Australian Government

Department of Agriculture

AUSTRALIAN

Pork

Develop ment of a P ublic Atti tude
Monitor ing Scheme:

Monitor ing public attit udesto inform animal welfare
policy develop ment

Final Report
APL Project number 2012/0026
Departm ent of Agric ulture Project number AW 1213-17
April 2014

The University of Melbou rne
Austin Health
University of Western Australia

Prof Grahamne ColemanAnimd W elfare
Sciene Centre
Melboune Shool of Land&
Environment
The University of Melbourne Pakville
VIC 3010

Dr Sanm ToukhsatiAustin Health
Dept of Cardiology
PO Box 5555
Heideberg VIC 3084

Dr VanessaRohlf Animd W elfare
ScienceCentre
Melboune Shool of Land&
Environment
The University of Melbourne Pakville
VIC 3010

Assa Prof Dominique Blade
University of W esternAustraia
Schoolof AnimalBiology M085 35
StiringHwy

Crawley W A 6009

Disdaimer: APkhall notberesponsblein anymannemhatsoeverto any person whoreies, in wiole orin part, on theontents of this
reportunless authaisedin writng by the Claf Executive Offcer of APL



Acknowledgements

We would like to expressour graitudeto Allan Sheridan, MichelleEdge, Jne Littlejohn and Pat
Mitchellfor assistig uswith the devebpment of the questionnairefor this project.

Thisproject wasfundedby the Department of Agriculture, AustralanPork Limied, and the Australian
Mesat ProcessorCorporation.

Disdaimer: APkhall notberesponsblein anymannemhatsoever to any person whoreies, in whole orin part, thecontents
of thisreportunless authaisedin writngby the Qief Executive Offcer of APL.



Executive summary

The goal of this project is to explore and monitor attitudestowards the livegock industry and industry
practices,knowledgeof livegock practicesand the potential existence of opinion leaders.

A total of 479 paticipants (228 maes, 251 femdes) were selected from all stateswithin Australia. All
participants were interviewed by telephone.

The quedionnare took 30 minutesto complete by telephone and conskted of 142 items. Theseitems
covered a number of areas.Areas covered were: demogrgphics, quedions gbout animal welfare,
knowledge of livegock animals and livestock animal welfare, atitudes towards livestock practices,
attitudestowards the livestack indust r i ingpact on the environment and towards specificlivestock
industry proceduresand practicesand whether or not they haveengaged in behavoursto expresstheir
dissttisfection with the Australien livesock industries,the frequency with which they aaccessor distri bute
livestock animalwelfareinformation andthe extent to which theytr ust varioussourcesof livestack animal
welfareinformation.

Themajority of respondents (60%)expres®d positiveattitudestowards livegock animalwelfare and most
respondents also hold positive attitudes towards eating med, which is refleced by the high meat
consumption patterns. Attitudestowards eaingmeatcorr elated with reported frequency of eating mest.
Therelationshpsbetween atitudes and meat consumption were much strongerthanpreviously repated.
This finding suggeststhat community attitudes are beginring to become more relevant to meat
consumption. However, differencesin the spedfic atitudes measued between surveysmayalso account
for the varigtion in findingsacross studies.

While most regpondents denonstrated their understanding of proceduressuch ashot iron branding and
free range chicken, few regpondents corr ectly identified proceduresrelatingto slaugher includingHalal
and Kosher meat production practices and pre-daughter stunning. Thislack of knowledge may reflect
deliberate avddarce of the topic or some form of misinformation. Crutching and mulesng were aso
commonlyconfused.

The correlaion between perceived and actualknowledge was sigrificant but weak (r=0.15). Togeher
thesereaultsindicate that the community is not well informed about the procedures nvolvedin livegock
farming. Public education programsaddressngthislackof information aretherefore required.

The most trusted sources of information were product labelsand information received from friendsand
family. Animal welfare websiteswere alsowell tr usted. Of thosethat visited animalwelfare websites the
most common site nominated wasthe R CA.

Generallyspe&ing, most people havesomelevelof trust in livegsock workersto properly care for their
animals.However, a significant proportion of regpondents reported low levelsof trust in seatranspat
workers, land transport workers and abattoir workers.

Three quarters of the sample engagd in at least one of the 13 community behaviours to expresstheir
dissttisfacton with the way livegock animalsare treated. Spesking to colleaguesfamily members, or
friends and donating money to an animal welfare or animal ridits group were the most frequent
behaviaurs.



Femads, respondents with higter levelsof education and members of animal welfare or rights groups
were more likely to engagein community behavious. Most of the attitude varidles correlaed with
community behaviour. Actual knowledge wasnot correlated with community behavours but perceived
knowledgewas. Togeher demogaghics, attitudes,and trust varisblesacounted for 46%of the vaiiation
in community behavours.

It was possble to identify a graup of people who reported being usedas a source of animal welfare
information by thosearound them.Opinion leader swere youngerthannon-leadersand held lesspostive
atitudes, and lower trust, towards the livestock industries.

Perceivedknowledge, but not actualknowledgeor expetience in living in farms, differed beween sdf-
nominated leadersand non-leaders, with leacders perceivingtheir knowledge to be grester thannon-
leaders.

Recommend ations

Given the differences between the findings obseved here and previous work in this field, it is
recommendedthatthe surveybe repeated on aregular basigo track changesin community attitudesand
behaviaur.

The mismdch between perceivedand adual knowledge of livestock pradices needs to be addres®d.
Public education programs should be devebped to improve community knowledge, following which it
would be worthwhile to determine the impact on community attitudesand behaviaur. The reaults of this
study suggesthat there isahighlevelof migrustof the capacityof off- farmanimalworkers, such asthose
involved in animal transportation, to care for their animals properly. Further reseach of the kind
undertaken by Hemswvorth and Coleman(2011) on-farmbut that focuseson stockpeople workingin land
or seatrangort is needed. The findingsfrom such work can be used to guide the devebpment of
interventonsand montoring processesequired.

Giventheimportant role that the RSPCAgppearsto haveasa source of information, ameans of engaging
the organisation aswell asother animalwelfare organisdionsin ongdngdiscussions of welfareissuesieeds
to be established, particularly given the demee of the AAWS.

The characeristics and role of opinion leaders need to be investigted further. If forums such asAAWS
are not availéle to communicate directly with a least some opinion leaders, an alernativestrategy may
needto be devebped.

Attitudesare important determinants of consumer and community behaviours and mayor maynot be
informed by actualknowledge of livestock practices. Our resuts showtha opinion leaders havelower
trust, and hold a lesspositiveview, of the livestock industries. Moreoer, opinion leacers are no better
informed about livestock practices than non-leaders, but perceive their knowledge to be geater.
Trarsparent, timely and reciprocal communication betweenthe livestock industries and the community
offers an opportunity to ensure that community atitudes and behaviars are well-informed and that
community expectdions are being met. Preently, limited community knowledge regarding livegock
practices, patticularly in sef-nominated opinion leaders,leavesthe industry vulnerable to uninformed,
community-led pressuie for regulatory changein livegock practices. Ongaing monitoring of community
atitudes knowledgeand behaviaurs aretherefore important to monitor to enablethe livegock industries
to regpond appropriatelyto community expectdions.
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1. Background

Thereis growing public concern for animalwelfare. This concern is documented in reports from many
industriali®d naions including Sveden, Spain, Anland and Audtralia (European Commission,2007;
Grada, 2013; Pabery & Wilkinsan, 2012; Phillips et al, 2012; Prickett, Norwood, & Lusk, 2010;
Souhwell, Bessey& Baker, 2006; Vanhonader, Verbeke, VanPoucke, & Tuyttens, 2008). In Australia,
reportsindicate that54%o0f Australiansconsideranimalwelfareand cruelty to animalsto be an important
issue(Roy Morgan Research2000). Much of the concern about animalwelfare is centred on livesock
animalsand this is refleded in changingconsumer behaviairs. Many consumers report thinking about
animal welfare when they purchasemeat and meat products (Department for Environment Food and
Rural Affairs,2011; European Commission2005, 2007). Consistent with this awarenes, there has been
increasngdemand for @nimalwelfare friendlydproducts includingorganic and free rangefoods (Blokhuis,
Veissier,bnes,& Mide, 2013; Sauthwell et al.,2006). For exanple, in Australia,the sde of free range
eggsncreasedirom 20%in 2007 to 34%in 2011 (retrieved 20 August2013 from www.aecl.org). In many
countriesthereis areduction in meat consunption. This decine hasbeen reported in the United Sates
(Nunes,2013), United Kingdom (Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, 2012), Finland
(Vinnari, Mudonen, & Rasnen, 2010), Germany, Netherlands and Hungary (Kanerva, 2013).
Vegetaianism is also becoming increasinglypopular in severalcountries (Allen & Banes, 2002 Lea&
Worsley, 2001, Povey, Wellens, & Conner, 2001). Althoughthese changes reflect environmental and
hedth concerns,concern for livegock animalwelfareis alsoa significant contributing facior (Department
for Environment Foodand Rural Affairs,2011; European Commission2005, 2007; Holm & Mohl, 2000).

Increasingconcern for the welfare of livegock animals isalso reflected in community behavburs in

opposition to the livestock indugry. These behaviours aredistinct from lobbying behavour which

involves deliberate and repetitive canpaigning of politicians and reguléory bodiesfor change (Colemen

& Toukhsti, 2006). According to Colemanand Toukhsai (2006, p.21) dcommunity behavour is less
delberate and involves t&ing advantage of situationa opportunities to expressan atitude through
actioné. Thesebehavours include actions such assigning a petition, donatingmoney to an animalwelfare
organiston, patticipatingin rallies and speaking with aaquaintances/friendsfamily about an issue. With

the increasng popularity of socialmedia, community behaviours in opposition to the livegock animal
welfare industry may also take the form of posting videos or writing blogs. Colemanand Toukhsati

(2006) found the prevalere of community behavoursto be quite high. They surveyedl061 Australens
at supermalikets and by telephone and found that 56%o0f respadents reported that theyhadengaged in

a least one activityin opposition to livestock farming. The frequency with which community members
enga@d in online activtiesin oppostion to livestock farming wasnot howeverinvestigéed.

These behaviarrs and the public opinions driving them can have a condderable influence on how
Govemments either react to publicised 6 nimal welfare e v e rort resgdlate contentious managenent
practicesin industry. Thisisespedallythe casewhen concernsare expressd by non-governmetal animal
welfare or rights orgarisdions. The 6 S aBabe @&anpaignis one such exanple where community
pressue, hanessedby animd welfare/rights organisations haded to industry changes. In 2006, Animals
Australia,afederation of animalwelfare groupsin Australia,launched the 6 S @Babes Gampaigrio agitte
aganst and raise public avarenessabout the containment of sowsin farrowing crates (AnimalsAustraia,
n.d.). Thiscanpaigh and the community pressurethat followed, led directlyto industry changes whereby
the revised Austrdian Code of Practice hasincluded changesto the duration that gesatingsowscanbe
housed in stalls.Further to this, Coles,a major chan of supamarkets recently announced that Coles

8


http://www.aecl.org/

brand fresh pork products will come from sow dall free farms.This practce will soon be extended to al
pork products including bacmn and ham (Coles,n.d.).

Not only do community concerns and behavioursimpact on how govemnments reactto animal welfare
ewvents but they also inpact more broadly on the livegock industry @saciallicence to practice. Animal
welfareissuedogeher with issuesrelatingto climae change water scarcity,and decliringbiodiversty all
threaten faame r sbcil license to farm. Socid licence to farmis ddined by Matin and Shephead as
"€ the latitude that sockty allbws to its citizens to exploit resourcesfor their privae purposes' (2011,
p. 4). Saial licenseis granted whenindustries behavein a manner that is consisent, not just with their
legalobligetions but alsowith community expectations (Arnot, 2009; Gunningham, Kaga, & Thornton,
2004; Williams,Gill, & Ponsford, 2007). Falure to fulfil the obliggtionsinherent to sociallicensecanlead
to increasedlitigation, increased r@ulaions, and increasingconsumerdemandsall of which hanper the
success of industries (Arnot, 2009). According to Martin and Shephead (2011), working with the
community, underganding their opinions towards important issueslike animal welfare and the
environment and in a manner indicative of cooperation rather thanworking agamst themin a defensive
manner, isthe mostsuccesstl meansto addressinghreats to social licence. In thislight, exploring public
opinionstowards the livegock animal ndustry is an important first step to engagingvith the community.

Giventhreats to sociallicense,exploringthe animal welfare concerns of the community is inportant for

the livegock indudry to be sustainable. Publicopinions changeover time. Livestak animalelfareissues
thought to be particularlysalient a one point in time canbe suyperseded by another animalwelfare issue

a another point in time. For exanple, according to the Roy Morgan sunwey, only 3% of Australians
disaproved of mulesihg in 2000 (Roy MorganResearch2000). By 2006 this percentagegrew to 39%
(Coleman & Toukhsati, 2006). Respnsesby govenment in the form of changesto regukions,industry

resporses and media exposue are likely factors underlying these changes in opinion. It is therefore

important to not only measurecurrent concerns of the community but to monior changesin opinion

over time. Knowledge of public perceptionstowardsthe livegock industry and livesock animalwelfare
can beused to inform the indugry of possiblechangesin practice througtout the supply chainand provide
a basisfor educating the public where this is desirabe. This knowledge will also dlow industry and

govemment to align their policieswith consumerand community perceptions.



2. What should be measured in a public perception monito ring scheme?
2.1 Attitudes

Attitudesare one of the most important factorsto include in amonitoring schemebecaise they are one
of the prime determinants of volitional human behavburs (Ajzen, 1991). Attitudes are refledive of a
postive or negdive evaluaion concerning a given behavbur or object and are derived from beliefs
(Ajzen, 1991; Eagly& Chaken, 1993). Generally spe&ing, a person who believesthat @ating meset is
hedthy &nd that@atingmeatisg o owbuid be consideed to havea positive atitude towards meat. A
person who holds a postive atitude towards eatingmeat would most likely be a meat eater. In contrast
a person who believes@ating mest is unhedthydand that @ating meatis badd holds a negtive atitude
towards meatand is unlikely to eat mest.

Pastgtudies indicate tha attitudes play a role in influencing a varety of consumerand community

behavours related to the livegock industry. With reference to consumer behavburs, Gracia(2013)

analysedintentions to purchase@nimal welfare friendlyd meat products and found seweral beiefs
significantly predicted theseintentions. The belief that @nimal friendly productsdare dedthierdand are
of better quality were relatedto strongerintentionsto purchase@nimalwelfare friendlydmeats.Similar
beliefswere found to underlie intentionsto purchase@nimalwelfare friendlyéchicken and eggsSmilaty,

a surveyof 3123 UK consurnrers found tha beliefs underlying the purchaseof animal welfare friendly
chicken and eggswere the belief that purchadng these products were assodied with the humane

treatmentof animalsthe belefthat theseproducts were associtedwith improved taste that purchasng
theseproducts made themfeel good about themselvs, and the belief that there is no difference in price
between aniinalwelfa r feiehdly products and other animalproducts. Interestingly, beliefs about price
wasalso noted asabarrier to buyingwelfare friendlychicken and eggsaswasthe belief that there isno

difference in taste (Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs,2011).

Degite the relationshipbetween attitudesand intentions, concern for livestock animalwelfare doesnot
predict actualfood purchaesvery well. Colemanet al. (2005) exanined consumerbehavours relevant
to pork production. Theysurveyed1061 consumerson their opinions of purchasingmeat products. Of
thes, 249 were alsointerviewed at the point-of-sale of their pork purchases,giing the researchers a
direct measue of consumerbehavour. Consumerswere aked to rate the importance of 13 traditional
agectsof pork such as quaty, shdf life, appeaance, and humenetr eatment. Theywere alsoasked about
their beliefs and atitudestowards pigsand their welfare aswell asgeneral animal welfare and farming
indugry knowledgeand attitudes.Humanetreatment ranked fifth behind Qualty, Produced in Australia,
Appeasance, and Shelf Life. Overall, the researclers found that attitudes, in combinaion with
demographic variables, accounted for only 8% of the vaiiance in sdf-reported pork consunption and
11%o0f the variance in actual pork purchases.

Thesefindingshavebeen replicated elsewhere.Using a similardesgn, Colemanand Toukhsdi (2006)
surveyed516 respondents about their perceptionstowards farm animalwelfare and meatpurchasesOf
these 516 respondents, 116 regpondents were interviewedat the point- of-sale Attitudes jn combination
with demographic variddles,predicted 13.3%of the variance in sdf-reported lambpurchases, but did not
signficantly predict point of sde lamb purchasesAttitudes, in combination with demographic variables,
predicted 9%of the variance in sdf-reported beefpurchasesnd only 3%o0f point-of-salebeef purchases.
These resuts indicate that akthoughwelfare is moderately important, factors other than concern for
animalwelfare are more predictive of pork, beefand lamb purchases.Takentogether, the availéle daa
10



indicate that animalwelfare attitudesplayamoderate role in predictingsome consumerbehaviours. This
is perhaps not suprisng conddering that a host of other factors influence purchasingbehaviaurs.
Normative beliefs (beliefs dbout what important others think one should purchase), belifs relating to
con s u mperceavéd ability to control their purchaggbehavour (such asaffordability), and competing
attributesof food, such astaste and freshnes, allinfluence food choices(Gracia,2013).

Degite the weakrole animalwelfare attitudes playin consumerbehavour, animalwelfare attitudesare
stronglyrelatedto community behaviours in oppostion to the livegock industry. Coleman and Toukhsati
(2006) found that animalwelfare attitudes predicted 29% of the variance in self-reported community
behavious. Positive atitudestowards animal activém were related to greaterlevelsof engagment in
behavioursin opposition to farmanimalindustries.On the other hand, beliefs indicative of opposition to
animalactivem were related to alower likelihood of engagngin community behavours inopposition to
livegock farming.Importance of meeting heath needs of livedock animak, atitudestowards animals as
a source of food and beliefs about cholesterol in meat were also gjnificant predictors of community
behavours (Coleman& Toukhsati, 2006). In ancother study Coleman, Hay and Toukhsdi (2005) found
that general atitudesacounted for 22%and 23%o0f the variance in sef-reported community behaviairs
in the pork and eggsanples respectively. Beliefs relatingto higherlevelsof engagement in community
behaviarrs includedbeliefsabout the importance of promoting animalwelfare,concernsabout free range
methodsof production and the belief thatpork is highin cholesterol. The belief that meatis heathy,that
0 a s shedd not be invohed dvere related to a reduced likelihood of engagingn community
behavours (Colemen, Hay, & Toukhsai, 2005).

Shce attitudes play a role in determining a variety of consuner and community behavours they are
important to monitor. In particular, specific attitudestowards eatingmeat and paticipatingin community
behavioursaswell asgeneral atitudestowards livegock animal welfare should be monitored. General
atitudesdo not predict conaumer behaviaurs aswell asbehaviaurally spediic atitudesbut theyare still
important to monitor becaisegeneral dtitudesoften influence goveinment and industry respnsesFor
exanple, many Europeans rde the welfare of laying hens quite poorly and are willing to paymore for
eggsthat are produced in an @nimal welfa r giéndly manner (EuropeanCommissim, 2007). These
attitudesplayeda mgor role in the evenual ban of cagelaideggqAppleby, 2003).

Attitudes towards the environment may also play a role in determining consumer and community
behavours dafectingthe livegock industry. Rublic opinion studiesindicate that a sigrficant proportion
of the community believe that agriculure, including animal agricuture, is responsiblefor environmental
damageand climae change (Bostrom et al., 2012; de Boer, Schosler,& Boersema, 2013; European
Commisson, 2010). Usingan online panel of 1083 consumersin the Netherlands de Boer et al. (2013,
p.4) found that 23%agreed that 0 a gulture and animal hustandry together are major causesof climae
changed. On a broaler scake, arecent poll conducted by the European Commisson reveded that 29%
of the Europeanpublicagee that agricudture is a mapr cause of climae change(2010. Little is known
about the attitudesof Australianstowards these environmental issuesT he extent to which concern for
the environment prompts community behaviours in oppostion to the livegock industries is alsonot
known. Same evidence suggeststhat environmental concerns are one of the drivers for pursuing
vegetarian and semi-vegetarian diets (Worsley & Srzypiec, 1997) but whether or not these
environmental concernsdrive additional behavours is not known.
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2.2 Demographics

Any tool desiged to monitor public atitudes must also monitor antecedents to these attitudes.
Demogmphicvaridlesincluding, gender, placeof resdence, age, pet ownerhip, income and education
levelshavebeen found to influence attitudestowards animals.

2.2.1 Genmler

Femaks are consitently found to have more positive atitudes towards animals than maks. This
difference is documented in children, adolescents and adults in a number of countries (Binngie,er,
Wilhelm, & Randler,2013; Driscoll, 1992, European Commis$on, 2005; Herzog, Betchart, & Fttman,
1991; Kellert, 1985a; Kellert & Westervdt, 1984; Kendall, Lobao, & Sharp, 2006; Pbus, 1991; Signa&
Taylor,2006).

Femals are alsomore likely to be engagd in behaviaurs reflective of a greater concern for livegock
animalwelfare. Femalesare more likelyto think about animal welfare when purchaingmeat (European
Commissbn, 2005; Prickett et al.,2010) and asa consequence are more likely to purchase@nimal
welfare friendlydproducts compared to males(Depatment for Environment Food and Rural Affairs,
2011; BEuropean Commissbn, 2005). Femads are also engagedin signficantly more community
behaviours agénstthe livestock industry than maks (Coleman& Toukhsti, 2006). For exanple theyare
more likely to signa petition to promote livegock animalwelfare.

It is not known whether this gender difference is appatent in levelsof perceivedor actual knowledge of
the livegock indudry or whether fe ma |gesate levelsof involvenent in the promotion of animal
welfare meansthat they are more likely to be opinion leadersin this issueFuture research isrequired
to determine whether thisisin factthe case.

2.2.2 Haceofresidence

Therearesomeconflictingfindingsasto whether or not placeof resdence influencesattitudesto animals.
Boogaad, Oosting, and Bock (2006) analysedthe views of people livingin the Netherlands and found
tha respondents livingin urbanareasvdue human life above animal life lessstronglythanrespondents
livingin lessurbanised areas.Futher to this, respamdents living in non-urbanised areasperceved the
quality of life of farm animals more positivelythan regpondents living in highly urbanised areas. Gracia
(2013) on the other hand, found no difference in concern for anima welfare between urban and rural
respondents. A largesurveyof residents of the European Union aso found that there wasno difference
in the level of importance assgned to animal welfare among rural and urbanrespondents (European
Commissia, 2007).

One explnation for these conflicting findings ighatthey don dake childhood experiencesinto aacount.
Kendallet al. (2006) suggeststhat childhood experiences can havea lasting effect on attitudestowards
farm animalsthroughout the lifegpan. Kendallet al found that people who grew up in non-rural and non-
farm settingsexpressgreater concern for anima wellbeing than those who grew up in non-urbanand
farm sdtingsand that thisdifference persised degite where thesepeople currently live.

Another explnaion for these conflicting findingsis that they do not take into acount exposureto
animals.t isassunad that people who live in urban areasmayhavea grester levelof exposureto animals
thanpeoplelivingin urbanareasbut this maynot necessarilye the case Peoplelivingin urban areasmay
visit fatmsthat rear animds frequently. A largesurveyof citizens in the Euro peanUnion found that visits
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to farms,regadlessof where respmdents live increasedthe avarenessand concern for anima welfare
(European Commission,2005). Exposure to animalsshould therefore also be examned in a public
perceptions monitoring scheme.

223 Age

Ageis another demographicvariable likely to influence attitudesand behaviaurs in relaion to the animal
welfare and the livestock industry.Pat research in this area has yielded somewt#t inconsisent results. A

number of public opinion surveysrevealthat youngerpeople report more postive atitudesto animals,
havegeater concern for animal well-being and the way aninds are usedby humens (Driscoll, 1992;

Kendallet al.,2006). Sudiesinvestigting consumer atitudes and behavour however suggest that older
people are more likely to think about animalwelfare when they purchase meat comparedto younger
people (Prickett et al.,2010). Consisent with thisolder people are also more likelyto buy animalwelfare
products comparedwith youngerpeople (EuropeanCommissia, 2005; IGD, 2007). Interestinglyyounger

people in the EU were more likely to rate the welfare of dairy cows and pigsraised for meat as poor

compared to older people (European Commission2005).

Perhaps younger people are more likely to express their concern for animas through community
behavours rather than purchasingoehaviairs. Consisent with this explanation (Colemanet al.,2005),
older people were lesslikely to and lesswilling to report engagindn activitiesin opposition to the egg
and pork industry with increasngage. More research is nealed in this area.

2.2.4 PRetownersip

Sudiesindicate that pet ownership, namely the ownership of cats and dogs, is linked to more positive
attitudestowards animalsincluding livegock animals(Binngieet d., 2013; Boogaad et al.,2006; Driscoll,
1992). Pet ownerspercavethe welfare of farm animalslesspositivelythan non-pet owners (Boogaardet
al.,2006) and,aacordingly, are more likelyto engagean behavours in opposition to the livestock indugry
(Colemanet al.,2005). More reseach is needed to confirm thisrelatonshp.

2.2.5 Hucatiorandincane

Fewstudieshaveinvestgaedtherelaionship betweenincome and education levelson atitudestowards
the livegock industry. Avdlable studiessuggesthat people with lower levelsof income and education
report agreater concern for animalsand the waytheyare treated (Kendall et al.,2006; Prickett et al.,
2010). People with lower levds of income and education are alsomore likely to think about animal
welfare when they purchasemeat compared to people with higher levelsof education and income
(Prickett et al.,2010).

Whether or not thistrandatesinto agreater number of purchasedor @nimalwelfare friendydproducts
wasnot determined.

2.3 Knowledge

Knowledge is another important antecedent of atitudestowards livegock animalsand the livegock
industry. Thelevel of sef-reported knowledgetowards livestock production is generallylow to moderate
(Coleman et al.,2005; Coleman& Toukhsati, 2006; Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs,
2011; BEuropean Commissbn, 2007; IGD, 2007). In a surveyof citizens of the European Union, 57%
reported that they had little knowledge of farm animalwelfare and 28%reported that theyknew nothing
atall (EuropeanCommission2007). Similarlyn the UK, 34%tended to agree and 7%strongly agresd that

13



theyhad agood undergtandingof the issuessurroundinganimalwelfarein the context of food production.
In somecases,people reported that they are @eliberately ignorantdabout aspects such as slaudier,
preparaion and processing of meat (IGD, 2007).

It is important to make a distinction between @erceived knowledgedand @ctualknowledged Research
carried out in the field of consumer behaviaur revealsthat correlations between perceivedknowledge
and objectivelymeasued knowledgerangebetween .30to .60(Cole, Ga¢h, Chakraborty and Levin, 1992;

Fetk, Parkand Mothersbaugh, 1992). People tend to overestinete what they know (Albaand Hutchinson,

2000; Elen, 1994, Feick et al.,1992). Aacordingly, adualknowledgeof livegock production is likelyto be

lower thanwhat is indicated by sdf-reports. Consisent with this, Colemanand Toukhsati(2006) aked a

sanple of Australansto correctly identify a set of common huskandry procedures. Theyfound that 60%
of respondents correctly identified most procedures. There was however large variaility in what

respondents could and could not identify. Knowledge of hot iron brandingand tail docking wasquite high

with 96%and 94%o0f respondents corr ectly identifyingtheseprocedures.Knowledgeof induced moulting

and curfewingon the other hand were quite low with 28%and 35%of respondents correctly identifying

theseprocedures.

To aaurately meaure and monitor knowledgeof the livegock industry, it will be important to include a
measue of factualknowledge.Knowledgeof livegock procedureswill serveasa goodproxy for general
knowledge of practicesacross a rangeof livegock indwstries. Clearly,it will not be practical to measure
fadualknowledge towardsall aspectf the livestock industry so a measureof perceivedknowledge may

alsobe anecessarynclusionbut it should interpreted keegingin mind its limitation in beingandternative

to measuing acdualknowledge.

Degite knowledgebeing animportant antecedent to attitudes, the relaionshp between knowledge and
attitudesis actuallyquite complex. Kellert (1985b) investgated public percetionstowards wolvesin the
United Saes and found that general knowledge of animalswas related to more positive atitudes
towards wolves. Ericssonand Heberlein (2003 on other hand, found that greater knowledge was
associted with more negdive attitudes. Ericssorand Heberlein investigged levelsof knowledge and
atitudesin hunters livingin wolf areasnon-hunters living in wolf areas, hunters in non-wolf areasand
non-hunters in non-wolf areas.They found that hunters living in wolf areas had the most accurate
knowledge of wolvesbut alsothe most negtive atitudestowards them. Whatthis study shows is that
more knowledge doesn dnecessariljeadto more postive datitudes. Raher it is the content of the
knowledgethatisimportant. If knowledgeisreflective of an underlyingbeliefabout the postive atributes
associted with an attitude object then knowledgewill be related to positive atitudes.If, on the other
hand, knowledge is refledive of an underlying belief about the negive atributes associatedwith an
atitude object then knowledgewill be related to negdive attitudes.

Keeping this cavet in mind, there is evidence to suggestthat the provision of some livegock animal
information can be effective in changingattitudes.Boogaard et al. (2006) investigted the extent to which
an information leaflet had an influence on the perceptions of Dutch citizens. A sample of 1074 randomly
selected Dutch respondents were asked to complete a questionnaire aking about perceptions of farm
animalwelfare,usinganimalsfor humanconsunption, and general peroeptionstowards farmers. Of these
1074 respandents, 842 received an information leafet in addition to the questionnaire. This leafet
included information of livegock production and farm animalwelfare. It also contained information from
a scientific perspective, afame r pedgective axd from the perspective of an animal protection
organisdion. It wasfound that there washo sigrificant difference betweenthe animalwelfare perspectves,
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beliefsabout usinganimalgor human consumption of thosewho received the leafet and thosewho didnd.
Respandents who received the ledlet did however, have amore positive image of farmersthan those
who didn @dceive the ledflet indicatingthe information mayhavesome, abeit limited impacton atitudes.

Giventhat attitudes candetermine volitional behaviaurs, this maybe an effective meansfor the indugry
to educate the public. It istherefore important to understand the degee of knowledgethe publichas on
livegock animalsand which facds of knowledge are linked to beliefs and behaviours. Should industry
chooseto communicate with and informthe public of industry practicesit will be instructive to determine
which channelsof information the public obtan livestock animd welfare information from, the frequency
they accessthis information and levelof trust they have in thesechannels of information.

24 Trust

According to Mayer,Davis and Scharman (1995, p. 712), trust maybe defined as &he willingnessof a
paty to be vulnerable to the actions of another party, based on the expectation that the other will
perform aparticular action important to the truger, irr espectiveof the ability of the laiter to monitor or
control such an activityd. Trugt in the Australien livestock industries, in addition to atitudesand their
antecedents, isimportant to monitor becauseit is closelylinked to sociallicenseto practice. The extert
to which an orgaisaion or industry is given a sociallicenseto operate largelydepends on whether or
not the community havetrust in the organisation or industry (Arnot, 2009). Food scandals(Premanandh,
2013), dissaseoutbre&ks afecting livegock (Jacob& Hellstrom, 2000), Genetically Modified (GM) foods
(Ding,Veenan, & Adamowicz, 2012) and media coverage of poor animalhandlingpractices(Bettles,2013)
erodetrust inthelivegock industries.

Studiesthat haveinvegigaed animal welfare and trustin the livestock industriesreveal that levelsof trust
in variousaspectsof the livegock industries vary between countries. A study conducted in Frarce,
Germany, Italy, Sain and the UK measured trust in those involvedin the livegock industry by asking
about the likelihood that farers, spedfically thoseinvolvedin transport, breedng and managenent of
livegock, would comply with a set of animal welfare standards (e.g.,adequae spaceallowance, have
attained necessangkills and expetise) (Nocella, Hubbad, & Scarpa, 2010). The results revealedthat
amost hdf of the respondents believed that it wasunlikely that stakeholders would comply with animal
welfare sandards. Theseaesuts indicate that respondents hadrelativelylow levelsof trust inthe livestock
indugtries in relaion to complying with animalwelfare sandards. In contrast, respondents to a survey
conducted in Fnland reveded relaively highlevelsof trust in animalfarmming practices (J&kinen, Kupsla,
& Vinnari,2012). Thisvaridion in trustis perhapsnot surprisinggiven each country hasits uniquecultural
badground.Livestak practiceswith countriesmayalsodiffer widely which mayalsoaffect levelsof trust.
To the knowledgeof the authors, little is known about current levelsof trustin the Audralianlivestock
industries. It maytherefore be instructive to gaugeand monitor levelsof trust in Australian communities.

2.5 Opinion leadership

It mayalsobe instructive to identify and gauge atitudes and levelsof knowledge and trust in opiion
leackrs. Opinion leadersare important to identify becaisetheytend to leaddebae on socialissuesand
provideaconduit for information from varbussourcesto reachtheir socialgroup. The opinions of these
leaders havethe power to influence the thoughts and actions of thosethey communicate with Berkman
and Gilson (1986) suggestha information receivedfrom opinion leaders is perceived by the public as
more credible than information receivedfrom the media. As such they are anasseto the promotion of
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ideasbut can alsobe respongble for leading active oppostion (Chan& Misra,1990).

Opinion leaders typically have the following characteristics that set them gpart from non- leades:
enduring involvement in the issue or product, highlevelsof perceived knowledge and greaterlevelsof
expodure to information (i.e.,greater internet usagegreat exposure and use of print media) (Chan &
Misra,1990; Lyons& Henderson, 2005; Trepte & Scheer, 2010; Venkatraman, 1990).

Little is known about the existence of opinion leadersin the field of livegock animalwelfare. Coleman
et al. (2005) found a high correlation between the number of behaviars that people perfornmed in
support of the livegock industries and behaviaurs in oppostion to the livegsock industries. In other
words, people who reported engagingn any kind of community behavour tended to do so regadlessof
whether the behavbur wasin support of, or in oppostion to, various aspectsof livestock farming. This
sugedsthat there are some membersof the community who activelyengagen expressingheir views
inthe various forumshatare availale to themand are possbly opinion leadersin thisfield. The possilte
existence of opinion leaders, their charaderistics, extent of knowledgeand influence should beexplored
further.
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3. Aims

The goal of this project isto explare and monitor attitudestowards the livegock industry and industry
practices,knowledgeof livegock practicesand the potential existence of opinion leaderslt is anticipaed
that such information will inform industry communications to the community on current practices in
regardto animal welfare and industry regponsesto community concerns. Toachievethesegoas, the
specificaimsof this project were asfollows:

1. Determine attitudestowards livestock animalwelfare

2. Determine levelsof knowledge of livestock pradicesin the community

3. Explorelevelsof trust in the livegock industries

4. Investigte the extent to which demographics, attitudes, trust and knowledge are related to
community behaviairs

5. Identify opinion leaders and their characterigtics in terms of demogephics, atitudes,levelsof

trust and behaviours.
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4. Method
4.1 Participants

A total of 479 participants (228 maes, 251 femdes) were recruited from all Setes and Termitories of
Australia. Participants ranged in agefrom 19 to 90 (M = 4855, = 17.35).In order to obtain a
representative sanple, 449 were recruited randomly viathe telephone byl- View, a maiket research
company in Victoria, Australia. Becausethe youngeragegroupswere under-represented by the telephone
survey,an additional 30 interviewees agedbetween 18 to 34 yearswere recruited via email sent to
regitered I-View panel members. All participants were interviewed by telephone.

4.2 M aterials

A pilot quegtionnare was devebped usng an iterative processbegnning with a literature review and
discussons with key industry, govemment and researchrepresentatives. This pracessgenerated a large
guegion bank of over 400 items which was reviewed and subseuently reduced to a 200 item draft
guedionnaire. The draft questionnairewasrevised further on the basisof feedbackobtained from key
relevant personnel aswell asfeedbackobtained from apilot of 45 telephoneintervieweesto produce the
final quegionndre. The final quegionndre took 30 minutesto complete by telephone and consiged of
142 items divied into five sectbns (Appendix A).

Setion A 8 Questions about you and your family

Thissecion contains 17 questions probing demogrgphic and dietary information.

Section B Quedionsabout animalwelfare

This secion contains 43 quettions aking dout participan t gererd atitudestowards anima welfare,
attitudestowardsusnganimalsand atitudestowards the Australianlivestock industries.

Section C 8 Quedionsabout your knowledgeof livestack animalsand livestock animalwelfare

This secibn contains 16 questions pertainingto resgpondent pérceived and actual knowledge of various
livestock industries and practices.

Section D 8 Quedionsabout your atitudestowards livegock practices

This secion contains 35items akingabout paticipat stfitudestowardsthe livestack indust r iingpactd
on the environment and their attitudestowards specificlivestack industry proceduresand practices.
Setion ES Quedions about your behaviourin relation to livegock animalwelfare

Thislast secion contains 31 quedions aking regpondents about whether or not they haveengagedn
behavioursto expresstheir dissatifaction with the Audtralian livegock industries, the frequency with
which they aaessor distribute livegock animalwelfare information and the extent to which they trust
various sourcesof livestack animalwelfare information.

Shce therewaslittle vaiation betweenthe pilot questionnaireand finalquegionnare, daa obtaned from
the pilot wascombined with therest of the dataset for subseguent analyses. Corparisonsbetween pilot
daa and the rest of the daa set on attitudes, trust, knowledge, and opinion leadership variables
reveaéd no significant differencesthus confirming the decisionto combine datases.

4.3 Procedure

Datacolledion took place between3 Decamber 2013 to 18 Decamber 2013. Individualswere contacted
by telephone during daytime and early evening hours and aked if theywould like to participant in a 30
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minute anonymaus surveybeing conducted by The Univesity of Mebourne about knowledge of, and
attitudestowards Australianlivegock animalwelfare and the Australen livestock industries. In order to
increasethe chancesof obtaining a repreentative sanple of allagesparticularlypeoplewithinthe 18-34
agebradket, interviewersasked to speakwith the youngestmale or femde in the household who was
over 18 yearsof age.This procedure wasstill uneble to adequately represent 18 to 34 yearolds so an
additional 30 intervieweeswere recruited viainvitaion emaiéd to regstered I-View panel members
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5. Resuts
5.1 Demographic characterigics

5.1.1 Age,educatin,incane, liingarrangenerts andreligousaffilations

The age distribution of regpondents is presentedin Table 1. As can be seen in Table 1, mast ageranges,
with the exception of thoseaged 61 and over, were equallyrepresented. Older people (61 yearsold and
older) were more highly represented in this sanple (26.9%9 compared to their proportion of the
populktion as reported by the Austradian Bureau of Satistics (20134). Acoordingto the ABS,Austrdian
resdents aged 60 years old and over represent 19.79%of the populaion.

Table 1. Age Distribution of Respondents

Age Frequency Percent
18-30 82 17.1
31-40 94 19.6
41-50 84 17.5
51-60 90 18.8
61 and over 129 26.9
Total 479 100.0

Table 2 presents the highest level of education achievedby respondents. Just under hdf (42.299 of all
respondents had acheveda University or other higter educationa ingtitution quaification while a third
of respondents (29.6%9 hadachieed a secandary school education. dist under a quarter of the sanple
had achieed atechnical or further education ingtitution (e.g.,TAFECollege)quailfication. It should be
noted here that this sanple over represents thosewith a University education. Acoording to the ABS,
24.6%o0f persons agedbetween 15 and 64 years reported havingachieed a Bachebr degiee or above
(ABS,2013Db).

Table 2. Education Distributi on of Respondents

Education Level Frequency Percent
Primary Shool 19 4.0
Secondary School 142 29.6
Technical or further educational 114 23.8
ingtitution (including TAFECollege)

University or other higher 202 42.2

educational institution

Other educational institution 2 0.4
Total 479 100.0
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Figure 1 presents the weekly houshold income (from all sources, before taxes) distribution of
respandents. list over one quater of the sample (25.7%9 reported tha they did not know their weekly
houséhold income or preferred not to say.Of those who reported weekly houshold income, many
respondents reported household weekly incomes between $1,500 to $2,499 with very few regpondents

livingon Nil or negative income.
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Figure 1. Income distribution of respondents

Figure2 presents the remotenessdistribution of respandents as a function of Sate or Territory.
Renotenesswascalculaed by crossreferencing post codeswith Accessbility and Remogenessindex of
Australia(ARIA+) classifiations. Theseclassiftationsallowfor distinctionsto be made between regons
ba%d on road digance to service centres (towns)of varioussizes(Australian Populaion and Migration
ResearclCentre, 2014). As canbe seenin Figure2, the vastmgority of regpondents livein major cities
of Australia(68.5%)with very few respondents livingin remote and very remote areasFurther to this
most respondents livein New South Wales or Victoria (31.9%and 26.1%respectiely). Nonetheless
these proportions are refledive of thosereported by the ABS (Australian Bureau of Satistics, 2012,

20133.

21



Femoteness
categories

M wajor Cities of Australia
Einner Regional Australia
Oouter Regional Australia

M Remote Australia
DVerv Remote Australia
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%=
5.0%=
0.0% T T
MNSW

viC QLD SA Wa TAS ACT MT
State

25.0%

Percent
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Table 3 presentsthe digtribution of religous dffiliation of respondents. Nearly halfof all respadents
reported no religion (47%9. Of those respandents that reported areligous dfiliation, Chrigtianity was
the most common. Twenty percent of respondents reported thatthey are Catholic and afurther 25.7%
reported another Christian religon including Anglican, Uniting Church, Presoyterian and Reformed.

Table 3. Distribution of Religious Affili ation

Religious Affiliation Frequency Percent
No religion 225 47.0
Non-Chrigtianreligion 18 3.8
Cathdic 98 20.5
Other Christian 123 25.7
Agnagtic 3 .6
Do not wish to say 12 2.5
Total 479 100.0

Table 4 shows the household composition of regpondents. Over hdf of dl respandents live with a
patner or spouse(63.5%) Living with a dependent child or children is alsocommon (30.9%)
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Table 4. Hou sehold Composition of Respondents

Category Frequency Percent 2
Partneror spouse 304 63.5
Deperdent child or children 148 30.9
(including step-children)

Parents) 60 2.5

Brother/sister 19 4.0

Unrelated flatmate or co-tenant 18 3.8
Alone 18

3.8

Other 7 15

aCategories are independent so column does not add to 100%
5.1.2Livingmth petsand farmanmals

Dog ownership wasparticularly common with 41.8%of regpondents reportingto be livingwith a least
one pet dog Cat ownership was sligtly less common with approximately a quater (26.199 of
respondents reportedly livingwith a least one pet cat.

Lessthan athird (30.199 of regpondents reported to havelived or to be currently livingon a farmwith
animals.Of those who havelivedor currently live on afarm with animalsthe most common livestock
animas kept on farmswere céttle, sheep and poultry. Other animals ncluding horses,apaca, dogsand
ducks were aso commonly kept on farms (Table 5).

Table 5. Types of livestock anim als kept on Present and Past farms

Livestock Frequency Percent of total # Percent of farmers 2@
Beef 78 16.3 54.2
Sheep 66 13.8 45.8
Poultry (eggs) 66 13.8 45.8
Dairy 45 9.4 31.3
Poultry (meat) 42 8.8 29.2
Pig 26 5.4 18.1
Goat 14 2.9 9.7
Other 46 9.6 31.9

2 Categpries are independent so columns do not add to 100%

5.1.3 Dietaryhabits
As shown in Table 6, the majorty of respondents are meat and vegéable eaters (91.449. Very few
respondents reported to be vegetarian or vegan.
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Table 6. Dietary Habits of Respondents

Food Frequency Percent
Meat andvegetble eater 438 91.4
Vegetaian 35 7.3
Vegan 3 0.6
Other 3 0.6
Total 479 100.0

Figure3 presents the averageweekly consumption of animalproducts. The most frequently eaen animal
products are dairyproducts. The mgority of regpondents (80.4%) reported eating dairyfoodsmore than
3 times aweek. Egs were alsofrequently eaten with over a quater (25.1%9 of respondents reporting
thatthey ate eggamore than 3 timesaweek. Pork and lambwere leat frequently eaten with 22.5%and
28.2%o0f respondents reportingthatthey neverate thesemeats.
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- )
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Beef Chicken Lamb Pork Eggs Seafood Dairy
More than 3 times a week 18.8 16.7 2.7 31 25.1 5.4 80.4
2-3 times a week 38.8 46.6 136 75 35.9 18.2 9.2
Once a week 228 20.5 30.9 20.5 211 301 438
Less than once a week 9 8.4 303 40.7 12.9 30.7 1.7

Never 106 79 225 28.2 5 15.7 4

Figure 3. Percentages of weekly consum ption of animal pro ducts

5.2 Animal welfare perceptions and acceptability of animal uses

Resmndents were aked on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 = Does not describe animal welfare at al, 5 =
Completelydescribesnimalwelfare), the extent to which theythoudht a series of descriptonsof animal
welfare captured what animalwelfare meansto them.Figure4 presents the mean levelof ageemnent with
thesevariousdescrptions. As can be seen from Figure4, with the exception of @romoting good food
qualt ¥M=3.31,9=1.48), respondentsrated alldescrptionsrelativelyhigh with means rangingfrom 3.88
(D= 1.48)for @alancing theneeds of animalsand peop | te £59(D=092) 6 P mgeeninedrcruel t y 6 .
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Figure 4. Level of agreement with animal welfare descript ions

Using a5 point Likert-type scale(1 = Extremelyunaaeptable and 5 = Extremelyaceptable),the levelof
aaeptability of animaluses vaied among the list of uses(Table 7). Usinganimals forthe purpose of
companionship (pets) wasthe most acceptable type of animalusewhile usinganimalsfor research or for
sport and entertanment were the leastacceptable uses. Aimalsusedfor the production of food and
clothing were the second and third most aaceptable usesfor animals.

Table 7 Respondent sd Level of Acceptability of Ani mal Use
Category Mean Std Deviation
Companions (pets) 4.68 0.69
Food 4.10 111
Clothing 3.18 1.48
Research 2.44 1.30
Sort and entertanment 2.12 1.16

Note Salerarged fom 1 to 5 (1= extremely wnacceptale, 5 = extremely acceptable)
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Figure5 shows perceived welfare of livestock animak. Welfare ratingswere measured on a 5- point
Likert-type scale(-2 = Very poor, +2 = Very good). As canbe seen in Figure5, layinghenswere beleved
to havethe poorest welfare. Dairy cows and sheepproduced for wool, on the other hand were perceved
ashavingmoderately good welfare.

Goats (Meat)=

Sheep (wool)=

Sheep (meat )=

Beef (meat)

Pigs (meat)

Dairy cows (milk)

Laying hens (eggsi

[l

T 1
-2.00 -1.00 0 1.00 200

Yery poor “ery good
Mean

Figure 5. Perceived welfare of livestock animals
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53 Animal welfare attitudes and trust variables

Attitude and trust quedionnare datawere reduced to form scalesusngPrincipal Conponents Analysis
(PCA). Before conductingthe PCAs, itemswere recoded where appropriate sothathigh scoresreflected
positiveattitudes,hightrust etc.

Scalereliabilitieswere measued usng Cronbacl® h coefficients with an h >=0.70asthe criterion for
aaeptable reliabiity (DeVellis, 2003). Itemswere included in a scale if their loading on the relevant
component exceeded 0.40 (Tabadnick & Fidell, 2012) and if, on the basisof facevalidty, they could be
summarsed by just one construct. Varimax or Oblimin rotations were performed on component
solutions of more thanone factor to providethe bestsimple structure (Tabachntk & FHdell,2012).

5.3.1 Atitudestowardslivestockanimad welfare
This scaleloaded on one factor and exdained 41.27%of the variance. This scale conseted of sixitems

tha reflectthe degree to which regpondents belevethat thewelfare of livegock animals isanimportant
consideation to them. The scale includesitems such aso | stogkeanimals havethe samerights as
domedic pets @nd dpeople should do whatever is necessanflegal or ilegal)to stop animals isbeing
used in livestack production sygem s @il itemswere scored on a5-point scale(1=3ronglydisagre, 5=
Sronglyagee). High scores on this scale areindicative of positive attitudestowards livestock animal
welfare. As can be seen in Figure 6, there is a slight negative skew in the digribution. Upon closer
ingpection, 60%o0f respadents scored above the neutral point of 3.0 on the subscale. This indicatestha
most respadents hold positive attitudestowards livestock animalwelfare.

Althoughall items comprisingthis subscale loaded on a singlefacior, responsesto ¢people shoud do
whatever is necessary(legalor illegal)to stop animalsbeingused in livegock production systensd were
analyed separately because of the behaviaural implications of this item. Although most of the
respondents disagred or neither ageed nor disagred with the staement (Sronglydisagree= 32.3%
Disagree= 20.9% Neither agree nor disagree= 24.999, over 20% of respondents stronglyagreed or
agreed with the statement (Sronglyagree= 12.6% Agree= 9.49%.
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Figure 6. Attitude towards livestock animal welfare (Cronba ¢ hafpka = 0.79)

5.3.2 Atitudestowardsanimals as a saurceof food
PCAreveakd the presence of two factorsexplaining 71.07%o0f the variance in attitudestowards animals

asa source of food. Thefirst fador conssted of four items. Three of theseitemsreferred to attitudes
towards eating meatwhile the other item referred to pricespaid by sypermaikets to farmers. On the
basisof facevalidty, this latter item wasanalysedseparatel. The seond factor containedjust oneitem
which referred to positiveattitudestowards eatingfree range food. 0 F rrangefoods tage better than
intensivelyfarmed f o (Me3$50D=1.31) and GAustralianlivegock farmers deservebetter pricesand
purchaseconditions from suypermarketsd (M=4.48, =0.87) were left assingleitems.All itemswere
measired on a 5-point scale (1=8ronglydisagre, 5=Srongly agree).
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Figure 7 presents the distribution of respondents to the @ttitudes towards eatng meetd subgale.
@ttitudestowards eating meddconsited of three items measuing the extent to which respondents
believe a set of positivecharacteristics about meataspart of apersond diet (for exanple, 0 mee is pat
of ababnced dietd). High scores on this sale hdicate postive attitudestowards eaingmeat.As canbe
seen in Figure7, the didribution of responsesare negaively skewed with most regpondents holding
postive atitudestowards eating mea. All three itemscomprising this subscale had simiar distributions.
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Figure 7. Attitude towards eating meat (Cro nbach dafpha=0.85)
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5.3.3 Bedliefsabout Ausralian animd welfare standards
PCA confirmed the existence of one factor explaning 45.69% of the variance, comprising six items,in

beliefsthatthe welfare of livestock animalsis promoted and mantainedin Australien livestock industries.
Exanple itemsinclude, 6 | itoekenimalwelfare standadsin Australian abattoirs arevery hichd ndadive
animal exports should continu e All items were scored on a 5-point scale (1=Sronglydisagre, 5=
Srongly agee). High scores on this scale ndicate beliefs about welfare sandards in the Australian
livegock industries. As can be seen inFigire 8, regpondents were equally divided in their atitudes
towards the Audtralian livesock industries. Umn ingpection, it can be seen tha 52%of respondents
hold negdive attitudeswith the corr esponding 48% holding positive atitudes.
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Figure 8. Beliefs about welfare standards in the Australi an live sto ck industries (Cro nbach 8 s
alpha=0.74)

5.3.4 PRerceied negdiveimpact of the Adgralian livestockindusties on theenvionment
A confirmed the presence of one factor explaning 52.67%of the variance in attitudestowards the impact

on the environmentof the Australen livestock indugries. This subgale consistedof five itemsmeasued
on a 5-point scae (1= Srongly disagee, 5=8rongly agree) measurig the perceived impact Australian
livestock industries haveon the environment. Exanple items included, dfertilisers, pegicides and other
farm chemicalsare not a threat to the environment if used asdireced6 and if teft to themselvesmost
livestock farmers would protect the environmentd High sores on this subscale ndicated the belief that
the livesock industries havea negdive impact on the environment. As can be seenin Figure9, the
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distribution of responsesis farly symmetricallydistributed. This indicatesthat respondents were equally
divided on the potentialimpact the Australian livestock industrieshaveon the environment,althoughthere
wasatendency for more to believethatthere wasanegaive impad.
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Figure 9. Perceived negative impact of the Austr alian live sto ck industries on the environment
(Cronb a ¢ hlphe=0.d7)

5.3.5 Tru inthe Audralian livestockindugries

Levelof trust in the Audralian livestock industries consisied of five items scored on a 5-point scale
(1=Sronglydisagee, 5=Sronglyagre2) measuring the degree to which respondents trust the people
involved in the livegock industries to care for livestock animals.Exanple temsinclude 0 trust farmers

to properly care for their an i maand ® drust livegock animal hadlers to properly care for their
anima s High scores on this scale indicate highlevelsof trust. PCA identified one factor explaning
72.77%0f the variance in trust. As canbe seenin Fgure 10, there issomevariaility in the perticipant s 0
responsesto this scale. Although one third of respondents report low trug, the mgority report high
trud.
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Figure 10. Trust in people involv ed in the Austral ian livestock industries (Cro nbach 6 sphazd.90)

Frequency distributions in the level of trust amongst different people working in the livegock industry
are presented in Table8. Ascanbe seenin Table8, regpondents hadthe greatest levelof trustin farmers
to properly carefor their animalswith 72.1%of respandents  reparting highlevelsof trust in farmers and
only 8.4%of respondents reporting low levelsof trust in farmers.In contrast,respondents reported the
leastanmount of trust in people responible for transporting livegock animalsby sea. W hile 36.4%of
respondents reported highlevelsof trust in these people, a further 40 9% reported low levelsof trust.
Levelsof trust were somewtat higher for those transpating animalsby land thanby sea Approximatdy
45% reported highlevelsof trustin land trangporters but just under a quarter of respondents (23.7%9
reported low trust. st under half of all regpondents (49.349 reported high levelsof trust in abattoir
workerswith 23%o0f respondents reportinglow trust in abattoir workers.

Table 8. Distributions of Levels of Tr ust in People involved in the Australian Livestock Industries

Low tru st High tru st
Famers 3.8 4.6 19.5 37.4 34.7
Abattoir workers 8.1 14.9 27.6 28.9 20.6
Animd handers 55 8.3 25.1 38.6 22.5
Peopletransporting livestock animasbysea 18.8 22.1 22.7 20.1 16.3
Peopletransporting livestock animasbyland 9.3 14.4 30.7 26.6 19.0

5.3.6 Trud inlivestockanimd welfare information
Trustin livegock animd welfare information consistedof severitemsmeasuredon a5-point scale(1=No
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trust, 5=Complete trust) evaliating levelsof trustin various sourcesof animalwelfare information. PCA
reveakd one fador explaning 42.52%of the variance. As can be seenin Figure 11, respondents were
divided in their levelsof trust with goproximately47%of respadents scoring below the midpoint of 3.
The distribution of levelsof trust acrossthe varioussourcesis displaed in Table 9.
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Figure 11. Level of tr ust in sources of livesto ck animal welfare inform ation (Cro nbach's alpha=0.75)

33



Ascanbeseenin Table 9, the mogt trusted source of livegock animalwelfareinformation wasinformation
ganedfrom reading product labels.The leasttruged source wasinformation receivedfrom socialmeda
network sitesand related socialmedia (e.g.,Facebook, Youtube, Twitter).

Table 9. Distributions of Level of Tr ust in Sources of Livestock Anim al Wel fare Information

No tru st Complete
tru st
1 2 3 4 5
Said meda 24.3 28.1 33.0 13.0 1.6
Print media 7.8 13.0 50.9 23.9 4.4
Radio 6.2 16.6 48.3 23.4 55
Television 7.3 13.8 47.3 25.5 6.1
Anima welfarerelaed websites 14.1 10.5 26.2 29.6 19.5
Friends, reldivesor colleagues 4.6 12.4 38.1 324 12.4
Product labels 6.6 8.9 34.9 37.4 12.3

5.4 Knowledge

PCA confirmed the presence of one factor explaning 65.20%of the variance in perceived knowledge of
the livegock indugry. Perceived knowledge consiged of five items meaured on a 5-point scale
(1=Nothing a al, 5=A lot). High scores on this scaleindicate highlevelsof perceivedknowledge with
respect to various livestock animal indudries. As can be seen in Table 10, on average,perceived
knowledgeis generallyquite low (M= 2.76, $=0.92). In particular, respondents felt that they knew the
leastabout the pork industry with 23.8%0f respadents reporting that they know nothing at all about
the pork indugry. In comparison, respandents felt that they knewthe most about the eggindugry. For
example, only 12.3%0f respadents reported that they knew nothing a all about the eggindustry.
Further to this, 2.3%and 9.4%reported thattheyknew at leasta moderate amount or alot alout the
eggindustry. Fewer than 33%of respondents felt that they knew at leasta moderate amount about any
industry.

Table 10. Distributions of Perceived Knowledge of Livestock Industries (N=479, Cronbachd s
alpha=0.86)

Live stock Nothing at all Very Little A little Bit (%) A moderate A lot (%)
Industry (%) (%) amount (%)

Pork 23.8 35.7 225 12.5 54
Sheep (meat) 15.4 31.3 30.7 15.7 6.9
Sheep (wool) 14.0 26.7 26.9 24.0 8.4

Beef 11.3 25.1 324 22.8 8.6

Egg 12.3 23.8 32.2 22.3 9.4

Table 11 contains the quedions used to assess actuithowledge of livegock practices. Knavledgewas
assessetly aking regpondents to correctly identify 11 livedock procedures. Aquedion wasclassiied
ascorrect if theregpondent selected the correct one of the two options.oDond knowsd were classified
asincorrect. A summary scale wascreated asa measuref knowledge by summing correct answers to
the 11 quedions. Inter-item reliability for the knowledge of livestock practices subscaleis below optimal
lewvels but given these itemscover pradicesin severadifferent livegock industries thisisto be expected.
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Figurel2, shows that the number of questions answered correctly ranged from one to 11. Of all the
knowledgequestions most participants (73.5%9 answered between six and nine quegions corr ectly out

of eleven.

As canbe seenin Table 11 the most well-known practices were hot iron branding (85.8%) free-range
chickens (77.7%9, tail docking (77.7%) feedlotting (72.0% and dehorning (71.0%) Theleastwell known
procedures were those relaing to slawhter. Thesewere Halal meat (26.6%9 pre-slaudghter stunning

(51.1%)and Kosher meat (53.0%)

Table 11. Knowledge of Livestock Practices (N=479, Kuder-Richardson Coefficient=0.41)

Livestock Practice Percentage Dondt °2Ki
Correct (%)
Halal meatd in Australia, production of Hald approved meat typicaly 26.7 13.57
involves areversible method of stunning
Pre-slaugtter stunningd renders an animal unconscious immediatelyprior 511 6.68
to stunning
Kosher meat & in Austr dia, Kosher approved meat typically comes from 53.0 17.33
animalsthat have not undergone anymethod of stunning
Crutching @ shearing ofwool around the rearend ofthe sheep 58.7 6.26
Mulesing d cuttingandremovad of skin aroundthe rear end of a sheep 61.8 9.18
Clippingteeth & clipping teeth on intensively farmed pigs to prevent injury 67.8 10.44
Dehorning d removal ofthe hornsto preventinjury 71.0 2.71
Feedotting & fattening animalsin arelaively small enclosure 72.0 4.38
Tail docking 8 removd of a tall 77.7 417
Free-range chickensd chickens that have access to anoutdoor areaasthey .7 0.83
lease
I-F|)ot iron branding & use of ahot iron to brandlivestock for identification 85.8 1.25

purposes

2Dond know options were classified as incorred
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Figure 12. Number of knowledge of livesto ck practi ces questions answered corr ectly

Althoughsigniicant, the corr elation between per ceivedknowledge and actual knowledgewas quiie low
(r=0.15,p <0.01).

5.5 Approval of livestock practices

Table 12 preseentsthedigtri bution of approvalratingsof respondents towar ds various livesock practices.
Themost highlyapprovedpracticesin the livestock industrieswere free range (Approve=20%,3rongly
approve=70.5%9 and euthanasiaof sick/injured/dying animals (Approve=20% Srongly approve=69.6%9.
The most highly disgpproved livegock practices were confinement (Srongly disagprove =40.1%
Disapproe=25.2%, hot iron branding (Srongly disaprove=40.1% Disgprove=25.2949 and live sheep
and cattle sea trangport (Srongly disgprove=3.9% Disgprove=16.7%9. Interestingly, a large
proportion of respandentsreported that theydid not know enoughabout curfew (38.4% and mulesng
(22.39%9 to approve or disapproveof the practices.
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Table 12. Distribution of Respondent s @prdval of Livestock Practices (N=477, Cronbach's

alpha=0.88)
Livestock Mean Strongly Disappro ve Neither Appro ve  Strongly Dond
Practice disappro ve disapprove approve  know?
nor approve
Confinement 2.10 40.1 25.2 23.7 6.8 4.2 4.8
Hot iron branding 2.59 40.1 25.2 23.1 14.2 115 1.7
Live sheepand 2.59 30.9 16.7 25.6 15.9 10.8 15
cattle sea
trarsport
Feal-lotting 2.73 215 204 31.1 17.9 9.1 7.9
anmals
Clippingteeth 2.75 21.7 17.5 36.1 13.8 11.0 10.4
Tail docking 2.76 24.8 20.1 23.5 16.8 14.7 3.3
Mulesing 2.85 20.4 17.2 31.7 17.7 12.9 22.3
Kosher meat 2.96 15.8 16.4 36.6 18.4 12.7 19.6
Curfew 2.97 9.5 13.9 56.9 9.5 10.2 38.4
Halal meat 2.98 18.2 11.3 39.9 15.3 15.3 15.2
De-horning 3.04 18.9 15.9 26.8 195 18.9 2.7
Cestration 3.22 16.2 12.8 26.2 221 22.7 35
Crutching 3.44 10.5 14.5 24.3 21.7 29.0 12.3
Live sheepand 3.52 6.1 10.6 32.6 26.8 23.9 1.3
cattle ground
transport
Pre-slaugtter 3.89 7.4 6.6 175 26.6 41.9 4.4
stunning
Euthaasia of 452 2.7 15 6.1 20.0 69.6 1.0
sick/injured/dying
anmals
Free range 4.57 1.3 1.7 6.5 20.0 70.5 .8

2Dond know responses wer e deleted from the frequency distributions

5.6 Importance of husbandry and natural living att ributes to the well-being of livestock

animals.

Tables 13 and 14 presant the didribution of regponsesto the importance of huskendry and naural living
attributes to the well-being of livestock animals. Allitemswere meaured on a 5point Likert scale(1=Not
a allimportant, 5=Very important). PCA with Oblimin rotation revealeda two-factor solution explaining
46.64%of the variance. Two subscaleswere created on the basisf theseresults. Thefirst subscaleconsistel
of sewen items describng varous hushbndry attributes. The secad subscale descibesmore naural living

conditions.

As can be seen from Table 13, hustandry atr ibutes thought to be most important to the well- being of
livegock animds included good ventilation, good nutrition, regular exerciseand good wastedigposal. Table
14 shows that the natural livingattributesthoughtto be mostimportant were freedom to roam outdoors

and socialcontact with the samespecies.
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Table 13. Distribution of Respondents Bevel of Impo rta nce of Husbandry A ttributes to the Well -
being of Livestock Anim als (N=479, Cronbach's alpha=0.79)

Husbandry Mean Not at all 2 3 4 Very
Attributes important im portant
1 5
Medications 4.43 0.6 25 12.2 22.6 62.0
Veccinaions 4.59 0.2 1.7 8.4 18.7 71.1
Protection from 4.70 0.6 1.0 4.6 15.7 78.1
preddors
Good waste 472 0.6 0.8 3.2 16.8 78.5
disposal
Regularexercise 4.74 0.2 - 3.3 18.2 78.2
Good nutrition 4.85 0.2 0.2 1.3 10.9 87.5
Good 4.86 - - 1.9 10.5 87.6
ventilation

Table 14. Distribution of Respondent sL.ével of Importa nce of Natural Living Attr ibutesto the Wel |-
being of Livestock Animals (N=479, Cronbaché alpha=0.72)

Husbandry Mean Not at all 2 3 4 Very
Attributes important im portant
1 5
Indmidual housing 3.04 11.9 17.9 38.4 18.5 134
Sacid contact with 3.10 11.0 17.8 37.6 17.6 15.9
different species
Outdoor housing 4.21 3.0 1.9 15.6 30.7 48.8
Contact with 4.38 15 2.9 12.0 23.1 60.5
offspring
Scacid contact with 4.44 0.8 1.7 9.6 28.1 59.7
the same species
Freedom to roam 4.62 0.6 19 5.2 19.9 72.4
outdoors

5.7 Community behaviours

Figurel3 presents the number of activities regpondents haveengagd in to expresstheir dissatisfetion
in relation to thewayanmalsaretreated in Au s t r lvestaclairiiustries.As canbe seen, three quaters
of the sanple engagd in at least one of the 13 activiiesto expresstheir disstisfacion. Table 15 shows
that the most common community behaviourswere talking to colleagues, family members or friends
(55.3%9, donating moneyto an animalwelfare organisation (46.6%),0r signnga petition (36.3%)
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Figure 13. Number of comm unity behaviours engaged in by respondents

Table 15. Types of Activities Engaged in by Respondents in order to Express Dissatisfacti on

Frequency Percent

Spdken to colleagues, family members, or friends 265 55.3
Donatedmoneyto anmal welfare orgariwtionsa 223 46.6
Signed petition 174 36.3
Shaed or liked apageon anetworkingsite (e g, Facebook) 123 25.7
Volurteeredyour servicesto anima welfareorgmisaﬁonsa 56 11.7
Written aletter to a palitician 45 9.4
Written aletter to a newspaper 19 4.0
Contributed to an online collatorative project (e.g.,W ikipedia) 18 3.8
Paosted avideo or other mediato a content community (eg., Youtube) 18 3.8
Cadled a radio talk back segment 11 7.5
Written ablog (e.g., Twitter) 7 1.5
Createda gioup on anetworkingsite (e.g.,Facebook) 6 1.3

aAnimal welfare/rights groups most commonly nated by respondentsdisaissed in text
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5.7.1Donatingmameyto animal welére and anmal rights groups

Respndents reporting that they donated money to animalwelfare or animal rights groupswere aked
to list upto three of the goupsthat theydonaed to. When asked which groups,38.84%named more
than two groupsor organisations. By far the mostcommongroup doreted to wasthe RPCAwhich was
namedby 122 regpondents. The next most common groupswere the Anima Welfare Leagie (N=21),
World Wildlife Fund (N=18) and Animals Aistralia(N=10).

5.7.2Volunteeringat anmalwelére or animal rights groups
Fewrespondents had vounteered a an animalwelfare or animal rights group or organisation (11.7%)
When asked to specify which groups, 38.18% mentoned more than one organisaion. Again the most
common group or organisaion wasthe RSPCA (N=28).

5.7.3Groupmaeanbership

Only 9.4%o0f respondents reported tha they were currently mentbers of an animal welfare or animal
rights group or organistion. Of thoseregpondents currently a member, the mos commonmemkbership
wasto the RSPCAwith 16 of the 45 respondents claimng membership.

5.7.4Accessganmalwelfareinfornation

Resmndents were aked on ascalefrom 1=Neverto 5=Always, the frequency with which theyaaessed
animalwelfare information from varioussources.As canbe seenin Table 16, the mostfrequency acessed
source of animal welfare information was from product labels. Praluct labels were alWways read for
livegock animal welfare information by 33.0%of respandents and often read by 24.4%of respondents.
The leastaacessedsource for information wasfrom social network sites and related socialmedia (e.g.,
Facebook, Youtube, Twitter).

Table 16. Frequency of Accessing Livestock Anim al We Ifare Information

Never  Rarely Sometimes  Often Always
Socid media 57.6 20.3 15.2 4.0 2.9
Print media 33.6 23.2 24.8 11.3 7.1
Radio 42.6 21.7 21.7 8.6 5.4
Television 17.5 19.8 34.7 17.3 10.6
Product labels 12.5 8.1 21.9 24.4 33.0

In order to probe for information about animalwelfare related websites, repondents were aked if
they visited livestock animalwelfare websitesand, if so, to nameup to three of the websitesin order
of frequency. It wasfoundthatonly 17.12%of respondents visited animal welfare websites. The most
frequently visited website wasthe RSPCAwebsite. Thiswebsite wasnamedby 42.68%of respondents
who visited livegock animalwelfare sites.
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5.8 Opinion leadership

Opinion leadership condsted of three items adapted from Childers (1986). The first item aked
respondents to indicate, during the last six months, how many people they hadtold aout Australan
livegock animal welfare (1=Told no one, 5=Told a number of people). The secand item asked
regpondentsto rate the likelihood, compared to their friends, of being aked about Augtralian livestack
animal welfare (1=Not a all likely to be asked, 5=Very likely to be asked). The last item aked
respondentsto, overall,indicate in al their discussons,with friendsand familywhether theywere used
asasource of advice on Australian livetock animalwelfare (1=Not used, 5=Often used).

The distributions for the meanof the three itemsthat comprisedthe opinion leadership scale aregiven
in Figue 14. Clearlymostrespondents scored lessthan3 indicatingthat very few respandents consicer
themselveso be opinion leadersin the areaof livestock animalwelfare. Theseitemswere used in atwo-
step cluster analysigto identify the respondents who could be clas#fied asopinion leaders (Table 17).
Thisresulted in 15.4%0f respandents beingidentified asopinion leaders.
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Figure 14. Distr ibution of the opinion leadership scale (Cronb a ¢ alphs =0.77)
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Table 17. Mean responseson Information Source questionsfor Opinion Leaders and Non-leaders
(n=479)

Opinion non- Opinion
leaders leaders

Duringthe past six months, how manypeogde have you told about 1.92 3.80
Australian livestock arima welfare?
Compaed with your friends, how likely are you to be asked about 1.76 412
Austraiian lvestock anmd welfare?
Overall, inall of your disaussionswith friends and neighbours are 1.60 3.80
you?

A comparison betweenopinion leader and non-leaders showed that leaders generally expressednore
concern about and more postive atitudestowards animal welfare (Table 18). Opinion leaders also
reported hicher perceived knowledge,but not actual knowledge.They alsoreported engagingin more
community behavburs andin acessihg more information about anima welfare. There were no signficant
differencesbetweenmaleand femaleopinion leadersin adualor perceivedknowledge.

Table 18. Comparisons of Opinion Leaders and Non-leaders on Demo graphics, At titudes, Knowledge
and Behaviour

t df Sig Mean
(2-tailed)  Difference

Remoteness -15 47300 .88 -01
Househdd weekly income -1.75 354.00 .08 -85
Attitudes towards livestock arimd welfare 3.75 47700 .00 39
Attitude towards eding meat -3.37 47700 .00 -32
Beliefs abaut welfare ssandard in the Australian -2.61 47700 01 -27
livestock industries
Trust in the peode involved in Australian livestock -1.77 47500 .08 -22
industries
W elfare ratings -3.07 47500 .00 -32
Perceived knowledge 6.26 47700 .00 .70
Knowledge of livestock practices 37 47700 71 .09
Perceived negaive impact of the Australian livestock -.36 47700 72 -21
industrieson the environment
Approva of livestock practices -1.49 47700 14 -14
Husbandy attributes 3.10 47700 .00 16
Natura livingattributes 314 47700 .00 25
Animal welfare/rights group membership 6.59 47700 .00 34
Community behavour 724 47700 .00 172
Donations 371 47700 .00 39
Court volunteer 6.29 47700 .00 40
Accessinginformation 1034 47700 .00 95
Trugt ininformation 367 47700 .00 30
Age -2.11 477 .04 -4.62

A discriminant function analysiswas carried out to identify the characteristics that best discriminated
opinion leaders from non-leaders (Table 19). The variadesthat best discriminated the groupswere age,
perceived knowledge, anmal welfare/rightsgroup membeghip, volunteering behavour and frequency of
acocessng information. These varigbles correctly classiid people into groups with an aaccuracy of 81.8%
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(Table ).

Table 19. Variables that significantly discrimi nated between Opinion leaders and Non-leaders

Standardized Canonical Discriminant F unction Coefficients

Age -342
Perceived knowledge 359
Membership 400
Count volunteer 228

Accessinginformation 643

Table 20. Classfficati on accuracy of Discriminant Fu ncti onal Analysis

Clasdficaton Results?

TwoStep Cluster  Predicted Group Mem ber ship Total
Num ber Opinion leader Opinion non-
leader
Original  Count Opinion Leader 50 24 74
Opinion non - 63 342 405
leader

#81.8%of origind grouped cases correctly classfified.

5.9 Predicting community and consumer behaviours

Correlationalanalysesvere undertaken to identify varidblesassocited with community and consunption
behavours. Table 21 displaystheserelaionshps.As canbe seenin Table 21, a nunber of demagraphic
varidles correlaed with community behaviours, however these correlations were only weak to
moderate in strength. Femaleswere more likelyto engagean a highemumber of community behavious
to dispaydissatsfacton with the waylivegock animalsare treated thanmaks (rpb =.24, p<.01). Younger
regpondents (r=-.10, p<.05), respandents with higter levelsof education, (r=.16, p<.01) and responderts
living in more highly accessble areaslike major cities (r=.12, p<.01) engagd in a hicher number of
community behavours than older respondents, regpondents with lower levels of education and
respondents livingin more remote areas.

Attitude and trust varidbles were more stronglycorrelated with community behaviours. Anongthese,
atitudestowards livegock animalwelfare (r=.40,p<.01),trust in sourcesof animalwelfare information
(r=.32, p<.01), perceived importance of husbandry (r=.10, p<.05) ad naural living atributes (r=.28,
p<.05) postively correlated with community behavours. Attitudestowards eaing meat(r=-.36,p<.01),
beliefs about welfare standards in the Australian livestock industries (r=-.43,p<.01),trust in the people
invohed in Audralian livesock industries (r=-.37, p<.01), perceivedwelfare (r=-.36, p<.01), perceived
negdive impact of the Australen livegock industries on the environment (r=-.36,p<.01) and approval of
livestock pradices(r=-.38,p<.01)were negtively corr elated with community behavours.

Perceived knowledge, but not actualknowledge, of livestock pradices was positively correlated with
community behavours (r=.12,p<.01), athoughthis relationshipwaswesk.

Fewdemoggphic variables correlated with meat consunption. Smallnegtive correlations were found
between the frequency of beefconsumption and gender (rpb =-.16,p<01) and between pork consumption
and gender (rpb=-.18,p<.01). Thismeanstha malerespondents consuned beefand pork products more
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often than females.Older regpondents consumed sedood products (r=.23, p<.01) more often than
youngerrespondents but consuned chicken lessoften thanyoungerregpondents (r=-.12, p<.01).

A number of atitude and trust varidles correlated with meat consumption. The frequency of beef
consumedduring an averagaveek waspostively correlated with positive atitudestowards eating meet
(r=.47, p<.01), beliefs about welfare standards in the Australian livestock industries (r=.30,p<.01),trustin
people involved in the Australian livegock industries (r=.31, p<.01), perceived negaive impact of the
Australian livegock industries on the environment (r=.29, p<.01) and approval of livegock practices
(r=.36,p<.01).Beefconsumption was negavelycorr elated with atitudestowards livestock animalwelfare
(r=-.25, p<01) and perceivedimportance of naural living atributes (r=-.11, p<.05). A small positive
corr elation wasalsofound between beefconsumption and knowledgeof livegock practices(r=.10,p<.05).

Thefrequency of chicken consumned in an averageweekwasnegaively correlated with atitudestowards
livestock animal welfare (r=-.16, p<.05). Chicken consumption was positivelycorrelated with atitude
towards eating meat(r=.39, p<.01), bdliefs about welfare stendards in the Audralian livesock industries
(r=.17,p<.01),trust in the people involvedin the Australianlivegock industries (r=.21,p<.01),perceived
welfare (r=.26,p<.01),perceived negaiveimpact of the Australan livestock indudries on the environment
(r=.19,p<.01)and approvabf livegock practices(r=.15,p<.01).

The frequency of lambconsuned in an averae week was negaively correlated with attitudestowards
livestock animal welfare (r=-.22, p<.01) and perceived importance of naural living attributes (r=-.16,
p<01). Lambconsumption postivelycorrelaed with atitudestowards eathg meat (r=.36, p<01), beliefs
about welfare sandards in the Australen livegock industries (r=.23,p<.01),trust in the people involved
in the Audralian livestock industries (r=.28,p<.01),perceived welfare (r=.32,p<.01), perceivednegtive
impactof the Australan livesock industrieson the environment (r=.18,p<.01) and approval of livestock
practices (r=.31, p<.01). Perceived knowledge alsopostively correlated with lamb consumption (r=.18,
p<.05).

A pattern of similar relationships emerged for pork consunption. Attitudes towards livegock animal
welfare was negtively correlated with pork consunption (r=-.20,p<.01) and perceivedimportance of
naural living atr ibutes (r=-.12, p<.05). Pork consumption positively correlated with atitudestowards
edaing meat (r=.29, p<01), beliefs about welfare sandards in the Australianlivegock industries (r=.23,
p<01), trustin the people involvedin the Australien livestock industries (r=.22,p<01), perceivedwelfare
ratings(r=.26,p<.01),perceivednegitive impact of the Australianlivedock industries on the environment
(r=.14, p<.05, approval of livestock practices (r=.23, p<.01). A smallpositive correlation was found
between knowledgeof livestack practicesand pork consunption (r=.11,p<.05).

Only one smallcorrelaion wasfound between the frequency of sesfood consuned in an averageveek
and atitude,trust and knowledgevaridles. Trustin sources of animalwelfare information waspositively
but weakly corr elated with seafood consumption (r=.09,p<.05).
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Table 21. Correlates of Comm unity Behaviour and Reported Frequency of Meat Consum ption

Comm unity Beef Chicken Lamb Pork Seafood

behaviour
Gender (mak=1, femae=2) 24** 16" .01 -.07 -.18** .00
Age -10° 08 -12% 01  -04 23*
Household income .07 .04 10 .03 .06 .00
Level of education 168" -.02 -.01 -.02 -.03 .08
Remoteness 127 -.06 -.01 -.05 -.04 .02
Live or lived on afarm with animals .06 -.08 .03 -.07 -.02 -.03
Dog ownership (yes=1, no=0) .08 .07 .10* .06 .00 -.05
Cat ownership (yes=1, no=0) .08 .02 .02 -.05 -.02 -.03
Attitu destowardslivestock animal A0 _o8” -16%*  -22% - 20%* .00
welfae '
Attitu de towardseatingmeat 38" a7 397 36" 29~ A1
Belids about welfae standards in the
Austr dianlivestock industries 43" 07 17" 237 23" -01
Trust in the people involved in
Austr dian livestock industries _37 31" ™ 28" 227 .00
Weliare ratings -36" 20" 20 32" 26" 06
Perceived knowledge .12** .02 -.05 .18** .08 .02
Knowledge oflivestock practices .00 .10* -.01 .07 A1 .01
Perceived negative impact of the
Australian livestock industries on the -.36** 29 A9 A8 4" ~02
environment
Approval of livestock practices 38" 368" 15™ 37" 23" -.01
Husbandry attributes ‘10* .00 .02 ..00 -.03 -.06
Naturallivingattributes g -11* -.04 =16 -12%* .01
Anima welfarefights group
membership (yes=1, no=2) -36" 17 10 06 10 03
Accessinginformation 48" -.08 -10° .00 -.07 .07
Trust in information .32** -.01 .01 -.02 -.03 .09*

*p<.05, *p<.01,two tailed.

In order to determine which combination of variablesbestpredict community and consumer behavours,
aseriesof stepwisemultiple regressonswere conducted with community behavour and consumption of
beef, chicken, lamb, pork and seefood asthe dependent variables.Household income wasnot recorded
for 25.7%o0f the sanple so including this varidle in regressins would havereduced the sanmple size
thereby reducing the power of theseanalyseslt wastherefore decided not to include this varidle in
subseguent analyses.

A summaryof signficant predictors is presented in Table 22. Detailed sunmariesof the regression
modelsincluding Betaand t valiesare provided in Appendix B.
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Table 22. Summa ry of significant predictors of Comm unity Behaviour and Meat Consum ption

Communi ty

) Beef Chicken | Lamb | Pork | Seafood
behaviour

Predictor variable

an
i

Gender

an
Q
an

Age

an

Level of education a

Remoteness

Live or lived on afarm with animds

Dog ownership a

Cat ownership

Attitudes towards livestock animal a a
welfare

Attitude towardseating mea a a a a

Beliefsabout welfare
standards in the Australian a
livestock industries

Trustin the peopleinvolved
in Australian livestock
industries

an
i

Welfareratings

an

Perceved knowledge

Knowledge oflivestock practices

Perceved negative impact of the
Australian Westock industries on

P R,

an

an
[
an

Approval of Ivestock praciices

Husbandy attributes

an

Natural lving attibutes

an

Animalwelfare/rightsmembership

an

Accessing infanation

an
O

Trust in information

As canbe seenin Table 22, nine valiablesaacounted for 46%of the variance in sef-reported community
behavours (F0,451 = 44.25, p<.001). Two demogephic variables, level of education (i =.14) and dog
ownership (i =.08), were sigrificant predictors of community behaviours. This ndicated that the
respondents who reported higher levelsof education and regpondents who owneda pet dogwere more
likelyto engagen community behavburs that displayeddissatisfetion with the wayanimalsare treated
than thosewith lower levelsof education and thosewho did not own adog.Three atitude variablesalso
sigrificantly predicted community behavours. @eliefs about welfare standards in the Australianlivegock
industriesd(i =-.10)and @titudestowards the Australan livesock industriesand the environment @ =-
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.15) were negaively associted with community behaviourstha displaydissatfacion with the way

livestack animalsare treated wh i Bteude®towards livestock animalwelfa r @ #11) was positively
associted with community behavious. Trust in sourcesof livestock animalwelfare information (i =.11)

and frequency of aaessihg animal welfare information (i =.32) were also positivelyassocited with

community behaviours. Fuither to this, respondents who reported that theywere not members of an

animalrights or welfare group (I =-.20) were lesslikely to engagein community behaviairs aswere

respondents who reported highlevelsof goprovalof livestock pradices(i =-.09).

As canalsobe seen in Table 22, atitudestowards eaingmeat significantly predicted consunptionsof all
meset products. W hether or not other variablessignificantly predicted meatconsumption wasdependent
on the meat product. The anount of variance explained by the predictor varidblesalso varieddepending
on the meat product. It should alsobe noted herethat the influence of somepredictor variables may
havebeen magked by their relaionship with other predictors. For exanple, beefconsunption negtively
correlated with atitudestowards livestock animal welfare (r=-.25) but alsonegtively correlated with
atitudes towards eaing meat (r=-.33). Inter-correlations anong atitudes, trust, knowledge and
behaviar varidblesare presented in Appendix C.

Four varigbles aaccounted for 27% of the variance in sdf-reported frequency of beef consunption
(F,456=43.25, p<.001). Attitudestowards eating meat wasthe strongestpredictor (i =.39)indicating
that respondents with positive atitudestowards eating meatreported a higter frequency of consuring
beef thanthose with lesspostive attitudes. Aprovalof livegock practices (i =.18) wasalso positively
associted with beefconsumption. Two demagaphicvarisbles,age( =-.15) and gender (i =-.09), were
significantly associted with beefconsumption. Thisindicatesthatolder people and femdesreported the
consunption of lessbeef compared to younger people and mdes.

Two varidlesaaounted for 17%of the variance in the self-reported frequency of chicken consunption
(R2/458)=49.16,p<.0QL). Positiveattitudestowards eating meat were postively associted with chicken
consunption (i =.40). Age wasnegtivelyassaiated with chicken consunption (i =-.15), indicating that
yourger peoplereported eatingchicken more frequently than older people.

Four variables accounted for 17% of the variance in sdf-reported lamb consunption (F4,456-25.30,
p<.001). Positive atitudestowards eating meat were againthe strongest predictor (i =.27). Perceived
knowledge (i = .15) and perceied welfare (i =.12) were also positivelyassocited with lamb
consumption, suggesing that higrer perceivedknowledge and perception of livestock welfare predicted
higher sdf-reported lamb consumption. Attitudes towards livedock animal welfare were inversely
associted with lambconsunption (i =-.09).

Pork consumption was predicted by three varidbles (F3,457=20.04, p<.0Ql). Togeher they explahed
11%of the vaiance in sef-reported frequency of eating pork. Positive atitudestowards eating meeat
(i =.20) and perceivedvelfare (i =.13)were postivelyrelaed to pork consunption. Gender wasthe only
demogiephic varible which predicted pork consumption (i =-.14), indicating that maks reported
consumingpork more frequently duringanaverageveekcomparedto femdes.

Nine percent of the variance in sef-reported frequency of eaing sedood could be explaned by
knowledge,attitudesand trust varigbles(F6,454=9.15,p<.001). Two demographic variables, age(i =.27)

and education (i = .10, were positivdy assa@iated with sedood consumption. Attitudestowards eating
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meat(i =.17)andtrustin livegock animalwelfare information (i =.14)were postivelyrelated to sesfood
consumption. Husbandry attributes(i = -.10) and gpprovalof livegock practices(i = -.11)were negetively
associted with seafad consunption.
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6. Discussion

There were five specificaimsof the project: first, to determine attitudes towards livesock animal
welfare; secand, to determine levelsof knowledge of livestock practices in the community; third, to
explore levelsof trustin thelivegock industries; fourth, to investiga e the extent to which demographics,
atitudestrust and knowledgeare related to community behavurs;and fifth, to identify opinion leaders
and their characterigtics in termsof demoggphics, atitudes,levelsof trust and behaviour.

6.1 Attitudestowards livestock animal welfare

Most people expres®d positive atitudestowards livegock animalwelfare with 60% scoring above the
neutral point of 3.0 on the rating £ake. Thisfinding is in line with previous studieswhich suggesthat
Audralians rate animalwelfare asan important issue A report conducted by Roy Morgan (2000) for
exanple, found tha 54% of Australens consideranimalwelfare and animal cruelty to be an mportant
issue.The majoriy of respondents hold postive atitudestowards eaingmeatand indicated the belief
that meatis, for exanple, part of a balaced diet. Theseattitudesarerefleded in high meat consumption
of this sanple. Over 90% of the regpondents eat a diet of meatand vegeaables and most regpondents
self- reported the consunption of meat and other animalproducts at least once aweek.

Resmndents were equdly divided on their beliefs about the current state of Australian livesock welfare
standads. It maybe usefulto explore the reasmsfor this by further research. If hdf the population have
someconcerns about current standards, it mayhelpin forming policy to determine the spedfic nature
of these concerns. They may relate to a specificindustry or pradice or simply may be a general
impresson that is not bagd on any detalled knowledgeor experience.

Attitudestowardseatingmeatwere positively corr elated with the selfreported frequency of eathgmest.
While thisis not too surprising, the resuts in this surveyshowed much higher correlations between
atitudes to animal welfare and consumption than had been previocusly repated by Coleman and
Toukhsati(2006). Inthis survey sigificant negtive corr elationswere found between dGettitudestowards
livegock animal welfared and the frequency of eating lamb, pork and beef. In comparison, 6 Hmane
treatmentofani m adhaved low correlationswith beefand lamb consumption in the surveyconducted
by Colemanand Toukhsati (2006).

It maybe that community attitudesare beghning to becane more salent to meat consunption or it
may be thatdifferencesin the specificttitudesmeasuedin the current surveycompaedto theColeman
and Toukh s a sulivayreayaccount for thesedifferences. Onlyby tracking public atitudes over time
usingthe sameattitude measires will it be possibé to determine if this is true.

Trust in the people invaved in the livegock industries consisently correlated with all forms of meat
consumption except for sedood, as did bdiefs about welfare sandards in the Australian livestock
industries and approval of livegock practices. It maybe usdul to follow up theseresults with point-of-
sde researchto determine whether the sef-reported consunption patterns are refleded in adual
consumption behavour.Interestingly, on alnost all measires there waslittle concern about the seafood
industry.

6.2 Knowledge of livestock practicesin the community

Thedegtee of knowledge oflivegock practicesvaried dependingon the procedure. Livestock procedures
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such ashot iron branding, free range chickens, tail docking, feedlotting and dehorning were correctly
identified by most regpondents. Procedures relaing to daughter including Halal meat, Pre-slaugter
stunning and Kosherwere commonly mis-identified. This lackof knowledge surrounding slawghter may
be indicative of alackof information avaidble onthe procedures or, asin the caseof Halalslaughter the
percentagecorrect was only 26.7% some kind of misnformation in the community. It may also be
indicative of respondent sld@sireto be @elberately ignorantdof thisaspectof the livegock industry (IGD,
2007). Of intered, crutching and mulesihg were alsocommonly confused. When aked what crutching
was,approximately 41%respandents thoudht that crutching wascutting and removalof skin around the
rear end of asheep. Theesultsin this surveyare generallysimilar thosefound by Colemanand Toukhsati
(2006).

Generally spe&ing, a substantial proportion of regpondents felt thatthey knew little about the livegock
indugtries. For the sheep (wool), beef and eggindustries, about 32% felt that they knew a moderate
amount or alot, whereasknowledge about the pork and sheep (meat) indudtries was much lower at
22.6%and 17.9%respectivelyThe correlaion between perceivedand adual knowledge wassigrificant
but weak(r=.15). Together thesereaults suggesthat the community is not well informed about livestock
farming.It would be useful to undertake a public education programin a specific community (for example
a country town) to determine the effects on community attitudesand behavbour. If effective, such a
programcould be used in the wider community.

6.3 Trust in the livesock industries

Two aspectf trustwere investigated in this survey;first, trust in the awailable information and second,
trustin the people working with livestock.

The greatest trugt in information sourceswasin product labelsand in friends and relatives presunably
becaiselabelsareregubted sourcesof information and friendsare well-known and have ahigtory of trust.
Animalwelfare websites were alsowell trusted, dthoughpreferenceswere difficult to interpret becaise
of the hugediversty of stes nominaed. Respndents were given the option of nominating up to three
sites.The most common site nominated first wasthe RSPCA at 22.5%with no other site being endorsed
by more than10% of regpondents. There wasa largemiscellaneous other group of sitesthatwere cited
first but no indivdual site being nominated with a high frequency. Animalrights groupsincluding PETA,
Voiceless,AnimalLiberaton Front, Animalwelfare leagueand WSPA combinedwere nominated first by
3.8%o0f regpondents. Government and industry siteswere nominaed first by 12.24 Sccial mediaand the
masamediareceivedlower trust ratingswith socialmediaclearlythe least trusted. Theimportance of the
RSPCAasatrusted source of animalwelfare information is consigent with previous studies (Southwell
et al., 2006) and suggd that there is an important role for the RSPCAto dissenmae aaurate
information. Theserealltsalso suggesha there isanimplication that government and indusiry sitesmay
havesome penetration into the community.

In general, the majaity of people (about 60%)indicated some level of trust in livegock workers to
properly care for their animals.However, while only 84% indicated a low level of trust in farmersto
properly carefor their animals41%showed low trust in seatransport workers, 24%indicated low tr ust
inlandtranspat workersand 23%indicated low trustin aattoir workers.Thesereaults probably indicate
tha the adverse publicity that seatransprt hasreceived hasled to a popular view that seatranspat
workers are responsiblefor the welfare issiesthat have beenreported. Thisisanempiricalquegion and
little reseach of the kind that Hemsworth and Coleman (2011) havedone on-farm hasbeen done on
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sockperson dtitudes and behaviarr in land or seatransprt. This needs to be done and appropriate
interventionsand monitoring processesieed to be devebped.

6.4 Community behaviours

Degite highconsumption patterns of meat, three quarters of the sanple engagedn at least oneof the
13 community behaviours to expresstheir dissatifacton with the way livegock animalsare treated.
Seaking to colleagies, family membersor friendsand donating moneyto an animalwelfare or animal
rights group were the most frequent behaviours. The prevaénce of speeking to friends and colleagues
(55.3%9 washigherthanthat found by Colemanand Toukhsatd @006) survey (44.6%9. Petition signing
wasalsohigherhere (36.3%) comparedto 23.1%in the surveyconducted by Colemanand Toukhsadi.
Donaingmoneywas similain both surveys. Volunteeringservcesto awelfare organisation washigher
in this survey(11.7%9 compared to the Colemanand Toukhsati survey (6.0%. d&ikingda page on a
networking site, such asFacéook, wasa common behavibur found in thissurvey(25.799, which hasnot
beenasessedbefore. Thesedaa indicate that community behavour paterns arechangingin part due
to socialnetworking, but alsodue to actual increasesin proactive behavours such asvolunteeringand
petition signing. These mayreflect an escaltion in community activtiesthat mayimpacton the livestock
industries.

When asked which orgarisaion people engagedwith, the RSPCAwvasthe mostcommon resporse. This
mayreflect anawarenessf the role that the RSPCA hasin monitoring animalwelfare. It alsoindicates
tha people are more engagedwith an animal welfare organisation rather thanthe organisations that
focuson animalrights.

Thedemogaphic variales that corr elate with community activities were: gender, with femaleengadng
in these behavioursmore than maks; education, with the highereducated engagingn more behavours,
and; animal welfare group memkership, with members engagingn more behavours. However, most
atitude varibles alo correlated with community behavour. Altogeher, 46% of the vaiation in
community behaviaur could be aaounted for by a combination of demagaphics, attitude and trust
varialdes.Actualknowledgewasnot correlatd at allwith community behaviours.

Theseresuts provide aclearindication that community attitudesare asociated with arangeof activties
tha havethe potential to impact on both livestock practicesaswell aslicence to practice. The finding
thattrust in livestock workers and approval of livegock practiceshad amongsthe highest correlatons
with behavbur providessomeevidence for this.

Thissuggsts tha not only shoud attempts be made to addressthe negtive atitudesthat existin the
community, but alsothat trust and acceptability of practicesneedto be addressd.

6.5 Opinion leaders

While it waspossibleto identify agroup of people who reported being used asa source of animalwelfare
information by thosearound them, there waslittle denographic information to distinguishthis group.
Age wasthe one demagraphic vatiable with younger people more likely to be opinion leaders. Animal
welfare group membeship was also an identifying charactergtic. The remaning varibles that
discriminated opinion leaders from non-leaders were attitudes towards the livestock industies and
perceived knowledge.
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Interestingly, opinion leaders, simdr to the full sample, nominated the RPPCAfirst asatrusted source
of information (25.7%9 and nominated govenmentand industry sources 12.2%of the time. Animal rights
groupsreceivedno first nominaions by opinion leaders.

Given that attitudes have been shown in this suvey to be correlated with meat consumption and
community behaviours, opinion leader atitudesclearlyare important. However,opinion leaderattitudes
refleded a lesspositive view of the livestock industies and lower trust. Interestingly, akthough actual
knowledgeof livegock practicesdid not differ between opinion leadersand non-leaders, nor did their
experience in livingon farms,opinion leadersperceived their knowledgeto be greaterthannon-leaders.
It seemdikely,therefore, that opinion leadersmaybe motivated by anideological perspectivethat is not
necessarilynformed by knowledgeor experience.

Giventhefindingthatwelfare organisaion membership wasan identifying charaderistic of opinion leaders
and given the obsened differencesin atitudeand percavedknowledge between leadersand non-leaders,
engagng animal welfare organisdions in processesthat faciliste good communication amongt
stakeholdersis agood approachtowards community education. The AAWS is anexample of thisthatis
no longer avaitble, so alternative approacheseed to be found.

6.6 Met hodological issues.

The sample of 479 Australian repondents consited of 228 mdes and 251 femaks. The age of
participants rangedfrom 19 to 90 yearsold. Most ageranges were equally represanted. Older people
(61 yearsold and older) were however more highly represented in this sample (26.999 comparedto
their proportion of the population asreported bythe ABS (19.799 (2013a). Thismeansthat the results
may be slidhtly biasedin favour of older Audralian resident géroeptions and behaviaurs. The resuts
may also be sligitly biasedin favaur of more highly educated Australians. According to the ABS
(Australian Bureau of Satigtics, 2013b), 24.6%0f persons agedbetween15 and 64 yearsreported having
achievedh Bachebr degiee or abovein Australiawhereasin this sanple, 42.2%of respondents reported
tha they hadachieveda uniwersity or higher educationalinstitution qualfication.

The method used in this surveywastelephone interview. Thisis a costly method and one where it is
difficult to sample maesand youngpeople.Many research companieshavea ddaabaseof peoplewho are
willing to perticipate in surveyson-line and it would be worthwhile to conduct this surveyusingthis
methodto determineif the reults are simlar. Thismethod costs about 25%o0f atelephone survey.

6.7 Implications

This survey has provided some important data on community attitudes and knowledge towards the
livegock industries asvell asthe relationships betweenthesevaridlesand consunption and community
behavious. In some caseghereneedsto be more research to clarify thereasamsfor some of thefindings,
in other casesappropriate responsesto deal with the issuesneed to be developed and implemented.
Someof the key actions are:

Givendifferences observed between the findingsreported here and earlier work, it would be uséul to
repeat thissurveyon aregular basiso track changesin community attitudesand behaviaur.

Thereis amismach betweenperceivedand adual knowledge of livegock practicesand this needs to
be improved. It is proposedthat a public education program in a specificommunity (for exanple a
country town) be devdoped to determine the effects on community attitudes and behavour. If
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effective, such a program could be usedin the wider community.

There is widespread distrust of off-farm animalworkers to care for their animals prgerly. There is a
need for reseach of the kind that Hemswvorth and Coleman(2011) havedone on-farm but focusingon
stockpeople working in land or seatranspart. Appropriate interventions and monitoring processesneed
to be devdoped

Giventheimportant role that the RSPCAgppearsto haveasasource of information, a mean®f engaging
the organisaion aswell asother animalwelfare organisaions in ongoing discussons of welfare issues
needsto beedablished, patticularlygiven the demiseof the AAWS.

The charaderistics and role of opinion leaders need to be investigted further. If forums such as
AAWS are not avaitble to communicate directly with a leastsome opinion leaders, an dterndive
strategy mayneed to be devebped.

Thereis an imperative to ensure that there is good and reciprocal communication between the livegock
industries and the community. Thisis essential if the community is to be well informed and able to make
rationalchoicesand if the industry is to respond appropriately to community expectations.
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Appendix A: Perceptionstowardsthe Australian livestock industries questionnaire

THE UNIVERSITY OF

» MELBOURNE

Animal Welfare
Science Centre

Hi, my name is ....., I'm calling from I-View on behalf of Melbourne University. You are invited to take
part in a 30 minute anonymous survey by Melbourne University about your knowledge of, and
attitudes towards Australian livestock animal welfare and the Australian livestock industries. Would
you be able to help us out today please?

To help with our selection process can | speak to the youngest maleffemale in the household
who is 18 years or over?”

Instructions: If the person who answers is that person, then continue. If the person is
available repeat opening paragraph when they come on-line. If the person is not available,
ask when they will be available and organise a call back time.

IF AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE SURVEY READ THE FOLLOWING:

Great, thanks. Before we start | am required to read out some information to you regarding this
study.

This project has been approved by the Melbourne University Ethics Committee and is being
conducted by Prof Grahame Coleman and Vanessa Rohlf at the University of Melbourne School of
Land and Environment

This research will be written up as a report and in journal articles and possibly presented at
academic conferences. To protect your anonymity we will not ask for your name or contact details
and any data collected during this study will be kept in a separate, password-protected computer file.
All data will be kept securely in the Melbourne School of Land and Environment for five years from
the date of publication, before being destroyed.

Participation in this study is completely voluntary and you're free to withdraw at any stage
of the survey. Because of the anonymous nature of this research, it will not be possible to locate and
delete your responses from the data file once you have completed the survey.

If you would stilllike to participate, can | confirm that you have understood the information
that | have just read out?

Should you require any further information or would like to be informed of the aggregate
research findings, please do not hesitate to contact Vanessa.Rohlf@unimelb.edu.au. Should you
have any concerns about the conduct of the project, you are welcome to contact the Executive
Officer, Human Research Ethics, The University of Melbourne, on ph: 8344 2073, or fax: 3347 6739.

HREC number: 1340444.1 Date: 20th November 2013 Version: 2
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Section A: Questions about you and your family

This section contains questions about you. Your individual responses will remain strictly
confidential. Only summary results for the entire sample will be used. For each question, please
select the response that best answers the question for you.

Al. Are you? DRO
1. OMale

2. QFemale

A2. What is your year of birth? YYYY IF UNDER 18 OR REFUSE TERMINATE

A3. What is your highest level of education?
SR, READ OUT
1. O No Formal Schooling

2. Q Primary School
3. 0 Secondary School
4. O Technical or further educational institution (including TAFE College)
5. O University or other higher educational institution

6. 0 Other educational institution (write)

A4. What is your current residential address postcode?

¢ Don’t know (DRO)

A5. Who do you normally live with?
MR, READ OUT
1.0 Partner or spouse

2.0 Dependent child or children (including step-children)
3.0 Parent(s)

4.0 Brother/Sister

5.0 Unrelated flatmate or co-tenant

6.4 Other

A6. What is your household weekly income from all sources, before taxes?
SR
U Negative income

O Nil income

Q51 - 5199 per week

0 $200-$299 per week

0 $300-$329 per week

O $400-$599 per week

0O S600-5799 per week

0 $800-5929 per week

. 051,000-51,249 per week
10. O $1,250-51,499 per week

Sl Ll il
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11. O $1,500-51,999 per week
12. 0 $2,000-52,499 per week
13. 0 $2,500-52,999 per week
14. O $3,000-53,499 per week
15. O $3,500-$3,999 per week
16. 0 $4,000-54,999 per week
17. O $5,000 or greater per week

18 Prefer not to say (DRO)

0 Don’t Know (DRO)

A7. What is your religious affiliation?
SR, DO NOT READ OUT

O Catholic
O Anglican
O Uniting Church
Q Presbyterian and Reformed
0 Eastern Orthodox
U Baptist
Q Lutheran
U Pentecostal
U Buddhism
. O Islam
. O Hinduism
. d Judaism
. No religion
. ODo not wish to answer
. O Other (write)

B oo TN oY L R g B

e e el =
Ui kB W P O

A8. What (if any) dogs or cats live at your current home?
Animal Number

1.0 Dog(s)
2.0 Cat(s)
3. None

A9. Have you lived, or do you now live on a farm with animals?

1. Yes
2. No
|IF CODE 1 ‘YES” GO TO A9a OTHERWISE SKIP TO A10.

A9a. And what types of animals were/ are these?
MR, READ OUT
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1. QPoultry (meat)
2. QPoultry (egg)
3. QDairy

4. Qpig

5. OBeef

6. dSheep

7. QOther (write)

This next section contains questions about your consumption of animal products. For each
question, please select the option or the number that most closely represents your situation or
behaviour.

A10. Would you describe yourself primarily as a...?
SR, READ OUT
1. OMeat and vegetable eater (A person who eats a variety of foods including red & white meat)

2. QVegetarian (A person who does not eat red or white meat, including fish, but eats eggs and
dairy products)

3. QVegan (A person who eats no animal products at all)

4. QOther

All. How often would you eat the following foods in an average week?

Select the number on a scale from 1 to 5 that most closely represents your average weekly intake
of each food type where 1 = never, 2 = less than once a week, 3 = once a week, 4 =2-3 times a
week and 5 = more than 3 times a week.

Never Less than Oncea 2-3times More

once a week a week than 3
week times a
week
T Beet 1 2 3 4 5
2 Ghicke Nismnmmnsmnsnnsmmnnsaainsassims 1 2 3 4 5
Bl lambi gl o e 1 2 3 4 D
A POK oottt 1 2 3 4 5
BEBES 1 2 3 4 5
6568800 v 1 2 3 4 5
7. Daipy products i 1 2 3 4 5
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Section B: Questions about animal welfare

B1. Which one of the following descriptions best captures what animal welfare means to you?
Please rate on a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 = does not describe animal welfare at alland 5 =
completely describes animal welfare.

Does not Completely Don’t
describe animal describes Know
welfare at all animal welfare (DRO)

1. Promoting good food quality 1 2 3 4 5 0

2. Humane treatment of animals 1 2 3 4 5 0

3. Caring for our pets 1 2 3 4 5 0

4. Livestock farmers and handlers using best 1 2 3 4 5 0

practice

5. Preventing animal cruelty 1 2 3 4 5 0

6. Conserving native species 1 2 3 4 5 0

7. Protecting the rights of animals 1 2 <) 4 5 0

8. Livestock farmers and handlers caring for 1 2 3 4 g 0

their animals

9. Balancing the needs of animals and people i 2 3 4 5 0

B2. Rate the acceptability of animal uses on a scale of 1= extremely unacceptable to 5= extremely
acceptable

Extremely Extremely Don’t
unacceptable acceptable Know
(DRO)
1. Using animals for the production of food 1 2 3 4 5 0
2. Using animals for the production of 1 2 3 4 5 0
clothing
3. Using animals as companions (pets) 1 2 8 4 5 0
4. Using animals for research 1 2 3 4 5 0

5. Using animals for sport and 1 2 3 4 5 0
entertainment

The rest of the questions contained in this survey ask you about your opinions, behaviours and
knowledge with regard to livestock animals and the livestock industries. When we talk about
livestock animals we are referring to any animal bred and raised in Australia for the purpose of
food or clothing.

At times we will refer to livestock animals in general but there will be other times when we will
refer to specific livestock animals like sheep used for wool, pigs used for pork or cattle used for
beef.
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B3. This set of questions asks you about your attitudes towards livestock animals. On a scale of 1
to 5 where 1 is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly agree, to what extent do you agree or disagree

with the following statements

Strongly Strongly Don't
disagree agree Know
(DRO)
1.Livestock animals have the same right to life 1 5 0
as humans
2. Humans are more important than livestock 1 5 0]
animals.
3. Livestock animals have the same rights as 0]
domestic pets
4. Too much fuss is made over livestock animal 1 5 0]
welfare
5. The welfare of livestock animals is an 1 5 0
important consideration for me
6. People should do whatever is necessary 1 5 0

{legal or illegal) to stop animals being used in
livestock production systems

B4. These questions ask you about your attitudes towards animals as a source of food. On a scale
of 1 to 5 where 1 is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly agree, to what extent do you agree or

disagree with the following statements

Strongly Strongly agree  Don’t
disagree Know
(DRO)
1.Free range foods taste better than 1 2 3 4 5 0
intensively farmed foods
2. People have aright to eat meat 1 2 3 4 5 0]
3. Meat is part of a balanced diet 1 2 2 4 5 0
4. Meat is a healthy food 1 2 3 4 5 0]
5. Australian livestock farmers deserve better 1 2 2 4 5 0
prices and purchase conditions from
supermarkets
5

63



BS5. These questions ask you about your attitudes towards the Australian livestock industry. Please
tell me the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement where 1= strongly disagree
and 5 = strongly agree

Strongl Strongly Den't
y agree Know
disagre (DRO)
e

1. The standards of livestock animal welfareon 1 2 3 4 5 0

Australian farms need to be improved

2. Livestock animal welfare standards in 1 2 3 4 5 0]

Australian abattoirs are very high.

3. Live animal exports from Australia should 1 2 3 4 5 0

continue

4. Increased regulation of the treatment of 1 2 3 4 5 0

livestock animals is needed

5. Australian abattoirs are dedicated to 1 2 3 4 5 0

maintaining the welfare of livestock animals

prior to slaughter.

6. Compared to overseas, Australian abattoirs 1 2 3 4 5 0

operate to good livestock animal welfare

standards.

B6. Thinking about the people involved in the Australian livestock industry, how would you rate
your level of trust in these people to properly care for their animals. Please answer the following
questions on a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 = strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree.

Strongly Strongl Don’t
disagre y agree Know
e {DRO)
1. | trust farmers to properly care for their animals il 2 3 4 5 0
2. | trust abattoir workers to properly care for 1 2 3 4 5 0
their animals
3. | trust livestock animal handlers to properly 1 2 3 4 5 0
care for their animals
4. | trust those responsible for transporting 1 2 3 4 5 0

livestock animals by sea to properly care for

their animals

5. | trust those responsible for transporting 1 2 3 4 5 0
livestock animals by land to properly care for

their animals
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B7. On a scale from 1 to 5, how would you rate the welfare of the following Australian livestock
animals where 1 = very poor and 5 = very good.

Very Very Don’t

poor good Know

{DRO)
1. Laying hens (producing eggs) 1 2 3 4 5 0
2. Dairy cows (producing milk) 1 2 3 4 5 0
3. Pigs (meat) il 2 3 4 5 0
4. Beef (meat) 1 2 3 4 5 0
5. Sheep (meat) il 2 &) 4 5 0
6. Sheep (wool) 1 2 3 4 5 0
7. Goats (meat) 1 2 3 4 5 0

Section C: Questions about your knowledge of livestock animals and
livestock animal welfare

This set of questions asks about how much you feel you know about the livestock industry and
livestock industry practices. For each question, please select the option that most closely represents
your situation where 1=you feel know nothing at all to 5=you feel you know a lot.

Cl.How much do you feel you know about the following Australian livestock industries

Nothing at  Very little  Alittle bit A Alot
all moderate
amount

1. The beef industry 1 2 3 4 5

2. The sheep (meat) industry 1 2 3 4 5

3. The sheep (wool) industry 1 2 8 4 5

4. The pork industry 1 2 3 4 5

5. The egg industry 1 2 3 4 5

These questions ask you about your knowledge of livestock practices. Please answer the following
questions to the best of your ability. What do the following livestock practices involve? For each
item, select the option that you believe to be the correct answer (Multiple choice items will be
reordered randomly)

READ OUT QUESTION AND ANSWER OPTIONS
NOTE FOR PROGRAMMER — PLEASE HAVE THIS INSTRUCTION AT THE TOP OF QC2-C12:

PROBE FULLY IF RESPONDENT IS UNSURE
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C2. MUIESING...... e e s e e

a) shearing wool around the rear end of a sheep

b) cutting and removal of skin around the rear end of a sheep

Refused to answer (DRO, only use if respondent still refuses after probing)
C3. Kosher meat ..................

a) In Australia, production of Kosher approved meat typically involves a reversible method of
stunning

b) In Australia, Kosher approved meat typically comes from animals that have not undergone any
method of stunning

Refused to answer (DRO, only use if respondent still refuses after probing)
€4 Crutehing waarmamsmmmmanrrmassasimwe

a) shearing of wool around the rear end of the sheep

b) cutting and removal of skin around the rear end of a sheep

Refused to answer (DRO, only use if respondent still refuses after probing)
C5. Dehorning........cococeeveeciereee e

a) removal of the horns to prevent injury

b) filing down the horns

Refused to answer (DRO, only use if respondent still refuses after probing)
C6. Pre-slaughter stunning............cccecevevrencee

a) paralyses an animal immediately prior to slaughter

b) renders an animal unconscious immediately prior to slaughter

Refused to answer (DRO, only use if respondent still refuses after probing)C7. Tail
[+ [oTa ] 1

a) removal of a tail
b) clipping the tail back with a peg

Refused to answer (DRO, only use if respondent still refuses after probing)

66



C8. Feedlotting animals........cccc.cccecueeee
a) fattening animals in a relatively small enclosure

b) hand feeding animals on pasture Refused to answer (DRO, only use if respondent still refuses
after probing)

CS. Clipping teeth....oooieeeeeeeee

a) clipping teeth on intensively farmed pigs to preventinjury

b) clipping teeth to prevent the formation of cavities in pigs teeth

Refused to answer (DRO, only use if respondent still refuses after probing)
C10. Hot iron branding.......c...coceceeeveene.

a) use of a hot iron to brand livestock for identification purposes

b) branding meat with a hot iron for identification purposes

Refused to answer (DRO, only use if respondent still refuses after probing)
C11. Free-range chickens.........coccoiiceececceveceae

a) Chickens that are free to roam around in a large shed

b) Chickens that have access to an outdoor area as they please

Refused to answer (DRO, only use if respondent still refuses after probing)
C12. Halal meat............cocueeunenee.

a) In Australia, production of Halal approved meat typically involves a reversible method of stunning

b) In Australia, Halal approved meat typically comes from animals that have not undergone any
method of stunning

Refused to answer {DRO, only use if respondent still refuses after probing)

67



Section D: Questions about your attitudes towards livestock practices

D1.These questions ask you about your attitudes towards the Australian livestock industry and the
environment. Please tell me the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement where

1= strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree

Strongly
disagree

Strongl Don't
yagree know

1. Present livestock farming methods are

polluting our water supplies

2. | trust farmers in the livestock industry to

protect the environment.

3.Current meat processing methods are

polluting our environment

4. Fertilisers, pesticides and other farm

chemicals are not a threat to the
environment if used as directed.

5. Left to themselves, most livestock farmers

would protect the environment

(DRO)
5 0
5 0
5 0
5 0
5 0

D2. To what extent do you approve or disapprove of the fellowing procedures carried out in
livestock management systems? Indicate your level of approval or disapproval for each procedure
by selecting the number on a scale from 1 to 5 that most closely represents your opinion where 1=

strongly disapprove and 5 = strongly approve.

1. Mulesing

2. Kosher meat
3.Crutching

4. Castration

5. De-horning

6. Pre-slaughter stunning
7. Curfew

8. Confinement

9. Tail docking

10. Feed-lotting animals

11. Euthanasia of sick/dying/injured
animals

Strongly
disapprove
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
10
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Strongly Don’t Know

approve {DRO)
5 0
5 0
5 0
5 0
5 0
5 0
5 0
5 0
5 0]
5 0
5 0



12. Clipping teeth 1
13. Hot iron branding 1
14.Live sheep and cattle sea transport 1
15. Live sheep and cattle ground transport 1
16. Free-range 1

17. Halal meat 1

D3. In your opinion, how important are each of the following attributes to the well-being of
livestock animals in general living in farming situations? (1=not at all important and 5 = very

important)

1. social contact with same species
2. contact with offspring

3. individual housing

4. freedom to roam outdoors

5. social contact with different species
6.good nutrition

7. regular exercise

8.good ventilation

9. medications

10. good waste disposal

11. vaccinations

12. protection from predators

13. outdoor housing

Not at all
important

11

2

2
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3

3

4

4

5

5

(0]

(0]

Very
important

Don't
know
(DRO)
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