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Research designh & sample

To answer the research questions, an

of £ 12 minutes was designed, which 12 301
respondents from 12 different countries completed.
The fieldwork ran from March 20t to April 5t 2024.

Data were weighted in each country to be
nationally representative by age, gender and

region.

This report highlights the results from the 9

The 12 countries included: China, Czech Republic, France, Germany, Greece,
Italy, Poland, Spain, Sweden, The Netherlands, United Kingdom, USA

1
J0)- Please note that due to rounding, percentages on some graphs may add up to
“S° 101% and the top-2 scores may differ by 1% from the actual underlying scores. X
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Questionnaire

The questionnaire consisted of the following

- Background

- Attitudes Towards Animals

- Importance & Awareness of Aquatic Animal Welfare
- Consumption Habits & Behaviour

- Welfare Labelling

- Socio demo & Profiling
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2. Results
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2.1 Attitudes
Towards Animals




Most people agree that fish can feel pain. There is more doubt on the

emotional/intelligence statements, though the trend is positive.

“Qb. To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?”

Fish feel pain* 7% 18% 45%

Fish feel negative emotions,
10% 1% 23%
e.g. fear

Fish are sentient 7% 171% 23%

Fish are intelligent* b12% W 27% 22%

Fish feel positive emotions, e.g.
pleasure

13% P8 24%

16%

0% 100%

Don't know M Strongly disagree M Tend to disagree

Top-2%

(tend to/strongly

agree)

N%

60%

60%

51%

45%

Tend to agree M Strongly agree

* This statement was negated in the questionnaire (i.e. ‘Fish do not feel
Base: total sample (EU countries; n=9197) pain’/’Fish are not intelligent’). For the sake of uniform interpretation, the

statement is reversed here in the report.

Jo

« Explicit association
scores are generally a
bit higher in France,
Germany, Greece, Italy
and Poland, but lower
in Spain, Sweden & The
Netherlands.

Associations of women
and 18- to 34yo are a
bit more positive than
the other gender/age

groups.
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Most people believe we should protect the welfare of fish just like we do for
other animals we eat.

“Q4. Which of the following comes closest to your view?

The welfare of fish should be protected to a greater/a lesser/the

same extent than the welfare of other animals we eat.” ,O -
Top-2% - The top-2 score is a bit
(same/greater extent) higher among women (93%,
vs. 89% among men).
o
« The same goes for +55y0

(93%), compared to 35-54yo
(92%) and 18-34yo (88%).

* Finally, the top-2 score is
higher in France, Greece and
Italy (all 94%), but lower in
Germany (89%), Poland (89%)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% & Sweden (85%).

lesser extent same extent M greater extent

Base: total sample (EU countries: n=9197)
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This conviction drives widespread advocacy for enacting stricter legislation
regarding the welfare of aquatic animals.

“Q7. Would you support or oppose legislation that..”

Top-2%
(moderately/strongly
support)

45% 80% p

+ Generally, support

45% 79% seems to be

stronger in France
and Italy, while

requires the use of best practices and the latest science to meet o
the welfare needs of farmed aquatic animals? .

guarantees high welfare during the transport of live crustaceans o
(e.g, crabs, lobsters)? -

requires farmers to stun (make unconscious) aquatic animals . . Czech Repubilic,
before slaughter? " . : 70% Sweden & The
Netherlands score
prohibits farmers from feeding farmed fish with wild-caught fish (lCTE
G 62%

that could otherwise be eaten by humans?
* There are no

consistent gender

prohibits the introduction of new carnivorous species into
or age differences.

farming, because feeding them involves the unsustainable use
of resources?

28% 58%
0% 100%
I don'tknow B Strongly oppose M Moderately oppose [ Moderately support B Strongly support

[ ) [ ] .
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In addition, a majority of citizens harbor the opinion that live sales of aquatic
animals to consumers should be banned. However, their concern varies

slightly between

Base: total sample (EU countries: n=9197)

mussels and other aquatic species.

“Q8. Aquatic animals are sometimes sold alive to the final consumer. [...] Please indicate which
statement you agree with regarding the live sale of the following aquatic animals to consumers.”

Fish
Lobsters

Crabs

Mussels

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|don't know M Idon't care about thisissue M It should be allowed to continue M It should be banned
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The support for a ban on the live sale of fish and lobsters is highest in
Germany, Italy, Poland, France and Greece.

“Q8. Aquatic animals are sometimes sold alive to the final consumer. [...| Please indicate which
statement you agree with regarding the live sale of the following aquatic animals to consumers.”

FISH LOBSTERS
EU total 8% 19% 61% EU total 10% 18% 61%
Germany 7% __14% 70% Italy
Italy 6% __14% 70% Germany
Poland 5% 15% 69% Poland 7%  14% 66%
France 10% 17% 64% Greece 10% 19% 62%
Greece 8% ___20% 63% France
Spain 12% 21% 55% Czech Republic
Czech Republic 8% 23% 54% The Netherlands
The Netherlands 7% 27% 54% Spain 13% 22% 53%
Sweden 9% 23% 52% Sweden 12% 20% 52%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|don't know M Idon't care about thisissue M It should be allowed to continue M It should be banned

) .
Base: total sample EU countries (n=9197) e saplience 12



Finally, citizens also expect public funds to be allocated transparently,
prioritizing farms that uphold high animal welfare and sustainability
standards.

“Q9. To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

When public money is used to fund aquaculture... ”

Top-2%
(tend to/strongly
agree) p
there should be a public record explaining = 88% « The demand for directing

public funds exclusively
towards farms
guaranteeing high
standards of animal
welfare is particularly
86% pronounced in France,
Germany and Italy.
Czech Republic, Poland,
Sweden & The
Netherlands score
somewhat lower.

how the money is used.

the money should only support farms that

. . 6%
ensure high animal welfare.

the money should only support farms that are
sustainable.

9% 79%

« +55yo0 find this more
important as well.

0% 100%

Don't know M Strongly disagree M Tend to disagree ® Tend to agree M Strongly agree

[ ) [ ] .
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There is a notable lack of awareness regarding fish farming practices, with
nearly 50% indicating familiarity with max. 2 statements on the subject.

“Q6. Below you can find some statements concerning fish farming. In each case,
please indicate whether you were aware of this information or not.”

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

_

Antibiotics are commonly used in fish farming 60%
Total awareness p
. . . score (/7
Farming systems typically don't allow fish to X (17)
exhibit all of their natural behaviours o8% avg. 28 * Average awarene(ss SS
. . . higher in France (3.2),
Most farmed fish are not stunned (made - High (6-7) Poland (3.2) and

unconscious) before slaughter Germany (3.0), but lower

Wild-caught fish are a common ingredientin Medium in Spain (2.2), Czech

feeds given to farmed fish Sl >_ (3-5) Republic (2.5) and The
. Netherlands (2.7).
Fish usually spend between 2 and 5 years

. 35%
growing on farms

« Awareness of men (3.0)
The % of fish that die during rearing on farms is Low (0-2) is higher than of women

. . 34%
much higher than that of farmed land animals (2.7). Younger age
. . groups also score better.
Most farmed salmon are deaf due to intensive

breeding practices

18%

No, | have not heard this before B Yes, | already knew this

) .
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2.3 Consumption
Habits &
Behaviour




Roughly 50% of the EU population identifies as meat eaters ...

“QI0. Which of the following terms do you use to describe your diet?”

veat ecter/omnivore | =)
Reducitarian ‘ * The proportion of meat

eaters is higher in Czech

. Republic (76%), Sweden
Vegetarian 5%
9 ‘- (56%), Italy (53%) and

Spain (51%), and lower in

Dairy-free ‘ Germany (21%), France
(37%), The Netherlands
Pescetarian ‘ 3% (39%) and Greece (43%).

« Men (52%), 35-54yo0
(48%) and +55yo0 (52%)
also more often

Other ‘ consume meat.

O e ey 2 T
18%
as any of these 8

Vegan ‘ 2%

) .
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.. and 4 out of 10 EU citizens consume fish at least once a week.

Base: total sample (EU countries: n=9197)

“QIl. Roughly how often, if at all, do you ..?”

eat fish?

buy fish for
consumption?

0%

Less than once month/Never

100%

At least once a month W At least once a week

Jo

Weekly fish consumption
is higher in Spain (65%),
Italy (52%) and France
(45%), but lower in Czech
Republic (13%), Germany
(28%), The Netherlands
(33%) and Poland (35%).
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Consumers primarily prioritize factors such as freshness, quality, and cost
when selecting fish. Additionally, 61% of consumers also take into account

welfare-related considerations.

“QI2. To what extent, if at all, does each of the following things have
an impact on your choice of which fish you buy?”

Top-2%

(some/great impact)

The freshness of the fish 87%
The quality of the fish 89%
o [} o, o,
The cost 85% . The welfare of the

The amount of bycatch involved in the fishing process 30% 60% fish has a bigger
impact in Italy (71%),
Germany (67%),
Poland (67%) and
Whether the species is being overfished 28% 61% Greece (67%), and a
9

Whether the fish was farmed or caught in the wild 10% 18% 29% 66%

smaller impact in

1
i o o, o L)
The welfare of the fish 10% 19% 27% 61% Czech Republic
The environmental impact of the fishing or farming method 63% (45%), The

Netherlands (49%)

The geographical location where the fish was farmed or caught 26% 63% and Sweden (57%).
The working conditions of people catching/processing the fish 14% 20% 21% 54%
The brand 16% 25% 16 % 53%

Don't know EHas no impact M Has little impact E Has some impact B Has a great impact
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The willingness to pay for higher welfare fish products is quite high: 9 out of 10
would like to buy higher welfare fish products, with almost 1 out of 4 willing to
pay a significant premium.

“QI3. Which of the following best describes your preferences
when it comes to buying higher welfare fish products?”

| would like to buy higher welfare

products, and would pay ,O

considerably more for these

than alower welfare option - The top-2 willingness to pay

for higher welfare fish

| would like to buy higher

welfare products, but would products is higher in Poland
not be able to pay any extra (75%) and Germany, and

lower in Czech Republic
(60%) and Greece (60%).

%o .
Base: buys fish for consumption (EU countries: n=8445) e saplence
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Consumers recognize humerous benefits in opting for higher welfare fish
products, encompassing both the welfare of the fish and the overall quality

of the food.

“Ql4. What, if anything, do you think are the benefits for
you of choosing ‘higher welfare’ fish products?”

Knowing that the fish was treated well throuhout ‘
its life il
The productis of a high quality | 40%

Knowing that the fish was caught or farmed in a |

. 39%
sustainable way

Better taste

The product is safe to consume | 33%
Better freshness | 32%
A more nutritious product | 21%
Other |

None of these |2

) .
Base: total sample (EU countries: n=9197) .0, Saplence 20
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CERTIFIED
SUSTAINABLE
SEAFOOD

MSC

www.msc.org

\ " M

ANIMALL
WELFARE
CERTIFIED

CertifiedGAP.org

2.4 Welfare
Labelling



EU citizens seem to associate aquatic animal welfare considerations with
sustainability labels.

“QI6. In your opinion, which of the following, if any, do you think the term
“Sustainable” on a fish product tells you about that product?”

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

If the fish was farmed, it came from a farm that minimised its

pollution of the environment e 60%

The farming system used in production is energy and resource

efficient e S6%
If the fish was wild-caught, steps were taken to avoid bycatch 17% 57%
If the fish was farmed, it was kept in conditions that allowed it
o . 19% 56 %
to exhibit all natural behaviours
The species of fish is not currently overfished 19% 54%
The fish was killed quickly and painlessly 26% 47%
The people involved in catching and packing the product - o
enjoyed good working conditions and pay e -
If the fish was farmed and given feed containing wild-caught
VASY 4%

fish, such feed was not from an overfished population

Don'‘t know ™ Doesn't mean M Does meadn

) .
Base: total sample (EU countries: n=9197) e saplence 22



They also show openness to having information about fish farming practices

on the labels of fish products.

“QI5. Would you like to see information about the way in which
the fish was farmed and killed on the label of all fish products?”

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%  yop-2%

(ves)

Don't know/Don't mind/No opinion B No, definitely not M No, probably not M Yes, probably M Yes, definitely

Base: total sample (EU countries: n=9197)

Je

Higher top-2 % in France
(80%), Poland (76%),
Germany (74%) and

Italy (73%). Lower score

in Czech Republic (60%),

The Netherlands (60%)
and Sweden (61%).

« Women would also
appreciate this
information more than
men (71% vs. 67%).

.*. sapience
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Their current knowledge on common labels is nevertheless poor: they either
lack awareness or believe that these labels impose rigorous welfare
standards.

“QI7. Certification schemes set standards for aquaculture and/or fisheries. What do you think the following labels require?”

?gzsmw Best
SC ﬁ SBAP ] (3 s
gsEclxlgﬁlfgm - GG N CERTIFIED Practices.

CERTIFIED

AQUACULTURE
WWW.GGN.ORG

Farms must meet strict welfare
requirements ensuring fish
experience a high quality of life
and minimising pain and suffering

37%

Farms must meet basic welfare

requirements, but this is limited to

avoiding unnecessary pain and
suffering for fish

Farms must monitor aspects of

fish welfare, but specific welfare 9%
practices or outcomes are not
required

Fish welfare requirements are not B3 B s B s P

a part of this scheme

| don't know

[ ) [ ] .
Base: total sample (EU countries: n=9197) .0, Saplence
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