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Executive Summary 
To support the Australian beef industry in developing targeted access strategies for key premium 
export markets, an understanding about consumer preference and the competitive advantage of 
Australian products in these export markets is needed. This study aimed to gain a nuanced 
understanding of consumer perceptions of food credence attributes, willingness to pay (WTP) for 
Australian organic beef (including traceable organic beef) and the underlying drivers of WTP.  

Beef as an agrifood product was chosen as the focus of the current research based on a) its market 
volume and supply chain maturity; and b) increasing consumption of organic food globally due to 
consumer’s heightened environmental awareness and food safety concern. 

The export markets of Vietnam, China, and the UK were chosen for the present study. China is 
Australia's third-largest export market for beef in 2022 even though several abattoirs were still 
banned from exporting. More importantly, the Chinese market presents great future export growth 
potential as China is buying an unprecedented amount of beef with a record price per kilogram on 
their import price in 2022 (Brann, 2022). Vietnam is the sixth largest market for Australian red meat 
and livestock exports in 2020-2021 and is one of the fastest growing markets (Meat and Livestock 
Australia, 2021). Furthermore, following the exit of the UK from the European Union, the changing 
trade relationships between the UK and European countries provides opportunities for Australian 
agrifood products to take up a larger stake of agrifood imports. In addition, the three countries 
represent different cultures and economic development status.  

An online survey of beef consumers was conducted during July and August 2022 in Vietnam, China, 
and the UK. While Chinese and Vietnamese participants were sampled from middle class residents in 
major metropolitan cities, the UK participants were taken from an age and gender representative 
national sample. The key results are presented below: 

Beef attributes in purchase decisions & attitude towards Australian beef 
�x ‘Best before or use by date’, ‘freshness’, and ‘price’ were the most sought-after information 

by participants from all three countries, with UK participants being especially price 
conscious. These product attributes are searchable for consumers through visual inspection 
of product quality (e.g., freshness) and package information (e.g., price, best before/use by 
date). In addition, Chinese and Vietnamese participants appear to pay more attention to 
attributes such as safety information, brand, country of origin, organic, and traceability 
information, while UK participants paid less attention to these aspects.  

�x Vietnamese participants were in close agreement with the organic beef attributes as 
outlined by the EU and Australian organic meat standards, closely followed by Chinese 
participants. It appeared, however, that UK participants considered these attributes to be of 
moderate importance in their purchasing decisions.  

�x Chinese and Vietnamese participants seemed to rely on several indices to judge beef quality 
including appearance, quality assurance labels, reputation of shops/supermarkets, country 
of origin, and recommendations by friends, relatives, and social media. Conversely, UK 
participants seemed to predominantly rely on the appearance of the beef product. UK 
consumers also appeared to be less influenced by others in their beef purchasing behavior 
compared to consumers in China and Vietnam.  

�x Most of the Chinese and Vietnamese participants had previously purchased Australian beef, 
while only one-fifth of UK participants had. Overall, those who had purchased Australian 
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beef held a positive view on its quality, value, and information provided by the package or 
retailer. Though imported Australian beef was more expensive than domestic beef in China 
and Vietnam, all participants indicated that the price of Australian beef was not a barrier for 
their purchase.  

Organic beef and willingness to pay (WTP) for Australian organic beef 
�x Most of the Chinese (87.9%) and Vietnamese (89.9%) participants have seen organic beef in 

their regular shopping outlets and previously purchased it (82.7% and 81%, respectively). 
However, only 67.2% of UK participants claimed that they saw organic beef in their regular 
shopping outlets, and only 37.3% purchased it.  

�x Preference of certifying agencies for organic beef varied across the three countries. The first 
choice for Chinese and Vietnamese participants was international certification agencies and 
for UK participants it was local certification agencies.  

�x All participants believed that organic beef supports animal welfare and minimises the impact 
of beef production on the environment as compared to conventional beef. Chinese and 
Vietnamese participants also regarded organic beef as providing health benefits and having 
better taste. There appeared to be a culture of valuing organic beef for health benefits both 
in China and Vietnam. 

�x Most participants from Vietnam (79.7%) and China (70%) were willing to pay 35% more for 
organic beef as compared to conventional beef. In contrast, only 13.5% of UK participants 
were willing to pay 35% more, while 69.2% of participants were not even willing to pay 15% 
more for organic beef. 

�x High WTP for Australian organic beef was driven by a full appreciation of organic production 
conditions, belief in its health benefits and better taste, social influence, food safety 
concerns, price (i.e., not considered as too expensive), and seeing organic beef during 
previous shopping experiences. However, the importance of these drivers in beef purchasing 
decisions varied across the three countries depending on WTP premiums. 

�x With the public’s increasing awareness and support for environmental protection (which is 
aligned with organic production standards), it is likely that the consumption of organic beef 
will increase across the three countries.   

�x Although the high price of organic food has been seen as a barrier for consumers to 
purchase organic food, the present study reveals that Chinese and UK participants’ 
knowledge of organic food is linked to a belief that organic food was not too costly, though 
Vietnamese participants’ knowledge had an opposite effect. 

Traceability and willingness to pay for Australian traceable organic beef 
�x Familiarity with traceability technology such as QR codes varied across the three samples. 

While Vietnamese and Chinese participants reported high familiarity, UK participants were 
unfamiliar with general traceability QR codes. Taken together with the low attention UK 
participants paid to food safety information on product packaging, these results may suggest 
that UK participants were less concerned about food safety. 

�x The utility of traceability was perceived as indicating product safety and quality assurance. 
This was verified by the finding that all participants were somewhat satisfied by simply 
knowing that traceability existed.  
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�x Traceability information for organic beef was regarded as important, especially by Chinese 
and Vietnamese participants. 

�x The WTP premiums for traceable organic beef in comparison to organic beef in general 
varied depending on how much participants were willing to pay for organic beef and 
depending on the country. It appeared that participants who were willing to pay 35% more 
for organic beef were willing to pay the most for traceable organic beef.  

In conclusion, consumer preference for food credence attributes and willingness to pay (WTP) for 
Australian organic beef and traceable organic beef varied across Vietnam, China, and the UK, 
reflecting differences in cultural, social, and institutional contexts of these specific markets. The 
findings indicate that the most immediate market opportunities to achieve price premiums for 
organic beef and traceable organic beef are in China, then Vietnam. Developing a WTP amongst UK 
consumers will require further engagement with the benefits of organic beef. The findings from this 
study provide insights which can support the Australian beef industry in developing strategies to 
predict and meet the needs of consumers in export markets and in gaining and maintaining their 
trust in Australian beef products.  
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1. Introduction 
Food quality is often categorized into search, experience, and credence attributes (Darby & Karni, 
1973). Search (e.g., price, appearance) and experience attributes (e.g., taste, texture) can be 
evaluated by consumers at the time of purchase and after the purchase, respectively. Food credence 
attributes are food quality characteristics that cannot be judged or assessed independently by 
consumers at the time of sale through search or experience without additional and often costly 
information (Holland, 2016; Fernqvist and Ekelund 2014; Loebnitz and Bröring 2015). Food credence 
attributes are becoming increasingly important for consumers (Bangsa & Schlegelmilch, 2020; Rizzo 
et al., 2020; Symmank, 2019; Zhang & Jakku, 2021). In the context of food, examples include the 
environmental sustainability of the production/distribution processes (e.g., carbon neutral, eco-
friendly, organic; Burnier et al., 2021; Katt & Meixner, 2020), animal welfare (Akaichi et al., 2019), 
and food safety (Wu et al., 2021). Since credence attributes cannot be verified by consumers, the 
provision of attribute assurance systems, such as product traceability systems and product 
certification communicated through labels, are crucial to reduce consumers’ uncertainties about 
credence attributes that influence food purchases (e.g., Sogn-Grundvåg et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 
2020).  

Consumers’ growing awareness of food credence attributes provides Australia’s agrifood industry 
with an opportunity to exploit such market potential. Since credence characteristics can create 
product differentiations and capture price premium (Morales et al., 2020), trade competition that is 
based on credence characteristics might be a relevant strategy for Australia’s agrifood industry. To 
be competitive in high value export markets, Australian producers require an understanding about 
consumer’s evaluation and perceived importance of agrifood credence attributes, their need for 
attribute assurance systems, and their willingness to pay a premium price for these attributes. Such 
insight is essential for producers from a production system perspective (e.g., changing processes that 
focus on organic, animal welfare, carbon neutral production), an investment perspective (e.g., 
determining which technologies are needed), and a financial perspective (e.g., profitability of 
offering attribute assurance) to inform their decisions about whether to supply credence attributes, 
and which credence attributes to focus on. In addition, this knowledge can help inform government 
and governance systems to develop more empirically grounded policy proposals in guiding and 
supporting industries to achieve their goals. 

This study focuses on identifying consumer demand for beef credence attributes in general, as well 
as a specific focus on Australian beef/organic beef and traceable organic beef. Beef as an agrifood 
product was chosen because a) Australia exports most of its red meat production volume (e.g., 72% 
of total red meat production was exported in 2021; Meat and Livestock Australia, 2022); and b) 
increasing consumption of organic food globally due to consumer’s heightened environmental 
awareness, food safety concerns, perceived health benefits, and quality of organic food (Bonn et al., 
2016; Doan, 2021; James et al., 2019; Nandi et al., 2017). 

Australian beef is exported to many countries with diverse cultural differences and at varying 
economic development stages. It has been well documented that both cultural and economic factors 
influence consumers’ preference for food attributes (Chen & Antonelli, 2020; Seegebarth et al., 
2016; Torrico et al., 2019). Hence, to develop targeted strategies for different export markets, it is 
important for Australian agrifood businesses to understand discrepancies in consumers’ preference 
for beef attributes and their willingness to pay for organic beef and traceable organic beef across 
different markets.  
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To help industries develop targeted strategies to meet consumer demand and secure a competitive 
advantage in key export markets, this study aims to gain a nuanced understanding of consumer 
preference for food credence attributes, willingness to pay (WTP) for Australian organic beef and 
traceable organic beef, and the underlying drivers for WTP. The export markets of Vietnam, China, 
and the UK were chosen for the present study. China is Australia's third-largest export market for 
beef in 2022 even though several abattoirs were still banned from exporting. More importantly, the 
Chinese market presents great future growth as China is buying an unprecedented amount of beef 
with a record price per kilogram on their import price in 2022 (Brann, 2022). Vietnam is the sixth 
largest market for Australian red meat and livestock exports in 2020-2021 and is growing quickly 
(Meat and Livestock Australia, 2021). The UK was selected due to its recent exit from the European 
Union (EU), which may have implications for the UK consumer perspectives on imported beef. In 
addition, the three countries represent different cultures and economic development statuses, 
which may reveal insights about the effect of these factors on consumer demand for Australian 
organic beef and traceability attributes.  

2. Method 
Measures 
A survey questionnaire was designed based on a review of the literature. Feedback on the design of 
the questionnaire was provided by Meat and Livestock Australia (MLA), the Australian Government 
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF), and stakeholders within CSIRO. This 
ensured that relevant agrifood industry perspectives and international trade aspects were 
represented in the study. Ethical and privacy approval for primary data collection was granted by 
CSIRO’s ethics and privacy units (approval number: 183/21).  

To achieve the aims of the study, the survey was designed to collect data to assess:  

�x The importance of various food attributes for consumers in purchasing decisions, 
�x Consumer knowledge and attitude towards organic beef and food traceability, and 
�x Consumer willingness to pay for Australian organic beef and traceable organic beef. 

The order of the items in multi-item questions was randomised for each participant. For clarity, 
detailed survey questions are presented in the following Results section. The full questionnaire is 
attached in Appendix A. 

Procedures and participants 
A research survey company (Qualtrics) was engaged to recruit participants from Vietnam, China, and 
the UK through its international network. The online survey was conducted during the period of 18-
29 Aug in China, 27 July – 10 August in Vietnam, and 21 July – 2 August in UK in 2022. Potential 
participants were invited to take part in the survey which was hosted using Qualtrics’ survey 
platform.  

With the focus being on beef in general and Australian beef in particular, all participants needed to 
be beef consumers. Potential participants who didn’t eat beef were terminated at the first survey 
question (see Appendix). We also limited the survey areas to major cities in China and Vietnam, 
where there was more exposure to imported Australian beef and household income was 
comparatively high. Beijing, Shanghai, and Guangzhou were included for sampling in China. Hanoi, 
Hai Phong, Ho Chi Minh City, and Binh Duong were included for sampling in Vietnam. In comparison, 
UK participants were recruited nationally across all types of urban and rural/regional locations. 
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In addition, a minimum income level filter was used for selection of Chinese and Vietnamese 
participants. This is because beef is considered a highly valued meat in both China (Meat and 
Livestock Australia, 2021a) and Vietnam (Meat and Livestock Australia, 2021b), which translates into 
a higher retail cost for the consumer. Imported beef is considered an upmarket commodity that is 
generally only affordable for the middle and upper classes in China and Vietnam (Hansen, 2020). 
Research has also found that Vietnamese consumers perceive imported beef as more expensive 
than domestic beef (Mai & Giam, 2022). In contrast, there is already a well-established proportion of 
relatively affluent consumers in the UK (Meat and Livestock Australia, 2021) as compared to Vietnam 
and China. In fact, by considering income and retail prices, the Meat Price Index (EatFirst, 2022) has 
estimated that beef is ten times more affordable for the UK consumer than the consumer in China or 
Vietnam.  

Hence, due to the comparatively higher cost of imported Australian beef, a minimum income for 
survey participation eligibility was set as the average monthly household income for both China and 
Vietnam. This led to the minimum monthly household income requirement of 8,000 Yuan 
(AU$1,669) for Chinese participants and 12 million VND (AU$722) for Vietnamese participants 
(Beijing Municipal Bureau of Statistics, 2020; Guangzhou Statistical Yearbook Committee, 2021; 
Shanghai Municipal Bureau of Statistics, 2021; Vietnamese General Statistic Office, 2021). The UK 
sample was selected based on a national age and gender representation. Table 1 presents the 
descriptive sample statistics by country. 

Table 1. Descriptive sample statistics by country 

 Vietnam (%) 
n = 760 

China (%) 
n = 1303 

UK (%) 
n = 1057 

Gender    

Female 44.5% 55.4% 51.7% 

Male 55.5% 44.6% 48.2%a 

Age    

18 – 24 years 8.9% 16.5% 9.1% 

25 – 34 years 50.3% 39.2% 19.4% 

35 – 44 years 29.5% 28.5% 18.5% 

45 – 54 years 9.6% 11.4% 20.0% 

55 – 64 years 1.4% 2.3% 19.1% 

65+ years 0.3% 2.0% 13.9% 

Education    

Some Secondary or Below - 0.2% 1.3% 

Completed Secondary School 6.7% 2.8% 32.3% 

Vocational or Similar 5.4% 17.4% 21.9% 

Some University but No Degree 78.9% 64.4% 7.0% 

University Bachelor’s Degree 8.9% 15.3% 27.0% 

Graduate or Professional Degree - - 10.6% 

Household Income    
Vietnam                            % China                                   % UK                                   % 
�Ð�í�î-20MM  48.7% ¥8,000-¥10,000  19.1% < £20,000  14.8% 

�Ð�î�ì-30MM  29.1% ¥10,001-¥12,000  36.8% £20,000 – £39,000  7.3% 

�Ð�ï�ì-40MM  12.9% ¥12,001-¥15,000  26.6% £40,000 – £59,999  13.7% 

�Ð�ð�ì-50MM 3.3% ¥15,001-¥18,000  14.8% £60,000 – £99,999  15.3% 

�E���Ð�ñ�ì�D�D 6.1% > ¥18,001  2.7% < £100,000  48.8% 
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3. Results 
3.1 Role of food attributes in purchase decisions 
The role that food quality attributes play in influencing consumers’ purchase decisions was examined 
from two angles: a) attention paid to the information on packaging label, and b) the importance 
given to food attributes in purchase decisions.  

Attention paid to food attribute information on packaging label 
Participants were asked how frequently they paid attention to the food attributes listed on the 
packaging when purchasing fresh beef on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Never, 5 = Always). 

As shown in Figure 1, ‘best before or use by date’ and ‘price’ were the most sought-after information 
by participants from all three countries. Participants from the UK were especially price conscious. 

On average, participants from China and Vietnam tended to seek more information from packaging 
labels than participants from the UK. Most of time or very often they checked ‘product safety 
information’, ‘brand’, ‘country of origin’, ‘organic’, and ‘traceability information through QR code or 
bar code’. On the other hand, participants from the UK only occasionally paid attention to these 
attributes, and rarely sought out traceability information.   

Figure 1. Attention paid to food attribute information on packaging label 
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Importance of food attributes in purchase decision 
Participants were asked to consider a scenario in which they were buying fresh beef at their usual 
store or market. They were asked to rate the importance of the product attributes in their purchase 
decision on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Not Important At All, 5 = Very Important). The attributes 
included both conventional attributes (e.g., freshness, price, and country of origin) as well as 
attributes about how the cattle were raised and managed in line with EU and Australian organic 
standards (e.g., care of cattle’s welfare needs and cattle farm conservation of water, soil, and 
energy).  

Conventional beef attributes vs credence attributes 
Figure 2 presents the results about participants’ average perceived importance of conventional beef 
attributes in their purchase decisions. Across all three countries, ‘best before or use by date’, 
‘freshness’ and ‘price’ were rated as the most important attributes. Again, participants from the UK 
were especially price sensitive.  

Following a similar pattern to the previous question regarding attention to label information, 
Vietnamese and Chinese participants tended to place more importance on all beef packaging 
attributes than UK participants. For ‘brand information’, ‘country of origin’, ‘locations within country 
of origin’, and ‘traceability information’, Vietnamese participants appeared to assign the highest 
importance, followed by Chinese participants, with the lowest importance assigned by UK 
participants.  

‘Organic’, ‘grain-fed or grass-fed’, and ‘presentation of the packaging’ were considered as equally 
important by both Chinese and Vietnamese participants, but less important by UK participants. 
Finally, Chinese participants placed higher importance on information about the ‘breed of the beef 
(e.g., angus, wagyu, etc.)’ than Vietnamese participants who, in turn, rated this attribute as more 
important than UK participants.  
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Figure 2. Average perceived importance of conventional and credence beef attributes 

 

Organic beef attributes 
Figure 3 presents the results about participants’ average perceived importance of organic beef 
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Figure 3. Average perceived importance of organic beef attributes 
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Figure 4. Average perceived importance of indicators for beef quality 

 

3.3 Attitude towards Australian beef 
Participants were asked whether they had bought Australian beef in the past. For those who had, 
they were further asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with statements about 
Australian beef. While most Vietnamese (88.3%) and Chinese (79%) participants had previously 
purchased Australian beef before, only 19.4% of UK participants had done so.   

For those who had purchased Australian beef in the past, they generally reported high satisfaction 
with the quality of Australian beef. These participants held high beliefs that the product price 
corresponded to the quality of the beef, and they were satisfied with the information provided by its 
packaging or by the retailer (Figure 5). Regarding differences across the three countries, Vietnamese 
participants reported the highest scores, followed by Chinese participants, with UK participants 
reporting the lowest scores overall. 

Vietnamese participants, however, were the most concerned about imported Australian beef being 
fraudulent. Chinese participants were also slightly concerned about fraud, while UK participants had 
limited concern about the possibility of fraud.  

All participants reported slight concerns that the current price of imported Australian beef was 
higher than their budget allowance.  

 

 

2.60

3.31

3.77

3.60

4.25

3.80

3.88

4.00

4.30

4.25

3.81

3.98

4.09

4.24

4.28

      1
     Strongly
     Disagree

2 3
Neither
Agree
nor

Disagree

4 5
Strongly
Agree

Recommendations from Friends, Family, and Social
Media

Country of Origin

Reputation of the Shops or Supermarkets

Quality Assurance Label

Appearance

Vietnam China UK



18 

Figure 5. Attitudes towards imported Australian beef 

 

3.4 Organic beef 
Most Chinese participants (89.9%) and Vietnamese participants (87.9%) had seen organic beef in 
their regular shopping outlets, while only two thirds of UK participants (67.2%) had (see yellow bars 
of Figure 6). Of those Chinese and Vietnamese participants who had previously seen organic beef on 
display when shopping, the majority reported that they had also purchased organic beef (see blue 
bars of Figure 6). However, a considerably lower proportion of UK participants (37.28%) recalled 
having previously purchased organic beef.  
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Figure 6. Percentage of participants who saw and purchased organic beef in their regular shopping 
outlets 

 

To ensure that all participants had a clear understanding of what organic beef means, participants 
were presented with the following definition based on EU and Australia’s standards for organic 
meat: 

“Beef cattle are raised in a free-range environment where no chemical pesticides and 
synthetic fertilisers are used, and with an emphasis on animal welfare and sustainable 
production systems. They were only fed organic feed and had never received growth 
hormones, with severely restricted use of antibiotics”  

Participants were further informed that it is impossible to tell whether a piece of fresh beef is 
organic just by looking at it; it needs to be certified by a third party. 

Trust in organic certification for imported beef 
Participants were asked to rate how confident they were in four organisations to provide organic 
certification for imported organic beef on a 5-point scale (1 = Not Confident At All, 5 = Completely 
Confident). The four organisations were: ‘exporting country government agencies’, ‘exporting 
country certification agencies’, ‘international certification agencies’, and 
‘Vietnamese/Chinese/British certification agencies’. 

While participants from China and Vietnam reported more confidence in all four types of certifying 
organisations/agencies in comparison to participants from UK, participants across the three 
countries displayed different patterns in who they trusted for certifying imported organic beef. Table 
2 presents the preferred agencies for certification by order of confidence levels.  

UK participants stated the highest confidence in their domestic certification agencies and expressed 
the lowest confidence in exporting country government organisations and exporting country 
certification agencies. In contrast, Vietnamese participants reported the lowest confidence in local 
certification agencies and the highest confidence in international certification agencies. Chinese 
participants also reported high confidence in international certification agencies and, like the UK, 
lowest confidence in exporting country government organisations.  
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Table 2. Confidence in agencies for certification by order 

Confidence in 
order  

Vietnam 
Mean score (SD) 

China 
Mean score (SD) 

UK 
Mean score (SD) 

1st Choice 
International Certification 

Agencies 
4.45 (0.64) 

International Certification 
Agencies 

4.19 (0.84) 

Local Certification Agencies 
3.66 (1.07) 

2nd Choice 
Exporting Country 

Certification Agencies  
4.19 (0.75) 

Local Certification Agencies 
4.07 (0.94) 

International Certification 
Agencies 

3.10 (1.08) 

3rd Choice 
 

Exporting Country 
Government Organisations 

4.12 (0.78) 

Exporting Country 
Certification Agencies  

3.90 (0.89) 

Exporting Country 
Certification Agencies  

2.96 (1.08) 

4th Choice 
Local Certification Agencies 

3.89 (0.94) 

Exporting Country 
Government Organisations 

3.76 (0.88) 

Exporting Country 
Government Organisations 

2.90 (1.09) 

Note. SD = Standard Deviation 

 

Beliefs about organic beef 
Vietnamese participants held the strongest view that the health and taste benefits of organic beef 
were higher than conventional beef, followed by Chinese participants. In comparison, UK 
participants did not perceive much difference in taste and health benefits between conventional and 
organic beef (Figure 7). All participants agreed that organic beef is better for animal welfare and the 
environment than conventional beef. 

UK participants especially regarded that the cost of organic food products in general is too high, 
while Vietnamese and Chinese participants held this opinion to a lesser extent.   
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Figure 7. Beliefs about organic beef 

 

Self-reported knowledge of organic beef and its relationship to beliefs 
Knowledge of organic beef was measured by asking participants to indicate the extent to which they 
agreed with the statement ‘I do not have enough knowledge about organic beef’ (1 = Strongly 
Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree). 

All participants reported a relatively low level of knowledge about organic beef, especially the UK 
participants. As shown in Table 3, there was an association between knowledge and perceived 
health benefits of organic beef in all three countries. Higher knowledge among Chinese and UK 
participants was also related to beliefs that organic beef tastes better than conventional beef.  

The results for the Chinese participants revealed that the more knowledge they had about organic 
beef, the more they believed that organic beef benefitted animal welfare and the environment. This 
relationship was not significant for participants from Vietnam and the UK. However, for Chinese and 
UK participants, having less knowledge about organic beef was associated with beliefs that the price 
of organic beef was too high. The results also showed that for Vietnamese participants, having 
higher knowledge about organic beef was associated with beliefs that organic beef was over-priced.  
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Table 3. Relationships between self-reported knowledge of organic beef and beliefs by country 
 Knowledge of Organic Beef  
Beliefs  Vietnam China UK 

Organic Beef Provides Health Benefits .08* .26** .07* 
Organic Beef is More Delicious .06 .24** .14**  
Organic Beef Benefits Animal Welfare .04 .18** -.00 
Organic Beef is Less Environmentally Harmful -.07 .19** .01 
Organic Food Cost is Too High .42**  -.40**  -.28** 

Mean 2.95 3.14 2.46 
Standard Deviation 1.20 1.10 1.08 

Note. *  p < .05, **  p < .001 

 

Social influence 
Social influence on organic food consumption appears to be especially strong for Vietnamese 
participants, closely followed by Chinese participants (Figure 8). The participants from these two 
countries indicated that the people around them believed organic food was better for heath, and 
that their personal consumption of organic beef was influenced by their interaction with, and social 
approval by, others. On the other hand, UK participants disclosed less social influence and 
considered that their interactions with others about organic produce were not influential in their 
decisions to purchase organic beef. 

Figure 8. Social influence factors impacting decisions to purchase organic beef 

 

Self-expressive green image 
By buying organic foods, consumers can gain satisfaction by showing themselves and others that 
they are environmentally conscious (e.g., Boobalan et al., 2022; Katt & Meixner, 2020). This self-
expressive ‘green’ image is associated with attitudes towards buying, and intention to purchase, 
organic food (Boobalan et al., 2022). Vietnamese participants displayed a strong self-expressive 
green image, which was closely followed by Chinese participants (Figure 9). In contrast, UK 
participants were just above the mid-point (i.e., neither agree nor disagree).  
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Figure 9. Self-expressive factors impacting decisions to purchase organic beef 

 

3.5 Willingness to pay (WTP) for Australian organic beef 
To elicit a WTP response, the most frequently consumed beef cuts for each country were chosen to 
ensure participant familiarity with the beef product while also enabling participants to provide a 
more realistic WTP price estimate. Two identical images of loin beef (Vietnam), shin beef (China), 
and rump steak (UK) were presented side by side to participants, with the left image representing 
conventional beef and the right image representing organic beef (Figure 10). Participants were 
prompted to respond exactly as they would in a real store and as though they would be prepared to 
pay the purchase price they chose.   
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Figure 10. Conventional and organic beef product images  

  

Participants’ WTP for imported Australian organic beef was investigated using the contingent 
valuation method (CVM). CVM is a popular method for eliciting WTP responses, especially for 
organic food (for a systematic review, see Katt & Meixner, 2020). We employed Double-Bounded 
Dichotomous Choice (DBDC) within CVM as illustrated in Figure 11. The prices for conventional beef 
were decided based on the online sale prices in each country. The first bid price, P*, (see Q1 in 
Figure 11) was 25% higher than the conventional beef, which was informed by research that finds 
organic beef receives a price premium approximately 25% greater than conventional beef (Will, 
2015). The second bid price, Ph, was 35% higher than conventional beef, and the third bid price, Pl, 
was 15% higher than conventional beef.  
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Figure 11. Bidding process 

 

Note. First bid (P*) – 25% more than conventional beef. The second higher bid (Ph) – 35% more than conventional beef. The 
second lower bid (Pl) – 15% more than conventional beef. 

 

Four categories of willingness to pay for organic beef 
Based on the choices made by participants on Q1 and Q2 in the bidding process (as illustrated in 
Figure 11), four WTP categories were identified: not willing to pay 15% more, willing to pay 15% 
more, willing to pay 25% more, and willing to pay 35% more for organic beef than conventional beef.  

As shown in Figure 12, most participants from Vietnam (79.7%) and China (70%) would be willing to 
pay 35% more for organic beef as compared to conventional beef. In contrast, 69.2% of UK 
participants were not willing to pay even 15% more for organic beef. A sizeable minority of 
participants from China (14.5%) and the UK (12.6%) would be willing to pay a 25% markup for 
organic beef, followed by Vietnamese participants (8.4%). 
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Figure 12. Four categories of willingness to pay in scale 

 

Drivers of willingness to pay  
To understand the underlying drivers of why participants chose a particular price premium for 
organic beef, multinomial logistic regressions were conducted. Using the WTP category ‘Not willing 
to pay 15% more’ (WTP <15%) as the reference group, we examined how certain variables 
contributed to participants falling into the WTP 15% category, the WTP 25% category, or the WTP 
35% category for each country.  

Informed by literature and data mining of the survey datasets, the assessed variables included: a) 
food safety concerns, b) participants’ support for organic beef production conditions which are in 
line with EU and Australia’s organic standards, c) whether participants had seen organic beef before 
in their usual shopping outlets, d) beliefs regarding the health benefits and better taste of organic 
beef, d) subjective norm, and e) perceived price of organic food products in general as compared to 
conventional food. The subjective norm refers to how and whether the perceived expectations of 
others influence an individual to perform a particular behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). In this context, the 
expectation under investigation is the belief that an important person or group of people will 
approve of and support purchasing and consuming organic beef. An exploratory analysis showed 
that self-expressive green image was not a significant predictor for all three countries. Hence, it is 
excluded in the following analysis. 

Figure 13 presents the mean values of the key variables for each WTP category by country. The 
overall trend is that an increase in the first five variables described above tends to be associated 
with increased WTP, while the opposite pattern emerges for the perceived high cost of organic food 
products.  
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Figure 13. Means of key variables for each WTP category by country 

    

 
Note. WTP = Willingness to Pay. All variables were measured on 5-point Likert Scales except for Seen Organic Beef which 
was coded 0 = No and 1 = Yes. Food Safety Concern was measured from Never to Always, while the remainder of the 
variables were measured from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree.  
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Table 4 presents the variables contributing to participants’ likelihood of falling into each WTP 
category based on the results of the multinominal regression analyses (as presented in Table 5). 
Table 5 presents the odds ratios (OR) of each independent variable in predicting the likelihood of 
whether participants will be in the WTP 15% category, the WTP 25% category, or the WTP 35% 
category in comparison to the WTP <15% category. 

 

Table 4. Contributing variables for participants falling into each WTP category 

 WTP 15%a WTP 25% WTP 35% 

Vietnam 

�x Health benefit  �x Saw organic beef while 
shopping 

�x Support organic 
production conditions 

�x Organic food not too 
costly 

�x Better taste 
�x Subjective norm 

China 

�x Saw organic beef 
while shopping 

�x Health benefit  

�x Saw organic beef while 
shopping 

�x Health benefit  
 
AND 

�x Organic food not too 
costly 
 

�x Saw organic beef while 
shopping 

�x Health benefit  
 
AND 

�x Organic food not too 
costly 
 
AND 

�x Support organic 
production conditions 

�x Better taste  
�x Subjective norm 

UK 

�x Support organic 
production 
conditions 

�x Saw organic beef 
while shopping 
 

�x Saw organic beef while 
shopping 
 

     AND 
�x Food safety concern 
�x Organic food not too 

costly 
�x Better taste 
�x Subjective norm 

�x Saw organic beef while 
shopping 
 

AND 
�x Food safety concern 
�x Organic food not too 

costly 
�x Better taste 
�x Subjective norm 

 
AND 
�x Health benefit 

Note. WTP <15% is the reference group.  
a Percentage indicates premium in addition to the price of conventional beef. 
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Table 5. Odds ratios (OR) from multinomial logistic regression on WTP groups 

Predictor Variables WTP 15%a WTP 25% WTP 35% 

 
Vietnam 
OR 

China 
OR 

UK 
 OR 

Vietnam 
OR 

China  
OR 

UK 
 OR 

Vietnam 
OR 

China 
OR 

UK 
 OR 

Age 1.02 1.06 0.89 0.80 0.97 0.82* 0.92 1.12 0.72** 

Genderb 0.43 0.52 0.61 0.81 0.78 0.60* 0.71 1.39 0.86 

Education 0.56 0.74 0.86 0.74 1.31 1.14 0.97 1.09 1.09 

Household income 1.34 1.17 1.19 1.27 1.03 1.15 1.29 1.07 1.15 

Food safety concern 0.89 1.19 1.16 0.83 0.93 1.20* 0.87 1.18 1.66** 

Support organic production 
conditions 

0.74 0.86 1.58* 1.33 1.22 1.21 1.70* 1.77* 1.24 

Seen organic beef while 
shoppingc 1.69 4.72** 3.22* 1.94 5.77** 2.62** 2.99* 13.83** 3.20** 

Perceived high cost of 
organic food 

0.89 1.31 0.77 0.82 0.71* 0.67* 0.49**  0.74* 0.36** 

Perceived health benefits of 
organic beef 

2.23* 1.65* 0.99 1.11 2.30** 1.11 0.94 1.70* 1.36* 

Perceived better taste of 
organic beef 

1.06 1.10 0.95 1.48 1.04 1.49* 1.63* 2.15** 1.62* 

Subjective norm 1.05 1.43 1.13 1.06 1.30 2.13** 1.80* 1.43* 2.36** 

Note. * p < .05 ** p < .001. OR = Odds Ratio. WTP <15% is the reference group.  
a Percentage indicates premium in addition to the price of conventional beef. 

b Coded 1 = male and 2 = female. Male is the reference group. c Coded 0 = no and 1 = yes. No is the reference group.  

 

3.6 Traceability 
Prior to answering questions about traceability, a definition of the traceability system was presented 
to participants as “providing clear and accessible information that shows how the beef was 
produced, stored, transported, and made available to you in store or online. It is usually displayed as 
a QR code on the package”. 

Familiarity with food traceability  
As shown in Figure 14, Vietnamese participants were quite familiar with QR codes both in general 
and also specifically for beef, followed closely by Chinese participants. However, UK participants 
were relatively unfamiliar with general traceability QR codes and even less familiar with traceability 
QR codes for beef products.  

Similar patterns were observed for past purchasing experiences, with Vietnamese participants being 
more likely to have purchased a product that used a QR code for traceability, closely followed by 
Chinese participants. UK participants were unlikely to have purchased a product that used a QR code 
for traceability.  
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Figure 14. Familiarity with food traceability 

 

Perceived utility of food traceability 
All participants were somewhat satisfied by simply knowing that traceability information existed 
(Figure 15). UK participants rated themselves as more time-poor when it comes to reading 
traceability information and perceived this information to have lower utility for them than did 
participants from China and Vietnam.  

 

Figure 15. Perceived utility of food traceability 

 

Importance of organic beef being traceable 
Overall, all participants held positive attitudes towards traceability information for organic beef 
although country differences were observed (Figure 16). Vietnamese participants had very positive 
views towards traceability information, followed closely by Chinese participants. UK participants still 
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regarded traceability information as important for organic beef, but less so than Vietnamese and 
Chinese participants.  

Figure 16. Attitudes towards traceability information for organic beef 

 

3.7 Willingness to pay (WTP) for traceable Australian organic beef 
WTP for traceable Australian organic beef was assessed by expanding the WTP bidding process for 
Australian organic beef as illustrated above (see Figure 11). In the last step of the bidding process, all 
participants were asked to nominate the maximum price that they would be willing to pay for 
organic beef. In this section, participants were reminded of their nominated maximum price they 
were willing to pay (Pmax) for Australian organic beef in the bidding process (per 500g for Chinese 
participants and per kg for UK and Vietnamese participants). Then they were asked how much they 
would pay if the organic beef was traceable as shown in Figure 17. 

 

Figure 17. Images of organic Australian beef cuts with QR traceability codes  

   
 

 

Table 6 presents the maximum WTP prices for organic beef (Pmax of Figure 11) and for traceable 
organic beef for each WTP category by country. The increase in percentage for traceable organic 
beef varied between WTP categories and across the three countries. It appeared that participants 
who were willing to pay 35% more for organic beef were willing to pay the most for traceable 
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organic beef. The increase in WTP was 8.5%, 12.8%, and 7.1% respectively for Vietnam, China, and 
the UK.  

Table 6. Maximum price to pay (Pmax) for organic beef and traceable organic beef 

 Pmax - Organic beef 
Mean (SD) 

WTP - Traceable organic 
beef 

Mean (SD) 

WTP increase for 
traceability 

% 
WTP options Vietnam China UK Vietnam China UK Vietnam China UK 

Not Willing to 
Pay 15% More 

�Ð���ï�ô�ð�X�ó�ñ�l 
�~�Ð�ð�ð�X�ò�î�l�• 

¥72.12 
(¥10.31) 

£14.15 
(£2.18) 

�Ð�ð�í�î�X�í�ó�l 
�~�Ð���ò�ì�X�ð�ï�l�• 

¥75.32 
(¥11.56) 

£14.60 
(£2.17) 

7.1% 4.4% 3.2% 

Willing to Pay 
15% More 

�Ð�ð�ò�ô�X�í�ó�l 
�~�Ð�í�ì�X�î�í�l�• 

¥84.17 
(¥5.83) 

£17.83 
(£0.61) 

�Ð�ð�õ�ï�X�ì�ì�l 
�~�Ð���ô�í�X�ð�î�l�• 

¥86.70 
(¥7.62) 

£18.13 
(£1.28) 

5.3% 3.0% 1.7% 

Willing to Pay 
25% More 

�Ð�ñ�ì�ð�X�ì�ò�l 
�~�Ð�ó�X�ó�í�l�• 

¥90.12 
(¥2.32) 

£19.11 
(£0.49) 

�Ð�ñ�î�í�X�ò�ð�l 
�~�Ð�î�ï�X�ï�ñ�l�• 

¥93.90 
(¥4.94) 

£19.69 
(£1.50) 

3.5% 4.2% 3.0% 

Willing to Pay 
35% More 

�Ð�ò�í�ì�X�ñ�ð�l 
�~�Ð�ô�ï�X�î�ì�l�• 

¥106.08 
(¥11.72) 

£24.87 
(£3.15) 

�Ð�ò�ò�î�X�î�ì�l 
�~�Ð�í�ì�ò�X�ï�ï�l�• 

¥119.66 
(¥23.99) 

£26.64 
(£5.16) 

8.5% 12.8% 7.1% 

Note. SD = Standard Deviation. Price is per 500g for Chinese participants and per kg for UK and 
Vietnamese participants. 

3. Discussion and conclusion 
The present study investigated consumers’ preference for food credence attributes, willingness to 
pay (WTP) for Australian organic beef and traceable organic beef, and the underlying drivers for 
WTP, with the consideration of cultural and economic development differences across Vietnam, 
China, and the UK. The following sections summarise and discuss the key findings of this study.  

Beef attributes in purchase decision & attitude towards Australian beef 
The results revealed that ‘best before or use by date’, ‘freshness’, and ‘price’ were the most 
influential attributes that participants from all three countries looked for when purchasing beef (as 
indicated by attention paid to packaging information). Chinese and Vietnamese participants also 
tended to pay more attention to other attributes including safety information, brand, country of 
origin, organic, and traceability information than participants from the UK. This finding may reflect 
the fact that UK participants were less concerned about food safety in comparison to Chinese and 
Vietnamese participants (see Figure 1). Furthermore, Vietnamese participants reported the highest 
support of the organic beef production conditions as outlined by the EU and Australian organic meat 
standards, closely followed by Chinese participants. It appeared, however, that UK participants held 
a more moderate importance of these attributes in their purchase decisions.  

These differences in importance of beef attributes in purchasing decisions are further validated by 
how participants judged beef quality. Chinese and Vietnamese participants relied on more indices to 
judge beef quality such as appearance, quality assurance labels, reputation of shops/supermarkets, 
country of origin, and recommendations by others, while UK participants predominantly relied on 
the appearance of beef and were the least influenced by others such as friends or family.  

Overall, those who had purchased Australian beef held a positive view on its quality, value, and the 
information provided by the package or retailer. Though imported Australian beef was more 
expensive than domestic beef in China and Vietnam, all participants indicated that the price of 
Australian beef was not a barrier for their purchase decision. It should be noted that most of the 
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Chinese and Vietnamese participants had previously purchased Australian beef, while only one-fifth 
of UK participants had. This large difference may be indicative of the varied sampling strategies in 
the three countries, such that Chinese and Vietnamese participants came from major metropolitan 
cities while UK participants were recruited nationally. It could also be the result of the limited access 
of Australian beef to the UK market (Meat and Livestock Australia, 2021). 

These findings highlight that, while consumers hold a positive view about Australian beef quality and 
value, there is significant scope for Australian beef suppliers to work more closely with the in-
country buyers to provide additional information that meets consumer interests as identified 
through this report (i.e., safety information, brand, country of origin, organic, and traceability 
information). This is especially required in Chinese and Vietnamese markets, where consumers look 
for more information about the beef they purchase. 

Organic beef and willingness to pay for Australian organic beef 
Participant preference for type of certifying agencies of organic beef varied across the three 
countries. For imported organic beef, both Chinese and Vietnamese participants had the most 
confidence in international certification agencies, while UK participants preferred UK local 
certification agencies. This indicates that it is important for Australian agribusinesses to understand 
which certification agency their customers trust the most and to prepare accordingly.  

Willingness to pay (WTP) for Australian organic beef also varied across the three countries. Most 
participants from Vietnam (79.7%) and China (70%) stated that they would be willing to pay 35% 
more for organic beef as compared to conventional beef. In contrast, 69.2% of UK participants were 
not even willing to pay 15% more for organic beef. The highest WTP premiums for Australian organic 
beef was generally driven by a full appreciation of organic production conditions, belief in its health 
benefits and better taste, social influence, food safety concerns, perceptions that the price is not too 
expensive, and having seen organic beef previously. However, the underlying drivers played slightly 
different roles in increasing WTP from less than 15% to 15% more, 25% more, and to 35% more than 
conventional beef across the three countries (Table 4). In addition, the comparison of these key 
drivers revealed significant cross-country differences (Figure 13). These findings highlighted that 
WTP for organic beef shares common drivers but is also country specific.  

Eliciting premium prices for organic beef is essential for a sustainable organic beef industry due to its 
lower yield and additional management cost (e.g., Smith et al., 2019). The findings of the present 
study provide an improved understanding about the extent to which consumers are potentially 
willing to pay for Australian organic beef and the underlying factors that drive this intention. With 
the public’s increasing awareness and support for environmental protection (which is aligned with 
organic production standards), it may be anticipated that consumer demand for organic beef would 
increase in future. This may also contribute to consumers becoming more knowledgeable about 
organic food which may, in turn, have an impact on consumers’ perception of organic food costs. 
The present study reveals that Chinese and UK participants’ knowledge of organic food is linked to a 
belief that organic food is not too costly. However, Vietnamese participants’ knowledge had an 
opposite effect even though 79.7% of Vietnamese participants were willing to pay 35% price 
premium for organic beef (Figure 11). Future research needs to explore why Vietnamese consumer’s 
knowledge on the perceived cost has an opposite effect on purchasing organic beef. 

Traceability and willingness to pay for traceable organic beef 
Familiarity with traceability QR codes varied across the three countries. While Vietnamese and 
Chinese participants reported high familiarity, UK participants were unfamiliar with traceability QR 
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codes. This may reflect the finding that UK participants rarely paid attention to traceability 
information on packaging (Figure 1).  

The utility of traceability was perceived as indicative of product safety and quality assurance. This 
finding was verified by all participants being somewhat satisfied by simply knowing that traceability 
existed. This suggests that although participants may not physically check the QR code, they may still 
find traceability information useful. Even for those consumers who may be constrained by time 
restrictions during shopping, access to a QR may be a beneficial reassurance. 

Adding traceability information to organic beef was regarded as important, especially by Chinese 
and Vietnamese participants. However, WTP for traceable information varied depending both on the 
country and how much participants were willing to pay for organic beef. Our findings indicate that 
participants who were willing to pay 35% more for organic beef were willing to pay the most for 
traceable organic beef. Given the low familiarity in the UK, Australian beef exporters and their 
supply chain partners may need to invest in engagement and education strategies with UK 
consumers to realise the value for organic and traceable organic offerings in this market. On the 
other hand, future food safety incidents may also encourage consumers to seek out traceability 
information for safety assurance. 

In conclusion, consumer preference for food credence attributes, willingness to pay (WTP) for 
Australian organic beef and traceable organic beef varied across Vietnam, China, and the UK which 
reflect differences in the cultural, social, and institutional contexts of these specific markets. The 
findings from this study provide insights that can support the Australian beef industry in developing 
strategies to predict and meet the needs of consumers in export markets and in gaining and 
maintaining their trust in Australian beef products.
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Appendix A: Consumer survey questionnaire 
 

Welcome  
This survey is funded and conducted by Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research 
Organisation (CSIRO), Australia. It aims to gain an understanding about consumers' attitudes 
toward food quality and food quality assurance. Participation and withdrawal  
The survey will take about 10 minutes to complete. Your participation is completely voluntary. 
You are free to withdraw at any time by simply ceasing to complete the questionnaire and close 
the browser window, and your data will be deleted. 
Risks  and confidentiality  
Aside from giving up your time, there are no foreseeable risks associated with participating in this 
study. Your personal information is protected by the Privacy Act 1988 (Cth) and CSIRO will handle 
your personal information in accordance with this Act and the NH&MRC National Statement on 
Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007, updated 2018). This means all information collected in 
this survey will be treated confidentially. The findings of aggregated survey data will be published in 
scientific journal papers and presented in academic conferences. De-identified, non-sensitive data 
collected through the survey may be shared with other researchers for the purposes of verifying 
published results or advancing other research on this topic. Your responses will only be seen by 
members of our research team and will be stored as per CSIRO's Recordkeeping Procedure. 
Further  information,  ethical clearance,  and contacts  
If you would like further information on this project, please feel free to contact the lead 
researcher, Dr Airong Zhang via email at Airong.Zhang@csiro.au. This study has been approved 
by CSIRO's Social Science Human Research Ethics Committee, within the guidelines of the 
Australian National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research. If you have any questions 
concerning your participation in the study, feel free to contact the researcher. Alternatively, any 
concerns or complaints about the conduct of this study can be raised with the Manager of Social 
Responsibility and Ethics by email at csshrec@csiro.au or phone on (+617) 3833 5693. 

If you  consent  to  take part  in  the survey,  please  click  the  'Next'  button below  to begin.  
 

Do you  currently  eat beef?  

 0  Yes 

 Q No 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Airong.Zhang@csiro.au.
mailto:csshrec@csiro.au
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When buying  fresh  beef,  how  often  do  you  look  for  the following  
information on  the packaging?  

 
 

Price 

Best before date or 
Use by date 

Grass fed or grain fed  

Country of origin 

Locations within 
Country of Origin 

Product safety  
information 

Brand 

Organic certification  
label 

Website link of the  
company that  
produces the product 

Traceability information  
through QR code or  
barcode 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Never 

 
Occasionally 

 
Often 

Most of the 
time 

 
Always 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
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Imagine you  are to buy  fresh beef  at the store  or market  you  usually 
shop  fresh meat.  The following  list  shows  the beef  attributes  you  can 
tell  from  the package. Please rate  the  importance of  the following 
product  attributes in  your  purchase decision.  

 

 
 

Price 

Brand Information 

Presentation of the 
Packaging 

Use by date 

Freshness 
 

Organic 

Country of Origin 

Locations within the 
Country of Origin 

Breed (e.g., angus, 
Wagyu) 

A QR code as shown here 
to show how the beef was 
produced, stored, and 
transported 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Not 

important 
at all 

 
Less 

important 

 
Medium 

important 

 
Important 

 
Very 

Important 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

 



38 

The following  lists  how  the beef  cattle  were raised  and managed. 
Please rate the importance  of  the following  statements  in your  
purchase  decision  for  fresh  beef.  

 

 
 

Growth hormone free 

Grain-fed or Grass-fed 
 
No use of chemical  
pesticides and synthetic 
fertlisers on the cattle 
farm 
 
No genetically modified 
feeds used on the farm 

The cattle farm looks after 
cattle’s welfare needs 

The use of antibiotics 
is severely restricted 

The cattle farm’s operation  
conserves energy, soil, 
and water 

The cattle farm maintains  
And enhances its natural 
environment 

The cattle farm implements 
Socially and ethically 
Responsible practice (e.g., 
Human and labour rights) 
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Not 

important 
at all 

 
Less 

important 

 
Medium 

important 

 
Important 

 
Very 

Important 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 
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The following questions are about how you judge the quality of fresh 
beef. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the 
following statements.  

 

 
 
 
I judge the quality of the  
fresh beef by appearance . 

I judge the quality of the 
fresh beef by the quality  
assurance sticker . 
 
I judge the quality of the 
fresh beef by country of  
origin.  

I judge the quality of the 
fresh beef based on the 
reputation of the shops  
or supermarkets where I  
buy it.  

I judge the quality of the 
fresh beef based on 
friends and relatives'  
recommendation or higher  
ratings in social media.  
 

 

  Organic  beef  

 
Have you  seen organic  beef  where  you  normally  shop  for  beef?  

0 Yes 

 Q No 

 
 
Have you  bought  organic  beef  before?  

0 Yes 

 Q No 
 
 
 
 

 
Strongly  
disagree 

 
Somewhat 
disagree 

 
Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

 
Somewhat 

 agree 

 
Strongly 
agree 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
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Organic  beef  is defined as "Beef cattle are raised in a free-range 

environment where no chemical pesticides and synthetic fertilisers are 

used, and with an emphasis on animal welfare and sustainable 

production systems. They were only fed organic feed and had never 

received growth hormones, with severely restricted use of antibiotics". It 

is impossible to tell whether a piece of fresh beef is organic just by 

looking at it. It needs to be certified by a third party. 
 

We would like to know how much confidence you have for each of the 
following types of certifiers. Please rate how confident you are in each of 
the following organisations to provide organic certification for imported 
beef? 

 

 
 
 
Exporting country  
government agencies 
 
Exporting country 
certification agencies 
 
International certification 
agencies 

UK certification agencies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Not 

confident 
at all 

 
Slightly 

confident 

 
Somewhat 
confident 

 
Fairly  

confident 

 
Completely 
confident 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 
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The following  statements  are about  how  you  see organic  beef.  Please 
indicate  the extent to which you  agree with each of  the following 
statement.  

 

 
 
 
I do not have enough  
knowledge about organic  
beef 
 
I find the price of organic 
food product in general is 
too high 
 
Organic beef is better for 
animal welfare than 
conventional beef 
production 
 
Organic beef production is 
less harmful to the natural 
environment than  
conventional beef 
production 
  
Organic beef provides 
more health benefits than 
conventional beef 
 
Organic beef is more  
delicious than conventional 
 beef. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Strongly  
disagree 

 
Somewhat 
disagree 

 
Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

 
Somewhat 

 agree 

 
Strongly 
agree 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 0 0 0 
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Please indicate  the  extent  to which you  agree with  each of  the 
statements.  

 

 
 
 
I could express my 
environmental concern by 
purchasing organic food 
 
By buying organic food,  
I can show myself and my 
friends that I care about  
environmental protection. 
 
This question is designed  
to help us conduct  
verification check. To  
answer this question,  
please choose option  
'Somewhat agree' 
 
My interaction with people  
about organic  
consumables influences  
me to buy organic beef 
 
My friends/family would  
approve of my decision to  
buy organic beef 
 
People around me generally  
believe that it is better for  
our health to use organic  
food 
 

 

Aus  beef  & WTP organic  beef 

 

Have you  bought  Austra lian beef  in the past?  

0 Yes 

 Q No 
 

 

 

 
 

 
Strongly  
disagree 

 
Somewhat 
disagree 

 
Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

 
Somewhat 

 agree 

 
Strongly 
agree 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 
 

0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 0 0 0 
 



43 

The following  questions  is  about  imported  Australian  beef . Please 
indicate  the extent to  which you  agree with  each of  the following 
statements.  

 

 
 
 
I am satisfied with the 
quality of Australian beef. 
 
The current price of the  
Australian beef corresponds  
to its quality. 
 
The current price of  
Australian beef is higher  
than my budget allowance. 
 
I am happy with the  
information provided about  
the Australian beef on  
packaging or by the retailer. 
 
I am concerned that the  
Australian beef on the  
market may be fraud. 
 

 

We would like  to know how  much you  are willing  to pay for organic 

beef im ported  from  Australia . Please respond  just  exactly  as you  

would  if  you  were  in a real  store and were prepared to pay the  price 

you choose.  

Here are two  identical  images  of  rump  steak  imported  from  

Australia.  The beef  on the left  is  conventional  beef, and the  beef 

on  the right is  organic . 

 
Strongly  
disagree 

 
Somewhat 
disagree 

 
Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

 
Somewhat 

 agree 

 
Strongly 
agree 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 0 0 0 
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If the conventional rump  steak  costs  £15/kg, would  you  be willing  

to pay £18.75/kg for the organic rump steak?  

0 Yes 

 Q No 

 

Would  you  be willing  to pay £20.25/kg for  the organic  rump  steak?  

0 Yes 

 Q No 

 

Would  you  be willing  to pay £17.25/kg for  the organic  rump  steak?  

0 Yes 

Q No 

 

What is  the maximum price  would  you  be willing  to pay for  the 

organic  rump  steak (£/kg)? Please write the numerical value in  the 

box.  
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Traceability  & WTP 

As mentioned  earlier,  a traceabil ity  system  provides  clear and 
accessible information  that  shows  how  the beef  was produced,  stored,  
transported,  and made available to you in store or online. It is usually 
displayed as a QR code on the package.  

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the 
statements.  

 

 
 
 
I am familiar with the QR 
codes used in product  
traceability 
 
I have already purchased  
a product with a QR code  
for traceability 
 
I am familiar with beef  
package with a QR code  
for traceability information 
 
Knowing there is traceability  
is enough for me 
 
I don't have time to read the  
traceability information 
 
I don't see the use of the  
traceability information 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Strongly  
disagree 

 
Somewhat 
disagree 

 
Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

 
Somewhat 

 agree 

 
Strongly 
agree 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
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The following  questions  are about  your  attitude  towards traceable  
organic  beef . Please indicate the  extent to  which you agree with  each 
of  the statements.  

 

 
 
 
It is important for organic  
beef to have traceability  
information 
 
Buying organic beef with  
traceability information 
is a good idea 
 
Organic beef with traceability  
information will give me  
confidence that the organic  
beef is genuine 
 

 

Imagine  that  the organic  beef  now  has  traceability information with  a 
QR code  as shown in  the following image  here.  By  scanning the  QR 
code  with  your  phone,  it will  show you how the  beef was produced, 
stored, and  transported.  

 

 

 

 

 
Strongly  
disagree 

 
Somewhat 
disagree 

 
Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

 
Somewhat 

 agree 

 
Strongly 
agree 

0 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 
 
 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
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You previously mentioned that you would pay 

£${q://QID18/ChoiceTextEntryValue}/kg for the organic fresh rump steak 

from Australia, what is the maximum price would you be willing to pay 

for the organic rump  steak  with  traceability information (£/kg)?  

Please write the numerical value in the box. 

 

 

 

Demographic Information  

 

Your gender  

0 Male 

0 Female 

0 Other 

Your age 

0 Under 18 

0 18 - 24 years old 

0 25 - 34 years old 

0 35 - 44 years old 

0 45 - 54 years old 

0 55 - 64 years old 

0 65+ years old 
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What  is  your  highest  level  of  education?  

0 Some Secondary or below 

0 Completed Secondary School 

0 Vocational or Similar 

0  Some University but no degree 

0 University Bachelors Degree 

0   Graduate or professional degree (MA, MS, MBA, PhD, JD, MD, DDS)) 

What  was your  total  household  income  before  taxes  during  the  past  
12 months?  

0 Less than 20,000 pounds 

0 20,000 - 39,999 pounds 

0 40,000 - 59,999 pounds 

0 60,000 - 99,999 pounds 

0 More than 100,000 pounds 

Please select  the state  you  reside  

0 Northern England (North West, North East, Yorkshire + the Humber) 

0 Mid England (West Midlands, East Midlands+ East of England) 

0 Southern England (South West +South East) 

0 Greater London 

0 Wales 

0 Scotland 

0 Northern Ireland 

0 None of above 
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