time restrictions, though representing approxi-
mately 10 per cent of the total number of PDO beef producers in Alentejo region, the 
results are only illustrative. However, results are quite interesting and can be used as a 
starting point for further research. 

 
 

Analysis and results 
The main question to be addressed was how do PDO beef producers perceive and 

evaluate the quality attributes at the farm level and which technological factors influ-
ence them the most. 

Data was analysed using factor and cluster techniques in two stages. Factor analysis 
was used to obtain key factors of quality attributes for both farm and slaughterhouse 
levels. Using cluster analysis, groups of PDO beef producers were identified, based on 
the factors previously obtained. The profile of these groups was based not only on those 
factors but also on original ratings and other variables, such as characteristics of the 
farm and producers’ evaluation of PDO beef quality. It should be highlighted that as the 
sample is small, results can never be highly robust. Some authors (Hair et al., 1992) 
pointed out that with small samples and low ratios observations to variables (in this case 
we have a ratio of 3:1) any findings should be interpreted cautiously. Nevertheless, it 
was considered that they allow shedding some light on an interesting field of research 
for future work. 
 
Quality attributes at the farm level  

The respondents were asked to evaluate in terms of importance a series of quality at-
tributes at the farm level (Table 1). Results suggest that within the quality attributes at 
the farm level, feeding and finishing (those intrinsic to the farm), were considered by 
respondents as the most important ones. On the other hand, transport time length, trans-
port conditions, and breed (those extrinsic to the farm) were considered as the less im-
portant ones. 

In order to better understand the importance score given to these different attributes 
at the farm level, the scores were subject to factor analysis. A total of three factors were 
identified with eigenvalues exceeding 1, which accounted for 78.7% of the variance in 
importance scores across the 7 items presented to the respondents (Table 1). 

These factors can be interpreted as follows: 
Factor 1: The attributes that contribute the most to this factor are transport time 

length, transport conditions and the fact of being a PDO beef product. Therefore, this 
suggests that this factor is associated with the post-production attributes at the farm 
level. 

Factor 2: The items that loaded most heavily on this factor – feeding, finishing and 
slaughter age – are directly associated with the on-farm production and are those upon 
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which the farmer has a higher capacity to influence and intervene. 
Factor 3: This is a trivial factor where breed is the unique attribute identified, a 

pre-production attribute, considered as distinct from the others. 
Results suggest that respondents differentiate the above seven attributes and group 

them in three distinct factors: pre, post and on-farm production. It should be highlighted 
that attributes included in factor 2, those considered as more important, are the ones 
more directly controlled by farmers and over which they have good knowledge. On the 
other hand, the attributes included in factor 1, considered as less important by the re-
spondents, are those upon which the farmer has lower capacity to intervene. 

 
Table 1. Factor loadings for importance scores on quality attributes at the farm level 
Attribute Mean 

Score Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 h² 
Breed 3.65 -0.001 0.040 0.945 0.895 
Feeding 4.17 -0.023 0.808 0.349 0.777 
Finishing 4.04 0.293 0.756 0.075 0.664 
Age at slaughter 3.65 0.221 0.834 -0.359 0.872 
Transport conditions 3.30 0.889 0.054 -0.127 0.809 
Transport time length 3.26 0.931 0.158 -0.044 0.894 
PDO 3.74 0.633 0.288 0.337 0.597 
Eigenvalue  2.864 1.464 1.181  
Variance (%)  31.359 29.026 18.307  
Cumulative variance (%)   31.359 60.385 78.692  
Bartlett’s test for sphericity: χ²21 = 63.424 (< 0,000). 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy: KMO = 0.515. 
Loadings were derived for each of these factors using a varimax rotation. 
 
Table 2. Factor loadings for concordance degree on slaughterhouse statements. 
Statements: 
The slaughterhouse has Mean Score Factor 1 Factor 2 h² 
Specialized technicians 5.96 0.329 0.832 0.801 
High level of organisation 5.48 0.348 0.734 0.660 
Correct carcass classification 5.39 -0.069 0.795 0.637 
High sanitary level 5.65 0.795 0.181 0.664 
Correct ageing time 5.17 0.741 0.211 0.594 
Correct cutting techniques 5.13 0.857 0.234 0.788 
Correct chilling conditions 5.09 0.936 0.023 0.877 
Eigenvalue  3.025 1.995  
Variance (%)  43.213 28.500  
Cumulative variance (%)   43.213 71.713  
Bartlett’s test for sphericity: χ²21 = 78.194 (< 0,000). 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy: KMO = 0.609. 
Loadings were derived for each of these factors using a varimax rotation. 
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Quality attributes at the slaughterhouse level 
Another objective of the survey was to understand the relationship between produc-

ers and meat processors and how they perceive or evaluate the slaughterhouse where 
their animals were processed. Results presented in Table 2 show that statements which 
obtained the higher degree of concordance are, the slaughterhouse has “specialised 
technicians” and “high sanitary level”, whilst those that show the lowest degree are 
“correct chilling conditions”, “correct cutting techniques” and “correct ageing time”. 
Factor analysis undertaken with these levels allowed the identification of two factors, 
with eigenvalues above 1, which explain 71.7% of total variance (Table 2). 

We can interpret the results, on the basis of these factor loadings, as follows: 
Factor 1: the statements that loaded most heavily on this factor are “correct chilling 

conditions”, “correct cutting techniques”, “high sanitary level” and “correct ageing 
time”. This suggests that this factor is associated with the technology used in the slaugh-
terhouse. 

Factor 2: the statements “specialised technicians”, “high level of organisation” and 
“correct carcass classification” are identified in this factor, suggesting that it is associ-
ated with management of the slaughterhouse. 

The statements identified in factor 2 were the ones with an overall higher degree of 
concordance by the respondents. This might be explained by the fact that producers 
evaluate these statements more easily than those associated with the technology used in 
the slaughterhouse. As previously mentioned, animal transport and slaughter are, at 
present, ensured by the Producers’ Organisations, as it is their responsibility. Hence, the 
knowledge that producers may have, on an individual basis, at this level depends upon 
their own interest. 

 
Clusters of PDO beef producers 

The K-means cluster analysis technique was used to identity groups of PDO beef 
producers according to their evaluation and attitude towards quality. Using the five fac-
tors above mentioned, three at the farm level and two at the slaughterhouse level, three 
clusters were obtained (Table 3). 

Cluster 1: with approximately 35% of respondents, with positive values for all fac-
tors, therefore with values above the sample average, designated here as the Optimists,  
 
Table 3. Cluster means for farm level and slaughterhouse factors.  
Factor Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 F-value (1) p-value 

Post production 0.44570 0.13946 -0.56772 2.432 .113 
On-farm  0.98075 -0.57064 -0.48144 11.629 .000 Farm level 
Pre production 0.25731 -1.02133 0.63635 10.130 .001 
Technology  0.18049 -0.60169 0.34599 2.056 .154 Slaughterhouse Management 0.81613 -0.06363 -0.76045 8.308 .002 

Number of respondents 8 7 8   
Percentage of respondents (%) 34.78 30.44 34.78   
Method: K-means cluster. 
(1) F2;20. 
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valuing above all on-farm production attributes and evaluating more positively the man-
agement conditions at the slaughterhouse. 

Cluster 2: with approximately 30% of respondents, with negative values for almost 
all factors, designated as the Pessimists, attributing a level below average to breed (pre-
production attributes) and to on-farm production attributes, and evaluating technology 
statements below average. 

Cluster 3: with approximately 35% of respondents, they show either negative or posi-
tive values, designated as Flyers, attributing higher importance to pre-production factor 
and less to the others. They show a concordance degree above the sample average on 
technology statements, and below on management statements. 

Attributes at the farm level, like feeding and finishing identified on factor on-farm 
production (factor 2), were the items with higher mean scores. The cluster means for 
this factor are statistically different, and allow us to conclude that Optimists give more 
value to these attributes than the remaining respondents. The importance of the breed 
attribute in meat quality (trivial factor 3) also shows statistically significant differences 
between clusters: Pessimists attributing a low value and Flyers a higher value. At the 
end of the importance scale, transport conditions and time length of transport, identified 
in factor post-production (factor1), do not show significant differences amongst respon-
dents, though they are consensual in terms of its influence on the meat quality. 

At the slaughterhouse level, technological aspects (factor 1), such as “chilling condi-
tions”, “cutting techniques” and “ageing time”, with, on average, a lower degree of con-
cordance, are also consensual amongst respondents. This can be explained by the fact 
that producers’ knowledge on slaughterhouse technology is not very good and their 
responses tend to concentrate in the middle of the scale. On the other hand, the state-
ments identified with factor management of the slaughterhouse (factor 2), show differ-
ences between respondents: higher degree of concordance for Optimists and lower for 
Flyers. 

In order to verify if there were differences or similarities between respondents, mean 
cluster values for some farm characteristics were calculated (Table 4). 
 
Table 4. Farm characteristics by clusters. 

Farm characteristics Cluster 1 
Optimists 

Cluster 2 
Pessimists 

Cluster 3 
Flyers Total 

“Mertolenga” Breed 0.50 0.71 0.63 0.61 
“Alentejana” Breed 0.75 0.29 0.38 0.48 
Also with undifferentiated beef 0.13 0.29 0.50 0.30 
Cattle herd (heads) 105 102 128 112 

Up to 6 months 0.13 0.14 0.25 0.17 
6 to 12 months 0.13 0.57 0.38 0.35 
12 to 18 months 0.63 0.71 0.50 0.61 Sale 

18 to 24 months 0.50 0.43 0.50 0.48 
Other animal species 0.38 0.14 0.63 0.39 
Area 146.6 135.9 292.0 189.4 
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Although an exploratory analysis, we can see that Optimists is mainly composed by 
“Carnalentejana” producers (75%), on average with 100 heads and an area of 150 ha. 
Slaughter age is normally between 12 and 24 months. Pessimists, is mainly character-
ized by “Carne Mertolenga” producers (71%), with an average heard of the same size as 
the previous cluster, with a low number of respondents producing other animal species 
and with an average area of 135 ha. The most frequent slaughter age is between 6 and 
18 months. Lastly, cluster 3 named as Flyers, is mainly formed by respondents that si-
multaneously produce PDO beef, generally “Carne Mertolenga”, and undifferentiated 
meat. On average, are also characterised by a higher heard (130 heads), with other ani-
mal species and a significantly higher area (290 ha). The slaughter age shows a higher 
dispersion than for the other clusters and is worth mentioning that a quarter of respon-
dents sell the animals at weaning.  

Finally, respondents were asked to evaluate the quality of the meat produced in 
Alentejo region and the performance of the OPC. They were also asked if they consider 
the production and marketing of PDO beef as worth it. 

 Differences between clusters were only statistically significant on the evaluation of 
the OPC performance. However, the Optimists give a higher score to the quality of beef 
produced in Alentejo region and to the OPC performance. Pessimists, attributing a 
lower classification to the quality of the beef produced in the region and to the OPC 
performance, are, nevertheless, the ones that consider the production of PDO beef as 
most worth it (86%). Lastly, Flyers producers are the ones that consider least worth it 
the production of PDO beef (63%). Pessimists, though evaluating below the average all 
the attributes, unexpectedly evaluated PDO production as worth it. This can be ex-
plained by the fact that if they didn’t consider it, they should be flying to undifferenti-
ated meat, and therefore they would be included in cluster 3. 
 
 
Concluding remarks 

Results given should be interpreted with some reservation since the analysis under-
taken is exploratory. With a small number of producers in the sample, results are only 
illustrative, though representing 10% of the total number of PDO beef producers in 
Alentejo region. The small sample size was clearly a constraint but could be outweighed 
by the interesting and highly elucidating results concerning the producers` quality per-
ceptions. Moreover this is an area of research that has not been given too much thought.  

The results previously mentioned show that on-farm production attributes were given 
the highest scores in importance terms. Management attributes received the higher de-
gree of concordance, as they might evaluate these statements more easily than techno-
logical ones. 

Several authors (Caswell, 2001; Grunert et al., 2004; Grunert, 1997) in the literature 
show that beef consumers look for particular intrinsic attributes, some of them directly 
related with on-farm procedures (feeding, finishing…). This same perception is under-
stood by producers as these are given the highest scores in importance terms. So, at the 
first stage of the beef chain, it will be easy to guarantee that the attributes important for 
consumers are satisfied. However, it should be stressed, that co-responsibility through-
out the whole chain is necessary to ensure quality.  

The analysis showed a division between producers of PDO beef in Alentejo region: 
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Optimists, Pessimists and Flyers, with different attitudes and motivations. As expected, 
producers are mainly distinguished by their evaluation on on-farm than on slaughter 
attributes, as they are more familiar with the procedures at the farm level (than at the 
slaughterhouse). Farm characteristics do not seem to differentiate the groups. Instead 
these are distinguished by the organisational framework in which they are involved.  

Belonging to a well-established and very well organised producers association in 
terms of production, slaughter and marketing, producers of “Carnalentejana” can be 
more Optimists, as the communication flows and standards required are defined from 
early stages of production. These producers believe that this is the way to be in the mar-
ket in order to achieve their objectives. 

On the other hand, producers` organisation of “Carne Mertolenga” is at an earlier 
stage of its development, therefore producers are Pessimists as they are suspicious about 
all considered attributes. These producers still deal with some difficulties concerning 
market relations, price variability, amongst others. Flyers hesitation can be explained by 
these aspects, therefore, it is not surprising that there is a group of “Carne Mertolenga” 
beef producers that, in the short run, “fly” between being PDO producers or not. 

Understanding how producers perceive and evaluate quality attributes of beef is cru-
cial for quality assurance throughout the meat chain and for designing quality policies 
as a whole. 
 
 
Rote 
1 Throughout the text this will be referred to as OPC, which stands for “Organismo 

Privado de Controle e Certificação”. 
2 The telephone survey was undertaken by the OPC. This method was chosen as it is a 

relatively inexpensive way of collecting data from agricultural producers and is a 
technique usually followed by the OPC in similar studies. 

3 More than one possible answer. 
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