/0% (",

SIXTH FRAMEWORK

PROGRAMME
TRUEFOOD

Traditional United Europe Food
Contract no. FOOD-CT-2006-016264
Instrument: Integrated Project
Thematic Priority: Food Quality and Safety (# 5)

D522
National test reports on feasibility of benchmark
Due date of deliverable: February 2007
Actual submission date: April 2007
Start date of project: 1 May 2006 Duration:8nths
Organisation name of lead contractor for this delble: UGENT-P07
Revision 2

Project co-funded by the European Commission withirthe Sixth Framework Programme (2002-2006)

Dissemination Level

PU Public X
PP Restricted to other programme participants (inelgdghe Commission Services)

RE Restricted to a group specified by the consortiumol§ding the Commission Services)

Cco Confidential, only for members of the consortiumc{uding the Commission Services)




L. INTRODUGCTION ...ttt mm ettt e e s e e e s st e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e aenrees 3

2. NATIONAL REPORT: BELGIUM ...ttt ettt e e e e e e st eeaa e e eaneseen 5
2.1. TN T0] 516 o 1 5
2.2. CRITERIA OF SAMPLE SELECTION .. .uuuttuittuttntttnettneeaetteeasstetssessnseentessestsesneesnttsntesestntrseesnsssnes 5
2.3. METHODOLOGY OF INTERVIEW .. utttittitttttiestessttestessnssnesnsssssstsssesasssesteessessssesnessnsesneesinarnns 6
2.4. [ (ST [ ST 6

2.4.1. Feasibility of the benchmark t00L.......... .o eeiieiiii e 6
2.4.2. ResUlts Of the DENCRMATIK............iiiiieeeeeee e e e e e e e e e aees 13
2.5. CONCLUDING REMARKS. ... ettttettteeeteeeeae e e eaeeee e e eaaa e s st esaaeeeaa e s aa e e et e e ean e s aansesta e s ransresnneenrnss 16

3. NATIONAL REPORT: HUNGARY ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e eaaeeeaas 17
3.1. INTRODUCTION . . ettt ettt ettt e et e e e e e et e e et e e e e eeeaa e e eaa e e e e e e et e e et e e s aaeee b e e es s eesnnesssneesanseesnneseen 17
3.2. CRITERIA OF SAMPLE SELECTION. ... etuuttttnieettetetaeeeeseeeaneessaeeeaasessansestaeestnseesasesteersneserneeeennns 17
3.3. METHODOLOGY OF INTERVIEW . ...ccuutiitunieittteetuneeetaeesetneeeesnesssanssseseesenesstnsessseeesnsessnneerenaeerrnnses 18
3.4. =] I ST 19

3.4.1. Evaluation on the feasibility of the benchmark tQQl............cccccooiiiii 19
3.4.2. ResUlts Of the BENCRMATK..........oiie e e e e e s e eeaas 21
3.5. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...tuittitnitniitteete st e s e et e st s st sssasaeas st e st sttt s st e sa s tasssneetnsssnsssassansrassteres 31

4. NATIONAL REP O R T ITALY ettt ettt ettt ettt e e et e e st eeeaa s s eran e e saaeesbasesennsenens 35
i I N =00 51U Lo T NPT 35
PART | — SUPPLY CHAIN: DRY HAM ..oeiiitiiiiii ettt et st e e e e et et e s e e et e s e e b e et e e s aeteeas 35
4.2 CRITERIA OF SAMPLE SELECTION. ... etuuttttnieetuetetaeeeeseseaneessseesaasessansestaeeetseeseestasersnaeserneesernns 35
4.3 METHODOLOGY OF INTERVIEW . ...ccuutiitunieettieeeuneeetaeeeetneeesanesssanseresaeesenssstnsesssseesnsessnneerenaeerrnnees 36
4.4 =] I ST 37

4.4.1 The feasibility of the benchmark tool ... 37

4.4.2 General data Of the fIMM .. ... e e e e e e e e e e e e s e et e e s eeban e eeeeaees 37

4.4.3  Analysis of marketing Capabilities ........... o eeiiemiiiiiii e 38
PART [ - SUPPLY CHAIN: CHEESE. . ..uuituuiitiitittieitieeteetteetteest st s s et ssaa s et e st s et esa s et s st ssbnsssssbnsernsssnees 40
4.5 CRITERIA OF SAMPLE SELECTION. ... ttuuittittetttttesteesniesteesnsssnsesnessteesasstestessstssteesnessssesessnsssnns 40
4.6 METHODOLOGY OF INTERVIEW .. .tttituittittttetnettteeanestaesansesnsssnsessssnsssnessnsssnessnessneetessneesneerasenns 40
4.7 (RSO [ ST N 41

4.7.1  The feasibility of the benchmark t0ol ... 41

4.7.2 General data of the firm........ccccoooovvvvn i

4.7.3  Analysis of marketing Capabiliti©Ss ...........cuummeeeeerrerimmiiriiiiirieree e e raeaaeaeaees
4.8 CONCLUDING REMARKS. ... ettttettteeeteeeee e s eteeeeteeeaaa e s s eesaaeeeaa e s aaa e e e ta e e san e e aaneestaesransresnnsenrnns

5 F N VLN 0 3 S 48
51 ANNEX 1 QUESTIONNAIRE. ... .eettttueetettueeesestnieeteetsneeessaanasessastaeesastaaeesrteesertaeeerennnnaens 48
5.2 ANNEX 2. RAW DATA ooiiiitiiii et e e et e et et e e e e e e e e et e e e et e e eaa e s et e eatseeaaessbaseraneennneres 53



1. Introduction

The European food sector produces numerous traditimod products (TFP). Studies on
food types such as ‘healthy’ food, ‘functional’ thoGMO-food and organic food already
exists. However, few published studies are relatedFP and even less to innovations in
those food production systems.

TRUEFOOD - Traditional United Europe Food — is mtegrated European project within the

Sixth Framework Programme for Research, Technolgy Development. The aims of the

project are to improve quality and safety of triial food products, to support the marketing
and supply chain development of traditional fooddurcts and to introduce innovation into

traditional European food production systems, tghotesearch, demonstration, dissemination
and training activities. The project consists afrfgcientific (consumer science, food safety,
nutritional quality, risk assessment) and four stdal pillars (marketing and supply chain

organisation, impacts of innovation, demonstraiad training activities).

Work package 5 (WP5) is part of the industrial guilof the TRUEFOOD-project. Four
different institutions of three different Europeaountries participate in this work package:
Ghent University/Belgium (WP-Leader), Campden & @é&pwvood Food Industry
Development Institute Budapest/Hungary, Progettmpga Regions Rom/Italy and University
of Milan/Italy.

The aim of WP5 is to develop strategies to impnmagketing and supply chain organisation
methods for traditional food products. Specificemtive are:
(i) Compare the functioning of different traditionabtbsupply chains (meat, dairy,
vegetables, beverages) within and across memliessta
(i) Identify and quantify the determinants of bottlditee@nd success factors that
small and medium size enterprises (SME) activdhédector of traditional foods
are confronted with;
(i) Compare food producers’ perspective on bottlenacks on success factors with
that of consumers;
(iv) Develop a benchmark instrument relative to markgtaifectiveness enabling
traditional food companies to evaluate their curpasition;
(v) Evaluate the feasibility and acceptability of pbsesiapproaches to improve
marketing capabilities;
(vi) Develop indicators to determine the overall charfgrmance;
(vii) Analyse the potential impact of innovative disttibn systems for traditional
foods.

To achieve these specific objectives, WP5 is divieko four subtasks:
Subtask 5.1 Determinants of bottlenecks and success factérs¢raalitional food
producers (i - iii)
Subtask 5.2 Benchmark for evaluating marketing management lwapes of
traditional food producers (iv - v)
Subtask 5.3 Indicators of overall traditional food supply chgierformance (vi)
Subtask 5.4 Innovative distribution strategies for traditibf@od products’ (vii)



This report is part of subtask 5.2 and deals with test of the benchmark tool. The
benchmark tool is developed in form of a questiinenand tested in the three participating
member states Belgium, Hungary and Italy.

The report is structured as followed. In the nekbpters the national reports of test

benchmark from Belgium, Hungary and Italy are pnése, followed by an annex including
the used questionnaire.



2. National report: Belgium

2.1. Introduction

The main objective of TRUEFOOD project is to intngd innovation into Traditional
European Food sector through research and disseomrad results. In particular the research
is directed to small and medium enterprises (SMibjch represent the most part of the
firms of the food sector, to help them to becomaemmompetitive above all through the
application of innovation.

The aim of WP 5 is to develop strategies to imprthee marketing management and supply
chain organisation of traditional food producersefefore in WP 5.2, the main objective is to
develop a benchmark instrument relative to markegiffiectiveness enabling traditional food
companies to evaluate their current position; totlds, the marketing management of the
firm’s sample is analysed to find the company witté best performance and to help the other
ones to improve their marketing capabilities. Thaleation tool is a questionnaire.

2.2. Criteria of Sample selection
This chapter provides a brief description of th§, selected for the benchmark survey.

The firms had to be selected according to followgnitgria:
e number of employees: 1-250
e turnover: maximum 200 million Euro
« the firms have to belong to the chosen supply ch@ry meat, cheese, beer, paprika)
» the products have to respect our definition ofitrawlal products
e an organisation of marketing should be presergrmai or external.

The first two criteria define the enterprise catggd he classification of the sample, divided
in the two selected traditional food chains in Behg, is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Classification of sample regarding the emfrprise category

Enterprise  Number of T Number of companies in the sample
urnover

category employees Cheese Beer

Medium < 250 <€ 50 Million 0 0

Small <50 <€ 10 Million 1 2

Micro <10 <€ 2 Million 9 8

Brief description of the cheese dairies

The respondents for the cheese chain are situatedal areas of Flanders. The respondents
are involved in the whole processing of the chess# are mainly single entrepreneurs or
family businesses. The cheese dairies collectedhfersurvey are micro enterprises, except
one. However, this small enterprise has less tftaemployees. The micro enterprises have
less than 5 employees. The turnover of those wtio'tdiefuse or weren’t able to answer this

question is between 0.04 - 1.25 M Euro/year. N@aedent produces cheese according to
PDI or PGO.




Brief description of the breweries

The respondents for the beer chain are more speadthe country. Six respondents are
situated in the rural areas of Flanders, two redpots are situated in regional capitals of the
provinces West Flanders and Antwerp, and two red@ais are situated in the rural areas of
Wallonia. The respondents are involved in the wipptecessing of the beer and are limited or
incorporated companies; only one respondent isnglesientrepreneur. The eight micro
enterprises have less than 5 employees. The twt entarprises have about 50 employees.
The turnover of those who didn't refuse or werafbte to answer this question is between
0.25 - 1 M Eurolyear for the micro enterprises amate than 5 M Euro/year for the small
enterprises.

2.3. Methodology of interview

The respondents were contacted by phone firstxptam the purpose and to motivate their
participation. Then the questionnaires were sergrogil or fax. The respondents who didn’t
answer in the given time where called back to rebwnthem of sending the filled-in
guestionnaire.

The cheese dairies preferred mainly to receive setl back the questionnaires by fax,
whereas the breweries preferred the contact bylemao directors of breweries wished to
conduct a phone interview. The phone interviewsevearrried out by an interviewer and took
approximately 40 minutes per phone interview. Ftbm reactions of the respondents it can
be concluded that the completion of the questiaertaiok longer than 30 minutes. Especially
for the breweries was this a hinder to fill the ehquestionnaire and a lot of missing values
occurred for the section about the general dataeofirm.

2.4. Results

In the first section of this chapter an evaluat@nthe feasibility of the benchmark tool is
given. In the second section the results of theclmmark of Belgian beer and cheese
producers are presented.

2.4.1. Feasibility of the benchmark tool

In this section following aspects are considere@ualuate the feasibility of the benchmark
tool:

« Did the respondents understand the wording of tiestipns?

» Suggestions for adaptations of the questionnaire?

* What range of scale was used?

Whether and how the respondents understand theiapnesn general and the wording in
particular is described in the tables below petisedor each question. These tables provide
an evaluation of problems which appeared duringdtita collection, based on the two phone
interviews and on recalls, when producers expressede difficulties. Furthermore, it is
suggested which questions need an adaptation obeateleted, in order to shorten the
questionnaire. Adaptations for the questionnairgeneral are following below.



Section 1: General data of the firm

Question

Evaluation

11

What is the share of traditional food produ
of your total turnover (turnover of traditiong
products on total turnover *100)?

cfBhe text in brackets can be easier
|described with “in percent” or even left
out, if the answer is indicated in percent
already. (also all following questions)

1.2

Which are your main traditional products
(turnover of each traditional product on
turnover of traditional food products *100)7

See above

1.3

What is the approximate market share of y
main traditional product in the national
market of this product (quantity of the main
traditional product produced by the firm on
total quantity of the same product produce
by all the firms in the country *100)?

ourSee above
- This question was difficult to answer
especially for single entrepreneurs
and family firms. For instance, one
1 respondent claimed that he is selﬂng

his products only at his farm shop and
therefore he is not able to give any
approximation.

- This question was answered also
only few breweries.

by

14

Are you certified for the following quality
assurance schemes?

(ISO 9000:2000, I1ISO 14001, 1ISO 22000,
BRC-IFS, SQF, Voluntary traceability,
EUREP-GAP, QC, Others...)

- The given examples were not
sufficient for the dairy sector. Under
the category “others” following
quality assurance schemes are
mentioned: HACCP, EFSIS, DQA
BRC4+, CMP+.

- This question was answered by o
few breweries.

nly

15

Indicate the evolution of turnover for all
traditional food products (absolute value in
Euro) 2001-2005:

- These data were mainly considered as
confidential. It would be better to
give a range of turnover for the
evolution.

1.6 What percent of total turnover is allocated te No problems.
marketing activities(last year available)?
1.7 Which are the most relevant distribution | - See above
channels for your traditional products - Most of the respondents had ho

(turnover of traditional products sold in eag
distribution channel on total turnover *100)

problems to answer this question. The
option “canteen” was not used by any
respondent. Only three respondents
would have needed an option “other”,
this should be included.

1.8

Which are your major markets (turnover of
traditional products sold in each market on
turnover *100)?

- See above

- The options “local” and “regional
caused some confusion although we
indicated what we mean with regional
(Flanders / Wallonia). However most
respondents had no problem |to

answer this question.

" DQA, dairy quality assurance scheme for integrapeality = IKM, Integrale Kwaliteitszorg Melk



1.9 How are your traditional products transpor
(quantity transported by each means of
transport on total quantity of product
produced by the firm *100):

ted See above
- Together with the explanation of t

different options the respondents hat
no problems to answer the question.

1.10 Under which brand do you sell your
traditional products (quantity of traditional
product sold under each brand on total

See above

The option “industrial brand” needed
a wider explanation than the given

turnover *100) during the phone interviews. A
suggestion: “own brand”.
1.11 Which advertising media do you mainly use- See above

(percentage of each advertising media on
total advertising activities *100)?

This question was answered by o
few breweries.

Section 2: Information

Question Evaluation
2.1 My company applies brand analysis of our| The respondents from the phone
own products. interviews didn't understand what

“brand analysis” means. After a sh
explanation, that it is the analysis
how consumers perceive their bra
compared to
competitors brands, they could answ

DIt
of
nd

the brands of their

er.

This question could be adapted to: My

company investigates the position of|its
brand and compares it with the brands
of competitors.
2.2 My company investigates the competencies/ No problem
skills of our suppliers.
2.3 My company investigates the requirements ofNo problem
our retailers.
2.4 My company investigates the marketing | - No problem
strategy of our competitors.
2.5 My company analyses the impact of the | - The respondents from the phone

economical and political environment in
which we are operating.

interviews needed further explanation
for what is meant by this question.
They asked if it means whether they
follow the news and pay special
attention to the topics related to their
sector. This question should be
further explained. A suggestion: My

company analyses the impact of the
current economical and political

matters on its performance.

2.6 My company analyses the social and cultu
environment in which we are operating.

ral The

respondents from the phone
interviews needed further explanation
for what is meant by this question.
They asked if it means whether they
follow trends, waves or hipes and pay
special attention to the topics related
to their sector. This question should




be further explained. A suggestig
My company analyses the impact

on its performance.

n:
of

the current social and cultural matters

2.7

My company analyses the technological
environment in which we are operating.

- This question caused rather
phone interview. They understood
related to technical

company analyses the impact of 1
current technological matters on
performance. To be in line with th
two questions before.

innovations.
However it could be adapted to: My

no

problem for the respondents from the

it

he
ts
e

2.8

My company finds it very important to

- No problem

5.

analyse the requirements of our consumer

Section 3: Objectives

Question

Evaluation

3.1

Our present marketing strategy (aims,
decisions about product management, pric

sales, distribution and promotion) has clear

and defined objectives.

No problem
ng,

3.2

My company finds it important to
communicate our marketing aims and
decisions towards all our collaborators
(employees, distributors, suppliers, etc.)

- No problem

3.3

Following the marketing strategy results in
higher revenues and profits for my compan

- This
y.

question is maybe tg
suggestive. It should be skipped

0]
or

adapted. A suggestion: Implementing

systematically the marketing strategy
results in higher revenues and profits
for my company.
3.4 My company tailors its products (price - No problem
setting, brand etc.) according to the needs |of
the consumer.
3.5 My company aims to make its product - This question is maybe tao
different from that of competitors. suggestive. It should be adapted.| A
suggestion: My company constantly
seeks to make its product different
from that of competitors.
3.6 Itis my company that decides the price of purNo problem
products.
3.7 Investment in dynamic and qualified sales| - No problem
force is very important for my company.
3.8 My company chose the type of distribution| - No problem
(supermarket, speciality shop, direct sale,
etc.) according to our sales objective.
3.9 Investment in promotion is very important for The difference between promotipn

my company.

and advertising needs to be clarified,

e.g. as ‘sale promotion’




3.10 Investment in advertising is very importantf - See before.
for my company.
3.11 Formal collaboration (long term contracts,| - No problem
collective innovation) with other chain
partners (suppliers or customers) hampers|the
possibility to benefit from business
opportunities.
Section 4: Organisation
Question Evaluation
4.1 Planning in advance is important for my | This question is maybe to suggestive and
company. should be adapted. A suggestion: Detalled
planning well in advance is crucial for my

company.
Furthermore, it is not clear what kind
planning is meant here. It could be f{
instance specified to the period they p
in advance.

of
or
an

4.2 We rapidly adapt our promotional activities No problem

to changes of the market.

4.3 To plan advertising activities is useful.

- §question can eventually be delet
The major idea of planning is includg
in question 4.1. Otherwise, question 4
can be exchanged with this one.

ed.
2d
1.1

4.4 Regular meetings between the marketing - The part “among our people” could

management and other divisions of the
company (R&D, production, finance, salgs
etc.) are a necessity for internal

harmony/satisfaction among our people.

rewritten with “of the firm” - rather fo
reasons of translation than und
standing.  Furthermore,  followin
suggestion for adaptation: Regu
meetings between the marketi
management and other compg
divisions (R&D, production, finance
sales etc.) are essential for inter
harmony/satisfaction of the firm.

or-

ar
ng
Iny

hal

4.5 The budget for marketing activities - No problem

(promotion, advertisement, etc.) can be
adapted easily if necessary.

Section 5: Evaluation

Question

Evaluation

5.1 My company controls whether or not the
objectives of the promotional activities werg
realized.

No problem

1%

5.2 Examining the marketing costs leads to be
results of my companies promotional
activities.

tterThis question is maybe tg
suggestive. A suggestion f
adaptation: Examining the marketi
costs generates important informat
about my company’s promotion
activities.

0
Dr
ng
on
al

10



5.3 My company collects information about the - No Problem
results of the promotional activities of our
competitors.

Section 6: Development

Question Evaluation

6.1 In my firm investment in product No problem
development (including packaging) is a key
factor for being more successful.

6.2 The search for new markets (e.g. niche - No problem
markets) is a top priority of my company.

General adaptations

The first section appears to be too long. This essecially stated from the breweries by
stressing that they are very busy and only hatle titme to respond to a questionnaire of 30
minutes. Questions which were answered by mogteobteweries are: number of employees,
share of traditional products on total turnoved)1main traditional products and their share
in turnover (1.2), allocation of total turnover warketing activities (1.6), major distribution
channels (1.7), major markets (1.8), major transp@ans (1.9), and major brand used (1.10).
For the questions about market share of traditipnatiuct (1.3), quality assurance schemes
(1.4), evaluation of turnover (1.5), and major atigang media (1.11) it should be rethought
which questions are essential for the benchmarkysisand which are less.

The style of asking the questions in section 2{teaps to be too different for using the same
5-point Likert-scale for all questions. For the sfi@ns starting with “My company...” the
respondents expressed difficulties to apply theswaers to the given definition of the scale.
Therefore a reformulation is suggested so thatSHpeint Likert-scale can be used for all
guestions. For the other questions the used Lsaake definition is fitting well. Moreover,
the definition of the middle of the scale with “eal” is not clear. It was understood as “I
don’'t know” and as “lI have no meaning about thidere, adaptation is very necessary.
Besides, there are no counter-questions to tesepondent’s consistency. This needs to be
adapted.

Used range of scale

To evaluate what range of scale was used des@iptialysis is applied for every question of
sections 2-6 (see Table 2). Furthermore, the vdlreKurtosis where calculated, which is a
measure of distribution specifying how much a disiiion varies from a normal distribution.
Kurtosis indicates the peakedness of a distributfopositive kurtosis distribution indicates
that the scale is more used on one single poititeo§cale, and a negative kurtosis distribution
indicates that the scale is rather used on a veicke.

Table 2: Test on use of a 5-point Likert-scale foeach question of sections 2-6 of all respondents

Question Min. Max. Median Kurt.

2.1 My company applies brand analysis of our ovodpcts. 1 5 3 -1.30
2.2 My company investigates the competencies/sstfllour )

suppliers. 1 5 3 0.72
2.3 My company investigates the requirements ofretailers. 1 5 3.5 -1.13
2.4 My company investigates the marketing stratefgyur

competitors. 1 > 3 -1.08
2.5 My company analyses the impact of the econdraiwa political 1 4 2 117

environment in which we are operating. )

11



2.6 My company analyses the social and culturairenment in
which we are operating. 1 4 3 -1.24
2.7 My company analyses the technological envirartrirewhich
we are operating. 1 > 4 -0.90
2.8 My company finds it very important to analyke tequirements
of our consumers. 1 > 4 1.49
3.1  Our present marketing strategy (aims, decisaait product
management, pricing, sales, distribution and pramndtas clear| 1 5 3 -1.05
and defined objectives.
3.2 My company finds it important to communicate marketing
aims and decisions towards all our collaboratongp{eyees, 1 5 3 -0.75
distributors, suppliers, etc.)
3.3 Following the marketing strategy results inheigrevenues and 1 5 3 0.52
profits for my company. )
3.4 My company tailors its products (price settibpgnd etc.) 1 5 4 0.36
according to the needs of the consumer. )
3.5 My company aims to make its product differeabf that of
competitors. 1 > 4 0.20
3.6 Itis my company that decides the price ofmaducts. 1 5 4 0.22
3.7 Investment in dynamic and qualified sales fasogery important
for my company. 1 > 3 -1.45
3.8 My company chose the type of distribution (sopket, 1 5 4 _0.69
speciality shop, direct sale, etc.) according tosales objective. )
3.9 Investment in promotion is very important foy acompany. 1 5 3 -1.21
3.10 Investment in advertising is very importantifoy company. 1 5 3 -1.04
3.11 Formal collaboration (long term contracts|exilve innovation)
with other chain partners (suppliers or customeashpers the 1 4 3 -0.86
possibility to benefit from business opportunities.
4.1 Planning in advance is important for my company 2 5 4.5 4.220
4.2  We rapidly adapt our promotional activitiectanges of the
market. 1 5 3 -0.62
4.3  To plan advertising activities is useful. 1 5 3 -0.84
4.4  Regular meetings between the marketing managemne other
divisions of the company (R&D, production, finansales etc.) 1 5 35 1.43
are a necessity for internal harmony/satisfactimomg our ) '
people.
4.5  The budget for marketing activities (promotiadyertisement, 1 5 3 _0.20
etc.) can be adapted easily if necessary. )
5.1 My company controls whether or not the objesgiof the 1 4 3 1.35
promotional activities were realized. )
5.2 Examining the marketing costs leads to be#isults of my 1 5 3 112
companies promotional activities. )
5.3 My company collects information about the resaf the 1 4 2 036
promotional activities of our competitors. )
6.1 In my firm investment in product development{uding 1 4 3 1.2
packaging) is a key factor for being more succéssfu )
6.2 The search for new markets (e.g. niche markets}op priority
of my company. 1 5 3.5 -0.70

For most of the questions the whole 5-point Liksréle was used completely and on a wide
range (Kurtosis). The exceptions are due to thekmessses or strengths the beer and cheese
producers have in common.
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2.4.2. Results of the benchmark

In this section the results of the benchmark ozl beer and cheese producers are
presented

2.4.2.1. General data of the firm

These data refer to the section n.1 of the questioge. The complete data can be found in the
attached excel file. Under this section only a sbescription of the sample is given.

Cheese dairies

The responding cheese dairies are mainly micramges with less than 5 employees. Their
share of traditional food products on their totahbver lies between 50-100%. However, the
market share of their products is relatively lowt bnly half of the respondents were able or
willing to answer this question. Traditional Belgi@heese producers apply mainly DQA,
HACCP, BRC4 or CMP+ as quality assurance schemes.

Table 3 gives an overview on marketing activityatet! questions in this section.

Table 3: Overview on marketing related activities 6Belgian cheese dairies

Main share of marketing activities in total turnove « 0-2 %

» Direct sale
» Specialized shops
Main distribution channels  Wholesalers
e Less important: supermarkets,
restaurants, agri-tourism

Main transportation * Own means
Main markets : Locg |

+ National

e Own brand
Main brand type * Retailer brand

* Third part brand
Main advertisement media * Fairs

Breweries

The investigated breweries are mainly micro enteegrwith less than 5 employees. Only two
breweries have about 50 employees.

For the following questions of this section exidbaof missing values, since the breweries
stated that this part of the questionnaire wasldog. Therefore the results presented here
should be read with care. The share of traditidoatl products on the total turnover of the
breweries is mainly 100%. The market share of tha@itional Belgium beers is relatively low,
considering those who where able or willing to amstihat question. Producers of traditional
Belgian beer apply ISO9000 and Traceability, bgbdhere, only two producers answered
that question.

Related to the marketing activity questions in g@stion an overview is given in Table 4.

13



Table 4: Overview on marketing related activities 6Belgian breweries

Main share of marketing activities on total turnoves 2 - 20 %

 Wholesalers
» Direct sale
Main distribution channels  Bars
» Specialized shops
» No: restaurants, canteens
e  Own means

Main transportation * Small transport firms
» Large logistic firms
* Local
Main markets * EU-countries
» Extra-EU countries
Main brand type e Own brand

* Specialized magazines

Main advertisement media .
» Regional Newspaper

2.4.2.2. Analysis of marketing capabilities

These data refer to the sections n.2 to n.6 ofgthestionnaire. The complete data can be
found in the attached excel file. Under this sectamly a short description of the firm’s
evaluation and positioning is presented.

An evaluation-score is calculated for each firme(SEable 5). First, the total score is
determined per section. Therefore, the values efvars (from 1 to 5) are added together.
Then the firm’s score is divided by the maximumrsoof the section (Number of questions *
highest score). For better understanding the aetigalue is then multiplied by 10.

Function: firm’s score*10/maximum score = evaluatgcore
Example: 16.0*10/40=4.0
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Table 5: Exemplary calculation of the evaluation-sore for firm 1 (cheese dairy)

Section Firm 1's score Maximum scorg Evaluation score firm 1
per section per section (on tenths)

2. Information 16.0 40 4.0

3. Objectives 8.0 55 1.5

4. Organisation 16.0 25 6.4

5. Evaluation 4.0 15 2.7

6. Development 9.0 10 9.0

Total (for firm 1) 53.0 145 3.7

In Table 6 and 7 the firm’s evaluation-scores aesented for each section and for the total
evaluation-score. By means of the total score #@st performing firm is identified.

A short characterization of the best and worsegoerihg firms is following. However, no
statistical analysis is applied due to the smali®a size, and therefore, these results cannot
be considered as indicators for good or bad pedona in marketing management.

The best performing cheese plant (box) can be ctearzed by local selling, direct sale, own
transport means and own brand. The best perforbregery can be characterized by selling
on EU and extra-EU markets, use of large logistrag for transport, and own brand.

The worse performing cheese dairy (ring) can beadtarized by selling on national level,
via supermarkets, using small transport firms, anoducing under a retailer brand. The
worse performing brewery can be characterized biyngen national and EU level, via direct
sale, use of large logistic firms, and selling unalen brand.

Table 6: Firm's evaluation-scores for sections 21ti6 of Belgian cheese dairies

ﬁﬁﬁf‘on V'1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10
2. Information 4.0 6.3 7.3 4.5 2.0 4.5 53 6.8 6.04.3
3. Objectives 15 58 80 45 20 60 53 64 517 H8
4. Organisation 64 64 72 36 68 48 48 76 4566
5. Evaluation 27 47 60 40 20 20 33 67 53369
6. Development 9.0 80 50 40 20 40 5.0 6.0 9.0 6.0
Evaluationscore| 37 61 [7p 43( 2B 48 50 67 55 53

Table 7: Firm's evaluation-scores for sections 21ti6 of Belgian breweries

?ﬁﬁf‘o“ V'11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2§
2. Information 4.5 9.3 7.3 8.8 6.4 53 7.3 6.8 5.03.0
3. Objectives 6.9 8.9 8.4 8.0 6.2 6.2 8.5 7.1 6.2.3 B
4. Organisation 5.6 6.8 8.0 8.8 7.6 9.2 9.2 6.4 5.8.2
5. Evaluation 3.3 8.7 8.7 4.7 6.0 6.7 8.0 7.3 40.0 p
6. Development 60 90 60 80 70 40 80 70 70 30
Evaluation score | 5.6 8.p 7.9 8.0 6.5 6.3 8.2 6.9 55.(3.0
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A better overview of the performance of the firmpresented through the positioning of the
firms in a graph (Figure 1 and 2). It is clearlygim that the cheese dairies perform generally
lower than the breweries. Only two cheese daitesesclearly higher than a medium score of
6. By contrast, only three breweries lay below thedium score.

Figure 1: Firm’s positioning related to evaluationscore of Belgian cheese dairies
Evaluation-score
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9.0
8.0

7.0 A /\
6.0
"0 — R

3.0 ¥
2.0

f1 |f2 |£3 | f4 |5 |f6 |f7 |f8 | f9 [f10
score | 37 | 61 |(72) 43 |(28)| 48 | 50 | 67 | 55 | 53

Figure 2: Firm's positioning related to evaluationscore of Belgian breweries
Evaluation-score
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f11 | f12 [ £13 [ £14 [ f£15 [ 16 | £17 [ £.18 [ £.19 | f.20
Score | 56 |(86 )| 79 | 80 | 65 | 63 | 82 | 69 | 55 |(30)

2.5. Concluding remarks

The aim was to develop and test a benchmark instntto identify the best performing firms
related to their marketing management capabilidessbenchmark tool a questionnaire was
developed and tested.

The evaluation of the feasibility of the benchmaidol shows that the developed
questionnaire still needs adaptation. Main problerhikh appeared during the test phase are
the length of the questionnaire, the poor definitidd the 5-point Likert-scale, and for several
questions an unclear wording. Furthermore, no aotopiestions were included to test the
respondent’s consistency.
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Nevertheless, an assessment of the firms’ posi@s possible for 20 firms from the Belgian
cheese and beer sector. It turned out that Belgiaweries perform better according to their
marketing management capabilities than Belgiansdhdairies do.

3. National report: Hungary

3.1. Introduction

The questionnaire distribution and outcomes areudsed in the following sections. In
Hungary the selected traditional food supply chawesre, as previously agreed, the
fermented meatandwhite paprika supply chain.

3.2. Criteria of sample selection

As a first step we analyse the sample selectiomsigthe criteria, which were accepted in
Rome (see in annex 1.)

The fermented meat supply chain was one of the chosgply chain. Campden and
Chorleywood recruited companies related to theuiguent criteria from a database of
Hungarian fermented meat producers. As a result ohly 27 fermented meat sausage
manufacturers met with the requirement and were ke@nswer to questionnaire.

The white paprika supply chain was one of the chosapply chain. Campden and
Chorleywood Kht. recruited companies related torderuitment criteria from a database of
Hungarian white paprika producers. As a result ohly 16 white paprika manufacturers met
with the requirement and were keen to answer t@ti@stionnaire.

The classification of the sample, divided in theotselected traditional food chains in
Hungary, is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Classification of sample regarding the ewtrprise category
/in the bracket, who completed the questionnaire/

Enterprise Number of Number of companies in the sample

category  employees Turnover Fermented White paprika
sausage and meat

Medium < 250 <€ 50 Million 18 (3) 2 (0)

Small <50 <€ 10 Million 4 (2) 2 (2)

Micro <10 < € 2 Million 5 (5) 12 (9)
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Brief description of the fermented sausage and meananufacturers whose completed
the questionnaire:

* Location
-5 of them are situated in the surrounding areBuafapest (county Pest)
-3 of them are situated in the Eastern Hungary
-2 of them are situated in the Western Hungary
* Respondents
The respondents had an overview about the wholeepsing. They were top managers or

directors of companies.

 PDO:PGI
1 of them produces PGI product (Hortobagyi Biosalam

Brief description of white paprika manufacturers, whose completed the questionnaire:

* Location
The answers came from two main areas:
-6 of them are situated in the Southern Hungary
-5 of them are situated in the Western Hungary
* Respondents
The respondents had an overview about the whobeepsing. They were top
managers or directors of companies.
« PDO: PGI
None of the has produced PDO-PGI products.

3.3.  Methodology of interview

Campden & Chorleywood and the recruitment agencyamted the respondents firstly by
phone and after we send the questionnaire by emndifax.

Because of the respondent rates were very low wedaout “face to face” interviews with
qualified interviewers in both supply chains.

Related taboth supply chains50% of the respondents, “face to face” intervievese carried
out in mainly the small and micro businesses. Titerviews took about 30-35 minutes. In the
other 50% of the questionnaires was forwarded ¢octtmpanies by e-mail and partially by
fax and they sent it back in this way. In this caempleting the questionnaires took longer
time, about 40-50 minutes, because it was very tioatpd for the companies to find data
and to give relevant information.

The data referred to the section n.1 of the questwme is reported on an Excel file
(TemplateExcelForNatRep-Sectionlto 6). Pleasedimdosed in annex 2.

Problems appeared during data collection

Despite the incentive we received only 10 complepeelstionnaires back form the fermented
sausage and meat,- and only 11 completed questiearizack from white paprika supply

18



chain. The main rejection of the questionnaire frilv@ medium/large companies was that
they did not want to provide such confidential dega percentage of turnover, .etc.

The above-mentioned reasons Campden & Chorleywoad Kht. started to fill the
questionnaire with the help of the interviewers get any answers from the selected
respondents.

In that case the previously accepted method-e-rfeadt, were not efficient enough, because
the medium companies get a lot of advertisementdagr generally by e-mail and they
considered the questionnaire as spam and candelled

3.4. Results

In this chapter firstly we summarized the evaluatid the feasibility of the benchmark tool,
secondly results of the two selected supply chaBecause of the small number of the
respondents we could not do any advanced statiatiedysis.

3.4.1. Evaluation on the feasibility of the benchm& tool

Generally we could state that the questionnaireweag long for the respondents.
Majority of the respondents found that a lot ofediait the questionnaire are confidential.

In order to get any answers from the companies a¢etb recruit top managers or directors,
who had an overview about the whole processingvamale supply chain, which might be
very difficult in a larger survey.

We suggest the rephrase the questionnaire and msaikepler. We also had to mention that
the wording was difficult for micro and small sizedmpanies, however we asked top
managers and directors. That is the reason whyshge of the face to face interview or
explanation of terms are highly recommended.

There are significant differences among the reseots] because the medium sized
companies had to have more time to evaluate tleiteptage data, than the smaller ones
(small and micro companies). Furthermore the mibrtsinesses didn't have detailed

percentage data collected about the company. Foptipose it is recommended to simplify

and shorten the first section of the questionnaireduce time.

We could rethink the scale in section 2-6, becausgde scale gave more possibilities for the
statistical evaluation, but 1-5 point scale is Isebked and well-know, because that is how
teachers evaluate the pupils.

Concerning the structure and content of the quastimes we added some comments for
those questions, in which the respondents hactdifies:

To section 1.
Q1.1.

It will be easier for the respondents if they coglde this figure in percentage. It was very
hard to answer this question for the small and onigrits.
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Ql.2.

-It would have been better to ask the questiomtlaer way: what are your most important
traditional product groups having the highest tuardon the turnover of traditional product
group/, because the product groups can be compareadch other more easily than the
different products eg. dry sausages with cured memtucts.

Q.1.3.

-The majority of respondents did not have any imiation about the national market share of
their traditional products (mainly the micro busises) and some of the small and medium
sized companies considered it as confidential ddaause of this reason this question might
be deleted.

Q1.4.
- Operating most of these systems are compulsoityisap to the other countries to keep or
leave it, but it did not provide a lot of informadi data.

QL1.5.

- These data were confidential in the most casd, mayht be better to ask the lowest and the
highest turnover in percentage of all traditionaducts gained in last five years (2000-2005)
because the conclusions could be faster deducttdhancompanies did not to give a lot of
percentage data.

Q1.7., Q1.8.
- The sequence of these questions should be tra@dpdhere were no problems with the
understanding of these questions.

To section 2.
Information

Q2.5.

-This question was very difficult to understand teepondents. It is not recommended to put
two statements in the same sentence because respemndere confused and at the end we
didn’t know exactly with which the statements tlespondent agreed/disagreed (analyses of
the economical and political environment)

Q2.6.

-See below. This question was very difficult todarstand the respondents. It is not
recommended to put two statements in the samersenbecause respondents were confused
and at the end we didn't know exactly with whiche tistatements the respondent
agreed/disagreed (analyses of the social and ali#arironment)

Q4.3.
-The respondents found this question very simda@4.1. Maybe we could delete this one.
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3.4.2. Results of the benchmark

3.4.2.1. Analysis of marketing capabilities of theermented
sausage and meat supply chain

We conclude the main finding from the questiondesiion.
Q1.1 Share of traditional food products of total turnover

The most part of respondents stated that the stidaraditional products of the total turnovers
was between 1%-10,49%. Two bigger companies ofggdriand one small micro business
indicated that the share of their traditional pretda about 10% of total turnover.

Q1.2. Turnover of each traditional product on turnover

The main traditional products were the following:
» “langolt” dry sausage/ home style sausage,
» thick dry sausage
* and salami.
2 bigger companies answered that they produce Slndry sausage/ home style sausage,
thick dry sausage and salami as well, only onecbigpany produces Bio Salami, a PGI
product . The micro businesses declared that tmeguge only one of three mentioned
categories: "langolt” dry sausage/ home-style sgisa

After the examination of detailed answers we costigte, that in the case of the bigger
company the turnover of the Salami is between 1-89%, thick sausage is 0,7%-3,29%
compared to the total turnover.

The turnover of the “langolt”/home-style sausagetltd medium sized company is 2,1-
10,49% and this value of the micro businesse25-10% compared to the total turnover.

Q1.3. Approximate market share of the main traditional product

3 of 5 bigger companies could not give estimationtloe market share of their traditional
products because they did not have information @alims or they could not measure it.
Although all small producers estimated the marketre of their traditional products, but this
percentage data could not be totally correct, bezdlney didn’t make marketing analysis in
reality.

Q1.4. Quality assurance schemes

None of the smaller companies answered they hayeqaality management system. 3
medium companies have 1SO:9000 quality managemgsiers and one of them has
implemented and operates BRC system also. 4 obthgger companies have traceability
system.

Q1.5. Evolution of turnover for all traditional food products

Only 3 medium size companies provided us with tivadver of their traditional products
gained in last five years. 2 micro businesses lwashformation about their turnover and 3 of

21



them declared their turnover gained in last 3 yeRig differences could be observed in the
given values.
The turnover of bigger (medium) companies increasiéa 30-60% in last 3 years.

Q 1.6. Percent of total turnover related to marketng activities

All companies answered that they allocated only €h2% of turnover for marketing
activities.

Q1.7. Most relevant distribution channels for the taditional products

e Medium sized companies stated that they use supleeisa wholesalers and
specialised shops most frequently as distributltanoels.

e 2 out of 5 medium size companies answered, that gise supermarkets as their
main distribution channel, high percentage (65-95%) of their traditionaldarcts are
sold in this type of distribution channel.

e Only one medium company, which produces a spec!groduct stated, that sells
high percentage (60%) of its special producspecialised shopsand uses the agro-
tourism as distribution channel also.

e The micro companies use only the direct saleas distribution channel. Some
respondents, among the medium companies mentidn@dthey use the restaurants
and canteens as distribution channel.

Q.1.8. Major markets

Most of the respondents answered they sell thanlittonal products in local market. 4
companies out of 10 produce traditional productghe regional market.

Only one of the medium company stated that sel® %0of its traditional product in the
national market, and 2 of them answered that hagereactivity also. Only 2 of the medium
size companies answered that its export sale af titaelitional products shares between the
EU and extra EU countries

Q1.9. Transportation

8 of the respondents, all of the smaller (micra& awn mean for transportation. One bigger
company uses only small transport companies foispartation (100%) and 2 of the bigger
ones use in 90-100% logistic services.

Q1. 10. Brand

All of the small micro business mentioned that 108Rheir products is sold under industrial
brand.

3 of the bigger company stated that sell their potel under industrial and retailer’s brand
also. Only one of the medium companies statedstbiég 100% of traditional products under
retailer’s brand.

Q1. 11. Advertising media

None of the companies stated that use TV/Radiadwoertising because of its high costs. All
of the micro companies declared, that they use &aihg for advertising. Only one of the
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bigger companies uses all tools of advertising pixde//Radio. The most part of bigger
companies advertise their traditional products prec&alized magazines and in regional
newspapers.

Information

Q2.1.

Big differences can be observed among the compaegssding to the application of brand
analysis. More than the half of respondents — maime micro businesses- totally disagreed
(1) or disagreed (2) with this statement. 2 bigg@mpanies apply brand analysis for their
products, they totally agreed with this statement.

Q2.2.

Half of the respondents stated — mainly the miarsifiesses — that they do not investigate the
competence of their suppliers. The medium compahigkly agreed or agreed with the
importance of investigation of their suppliers.

Q2.3.
All of the medium companies answered that theystigate the requirements of retailers. The
micro businesses totally disagreed or agreed Wwithstatement.

Q2.4.
We could conclude that the companies handle thesiigation of marketing strategy of the
competitors. 2 of the medium companies had nestaadpoint.

Q 2.5.

The investigation of economical and political eoniment do not play important role in the
marketing strategy at most part of micro busines€edy 2 medium companies and one
micro business agreed with this topic/statement.

Q2.6.
Half of the companies, mainly the micro businestated , that the investigation of social and
cultural environment play important role in the ke&ng strategy of the food businesses.

Q2.7.

Almost every respondent answered that they are miovelved in analysis of the
technological environment than in the analysisafr®mical, political or social issues. They
gave higher score to this question. Only 1 mediommany disagreed with this statement.

Q2.8.

Almost every respondent stated that the analysisarfsumer requirements is a very
important tool for investigation of the market. Téés only one small company, which totally
disagreed with this statement

Objectives

Q3.1.

More than the half of companies agreed or highisead, that their marketing strategy had
clear objectives. There were 2 micro businesseschwhad neutral standpoint with this
statement.
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Q3.2.
The higher scores and average show, that moreth®ahalf of the respondents find more
important to communicate their marketing strategtheir collaborators.

Q3.3.
All respondents believed that the marketing styategults higher profits. There were not any
difference between the medium and micro businesses.

Q3.4.
The high scores show that all companies find venyartant to take the consumers needs into
account.

Q3.5.

Micro businesses disagreed that their aim is toenthfferent product than their competitors.
On the other hand 2 respondents had neutral staridpm one small company agreed with
this statement.

Q.3.6.
We can conclude that mainly the companies decigl@tice of the products, as they agreed or
totally agreed with this statement.

Q.3.7.
All of the respondents agreed that the investmantlynamic and qualified sales force
important/very important for their companies.

Q3.8.
Most of the companies answered that they choosé&yfeeof distribution channel according
to their sale objectives. Only one medium compaay ieutral standpoint.

Q3.9.

The companies have different opinion about the nt@mee of investment in promotion. The
medium companies stated that promotions are impofta their company and the micro
businesses disagreed with this statement. A groufdde observed according to the size of
the companies.

Q3.10.

The micro businesses answered that advertisementsoaimportant for them. The medium
companies believe the advertisement important lieir tcompanies (they agreed / totally
agreed with this statement).

Q3.11.

Medium companies had neutral standpoint with tlagestent that formal collaboration with
other chain partners has negative effect on th&imess opportunity. On the other hand the
micro businesses totally disagreed with this statgm

Organisation

Q4.1.
The respondents agreed that planning in advanogisrtant for their company.
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Q4.2.

More than the half of the medium companies agraetbtally agreed that they adapt their
promotional activities rapidly to the changes ofrkeh The micro businesses totally
disagreed with this statement, they do not adapketiag activity rapidly to their changes.

Q4.3.

3 of 5 medium companies answered that they findrphey marketing activities useful. On
contrary, every micro business totally disagreeith wiis statement. 2 medium companies had
neutral standpoint. A group could be observed afingrto the size of the companies.

Q4.4.
Every micro business answered that regular meetragketing management or other
divisions are not necessary. 3 of 5 medium sizedpamies found the regular meetings
useful.

Q4.5.
Micro businesses totally disagreed with the statdgnmelated to the budget of marketing
activities. 3 of 5 medium respondents agreed vhiih gstatement.

Evaluation

Q5.1.

The companies have very different opinion about ¢batrol of realisation of promotion
depending their size. The micro businesses sthtddhey do not control if they promotional
activities is realized or not. On the other hare iiredium companies agreed or totally agreed
with the statement that they control the realisatibtheir promotional activities.

Q5.2.

4 of 5 medium companies declared that examiningketieng cost leads to better results of
their promotional activities. On the other hand théro businesses don’t believe that
examining help them to improve their marketing \atés. They disagreed or totally
disagreed with this statement.

Q5.3. Promotional activities

The relatively low individual scores were given migiby the micro businesses, because they
are less involved into collecting information abpubmotional activities of their competitors.
Only 1 medium company agreed, that they collearmftion about the marketing activities
of their competitors, 4 other medium companiesredral standpoint.

Development

Q6.1. Product development

Most of the companies agreed or totally agreedithastment into product development is a
key factor for being more successful. Only 1 mibtsiness had a neutral standpoint on this
statement.

Q6.2. Searching for new markets

Most of the companies totally agreed or agreedgbatching for new markets is top priority
in their company. Only 1 micro business had newtia@hdpoint on this statement.
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3.4.2.2. Analysis of marketing capabilities of thavhite paprika
supply chain

Q1.1 Turnover of the traditional products from the total turnover

The respondents stated that turnover of traditipnadlucts from the total turnover in the most
cases varied between 29%-45%. Only 2 out of 11 emieg indicated that the share of their
traditional product was just 10-15% of total tureavl out of 11 companies did not answer
for this question.

Q1.2. Turnover of the main traditional products

The respondents mentioned the following main trawlétl products:

* pickled white pepper,

» pickled white pepper stuffed with cabbages,

* pickled hot white pepper, mixed pickles with whpkepper.
Most of companies (8) answered to produce picklédtenvpepper, but only two of them
mentioned that they had the hot (pungent) verssonel.
The mixed pickles were also mentioned a lot of srag a traditional product.
Nearly the half of the respondents (5 companieshtioieed that they sold pickled white
pepper stuffed with cabbages as a traditional produ

The turnover of the main traditional products varleetween 5-25% compared to the total
turnover.
* We got lower percentages (5-10%) in those cases wigecompanies produced more
than 2 types of the above-mentioned products.
* One company, who produced only white pepper picklesa traditional product,
answered that its turnover is 40% compared todta turnover.
* One of the respondents did not give answers ontuheover of each traditional
products.

Notes: this result might be different if the siz¢he respondents will be different.

Q1.3. Market share of the main traditional product

Most of companies could not give estimation onrtaket share of their traditional products
because they did not have information about thal totarket size, that is why could not
answer for this question.

Q1.4. Quality assurance scheme

Companies marked in all cases the HACCP systeminwitte “other” block, which is not
surprising; because this is compulsory system ingdny. Three companies mentioned that
they have been operating traceability system. Wasth mentioning that the medium sized

company has operated all types of quality systeentdwclient/customer’s requirements.
Q1.5. Evolution of the turnover
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Only 5 companies provided the turnover of theiditianal products on the year basis.
Big differences were observed in the given vallé® small private entrepreneur’s turnover
varied between 2 300 — 9 200 Euro, than two otberpanies independently from the size of
the company had much higher turnover, varied betvi€®6 000 — 255 000 Euro. The reason
of this difference might be that these companiesrare employees than the micro business
units.
Six companies did not declare about their turnovdrey gave the following answers or
“objections”:

* ‘it goes after the inflation (app. 5% a year)”,

* “we are going to give this value or prices onleimro/kg”,

* “the turnover increased with 30-40% in last 5 year

» ‘“itis impossible to give this figure to effectidemand”.

Q 1.6. Marketing activities - turnover

7 companies — mainly the small micro business undaswered that they have allocated only
0-2% of turnover for marketing activities. 2 commanhave allocated 2-5% and only 1

company, which had higher turnover of traditionabgucts, have allocated 5-10 % for

marketing activities.

Q1.7. Distribution channels

 The most commonly mentioned distribution channeksrewthe direct sale and
wholesalers The micro business units distributed high peragat(70-100%) of their
traditional product via direct sale and wholesalers

 Three respondents, who had more employees, medtiGupermarkets as
distribution channels. 2 out of 11 respondents,saltb were using supermarkets as
their main distribution channel, sold more than #9846 of their traditional products
in this way.

* Only some respondents from the micro business usaisl their products in
specialized shops

* The restaurants and canteenswere not frequently used (3 micro business units
mentioned) as a distribution channel. Only one grdpnt sold high proportion
(70%) of their traditional products in restauramtsanteens.

* None of the respondents distributed their prodwtisin theagro-tourism.

Q.1.8. Major markets

Most of the respondents sold their traditional picid in local market. Only 3 companies out
of 11 produced the traditional products for theoratl market.

The micro business units sold 100% of their traddl product on local market, while the
slightly bigger companies mainly produced tradigibproducts for the national market.

Q1.9. Transport of the traditional products

All of the respondents used own mean for transgorta
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Q1.10. Usage of the brand

The majority of respondents sold their traditiopedducts under industrial brand. Only one
private entrepreneur mentioned that 70% of theadpcts is sold under third party brand.

Q1.11. Advertising media

More than half of the companies declared that tHely not use any kind of media for
advertising.

2 companies used only specialized magazine and respondent used only regional
newspapers for advertising. 2 companies mentionatthey used different media —regional
newspapers and fairs -for advertising.

Analysis of marketing capabilities

Information

Q2.1.

Big differences could be observed among the conggamigarding to the application of brand
analysis. More than the half of respondents — mpdhré micro business units- totally disagree
(5) or disagree (1) with this statement. The ottenpanies have neutral standpoint (2) or
they apply (2) brand analysis for their products.

Q2.2.

More than half of the respondents — mainly the mlausiness units - do not investigate the
competence of their suppliers. Some of companigishhiagree or agree with the importance
of investigation of their suppliers.

Q2.3.
Most of the companies (8) investigate the requirgsef retailers. There were only 3 micro
business units, who totally disagree with thisestant.

Q2.4
We can conclude that companies do not investidetentarketing strategy of the competitors.
4 of them totally disagreed with this statement &rd had neutral standpoint.

Q25

The investigation of economical and political eoniment do not play important role at all in
the marketing strategy of micro business units. Slightly bigger companies have neutral
standpoint about this topic/statement.

Q2.6.

We got the similar output like in g.2.5.. The intigation of social and cultural environment
do not play important role at all in the marketisigategy of micro business units and the
slightly bigger companies have neutral standpdiouathis topic/statement.

Q2.7.

The companies are more involved in analysis oftédofinological environment than in the
analysis of economical, political or social issuéémost every respondent gave slightly
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higher score for this question. Only 3 micro busseunits answered they totally
disagree/disagree with this statement.

Q2.8.
The high average and high individual scores showmat the analysis of consumer
requirements was very important tool for invesigaof the market.

Objectives

Q3.1.
More than the half of the companies agreed or kiggteed, that their marketing strategy had
clear objectives. There were 2 micro business wviits totally disagreed with this statement.

Q3.2.
The slightly smaller scores and average showed,tbi@acompanies find less important to
communicate the marketing strategy to their coltatwos.

Q3.3.

Big differences could be observed among the conggarggarding the results of marketing

strategy. Nearly half of the respondents believett the marketing strategy did not result

higher profits. (It is worth mentioning that 2 dfese companies answered that they did not
have clear marketing objectives.) On contrary 5 ganies out of 11 agreed or highly agreed

that their marketing strategy lead to higher profit

Q3.4.
The high scores showed that almost all companigsdf@ery important to take the consumers
needs into account.

Q 3.5.

More than half of the companies agreed that theirvaas to make different products than
their competitors. On the other hand 2 respondeadsneutral standpoint and 3 companies
disagreed with this statement.

Q.3.6.
We concluded that mainly the companies decidegtive of the products, as they agreed or
totally agreed with this statement.

Q.3.7.

7 out of 11 respondents agreed that the investnmedtynamic and qualified sales force
important/very important for their companies. Omr thther hand 3 companies had neutral
opinion about it and 1 totally disagreed.

Q3.8.
Most of the companies chose the type of distributachannel according to their sale
objectives.

Q 3.9.

The companies had very different opinion aboutitiyggortance of investment in promotion. 4
of them believed that promotions were not imporfanttheir company, and 3 of them have
neutral standpoint. On the other hand 4 respondagteed that the promotions were
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important for their company. Groups/patterns caudtl be observed according to the size of
the companies.

Q3.10.

More than half of the respondents — mainly the mibusiness units - answered that
advertisements are not important for them. Only f4tlee respondents believed the
advertisement important for their companies (thgnged / totally agreed with this statement).

Q3.11.
Most of the companies had neutral standpoint cagieed with the statement that formal
collaboration with other chain partners has negagifect on their business opportunity.

Organisation

Q4.1.
The respondents agreed that planning in advanoepertant for their company. Only one
company disagreed totally with this statement.

Q4.2.

5 out of 11 companies totally agreed that they aittegor promotional activities rapidly to the
changes of market. It is an interesting fact thabdpanies - small micro business units- who
highly agree with this statement howe®eof them do not use any types of advertising media
listed in Q1.11. The solution might be for this tadiction they know what they have to do
but they have no opportunity to adapt changes stkigu

On the other hand 3 respondents has neutral stentdgiod 3 respondents do not adapt
marketing activity rapidly to the changes.

Q4.3.

5 companies answered that they find planning midxedctivities useful. On contrary, 4
micro business units totally disagreed with thsteshent and 2 respondents answered that
they have neutral standpoint.

Q4.4.

As the majority of respondents - micro businesstsunianswered that regular meeting
between the marketing management and other diesao® not necessary. 3 respondents had
neutral standpoint. 3 companies —those with morpl@yees — find the regular meetings
useful.

Q4.5.
Most of the companies disagree or totally disagvitle the statement regarding to the budget
of marketing activities. Only 2 respondents agneét this statement.

Evaluation

Q5.1

The companies had very different opinion aboutcihrol of realisation of promotion.

4 of them —micro business units — do not controétivar the objectives of the promotional
activities is realized or not. On the other handréhwere 3 micro business units and the
slightly bigger company, which agreed with the esta¢nt.
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Q5.2.

5 companies - companies with more employees andonibasiness units- declared that
examining marketing cost leads to better resulttheir promotional activities. On the other
hand 5 respondents — mainly micro business urbedieve that examining the help them to
improve their marketing activities.

Q5.3

We got low individual scores, which mean that comes less involved into collecting
information about promotional activities of theioropetitors. Only 2 of the respondents
agreed, that they have collected information abthé marketing activities of their
competitors.

Development

Q6.1

Most of the companies agreed or totally agreedithatstment into product development was
a key factor for being more successful. Only 2 oesients had different opinion, they totally
disagreed with this statement.

Q6.2.

6 companies totally agreed or agreed that seardbmgew markets as top priority in their
company. On the other hand 4 micro business urais the small individual scores showed -
did not handle this issue as a top priority at@he of the respondents has neutral standpoint
on this statement.

3.5. Executive summary

The aim of this task was to develop a tool for tdgimg and measuring the marketing

management capabilities of the supply chain anddlpondents. In order to draw conclusion
for the supply chain we have to increase the nurab#re respondents.

The aim was tested via questionnaire. The testwegasuseful to get a clear picture how we
have to develop the questionnaire. The main comsrfentthe development are summarized
in “4.1. Evaluation of the feasibility of the bemohrk tool”.

The conclusions about the two selected supply shai@ the followings:

Fermented sausage and meat supply chain

We had 10 completed questionnaires and got ans3@éfsfrom the medium sized, 20% from
small sized companies and 50% from micro busines¥és received 10 completed
questionnaires.
We could state that:
- Main type of traditional sausage product is tkngolt” fermented /dry/home style
sausage.
- The medium companies produce more type of tiauhli sausage products, than the
micro businesses. The share of the traditional éated meat products does not
depend on the size of the company.

31



- 90% of the companies use local market as oneigifiltution channel for their
traditional sausage products, the micro businessksll of their traditional sausage
products (100%) on this type of market.

- The medium companies having the largest numbeenoployees sell all of their
traditional sausage on the national market.

- 2 of the medium companies sell most part of theaditional sausages in the
supermarkets.

- It is interesting to mention that the medium camp which produces a special PGI
product “Hortobagyi biosalami” don’t use supermar&e distribution channel, high
proportion of this product (60%) is sold in specietl shops and in the same
proportion: 10-10% in the restaurants and agriioor

- 40% of the medium companies have export actiglgted to their traditional products
but in lower percentage 10% and mainly to the Euntges.

- Only one of medium company has exports to theaextU countries but it is relatively
low (10%).

- The medium size companies sell their traditiopabduct under industrial and
retailer’'s brand, on contrary the micro businessel$ them only under industrial
brand.

- The medium size companies can use different kihdnedia, on contrary we can
observe that, the micro businesses advertisettiaglitional dry meat products only on
fairs.

- Neither the medium nor the micro businesses uSé&Rddio to advertise their
traditional products because the high costs of riidueg.

Weakness of the marketing capabilities related to:

Information:
- The micro businesses don’'t apply brand analyisisesr products; on contrary more
than the half of medium/small sized companies d@it..)
- The micro businesses in meat supply chain donistigate the competence of
suppliers (2.2.)

Objectives:
- There is a big difference between the opinioomedium sized companies and small
businesses, because the micro businesses donitdleoimaportant the investment in
advertising. (3.10.)

Organization:
- It can be observed that only the medium sizedpaomes plan advertising, and the

micro businesses adapt slowly their promotionalaigs to changes (4.3.,4.5.)

Evaluation:
- The companies mainly the micro businesses are iegolved into collecting

information about promotional activities of theorapetitors.(5.3.)
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Strength of the marketing capabilities related to:

Information:

The companies consider very important the analgsconsumer requirements it does
not depend on the size of the company. (2.8.)

The medium sized companies and micro businessestigate the marketing strategy
of their competitors; the size of the company dugsinfluence this activity. (2.1.)
Medium, small and micro companies investigate tharketing strategy of their
competitors. (2.4.)

Objectives:

80% of the companies all (of medium sized) hawaketing strategy with clear and
defined objectives. (3.1.)

90% of the companies consider important the itmeest in dynamic and qualified
sales force. (3.7.)

The medium sized companies and micro businedsesecthe type of distribution
according to their sales objectives. (3.8.)

The companies in dry meat supply chain thoughi iteally important to make
different products than the competitors. (3.5.)

Development:

The investment in product development (includpagrkaging) and search for new
markets play very important role in the medium dizeompanies and micro
businesses as well.

White paprika supply chain

We had 11 completed questionnaires an could dtate t

Main white pepper based traditional product weiekled white pepper, but not the
hot version.

The turnover of the main traditional productsiedrbetween 5-25 %, compared to the
total turnover.

The companies that have higher share of traditigmoducts (app. 40-45%) have
spent more money for marketing activities (5-10%)e majority of the respondents
have spent only 0-2% for main activity.

The most commonly mentioned distribution channeése direct and wholesales.
Those companies, which had relationship with supékats, sold more than 90 % of
their traditional products.

The most respondents sold their traditional potglun local markets, while the
slightly bigger companies sold the traditional prcid for the national markets.

The traditional products are mainly sold undeiuistrial brand.

More than half of the companies declared thay tihid not use any kind of media for
advertising. Only two respondent mentioned regior@dspapers and fairs as media
for advertising.

To sum up the analysis of the marketing capalslitvere the followings:
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Weakness of the marketing capabilities related to

Information:

The companies in white paprika supply chain dogdlly use brand analysis. (2.1.)
The companies in white paprika supply chain domtestigate the competence of
suppliers (2.2.)

The companies in white paprika supply chain danwestigate the marketing strategy
of the competitors. (2.4.)

The companies in white paprika supply chain damvestigate economical, political,
cultural environment. (2.5.,2.6).

Objective:

The companies in white paprika supply chain hags important to communicate to
the collaborators (3.2.)

Organization:

The companies in white paprika supply chain aseimportant the regular meeting
between divisions.(4.4.)

The companies in white paprika supply chain doadapt the budget easily for the
marketing activities. (4.5.)

Strength of the marketing capabilities related to

Information:

The companies in white paprika supply chain itigete to know the retailers’
requirements. (2.3.)

The companies in white paprika supply chain camgsare more involved in analysis
of technological environment. (2.7.)

The customers’ requirements were really importanthe companies in white paprika
supply chain them. (2.8.)

Objective:

The objective of the strategy for the companieswhite paprika supply chain is
important. (3.1.)

It is important for the companies in white papriupply chain to take the consumers’
needs into account.(3.4.)

The companies in white paprika supply chain thdugis really important to make
different products than the competitors. (3.5.)

It is important for the companies in white paprigupply chain to invest in dynamic
and qualified sales force. (3.7.)

Most of the companies choose the type of theibligion channels according to their
sale objectives. (3.8.)

Organization:

The companies in white paprika supply chain thdudpat planning in advance is
important. (4.1.)

The companies in white paprika supply chain thutpat planning the marketing
activity is important. (4.3.)
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Development:
- The companies in white paprika supply chain thmufat the investment into the
product development would be necessary to beconwessful.(6.1.)

Notes: The concrete conclusions about the seletteply chains are just related to examined
sample.

4.  National report: Italy

4.1 Introduction

The questionnaire distribution and outcomes areudsed in the following sections. In Italy
the selected traditional food supply chains weee peeviously agreed, thdry ham and
cheese supply chains.

Part | — Supply chain: Dry Ham

4.2 Criteria of sample selection
During the three months of the survey, 31 dry haodpcers have been contacted. 11 of them
have decided to answer to the benchmark questi@naimost all contacted producers
respected the criteria chosen in the WP5 workshdRame. In particular, they satisfied the
following items:

* number of employees: 1-250

e turnover: maximum 200 million Euro

* belonging to the chosen supply chains (dry ham)

» the products respect our definition of traditiopedducts

* an organisation of marketing is present, at firnfegygregation of firms) level

The exception being two consortia, whose directleyg@s remain under the threshold, but
who represent a number of firms that cumulativalgroome the threshold as well as a big
producer as Citterio (with about 1000 employees).

The method for obtaining the addresses and theacbperson has introduced some further
elements. To elicit firm contact information thelléaving channels have been followed
cumulatively:

» the membership in entrepreneurial association ¢&3sconnected to Federalimentare;

» the participation to SMES-NET European survey;

« the presence in Infocamere database with suffi@entact details (phone, email and
contact person)

» the presence in Internet with a web site highligiptiraditional production.

Accordingly, each of the respondents has been ifaht following one of the
abovementioned channels.

In terms of the intentional directions of searcbgadure, two main goals were targeted:
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» afairly high degree of heterogeneity of firms,tsat in the benchmark exercise might
emerge some excellences to which compare thefrédst group;

* alarge share of particularly small entreprisesgvking that this group is particularly
weak in marketing capabilities and that it représea crucial segment for
TRUEFOOD project.

Localization followed these premises, by scattethgrequest to firms in 11 Italian regions,
both economically strong and weak, with and witheall-established dry ham districts.

The sample include a highly successful brand (@iffeand two of the most important
consortia for PDO quality assurance and marketiognption (Consorzio Parma, Consorzio
San Daniele). Apart from the latter, the other 8dpicers are not providers of PDO or PGI
products

All respondents are focal companies carrying outurfecturing activities leading to the final
product.

The high non-response rate might have favourednibst structured firms and those having a
better understanding of the issues at hand (maRetHowever, the impressions collected by
direct contact (both face-to-face and by phoné)as the most important factor in choosing to
answer was “available time”, with many non-resparis@enouncing the lack of time, due to
current and extraordinary business events. Toge laxtent, this means that non-response is
fairly random, without a too strong selection Hi@sn this point of view.

4.3 Methodology of interview

5 interviews were carried out face-to-face at tffee@s of the producers with the marketing

manager or with the entrepreneurs or with a PR gem&he direct time of the interview was

on average 30 minutes, but the all trip requiredemar less half day each. 6 answered
guestionnaire were compiled on-site and submitieenbail, following this procedure:

* a telephone call established a first contact wita tirm, identified the marketing
manager or the entrepreneur, explained the pugrod¢he method of the survey,

» the respondent were usually requested one or nmoes {up to 5) to answer

» the respondent sent by email the questionnairea (case it was empty, so it was
needed to ask again for compilation, saving ttee &hd submission).

As earlier indicated, 20 companies did not answeerrupting this procedure. Fax was not
used at any moment.

The time spent for collecting data can be estimate®i hours for each successful interview,
but many recalls had no effects.
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4.4 Results

4.4.1 The feasibility of the benchmark tool

The respondent firms have demonstrated intereghentool, although they have rather
considered it as “one of the many questionnaireg taceive” more than “something that can
be useful for themselves”.

A large number of firms have refused to answerefirthe deadline pass without reacting to
recalls. Some firms have left “blank” some sensitilata in the first part of the questionnaire;
many of the answer to the questions about percesthgve been computed by respondent in
an approximate way. The second part has obtairiell set of answer, with some difficulties
in understanding the somewhat complex formulatioguestion 3.11.

In general, the possibility of making a face-todanterview increases the understanding of
the questions. The largest firm are also more usethteract with researchers and the
marketing issues raised in the questionnaire.

With some minor adaptations, the benchmark toahseeasible.

4.4.2 General data of the firm

The data referred to the section n.1 of the questime have been reported on the template
(Excel format).

An interesting result is related to the channdllisfributions: all producers make use of large
surfaces (supermarkets), whereas none uses jushaneel.

Distribution channels

12

10

g. 1.7 supermarkets  g. 1.7 specialised g. 1.7 direct sale g. 1.7 whole salers g. 1.7 restaurants g. 1.7 canteens g. 1.7 agri-tourism
shops
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Another result is offered by the geographical cagerof distribution:

Geographical coverage

g. 1.8 local qg. 1.8 regional g. 1.8 national g. 1.8 EU countries g. 1.8 extra-EU countries

The national level is reached by all producershwéveral exporting abroad.
All this tends to indicate that the sample is olleiairly well positioned in the upper tier
among SMEs of traditional food.

4.4.3 Analysis of marketing capabilities
The data referred to the section from n. 2 to of #he questionnaire has been reported on the

same Excel file.

All respondents have exhaustively answered towsktjons in this section, demonstrating ex-
post that this way of expressing the questionsdggtable.

In terms of (unweighted) averages rescaled from D0t the following capabilities have been
demonstrated:

Marketing capabilities

Rate (0-10)

Information Objectives Organisation Evaluation Development
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On average, the firms seem to be stronger in tfeenal organization of marketing more than
in searching / selecting information or in evaloati development phases.

The respondents show their specific profile in thidar graph:

Marketing capabilities

Information

Dbjectives

One firm is much weaker than the rest, with sevimals having one or more strength points
and the leaders having high rates on everythings picture is simplified in the following
diagram:

Overall marketing capabilities (ordered)
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Part Il - Supply chain: Cheese

4.5 Criteria of sample selection

During the three months of the survey, a total®producers have been contacted. The rather
high number of contacts in the cheese supply cbeéms to reveal a higher recalcitrance of
cheese manufacturers to cooperate in the investigalhis can be explained in light of the
fact that the cheese chain is, generally speakingiter and less organized that the dry ham
one. It can be assumed that several firms areivelatuntouched by the habit of being
contacted by research institution and Universitigs.this branch, traditional products
manufacturers operate as small and even micro-uiiiterefore the witness (the respondent)
has been in almost all cases the owner of the firms in turn resulted in an additional
difficulty, given the exposition of the patron tdage number of engagements; it has been
often necessary to adopt an intense recall proeeafuthe owner, frequently without success.
At the end 10 among them have answered to the bear&hquestionnaire. All respondent
producers respected the criteria chosen in the Wé%&shop in Rome. In particular, they
satisfied the following items:

e number of employees: 1-250

e turnover: maximum 200 million Euro

* belonging to the chosen supply chains (cheese)

» the products respect our definition of traditiopedducts
e an organisation of marketing is present

The largest producer has a turnover of 16 min Elihis makes overwhelming the presence
of particularly small enterprises.

Localization followed these premises, by scattethmgrequest to firms in 14 Italian regions,
both economically strong and weak, with and witheeatl-established cheese districts.

All respondents are focal companies carrying outurfecturing activities leading to the final
product. Two of them produce PDO products.

The method for obtaining the addresses and theacbperson has introduced some further
elements. To elicit firm contact information thelléaving channels have been followed
cumulatively:

« the membership in entrepreneurial association (A#s), connected to
Federalimentare;

« the presence in Infocamere database with suffi@entact details (phone, email and
contact person);

» the participation to CIBUS Roma - trade fair;

» the presence in Internet with a web site highligiptraditional production;

» the participation to ENEA seminars.

4.6 Methodology of interview

40



4 interviews were carried out face-to-face with émerepreneurs at their offices or stands in a
trade fair; 3 answered telephonically. The directet of the interview was on average 25
minutes, but the all trip required more or lesd baly each. 5 answered questionnaires were
compiled and submitted by email, following this gedure:

* a telephone call established a first contact wita tirm, identified the marketing
manager or the entrepreneur, explained the pugnod¢he method of the survey;

» the respondent were usually requested one or nmes {up to 5) to answer;

» the respondent sent by email the questionnaire.

As earlier indicated, an extremely large numbecarhpanies did not answer, interrupting this
procedure. Fax was not used at any moment.

4.7 Results

4.7.1 The feasibility of the benchmark tool

In general the benchmark questionnaire has no¢daisajor problems for the respondents.
The interviewer briefed quite easily the respondéngeneral no respondent objected to the
length of the tool.

Thanks to the collaboration of the firms, the faling areas of criticism / improvement of the
guestionnaire were raised:

Question

1.3. National market share The producers are yseattemely small sp
that their market share is a very coarse
estimation.

1.7 Channel of distribution The normal trade (sngaticery shop) has no
explicit category, since it does not necessarily
correspond to “specialized shop” (which
exist), where only cheeses are sold. Normal
trade can be a substantial percentage of sales.

1.8 Geographical coverage The case of a selleeveral (but not all
regions is not covered.

1.11 Advertising “External advertising” and “Bramtigansport

means” are not mentioned as possibility,
whereas they play an important role.

Radio is different from television and should
be distinguished.

Percentages are quite coarse estimation, since
they require parametres that are long| to
obtain; the risk is that the producer simply
guess; perhaps absolute values might| be
easier to elicit.
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4.7.2 General data of the firm

The data referred to the section n.1 of the queséme have been reported on the template
(Excel format).
The distribution channels are more variegated thalmy ham supply chain:

Distribution channels

g. 1.7 supermarkets  q. 1.7 specialised q.1.7 directsale  g. 1.7 whole salers q. 1.7 restaurants q. 1.7 canteens q. 1.7 agri-tourism
shops

Similarly, in terms of geographical coverage, tteation is the following:
Geographical coverage
1000
000
800
700
600
500
400
300
200

1.00

Notwithstanding,, arn mp!
quite different, leaving room for the firm differéation. For a benchmark tool, this is a
positive result.

4.7.3 Analysis of marketing capabilities

The data referred to the section from n. 2 to of he questionnaire has been reported on the
same Excel file.

All respondents have exhaustively answered towsktjons in this section, demonstrating ex-
post that this way of expressing the questionsdggtable.
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In terms of (unweighted) averages, the followingatalities have been demonstrated:

Marketing capabilities

Rate (0-10)

Development

Information Objectives Organisation Evaluation

The skyline of the competence distribution is #atthan in the case of dry ham, while
showing a different emphasis on development. Thigr-the broad goals of our test - is
positive, because it seems to express that theumsnt is not biased towards a particular
competence. To conclusively assess this, howewdggper study - e.g. with the all European
sample - because there is some wide differenckemumber of questions contained in the
five broad areas of competence, which might steiby distort the results.
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The respondents show their specific profile in thaslar graph, where each respondent
correspond to a coloured pentagon:

Marketing capabilities

Information

Objectives

One can see that “specialised” firms (who exhiighhvalues in certain competence but much
lower one in others) co-exist with “generalist’nfis (with a more round profile), offering a
promising landscape for evaluating competence kater (on) performances.

The individual overall marketing competence is esged in this diagram:

Overall marketing capabilities (ordered)
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Competences steadily rise from 5/10 to 8/10, shgvairvariety that, although not extreme,
allows for statistical treatments of variance.

4.8 Concluding remarks

The samples shows a sufficient level of variabiliy each indicator and overall. In principle,
a differentiated strategy to improve the marketcgpabilities would find a favourable
environment in a questionnaire like this.

To check if certain questions are statisticallyles® because of perfect correlation with
others, the correlation coefficients have been adsatpfor all variables pair-wise. The results,
referring to both supply chains and gathered in dbeelation matrix, are shown in the
following page.

The correlation coefficients larger than 0.5 (gesitcorrelation) are shown in blue, whereas

those lower than -0.5 (negative correlation) wdagdshown in red. No negative correlation of

this magnitude has, however, been detected.

Correlation is never as high as 0.8; which meaas fhom this specific test, no question is

redundant. The questions for the first and theltbompetence areas are positively correlated
among themselves.

This analysis might be repeated at the multi-cquletvel, to see if these results are robust.
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Correlation matrix (both chains)

04 01 03
0.1 0.1 02 02 02 - - - - - 02 05 00 00

01 03 02 o1 - - - - 0.4 03 04
0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 - 0. 0. 0. - - 3 02 0.4 0.3

0.4 03
0.1 03 02
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In terms of the 5-values Likert-scale used pregeritie distribution of answers is the
following (by chain and in total):

Frequency of Likert values in answers

180

160

140

120

100

80

60

40

20

Cheese Ham Sum

01 @2 0304 @5

The most frequent case is 4 (high degree of aceeptaf the statement), but all values are
used, which is positive point. The distributiorbismodal, far from a normal one. A 7-values
scale might have given more nuanced results; hawévaight require more thinking from
the respondent.

In sum, the questionnaire seems a good tool. Howekie test also shows the following
critical issues, to be solved before launching dewsurvey:

« the self-interest and the motivation of the resgmidhould be increased;

» the first part (firm’ generality) should be simpifl in categories unproblematic for
privacy, easy to grasp, to the sole purposes cénladysis (certain degrees of precision
are useless for analysts and disturbing for theadent);

* some questions might be reformulated, as indidatéue text.
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RA@\L UNITED EUROPE FOOD
5 Annexes

5.1 Annex 1: Questionnaire

Perception of marketing management

1. General data of the firm

Company name

)

Address

ZIP code City

Province

Country:

Legal status

N° of employees (last year available):

Turnover (last year available - Euro):

1.12  What is the share of traditional food prodtiofsyour total turnover (turnover of

traditional products on total turnover *100)?

1.2 Which are your main traditional products (tweioof each traditional product on turnover

of traditional food products *100)?

[Indicate the name of the product and the percentag value between brackets; the
products can be less or more than 4, in this lastse please add the other ones]

! Traditional food product must have the followiregfures:

- LOCAL PRODUCTION: national/regional/local. Ondenfis start to produce in other countries, the food

is no longer considered as traditional.

- Authentic recipe (mix of ingredients) and/or
- Authentic origin of raw material and/or
- Authentic production process

AUTHENTIC: the product has to fulfill at least ®wof the following steps:

- COMMERCIALLY AVAILABLE: for the public for at leat 50 years (= 1950 and before) in stores or
restaurants; it may happen that during that pahiedood product disappeared from the market,$ut i

was on market at least 50 years ago

- GASTRONOMIC HERITAGE: the product must have argt@hich is -or can be- written down in 2-3

pages

TRUEFOOD - Project 5.2 — Deliverable D 5.2.1 — OfRE
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‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ SIXTH FRAMEWORK
e PROGRAMME

- Product 1:  CHT— %) - Product 3:  CTT— %)
- Product 2: (cevvmrmmmmnnnnnns %) - Product 4: (coveemmmmnnnnenn %)

1.3 What is the approximate market share of youmnnraditional product in the national
market of this product (quantity of the main tramhial product produced by the firm on total
guantity of the same product produced by all thegiin the country *100)?

1.4 Are you certified for the following quality assnce schemes?
[Please select all you applied]

- 1SO 9000:2000 - SQF - QC

- 1SO 14001 - Voluntary - Others................
- 1SO 22000 traceability

- BRC-IFS - EUREP-GAP

1.5 Indicate the evolution of turnover for all titémhal food products (absolute value in
Euro):[Please report the value of the turnover expressed Euro for each year]

2001:

2002:

2003:

2004

2005:

1.6 What percent of total turnover is allocatechtarketing activities (last year available)?
[Please select one]

- 0% -2% - 10% — 20%
- 2% -5% - 20% — 40%
- 5% -10% - more than 40%

* (decisions about product management, pricing, sdissibution and promotion)

1.7 Which are the most relevant distribution chdmher your traditional products (turnover
of traditional products sold in each distributidraonel on total turnover *100)?
[Please select all you applied]

- supermarkets ...... % - restaurants ...... %
- specialised shops ...... % - canteens ...... %

- directsale ...... % - agri-tourism...... %
- wholesalers ...... %

1.8 Which are your major markets (turnover of tiadial products sold in each market on
turnover *100)?
[Please select all you applied]
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- local ...... %

- regional ...... %

- national ...... %

- EU countries ....... %

- extra-EU countries ...... %

1.9 How are your traditional products transportgdaftity transported by each means of
transport on total quantity of product producedhoy firm *100) 2:
[Please select all you applied]

- ownmeans...... %

- small transportation companies ...... %

- companies offering logistic services ...... %

1.10 Under which brand do you sell your traditiopadducts (quantity of traditional product
sold under each brand on total turnover *130)
[Please select all you applied]

- industrial brand  ...... %

- retailer’'s brand (private label) ... %

- third part brand (consortia, associations, etc.).%

1.11 Which advertising media do you mainly use ¢petage of each advertising media on
total advertising activities *100)?
[Please select all you applied]

- specialised magazines  ...... %
- non specialised magazines ...... %
- national newspapers ... %
- regional/local newspapers ...... %
- TVorradio ...... %

- fairs ... %

- internet ... %

2 own means the means of transport are firm's property &edfirm uses these to transport the products.
small transportation companiesthey are logistic companies, but with small dasien, so they usually have a
range of action limited to the national territorasmaximum.

companies offering logistic serviceshig companies which can transport everywhere.

% industrial brandt it is the brand of the firm, so the own brand

third part brand (consortia, associations, etcfpr example it is the brand of Consortia whicfeguard the
quality and the production process of traditionalducts (most part of PDO products belongs to asGdium,
as Parma ham, San Daniele ham, Parmigiano Reggiahso on).

The third part brand can appear beside the indistriretailer's brand.
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In what follows, please answer with a cross on thscore corresponding to your firm
activity, where:

1= totally disagree

2= | disagree

3= neutral

4= | agree

5= | totally agree

2. Information

Totally Totally
disagree agree
2.1 My company applies brand analysis of our owodpcts. 1 2 3 4 5
2.2 My company investigates the competencies/shilsur suppliers. 1 2 3 4 5
2.3 My company investigates the requirements ofretailers. 1 2 3 4 5
2.4 My company investigates the marketing stratéfgyur competitors. 1 2 3 4 5
2.5 My company analyses the impact of the econdraiuc
political environment in which we are opengti 1 3 4 5
2.6 My company analyses the social and cultural
environment in which we are operating. 1 2 3 4 5
2.7 My company analyses the technological envirarime
in which we are operating. 1 2 4 5
2.8 My company finds it very important to analyke tequirements
of our consumers. 1 2 8 5
3. Objectives
Totally Totally
disagree agree

3.1 Our present marketing strategy (aims, decisamosit product

management, pricing, sales, distribution praanotion) has clear

and defined objectives. a2 3 4 5
3.2 My company finds it important to communicate ou

marketing aims and decisions towards allamliaborators

(employees, distributors, suppliers, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5
3.3 Following the marketing strategy results in

higher revenues and profits for my company. 1 2 3 4 5
3.4 My company tailors its products (price settingand etc.)

according to the needs of the consumer. 1 2 3 4 5
3.5 My company aims to make its product differeanf that of

competitors. 1 2 3 4 5
3.6 It is my company that decides the price ofgmaducts. 1 2 3 4 5
3.7 Investment in dynamic and qualified sales fasogery

important for my company. 1 2 3 4 5

3.8 My company chose the type of distribution (sopeket,
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speciality shop, direct sale, etc.) accordogur sales objective. 1 2 3 4 5
3.9 Investment in promotion is very important foy ctompany.
3.10 Investment in advertising is very importantidoy company.
3.11 Formal collaboration (long term contracts|emilve

innovation) with other chain partners (digp or customers)
hampers the possibility to benefit fromibass opportunities. 1 2 3 4 5

e
NN
w w
FNEN
o o

4. Organisation Totally Totally

disagree agree
4.1 Planning in advance is important for your compa

1 2 3 45

4.2 We rapidly adapt our promotional activitieschkanges

of the market. 1 2 3 8
4.3 To plan advertising activities is useful. 1 2 3 4 5
4.4 Regular meetings between the marketing manageme

and other divisions of the company (R&D, pratibn,

finance, sales etc.) are a necessity fornate

harmony/satisfaction among our people. 1 2 3 4 5
4.5 The budget for marketing activities (promotiadyertisement, etc.)

can be adapted easily if necessary. 213 4 5

5. Evaluation

Totally Totally
. . disagree agree
5.1 My company controls whether or not the objexgiv

of the promotional activities were realized. 1 2 3 4 5
5.2 Examining the marketing costs leads to beésults of

my companies promotional activities. 2 3 4 5
5.3 My company collects information about the resaf the

promotional activities of our competitors. 1 2 3 4 5

6. Development
Tptally Totally
6.1 In my firm investment in product developmennc(uding disagree agree
packaging)

is a key factor for being more successful. 1 2 3 4 5
6.2 The search for new markets (e.g. niche marketsjop

priority of my company. 1 83 4 5

Thanks for your collaboration!
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5.2Annex 2. Raw data
Please find enclosed the attached excel files maithdata for Belgium, Hungary and Italy.
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