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Abstract

Climate crisis, war, and, famine are some of society's most popular debate topics. Food production
is one of the most important issues in the world but also one of the most debated. Being able to
produce food is one of man's most basic needs for survival, especially in times of crisis. Agriculture
is often criticized because the production of food emits greenhouse gases and thus harms the
environment. Farmers work to reduce their environmental impact daily, but so must the rest of the
food chain. The food chain also includes consumers, food companies, and the public sector. All
participants in the food chain have a responsibility and must work together for sustainable
development in food production. As world hunger worsens and the population continues to grow,
more food must be produced. The path to sustainable food production and consumption, as well as
who bears the responsibility, will be discussed in this study.

This study was a collaboration with the EU project PATHWAYS. The purpose of the project was
to investigate how to reduce the environmental impact while meeting society's demands for safe,
nutritious, and affordable meat and dairy products. The project aimed to identify and increase
sustainable practices along the supply and production chains in the European livestock sector. Part
of PATHWAYS was a ten-part consumer survey. Consumers' eating habits, attitudes towards
sustainable solutions, and how socio-democratic characteristics affect consumer motivation have
been examined, among other things. These data will be analyzed and discussed in the study. The
study also includes a literature review that is used to compare and analyze the results.

The results of the study show that the Swedish consumer is concerned about sustainable food
production and generally has a high level of motivation in several situations. The economy has a
major impact on food consumption and sustainable food products must be affordable for consumers
to choose them. The consumer was considered to have the least responsibility in the food chain
compared to other actors. The respondents had little knowledge of agriculture and food production
which might be an issue in the path to sustainable development. To achieve sustainable food
consumption, consumers need education in food production and an increased awareness of their
impact on the market. No significant differences were found between socio-democratic
characteristics and level of motivation, except for gender. Women were shown to be more motivated
to make sustainable choices than men.

Keywords: consumer behavior, consumer surveys, food chain, food production and consumption,
food security, labeling, sustainable development, retail sector



Sammanfattning

Klimatkris, krig och hungersndéd &r nagra av samhillets idag mest populdra debattimnen.
Matproduktion &r en av de viktigaste frdgorna i virlden men ocksé en av de mest debatterade. Att
kunna producera mat dr en av midnniskans mest basala behov for 6verlevnad, framforallt i kristider.
Lantbruket kritiseras ofta pd grund av att produktionen av livsmedel sldpper ut vixthusgaser och
dérmed har en negativ effekt pa miljon. Lantbrukare arbetar med att minska dess miljopéverkan
dagligen, men det maste dven resten av livsmedelskedjan gora. I livsmedelskedjan ingér ocksa
konsumenter, livsmedelsforetag samt offentlig sektor. Alla medverkande i livsmedelskedjan har ett
ansvar och méste tillsammans arbeta for en héllbar utveckling i livsmedelsproduktionen. I takt med
att hungersndden i vérlden blir vérre samt en stindig 6kning av populationen, maste mer mat
produceras. Viégen till hallbar livsmedelsproduktion och konsumtion, samt vem som bér ansvaret,
kommer diskuteras i denna studie.

Denna studie har skett i samarbete med EU-projektet PATHWAYS. Syftet med projektet var att
undersdka hur man kan minska miljopéverkan samtidigt som samhaéllets krav pa sékra, néringsrika
och prisvérda kott- och mejeriprodukter tillgodoses. Syftet med projektet var att identifiera och dka
hallbara metoder ldngs leverans- och produktionskedjorna i den europeiska boskapssektorn. En del
av PATHWAYS var en konsumentundersokning bestaende av tio delar. Man har undersokt bland
annat konsumenternas matvanor, instéllning till hallbara 16sningar, samt hur sociodemokratiska
egenskaper paverkar motivationen hos konsumenten. Dessa uppgifter kommer att analyseras och
diskuteras i studien. Studien innehaller dven en litteraturgenomgang som anvénds for att jimfora
och analysera resultaten.

Resultaten fran studien visar att den svenska konsumenten dr man om hallbar livsmedelsproduktion
och har generellt en hog motivationsniva i flertalet situationer. Ekonomi har en stor inverkan pa
livsmedelskonsumtionen och héllbara livsmedelsprodukter méste ha ett dverkomligt pris for att
konsumenten ska kopa dem. Konsumenten ansdgs ha minst ansvar i livsmedelskedjan jaimfort med
Ovriga aktorer. Respondenterna hade generellt en 1&g kunskapsniva gillande matproduktion vilket
kan vara problematiskt i vidgen mot héllbar utveckling. For att uppnd en héllbar
livsmedelskonsumtion behdver konsumenterna utbildas i livsmedelsproduktion samt en Okad
medvetenhet om deras paverkan pa marknaden. Inga signifikanta skillnades hittades mellan
sociodemokratiska egenskaper och motivationsnivé, forutom géllande kon. Kvinnor pavisades vara
mer motiverade att gora hallbara val 4n mén.

Keywords: konsumentbeteende, konsumentundersokningar, livsmedelskedja, livsmedelsproduktion
och konsumtion, livsmedelssékerhet, mérkning, héllbar utveckling, detaljhandeln
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1. Introduction

Since 1950, the world population has increased from 2.4 billion to 8,1 billion in
2024. If the world population continues to grow at the current rate, there will be 9,7
billion people in the world in 2050 (World of Meter, 2024). In 2022 the global
prevalence of undernourishment was 9,2% (FAOSTAT, 2024) meaning 735 million
people suffering from famine daily.

To feed a growing population, larger quantities of food production are required
(Foley et. al., 2011; Godfray et. al., 2010; Nellemann et. al., 2009; Schneider et. al.,
2011). A growing population has a big impact on the environmental effects of the
food industry, a sustainable supply chain is therefore necessary. How we consume,
produce, process, and transport food affects the supply chain's sustainability
(Govindan, 2018). Food production has a major impact on sustainable
development; climate change, livestock epidemiology, the environment, animal
welfare, and economics are all part of socio-ecological sustainability. Looking at
all these parts with a broad approach is necessary to develop a sustainable food
chain (Télle et. al., 2019).

Today there are 140 developing countries in the world trying to fulfill their
development needs. Climate change is a big threat and the development can not
harm future generations (United Nations, 2024a). In 1987, the Brundtland
Commission defined sustainable development as “development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs” (Brundtland & Khalid, 1987). Referring to the UN’s Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs), the aim of the 2030 agenda is, among many things, to
end all forms of undernourishment. One goal in the 2030 agenda is “By 2030,
ensure sustainable food production systems and implement resilient agricultural
practices that increase productivity and production, that help maintain ecosystems,
that strengthen capacity for adaptation to climate change, extreme weather, drought,
flooding, and other disasters and that progressively improve land and soil quality.”
(United Nations, 2024b).

Society's interest in sustainable animal food production has increased in the last
decade. Mainly because of environmental challenges, decreased farm income, and
animal welfare concerns (van Calker et. al., 2005). A damaged environment hurts
production, making the environment an important part of sustainability (Tilman et.
al., 2002). Since agriculture is often performed by private businesses, economic



viability is also important to ensure agriculture proceeds (Filson et. al., 2003). As
well as environmental and economic sustainability, social sustainability also plays
an important role in farm businesses. Farmers’ quality of life, society acceptance,
and animal welfare are examples of important aspects of social sustainability
(European Commission, 2015; Ingenbleek & Immink, 2011).

Another important part of sustainability is food security. A functioning food
supply during longer crises or war is crucial for people's survival (Eriksson, 2018;
Hanjra et. al., 2010; Kemmerling et. al., 2022). Therefore, domestic food
production is considered an important defense and security policy issue in most
countries. Food preparedness has therefore been widely discussed in the media in
recent years. The media discussion has often focused on the fact that Sweden has a
low degree of self-sufficiency. A low self-sufficient rate might be seen as a problem
since it affects the national defence capability. Creating more resilient production
systems with greater self-sufficiency already in peace can be profitable compared
to maintaining the existing production system during a crisis (Eriksson, 2018).



2. Literature review

2.1.1 Sustainable food systems in Sweden

Sweden is considered to have favorable conditions regarding a transformation
towards sustainable food systems. (Kuylenstierna et. al., 2019). Sweden is one of
the countries in the world with the lowest use of antibiotics in livestock production
(Mulchandani et. al., 2023; Rajala-Schultz et. al., 2021; Wierup, 2021), and is often
defined as one of the world's leading countries regarding animal welfare standards,
(Animal Protection Index, 2024). The prevalence of malnourishment is also low
(FAOSTAT, 2024). However, to achieve the SDGs it is necessary to make
transformative changes in food systems (Campbell et. al., 2018; Willett et. al.,
2019). In Sweden, changes such as increasing the social and environmental
sustainability for farmers, are examples of improvements needed to achieve
sustainable development (Kéllstrom & Ljung, 2005). This will be discussed further
in this thesis.

Despite Sweden's considerably high level of sustainability standards, the high
amount of imported food harms the environment globally (Moberg et. al., 2020;
Sandstrom et. al., 2018). According to Sandstrom et. al., (2018), due to the average
Swedish diet, the greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) per person and year are high.
Mainly because a large portion of the food consumed is produced in other countries
with higher climate impacts than the Swedish food production systems. Since
Sweden depends on imported fertilizers, feed, food, etc. it has been discussed that
the food system might be too vulnerable (Sandstrom et. al., 2018). Through
investments in alternative fuels, alternative fertilizers, and biological plant
protection products, food production can become less dependent on imports while
at the same time becoming more sustainable and receiving increased environmental
benefits (Eriksson, 2018).

Greenhouse gas emissions are often discussed concerning livestock production
since ruminants emit much methane. Methane is the most common GHG produced
by ruminants, due to their fermentation process in the rumen (Crosson et. al., 2011).
Since ruminants can eat grass and leaves, etc., and transform them into milk and
meat, this can be seen as a contribution to the better use of the world’s resources
since humans can not eat these components. Land that is not appropriate for food
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production for humans, can be used for grazing or feed production and therefore
limit the competition regarding land use (Broom, 2019).

2.1.2 Consumer surveys

Climate change is a threat to ecosystems, biodiversity, and our current way of living
(O’Neill et. al., 2017). Therefore, facing the challenge of changing people's eating
habits is more important than ever (Hartmann & Siegrist, 2017; Hedin et. al., 2019;
Magrini et. al., 2018; Springmann et. al., 2016). Since GHG emissions are very
dependent on food consumption, changing people's diets can have a great impact
on reducing GHG emissions globally (Leire & Thidell, 2005). However,
convincing people to change their eating habits towards more environmentally
sustainable food consumption is not an easy task. Mostly because eating habits and
food preferences are part of people's sociocultural environment (Cairns, 2019;
Carrus et. al., 2018; Wright et. al., 2001) and lifestyles (Flaherty et. al., 2018;
Sonestedt et. al., 2005). Many consumers experience concern regarding the
environment. However, there is still a gap between attitude and actual purchasing
i.e., the attitude-behavior gap (Aschemann-Witzel & Zielke, 2017; van Dam & van
Trijp, 2013; Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006).

There is a need for better communication about the environmental impact of
food production to enable consumers to make better choices (Ohlund et. al., 2017).
However, since retailers are interested in sustainability improvements only if there
are financial and commercial benefits this might be challenging. Labels are one
kind of communication and consumers have been positive towards the idea of
climate labeling in the past (Ekelund & Spendrup, 2016; Elofsson et. al., 2016).
There has also been a positive attitude towards locally produced food as well as
climate, environmental, and animal welfare-friendly produced food (Carlsson et.
al., 2007; Liljenstolpe, 2011; Niva et. al., 2014)

In a study made by Eklund & Spendrup (2015), 85% of the correspondents
answered that climate labeling is a good idea and the attitude towards labeling was
generally positive. A study made by Elofsson et. al., (2016) showed that it is clear
that climate labeling could increase the demand for climate-friendly food. In the
study, climate-labeled milk sold for a higher price. Studies have shown that how
well labeling works depends on label design, how and when the product is
marketed, and what type of product it is (Cohen & Vandenbergh, 2012;
Hainmueller & Hiscox, 2012; Hallstein & Villas-Boas, 2013; Onozaka et. al., 2010;
Vlaeminck et. al., 2014). It also depended on voluntary or mandatory labeling
systems, as well as private or public labels (Cohen & Vandenbergh, 2012; Sedjo &
Swallow, 2002).

In the questionnaire made by Ekelund & Spendrup (2015) about reducing the
climate impact from food, consumers answered that they think climate impact is an
important problem. More than 75% were open to the idea of changing their eating
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habits to limit the environmental impact. As many as 90% were positive towards
eating according to season, buying locally produced food, and limiting food waste.
Further, 80% preferred organic food, and 57% thought that reduced meat
consumption had a positive effect on climate change. Almost 54% thought that
vegetarian protein sources were a better choice than meat.

A study by Carlsson et. al., (2007) showed that Swedish consumers are willing
to pay more for a higher level of animal welfare. For example, there was a higher
motivation to pay more money for animals slaughtered by a mobile slaughterhouse.
Further, according to Martin & Brandao (2017), Swedish consumers are willing to
pay more for domestic products and 69% answered that they look for Swedish
labels when grocery shopping. As many as 61% answered that they look for
products that are produced locally. The perception was that locally produced
products taste better, have better quality, and are better for the environment.
Consumers also care for local enterprises and want to support them by buying their
products (Martin & Brandao, 2017).

In the study by Ekelund & Spendrup (2015), 30 grocery stores were visited and
the results showed that retailers usually promoted price discounts and encouraged
bulk purchases. Stores preferred advertising local, seasonal, and organic food.
However, only 13% used some kind of climate communication. Advertising local,
seasonal, and organic food were therefore not connected with climate change.
During interviews with the retailers, they seemed reluctant to the idea of guiding
consumers towards limiting their meat consumption.

2.1.3 Socio-demographic variables

Sustainable food consumers can not be defined based on socio-demographic
variables only (Dagevos, 2005; Diamantopoulos et. al., 2003), some examples of
sociodemographic variables are for example age, gender, region, and education
level. Verein et. al., (2012) argue that personality characteristics, behavioral
variables, and food-related lifestyle (FRL) variables should be considered as well.
However, there are findings;

It has been noticed in previous research that there is a difference in general
consumption due to age. There was a difference in consumption patterns in
consumers under 30 years of age and over 30 years of age. The younger group
tended to be of more modern and materialistic values, (eg. “exciting life” and
“successful”) while the older group preferred more traditional values such as
“tradition” and “wisdom” (Kihlberg & Risvik, 2007).

Concerning gender, the differences between males and females were significant
in several studies (Gil et. al., 2000; Honkanen & Olsen, 2009; Jain & Kaur, 2006;
Kihlberg & Risvik, 2007; Tivadar & Luthar, 2005; Yue et. al., 2010). Women
tended to have a more green consumer” segment than males (Gil et. al., 2000; Jain
& Kaur, 2006). Males seemed to care less about the environment than females
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(Honkanen & Olsen, 2009; Yue et. al., 2010), and women were more likely to buy
organic foods than men (Azzurra et. al., 2019; Bravo et. al., 2013; Kottala & Singh,
2015; Van Loo et. al., 2013).

Jain & Kaur (2006) and Al-Nuaimi & Al-Ghamdi (2022) showed that customers
who preferred organic options were most likely to have higher education. Other
studies revealed that people with higher education, or who are married and/or have
young children, were more associated with buying organic food products (Dimitri
& Dettmann, 2012; Vecchio et. al., 2016).

Some studies have analyzed the relationship between income and food
consumption patterns. Having a higher income might lead to a higher consumption
of food, but it might also lead to healthier lifestyles due to higher consumption of
fruit and vegetables (Csutora, 2014). In a study made by Mackenzie et. al., (2008),
the higher the household income level, the bigger the ecological footprint based on
food products. This was also confirmed by Csurora & Mozner (2014). A study
made by Abdallah et. al., (2011) showed that households with higher incomes spent
more money on expensive food products.

2.1.4 Consumer behavior and responsibility

When discussing sustainable production and consumption, the consumer represents
a central point. Often consumers that take responsible actions are pointed out to be
the answer to achieving sustainability. Individual activities have an impact on
business which is the base of a democratic system (Schwarzkopf, 2011). It is
assumed that consumer behavior affects environmental impact, animal welfare, and
social justice. By paying money for chosen products in the supermarket, the
purchasing act can be seen as a vote. A choice has been made, sustainable or not
(Sassatelli, 2007; Trentmann, 2006). Studies have been performed to evaluate the
effect of campaigns, knowledge transfer, and labeling on consumer behavior.
Results show that it can guide consumers to more sustainable choices (Southerton
& Evans, 2017).

Warde (2005) suggests consumption occurs “often entirely without mind” but
“within and for the sake of practices”. Therefore there is the idea that consumption
is more habitual and less thought through than we tend to say it is (Spaargaren,
2011). When consumers make a repeat purchase, there are two possible options:
repeated problem-solving and habit decision-making (Blackwell et. al., 2001).
Repeated problem-solving mainly occurs when the consumer is dissatisfied with a
previous purchase or when a product is out of stock, which in turn often leads to
the consumer buying a similar product from another brand. Decision-making based
on habit is the most common in repeated purchases. It means that the consumer
chooses to buy the same brand that he has previously bought out of routine as it
simplifies the purchase for the consumer (Axelsson & Agndal, 2012; Biel et. al.,
2005; Blackwell et. al., 2001; Piacentini & Szmigin, 2015). To get a consumer to
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buy another product, it is therefore important to change the current habit and replace
it with a new habit, which is difficult as habits require time to change (Blackwell
et. al., 2001; Solomon et. al., 2006).

The purchase of daily goods is characterized by low-involvement decision-
making, where the consumer rarely exercises any extensive search process before
a decision is made, in other words, the consumer puts little thought into the
purchases (Axelsson & Agndal, 2012; Terlau & Hirsch, 2015). Food is categorized
as a daily commodity, which means that its consumption is driven by convenience
and well-established consumption habits that require low commitment (Vermeir &
Verbeke, 2006). Habits can be another reason for the attitude-behavior gap, which
is a term used to describe how actions do not always agree with attitude (Vermeir
& Verbeke, 2006). The consumer therefore needs to know the problem, which thus
aims for the individual to be aware of the environmental problems and their
consequences. Information is thus an important part of increasing consumer
knowledge, which in turn can increase the consumption of sustainable foods and
overcome the attitude-behavior gap (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002).

However, consumer demand has been debated. According to Spurling et. al.,
(2018), the focus shall be on the entire food supply chain and not only on the
consumer. Research that has been performed on sustainable food consumption has
included consumer behavior, diets, green communication, and impact on health
(e.g. Grunert et. al., 2014; Martin & Brandao, 2017; R606s et. al., 2018; Sirieix et.
al., 2013; Spendrup et. al., 2019). However, instead of focusing on single
dimensions of sustainability (e.g. consumer behavior), scholars argued that future
research must focus on why systems are unsustainable and how to promote
development (Abson et. al., 2017; Campbell et. al., 2018; Talle et. al., 2019; Weitz
et. al., 2018; Wiréhn et. al., 2020). Some also mean that by appointing the consumer
as the responsible one, the focus is no longer on infrastructure, institutes, etc, which
play maybe a bigger role in sustainability (Spaargaren, 2011).

2.1.5 Retailers' responsibility

Similar to consumers, retailers play a big role in the change toward sustainable food
systems (CIAA, 2009; Jones et. al., 2005; Ytterhus et. al., 1999). Retailers are
powerful due to their ability to promote and encourage consumers to purchase
sustainable food products. Retailers can influence consumers and consumer
demand because of their partnership with suppliers, and daily contact with
consumers, allowing them the possibility to influence and promote sustainably
produced food products (Tjarnemo & Sovdahl, 2015).

There is a global trend that the food chain is getting more concentrated with a
smaller number of retailers, but to a larger extent (European Commission, 2016).
The concentration of retailers in Sweden is the highest in Europe, with one of the
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biggest retailers in Sweden, ICA, controlling over 50% of the market. Together with
Coop, Axfood (Hemkdp and Willys), and Bergendahls (City Gross), retailers
control a big part of the market. Whatever foods these retailers choose to provide,
have a major impact on what kind of foods Swedish consumers purchase (Tjdrnemo
& Sovdahl, 2015).

There is an anticipation that retailers should help consumers make sustainable
choices; “It [marketing] can help consumers to find, choose and use sustainable
products and services, by providing information, ensuring availability and
affordability, and setting the appropriate tone through marketing communications”
(World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 2008). When asking
retailers about their strategy regarding consumer guidance, answers like “We make
it possible for the customer to choose” and “We will provide the products that the
consumers demand” were common (Tjdrnemo & Soévdahl, 2015). The general
attitude is that the responsibility lies on the consumer and not on retailers. Two
studies showed that retailers were positive about promoting sustainable food
products if there were financial benefits in doing so (Fischer and R8s, 2018;
Tjdarnemo & Sovdahl, 2015).

According to Jones et. al., (2011), the willingness to improve social and
environmental sustainability among retailers is increasing. However, it has been
discussed whether they “are, at best, engaging in a weak model of sustainable
consumption which fits well together with common business goals”. Jones et. al.,
(2013) are skeptical of retailers' contribution, meaning they are too focused on
business models and continuing growth.

2.1.6 Drivers and barriers in the retail sector

When analyzing drivers and barriers towards sustainability, according to retailers,
many factors mattered. Resource factors, market factors, regulatory factors, and
social factors were all part of retailers' chosen strategies (Chkanikova & Mont,
2015).

Pressure from governments; legislations and directives, is one of the main
drivers according to retailers (BIOIntelligence Service, 2009; Hall, 2001).
Stakeholders, supplier, and inventor pressure is motivating, as well as increasing
financial returns and decreasing costs (BIO Intelligence Service, 2009; Danish
EPA, 2010; Jones et. al., 2005; Ytterhus et. al., 1999). Consumer demand, as
discussed earlier, has a big impact on the retail sector (Tjdrnemo & Soévdahl, 2015).

One identified obstacle according to retailers is a lack of government leadership
(Jones et. al., 2008), a clear vision of sustainability and clear messages from
policymakers are necessary for achieving positive results (Danish EPA, 2010). One
of the most indicated barriers for retailers to promote sustainable options is costs
(BIO Intelligence Service, 2009), therefore financial benefits are necessary.
Retailers might be reluctant towards sustainable strategies if too big of an
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investment is needed (Dijk, 2000; Danish EPA, 2010, Smith, 2007). It might be
challenging for supermarkets to promote sustainable improvements in the
production chain when consumers demand cheap food and are not willing to pay
for, for example, eco-labeled products. Consumers who only care about price and
lack interest and awareness are a big barrier for retailers (Smith, 2007). Some
retailers also pointed out that “not all consumers are interested or aware of the
environmental and social impacts of food” (Chkanikova & Mont, 2015).

One way to get consumers to consume more sustainably is for retailers to take
the lead and act as "choice editors" for consumers (Sadowski & Buckingham, 2007
according to Tullsten & de Silva, 2020). Given the limited time and many
distractions facing today's consumers, consumers do not have the time or capacity
to absorb label information - they want to walk into a store, choose any product,
and trust that the retailer has taken care of all sustainability issues throughout the
product's value chain, preferably without the consumer having to pay extra for these
goods (Sadowski & Buckingham, 2007, according to Tullsten & de Silva (2020).

2.1.7 Farmers' responsibility

The farmer is the very core of sustainable development in the food systems
(Kéllstrom & Ljung, 2005) Unfortunately, many farmers experience a stressed
financial situation, in part due to the increasing power of the retail sector. In the
past decades, retailers have increased both in financial and structural power
(European Commission 2016; Richards et. al. 2013; Sonnino, 2013; Thompson &
Lockie 2013; Van der Ploeg, 2010).

Many farmers have announced that they experience financial difficulties due to
low prices and high costs. The trust in the Swedish government is low, mostly due
to ever-changing legislation and lack of support. Swedish farmers answer to
legislations and regulations on a higher level than the EU’s minimum requirements,
making it more expensive for farmers to produce food in Sweden than in other
countries (Fischer & R60s, 2018). It is, for example, labor-intensive to keep animals
on semi-natural pastures (costs differ depending on payments in EU subsidies). It
might be more profitable to raise cattle inside than on pasture (Hessle & Kumm,
2011). Responses like “It’s impossible for me to be more environmentally friendly
if I am to have any financial profit’ in a study made by Fischer and R66s (2018),
indicated that reconstruction (improving the financial situation, etc.) of the food
system is needed to achieve strong sustainability on farms. According to Kéllstrom
& Ljung (2005), it will be challenging to reach today's environmental goals if
farmers are not satisfied with their situation, meaning that there is a need for better
support from authorities and organizations to improve the situation farmers
experience.

The number of farmers is decreasing every year and the size of farms is
increasing. This leads to bigger distances within the farmer's community. Farmers’
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average age is relatively high as well. These changes, according to Kéllstrom &
Ljung (2005) lead to unsustainable social development and therefore further
challenges to achieve animal welfare and environmental goals. Kéllstrom & Ljung
(2005) propose changes like limiting loneliness and promoting collaboration among
farmers, allowing the sharing of knowledge. The authors also suggest more public
education, telling consumers about farm practices.

Farmers are usually positioned far from the consumers. Some farmers have
expressed frustration that consumers do not always appreciate their work (Fischer
& R60s, 2018). According to Kéllstrom & Ljung (2005), farmers have experienced
“the gap between society's demand for high environmental and quality standards
and the actual political and consumer actions taken is an expression of society's lack
of recognition.” This has led to farmers communicating with consumers directly
through entrepreneurial activities. They argue that “people who know more about
what farmers are striving for and doing, and the reason for this, and with whom
they have a personal relationship, are less negative than others.”

REKO-Rings is one example of alternative food networks (AFNs) that have, in
the last decade, increased a lot in Sweden, especially after COVID-19. This method
allows the consumer to buy locally produced food directly from the producer.
According to Hunter et. al., (2022) AFNs ‘“are often characterized by their
‘sustainability promise’ — or the idea that their networks foster social, ecological or
environmental improvements over conventional food networks”. This type of Short
Food Supply Chain (SFSC) is more flexible than the long food chain (Michel-
Villarreal et al., 2021; Smith et al., 2015) since the producer obtains feedback
directly from the consumer allowing them to respond to the market demand
immediately (Wang & Zhang, 2022).

One way for farmers to share their everyday lives is by using social media. Many
citizens are interested in agriculture and by seeing agricultural content they develop
knowledge and understanding of the hard work farmers put in. Social media
counteracts the gap between consumers and producers (Land Lantbruk, 2020;
Landsbygdensfolk, 2018; LRF, 2023).

2.1.8 Policy makers

The Swedish government has in the last year developed a plan to invest more money
in food production. The deteriorating security policy situation has actualized the
need to strengthen food production in Sweden, where primary production is a
critical part of the chain (Regeringskansliet, 2023).

Sweden’s national food strategy aiming for 2030 (Regeringskansliet, 2024) is
the first food strategy that includes the entire food chain. The long-term goal is to
make sure the full potential of the food chain is used. This means, for example,
having an increasing and sustainable food production leading to more jobs and
sustainable growth in the whole country. It also aims to help consumers, despite
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background, make more conscious choices. During 2023 the government started
working on a food strategy 2.0. This will continue previous work and keep bringing
progress and development making sure to strengthen Swedish competitiveness
(Regeringskansliet, 2024). The government's target is also that 30% of Swedish
agricultural land should consist of certified organic agricultural land in 2030 and
60% of public food consumption should consist of certified organic products in
2030 (Regeringskansliet, 2019).

Since Sweden is part of the EU they are also part of the EU’s common
agricultural policy (CAP). What CAP aims for, in the short term, is to support
farmers making sure future food production is secured. CAP also wants to make
sure everyone can afford food and help maintain rural areas (European
Commission, 2024).

As for the local authorities, it is suggested that they be responsible for making
sure the food that is served is sustainably produced. This counts for schools,
hospitals, retirement homes, etc. Since the EU prohibits geographical
discrimination, a change in procurement practices is needed to be able to serve
locally produced (Swedish) meat without limitations (Granvik, 2012; Ohlund et.
al., 2017). The different regions in Sweden have developed their food strategies
(Tillvaxtverket, 2024). In 2024, statistics regarding purchased food in the public
sector were published for the first time (Mattanken, 2024). These statistics showed
several regions serve only Swedish meat, and several regions serve the majority of
domestic food in general (Livsmedelsstatistik, 2024).
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3. Methods

Databases such as Google Scholar, Scopus, and Web of Science were used to find
literature for the literature review.

The second part of this study has been a consumer survey. This master thesis has
been a part of the EU project called “PATHWAYS” (https://pathways-
project.com/). Since a lot of data was analyzed in the PATHWAYS project, only
chosen parts will be presented in this study due to the limitation of the master thesis.

Firstly, the data collection and analysis concerning the online survey will be
described, followed by the description of the data analysis and quota sampling. The
questionnaire can be seen in Appendix 1.

3.1 Online survey and choice experiment

In the next section, the data collection procedure, survey structure, and content
are presented.

3.1.1 Data collection procedure

The online survey and choice experiment were conducted in five countries,
Germany, France, Italy, Sweden, and Romania. These countries were selected to
cover the different geographical regions in the EU, taking into account the different
cultural backgrounds and eating habits within the EU. The data from the online
survey was collected in autumn 2023. The data collection was organized by Bilendi,
an internationally operating marketing agency. Bilendi provided the consumer
panels, invited the participants, and steered the quota sampling. Quota sampling
was employed to draw samples that represent the total population in Sweden.

3.1.2 Survey structure

The online survey consisted of 10 sections. Two sections were excluded: Dietary
patterns and Choice Experiment, to meet the scope of the thesis. The presented 8
sections are analyzed in this thesis.

1.  Introduction: the survey started with an introduction including information
about the survey topic, the ethical guidelines the survey is based on, data protection,
and the rights of the respondents.
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2. Socio-demographics part 1: this section included questions about age,
gender, and region. The data was collected by the marketing agency for the quota
sampling

3. Motivation: this section measured the level of motivation for sustainable
food consumption, focusing on the three sustainability dimensions environment and
climate, and animal welfare using three items for each dimension using an s4-point-
scale from 1 = not motivated at all to 4 = doing so already.

4.  Attitudes: attitudes both towards and against sustainable food consumption
were addressed in several sets of questions, measured on a five-point scale from 5
= [ fully agree to 1 =1 fully disagree

5. Role of sustainability labels in daily life: this section included a set of
(generic) labels and respondents were asked to report the frequency with which they
choose food labels in daily life, measured on a 5-point scale from regularly to I
don’t know the label.

6. Transition towards sustainable food consumption (the role of actors and
acceptance of different interventions/measures to achieve a higher sustainability in
the food system).

7. Demographics part 2: education level, household size, number and age of
children, living environment (urban, rural), net monthly household income.

3.2 Quota sampling in Sweden

The quota sampling aimed for the best representation of respondents. The sampling
in Sweden was controlled based on three variables; region, gender, and age. The
sample size was 495.

Samples were collected from three different statistical regions in Sweden
according to the NUTS distribution (see Appendix 2). East, South, and North are
the Swedish regions used for reporting statistics within the EU (SCB, 2008). The
gender distribution was equal between males and females. Three different age
groups were used in the data analysis, 18-34 years, 35-54 years, and 55-75 years.
Further, sociodemographic characteristics can be seen in Table 1.

3.3 Data analysis

Data was analyzed using the statistical program SPSS.

To analyze the motivation levels between different groups, a reliability test was
made to see if it was possible to group environmental, climate, and animal welfare
motivation. Since the result was >0,7 these three variables were correlated and
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could be used as one. The variable motivation level is therefore a combination of
environmental, climate, and animal welfare motivation when used in this study.

To test the correlation between different motivation levels and
sociodemographic values, several tests were made. The Kruskal-Wallis test was
used for all of the following tests except for the correlation between gender and
motivation level, where the Mann-Whitney U test was used.

When testing the correlation between gender and motivation level the Mann-
Whitney U test was used. Mann-Whitney U-test is, like the Kruskal-Wallis test,
used when the underlying data is not normally distributed. Mann-Whitney U test is
used when there are two groups, in this case, male and female. The null hypothesis
is, that there is no difference between groups and the mean rank is the same
(DATAtab, 2024).

The Kruskal-Wallis test is a nonparametric method suitable for testing samples
originating from the same distribution. Kruskal-Wallis extends the Mann-Whitney
test, making it ideal for testing several groups. The null hypothesis of the Kruskal-
Wallis test is that there is no difference between groups and the mean rank is the
same, on this test as well. This test does not assume a normal distribution of the
data Laerd Statistics, 2024). Since the consumer perspective is much discussed in
this thesis, there was also an interest in the correlation between age and consumer
responsibility, the Kruskal-Wallis test was used for this test as well.
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4. Result

The following section presents the results of the consumer survey. The
sociodemographics part comes first and further follows the results from the

different parts; motivation, attitudes, role of sustainability labels in daily life, the

transition towards sustainable food consumption, and knowledge of agriculture.
Further follows an analysis of sociodemographic values and behavior patterns. The

total number of correspondents was 495 throughout the survey. All questions had a

response rate of 100% since unimplemented forms were deleted by Bilendi.

4.1.1 Sociodemographic profile

The aim was to get an even number of women and men and a good distribution
among ages and geographic locations. This was succeded and the result is shown

in Table 1.

Table 1. The sociodemographic sample characteristics.

Variable Definition Frequency (%) | Value
Age (years) 18-34 36,4 180
35-54 43,0 213
55-75 20,6 102
Gender O=male 49,9 247
1=female 50,1 248
Region 1=east 32,1 159
2=south 38,4 190
3=north 29,5 146
Highest level of education 1=no education 4,6 23
2=apprenticeship 3,6 18
3=high school 43,0 212
4=applied sciences 10,0 50
5=bachelor 28,0 139
6=masters/doctors 11,0 53
Monthly income (after taxes) 1=less than 10 000 kr 4,2 21
2=10 000—17 999 kr 11,9 59
3=18 000-27 999 kr 15,0 74
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4=28 000-37 999 kr 28,5 141
5=38 000—49 999 kr 16,3 81
6=50 00074 999 kr 9,0 45
7=75 000 kr or more 3,2 16
8=no answer 11,7 58
Diet 1=mixed diet 67,5 334
2=flexitarian 12,1 60
3=vegetarian 4,2 21
4=vegan 3,2 16
S=paleo 5,9 29
6=low carb 7,1 35
Household size* 1 25,1 124
2 32,1 159
3 15,2 75
4 18,6 92
5 5,5 27
more than 5 3,0 15
Children 0=do not have children 62,0 307
1=have children 38,0 188

*Three people answered household size was 0. These were excluded from the

data.

4.2 Online survey results

4.2.1 Motivation

In the motivation section, the questions were related to how motivated the

correspondents were to accept inconvenience in nine different situations related to

sustainable development. Inconvenience could mean, for example, looking for

sustainable products in the supermarket or changing consumption patterns.
The different options are presented and numbered in Table 2 and the result is
presented in Figure 1. Options 1-3 were related to environmentally-friendly

questions, 4-6 to climate-friendly questions, and 7-9 to animal-friendly questions.
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Table 2. Level of motivation, options.

To harm the environment as little as possible through conscious food consumption

When shopping, choose food that is as environmentally friendly as possible

Accept inconveniences to consume products that are more environmentally friendly

To harm the climate as little as possible through conscious food consumption

When shopping, choose food that is as climate-friendly as possible

Accept inconveniences to consume products that are more climate-friendly

To harm the farm animal welfare as little as possible through conscious food consumption

When shopping, choose food that is as animal-friendly as possible

O |0 Q| | |h (W (N[~

Accept inconveniences to consuming products that are more animal-friendly and produced

Level of motivation regarding sustainable development

60%

50%

0,
44% 43% 44% 1% 42% 42%
40% 7% 5% %
2%
8%
30% 5%
? 3% o 4%
20% 159 % 16% .
149 14% 15%
& 13% - 114 12% I 11% °
10%
|

51% .
48% 46%

B | am not motivated at all B am maybe motivated | am certainly motivated B am doing so already

Figure 1. Level of motivation regarding sustainable development.

The most popular answers were ”I am maybe motivated” and I am certainly
motivated”. I am doing so already” and ”I am not motivated at all” were less
popular, meaning that people tended to stick to the moderate options but had a
generally positive attitude towards sustainability. The correspondents tended to be
less motivated in the situations regarding their inconvenience.

By adding I am maybe motivated” and "I am certainly motivated” together, the

correspondents had a higher level of motivation regarding the animal welfare
questions than the environment and climate questions (76,3% compared to 70,3%
for the environment and 64,3% for the climate).
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4.2.2 Attitudes

In the part regarding attitudes, the correspondents were first asked how they rated
fourteen possible sustainable development solutions. The different solutions varied
a lot, from different types of labels to increasing lab meat or vegetative substitutes.
The result is shown in Figure 2.

Attitudes towards sustainable development options
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00
e | do not agree at all == | only agree to a small part
| agree to some part e 3gree to most of it

e | completely agree

Figure 2. Attitudes towards sustainable development options.

The correspondents answered that labeling, offering instructions to consumers,
financial incentives, increased production of local meat, more efficiently produced
meat, animal-friendly production systems, and increased organic food production
were good options to increase sustainable development.

Lab-grown meat was the least popular option with only 23% who thought it was
a good idea, and only 10% that completely agreed. Taxes were the second least
popular, followed by unlimited meat consumption, meat reduction, and increased
consumption of vegetarian substitutes.

The correspondents were then asked how they rated twenty different statements
regarding sustainability at the same level as Figure 2 -between “I do not agree at
all” to “I completely agree”. The result is shown in Figure 3, where the different
statements are rated from the most popular to the least popular.

25



The popularity of different sustainability statements

Increasing environmentally friendly food systems

Increasing preservation of natural landscapes

Increasing animal friendly food systems

| already pay enough for other things

Information and practical tips on sustainable consumption

Increasing climate friendly food systems

Above all, food should be cheap

The topic of sustainability in the context of food is over-rated

Higher prices for higher farm animal welfare

When buying food, | always look for the cheapest options

Detailed information on sustainability by food companies
Not my responsibility to increase sustainability by paying higher...

Reducing animal-based food production and consumption

| doubt that sustainability labels are truly more sustainable

| refuse to pay more for food sustainability

Higher prices for environmentally friendly food production

Higher prices for climate friendly food production

Food should be sustainable without higher prices

There is no need to increase the current level of sustainability

| am not interested in the sustainability of food

o
=
N
w

Figure 3. The popularity of different sustainability statements.

The most popular statements were; increasing environmentally friendly food
systems, more support should be given to the preservation of natural landscapes,
increasing animal-friendly food systems, and I already pay enough for other things.

The least popular statements were; I am not interested in the sustainability of
food, there is no need to increase the current level of sustainability, and food should
be sustainable without having to pay higher prices.

4.2.3 Role of sustainability labels in daily life

The role of sustainability labels in a daily life section included a set of (generic)
labels, respondents were asked to report the frequency they choose food labels in
daily life. Even though some labels do exist, this part aimed to evaluate which
(invented) labels were most popular. The result is shown in Figure 4.



How often respondents buy food with different sustainability

labels
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B Climate friendly production labels
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M Organic labels

W Natural grazing production labels (Naturbeteskott)

Figure 4. How often respondents buy food with different sustainability labels.

Organic and locally produced were the most popular labels in general. Animal-
friendly labels and natural grazing production labels were the labels that the
correspondents had the least experience with.

Occasionally and Rarely were the most popular alternatives regarding how often
they bought different labels.

4.2.4 Transition toward sustainable food consumption

The correspondents were asked how much responsibility they thought every sector
(retailers, consumers, policy makers, and farmers) in the food chain has. The
questions involved the role of actors, and acceptance of different
interventions/measures to achieve a higher sustainability in the food system. The
result is shown in Figure 5.
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Level of responsibility in the food chain
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Very low level of ~ Rather low level of Neither high or low Rather high level of Very high level of
responsibility responsibility level of responsibility responsibility
responsibility

H Retailers ® Consumers Policy makers ® Farmers

Figure 5. Level of responsibility in the food chain.

The respondents were united answering that all, consumers, farmers, retailers, and
policymakers are responsible for sustainable development. Few thought that the
different sectors had a low level of responsibility. In the lowest level of
responsibility, consumers excelled with 7% compared to the other sectors that had
only 2%. Compared to the other sectors, they answered that consumers had the
lowest level of responsibility in total. Retailers were perceived to have a rather high
level of responsibility.

By adding “Rather high level of responsibility” and Very high level of
responsibility” together, the consumers had a lower level of responsibility (46%
compared to 68% for retailers, 76% for policy makers, and 70% for farmers).

4.2.5 Knowledge of agriculture

To get a better perception of how much agriculture knowledge the correspondents
had, they were encouraged to answer true or false in seven different statements.
These statements were based on EU legislation in general. The result is shown in
Figure 6.
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Knowledge of agriculture

Ruminants are no food competitors to humans (if 40
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ayear “ 38
Reducing animal product consumption is better for 32
global warming $ 46
Reducing animal product consumption improves health ﬂ 43

Outdoor access for all farm animals several times a year h‘u 46
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Figure 6. Knowledge of agriculture.

The answer “I don’t know” was in general the most popular answer in this section.
In the question “the calf must remain with the cow for several months after birth”
25% answered that it is true, which it is not. Regarding this question, 56% answered
“I don’t know”. Regarding the question about bedding material for pigs, an even
higher amount (63%) answered that they do not know, and 9% answered that it is
false (which is incorrect).

Further, 47% answered that they did not know if dairy cows are kept on pasture
for several months, and 15% believed they are not which is incorrect. In the
question “Outdoor access for all farm animals several times a year” 42% answered
that they do not know and 46% answered that it is true. The correct answer to this
question is false, since eg. pigs and chickens rarely have outdoor access several
times a year. The answers to these questions show that the respondents had a low
level of agricultural knowledge.

4.3 The sociodemographic characteristics analysis

To analyze the correlation between different motivation levels and
sociodemographic values, several tests were made.
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The correlation between gender and motivation level was -3.746 (p=0.001). The
mean rank was 223.93 for men and 271.98 for women, meaning women have a
higher level of motivation than men.

The correlation between level of education and level of motivation was 0.013
(p=0.05). The correlation between income and motivation level was 0.297 (p=0.05).
Regarding the correlation between age and level of motivation, the test result was
0.945 (p=0.05). As for region and level of motivation, the result was 0.341 (p=0.05)
and there is no correlation as well.

Since the consumer perspective is much discussed in this thesis, there was also
an interest in the correlation between age and consumer responsibility. Using the
Kruskal-Wallis test here as well, the test result was 0.283 (p=0.05). This means that
if the current trend continues, people will assume the consumer has little
responsibility in the future as well.

4.4 Behavior patterns

Looking at the results, the respondents tended to stick to the alternatives in the
middle. For example in the part about motivation level where ”I am maybe
motivated” and T am certainly motivated” were the most popular options. The part
with the different statements, I neither agree nor disagree” was the most chosen
alternative. In the section with different solutions I only agree to a small part” and
I agree to some parts” were the most chosen alternatives.

The data also shows that the respondents prefer cheap food. In Figure 3, I
already pay enough for other things” and ” above all, food should be cheap” were
popular options. In Figure 2, taxes were one of the least popular options.
Considering the presented data, the respondents seem positive toward increasing
sustainability in their everyday lives. However, they are more positive toward
options that do not include/require financial expenses.

Looking at Figure 1, options 3, 6, and 9 regarding inconvenience, have a higher
response rate than the other options. This indicates that consumers are interested in
sustainability, as long as they do not need to put in extra effort. Looking at Figure
2, the most popular sustainable solutions were labeling, instructions, and financial
incentives. These are all options that other sectors are responsible for, rather than
the consumer. Some of the least popular options were, except for lab meat, taxes,
meat reduction, and increased consumption of vegetarian substitutes. These are
options that immediately affect the consumer, some might say negatively. This also
supports the resistance towards inconvenience.
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5. Discussion

Having presented the results and highlighted the most relevant parts, this will
further be analyzed in the discussion that follows. The presented data will also be
compared to the literature part.

5.1 Responsibility

In the literature review, the consumers' responsibility and how consumers’ demand
affect the market, were highlighted (Sassatelli, 2007, Trentmann, 2006). The retail
sector also tended to blame the consumer, arguing that they sell what consumers
buy and not the opposite (Tjarnemo & Sovdahl, 2015). However, the results of this
study show that the respondents believe that the other sectors have a higher
responsibility than the consumers. This conflict of responsibility might harm
sustainable development since no one is willing to take full responsibility.

As mentioned in the literature part the entire food chain must work to achieve
sustainable food systems (Govindan, 2018). Therefore, putting the responsibility
on other sectors will not have the positive effect needed for future food production.
The consumers must be able to make sustainable decisions, but they are not the only
sector responsible. Since the retail industry is very concentrated in Sweden with
four companies that control most of the market (Tjarnemo & Sévdahl, 2015) they
have a big opportunity to take a stand and improve their sustainability standards.
Since they have an impact on consumer choices, they can choose to work for the
increase of Swedish self-sufficiency, by choosing to sell only domestic meat and
dairy products for example. By raising the consumers’ awareness, together with
labels and marketing strategies organized by the retail sector, sales can increase.
Increased consumption of climate-labeled milk is one example that we saw work in
the study by Elofsson et. al., (2016). The retail sector also has the option of
refraining from purchasing unsustainable food products.

The Swedish government has made improvements to secure Swedens' food
security (Regeringskansliet, 2023). Since Sweden is only about 50 % self-sufficient
(LRF, 2024; Svenska Dagbladet, 2022) there is a need for big actions to ensure
citizens survival in case of crisis. Since farmers experience difficulties in achieving
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sustainability in their business (Fischer & R&6s, 2018) actions are needed if we
want to have domestic food production in the future. Since Swedish’ agriculture
has high standards, especially regarding animal welfare (Animal Protection Index,
2024) and low use of antibiotics in livestock production (Mulchandani et. al., 2023;
Rajala-Schultz et. al., 2021; Wierup, 2021) it should be able to bring added value
to animal foods.

5.2 Food prices and consumer behavior

In 2019 when Russia invaded Ukraine, the farmers’ expenses raised four million
Swedish crowns in just a few months. This led to higher food prices than people
were used to. Since Russia and Ukraine are two of the biggest producers of
fertilizers, this has also led to Sweden importing lower amounts. Using fewer
fertilizers, field production decreases and less food is produced (Svenska
Dagbladet, 2024).

In times of war, high food prices, and inflation, the trust for domestic food
products increases. Swedish consumers tend to buy more Swedish meat when the
world faces difficult times. In a consumer survey from Svenskt Kott (2023), 87%
said they look for Swedish meat when grocery shopping. In Svenskt Kotts’ survey,
the correspondents answered that they gladly paid more money for domestic
products. This was also shown in the literature review. It is concerning though, that
the results in this study, the options regarding cheap food prices were popular. Since
Sweden has higher production costs than other countries, the domestic meat is often
more expensive than the imported options.

Another difference that can be discussed is that the results showed that the
correspondents tended to have a positive attitude toward both increasing organic
consumption and production, but also bought organic labels more often than others.
Sweden is one of the five countries in the world with the highest consumption of
organic products (KRAV, 2024). However, since 2020 the consumption of organic
products has been decreasing mostly due to higher prices than conventional
products (SVT, 2022). The amount of organic registered animals has decreased as
well in the last couple of years (Jordbruksverket, 2022).

These examples above might all be examples of the attitude-behavior gap
mentioned in the literature review. Correspondents answer ‘“correctly” in the
surveys saying they are motivated to buy sustainable foods, but once in the grocery
store, they pick cheaper options. Since it is easy to answer that they like organic
food, for example, we can assume that the statistics in this study will not agree with
reality.

This might support several studies mentioned in the literature review; Axelsson
& Agndal (2012) and Terlau & Hirsch (2015) meant that consumers put little
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thought into their purchases. Vermeir & Verbeke (2006) said grocery shopping is
mostly habitual. This way of thinking is also supported by Sadowski &
Buckingham (2007) (according to Tullsten & de Silva (2020)), they want to walk
into a store, choose any product, and trust that the retailer has taken care of all
sustainability issues throughout the product's value chain, preferably without the
consumer having to pay extra for these goods (Sadowski & Buckingham, 2007,
according to Tullsten & de Silva (2020).

This situation is also an opportunity for the retail sector to make improvements,
such as information and placing products in a special way in the store. Regarding
the results from this study, the respondents answered that they were less fond of
options regarding their inconvenience. This might mean that if the consumer needs
to put an effort while in the supermarket (for example ask where to find food
products that are hard to find), they might choose a less sustainable option. Leading
consumers to make better choices in the grocery store, seems like a viable option
for the retail sector.

The increasing popularity of REKO-rings might indicate that consumers are
willing to pay more money for food if they know that it goes directly to the farmer.
Since REKO-rings usually do not offer the same range of products as supermarkets,
people accept some inconvenience for less amount of products. This might be an
indication that the retail industry takes too big a profit in the food chain.

5.3 Value of food

Another opinion that was noticed in the study by Fischer & R66s (2018) was that
farmers expressed that consumers have a lack of knowledge about food production.
The gap between producer and consumer is, according to farmers, too big.

During the last decade, people have become used to low food prices, mostly due
to the high amount of imported food (Svenskt K&tt, 2024). When Russia invaded
Ukraine and food prices increased, consumers started complaining about food being
too expensive. However, we have never spent less money on food than in the last
decade. Compared to 1950 when as much as 40% of the household income was
spent on food, today these expenses are only 12,5%. It is therefore relevant to
question the current value of food and consider improving the appreciation for food.
The expenses that no longer is spent on food are usually spent on accommodation,
hobbies, and recreation (Svenskt Kott, 2024).

Returning to the gap between the farmers and the consumers- these results
support the results from Fischer & R66s (2018). The results from this study show
that the correspondents have little knowledge of agriculture, see Figure 6. Since
47% answered that they did not know if cows are kept on pasture, it is a little
concerning. “Kosldpp” is a popular event at the beginning of summer when farmers
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allow the cows to attend pastures for the first time in the season. This event usually
attracts thousands of people, so the lack of knowledge about grazing cows in
Sweden is surprising. There have also been projects in Sweden regarding pigs and
their tails staying intact eg. “Svenska grisar har knorren kvar (Swedish pigs have
intact tails)”. Tail biting is seen as a welfare problem and providing straw is one
possible solution to the problem. Since the majority of the respondents in this study
answered that they did not know if pigs have access to straw, it is clear that the
message from these projects has not reached the consumers in general.

This knowledge gap might be the reason consumers complain about food prices-
they do not know how food is produced and how much work is needed for the
finished product.

5.4 Survey evaluation

5.4.1 Was the survey too comprehensive?

As mentioned in the result, many respondents tended to stick to the middle options
throughout the survey. For example in Figure 1 where I am maybe motivated” and
”I am certainly motivated” were the most popular options. The part with the
different statements, ’I neither agree nor disagree” was the most chosen alternative.
In the section with different solutions "I only agree to a small part” and I agree to
some parts” were the most chosen alternatives.

This can either mean that, (1) as mentioned in by Chkanikova & Mont (2015),
consumers do not care about the sustainability of food, or (2) it can mean that
Swedish consumers are typical lagom” (moderate). A third option (3) is that since
the survey was quite comprehensive, the correspondents put little effort into
answering the questions.

The survey had 10 different parts with many questions in each section, the total
number of questions was 76. The estimated time for completing the survey was 20
minutes. Since the survey was this comprehensive, it might hurt the correspondents'
motivation to answer the questions accurately.

5.4.2 Potential errors

Since the survey was sent out to five different countries, translation into different
languages was necessary. During this process, there was a problem with the
translation of the question regarding income level. The question aimed to find out
the household income. However, it was formulated in a way that most respondents
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probably answered what their income level was. When analyzing the data, it was
not clear whether they answered on an individual or household level. This might
have had an effect on the result regarding motivation level based on income.

It would have been a better idea to ask the respondents to fill in their actual
income rather than having different income groups. This way the result would have
been more accurate and it would have eased the data analysis. There were 58
respondents who did not answer the question about income, the majority were
women (41).

The majority of the studies discussed in the literature review were written before
the inflation that came with COVID-19 and Russia invading Ukraine. A lot has
happened in the world economy but also on an individual level. Therefore,
comparing old research with the results from this study, might not be accurate on
some levels.

35



Conclusions

To achieve sustainable food systems the entire food chain must improve
their actions toward sustainable development.

Consumer choices have a major impact on sustainable development, but
consumers are not the only sector that needs to take responsibility.
However, consumers need to be aware of their impact on the market.
Consumers have little knowledge about agriculture which increases the gap
between farmers and consumers. Consumer education is needed to secure
future food production.

There was no correlation between sociodemographic values and motivation
level except between males and females.

A higher level of self-sufficiency rate is needed to ensure the citizen's
survival in case of a crisis.

36



References

Abdullahi Farah, A., Zainalabidin, M., & Ismail, A. L. (2011). The influence of socio-
demographic factors and product attributes on attitudes toward purchasing
special rice among Malaysian consumers. International Food Research Journal,
18(3).

Abson, D. J., Fischer, J., Leventon, J., Newig, J., Schomerus, T., Vilsmaier, U., & Lang,
D. J. (2017). Leverage points for sustainability transformation. Ambio, 46, 30-39.

Al-Nuaimi, S. R., & Al-Ghamdi, S. G. (2022). Sustainable consumption and education
for sustainability in higher education. Sustainability, 14(12), 7255.

Animal Protection Index (2024). Sweden. Available:
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/country/sweden [2024-04-28]

Aschemann-Witzel, J., & Zielke, S. (2017). Can’t buy me green? A review of consumer
perceptions of and behavior toward the price of organic food. J. Consum. Aff. 51,
211-251. doi: 10.1111/joca.12092

Axelsson, B., & Agndal, H. (2012). Professional marketing. Lund: Studentlitteratur.

Azzurra, A., Massimiliano, A., & Angela, M. (2019). Measuring sustainable food
consumption: A case study on organic food. Sustainable production and
consumption, 17,95-107.

Biel, A., Dahlstrand, U., & Grankvist, G. (2005). Habitual and value-guided purchase
behavior. Ambio: a journal of the human environment, 34(4), 360-365.

Bio Intelligence Service. (2009). Towards a Greener Retail Sector. European
Commission: Brussels.

Blackwell, R. D., Miniard, P. W. Engel, & James, F. (2001). Consumer Behavior. 9th
edition. USA: Harcourt College Publishers, (s 12).

Bravo, C. P., Cordts, A., Schulze, B., & Spiller, A. (2013). Assessing determinants of
organic food consumption using data from the German National Nutrition Survey
II. Food quality and Preference, 28(1), 60-70.

Broom, D.M. (2019). Land and Water Usage in Beef Production Systems. Animals, 9,

286.
Brundtland, G. H., & Khalid, M. (1987). Our common future. Oxford University Press,
Oxford, GB.

Cairns, G. (2019). A critical review of evidence on the sociocultural impacts of food
marketing and policy implications. Appetite 136, 193-207. doi:
10.1016/j.appet.2019.02.002

Campbell, B. M., Hansen, J., Rioux, J., Stirling, C. M., & Twomlow, S. (2018). Urgent
action to combat climate change and its impacts (SDG 13): transforming

37



agriculture and food systems. Current opinion in environmental sustainability,
34, 13-20.

Carlsson, F.; Frykblom, P.; Lagerkvist, C.J. (2007). Consumer willingness to pay for
farm animal welfare: Mobile abattoirs versus transportation to slaughter. Fur.
Rev. Agric. Econ., 34, pp. 321-344.

Carrus, G., Pirchio, S., & Mastandrea, S. (2018). Social-cultural processes and urban
affordances for healthy and sustainable food consumption. Front.

Psychol. 9:2407. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02407

Chkanikova, O., & Mont, O. (2015). Corporate supply chain responsibility: drivers and
barriers for sustainable food retailing. Corporate Social Responsibility and
Environmental Management, 22(2), 65-82.

CIAA (2009). Data & trends of the European Food and Drink Industry. The
Confederation of the Food & Drink Industries of the EU: Brussels.

Cohen, M. A., & Vandenbergh, M. P. (2012). The potential role of carbon labeling in a
green economy. Energy Economics, 34, S53-S63.

Crosson, P., Shalloo, L., O’Brien, D., Lanigan, G.J., Foley, P.A., Boland, T.M., & Kenny,
D.A. (2011). A review of whole farm systems models of greenhouse gas
emissions from beef and dairy cattle production systems. Anim. Feed Sci.
Technol., 166—167, 29-45.

Csutora, M., & Veténé Mozner, Z. (2014). Consumer income and its relation to
sustainable food consumption—obstacle or opportunity? International Journal of
Sustainable Development & World Ecology, 21(6), 512-518.

Dagevos, H. (2005) Consumers as four-faced creatures. Looking at food consumption
from the perspective of contemporary consumers. Appetite, 45, 32-39.

Danish EPA. (2010). Green Nordic Retail. Danish EPA. Available:
http://www.mst.dk/English/Sustainability/scp/green_nordic_retail/ [2024-05-15].

DATAtab (2024). Mann-Whitney U-test. Available: https://datatab.net/tutorial/mann-
whitney-u-test [2024-05-15]

Diamantopoulos, A., Schlegelmilch, B.B., Sinkovics, R.R. & Bohlen, G.M. (2003) Can
socio-demographics still play a role in profiling green consumers? A review of

the evidence and an empirical investigation. Journal of Business Research, 56,
465-480.

Dijk F. (2000). Sustainability for retailers. European Retail Digest 27:19-23.

Dimitri, C., & Dettmann, R. L. (2012). Organic food consumers: what do we really know
about them?. British Food Journal, 114(8), 1157-1183.

Ekelund, L. & Spendrup, S. (2016) Climate labelling and the importance of increased
vegetable consumption. Acta Hortic., pp.191-198.

Elofsson, K.; Bengtsson, N.; Matsdotter, E.; Arntyr, J. (2016). The impact of climate
information on milk demand: Evidence from a field experiment. Food Policy, 58,
pp. 14-23.

Eriksson, C. (2018). Livsmedelsproduktion ur ett beredskapsperspektiv: Sarbarheter och
losningar for 6kad resiliens. SLU Future Food Report 2018:1. Uppsala: SLU
Future Food.

38



European Commission (2024). The common agricultural policy at a glance. Available:
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/common-agricultural-policy/cap-overview/cap-
glance_en#capfinancing [2024-05-15]

European Commission. (2015). Attitudes of Europeans towards Animal Welfare;

Directorate-General for Communication.: Brussels, Belgium. Available:
http://data.europa.eu/88u/dataset/S2096 84 4 442 ENG [2024-05-15]

FAOSTAT (2024). Suite of Food Security Indicators. Available:
https://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/FS [2024-04-27]

Filson, G.C., Pfeiffer, W.C., Paine, C., & Taylor, J.R. (2003). The Relationship Between
Grand River Dairy Farmers’Quality of Life and Economic, Social and
Environmental Aspects of Their Farming Systems. J. Sustain. Agric., 22, 61-77.

Fischer, K., & R66s, E. (2018). Controlling sustainability in Swedish beef production:
outcomes for farmers and the environment. Food ethics, 2, 39-55.

Flaherty, S.-J., McCarthy, M., Collins, A., & McAuliffe, F. (2018). Can existing mobile
apps support healthier food purchasing behaviour? Content analysis of nutrition
content, behaviour change theory and user quality integration. Public Health
Nutr. 21, 288-298.

Foley, J. A., Ramankutty, N., Brauman, K. A., Cassidy, E. S., Gerber, J. S., Johnston, M.,
& Zaks, D. P. (2011). Solutions for a cultivated planet. Nature, 478(7369), 337-
342.

Gil, J.M., Gracia, A. & Sanchez, M. (2000). Market segmentation and willingness to pay
for organic products in Spain. International Food and Agribusiness Management
Review, 3, 207-226.

Godfray, H. C. J., Beddington, J. R., Crute, 1. R., Haddad, L., Lawrence, D., Muir, J. F.,
& Toulmin, C. (2010). Food security: the challenge of feeding 9 billion people.
Science, 327(5967), 812-818.

Govindan, K. (2018). Sustainable consumption and production in the food supply chain:
A conceptual framework. International Journal of Production Economics, 195,
419-431.

Granvik, M. (2012). The Localization of Food Systems—An Emerging Issue for Swedish
Municipal Authorities. Int. Plan. Stud., 17, 113—-124.

Grunert, K. G., Hieke, S., & Wills, J. (2014). Sustainability labels on food products:
Consumer motivation, understanding and use. Food policy, 44, 177-189.

Hainmueller, J., Hiscox, M. J., & Sequeira, S. (2011). Consumer demand for the Fair
Trade label: Evidence from a field experiment. Research Paper No. 2011-9B.

Hall J. (2001). Environmental Supply-Chain Innovation. Greener Management
International35: 105-120.

Hallstein, E., & Villas-Boas, S. B. (2013). Can household consumers save the wild fish?
Lessons from a sustainable seafood advisory. Journal of Environmental
Economics and Management, 66(1), 52-71.

Hanjra, M. A., & Qureshi, M. E. (2010). Global water crisis and future food security in
an era of climate change. Food policy, 35(5), 365-377.

39



Hartmann, C., & Siegrist, M. (2017). Consumer perception and behaviour regarding
sustainable protein consumption: a systematic review. Trends Food Sci.
Technol. 61, 11-25. doi: 10.1016/j.tifs.2016.12.006

Hedin, B., Katzeff, C., Eriksson, E., & Pargman, D. (2019). A systematic review of
digital behaviour change interventions for more sustainable food
consumption. Susz. 11:2638. doi: 10.3390/sul 1092638

Hessle, A., & K.I. Kumm. (2011). Use of beef steers for profitable management of
biologically valuable semi-natural pastures in Sweden. Journal for Nature
Conservation 19 (3): 131-136.

Honkanen, P. & Olsen, S.0. (2009) Environmental and animal welfare issues in food
choice: the case of farmed fish. British Food Journal, 111, 293-309.

Hunter, E., Norrman, A., & Berg, E. (2022). Quantifying differences in alternative food
network supply chain activities and their relationship with socioeconomic
outcomes. The international food and agribusiness management review, 25(1),
83-101. https://doi.org/10.22434/I[FAMR2020.0193

Ingenbleek, P.T.M. & Immink, V.M. (2011). Consumer decision-making for animal-
friendly products: Synthesis and implications. Anim. Welf., 20, 11-19.

Jain, S.K. & Kaur, G. (2006) Role of socio-demographics in segmenting and profiling
green consumers: an exploratory study of consumers in India. Journal of

International Consumer Marketing, 18, 107-146.

Jones, P., Comfort, D., Hillier, D., Eastwood, 1. (2005). Corporate social responsibility: A
case study of the UK’s leading food retailers. British Food Journal 107: 423—
435.

Jones P., Comfort, D., & Hillier, D. 2008. Moving towards sustainable food retailing?
International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management 36:995-1001.

Jones, P., Hillier, D., & Comfort, D. (2011). Shopping for tomorrow: promoting
sustainable consumption within food stores. British Food Journal, 113(7), 935-
948.

Jones, P., Hillier, D., & Comfort, D. (2013). In the public eye: sustainability and the UK's
leading retailers. Journal of Public Affairs, 13(1), 33-40.

Jordbruksverket (2023). Ekologisk djurhallning 2022. Available:
https://jordbruksverket.se/om-jordbruksverket/jordbruksverkets-officiella-
statistik/jordbruksverkets-statistikrapporter/statistik/2023-06-20-ekologisk-
djurhallning-2022 [2024-05-15]

Kaéllstrom, H. N., & Ljung, M. (2005). Social sustainability and collaborative
learning. AMBIO: A Journal of the Human Environment, 34(4), 376-382.

Kemmerling, B., Schetter, C., & Wirkus, L. (2022). The logics of war and food (in)
security. Global Food Security, 33, 100634

Kihlberg, I. & Risvik, E. (2007) Consumers of organic foods — value segments and liking
of bread. Food Quality and Preference, 18, 471—481.

Kollmuss, A., & Agyeman, J. (2002). Mind the gap: why do people act environmentally
and what are the barriers to pro-environmental behavior?. Environmental
education research, 8(3), 239-260.

40



Kottala, S. Y., & Singh, R. (2015). A review of sustainability, deterrents, personal values,
attitudes and purchase intentions in the organic food supply chain. Pacific
Science Review B: Humanities and Social Sciences, 1(3), 114-123.

KRAV (2024). Ekologiskt véiixer mer dn ndgonsin I virlden. Available:
https://www.krav.se/aktuellt/ekologiskt-vaxer-mer-an-nagonsin-i-varlden/ [2024-
05-15]

Kuylenstierna, J., Barraza, H. J., Benton, T., Larsen, A. F., Kurppa, S., Lipper, L., &
Virgin, 1. (2019). Food security and sustainable food systems. MISTRA, The
Swedish Foundation for Strategic Environmental Research: Stockholm, Sweden,
43,

Laerd Statistics (2024). Kruskal-Wallis H Test using SPSS Statistics. Available:
https://statistics.laerd.com/spss-tutorials/kruskal-wallis-h-test-using-spss-

statistics.php [2024-05-15]

Land Lantbruk (2020). Béndernas moteld: “Visar upp kérleken till djuren”. Available:
https://www.landlantbruk.se/intervju-med-emilia-widerstrom [2024-05-15]

Landsbygdensfolk (2018). Sociala medier mdjlighet for foretagen pad landsbygden.
Available: https://www.landsbygdensfolk.fi/nyheter/sociala-medier-moejlighet-
foer-foeretagen-pa-landsbygden# [2024-05-15]

Leire, C., & Thidell, A. (2005). Product-related environmental information to guide
consumer purchases—a review and analysis of research on perceptions,

understanding and use among Nordic consumers. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 13(10-11), 1061-1070.

Liljenstolpe, C. (2011). Demand for value-added pork in Sweden: A latent class model
approach. Agribusiness, 27, pp. 129—146.

Livsmedelsstatistik (2024). SILO-databas. Available:
https://livsmedelsstatistik.jordbruksverket.se/PXWeb/pxweb/sv/SILO _databas/
[2024-05-15]

LRF (2023). Bettina minskar avstandet mellan bonde och konsument med hjdlp av
sociala medier. Available: https://www.Irf.se/nyheter/bettina-minskar-avstandet-
mellan-bonde-och-konsument-med-hjalp-av-sociala-medier/[2024-05-15]

LRF (2024). Sjdlvforsorjningsgrad. Available: https://www.lrf.se/las-
mer/forsorjningsgrad/ [2024-05-15]

Magrini, M. B., Anton, M., Chardigny, J. M., Duc, G., Duru, M., Jeuffroy, M. H.,
Meynard, J-M., Micard, V., & Walrand, S. (2018). Pulses for sustainability:
breaking agriculture and food sectors out of lock-in. Front. Sustain. Food
Syst. 2:64. doi: 10.3389/fsufs.2018.00064

Martin, M. & Branddo, M. (2017). Evaluating the Environmental Consequences of
Swedish Food Consumption and Dietary Choices. Sustainability, 9, 2227.

MATtanken (2024). SILO samlar statistik over inkép av livsmedel i offentlig sektor.
Available: https://mattanken.se/mattanken/silo.4.5634297717f9afaf6e2b584.html
[2025-05-15]

Michel-Villarreal, R., Vilalta-Perdomo, E. L., Canavari, M., & Hingley, M. (2021).
Resilience and Digitalization in Short Food Supply Chains: A Case Study
Approach. Sustainability 13(11), 5913. https://doi.org/10.3390/sul3115913

41



Moberg, E., Potter, HK., Wood, A., Hansson, PA., & Ro606s, E. (2020) Benchmarking the
Swedish diet relative to global and national environmental targets-Identification
of indicator limitations and data gaps. Sustainability
12:1407. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12041407

Mulchandani, R., Wang, Y., Gilbert, M., & Van Boeckel, T. P. (2023). Global trends in
antimicrobial use in food-producing animals: 2020 to 2030. PLOS Global Public
Health, 3(2), ¢0001305.

Nellemann, C. (Ed.). (2009). The environmental food crisis: the environment's role in

averting future food crises: a UNEP rapid response assessment.
UNEP/Earthprint.

Niva, M.; Mikel4, J.; Kahma, N.; Kjernes, U. (2014). Eating Sustainably? Practices and
Background Factors of Ecological Food Consumption in Four Nordic
Countries. J. Consum. Policy, 37, pp. 465—484.

O’Neill, S., and Nicholson-Cole, S. (2009). “Fear won’t do it” promoting positive
engagement with climate change through visual and iconic representations. Sci.
Commun. 30, 355-379. doi: 10.1177/1075547008329201

Onozaka, Y., Nurse, G., & McFadden, D. T. (2010). Local food consumers: How
motivations and perceptions translate to buying behavior. Choices, 25(1).

Piacentini, M., & Szmigin, 1. (2015). Consumer behaviour. Oxford University Press.

Rajala-Schultz, P., Nedtvedt, A., Halasa, T., & Persson Waller, K. (2021). Prudent use of
antibiotics in dairy cows: The Nordic approach to udder health. Frontiers in
Veterinary Science, 8, 623998.

Regeringskansliet (2019). Regeringens handlingsplan del 2: En livsmedelsstrategi for
Sverige — fler jobb och hallbar tillviixt i hela landet. [faktablad]
Naringsdepartementet. [2025-05-15]

Regeringskansliet (2023). 20 miljoner till stirkt beredskap for livsmedelsproduktion.
Available: https://www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2023/12/20-miljoner-
till-starkt-beredskap-for-livsmedelsproduktion/ [2024-05-15]

Regeringskansliet (2024). En livsmedelsstrategi for job och hallbar tillvéxt i hela landet.

Available: https://www.regeringen.se/regeringens-politik/en-livsmedelsstrategi-
for-jobb-och-hallbar-tillvaxt-i-hela-landet/ [2024-05-15]

Richards, C., H. Bjerkhaug, G. Lawrence, and E. Hickman. (2013). Retailer-driven
agricultural restructuring—Australia, the UK and Norway in comparison.
Agriculture and Human Values 30 (2): 235-245.

R66s, E., Mie, A., Wivstad, M., Salomon, E., Johansson, B., Gunnarsson, S., ... &
Watson, C. A. (2018). Risks and opportunities of increasing yields in organic

farming. A review. Agronomy for sustainable development, 38, 1-21.

Sadowski, M., & Buckingham, F. (2007). Retail Corporate Responsibility-Retailers as
Choice Editors.'. European Retail Digest, 56(Winter), 7-11.

Sandstrom, V., Valin, H., Krisztin, T., Havlik, P., Herrero, M., & Kastner, T. (2018) The
role of trade in the greenhouse gas footprints of EU diets. Global Food Security
19:48-55. https://doi.org/10.1016/].gfs.2018.08.007

Sassatelli, R. (2007). Consumer culture: History, theory and politics. Consumer Culture,
1-248.

42



Schneider, U. A., Havlik, P., Schmid, E., Valin, H., Mosnier, A., Obersteiner, M., &
Fritz, S. (2011). Impacts of population growth, economic development, and
technical change on global food production and consumption. Agricultural
Systems, 104(2), 204-215.

Schwarzkopf, S. (2011). The consumer as ‘“voter,”’“‘judge,’’and ‘‘jury’’: Historical
origins and political consequences of a marketing myth. Journal of
Macromarketing, 31(1), 8-18.

Sedjo, R. A., & Swallow, S. K. (2002). Voluntary eco-labeling and the price
premium. Land economics, 78(2), 272-284.

Sirieix, L., Delanchy, M., Remaud, H., Zepeda, L., & Gurviez, P. (2013). Consumers'
perceptions of individual and combined sustainable food labels: a UK pilot
investigation. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 37(2), 143-151.

Smith B. 2007. Developing sustainable food supply chains. Philosophical Transactions of
the Royal Society 363: 849-861.

Smith, K., Lawrence, G., MacMahon, A., Muller, J., & Brady, M. (2015). The resilience
of long and short food chains: a case study of flooding in Queensland, Australia.
Agriculture and human values, 33(1), 45-60. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-015-
9603-1

Solomon, M. R. (2010). Consumer behaviour: A European perspective. Pearson

education.

Sonestedt, E., Wirfilt, E., Gullberg, B., & Berglund, G. (2005). Past food habit change is
related to obesity, lifestyle and socio-economic factors in the Malmo Diet and
Cancer Cohort. Public Health Nutr. 8, 876—885. doi: 10.1079/PHN2005736

Sonnino, R. 2013. Local foodscapes: Place and power in the agri-food system. Acta
Agriculturae Scandinavica. Section B—Soil & Plant Science 63 (supl): 2-7.

Southerton, D., & Evans, D. (2017). Consumption policies within different theoretical
frameworks. In Routledge handbook on consumption (pp. 204-214). Routledge.

Spaargaren, G. (2011). Theories of practices: Agency, technology, and culture: Exploring
the relevance of practice theories for the governance of sustainable consumption
practices in the new world-order. Global Environmental Change, 21(3), 813-822.

Spendrup, S., R60s, E., & Schiitt, E. (2019). Evaluating consumer understanding of the
Swedish meat guide—a multi-layered environmental information tool
communicating trade-offs when choosing food. Environmental Communication,
13(1), 87-103.

Springmann, M., Godfray, H. C. J., Rayner, M., & Scarborough, P. (2016). Analysis and
valuation of the health and climate change cobenefits of dietary change. Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 113,4146-4151. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1523119113

Spurling, N., McMeekin, A., Shove, E., Southerton, D., & Welch, D. (2013).
Interventions in practice: re-framing policy approaches to consumer
behavior. Sustainable Practices Research Group Report, 56.

Svenska Dagbladet (2022). ”Matforsérjningen i Sverige dr nu i akut fara”. Available:
https://www.svd.se/a/Ea90Qa/lrf-laget-for-svenska-lantbruk-ar-dramatiskt [2024-
05-15].

43



Svenskt Kott (2023). Ndstan alla i Sverige dter kott. Available:
https://svensktkott.se/aktuellt/nastan-alla-i-sverige-ater-kott/ [2024-05-15]
Svenskt Kott (2024). Vi ldgger allt mindre pengar pd mat. Available:

https://svensktkott.se/aktuellt/vi-lagger-allt-mindre-pengar-pa-mat/ [2024-05-15]

SVT (2022). Trendbrottet: Firre handlar ekologiskt i mataffirerna. Available:
https://www.svt.se/nyheter/inrikes/trendbrottet-farre-handlar-ekologiskt-i-
mataffarerna [2024-05-15]

Talle, M., Wiréhn, L., Ellstrém, D., Hjerpe, M., Huge-Brodin, M., Jensen, P., & Metson,
G. (2019). Synergies and trade-offs for sustainable food production in Sweden:
an integrated approach. Sustainability, 11(3), 601.

Terlau, W., & Hirsch, D. (2015). Sustainable consumption and the attitude-behavior-gap
phenomenon-causes and measurements towards a sustainable

development. Proceedings in Food System Dynamics, 199-214.

Thompson, L.J., and S. Lockie. (2013). Private standards, grower networks, and power in
a food supply system. Agriculture and Human Values 30 (3): 379-388.

Tillvaxtverket (2024). Livsmedelsstrategin region for region. Available:
https://tillvaxtverket.se/tillvaxtverket/seminarierochnatverk/natverkochsamverka
n/allanatverk/livsmedelsstrateginregionforregion.2510.html [2024-05-15]

Tilman, D., Cassman, K.G., Matson, P.A., Naylor, R., & Polasky, S. (2002). Agricultural
sustainability and intensive production practices. Nature, 418, 671-677.

Tivadar, B. & Luthar, B. (2005) Food, ethics and aesthetics. Appetite, 44, 215-233.

Tjarnemo, H. & Sodahl, L. (2015). Swedish food retailers promoting climate smarter
food choices—Trapped between visions and reality? J. Retail. Consum. Serv., 24,
pp- 130-139.

Trentmann, F. (2005). Knowing consumers-Histories, identities, practices: An
introduction.

Tullsten, E., de Silva, V. (2020). En fallstudie om algprodukter i livsmedelsbutiker.
Examensarbete. Lunds universitet. Institutionen for service management och

tjdnstevetenskap.

United Nations (2024a). Sustainability. Available: https://www.un.org/en/academic-
impact/sustainability [2024-04-27]

United Nations (2024b). Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development. Available: https://sdgs.un.org/2030agenda [2024-04-27]

van Calker, K.J., Berentsen, P.B.M., Giesen, G.W.J., & Huirne, R.B.M. Identifying and
ranking attributes that determine sustainability in Dutch dairy farming. Agric.
Hum. Values 2005, 22, 53-63.

van Dam, Y. K., & van Trijp, H. C. (2013). Relevant or determinant: importance in
certified sustainable food consumption. Food Qual. Pref. 30, 93—101. doi:
10.1016/j.foodqual.2013.05.001

Van der Ploeg, J.D. (2010). The peasantries of the twenty-first century: The
commoditisation debate revisited. The Journal of Peasant Studies. 37 (1): 1-30.

Van Loo, E. J., Diem, M. N. H., Pieniak, Z., & Verbeke, W. (2013). Consumer attitudes,
knowledge, and consumption of organic yogurt. Journal of dairy science, 96(4),
2118-2129.

44



Vecchio, R., & Annunziata, A. (2015). Willingness-to-pay for sustainability-labelled
chocolate: an experimental auction approach. Journal of Cleaner Production, 86,
335-342.

Verain, M. C., Bartels, J., Dagevos, H., Sijtsema, S. J., Onwezen, M. C., & Antonides, G.
(2012). Segments of sustainable food consumers: a literature
review. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 36(2), 123-132.

Vermeir, 1., and Verbeke, W. (2006). Sustainable food consumption: exploring the
consumer “attitude—behavioral intention” gap. J. Agric. Environ. Ethics 19, 169—
194. doi: 10.1007/s10806-005-5485-3

Vlaeminck, P., Jiang, T., & Vranken, L. (2014). Food labeling and eco-friendly
consumption: Experimental evidence from a Belgian supermarket. Ecological
Economics, 108, 180-190.

Wang, H., & Zhang, H. (2022). Alternativa livsmedelsnditverk-utmaningar och
mojligheter: En studie av REKO-Ringar i Jonkopings ldn, som bidrar till
hdllbarhet. Examensarbete. Jonkoping University, Tekniska Hogskolan.

Warde, A. (2005). Consumption and theories of practice. Journal of consumer
culture, 5(2), 131-153.

Weitz, N., Carlsen, H., Nilsson, M., & Skanberg, K. (2018). Towards systemic and
contextual priority setting for implementing the 2030 Agenda. Sustainability
science, 13, 531-548.

Wierup, M., Wahlstrém, H., & Bengtsson, B. (2021). Successful prevention of
antimicrobial resistance in animals—a retrospective country case study of
Sweden. Antibiotics, 10(2), 129.

Willett, W., Rockstrom, J., Loken, B., Springmann, M., Lang, T., Vermeulen, S., &
Murray, C. J. (2019). Food in the Anthropocene: the EAT-Lancet Commission
on healthy diets from sustainable food systems. The lancet, 393(10170), 447-492.

Wiréhn, L., Kdyhko, J., Neset, T. S., & Juhola, S. (2020). Analysing trade-offs in
adaptation decision-making—agricultural management under climate change in
Finland and Sweden. Regional Environmental Change, 20, 1-14.

World Business Council for Sustainable Development. (2008). Sustainable Consumption:
Facts and Trends: From a Business Perspective.

Available: http://www.wbcsd.org/pages/edocument/edocumentdetails.aspx?id=1
42&nosearchcontextkey=true) [2024-05-15]

World of Meter (2024). World population: Past, Present, and Future. Available:
https://www.worldometers.info/world-population/ [2024-04-27]

Wright, L. T., Nancarrow, C., and Kwok, P. M. (2001). Food taste preferences and
cultural influences on consumption. Br. Food J. 103, 348-357. doi:
10.1108/00070700110396321

Ytterhus, BE., Arnestad, P., & Lothe, S. (1999). Environmental initiatives in the retailing
sector: an analysis of supply chain pressures and partnerships. Eco-Management
and Auditing 6: 181-188.820.

Yue, C., Grebitus, C., Bruhn, M. & Jensen, H.H. (2010) Marketing organic and
conventional potatoes in Germany. Journal of International Food and
Agribusiness Marketing, 22, 164-178.

45



Ohlund, E., Hammer, M., Bjérklund, J. (2017) Managing conflicting goals in pig
farming: Farmers’ strategies and perspectives on sustainable pig farming in
Sweden. Int. J. Agric. Sustain, 15, pp. 693-707.

46



Popular science summary

Climate crisis, war, and, famine are some of society's most popular debate topics.
Food production is one of the most important issues in the world but also one of the
most debated. Being able to produce food is one of man's most basic needs for
survival, especially in times of crisis. Agriculture is often criticized because the
production of food emits greenhouse gases and thus harms the environment.
Farmers work to reduce their environmental impact daily, but so must the rest of
the food chain. The food chain also includes consumers, food companies, and the
public sector. All participants in the food chain have a responsibility and must work
together for sustainable development in food production. As world hunger worsens
and the population continues to grow, more food must be produced. The path to
sustainable food production and consumption, as well as who bears the
responsibility, will be discussed in this study.

This study was a collaboration with the EU project PATHWAYS. The purpose
of the project was to investigate how to reduce the environmental impact while
meeting society's demands for safe, nutritious, and affordable meat and dairy
products. The project aimed to identify and increase sustainable practices along the
supply and production chains in the European livestock sector. Part of
PATHWAYS was a ten-part consumer survey. Consumers' eating habits, attitudes
towards sustainable solutions, and how socio-democratic characteristics affect
consumer motivation have been examined, among other things. These data will be
analyzed and discussed in the study. The study also includes a literature review that
is used to compare and analyze the results.

The results of the study show that the Swedish consumer is concerned about
sustainable food production and generally has a high level of motivation in several
situations. The economy has a major impact on food consumption. The consumer
was considered to have the least responsibility in the food chain compared to other
sectors. No significant differences were found between socio-democratic
characteristics and level of motivation, except for gender. Women were shown to
be more motivated to make sustainable choices than men.
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Appendix 1

Pathways - Hillbar produktion och konsumtion av livsmedel
Vilkommen till var undersokning!

I denna undersdkning tittar vi pa hallbar livsmedelsproduktion och konsumtion i Europa.
Undersokningen &r en del av forskningsprojektet Pathways (https://pathways-project.com) som ar
finansierat av EU-kommissionen. Projektets konsumentundersokningar organiseras av
Forskningsinstitutet for Ekologiskt Jordbruk (FiBL) i Schweiz

Undersokningen tar ungefdr 20 minuter att genomfora. Ditt deltagande ar frivilligt. Om du deltar
med din mobiltelefon kan du tinka pé att vrida skdrmen horisontellt for vissa fragor, eftersom det
kan gora det léttare att se vissa frdgor. Det dr mdjligt att limna undersdkningen och fortsétta senare.

Uppgifterna kommer att vara helt anonymiserade och anvindas uteslutande for vetenskapliga
andamal. Du har ritt att dra dig ur undersdkningen efter att den har slutforts. Om du har négra fragor
om undersdkningen, vénligen kontakta Hanna Stolz (hanna.stolz@fibl.org) eller Olivia Barth
0aba0001@stud.slu.se

Denna undersokning foljer reglerna i den internationella ICC / ESOMAR International Code of
Market and Social Research som kan laddas ner via foljande lénk: https://esomar.org/code-and-
guidelines/icc-esomar-code

Det finns 76 fragor i denna enkdt.

Vilken av de alternativ som listas nedan associerar du dig nirmast med nir det giller
kosthallning? *

Vilj ett av foljande svar
Vilj bara en av foljande:

e Blandad kost: Denna diet bestar av véxt- och animaliska produkter och inkluderar alla
livsmedel.

e Flexitarianism: Denna diet innehaller mindre kott och fisk och dr mer véixtbaserad, 4ven
om kott och fisk konsumeras ibland.

e  Vegetarism: Denna diet eliminerar kott. Vissa vegetariska dieter innehaller dock fisk
och/eller dgg.

e Veganism: I en vegansk kost dter man bara vegetabiliska livsmedel: frukt och gronsaker,
spannmal, baljvéxter, notter, fron och oljor. Honung, dgg, mj6lk och andra produkter fran
djur undviks.

e Paleo: Begreppet Paleo star for att dta som pa stendldern (paleolitiskt). Det innebér att allt
som véra forfader kunde fiska, jaga, plocka och samla in ldggs pa tallriken. Det handlar
om frukt och gronsaker, bér, fron och notter, fisk, kott och fagel, dgg, vegetabiliska oljor
och honung. Socker, kaffe och alkohol undviks, liksom spannmal, baljvéxter, mjolk och
mejeriprodukter, tillsatser och bearbetade livsmedel - dessa var okdnda pé den tiden.

e LCHF: har som mal att &ta sd lite kolhydratrika livsmedel som mdjligt och ersétta dem
med protein- och fettrika produkter. P4 menyn finns framst fisk, kott, gronsaker och
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mejeriprodukter, medan bréd, spannmalsprodukter och potatis séllan serveras. Manga
ménniskor vill ha en sddan diet for att gé ner i vikt. Det finns olika typer av dieter dér
kolhydratinnehéllet &r 1agt, tex &r keto en av dem.

Grad av motivation for hallbar livsmedelskonsumtion

Foljande fragor ir relaterade till miljo-, klimat- och djurvinlig livsmedelskonsumtion. De
forsta pastiendena handlar om miljovinlig livsmedelskonsumtion. Miljovinlig innebir sa

liten paverkan som mdjligt pa mark, vatten och luft. Ange hur motiverad du ér att félja
foljande pastaenden. *

Vilj det korrekta svaret for varje punkt:

Jag ér inte Jag ir lite Ja.g ar .. Jag

. . verkligen gor det
motiverad alls. motiverad. .

motiverad. redan.

Att skada miljon sa lite
som mojligt genom medveten
livsmedelskonsumtion.

Att nér jag handlar vilja
livsmedel som ér sa
miljovinliga som maojligt.

Acceptera ett visst besvir
for att konsumera produkter
som ir mer miljovinliga.

Nista friga handlar om klimatvinlig livsmedelskonsumtion. Klimatvénlig innebir att
minska, undvika eller kompensera for utslipp av  viixthusgaser genom
produktion/konsumtion. Ange hur motiverad du ér att félja foljande pastienden. *

Vilj det korrekta svaret for varje punkt:

Jag dr inte Jag ér lite Ja'g ar . Jag

. . verkligen gor det
motiverad alls. motiverad. .

motiverad. redan.

Att skada klimatet sa lite
som mojligt genom medveten
matkonsumtion.

Att nér jag handlar vilja
livsmedel som ér sa
klimatvinliga som mojligt.

Acceptera ett visst besvir
for att konsumera produkter
som ir mer klimatvinliga.

Attityder till hallbar livsmedelsproduktion och konsumtion

Foljande pastienden handlar om hallbar (med avseende pa miljo, klimat och djurskydd)
livsmedelsproduktion och konsumtion i allménhet. Hur mycket haller du med eller inte med
om foljande pastienden? Vinligen svara spontant. *

Vilj det korrekta svaret for varje punkt:
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1=Jag . 2 Jag 3=Jag . 4 Jag 5=Jag
o e instammer ., . instammer , .
instammer . instammer instammer
. baratillen . . med det
inte alls . till viss del helt
liten del mesta

Jag skulle vilja fa mer
information och praktiska
tips om hallbar konsumtion
av livsmedel.

Livsmedelsforetagen bor
forse konsumenterna med
detaljerad information om

livsmedels hallbarhet.

Mer stottning bor ges till
djurvinliga
livsmedelssystem.
Mer stottning bor ges till
miljovinliga
livsmedelssystem.
Mer stottning bor ges till
klimatviinliga
livsmedelssystem.

Mer stottning bor ges till
bevarandet av naturliga
landskap.

Mer stottning bor ges for
att minska produktionen

och konsumtionen av

animaliska livsmedel.

Jag dr villig att betala
hogre priser for bittre
djurskydd i
livsmedelsproduktionen.
Jag ir beredd att betala
hogre priser for
klimatviinlig
livsmedelsproduktion.
Jag ir beredd att betala
hogre priser for miljovinlig
livsmedelsproduktion.

Féljande pastienden ér kritiska till hallbar (med avseende pa miljo, klimat och djurskydd)
livsmedelsproduktion och konsumtion och livsmedelspriser i allménhet. I vilken utstrickning
héller du med eller inte med om foljande pastienden? Vinligen svara spontant. *

Vilj det korrekta svaret for varje punkt:

1=Jag . 2 Jag 3=Jag . 4 Jag 5=Jag
e e instammer . . instammer ., ..
instammer . instammer instammer
. baratillen . . med det
inte alls . till viss del helt
liten del mesta

Jag ér inte intresserad
av hallbarheten i livsmedel.

Jag betalar redan
tillrickligt for andra saker.
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2 =Jag
instimmer
bara till en

liten del

1=Jag
instimmer
inte alls

Jag tvivlar pa att
livsmedelsprodukter med
hillbarhetsmérkning
verkligen dr mer hallbara
an andra
livsmedelsprodukter.

Jag vigrar att betala
mer for hallbara livsmedel.

Det ér inte mitt ansvar
att 6ka hallbarheten i
livsmedelssystemen genom
att betala hogre priser.

Framfor allt ska maten
vara billig.

Niér jag koper mat letar
jag alltid efter de billigaste
alternativen.

Fragan om hallbarhet i
samband med livsmedel ir
overskattad.

Det dr min rittighet att
ha en hog niva av hallbarhet
i maten och inte nigot jag
ska behdva betala extra for.

Den nuvarande nivan av
hallbarhet inom
livsmedelsproduktion och
konsumtion ér tillricklig.
Det finns ingen anledning
att 6ka hallbarheten.

Kunskapsniva om metoder for animalieproduktion

3=Jag
instimmer

. 4 = Jag 5=Jag
instammer , .
med det instammer
till viss del helt
mesta

I vilken utstrickning anser du att foljande pastienden om djurskydd, klimat- och
miljoaspekter av animalieproduktion och hallbar livsmedelskonsumtion ar korrekta/icke

Korrekta? *

Vilj det korrekta svaret for varje punkt:

Sant

Enligt EU-lagstiftningen
ska alla lantbruksdjur i
Europa ha tillgang till
utevistelse flera ganger per
ar.

Att minska en hog
konsumtion av animaliska
produkter minskar avsevirt
de negativa effekterna pa
méinniskors hélsa.

Falskt Jag vet
inte
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Sant

En minskad konsumtion
av animaliska produkter
minskar avsevirt de negativa
effekterna pa den globala
uppvirmningen.

Enligt EU-lagstiftningen
maste alla mjolkkor hallas pa
bete flera manader om éret.

Enligt EU-lagstiftningen
ska svinstallar innehalla
stromedel.

Att halla betesdjur pa
naturbetesmark bidrar till
att bevara kulturlandskapet
och den biologiska
mangfalden.

Notkreatur, som tillhor
gruppen idisslare, vars diet
kan vara uteslutande
grisbaserad, konkurrerar
inte om livsmedel till
ménniskor.

Falskt

Jag vet
inte

Nista fraga handlar om djurens vilbefinnande i lantbruket. Djurvilfird éir en term for
god djurhilsa och vilbefinnande, séirskilt for lantbruksdjur. Djurens vilbefinnande omfattar
aspekter som fysisk hiilsa, formaga att utfora naturliga beteenden samt djurens kéinslomiissiga
vilbefinnande. Ange hur motiverad du ér att folja foljande pastienden. *

Vilj det korrekta svaret for varje punkt:

Jag ér inte
motiverad alls.

Att skada
lantbruksdjurens
vilbefinnande s3 lite som
mojligt genom medveten
livsmedelskonsumtion.

Nér du handlar, vilj
livsmedel som ér sa
djurvinligt producerade som
mojligt.

Acceptera ett visst besvir
for att konsumera produkter
som ir mer djurvinligt
producerade.

Hallbarhetens roll i livsmedelskonsumtionen

R Jag ir
Jag ar lite s
. verkligen
motiverad. .
motiverad.

Jag
gor det
redan.

Foljande fragor handlar om vilken roll vissa livsmedelsmirkningar spelar for dina
livsmedelsval. Hur ofta viljer du livsmedel med féljande méirkningar? *
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Vilj det korrekta svaret for varje punkt:

Iblan Silla

Regelbun do (ﬂera. n (en.
det (flera ga:l gert g?ng !
. . manade manade
%2233;)1 n tillen n eller

gang i mer
veckan) sillan)

Ekologiska
méirkningar
(Ekologiskt avser en
form av jordbruk
som inte anvinder
kemiska
bekimpningsmedel
och dérfor virnar
om miljon och
bevarar jordens
resurser. Gardar som
producerar
ekologiska produkter
arbetar enligt
principerna och
specifikationerna for
ekologiskt jordbruk.)

Djurskyddsmiirk
ning (Djurskydd
avser hiilsa och
villbefinnande hos
lantbruksdjur.
Djurens
vilbefinnande
omfattar aspekter
som fysisk hilsa,
formagan att utfora
naturliga beteenden
och djurens
kéinsloméssiga
vélbefinnande.)

Klimatvinlig
produktionsméiirknin
g (Klimatviinlig
produktion baseras
pa att minska,
undvika eller
kompensera for
utslapp av
vixthusgaser.)

Lokal
produktionsmiirknin
¢ (En regional
produkt har
producerats,
bearbetats och
marknadsforts inom

Aldr
ig

Jag Kinner inte till
sadana
livsmedelsmérkningar/attr
ibut
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Iblan Silla

Regelbun dﬁf}ﬂef;ai nﬁfleni Jag Kinner inte till
det (flera gang gang Aldr sadana

o . minade manade . . . ot .
ganger i ntillen n eller ig livsmedelsmérkningar/attr
veckan) ibut

gang i mer
veckan) sillan)

en avgrinsad region,
varvid region kan
betyda det storre
omradet av
bostadsorten, till
exempel stadsdelen
eller vissa
naturomraden.)

Naturbeteskott
(Naturbeteskott
kommer fran djur
som minst halva
betesperioden gar pa
naturbetesmarker
och dirmed bevarar
biologisk méangfald
och kulturella virden
i odlingslandskapet.)

Overgang till hallbar livsmedelskonsumtion

Nir det giller forbéttringar av hallbarheten (avseende miljo, klimat och djurskydd) i
livsmedelssystemen, vem bor enligt din asikt ta ansvar? Vinligen rangordna efter

ansvarsniva. *

Vilj det korrekta svaret for varje punkt:
3=

1= - varken 4= 5=
mycket ganska . ganska mycket
A . litet eller
litet litet stort stort stort
ansvar  ansvar ansvar ansvar
ansvar

Konsumenter (t.ex. genom att gora
ansvarsfulla livsmedelsval och betala hogre
priser, etc.)

Aterforsiljare/distributorer/butiksigare
Lantbrukare
Beslutsfattare

I foljande fraga visas en lista 6ver mdjliga framtida politiska atgirder relaterade till
kottkonsumtion. Vi skulle vilja friga dig hur mycket du ér for eller emot de enskilda

policyerna. *

Vilj det korrekta svaret for varje punkt:
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1=Jag 2=Jag . 3= Jag
" " ar varken
ar helt emot ar ganska ..
. 3z .y s for eller
idén emot idén 1 s
emot idén

Mirkning av hallbara
produkter (trafikljus)
Ge konkreta
instruktioner for hallbara
livsmedelsval och
kommunicera dem till hela
befolkningen

Mirkning av fordelarna
med hallbara livsmedel

Pengabaserade
stimulansmetoder for
hallbara livsmedel (tex séinkt
moms péa hillbara alternativ)
Infora skatter/monetir

ersittning for ej hallbara
produkter
Inforande av obligatorisk
jordbruksregler for att
frimja storre hallbarhet i
livsmedelssystemen

5=

Jag
4=Jag tycker
tycker det ar det ir

en ganska

en

braidé vildigt

bra
idé

I det foljande visas en lista 6ver mdjliga framtida politiska dtgirder relaterade till
kottkonsumtion. Vi skulle vilja friga dig hur mycket du éir for eller emot de enskilda

policyerna. *

Vilj det korrekta svaret for varje punkt:

4 = Jag

3=Jag tycker det

1=Jag 2 =Jag ar varken

ar helt emot éir ganska " iar en
. 1. . 1s for eller
idén emot idén ... ganska bra
emot idén idé

Fortsatt konsumtion av
kott (och andra animaliska
produkter):
Kottkonsumtionsmonster kan
inte och bor inte styras

Effektivare produktion av
kott (och andra animaliska
produkter) genom forbiittrade
djurhéillningssystem och avel

Mer artificiellt
laboratorieodlat kott som ett
alternativ till kott

5=
Jag
tycker
det dr
en
vildigt
bra idé
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5 =
4=Jag Jag

1=Jag 2=Jag . 3 =Jag tycker det tycker
- - ar varken o s

ar helt emot ir ganska .. ar en det dr

s cas for eller

idén emot idén .., ganskabra en
emot idén ‘s sy e

idé vildigt

bra idé

Mer proteinrika livsmedel
fran vixter och alger som
alternativ till kott (och andra
animaliska produkter)

Overgang till konsumtion
av lokalt producerat kott (och
andra animaliska produkter)

Betydande minskning av

konsumtionen av kott (och
andra animaliska produkter)

Overgang till konsumtion
av kott (och andra animaliska

produkter) fran djurvinliga
uppfodningssystem
Mer kott och andra
animaliska produkter fran
ekologisk produktion.

Sociodemografiska egenskaper del 2
Hushallsstorlek: Hur manga personer bor permanent i ditt hushall (inklusive dig sjilv)? *

Endast siffror kan skrivas 1 detta falt.
Skriv ditt svar har:

Antal barn: Hur ménga barn (personer under 18 ir) bor permanent i ditt hushall? *

Endast siffror kan skrivas i detta filt.
Skriv ditt svar har:

Vilka aldersgrupper representeras av de barn som bor i hushallet? *

Svara bara pa denna frdga om foljande villkor ar uppfyllda:

Svaret var storre dn '0' vid frdga '73 [Q15]' (Antal barn: Hur ménga barn (personer under 18 ar)
bor permanent i ditt hushall?)

Vilj de alternativ som stimmer

Vilj alla som stimmer:

e (Otill2ar

o 3till 54r

e 6till 10 &r
o 11till17ar
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Utbildningsniva: Vilken ér den hogsta utbildningsniva du har uppnatt? *

Vilj ett av foljande svar
Vilj bara en av foljande:

Ingen utbildning utdver grundskola

Yrkesbevis eller larlingsutbildning

Gymnasiebetyg

Yrkeshogskola

Kandidatexamen fran hogskola/universitet

Masterexamen eller doktorsexamen fran hogskola/universitet

Inkomst: Vad ir din totala manatliga bruttoinkomst fore skatteavdrag? *

Vilj ett av foljande svar
Vilj bara en av foljande:

mindre dn 10 000 SEK
10 000-17 999 SEK

18 000-27 999 SEK

28 000-37 999 SEK

38 000-49 999 SEK

50 000 SEK-74 999 SEK
75 000 eller mer

e inget svar

Tack sa mycket for ditt deltagande i denna undersdkning. Vi uppskattar verkligen din tid och
anstrangning for att slutféra undersokningen!
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Appendix 2

Karta over

NUTS-indelningen
i Sverige (fr.o.m. 2008-01-01)

NUTS ar den regionala indeining som
inom EU for g- | Sverige
utgérs NUTS 1 av tre landsdelar, NUTS 2 av
riksomraden och NUTS 3 av lan.

Koden for NUTS 3 bestar av § positioner:
den Inleds med bokstavsforkortning for
fandet, darefter fojor en position 1or varje niva.

NUTS 2 NUTS3 Lan Lanskod
SEN
Stockholm SE110  Stockholms o
f' SE121  Uppsala 03
2 SE12 SE122 Sodermanlands 04
Sverige Ostra Mellansverige  SE123  Ostergotiands 05
SE124  Orebero 18
SE125 Vassmanlands 19
SE211  Jonkdpings 06
SE21 SE212 Kronobergs or
Smaland med 6arna  SE213  Kalmar o8
SE2 SE214 Gotlands 09
Sédra S22 SE221  Blekinge 10
Sverige Sydsverige SE224  Swane 12
SEZ3 SEZ31  Hallands 13
| Vasteverige  S€232 vaswa Gowands 14
SEXM SE311  Vamiands 17
Norra Mellansverige  SE312  Dalamas 20
SE3 SE313  Gaveborgs 21
Noma SEXR SE321  Vasternomiands 22
Sverige  Mollersta Norrand ~ SE322  Jamflands 2
SER SE331  Vasterbotiens 24
Ovre Norrand SE332  Noerbotiens 25
s 500 RMUT
A o
Killa:SCB
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