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Executive Summary

Tosupportthe Australian beeindustryin developgngtargeted access strategies fkeypremium
exportmarkets,an understanding abowtonsumerpreferenceandthe competitive advantagef
Australian productén theseexport marketss needed. fiis studyaimed to gainanuanced
understanding of consumererceptions offood credence attributes, willingness to pay (WTP) for
Australian organic bedincludingtraceable organic begaind the underlying driversf WTP.

Beefas an agrifoodproduct waschosenas the focus of the current researbhsedon a)its market
volume and supply chain maturjtgnd b)increasing consumptioaf organic foodylobally due to
consumer’s heightened environmental awareness and food safety concern

The export markets dfietham, China, and the Uiere chosen for the present study. China is
Australia's thirdlargestexport market for beef in 2022 even though several abattoirs were still
banned from exporting. More importantly, the Chinese market presents great fetxpert growth
potentialas Chinas buying a unprecedentecamount of beef with a record price p&ilogramon

their import price in 2022 (Brann, 2022). Vietnam is the sixth largest market for Australian réd mea
and livestock exports in 2028021 andsone of the fastest growinnarkets(Meat and Livestock
Australig 2021).Furthermore, bllowing the exit of he UK from the European Union, the changing
trade relationships between the UK and European countries provides opportunities for Australian
agrifoodproductsto take up a larger stake efgrifoodimports. In addition, the three countries
represent differern culturesand economic development status.

An aline surveyof beef consumersvas conducted duringuly and Augus2022in Vietnam, China,

and the UKWhile Chinese and Viethamese participants were sampled from middle class residents in
major metropolitan cities,the UK participantsvere taken from anage and gender representative
national sampleThe key results are presented below:

Beef attributes in purchase deciss#a attitude towards Australian beef
X ‘Best before or use by datefreshness’, and ‘price’ were the most sougliter information

by participants from all three countries, withKparticipantsbeingespecially price
consciousThese producattributes are searchable for consumers through visual inspection
of product quaity (e.g., freshness) and package information (e.g., pbest before/use by
date).In addition,Chinese and Viethnamese participaafgpearto pay more attention to
attributes such assafety information, brand, country of origin, organic, and traceahbilit
information, while UKparticipants paid less attention theseaspects.

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
participarts. It appearedhowever, that UKparticipantsconsideredhese attributesto be of
moderate importancen their purchasgdecisiors.

x Chinese and Vietnamese participagtenedto rely onseveralindices to judge beef quality
including appearance, quality assurarabels reputation of shops/supermarkets, country
of origin, and recommendations ligends, relativs,and social mediaConverselWK
participantsseemedto predominantlyrely on the appearance othe beefproduct UK
consumers also appeadto be less influenced by others in their beef purchmgbehavior
compared to consumers in China and Vietnam.

X Most ofthe Chinese and Viethamese participants had previously purchased Austraéin be
while only onefifth of UKparticipantshad. Overall, those who had purchased Australian



beef helda positive view on its quality, value, and information provided by the package or
retailer. Though imported Australian beef was more expensive titamestic beef in Chin
and Vietnam, all participants indicatéaat the price of Australian beef was not a barrier for
their purchase.

Organic beef and willingness to g&yTPYor Australian organic beef

X

Most ofthe Chinesg87.9%)and Vietnamese (89.9%articipants have seen organic beef in
their regular shopping outlets and previously purchasé83at@oand 81% respectively.
However,only 67.2% ofUKparticipantsclaimed that they saw organic beef in their regular
shopping outlets, and only 37.3%rphased it

Preference of certifying agencies for organic beef varied across the three countries. The first
choice for Chinese and Vietnamese participamsinternational certification agencies and
for UKparticipantsit waslocal certification agencies

All participants believed that organic besfpports animal welfare and minimises the impact
of beef production on the environmetats compared to conventional be€hinese and
Vietnamese participants also regarded organic l@sgfrovidinghealth benefits andhaving
better taste.There appeared to be e@ulture of valuing organic beé&sr health benefis both

in China and Vietnam.

Most participants from Vietnam (79.7%nd China (70%yerewilling to pay 35% more for
organic beef as compared to conventional beef. In contady 13.5% obKparticipants
were willing to pay 35% more, whif®.2%of participantswere not even willing to pay 15%
more for organic beef.

HighWTPfor Australian organic beevasdriven byafull appreciation of organic production
conditions, belief in its health benediand better taste, social influenciod safety
concernsprice(i.e., not considereds too expensive andseeingorganic beetluring

previous shoppingxperiencesHowever, the importance of these drivers in beef purchasing
decisions varied across the three countriepending onNVTPpremiums

With the public’s increasing awareness and support for environmentalggtagn (which is
aligned withorganic praluctionstandard), it is likelythat the consumption of organic beef
will increaseacross the three countries

Althoughthe high price of organic food has been seen as a bafoieconsumers to
purchase organic foqgdhe present study reveals that Chinese ahidparticipants’
knowledge of organic food is linked to a belief that organic food was not too ctstiygh
Vietnameseparticipants’ knowledgéad an opposite effect.

Traceability and willingness to pay for Australian traceable organic beef

X

Familiarty with traceabilitytechnology such a®R codes varied across the thissmples
While Vietnamese and Chinese participamgorted high familiarity UKparticipantswere
unfamiliar with general traceability QR cod&sken together with the low attention UK
participants paid to food safety information on product packaging, these resaljsuggest
that UKparticipants were less concerned about food safety

The utility of traceability was perceived iaslicaing productsafety and quality assurance
This wawerifiedby the finding thatll participantsvere somewhat satisfied by simply
knowing that traceality existed



x Traceability information for organic begfasregarded as important, especially by Chinese
and Viethamese participants.

x The WTRremiumsfor traceable organic beéf comparison to organic be&f general
varieddepending orhow much participants were willing to pay for organic baed
depending on theountry. It appeared that participantwho were willing to pay 35% more
for organic beef were willing to pay the most for traceable organic beef.

In conclusion, consumereferencefor food credence attributeandwillingness to pay (WTP) for
Australian organic beef and traceable organic hesfed acros¥ietham, China, and the UK
reflecting differences in cultat, social andinstitutional contexis of thesespecific marked The
findings indicate thathe most immediate market opportunities to achieve price premiums for
organic beef andraceable organic beef are in China, then Vietham. Developing a WTP ardéhgst
consumers will require further engagemawith the benefitsof organic beefThefindings from this
study providansightswhich can supgprt the Australian beef industrin developing strategies to
predict and meethe needs otonsumersn export markets and in gaining and maintaining their
trustin Australian beef products
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1. Introduction

Food qualityis often categorized into search, experience, and credence attribiiagy & Karni,
1973) Searcle.qg., price, appearance) and experience attributes (e.g., taste, texture) can be
evaluated by consumers at the time of purchase and after the purchase, respedtvety/credence
attributes arefood quality characteristicthat cannot be judged or assessed independently by
consumes at the time of sale through search or experience without additiandloften costly
information (Holland 2016 Fernqvist and Ekelund 2014; Loebnitz and Bréring RGF®dcredence
attributes ale becomingncreasinglymportant for consumergBangsa & Schlegelmilch, 20Rizzo
et al,, 2020;Symmank, 2019; Zhang & Jakku, 20R1the context of foodexamplesncludethe
environmental sustainability ahe production/distribution processes (e.g., carbon e, eco
friendly, organicBurnier et al, 2021; Katt & Meixner, 202Q)animal welfargAkaichi et al 2019),
and food safetfWu et al., 202} Since credence attributes cannio verified byconsumersthe
provision of attribute assurance systenssich aproduct traceability systesiandproduct
certification communicated through labelsre crucial to reduce consumers’ uncertaintasout
credence attributeghat influencefood purchase (e.g., SogrGrundvag et a)2014 Zhang et aJ
2020.

Consumers’ growing awareness of food credence attributes provides Austaegrétsod industry

with an opportunity to exploit such market potential. Since credence characteristics can create
product differentiations and capture price premiuiorales et al., 2020jrade competition thatis
based on credence characteristics might be a relevantegsafor Australis agrifood industryTo

be competitive irhigh value export markets, Australian producers require an understanding about
consumers evaluationand perceived importance cdgrifood credence attributegheir needfor
attribute assurance systemandtheir willingness to pay a premium price for these attributes. Such
insight is essential for producers from a production system perspedige ¢hanging processes that
focus on organic, animal welfare, carbon neutral productian)investment perspective (e.g.,
determiningwhich technologies are neede@ndafinancial perspective (e.g., profitability of
offering attribute assurancd inform their decisios aboutwhether to supply credencattributes,
and whichcredence attribtes tofocuson. In addition,this knowledgecanhelpinform government
and governancsystemgo developmore empirically grounded policy propals in guiding and
supporting industries to achieve their geal

This studyfocuseson identifying consumer demand for beef credence attributes in genealwell
asaspecificfocus on Australian beef/organic beef and traceable organic.Beeff as anagrifood
product waschosenbecausea) Australia expogmost ofits red meat productiorvolume(e.g.,72%
of total red meat productiomasexportedin 2021, Meat and Livestock Australid022) andb)
increasing consumption of organic food globally due to consumer’s heightened environmental
awarenessfood safety concers) perceived health énefits, and quality of organic food3pnn et al.,
2016; Doan, 2021; James et al., 20d4andi et al., 201}

Australian beef is exported to many countries with diverse cultural differencesataratying
economic development stages. It has been well doented that both cultural and economic factors
influence consumers’ preference for food attributghen& Antonelli 2020 Seegebarth et al
2016;Torrico et al, 2019. Henceto develop targeted strategies for different export marketss
importantfor Australian agrifood businessasunderstanddiscrepancies iconsumerspreference
for beef attributes and their willingness to pay for organic beef and traceable orgariatress
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 gainanced understanding of consumer
preference for food credence attribuse willingness to pay (WTP) for Australian organic beef and
traceable organic beef, and the underlying drivers for WTP. The export marRéetiodm, China,

and the UKvere chosen for the present study. China is Australia's Hlairgestexport market for

beefin 2022 even though several abattoirs were still banned from exporting. More importantly, the
Chinese market presents great future growth as Cherauying a unprecedentecamount of beef

with a record price pekilogramon their import price in 202 (Brann, 2022). Vietnam is the sixth
largest market for Australian red meat and livestock exports in ZZAL ands growing quickly

(Meat and Livestock Austra)ia021).TheUKwasselected due to its recent exit frothe European
Union(EU) which may have implicatiorier the UKconsumer perspectivseon imported beef. In
addition, the three countriesepresent different culture and economic development states

which may reveahsightsaboutthe effectof these factorson consumer demandbr Australian

organic beef and traceability attributes.

2. Method

Measures

A surveyquestionnairewas designed based @reviewof the literature Feedback on the design of

the questionnaire was provided by Meat and Livestock Australia (MLA), the Australian Government
Department of Agriculturef-isheries and Forest(lpA-H, and stakeholders within CSIRO. This
ensured that relevant agrifood industrepspectives and international trade aspects were
represented in the study. Ethical and privacy approval for primary data collection was granted by
CSIRO'’s ethics apdvacy unitapproval number: 183/21).

To achieve thaimsof the study the survey wasdesigned to collect datt 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 badfteaceable organic beef.

The order otthe items in multtitem questions vasrandomsed for each participant-or clarity,
detailed survey questions are presented in the following Results section. The full questionnaire is
attached in Appendix A.

Proceduesand participants

A research survey company (Qualtrics) was engaged to recruit participamt¥ietnam, China, and
the UKthrough its international network. The online survey was conducted during the period of 18
29 Augn China, 27 July 10 Augusin Vietham,and21 July-2 Augusin UKin 2022. Potential
participants were invited téake partin the survey which wasostedusing Qualtrics’ survey

platform.

With the focus being on bedf general and Australian beef in particulall participants neeeld to
be beef consumergotential participants who didn’t eat beafere terminated at the first survey
guestion (seAppendix).We alsolimited the survey areas to major citigesChina ad Vietnam
where there was more exposure to imported Australian beef and household income was
comparatively highBeijing, Shanghai, and Guangzhou were includeddompling inChina.Hanoj
Hai PhongHo Chi Minh CityandBinh Duongvere included fosanpling inVietnam.In comparison,
UK patrticipants were recruited nationally across all types of urban and rural/redomadions
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In addition,a minimum income level filter was uséal selection of Chinese and Vietnamese
participans. This is becausegefis considered a highly valued meat in both China (Meat and
Livestock Australia, 2021a) and Vietnam (Meat and Livestock Australidy)2@Bich translates into

a higher retail cost fothe consumer. Imported bea$ considered an upmarket commodity that is
generally only affordabléor the middle and upper classes in China and Vietnam (Hansen, 2020).
Research haslsofound that Viethamese consumers perceive imported beef as more exgnsi
than domestic beef (Mai & Giam, 2028).contrasf there is already a wedlstablished proportion of
relativelyaffluent consumers in the UK (Meat and Livestock Australia, 2021) as compared to Vietnam
and China. In fact, by considering income and fgtaces, the Meat Price Index (EatFirst, 2022) has
estimated that beef is ten times more affordable for th&consumer than the consumer in China or
Vietnam.

Hence due to the comparativiy higher cost of imported Australian beed, minimum incomefor
surveyparticipation eligibilitywas set as the average monthly hotséd incomefor both China and
Vietnam Thided to the minimummonthly householdncome requirement 08,000 Yuan
(AU$1669) for Chinese participants and 12 million VND (AU$723jiétnamese participants
(Beijing Municipal Bureau of Statisti@)20;Guangzhou Statistical Yearbook Committ2@2%
Shanghai Municipal Bureau of Statistiz821 Viethamese General Statistic Offi@)21). TheUK
samplewas selected based onmationalage and genderepresentation Tablel presentsthe
descriptive sample statistids/ country

Tablel. Descriptive sample statistics bguntry

Vietnam (%) China(%) UK (%)
n=760 n=1303 n=1057
Gende
Female 44.5% 55.4% 51.7%
Male 55.5% 44.6% 48.29%
Age
18—24 years 8.9% 16.5% 9.1%
25-34 years 50.3% 39.29 19.49
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 - - 10.6Y
Household Income
Vietnam % China % UK %
D i20MM 48.7% ¥8,000%10,000 19.1% < £20,000 14.8%
D TB80MM 29.1% ¥10,001¥12,000 36.8% £20,000-£39,000 7.3%
D i-40MM 12.99 ¥12,00:-¥15,000 26.69 £40,000- £59,999 13.79
D &50MM 3.3 ¥15,00:-¥18,000 14.8y £60,000- £99,999 15.3y

E DA 6.1% > ¥18,001 2.7% < £100,00( 48.8%
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3. Results

3.1Role of bod attributes in purchase decisign

The rolethat food quality attributes play in influencingonsumerspurchase decisiwas examined
from two angles a) attention paid to theinformation on packaging laheindb) the importance
given to food attributes in purchaslecisiors.

Attention paidto food attribute information onpackaging label
Participants were asked hdfrequentlythey paid attention tathe food attributeslisted on the
packaging whepurchasingresh beefon a 5-point Liket scale(1= Never5 = Alwayk

As shown irFigurel, ‘best before or use by datand ‘price’ were the mostoughtafter information
by participants fronall three countriesParticipants fromthe UKwere especiallyprice conscious

Onaverage, prticipants from China and Vietnaiendedto seek more informatiofrom packaging
labelsthan participants from the UKMost of time or very often they checked ‘product safety
information’, ‘brand’, ‘country of origin’, ‘organic’, and ‘tracealilinformationthrough QR code or
bar code. On the other hand, participants from the UK only occasionalily gitention to these
attributes, andrarelysoughtout traceability information.

Figurel. Attention paid to foodattribute information on packaging label

4.33
Best Before or Use By D2t 443:;59
4

. 3.74
Price N 3. 74

4.34
. 4.12
Product Safety Information HE 3,05
I 2.40
3.74
Brand I 3,79
I 2.67
- 3.57
Country of Origin I 3,54
I 2.82
. 3.28
Organic I 3.58
2.12
- . 3.63
Traceability Information mEEE  — . 3.25
I 1.58
. . . 3.25
Locations within Country of Ongu_234 3.33
)
. 3.03
Grass-Fed or Grain-Fein e 3.29
I 2.20
. . 3.07
Production Company Websitc e 3. 12
. 1.44
1 2 3 4 5
Never Often Always

Vietham mChina mUK
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Importance of food attributes in purchase decision

Participantsvere asked t@onsider a scenario in whithey werebuying fresh beef at the usual
store or marketThey were asked tmate the importance othe productattributes intheir purchase
decisionon a 5point Likert scalél =Not ImportantAt All, 5 =Very Important). The attributes
included both conventionalattributes (e.g., freshness, price, and country of origiwell as
attributesabouthow the cattle were raised and managedine with EU and Australian organic
standard (e.g., care of cattle’s welfare needsd cattle farm conservation of water, soil, and

energy)

Conventional beef attributess credence #ibutes

Figure2 presents theresults aboutparticipants’averageperceivedmportance of conventional beef
attributes intheir purchase decision#écross althree countries ‘best before or use by date
‘freshnessand ‘price’'were rated as the most important attributedgain, participants from the UK
were especiallyprice sensitive.

Following a similar pattern to the previogsiestionregarding attention to label informatign
Vietnamese and Chinese participants teddo place more importance on all beef packaging
attributes thanUKparticipants. Fofbrand information, ‘country of origin, ‘locations within country
of origin, and‘traceability information, Vietnamese participan@ppeaedto assign the highest
importance, followed by Chinese participants, with the lowest importance assigne&by
participants.

‘Organi¢, ‘grainfed or grasded’, and‘presentation of the pckagingwere considered agqually
importantby both Chinese and Vietnamese participatust less importanby UKparticipants.
Finally, Chinese participants placed higher importance on informationtthe ‘breed of the beef
(e.g., angus, wagyu, etcthan Vietnamese participants who, in turn, rated this attribatamore
important thanUKpatrticipants.
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Figure2. Average perceivednportance of conventionadnd credencdeef attributes

4.70
Best Before or Use By Dat e 448
I 4.53

4.68
Freshness I 4. 47
I 4.54

, 3.95
Price I 3. 56
e 4.46

4.07
Brand I 3.89
I 3.02

_ 3.96
Organic I 300
I 2.73

3.95
Traceability Information * 3.80
I 2.

- 3.84
Country of Origin I 3.67
———— 3.20

3.67
Breed I 3.82
I 2.92

, 3.99
Grain-Fed or Grass-Fe (I 3 03
e 3.26

3.67
Packaging Presentatior_3 - 3.73
I 3.

3.64
Locations within Country of Origin 3.52
——— 2.71

1 2 3 4 5
Not At All Medium Very
Important Importance Important

Vietham mChina mUK

Organic beef attributes

Figure3 presentsthe results about participant@verageperceivedmportance oforganicbeef
related attributes(i.e., how cattle areraised anchow the cattlefarm ismanaged. These attributes
were extracted fronthe EU’s and Australian government’s organic meat stand@kdstralian
Government Department of Agriculture and Water Resources, ;2Blifbpean Commission, 2022

Participantdrom China and Vietnam believed that thiéseattributes were of high importance,
while UKparticipants rated them as aderatelyimportant for their purchase decision

Both Chineseand Vietnamese participants ratédrowth-hormone free as their most important
attribute, while UKparticipants were most concerneaboutwhether the cattleproducers
consideredcattle’s welfare needsgduring the production process$n general, Viethamese
participants assigned the highest importanceatborganic related beef attribute$ollowed by
Chinese patrticipants, and finallKparticipants.
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Figure3. Average perceivednportance of organic beef aitbutes
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2.2 Indicatorsof fresh beef quality

Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with five staterabotghow
they judgethe quality of frestbeefusing &-point Likert scal€l = Stronglyisagree, 5 = Strongly
Agree).

As shown irFigure4, the ‘appearanceof the freshbeefwas ratedasthe most important indicator

of beef qualityby participantsin all three countriesThe'quality assurancéabel and the ‘reputation
of the shops or supermarketshere the product isypically purchasé’ werealso reported as
importantindicatorsof qualityby participants from China and Vietnam, but ra@ muchor
participants from the UKWhile ‘country of origin’ and ‘ecommendations from friends and relatives
or higher ratings in social mediplayed a important role in indicatingjuality for participants from
China and Vietnam, they appeared less influential for the participants froruikhe
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Figured. Average perceived@nportance of mdicatorsfor beef quality
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3.3Attitude towardsAustralian beef

Participants were asked whether they had bought Australian beef in the past. For those who had,
they were furthe asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with statements about
Australian beefWhile mostVietnamesg88.3%)and Chines€79%)participants had previously
purchased Australian beékgfore, only 19.4% olUKparticipants hadlone so

For those whdad purchased Australian beef in the pabey generallyreported high satisfaction
with the quality ofAustralianbeef. These participantseld high beliesthat the productprice
corresponded to the quality of the beedndthey were satidied with the information provided by its
packaging or by the retailéFigureb). Regardinglifferences across the three countries, Viethamese
participants reportedhe highest scores, followed by Chinese participantt) UKparticipants
reportingthe lowestscoresoverall

Vietnamese participanihoweverwere the most concerned about imported Australian beef being
fraudulent. Chinese participants were also sligltoncerned about fraudvhile UKparticipantshad
limited concernaboutthe possilility of fraud.

All participantgeportedslight concernghat the current price of imported Australian bewbs
higherthan their budgetallowance
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Figureb. Attitudes towards imported Australian beef
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3.4 Organic beef

Most Chinese participant89.9%xand Vietnamese participan{87.9%had seen organic beai
their regular shopping outletsvhile only two thirds oUKparticipants(67.2%had Eeeyellow bars
of Figure6). Of thoseChinese and Viethamegarticipants who had previously seen organic beef
displaywhen shopping, the majority reported that they had also purchased organic(beelblue
bars ofFigure6). Howevera considerablyower proportion ofUKparticipants(37.28%Yecalled
having previouslpurchagd organic beef.
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Figure6. Percentage of participants who saw and purchased organic beef in their regular shopping
outlets
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To ensurahat all participantshad aclear understanding of what organic beef megparticipants
were presened withthe following definition based on EU and Australia’s standards for organic
meat

“Beef cattle are raised in a freange 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 thatis impossible to tell whether a piece of fresh beef is
organic just by looking at;iit needs to be certified by a third party.

Trust in organic certificatioior imported beef

Participants were asked tate how confidenthey werein four organisations to provide organic
certification for importedorganicbeefon a 5point scale (1 Mot Confident At All, 5 =Completely
Confident). The four organisationgere: ‘exporting country government agencies’, ‘exporting
country certification agencies’, ‘international certification agencies’, and
‘VietnameséChinese/Britisttertification agencigs

While participants from China and Vietnamported more confidence in all four types$ certifying
organisatiors/agencies in comparison to participants from rticipants across the three
countries displayed different patterns who they trusted for certifying imported organic be&able
2 presentsthe preferred agencies for certification by ordef confidence levels

UK participantstated the highest confidence in thelomesticcertification agencieandexpressed
the lowest confidence in exporting country government organisations and exporting country
certification agencies. In contrast, Viethamese participants reported the lowest confideloin
certification agencies and the highest confidenténiternational certification agencies. Chinese
participants also reported high confidence in international certification agenciedikathe UK,
lowest confidence in exporting country government organisations.



Table2. Confidence iragencies for certification by order
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Confidence in Vietnam China UK
order Mean scorgSD Mean scorgSD Mean scorgSD
International Certification InternationalCertification . .
st . ] . Local Certification Agencies
15 Choice Agencies Agencies 3.66 0.0
4.45 0.69 4.190.89 ' '
E ting C t Int ti | Certificati
nd . X.p.or 'T‘g oun ry Local Certification Agencies nierhationa -e eation
2" Choice Certification Agencies 4.07 0.99 Agencies
4.19 0.79 ' ' 3.10 .08
34 Choice Exporting Country Exporting Country Exporting Country
Government Organisations Certification Agencies Certification Agencies
4.12 0.78 3.90 0.89 2.96 (.08
th . Local Certification Agencies Exporting Cou.ntry. Exporting Coun.t Y .
4" Choice 3.89 0.94 GovernmentOrganisations Government Organisations
' ' 3.76 0.88 2.90 .09

Note. SD=SandardDeviation

Beliefs about organic beef
Vietnamese participantseld the strongest view thahe healthand tastebenefits of organic beef
were higher tharconventional beeffollowed by Chinese participants comparison, UK

participantsdid not perceive much difference in taste and health benefits between conventional and

organic beefFigure?). All participants agreethat organic beef is better forramal welfare andhe
environmentthan conventional beef

UKparticipantsespeciallyegarded thatthe cost of organic food produsin generais too high
while Viethameseand Chinesgarticipantsheldthis opinion to a lesar extent.
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Figure7. Beliefs about organic beef
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Slf-reported knowledgef organic beeéndits relationship tdeliefs

Knowledge of organic beef was measured by asking participants to indicate the extent to which they
agreed with the statement ‘do not have enough knowledge about organic Béef=Srongly

Disagree; 5 Grongly Agree).

All participants reportec relativelylow level ofknowledgeaboutorganic be§ especialljthe UK
participants.As shown iTable3, there was an association between knowledge and perceived
health benefits of organic beef in #firee countries Higher knowledge among Chinese &
participants was also related to beliefs that organic beef tastes better than conventional beef.

The results for th&Chinese participantevealed thathe moreknowledgethey had about organic
beef, the more they believed thatrganic beef benefitted amal welfare and the environmenthis
relationship was nosignificantfor participants from Vietham and the UKowever, br Chinese and
UKparticipants, having less knowledgbout organic beefvas associated with beliefs that the price
of organic beefvas too highThe results also showeHtat for Vietnamese participantbaving

higher knowledgebout organic beeivas associated with beliefs that organic beef was quared.
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Table3. Relationships betweeself-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 Animalelfare .04 .18** -.00
Organic Beef is Less Environmentally Harmful ~ -.07 19** .01

Organic Food Cost is Too High A2%* - 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 consumptappears to beespecially strong foviethamese
participantscloselyfollowed byChineseparticipants(Figure8). The participants from these two
countriesindicatedthat the people around them beliead organic food was better for heath, and
that their personalconsumption of organic beef was influemcky theirinteraction with and social
approvalby, others. On the other handUKparticipantsdisclosedess social influencand
considered thatheir interactions with others about organic produeere not influential in their
decisions to purchase cagic beef.

Figure8. Social influence factors impacting decisions to purchase organic beef
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Seltexpressivgreen image

By buying organic foodsprsumers caigain satisfaction bghowingthemselvesand othersthat
they areenvironmentally consciou&.g.,Boobalan et a) 2022 Katt & Meixner, 2020). This self
expressivégreeri image is associated with attitudéowardsbuying,andintention to purchase
organic food Boobalan et al 2022). Vietnamese participants displagia strong seHexpressive
green image, which was closely followed by Chinese participgigarg9). In contrast UK
participants were just above the myjabint (i.e., neither agree nor disagree).
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Figure9. Seltexpressive factors impacting decisions to purchase organic beef
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3.5 Willingness to paWTPYor Australian organic beef

To elicita WTP responseht mostfrequently consumedbeefcuts for each countryere choserto
ensureparticipantfamiliarity with the beef produtwhile alsoenabling participants to provide a
more realisticWTPpriceestimate Two identical images of loin beé¥ietnam), shin beef{Ching,
andrump steak(UK) were presentedide by side to participantsvith the leftimage representing
conventional bee&nd the rightimagerepresentingorganicbeef (FigurelQ). Participants were
promptedto respond exactly atheywould in a real store ands though thewould beprepared to
pay thepurchasepricethey chose.
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FigurelO. Conventional and organic beef product images

China (Shin beef)

Participants WTPfor imported Australian organic beefasinvestigated usinghe contingent
valuation method (CVM). CVM is a popular method for eliciting WTP responses, especially for
organic foodfor a systematic review, see Katt & Meixner, 2020). We employed D&dladed
Dichotomous Choice (DBDC) within CVM as illustratéehiure 11 The prices for conventional beef
were decided based on the online sale prices in each country. The first bidRi¢geeQlin

Figure 1}was 25% higher than the conventiormdef, which was informed bgesearchthat finds
organic beefeceives a price premium approximat@g%greater than conventionalbeef (Will,
2015. The second bid pri¢®", was 35%higherthan conventional beef, andhe third bid priceP,
was 15%higherthan conventional beef.



Figurell. Bidding process
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Q1. If the conventional loin beef [Vietnam]/shin beef [China]/rump steak [UK] costs d400,000/kg [Vietnam] - ¥70/500g
[China] - £15/kg [UK], would you be willing to pay d500,000/kg [Vietnam] - ¥87.5/500g [China] - £18.75/kg [UK] for the
organic shin beef/loin beef/rump steak? (P¥)

!

Yes

l

I

Q2. Would you be willingto pay d540,000/kg [Vietnam]
- ¥94,5/500g [China] - £20.25/kg [UK] for the organic
shin beef/loin beef/rump steak? (P2 > P¥)

Q2. Then, would you be willingto pay d460,000/kg
[Vietnam] - ¥80.5/500g [China] - £17.25/kg [UK] for the
organic shin beef/loin beef/rump steak? (P! < P¥)

1 1

l !

l l

! !

Q3. What is the maximum price (P™#*) you would be willingto pay for the organic shin beef/loin beef/rump steak? ‘

Note First bid (P*}- 25% more than conventional beef. The second higher Bi)d-(#5% more than conventional beef. The

secondower bid (B —15% more than conventional beef.

Fourcategorief willingness to pafpr organic beef

Based orthe choices madéy participantson Q1 and Q2n the bdding procesgas illustrated in
Figure 1), four WTPcategoriesvere identified:not willing to pay 15% moravilling to pay 15%
more, willing to pay 25% morandwilling to pay 35% mortor organic beethan conventional beef

As shown irFigure 12most participants from Vietnam (79.7%) and China (70%) would begat
pay 35% more for organic beef as compared to conventional beef. In contrast, 698 of
participantswere notwilling to payeven15% more for organic beeA sizeable minority of
participants from Chinél4.5%)and the UK12.6%)would be willingo pay a 25% markup for
organic beeffollowed by Vietnamese participants (8.4%)
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Figurel2. Four categories of willingness to pay in scale
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Driversof willingnessto pay

To understand theunderlyingdriversof why participantschosea particulamprice premiumnior
organic beefmultinomial logistic regressions were conductédsingthe WTPcategory'Not willing
to pay15%more’ (WTP <15%gsthe reference groupwe examinedow certainvariables
contributed toparticipantsfalling into theWTP 15%ategory the WTP 25%ategory or the WTP
35%categoryfor each country

Informed by literature and data mining of the survey datastts,assessedariables includel: a)
food safety concerndy) participants’ support foorganic beef productiogonditionswhich arein
line with EU and Australiasrganic standards;) whether participants had seeanrganic beebefore
in their usual shoppingutlets, d) beliefsregardingthe health benefisand better taste of organic
beef, d) subjective normand g perceived price of organic food prodaat generabscompared to
conventional food The sibjective norm refers tthow and whethetthe perceived expectationsf
others influence a individualto perform a particular behavim (Ajzen, 199} In this contextthe
expectation under investigation is theelief that an important person or group of people will
approveof and supporipurchasing and consuming organic befeh. exploratory analysis showed
that self-expressive green imageas not a significant predictor for all three countries. Hence, it is
excluded in the following analysis.

Figure 13resents themeanvaluesof the keyvariables foreach WTRategoryby country. The
overall trend is thaanincrease irthe first five variablesdescribed abovéends to be associated
with increased WTP, while the oppospiattern emergedor the perceived high cost of organic food
products.
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Figurel3. Means of key variables for each WTP category by country
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Note.WTP = Willingness to Pay. All variables were measureepombLikert Scalesxcept for Seen Organic Beef which
was coded 0 = No and 1 = Ylesod Safety Concemas measured frorNeverto Always while the remainder of the
variables were measured froStrongly Disagre® Strongly Agree



Table4 presents thevariablescontributing toparticipants likelihood offalling into eachNTP
categorybased on the results of the multinominal regression analyaspresented inTableb).
Table5 presentsthe odds ratios (OR) of each independent variablpredictingthe likelihood of
whether participantswill bein the WTP 15% categorthe WTP 25% categorgr the WTP 35%
categoryin comparison to the WTP <15% category.

Table4. Contributing variables for participants fallingareach WTP category

WTP 15¢ messmsss) WTP25¢ mmmmmmm)  WTP 35¢
X Health benefit X Saw organic beef whilg
shopping
X Support organic
Vietnam produgtion conditions
X Organic food not too
costly
X Better taste
X Subjective norr
X Saw organic beef Saw organic beef while x Saw organic beef whilg
while shopping shopping shopping
x Health benefit Health benefit x Health benefit
AND AND
Organic food not too X Organic food not too
China costly costly
AND
X Support organic
production conditions
X Better taste
X Subjective norm
X Support organic Saw organic beef while x Saw organic beef whilg
production shopping shopping
conditions
X Saw organic beef AND AND
while shopping Food safety concern X Food safety concern
UK Organic food not too X Organic food not too
costly costly
Better taste X Better taste
Subjective norm X Subjective norm
AND
X Health benefit

Note WTP <15% is the reference group.

aPercentage indicates premium in addition to the price of conventional beef.

28
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Tableb. Odds ratiogOR)from multinomial logistic regression on WTP groups

Predictor Variables WTP 15% WTP 25% WTP 35%
Vietnam China UK Vietnam China UK Vietnam China UK
OR OR OR | OR OR OR OR OR OR

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

Gendep 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

Householdncome 1.34 117 119 | 127 1.03 1.15 1.29 1.07 1.15

Foodsafety concern 0.89 1.19 1.16 | 0.83 0.93 1.20* | 0.87 1.18 1.66%*

Supp_o_rt organic productio 0.74 0.86 1.58* | 1.33 1.22 1.21 1.70* 1.77* 1.24

conditiors

Seenorganicheefwhile 1.69 4727 322+ | 1.94 5777  2.62% | 2.99% 1383  3.20%

shopping

Perceived high cost of 0.89 131 077 | 082 071*  0.67* | 049% 074 036

organic foot

Perceivediealthbenefitsof 5, 165¢ 099 | 111 230% 111 | 0.94 170¢ 136+

organi beef

Perce_lved etter taste of 1.06 1.10 095 | 1.48 1.04 1.49* 1.63* 2.15*  1.62*

organicbeel

Subjectivenorm 1.05 143 1.13 | 1.06 1.30 2.13* | 1.80* 1.43* 2.36%

Note.* p < .05 **p < .001.0R = Odds Ratio. WTP <15% is the reference group.
aPercentage indicates premium in addition to the price of conventional beef
bCoded 1 = male and 2 = female. Male is the reference gtdmpded 0 = no and 1 = yes. No is the reference group.

3.6 Traceability

Prior to answering questions about traceabilityjefinition ofthe traceability systemvas presented

to participants asproviding 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 disptayed
a QR code on the packdge

Familiarity with food traceability

As shown irFigure 14Vietnamese participants werguite familiar with QR codelsoth in general
andalsospecifically for beef, followed closely by Chinese participahdsvever,UKparticipants
wererelativelyunfamiliar with general traceability QR codes and even less familiatraceability
QR codes for beef products.

Similar patterns were observed for past purchagrgerience, with Viethamese participantseing
more likely to have purchased a product that used a QR code for traceatditisely followed by
Chinese partipants.UKparticipantswere unlikely to hav@urchased a product that used a QR code
for traceability.
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Figurel4. Familiarity with food traceability
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Perceived utility of food traceability

All participants were somewhat satisfied by simply knowing that traceahifitymationexisted
(Figure 1% UKparticipantsrated themselvesasmore timepoor when it comes to reading
traceability information and perceiwkthis information to have loweutility for them thandid

participantsfrom China and/ietham

Figurel5. Perceived utility of food traceability
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Importance of organic beef b traceable

Overall,all participants helgbositive attitudes towardsraceability information for organic beef
although country differences were observé€igure 16. Vietnamese prticipantshad verypositive
views towards traceability informatigriollowed closely by Chinegarticipants UKparticipants still
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regarded traeability informationasimportant for organic beetbut less sdhan Viethamese and
Chinese patrticipants

Figurel6. Attitudes towards traceability information for organic beef
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3.7 Willingness to pay (WTP) for traceable Auatrarganic beef

WTP for traceable Australian organic beef was assesserdandinghe WTFbidding processor
Australian organic beefsillustrated above (se€igure 1. In the last step of the bidding process, all
participants were asked to nominate the maximum piicat they would bewilling to pay for

organic beef. In this sectionagicipants were remindedf their nominated maximum pricthey

were willing to pay(P™) for Australianorganic beefn the bidding procesgper 5009 for Chinese
participants and per kg for UK and Viethamese participaits¢n they were asked how much they
would payif the organic beefvas traceableasshown in Figurd7.

Figurel?. Images of organic Australian beef cuts wWiiRtraceability code

Table6 presents themaximumWTP price$or organic bee{P"® of Figure 1) andfor traceable

organic beef for each WTP category by country. The increase in percentage for traceable organic
beef vared between WTP categories and across the three countries. It appeareplataipants

who were willing to pay 35% more for organic beere willing to pay the most for traceable
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organic beef. The increage WTPwas8.5%,12.8% and 7.1%respectively ér Vietnam,China,and
the UK.

Table6. Maximum price to pay (P for organic beef and traceable organic beef

. WTP- Traceableorganic WTPincrease for
P™@.- Organic beef 9 i
Mean(SD beef traceability
Mean(SD %
WTPoptions  Vietnam China UK | Vietnam China UK | Vietham China UK
Not Willing to T08X0 iTXi6
g 5} 'Oaxf)f‘ ¥7212 £1415| D3 i1xio | ¥75.32  £14.60 1% 4% 3.2%

Pay 15% Moregl ~D33X011(¥10.31) (£2.18) | ~D 0iX3i(¥11.56) (£2.17)
Willing to Pa 5OXi16 5iXii

g y P3006Xi01¥8417  £1783 | D3OiXill ¥8670  £18.13 5 3% 20%  17%
15% More ~DiiXTile (¥5.83) (E0.61) | ~D 0iX0OTI7.62) (E£1.28)
Willing to Pa AT X6 ATIXE

g y| ba |,6 Xi0 | ¥90.12 £19.11| D ATi x?~a | ¥93.90 £19.69 3.50% 42%  3.0%
250, More ~DOX6i1+(¥2.32) (£0.49) | ~DIiiXTifile(¥4.94) (£1.50)
Willing to Pa o 11 XA 50T XTi

g y| Do X rl? 1¥106.08 £2487 | D 001X |"|"| ¥11966 £26.64 8.5% 128%  71%
35% More ~DOoiTXTil«(¥11.72) (£3.15)| ~DiioXiil¢¥23.99) (£5.16)

Note. SD=SandardDeviation.Price igper 500g for Chinese participants and per kg for UK and
Vietnamese participants

3. Discussion and conclusion

The presenstudyinvestigatel consumerspreferencefor food credence attributes, willingness to
pay (WTP) for Australian organic beef and traceable organic beef, and the underlying drivers for
WTP, withthe consideration of cultural and economic development differences adfmtram,

China, and the UKhe followingsections summarise and discuss Keyfindings of this study

Beef attributes in purchase decision & attitude towards Australian beef
Theresultsrevealedthat ‘bestbefore or use by date’, ‘freshness’, and ‘priegre the most
influential attributes thatparticipants from all three countridsoked for when purchamg beef @s
indicated byattention paidto packagnginformation). Chinese and Vietnamese participaatso
tended to pay more attention to other attributes including safety information, brand, country of
origin, organic, and traceability informatiahan participants from the UK his findingnay reflect
the factthat UKparticipants were less concerned about fogafetyin comparison to Chinese and
Vietnamese participantséeFigurel). Furthermore, Vietnamese participantsported the highest
support ofthe organic beeproduction conditionsas outlinedby the EU and Australian organic meat
standards, closely followed by Chinese participants. It appeared, howevel)igrticipants held
a moremoderate importance of these attributes in their purchase decision

Thesedifferences in importance of beeattributes in purchasgdecisiorsare further validated by

how participants judge beef quality. Chinese and Vietnamese participants relied on more indices to
judge beef qualitysuch asappearance, quality assurant@els reputation of shops/supermarkst
country of origin, and recommendations by others, whil€éparticipants predominantly relied on

the appearance of beef and wetke least influenced by othersuch as friends or family

Overall, those who had purchased Australian Hesdfl a positive view on its quality, value, atfie
information provided by the package or retailer. Though imported Australian beef was more
expensive than domestic beef in China and Vietnam, all participants indittetethe price of
Australian beef was notlaarrier for their purchaseecision It shouldbe noted that most othe
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Chinese and Vietnamese patrticipants had previously purchased Australian beef, while efifthone
of UKparticipantshad Thslarge difference mape indicative othe variedsamplng strategies in

the three countriessuch thatChinese and Vietnamese participants came from major metropolitan
citieswhile UKparticipants were recruited nationallit. couldalso be the result of the limited access
of Australian beef to the UK mark@leat and Livestock Austra)ia021).

These findings highlight that, while consumers hefibsitive viewabout Australian beeguality 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 interastdentified
through this reportice.,safety information, brand, country @frigin, organic, and traceability
information). This isespeciallyrequiredin Chinese and Vietnamese marketdere consumers look
for more information about the beef they purchase

Organic beef and willingness to pay for Australian organic beef

Participant preferencefor type of certifying agenciesf organic beef varied across the three
countries.For imported organic beef, botBhinese and Vietnamese participahtsd the most
confidence innternational certification agencigsvhile UKparticipantspreferred UKlocal

certification agenciesThis indicates that it is important for Australian agribusinesses to understand
which certificationagencytheir customers trust the most ant prepare accordingly.

Willingness to payWTP)Yor Australian organic beeflsovaried across the three countrielglost
participants from Vietnam (79.7%) and China (788ed that theywould be willing to pay 35%

more for organic beef as compared to conventional beef. In contrast, 69.2mdrticipants were

not even willing to pay 15% more for organic bé&éie highesWTPpremiumsfor Australian organic
beef wasgenerally driven by a full appreciation of organic production conditions, belief in its health
benefitsand better taste, social influee,food safety concerngerceptions that thepriceisnot too
expensive, antiaving seerorganic beef previously. However, the underlying drivers played slightly
different roles inincreasingVTPfrom less than 15%0 15% more, 25% morendto 35% morghan
conventional beef across the three countri@&ble 4)In addition,the comparison of these key
drivers revealed significactosscountrydifferences (Figured). These findings highlightethat

WTP for organic beef shares common drivers but is@satry specific.

Eliciting pemium pricesfor organic beefs essential for a sustainable organic beef industry due to its
lower yield andadditionalmanagement cost (e.gSmith et al, 2019).The findings of the present
studyprovide an improved understanding about tegtent to which consumerare potentially

willing to payfor Australian organic beef and the underlying factors that dthig intention With

the publics increasing awarenessid support for environmental protectiofwhich is aligned with
organic production standas), it may be anticipated that consumer demand for organic beef would
increase in futureThismay also contributéo consumerseconming more knowledgeable about
organic food whictmay, in turn,havean impact on consumes’ perception of organic food cast

The present study reveals that Chinese &aliparticipants’ knowledge of organic food is linked to a
belief that organic foodls not too costly. However, Viethamese participants’ knowledge had an
opposite effeceven though 79.7% of Viethamese participants were willing to pay 35% price
premium for organic beef (Figutel). Future research needs &xplorewhy Viethameseconsumer’s
knowledge onthe perceived coshas an opposite effean purchasing organic beef.

Traceability and willingness to pay for traceable organic beef
Familiarity with traceabilityQR codes varied across the three countries. While Vietnamese and
Chinese patrticipants reported high familiaritfparticipants were unfamiliar with traceability QR
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codes Thismay reflectthe findingthat UKparticipantsrarely paid attention to traceabiity
information on packaging (Figure 1).

The utility of traceability was perceived as indieatofproduct safety and quality assuranckhis
finding wasverifiedby all participantdeingsomewhat satisfied by simply knowing that traceability
existed.Thissuggestshat although participants may nqthysically check the QR cqdkey may still
find traceability information usefuEvenfor those consumers who may be constrained by time
restrictions during shopping, access to a QR may be a beneficsaureace.

Adding tracealbity information to organideefwasregarded as important, especially by Chinese
and Vietnamese participantslowever WTP for traceablenformationvarieddependingboth on the
country andhow much participants were willing to pay for organic bédr findings indicatéhat
participants who were willing to pay 35% more for organic lvefe willing to pay the most for
traceable organic beeGiven the low familiarity ithe UK Australian leef exporters and their
supply chain partners may need to invest in engagenaenteducationstrategieswith UK
consumers to realise the value for organic and traceable organic offerings in this n@mkibie
other hand, future food safety incidents malgaencourageconsumerdo seek outraceability
informationfor safety assurance

In conclusion, consumgreferencefor food credence attributes, willingness to pay (WTP) for
Australian organic beef and traceable organic beef varied asfi@enam,China,and theUKwhich
reflect differences ithe cultural, socigland institutionalcontexts of thesespecific marked The
findings from this study provide insigtttzgat can support theAustralian beef industrin developing
strategies tgpredict and meethe needs otonsumersn export markets and in gaining and
maintaining theirtrustin Australian beef products
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Appendix AConsumer 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?

O vYes

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?

Most of the

Never Occasionally Often time Always
Price O O O O O
Best before date or O O O O O
Use by date
Grass fed or grain fed O O O O O
Country of origin O O O O O
Locations within
Country of Origin O O O O O
Product safety 0 0 0 0 0
information
Brand O O O O O
O i tificati
laE)%?mc certification O O O O O
Website link of the
company that O O O O O
produces the product
Traceability information
through QR code or O O O O O

barcode



37

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.

Not Less Medium Important Very
important important important Important
at all

Price O

Brand Information

o
o
o

Presentation of the
Packaging

Use by date

Freshness

Organic

Country of Origin

Locations within the
Country of Origin

Breed (e.g., angus,
Wagyu)

©O O O O OO0 OO0 o

O O O O OO oo
O O O O OO oo
O O O O OO oo
O O O O OO oo

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

o
o
o
o
o
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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.

Not Less Medium Important Very
important important important Important
at all

Growth hormone free O O O O O
Grain-fed or Grass-fed O O O O O

No use of chemical

pesticides and synthetic

fertlisers on the cattle O O O O O
farm

No genetically modified O O O O O

feeds used on the farm

The cattle farm looks after O O O O O

cattle’s welfare needs

The use of antibiotics O O O O O

is severely restricted

The cattle farm’s operation
conserves energy, soll, O O O O O
and water

The cattle farm maintains

And enhances its natural O O O O O

environment

The cattle farm implements

Socially and ethically O O O O O

Responsible practice (e.g.,
Human and labour rights)



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.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat
disagree disagree agree nor agree
disagree
| judge the quality of the O O O O
fresh beef by appearance .
| judge the quality of the
fresh beef by the quality O O O O
assurance sticker .
| judge the quality of the O O O O
fresh beef by country of
origin.
| judge the quality of the
fresh beef based on the
reputation of the shops O O O O
or supermarkets where |
buy it.

| judge the quality of the

fresh beef based on

friends and relatives' O O O O
recommendation or higher

ratings in social media.

Organic beef

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

O Yes

QNo

Have you bought organic beef before?

O Yes

QNo

39

Strongly
agree

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?

Not Slightly Somewhat Fairly Completely
confident confident confident confident confident
at all
Exporting country O O O O O
government agencies
Exporting country
certification agencies O O O O O
International certification O O O O O
agencies

UK certification agencies O O O O O
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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.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly
disagree disagree agree nor agree agree
disagree

| do not have enough O O O O O

knowledge about organic
beef

| find the price of organic O O O O O

food product in general is
too high

Organic beef is better for

animal welfare than

conventional beef O O O O O
production

Organic beef production is O O O O O

less harmful to the natural
environment than
conventional beef
production

Organic beef provides O O O O O

more health benefits than
conventional beef

Organic beef is more 0 0 0 ) 0

delicious than conventional
beef.
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the
statements.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly
disagree disagree agree nor agree agree
disagree

| could express my O O O O O

environmental concern by
purchasing organic food

By buying organic food,

| can show myself and my O O O O O
friends that | care about

environmental protection.

This question is designed

to help us conduct O O O O O

verification check. To
answer this question,
please choose option
'Somewhat agree'

My interaction with people

about organic O O O O O

consumables influences
me to buy organic beef

My friends/family would 0 0 0 ) 0

approve of my decision to
buy organic beef

People around me generally

believe that it is better for O O O O O
our health to use organic

food

Aus beef & WTP organic beef

Have you bought Austra lian beef in the past?

O Yes

QNo




The following questions is about imported Australian _beef. Please
indicate the extentto which you agree with each of the following
statements.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat
disagree disagree agree nor agree
disagree
| am satisfied with the O O O O
quality of Australian beef.
The current price of the O O O O
Australian beef corresponds
to its quality.
The current price of
Australian beef is higher O O O O
than my budget allowance.
I am happy with the
information provided about O O O O

the Australian beef on
packaging or by the retailer.

I am concerned that the O O O O

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 areal 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 .

43

Strongly
agree

o)
0



If the conventional rump steak costs £15/kg, would you be willing
to pay £18.75/kg for the organic rump steak?

O Yes

QNo

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

O Yes

QNo

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

O Yes

QNo

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.

44



Traceability & WTP

As mentioned earlier, atradeabil 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.

Strongly
disagree

| am familiar with the QR O
codes used in product
traceability

| have already purchased O
a product with a QR code
for traceability

| am familiar with beef 0
package with a QR code
for traceability information

Knowing there is traceability O
is enough for me

| don't have time to read the O
traceability information

| don't see the use of the O
traceability information

Somewhat
disagree

0

Neither
agree nor
disagree

0

Somewhat
agree

0

45

Strongly
agree

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

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly
disagree disagree agree nor agree agree
disagree

It is important for organic O O O O O

beef to have traceability

information

Buying organic beef with

traceability information O O O O O

is a good idea

Organic beef with traceability
information will give me

confidence that the organic O O O O O

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.
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You previously mentioned that you would pay
£3${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 Malk
O Female
O other

Your age
O  underis
0O 1s- 24yearsold
0 25 34yearsold
0 35 44 yearsold
0 45- 54 yearsold
0O ss- 64yearsold
0 65+yearsold



What is your highest level of education?
0 SomeSecondanor below

CompletedSecondarychool

Vocationalr Similar

SomeUniversitybut no degree

UniversityBacheloregree

Graduateor professionaddegree(MA, MS,MBA,PhD JD MD, DDS))

oo O O O

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

O Lesghan 20,000pounds
20,000- 39,999pounds
40,000- 59,999pounds

60,000- 99,999pounds

o O O O

More than 100,000pounds

Please select the state you reside
NorthernEnglandNorthWest,North East,Yorkshiretthe Humber)
Mid EnglandWestMidlands,EastMidlands+Eastof England)
SouthernEngland SouthWest+SouthEast)

GreaterLondon

Wales

Scotland

Northernlreland

O O O O o o o o

Noneof above
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