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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Utilisation and conservation of native chickens are fundamental for sustainable poultry produc- Received 20 November 2024
tion. This study aimed to predict the key factors influencing consumer perceptions of the quality Revised 27 December 2024
traits of products from native poultry breeds and their willingness to pay for them. In addition, ~ Accepted 9 January 2025
consumer preferences for native chicken meat and eggs were compared with those from com-
mercial lines. A generalised linear mixed model was used to analyse responses from 1488 Italian Chi .

L . . ) . icken meat; egg;
consumers. Age, WIlllngnes's to pay, the percglved productivity of ne!tlve br'eeFis, and chl'cken willingness to pay; local
meat and egg preferences in terms of the rearing system were the main predicting factors influ- breed; quality trait
encing the importance consumers placed on the geographical proximity and the perceived
quality traits of poultry products from native breeds. Younger people and price-sensitive con-
sumers appeared to be more concerned about the food safety aspects of eggs from local
breeds. Those perceiving Italian native breeds as more productive than commercial lines placed
greater importance on the geographical proximity and perceived native breed chicken meat to
be of superior nutritional composition. Price-sensitive consumers also associated chicken meat
from local breeds with a higher cholesterol content. Our findings suggest that the quality traits
investigated in the present study correlated positively with each other and positively influenced
willingness to pay a higher price for native poultry products. These results demonstrate the
importance of consumer education to encourage informed choices in favour of sustainable
poultry farming, thereby fostering economic development, environmental sustainability, cultural
preservation and consumer satisfaction.

KEYWORDS

HIGHLIGHTS

e Intrinsic and extrinsic factors strongly affect consumer perceptions about the quality traits of
products from native chicken breed.

e The creation of niche markets that promote native chicken breeds could help safeguard
poultry biodiversity.

e Italian consumers exhibited a fair degree of interest towards meat and eggs obtained from
native chicken breeds.

Introduction 2020). This loss in biodiversity is of great concern,
The rapid shift towards intensive animal farming proc- ~ With important implications not only in terms of cul-
esses has led to a decline in poultry biodiversity, with tural heritage but also in agricultural sustainability and
many local breeds facing extinction (Cendron et al.  food safety. The greater robustness of local breeds
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with respect to commercial lines in terms of housing
and nutritional requirements further support the
importance of their conservation. In fact, local breeds
are mostly reared using small-scale, extensive farming
systems that prioritise animal welfare (Castillo et al.
2021). Products derived from autochthonous chickens
are gaining popularity among consumers, more efforts
are being made to promote the rearing and diffusion
of these birds at the farming level (Franzoni et al.
2021).

Despite the many efforts being made to limit the
loss of poultry biodiversity, the industrialisation of live-
stock farming has favoured a limited number of highly
productive animals (Soglia et al. 2021). The Italian
poultry was known for its rich biodiversity, vaunting
53 breeds (Castillo et al. 2021), including but not lim-
ited to widely reared Polverara, Padovana and Livorno.
Out of these 53 breeds, 67% are extinct (Foggiana
Cucula, Grossa di Bologna and Crottone) and 21% are
currently at risk of extinction (Valdarno, Pepoi and
Millefiori Piemontese) (FAO 2020). Most Italian breeds
are dual-purpose: males are reared for their delicacy
meat and females for egg production. As autochthon-
ous breeds are not subjected to intense selection and
adapt easily to the specific environmental conditions
of their area of origin, they are more likely to exhibit
resilience to diseases and climate variations (Perini
et al. 2020). As the threat of climate change rises, so
does the need for sustainable food production, mak-
ing the use of native breeds ever the more relevant
since these breeds are best suited to extensive, sus-
tainable farming ecosystems.

Over the past decade, consumers have become
more aware of animal welfare issues and concerned
about the quality of animal products, and both factors
are of essential importance for the conservation and
valorisation of local chicken breeds (Arno et al. 2023).
However important issues must also be addressed,
such as understanding how consumers view products
from local chicken breeds, whether they are likely to
accept them and what factors influence consumer per-
ceptions and their acceptance of such products.

Poultry meat consumption has significantly risen
over the past few decades, in both developed and
low-income countries, mainly due to the ease of pro-
duction and the lower cost compared to other meats
(OECD-FAO 2021). Several demographic and personal
characteristics (such as, gender and age) influence
consumer purchasing behaviours and preferences
towards poultry products (Piazza et al. 2015; Knaapila
et al. 2022). The existing literature reports that
women, especially younger women, tend to eat less

meat products than men (Piazza et al. 2015) and are
more selective in their food choices, being open to
limiting the consumption of animal-based foods to
preserve animal welfare (Knaapila et al. 2022). The glo-
bal consumption of eggs has increased over the last
few decades, as has meat consumption, especially in
North and South America and Europe (FAO 2023). This
is mainly because of their relatively accessible cost
and their high nutritional profile (Conrad et al. 2017).
In light of their unique qualities, meat and eggs
derived from local breeds are an integral part of the
Italian gastronomic identity (Bongiorno et al. 2022).
Thus, the significant loss of poultry biodiversity poses
a threatens to both culinary traditions and Italian cul-
tural identities since specific breeds play a fundamen-
tal role in traditional dishes. Moreover, the
questionnaire evaluated in the present study is part of
the TuBAvl project, a national conservation program
aimed at safeguarding and valorising Italian poultry
biodiversity (Stoppani et al. 2024; Tutela della
Biodiversita nelle Razze Avicole Italiane TuBAVi https://
www.pollitaliani.it/en/). The results of this study will
help inform policy decisions made by governments to
foster the development of diversified farming systems
within the poultry sector as well as support the devel-
opment of educational campaigns for consumers,
poultry farmers and corporations. The present survey
focused on data provided by ltalian citizens reporting
to regularly consume chicken meat and/or eggs to
investigate the factors driving their perceptions about
the quality traits of chicken meat and eggs from local
breeds and their willingness to try (WTT) and willing-
ness to pay (WTP) for these products versus those
obtained from commercial lines.

Materials and methods

Data collection occurred from January to December
2023 in ltaly by means of Computer Assisted Web
Interviewing (CAWI). The questionnaire was drawn up
in Italian and pre-tested by consumer research profes-
sionals. After its approval, the survey was pre-tested
by a minimum of three subjects, with no connections
to the project, were then asked to identify any prob-
lems related to the phrasing of the questions, omis-
sions, or other difficulties that respondents might
encounter with the survey (Mitchell et al. 2012;
Rodrigues et al. 2024). The feedback obtained from
these pre-tests was then used by the researchers to
make the necessary adjustments to the questionnaire.
The online survey was anonymous, and respondents
electronically signed an informed consent form before


https://www.pollitaliani.it/en/
https://www.pollitaliani.it/en/

participating in the survey after having read a disclos-
ure sheet that described the project and survey aims.
This study followed the ethical standards defined by
the Declaration of Helsinki and was approved by the
Ethical Committee of the Department of Veterinary
Sciences of the University of Turin (approval n.
380576 - November 2022).

Participants

A total of 1499 respondents were surveyed using a
convenience sampling. Authors were requested to dis-
seminate the survey link to gather data quickly and
efficiently (response rate = 95.3%). The inclusion crite-
ria of the participants were individuals claiming to be
regular consumers of eggs and chicken meat and
none of the participants received any remuneration
for their participation. Surveys completed by individu-
als over 75years (0.73% of total respondents) were
excluded, as well as those that lacked consent for data
usage and those completed by individuals claiming
not to consume meat and/or eggs. Any surveys not
fulfilling quality checks (straight lining) or with missing
information were also removed from the final sample.
The final analysis included data from 1488 surveys.

Questionnaire

The full questionnaire used in this study is reported in
Supplementary Table 1. The survey was based on
those reported by Prencipe et al. (2010) and Yeh et al.
(2020) regarding meat and egg consumption.

The first section of the survey was designed to pro-
file the population sample. The demographic variables
were age, gender, geographical area of origin, educa-
tion and occupation. The second section was designed
to profile consumer preferences: respondents were
asked to indicate their dietary regime and their prefer-
ence regarding the origin of poultry products. In the
third section, respondents were asked to express their
opinion about the importance of the geographic dis-
tance between producers and retailers using a 5-point
Likert scale. In addition, consumers were asked to
choose the statement (A-D) they most agreed with
when comparing commercial chickens and hens with
native breeds: (A) Italian native breeds are more pro-
ductive than commercial lines; B) The productivity of
Italian native breeds is similar to that of commercial
lines; C) Italian native breeds are less productive than
commercial lines; D) | do not know. The fourth and
fifth sections were designed to profile consumer pref-
erences regarding poultry products from native breeds
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and their WTP for these products. Consumers were
asked to express details about their meat and egg
consumption habits, including the preferred origin,
farming systems and consumption frequency, using
multiple choice questions (Supplementary Table 1). In
addition, respondents expressed their perceptions
about meat and eggs derived from local breeds com-
pared with conventional products from commercial
lines in relation to nutritional value, risk of food poi-
soning and organoleptic properties. Responses were
provided using a 4-point Likert scale. Finally, respond-
ents were asked to express their WTT poultry products
from native breeds through use of a dummy question
(yes/no) and their WTP for these products in compari-
son with products from commercial lines, using a 4-
point Likert scale.

Statistical analysis

Statistical analyses were carried out using generalised
linear mixed-effect models (GLMM), The p-values were
adjusted using Bonferroni’'s method and the least sig-
nificant difference test applied when the mixed model
revealed significant differences (p < 0.05). Mixed mod-
els were built and evaluated according to Crawley
(2012) using R software version 4.4.2 (2024) (Crawley,
2012). Using the ‘pwr’ function (power = 1), the
power analysis of the sample size was performed to
ensure a significance level = 0.05 and F-values = 0.4.
Correspondence analysis (CA) was performed using
the R packages FactoMineR and Factoextra (for data
plotting). A Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient
was done using the ‘psych’ function and plotted
through the ‘corrplot’ package in R.

Results

Table 1 reports the socio-demographic and personal
characteristics of the respondents (n = 1488 adult con-
sumers of chicken meat and eggs); 59% were women,
37% were adults aged 18 to 35 years, and 62.3% lived
in urban areas. Most participants (91.9%) consumed
both meat and eggs. Investigating the general know-
ledge of Italian consumers, 47.7% of the population
perceived native chicken breeds to be less productive
than commercial lines (Table 1). Age, WTP, perceptions
about the productivity of native breeds and preferen-
ces for specific types of eggs and chicken meat (differ-
entiated according to rearing system) were the main
factors influencing perceptions about the importance
of geographical proximity of poultry product and
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Table 1. Socio-demographic and personal characteristics of the sample (adult consumers of poultry products).

Characteristics

n° and % of valid responses Eggs from local breeds

Meat from local breeds

Gender

| don't want to answer

Men

Other

Women

Age

18-35 years

36-55years

56-75 years

> 75years

Area

Rural

Urban

Educational level

Primary school

Lower secondary education

Upper secondary education

Degree / Master’s / Doctorate

No education

Occupation

Homemaker

Retired

Student

Unemployed

Worker

Type of consumer

Chicken meat consumer

Egg and chicken meat consumer

Egg consumer

Type of Diet

Carnivore

Flexitarian

Omnivore

Vegan

Vegetarian

Other

Perception towards native breed production
Native breeds are .... compared with commercial lines

| do not know

Similarly productive

Less productive

More productive

Preference towards poultry origin

National

Local

Regional

Willing to try

Indifferent

No

Yes

Willing to pay

| do not know

Higher price than conventional poultry products

Lower price than conventional poultry products

Same price as conventional poultry products

n=1488
0.40
40.19
0.47
58.94
n=1488
37.10
39.11
23.05
0.74
n=1488
37.57
62.43
n=1488
0.13
3.56
3535
60.82
0.13
n=1488
2.62
7.53
16.33
1.89
71.64
n=1488
0.87
91.94
7.19
n=1488
0.14
8.20
87.34
0.07
4.04
0.21
n=1475

39.19
6.71
47.73
6.37
n=1428

24.16
49.37
26.47

n=1463

1217 %

0.75 %

87.08 %

n=1469

9.67 %

54.66 %

1.16 %

3451 %

n=1365
8.79 %
1.25 %
89.96 %
n=1369
8.18 %
62.53 %
1.39 %
27.90 %

perceptions about the quality of poultry meat prod-
ucts from native breeds versus commercial lines.

Consumption of chicken meat and eggs

The results obtained from the present study show that
40.2% of the population preferred commercial chicken
meat and the preferred chicken meat colour appeared
to be yellow (45.3% of the respondents), as reported
in Table 2. The most frequent types of eggs consumed
by the population were barn, free-range and organic.

Regardless, 67.7% of the population had no preference
for eggshell colour (Table 2).

Figure 1 depicts consumer preferences for different
types of chicken meat and eggs and perceptions
about poultry products from native breeds. The CA of
the chicken meat and eggs consumed explained 93.7
and 92.8% of the total variance, respectively, and illus-
trated that preference for meat and eggs from differ-
ent types of rearing system, area of origin of the
poultry product, type of diet and perceptions about
the productivity of native chicken breeds versus
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Table 2. Chicken meat and egg consumption habits and perceptions about native chicken

breeds.
Preferred rearing system for chicken meat
(n=1374) % Preferred chicken meat colour (n = 1374) %
No preference 12.52 I do not know 29.26
Commercial chicken 40.17 White chicken meat 2547
Organic chicken 19.00 Yellow chicken meat 45.27
Free-range chicken 2831
Preferred rearing systems for eggs
(n=1472) % Preferred egg colour (n=1473) %
No preference 10.05 No preference 67.68
Organic 25.20 White 7.40
Free-range 30.16 Brown 24.92
Battery-cage 217
Barn 32.40

commercial lines were closely related to consumer  old). In addition, older women perceived native

gender as a key influencing factor. Neither age nor
gender was found to have a significance influence
on preference for egg characteristics (Figure 1(B)). In
contrast, the chicken meat preferences of male
respondents differed from those of women (r-value
= 0.479, p-value= 0.047). Men tended to consume
yellow chicken meat from commercial lines of
national origin, and these tendencies corresponded
with the perception that native breeds were less pro-
ductive than commercial lines. Specifically, older men
(56-75years old) preferred yellow chicken, while
younger men (18-55years old) reported no preferen-
ces regarding the meat colour, although they were
characterised by a preference for commercial lines of
national origin and perceived native breeds to be
less productive than commercial lines (Figure 1(A)).
Older women (56-75 years old) were characterised by
a preference for free-range and organic chickens of
local origin and the perception that native chickens
are more productive than commercial lines, while
younger women (18-55years old) were characterised
by a preference for white chicken meat and the per-
ception that native and commercial chickens were
similarly productive (Figure 1(A)). Regardless, older
women did not report any preference in terms of
chicken meat colour.

The preference for free-range, barn, and brown
eggs was closely related to men; however, younger
men (18-35years old) perceived native breeds as less
productive than commercial lines (Figure 1). By con-
trast, middle aged men (36-55years old) were charac-
terised by the perception that the productivity of
native breeds was similar to that of commercial lines,
while the preference for regional poultry products was
closely related to being an older woman (56-75 years

chicken breeds as more productive than commercial
chickens (Figure 1(B)).

Age, WTP and the perceived productivity of native
chicken breeds on consumers’ perceived
importance of the geographical proximity and the
perceived quality traits of poultry products from
native breeds

Overall, most of the respondents remained neutral
regarding the importance of the geographical proxim-
ity. Concerning the product characteristics of native
breeds, consumers perceived these products to have
better organoleptic and textural properties than those
from commercial lines but the same nutritional com-
position and a lower cholesterol content (Table 3). The
importance consumers placed on geographical prox-
imity and the perceived quality traits of poultry prod-
ucts from native breeds compared with commercial
lines diverged across the age groups (p<0.05).
Younger adults (18-35years old) perceived eggs from
local breeds to be associated with a higher risk of con-
tamination than those from commercial lines
(p <0.05), while respondents aged 56-75years old
showed greater interest in the geographical proximity
and perceived eggs from local breeds to have a super-
ior nutritional composition, egg dimension and
organoleptic properties than those from commercial
lines (p < 0.05).

Table 4 shows that consumer WTP a higher price
for native breed products was characterised by higher
scores for perceptions about the nutritional compos-
ition and organoleptic properties of eggs from native
chickens (p < 0.05). Consumer WTP a lower price for
native breeds products was characterised by higher
scores for perceptions about the risk of contamination
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Figure 1. (A) Correspondence analysis of the chicken preferences of Italian consumers and their perceptions of native chicken
breeds. (B) Correspondence analysis of the egg preferences of Italian consumers and their perceptions of native chicken breeds.
The dimensional space illustrates the similarities and dissimilarities between Italian consumers regarding the different types of
chicken consumed, statement of origin, type of diet and perceptions about the productivity of native breeds versus commercial

lines.

of eggs and the cholesterol content of meat from
native chicken breeds compared with commercial lines
(p <0.05).

Consumers who perceived Italian native breeds as
more productive than commercial lines also showed
higher scores for the importance of geographical prox-
imity of producers to retailers and perceived the eggs
and chicken meat from native breeds to be better in
terms of nutritional composition compared with those
from commercial lines. In addition, these consumers
also perceived eggs from native breeds to be

characterised by better organoleptic properties than
eggs from commercial lines (Table 5, p < 0.05).

Effect of meat and egg preference on how
important consumers rate the geographical
proximity of producers to retailers and
perceptions about the quality of poultry products
from native breeds

Consumers who
chicken meat

consume free-range
importance of the

frequently
placed more
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Table 3. Association between age and how consumers rated the importance of geographical proximity of producers to retailers
and the perceived quality traits of poultry products from native breeds (mean and standard error, n = 1428).

18-35 years old

36-55 years old

56-75 years old

Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE F-value P-value
Geographical proximity 3.28 0.15 b 3.49 0.15 a 3.52 0.16 a 19.91 <.0001
Egg characteristics
Nutritional composition 3.01 0.15 ab 298 0.15 b 3.17 0.16 a 3.411 0.033
Cholesterol content 2.58 0.13 2.55 0.13 2.64 0.14 0.756 0.470
Egg dimension 2.46 0.13 ab 239 0.13 b 2.59 0.14 a 4.849 0.008
Risk of food contamination 2.93 0.14 a 2.83 0.14 ab 2.76 0.14 b 4517 0.011
Organoleptic properties 3.19 0.14 b 3.26 0.14 ab 337 0.15 a 4.093 0.017
Chicken meat characteristics
Nutritional composition 3.03 0.21 3.06 0.22 3.14 0.22 1.270 0.281
Cholesterol content 2.26 0.14 2.26 0.14 2.30 0.15 0.148 0.862
Risk of food contamination 2.39 0.14 2.40 0.14 2.48 0.15 0.898 0.408
Organoleptic properties 3.76 0.14 3.64 0.14 3.71 0.15 1.748 0.174
Texture 3.66 0.15 3.51 0.16 3.58 0.16 2.000 0.136

Geographical proximity scale: 5= very important, 4 = slightly important, 3 = neutral, 2 =slightly unimportant, 1 =not important at all.
Product characteristics scale: 4 =higher than commercial lines, 3 =the same as commercial lines, 2 =lower than commercial lines, 1 =1 do not know.
Abbreviations. SE = standard error. Different letters (a, b, ab) indicate a statistical difference related to age using the least significant difference test

(p < 0.05). p-values were adjusted using Bonferroni’s method.

geographical proximity and perceived egg dimensions
from native breeds to be greater than those of com-
mercial lines (Table 6, p < 0.05).

In contrast, consumers who frequently consume
organic eggs placed greater importance on the geo-
graphical proximity, while consumers consuming bat-
tery-cage and free-range eggs perceived eggs from
native breeds as having a better nutritional compos-
ition and organoleptic properties compared with those
from commercial lines (Table 7, p < 0.05).

The influence of the perceived quality of native
chicken breed products and the importance of
geographical proximity between producers and
retails on WTT and WTP a higher price

Spearman’s correlation test showed a significant cor-
relation (p <0.05, Figure 2) between consumers’ WTT
and WTP a higher price for native poultry products
and their perceptions about the quality characteristics
of native poultry products. The finding suggests that
all the quality traits investigated in this study are posi-
tively correlated with each other and positively influ-
ence consumers’ WTT and WTP a higher price for
native poultry products (Figure 2, the rho and p-values
are reported in Supplementary Table 2). In detail, con-
sumers’ quality perceptions of the nutritional compos-
ition of meat and eggs from native breeds positively
influences their perceptions of the importance of the
geographical proximity and their WTT this type of
poultry product. Consumers’ perceptions about the
texture of native chicken meat were also positively
associated with the perceived importance of geo-
graphical proximity.

Discussion

The aim of the present study was to explore the key
factors influencing consumer perceptions of poultry
products from Italian native chicken breeds, as well as
their WTP for and WTT these items. Overall, the find-
ings obtained from the present study suggest several
factors that influence Italian consumers’ preferences
and perceptions of native breed poultry products
compared with those from commercial lines.

Chicken consumption is changing towards more
sustainable choices, which includes choosing to buy
local breeds (Del Bosque et al. 2021). Existing literature
suggests that women are more likely to buy local
foods (meat, eggs, milk, etc.), as reported by
Feldmann and Hamm (2015), a behaviour (be it con-
scious or not) which favours the safeguarding of bio-
diversity. This is in line with our findings which
showed older women to prefer organic or free-range
chicken meat of local origin in contrast with older
men who were more likely to opt for chicken meat
from commercial lines farmed at the national level.
Moreover, the perception of chicken production was
also influenced by gender, as younger men perceived
local breeds less productive than commercial lines,
younger women perceived the production of native
chicken breeds and commercial lines with similar pro-
duction, and lastly older women considered local
breeds as the highest yielding. The present findings
suggest that women are more likely to care about ani-
mal welfare, since they reported a preference for less
intensive rearing systems. As reported in other studies,
the perception of animal welfare is linked to the rear-
ing system used (Heise and Theuvsen, 2017; Riggio
et al. 2023). In general, consumers tend to believe that
extensive farming systems ensure higher animal
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Figure 2. Plot showing Spearman’s correlations between the frequency of chicken meat consumption, the importance of geo-
graphical proximity and perceived quality traits of poultry products from native compared with commercial lines. Figures are

labelled according to (A) willingness to tray (WTT

) meat from native breeds, (B) WTT eggs from native breeds, (C) willingness to

pay (WTP) a higher price for meat from native breeds and (D) WTP a higher price for eggs from native breeds. Only significant

associations between perceptions are shown (p < 0.05).

P-values were adjusted using Bonferroni’s method. The intensity of the

colours represents the degree of correlation between the perceptions, as measured by Spearman’s correlations. Blue colours repre-
sent a positive degree of correlation, whereas yellow and red colours indicate a negative correlation between perceptions.

welfare standards, while intensive ones are believed to
be characterised by lower welfare standards (Alonso
et al. 2020). Given the growing pressure to reduce the
environmental impact of animal production, future
research should aim to predict current consumer
behaviour more accurately, focusing on consumer pur-
chasing in real-market settings.

Consumer preference is a known discriminant, cap-
able of influencing the purchasing of local food prod-
ucts (Feldmann and Hamm 2015). Indeed, it is known

that perceptions about the taste of meat is influenced
by consumer expectations (Napolitano et al. 2013).
According to Castellini et al. (2002) chicken breasts
from medium- and slow-growing genotypes (reared in
an organic system) were preferred over commercial
and fast-growing chickens by trained panellists. This
could explain why Italian consumers believed that
meat obtained from local breeds present better
organoleptic properties and a lower cholesterol con-
tent than commercial meat. However, a recent study



showed no significant differences between the sensory
evaluation of commercial fast-growing chickens, two
local breeds and slow-growing genotypes as assessed
by the trained panellists, except with regard to the
toughness and how fibrous the meat was, while Italian
consumers still preferred the meat obtained from
commercial lines, mainly for the perceived organolep-
tic properties (Pellattiero et al. 2020). The average
consumer has adapted to the choices offered by
large-scale distribution systems. In fact, it is well docu-
mented that consumers tend to prefer poultry meat
that is lighter in colour, a typical feature of commer-
cial lines (Fletcher 2002; Wideman et al. 2016). Indeed,
the organoleptic characteristics of chicken meat
obtained from autochthonous breeds is quite different
to those of commercial lines. In general, the latter pre-
sent paler and softer meats, while the breast meat of
local breeds appears yellower and firmer, and thighs
present a greater degree of red pigmentation
(Tasoniero et al. 2018; Bongiorno et al. 2022).

Availability, price, complexity and inconvenience
were shown to be the key barriers preventing con-
sumers from purchasing local foods (Feldmann and
Hamm 2015). Consumers with lower incomes tend to
present food neophobia (Coderoni and Perito, 2020)
and, therefore, their WTT and WTP are low with
respect to foods they are unfamiliar with. In addition,
economic factors play an important role in buying
decisions and could lead to scepticism in price sensi-
tive consumers towards products from local breeds as
most of the meat and eggs offered by larger retailers
are less expensive and derived from commercial lines.
This could explain why price sensitive Italian consum-
ers had misconceptions about the cholesterol content
of chicken meat from local breeds (which they consid-
ered to be higher compared with commercial lines), as
found in this study. Sensory analysis of poultry prod-
ucts from local breeds in the future could provide a
more realistic assessment of consumer acceptance and
WTP for this type of food to better meet consumer
requirements and overcome survey bias and social-
desirability bias in the present study.

When referring to egg preferences, the British
population prefers free-range eggs and perceives
them to have better organoleptic properties compared
with eggs that are not free-range, resulting in British
consumers being more willing to pay for this type of
egg (Pettersson et al. 2016). Castillo et al. (2024)
reported a rapid, worldwide shift in preference
towards organic eggs, despite their higher price. This
aligns with our findings which show that Italian con-
sumers mostly consume eggs from intensive barn
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systems, free-range systems and organic systems and
prefer local eggs. Consumer preference towards egg-
shell colour had been related to familiarity with the
most common eggs found in local markets (Pelletier
2017). Moreover, in developed countries, diversity in
people’s preferences for eggshell colour was observed,
where most consumers prefer brown eggshells
(Rondoni et al. 2020). The results obtained from the
present study showed a similar outcome, as men pre-
ferred brown eggs coming from intensive barn or
free-range farming systems. The physical characteris-
tics of eggs (egg weight, component percentages and
eggshell colour) are affected by bird genetics, whereas
the colour and nutritional properties of the yolk are
affected by the birds’ diet (Suk and Park 2007;
Silversides and Budgell 2004; Zita et al. 2009;
Kucgukyilaz et al. 2012; Lordelo et al. 2017; Lordelo
et al. 2020). A recent study showed that Portuguese
consumers perceived eggs from local breeds to have a
better nutritional composition (Lordelo et al. 2020).
This is in line with the results of the present study,
which showed that more sustainability-conscious con-
sumers (those claiming to frequently consume free-
range eggs) associated eggs from local breeds with
having a better nutritional composition and organo-
leptic properties compared with commercial lines, and
older men considered eggs obtained from native
breeds to be superior in terms of their nutritional
value and organoleptic properties. However, more
research is needed to evaluate whether consumers are
capable of distinguishing the organoleptic properties
of eggs from local versus commercial lines.

The main concern about egg consumption regards
food poisoning from Salmonella spp., one of the main
causes of foodborne diseases worldwide (Whiley and
Ross 2015). In the United States, after the 2010
Salmonella outbreak that occurred in battery-cage
rearing systems, most consumers rapidly shifted their
preference to organic eggs, presuming this system to
be safer (Li et al. 2017). However, some studies sug-
gest that free-range and organic systems might pre-
sent higher risks of contamination, as eggs remain in
contact with the hens for a longer period, while eggs
in intensive barn systems are immediately separated
from the hens (Hannah et al. 2011; Parisi et al. 2015).
This could explain why younger people and price sen-
sitive Italian consumers appeared to be more con-
cerned about the safety of eggs from local breeds,
with younger people perceiving eggs from local
breeds as associated with a higher risk of food poison-
ing compared with eggs from commercial lines.
However, these beliefs are not supported by scientific
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evidence, as earlier studies reported lower incidences
of pathogens in free-range eggs than in battery-cage
systems (Wales et al. 2007; Namata et al. 2008; Jones
et al. 2012). On the other hand, De Vylder et al. (2009)
suggest that the lower densities and better animal
welfare provided by alternative rearing systems might
decrease the incidence of pathogens in eggs, support-
ing the consumer belief observed in this study that
the safety and organoleptic properties of eggs are bet-
ter from birds raised in systems that ensure better
welfare.

Some limitations of the present study must also be
mentioned which might influence the generalisability
of the study to the Italian population of poultry prod-
uct consumers. First, older people were under-repre-
sented in the study. Many older people in Italy are
less likely to participate in surveys due to techno-
logical barriers, privacy concerns, lack of time or inter-
est and communication preferences. This might
explain the lower number of older people in this
study. Future research should consider alternative
recruitment and data collection methods to represent
more accurately the older population. Hence, the sam-
ple might not be representative of the Italian resident
population, but of the predominant poultry products
shoppers in Italy. The methodological approach used
in this study also has some limitations, namely, the
exclusion of consumers from other countries could
represent a bias. To address this limitation, future
studies should include consumers from different coun-
tries to enable wider geographic reach and strengthen
the validity of the results obtained.

The development of food policies protecting local
breeds are crucial to maintain biodiversity, ensure food
safety, preserve cultural heritage, promote sustainable
farming practices, support small-scale farmers and
encourage the development of niche markets for these
products, to the benefit of both producers and con-
sumer. However, it is important to note that the suc-
cess of products from local breeds are challenged by
production costs, market acceptance and scalability.

Conclusions

The present study highlights Italian consumers’ per-
ceptions and preferences for native poultry products,
emphasising the importance of nutritional attributes
and sustainability. The results of the present study
reveal that local poultry breeds are perceived as hav-
ing comparable or superior quality to commercial
lines, suggesting the presence of a competitive edge
in the market. Socio-demographic factors, especially

gender and age, influence preferences for chicken
meat and eggs. Preferences are linked to the percep-
tions of quality, geographical proximity, and produc-
tion levels, while WTP is closely linked to perceived
benefits and risks. These findings suggest a need for
targeted communication strategies to promote the
quality and sustainability benefits of local poultry
products.
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