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ABSTRACT 
 

Purpose – The purpose of this research is to evaluate the influence of different product 

labels on meat-alternatives across two countries. In doing so, the research aims to identify 

geographical and cultural differences on the effectiveness of meat-alternatives’ labelling.  

Design/methodology – The research employed a survey experiment conducted in The 

Netherlands and in Brazil where participants were randomly assigned to one of 3 labels of meat 

alternative (“meatless” vs. “vegan” vs. “plant-based”) and were then asked their willingness-to-

pay for the product in a hypothetical scenario.  

Findings – This study identified that there are differences between the two countries. The 

results of the survey have revealed that the meat-alternative label with the higher association with 

meat resulted in a higher willingness-to-pay in Brazil, while the ‘plant-based’ label resulted in the 

highest willingness-to-pay in The Netherlands. The study also identified that the use of the term 

‘vegan’ can best be avoided when marketing a meat-alternative.  

Research limitations – The main limitations of this study are the sample, which is not 

representative for each entire country, as well as the hypothetical scenario.  

Originality – To the best of my knowledge, this is the first study that compares cross-

country results on the effects of labeling on meat-alternatives in an emerging country and a 

developed European country. 

 

Keywords: Meat-alternatives; Consumer Behaviour; Sustainability 

Category: Master Thesis 
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Introduction 

 

The food industry is facing new challenges as the global population grows faster than ever. 

The growing population has led to an increased demand for food, and especially for animal 

products (Fouilleux et. al., 2017). An increasing demand from fast developing countries like China 

has led to serious implications in the food sector and future outlooks identified that there is not 

enough agricultural land available to continue keeping up with the growing demand (Gerber et. 

al., 2015; Ritchie et. al., 2017). It has been estimated that an additional 70% of food must be 

produced by 2050 to meet the global demand (Adesogan et. al., 2020). The actions needed to meet 

this demand conflict with other major issues the world is facing, notably climate change. With 

climate change and environmental issues receiving more attention than ever, consumer behaviour 

towards food choices have seen a change as well. Worldwide, consumers have increasingly been 

trying to reduce their meat consumption. This dietary trend has led to a surge of plant-based meat 

alternatives to respond to the new demand for meat substitutes. With an increasing share of 

flexitarians, these meat alternatives are not only consumed by vegetarians anymore. Nevertheless, 

the vast majority of the world population still prefers to consume animal products. Only 5% of the 

population is vegetarian and only 3% follows a vegan diet (Bailey, 2018). A flexitarian diet has 

been adopted by 14% of the world population (Bailey, 2018). 

 

There are plenty of meat alternatives available nowadays. In The Netherlands for example, 

the meat-substitutes section in a supermarket has almost the same options available as the meat 

section, making the transition to substituting meat relatively easy. In some countries this is not the 

case yet. In Brazil for instance, the options in the supermarket are very limited. Often there are 

only one or two suppliers, with little options to choose from. This is, perhaps, a result of the 

relatively lower demand for meat substitutes (Pio, 2021).  

 

           To create more demand for these meat substitutes, it is important that people, who might be 

willing to lower their meat intake, are drawn to the meat-substituting product once it comes to 

sight in the supermarket. To achieve this, the product labels must be appealing to the target 

customer. Currently, the most commonly used labels for meat-alternatives are ‘plant-based’ and 
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‘vegan’. Sometimes, meat-alternatives are labeled with a more ‘meaty’ term that creates an 

association with real meat. Some studies pointed out that labeling a meat substitute as ‘plant based’ 

or ‘vegan’ had greater success than labeling a meat alternative as ‘meatless’ (association with 

meat) (Sucapane et. al., 2021). However, consumer preferences seem to vary per geographic region 

and per culture. There has been a research gap on this topic since no research has been conducted 

in a developing country where meat consumption is high and culturally embraced. This study aims 

to collect and compare consumer preferences towards three different labels ( “plant-based” vs. 

“vegan” vs. “meatless”) across two different countries (The Netherlands and Brazil). The study 

allows us to better understand whether, if so, and how consumers differ in their preference towards 

these different meat-alternative labels.  

 

Background: Brazil & The Netherlands 

 

The rise of plant-based meat alternatives is commonly perceived as a relatively new 

phenomenon. However, plant-based diets have been practiced for thousands of years. Literature 

reveals that since the beginning of human existence, plant-based diets were a common sight (Ruby, 

2012). Soy, for instance, has been a commonly used product in Asia for hundreds of years. It has 

been used as a dairy alternative and as a protein-rich meat substitute (Asgar, 2010). In some 

countries, the availability of texturized vegetable protein is something very new to the market. In 

Brazil for instance, many will not recognize a piece of tofu and certainly will not have it on their 

menu. Even in the most developed neighborhoods of Rio de Janeiro, supermarket employees might 

not understand what you mean when asking where the tofu is placed. 

 

But that sight is changing in the Brazilian market. Plant-based meat alternatives are on the 

rise and gained momentum with the many food-tech startups competing with the largest food 

suppliers of the country. According to Pio (2021), the plant-based meat alternative market in Brazil 

grew almost 70% between 2015 and 2021. This rise has been declared as a result of a change in 

food choices. As many have chosen to eat less meat, the term ‘flexitarians’ or ‘semi-vegetarians’ 

arose, spiking a demand in meat alternatives in Brazil (Pio, 2021).  

 

           The consumption of plant-based meat alternatives it not something new anymore in The 
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Netherlands. Instead, with the many suppliers on the market, plant-based meat alternatives have 

now penetrated the discounter market and are widely available in low-cost supermarkets e.g. Aldi 

and Lidl (ProVeg, 2021). A result of this convenience and availability is that meat-alternatives are 

commonly consumed across the country. A study conducted into the plant-based market in Europe 

even revealed that The Netherlands consumes the most meat-alternatives in Europe per capita 

(ProVeg, 2021). 
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Literature Review 
 

The literature review for this thesis encompasses plenty of different but related sections. It 

starts by broadly giving the concept of the different diets, followed by a description of the meat-

alternatives market. Afterwards, prior research into the topics will be discussed followed by a brief 

discussion of the research gap. 

 

Vegan and vegetarian diets 

 

Following a vegetarian diet is generally understood as the act of excluding meat from one’s 

diet. However, it can be pretended differently. Other less restrictive diets, such as including fish 

and seafood in one’s diet fall under the scope of vegetarianism as well and the term ‘flexitarian’ 

or ‘semi-vegetarian’, where meat consumption is drastically reduced but can still take part of one’s 

diet, has become more popular in recent years (Hargreaves et. al., 2021). Veganism does not only 

contain the dietary aspect of not consuming any animal derived products. The term ‘veganism’ can 

be defined as a lifestyle where one restrains themselves from exploiting any animal species for 

food, clothing or other purposes (Veganisme, 2022). A plant-based diet is similar to a vegan diet, 

consumption wise. A plant-based diet has been defined as a diet which consist of all minimally 

processed fruits, vegetables and nuts and also does not include any animal derived products 

(Ostfeld, 2017). These three diets share the same main drivers, namely animal welfare, health, and 

the environment. The major barriers for following these diets are mainly convenience, higher costs, 

and the preference of taste for animal products (Bryant, 2019). Literature has identified that the 

preference for the taste of meat is still the biggest barrier for people to give up on eating animal 

products. It is simply being enjoyed enough for most people and forms a barrier that prevents a 

change to a vegan or vegetarian diet (Graça et al, 2015) (Pohjolainen et al, 2015; Lea et al, 2003). 

Convenience is the second biggest barrier. In many places, it is still very difficult to have a wide 

set of meat-alternative options on the market. In addition, people find it more difficult to cook 

without animal products. This has also been seen in restaurants, where limited menu options are 

the main driver of inconvenience in vegetarianism and veganism (Humane League Labs, 2017).  

Another important barrier for following a vegan or vegetarian diet is the financial aspect. Vegan 

or vegetarian diets tend to cost more money in most countries compared to meat diets. This is 
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mainly because meat-alternatives still tend to be more expensive than meat. For some people this 

is enough of a barrier to stick to a non-vegan/vegetarian diet, even when made aware of the 

consequences of eating meat (Povey, 2001). 

 

While there are a handful of terms used to name a meat-alternative, not all are equally 

popular. A study conducted in the UK (Bryant, 2019), identified that the term veganism scored 

less positive on all tested aspects: health, convenient, affordable, tasty, enjoyable, aspirational, 

nutritious and easy. Except for ethical and the environment. It has been commonly seen that the 

term ‘veganism’ is being perceived as something very rigorous, in many aspects (Bryant, 2019). 

A theory for this aversion to veganism, pointed out by psychologists, is linked to cognitive 

dissonance. This occurs when a person has two opposing views which cannot be acted on at the 

same time. It is commonly known that meat consumption is bad for one’s health and for the 

environment as there is an ever-increasing amount of evidence to prove this (Abete et al., 2014; 

Feskens et al., 2013). At the same time, consumer behaviour towards meat consumption has barely 

changed in the last decades. A phenomenon called ‘meat paradox’ can be an explanation for the 

hatred against veganism. According to some, this paradox arises when an individual decides to, 

instead of contributing to solving a problem, project the frustration on something else, in this case 

on veganism (Gorvett, 2020). 

 

While the term vegan has been identified as less attractive to the public in some countries, 

it is important to have alternatives that are able to find their way to the consumer. As mentioned 

before, reducing meat consumption is becoming increasingly important. Several studies have 

identified that there are correlations between animal consumption and various serious health 

implications as cancer, heart failure and diabetes (Abete et al., 2014; Feskens et al., 2013). In 

addition, there has been an increasing effort by environmental organizations and governments to 

halt the meat industry (Milieu Centraal, n.d.). In The Netherlands, the government is taking its 

responsibility by subsidizing farmers to quit their farms. The export of meat has also been reduced 

drastically by introducing new taxes (Partij voor de Dieren, 2021).  

 

Nevertheless, real change in consumer behaviour is necessary and it is important that 

people choose to rely less on meat. Prior research has shown that consumer preferences can be 



 11 

influenced by product descriptors (e.g. Slade, 2018; Van Loo et. al, 2020). Research conducted in 

the US and Canada tested the customers’ willingness to adapt to two meat alternatives: plant-based 

protein and cultured meat (real meat produced with cells in a lab). In Slade’s study, respondents 

were asked to answer 5 different choice questions in an imaginary situation of being in a fast-food 

restaurant ordering a burger. The options for the choice of patty were the following: organic beef, 

non-organic beef, organic plant-based protein, non-organic plant-based protein, and cultured meat. 

Respondents were told all burgers tasted the same and the price was randomized between $3 and 

$5. The effect of social norms in the study was tested by randomly giving the market shares of the 

types of meat before each question. The results of the study showed that on average, individuals 

strongly preferred beef burgers to plant-based and cultured meat burgers. The correlation between 

the preferences for plant-based and cultured burgers is significant, suggesting that demand for 

these two types of burgers is driven by the same underlying preference: an aversion to beef or 

environmental concerns (Slade, 2018).  In addition, the study revealed that individuals who 

strongly prefer simulated meats tend to be less sensitive to price (Slade, 2018). 

 

A similar study (Van Loo et. al, 2020) examined the effects of information and presence 

of a brand logo on the consumer’s choice. The study reveals that providing sustainability-related 

information leads to a higher willingness-to-pay (WTP) for meat-alternatives, while providing 

information on technology reduced the WTP values for meat-alternatives. This result implies that 

it is beneficial for providers of meat-alternatives to provide consumers with information about the 

environmental benefits of plant-based meat alternatives, as it increases the WTP. On the contrary, 

when consumers learn more about the underlying technologies used to produce the patties, it may 

reduce the WTP.  

 

When looking at the effect of brand names, it can be noticed that the WTP for the plant-

based alternatives decreased when the brand logos were present. An interesting point in this study 

is that the results show that the majority of participants had an aversion to plant- and lab-based 

alternatives using the label “beef”. However, this study only found this result for the presence of 

the particular word “beef” on the label. It cannot be said that this is the same for “burger”, “meat” 

or other meaty words on labels (Van Loo et. al, 2020).  
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A study conducted in the United States showed different results (Anderson, 2019). In a 

labeling study, it was found that men disliked the sound of both ‘vegan’ and ‘plant-based’, and 

that there was a strong preference for intuitively masculine packaging. The study also identified 

that among the total participants, there was a strong preference for the label ‘vegan’ compared to 

‘plant-based’ and other labeling options (Anderson, 2019).  

 

These consumer preferences for the labels on meat alternatives seem to vary per country. 

For example, a study conducted in Europe, resulted in different preferences (Faber et. al, 2020). 

The research identified that consumers in The Netherlands preferred the label ‘plant-based’ over 

‘vegan’, while in the previously discussed study the results showed that American males had a 

preference for masculine packaging without the labels ‘vegan’ or ‘plant-based’ (Anderson, 2019). 

The participants in The Netherlands preferred the label ‘plant-based’ above the label ‘vegan’ 

because of the higher association ‘plant-based’ has with health. Another possible reason for the 

preference of ‘plant-based’ above ‘vegan’ among the Dutch participants, can be the heated debate 

that arose in recent years around veganism. The term ‘vegan’ has strong implications and has led 

to an anti-veganism movement in the online community (Faber et. al, 2020). 

 

Marketing and the booming market of meat alternatives 

 

As described before, the availability of meat alternatives is something relatively new. Most 

meat-alternatives are not widely available in every geographic region. Nevertheless, with the rise 

of new food technology startups and innovations, the number of meat-alternative producers is 

increasing and the meat substitute market is predicted to grow rapidly. According to IPES-Food, 

the market is expected to grow from $4.25 billion in revenue in 2020 to $28 billion in 2025 (IPES-

Food, 2022). This market potential has not been left unnoticed by the meat industry. Despite start-

ups initiating a sharp increase in meat alternative proteins, the industry has seen multiple large 

investments and acquisitions as several big meat companies are moving into producing meat-

substitutes. According to the IPES-Food report, the alternative meat market has now been formed 

by these traditional meat giants, who are trying to create a monopoly similar to the landscape in 

the meat industry. To some, this can be seen as somewhat unethical, as buyers of these meat-
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alternatives are, most often without being aware, still contributing to the meat-industry by buying 

from these companies (IPES-Food, 2022).  

 

Thus, with an expected market increase, there will also be a boom of new suppliers in the 

meat-alternative market in the coming years. These new suppliers will have to shape a marketing 

strategy that fits the product and their target market. Some suppliers have their focus on reaching 

vegans or vegetarians with their products, while others focus on reaching the growing trend of 

meat reducers (Beyond Meat, 2019). 

 

A study into the effects of labels on associations of meat alternatives revealed that plant-

based food companies’ marketing is often inconsistent with the associations they are trying to 

create for their products Sucapane et. al, 2021). While the marketing cues (e.g., branding, 

packaging, marketing communications) used for some plant-based meat alternative products seem 

to reinforce their associations with meat (e.g., use of the color red, meat- related words and/or 

pictures, etc.), others, instead, seem to try to create associations with plants (e.g., use of the color 

green, plant-related). The results of the study revealed that the consumers’ perception of the 

product and behavioural intentions can change with different product descriptors. “Plant-based” 

as product descriptor produced significantly greater eco-friendly perceptions, health perceptions, 

and a greater predicted quantity consumed than the label “meat-alternative” (Sucapane et. al, 

2021). 

 

Attitudes towards meat in Brazil 

 

The agricultural sector is Brazil’s third largest industry at the moment and one of the main 

producers of meat and dairy (Statista, 2020; Ritchie et. al., 2017)). As a consequence, the country 

is the among the 12 largest emitters of greenhouse gasses per capita (United Nations, 2019). The 

rainforest suffers from severe deforestation rates, which have only been increasing in the last years. 

The deforestation rates are directly linked to the agricultural sector in Brazil, which are responsible 

for a large portion of the country’s greenhouse emissions (Stabile et. al., 2020). Perhaps partly 

because of the large agricultural sector, meat consumption is something that is deeply rooted in 

the Brazilian culture, which causes implications for the rise of meat-alternatives. It makes it 
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difficult for people who make a living out of the agricultural sector to acknowledge that they should 

consume less meat and for the consumers to change their protein consumption habits. As The 

Netherlands has the ‘meat-paradox’, where people are aware of the downside of consuming animal 

products but prefer to not act on it, relatively more Brazilians seem to not have the same knowledge 

available to them to form this opinion. This has been confirmed in a research into the geographical 

and cultural differences in relation with purchase and consumption of beef. The study, comparing 

meat consumption behaviours between Brazil and Spain (Magalhaes et. al., 2021), revealed that 

Brazilians consumed three times more meat than Spaniards. In addition, the study identified that 

consciousness and knowledge of the effects of consuming meat could have an impact on the 

consumption. Spanish consumers were more conscious of the benefits and harmful characteristics 

of meat than Brazilians (Magalhaes et. al., 2022). 

 

 

Research Gap 

 

Prior research has been conducted on topics related to the scope of this research. A study 

conducted in the US and Canada (Sucapane, et. al, 2021), tested different types of labeling on meat 

alternatives, similar to the objectives of this research. The study from Van Loo et al. (Van Loo et 

al., 2020) explores consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP) at different price points. However, as far 

as I am aware, no research covers the labeling effects on WTP for the 3 types of plant-based 

product descriptors: vegan, plant-based, and meatless. In addition, the research on this topic has 

only been conducted in North America. Sucapane’s study (2019) collected samples in the US and 

Canada, however no country comparison has been included in the research results. In addition, 

prior study showed conflicting findings in the effects of labeling. What can be identified from the 

literature is that the label “plant-based” in general seemed more successful than “vegan”, while the 

label showing an association with meat found a preference with males. 

 

Thus, as far as the author is aware, no cross-country results have been compared and no 

research on the effects of labeling was done in an emerging country (Brazil) and compared to a 

developed European country (Netherlands). This study aims to target the gap in research for 

different meat substitutes, compared across countries. 
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Research Objectives & Hypotheses 
 

The consumption of meat alternatives is growing, with more people choosing to include 

meat substitutes in their diets. This trend has started with the shift in consumer behaviour towards 

meat, as it has become more common to lower one’s animal products intake (Bailey, 2018). 

Nevertheless, only a small percentage of the world’s population follows a vegetarian or vegan diet 

(Bailey, 2018). The importance of developing a successful approach to make meat alternatives 

more attractive for consumers has long been recognized by the industry. However, not enough 

research has been done in this field to fulfill this need. The research into consumer behaviour 

towards meat-alternatives has only been conducted in developed countries (e.g: Slade, 2018; 

Sucapane et al., 2021; Faber et al., 20202; Van Loo et al., 2020), never in a developing country. 

The results of the studies have also never been compared across countries. Thus, there is a need 

for a better understanding of consumer preferences in their choice for meat alternatives to reduce 

meat-consumption, which is vital in realizing a more sustainable world. The following research 

questions need to be answered to address this need: 

 

1. How do different product labels (“vegan”, “plant-based”, “meatless”) affect consumer’s 

willingness-to-pay? 

2. How does the impact of product labels, if any, vary between Brazil and The Netherlands. 

 

Because Brazil is a developing country where meat consumption is high and culturally 

embraced and The Netherlands is a developed country where meat-alternatives are at least to a 

certain extent already part of the daily lives of many consumers, the main hypothesis is the 

following: 

 

H1. Brazilian participants are willing to pay more for a meat alternative that has a 

stronger association with meat than Dutch participants.  

 

Although not the main purpose of this study, two additional hypotheses are also be 

explored. Because previous studies (Anderson, 2019), in a developed country, have identified that 
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men are more likely to prefer a more masculine meat-alternative packaging, the second hypothesis 

is the following: 

 

H2: Men are willing to pay more for the meatless burger (in both countries) 

 

Because non-vegetarians are more used to buy real meat products, it is expected that they 

will prefer the meat-alternative option that has the strongest association with meat. Thus, the third 

hypothesis is the following:  

 

H3. Participants who are not vegan or vegetarian will be willing to pay more for the 

meat alternative with the stronger meat association. 

 

 

Methodology 
 

Causal: Survey Experiment 

For this research, an experiment has been conducted using a survey instrument. The choice 

for using a survey has been based on the characteristics of the instrument, which make it an 

adequate research method for measuring a wide variety of unobservable data, such as consumer 

behaviours. In addition, it is an excellent method to reach participants remotely when gathering 

respondents in multiple countries (Bhattacherjee, 2012).  

 

In a seven-question survey (Appendix I), participants were asked to put themselves in an 

imaginary situation of being in a supermarket, while having to imagine to be searching for a meat 

alternative burger for dinner. After this short introduction, each participant was exposed to one of 

the three manipulated burger packages. After showing the burger package, participants were asked 

about the maximum price they would be willing to pay for the meat alternative burger that was 

presented to them. The main outcome measure of the survey is the willingness-to-pay (WTP) per 

treatment. To assess differences across each segment in the study, socio-demographic variables 

and psychographic were collected as well; participants were asked about their education, age, 
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socio-economic status, dietary situation and, if the case, their motives for following a vegetarian 

or vegan diet.  

 

The experiment allows for causal inferences, with the following experimental design:  

 

Description of experiment:  

Outcome measure (DV) 

DV (Y) = Willingness-to-pay (WTP) 

 

The outcome measure of the experiment will be the willingness-to-pay (WTP).  

 

Independent variables (IV) and treatments 

 

IV = Labels with different product descriptors 

treatment 1 = “Meatless” – meat association 

treatment 2 = “Plant-based” – health association 

treatment 3 = “Vegan” – no additional association 

 

IV = Country  

Country 1 – The Netherlands 

Country 2 – Brazil 

 

The first independent variable consists of a meat-alternative burger package showing three 

different labels: “meatless” which aims at creating an association with meat, “plant-based” which 

aims at creating an association with plants and “vegan” which creates the association with health, 

a social group or a given lifestyle. 

 

The second independent variable are the two different countries where the research will be 

conducted: The Netherlands and Brazil. 

 

Experimental Design 



 18 

 

Between subjects design: The study will make use of a between subject design (i.e., each 

participant is assigned to only one label), as it aims to compare the outcomes of participants 

preferences. The same approach will used in The Netherlands and in Brazil.  

 

Sampling: Convenient Sample 

 

The participants of the survey have been gathered through a convenient sampling method. 

The sample of participants has been conveniently extracted (e.g., the researcher’s personal 

network) from a given population. In this case, from The Netherlands and Brazil. The sample is 

not representative for the entire population of each country. 

 

The minimum number of participants aimed to gather in this study was 300 in total: 50 

participants in each of the 3 treatments, 150 in each country. After 4 weeks of collecting 

respondents, the number of aimed participants was surpassed. The total number of respondents 

achieved was 356, with 192 respondents gathered in The Netherlands and 162 in Brazil. Within 

each country, the participants were randomly assigned to one of the three treatments. 

 

Measurement 

 

The WTP will be measured by asking the maximum price respondents are willing to pay 

for the product. The price answer options are divided into 5 anchored ranges, from which only one 

range can be selected by the respondent. The ranges are based on the average price of a meat-

alternative burger in each country. 

 

Labels 

 

The labels used in the study were manipulated to test the different effects on the WTP. The 

labels were in English and participants from both countries were exposed to the same packages. 

The Meatless label, found in annex II, is designed to create an association with meat. Meat contains 

a protein, named myoglobin, which is responsible for the red coloring of meat (Mancini et. al., 
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2005). Therefore, the main color of the labels on the manipulated burger package was red. A label 

implying the product is suited to use on the barbecue added to creating the meat-association. 

Overall, the burger package looked like a normal ‘barbecue’ meat burger.  

 

The plant-based label, found in annex II, was created to support the association with health, 

as was identified in the literature review (Faber et. al., 2020). The burger package was manipulated 

with texts implying the health benefits of eating plant-based by mentioning the heart benefits and 

naming it a ‘superfood’. The color blue was used in the manipulation to create an even stronger 

association with health as blue is often used to market health items (Serendipit, 2022). 

 

The vegan label was the least manipulated. The label, found in annex II, contained the label 

‘vegan’ and ‘life’, showing a green heart-shaped sticker.  

 

 

Results Analysis 
 

From the total number of gather participants thirty-one failed to follow the instructions of 

the survey or fast forwarded through the questions, leaving questions unanswered. With these 

thirty-one participants removed, the data used consisted of 325 respondents.  

 

From the 325 respondents, 160 were gathered in The Netherlands and 165 in Brazil. The 

total sample collected consisted of 42% men and 58% women, with most participants having their 

age in the 16-24 age group (35%). 

 

The Brazilian sample consisted of 68% women and only 32% men, with most participants 

falling in the 25-35 age group (38%). The Dutch sample counted less women (47%) and more men 

(52%) with most participants falling in the 16-24 age group (56%).  

 

Participants were also asked about their education and socio-economic status. In both 

countries, the majority of the participants answered that the highest education they completed was 
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a bachelor’s degree. The socio-economic status showed similar results among the participants in 

both countries, with most participants identifying themselves as middle-class. 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Socio-economic status 

 

 

The data was analyzed in two stages. First, the data was analyzed in each country. In the 

second stage, the outcomes of the data were compared in a cross-country analysis. The main 

component of the analysis was the willingness-to-pay (WTP) for each treatment. 

 

 

H1: Brazilian survey participants will be willing to pay more for a meat alternative that 

has a stronger association with meat than Dutch participants.  

 

To test this hypothesis, the mean WTP for the three treatment was measured in both 

countries. It was expected that the treatment with the higher association with meat (meatless) 

would receive a higher outcome for WTP in Brazil than in The Netherlands. As expected, the 

outcomes confirmed the hypothesis (see Figure 2). A factorial analysis (ANOVA) revealed that 

when participants in Brazil and The Netherlands were exposed to the meatless treatment, Brazilian 
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participants (M=2.92) scored a significantly higher WTP than participants in The Netherlands 

(M=2.66; F (1,294) = 4.111, p < 0.05). In addition, among Brazilian participants, WTP was higher 

for meatless (M=2.92) than for plant-based (M=2.40; F (2,294) = 17.669, p < 0.05) and for vegan 

burgers (M=2.12; F (2,294) = 17.669, p < 0.05). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. WTP in NL and Brazil for all three treatments 

 

 

 

The same factorial analysis (ANOVA) revealed that when participants in Brazil and The 

Netherlands were exposed to the plant-based treatment, Dutch participants (M=3.52) scored a 

significantly higher WTP than participants in Brazil (M=2.40; F (1,294) = 4.111, p < 0.05). Also, 

among Dutch participants, WTP was higher for plant-based (M=3.52) than for meatless 

(M=2.66;(F (2,294) = 17.669, p < 0.05) and for vegan burgers (M=2.04; (F (2,294) = 17.669, p < 

0.05). 

 

 

H2: Men are willing to pay more for the meatless burger (in both countries) 
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Figure 3. WTP Meatless 

  
To answer the second hypothesis, an ANOVA Two-Factor analysis was performed. The 

factorial analysis confirmed the hypothesis (see Figure 3), by revealing that men had a significantly 

higher willingness-to-pay outcome (F (1,294) =6.659, p < 0.05) than women in both countries.  

 

H3. Participants who are not vegan or vegetarian will be willing to pay more for the meat 

alternative which has the stronger association with meat.  

Participants were asked if they followed a vegan, vegetarian, semi-vegetarian or a non-

vegan/vegetarian diet. Among the Dutch participants 59% indicated to not be vegan or vegetarian, 

26% followed a semi-vegetarian diet, 13% followed a vegetarian diet, and only 3% followed a 

vegan diet. In total, 41% followed a vegan, vegetarian or semi-vegetarian diet. 

Among the Brazilian participants, the number of non-vegan or vegetarians was higher 

(84%). Only 16% of the Brazilian participants indicated following a vegan, vegetarian, or semi-

vegetarian diet.  
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To test whether non-vegans/vegetarians are willing-to-pay more for a meatless burger, 

which has a higher association with meat, the diets were placed in two groups: non-

vegan/vegetarian and vegetarian/vegan (including semi-vegetarians). An ANOVA: Two-Factor 

analysis revealed that there is not a statistically significant difference (F (1,294) =2.579, p > 0.05) 

between the willingness-to-pay for the meatless treatment between non-vegan/vegetarians 

(M=2.82) and vegetarians/vegans/semi-vegetarians (M=2.88). This outcome does not match with 

the hypothesis. The analysis also revealed that vegans and vegetarians were not willing to pay 

more for the vegan burger (M=2.52) than for the plant-based (M=2.94) or meatless burger. 

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 
The different and sometimes contradicting results on consumer preference indicate that 

there is still much unknown about consumers attitude towards meat alternatives. Anderson’s study, 

conducted in the US, revealed that among the participants of his labeling study, there was a great 

preference for the label ‘vegan’ above the label ‘plant-based’ (Anderson, 2019). A similar study, 

conducted in The Netherlands, showed that the label ‘plant-based’ was preferred above the label 

‘vegan’ (Faber et. al., 2020). Similar results can be found in a UK study, where it has been 

identified that the term ‘veganism’ resulted in less positive associations (Bryant, 2019). Other 

studies identified that the reputation of meat in a country can lead to different consumer choices 

as well. A study, comparing meat consumption behaviour in Spain and Brazil, revealed that 

Brazilians consume three times more meat than Spaniards, but are less conscious about the 

consequences of eating meat (Magalhaes, 2022). The literature review illustrates the crucial role 

of geography and culture on consumer preferences towards meat-consumption.  

 

Anderson’s study also identified that meat alternatives labelled in a masculine, ‘meaty’ 

way, performed relatively well in the United States, especially among men (Anderson, 2019).  As 

the United States and Brazil show similarities in terms of meat consuming and producing (Statista, 

2020), the following hypothesis was made: H1. Brazilian survey participants will be willing to pay 

more for a meat alternative that has a stronger association with meat than Dutch participants. It 
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was expected that a country so used to consuming meat would be more tempted to be willing to 

pay more for a burger with a higher association with meat than the Dutch participants. As expected, 

the hypothesis has been confirmed by the outcomes of the survey. The results revealed that when 

participants in Brazil and The Netherlands were exposed to the meatless treatment, Brazilian 

participants were willing to pay more than the Dutch participants. As Anderson’s study identified 

that especially men were more likely to buy a masculine burger package, the survey results of men 

and women were compared. The meatless treatment had a more masculine packaging, displaying 

a barbecue sticker on the packaging. As expected, the results revealed that there was a significant 

difference in the outcomes, with men willing to pay more than women for the meatless treatment. 

In the same analysis, the results of the WTP for the three treatments were compared across 

countries. While Anderson’s study revealed that the term ‘vegan’ was the most successful in the 

US, several European studies identified that this was not the case in Europe (Faber et. al., 2020; 

Bryant, 2019).  

 

The results of this study showed that the vegan label resulted in the lowest willingness-to-

pay among participants in both countries. It must be noted that among the total sample of 324 only 

8 participants identified themselves as vegan. As the literature review revealed, veganism received 

criticism and has not been seen as a positive term in general (Faber et. al., 2020; Bryant, 2019).  

 

The results of this survey suggest that labelling a burger as ‘vegan’ does not result in the 

highest WTP outcomes for the total participants. In addition, when only looked at the WTP for the 

three treatments among vegetarian or vegan participants, the outcomes still reveal that the vegan 

treatment has the lowest WTP. These findings suggest that labelling a meat alternative burger as 

‘vegan’ results into a relatively lower willingness-to-pay in both countries and regardless the target 

audience (vegan/vegetarian or not). Labelling a meat-alternative as ‘plant-based’ resulted in the 

highest willingness-to-pay in The Netherlands according to the survey results. This outcome was 

also supported by the literature review, which already revealed that plant-based performed better 

than vegan in Europe (Faber et. al., 2020). Among the Dutch participants, 26% identified 

themselves as ‘semi-vegetarian’, while in the Brazilian sample only 5% identified as ‘semi-

vegetarian’. According to the literature (Beyond Meat, 2019), the higher results of the plant-based 

burger in The Netherlands can be a result of the higher number of ‘semi-vegetarians’ in the sample. 
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As described in the report, meat alternative producer ‘Beyond Meat’ targets the market of people 

willing to reduce their meat consumption by following a flexitarian diet. When looking at the labels 

on Beyond Meat’s products, it becomes clear that the company is using ‘plant-based’ as a label on 

their products.  

 

In conclusion, understanding how consumers perceive different product labels is important 

for marketers. With the many new suppliers entering the growing meat-alternative market, 

products should be able to find their way to the target costumer. Consumer preferences for product 

labels seem to vary across countries and it can certainly be said that these product labels are not a 

“one-size fits all”. What can be concluded from this research is that the plant-based burger resulted 

in the highest willingness-to-pay in The Netherlands, while the meatless burger resulted in the best 

outcomes among the Brazilian participants.  

 

Limitations 

 

Due to the financial and time constraints of this study, a convenience sample was taken 

using the personal, academic, and professional network of the researcher. As a result, the samples 

in each country were non-identical. The Brazilian sample consisted of more women (68%) than in 

the Dutch sample (48%). In addition, the average age of the two samples was not similar either, 

with a younger sample in The Netherlands. 

 

Most respondents indicated to have completed a bachelor’s degree, which may represent a 

biased sample of participants in regard to a total population. Region was not collected as a data 

point, although due to the nationalities and networks of the researcher, this may present another 

potential skew in the sample. In addition, little attention has been given to the financial situation 

of the participants, which is a factor that can influence the willingness-to-pay outcome 

significantly. 

 

Furthermore, more research is needed into the effects of the product packages used in the 

research. It could be possible that the results came from the colors and other aspects of the 

manipulated packaging instead of from the different product labels. In future research, it would be 
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recommended to first test the product labels without the different colors and additional 

manipulations that could influence the participants. 

There is also a need for a better understanding of the positive impact of the label 

“meatless”. It is unclear what the role of familiarity is with “meatless”, or if participants 

disregarded the “less” in “meatless” and perceived the product as a real burger. Future research is 

needed into the perception of this label.  

 

Another limitation is that the chosen method of measuring willingness-to-pay is not the 

only one. There are numerous approaches that measure the willingness-to-pay with different 

conceptual foundations. More research is needed to determine which approach would be the most 

appropriate for this experiment.  

 

Further limitations may be through the medium; a survey possesses limitations in that 

reported willingness to pay may not correspond with actual actions when real financial incentives 

are involved. In addition, participants from both countries were exposed to the same labels in 

English. As English is not the native language in both countries, there could have been 

misunderstanding regarding the labels. Furthermore, in general, Brazilians do not have the same 

English language proficiency as the Dutch (EF EPI, 2021), which is a limitation when comparing 

the outcomes of both countries. 
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Recommendations 
 

Future research could further unpack the drivers of consumer behaviour towards meat 

alternatives. With constantly changing trends it is recommended to continue doing research in this 

field. Such research could investigate the relationship between awareness of the consequences of 

eating meat and the willingness to switch to meat-alternatives, as well as the type of labeling and 

awareness. Moreover, future research could closely examine the effect of having multiple 

producers of meat alternatives available (higher convenience) on the number of semi-vegetarians, 

and therefore also on the type of labelling. In addition, further research could be done to evaluate 

the results in a context where the willingness-to-pay is measured in a real environment, with the 

participants own money.  

 

Start-ups and meat alternative-producers can be recommended to adjust their marketing 

strategy based on the consumer preferences across countries. For The Netherlands, it is 

recommended to label a meat-alternative as ‘plant-based’, while in Brazil meat alternatives should 

be labeled as ‘meatless’ – or something similar that creates an association with meat. However, it 

is still recommended to do further research into each country, as this research did not consist of a 

representative sample.  
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Annex 

Annex I: Survey questions 
 
 

1. What is the maximum price you would be willing to pay for this product? 
 

• 2,25 – 3,00  

• 3,00 – 3,75  

• 3,75 – 4,50 

• 4,50 – 5,25 

• 5,25 – 6,00 

 

2. What is your gender identity? 
 

- Man 

- Woman 

- Another gender identity 

- Prefer not to say 

 

3. Are you.. 
 

- Vegan  

- Vegetarian 

- Semi-vegitarian 

- Not vegan or vegetarian  

- Prefer not to say 

 

4. Why are you vegan/vegetarian? 
 

- Animal rights/Welfare 

- Health 

- Environmental 

- All of the above 

- I am not vegan or vegetarian 

 

5. What is your age? 
 

- Under 15 

- 16-24 

- 25-34 

- 35-44 

- 45+ 

- Prefer not to say 
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6. Which term best describes your social-economic status? 
 

- Wealthy 

- Upper-middle of professional 

- Middle-class 

- Working-class 

- Low-income or poor 

 

 

7. What is the highest degree or level of education you have completed? 
 

- High school 

- Bachelor’s degree 

- Master’s degree 

- Ph.D or higher 

- Prefer not to say 

 

 

 

Portuguese version: 
 

1.  Qual é o preço máximo que você estaria disposto a pagar por este produto? 
 

o R$ 8,00 – R$ 12,50 

o R$ 12,50 – R$ 17,00 

o R$ 17,00 – R$ 21,50 

o R$ 21,50 – R$ 26,00 

o R$ 26,00 – R$ 30,50 

 

2. Qual é a sua identidade de gênero? 
 

o Masculino 

o Feminino  

o Outro  

o Prefiro não dizer 

 

3. Você é.. 
 

o Vegano(a) 

o Vegetariano(a) 

o Semi-vegetariano(a) 

o Não vegano(a) ou vegetariano(a) 

o Prefiro não dizer 

 

4. Por qual motivo você é vegano(a)/vegetariano(a)? 
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o Direitos e bem-estar dos animais 

o Saúde 

o Meio ambiente 

o Todas as anteriores 

o Não sou vegano(a) ou vegetariano(a) 

 

5. Qual é a sua idade? 
 

o Abaixo de 15 anos 

o 16-24 anos 

o 25-34 anos 

o 35-44 anos 

o 45+ anos 

o Prefiro não dizer 

 

6. Qual termo melhor descreve seu status socioeconômico? 
 

o Classe alta 

o Classe média-alta 

o Classe média 

o Classe media-baixa 

o Baixa renda ou pobre 

 

 

7. Qual é o nível de educação mais alto que você concluiu? 
 

o Ensino médio 

o Bacharelado 

o Mestrado 

o Doutorado ou superior 

o Prefiro não dizer 
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Annex II: Label manipulations 

 

Treatment I: Meatless  
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Treatment II: Plant-based 
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Treatment III: Vegan 
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Annex II: Survey

 


