


A	
  Consumer	
  Perspec.ve	
  

•  Insights	
  from	
  Uni	
  Adelaide	
  consumer	
  meat	
  research	
  	
  
–  2015	
  (n	
  =	
  1009)	
  &	
  2017	
  (n	
  =	
  1205)	
  

•  What	
  are	
  the	
  drivers?	
  	
  
–  ABtudes	
  (2017	
  survey	
  responses)	
  
–  Awareness	
  (2015	
  &	
  2017	
  survey	
  responses)	
  
– Willingness	
  to	
  pay	
  /value	
  for	
  claims	
  that	
  may	
  be	
  associated	
  
with	
  animal	
  welfare	
  (2015)	
  

•  Key	
  messages	
  for	
  industry	
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Growth	
  in	
  Labelling	
  Cues:	
  “Credence	
  A=ributes”	
  



2015	
  &	
  2017	
  Australian	
  Meat	
  Studies	
  	
  
•  NaQonally	
  representaQve	
  	
  
•  Food	
  shopper	
  	
  
•  Purchase	
  meat	
  at	
  least	
  monthly	
  	
  
•  Sample	
  quotas,	
  Roy	
  Morgan	
  meat	
  buyer	
  data	
  

–  Age	
  
–  Gender	
  
–  LocaQon	
  (States/Territories	
  &	
  City	
  vs.	
  
Country)	
  

•  Also	
  straQfied	
  by:	
  
–  EducaQon	
  level	
  
–  Respondent	
  income	
  	
  
–  Employment	
  	
  

1.  Screening	
  quesQons	
  
2.  Meat	
  behaviour	
  

3.  Awareness	
  and	
  use	
  of	
  
meat	
  product	
  labelling	
  

4.  Choice	
  experiment	
  	
  

5.  PercepQon	
  of	
  
credence	
  claims	
  

6.  Concerns	
  about	
  meat	
  

7.  Knowledge	
  of	
  livestock	
  
management	
  pracQces	
  

8.  Experience	
  with	
  
livestock	
  

9.  ABtudes	
  towards	
  
meat	
  producQon	
  and	
  
farm	
  animal	
  welfare	
  

10. Socio-­‐demographics	
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Meat	
  Cuts	
  	
  
Beef	
   Chicken	
   Pork	
   Lamb	
  

Mince	
  
Preferred	
  

Beef	
  
Steak	
  

Breast	
  
Fillets	
  

Thigh	
  
Fillets	
  

Leg	
  
Roast	
  

Loin	
  
Chops	
  	
  

Leg	
  
Roast	
  

Loin	
  
Chops	
  	
  



Meat	
  A=ributes	
  &	
  Levels	
  	
  

Produc.on	
  
method	
  

Farm	
  
Animal	
  
welfare	
  
status	
  

Organic	
  
status	
  

Other	
  
claims	
  

Other	
  
claims	
  	
  

Price	
  per	
  
kg	
  

Beef	
  &	
  Lamb:	
  	
  	
  
Pasture-­‐raised	
  
Chicken	
  &	
  Pork:	
  	
  	
  
Free	
  Range	
  

CerQfied	
  
Humane	
  	
  

CerQfied	
  
Organic	
  

AnQbioQc	
  
Free	
  

No	
  Added	
  
Hormones	
   4	
  levels	
  

per	
  meat	
  
cut	
  

ConvenQonal	
   None	
   None	
   None	
   None	
  

Credence	
  claims	
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Disagree	
   Neither	
   Agree	
  

“The	
  welfare	
  of	
  ca7le/chickens/pigs/sheep	
  used	
  to	
  produce	
  
meat	
  is	
  as	
  good	
  as	
  can	
  be	
  expected”	
  	
  (n=1205,	
  2017)	
  



0%# 10%# 20%# 30%# 40%#

I#don´t#care#about#farm#animal#welfare#
issues#related#to#meat#produc;on#

I#want#to#know#more#about#the#welfare#
of#animals#raised#for#meat##

I#feel#sufficiently#informed#about#the#
welfare#of#animals#raised#for#meat#

I#believe#society#has#a#moral#obliga;on#
to#promote#farm#animal#welfare##

Lamb# Chicken# Pork# Beef#

Animal	
  welfare	
  aBtudes	
  (%	
  agree	
  /strongly	
  agree,	
  2017):	
  	
  
“Moral	
  obligaQon,	
  care,	
  uninformed”	
  



0%# 10%# 20%# 30%# 40%#

Good#animal#welfare#will#cost#more#
and#put##farmers#out#of#business#

Farm#animal#welfare#in#Australia#
concerns#me#so#much#that#it#
influences#my#meat#purchases#

Australian#livestock#transportaAon#
standards#negaAvely#impact#welfare#
of#animals#and#should#be#improved#

Lamb# Chicken# Pork# Beef#

Animal	
  welfare	
  aBtudes	
  (%	
  agree	
  /strongly	
  agree,	
  2017):	
  	
  
“Transport	
  concerns?	
  Impact	
  on	
  behaviour?”	
  



Animal	
  welfare	
  aBtudes	
  (%	
  agree	
  /strongly	
  agree,	
  2017):	
  	
  
“Animal	
  welfare	
  has	
  personal	
  benefits…”	
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Consumer	
  Awareness	
  of	
  Claims	
  in	
  Meat,	
  2015	
  vs	
  2017	
  	
  	
  



Growth	
  in	
  Awareness	
  of	
  Animal	
  Welfare	
  Claims?	
  
2015-­‐2017	
  



Willingness	
  to	
  Pay	
  for	
  Credence	
  A=ributes 
	
  

•  No	
  Added	
  Hormones	
  >	
  all	
  other	
  claims	
  (P<0.01)	
  	
  

	
  	
   WTP	
  (95%CI)	
  
Free	
  Range/Pasture	
  Fed	
   $1.66	
  (1.29	
  –	
  2.03)	
  
Cer.fied	
  Organic	
   $1.33	
  (0.94	
  –	
  1.69)	
  
Cer.fied	
  Humane	
   $1.67	
  (1.30	
  –	
  2.07)	
  
An.bio.c	
  Free	
   $1.38	
  (1.02	
  –	
  1.73)	
  
No	
  Added	
  Hormones	
   $2.55	
  (2.12	
  –	
  3.03)	
  



Willingness	
  to	
  pay	
  differs	
  by	
  meat	
  type	
  
(2015,	
  n	
  =	
  1009)	
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•  Drivers	
  of	
  preference	
  differences	
  are	
  difficult	
  to	
  determine	
  
using	
  socio-­‐demographics	
  

Less	
  likely	
  to	
  select	
  than	
  
younger	
  respondents	
  60+	
  	
  

Cer.fied	
  Humane	
  

No	
  Added	
  
Hormones	
  

Cer.fied	
  Organic	
  

Less	
  likely	
  to	
  select	
  than	
  
females	
  	
  

More	
  likely	
  to	
  select	
  than	
  
lower	
  income	
  

Higher	
  than	
  average	
  income	
  	
  

Males	
  

Consumers	
  have	
  heterogeneous	
  preferences	
  /
values	
  for	
  credence	
  a=ributes	
  



Consumers	
  have	
  heterogeneous	
  preferences	
  /
values	
  for	
  credence	
  a=ributes	
  

•  Drivers	
  of	
  preference	
  differences	
  are	
  difficult	
  to	
  determine	
  
using	
  socio-­‐demographics	
  

Less	
  likely	
  to	
  select	
  than	
  
younger	
  respondents	
  60+	
  	
  

Cer.fied	
  Humane	
  

No	
  Added	
  
Hormones	
  

Cer.fied	
  Organic	
  

Less	
  likely	
  to	
  select	
  than	
  
females	
  	
  

More	
  likely	
  to	
  select	
  than	
  
lower	
  income	
  

Higher	
  than	
  average	
  income	
  	
  

Males	
  

	
  
	
  

Not	
  significant	
  (P>0.10)	
  
ReQred,	
  	
  

University	
  educated,	
  	
  
Age	
  <	
  30y	
  and	
  <	
  50y,	
  	
  
City	
  or	
  country	
  area,	
  	
  
Primary	
  shopper	
  

	
  
	
  



3	
  Unique	
  Segments:	
  Class	
  1	
  (24%)	
  	
  
Credence	
  mo.vated	
  	
  
•  Somewhat	
  sensiQve	
  to	
  price	
  and	
  cut	
  
•  High	
  premium	
  for	
  all	
  credence	
  anributes	
  

1.  No	
  added	
  hormones	
  (highest)	
  
2.  Free	
  Range	
  	
  
3.  Organic	
  (highest)	
  
4.  Humane	
  producQon	
  
5.  AnQbioQc	
  Free	
  (highest)	
  

•  Highest	
  %	
  of	
  consumers	
  perceive	
  benefits	
  of	
  credence	
  cue,	
  	
  
–  parQcularly	
  benefits	
  such	
  as	
  taste,	
  safety,	
  health	
  	
  

	
  



3	
  Unique	
  Segments:	
  Class	
  2	
  (32%)	
  
Animal	
  Welfare	
  &	
  Cut	
  important,	
  	
  
Price	
  insensi.ve	
  	
  
•  Cut	
  drives	
  the	
  purchase	
  decision,	
  followed	
  by	
  animal	
  welfare	
  
•  High	
  premiums	
  (WTP)	
  for	
  

1.  Humane	
  producQon	
  (highest)	
  
2.  Free	
  Range	
  	
  
3.  No	
  added	
  hormones	
  

•  Discount	
  organic	
  
•  Higher	
  than	
  average	
  %	
  of	
  consumers	
  perceive	
  benefits	
  



3	
  Unique	
  Segments:	
  Class	
  3	
  (44%)	
  

Price	
  sensi.ve	
  skep.cs	
  
•  Price	
  drives	
  purchase	
  decision	
  
•  Lower	
  than	
  average	
  premiums	
  (WTP)	
  for	
  

1.  No	
  added	
  hormones	
  	
  
2.  Humane	
  producQon	
  

•  Low	
  %	
  perceive	
  benefits	
  from	
  credence	
  anributes	
  



Other	
  characteris.cs	
  of	
  segments	
  
•  Previously	
  purchased	
  Organic,	
  Free	
  Range,	
  AnQbioQc	
  Free,	
  No	
  

Added	
  Hormones	
  
	
  %	
  C1	
  >	
  C2	
  &	
  C3	
  

•  Stated	
  importance	
  of	
  price	
  and	
  credence	
  claims	
  	
  
	
  %	
  C1	
  >	
  C2	
  

•  Animal	
  welfare	
  concerns	
  
	
  %	
  C1	
  >	
  C2	
  	
  

•  Knowledge	
  about	
  producQon	
  pracQces	
  	
  
	
  %C1>	
  C2	
  	
  

•  Live	
  in	
  metro	
  area:	
  	
  	
  
	
  %C1	
  >	
  C3	
  



Key	
  Messages	
  (1)	
  
•  Consumers	
  generally	
  care	
  about	
  animal	
  welfare	
  
•  BUT…	
  	
  They	
  assume	
  that	
  industry	
  is	
  doing	
  the	
  “right”	
  thing	
  
•  But,	
  ‘average’	
  consumer	
  not	
  willing	
  to	
  pay	
  for	
  “animal	
  welfare	
  

guarantees”	
  
•  ExcepQons,	
  are	
  those	
  who	
  are	
  

–  “welfare	
  concerned,”	
  i.e.	
  generally	
  ‘socially	
  concerned’.	
  
–  perceive	
  animal	
  welfare	
  claims	
  to	
  improve	
  safety,	
  
healthfulness,	
  taste	
  (i.e.	
  private	
  benefits)	
  



Key	
  Messages	
  (2)	
  
•  Growing	
  confusion	
  about	
  claims	
  

–  Cynicism	
  
– MispercepQons	
  and	
  informaQon	
  asymmetry	
  are	
  significant	
  
issues	
  	
  

•  Credibility	
  is	
  crucial	
  to	
  maintain	
  any	
  “value”	
  in	
  
credence	
  anributes	
  

•  Standards	
  for	
  claims	
  and	
  cerQficaQons	
  are	
  needed	
  
for	
  “credence”	
  



Thank	
  you!	
  
	
  

hnp://www.adelaide.edu.au/global-­‐food	
  
hnp://www.adelaide.edu.au/global-­‐food/blog/	
  

wendy.umberger@adelaide.edu.au	
  
@WendyUmberger	
  


