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Appendix 5: Further analysis of the consumer survey 

This appendix presents the full survey methodology and the full results by socio-demographic 

characteristics.  It also presents the results of series of cross-tabulations.  The main survey results by 

question are contained within the main report, which also presents a summary of the further analysis 

where this is pertinent. 

A5.1. Survey methodology 

The survey was launched on 9 July, 2013 and completed 22 August.  As anticipated, 500 completed 

responses were collected in each of the EU-27 Member States (the contract began prior to Croatia’s 

accession) making a total of 13,500. 

Achieving this response required a minimum of 3,665 contacts (Italy) and a maximum of 11,078 

(UK).  The refusal rate varied between 6% and 20% with an average for the EU-27 of 12% which is in 

line with other telephone interviews undertaken.  Respondents were asked to take part in a survey 

concerning food habits, so those that refused to take part did so without knowing the detailed nature of 

the survey, or even whether it concerned meat.  The survey does not therefore carry a bias resulting 

from knowledge of the topic.  The out of target rate (i.e. where the contact did not purchase beef, lamb 

or poultry meat or meat products) ranged from 0.5% to 1.2% with an average of 0.7%. 

The survey was based on the population aged over 18 which purchase beef, lamb and poultry meat or 

meat products (for simplicity from here on we will use the term “meat” to cover meat and meat 

products from these three species).  The results are therefore representative of this group, but not the 

EU population overall.  Within this frame the sample was random. 

Based on the number of completed responses, the sampling error at a 95% level of confidence in each 

Member State is ±4.4%.  For the sample as a whole (EU-27), the larger number of responses means 

that the sample error is ±1.0%.  The sample error for the EU-15 is ±1.1% and that for the EU-10 

±1.4%. 

The interviewing process was smooth and no problems occurred.  Respondents found the 

questionnaire clear, with no need for further explanations and the topic interesting. 

Each Member State database was checked to verify the absence of duplicated records, the matching 

between the number of records and the number of completed interviews, the absence of missing fields 

and the correct use of codes.  Data consistency was also checked through cross-variable analysis. 

Data were then weighted by the over 18 population in each Member State to reflect the EU-27, this 

means that results from larger Member States were lifted to give them their appropriate weight at the 

EU-level and those from small Member States were reduced for the same reason.  This is important 

given the dominance in population terms of a few of the larger Member States.  As Figure A5.1 

shows, responses from Germany, France, Italy, the UK and, to a lesser extent, Spain and Poland will 

dominate the EU-27 response.  Germany, France, Italy and the UK account for 54% of the EU-27 over 

18 population while Spain and Poland contribute a further 17%. 
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Figure A5.1: EU-27 population aged over 18 by Member State 

Source: Eurostat. 

A5.2. Additional analysis on meat purchase criteria 

Further analysis was undertaken on the purchase criteria used by meat purchasers which goes beyond 

the scope of the study, but is nevertheless likely to be of interest for some.  This material is presented 

here. 

Figure A5.2 presents the most important single factors (sub-criteria) which influence the purchase of 

meat.  At the EU-level the single most important purchase criteria are QUALITY: Presentation (19%) 

and QUALITY: Use by best/before (17%).  In keeping with the overall importance of quality as the 

first-choice purchase criterion, all quality sub-categories (with the exception of “other”) are more 

important at the EU level than any other criteria.  Only one price sub-group (price per kg) and one 

origin criterion (country/region of origin) are cited by substantial proportions of EU-27 meat 

purchasers (10% and 8% respectively). 

EU-10 meat buyers are far more likely to cite use by/best before date as the main purchase criterion 

(27% cf. 15%) and marginally more likely to cite nutritional content (15% cf. 12%).  Meat buyers in 

the EU-15 are more likely to be primarily motivated by the type of cut (12% cf. 6%) and 

country/region of origin (11% cf. 5%). 
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Figure A5.2: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main 

factors that influence your decision?  First mentioned sub-criterion 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Figure A5.3 shows the detailed purchase criteria within the quality category (quality criteria were the 

most important purchase criteria for two-thirds (67%) of EU-27 meat purchasers).  At the EU-27 level 

the most important quality criterion is presentation (29% of all quality responses, 19% of total meat 

purchasers), closely followed by use by/best before date (26%, 17% of the total).  Nutritional content 

is the most important quality criterion for 19% of those selecting a quality criterion (13% of the total), 

type of cut for 16% (11% of total) and other quality considerations were cited by 11% (7% of total). 

The Figure shows that there is a considerable difference between the EU-10 and EU-15 Member 

States with use by/best before date of greater importance in the purchase decision in the EU-10 (36% 

cf. 23%).  On the other hand, presentation (packaging and visual aspects of the meat) is more 

important in the EU-15 (30% cf. 25%), as is the type of cut (19% cf. 8%). 

 

Figure A5.3: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main 

factors that influence your decision?  First mentioned criterion: Quality (n = 9,212) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Figure A5.4 breaks down the importance of price as the first purchasing criterion (a total of 16% of 

EU-27 meat purchasers).  Price per kg is the most important price consideration for almost half of EU-

27 meat purchasers citing price as the most important general factor (48%, 8% of total meat 

purchasers); some 29% considered the overall price to be the most important single factor (5% of 

total).  Special offers are the most important price consideration for 11% naming a price criterion (2% 

of total) and 7% consider the price relative to other meat/cuts to be the most important purchase factor 

(1% of total). 

Again there is considerable variation when the EU-15 and EU-10 are looked at separately.  The price 

per kg is more likely to be cited by those in the EU-10 (54% cf. 46%), as is special offer (13% cf. 

10%).  EU-15 meat purchasers are more likely to make their purchase decision based on the overall 

price (30% cf. 24%) and the price compared to other meat/cuts (8% cf. 5%). 

 

Figure A5.4: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main 

factors that influence your decision?  First mentioned criterion: Price (n = 2,188) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Figure A5.5 presents the sub-categories when origin is cited as the most important meat purchasing 

criterion (13% of total EU meat purchasers).  More than three-quarters (77%) of EU-27 meat 

purchasers in this group are interested in country or region of origin (10% of total meat purchasers).  A 

fifth (21%) are interested specifically in the producer (3% of total), although it is not possible to know 

whether this means a particular producer, or simply that the producer is known. 

Meat purchasers in the EU-15 are substantially more likely than those in the EU-10 to cite 

region/country of origin as their main purchase criterion (80% cf. 55%) while those in the EU-10 are 

much more likely to consider knowing the producer to be the most important purchase criterion (42% 

cf. 18%). 

 

Figure A5.5: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main 

factors that influence your decision?  First mentioned criterion: Origin (n = 1,655) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3. Analysis by socio-demographic characteristics 

A5.3.1. Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or meat products from? 

Gender 

There are no differences with respect to gender in terms of the type of outlet meat is purchased from. 

Age 

Meat purchasers below the age of 35 are more likely than those aged over 35 to buy meat from large 

stores/multiple retailers (supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores).  The 25-34 age group are 

least likely to use a butcher, while those aged over 35 are more likely to use a butcher than those under 

35.  Those under 24 are less likely to buy meat from small stores (groceries and convenience stores) 

than all other groups.  The 55-64 age group is more likely to buy meat from an outdoor market than 

the under 25 age group. 

 

Figure A5.6: Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or meat products from?  EU-27, 

age 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Homemakers and the retired are less likely than other groups to buy their meat in a large store/multiple 

retailer (supermarket, hypermarket or discount store) and are more likely than other groups to buy 

their meat in a butcher’s.  Students are the group most likely to buy meat in large stores/multiple 

retailers.  Those seeking work are more likely than all other groups except for the retired to buy their 

meat from groceries and convenience stores and less likely than the other groups to buy meat in 

outdoor markets. 

 

Figure A5.7: Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or meat products from?  EU-27, 

occupational status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 

  

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Full-time
(43.7%)

Part-time
(15.6%)

Seeking work
(2.1%)

Homemaker
(8.4%)

Retired
(26.4%)

Student
(2.2%)

EU-27 (100%)

Supermarket/Hypermarket/Discount store Butcher

Groceries and convenience stores Outdoor market

Other



Study on information to consumers on the stunning of animals: Appendices 5-7 

DG SANTE Evaluation Framework Contract Lot 3 (Food Chain) 

 

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium              

103 

Educational achievement 

Those with medium and high levels of educational achievement are more likely to buy meat in large 

stores/multiple retailers (supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores) than those with low 

educational achievement.  On the other hand, those with low educational achievement are more likely 

to buy meat from a butcher than those with medium educational achievement.  Those with high 

education achievement are less likely than the other groups to buy meat from groceries and 

convenience stores. 

 

Figure A5.8: Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or meat products from?  EU-27, 

educational achievement 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Urban/rural status 

EU-27 meat purchasers fall into three clear groups by location in terms of their use of large 

stores/multiple retailers (supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores), but this clear relationship is 

not in evidence with respect to other places from which to buy meat.  Those in predominantly urban 

areas are least likely to use a butcher and those in predominantly rural areas are more likely to use 

groceries and convenience stores. 

 

Figure A5.9: Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or meat products from?  EU-27, 

urban/rural status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Frequency of meat consumption 

Meat purchasers who consume meat daily are more likely to buy meat from large stores/multiple 

retailers (supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores) than all other groups except for those who 

consume meat less than once a week.  Those that consume meat several times per week and less than 

once per week are more likely to buy from large stores/multiple retailers than those who consumer 

meat once a week.  Those who consume meat once a week are more likely to use a butcher than those 

consuming meat daily or several times a week.  Those who eat meat several times a week are more 

likely to use a butcher than those eating meat every day or less than once a week. 

 

Figure A5.10: Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or meat products from?  EU-

27, frequency of meat consumption 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

Protestants and non-believers/agnostics are more likely than any other group to buy their meat at a 

large store/multiple retailer (supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores); at the other end of the 

spectrum, Muslims are the least likely to buy meat from these outlets.  In fact, half of Muslims buy 

meat from a butcher, more than any other group.  Protestants and non-believers are the least likely to 

buy meat from a butcher.  Orthodox Christians are more likely to buy meat from groceries and 

convenience stores than any other group. 

 

Figure A5.11: Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or meat products from?  EU-

27, religious identity 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Type of meat purchased 

Those who purchase only red meat are more likely to buy from a butcher than those purchasing only 

white meat (39% cf. 35%).  Those purchasing only poultry are more likely to use an outdoor market 

than those buying only red meat (6% cf. 3%). 

 

Figure A5.12: Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or meat products from?  EU-

27, type of meat purchased 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3.2. Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the three 

main factors that influence your decision? 

Gender 

Men are more likely than women to cite use by/best before date as the main factor influencing their 

purchases of meat (19.1% cf. 16.2%). 

Age 

The 35-44 age group is less likely to say that quality is their first purchase criterion and more likely to 

cite origin than any other group with the exception of the 65+ age group; the 65+ age group is less 

likely to cite quality as their first purchase criterion than the 25-34 age group.  The 18-24 age group is 

more likely to cite price as the main purchase criterion than any other group and is least likely to cite 

origin than most other groups. 

 

Figure A5.13: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main factors 

that influence your decision?  EU-27, age 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Students and those seeking work are more likely than other groups to cite quality as the most 

important purchase criterion.  Students are also more likely than other groups to cite price, although, 

perhaps counter-intuitively, those seeking work are least likely to cite this factor as their most 

important purchase criterion.  Those in employment, homemakers and the retired are more likely than 

those seeking work or students to cite origin as their main purchase criterion.  Those seeking work are 

likely than those in employment or students to cite production method as the main factor influencing 

their purchase decision. 

 

Figure A5.14: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main factors 

that influence your decision?  EU-27, occupational status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Educational achievement 

Those with basic and medium educational achievement are more likely than those with high 

educational achievement to cite price as their first choice purchase criterion.  Conversely, those with 

high educational achievement are more likely than those in the other groups to cite origin as the main 

factor influencing their purchase decision. 

 

Figure A5.15: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main factors 

that influence your decision?  EU-27, educational achievement 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Urban/rural status 

Those living in intermediate areas are more likely than those in predominantly rural areas to cite 

quality as their main purchase criterion.  There are no other appreciable differences in terms of first 

choice purchase criterion. 

 

Figure A5.16: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main factors 

that influence your decision?  EU-27, urban/rural status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Frequency of meat consumption 

Those who eat meat less than once are week are less likely than those who consume meat more 

frequently to cite quality or price as their first purchase criterion and more likely to cite origin and 

production method.  Those who consume meat daily or several times a week are more likely to cite 

quality as their first purchase criterion than those who east meat once a week.  There is no difference 

in the likelihood of citing price, origin or production method between those eating meat once a week, 

several times a week or daily. 

 

Figure A5.17: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main factors 

that influence your decision?  EU-27, frequency of consumption 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

Catholics, Orthodox and those belonging to “other” religions are more likely than any other groups to 

cite quality as the most important first purchase criterion.  Price is a relatively more important 

purchase criterion for Protestants, non-believer/agnostics and those who refused to identify themselves 

as belonging to any of the available groups.  There is a lot of overlap between the groups with respect 

to origin as the most important factor in the meat purchase decision, but this factor is least likely to be 

cited by Muslims and most likely to be cited by Protestants.  Muslims and Jews (not shown due to the 

small number of respondents) are the only groups where a substantial proportion cite slaughtering and 

religion as a main purchase criterion (31% Halal and 18% Kosher respectively).  The only other group 

to cite this criterion at all was Catholic (just two respondents cited “other religious rite”, i.e. around 

one in three hundred total Catholics). 

 

Figure A5.18: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main factors 

that influence your decision?  EU-27, religious identity 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Type of meat purchased 

Quality is more likely to be a first choice purchase criterion for those buying only white meat than it is 

for those buying only red meat (69% cf. 63%), partly the result of greater interest in the use by/best 

before date.  On the other hand, origin is more likely to be a first choice purchase criterion for those 

who buy only red meat (14% cf. 9%) with region/country of origin the most important sub-criterion. 

 

Figure A5.19: Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what are the main factors 

that influence your decision?  EU-27, type of meat purchased 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3.3. Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of the information 

available on the meat/meat products you buy? 

Gender 

Men are more likely to be “very satisfied” (19.2% cf. 15.5%), but are less likely to be “satisfied” 

(58.0% cf. 66.0%) with the clarity of information available on the meat products they buy; aggregating 

these two groups together shows that women are slightly more satisfied than men with the clarity of 

information available (40.7% cf. 38.6%).  Men are slightly more likely to not know how satisfied they 

are with the clarity of information available (6.5% cf. 4.0%). 

Age 

There are differences by age group in terms of satisfaction with the clarity of information available on 

meat products with the 18-24 age group far less likely to be “very satisfied” than other groups.  

However, aggregating “very satisfied” and “satisfied” together and “not satisfied” and “very 

unsatisfied” together shows that the 18-24 age group is actually more generally satisfied than all other 

groups except those aged between 45 and 54.  The 25-34 age group is generally less satisfied with the 

clarity of information than all other age groups with the exception of the 35-44 group. 

 

Figure A5.20: Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of the information available on 

the meat/meat products you buy?  EU-27, age 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Those seeking work are less likely than any other group to say that they are “very satisfied” with the 

clarity of information available on meat/meat product; students, while more likely than those seeking 

work to say that they are “very satisfied” are also less likely to provide this answer than the other 

groups.  Splitting the responses into those generally satisfied and those generally not reveals that those 

in part-time employment are more satisfied with the clarity of information than any other group while 

those seeking work as less satisfied than the other groups.  Those in full-time employment are more 

likely to be satisfied than those who are retired. 

 

Figure A5.21: Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of the information available on 

the meat/meat products you buy?  EU-27, occupational status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Educational achievement 

The likelihood that meat purchasers are “very satisfied” with the clarity of information available on 

meat/meat products increases with educational achievement.  However, the likelihood of being 

“satisfied” decreases.  Those with medium and high educational achievement are more likely than 

those with basic educational achievement to be generally unsatisfied with the clarity of information 

available. 

 

Figure A5.22: Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of the information available on 

the meat/meat products you buy?  EU-27, educational achievement 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Urban/rural status 

Those living in predominantly rural areas are the least likely to say that they are “satisfied” with the 

clarity of information available on meat/meat products.  This results in lower overall satisfaction than 

the other groups (combining both satisfied categories). 

 

Figure A5.23: Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of the information available on 

the meat/meat products you buy?  EU-27, urban/rural status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Frequency of meat consumption 

Those who eat meat daily and those who eat meat less than once a week are more likely to say that 

they are “very satisfied” with the clarity of information available on meat/meat products than those 

who eat meat once or several times per week.  All four groups can be distinguished in terms of the 

extent to which they are “satisfied”.  The same clear distinction is evident between the groups when 

those either “not satisfied” or “very unsatisfied” are considered together with those eating meat least 

frequently least satisfied followed by those who east meat daily, then those who eat meat once a week.  

It is also worth noting that those who eat meat less than once a week are most likely to be uncertain in 

terms of their satisfaction. 

 

Figure A5.24: Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of the information available on 

the meat/meat products you buy?  EU-27, frequency of consumption 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

Those classifying themselves as non-believers/agnostic are more likely than any other group to be 

“very satisfied” with the clarity of information available on the meat/meat products they buy with 

Orthodox least likely to say this.  There is no difference in this respect between the other groups.  

There is also no difference between Catholics, non-believers/agnostics, those who refused to self-

categorise and those who belong to an “other” religious group in terms of the likelihood of being 

“satisfied” with the clarity of information available.  Protestants are most likely to claim that they are 

“satisfied” with Muslims least likely to claim to be “satisfied”.  Orthodox and Muslims are more likely 

to be “not satisfied” with the clarity of information available and Orthodox are the most likely to be 

either “not satisfied” or “very unsatisfied” with Muslims also clearly distinguishable from the other 

groups. 

 

Figure A5.25: Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of the information available on 

the meat/meat products you buy?  EU-27, religious identity 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Type of meat purchased 

There is greater satisfaction with the clarity of information available on the meat/meat products people 

buy amongst those buying only red meat with 19% of red meat purchasing being “very satisfied” and 

63% “satisfied” compared to 10% and 59% respectively amongst those purchasing only white meat.  

Those buying only white meat are more likely to say that they are “not satisfied” than those buying 

only red meat (17% cf. 11%) and purchasers of white meat only are also more likely to say that they 

do not know whether they are satisfied or not with the clarity of information available (11% cf. 4%). 

 

Figure A5.26: Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of the information available on 

the meat/meat products you buy?  EU-27, type of meat purchased 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3.4. Question 4: Do you think there are laws covering the stunning of animals 

(meaning that they are made unconscious) before slaughter in <Member State>? 

Gender 

Men are more likely to think that there are laws covering the stunning of animals before slaughter 

(51.2% cf. 48.3%); women are more likely to think that there are not (19.0% cf. 15.9%). 

Age 

Those aged between 18 and 34 are more likely to say that there are laws covering the stunning of 

animals than those aged over 55.  Those aged 45-54 are more likely to say that there are laws than 

those aged 55-64.  The 18-24 age group is least likely to be uncertain and, as a result is more likely 

than any other age group to say that there are no laws covering the stunning of animals; generally, the 

level of uncertainty increases with age.  Those aged between 25 and 54 are more likely to say that 

there are no laws covering the stunning of animals than those aged at least 55. 

 

Figure A5.27: Question 4: Do you think there are laws covering the stunning of animals 

(meaning that they are made unconscious) before slaughter in <Member State>?  EU-27, age 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Occupational status breaks down into three distinct groups with those in employment being more 

likely than those who are retired and students to think that there are laws covering the stunning of 

animals; the retired and student groups are in turn more likely than those seeking employment and 

homemakers to state this.  However, this is not the case with respect to those who do not think that 

there are laws on stunning due to the differences in the frequency of the “don’t know” group. 

 

Figure A5.28: Question 4: Do you think there are laws covering the stunning of animals 

(meaning that they are made unconscious) before slaughter in <Member State>?  EU-27, 

occupational status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Educational achievement 

The likelihood that meat purchasers think that there are laws covering the stunning of animals before 

slaughter increases with educational achievement while uncertainty decreases.  However, those with 

medium and high educational achievement cannot be distinguished in terms of the likelihood that they 

think that there are no laws covering stunning. 

 

Figure A5.29: Question 4: Do you think there are laws covering the stunning of animals 

(meaning that they are made unconscious) before slaughter in <Member State>?  EU-27, 

educational achievement 

Source: Consumer stunning. 
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Urban/rural status 

Those living in predominantly urban areas are more likely than the other groups to believe that there 

are laws covering the stunning of animals prior to slaughter.  Those living in intermediate areas are in 

turn more likely to believe that there is legislation than those living in rural areas.  However, there is 

no difference with respect to belief that there are no laws covering stunning as a result of the 

increasing uncertainty from predominantly urban, intermediate to predominantly rural classification. 

 

Figure A5.30: Question 4: Do you think there are laws covering the stunning of animals 

(meaning that they are made unconscious) before slaughter in <Member State>?  EU-27, 

urban/rural status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Frequency of meat consumption 

Those who eat meat daily are more likely than all other groups to think that there are laws covering the 

stunning of animals prior to slaughter; they are also least likely to think that there no laws. 

 

Figure A5.31: Question 4: Do you think there are laws covering the stunning of animals 

(meaning that they are made unconscious) before slaughter in <Member State>?  EU-27, 

frequency of consumption 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

There is considerable variation by religious group in terms of whether meat purchasers feel that there 

are laws covering the pre-slaughter stunning of animals.  Those most likely to state that there are laws 

are Protestants and “others”.  Muslims and non-believers form a distinct group in terms of the 

likelihood to say that there are laws, as do Catholics and those who refused to identify their religious 

group.  Orthodox are the least likely to say that there are laws, but, because of the proportion of each 

group answering “don’t know”, this group is just as likely as Catholics and those who refuse to self-

identify to say that there are no laws covering pre-slaughter stunning. 

 

Figure A5.32: Question 4: Do you think there are laws covering the stunning of animals 

(meaning that they are made unconscious) before slaughter in <Member State>?  EU-27, 

religious identity 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Type of meat purchased 

When asked whether they think that there are laws covering the stunning of animals before slaughter, 

those who purchase only red meat are far more likely to think that there are compared to those who 

purchase only white meat (50% cf. 33%).  However, there is no difference in the proportion which 

thinks that there are no laws; the difference is accounted for by a greater proportion of those who 

purchase only white meat who are not sure (47% cf. 30%). 

 

Figure A5.33: Question 4: Do you think there are laws covering the stunning of animals 

(meaning that they are made unconscious) before slaughter in <Member State>?  EU-27, type of 

meat purchased 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3.5. Question 5: Do you think this legislation requiring stunning applies to all 

animals slaughtered in your country? 

Gender 

Men are more likely to think that legislation requiring stunning applies to all animals in their Member 

State (29.4%, cf. 26.8%) while women are more likely to say that they do not know (35.1% cf. 

31.8%).  There is no difference in the proportion of men and women who think that legislation does 

not apply to all animals slaughtered in their Member State. 

Age 

Those aged over 65 are more likely to say that legislation on stunning applies to all animals 

slaughtered in their Member States than those aged 18-54.  Those aged 18-24 are more likely than all 

other groups to say that legislation on stunning does not apply to all animals slaughtered while those 

aged over 65 are less likely than any other groups to say that the legislation does apply to all 

slaughtered animals.  Uncertainty on this point increases with age.   

 

Figure A5.34: Question 5: Do you think this legislation requiring stunning applies to all animals 

slaughtered in your country?  EU-27, age 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Those in full-time employment and the retired are more likely than other groups to state that the 

legislation on stunning applies to all animals slaughtered; those seeking work are least likely to hold 

this view.  Students are most likely to state that the legislation does not cover all animals with those in 

part-time employment and those seeking work forming a separate group from those in full-time 

employment.  Homemakers and the retired are the least likely to state that the legislation does not 

cover all animals slaughtered.   

 

Figure A5.35: Question 5: Do you think this legislation requiring stunning applies to all animals 

slaughtered in your country?  EU-27, occupational status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Educational achievement 

Those with medium educational achievement are more likely than the other two groups to state that 

laws covering the pre-slaughter stunning of animals apply to all animals slaughtered.  Those with high 

educational achievement are more likely that the other groups to say that the laws do not apply to all 

animals slaughtered.  Those with basic educational achievement are the most likely to say that they do 

not know whether the laws apply to all animals slaughtered. 

 

Figure A5.36: Question 5: Do you think this legislation requiring stunning applies to all animals 

slaughtered in your country?  EU-27, educational achievement 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Urban/rural status 

Those living in predominantly urban and predominantly rural areas are more likely than those in 

intermediate areas to feel that legislation on stunning applies to all animals slaughtered.  The converse 

is also true, i.e. those in intermediate areas are more likely to state that the legislation does not apply to 

all animals slaughtered. 

 

Figure A5.37: Question 5: Do you think this legislation requiring stunning applies to all animals 

slaughtered in your country?  EU-27, urban/rural status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Frequency of meat consumption 

Those who eat meat every day are more likely than those consuming meat less frequently to think that 

the laws on stunning apply to all animals slaughtered.  Those who eat meat several times a week are 

also more likely than those consuming meat less frequently to think that the laws on stunning apply to 

all animals.  Those eating meat once a week or less than once a week are more likely than those 

consuming meat more often to think that the laws on stunning do not apply to all animals. 

 

Figure A5.38: Question 5: Do you think this legislation requiring stunning applies to all animals 

slaughtered in your country?  EU-27, frequency of consumption 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

Protestants, Muslims and non-believers/agnostics are more likely than other groups to feel that laws on 

stunning apply to all animals slaughtered; Orthodox are more likely than other groups to believe that 

these laws do not apply to all animals slaughtered.  Muslims and Catholics are least likely of all 

groups to state that these laws do not apply to all animals slaughtered. 

 

Figure A5.39: Question 5: Do you think this legislation requiring stunning applies to all animals 

slaughtered in your country?  EU-27, religious identity 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Type of meat purchased 

The large proportion of those who purchase only white meat who say that they do not know whether 

legislation on pre-slaughter stunning applies to all animals slaughtered means that a greater proportion 

of red meat only purchasers think that legislation does apply to all animals and a greater proportion of 

these purchasers think that legislation does not apply to all animals slaughtered (33% cf. 25% think the 

legislation does apply and 39% cf. 32% think that it does not). 

 

Figure A5.40: Question 5: Do you think this legislation requiring stunning applies to all animals 

slaughtered in your country?  EU-27, type of meat purchased 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3.6. Question 6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling to other meat? 

Gender 

Women are more likely to feel that meat from animals which are not stunned should not be sold using 

similar labelling to meat that is from animals which were not stunned (46.2% cf. 42.9%).  Men are 

more likely to not consider that this is an issue for them or to respond that they do not know (24.6% cf. 

22.0%). 

Age 

The 45-54 age group is more likely than any other age group to feel that meat from animals which 

have been stunned should be sold using similar labelling to meat from animals which have not been 

stunned.  Those aged between 18 and 34 are more likely to feel that meat should not be sold using the 

same labelling than any other age group. 

 

Figure A5.41: Question 6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling as other meat?  EU-27, age 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Students are more likely than any other group to feel that meat from stunned and unstunned animals 

should be sold using similar labelling.  Those seeking work are more likely to also feel this way than 

are those in part-time employment, homemakers and the retired.  Those in part-time employment are 

more likely than any other group to feel that meat from stunned and unstunned animals should not be 

sold using similar labelling.  Those in full-time employment, students and homemakers are more likely 

than those seeking work and the retired to feel that meat from stunned and unstunned animals should 

not be sold using similar labelling. 

 

Figure A5.42: Question 6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling as other meat?  EU-27, occupational status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Educational achievement 

There is no difference by educational achievement in terms of whether meat purchasers think that 

meat from stunned and unstunned animals should be sold using similar labelling, although those with 

medium and high educational achievements are more likely than those with basic educational 

achievement to say that meat from stunned and unstunned animals should not be sold using similar 

labelling. 

 

Figure A5.43: Question 6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling as other meat?  EU-27, educational achievement 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Urban/rural status 

Those living in predominantly urban and predominantly rural areas are more likely to think that meat 

from stunned and unstunned animals should be sold using similar labelling than those living in 

intermediate areas.  However, due to differences in those responding that this “is not an issue for 

me/do not know”, those living in predominantly urban and intermediate areas are more likely than 

those living in predominantly rural areas to say that meat from stunned and unstunned animals should 

not be sold using similar labelling.  Those living in predominantly rural areas are the most likely to 

indicate that this is not an issue which concerns them. 

 

Figure A5.44: Question 6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling as other meat?  EU-27, urban/rural status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 

  

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Predominantly urban
(39.7%)

Intermediate (36.7%) Predominantly rural
(23.6%)

EU-27 (100%)

Yes No It´s not an issue for me/don´t know



Study on information to consumers on the stunning of animals: Appendices 5-7 

DG SANTE Evaluation Framework Contract Lot 3 (Food Chain) 

 

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium              

141 

Frequency of meat consumption 

Those who eat meat several times a week are the most likely to feel that meat from animals which 

have been stunned should be sold using similar labelling to meat from animals which have not been 

stunned followed by those who eat meat once a week, daily and less than once a week.  Those that eat 

meat less than once a week are more likely than those who eat meat more frequently to feel that meat 

from stunned and unstunned animals should not be sold using similar labelling.  There is distinction 

between each group with respect to those stating that this is not an issue for them. 

 

Figure A5.45: Question 6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling as other meat?  EU-27, frequency of consumption 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

Catholics, Protestants and those who refused to identify their religious affiliation are more likely than 

all other groups to say that meat from stunned and unstunned animals should be sold using similar 

labelling.  Muslims are the least likely of all groups to say this and are more likely than all other 

groups to say that meat from stunned and unstunned meat should not be sold using similar labelling. 

 

Figure A5.46: Question 6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling as other meat?  EU-27, religious identity 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Type of meat purchased 

When asked whether meat from animals which are not stunned should be sold using similar labelling 

to meat from animals which have been stunned, a higher proportion of those purchasing only red meat 

felt that it should not be (45% cf. 36%).  There is no difference in the proportion from either group 

which thinks that the meat should be undifferentiated. 

 

Figure A5.47: Question 6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling as other meat?  EU-27, type of meat purchased 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3.7. Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the 

rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses? 

Gender 

Women would be more likely to look for information on how authorities check the rules on the 

protection of animals in slaughterhouses (50.6% cf. 43.2%); men would be less likely to do this 

(45.3% cf. 37.8%). 

Age 

Those aged between 35 and 54 are more likely to look for information on how authorities check the 

rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses than those younger or older. 

 

Figure A5.48: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules on 

the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, age 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Students and those in part-time employment are more likely than all other groups with the exception of 

homemakers to say that they would look for information on how authorities check the rules on the 

protection of animals at slaughter.  The retired and those seeking work are more likely than all other 

groups except those in full-time employment to say that they would not look for this information. 

 

Figure A5.49: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules on 

the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, occupational status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Educational achievement 

Those with medium and high educational achievement are more likely to look for information on how 

authorities check the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses than those with basic 

educational achievement.  Those with basic and high educational achievement are more likely than 

those with medium educational achievement to say that they would not look for this information. 

 

Figure A5.50: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules on 

the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, educational achievement 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Urban/rural status 

There is no difference by location in terms of the likelihood that meat purchasers will look for 

information on how authorities check the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses, but 

those in predominantly urban areas and intermediate areas are more likely than those in predominantly 

rural areas to say that they would not look for this information.  The increasing proportion of those 

saying that they do not know whether they would look for this information from predominantly urban 

to intermediate to predominantly rural areas should be noted. 

 

Figure A5.51: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules on 

the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, urban/rural status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Frequency of meat consumption 

Those who consume meat several times per week are the most likely to say that they would look for 

information on how authorities check the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses.  This 

group is followed by those who eat meat once a week, those that eat meat less than once a week and 

finally by those who consumer meat daily.  Those who eat meat daily are more likely than all other 

groups to say that they would not look for this information. 

 

Figure A5.52: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules on 

the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, frequency of consumption 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

Protestants are more likely than all other groups with the exception of “other” to say that they would 

look for information on how authorities check the rules on the protection of animals in 

slaughterhouses.  Orthodox, Muslims and non-believers/agnostics are more likely than all other groups 

to say that they would not look for this information. 

 

Figure A5.53: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules on 

the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, religious identity 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Type of meat purchased 

Purchasers of red meat only are more likely to say that they would look for information on how 

authorities check the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses than those buying only 

white meat (51% cf. 46%).  However, this group is also more likely to say that they would not look for 

this information (40% cf. 37%) as a result of the larger proportion of white meat only purchasers who 

do not know whether they would look or not (17% cf. 9%). 

 

Figure A5.54: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules on 

the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, type of meat purchased 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3.8. Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are 

you in receiving information on the stunning of the animal? 

Gender 

Women are more likely to be “quite interested” in receiving information on the stunning of the animal 

(29.1% cf. 23.5%) while men are more likely to be only “a little interested” (28.6% cf. 26.0%).  Men 

are also more likely to say that they do not want this information (24.8% cf. 19.6%). 

Age 

Those aged between 25 and 44 are more likely to be “very interested” in receiving information on the 

stunning of animals than all other age groups with the exception of the 55-64 group.  There are other 

differences, but the main point is that those aged over 65 are most likely not to be interested in 

receiving this information followed by those aged between 18 and 34 with those aged between 35 and 

64 most likely to want access to this information. 

 

Figure A5.55: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  EU-27, age 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Those in employment are more likely to be “very interested” in receiving information on the stunning 

of the animal than those in any other group.  This basic difference holds for all levels of interest, 

although those in part-time employment are generally more interested in receiving information than 

those employed full-time and students are as generally interested as those in full-time employment.  At 

the other end of the interest spectrum, those seeking work and the retired are least likely to show 

interest in receiving information on stunning and most likely to say that they do not want this 

information.  Those in part-time employment are least likely to say that they do not want this 

information. 

 

Figure A5.56: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  EU-27, occupational status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Educational achievement 

Those with high educational achievement are more likely than the other groups to say that they are 

“very interested” in receiving information on the pre-slaughter stunning of animals.  Those with 

medium educational achievement are the most likely to say that they are “quite interested” those with 

basic educational achievement are the most likely to indicate that they are “a little interested”.  On 

balance, those with medium and high educational achievement are more likely than those with basic 

educational achievement to be general interested in receiving this information.  There is no difference 

between the groups with respect to not wanting to receive this information. 

 

Figure A5.57: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  EU-27, educational achievement 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Urban/rural status 

Those living in predominately rural areas are less likely than those in predominantly urban and 

intermediate areas to say that they are “quite interested” in receiving information on the stunning of 

the animal when they buy meat.  There is also a difference in the proportion of those saying that they 

are “a little bit interested” between the three groups.  Taken together these differences in interest result 

in declining general interest from those in predominately urban areas to those in intermediate areas to 

those in predominantly rural areas.  This is matched by an increasing proportion of meat purchasers 

saying that they do not want this information across these groups.  

 

Figure A5.58: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  EU-27, urban/rural status 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Frequency of meat consumption 

Those who eat meat less than once a week are the most likely to say that they are “very interested” in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal, although they are least likely to say that they 

would be “quite interested”.  General interest (derived by combining the three degrees of interest) is 

greatest amongst those who eat meat once or several times a week.  Those who eat meat every day are 

the most likely to say that they do not want this information. 

 

Figure A5.59: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  EU-27, frequency of consumption 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

Muslims are far more likely than any other group to state that they would be “very interested” in 

receiving information on the pre-slaughter stunning of animals at point of sale. More than 60% of 

Muslims are “very interested” or “quite interested” in receiving this information.  Combining all three 

levels of interest shows that Protestants and Muslims are equally interested, although the figure below 

makes clear that the degree of interest shown by Muslims is stronger.  Orthodox are the most likely to 

state that they do not want information on pre-slaughter stunning to be made available. 

 

Figure A5.60: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  EU-27, religious identity 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Type of meat purchased 

There is generally greater interest in receiving information on stunning amongst those purchasing only 

red meat.  Almost a fifth (19%) are “very interested” in receiving information, 27% “quite interested” 

and 30% “a little interested”.  The comparable figures for those purchasing only white meat are 15%, 

20% and 28% respectively.  On the other hand, 29% of those purchasing only white meat say that they 

do not want this information compared to 18% of those who purchase only red meat. 

 

Figure A5.61: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  EU-27, type of meat purchased 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3.9. Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of 

animals, which of the following options would you prefer? 

Gender 

Men are more likely to want to know only whether animals have been stunned prior to slaughter 

(39.3%, cf. 36.7%) whereas women are more likely to want to know the method of stunning as well 

(45.7% cf. 48.1%). 

Age 

Those aged between 25 and 54 are more likely than any other age groups to only want to know 

whether an animal has been stunned or not.  The age group 18-24 is more likely than all older age 

groups to want to know the method of stunning as well.  The 45-54 age group is less likely than all the 

other groups to want to know the method of stunning as well. 

 

Figure A5.62: Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

which of the following options would you prefer?  EU-27, age (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Those in employment and homemakers are most likely to say that they are only interested in knowing 

whether animals have been stunned or not.  In turn, students and the retired are more likely to select 

this option than those seeking work.  Those seeking work are more likely than any other group to want 

to know the method of stunning as well; homemakers are the least likely to want this additional 

information. 

 

Figure A5.63: Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

which of the following options would you prefer?  EU-27, occupational status (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Educational achievement 

Those with medium educational achievement are more likely to say that they would like to know only 

whether animals had been stunned or not than the other groups.  Those with high educational 

achievement are more likely than the other groups to want to know the method of stun as well. 

 

Figure A5.64: Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

which of the following options would you prefer?  EU-27, educational achievement (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Urban/rural status 

Those living in predominantly urban areas are more likely than those in intermediate areas to only 

want to know whether an animal has been stunned or not; those in intermediate areas are more likely 

than those in predominantly rural areas to only want this information.  Those in predominantly rural 

and intermediate areas are more likely than those in predominantly urban areas to also want to know 

the method of stunning used.  

 

Figure A5.65: Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

which of the following options would you prefer?  EU-27, urban/rural status (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Frequency of meat consumption 

Those who eat meat every day are more likely than all other groups with the exception of those that 

eat meat once a week to say that they would like information only on whether animals were stunned or 

not.  Those who eat meat several times a week are more likely than all other groups to say that they 

would also like to know the method of stun used. 

 

Figure A5.66: Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

which of the following options would you prefer?  EU-27, frequency of consumption (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

Those Muslims who wish to have information on the stunning of animals are more likely than any 

other group to only want to know whether the animal was stunned or not.  Orthodox are more likely 

than any other group with the exception of Protestants to say that they would like to know the method 

of stunning in additional to whether the animal was stunned or not. 

 

Figure A5.67: Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

which of the following options would you prefer?  EU-27, religious identity (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Type of meat purchased 

If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals prior to slaughter, more 

purchasers of white meat only do not know the degree of information that they would like to receive 

(23% cf. 12%).  This means that a higher proportion of red meat only purchasers would like to receive 

information only on whether the animal was stunned or not compared to white meat only purchasers 

(40% cf. 35%) and relatively more would like to receive information on the method used as well (48% 

cf. 42%). 

 

Figure A5.68: Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

which of the following options would you prefer?  EU-27, type of meat purchased (n = 2,858) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3.10. Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of 

animals, how should this be done? 

Gender 

There is no difference in response by gender. 

Age 

The 35-44 age group is more likely than other groups to want an explanation of stunning method to be 

conveyed in words.  The 55-64 age group is less likely than the others to want a numeric code to be 

used.  The 25-34 and the 45-54 age groups are more likely to want a numeric code to be used than the 

35-44 age group and those aged at least 55. 

 

Figure A5.69: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

how should this be done?  EU-27, age (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Students are more likely than all other groups to want information on stunning to be conveyed using 

words; homemakers and the retired are the least likely to favour this method, although the large 

proportion of those answering “don’t know” should be noted for these groups.  Those seeking work 

are more likely than the other groups to prefer a numeric code. 

 

Figure A5.70: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

how should this be done?  EU-27, occupational status (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Educational achievement 

Those with medium and high educational achievement are more likely to prefer information on 

stunning pre-slaughter to be conveyed using words than those with basic educational achievement; the 

converse is also true with those with basic educational achievement more likely to prefer a numeric 

code than the other groups.  However, there was a majority in favour of a textual explanation in each 

case. 

 

Figure A5.71: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

how should this be done?  EU-27, educational achievement (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Urban/rural status 

Those living in predominantly rural areas are more likely than the other groups to want information to 

be conveyed using words; the converse is also true with higher proportions of those in predominantly 

urban and intermediate areas preferring a numeric code. 

 

Figure A5.72: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

how should this be done?  EU-27, urban/rural status (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Frequency of meat consumption 

Those in the three groups which eat meat at least once a week are just as likely to prefer the use of 

words to convey information on stunning methods used.  However, those who eat meat less than once 

a week are less likely to prefer the use of words than those who eat meat several times a week.  This 

group is also the least likely to prefer the use of a numeric code as a result of this group being more 

likely than all the others to say that they do not know which method of communication they would 

prefer. 

 

Figure A5.73: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

how should this be done?  EU-27, frequency of consumption (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

The group defining themselves as “other” are more likely than all groups except Muslims to state that 

they would prefer information on stunning to be communicated using words.  Protestants are more 

likely than any other group with the exception of Orthodox to state a preference for a numeric code. 

 

Figure A5.74: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

how should this be done?  EU-27, religious identity (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Type of meat purchased 

There is no difference according to whether people purchase only red meat or only white meat in 

terms of the proportion of purchasers who would like information on the stunning of animals to be 

conveyed in words.  However, a greater proportion of red meat only purchasers compared to white 

meat purchasers would prefer a numeric code (34% cf. 29%). 

 

Figure A5.75: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

how should this be done?  EU-27, type of meat purchased (n = 2,858) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.3.11. Question 11: If you do not want this information, what would be the main 

reason? 

Gender 

Men are more likely to simply state that they do not want or need this information, i.e. indicating that 

they would be unlikely to make use of it (49.5% cf. 44.0%); men are also more likely to say that they 

trust the place from which they buy meat (23.5% cf. 21.0%).  On the other hand, women are more 

likely to say that they do not like to think of the animal when they buy meat (14.4% cf. 21.3%). 

Age 

Note that the base of those in the 18-24 age group is too small to yield reliable estimates and is 

included for information only.  These between 45 and 54 are more likely than any other group to state 

that they do not want or need information on stunning at point of sale.  Those over the age of 65 are 

more likely than any other group to say that they trust the place from which they buy meat; the 45-54 

age group is the least likely to say this and the 35-44 age group is less likely to make this comment 

than those aged 18-34 or those aged at least 55. 

 

Figure A5.76: Question 11: If you do not want this information, what would be the main reason?  

EU-27, age (n = 3,028) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Occupational status 

Note that the base of responses is too low to yield reliable results for students and those seeking work.  

These groups are included in the figure for information only.  Those in full-time employment are more 

likely than other groups to say that they do not want or need information on stunning at point of sale, 

i.e. implying that they would not use this information; homemakers are least likely to provide this 

response.  The retired are more likely than any other group to say that they trust the shop from which 

they buy meat while students and those seeking work are least likely to say this.  Homemakers are 

more likely than other groups to say that they do not like to think of animals when they buy meat.  The 

retired are the least likely to make this comment. 

 

Figure A5.77: Figure 3.38: Question 11: If you do not want this information, what would be the 

main reason?  EU-27, occupational status (n = 3,028) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 

  

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Full-time
(8.6%)

Part-time
(2.6%)

Seeking work
(0.5%)

Homemaker
(1.9%)

Retired
(7.0%)

Student
(0.4%)

EU-27 (21.4%)

Do not want or need Could increase price

Trust my butcher/shop Animals should always be stunned

Risks limiting freedom of religion/stigmatises Don't like to think of the animals at purchase

Already too much info Other



Study on information to consumers on the stunning of animals: Appendices 5-7 

DG SANTE Evaluation Framework Contract Lot 3 (Food Chain) 

 

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium              

174 

Educational achievement 

The proportion of EU-27 meat purchasers saying simply that they do not want or need information on 

stunning decreases as educational achievement increases.  Those with high educational achievement 

are more likely than the other groups to say that they trust the shop from which they buy meat. 

 

Figure A5.78: Figure 3.38: Question 11: If you do not want this information, what would be the 

main reason?  EU-27, occupational status (n = 3,028) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Urban/rural status 

Those living in predominantly rural areas are more likely than those in predominantly urban areas to 

state that they do not want or need information on stunning at point of sale; in turn those in 

predominantly urban areas are more likely to simply not want this information than those in 

intermediate areas.  Meat purchasers living in predominantly urban and intermediate areas are more 

likely to say that they do not want this information because they trust the place from which they buy 

their meat than those living in predominantly rural areas.  Those living in predominantly rural and 

intermediate areas are more likely to not want this information because they do not like to think about 

animals when they buy meat compared to those living in predominantly urban areas. 

 

Figure A5.79: Figure 3.38: Question 11: If you do not want this information, what would be the 

main reason?  EU-27, urban/rural status (n = 3,028) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Frequency of meat consumption 

Those who eat meat less than once a week are the less likely than those who eat meat more frequently 

to say that they do not want or need information on stunning; this group is much more likely to 

provide a specific reason.  Those who eat meat daily are the less likely than those eating meat less 

frequently to say that they do not like to think about the animal when buying meat. 

 

Figure A5.80: Question 11: If you do not want this information, what would be the main reason?  

EU-27, frequency of consumption (n = 3,028) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Religious identity 

Catholics and those defining themselves as “other” are more likely than other groups to say that they 

do not want or need information on stunning.  Protestants are more likely than other groups to say that 

they trust the place from which they buy meat.  Catholics and Orthodox are more likely than any other 

group to say that they do not like to think of animals when they buy meat.  Finally, the respondent 

base is too low to make a definitive comment, but it is worth noting that Muslims are the only group 

for whom limiting freedom of religion/stigmatising religious beliefs is a reason for not wanting 

information on stunning to be available at the point of sale. 

 

Figure A5.81: Question 11: If you do not want this information, what would be the main reason?  

EU-27, religious identity (n = 3,028) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.4. Cross-tabulations between questions 

A substantial number of cross-tabulations were undertaken whereby the results of one question, or 

aspect of a question, were analysed against the results of another question.  Not all of these provided 

meaningful or interesting results and only those that add to the understanding of issues with which this 

work is concerned are analysed in this section. 

Base Cross-tabulations 

Q1: Which is the main place you 

buy meat or meat products from? 

Q2: When you purchase meat or 

meat products, what are the three 

main factors that influence your 

decision?   

Q3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of the information 

available on the meat/meat products you buy?   

Q6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold 

using similar labelling as other meat? 

Q7: Would you look for information on how authorities check 

the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses? 

Q8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are 

you in receiving information on the stunning of the animal? 

Q9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of 

animals, which one of the following options would you prefer? 

Q10: If information were to be made available on the stunning 

of animals, how should this be done? 

Q11: If you do not want this information, what would be the 

main reason? 

Q3: How satisfied are you with the 

clarity of the information available 

on the meat/meat products you 

buy?   

Q7: Would you look for information on how authorities check 

the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses? 

Q8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are 

you in receiving information on the stunning of the animal? 

Q10: If information were to be made available on the stunning 

of animals, how should this be done? 

Q4: Do you think there are laws 

covering the stunning of animals 

(meaning that they are made 

unconscious) before slaughter in 

<Member State>?   

Q5: Do you think this legislation requiring stunning applies to 

all animals slaughtered in your country? 

Q8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are 

you in receiving information on the stunning of the animal? 

Q5: Do you think this legislation 

requiring stunning applies to all 

animals slaughtered in your 

country?  

Q4: Do you think there are laws covering the stunning of 

animals (meaning that they are made unconscious) before 

slaughter in <Member State>?   

Q6: Should meat from animals 

which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling as other meat? 

Q8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are 

you in receiving information on the stunning of the animal? 

Q7: Would you look for Q8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are 
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information on how authorities 

check the rules on the protection of 

animals in slaughterhouses? 

you in receiving information on the stunning of the animal? 

Q8: When purchasing meat or 

meat products, how interested are 

you in receiving information on the 

stunning of the animal? 

Q7: Would you look for information on how authorities check 

the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses? 

Q9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of 

animals, which one of the following options would you prefer? 

Q10: If information were to be made available on the stunning 

of animals, how should this be done? 

A5.4.1. Differences according to the place from which meat is bought 

The analysis in this section is based on the places from which meat is bought.  In order to improve the 

clarity of the figures, supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores have been relabelled as large 

stores while grocery and convenience stores have been relabelled as small stores. 

Overall satisfaction is highest for supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores, but people buying 

meat from other outlets (farmers’ markets, direct from farm and online) and butchers are more likely 

to say that they are “very satisfied” with the clarity of information available at purchase.  Meat 

purchasers using groceries and convenience stores are most likely to say that they are “not satisfied” 

with the clarity of information available to them. 
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Figure A5.82: Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of information available on the 

meat/meat products you buy?  EU-27, Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or 

meat products from? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 

Meat purchasers who primarily buy their meat from outdoor markets are the most likely to feel that 

meat from stunned and unstunned animals should be sold using similar labelling, however, this group 
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Figure A5.83: Question 6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling to other meat?  EU-27, Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or 

meat products from? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Consumers who mainly buy meat from supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores are more 

likely than those buying from other outlets to say that they would not look for information on how 

authorities check the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses.  These outlets are the 

preferred source of meat for just over half (52%) of EU-27 meat purchasers.  Taken together, meat 

purchasers primarily using butchers, outdoor markets and groceries and convenience stores account 

for 46% of EU-27 meat purchasers and around half or more of these purchasers say that they would 

look for this information (51% groceries and convenience stores, 50% butchers and 61% outdoor 

market). 

 

Figure A5.84: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules on 

the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, Question 1: Which is the main place you 

buy meat or meat products from? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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There is no appreciable difference in the desire or otherwise of meat purchasers to receive information 

on the stunning of animals between the largest meat sales outlets, supermarkets, hypermarkets and 

discount stores and butchers which together are the primary meat suppliers to 88% of the EU-27 

population.  There is slightly less interest among meat purchasers in the other groups in receiving this 

information, but this does not generally translate into a desire not to receive this information due to the 

larger proportion of meat purchasers which do not know whether they want this information or not. 

 

Figure A5.85: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of animals?  EU-27, Question 1: Which is the main place 

you buy meat or meat products from? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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There are some differences in the proportion of meat purchasers who want to know only whether the 

animal was stunned or not by sales channel, most notably between those mainly using butchers and 

supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores (large stores on the figure) and those using groceries 

and convenience stores (small stores on the figure) with those primarily buying meat from the latter 

less likely to want to know only whether the animal was stunned or not.  However, the proportion of 

those wanting to know the method of stunning used was the same as a result of a higher proportion of 

those unable to make a definitive choice in the small store group. 

 

Figure A5.86: Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

which of the following options would you prefer?  EU-27, Question 1: Which is the main place 

you buy meat or meat products from? (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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There is no difference between the views of those who mainly buy meat from butchers and large stores 

(supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores) in terms of how information on stunning should be 

conveyed.  Together these stores are the main place of purchase for 88% of EU-27 meat purchasers 

who want information on stunning.  Meat purchasers buying meat mainly from small stores (grocery 

and convenience stores) are more likely to want information on stunning to be presented using a 

numeric code than those buying meat from other outlets and less likely to want information to be 

conveyed using words (these account for 3% of EU-27 meat purchasers who want information on 

stunning). 

 

Figure A5.87: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

how should it be done?  EU-27, Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or meat 

products from? (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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The base number of respondents whose main place of purchase is “other” is too small to allow reliable 

comment under question 11 on why information on stunning is not wanted; these data are included for 

information only.  Trust in the sales outlet is higher in relation to butchers than any other outlet and 

those who buy meat mainly from a butcher are least concerned about possible price increases.  Those 

who shop for meat mainly in large stores (supermarkets, hypermarkets and discount stores) are the 

most likely to say that they do not like to think about animals when they are purchasing meat. 

 

Figure A5.88: Question 11: If you do not want this information, what would be the main reason 

(not prompted)?  EU-27, Question 1: Which is the main place you buy meat or meat products 

from? (n = 3,028) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.4.2. Differences according to the main purchase criterion 

There is no appreciable difference between those whose main purchase criterion is quality, price and 

origin in terms of overall satisfaction with the clarity of information available on meat/meat products, 

but the proportion of these meat purchasers which is “very satisfied” is highest for those citing origin 

followed by price and then quality.  There is also no difference between these groups in terms of the 

proportion which is unsatisfied.  Those whose main purchase criterion is production method have a 

different profile with both a markedly higher proportion claiming to be “very satisfied” and “not 

satisfied” with the clarity of information with those claiming to be “satisfied” squeezed between these 

extremes. 

 

Figure A5.89: Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of information available on 

meat/meat products you buy?  EU-27, Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, 

what is the main purchase criterion? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Again there is little difference in response to whether meat from stunned and unstunned animals 

should be sold using similar labelling between those whose main purchase criterion is quality, price or 

origin and again those whose main purchase criterion is production method have a different view with 

a higher degree of certainty of opinion and a higher proportion saying that meat from stunned and 

unstunned animals should not be sold using similar labelling than in the other groups.  However, a 

greater proportion of this group also feel that there should be no labelling distinction according to 

whether the animal was stunned or not than those whose first purchase criterion is either quality or 

origin. 

 

Figure A5.90: Question 6: Should meat from animals which are not stunned be sold using 

similar labelling to other meat?  EU-27, Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, 

what is the main purchase criterion? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Those whose first purchase criterion is price are more likely to say that they would not look for 

information on how authorities check the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses than 

any other group.  Those whose primary purchase criterion is production method are the most likely to 

say that they would look for this information. 

 

Figure A5.91: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules on 

the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, Question 2: When you purchase meat or 

meat products, what is the main purchase criterion? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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This pattern is largely repeated when meat purchasers are asked whether they would be interested in 

receiving information on the stunning of animals with greatest interest expressed by those who 

purchase mainly according to production method.  However, whilst the proportions of those whose 

first purchase criterion is price saying that they are “very interested” is low relative to those making 

purchase decisions based on origin and production methods, it is the same as those whose main 

criterion is quality.  Those whose main purchase criterion is quality are more likely than those for 

whom price is paramount to say that they do not want this information; there is no difference between 

those whose main purchase criterion is price, origin or production method in terms of the proportion of 

meat purchasers not wanting to receive this information. 

 

Figure A5.92: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  EU-27, Question 2: When you purchase 

meat or meat products, what is the main purchase criterion? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Those whose main purchase criterion is production method are more likely than other groups to want 

information on the method used to stun animals.  In turn, those whose main purchase criterion is origin 

are more likely to want information on the stunning method used than those who purchase mainly on 

quality who in turn are more likely to want this additional information than those shopping mainly on 

price. 

 

Figure A5.93: Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

which of the following options would you prefer?  EU-27, Question 2: When you purchase meat 

or meat products, what is the main purchase criterion? (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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There is no difference in the proportion of those who want to see information on stunning conveyed 

using a numeric code according to the main purchase criterion.  However, those who say that origin is 

their most important purchase criterion are more likely than any other group to want this information 

conveyed in words; those whose main purchase criterion is price are least likely to want to see this 

information conveyed in words. 

 

Figure A5.94: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

how should this be done?  EU-27, Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what 

is the main purchase criterion? (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 

  

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Quality (52.4%) Price (13.2%) Origin (10.0%) Production
method (1.9%)

EU-27 (78.6%)

W
h

at
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n
 s

h
o

u
ld

 b
e 

m
ad

e 
av

ai
ab

le
 o

n
 t

h
e 

st
u

n
n

in
g 

o
f 

an
im

al
s?

 

Words Numeric code Don't know



Study on information to consumers on the stunning of animals: Appendices 5-7 

DG SANTE Evaluation Framework Contract Lot 3 (Food Chain) 

 

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium              

193 

The base number of respondents citing production method as their main purchase criterion is too small 

to provide reliable analysis against question 11 on why information on stunning is not wanted.  The 

data are included here for information only.  Those whose first purchase criterion is production 

method are more likely than other groups to say that they do not want information on stunning method 

because they trust the place from which they buy meat.  Those whose first purchase criterion is origin 

are more likely than those citing quality or price to say that they trust the place from which they buy 

meat.  As might be expected, those whose first purchase criterion is price and the most likely to cite 

possible price increases as the reason they do not want to receive information on stunning. 

 

Figure A5.95: Question 11: If you do not want this information, what would be the main reason 

(do not prompt)?  EU-27, Question 2: When you purchase meat or meat products, what is the 

main purchase criterion? (n = 3,028) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.4.3. Differences according to satisfaction with the clarity of information 

available on meat/meat products 

The likelihood of meat purchasers saying that they would look for information on how authorities 

check the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses increases with dissatisfaction with the 

clarity of information on meat/meat product labels.  For example, almost two-thirds (62%) of those 

who are “very unsatisfied” with the clarity of information on meat would look for information on how 

rules on the protection of animals are checked compared to only 46% of those who are “very satisfied” 

with clarity of the current information. 

 

Figure A5.96: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules on 

the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, Question 3: How satisfied are you with the 

clarity of information on meat/meat product labels? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Those who are “very unsatisfied” and those “very satisfied” with the clarity of information on 

meat/meat product labels are most likely to say that they would be “very interested” in receiving 

information on the stunning of animals, with those “very unsatisfied” being most likely to be “very 

interested” in this information.  Those who do not know whether they are satisfied or not with the 

clarity of information on meat labels are substantially more likely than any other group to say that they 

do not want to receive information on stunning (45%), although these only account for 2% of the EU-

27 meat purchasing population. 

 

Figure A5.97: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of animals?  EU-27, Question 3: How satisfied are you 

with the clarity of information on meat/meat product labels? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Those who are “very unsatisfied” with the clarity of information on meat labels are more likely to 

want to see information on stunning conveyed in words than any other group.  Those who are 

“satisfied” with the clarity of information are more likely to want to see this information conveyed 

using a numeric code.  Combining the satisfied categories together and the unsatisfied categories 

together shows that those generally unsatisfied with the clarity of meat labelling are more likely to 

want to see information on stunning conveyed using words (60%, 7% of EU-27 meat purchasers, cf. 

55%, 35% of EU-27 meat purchasers). 

 

Figure A5.98: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

how should this be done?  EU-27, Question 3: How satisfied are you with the clarity of 

information on meat/meat product labels? (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.4.4. Differences according to the perception of whether there is legislation 

covering slaughtering and the extent to which this applies 

Around a fifth of meat purchasers in the EU-27 do not know whether there is legislation covering the 

pre-slaughter stunning of animals (33%) and, when told that there is legislation, do not know whether 

this applies to all animals slaughtered in their Member State (63%, i.e. 63% of 33% = 21%).  This is a 

slightly higher proportion than think that there is legislation, but that it does not apply to all animals 

slaughtered (38% of 49% = 19%); this is the case in all Member States with the exception of Sweden 

where slaughter without pre-stunning is not permitted.  The fact that there is a higher proportion of 

meat purchasers who are correct in their belief that there is legislation covering pre-slaughter stunning 

compared to knowledge of exemptions for religious slaughter suggests that there is generally a basic 

rather than detailed understanding of the situation, although there will of course always be exceptions 

to this. 

 

Figure A5.99: Question 5: Do you think the legislation requiring stunning applies to all animals 

slaughtered in your country?  EU-27, Question 4: Do you think there are laws covering the 

stunning of animals before slaughter? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Although the overall interest in receiving information on the stunning of animals prior to slaughter is 

similar for those who do and do not think that there are laws covering the stunning of animals prior to 

slaughter, the strength of this interest is greater for those that do think there is legislation (“very 

interested” in receiving information 23% (11% of total) cf. 20% (4% of total) and “quite interested” 

33% (16% of total) cf. 24% (4% of total).  Those who do not think there are laws covering pre-

slaughter stunning are slightly more likely than those who do think there are laws to say that they do 

not want to receive information on stunning.  However, those who do not know whether there are laws 

on stunning pre-slaughter are the most likely to not want to receive this information (31%, 10% of the 

total). 

 

Figure A5.100: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of animals?  EU-27, Question 4: Do you think there are 

laws covering the stunning of animals before slaughter? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.4.5. Differences according to whether meat from stunned and unstunned 

animals should be sold using similar labelling 

There is no overall difference in interest in receiving information on stunning according to whether 

meat purchasers feel that meat from animals which have been stunned should be sold using similar 

labelling to meat from animals which have not been stunned.  However, the interest in receiving this 

information is slightly stronger amongst the group who think that meat should be sold using similar 

labelling regardless of whether the animal was stunned.  As would be expected, those who said that 

this was not an issue for them are most likely to not want information on stunning (40%, 9% of all 

EU-27 meat purchasers). 

 

Figure A5.101: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  EU-27, Question 6: Should meat from 

animals which are not stunned be sold using similar labelling to other meat? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.4.6. Differences according to whether information on how authorities check 

rules on the protection of animals at slaughter would be looked for 

As would be expected, those meat purchasers who say that they would look for information on how 

authorities check rules on the protection of animals at slaughter are more likely to be interested in 

receiving information on the stunning of animals; 70% are either “very interested” or “quite 

interested” and a further 15% “a little interested”.  Only 9% of this group do not want to receive 

information on stunning compared to more than a third (34%) who say that they would not look for 

information on how the rules at slaughter are checked. 

 

Figure A5.102: Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, how interested are you in 

receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  EU-27, Question 7: Would you look for 

information on how authorities check the rules on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses? 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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A5.4.7. Differences according to interest in receiving information on stunning 

Figure A5.103 reverses the axes shown previously in Figure A5.102 to make clear the relationship 

between a strong interest in receiving information on stunning (“very interested” and “quite 

interested”) and an intention to look for information on how authorities check the rules on the 

protection of animals in slaughterhouses.  

 

Figure A5.103: Question 7: Would you look for information on how authorities check the rules 

on the protection of animals in slaughterhouses?  EU-27, Question 8: When purchasing meat or 

meat products, how interested are you in receiving information on the stunning of the animal?  

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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As meat purchasers become more interested in receiving information on the stunning of animals, the 

more certain they are about the information they want.  Almost a third (30%) of EU-27 meat 

purchasers who are only “a little interested” in receiving information on the stunning of animals do not 

know which option they would prefer (8% of the EU-27 meat purchasing population).  In contrast, the 

uncertainty for those “quite interested” and “very interested” in receiving this information is 

negligible.  There is also a substantial increase in the proportion of meat purchasers who want to know 

the stunning method used as interest in receiving this information increases while there is no such 

increase in the proportion who simply want to know whether the animal was stunned or not. 

 

Figure A5.104: Question 9: If information were to be made available on the stunning of animals, 

which of the following options would you prefer?  EU-27, Question 8: When purchasing meat or 

meat products, how interested are you in receiving information on the stunning of the animal? 

(n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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As meat purchasers become more interested in receiving information on the stunning of animals, the 

level of uncertainty in terms of how they would like this information to be communicated decreases; 

only 2% and 3% of those “very interested” and “quite interested” respectively do not know how they 

want information to be conveyed compared to 24% of those that are “a little interested” and 44% of 

those that do not know whether they want information on stunning or not.  There is no difference 

between those who are “very interested” and those who are “quite interested” in terms of the 

proportions wanting information to be conveyed using words or a numeric code. 

 

Figure A5.105: Question 10: If information were to be made available on the stunning of 

animals, how should this be done?  EU-27, Question 8: When purchasing meat or meat products, 

how interested are you in receiving information on the stunning of the animal? (n = 10,472) 

Source: FCEC consumer survey. 
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Appendix 6: EU-level consultation on providing information to consumers 

on the stunning of animals 

A consultation focus group was held in Brussels on 16 January, 2014.  This document was produced 

from notes taken at the meeting by Agra CEAS Consulting staff.  In some cases comments have been 

streamlined and occasionally relocated to avoid repetition. 

The attendees below represent a sub-set of the organisations invited; the majority declined to take part 

because this issue is not something on which they hold a specific position. 

A6.1. Attendees and apologies 

Agra CEAS Consulting: Dr Dylan Bradley (project manager), Dr 

Maria Christodoulou and Anne Maréchal 

Association of Poultry Processors and Poultry 

Trade in the EU countries (AVEC): 

Cees Vermeeren 

Church and Society Commission of CEC: Revd Dr Peter Pavlovic 

Conference of European Rabbis: Chief Rabbi Fiszon 

Eurogroup for Animals: Dr Michel Courat 

Eurocommerce: Els Bedert 

European Livestock and Meat Trading Union 

(UECBV): 

Jean-Luc Mériaux 

Federation of Islamic Organisations in Europe: Dr Karim Chemlal 

Federation of Veterinarians of Europe (FVE): Nancy de Briyne 

International Butchers’ Confederation: Kirsten Diessner 

Liaison Centre for the Meat Processing Industry in 

the European Union (CLITRAVI): 

Ignasi Pons 

 

Apologies: Eurocoop, Chiara Tomalino 

A6.2. Introduction from Agra CEAS Consulting 

Dylan Bradley welcomed the delegates and set out the Agenda for the meeting.  Introductions were 

followed by a presentation from Agra CEAS Consulting setting out the project context, methodology 

and consumer survey results. 

A6.3. Initial reactions to the consultation paper 

Delegates provided their initial reactions to the consultation paper/presentation. 

AVEC 

The project terms of reference exclude pork and this is a strange omission when addressing the 

stunning of animals.  This may help explain the background motivation to the study. 
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The level of knowledge on this topic held by survey respondents is questionable.  If respondents say 

that they are interested in receiving information on stunning it would be interesting to know whether 

they have tried to obtain this information themselves.  Another important question is how consumers 

would want such information presented?  Are consumers interested in animal welfare during the life of 

the animal as well as animal welfare at slaughter?  Another question is how do consumers understand 

this information?  For example, AVEC considers that the numeric coding system to explain egg 

production systems is very poorly understood by consumers while stunning is an even more complex 

area.  However, if labelling had to be introduced, a numeric code system is probably the best option as 

it would allow those consumers who wished to do so make an informed choice. 

Consumers rely on the proper functioning of the entire food system and need to be sure that animal 

welfare is respected along the whole food supply chain.  Stunning is only one specific stage of the 

process and is not representative of animal welfare as a whole so consumers should be interested in 

other aspects of welfare as well. 

An impact of introducing more labelling is that there are more identified points where something can 

go wrong.  However, this would not represent a food safety concern and would simply undermine 

consumer trust in the meat supply chain. 

Eurogroup for Animals 

Eurogroup is opposed to any slaughter without stunning.  Stunning is necessary within the context of 

the speed of modern slaughterhouses.  The survey results show that there is a real interest from 

consumers in knowing whether animals have been stunned or not prior to slaughter.  The survey also 

shows that there is strong interest in knowing about the stunning method used. 

A numeric coding system would be the best option for labelling so that only those who want to know 

the systems used, and are educated to understand this information, are informed.  Although the 

numeric coding system for egg production systems may not be widely understood by consumers, the 

information is there for those who want it and it is the function of organisations with an interest in 

educating the consumer to do this.  This system offers an advantage in the religious slaughter sector 

because it informs people without stigmatising specific groups. 

FVE 

The FVE is opposed to any slaughter without stunning and is in favour of labelling.  The religious 

slaughter derogation is currently used more than is justified by market demand.  There is no dataset 

recording the proportion of slaughter with/without stunning. 

The results of the survey are in line with earlier surveys in this area.  The use of “quality” as a decision 

purchase criteria is problematic because some people may include animal welfare considerations 

within this.  [Note: this question was unprompted and so anyone mentioning animal welfare would not 

have been coded under quality.] 
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Conference of European Rabbis 

The Conference represents the majority of the Jewish Community in the EU and wider Europe.  

Shechita slaughter does not permit stunning.  What is the purpose of informing consumers whether an 

animal was stunned prior to slaughter?  Is it for animal welfare reasons, hygiene or other reasons?  The 

science on the animal welfare implications of not stunning is contradictory; for example Temple 

Grandin states that Shechita is acceptable. 

Consumers should be informed about animal welfare along the whole supply chain and the Conference 

would be interested to know why attention has focused on this single stage.  The Conference 

concludes on the basis of the survey that animal welfare is not a decision criterion at the point of 

purchase.  There is a risk that introducing labelling would link Muslims and Jews to a practice which 

others would find disturbing. 

European Livestock and Meat Trading Union (UECBV) 

The outcomes of the survey are valid and confirm findings from earlier, similar, studies.  It is 

important to be clear on the difference between the responses of consumers and citizens; it is well 

known that there is a difference between what people say when asked and what they do in practice.  In 

contrast to Eurogroup’s reading of the results, UECBV note that only two respondents out of 13,500 

explicitly referred to animal welfare as a purchase decision criteria and it is important to keep this 

point in mind. 

UECBV made the point that respondents were not asked why they want to see information on stunning 

on labels.  It would be interesting to understand the motivations of those who claim they want the 

information.  The Conference of European Rabbis suggested that there is a politician in France who 

is calling for labelling in order to know who killed the animal meaning that animal welfare is not the 

motivation for labelling. 

UECBV questioned whether products containing meat were within the scope of the survey.  The 

Contractor clarified that the wording was “meat and meat products”. 

Church and Society Commission of CEC 

The CEC represents 120 churches in Europe including the Catholic, Orthodox, Protestant and 

Anglican denominations.  The CEC perspective is that there should be respect and care for creation, 

including the protection of animals which have value in and of themselves.  This means that profit 

should not be the only driving factor in the meat industry; ethical arguments are important in the 

debate.  However, in contrast to Judaism and Islam, the CEC has no specific views on the treatment of 

animals at slaughter.  That said, efforts should be made to avoid extreme attitudes and stigmatisation 

of specific groups. 

Animal treatment needs to be assessed in a broader context than just meat production.  The whole 

period of animal life is important.  Stunning an animal prior to slaughter respects ethical 

considerations, but stunning on its own without wider animal welfare considerations is not sufficient 

to guarantee painless death.  Slaughter should be a calm and quiet process, but this is difficult in the 
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context of mass production.  Stunning without slaughter is not necessary, but it is important to take 

into account the views of other religious groups. 

Federation of Islamic Organisations in Europe 

The Federation is against the stunning of animals prior to slaughter.  The survey results show a split in 

attitude between the EU-15 and the EU-10 which is likely to result from political/media interest in this 

topic.  It is important to avoid accentuating this issue. 

Eurocommerce 

There should be no labelling for legal compliance reasons; once labelling is accepted for some issues it 

will lead to further requests.  Retailers are flexibly able to respond to consumer demands using 

voluntary labelling.  This approach provides better added-value for consumers, reflecting as it does 

their expressed demands.  Retailers are also free to use other specific types of communication to 

inform consumers.  Retailers are very well placed to decide on the sort of information wanted and the 

best means of conveying this. 

In terms of consumer purchase decision criteria, Eurocommerce believe that consumers consider the 

price to quality ratio rather than the separate components.  

International Butchers’ Confederation 

Based on their experience, the IBC does not believe that there is existing consumer interest in 

receiving information on stunning when buying meat.  The IBC is against any mandatory labelling on 

stunning, not least because the legal position is that animals should be stunned prior to slaughter and 

there is therefore no need to label on this point.  An additional consideration is that providing such 

labelling would not provide an indication of animal welfare. 

AVEC 

AVEC stated that there is a need to investigate what is relevant information for consumers in relation 

to stunning.  CEAS responded that this is something that can be investigated during the case studies. 

CEAS asked delegates which organisations should take responsibility for informing consumers about 

stunning methods.  Eurogroup suggested that it should be animal welfare organisations, consumer 

groups and those concerned about ethics.  Eurocommerce stated that educating consumers is not the 

responsibility of retailers (informing consumers does fall within the remit of retailers). 

Eurogroup 

Eurogroup stated that by consuming meat produced using ritual methods consumers are implicitly 

participating in acceptance of the ritual.  Other organisations disagreed.  The point was also made that 

ritual methods of slaughter are outside the scope of the study. 

A survey carried out by a Eurogroup member organisation (OABA) was quoted which shows that, 

when asked, 71% of consumers want to know the method of stunning [31% say this is very important 
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and 40% say it is somewhat important1].  The conclusion that Eurogroup draws from this is that it 

would be misleading to not inform consumers.  Eurogroup has subsequently provided further 

information on the survey methodology2. 

AVEC 

The point was made that commenting on the costs of implementing labelling is not easy.  There are 

many confounding factors such as the impact of Country of Origin labelling (COOL).  That said, the 

costs on Food Business Operators would be substantial. 

Liaison Centre for the Meat Processing Industry in the European Union (CLITRAVI) 

CLITRAVI reiterated many of the points made earlier by other representatives of the meat trade and 

concluded that labelling is not necessary. 

FVE 

FVE explained that a stagiaire is working on a thesis on this topic which should be available in April, 

2014.  FVE agreed to send a draft of this work as soon as it becomes available, probably by the end of 

February, 2014. 

A6.4. Discussion of the consultation questions 

Approximately ten minutes were allocated to each consultation question. 

A6.4.1. Consumer demand for information on stunning 

Eurogroup explained that the consumer assumes that all animals are stunned prior to slaughter.  Most 

consumers are interested in animal welfare and consumers should be able to trust that this is respected 

along the entire food chain.  However, when consumers realise that some animals are not stunned, 

then they show an interest in receiving information on this specifically. 

Eurocommerce pointed out that consumers spend very little time looking at labels when shopping and 

that this needs to be borne in mind when considering additional labelling.  This brings into question 

whether informing consumers about stunning through labelling is likely to be the most effective 

method. 

With reference to earlier comments on the difference between citizen and consumer responses, FVE 

noted that everybody is both a citizen and a consumer and therefore questioned the utility of this 

distinction. 

                                           
1
 13% said it was somewhat unimportant and 13% not at all important (3% did not have an opinion). 

2
 The survey was carried out on 27 and 28 September, 2013 in France.  A stratified sample of 1,016 people aged 

15 and over was used. 
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UECBV explained as background that contemporary society tries to avoid the link between the animal 

and food products; this is a result of greater urbanisation and disconnection from the countryside and 

food production. 

UECBV explained that while there have been marketing studies on the difference between consumer 

intentions and consumer behaviour (especially in the UK), these have not specifically considered the 

issue of stunning.  The usual methodology is to ask questions prior to a shop and then check actually 

purchases made.  There is usually a considerable difference.  Retail staff (category managers) would 

also be aware of the difference between what consumers say they want and what they actually select.  

Eurogroup mentioned that specific researchers in this area include Mara Miele at Cardiff University 

and Win Verbeke at Ghent University. 

A6.4.2. Consumer understanding of slaughter practices 

The Conference of European Rabbis stated that consumers do not have enough knowledge to 

understand slaughter/stunning practices. 

UECBV explained that most consumers are not aware of the different methods of stunning.  This 

raises questions as to what exactly interviewees are responding to when asked about this issue.  The 

point was made that the interviewer introduces some information and respondents are then asked to 

provide an immediate view. 

No organisations were aware of any studies on the consumer understanding of slaughter practices.  

However, some organisations felt that consumers who are motivated to understand would do so if 

practices were explained properly. 

UECBV noted that the survey did not ask consumers about a range of different attributes including 

environmental impact, etc.  It is important to contextualise the questions asked on stunning.  

Consumers need to be able to weight the importance of a number of product attributes against cost in 

order to make a fully informed decision on the information that they really want. 

AVEC felt that there are ways in which the importance that consumers attach to different issues might 

be assessed including the use of Google metrics to understand the prevalence of search terms used.  

The FVE explained that their website statistics could be used to make a crude assessment of public 

interest in various issues and there is clear interest in stunning.  [Information has subsequently been 

provided.]  Eurogroup also covers stunning on its website and similar statistics might be available. 

Eurogroup explained that different Member States have different levels of interest in animal welfare 

issues.  The UK was put forward as an example where consumers have changed their purchasing 

habits as awareness on animal welfare issues has increased.  The same is also true to some extent in 

France where “quality” meat products, exemplified by Label Rouge sales in the poultry meat sector, 

are increasing market share. 

Eurocommerce reiterated that the label is not the best place to put information designed to increase 

consumer knowledge due to space constraints, competing information and the limited time consumers 

spend looking at labels.  Eurogroup commented that Corporate Social Responsibility statements can 
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(and do) include information on animal welfare policy.  This is particularly the case for the own 

brands of large retailers: Marks and Spencer and Waitrose in the UK were mentioned as specific 

examples. 

A6.4.3. Consequences of introducing labelling on stunning 

AVEC noted that consequences will be linked to the way in which labelling would be introduced and 

how detailed the labelling would be. 

Eurogroup stated that there are two options for labelling:  

1. Numeric code to identify the stunning technique used.  This would be the same approach as used 

in the egg sector.  There was little immediate impact from introducing the egg coding system in 

terms of market disruption because consumers were not informed about the meaning of the codes.  

However, over time, consumers have become more informed. 

2. Simple indication of whether an animal was stunned or not (which could also be conveyed using 

a code).  In Eurogroup’s opinion, this approach would have some impact on sales, and could 

result in the stigmatisation of groups selecting meat from unstunned animals. 

The Conference of European Rabbis and the Federation of Islamic Organisations in Europe made 

the point that a consequence of labelling would inevitably be the stigmatisation of Jews and Muslims.  

Such a system would provide arguments for those wishing to speak against these communities.  This is 

the key point in their opposition to labelling.  In their opinion the method is immaterial; the result will 

be the same.  Ultimately labelling will play into the hands of any parties (political or other) who wish 

to damage relations between Jewish and Muslim communities and those of other faiths/no specific 

faith. 

The Conference of European Rabbis drew attention to the way in which the derogation on religious 

slaughter is implemented in France3.  Production of unstunned meat must match evidenced 

downstream demand and therefore ensures that the derogation is not abused.  This system prevents 

unstunned meat being sold into the “conventional” market.  The efficacy of this approach was 

questioned and the Conference of European Rabbis stated that not enough information is yet available 

to make a judgement on this.  However, this approach might prove to be a good way to address this 

issue as it remains at the industry level and therefore avoids the stigmatisation of religious 

communities.  It was pointed out that while this approach has been possible in France, it does depend 

on the Member State interpretation of the Regulation and this does differ. 

UECBV questioned the impact of labelling on external trade.  There is a concern that unstunned meat 

currently produced in the EU would be replaced by imports.  It is important to consider the 

unintentional knock-on effects of labelling; these might be more important than the direct impacts.  

                                           
3
 FR Decree 2011-2006 of 28 December 2011.  Available from: 

http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000025047078&dateTexte=&categorieLien

=id  

http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000025047078&dateTexte=&categorieLien=id
http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000025047078&dateTexte=&categorieLien=id
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UECBV referred to a 2012 French study which showed some interesting results on how this issue can 

divide public opinion and alter the public stance towards religious communities. 

The Federation of Islamic Organisations in Europe noted that there is no guarantee that pre-

slaughter stunning reduces the animal’s suffering.  In debating this issue it is important to bear this 

point in mind.  The Federation pointed to a lack of evidence that stunning results in reduced suffering 

for animals and therefore questioned the utility of introducing labelling.  The FVE, in response, said 

that there is a higher risk of suffering without stunning, although the FVE accepts that this does 

depends on how stunning is carried out in practice. 

Eurocommerce felt that labelling for stunning would lead to total consumer confusion, not least 

because of the already complex nature of labelling.  An example of the information currently required 

to be placed on labels was used to illustrate this point. 

The Conference of European Rabbis reiterated that motivation for labelling is key to understanding 

the consequences of its introduction.  If the motivation is animal welfare then this is an acceptable 

motivation.  However, if the motivation is to avoid meat handled by a Jew or a Muslim, then this is 

different; eating Kosher meat is not a religious act.  If the motivation is related to perceptions of 

hygiene then it should be noted that a French Agency for Food, Environmental and Occupational 

Health & Safety (ANSES) study found no bacteriological differences between Kosher/Halal 

slaughtering methods and conventional methods (Eurogoup disagreed with this point).  Eurogroup 

responded that consumer motivation can be both for religious (i.e. to avoid religiously slaughtered 

meat) and animal welfare reasons. 

Another factor in determining the consequence of introducing labelling for stunning is the current 

prevalence of not stunning.  AVEC commented on the DIALREL project which noted that there is a 

lot of variation with respect to poultry stunning; most Halal poultry is apparently stunned.  The 

Federation of Islamic Organisations in Europe explained that there is a European Fatwa which 

states that pre-slaughter stunning is not permissible.  Eurogroup explained that there is a project, led 

by the Turkish government, to introduce a standard for Halal slaughter which would allow reversible 

stunning. 

The Federation of Islamic Organisations in Europe felt that one consequence of introducing 

labelling might be to increase the market share of meat from unstunned animals as Muslims would 

seek meat which they were sure was Halal. 

AVEC explained that the way in which the religious derogation is implemented by Member States 

results in three categories of meat: (a) stunned in accordance with the legislation; (b) not stunned at 

all; (c) stunned using parameters which are different to those set in the legislation (for example, to 

ensure reversible stunning).  There is therefore a category of meat for which the labelling will be 

misleading in that it has been stunned, but not in accordance with the legislation. 

A6.4.4. Costs and willingness to pay 
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UECBV said that the whole meat supply chain would need to be adapted to facilitate the traceability 

required to apply labelling; CLITRAVI agreed.  The FVE confirmed that the method of stunning (or 

whether the animal was stunned at all) cannot currently be traced back to the slaughterhouse.  The 

situation is further complicated because many slaughterhouses slaughter with and without stunning 

according to demand. 

The Conference of European Rabbis explained that the requirements for Kosher go beyond the meat 

being fit for human consumption and up to two out of three red meat carcases can ultimately be 

rejected depending on the strictness of the rabbinical authorities4 (the Federation of Islamic 

Organisations in Europe confirmed that this is also the case for Halal meat, but here the rejection 

rate is around one-fifth).  This rejected meat, being perfectly fit for human consumption, enters the 

non-Kosher/non-Halal market where it attracts a price.  Under a labelling system this meat may no 

longer attract a price and this would increase the cost on the Kosher and Halal sectors.  This is a far 

less significant issue in the poultry sector.  One implication of a labelling regime is therefore increased 

costs for Jewish and Muslim populations. 

Eurogroup argued that introducing labelling would only imply costs equivalent to the use of the label 

itself.  However, UECBV mentioned the need for segregation of stunned and unstunned carcases and 

the Identity Preservation costs associated with this.  This is an issue of considerable importance for 

products such as minced meat where operators would need to avoid co-mingling which is contrary to 

current practice. 

UECBV set out three categories of possible additional cost likely to result from labelling: 

1. Direct costs.  These will be directly linked to implementation and enforcement and will be the 

same sort of costs as will apply in the case of COOL. 

2. Indirect costs resulting from changes in demand.  Many consumers will not want to buy meat 

which is labelled as unstunned and some consumers may not want to buy any meat which 

conveys information about slaughter.  UECBV estimates the cost of these changes in demand to 

amount to between €210 million and €340 million per year. 

3. Indirect costs resulting from changes in supply.  Unwillingness to either label meat as 

unstunned, or to buy meat labelled as unstunned, might result in the substitution of EU produced 

meat by meat produced in Third Countries.  Even if Third Countries have to follow the same 

labelling requirements, they may not operate derogations from stunning in the same way which 

means that they may avoid some costs (such as the inability to sell unstunned meat in the non-

religious market). 

                                           
4
 Rejections are for a range of reasons including historic pathologies which have no bearing on the fitness of the 

animal for human consumption.  The rejection rate in France is around 50%, in Poland it is around 30%.  The 

hindquarters are also rejected by Jews in Europe, although not in Israel.  See EFSA Event Report: Technical 

hearing on meat inspection of bovines.  Available from: http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/search/doc/374e.pdf  

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/search/doc/374e.pdf
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The Conference of European Rabbis agreed with the final point and used the example of 

Switzerland which has imported Kosher meat from France since 1940 because of a domestic ban on 

slaughter without stunning. 

A6.4.5. Differential impacts 

The delegates agreed that the differential impact of introducing labelling had been covered adequately 

in the preceding discussion. 

A6.4.6. Existing information on pre-slaughter stunning 

Eurogroup highlighted a number of existing voluntary schemes which set requirements for pre-

slaughter stunning.  These include Freedom Food in the UK, Beter Leven in the Netherlands and Label 

Rouge in France (although this scheme does not take a universal position on pre-slaughter stunning 

across all food categories and there are examples of Kosher Label Rouge products). 

The Conference of European Rabbis and the Federation of Islamic Organisations in Europe 

explained that there are Kosher and Halal brands such as A Votre Service (AVS).  Eurocommerce 

mentioned other brands.  However, the Conference of European Rabbis noted that the main supply 

chain for Kosher meat is through specialist butchers and specific labels are not used in this context. 

Eurogroup referred to earlier comments on Corporate Social Responsibility covering retailer own-

brand products where there will be requirements covering stunning, but where these are not 

communicated on a label. 

A6.4.7. Conclusion 

The delegates were asked to make any other relevant comments or observation.  All agreed that the 

main issues had been covered thoroughly. 

There being no other comments, Agra CEAS Consulting thanked the delegates for their time and for a 

very interesting and helpful discussion. 
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Appendix 7: Case study monographs 

A7.1. France 

The French case study was carried out in March, 2014 using mainly face-to-face interviews with some 

supplementary telephone interviews.  The stakeholders were selected from an official list of 

institutions and organisations provided by the Ministry of Agriculture, Food industry and Forests.  The 

following organisations were interviewed: 

 Ministry of Agriculture, Food industry and Forests 

 Federation for Trade and Retail (FCD) 

 The Union of French Meat Enterprises (SNIV-SNCP) 

 The Poultry Federation (FIA) 

 The Union of Small and Medium Poultry Slaughterhouses(CNADEV) 

 France Agro Europe 

 The Board of the Meat Industry (INTERBEV) 

 Ex-vice President of the Halal Committee of the Muslim Representative Body 

 Mosque of Paris 

 Jewish Consistory of France 

 Association of Veterinarians (SNVEL) 

 Association for the Assistance to Farm Animals (OABA) 

 World Protection of Farm Animals (PMAF) 

 Brigitte Bardot Fondation (FBB) 

The two consumer organisations contacted did not take up the opportunity to be consulted because 

they do not have an official position on this issue (UFC Que Choisir and CLCV). 

A7.1.1. Background 

Background to the debate in France 

Whilst this study examines the issue of introducing labelling to indicate whether an animal was 

stunned or not prior to slaughter, most stakeholders discussed this issues within the context of the 

debate on ritual slaughter which took place in France between 2011 and 2013.  All stakeholders agreed 

that labelling for stunning and ritual slaughter practices are strongly interlinked. 

The public debate on ritual slaughter in France began before the 2012 presidential elections and 

focused on poor animal welfare practices in slaughterhouses.  The debate rapidly moved from an 

animal welfare basis to a political one, focusing on ritual slaughter and not on the issue of stunning5.  

                                           
5
 The extreme-right wing political party, Front National, claimed that all animals slaughtered in the Paris region 

were slaughtered ritually.  The meat industry was quick to indicate that there were very few slaughterhouses in 

the region around Paris, and that in fact the bulk of the meat consumed there came from other regions, i.e. the 
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Some political parties used the topic to stigmatise the Halal consuming Muslim community.  The 

media exacerbated this by focusing their reporting on the underlying social issue rather than on animal 

welfare. 

Prior to the debate, a Decree was adopted in December 2011 on the use of the religious derogation set 

out in Regulation (EC) No 1099/20096.  This: 

 created an authorisation system for slaughterhouses wishing to use the derogation and set specific 

requirements for being able to slaughter without stunning; and, 

 obliged slaughterhouses to justify the use of the derogation by demonstrating that client orders 

match the volumes slaughtered ritually. 

The implementation of the Decree was moved forward to July 2012, ahead of the initial schedule and 

the presidential elections as a result of the intensity of the public debate. 

A7.1.2. Impact of the Decree 2011-2006 

The implementation of the Decree resulted in a reduction in the incidence of slaughter without 

stunning as it became apparent that supply exceeded genuine demand in order to increase supply 

flexibility and hence profitability.  The Decree also promoted the use of best practices when ritual 

slaughter is used.  For instance, the type and use of restraining equipment until the loss of 

consciousness of the animal is now mandatory. 

One stakeholder believed that the derogation is used more in France than in other Member States 

given the relatively high proportions of Muslim and Jewish populations compared to other EU 

Member States.  It was also noted that Member States that do not allow slaughter without prior 

stunning have less significant Muslim and Jewish populations, with the exception of Poland; pre-

slaughter stunning has been mandatory in Switzerland since 1854.  

Four national legislative proposals have been put forward on the issue of stunning since 2010, 

including relating to labelling and tighter control over the use of the derogation.  Further to the 2012 

debate, a member of the French Senate (Sylvie Goy-Chavent) put forward in 2013 the latest of these 

legislative proposals that include notably labelling requirements following a wide consultation with 

French meat stakeholders carried out in 2013.  However, the position expressed since then by the 

French President, as well as by the Ministry of Agriculture, suggests that the government will not 

adopt the proposal. 

The French Ministry of Agriculture explained that the 2011 Decree already enables appropriate 

control of the use of the derogation by strengthening the conditions under which ritual slaughter 

without stunning can be performed.  The Ministry of Agriculture indicated that the control of client 

orders for unstunned meat is not enforced meaning that the industry is responsible for ensuring that the 

                                                                                                                                    
main meat producing areas.  However, confused consumers had already assumed that all meat consumed in Paris 

and neighbouring cities was produced to Halal standards. 
6
 Décret 2011-2006. 
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system operates.  The Ministry’s regional services carry out controls in slaughterhouses, but do not 

report figures to the higher administration.  This means that no precise data are available due to the 

concern that these could be wrongly used by some organisations to further their own agendas. 

For the same reason, the number of slaughterhouses allowed to use the derogation is known at the 

regional level, but there are no official figures at the national level.  While there are about 240 

slaughterhouses in France dealing with beef, veal, sheep, goats7, the Ministry indicated that about 100 

slaughterhouses asked to use the derogation.  This is in line with more detailed, unofficial figures 

collected by an animal welfare organisation from which it is calculated that approximately 97 

slaughterhouses are authorised to slaughter without stunning.  Another stakeholder provided a higher 

estimate, indicating that approximately 135 (56%) of the cattle and sheep/goat slaughterhouses in 

France are authorised to use the derogation (excluding slaughterhouses specialised in pig and poultry).  

Stakeholders reported that pre-stunning is almost always used in the poultry sector due to the need to 

maintain high line speeds, although whether this would conform to the parameters in Annex 1 of 

Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 is unclear.  Stakeholders agreed that the implementation of the Decree 

has not dramatically changed the number of slaughterhouses using the derogation.  However, it has 

clarified to business operators that the general rule is to stun animals prior to slaughter. 

It should be noted that slaughterhouses authorised to slaughter animals without stunning also slaughter 

with stunning according to client orders.  It was indeed the strategy of the Competent Authorities to 

encourage slaughter without stunning to take place in conventional slaughterhouses as much as 

possible to ensure full control (e.g. from a sanitary point of view) and to impose best practice (e.g. on 

animal welfare), as well as to avoid providing an incentive for illegal slaughterhouses.   

Prior to the implementation of the Decree in 2005, an official French Competent Authority report 

indicated that some 80% of sheep, 20% of bovines and 20% of poultry were ritually slaughtered, 

without stating whether this was with or without stunning.  An animal welfare organisation estimated 

that 51% of all animals were slaughtered without stunning in France in 2012.  The industry indicated 

that between 10-15% of animals in the beef sector (including veal) and up to 45% of sheep were 

slaughtered without stunning.  Official data (CGAAER report) showed that these proportions could 

have been up to 20% for beef and 50% for sheep in 2011.  Stakeholders believe that almost all poultry 

is stunned prior to slaughter, except for the minimal quantities destined for the Kosher market.  The 

available information is summarised in Table A6.1. 

Table A6.1: Breakdown of slaughter according to use of pre-stunning 

 Conventional Halal Kosher 

 Pre-stunning No pre-stunning No pre-stunning 

Beef/veal 80 to 90% 10 to 20% 

Sheep 50 to 55% 45 to 50% 

Poultry ~99% 0% ~1% 

                                           
7
 There were 699 slaughterhouses specialised in poultry and/or rabbit and some 270 slaughterhouses for other 

species, excluding poultry and rabbits in France in 2012.  Of the latter group, about 30 were fully specialised in 

pig, i.e. would be pre-stunning (Senate report 2013/ CGAAER report 2011). 
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All 49% 51% 

Note: Figures indicate the proportion of animals stunned/unstunned and the type of slaughter, but not the proportion of meat 

ultimately distributed to each of these market segments.  The lack of official figures, and the different sources used in this 

table, explain the potential inconsistencies.  Stunning may include reversible stunning. 

The Ministry indicated that the implementation of the Decree offers sufficient guarantee as to the 

appropriate use of the derogation, and that this set-up was preferred to a labelling option.  The 

stunning of animals is a very sensitive issue in France. 

A7.1.3. Implementation of the derogation 

There were different interpretations as to the precise meaning of the derogation in Regulation (EC) No 

1099/2009.  While most stakeholders (including the Competent Authority) thought the derogation was 

interpreted by slaughterhouses as allowing slaughter without pre-stunning, in practice, some 

slaughterhouses, in particular in the poultry sector, stun animals using different (lower) parameters 

from those set out in Annex I of the Regulation; there is no information on how widespread this 

practice is.  Two Halal certifiers (Mosque of Lyon and AVS) do not accept pre-slaughter stunning.  

Exchanges between the Competent Authorities and stakeholders are taking place to promote the 

acceptance and use of pre-slaughter stunning in the Halal sector. 

Further to this, stunning post-slaughter is also used, but is confined to a very small number of 

slaughterhouses (e.g. a notable example is the Charal slaughterhouse in Metz for cattle, in agreement 

with the Mosque of Paris).  The Mosque of Paris published in a Note dated from 8 October 2009 that 

all operations performed after slaughter are outside the control and relevance of Islam rules on ritual 

slaughter, although this is not accepted by all Muslim groups.   

Muslims who perform the slaughter in the context of Halal meat production must hold a permit 

delivered by one of the three authorised mosques to do so: Paris, Evry or Lyon Mosques.  Some Halal 

labels combine the certification body’s name with the mosque’s name as it is claimed to enhance 

consumer confidence in the label.  While some believe that all of the 50 existing Halal certifications in 

France are valid, others point out at what they consider ‘frauds’ in the sector, e.g. when meat labelled 

as Halal comes from animals that have been stunned and slaughtered with a mechanical knife, in 

poultry in particular. 

Kosher meat accounts for less than 1% of meat consumed in France (20,000 tonnes of beef and sheep 

meat).  Sales at butchers’ are the main distribution channel for Kosher meat, although some Kosher 

labels exist at retailers’ (e.g. Auchan) for vacuum-packaged or frozen meat.  There are also Kosher-

dedicated small-scale supermarket chains (e.g. hypercasher).  One supermarket close to Paris sells 

fresh Kosher meat.  

Only 40 Jews are authorised to slaughter animals for Kosher meat production in France serving a total 

Jewish population of 650,000, although not all of this population will require Kosher meat  In the 

framework of Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009, slaughterers followed the necessary training8 to obtain 

                                           
8
 The training was provided by AVIPOL for poultry, and Institut de l’élevage for other species. 
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the mandatory certificate of competence.  Kosher meat consumers pay a premium when buying 

Kosher meat to support this system.  This means that all additional costs related to Kosher meat 

production (including meat that does not comply with Kosher criteria, hindquarters (for which there is 

high general demand in France) and animals not deemed acceptable9) are borne by Kosher consumers. 

In France, some animals are also ritually slaughtered to produce Halal offal only.  A major market for 

Halal sheep offal is the Pakistani community in the UK.  The rest of the carcase is often sold on the 

conventional market.  General carcase balancing means that some meat produced under the religious 

derogation is sold via the conventional channel. 

A7.1.4. General reaction to the consultation paper 

Overall, the consumer survey results were in line with the expectations of consulted stakeholders, 

although it should be highlighted that results were interpreted differently in some cases.  

Most stakeholders were not surprised to see that animal welfare was not a main concern of consumers 

when buying meat (Q2), while they agreed that quality (in a broad sense10), price and origin were.  

However, retailers were surprised at the low level of expressed animal welfare concern at the time of 

slaughter .  The Competent Authority regretted that the extent to which consumers knew a priori about 

stunning was not directly quantified (it is indirectly examined in Q4).  With regard to questions on 

consumer understanding, there was also a general expectation that this should be low and the results 

fully validated stakeholders’ view.  All stakeholders recognised that the FCEC survey was certainly 

the first they were aware of to have examined and quantified consumer’s understanding about stunning 

and slaughter practices. 

Most stakeholders were surprised by the results on consumer demand, in particular those showing a 

relatively high demand to know the stunning method (Competent Authority, industry, vets, animal 

welfare organisations).  However, following an explanation, these organisations fully acknowledged 

the consumer paradox.  The retailers indicated that French consumers demonstrated a strong interest 

in, and demand for, receiving information on animal slaughter at the time of the debate in 2012.  

However, this interest was thought to have diminished over time.  Also, interest in and demand for 

information does not imply a willingness to pay more, or that the information would actually be used 

as a purchase choice criterion.  Some stakeholders highlighted the gap evidenced between the 

behaviour of consumers (Q2) and the citizens’ attitude (Q8-Q9)11. 

                                           
9
 The rejection rate was estimated by the industry to be 2 out of 3 carcasses in the beef sector; all poultry is 

accepted and the whole bird is considered Kosher.   
10

 The broad definition of “quality” used in the questionnaire was criticised by some as likely to encompass some 

level of animal welfare concern.  However, this question was not prompted and any mention of animal welfare 

would have been coded as such and therefore would not have appeared under quality. 
11

 On the consumer paradox, one stakeholder quoted literature from the International conference on Empowering 

consumers and creating market opportunities for animal welfare hosted by DG SANCO in Brussels in 2012, 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/welfare/seminars/docs/290212_abstact_booklet.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/welfare/seminars/docs/290212_abstact_booklet.pdf
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By contrast, two animal welfare organisations interpreted the results of the consumer demand 

questions (Q8 and Q9) differently.  In their view, as the questions were being asked and the 

background explained, respondents were made aware of the stunning issue and subsequently 

expressed a demand for receiving this information (Q8-Q9), contrasting with the answers received in 

Q2.  For these stakeholders, this provides evidence that consumers would demand information on 

stunning if they were correctly informed about the issue, i.e. if consumers’ basic understanding was 

higher.  This point was also confirmed in a survey mandated by OABA (animal welfare organisation) 

in 2012-201312.  The demand for information is higher in the EU-15, where animal welfare 

organisations are more active, than in the EU-10; and this again demonstrates, in their view, that when 

consumers are made aware of the animal welfare issue associated with slaughter without stunning, 

they want to receive information on stunning practices. 

A7.1.5. Consumer demand for information on stunning 

Most stakeholders indicated that there was no, or very low, consumer demand for information on the 

stunning of animals at slaughter.  

Overall, stakeholders stressed the importance of providing clear and transparent information to 

consumers on food products, but most of them do not think it makes sense to label information for 

which there is no demand, e.g. stunning. 

Stakeholders indicated that there is no reliable data on consumer demand for information on stunning.  

Existing surveys (e.g. the survey mandated by OABA) were considered to have biases according to the 

Competent Authority and one religious representative.  Consumer demand on this issue is thought to 

be overrepresented and amplified in the news by the action of campaigning stakeholders.  At the 

Competent Authority level, complaints about animal welfare at slaughter appear to be cyclical, i.e. low 

during most of the year, higher during the Muslim Eid celebration.  In volume, such complaints are 

much less significant than those on other topics (e.g. bee health).  The Ministry sometimes receives 

questions on food safety relating to ritual slaughter13. 

With regard to the motivations or factors leading to the low consumer demand on stunning, some 

stakeholders highlighted the voluntary disconnection in consumers’ minds between meat and the 

animal killed to obtain it.  The industry indicated that slaughterhouses are regularly criticised for their 

lack of transparency, but in fact consumers may not wish to receive information on the slaughter 

process as long as they can be assured that it is performed according to best practice and in line with 

legal requirements on food safety and hygiene.  

Some explained that consumer demand for information on stunning is low because there is too much 

information already available on food labels while consumers do not spend much time shopping.  

                                           
12

 A consortium of animal welfare organisations (OABA, FBB, PMAF) launched an Internet website to inform 

consumers about stunning: www.abattagerituel.com/, but this has not been successful so far. 
13

 Best practice guides have been developed with the industry to ensure food safety and hygiene at slaughter, 

including for ritual slaughter. 
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Besides, information on stunning would be technical and therefore difficult to understand (see Section 

A7.1.6) for the majority of consumers. 

There is some consumer demand for enhanced animal welfare, but this is mostly concerned with 

animal production methods (according to the Competent Authority).  A religious stakeholder reminded 

that there is no scientific consensus as to the effectiveness of stunning from an animal welfare point of 

view14 and that a label would not provide any assurance that a high level of animal welfare was 

achieved at slaughter.  This stakeholder felt that in principle mis-stunned animals should be labelled as 

such too.  Further to this, if animal welfare is a consumer concern, the whole production chain should 

be assessed, not only the moment of slaughter. 

Conversely, animal welfare organisations claim that the demand for information on stunning is high 

judging from the number of letters and calls they receive.  In their view, the consumer interest in this 

issue is as high as for other topics, sometimes higher.  One animal welfare organisation published what 

they consider to be a ‘positive’ list of slaughterhouses where animals are guaranteed to have been 

stunned.  The highly controversial publication of this list was a response to the perceived high 

consumer/citizen demand for this information (although there are no data to support this).  Animal 

welfare organisations argue that stunning does provide a guarantee that animal welfare is respected, 

and in the event of mis-stun, it is mandatory to re-stun immediately.  According to animal welfare 

organisations, further evidence of consumer demand for more information is the declining meat 

consumption observed in France.  Where there is demand for information, this is mainly driven by 

animal welfare concerns, but there is also some concern over food safety or as a reaction to a general 

lack of confidence towards the industry, which is assumed to benefit from extensive and unnecessary 

use of the derogation.  However, animal welfare organisations recognise that the general public’s 

demand for information on stunning is low, i.e. excluding those consumers who are informed and 

concerned enough to contact specialist organisations. 

The Competent Authority confirmed the deterioration in French consumer confidence in the food 

chain, but not the animal welfare rationale.  Consumers are considered to be essentially concerned 

about food safety for sensitive consumer groups (hospitals, children), about fraud in the food chain 

and are increasingly suspicious towards food industry claims on product benefits. 

A number of stakeholders felt that consumer demand for information on stunning would increase if 

large-scale information campaigns were conducted on the topic.  On this point, others (animal welfare 

organisations and vets) argued that uninformed consumers are not able to formulate their expectations, 

but that there would be demand for information if consumer knowledge about slaughter practices 

increased. 

Finally, although consumer demand for information is low, some stakeholders indicated that there is 

an increasing demand from butchers to be supplied with meat from stunned animals only (see Section 

                                           
14

 A 2009 study by INRA showed that the mis-stun rate is as high as 16% in the bovine sector. INRA, 2009, 

Douleurs animales : les identifier, les comprendre, les limiter chez les animaux d'élevage. 
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10).  Farmers also take an interest in this issue with one large livestock farmer known to only sell to 

slaughterhouses which will pre-stun.  

French Muslim consumers are increasingly demanding guarantees to Halal controllers and certifiers to 

reassure them about potential fraud about species content.  These concerns intensified with the 2013 

horsemeat scandal.  By contrast, concerns about, and demand for, information about religious 

slaughter practices, including relating to stunning, remain comparatively low according to the 

Competent Authority and the Muslim organisations. 

Generally speaking, consumer demand for information about stunning is considered to be stronger for 

fresh meat than it is for processed products; this is also the case for origin labelling which is a good 

comparable example for this study. 

A7.1.6. Consumer understanding of slaughter practices 

The majority of stakeholders agreed that French consumers do not understand slaughter practices.  

Very few consumers know what stunning is and it appears even more unlikely that they know about 

the different stunning methods.  The perception amongst stakeholders is that as a result, consumers 

would not be able to understand a label on stunning.  Without sufficient knowledge and understanding, 

there is concern that labelling is likely to be misunderstood by consumers and/or scare them.  Most 

stakeholders indicated the direct linkage between the lack of understanding of slaughter practices and 

the consequent low demand for information on stunning.  Low consumer understanding largely results 

from the unwillingness to connect the live animal and the necessary slaughter process to obtain meat. 

French consumer confidence in the meat industry has deteriorated in recent years following various 

crises that have affected the sector.  However, according to the industry and other stakeholders, this 

does not mean that consumers wish to become ‘experts’ in meat processes and receive very detailed 

information on animal slaughter practices.  However, they do want to be reassured that slaughter 

practices comply with the legislation and are performed according to best practices. 

Animal welfare organisations criticised the attitude of those claiming that consumers do not want to 

understand slaughter practices.  In their view, consumers are unaware of the animal welfare challenges 

behind slaughter practices, but they are not unwilling to understand.  As soon as consumers are 

educated and understand the different slaughter processes (i.e. with or without stunning), they demand 

to receive more information on stunning as a guide to the purchase of meat and meat products.  

Animal welfare organisations also admitted that some consumers would continue to base their 

purchase decision on price and promotion exclusively. 

The example of origin labelling of fresh beef meat was used by both parties in this regard.  Animal 

welfare organisations indicated that consumers developed interest for origin information as soon as it 

appeared on the label, i.e. supporting their contention that awareness results in a willingness to engage.  

Further evidence for this position is that origin labelling has since been extended to meat from other 

species.  



Study on information to consumers on the stunning of animals: Appendices 5-7 

DG SANTE Evaluation Framework Contract Lot 3 (Food Chain) 

 

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium              

223 

The industry on the other hand explained that stunning is a very technical piece of information and 

questioned whether it would be used as a purchase criterion by consumers.  The industry drew a 

parallel with the mandatory labelling of the registration number of slaughterhouses on fresh beef meat 

which was introduced after the BSE crisis.  This is also a technical piece of information, easier to 

comprehend than stunning, but experience shows it is not used by consumers when purchasing meat.  

Overall stakeholders did not believe that the average purchaser of meat and meat products is able to 

balance animal welfare considerations against costs, as reflected in consumer behaviour at point of 

sale. 

A7.1.7. Consequences of introducing labelling 

Most stakeholders agreed on the likely attitudes of the various meat operators if labelling on stunning 

were to be introduced.  The common assumption behind these attitudes is that ordinary consumers 

would refuse to buy meat labelled as coming from unstunned animals.  This would result in a 

depreciation of the value of this meat on the market.  In such a context: 

 Slaughterhouses would be likely to specialise in stunning, as hindquarters from unstunned 

animals would lose value on the conventional market (and these are not generally consumed by 

religious consumer groups, in the case of the Jewish community because the hindquarters are not 

Kosher and in the case of the Muslim community out of preference for meat from the 

forequarters).  Two parallel supply chains would need to coexist as a result of labelling.  

 Maybe even more so than consumers, the distribution sector (retailers, catering chains) is likely to 

refuse to market meat from unstunned animals, for communication/image to the general public 

reasons and also to avoid bearing the risk of unsold meat. 

 Ordinary consumers are likely to turn down meat coming from unstunned animals. 

 Finally, the media would play an important role in the acceptance or rejection of labelling by the 

various consumer groups, depending on whether they would criticise the meat industry (e.g. for 

selling unstunned meat on the market), or whether they would contribute to educating consumers 

(e.g. by highlighting the guarantees some stakeholders feel labelling provides to consumers). The 

position of the media on this topic is considered to be unpredictable. 

Despite this common view on the attitude of meat chain operators, stakeholders had different views in 

terms of the consequences of introducing stunning labelling on the consumption of meat and meat 

products.  

For animal welfare organisations, the introduction of labelling for stunning would provide ordinary 

consumers with the desired guarantee that animals were stunned prior to slaughter (for both animal 

welfare and food safety reasons).  This would be expected to increase consumer confidence in the 

meat supply chain which in turn could result in an increase in overall meat consumption.  These 

stakeholders argue that labelling for stunning would address what they see as institutionalised ‘fraud’ 

in that consumers would refuse to buy meat from animals which had not been stunned if they were 

informed via a label.  
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For other stakeholders, labelling for stunning would raise consumer awareness about a sensitive step 

of the meat production process which might turn consumers away from meat altogether.  Furthermore, 

labelling would imply a dramatic decrease in the volume of unstunned meat produced for the religious 

markets because the opportunity to sell unwanted cuts outside this market will be reduced.  This is in 

spite of the existing market demand for meat produced under the derogation; lower supply would 

increase prices and might result in lower consumption of meat by religious groups. 

The creation of two parallel meat supply chains coupled with the surplus of cuts produced under 

derogation would create a substantial incentive for fraud on labelling and for illegal slaughterhouses to 

emerge, outside the control (e.g. on food safety) of the Competent Authority.  Another implication 

could be an increase in imports of meat from unstunned animals from other countries which would 

also result in a loss of control by the authority and would be detrimental to the French meat industry.  

As for the impact on trade, stakeholders indicated that labelling would put EU operators at a 

comparative disadvantage to exporting third countries where labelling on stunning would not apply.  

Furthermore, distortion could be created on the internal market if labelling for stunning is 

implemented differently across Member States. 

In view of the low level of consumer understanding of slaughter practices, the introduction of labelling 

on stunning would require substantial efforts in terms of educating consumers to provide them with 

the necessary knowledge to make an informed choice.  Several stakeholders (including religious 

representatives) felt that introducing labelling without a preliminary education and awareness raising 

effort would result in a media crisis and further reductions in consumer confidence in the meat supply 

chain.  This also holds true for Muslim consumers who are likely to question whether pre-slaughter 

stunning is acceptable if they are not adequately informed. 

Stakeholders, including animal welfare organisations, expect a reduction in the use of stunning within 

the Halal market in the absence of prior information campaigns to raise awareness and acceptance of 

stunning by Muslims.  Impact would be greatest in the poultry and sheep sectors where a substantial 

proportion of animals destined for the Halal market are currently stunned using parameters outside 

those set out in Annex I of Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 (see also Section A7.1.9). 

Most stakeholders were against introducing labelling for stunning.  However, if such labelling were to 

be introduced stakeholders feel it should focus on the presence or absence of stunning only given the 

low consumer understanding of slaughter practices, i.e. information on the stunning method used 

would not be understood. 

Veterinarians and animal welfare organisations were in favour of the introduction of labelling for 

stunning on animal welfare and food safety grounds, and recommend a positive labelling, i.e. to label 

only meat from animals that have been stunned in order to reduce the risk of stigmatisation.  These 

stakeholders felt that the information should be communicated via a code rather than text, for instance 

a letter, e.g. “S” for stunning, that would allow informed consumers to make their choice while 

avoiding misinterpretation for other consumers. 
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Only one religious stakeholder thought that the method of stun should be labelled in order to provide 

complete information to consumers. 

A7.1.8. Costs and willingness to pay 

Costs and price increases 

There was general agreement, including from the industry, that the cost of labelling as such would not 

be significant.  Traceability systems and the various controls already in place in the meat supply chain 

would enable a relatively easy implementation of labelling, at least for fresh meat.  The direct costs 

incurred by labelling to indicate stunning are considered likely to be comparable to those stemming 

from origin labelling.  The industry does not expect the labelling in itself to lead to cost increases 

above a few additional cents per kg, e.g. between 5 and a maximum 20 additional eurocents/kg. 

Official vet controls on the use of stunning would be very easy to perform as stunning is a clear stage 

of the slaughter process and is marked by visible signs on the carcase. 

However, the risk that cuts from animals slaughtered without stunning (including hindquarters 

following Shechita slaughter) would not find a market is likely to destabilise the necessary meat flows 

between the conventional and religious markets.  According to most stakeholders, the separation of 

these two markets, i.e. the creation of a more rigid system, would have significant economic 

implications for slaughterhouses whose business model is based on low margins, but large volumes.  

Most stakeholders anticipate an increase in meat prices in the religious markets as the depreciation of 

cuts from unstunned animals would imply a reduction in overall carcase value.  This would be 

exacerbated by the fact that hindquarters are the highest value parts of the carcase in the conventional 

market.  

The lack of flexibility created by any introduction of labelling to indicate the use of stunning would 

have stronger impacts on the processed meat sector which relies on specific carcase parts.  The meat 

industry highlighted the complexity of the sector and the need for flexibility.  The various carcase 

parts enter different markets which have their own offer and demand balance.  Every day, 

slaughterhouses assess the highest value markets for the various carcase parts (arbitrage).  The current 

flexibility in the market enables slaughterhouses to make a margin.  In the industry’s view, labelling 

would result in a loss of flexibility due to the perceived reduction in market choices. 

The unstunned Halal beef and sheep market in 2012 amounted to 160,000 tec (tonne equivalent-

carcase) while the volume of meat slaughtered according to Shechita for beef and sheep was 67,000 

tec.  These figures are carcase volumes of animals slaughtered without stunning, and not volumes 

commercialised on the Halal/Kosher markets (i.e. some of the meat produced was sold in the 

conventional market).  

This has implications notably for the Kosher market, where it is estimated that only about one out of 

four beef and sheep carcases slaughtered according to Shechita is ultimately classed as Kosher.  On 

this basis the Kosher meat market would in principle be about 17,000 tec.   
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Sheep and beef meat derived from unstunned animals which was sold through the conventional market 

in 2012 was estimated to account for:  

 40,000 tonnes of meat for grilling, i.e. 5% of the conventional market of meat for grilling; and, 

 20,000 tonnes of meat destined for slow cooking, i.e. 3.5% of the conventional market of slow 

cooking meat. 

The industry stakeholders reiterated that there are no official data on this; these are industry estimates 

which have been cross-checked with the Competent Authority.  If labelling were to be introduced, the 

conventional market could shrink by about 4-5%, since the above quantities would be effectively 

excluded from the conventional market through expected consumer preference. 

The implication for the Halal market would be a surplus of hindquarters as a result of Muslim 

consumer preference and an expected inability to sell meat labelled as unstunned into the conventional 

market.  This would either result in price increases for the rest of the carcase and/or a price-driven 

change in preference.  

For the Kosher market, the high rejection rate of carcases and the non-eligibility of hindquarters would 

result in even higher costs implications and consequently higher meat prices.  In theory, Kosher meat 

prices could by multiplied by eight as approximately four animals are slaughter according to Shechita 

to yield one Kosher half-carcase.  In practice, the price increase could go beyond this as hindquarters 

are the highest value carcase parts (and assuming that there is no market for hindquarters labelled as 

unstunned).  In any case, the price would become prohibitive for many and stakeholders expect 

Kosher imports from outside the EU to displace domestic supply.  Alternative ways of producing more 

Kosher meat from a carcase, i.e. by porging (de-nerving) as practiced in Israel15 and North Africa, was 

not considered to be cost effective as this is a very labour-intensive operation and it would not solve 

the main issue which is the high carcase rejection rate; imports would remain much more competitive.  

In Israel, where three-quarters of beef and sheep meat is imported, prices are 0.5 to 1.0 €/kg higher 

than in France, so it can be assumed that a similar price increase would be observed as a result of 

importing Kosher meat.  

Stakeholders were unable to quantify the likely increase in production costs in the various markets.  

Assessing the implications in terms of meat price increases and loss of export markets would require 

running a dynamic economic model.  The total value of the Halal and Kosher meat markets in France 

is approximately €210 million (€119 million Kosher and €90 million Halal) which provides the 

maximum loss of value to the meat industry should these markets no longer be served domestically.  

Stakeholders thought that the resulting price increase could be in the range of 0.50 €/kg, but this is a 

very rough estimate. 

Willingness to pay 

                                           
15

 Beef and sheep production is very limited in Israel .  Three quarters of demand is met by imports from Brazil 

and Argentina.  Poland was previously a significant exporter (before the ban on slaughter without stunning). 
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Stakeholders agreed that the willingness to pay for information on stunning is close to zero for the 

large majority of consumers.  However, according to some stakeholders, a few educated consumers 

would be willing to pay more to receive this information.  One stakeholder thought the case of pig 

castration was a comparable example: consumers do not understand the technical issue and therefore 

they are not willing to pay more for this additional information, even if they are interested in animal 

welfare.  Another stakeholder illustrated the consumer paradox with the erosion of PDO/PGI market to 

the benefit of private labels, in spite of the apparent demand for regional, traditional products. 

The industry highlighted the high price elasticity that prevails on the meat market; consumers are 

flexible when purchasing meat.  The price increase would first affect beef, which is perceived as the 

most expensive meat, but there might also be changes in demand for specific cuts within a meat 

category with demand for cheaper cuts increasing.  

Stakeholders in favour of introducing labelling (animal welfare organisations and vets) indicated that 

there should be no price increase for consumers from labelling what is currently a legal obligation (i.e. 

any price increase should not be passed on).  Some stakeholders highlighted the positive implications 

for the industry of increased consumer confidence in the meat market. 

A7.1.9. Differential impacts 

All stakeholders indicated the complexity of labelling processed meat products, which generally 

involve sourcing from different suppliers and mixing different meat lots, (currently) from animals that 

may or may not have been stunned.  The technical feasibility of ensuring traceability with regard to 

stunning along the meat processing chain was questioned by some.  Some stakeholders suggested that 

labelling should be limited to unprocessed meat (fresh and frozen) to reduce the potential cost 

implications.  These stakeholders believed that consumer attitude towards labelling in the unprocessed 

meat sector would provide a clear market signal which could drive the introduction of labelling for 

processed meat products.   

The expected price increases for meat from unstunned animals would risk reducing access to meat for 

religious consumer groups.  Stakeholders expect meat consumption for these groups to decrease as a 

result. 

Stakeholders had different views about the potential stigmatisation of different groups as a result of 

labelling.  Depending on their position on labelling, some saw a risk of a certain stigmatisation of 

religious consumer groups consuming meat from unstunned animals, whereas others focused on the 

advantages in identifying suitable meat that labelling would provide to these groups (although it 

should be stressed that labelling to indicate no pre-slaughter stunning would not in itself identify either 

Halal or Kosher meat).  Other stakeholders believed that the stigmatisation of religious groups would 

depend upon the attitude of the media in this regard.  

One Muslim association pointed out that the international Halal standards are determined by 

influential Muslim countries including Saudi Arabia, Indonesia and Malaysia.  In those countries, 

some reversible stunning methods, depending on the animal species,  are fully accepted and are 

included as a possible option for producing Halal meat in the set of requirements operators have to 
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follow to sell Halal meat to those countries (e.g. Halal Assurance System (HAS), the main certifier in 

Indonesia).  More specifically,  the use of waterbath stunning and a mechanical knife are authorised 

for poultry in Saudi Arabia16, while the non-penetrative captive bolt device and electrical stunning are 

authorised in Indonesia and Malaysia for beef and sheep. 

The French Muslim association would like ritual slaughter in France to follow this approach, which is 

accepted by what they consider are the most respected Muslim scholars worldwide, although they 

recognise this would require significant consumer awareness raising and education for French 

Muslims.  They recommend that these specialists are invited to express clearly their views to EU 

officials and to all Muslims of Europe to increase the acceptance of reversible stunning.  In these 

circumstances only is labelling for stunning considered to be a viable option.   

A number of stakeholders indicated that the stunning issue is in the hands of the primary legislators, 

i.e. the European Commission.  The international Halal standards demonstrate that there are ways to 

solve this issue and close the debate that has been ongoing for years.  Some stakeholders regret that so 

far no decision has been made by politicians. 

A7.1.10. Alternative ways forward to labelling 

A majority of stakeholders acknowledged the issue posed by slaughter without stunning, but suggested 

that alternatives to labelling be sought, in view of the low consumer demand and understanding, the 

consumer paradox and/or the various consequences and cost implications that labelling could have.  

These stakeholders believed that (reversible) stunning has the potential to solve the issue and efforts to 

increase its acceptance among the Muslim community should be encouraged, as is the case in some 

Muslim Third Countries such as Saudi Arabia, Indonesia and Malaysia.  Some stakeholders thought 

that stunning is accepted by Muslims in France for economic reasons, i.e. to lower production costs by 

increasing the speed of slaughter.  Muslim organisations, however, indicated that religious texts allow 

the use of reversible stunning and this is not an economic consideration. 

It has been explained above that some stunning is currently performed in France in relation to Halal in 

poultry (widely used) and in the sheep sector.  For both animal species, reversible stunning is 

technically feasible using electrical stunning methods (respectively waterbath and electrodes).  In the 

beef sector on the other hand, slaughterhouses use a penetrative captive bolt device for stunning, 

which is not reversible and therefore not permit within Halal slaughter.  Non-penetrative captive bolt 

devices were also previously used in some slaughterhouses, but the stunning parameters set out in 

Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 are such that they do not allow this stunning to be reversible; the use 

of non-penetrative bolt devices has since been abandoned in the Halal market.  

The industry is carrying out studies to develop a reversible electrical stunning method for cattle, as 

currently used in New-Zealand.  While this would allow reversible stunning, there are some challenges 

with this method: 

                                           
16

 Adopted in a Conference in Saudi Arabia in 1997. 
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 Costs: the equipment would cost some €300,000, to which the change in slaughterhouse layout 

should be added, estimated at €200,000, i.e. a total investment of €500,000. 

 Safety: the machine could be potentially hazardous for employees and Unions are likely to argue 

against its introduction or to impose stringent safety measures. 

Another option would be to increase the use of post-slaughter stunning, and this would be supported 

by animal welfare organisations17, as well as by some Muslim organisations. 

A7.1.11. Existing information on pre-slaughter stunning 

Some slaughterhouses are reported to guarantee slaughter with stunning and to communicate this to 

their clients (business-to-business communication).  

The retailer Carrefour demands mandatory stunning of animals for its private quality label “Charte 

Qualité Carrefour”.  Their motivations are believed to be able to communicate on this in the event of 

another public crisis on the topic. 

McDonald’s also require the stunning of animals for the meat they distribute on animal welfare 

grounds.  Their criteria focus on animal welfare throughout the supply chain.  At the same time, in 

some areas where there is sufficient demand, McDonald’s restaurants serve Halal meat. 

Some stakeholders believed that other schemes with mandatory stunning include a widely used 

producer’s quality scheme in poultry (Label Rouge) and one organic brand – but no evidence was 

provided to support this.   

In most cases, and especially for large operators, information on stunning is only communicated 

business-to-business and not business-to-consumer as this is considered to be too sensitive and risky 

towards the media. 

An animal welfare organisation (OABA) challenged the authorities on the case of an organic Halal 

meat product (minced meat).  The Competent Authority is reviewing the case.  In the view of OABA, 

organic should include minimum animal welfare criteria, including the mandatory stunning of animals.  

Most other stakeholders did not see why Halal consumers could not access organic meat if they want 

to. 

  

                                           
17

 The FR CA recommends that bovines are stunned 90 seconds after ritual slaughter if still conscious. 

http://agriculture.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/DGALN20128250Z_cle8e7f41.pdf  

http://agriculture.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/DGALN20128250Z_cle8e7f41.pdf
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A7.2. Germany 

The German case study was carried out in March and April 2014 using a mix of face-to-face and 

telephone interviews.  The following organisations were interviewed: 

 BMEL (Competent Authority) 

 BVDF (Meat processing organisation) 

 Deutscher Tierschutzbund (Animal welfare organisation) 

 EHZ (Halal Certification Organisation and Muslim representative) 

 Fleischer Handwerk (Federation of butchers) 

 VDF (Meat industry federation) 

 VZBV (Consumer organisation) 

 ZDG (Poultry industry federation) 

Some organisations did not take up the opportunity to be consulted, despite extensive attempts: 

 BFF/BVVF 

 Islamrat 

 Tierartzverband 

 Zentralrat der Juden in Deutschland 

One organisation, Zentralrat der Muslime, referred the issue to another interlocutor, EHZ with whom 

an interview was carried out. 

A7.2.1. Background 

It should be noted that German meat production and consumption is dominated by pork (according to 

FAOStat 67% of total German meat production in 2012) which is outside the scope of this study.  The 

German meat industry is the largest food sub-industry in Germany. 

Slaughter without stunning in Germany is prohibited as a matter of principle in Article 4(a) 1 of the 

German Animal Welfare Act.  However, exceptions may be granted by the Competent Authorities of 

States in order to meet the requirements of specific groups.  In order to be granted an exemption, 

applicants must provide the Competent Authority with substantiated and understandable information 

to explain the faith and requirements of the specific groups.  

The requirements for stunning in German law go beyond those set out in Regulation (EC) No 

1099/2009.  For example, for electrical stunning there is a minimum exposure time of four seconds for 

all species and the electrical stunning of cattle over six months in age must be followed by an 

electrical heart stun to stop the heart. 

There are other possibilities for religious groups to ensure that animals are alive at the moment of 

slaughter.  Subject to authorisation, brief electrical stunning with different parameters is permitted.  In 

the case of cattle, electrical stunning does not have to be followed by the electrical heart stun if this 

authorisation is held. 
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Ritual slaughter outside slaughterhouses is not permitted. 

As noted above, there are two possible ways to be exempt from legal stunning requirements. 

1. According to data from BMEL, there were six requests for slaughter without stunning in 2012, of 

which four were granted.  As a result of these requests, 1,247 sheep were slaughtered without 

stunning.  No cattle were slaughtered without stunning.  There are no data for poultry, though 

interviewees believed that slaughter without stunning for poultry does not take place in Germany. 

2. There are no data on the number of animals slaughtered with brief electrical stunning with 

different parameters.  However, anecdotal evidence from stakeholders suggests that the number is 

very low.  The majority of poultry are stunned in Controlled Atmosphere systems; almost all 

cattle are stunned using the captive bolt method; and lamb production in Germany is very low.  

Consequently, no stakeholders were aware of the slaughter of animals using parameters other 

than those in Annex 1 of Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 taking place. 

As noted above, there is almost no production of meat from unstunned animals in Germany, and 

minimal production of meat from animals stunned with parameters outside those set out in Annex 1 of 

Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009).  Stakeholders unanimously agreed that any meat from unstunned 

animals on the German market is imported from other Member States or third countries; it is 

distributed through specialised Muslim or Jewish butcheries, and will not be found for sale in general 

retail outlets. 

The evidence above suggests that it is unlikely that meat from unstunned animals enters general retail 

outlets on a significant scale in Germany.  The majority of stakeholders believed this to be the case, 

though one interviewee felt that some meat from unstunned animals, predominantly sourced from 

other Member States, may be on general sale.  However, this could not be corroborated and the extent 

to which this may happen cannot be ascertained as there is no appropriate data collection system. 

According to stakeholders, the mains stunning methods used in Germany are: 

 Poultry – Controlled Atmosphere Stunning (70% of production). 

 Cattle – captive bolt (almost exclusively). 

 Sheep and goat – unclear (only minor production of this meat). 

There are several Halal certification schemes in Germany, and the acceptability of stunning varies 

between schemes.  Stakeholders generally felt that the majority of German Muslims accept 

(consciously or otherwise) some degree of stunning for Halal meat. 

Stakeholders confirmed that two of the largest Halal schemes accept some methods of stunning in 

accordance with legislative requirements.  One scheme accepts the use of CAS for poultry.  The other 

accepts waterbath stunning for poultry using parameters in accordance with Annex 1 of Regulation 

(EC) No 1099/2009 and captive bolt stunning for cattle if the cow is bled within a certain time period. 

A7.2.2. General reaction to the consultation paper 
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The reaction amongst stakeholders to the consultation paper setting out the findings from our 

consumer survey suggested that it accurately presented consumer views on this issue.  No conflicting 

evidence was presented with respect to any of the findings.  No attempts were made to challenge the 

survey methodology or top line findings. 

A7.2.3. Consumer demand for information on stunning 

Stakeholders agreed that while German consumers are interested in animal welfare as an issue, they 

are not interested specifically in labelling to indicate whether an animal was stunned or not.  Some 

interviewees explained this by stating their belief that consumers do not want to associate meat with 

the moment of slaughter. 

Stakeholders identified the main food chain topic of interest in recent years as origin or “regionality”.  

Other identified topics of interest include the convenience aspects of foods, certain aspects of on-farm 

animal welfare18, sustainability and the use of certain substances such as antibiotics.  However, 

according to a number of stakeholders, the single most important factor for the German consumer is 

price, with date of expiry in second place (a view coherent with the findings of the consumer survey). 

While the majority of stakeholders took the position that there is neither consumer interest nor logical 

grounds for the labelling of stunning methods in Germany, one stakeholder did feel that there was a 

reason to introduce such labelling.  This stakeholder saw the introduction of such labelling as a step 

towards the more complete provision of information on animal welfare at all stages of production.  It 

should be noted that some other stakeholders, while not in favour of the labelling of stunning methods, 

did feel that a broader animal welfare scheme covering more than just production may be of interest to 

consumers.  One of these stakeholders added that a specific aspect such as welfare at slaughter would 

be better dealt with through the improvement in, and strict adherence to, legal requirements for animal 

welfare at slaughter. 

The majority of stakeholders believed that no information on stunning is relevant for consumers in 

Germany due to the fact that all animals slaughtered in Germany must be stunned by law.  When 

pushed, some stakeholders believed that if labelling were to be introduced only meat from unstunned 

animals should be labelled, though it would be expected that very little, if any, meat would be labelled 

under this approach.  Labelling only meat from unstunned animals was noted as being coherent with 

the principle of labelling the exception rather than the rule.  However, one stakeholder felt that if 

labelling were to be introduced, it should apply to both meat from stunned and unstunned animals to 

avoid confusion and raise awareness of the issue of slaughter. 

Most stakeholders did not consider it relevant to identify the stunning method used as this relates to a 

technical issue.  Given that vets are unable to agree on which stunning method is better (and a number 

of acceptable options are permitted in the legislation), consumers are unlikely to be able to make 

informed choices as a result of receiving such information.  It was noted that the only consumer group 

                                           
18

 Interest in animal welfare is substantiated by the introduction of the government approved Tierschutzlabel 

(Animal Welfare label) and an industry scheme currerntly under development called “Initiative Tierwohl”. 
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which may be able to use information on the method of stunning in order to make an informed choice 

would be Muslims, but given the general use of specialist butchers this may not be necessary. 

A7.2.4. Consumer understanding of slaughter practices 

Stakeholders were unanimous in their view that the average German consumer does not understand the 

slaughter process.  Interviewees generally felt that consumers may have difficulty connecting meat to 

the animal.  It was noted that carcasses of animals are rarely seen in Germany; even the majority of 

poultry (75%) is sold as cuts.  Slaughter in Germany takes place in large slaughterhouses and there is 

almost no domestic slaughter; as a result, consumers are distanced from the slaughter process itself.  

Several stakeholders were of the opinion that animal welfare at slaughter is something that consumers 

generally expect to be controlled by the authorities and there is trust in the retailers from whom they 

purchase meat.  One interviewee explained that in general terms there is a big difference between how 

consumers think food is produced and how food is actually produced. 

While some stakeholders felt that consumers may know that animals are stunned before slaughter, 

there was a general consensus that consumers would not know or understand different stunning 

methods. 

Likewise stakeholders generally felt that consumers do not fully understand what Halal and Kosher 

mean.  It was noted that this may lead to consumers having false perceptions about the use of stunning 

in the production of Halal and Kosher meat. 

According to stakeholders, while there has been some debate on labelling for stunning methods, these 

were neither substantial nor recent.  One of these debates was identified as taking place in 2010/11 

during the drafting of legislation on information for consumers; it is understood this debate only 

included stakeholders and did not engage the public. 

Public debates around animal welfare at slaughter have been focused more on the issue of a total ban 

on slaughter without stunning.  National level competent authority BMEL receives between 8,000 and 

10,000 letters each year on this issue.  Such a ban has also been discussed in the media.  Interest in the 

subject is primarily motivated by animal welfare concerns, but stakeholders noted that some interest 

from far right political views cannot be excluded.  Some years ago a right wing politician in Hesse, 

apparently motivated by an anti-Muslim stance, also pushed for a total ban on slaughter without 

stunning.  However, once the politician understood that Jews also slaughter without stunning, he 

retreated from this stance due to the sensitivity surrounding the Jewish faith in Germany.  There have 

also been some campaigns from NGOs about Halal meat, though no recent campaigns were identified 

by stakeholders. 

It was noted by one interviewee that the existing derogation provides a balance between the national 

policy objective of animal welfare and the issue of religious freedom.  A number of stakeholders 

stated their belief that a total ban on slaughter without stunning is unlikely. 

The issue of religious slaughter does appear in the media from time to time, primarily due to one of 

two reasons: discussion of the issue in other Member States (such as Poland in early 2014 and the UK 
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in May 201419); and, major religious festivals requiring significant quantities of ritually slaughtered 

meat. 

According to some stakeholders, there is publically available information on slaughter from a number 

of sources, most notably the Ministry of Agriculture (on the homepage) and animal welfare NGOs.  

Some operators may also communicate on the issue, but in general terms it was noted that the industry 

finds the issue of slaughter difficult to communicate on given it is an emotional issue which is difficult 

to explain in simple terms and there are doubts about consumer receptiveness to communication on 

this issue.  In summary, accurate further information on the subject is considered to be available for 

any interested German consumers. 

There were further comments regarding broader communication on animal welfare at slaughter.  

Animal welfare is carefully monitored, action is taken against infringements of animal welfare and 

such infringements are also publicised.  One example is that of a slaughterhouse in Bramstedt which 

was temporarily closed in March 2014 due to poor animal welfare; the incident was picked up by the 

mainstream German media such as die Welt20, as well as by animal welfare NGOs. 

A7.2.5. Consequences of introducing labelling 

Stakeholders were divided on the issue of whether or not the introduction of labelling would have any 

impact on meat consumption.  The majority of interviewees felt that any impacts on consumption from 

the introduction of labelling would be both short-term and negligible.  One interviewee noted that 

some German consumers will reduce meat consumption when there is some kind of problem or 

scandal (such as the recent slaughterhouse closure), but after two weeks consumption levels return to 

normal.  However, one interviewee felt that introducing labelling would have a negative impact on 

meat consumption, although no estimate of the degree of likely impact could be provided. 

Finally, one interviewee thought that impacts on consumption could be very different depending on 

what exactly is labelled.  Like the majority of stakeholders, this interviewee felt that there would be 

minimal impacts if labelling only related to whether animals had been stunned of not.  However, if the 

method is also indicated, this interviewee thought that there might be impacts on consumption, 

although generally of a short-term nature.  It was noted by several stakeholders that the indication of 

stunning method could be a particular issue in the case of CAS stunning for historical reasons in 

Germany.  Some NGOs have previously run anti-CAS campaigns using headlines such as “our birds 

are being gassed”.  The interviewee in question felt that sensitivity around this stunning method could 

lead to a fall in consumption if the method became known at the point of sale.  Because labelling 

would apply to beef, lamb and poultry, but not pork, there could be some substitution of the former 

meats (particularly poultry, due to the use of CAS stunning and its white meat status) with pork, 

                                           
19

 Unlike the situation in the UK, this has, at the time of writing, been picked up by specialist, rather than 

mainstream press. 
20

 http://www.welt.de/print/die_welt/hamburg/article126290462/Bramstedter-Schlachthof-oeffnet-wieder.html 

accessed 5 May 2014. 

http://www.welt.de/print/die_welt/hamburg/article126290462/Bramstedter-Schlachthof-oeffnet-wieder.html
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unfairly disadvantaging the other meats, particularly given that CAS stunning is extensively used for 

pigs as well. 

It was generally agreed that German consumers would reject any meat labelled as coming from 

unstunned animals; as already noted, on balance there does not appear to be a significant amount of 

this meat for sale in Germany, though it should be noted that the amount coming from other Member 

States and third countries is unknown. 

Given the legal requirement for stunning in Germany and absence of widespread use of the derogation, 

no impacts on the prevalence of stunning in Germany are expected if labelling were to be introduced. 

As already mentioned, the introduction of labelling is unlikely to have strong impacts on German 

producers given the legal requirement for stunning.  However, it was noted that labelling would be 

likely to have impacts in other Member States and third countries producing for the EU market and 

hence on intra and extra-EU trade.  It is understood that some third countries produce for multiple 

markets simultaneously which may include Muslim markets, Jewish markets and the EU, and the 

introduction of labelling requirements could complicate such production.  It was felt that third country 

imports would have to comply with EU requirements and that this could be achieved through 

including the requirement in Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009; possibly under Article 12 (health 

certificate).  No impacts on exports were foreseen.  

In the context of intra-EU trade, one stakeholder felt that German meat may be advantaged vis-à-vis 

certain other Member States due to the standard use of stunning in Germany.  However, at EU 

aggregate level, the meat industry would be disadvantaged by the labelling, primarily through the 

combination of additional costs for labelling and falls in consumption (see section A7.2.6 below). 

Several stakeholders felt that the introduction of labelling would initiate a discussion on the issue of 

animal welfare at slaughter and raise awareness generally of meat production methods.  This was seen 

as a positive thing by some interviewees, who welcomed the impacts on awareness.  However, other 

stakeholders thought this would be negative because, in their opinion, consumers do not want to know 

about slaughter and lack the necessary knowledge to engage with the topic. 

There was general agreement that any labelling would have to be accompanied by a campaign and that 

the Competent Authority should be responsible for this.  Consumer confusion was identified as a 

possible problem in the absence of such a campaign. 

Stakeholders considered whether a numeric system would be feasible.  Some pointed out that a 

numeric system would need to be consistent across species and that this could result in a long list of 

different stunning methods.  Some interviewees felt that consumers would expect an explanation of 

the code on the packaging and that consumers preferred text explanations to numbers/codes. 

A7.2.6. Costs and willingness to pay 

Stakeholders agreed that the introduction of labelling to indicate whether the animal was stunned or 

unstunned would not have a significant impact on the fresh meat supply chain.  This is because 

(virtually) all domestic meat is produced from animals stunned prior to slaughter and traceability in 
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the fresh meat sector is already in place; it would only be necessary to add another parameter to the 

existing bar code, meaning the costs would be limited to a one-off adaptation of the existing system.  

Some interviewees felt that labelling to indicate stunning method would be a more complex 

undertaking, while others felt that it would not be. 

However, any introduction of labelling for meat products and processed products was generally 

expected to result in complexities for the food chain.  On the one hand, there are almost no processed 

beef products in Germany following the BSE scandal and processed poultry products are generally 

made from German poultry which will come from stunned animals.  However, any processed 

production would require further segmentation of supply chains in addition to that recently introduced 

through country of origin labelling.  If labelling extended to include stunning method, the additional 

segmentation required during production could be significant.  The impact of this further segmentation 

would be greater fragmentation and smaller volumes, which in turn may encourage meat processors to 

use a smaller number of large suppliers in order to minimise in-house segmentation of production (and 

hence simplify processing); hence disadvantaging smaller meat producers and slaughterhosues.  This 

complexity would be further increased for meat products containing more than one type of meat. 

Finally, it was noted that any labelling obligation could be complicated for the unpacked retail market 

segment which accounts for about 20% of meat sales by volume in Germany. 

The introduction of labelling is not considered likely to have significant impacts on the Competent 

Authorities.  The use of stunning, or the stunning method, is considered to be just an additional 

parameter to include in existing checks.  At least as far as German slaughterhouses are concerned it is 

considered possible to include the stunning method in the slaughterhouse authorisation number given 

that there is such little slaughter without stunning.  For external border veterinary controls, it was 

expected that certificates accompanying imports would have to be amended. 

Stakeholders generally felt that any extra cost from introducing labelling would be passed to 

consumers, though it can be seen from the previous section that this extra cost is expected to be 

minimal.  It was noted that one indirect way of transmitting any extra cost would be through the 

reduction of packaging size. 

No studies on the likely willingness to pay for labelling in Germany were identified by interviewees.  

However, stakeholders thought it unlikely that consumers would be willing to pay extra for 

information on stunning; a view coherent with the previous comments on the absence of a need for 

labelling and the lack of consumer interest.  However, some interviewees felt that there are some 

consumers who are willing to pay for broader, higher animal welfare products.  Several stakeholders 

noted that, in general terms, there is a difference between what consumers say they will do and how 

they act (the consumer paradox); in the end, price is the most important criteria at the time of purchase 

for the majority of German consumers. 

A7.2.7. Impacts on different groups 

Stakeholders were concerned about the potential for stigmatisation, particularly in the case of textual 

labelling using a negatively-perceived word (e.g. “Schaechtfleisch”).  Some interviewees expressed 
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concern that labelling would be exploited by anti-Muslim and anti-Jewish groups and that it would be 

dangerous for people to make false associations between Halal and the absence of stunning.  Two 

interviewees felt that it may be possible to combat this potential stigmatisation by communicating on 

the meaning of Halal and Kosher.  It was also noted that code based labelling, rather than words, could 

limit potential stigmatisation. 

Meat from unstunned animals is currently sold by a few specialist butchers and, according to one 

interviewee, if these butchers were to continue selling this meat following the introduction of 

labelling, the butchers themselves could be perceived negatively. 

There were some differences in the expected impacts on supply and price of meat for minority 

religious groups.  Most stakeholders felt that the impacts would be low, given that there is widespread 

acceptance (conscious or otherwise) of meat from stunned animals among German Muslims, and that 

those Muslims who reject stunning, plus Jewish consumers, will continue to obtain and consume meat 

from unstunned animals using imports if necessary.  However, other interviewees felt that the rejection 

of meat from unstunned animals could lead to higher prices for the Kosher segment in particular. 

A7.2.8. Existing information on pre-slaughter stunning 

One stakeholder was of the opinion that supermarket chains in Germany would only accept meat from 

stunned animals.  However, it was not possible to formally confirm this during the interviews. 

It was noted that there are several different Halal labelling schemes in Germany and that they have 

different criteria with regard to stunning. 

There is an independent, although government-approved, animal labelling scheme, Tierschutzlabel.  

Requirements are currently in place for pigs and poultry, with schemes for beef cattle, dairy cows and 

turkeys also under development.  The label covers various aspects of the supply chain including 

transport and slaughter.  Five slaughterhouses have been certified so far under this scheme which 

contains two levels: basic and advanced.  The scheme has thus far been successful, and products can 

be found in the multiple retailers, particularly in the north of Germany.  

The industry is developing a competing animal welfare initiative, “Initiative Tierwohl”.  This scheme 

will be run by food quality certification body QS.  Under the scheme, retailers will pay money to 

producers who are willing to upgrade some of their welfare standards.  However, the producer will not 

be obliged to upgrade all standards, only those that he/she wishes to upgrade.  The upgraded aspects 

will not be displayed on the final product, and it is unclear how the money will be transferred from 

retailer to farmer.  It is not clear if stunning is included in this initiative. 
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A7.3. Poland 

The Polish case study was carried out in February, 2014 using mainly face-to-face interviews with 

some supplementary telephone interviews.  The stakeholders were selected from an official list of 

consultation institutions and organisations provided by the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development.  The following organisations were interviewed: 

 Association of Polish Butchers and Meat Products Producers 

 Association Polish Meat 

 Foundation for Human Rights 

 Main Veterinary Inspection (GIW) 

 Ministry of Agriculture and Rural development 

 Muslim Religious Association in Republic of Poland 

 National Council for Poultry – Chamber of Commerce 

 Polish Halal Institute 

 Polish Lamb Association 

 Polish League for Animal Protection  

 Polish Meat Cattle Producers Association 

 Polish Medical-and-Veterinary Chamber 

Two organisations did not take up the opportunity to be consulted; one organisation, the Association 

of Polish Consumers, explained that this is not an issue that they follow: 

 Association of Polish Consumers 

 Religious Association of Jewish Communes in Republic of Poland 

A7.3.1. Background 

Although this project is concerned with whether animals are stunned or not prior to slaughter and not 

with religious slaughter, it is very difficult to maintain a separation of these issues in Poland because 

of recent changes in the way the slaughter of animals is regulated.  There is an animal protection law 

in Poland dating from 1997 which requires animals to be stunned prior to slaughter.  An amendment to 

this law was introduced in 2002 which removed the possibility to slaughter animals without pre-

stunning as a religious exception.  This introduced an inconsistency between Polish and EU legislation 

and in 2004 the Ministry of Agriculture introduced a regulation which allowed the ritual slaughter of 

animals without pre-stunning to bring Polish law in line with EU legislation.  This regulation was 

introduced without public debate and without informing the public of the change. 

This religious derogation has been used in Poland since 2004 by both the Muslim and Jewish 

communities to produce domestic kosher and halal meat from animals which had not been stunned 

prior to slaughter to meet the small domestic demand.  Most of the unstunned kosher and halal meat 

was exported with both the Muslim and Jewish communities certifying production.  However, the 

consensus among stakeholders is that some proportion of meat from animals which had not been 

stunned prior to slaughter was sold on the general market.  It is not possible to establish the volume of 
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this meat, but it is not thought to have been significant.  However, this introduced uncertainty and 

consumers could not be sure whether the meat they purchased came from animals which had or had 

not been stunned prior to slaughter. 

According to GIW, slaughter without pre-stunning was conducted in some 15-17 poultry plants and 22 

cattle slaughterhouses (there are only two big firms); there are 999 slaughterhouses operating in 

Poland.  The export market for beef, lamb and poultry meat from animals which have not been 

stunned prior to slaughter meat was very lucrative for Poland due to substantial demand and higher 

revenues.  Up until 2012 this market grew substantially to a value of some $650 million annually21.  

One of the most important markets for beef was Turkey, which had decreased considerably the rate of 

import duty.  Exports to Turkey amounted to just under 48,000 tonnes per year.  Lamb production is 

less important in Poland and most exports are live animals.  Approximately 30,000 tonnes of 

unstunned poultry meat was exported, mainly to Arab countries. 

However, on 27 November, 2012, Poland’s highest court, the Constitutional Tribunal, ruled that 

slaughter without prior stunning violates Poland’s constitution and animal protection law of 1997 

(amended in 2002) and banned the ritual slaughter of animals, by which was meant slaughter without 

prior stunning.  The Tribunal ruled that the regulation of the Ministry of Agriculture of September 4, 

2002 introducing the religious derogation expired on December 31, 2012.  With effect from January 1, 

2013, it has not been permitted to slaughter animals without pre-stunning in Poland.  This law has 

been enforced by the Constitutional Tribunal itself.   

This decision has caused economic problems for operators given the lucrative export markets and has 

resulted in pressure from religious groups, farmers and the meat industry which have campaigned to 

reverse the ban on slaughter without prior stunning.  This campaign has included a complaint to the 

European Commission.  The Polish Catholic Church has officially supported the Jewish and Muslim 

communities’ rights to freedom of religion and workshop. 

The Polish Government considered reintroducing the religious derogation, mainly because of 

economic pressure.  An amended law on animal protection was prepared and directed to the Sejm (the 

lower house of the Polish parliament), but this was rejected in July, 2013 on animal welfare grounds 

despite arguments put forward by the Chief Rabbi citing inconsistency between Poland’s laws on 

animal protection and on the protection of religious freedoms.  The existing position therefore remains 

that slaughter without pre-stunning is prohibited in Poland. 

However, there have been recent suggestions by the Jewish Telegraphic Agency (JTA) that animals 

were still being slaughtered in Poland for the kosher market without pre-stunning.  This was based on 

a letter which Michael Alper, Poland’s coordinator on kosher food, had sent to Poland’s veterinary 

inspection asking permission to slaughter 250 heads of cattle and to use electric current as a stunning 

method.  The JTA suggested that electrical stunning would have only been an excuse to carry out 

slaughter without stunning.  This incident resulted in Michael Alper being suspended from his duties 

by the Chief Rabbi and no further details emerged. 
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 http://forward.com/articles/180463/poland-chief-rabbi-may-quit-over-kosher-slaughter/  

http://forward.com/articles/180463/poland-chief-rabbi-may-quit-over-kosher-slaughter/


Study on information to consumers on the stunning of animals: Appendices 5-7 

DG SANTE Evaluation Framework Contract Lot 3 (Food Chain) 

 

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium              

240 

Although by no means clear, the inference is that Shechita killing had been ongoing in Poland despite 

the official ban.  However, Poland’s veterinarians, who are present in slaughterhouses, maintain that 

slaughter without stunning does not take place. 

The issue of pre-slaughter stunning became a significant political topic during the discussions on 

religious slaughter.  There was considerable economic and religious pressure on one hand and pressure 

from animal welfare groups on the other.  The parliamentary opposition took the opportunity to 

differentiate their position from the Government and there was substantial media interest in the debate, 

although this has since subsided.  However, stakeholders hold irreconcilable views and this was also 

reflected during the interviews conducted. 

A7.3.2. General reaction to the consultation paper 

The general stakeholder view on the consultation paper is that the results conform to expectations and 

indicate that it is not necessary to provide information on stunning to consumers who do not expect 

this.  No stakeholders expressed a different view on this, although all drew attention to the different 

results expected from asking the question in different ways.  

Stakeholder opinions on the absence of general consumer demand for information on stunning are 

based on their own experiences as well as on similar issues such as GMOs and country of origin 

labelling (COOL).  There has also been some research into consumer decision making processes by 

the meat industry and retail trade which is also in line with the consumer survey, although none of the 

stakeholders were aware of work carried out in Poland which would definitively confirm or contradict 

the findings of the consumer survey. 

A7.3.3. Consumer demand for information on stunning 

The main meat purchase decision criteria in Poland differ depending on the market segment.  

According to Regis (2013)22 the main purchase criteria are: sensory impressions (taste, appearance); 

and, quality and contents (fat, additives).  The report claims the price is not very important.  However, 

stakeholders do not always agree with this.  For example, beef processors suggest that the most 

important purchase decision factors are: availability of high quality product, price, quality assurance 

scheme and recipes delivered preparation instructions.  The retail sector believes that the most 

important purchase criterion is price followed by product origin, quality, shelf-life, tradition and brand 

loyalty.  Advertising is a factor for around a fifth of the population and perhaps around 15% of the 

population is motivated by ethical, environmental and social concerns.  Consumers are thought 

unlikely to associate quality with specific slaughter methods and the use of stunning, although it is 

accepted that reducing stress at slaughter results in better tasting meat. 

Interest in the issue of pre-slaughter stunning in Poland is triggered by the media, which looks for 

“sensationalist” topics, animal welfare organisations and veterinarians rather than consumers.  The 

main motivations for interest follow these groups, although there is some humanitarian interest where 
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 Regis/portalspozywczy.pl http://www.portalspozywczy.pl/mieso/wiadomosci/jakie-wedliny-kupuja-polacy-
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this encompasses animal welfare.  Interviews with stakeholders suggest that the Polish consumer 

believes that most meat sold at retail is Polish and that this is from animals which have been stunned 

prior to slaughter. 

As far as animal welfare is concerned, the Polish consumer is interested mainly in production and 

transport conditions.  None of the interviewed stakeholders claimed to have any evidence suggesting 

consumer demand for information on stunning before slaughter.  Most stakeholders do not want to see 

the introduction of labelling to indicate whether an animal was stunned or not prior to slaughter.  Only 

the veterinary association explained that the consumer has a right to have this information, regardless 

of whether he/she wants this. 

The stakeholders interviewed believe that there is no, or only very low, consumer demand for 

information on stunning.  This is borne out by a lack of consumer letters on the subject or relevant 

website hits.  The fact that all animals in Poland are stunned before slaughter would make such 

information redundant in any case.  Based on this lack of consumer demand, information on stunning 

methods used would also be irrelevant to consumers.  The stakeholder view is that most consumers do 

not want to associate meat with the slaughter of animals. 

A7.3.4. Consumer understanding of slaughter practices 

Stakeholders do not believe that Polish consumers have an understanding of slaughter practices.  This 

is confirmed by different studies23 on consumer behaviour, but is also reflected in the public 

discussions which take place on religious slaughter.  These discussions have proved that people on 

both sides of the argument are often misinformed.  Even organisations engaged in this debate are often 

not fully aware of the details of different methods of stunning and slaughter.  The discussion is 

dominated by emotion rather than facts. 

Consumers who wish to understand the slaughter process can access information from the media and 

the animal welfare organisations.  Information is typically provided when animal welfare issues are 

prominent in the media.  However, not all of this information is accurate or objective with information 

used to influence the debate.  The recent debate on religious slaughter saw the use of images on the 

internet designed to shock consumers rather than inform them objectively.  That said, accurate and 

non-sensationalist information is available to consumers, including from Muslim organisations, which 

set out clearly and accurately what religious slaughter entails.  The aim of this communication effort 

was to set out the facts and counter inaccurate and negative messages.  However, the consumer must 

be able to recognise accurate messages to understand them. 

The general perception from stakeholders is that consumers do not expect specific information on 

slaughter methods; they rely on slaughterhouses to follow appropriate animal welfare standards which 

reduce stress and pain. 
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 Piekut, M. (2008) Spożycie mięsa i przetworów mięsnych w gospodarstwach domowych.  Gospodarka 
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Stakeholders do not believe that the average consumer of meat and meat products can balance animal 

welfare considerations against cost; this is clearly reflected in purchase choice criteria which are 

dominated by quality and price.  Animal welfare and other ethical issues are only important for a small 

proportion of Polish consumers.  Consumers do not perceive a link between quality and 

stunning/slaughter method.  Further, where consumers are concerned about animal welfare there is no 

demonstrated willingness to pay for higher welfare products.  In many cases those with a particular 

interest in animal welfare do not feel that this should be related in any way to economics; those eating 

meat should be aware of the impact that this has on animals24. 

The interviews with stakeholders make clear that because there is no stunning without slaughter in 

Poland, labelling meat to indicate this will not provide information to consumers which can inform 

their purchase decision.  However, it is considered possible that the law banning religious slaughter in 

Poland could change (a new civil initiative is being prepared to have the ban revoked) and, if this 

happens, labelling to indicate whether animals have been stunned prior to slaughter would allow 

consumers to make an informed purchase decision.  However, stakeholders do not expect that this 

would become an important criterion for differentiating between meat products. 

A7.3.5. Consequences of introducing labelling 

Stakeholders have different opinions in terms of the consequences of introducing labelling on meat 

and meat products to indicate whether animals were stunned or not prior to slaughter.  The first 

conclusion is that as there is no slaughter without pre-stunning at the moment, information to 

communicate this will have no effect on consumption as there is no consumer choice to be made, at 

least with respect to domestic production.  That said, some representatives of the meat industry and 

producers of livestock foresee short and insignificant decreases in consumption resulting from slightly 

higher prices and a clearer connection between meat and animal slaughter.  Other stakeholders doubt 

that consumers will change consumption patterns on the basis of information in which they are not 

interested and conclude that there will be no decrease in meat purchases. 

Some stakeholders noted that some groups of people, especially those with a specific interest in animal 

welfare, could still be interested in labelling because some imported meat could originate from 

animals slaughtered without pre-stunning.  Labelling information would allow those who wish to 

avoid this meat to make an informed choice. 

Bearing in mind that information on stunning is generally not considered to be necessary, if it were to 

be introduced, a different colour label or a textual explanation to indicate where meat is from an 

animal which has not been stunned are the most frequently suggested ways of providing this 

information to consumers.  Some stakeholders pointed out that there is already insufficient space on 

the label to place all obligatory information and, for this reason, a numeric code would be a better 

method of communication on this issue.  However, it was acknowledged that there would then be a 

requirement to explain the meaning of the numeric codes used which reduces the information flow to 
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the consumer.  The general perception was that the relevant information was that meat is from an 

animal which has not been stunned, not the method used. 

Stakeholders do not think that there would be a substantial difference in impact depending on whether 

a textual explanation or a numeric code were to be used (the comment on the need for further 

information in respect of a numeric code notwithstanding).  Meat industry representatives prefer 

numeric codes because it requires less space on a label, but the retail trade prefers a textual 

explanation because this directly and quickly transfers a clear message. 

There were also divergent opinions with respect to whether labelling should apply to all meat.  There 

were two main views.  Some stakeholders believe that labelling should only apply to meat from 

animals which had not been stunned because this would address the information need where this 

exists.  This would also cover only a small proportion of the total supply of meat so it would be 

cheaper to implement and would also place the additional cost on the part of the market which is the 

exception to the norm. 

Other stakeholders hold the opinion that providing positive information to indicate that pre-slaughter 

stunning has been used would allow firms to build a specific image around this message, similar to 

organic food.  However, this would require cooperation along the supply chain.  

Stakeholders do not foresee any substantial impact on trade because any legislation would apply 

throughout the EU and would also apply to meat imported from third countries. 

A7.3.6. Costs and willingness to pay 

The meat supply chain in Poland was integrated prior to the ban on religious slaughter with 

slaughterhouses using pre-slaughter stunning or not according to demand.  However, some 

slaughterhouses did specialise in slaughter without prior stunning because this requires specialised 

equipment.  Stakeholders did not suggest that segmentation would take place if religious slaughter 

were to be permitted once again in Poland, partly because demand for religiously slaughtered 

(unstunned) animals from Jewish and Muslim communities would be small.  The reintroduction of 

religious slaughter would though allow slaughterhouses to reintroduce profitable exports.  Some 

specialisation might be expected due to the requirement for specialised equipment which not all 

slaughterhouses would wish to invest in. 

Stakeholders did not think that introducing labelling would require alteration to the meat supply chain.  

Traceability would be more problematic for processed products, although not insurmountable and this 

would not incur significant additional cost.  There would though be some additional cost associated 

with the additional traceability and identity preservation where carcases are mixed (minced meat and 

further processed products).  Stakeholders felt that this process is both technically and organisationally 

possible, although this is not something which the industry has considered in detail. 

The magnitude of additional costs is assessed by stakeholders as being small, although there have been 

no studies considering this.  Representatives from the meat industry tended to estimate costs at a 

higher level than other stakeholders; on the one hand this group might be expected to have a good idea 
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of the cost implications, but on the other there is the potential for bias given that this is the part of the 

supply chain that would have to meet these costs.  Stakeholders nearer the production end of the 

supply chain expressed concern that additional costs would be passed back to them through reduced 

prices rather than forward to retailers and ultimately consumers. 

The introduction of labelling would also imply some costs for the Competent Authority in terms of 

checking compliance.  According to the Ministry of Agriculture these would be mainly connected to 

the organisation of the system and the division of competences.  It is considered unlikely that the 

supply chain would absorb these costs which would be transmitted to consumers. 

There are no studies in Poland which have considered the willingness of consumers to pay costs 

associated with introducing labelling on this issue, but general consumer behaviour studies indicate 

that consumers would not be willing to pay given that interest in receiving information on whether 

animals are stunned or not is relatively low.  

It was difficult for stakeholders to assess the potential impact on trade.  The representatives of 

producers and processors claim that although additional information placed on the label would only 

increase their costs insignificantly, this would still negatively affect competitiveness in export markets 

which are very price sensitive.  The point was made that the amount of information on labels will have 

to increase with the implementation of Regulation (EC) No 1169/2011 to include, inter alia, 

information on nutrition and origin.  

In conclusion, stakeholders assessed, based on their experience of the Polish meat supply chain and 

the level of consumer interest in this issue, that consumers would not be willing to pay to receive 

information on whether animals were stunned or not prior to slaughter because this information would 

not provide added value.  However, in reality, consumers would probably not link small increases in 

costs with the provision of additional labelling information.   

A7.3.7. Impacts on different groups 

The group of consumers which will bear any additional costs from labelling will depend on how such 

a system is introduced.  Under the current situation in Poland, all domestic meat would either be 

labelled as coming from stunned animals or would not be labelled at all if the decision is to label only 

meat from unstunned animals.  There would therefore be no differential impact in either case.  

However, in the latter case, where only meat from unstunned animals would be labelled, there would 

be no additional costs in the Polish meat supply chain. 

Stakeholders feel that should the religious derogation be restored, and labelling introduced, the 

additional costs could be covered through the reopening of the (unstunned) religious export market.  

The impact on domestic prices would be small because the Jewish and Muslim market segments in 

Poland are very small.  Stakeholders felt that the impact on meat and meat products would be similar, 

although slightly higher for products as a result of the need for segregation of the supply chain and the 

need to use batch rather than continuous processing. 
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Stakeholders did not think that providing information on stunning would stigmatise certain social 

groups, especially if labelling applied to meat from both stunned and unstunned animals.  However, it 

should be noted that the debate surrounding the ban on the use of the religious derogation involved a 

great deal of hostility from some social groups directed towards Jews and Muslims, especially from 

groups in favour of higher animal rights.  Some stakeholders expressed concern that further 

discussions on this topic may result in negative attitudes towards religious minorities.  Stakeholders do 

not anticipate any difference in impacts resulting from the use of numeric codes or textual 

explanations.   

Muslim and Jewish communities have had no access to halal or kosher meat from domestic Polish 

production since the ban on the use of the religious derogation; these communities rely on imports 

which are not prohibited.  Stakeholders from both communities explained that they felt there right to 

religious freedom had been violated, but neither felt stigmatised as a result. 

A7.3.8. Existing information on pre-slaughter stunning 

Labelled quality assurance schemes in Poland, which cover the whole meat supply chain, have been in 

operation since 2010.  These mandate stunning before slaughter and communicate this to consumers 

through their requirements (but not on the label itself).  These schemes also have websites and 

Facebook profiles25.  The schemes are: QMP (Quality Meat Program) for beef and QAFP (Quality 

Assurance Food Program) for poultry meat.  Retail shops which sell meat and meat products marked 

with QMP or QAFP should also distribute information materials about these programmes and their 

requirements. 

Before 2013, meat produced for the halal and kosher market from unstunned animals was not 

identified as such, even though it sometimes appeared in “normal” retail shops.  It was therefore 

possible for consumers to purchase this meat whilst not being aware that they were doing so.  

However, prior to the retail stage, packaging for bovine carcasses and cuts are marked with UNECE26 

numeric codes which identify meat from pre-stunned animals (number 1), kosher meat (number 2) and 

halal meat (number 3) .  This system is designed to facilitate trade by developing and maintaining 

effective international trade-related instruments, norms and standards within the global economy as 

well as by reducing barriers to trade in all countries. 

Despite the fact that use of the quality schemes provides assurance that animals have been stunned 

prior to slaughter, many stakeholders were not aware of this which implies that consumer awareness is 

also probably low.  Stakeholders were also largely unaware that large multiple retailers operating in 

Poland, such as Tesco and Aldi, operate general assurance schemes which mandate pre-stunning for 

own-label products.  This was also the case prior to 2013 when some domestic meat could have 

originated from animals which had not been stunned prior to slaughter.  Again, based on awareness 

levels among stakeholders, it is considered unlikely that consumer awareness of this is high.   

                                           
25

 www.kochamwolowine.pl; facebook/dobrawolowina; www.facebook.com./JakoscQAFP. 
26

 United Nation Economic Commission for Europe: 

 http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/trade/agr/standard/meat/e/Bovine__Trade-326Rev1E.pdf.  

http://www.kochamwolowine.pl/
http://www.facebook.com./JakoscQAFP
http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/trade/agr/standard/meat/e/Bovine__Trade-326Rev1E.pdf
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A7.4. Spain 

The Spanish case study was carried out in February, 2014 using a mix of face-to-face interviews (the 

majority) and some telephone interviews.  The following organisations were interviewed: 

 AMACO (poultry slaughterhouse federation) 

 ANDA (Animal welfare organisation) 

 ANICE (Meat federation) 

 ASOPROVAC (Cattle rearing federation) 

 CEDECARNE (Federation of butcher) 

 Consejo General de Veterinarios (FVE member) 

 FCJE (Representative of the Jewish Community) 

 INC (governmental consumer agency) 

 INTEROVIC (Sheep rearing organisation) 

 MAGRAMA (Competent Authority) 

 OCU (Consumer organisation) 

 Propollo (poultry industry federation) 

 UCIDE (Representative of the Muslim community) 

Some organisations did not take up the opportunity to be consulted: 

 Instituto Halal (offered the chance to take part but due to availability issues indicated UCIDE as a 

suitable interlocutor). 

 MSSSI (referred the issue to INC and MAGRAMA). 

A7.4.1. Background 

Spain interprets the religious derogation of Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 as meaning that animals 

can either be unstunned, or can be stunned with parameters outside those in Annex 1 of the regulation.  

Implementation of the derogation is the responsibility of the Autonomous Communities (ACs) 

meaning that the modalities of implementation can differ.  Some Autonomous Communities use the 

derogation more than others.  Interviewees believed that the greatest use of the derogation was in 

Catalunia and Andalucia, driven primarily by the large Muslim populations in these ACs.  In contrast, 

it was reported that the derogation is not used at all in Galicia, though interviewees were unable to 

clarify if this was due to a prohibition of religious slaughter, or due to the absence of applications to 

slaughter under derogation. 

Estimating the proportion of production that is slaughtered under the derogation in Spain is not a 

simple task for two main reasons.  Firstly, the implementation of the derogation differs by region, and 

hence there is no common understanding of what the derogation means and no single source of data.  

Secondly, several interviewees reported that slaughterhouses which slaughter under the derogation are 

not specialised; they tend to slaughter for the mainstream market (i.e. with stunning in accordance 

with the parameters in Annex 1 of the Regulation) during the first part of the day, and then slaughter 
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under the derogation during some hours towards the end of the day.  It was explained that this allows 

them to adjust production to demand. 

According to data from the Competent Authority, 112 slaughterhouses are approved to carry out 

slaughter under the derogation.  According to the list of authorised establishments for Spain27, there are 

a total of 592 slaughterhouses, 454 of which slaughter beef, lamb/goat or poultry.  Slaughterhouses 

approved for slaughter under the derogation therefore represent 25% of all slaughterhouses producing 

beef, lamb/goat and poultry.  However, this does not mean that meat slaughtered under the derogation 

represents 25% of Spanish production; the size of slaughterhouses operating under the derogation is 

unknown as is the proportion of their production slaughtered under derogation.  On balance, evidence 

suggests that the proportion of animals slaughtered under derogation is likely to be substantially below 

25% of production of the relevant species, though it is not possible to entirely preclude the possibility 

that the proportion is higher.  In the context of estimating the proportion of meat produced under 

derogation, one interviewee noted that it would be necessary to complete such calculations at the EU 

level for them to be of use because meat produced in one Member State may be consumed in a 

different Member State within the single market; matching total EU supply and demand for meat 

produced under the derogation is therefore more meaningful than considering a Member State in 

isolation (even this excludes third country export, see below). 

With a few exceptions, interviewees generally acknowledged that the proportion of meat slaughtered 

under derogation may be higher than demand from domestic religious minorities due to intra and 

extra-EU trade (most notably North Africa with respect to Third Countries).  Data from FAOStat for 

the period 2010 and 2011 substantiates interviewee claims that Spain is a significant net exporter of 

sheep and goat meat, though the situation is somewhat less clear for the cases of beef and poultry28. 

Unfortunately data to substantiate the importance of meat trade flows with North Africa is not 

available from Comext at the time of writing.  One interviewee believed that, in the specific case of 

poultry, production of meat slaughtered under the derogation is below the level of domestic demand 

from religious minorities.  The explanation given for this was the acceptance of poultry meat stunned 

in accordance with Annex 1 of the Regulation by certain parts of the Muslim population which, 

following long periods in Spain, have become less strictly attached to their religion. 

There were conflicting views on the issue of whether meat slaughtered under the religious derogation 

was entering the mainstream market.  Several interviewees stated that slaughtering without stunning 

for the mainstream market was not of interest to producers due to the extra costs and complexity of 

slaughter without stunning.  However, various other interviewees believed that some meat produced 

under the derogation may be entering the mainstream market in Spain to a certain degree for various 

                                           
27

 http://rgsa-web-aesan.msssi.es/rgsa/resultado_ue.jsp, accessed 25 March 2014. 
28

 Data from AVEC for 2010 suggests that Spain is a marginal net importer of poultry, though data from 

FAOStat contradicts this and suggests that it is a net exporter.  Various data sources, including the industry 

source ASOPROVAC suggests that Spain fluctuates around the self-sufficiency level for beef. 

http://rgsa-web-aesan.msssi.es/rgsa/resultado_ue.jsp
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reasons, either the rejection of certain cuts by religious minorities29, or miscalculation of production, or 

a deliberate effort to slaughter without stunning for reasons of production flexibility.  Interviewees 

commented that estimating the extent to which meat from animals slaughtered under the derogation 

enters the mainstream market is not possible as the systems to measure this are not in place (as noted 

above).  Nonetheless, two interviewees provided estimations based on personal judgement.  One 

believed that under 70-80% of meat slaughtered under the derogation for Muslim consumers was sold 

under Halal certification schemes, implying that the remaining 20-30% may be entering the 

mainstream market.  Another interviewee believed that over 90% of the meat on general sale is 

derived from stunned animals, implying that the balance may be from unstunned animals.  One 

interviewee noted that meat slaughtered under the derogation on the mainstream market is likely to be 

higher in the case of sheep and cattle due to the issue of unused cuts. 

Interviewees unanimously agreed that Halal and kosher meat have specific distribution channels in 

Spain; generally specialist butchers.  Such meat can only be found in multiple retailers in a few areas 

with high Muslim populations such as Catalunia and Andalucia.  Interviewees noted that both the 

production and distribution of Halal and kosher meat tended to cluster around areas with high levels of 

Muslim and Jewish populations. 

According to interviewees, the mains stunning methods used in Spain are: 

 Poultry – electrical waterbath (almost exclusively) 

 Cattle – captive bolt (almost exclusively) 

 Sheep and goat – electric (majority)30 

Interviewees noted that there are several Halal certification schemes in Spain, with the main ones 

being Instituto Halal (in Cordoba) and separate schemes run by mosques in Madrid, Ceuta and Melilla.  

According to evidence collected, stunning with certain parameters outside those in Annex 1 is 

acceptable in the case of poultry, though the majority of Halal poultry is slaughtered without stunning.  

Captive bolt stunning is not be accepted for cattle, and so the standard slaughter process uses a cage 

which gently turns the cow prior to slaughter, during which the cut is carefully completed in a smooth 

motion by a Muslim slaughterman.  No information was provided with respect to sheep and goats. 

It was noted that there are currently ongoing discussions, both in Spain and the EU, on the 

standardisation of Halal production. 

A7.4.2. General reaction to the consultation paper 

                                           
29

 It was explained that in the case of kosher, this will be the hindquarters, unless they are porged which is rare 

due to the cost implications.  In the case of Halal, this may be the blood of the animal as it is not acceptable to 

Muslims to consume blood. 
30

 It was noted that, in the context of sheep, there are issues with electrical stunning in Spain.  The average 

animal weight is generally lower than in other Member States, and so the parameter in the annex are 

disproportionately high for the animal’s weight, resulting in broken bones and other damages to the meat. 
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The reaction amongst stakeholders to the consultation paper setting out the findings from our 

consumer survey suggested that it accurately presented consumer views on this issue.  No conflicting 

evidence was presented with respect to any of the findings.  No attempts were made to challenge the 

survey methodology or top line findings.  Some interviewees expressed mild surprise at more specific 

findings, more specifically: that even two interviewees from the 13,500 identified animal welfare at 

slaughter as a purchasing criteria; that when prompted consumers expressed a fairly high level of 

interest in receiving information on stunning given that it is normally a taboo subject; and that the 

level of interest in northern Member States is a bit lower than would have been expected. 

It was also noted that Spain was closer to the EU-10 in terms of results where Member State 

information was presented. 

A7.4.3. Consumer demand for information on stunning 

Interviewees confirmed that there was an attempt to introduce labelling to indicate where meat was 

from animals which had not been stunned prior to slaughter in Spain in 2010/11.  However, this was 

not a public debate; it occurred entirely behind closed doors.  The initiative came from the ministry of 

health (MSSSI/ASEAN), which believed that meat from animals slaughtered under the religious 

derogation was being sold in the mainstream market which was misleading for consumers.  The 

intention was to introduce the labelling through a real decreto, which does not require political 

discussion.  There was some discussion with stakeholders, a proposal was sent to the Commission and 

it was immediately rejected on the basis of being outside the competence of Member States.  There 

was no study to ascertain the level of consumer demand for such labelling; the proposal was based on 

the principle of not misleading the consumer.  It is also unclear whether the Ministry of Health had 

compiled data to measure the extent to which meat from unstunned animals was in fact entering 

mainstream sales channels at that time. 

Interviewees believed that there is little Spanish consumer demand for labelling at present.  Generally, 

there is little interest in the issue of slaughter; it is considered a taboo topic which consumers wish to 

be handled without them having to know the details.  Food chain topics of interest to consumers in 

recent years have been origin, traceability, allergens, food content and cooking.  Some interviewees 

noted that there has been some interest in issues related to animal welfare, specifically on-farm 

including production systems and feed.  However, various interviewees noted that the most important 

factors for Spanish consumers when buying meat are quality and price.  The findings regarding 

consumer interest and the importance of certain factors were corroborated by evidence from 

MAGRAMA/MARM on labelling and meat purchasing preferences dating from 2006 and 2008 

respectively. 

Despite the general agreement among interviewees that the Spanish consumer is not interested 

specifically in labelling connected to stunning, some interviewees believed that this did not equate to 

the absence of a need for such labelling.  One interviewee noted that the issue of animals slaughtered 

under derogation entering the mainstream market simply has not been discussed in Spain, and were the 

Spanish consumer aware that meat produced under the derogation could enter the standard market, 

he/she would want to know the provenance of the meat purchased.  Another interviewee explained that 
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the Spanish consumer simply does not understand what Halal and Kosher meat production entails 

because the retail channels are separate and the issue has not been discussed.  While one interviewee 

noted that the issue of labelling was connected to the consumer’s right to know when exceptions from 

standard practice have occurred, other interviewees believed that introducing such labelling would 

necessitate debate of an issue that is not of interest to the majority of consumers.  A third group of 

interviewees believed it would be useful to educate the consumer in terms of slaughter practices, but 

that labelling is not the correct method of doing this given that labelling should facilitate consumer 

choice; knowledge of whether stunning has been used or not is not perceived by this group of 

interviewees to inform consumer choice. 

Several stakeholders believed that, given the results of the consumer consultation, lack of consumer 

interest in the subject, and that knowledge of stunning method is unlikely to affect consumer choice31, 

any form of information on stunning was not relevant for consumers.  However, this was not a 

unanimous view.  One interviewee believed that information on the use of the religious derogation 

only was relevant for consumers.  This view was reinforced by some other interviewees who, while 

they believed that information was not relevant in all cases, felt that where it was relevant it should 

relate only to the use of the religious derogation; one interviewee stated that labelling a standard 

legislative requirement (i.e. stunning) could be considered misleading.  Another interviewee observed 

that while identifying meat from unstunned animals may provide sufficient information for the 

consumer, it would make sense to add the method used at the same time, though others believed such 

information would be irrelevant, excessive and not understood by consumers in any case (see below). 

A7.4.4. Consumer understanding of slaughter practices 

Stakeholders were unanimous in their view that the average Spanish consumer does not understand the 

slaughter process.  Several noted that slaughter is a taboo subject; as a rule, consumers do not want to 

know how the animal died, or in some cases even associate meat with an animal.  The only exception 

identified in terms of knowledge was vegetarians; this group is considered likely to have a good 

understanding of slaughter methods and this is often a causal factor in the decision not to eat meat.  It 

was noted that in the case of poultry, there may be a slightly stronger connection between meat and the 

animal than for beef and lamb, and that consumers may have more knowledge on poultry slaughter 

methods as a result. 

Several stakeholders stated that consumers may be unaware of the fact that some Halal and all Kosher 

meat is slaughtered without stunning.  That said, one commented that consumer interest in the 

meaning of Halal and Kosher meat has increased in recent times as it has become available in some 

supermarkets; it is unclear whether or not this Halal meat comes from stunned animals, but evidence 

                                           
31

 Generally interviewees believed that information on stunning would not enhance consumer choice give the 

stunning method has no noticeable impact on the end product. That said it should be noted that in the case of 

poultry the method of stunning can affect the visual appearance of the meat, though prior evidence suggests it is 

doubtful that Spanish consumers would be able to associate the visual appearance of poultry meat with a specific 

stunning method. A couple of interviewees did believe that consumer choice would be enhanced through the 

ability to choose higher animal welfare products or to avoid the imposition of other beliefs. 
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suggests that  at least some of the meat is from unstunned animals. It was noted that the subject of 

religious minorities carrying out some slaughter without stunning is potentially controversial and, as a 

result, actors including animal welfare organisations have not made efforts to communicate on the 

subject. 

Stakeholders confirmed that there has not been a recent, significant public debate on the subject of 

stunning, animal welfare at slaughter or slaughter for specific religious groups in Spain.  One recent 

article32 in a consumer magazine covering the subject of broader animal welfare touched briefly on the 

issue of animal welfare at slaughter.  However, beyond this no media articles or concrete debates on 

the issue were identified by interviewees and no stakeholders, including the Competent Authority, 

declared that they had communicated on the subject.  

While the issue of stunning and slaughter has not been debated publically, there have been several 

discussions at industry/stakeholder level about various technical aspects of stunning.  One stakeholder 

also commented that there has been a recent discussion of the issue of meat from unstunned animals 

entering the conventional food chain in an academic and independent expert group33. 

Trust was considered an important issue in the context of purchasing meat.  Consumers are understood 

to place particular trust in butchers which represent 34% of all meat sales in Spain by value34.  The 

expectation would be that concerned consumers would ask about their butcher any questions they 

might have about slaughter35. 

Beyond butchers, Spanish consumers would receive information on slaughter practices from: 

1. The media, which may be particularly important in the case of young or urban populations.  It 

was commented that the media only tends to communicate on food chain issues when there is a 

problem, which in turn can result in consumers who obtain their knowledge from the media 

having negative perceptions. 

2. First-hand experience relating to traditional, rather than industrial methods of slaughter.  This is 

of particular relevance for rural populations, in particular the older generation, but obviously is 

not relevant to modern production methods. 

In view of consumers’ limited knowledge of stunning and slaughter, stakeholders pointed out that any 

labelling would have to be accompanied by a campaign in order to explain the labelling and provide 

further information to consumers. 

Questions were raised by interviewees over the capacity of consumers to understand labelling and the 

difference between expressed interest and willingness to pay (the consumer paradox).  According to 

the findings of a 2006 study by MAGRAMA/MARM, 61.2% of Spanish consumers claim to read 

labels on food.  On a scale of 0 (difficult) to 10 (easy), consumers rated the ease of finding information 

                                           
32

 In OCU 338 January 2014. 
33

 CYTALI. 
34

 43% of fresh beef, 42% of fresh lamb and 30% of fresh poultry. 
35

 It was reported that butchers had been asked about rearing systems and feed, but not about slaughter. 



Study on information to consumers on the stunning of animals: Appendices 5-7 

DG SANTE Evaluation Framework Contract Lot 3 (Food Chain) 

 

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium              

253 

on labels as 5.9, suggesting a certain degree of difficulty.  While several stakeholders felt that the 

information requested by consumers exceeds what they actually read, no evidence was provided to 

substantiate this view. 

Some interviewees also raised the issue of how much information it is necessary to provide on a label; 

these believed that information on stunning would simply add to already superfluous information on 

labels.  However, the 2006 study by MARM/MAGRAMA suggests that, while there is a group of 

consumers who already believe that there is too much information on labels and it should be 

simplified, this group is a minority, albeit a substantial one (40.7%). 



Study on information to consumers on the stunning of animals: Appendices 5-7 

DG SANTE Evaluation Framework Contract Lot 3 (Food Chain) 

 

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium              

254 

A7.4.5. Consequences of introducing labelling 

Some interviewees believed that the introduction of labelling could have negative impacts on either 

meat consumption and/or the image of the sector.  This impact was expected to be potentially more 

significant in the case that information were to be provided in verbal or graphic form36, or if the 

introduction of labelling were to be followed by a campaign to provide information on the slaughter 

process.  While some interviewees believed impacts would be longer-term through an outright 

rejection of meat by some consumers, others believed that any impacts on demand would only be 

short-term.  Another group of interviewees doubted that labelling would have any significant impact 

on meat consumption, though this group did believe that there could be some shifts in consumption 

patterns (an avoidance of meat from animals which had not been stunned) and the industry would need 

a short period to adapt production to new consumption patterns. 

While no major impact on the prevalence of stunning is considered likely if labelling were to be 

introduced, several interviewees would expect some specialisation in the slaughter sector to focus on 

either stunned or unstunned production for religious markets; slaughterhouses are considered unlikely 

to produce both as is currently the case.  Only a small number of the 112 slaughterhouses currently 

producing meat under the religious derogation are expected to continue and these would be 

concentrated in areas with high Muslim and Jewish populations (such as Catalunia and Andalucia).  

Such specialisation might lead to an increase in the distance between livestock production and end 

markets (with related economic, social and environmental impacts), plus the complete separation of 

the meat supply chain into meat from stunned and from unstunned animals.  One interviewee noted 

that there may be very marginal changes in the use of certain stunning methods in the case that 

labelling extended to the method used. 

In a related point, one interviewee commented that freshness of meat and its appearance is important 

for Spanish consumers, as witnessed by the large number of slaughterhouses which enable the local 

slaughter of animals.  Any labelling system which resulted in changes to the geographical 

concentration and/or changes in stunning method which would affect the visual appearance of meat 

could have an impact on consumer acceptance37. 

Stakeholders from all groups noted that the introduction of labelling might impact on trade, generally 

in terms of imports.  Two methods of imposing a labelling requirement on imports from Third 

Countries were identified by interviewees: 

1. The inclusion of the requirement in Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009, as this regulation must be 

complied with by Third Countries wishing to export to the EU. 

2. The introduction of the requirement through bilateral negotiations. 

                                           
36

 Notable examples provided of labelling methods which could adversely impact demand were: 1. A precise 

verbal description of the stunning; 2. A graphic message/logo, as has been placed on cigarette packs. 
37

 Poultry was mentioned as a particularly example in this context; Spanish consumers expect pink poultry meat 

without blood clots (resulting from the electrical waterbath method) rather than white poultry meat (resulting 

from CAS systems). 
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The first option was seen as likely to be more effective, given that it could be difficult to introduce the 

labelling requirement during negotiations with some third countries. 

While some interviewees could not foresee impacts on exports, one noted that third country markets 

are inflexible in terms of price, meaning that any increase in cost arising from new requirements must 

be borne by the industry and/or domestic consumer (they cannot be transmitted to third country 

consumers). 

Stakeholders of all types generally believed that in the case that labelling were introduced, a code 

system would be preferable to a textual description as it would be less pejorative and would minimise 

issues of stigmatisation.  That said, two stakeholders pointed out that words would be easier for the 

consumer to understand. 

As mentioned above, impacts on consumption were expected to be greater in the case of textual or 

graphic labelling, particularly if this mentions the stunning method.  The labelling of stunning method 

would also be more complex for the meat supply chain to implement, though it has been seen in the 

case of Spain that certain stunning methods dominate, hence reducing the potential complexity for 

meat slaughtered inside Spain. 

A7.4.6. Costs and willingness to pay 

While all interviewees acknowledged that there would be extra costs for the meat supply chain, they 

were divided on the magnitude of these costs.  Industry interviewees tended to argue that 

implementing the labelling and necessary traceability would imply a cost.  This was mentioned in the 

context that meat production costs are already higher in the EU than in the rest of the world (at least 

partly from legislative requirements), and that the industry is already squeezed and hence cannot 

support further additional cost.  

One interviewee explained that the supply chain for meat and meat products in Spain is not heavily 

integrated and, as a result, traceability along the chain would be more complex, with the later stages 

reliant on effective traceability in the earlier stages.  

However, other interviewees believed that the introduction of traceability systems would not be 

complex.  One interviewee observed that when it is in the industry’s interest to introduce a traceability 

system, as was the case following the horsemeat scandal, it is able to find a way of introducing an 

effective system; another noted that considerably more complicated traceability requirements have 

already been successfully introduced such as animal identification and traceability legislation.  Two 

interviewees believed that the administrative systems for registering data on stunning would not 

require extra resources as it would just be a further parameter to add to the existing traceability 

systems. 

Interviewees tended to agree that the traceability, cost impacts and complexity for the supply chain 

would be greater in the case of processed product than in the case of fresh products.  Two interviewees 

suggested that a threshold for meat as an ingredient would have to be introduced in order to avoid the 

labelling of products where meat is only a minor ingredient.  One interviewee suggested 10% as a 
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possible threshold, while others simply believed that labelling products with meat as an ingredient 

(rather than fresh meat and meat products) was not feasible.  One interviewee, while acknowledging 

the difficulty in labelling processed products, added that the fresh meat chain tends to be more 

receptive to labelling requirements while the processed and catering sectors more often than not avoid 

this pressure due to exemption from requirements.  This was considered to be due to the market 

concentration and power of the processing industry, which in turn allow the industry being able to 

exert the necessary influence to avoid labelling requirements in many cases. 

One interviewee warned that the burden from new legislative and labelling requirements would affect 

butchers disproportionally.  Butchers in Spain tend to be small, two person businesses; owners are on 

average 45-50 years old; and people working in butchers tend to have attained a basic level of 

education and the industry by nature has a high stock turnover rate.  All these factors suggest that the 

administrative burden would be high for these outlets and the introduction of new requirements might 

be particularly challenging.  In addition to this, retailers and butchers are the first line of contact with 

consumers, meaning that they will have to address most consumer queries arising from any new 

labelling; retailers would require training in order to be fulfil these administrative and information 

roles.  This training may be costly and, at least for butchers, some stakeholders feel would need to be 

face-to-face. 

It was also noted that there might be consolidation of suppliers in the meat supply chain as retailers 

seek to avoid having to segregate and identity preserve meat.  This could both reduce retailer sourcing 

flexibility and encourage the development of larger suppliers at the expense of SMEs. 

While the national level bodies MAGRAMA (Ministry of Agriculture) and MSSSI (Ministry of 

Health) are the Competent Authorities for the co-ordination of control activities, it is the authorities in 

the 17 ACs which perform the actual controls.  The introduction of labelling would therefore imply an 

increase in the workload of the ACs due to the need to perform more inspections to ensure 

conformation with the labelling requirements.  Theoretically the ACs would need to be able to check 

the traceability of every piece of meat in slaughterhouses, cutting plants and points of sale.  

Interviewees were not able to provide concrete estimates of the costs for the ACs of ensuring 

compliance with any labelling requirements.  However, it was noted by interviewees that such a 

labelling system could result in an increased risk of fraud given that certain cuts from some animals 

may not be easy to sell if labelled as being from an animal which was not stunned prior to slaughter.  

One interviewee added that controls would probably be difficult to enforce because they would have 

to be paper based; there is no way of testing the final product. 

Regardless of interviewees’ views on the need for labelling, there was agreement that the introduction 

of any labelling would need to be accompanied by education campaigns.  

In the case of the labelling of eggs with production method, an information campaign was funded by a 

combination of the industry (60%) and the EU and Spanish government (40%).  The focus of the 

campaign was more related to traceability than it was on information on the production systems.  One 

interviewee believed that the information campaign on beef origin labelling provided a more 
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appropriate comparator for the style and scale of the campaign that would be needed if labelling were 

to be introduced. 

While interviewees largely believed the burden of an information campaign should fall upon the 

Competent Authority, or the EU (on the basis that any labelling would be mandatory and not 

instigated by the industry), one interviewee believed that the consumer facing end of the industry 

would have no choice but to communicate on the issue to some extent. 

No studies on willingness to pay in Spain were identified by interviewees and interviewees were 

divided on this issue.  One group believed that there is a significant difference between what 

consumers may say and how they act (the consumer paradox), and that in the current economic 

climate in Spain, price is crucial; this has been demonstrated in recent years through a shift in 

consumption from red meat to poultry and eggs as cheaper sources of protein.  A second group 

believed that there is a minority which is willing to pay for higher welfare products and/or that any 

additional cost would be small.  However, a 2009 study from MARM showed that in the case of the 

poultry sector at least, additional costs tend to be borne by the industry rather than transmitted to the 

consumer. 

A7.4.7. Impacts on different groups 

Stakeholders were conscious of the sensitivity of labelling in terms of the stigmatisation of religious 

minorities.  This sensitivity ranged from an awareness of the potential for stigmatisation at the point of 

sale if a textual explanation were provided, to fears of more widespread stigmatisation simply as a 

result of the introduction of labelling.  There was particular concern that labelling could lead citizens 

to view Halal and Shechita methods of slaughter as cruel without really understanding them.   

It should be noted in this context that the issue of religious slaughter and stunning has not yet been 

publically discussed; some stakeholders indicated that public discussions had been deliberately 

avoided due to the potential problems such discussions could bring.  This suggests that the potential 

for stigmatisation in Spain in the case of the introduction of labelling could be quite high, and as noted 

by one interviewee, could lead to wider debates on immigration and religious minorities. 

Stakeholders were divided on the potential impacts on supply and price of meat for minority religious 

groups.  One group believed that impacts would be none or negligible, but another group felt that there 

could be quite significant impacts.  The difference in stakeholder viewpoints could be explained by the 

differences in general impacts expected from the introduction of labelling (as identified above).  

Stakeholders expecting no significant impact on supply and price for minority groups argued that these 

groups would continue to produce meat under the religious derogation regardless of labelling 

requirements; slaughterhouses are expected to make economically rational production choices.  Those 

stakeholders expecting more substantial impacts on supply and price for minority groups believed 

these would occur through the following mechanisms: 

 The complete specialisation of slaughterhouses producing meat from animals which have not 

been stunned prior to slaughter, leading to a smaller number of slaughterhouses producing for 
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religious minority markets, hence larger distances (and cost) for meat to be transported, and 

issues of supply in some areas of Spain. 

 The possible avoidance by multiple retailers of meat from animals which have not been pre-

stunned following public debate which would accompany the introduction of labelling. 

 Higher price for Kosher meat due to rejection of the (unstunned) hindquarters by non-Jewish 

consumers 

It was also noted that any significant impacts on supply and price could provide incentives for illegal 

slaughter, production and subsequently marketing of Halal and Kosher meat. 

A7.4.8. Existing information on pre-slaughter stunning 

No interviews identified any labelling schemes in Spain which have requirements for pre-slaughter 

stunning.  Labelling schemes approved by the Competent Authority are listed on the homepage of the 

Ministry of Agriculture, and none have been identified as having conditions related to the stunning of 

the animal.  There is no higher animal welfare labelling scheme in Spain. 

No interviewees were able to confirm whether retailers have their own requirements covering 

stunning; retailers take the line that they conform to legislative requirements, without entering into 

further details and their precise requirements are considered confidential.  One interviewee noted that 

their limited experience of discussing animal welfare issues with one of the larger upmarket Spanish 

retailers suggests that it is unlikely that retailers have specific criteria for stunning. 

It was confirmed that labelling schemes for Halal meat contain requirements limiting stunning.  In the 

case of Kosher meat, no significant labelling scheme was identified.  It was noted that Spanish Jewish 

consumers will purchase meat based on confidence they have in the handling of the meat; therefore 

trust of the seller/provider is very important. 
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A7.5. Sweden 

The Swedish case study was carried out in March, 2014 using face-to-face interviews preceded by 

some telephone interviews in February.  The following organisations were interviewed: 

 Animal Welfare Sweden 

 COOP Sverige 

 Federation of Swedish Farmers  

 Food and Animal Division, Ministry for Rural Affairs 

 National Board of Agriculture 

 National Food Agency 

 Svenskt Kött 

 Swedish Centre of Animal Welfare 

 Swedish Meat Industry Association 

 Swedish Poultry Meat Association 

 Swedish Veterinary Association 

 Vi Konsumenter 

Some organisations did not take up the opportunity to be consulted, although one submitted brief 

written comments: 

 ICA 

 Judiska Församlingen 

 Swedish Consumers’ Association 

 Qibbla Halal Meat 

A7.5.1. Background 

Slaughter without stunning was banned in Sweden for animal welfare reasons in 1937 following a 20-

30 year discussion.  Although there were some anti-Semitic views at the time, this was not the main 

factor in the debate (Metcalf, 1989)38.  This measure was the first piece of animal welfare legislation in 

Sweden which went beyond simply preventing cruelty.  Sweden negotiated the right not to permit the 

use of the religious derogation under Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 meaning that it is not possible to 

slaughter animals in Sweden without prior stunning. 

Historically, some religious groups have exerted pressure to allow slaughter without stunning, but this 

has not amounted to a specific campaign as such.  There have though been periodic attempts by 

religious groups to change the law in Parliament to allow the use of the religious derogation, but a 

majority in favour has never been achieved. 

                                           
38

 Metcalf, M.F (1989) “Regulating slaughter.  Animal protection and Anti-Semitism in Scandinavia, 1880-

1941”.  Patterns of Prejudice, Vol 23 No 3 1989, 
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The Jewish population in Sweden is of a scale where, according to one stakeholder, Kosher production 

would not be economically attractive and demand for Kosher meat is in any case not high; Kosher 

meat is imported by those who demand it.  Although the Muslim population in Sweden has increased 

rapidly to around 400,000 (almost 4.5% of the population), the majority were described by one 

stakeholder as secular, i.e. do not require Halal food.  While the majority of Swedish Muslims are 

thought to accept stunning in the production of Halal meat, some groups would like access to meat 

from animals which have not been stunned.  This issue was last widely raised as a concern in April 

2013 when traces of pigmeat were found in samples of beef and general concerns about the integrity 

of the meat supply chain were voiced.  The main domestic producer of Halal meat is Qibbla which has 

a clear company statement that all their meat is from stunned animals, whatever its origin39. 

The lack of domestic meat from animals which have not been stunned prior to slaughter does not 

translate into a lack of concern over this issue; some Swedish consumers are concerned that imported 

meat and meat products might be produced from unstunned animals without their knowledge.  In fact, 

some stakeholders stated that many Swedish consumers would expect imported meat to be treated in 

the same way as Swedish meat and would therefore be shocked to discover that it might have 

emanated from animals which had not been stunned prior to slaughter. 

Imports are important in the overall supply of meat in Sweden accounting for 49% of domestic beef 

consumption, 68% of lamb and 35% of poultry in 201340.  Imports are disproportionately used in the 

catering sector which is more price sensitive than the retail sector41; one stakeholder explained that 

almost all meat used in the catering and processing sectors is imported42.  Imports of beef tend to be 

drawn mainly from Ireland, Brazil and Argentina with imported lamb originating in New Zealand and, 

to a lesser extent, Ireland.  Poultry is often imported from Denmark and Brazil where the Swedish 

industry has some concerns in terms of how birds are stunned prior to slaughter (anecdotally there is a 

view that parameters outside Annex I of Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 are used).  However, no 

stakeholders claimed to know what proportion of imported meat might be from animals which were 

                                           
39

 Despite the fact that Halal slaughter in Sweden is all performed with pre-stun, one stakeholder doubted that 

consumers realised this and added that consumers often found this hard to believe even when told. 
40

 www.jordbruksverket.se.    
41

 One stakeholder explained that some imported meat is sold at a premium, for example, Irish beef is sometimes 

sold as “grass fed”. 
42

 There is a long-standing issue over procurement in the institutional catering sector in Sweden with companies 

perceived to be not allowed to specify the use of Swedish production.  There have been attempts by institutional 

caterers to impose animal welfare requirements on suppliers, but these have apparently led to court cases.  

However, the government says that institutional caters could make demands for meat to be from stunned 

animals, although it is not clear whether any actually do.  One argument against doing so is that this is not 

something that can be easily verified.  Another argument is that slaughtering under the religious derogation is 

legal in most Member States and therefore this is not an issue to be used to discriminate between suppliers.  The 

Swedish Environmental Management Council, a government expert body on environmental and other 

sustainable procurement, has developed procurement criteria for animal welfare for counties to use in 

procurement.  However, the debate with regard to sourcing on criteria other than price remains ongoing. 

http://www.jordbruksverket.se/
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not stunned prior to slaughter, although one said that there is an unsubstantiated suspicion that 

hindquarters from animals killed for the Kosher market enter the Swedish market. 

Swedish retailers though require that all imported meat, i.e. fresh and in products, own label or 

branded, is produced from animals which have been stunned prior to slaughter43.  The fresh meat 

supply chain is subject to a robust due diligence procedure going beyond legal requirements.  As a 

result of this approach, it is considered very unlikely by stakeholders that fresh meat from unstunned 

animals is available through the Swedish retail sector.  It is, however, considered possible that meat 

from unstunned animals might be present in the processed product market.  To mitigate against this, 

some Swedish retailers have instigated additional, risk-based, follow-ups beyond due diligence on 

meat suppliers based in Belgium, France and Germany (suppliers in other Member States are also 

followed up where this is considered necessary). 

Stakeholders reported a degree of confusion amongst Swedish consumers with respect to the 

production of Halal meat; some consumers will assume that this is produced without stunning, which 

is not actually the case in Sweden.  There have been cases where parents have in particular been 

concerned that Halal meat has been served to children in school canteens and some stakeholder 

organisations, such as Animal Welfare Sweden, have become involved in this debate to explain that 

stunning prior to slaughter should not be considered to be a religious issue given the acceptance of 

stunning as Halal by Swedish Muslims.  Some stakeholders feel that labelling meat to indicate whether 

the animal had been stunned or not would avoid this confusion. 

The issue in Sweden is not that there might be appreciable quantities of meat for sale from animals 

which were not stunned prior to slaughter, rather that consumers might not know that they are buying 

meat from animals which had not been stunned prior to slaughter. 

Stakeholders raised concerns that whilst labelling would provide information to consumers buying 

meat at retail, the real potential for an information gap is actually processed meat products and meat 

sold through the catering sector and certainly the latter would not be addressed through labelling. 

One stakeholder explained the necessity of ensuring that any labelling would be consistent across the 

EU, i.e. a label indicating that an animal had been stunned prior to slaughter would have to mean that 

the stunning was in accordance with the methods and parameters set out in Regulation (EC) No 

1099/2009 in all cases.  This implies a need to ensure that each Member State implements (and 

enforces) the Regulation in the same way; there are concerns in the Swedish meat industry that this is 

not currently the case with the (unsubstantiated) suggestion that some Member States are not enforcing 

the use of the parameters in Annex I of Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009.  Only if there was confidence 

in the use of the parameters would labelling provide meaningful information to consumers. 

A7.5.2. General reaction to the consultation paper 

Most stakeholders did not have any comment on the findings of the consumer survey contained within 

the consultation paper presented to them.  However, one expressed surprise that consumer interest in 

                                           
43

 It may be the case that some retailers only extend this policy to own-labelled products. 
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labelling to indicate whether an animal was stunned or not prior to slaughter was not higher and 

contrasted the findings to a survey carried out by BEUC in 2012 which showed that 37% of Swedish 

consumers thought country of origin labelling important to help them avoid food from countries about 

which they had ethical concerns44.  However, another stakeholder felt that our survey results were in 

line with Swedish surveys which showed similar results in terms of the desire for labelling on this 

issue.  Two other stakeholders said that they felt the results were unsurprising, although one would 

have hoped for greater support for labelling. 

No evidence was referred to or provided to indicate that our survey findings could be challenged. 

A7.5.3. Consumer demand for information on stunning 

The Swedish National Food Agency receives between five and ten questions a year on the issue of 

meat from animals which had not been stunned prior to slaughter.  The National Board of Agriculture 

receives rather more enquiries and it was noted that there was more interest in this topic in early 2014 

due to media coverage. 

Other stakeholders put forward a range of views on consumer demand for information on stunning.  

One felt that a lack of debate on this specific issue meant that the position of the Swedish consumer is 

not known, but another suggested that a range of consumer surveys in Sweden report that 15-20% of 

consumers want to make more informed purchase decisions and labelling in respect of stunning would 

help to facilitate this.  Animal welfare organisations have been involved in campaigns asking for 

labelling which suggests that members of these organisations are interested in receiving information at 

the point of sale.  A retailer explained that this issue is seen as one of the top consumer concerns, 

along with animal welfare in production and transport, although another stakeholder felt these are 

greater concerns for Swedish consumers (along with antibiotic use).  Another stakeholder placed this 

issue in the top five consumer issues in the meat supply chain.  However, an animal welfare 

organisation felt that while this was not one of the most important consumer issues, it was a persistent 

concern with the issue becoming important whenever it is highlighted in the media.  One stakeholder 

explained that for consumers who are informed about the slaughter process, the issue of slaughter 

without stunning is very important.  However, stakeholders were clear that most Swedish consumers 

are not well informed about how slaughter is undertaken (see below). 

According to stakeholders, other important consumer concerns in Sweden relate to country of origin 

(birth, rearing and slaughter), price and the recent practice of renaming cheaper cuts to suggest that 

they are higher value and adding water to meat.  The point was made that Swedish consumers have 

polarised into those predominantly concerned with price and those concerned with quality and 

credence attributes. 

However, consumer concern over the issue does not necessarily imply a desire for product labelling.  

One animal welfare organisation made the point that consumers do not want a label, they simply want 

to know that meat they buy comes from animals which have been stunned prior to slaughter.  That 

                                           
44

 BEUC (2013) Where does my food come from?  BEUC consumer survey on origin labelling on food.  January 

2013. 
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said, given the uncertainty over whether imported meat is always from pre-stunned animals, labelling 

would offer a solution to this information gap.  A meat industry stakeholder felt that the issue of 

labelling is not so important for consumers, but only because they widely assume that all meat will be 

from pre-stunned animals because this is the situation for domestic production. 

Stakeholders were clear that the main motivation for consumer concern was animal welfare, which 

was the original rationale for making pre-slaughter stunning mandatory (although it was accepted that 

concern for animal welfare does not always translate into purchase decisions).  There is overlap 

between consumer groups wishing to see labelling on this issue and those concerned with more 

general “ethical” issues. 

That said, many stakeholders accepted that, for some consumers, the desire for information on this 

issue was at least in part driven by a misguided belief that this would allow them to avoid Halal meat.  

These issues are often incorrectly conflated and play to a prevailing anti-immigration stance amongst 

certain sections of the population.  This group of consumers was considered to be small, but vocal.  On 

this point, one stakeholder felt that very few Swedes would actually object to the use of a Muslim 

prayer at slaughter and that concerns raised over Halal were actually related to concerns about recent 

patterns of immigration rather than the process of meat production per se.  In contrast, another 

stakeholder thought that there is a (small) group of consumers which is concerned about eating meat 

over which another religion’s rites had been performed. 

If information on stunning were to be conveyed to consumers through a label, stakeholders do not 

think it would be relevant to include the method of stunning because consumers do not have sufficient 

knowledge to interpret this; one stakeholder added that it should be clear that the term stunning applies 

to methods that conform to Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009.  Labelling, if introduced, should therefore 

focus only on whether the animal was stunned or not prior to slaughter.  This would address the 

underlying consumer concern which is to know that the animal did not suffer in the slaughter process.  

One stakeholder explained that any reference to stunning on a label should refer to pre-cut stunning 

and not post-cut stunning to avoid confusion. 

Should labelling be introduced, some stakeholders felt it should only apply to the exception, i.e. to 

meat from animals which had not been stunned prior to slaughter.  These stakeholders explained that 

labelling to indicate that the animal had been stunned would be meaningless as this is the consumer 

expectation and retailers would not stock meat that was labelled as being from an unstunned animal; 

this would mean that the label could not provide information on which to make a purchase decision. 

A7.5.4. Consumer understanding of slaughter practices 

Stakeholders were clear that Swedish consumers do not understand the slaughter process.  Many made 

the point that consumers do not generally want to know the details and some added that they should 

not know the details.  These stakeholders felt that what is important for consumers is understanding 

that the process is operating as it should and that slaughter is as humane as possible.  One stakeholder 

explained that many consumers would be upset at images of ordinary, legal slaughter (i.e. in the 

Swedish context involving pre-stunning) because they have such little knowledge on which to draw.  

Another stakeholder said that it was very doubtful whether consumers realised that the throat cut takes 
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place while the animal is alive (albeit stunned).  Finally, given this knowledge base, some stakeholders 

are unclear as to whether consumers realise that pre-slaughter stunning is mandatory in Sweden; many 

may just assume that it takes place.  Those that do realise it takes place (whether mandatory or not) 

may assume that this is always the case throughout the EU. 

According to a different stakeholder, some consumers even believe that slaughter involves the use of a 

lethal injection.  One stakeholder explained that this misconception might arise from the Swedish term 

for stunning “bedövning” which, in this context, is understood as “made unconscious”, but can also 

mean “making insensible to pain”, or “numb to pain” and therefore has analgesic connotations.  This 

could lead consumers to think that pain was substantially decreased or eliminated, not that the animal 

was necessarily unconscious. 

No stakeholder felt that the consumer was equipped to understand different slaughter methods given 

the current knowledge base.  However, one stakeholder said that, in order to avoid discrimination, the 

stunning method should be stated on any labelling.  This stakeholder also felt that cases of mis-

stunning should also be identified on the label.   

The Swedish Board of Agriculture provides clear information on slaughter on its website (as do 

various animal welfare NGOs).  This covers religious slaughter and the use of pre-slaughter stunning.  

Different stunning methods are mentioned, but full details are not provided.  This government website 

is very clear that slaughter without pre-stunning is not permitted in Sweden; this information appears 

before anything else.  Of course, there are examples of misleading information on slaughter available 

on the internet as well, some of which, by focusing on methods used legally in other Member States 

(i.e. under the religious derogation) may simply confuse Swedish consumers. 

The Swedish government, in cooperation with the industry, has produced an e-Learning platform 

about slaughter and good practice for the slaughter industry to use in training.  However, the industry 

felt that this provided rather too much information and so, although this is available to the public, it is 

not advertised.  The Swedish Centre for Animal Welfare is developing a more concise and less 

detailed version which will be promoted to the public. 

Retailers are periodically asked about the process of slaughter by consumers, but usually only when 

there is specific media attention on this issue. 

While some stakeholders report that consumers say they are willing to pay a premium for higher 

animal welfare, in practice, they say that the majority are not actually willing to pay.  One stakeholder 

pointed out that Swedish meat is more expensive in part due to higher animal welfare standards than 

set out in EU legislation and that, given the increasing importance of imported meat, this demonstrates 

this unwillingness to pay.  Swedes are considered to be very price conscious and the point was made 

that Swedes are currently spending the lowest proportion of income on food than ever before.  The 

main issue on which retailers communicate through advertising is price, which further confirms this 

preoccupation.   

That said, there is understanding that higher animal welfare will incur higher costs and specific groups 

are willing to pay more for premium products. 
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A7.5.5. Consequences of introducing labelling 

Stakeholders made the point that the consequences of introducing labelling would depend on exactly 

how this was done and to which market segments it applied.  No stakeholders felt that labelling would 

have any long-term impact on meat sales, although some thought that there might be a negative short-

term impact when first introduced.  Stakeholders were also generally of the view that, subject to 

implementation, the most significant effects would be felt in the catering sector which, in the case of 

Sweden, is the sector which might sell product labelled as being from unstunned animals.  One 

stakeholder explained that should labelling not apply to the catering sector, then there would be little 

point having it at all because no meat sold through retail would be labelled as being from unstunned 

animals.   

Picking up on this point, stakeholders felt that it would be hard to sell any meat labelled as being from 

animals which had not been stunned, even to consumers who are not at present interested in receiving 

this information. 

Given that stunning is mandatory in Sweden, many stakeholders felt that the introduction of labelling 

would provide an advantage to the domestic meat industry through providing a more obvious positive 

point of differentiation vis-à-vis imported product.  In this sense, and in the case of Sweden, labelling 

could result in disruptions to the operation of the single market, although stakeholders did not feel that 

any disruption would be serious.  In effect, the introduction of labelling would provide additional 

information which is already available on Swedish meat as long as consumers are aware that stunning 

is mandatory in Sweden.  The extension of country of origin labelling under Regulation (EU) No 

1169/2011 might be considered sufficient to address the consumer need for information in the Swedish 

case. 

Stakeholders felt that retailers would be very careful to ensure that they did not carry stock labelled as 

being from unstunned animals.  Some stakeholders explained that labelling in the retail sector would 

be meaningless for consumers because there would be no product differentiation.  The point was made 

that labels convey a range of information to consumers and it is always important to be clear on the 

message that consumers are supposed to receive.  One stakeholder felt that labelling to indicate that 

animals had been stunned, when there would be no presence of labels indicating that they had not 

been, and when this is in accordance with Swedish law for domestic production, would not add to 

consumer understanding.  A concern was also expressed that the introduction of labelling might lead 

consumers to believe that, prior to the introduction of the label, meat had been from unstunned animals 

which would result in reputational damage to the retail sector. 

One stakeholder mentioned that an advantage of the introduction of labelling would be for those 

consumers actively seeking meat from animals which had not been stunned.  However, this is not 

straightforward because it depends on this meat actually being available, and most stakeholders did 

not think that it would be, and also on its other attributes.  For those looking for unstunned meat for 

religious reasons it would also need to be clear that the meat was either Kosher or Halal and this 

would not be communicated by the label. 
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Should the catering sector be obliged to provide information on whether meat is from animals which 

were stunned or not, stakeholders expect that there would be pressure to avoid meat labelled as 

unstunned; at the moment the catering sector is simply uninformed on this point. 

Stakeholders felt that any labelling would need to be as simple as possible to ensure consumer 

understanding.  Some stakeholders commented that consumers in Sweden do not understand the 

numeric code system used to explain egg production systems with other explanations used alongside 

the codes for clarity, including text on the box; one added that consumers need to be motivated to find 

out the meaning of the codes used on eggs and that experience has shown that very few are.  For these 

reasons, Swedish stakeholders unanimously favoured a textual description which they felt would be 

better understood by consumers than a numeric code system.  The stakeholder which raised the issue 

of the Swedish term for stunning felt that used in this context this would not confuse consumers. 

Stakeholders were evenly divided in terms of whether labelling should apply to all meat and meat 

products or just those produced from unstunned animals.  Those who felt that labelling should apply to 

all meat and meat products felt that this was important to avoid confusion and would be consistent, 

although one stakeholder accepted that labelling only unstunned meat would be more meaningful for 

the Swedish consumer.  Stakeholders who felt that only meat from unstunned animals should be 

labelled believed that this would be easier to manage; others felt that this would replicate the approach 

to GM products where only GM content (as the exception to the norm) needs to be labelled.  One 

stakeholder felt that labelling only meat from unstunned animals would mean that the consumer would 

not need to consider which label was “good” and which “bad”.  

Some stakeholders explained that if a labelling system were to be introduced it would need to be 

accompanied by an information campaign aimed at both the industry and consumers to make sure that 

the labels, in whichever form, were clearly understood and were capable of providing an effective 

purchase criteria.   

Those stakeholders in a position to comment on the logistical implications of a labelling system said 

that the costs of such a system would not be large in the Swedish context given that stunning is 

mandatory, but that there would be difficulties in finding space on the label and also conceptually in 

that the label would only state compliance with the law; there are many legal requirements with which 

food products must comply and these are not generally stated on the label. 

Introducing labelling would imply a control system and control costs.  One stakeholder explained that 

official checks in the retail sector are minimal and are carried out by local authorities which may not 

always take the same approach.  As noted above, retailers carry out their own checks on their supply 

chains which go beyond minimum legal requirements.  This stakeholder noted that the widening of the 

mandatory country of origin labelling requirements to species other than beef means that the supply 

chain is examining traceability, but that the systems used would need to go beyond country of origin to 

distinguish between animals which had been stunned and those that had not where the religious 

derogation is used. 

A7.5.6. Costs and willingness to pay 
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Based on the assumption that there may be meat from unstunned animals in some branded processed 

products and in the catering sector, there will be costs to the industry of switching supplies if these 

become labelled as originating from unstunned animals.  Stakeholders also identified costs associated 

with designing and using a label and increased traceability.  Stakeholders did not feel that checking 

compliance with labelling would add substantial cost because it would simply be one more item to add 

to existing checks.  One stakeholder considered that there could be cost savings for retailers given that 

they currently carry out their own checks to ensure that meat comes from stunned animals.   

On balance, Swedish stakeholders did not think that the costs of a labelling system would be 

significant for consumers, although accepted that such costs that there were would be passed on to 

consumers.  One stakeholder argued that this should not be used as an excuse not to provide 

information which some clearly want (notwithstanding that there is little evidence to suggest that 

many consumers do want labelling on this issue). 

As has been covered above, while the Swedish consumer demands high animal welfare standards, the 

willingness to pay for these is undermined by the increase in the use of imported meat, admittedly 

mainly in the catering sector.  However, although the perception amongst Swedish stakeholders is that 

there is a gap between stated and revealed preference, one industry stakeholder did explain that the 

consumption of Swedish poultry has increased recently as overall demand for poultry has increase 

despite higher prices45.  Although the point was made that the credence attributes of Swedish poultry 

cover food safety, antibiotic use, etc. as well as higher animal welfare, including mandatory pre-

slaughter stunning, this stakeholder felt that this demonstrates a willingness to pay for a premium 

product.  The contention of this stakeholder is that consumers will pay a premium when they 

understand what the premium is for and when they agree with the rationale for a more expensive 

approach.  However, while this argument applies to fresh meat, the stakeholder was less confident that 

consumers would pay a premium for processed products. 

A7.5.7. Impacts on different groups 

Stakeholders could not rule out that a labelling requirement would have an impact on religious groups 

should meat labelled as being from unstunned animals appear in shops.  Some stakeholders expressed 

concern that labelling would feed into the anti-immigration political view which a minority adhere to46.  

However, given that Swedish domestic meat production is all from pre-stunned animals and Swedish 

Muslims largely accept pre-stunned meat, the impact is not expected to be large and would imply no 

change to availability (stunned Halal meat is available in multiple retailers where there is demand); 

there would be no change in the availability of Kosher meat either which is only available through 

import.  That said, one stakeholder pointed out that the Muslim slaughter sector would not want the 

issue to be dramatised which it might be simply by raising it.  This stakeholder also said that some 

                                           
45

 The importance of imports is still increasing within the growing market. 
46

 One stakeholder explained that the Swedish Democratic Party already attempts to conflate the issue of pre-

slaughter stunning with immigration.  This party has just under 10% support in opinion polls with stronger 

support in the south. 
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people would find the introduction of labelling morally unjust as a result of perceived religious 

discrimination. 

One stakeholder disagreed with the premise of labelling meat from animals killed according to 

Shechita as unstunned because in their opinion this method imparts an effective stun, just not pre-

slaughter.  Labelling on this premise would therefore be discriminatory.  This stakeholder felt that 

labelling would place meat from animals slaughtered under the religious derogation in a second class 

category in the eyes of many. 

Labelling to indicate whether an animal was stunned or not prior to slaughter would not on its own 

indicate whether the meat was either Halal or Kosher, and would therefore not help consumers 

wishing to identify these products to do so.  However, labelling would make it possible for consumers 

who wish to avoid meat from unstunned animals to be certain that they are doing so. 

Two stakeholders explained that the introduction of labelling would benefit Swedish producers by 

imposing costs of segregation and traceability on producers in Member States where the religious 

derogation is used. 

A7.5.8. Existing information on pre-slaughter stunning 

Swedish consumers buying meat in the retail sector can easily identify meat that has been stunned 

prior to slaughter simply by ensuring that the meat is Swedish.  Although some stakeholders are 

sceptical that consumers know that pre-slaughter stunning is mandatory in Sweden, information 

explaining that all animals slaughtered in Sweden are pre-stunned is easily accessible on the internet.  

However, an information gap exists in the catering sector which utilises a high proportion of imported 

meat.  Stakeholders did not think that consumers would easily be able to establish whether meat sold 

through catering outlets was from animals which had been stunned. 

The industry has attempted to shore up demand for domestic meat by introducing the “Svenskt Kött” 

label.  This label does not mention pre-slaughter stunning as this is only one of several credence 

attributes, but this information is available on the website, although one stakeholder said that this was 

not especially prominent. 

One stakeholder explained that there is an ongoing initiative to agree a Halal standard to make the 

identification of Halal meat easier for consumers.  At present Halal meat is simply labelled as “Halal”, 

but there is no agreement on what exactly this implies, for example, this would not convey any 

information about whether the animal had been stunned. 
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A7.6. United Kingdom 

The UK case study was carried out in February, 2014 using a mix of face-to-face interviews (the 

majority) and some telephone interviews.  The following organisations were interviewed: 

 Animal Health and Veterinary Laboratories Agency (Defra) 

 Association of Independent Meat Suppliers (AIMS) 

 British Humanist Association 

 British Meat Processors Association  

 British Poultry Council 

 British Retail Consortium 

 British Veterinary Association 

 Compassion in World Farming 

 Department for the Environment, Food and the Environment (Defra) 

 English Beef and Lamb Executive (EBLEX) 

 Food Standards Agency 

 Halal Food Authority 

 Halal Monitoring Committee 

 Humane Slaughter Association of the UK 

 Muslim Council of Britain 

 Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) 

 Shechita UK 

Some organisations did not take up the opportunity to be consulted; one organisation, Which?, 

explained that this is not an issue that they follow: 

 Association of Non-Stun Abattoirs 

 Humane Society International UK 

 National Federation of Meat and Food Traders 

 Which? 

A7.6.1. Background 

The UK interprets the religious derogation of Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 to mean that animals 

slaughtered under it do not have to be stunned.  It is not permitted to stun using parameters which are 

outside those prescribed in Annex 1 of this Regulation.  In the consultation leading up to the updating 

of the Welfare of Animals (Slaughter or Killing) (WASK) Regulations which would have established 

Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 in UK law, the main animal welfare organisations and the Secular 

Society requested that slaughter without stunning be banned.  However, the UK government’s official 

position is, and remains, to prefer that animals are stunned prior to slaughter, but to recognise religious 

freedom. 

A judicial review of the proposed updated WASK regulations was launched on behalf of over 20 

slaughterhouses, concerned about the impact of the Annex I parameters on product quality and 



Study on information to consumers on the stunning of animals: Appendices 5-7 

DG SANTE Evaluation Framework Contract Lot 3 (Food Chain) 

 

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium              

270 

acceptability as Halal in the poultry sector (due to concerns over the reversibility of the stun), under 

the auspices of the Association of Independent Meat Suppliers (AIMS).  Defra subsequently withdrew 

the updated WASK regulations three days before they were due to be implemented on 19 May, 2014, 

although operators are aware that they need to follow the provisions of the Regulation.  A Defra 

spokesperson said: “We want to give it some further consideration. It’s not linked to the judicial 

review, it’s a complicated issue and we wanted to give it more thought”47. 

The number of animals slaughtered in the UK without prior-stunning is relatively small.  The Food 

Standards Agency (FSA) published figures in 2012 based on a survey of slaughterhouses undertaken 

in September, 201148.  This survey showed that 3% of cattle are not stunned prior to slaughter, 10% of 

sheep and goats and 4% of poultry49.  The point was made that this survey took place before the 

implementation of the stunning parameters under Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 and that animals 

stunned in this policy environment might not be classed as stunned now, i.e. if viewed through the 

requirements of the current legislation, the proportion of animals not stunned would have been higher.  

A second survey was carried out in September, 2013, but the results from this were not available at the 

time of writing. 

Although one stakeholder felt that the FSA survey understated the prevalence of non-stun slaughter 

(even within the prevailing policy environment), especially with respect to older sheep, and another 

stakeholder felt that up to 20% of sheep were not stunned prior to slaughter rather than 10%, the FSA 

position is that there is no known reason to doubt the accuracy of the survey. 

Stakeholders explained that the implementation of Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 had been a driving 

factor in a recent increase in the use of Controlled Atmosphere Stunning (CAS) for poultry in the UK 

because the Annex 1 parameters for electrical stunning had had a negative impact on product quality.  

As noted above, the Regulation may also have an impact on the prevalence of non-stun slaughter of 

poultry for the Halal market which cannot be supplied using the Annex 1 parameters for electrical 

stunning or CAS because neither is considered to impart a reversible stun.  Stakeholders were clear 

that if a solution to the reversible stun issue cannot be found in the poultry sector, then there would be 

an increase in the use of non-stun slaughter in this sector.  In order to be accepted, any solution would 

have to involve scientific proof of reversibility.  It is known that Bristol University is carrying out 

research on this topic. 

                                           
47

 http://www.thegrocer.co.uk/fmcg/fresh/poultry-producers-welcome-delay-to-rule-change-on-

stunning/357773.article  
48

 FSA (2012) Results of the 2011 FSA animal welfare survey in Great Britain.  Food Standards Agency Open 

Board – 22 May 2012. 
49

 One stakeholder broke down the poultry market as follows: 17 million birds slaughtered per week, of which 3 

million (18%) are for the Halal market (the assumption is that as is the case for lamb, Muslim per capita 

consumption of chicken is higher than for non-Muslims), of which 75% are stunned leaving 750,000 birds not 

stunned per week, i.e. 4.4% of the total. 

http://www.thegrocer.co.uk/fmcg/fresh/poultry-producers-welcome-delay-to-rule-change-on-stunning/357773.article
http://www.thegrocer.co.uk/fmcg/fresh/poultry-producers-welcome-delay-to-rule-change-on-stunning/357773.article
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There are a number of certification bodies operating in the £1 billion50 UK Halal market, although 

EBLEX (2010)51 reports that around half the slaughterhouses and most of the butchers in the sample 

they investigated as part of their assessment of the Halal meat market are not involved with any 

certification body.  There is no common agreement on the use of pre-slaughter stunning with different 

certifiers holding different views.  The two main certification bodies in the UK are the Halal Food 

Authority (HFA) and the Halal Monitoring Committee (HMC).  The HFA operates as the commercial 

wing of the Halal Food Foundation, which is a registered charity and does not accept the pre-recorded 

recitation of prayers or mechanical slaughter (slaughter by fixed mechanical blade); slaughter must be 

carried out by a Muslim slaughter man52.  However, it does permit reversible stunning53.  In contrast, 

the HMC is itself a registered charity and while it requires the same conditions as the HFA, pre-

slaughter stunning is expressly prohibited54.  For its part, the Muslim Council of Britain (MCB) 

appears to no longer take a position either way, acknowledging the difference of opinion and noting 

instead that “a large proportion of Muslims do not accept that pre-stunned methods of slaughter 

conform to the criteria of halal”55.  The MCB is coordinating ongoing work into an 

assurance/accreditation scheme which would bring together slaughterhouses and the certifying bodies, 

but it is not clear whether it will be possible to reach a widely accepted position. 

The 2011 FSA survey showed that 84% of cattle slaughtered for the Halal market were stunned prior 

to slaughter, 81% of sheep and 88% of poultry.  However, some industry stakeholders feel that these 

figures under estimate the actual incidence of slaughter without prior-stunning. 

The situation with regard to Shechita in the UK is more straightforward; there are three auditing 

authorities with a common understanding of the process to be followed.  All Kosher meat must be 

from animals which have not been stunned.  Between a quarter and a third of 270,000 Jews in the UK 

are believed to be observant and require food to be Kosher.  According to a stakeholder, the Kosher 

market amounts to just over 13,000 head of beef (1,086,123 kg), 36,665 head of lamb (370,536 kg) 

and 1,454,746 head of poultry. 

There are additional costs associated with unstunned production resulting from a slower line speed.  

For red meat species a line speed of 500 animals an hour is considered typical, but this would decrease 

to a maximum of 180 animals an hour for non-stun slaughter (EBLEX, 2010).  The point was also 

made that reduced buying power as a result of smaller market size, especially in the Kosher market, 

also had an impact on costs. 

                                           
50

 http://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/2014/may/18/halal-food-uk-ethical-organic-safe  
51

 EBLEX (2010) The Halal meat market: Specialist supply chain structures and consumer purchase and 

consumption profiles in England.  A Special Report published by EBLEX. 
52

 Halal Food Authority (2014) Press Release: Clearing up some misconceptions about the HFA.  4 August 2014. 
53

 The lack of scientific proof that pre-stunning in beef slaughter is reversible means that pre-stunning is not 

permitted for this species. 
54

 http://www.halalhmc.org/IssueOfMSandStunning.htm.  
55

 http://www.mcb.org.uk/halal-meat-in-the-uk/.  

http://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/2014/may/18/halal-food-uk-ethical-organic-safe
http://www.halalhmc.org/IssueOfMSandStunning.htm
http://www.mcb.org.uk/halal-meat-in-the-uk/
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While most stakeholders reported that many slaughterhouses carry out stunned and unstunned 

slaughter according to demand using batch processing, one felt that specialisation was the norm; this 

difference might be explained by the different membership of stakeholder associations with no-stun 

slaughter appearing to more usually take place in SMEs.  Few slaughterhouses specialise in unstunned 

slaughter; a stakeholder involved in the certification of Halal meat could only identify one, although 

other stakeholders felt that there are a few.  Some slaughterhouses specialise only in pre-stunned 

slaughter; these tend to be larger and serve the retail sector.  There has been a degree of specialisation 

since the horsemeat scandal with some three-species slaughterhouses which slaughter pigs 

withdrawing from supplying the Halal market due to the risk in ensuring pork-free status of other 

meats.  Others have specialised in non-stun slaughter to simplify traceability. 

Many stakeholders, but by no means all, believe that the supply of unstunned meat exceeds demand 

and that the surplus enters the general market.  For example, the British Veterinary Association (BVA) 

states this to be the case because the Jewish and Muslim population of the UK is 4-5%56.  However, 

this assertion does not allow for a potentially higher per capita consumption of sheepmeat in the 

Muslim and Jewish communities (EBLEX (2010) does in fact report higher per capita consumption 

amongst Muslims resulting in 20% of UK lamb consumption), nor for trade and the possibility of net 

exports.  While other stakeholders felt that these factors would reduce the surplus, they did not think 

that they would eliminate it completely.  Two stakeholders explained that in order to meet orders for 

meat from unstunned animals it was necessary to slightly overproduce to allow flexibility of supply 

and also to take account of quality downgrades and that, as a result, there was always likely to be a 

small surplus of unstunned meat. 

Discussions with stakeholders were unable definitely to establish the volume of meat which might be 

produced from animals not stunned prior to slaughter entering the general market, nor definitively the 

specific market segments into which this meat might pass, although stakeholders felt that the meat was 

most likely to enter the processed product and catering sectors.  However, there was widespread 

agreement that it is this meat produced from animals not stunned prior to slaughter, but sold in the 

general market, which could be purchased by consumers unaware that they are purchasing meat from 

unstunned animals.  This market segment might include meat killed in accordance with Shechita, but 

not Kosher57 (either the hindquarters or meat rejected due to historic injury but not posing a health risk 

and so passed as fit for human consumption).  However, stakeholders representing the Jewish and 

Muslim communities suggested that this meat could (and does) enter the (unstunned) Halal market and 

other stakeholders added that some quantities of meat produced from unstunned animals is exported. 

Despite being unable to quantify the volume of meat from unstunned animals sold on the general 

market, stakeholders felt that there is an area of vagueness and that there is a perceived problem for 

consumers in identifying meat from animals which have definitely been stunned prior to slaughter.  

One stakeholder concluded that the fact that consumers cannot be sure that meat is from animals 

which have been stunned before slaughter is a genuine concern. 

                                           
56

 http://www.bva.co.uk/public/documents/Briefing_-_Welfare_at_slaughter_Oct_2013.pdf.  
57

 One stakeholder explained that beef hind quarters used to be sold at a discount in the general market, but 

increasing beef prices have seen demand (and prices) increase. 

http://www.bva.co.uk/public/documents/Briefing_-_Welfare_at_slaughter_Oct_2013.pdf
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No UK retailer sells own-brand Halal products which have not been stunned prior to slaughter; no UK 

retailers sell own-brand Kosher products.  However, where the Muslim population is large enough to 

make it economically viable, some stores have concessionary Halal butchers.  Halal meat (stunned and 

unstunned) is also available from specialist butchers; there are specialist butchers to serve the Kosher 

market. 

A7.6.2. General reaction to the consultation paper 

The reaction amongst stakeholders to the consultation paper setting out the findings from our 

consumer survey suggested that it accurately presented consumer views on this issue.  No conflicting 

evidence was presented with respect to any of the findings, although one animal welfare NGO 

expressed surprise that interest in receiving information on whether an animal was stunned or not was 

not higher given their perception of consumer interest as reflected through interest amongst MEPs. 

One stakeholder explained that the difference in responses in the EU-15 and the EU-10 was expected 

because concern about religious slaughter and a desire to ban it is less of an issue where there are 

relatively small populations of religious minorities and/or where there are already existing national 

bans on slaughter without stunning. 

No attempts were made to challenge the survey methodology or findings. 

A7.6.3. Consumer demand for information on stunning 

Most stakeholders felt that only a small proportion of the general UK population is interested in 

receiving information on whether an animal has been stunned or not prior to slaughter, although 

interest is strong amongst this group.  One respondent likened it to consumer interest in the use of GM 

feed; not widespread, but very important to a small proportion of consumers.  Another respondent 

explained that consumer interest in animal welfare issues is only apparent once basic needs have been 

met and therefore is confined to those consumers who can afford not to be price conscious. 

Media interest in this issue tends to be intermittent and driven by publicity around specific events such 

as the Danish ban on slaughter without stunning and the recent House of Lords debate on the issue58 

which prompted a number of pre-debate statements from interested organisations.  Retailers track 

interest in issues and complaints made and spikes in interest coincide with media attention on this 

issue59.  Stakeholders do not feel that the underlying interest in this issue has changed much in recent 

years. 

Some stakeholders pointed out that there is interest shown by some Muslim consumers in receiving 

information on stunning within the context of certified Halal production, although it was reiterated that 

the use of pre-slaughter stunning and Halal are two different issues.  EBLEX (2010) reported on a 

                                           
58

 Animal Welfare: Methods of Slaughter short debate, 16 January, 2014. 

 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201314/ldhansrd/text/140116-gc0001.htm  
59

 These spikes in interest are not at all comparable to the interest expressed in relation to the horsemeat scandal 

involving hundreds rather than thousands of enquiries. 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201314/ldhansrd/text/140116-gc0001.htm
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survey in which Halal consumers were asked (unprompted) about their attitude towards pre-stunning.  

Half expressed a preference for no pre-slaughter stunning and a quarter for meat to be from animals 

which had been stunned; a further quarter expressed no preference.  Given these preferences it is 

assumed that consumers would want to be able to make a distinction at the point of sale.  It should be 

recalled that a distinction is possible with reference to the certification body, but this requires 

information not available at the point of sale. 

However, one stakeholder added that Muslim consumers are more concerned with the possible 

presence of pork in meat from other species than they are with information on the use of stunning. 

Some stakeholder organisations were able to contextualise interest in the issue of pre-slaughter 

stunning.  One stakeholder in the meat supply chain noted that unprompted consumer interest is higher 

in relation to provenance, quality and price (in accordance with the results of our survey).  An animal 

welfare NGO commented that while it is convinced that people want to know about the welfare of 

farmed animals (a point corroborated by consumer attitude surveys carried out by the Food Standard 

Agency), the majority of the concern expressed relates to production processes including 

transportation which is the issue of greatest concern to the public and was the second most popular 

email campaign of 2013.  This organisation did not think that animal welfare specifically at the point 

of slaughter could be classed a priority for most people.  However, another animal welfare NGO felt 

that this issue was one of the top issues raised by their supporters, but that the main consumer concern 

was live exports. 

The RSPCA has run one major campaign on welfare at slaughter in the last 15 years, an email 

campaign in 2013 timed to coincide with a written question on this topic in the House of Commons 

(Parliament).  This campaign resulted in over 9,000 actions and was ranked sixth out of 21 email 

campaigns in 201360. 

Animal welfare organisations reported an upward trend in consumer interest in the animal welfare 

implications of food production in recent years and pointed to the average 5% year-on-year annual 

increase in sales of Freedom Food products to support this. 

Stakeholder perception is that while most of this interest is motivated by a genuine desire to avoid 

meat from animals which have not been stunned prior to slaughter, there are other motivating factors 

for some consumers.  For example, animal welfare organisations sometimes receive requests from 

consumers to campaign on stunning at slaughter rather than on other issues such as fox hunting and 

here there is a concern that this interest is politically motivated by a desire to change the focus of the 

NGOs rather than concern with stunning at slaughter per se.  Stakeholders also accept that a minority 

interest in stunning at slaughter arises from a conflation between not stunning and religious slaughter61, 

                                           
60

 Rankings are calculated based on the number of emails opened by recipients, action rates and subsequent 

recall. 
61

 See for example: http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2014/may/11/halal-meat-nandos-pizza-express-

islam which makes the point that motivations for not wanting to eat Halal food are often related to a fear of 

“otherness”. 

http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2014/may/11/halal-meat-nandos-pizza-express-islam
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2014/may/11/halal-meat-nandos-pizza-express-islam
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usually Zabiha (Halal); there is less apparent concern with respect to Shechita (Kosher)62.  One 

stakeholder noted that it was unfortunate that Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 refers to religious 

slaughter and not to the less emotive slaughter without prior stunning. 

This conflation of stunning and religious slaughter is a widespread issue in the UK.  One stakeholder 

explained that many consumers believe that Halal and “unstunned” are synonymous and that this 

misperception is not clarified by much of the reportage in the media.  For this reason, animal welfare 

organisations are very cautious about involvement in this issue. 

A number of petitions concerned with the issue of pre-slaughter stunning have been carried out on the 

government forum63.  While some of these petitions are concerned with stunning, many conflate this 

with the production of Halal meat.  A search for “stunning” on 21 October, 2014 revealed a substantial 

number of open, closed and rejected petitions which included some which appeared accurate in their 

use of the term with respect to Halal, but many which did not.  A search for “Halal” listed higher 

numbers of open, closed and rejected petitions. 

An open petition scheduled to close on 30 March, 2015 is titled: End non-stun slaughter to promote 

animal welfare64.  The text of this petition is broadly accurate, although it fails to make clear the use of 

the religious derogation, and calls for labelling to allow consumers to identify meat from animals 

which have not been pre-stunned.  As of 21 October, 2014 this had received 77,286 signatures65.  This 

petition is though, the exception; almost all receive less than 1,000 signatures; many receive less than 

100 and some less than 10. 

Most stakeholders stated that the only relevant information for consumers on this issue is whether an 

animal had been stunned prior to slaughter; the method of stunning used was not usually considered to 

be significant.  The justification for this is that all stunning methods are legal and there is no scientific 

evidence which suggests that some have better animal welfare outcomes than others.  Concerns were 

also raised about consumer understanding of different methods of stunning (see below).  However, 

representatives from the Jewish and Muslim communities felt strongly that if stunning were to be 

mentioned at all on a label, then the method used should also be mentioned to ensure that consumers 

have access to full information on which to base a purchase decision.  One stakeholder explained that 

this was important in the poultry sector to allow Muslims to avoid meat stunned in a Controlled 

Atmosphere System which this stakeholder argued could not be classified as Halal.  Other 

stakeholders, especially animal welfare organisations, accepted some merit in this argument in order to 

reduce the risk of stigmatising religious minorities. 

A7.6.4. Consumer understanding of slaughter practices 

                                           
62

 Of course, some consumers genuinely want to avoid meat produced under the rites of a different religion. 
63

 http://epetitions.direct.gov.uk/.  If more than 10,000 signatures are received, a government response is 

provided.  If 100,000 signatures are received, the subject of the petition is debated in Parliament.    
64

 http://epetitions.direct.gov.uk/petitions/64331.  
65

 To put this in context, over 170,000 people signed a petition to prevent travel companies raising their prices in 

school holidays http://epetitions.direct.gov.uk/petitions/46455.  

http://epetitions.direct.gov.uk/
http://epetitions.direct.gov.uk/petitions/64331
http://epetitions.direct.gov.uk/petitions/46455
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Stakeholders were unanimous in their view that UK consumers do not understand the slaughter 

process, or indeed many aspects of modern farming and food provision.  Some stakeholders felt that 

while many consumers would be aware than animals are stunned prior to slaughter, it is considered 

highly unlikely that a typical consumer would be aware of different methods of pre-stunning.  That 

said, those consumers who genuinely want to see labelling to indicate whether an animal was stunned 

or not are considered to be well informed. 

Information on the slaughter process is not obviously available to consumers with very little, if any 

linkage between live animals and meat in stores and very little information on the websites of the main 

retailers66.  The majority of product sold is not recognisable as having come from an animal due to the 

degree of processing/further processing that has taken place.  However, most stakeholders felt that 

consumers did not actually want to receive information on slaughter. 

Stakeholders explained that the consumer relationship with multiple retailers in the UK remains one of 

trust, despite the 2013 horsemeat scandal.  This means that consumers assume retailers source 

responsibly and implement reasonable standards in relation to animal welfare and similar issues such 

as the environment.  In buying meat from multiple retailers consumers feel that they do not need to 

know or understand the production process.  This is also true for local butchers. 

This trust-based relationship with (more usually) a butcher is perhaps more important for Muslim and 

Jewish communities where for many the provenance of meat is highly important.  Stakeholders did not 

feel that Muslim or Jewish communities would have any more or less knowledge about the slaughter 

process than other segments of UK society.  In fact, the point was made that there is often confusion in 

the Muslim community over the term “Halal”, used generally to denote that something is permitted, 

and the religious method of slaughter, Zahiba.  There is no difference of opinion within the Jewish 

community (although as noted above, a minority of Jews are observant). 

Animal welfare NGOs communicate with consumers on the slaughter process through their websites67, 

as do organisations involved in certification whether Halal or Freedom Food, and there is occasionally 

information in the media, although this is often confused.  Stakeholders explained that, beyond the 

main animal welfare NGOs, much of the information available on the internet is inaccurate and 

potentially misleading.  One stakeholder noted that some schools provide information to children on 

modern farming techniques which includes slaughter, but that this is not always objective and can use 

inappropriate teaching materials, for example, very intensive US production systems which are not 

widely used in the UK.  Some TV programmes, such as Kill It, Cook It, Eat It68, provide information 

on the slaughter process, and there is information on social media, although the accuracy of this was 

questioned. 

                                           
66

 No information addressing slaughter was found on the main, consumer facing websites of Tesco, Sainsbury’s, 

Lidl or ASDA, or on the Sainsbury’s corporate site.  The Tesco corporate site does have a statement on the use 

of stunning at slaughter which is dated 22/05/14: 

http://www.tescoplc.com/assets/files/cms/Resources/Trading_Responsibly/Religious_Slaughter.pdf.  
67

 Two stakeholders felt that while the information presented here is accurate, it is sometimes sensationalised. 
68

 http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b006ywpr  

http://www.tescoplc.com/assets/files/cms/Resources/Trading_Responsibly/Religious_Slaughter.pdf
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b006ywpr
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A7.6.5. Consequences of introducing labelling 

To understand the potential consequences of introducing labelling to indicate whether an animal had 

been stunned prior to slaughter it is necessary to understand that all UK retailers demand that meat 

sold under their own-label comes from animals stunned prior to slaughter, as does meat sold under 

various farm assurance schemes, the Soil Association’s organic label and the RSPCA’s Freedom Food 

label (see below for further details).  Major food manufacturers/caterers also insist on stunning prior to 

slaughter (even where meat is sold under a Halal label).  This means that a typical consumer is not 

likely to come into contact with meat from an animal which has not been stunned prior to slaughter, at 

least with respect to fresh meat and lightly processed meat preparations and products69 (there was some 

doubt about further processed products given the uncertainty over the volume of meat from unstunned 

animals entering the general market and the market segments it might enter, see above). 

No stakeholders felt that the introduction of labelling to indicate whether an animal had been stunned 

prior to slaughter would result in any sustained impact on meat consumption (two felt that there might 

be a negative short-term impact).  One stakeholder pointed out that given the fact that most consumers 

would only ever encounter meat labelled as being from an animal stunned prior to slaughter the label 

would quickly cease to have meaning as a driver of purchase decisions. 

One stakeholder suggested that it would be difficult to sell meat labelled as being from an unstunned 

animal and this would result in a reduction in any surplus of unstunned meat as it would lose economic 

value.  However, this stakeholder, in line with several others, especially those involved in the Halal 

sector, also felt that a consequence of an introduction of labelling would be an increase in demand for 

unstunned meat within the Halal sector where many consumers are currently happy to buy Halal meat 

which has been stunned, whether by choice or as a result of not enquiring too closely about slaughter 

methods.  The use of labelling would result in many Muslims who had previously not thought about 

this issue enquiring about the acceptability of stunning.  As was noted above, there are concerns about 

the parameters under Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 in the poultry sector which has already led to an 

increase in the demand for unstunned meat given uncertainty over the reversibility of stun; some 

stakeholders believe that labelling would compound this shift in demand. 

However, on balance it was felt that the reduction in surplus would be greater than an increase in 

demand for meat from unstunned animals meaning the net effect would be a decrease in the incidence 

of non-stunning.  The implication of these likely impacts is that currently the surplus of meat from 

unstunned animals sold through general sales channels subsidises the market for meat specifically for 

the unstunned market through improving the economic returns on each carcase.  Should this market 

for surplus products be removed or become economically less valued, then it follows that there will be 

a price impact (increase) on the unstunned market segment. 

One stakeholder explained that where differences in prices occur between products which are difficult 

to distinguish, the risk of fraud increases.  Similar to the horsemeat scandal, there would be a risk that 
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 For example, roasting joints with stuffing, marinated meat, etc., products which, while technically processed, 

would be considered by consumers to be fresh meat. 
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meat from unstunned animals would be fraudulently sold as being from stunned animals.  This would 

necessitate a control system (when there is no public health issue) which would not be able to rely on 

the testing of products and would therefore need to rely on paper traceability. 

More stakeholders (eleven compared to six) felt that meat from both stunned and unstunned animals 

should be labelled70.  The rationale for this was usually equity (both in terms of where any costs would 

fall and to avoid stigmatising religious groups) and that this approach would meet the objective of 

introducing labelling which would be to provide information to consumers.  Stakeholders advocating 

applying labelling to only meat from unstunned animals justified their position on the grounds of 

simplicity, reduced costs and that non-stunning is the exception to the norm; one added that the term 

“stunned” would be meaningless to consumers given that for most it would be the only term that they 

would see.  Some added that, given the general unavailability of meat from unstunned animals, this 

would meet the real consumer need which is to identify this meat whether this is to buy it or avoid it71. 

Stakeholders universally felt that if labelling were to be introduced it should apply to fresh meat and 

simple preparations/products.  Several stakeholders questioned whether labelling would need to extend 

to further processed products and into the catering sector due to the perceived additional difficulties 

with traceability.  One stakeholder explained that, despite the difficulties of extending labelling to 

processed products, this would be necessary in order to provide a comprehensive solution if there is 

consumer demand for information.  However, an animal welfare organisation took the view that it is 

important to balance principle against practicality and drew parallels with the labelling of egg 

production systems which applies to eggs, but not to products containing them.  A different 

stakeholder suggested that the labelling of processed products could be on a voluntary basis, which is 

the approach taken in the egg sector where products containing egg frequently specify voluntarily that 

the eggs are free range. 

Only two stakeholders indicated a preference for a numeric code to indicate whether animals had been 

stunned or not; the vast majority were of the opinion that labelling would need to be textual in order to 

convey information to the consumer.  The point was also made by one stakeholder that a numeric 

system would require both meat from stunned and unstunned animals to be labelled in order to make 

sense. 

Two stakeholders pointed explicitly to the need for any labelling to not be pejorative72 and in doing so 

explained that both a textual description and a numeric code could be seen as pejorative because 

people have perceptions about the relative value of numbers.  Interestingly, Regenstein (2011) 

                                           
70

 One of these six noted that this view was their organisation’s preference, but that it might be necessary to label 

both cases to avoid stigmatising religious groups. 
71

 This argument though neglects the fact that labelling meat as being from an unstunned animal does not 

communicate on its status as Halal or Kosher.  Such labelling would therefore need to be used in association 

with religious labelling to be helpful to consumers. 
72

 For example, in the egg sector eggs are referred to as being “from caged hens” rather than the more emotive 

“battery eggs”. 
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concluded that labelling should use emotive language if this is justified by the objectives for 

introducing it. 

One stakeholder noted that an advantage of a numeric code would be that the information would not 

be immediately obvious to those who did not want it, although for most stakeholders this lack of 

clarity would be problematic; some referenced the egg sector again where a textual description is 

required as well as a numeric code to communicate the information. 

No stakeholders felt that there would be any implication for trade resulting from the introduction of a 

labelling scheme; any third country suppliers of the retail sector have to follow retailers’ supplier 

codes in any case and would therefore be supplying meat from pre-stunned animals, so adding a label 

to this effect would be straightforward. 

A7.6.6. Costs and willingness to pay 

Stakeholders were of the opinion that the introduction of labelling would create pressure on 

slaughterhouses to specialise in either pre-stunning or non-stunning to simplify traceability.  However, 

stakeholders did not think that a requirement to label would prevent slaughterhouses from operating 

batch processing to allow them to serve both sides of the market should they consider this 

economically advantageous. Stakeholders with direct knowledge of the meat supply chain did not 

generally feel that the traceability requirements implied by labelling would be especially difficult to 

operate and would not be costly for fresh meat; difficulties and associated costs would be present for 

further processed products where mixing occurs, although one stakeholder pointed out that there are 

Freedom Food and Halal branded ready meals, so it is technically possible to manage identity 

preservation in processed products.  Much of the systems required are already in place and these have 

been further improved during the recent horsemeat scandal.  That said, the industry felt that if it were 

necessary to introduce batch processing this would carry a cost because the key to slaughterhouse 

economics is a high level of throughput given the low margins per head73.  Three stakeholders made 

the point that it is possible to distinguish organic meat, free range/outdoor reared meat, Freedom Food, 

PDO designated meat and meat from stunned animals in the context of retailer own-brands, etc. at the 

point of sale, so it should be possible to identify meat from stunned/unstunned animals at similar cost.  

This stakeholder also noted that the UK has experience of tracing meat back to specific animals from 

the operation of the Date Based Export Scheme for beef during the general beef export ban in the 

wake of the BSE crisis. 

There would, of course, be costs resulting from the addition of a label, but stakeholders did not think 

that these would be significant.  Research carried out for Defra suggests that the costs of a label 

change would be in the order of €4,000-€5,000, which the report suggests is higher than previous 

                                           
73

 In work carried out in the Scottish beef sector Agra CEAS Consulting established that the margin per kg for 

beef processors is around €0.80 (Areté (2013) Study on assessing the added value of PDO/PGI products.  Final 

report for DG AGRI, European Commission).  The UK’s Competition Commission calculated an operating 

profit (after the inclusion of fixed costs) of 2% for beef processors in the UK (Competition Commission (2007) 

Primary production and the grocery supply chain). 
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estimates produced by the UK government for Impact Assessments and the European Commission74.  

Stakeholders did not think that compliance costs would be substantially additional to the requirements 

already in place; it would really be a case of one more issue to check.  The industry explained that 

should labelling lead to a reduction in demand, this would be were costs would be noticed.  

Stakeholders were clear that any costs, however relatively minor, would be passed on to consumers. 

Stakeholders did not generally think that consumers would be willing to pay to receive information on 

whether animals had been stunned or not prior to slaughter.  That said, some stakeholders pointed out 

that there is evidence that consumers are willing to pay for higher animal welfare as demonstrated by, 

inter alia, the Freedom Food label and the increase in sales of free range eggs. 

Some stakeholders explained that consumers of (unstunned) Halal and Kosher meat are already paying 

a price premium resulting primarily from slower slaughterhouse line speeds and that it would be 

difficult to extract a further premium in these market segments.   

There has been some research relevant to the issue of willingness to pay in the wake of the intense 

political debate which took place in the UK in early May 2014.  A survey carried out at this time on 

behalf of The Grocer asked 1,977 consumers whether they would pay more to avoid meat which had 

been religiously slaughtered75.  Two-thirds (68%) said that they would not pay extra while only 17% 

indicated that they would.  The survey found that just over 50% of respondents were prepared to buy 

religiously slaughtered meat, although this group comprised 21% who would only do so if the animal 

had been stunned prior to slaughter and 32% who said that they did not care about slaughter method.  

A quarter of respondents said that they would not buy religiously slaughtered meat whether the animal 

had been stunned or not. 

A7.6.7. Impacts on different groups 

Although some stakeholders expressed concern that labelling might stigmatise certain religious 

groups, especially if labelling only applied to unstunned meat, the fact that labelling would indicate 

whether animals had been stunned or not, rather than whether the meat was Halal or Kosher, would 

mitigate this to some extent.  One stakeholder added that the moral imperative was the protection of 

animal welfare and that any religious stigmatisation would result from broader societal issues rather 

than specifically any labelling. 

The exact form of labelling introduced would have an impact on the groups affected.  Clearly only 

labelling meat from animals which had not been stunned prior to slaughter would imply that any 

additional costs would be borne by this market segment. 

                                           
74

 Campden BRI (2010) Developing a Framework for Assessing the Costs of Labelling Changes in the UK.  

Report for Defra. Defra Project Code: FFG0901. 
75

 The Grocer, 18 May, 2014: http://www.thegrocer.co.uk/fmcg/fresh/halal-meat-shoppers-wont-pay-more-to-

avoid-it/357420.article.  

http://www.thegrocer.co.uk/fmcg/fresh/halal-meat-shoppers-wont-pay-more-to-avoid-it/357420.article
http://www.thegrocer.co.uk/fmcg/fresh/halal-meat-shoppers-wont-pay-more-to-avoid-it/357420.article
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One stakeholder explained that there would be the potential for confusion within the Halal market 

given that there is no common position on the use of stunning here.  However, there is no stakeholder 

expectation that there would be any impact on the availability of Halal (or Kosher) meat. 

A stakeholder involved in the meat supply chain stated that the introduction of labelling would have an 

economic impact on the Kosher market under the assumption that the value of (unstunned) 

hindquarters would be reduced.  It is possible to porge the hindquarters as is done in Israel and the cost 

of this practice would determine whether this would be cost effective in the UK.  It is also possible 

that unstunned hindquarters would be absorbed into the Halal market subject to demand for unstunned 

meat. 

One stakeholder explained that meat sold through specialist Halal butchers is not usually sold pre-

packed and that to communicate whether the meat was from a stunned or unstunned animal would 

require the display of information somewhere in the shop. 

A different stakeholder noted that if labelling resulted in an increase in the use of meat from unstunned 

animals in the Halal sector, then this would result in increased costs as a result of the slower line 

speed; this would have implications for the affordability of meat for certain segments of the 

population. 

A7.6.8. Existing information on pre-slaughter stunning 

Consumers may not readily appreciate it, but there are several certification logos in the UK which 

provide assurance that meat is from animals that have been pre-stunned, as do retailer own-brand 

logos.  It is also possible to source meat which is guaranteed to be from unstunned animals with 

reference to the HMC logo for Halal meat, the Kosher logo, or through buying meat from a specialist 

Halal or Kosher butcher; one stakeholder confirmed that it would be almost impossible to 

unknowingly buy Kosher meat.  

Examples of logos under which animals have to be stunned prior to slaughter include the red tractor 

assurance scheme76; the Quality Standard Mark (an extension of the red tractor scheme); Freedom 

Food77, Scotch Beef and Scotch Lamb; Welsh Beef and Welsh Lamb; West Country Beef and Lamb 

PGI designations; and, retailer own brands. 

Halal meat is served in the institutional catering sector and in certain multi-national Food Business 

Operators (FBOs) in areas where there is demand for this; these caterers and FBOs ensure that the 

meat is from animals which had been stunned prior to slaughter. 

The main area where there is a potential information gap is the catering sector where stakeholders felt 

it was possible that some meat from unstunned animals is sold without the provision of information 

(and probably without the caterers knowledge).  There is also an information gap with respect to 

                                           
76

 It is not possible to sell stunned Halal meat under this logo which is an issue for some given that the scheme is 

paid for through a levy on members which include some slaughterhouses producing stunned Halal meat. 
77

 The method of stun to be used is also specified in the Freedom Food standards. 
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processed foods containing meat, although labelling has been introduced to some processed products 

which allows the informed consumer to be sure that meat is from animals which have been stunned 

prior to slaughter (Freedom Food and the red tractor assurance scheme78).  There is also Halal 

certification of some processed products, but it is not clear whether this will be with or without 

stunning.  For example, the HFA will accept unstunned meat in processed products if it has been 

certified by the HMC and it is unclear whether private companies offering Halal meat products accept 

pre-stunning or not. 
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 http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/ready-meals-to-be-stamped-with-a-red-

tractor-logo-to-boost-consumer-confidence-9147756.html.  

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/ready-meals-to-be-stamped-with-a-red-tractor-logo-to-boost-consumer-confidence-9147756.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/ready-meals-to-be-stamped-with-a-red-tractor-logo-to-boost-consumer-confidence-9147756.html

