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Abstract

:

Simple Summary


Public concern for animal welfare in food production continues to grow. However, its growth does not correspond with the increase in demand for higher welfare products, giving rise to an outcome known as the attitude–behaviour gap. Addressing this attitude–behaviour gap and supporting consumers to make higher animal welfare choices in the supermarket can play important roles in improving the lives of farm animals. Despite increasing awareness in this area, solutions aimed at minimizing this gap often focus on knowledge transfer and have not yet had a significant impact. The aim of this article is to review current knowledge around the attitude-behaviour gap, and situate it within the context of the behaviour change wheel; exploring the capabilities, opportunities, and motivations driving, as well as the barriers preventing consumers from making higher welfare food choices. Using this framework, the review aims to broadly identify how consumers can be encouraged to change their behaviour and buy higher welfare products.




Abstract


Over the last several decades, positive public attitudes towards animal welfare have continued to develop. Consumers’ attitudes towards farm animal welfare indicate increasing concern about animal welfare in food production. Yet, this growing interest in the lives of farm animals does not correspond with a wholesale increase in demand for higher welfare products, providing evidence of the citizen-consumer attitude-behaviour gap (herein referred to as the attitude-behaviour gap). Minimising the attitude–behaviour gap and supporting consumers to make higher animal welfare choices may help producers to enhance the lives of farm animals. However, despite increasing awareness in this area, solutions to resolve this gap often focus on knowledge transfer and do not appear to have had a significant impact. The aim of this article is to review current knowledge around the attitude-behaviour gap, and situate it within the context of the behaviour change wheel; exploring the capabilities, opportunities, and motivations driving, as well as the barriers inhibiting consumers from making higher welfare food choices. Using this framework, the review aims to identify interventions that may boost consumer demand for higher welfare products sold at a premium price and provide suggestions for future research. Further work to increase understanding in this area is then also suggested.
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1. Introduction


Arguably, the world’s current greatest challenge is how to sustain the almost 10 billion people who are expected to populate it by 2050 [1,2,3]. With global population growth, household incomes around the world are rising and people are eating more animal-based foods [1,2,3]. In parallel, the production of food from animals has moved away from small scale and extensive operations towards intensive systems characterised by confinement. Such intensification has resulted in an abundance of inexpensive animal-based foods, but it has also come at a great cost to production animal welfare [2,4].



Growing public concern for the welfare of farm animals is well documented [5,6,7,8], with evidence of consumers’ self-reported willingness to pay premium prices for food produced under high animal welfare standards [8,9]. However, these increasingly positive attitudes regarding the lives of farm animals [10] do not manifest reliably as higher welfare purchase decisions or behaviours [11,12,13]. A number of reasons have been offered to explain the disparity between consumers’ attitudes (or stated concern for production animal welfare) and their actions at the checkout, a common mismatch known as the attitude-behaviour gap [14,15], many of which will be explored in detail in this review.



Traditional interventions aimed at addressing the attitude-behaviour gap associated with ethical concerns, such as farm animal welfare, have focused on knowledge-transfer [16]; assuming that once consumers become aware of issues such as animal welfare they will change their behaviours and, in this case, begin to engage in higher welfare purchase decisions. However, much social science research has indicated that knowledge-transfer largely fails to change behaviours [16]. To identify interventions that are expected to be effective in changing behaviour, it is important to use a deliberate system to both consider and select from the full range of options available, and so avoid overlooking important alternatives. In 2011, Michie and colleagues [17] developed the human behaviour change wheel (BCW) as an example of such a system. The wheel provides a comprehensive tool allowing a range of users to design and select interventions and policies according to an analysis of the nature of the behaviour and the mechanisms that need to be changed to bring about behaviour change [17].



The objective of the current review is to summarise current interdisciplinary knowledge around the attitude-behaviour gap for farm animal welfare, situating it within the framework of the BCW. In particular, it will address the capabilities, opportunities, and motivations driving, as well as inhibiting, consumers when making higher welfare food choices. Given that animal welfare improvements in food production are increasingly market-driven, the BCW is used to identify interventions with the potential to support and drive consumer purchase of higher welfare products. In light of growing societal concern for animal welfare [10], now is an opportune time and context to explore such behaviour change interventions.




2. A Brief Introduction to the Attitude-Behaviour Gap for Farm Animal Welfare


We begin our discussion regarding public concern for farm animal welfare by addressing the question: What is animal welfare? Although there remains no single globally accepted definition, three main scientific concepts are widely used to evaluate the status of an animal’s welfare. These are biological function, affective state, and natural living. The first of these emphasises the biological functioning of animals, such as reproduction; the second addresses the psychological aspects of welfare and the mental experiences of animals; while the third highlights the need for animals to live naturally and to have the ability to express innate behaviours [18]. Only once we have stipulated which of these concepts is most relevant in a given case, can the welfare of an animal be evaluated.



Increasing public concern for farm animal welfare is well documented [19,20], but do consumers necessarily express this concern in their market behaviour? The evidence is to the contrary. Despite their best intentions to be ethical, consumers rarely purchase ethical products at the checkout, providing evidence of an attitude-behaviour gap [14,15,21,22,23,24,25,26]. By way of an example from another area of concern, 30% of UK consumers reported that they were very concerned about environmental issues; yet only 5% translated this into ethical food choices at the checkout [13]. Such disparity has also been referred to as a consumer-citizen gap, with scholars arguing that there is a gap between the responsible intentions of citizens and the hedonic desires of consumers [25,27].



Empirical evidence supports the notion of an attitude-behaviour gap for animal welfare. Bennett [28] found that 86% of European respondents reported being concerned about farm animal welfare, but only 61% stated that they purchased higher welfare products. A study across France, England, Sweden and Denmark found although respondents considered modern animal production as inhumane, they freely admitted, in focus group discussions, that their concerns and exposure to negative images of production methods did not influence their purchase decisions [29]. Also, Mayfield et al. [30] found that 77%, 50% and 56% of respondents from Italy, Great Britain and Sweden, respectively, reported that farm animal welfare was important to them, but only 41%, 23% and 25%, respectively, reported always thinking about animal welfare when buying meat. More recently, Cornish et al. [31] found that despite 92% of Australian respondents describing animal welfare as “important” to them when purchasing animal-based products, only 76%, 53%, and 31% reported buying welfare-friendly eggs, poultry and pork, respectively. A key limitation of the published research on the attitude-behaviour gap is the general reliance on self-reported data, such as that discussed above, which cannot exclude the possibility of respondents providing false information. Similarly, self-reported data can represent respondents’ conflated motivation when they are influenced by social-desirability bias or a tendency to answer questions in a manner that will be viewed more favourably by others.




3. The Behaviour Change Wheel for Understanding Behaviour


The BCW developed by Michie and colleagues provides a structured approach to designing behaviour change interventions and strategies [17]. At the centre of the wheel, capability (C), opportunity (O), and motivation (M) are proposed as interacting determinants of behaviour (B) (hence COM-B model) (see Figure 1 below) [17]:




	
Capability reflects an individual’s psychological and physical ability to engage in the behaviour of interest. Physical capability refers to the extent to which an individual can engage in the behaviour, for example, if constrained by financial resources. Psychological capability refers to the individual’s capacity to engage in the required cognitive processing.



	
Opportunity comprises the factors external to an individual that are required for the behaviour to occur. This can either mean physical opportunity, or situational factors and social opportunity, i.e., the cultural or community values and norms that encourage or deter certain behaviours.



	
Motivation encompasses factors internal to an individual, such as brain processes, that energize and direct behaviour. Such intrinsic factors include conscious decision-making, habitual processes, and emotions. The COM-B model distinguishes two types of motivations that are reflective processes, which include plans (intentions) and evaluations (beliefs about what is desirable and undesirable), and automatic processes that include emotions, desires and impulses that arise from associative learning.








Depending on the behavioural determinant to be focused on, there are nine possible intervention functions to choose from: Education; persuasion; incentivisation; coercion; training; restriction; environmental restructuring; modeling; and enablement. Seven policy categories are then presented to support the delivery of the particular intervention functions: Communication/marketing; guidelines; legislation; regulation; fiscal, environmental/social planning; and service provision.




4. Purchasing Behaviour for Higher Welfare Products; Capability, Opportunity and Motivation


Literature is reviewed below where it provides insight into consumers’ purchasing decisions around higher welfare products in the supermarket.



4.1. Capability: Physical


Inability to Afford the Products


Despite some inconclusive findings [32], most research into ethical consumerism suggests that price trumps ethical concerns [23,33]. In the context of animal welfare, this holds true [34,35]. Higher welfare products are sold at a price premium compared to conventional products and, for many consumers, financial constraints may inhibit their ability to purchase the higher welfare product. The price premium (or higher cost) of higher welfare production is due to the allocation of more space and infrastructure per animal and greater care and stockperson time; production costs that are passed on to the consumer. Recently, Vigors [36], in a review exploring the effect of nudging behaviours to reduce the attitude-behaviour gap for farm animal welfare, noted that the relative price of products, rather than their absolute price influences consumer purchases. So, consumers are affected by how the price of one product compares to the price of another, e.g., the higher price of free-range eggs compared to conventional caged eggs.





4.2. Capability: Psychological


4.2.1. Lack of Awareness


As mentioned earlier, there is no single globally accepted definition for animal welfare and scientists continue to debate what systems of production are preferable, for example free-range versus enriched caged egg production systems. Given that experts are not in agreement, it should not be surprising that the general public as consumers are confused and generally have a poor understanding of what constitutes a higher welfare product. Moreover, misleading or overwhelming labels about animal welfare often only make matters worse and inhibit higher welfare purchasing. Consumers are seemingly overwhelmed by the proliferation of mandatory and voluntary labels or claims on food packages [11,27,37,38,39]. For example, a 2007 review of the welfare-friendly food labels across six European countries questioned the transparency of information provided [40]. In Australia, a recent report commissioned by the Federal Government found that 42% of respondents stated that there is too much conflicting information about animal welfare and 40% felt they did not have enough information to understand what happens in the agricultural industry [41].




4.2.2. Difficulty Processing Available Information


As humans, we are bounded by the limits of our own rationality. This means that our ability to seek out further information in our decision-making is limited by the time afforded to us, and also by our analytic power or ability to process information and choose between options [36,42,43]. Consumers currently face ever-increasing numbers of choices and product differences when selecting animal-based foodstuffs with different labels, such as free-range, cage-free, hormone-free, to name a few [27,44,45,46,47]. Despite the best intentions of many producers to educate and inform consumers, consumers are often constrained in their ability to use such additional information to help them make higher welfare purchase decisions [36,42,43].




4.2.3. The Curse of Willful Ignorance


Many consumers do not always want to be informed, preferring to remain willfully ignorant [48]. Wilful ignorance is a form of avoidance behaviour likely to be reinforced by two factors. Firstly, the higher than conventional welfare purchase decision brings with it an opportunity cost in that the complexity of animal welfare information can mean that processing the core information requires time and effort; time and effort that therefore cannot be expended elsewhere. As such, consumers may decide that processing such information is not worth the effort [49]. Secondly, there are low error costs associated with poor welfare choices [50], so any consequences or repercussions of not purchasing higher welfare options are low or non-existent. A European study into farm animal welfare found that when asked how often they think about farm animal welfare when buying meat, only 41%, 23% and 25% of consumers in Italy, Great Britain and Sweden, respectively, reported always thinking about it, with many stating they did not like to think that meat came from an animal [30].




4.2.4. Abrogation of Responsibility to Others


Consumers may consider boosting animal welfare in food production to be a “public good” which should be provided to the community by governments. Therefore, they may not actively seek and demand high welfare products but instead default to assume maintaining, monitoring and elevating farm animal welfare standards to be the responsibility of regulators. Currently, improvements to farm animal welfare are market-driven, thus it could be argued animal welfare is primarily a responsibility of consumers to act in accordance with their ethical concerns.





4.3. Opportunity: Physical


Poor Availability


Perceived (or real) low availability of higher welfare products has been suggested as a cause of the attitude-behaviour gap [27,30,37,39]. As an example, Vermeir and Verbeke [12] found that, despite consumers stating an intention to buy sustainable dairy products, they often did not because such products were not widely available. More recently, Cornish and colleagues [31] surveyed Australian purchasing of a small range of welfare-friendly food products and found that while 58% of respondents reported there being sufficient welfare-friendly eggs available to them when shopping, 50% and 63% reported that there was not sufficient welfare-friendly poultry and pork, respectively, available to them.





4.4. Opportunity: Social


Social Pressures


Food purchasing and consumption can be considered a social act in that they are intertwined in the human psyche and, often without even knowing it, we change how and what we eat based on the people around us. Social norms represent the implicit or explicit rules and expectations of society. They amount to one’s beliefs about what other people think one should or should not do [36,51]. Social norms have been found to strongly shape meat consumption [51]. Indeed, Schenk, Rössel and Scholz [51] found that ethical motivation was more strongly influenced by social norms than restricted by convenience and taste. Napolitano and colleagues [52] also suggest that social norms are a probable cause of the attitude–behaviour gap for farm animal welfare. Therefore, it may be that although pro-welfare social norms exist, they do not positively influence consumer behaviour [52]. Moreover, the power of social norms can have a positive influence on situations requiring heavier cognitive loads, with individuals often using the behaviour of others as a guide for what they should do [36]. Additionally, some scholars have argued that food choices, particular for animal-based products, are governed by dominant sociocultural norms. For example, Jenkins and Twine [53] contend that vegans, and some vegetarians, are going against the dominant norm. However, in the wake of the recently released government-funded report into Australian attitudes to animal farming, it is overwhelmingly clear that public understanding of and concern for farm animal welfare has changed over time, with 95% of respondents concerned about farm animal welfare and 91% calling for regulatory reform [41]. Thus, it could be contended that the day when such dominant norms change has arrived and the animal welfare-friendly or even plant-based alternative are becoming dominant.





4.5. Motivation: Reflective


4.5.1. Intentions to Purchase Higher Welfare


Reflective processing involves the creation of self-conscious intentions, such as intending to purchase higher welfare products. Research into consumers’ attitudes towards animal welfare in food production has increased in the last decade or so, with notable findings from Australia, [5,6,8], the European Union (EU), [7,19], and the United States of America (USA), for example [54]. As an illustration, an Australian survey found that 71% of respondents agreed that farm animal welfare is an important consideration, and 62% disagreed that demand for food was more important than the humane treatment of animals [5].



Moreover, reflective processing involves evaluations about what is good and bad. People concerned about animal welfare issues have been shown to hold positive attitudes towards higher welfare products [55]. However, behavioural economic research suggests consumer preferences are rarely stable; rather they vary between and within decisions [36]. This is true for animal welfare, with consumers being shown to exhibit heterogeneous, unstable preferences for animal welfare attributes of food products [49,56,57,58,59]. As an example, consumers may express concern for animal welfare but this may not be the most important factor influencing their purchase decisions (with more salient issues, such as price, superseding animal welfare concerns), or they purchase higher welfare eggs but not pork. Moreover, animal welfare, as a food attribute, cannot be directly observed or evaluated by a consumer, even after purchase, so its potential to differentiate between products is only small [46,49,59,60,61]. Also, it is worth noting that ethical and unethical information has an asymmetrical influence on attitudes, with vices (or bad and unethical attributes) detracting from the engagement in ethical actions more than virtues (or good and ethical attributes) increase them. Therefore, it could be assumed that consumers are more willing to punish or boycott unethical brands or products, rather than reward or purchase ethical ones [38]. For example, a Norwegian study into consumers’ perceptions of animal welfare labelling when buying eggs found that negative labelling compromised egg sales, whereas positive labelling regarding good welfare did not [62].




4.5.2. Additional Drivers Other Than Concern for Animal Welfare


Consumers have been found to have motivations to buy higher welfare products other than, or in addition to, animal welfare concerns. It has been proposed that they consider animal welfare not just within an ethical context, but also as part of more traditional notions, and that they associate the well-being of farmed animals with the quality, food safety, provenance, taste and healthfulness of foods [39,44,60,63,64,65,66,67]. A recent Australian study by Bray and Ankeny [67] found that consumers perceived free-range and cage-free eggs as being of higher quality, more nutritious, safer, and having better sensory characteristics, than caged eggs (regardless of whether these claims are true or not).



The main factors found to drive consumer purchase decisions regarding higher welfare products include:




	
Food safety: A US study found more than three-quarters of respondents agreed, “animals raised under higher standards of care will produce safer and better tasting meat [54]”.



	
Quality: Consumers do not accept ethical corporate behaviour as a substitute for product quality [68] and they associate higher animal welfare production with better quality products [30,64].



	
Provenance: Consumers prefer local products, perceiving products from their own country to be higher quality perhaps due to the assumption of higher animal welfare standards, irrespective of whether this is actually the case [29,34,60]. Davidson et al. [69] found that 77% of Scottish consumers considered country-of-origin the most important food attribute when purchasing meat.



	
Health: Consumers associate animal welfare with the healthfulness of products [30,66]. Research found UK consumers perceived welfare-friendly products as safer and healthier [39]. For example, 78% of UK respondents thought welfare-friendly meat was healthier and 71% thought it had more nutritional value [70].



	
Palatability: Consumers expect welfare-friendly products to taste better [60,71]. A recent study by Malone and Lusk [72] found that taste is the most important meat product perception; superseding healthfulness and safety.










4.6. Motivation: Automatic


4.6.1. Habitual Processing


Food acquisition is generally governed by habitual purchasing behaviour [12,23]. Consumers do not make trade-offs between food attributes at every purchase, but rather recall the result of an earlier trade-off and repeat the decision [73]. The automatic, unconscious nature of habitual behaviours requires very low engagement or awareness. In contrast, ethical purchasing requires time and effort [12,73,74] and consumers who are fully informed to make effective purchasing decisions that align with their values (Sproles et al. 1978, as cited in [23]).




4.6.2. Self-Identity


Food purchase and consumption are embedded within our own personal psyche and hold meaning to us [51] and often play a large role in our own self-identity. For example, Schenk and colleagues [51] found that having a vegetarian self-identify strongly determined meat-avoidance behaviour. Thus, consumers seeing themselves or wanting to be seen by others as someone who makes higher welfare choices will have their decisions driven by these considerations.






5. Recommended Interventions to Minimise the Attitude-Behaviour Gap


Current understanding of the attitude-behaviour gap, situated within the BCW framework, suggests that a range of interventions should be explored to better align consumers’ behaviour with their pro-welfare intentions. Table 1 shows the links between the components of the BCW and the nine possible intervention functions [17]. Within the framework each intervention is associated with a number of commonly used behaviour change techniques. This paper does not aim to provide an exhaustive list of all approaches that could be taken, but rather to highlight a few examples.



5.1. Education


Education involves increasing knowledge and understanding [17]. To educate consumers, stakeholders must not only aim to raise awareness around animal welfare concerns, but that they also address the motivations other than or in addition to animal welfare concerns that have been found to drive consumer purchase decisions, e.g., product quality, food safety, taste and healthfulness [39,44,60,63,64,65,66,67]. Educational campaigns using in-store poster or placards that read along the lines of “free-range eggs not only taste better, but they are better for the hens too by allowing them more freedom to move” may be of benefit.




5.2. Persuasion


There may be merit in the use of campaigns in which pleas are made to “buy animal-friendly” or “be kinder to hens and buy free-range eggs”. Moreover, given food consumption and purchase is governed by social norms [51], thus informing consumers about what their peers are doing could also be effective in driving higher welfare choices. For example, using descriptive norms on poster or placards in-store, such as “two out of every three shoppers at (a named supermarket) buy cage-free eggs”.




5.3. Incentivisation


The creation of expected rewards for making animal-friendly choices could incentivise relatively high welfare purchase behaviours, with supermarkets or salient groups (such as sports clubs and local community centres) using prize draws, for example, everyone who buys cage-free eggs at (a named supermarket) enters the draw.




5.4. Coercion


Coercion involves creating the expectation of punishment or cost [17]. An effective example of creating expectation of punishment or cost for adopting an undesired behaviour is a tax rise on alcohol in an attempt to reduce excessive alcohol consumption. However, in the case of farm animal welfare, welfare increments come at a price premium. Governments could play a role in incentivizing farmers to optimise animal welfare either financially via subsidies or by other means, such as affording them priority access to resources (such as animal feed) or commercial opportunities. Additionally, governments could enforce sanctions for poor welfare. Nonetheless, the current market-driven nature of farm animal welfare makes this intervention somewhat counterintuitive because, in a sense, consumers may consider themselves to be paying a cost penalty for choosing relatively high welfare food. Addressing the price premium of higher welfare products is difficult (at least in the short term). However, consumers could be coerced through the threat of social punishment or social sanctions by peers or members of the community for not doing the animal-friendly thing.




5.5. Training


Training refers to imparting skills that can be put into action, for example driver training [17]. Training could be achieved with celebrities, educators or other members of the community demonstrating to consumers where to go to buy higher welfare production and which specific labels to look for.




5.6. Restrictions


Stakeholders interested in the sale and promotion of relatively high welfare products could help boost consumers’ understanding of what constitutes a higher than conventional welfare product and clarify labeling with repudiation of false claims and stronger governance over misleading marketing. For example, due to the opaque and misleading term “outdoor-bred” on pork products used in reference to piglets born outdoors, Australia’s leading consumer watchdog group pushed for the inclusion of the words “raised indoors on straw” to make it clearer to consumers that when weaned (at about 21 days) piglets in these systems are transferred to sheds indoors.




5.7. Environmental Restructuring


Environmental restructuring refers to efforts to change the physical or social context in which behaviours take place [17]. Time constraints and heuristic processing govern food-purchasing in-store behaviours. Furthermore, consumers can be affected by external factors such as supermarket lay-out and presentation of information [75], thus restructuring the physical purchasing environment to encourage pro-animal welfare purchases could be achieved through redesigning in-store product placement and store layout, for example, placing the free-range eggs on the shelf at the consumers’ eye-level and the caged eggs on the bottom shelf. Additionally, grocery stores could group higher welfare products together, similar to a “health food aisle”; there could be an “animal-friendly” aisle. Such efforts would also help address actual or perceived issues around the availability of relatively high welfare products.



Addressing the social context of purchasing animal-based products would be notably more difficult than addressing the physical context of such purchasing. However, social influence has been shown to affect behaviour with regards to issues such as binge drinking (e.g., [76]). Within the current context, creating a social environment wherein displaying support for farm animal welfare and buying the higher welfare food options are seen as the preferable behaviours could target the social context.




5.8. Modeling


Celebrities often provide suitable role models that people aspire to be like or imitate. In regards to animal welfare, the efforts of celebrities such as chef Jamie Oliver can educate and encourage consumers to purchase higher welfare products. Mass media such as television campaigns have been proven to influence consumer knowledge [30,34]. Jamieson et al. [77], when surveying adolescences about their attitudes to farm animal welfare found that television was the most common farm animal welfare information sources cited.




5.9. Enablement


Enablement refers to increasing means or reducing barriers to increase capability or opportunity [17]. Consumers could be enabled to buy higher welfare products by the development of a single national trusted certification and labelling process that helps consumers differentiate animal products based on the animal welfare conditions under which they were produced. The 2019 Australian Futureye report found that most respondents assumed that products labeled as cage-free, free-range, and organic reflected better animal welfare standards, but did not always trust these labels. One of the solutions to this that was raised in focus group discussions was a trusted certification and labelling process to help consumers differentiate products [41]. Such labelling systems could be endorsed by various stakeholders such as governments, non-government organisations (NGOs) or retailers. The success of any labelling initiative would depend on the auditing process, the frequency and transparency of which would be key for consumer trust, since verification of the labels’ claims is essential. This could also help address perceived (or real) issues around availability, as well as limiting consumers’ ability to engage in wilful ignorance of animal welfare concerns when shopping in the supermarket, with pivotal information becoming less easy to disregard.





6. Discussion


The evidence outlined in our review suggests that consumers are increasingly concerned about animal welfare, but such sentiments are not readily converted to real actions at the supermarket checkout, with indication of an attitude-behaviour gap. Consumer food purchasing decisions are complex and involving a range of factors beyond animal welfare concerns alone, with animal welfare often being considered in parallel to many other individual food attributes, such as quality and taste.



Given animal welfare improvements in food production are market-driven, great improvements in farm animal welfare can be achieved by increasing consumer demand for welfare-friendly products. Interestingly, the 2019 Futureye report found that 65% of Australian respondents were willing to pay more to ensure better animal welfare standards [41]. Such pro-animal welfare intentions suggest a current market failure; with consumers not being supported or enabled in their desire to better align their attitudes and actions. It is clear from the current review that there is no silver bullet, and efforts to encourage consumers to purchase higher welfare products will require a multi-pronged and integrated approach involving various stakeholders from the Government and major supermarkets to everyday individuals.



Changing behaviour is difficult, and sustaining change is even harder. Behaviour change interventions are likely to fail if they try to change too many behaviours at once. It should be noted that this review focussed broadly on literature surrounding consumers buying high welfare produce, rather than addressing a specific scenario such as purchases of relatively high welfare poultry meat in Australian Supermarkets. This was intentional as a means to open up a general dialogue around using the BCW to assist in closing the attitude-behaviour gap. However, whilst this exploration has added to the growing literature in this area, it has not provided a definitive guide of what exactly needs to change to close the gap. To do so, the broad issue of the attitude-behaviour gap needs to be broken down and defined as a range of more specific behaviours that can be addressed. To achieve this, we suggest future research focuses on how different categories of consumers respond to various interventions. Further narrowing of the focus to define the problem in terms of a specific behaviour, i.e., the purchasing of an identified product or species, e.g., dairy products, followed by analysis of the targeted population (using the COM-B approach), will allow identification of distinct categories of consumers. With this insight, tailoring of messaging and matching of specific interventions to each audience’s needs can then progress. As understanding increases, a database could be created to analyse what works best for each category, rather than commenting on consumers broadly, as a uniform population as we have done.




7. Conclusions


In conclusion, examination of the attitude-behaviour gap for farm animal welfare confirms that consumers’ sentiments for animal welfare are not reflected in their purchase behaviour. Our exploration of the gap using the BCW framework reveals the various drivers and barriers that consumers encounter when considering relatively high welfare food choices. We argue that while many consumers do intend to consume ethically, various purchase barriers hamper them and competing demands get in the way before they get to the checkout. For example, despite their concerns for animals, they care more about price.



Accordingly, we have provided many examples of the interventions that could be used to boost consumer demand for relatively high welfare products. By enabling consumers to engage in more pro-animal welfare behaviours farmers can improve the welfare of millions of animals produced for food each year. Undoubtedly, there is not one single answer when it comes to encouraging consumers to purchase relatively high welfare products. Instead, it will require a multi-faceted approach that addresses the many barriers outlined above.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, A.C., J.J. and P.M.; writing—original draft preparation, A.C.; writing—review and editing, A.C., J.J., D.R. and P.M.; visualization, A.C. and J.J.; supervision, P.M. and D.R.




Funding


This research received no external funding.




Acknowledgments


The authors warmly acknowledge the RSPCA Australia Scholarship for Humane Animal Production Research.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. FAO’s Director-General on How to Feed the World in 2050. Popul. Dev. Rev. 2009, 35, 837–839. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gerber, P.J.; Steinfeld, H.; Henderson, B.; Mottet, A.; Opio, C.; Dijkman, J.; Falcucci, A.; Tempio, G. Tackling Climate Change Through Livestock—A Global Assessment of Emissions and Mitigation Opportunities; Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO): Rome, Italy, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Godfray, H.C.; Beddington, J.R.; Crute, I.R.; Haddad, L.; Lawrence, D.; Muir, J.F.; Pretty, J.; Robinson, S.; Thomas, S.M.; Toulmin, C. Food Security: The Challenge of Feeding 9 Billion People. Science 2010, 327, 812–818. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Steinfeld, H. Livestock’s Long Shadow: Environmental Issues and Options; Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) & Livestock, Environment and Development: Rome, Italy, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Coleman, G.J.; Hay, M.; Toukhsati, S.R. Effects of Consumer Attitudes and Behaviour on the Egg and Pork Industry; Monash University: Melbourne, VIC, Australia, 2005. [Google Scholar]

	



Coleman, G.; Rohlf, V.; Toukhsati, S.; Blache, D. Public attitudes relevant to livestock animal welfare policy. Farm Policy J. 2015, 12, 45–57. [Google Scholar]

	



European Commission. Attitudes of Europeans towards Animal Welfare: 2016, Special Eurobarometer 442. Available online: http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en/data/dataset/S2096_84_4_442_ENG (accessed on 10 April 2019).

	



Taylor, N.; Signal, T.D. Willingness to pay: Australian consumers and “on the farm” welfare. J. Appl. Anim. Welf. Sci. 2009, 12, 345–359. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Elbakidze, L.; Nayga, R.M., Jr. The effects of information on willingness to pay for animal welfare in dairy production: Application of nonhypothetical valuation mechanisms. J. Dairy Sci. 2012, 95, 1099–1107. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bennett, R.M.; Blaney, R.J. Estimating the benefits of farm animal legislation using the contingent valuation method. Agric. Econ. 2003, 29, 85–98. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McEachern, M.G.; Warnaby, G. Exploring the relationship between consumer knowledge and purchase behaviour of value-based labels. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 2008, 32, 414–426. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vermeir, I.; Verbeke, W. Sustainable Food Consumption: Exploring the Consumer “Attitude—Behavioral Intention” Gap. J. Agric. Environ. Ethics 2006, 19, 169–194. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Young, W.; Hwang, K.; McDonald, S.; Oates, C.J. Sustainable consumption: Green consumer behaviour when purchasing products. Sustain. Dev. 2010, 18, 20–31. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carrington, M.J.; Neville, B.A.; Whitwell, G.J. Why Ethical Consumers Don’t Walk Their Talk: Towards a Framework for Understanding the Gap Between the Ethical Purchase Intentions and Actual Buying Behaviour of Ethically Minded. Consumers. J. Bus. Ethics 2010, 97, 139–158. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carrington, M.J.; Neville, B.A.; Whitwell, G.J. Lost in translation: Exploring the ethical consumer intention–behavior gap. J. Bus. Res. 2014, 67, 2759–2767. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McLeod, L.J.; Hine, D.W.; Please, P.M.; Driver, A.B. Applying behavioral theories to invasive animal management: Towards an intergrated framework. J. Environ. Manag. 2015, 161, 63–71. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Michie, S.; van Stralen, M.M.; West, R. The behavior change wheel: A new method for characterizing and designing behavior change interventions. Implement. Sci. 2011, 6, 42. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fraser, D. Assessing animal welfare at the farm and group level: The interplay of science and values. Anim. Welf. 2003, 12, 433–443. [Google Scholar]

	



Vanhonacker, F.; Poucke, E.V.; Tuyttens, F.; Verbeke, W. Citizens’ Views on Farm Animal Welfare and Related Information Provision: Exploratory Insights from Flanders, Belgium. J. Agric. Environ. Ethics 2010, 23, 551–569. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Spooner, J.M.; Schuppli, C.A.; Fraser, D. Attitudes of Canadian citizens toward farm animal welfare: A qualitative study. Livest. Sci. 2014, 163, 150–158. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aschemann-Witzel, J.; Niebuhr Aagaard, E.M. Elaborating on the attitude–behaviour gap regarding organic products: Young Danish consumers and in-store food choice. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 2014, 38, 550–558. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Auger, P.; Devinney, T.M. Do What Consumers Say Matter? The Misalignment of Preferences with Unconstrained Ethical Intentions. J. Bus. Ethics 2007, 76, 361–383. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bray, J.; Johns, N.; Kilburn, D. An Exploratory Study into the Factors Impeding Ethical Consumption. J. Bus. Ethics 2011, 98, 597–608. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chatzidakis, A.; Hibbert, S.; Smith, A. Why People Don’t Take their Concerns about Fair Trade to the Supermarket: The Role of Neutralisation. J. Bus. Ethics 2007, 74, 89–100. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



De Bakker, E.; Dagevos, H. Reducing Meat Consumption in Today’s Consumer Society: Questioning the Citizen-Consumer Gap. J. Agric. Environ. Ethics 2012, 25, 877–894. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



De Barcellos, M.D.; Krystallis, A.; de Melo Saab, M.S.; Kügler, J.O.; Grunert, K.G. Investigating the gap between citizens’ sustainability attitudes and food purchasing behaviour: Empirical evidence from Brazilian pork consumers. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 2011, 35, 391–402. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schröder, M.J.; McEachern, M.G. Consumer value conflicts surrounding ethical food purchase decisions: A focus on animal welfare. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 2004, 28, 168–177. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bennett, R.M. Measuring Public Support for Animal Welfare Legislation: A Case Study of Cage Egg Production. Anim. Welf. 1998, 7, 1–10. [Google Scholar]

	



Ngapo, T.M.; Dransfield, E.; Martin, J.F.; Magnusson, M.; Bredahl, L.; Nute, G.R. Consumer perceptions: Pork and pig production. Insights from France, England, Sweden and Denmark. Meat Sci. 2004, 66, 125–134. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mayfield, L.E.; Bennett, R.M.; Tranter, R.B.; Wooldridge, M.J. Consumption of welfare-friends food products in Great Britain, Italy and Sweden, and how it may be influenced by consumer attitudes to, and behaviour towards, animal welfare attributes. Int. J. Soc. Food Agric. 2007, 15, 59–73. [Google Scholar]

	



Cornish, A.R.; Ashton, B.; Raubenheimer, D.; McGreevy, P.D. Australian consumers’ knowledge of and concern for animal welfare in food production: Influences on purchasing intentions. Soc. Anim. 2019, 25, 1–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Papaoikonomou, E.; Ryan, G.; Ginieis, M. Towards a Holistic Approach of the Attitude Behaviour Gap in Ethical Consumer Behaviours: Empirical Evidence from Spain. Int. Adv. Econ. Res. 2010, 17, 77–88. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



De Pelsmacker, P.; Driesen, L.; Rayp, G. Do Consumers Care about Ethics? Willingness to Pay for Fair-Trade Coffee. J. Consum. Aff. 2005, 39, 363–385. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Miele, M. Report Concerning Consumer Perceptions and Attitudes towards Farm. Animal Welfare; European Animal Welfare Platform: Brussels, Belgium, 2010; pp. 1–16. [Google Scholar]

	



Thorslund, C.A.H.; Sandøe, P.; Aaslyng, M.D.; Lassen, J. A good taste in the meat, a good taste in the mouth—Animal welfare as an aspect of pork quality in three European countries. Livest. Sci. 2016, 193, 58–65. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vigor, B. Reducing the Consumer Attitude-Behaviour Gap in Animal Welfare: The Potential Role of ‘Nudges’. Animals 2018, 8, 232. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Burke, F.P.; Eckert, C.; Davis, S.L. Segmenting consumers’ reasons for and against ethical consumption. Eur. J. Mark. 2014, 48, 2237–2261. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carrigan, M.; Attalla, A. The myth of the ethical consumer—Do ethics matter in purchase behaviour? J. Consum. Mark. 2001, 18, 560–578. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Harper, G.C.; Makatouni, A. Consumer perception of organic food production and farm animal welfare. Br. Food J. 2002, 104, 287–299. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Roe, E.; Marsden, T. Analysis of the Retail Survey of Products that Carry Welfare Claims and of Non-retailer Led Assurance Schemes Whose Logos Accompany Welfare Claims; Cardiff University: Cardiff, UK, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	



Futureye. Australia’s Shifting Mindset on Farm Animal Welfare. Department of Agriculture and Water Resource. 2019. Available online: http://www.agriculture.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/animal/farm-animal-welfare.pdf (accessed on 10 April 2019). [Google Scholar]

	



Todd, P.M.; Gigerenzer, G. Précis of Simple heuristics that make us smart. Behav. Brain Sci. 2000, 23, 727–741. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Simon, H.A. Models of Bounded Rationality; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1982. [Google Scholar]

	



Cicia, G.; Caracciolo, F.; Cembalo, L.; Del Giudice, T.; Grunert, K.G.; Krystallis, A. Food safety concerns in urban China: Consumer preferences for pig process attributes. Food Control. 2016, 60, 166–173. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grunert, K.G.; Hieke, S.; Wills, J. Sustainability labels on food products: Consumer motivation, understanding and use. Food Policy 2014, 44, 177–189. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Napolatino, F.; Girolami, A.; Braghieri, A. Consumer Liking and Willingness to Pay for High Animal Welfare Products. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2010, 21, 537–543. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Napolitano, F.; Braghieri, A.; Caroprese, M.; Marino, R.; Girolami, A.; Sevi, A. Effect of information about animal welfare, expressed in terms of rearing conditions, on lamb acceptability. Meat Sci. 2007, 77, 431–436. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bell, E.; Norwood, F.B.; Lusk, J. Are consumers wilfully ignorant about animal welfare? Anim. Welf. 2017, 26, 399–402. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Verbeke, W. Stakeholder, citizen and consumer interests in farm animal welfare. Anim. Welf. 2009, 18, 325–333. [Google Scholar]

	



Caplan, B. Rational Ignorance versus Rational Irrationality. Kyklos 2001, 54, 3–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schenk, P.; Rössel, J.; Scholz, M. Motivations and Constraints of Meat Avoidance. Sustainability 2018, 10, 3858. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Napolitano, F.; Serrapica, M.; Braghieri, A. Contrasting Attitudes towards Animal Welfare Issues within the Food Chain. Animals 2013, 3, 551–557. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Jenkins, S.; Twine, R. On the limits of food autonomy: Rethinking choice and privacy. In The Rise of Critical Animal Studies. From the Margins to the Centre; Taylor, N., Twine, R., Eds.; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2014; pp. 225–240. [Google Scholar]

	



Lusk, J.L.; Norwood, B.; Prickett, R.W. Consumer Preferences for Farm Animal Welfare: Results of a Nationwide Telephone Survey. Oaklahoma State University, 2007. Available online: http://cratefreefuture.com/pdf/American%20Farm%20Bureau-Funded%20Poll.pdf (accessed on 25 April 2019).

	



Gracia, A.; Zeballos, G. Animal welfare concern and attitudes towards more animal welfare friendly meat products: Characterization and segmentation. ITEA 2011, 107, 33–47. [Google Scholar]

	



Hall, C.; Sandilands, V. Public attitudes to the welfare of broiler chickens. Anim. Welf. 2007, 16, 499–512. [Google Scholar]

	



Jonge, J.; Trijp, H.C.M. Meeting Heterogeneity in Consumer Demand for Animal Welfare: A Reflection on Existing Knowledge and Implications for the Meat Sector. J. Agric. Environ. Ethics 2012, 26, 629–661. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Prickett, R.W.; Norwood, F.B.; Lusk, J.L. Consumer preferences for farm animal welfare: Results from a telephone survey of US households. Anim. Welf. 2010, 19, 335–347. [Google Scholar]

	



Tonsor, G.; Olynk, N.J.; Wolf, C. Consumer Preference for Animal Welfare Attributes: The Case of Gestation Crates. J. Agric. Appl. Econ. 2009, 41, 713–730. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Harper, G.; Henson, S. Consumer Concerns about Animal Welfare and the Impact on Food Choice; EU FAIR CT98-3678; Centre for Food Economics Research, The University of Reading: Reading, UK, 2001. [Google Scholar]

	



Nocella, G.; Hubbard, L.; Scarpa, R. Farm Animal Welfare, Consumer Willingness to Pay, and Trust: Results of a Cross-National Survey. Appl. Econ. Perspect. Policy 2010, 32, 275–297. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schjøll, A.; Borgen, S.O.; Alfnes, F. Consumer Preference for Animal Welfare when Buying Eggs. SIFO, 2013. Available online: http://www.kore.no/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Consumer-preference-for-animal-welfare-when-buying-eggs.pdf (accessed on 20 May 2019).

	



Verbeke, W.A.J.; Viaene, J. Ethical Challenges for Livestock Production: Meeting Consumer Concerns about Meat Safety and AnimalWelfare. J. Agric. Environ. Ethics 2000, 12, 141–151. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Anwander Phan-Huy, S.; Badertscher Fawaz, R. Swiss market for meat from animal-friendly production: Responses of public and private actors in Switzerland. J. Agric. Environ. Ethics 2003, 16, 119–136. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kjærnes, U.; Lavik, R. Opinions on animal welfare and food consumption in seven European countries. In Consumption, Distribution and Production of Farm Animal Welfare; Kjærnes, U., Bock, B.B., Roe, E., Roex, J., Eds.; Welfare Quality Reports No.7; Cardiff University: Cardiff, UK, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	



Musto, M.; Faraone, D.; Cellini, F. The role of cognitive styles and sociodemographic characteristics in consumer perceptions and attitudes toward nonhuman animal welfare. J. Appl Anim. Welf. Sci. 2014, 17, 198–215. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bray, H.J.; Ankeny, R.A. Happy Chickens Lay Tastier Eggs: Motivations for Buying Free-range Eggs in Australia. Anthrozoös 2017, 30, 213–226. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Folkes, V.S.; Kamins, M. Effects of Information about Firms’ Ethical and Unethical Actions on Consumers’ Attitudes. J. Consum. Psychol. 1999, 8, 243–259. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Davidson, A.; Schroder, M.J.A.; Bower, J.A. The importance of origin as a quality attribute for beef: Results from a Scottish consumer survey. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 2003, 27, 91–98. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bennett, R.M.; Butterworth, A.; Jones, P.; Kehlbacher, A.; Tranter, R. Valuation of Animal Welfare Benefits; University of Reading: Reading, UK, 2011. [Google Scholar]

	



Anderson, E.C.; Barrett, L.F. Affective Beliefs Influence the Experience of Eating Meat. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0160424. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Malone, T.; Lusk, J.L. Taste Trumps Health and Safety: Incorporating Consumer Perceptions into a Discrete Choice Experiment for Meat. J. Agric. Appl. Econ. 2017, 49, 139–157. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grunert, K.G. Food quality and safety: Consumer perception and demand. Eur. Rev. Agric. Econ. 2005, 32, 369–391. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Adaval, R.; Monroe, K. Automatic Construction and Use of Contextual Information for Product and Price Evaluations. J. Consum. Res. 2002, 28, 572–588. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Norwood, F.B.; Lusk, J.L. Consumer Expressions: The Willingness of Consumers to Pay Higher Food Prices in Return for Improved Animal Care; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2011; ISBN 978-0-19-180859-3. [Google Scholar]

	



Russell-Bennett, R.; Golledge, A.H. An investigation of cross-cultural differences 872 in binge-drinking perceptions and behaviours. In Proceedings of the Australia and New Zealand Marketing Academy Conference, Crown Promenade Hotel, Melbourne, Australia, 30 November–2 December 2009. [Google Scholar]

	



Jamieson, J.; Reiss, M.J.; Allen, D.; Asher, L.; Parker, M.O.; Wathes, C.M.; Abeyesinghe, S.M. Adolescents Care but Don’t Feel Responsible for Farm Animal Welfare. Soc. Anim. 2015, 23, 269–297. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Animals 09 00524 g001 550]





Figure 1. The behaviour change wheel (BCW) showing at the core the capabilities (C), opportunities (O), and motivations (M) that are considered sources of behaviour. Then, the outer two layers of the wheel that outline the ways that sources of behaviour can be influenced through nine possible intervention functions (listed above) and, finally, seven policy categories (also listed above) (reproduced with permission, after Michie et al. [17]). 
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Table 1. The relationship between the components of the ‘COM-B’ model of behaviour (capabilities, opportunities, and motivations) and the nine intervention functions (adapted from Michie et al. [17]). A tick indicates where a particular intervention function could be used to address each component of the BCW.
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Model of Behaviour Source

	
Education

	
Persuasion

	
Incentivisation

	
Coercion

	
Training

	
Restriction

	
Environmental Restructuring

	
Modeling

	
Enablement






	
Capability

	
Physical

	

	

	

	

	
√

	

	

	

	
√




	
Psychological

	
√

	

	

	

	
√

	

	

	

	
√




	
Motivation

	
Reflective

	
√

	
√

	
√

	
√

	

	

	

	

	




	
Automatic

	

	
√

	
√

	
√

	

	

	
√

	
√

	
√




	
Opportunity

	
Physical

	

	

	

	

	

	
√

	
√

	

	
√




	
Social

	

	

	

	

	

	
√

	
√

	

	
√
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