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ABSTRACT 

Consumers are increasingly interested and concerned about the way farm animals 

are treated. Knowledge and understanding of agricultural practices are declining, causing 

consumers to be skeptical of where their food comes from and the labels placed on the 

food products that they purchase. This has caused an increase in branding efforts by third 

party organizations (this term is further defined in the definition of terms provided in 

Appendix A), thus creating more options for the American consumer. This study 

explored consumer knowledge of and willingness to pay for shell eggs that are labeled 

with animal welfare-related labels. This study identified five value-added labels related to 

farm animal welfare that are frequently found on shell egg packaging. Using an 

experimental study, we evaluated consumers’ knowledge and awareness of these labels 

and their customary purchasing tendencies when such labels are used. More importantly, 

this study examined how the use of different value-added labels related to farm animal 

welfare might affect consumers’ perceptions of the ethical treatment of hens on farm and 

their willingness to pay for labeled shell eggs. The findings of this study suggest that 

consumers have limited knowledge of the labels used in this study, however, exhibited 

high concern for farm animal welfare in general as well as high concern for the ethical 

treatment of hens on farms. Agricultural practitioners should use the knowledge and 

perceptions of consumers as communication efforts aid in differentiating traditional 

products from those containing superfluous labels. Future research should explore the 

marketing efforts of third-party programs to better understand their marketing success. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Setting 

The topic of farm animal welfare has been a prevalent subject for many years. 

The first provisions for animal welfare were established in 1966 when the Animal 

Welfare Act was passed (USDA, 2018). Since it was passed, the Animal Welfare Act has 

been expanded three times in order to address animal welfare issues as they evolve. In 

recent years, consumers of animal products have shown increased interest and concern 

for animal welfare and humane farming practices. It has been documented that consumers 

care about livestock animals and their treatment (Frewer, Van De Kroon, De Lauwere, & 

Kole, 2005). When considering food product attributes, many consumers pay attention to 

livestock products and start considering livestock animals’ well-being and treatment 

when they make purchasing decisions. “Of course, not everyone agrees that the goal of 

life is to maximize the well-being of animals. Still, animals matter because people care 

about them. Because the happiness of animals is tied to the happiness of humans, 

improving the welfare of humans means finding out what we want for animals” (Lusk & 

Norwood, 2018, p.5). Many Americans are demonstrating their willingness to pay for 

agriculture products with production and rearing process labels, yet it is unclear whether 

decisions are primarily based on science, ethics, or emotions (Priven et al., 2015).   

Animal welfare-related topics are frequent media headliners. Media coverage of 

legislation, such as Proposition 2 in California, and undercover videos that reveal the 

mistreatment of farm animals have brought much attention to animal welfare and 

husbandry in recent years (Lusk, 2010). The United States agriculture industry is often 
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found under fire for international farming malpractice issues that are exposed in the 

American media. For example, In June of 2018, undercover footage from a poultry farm 

in Poland was released (Independent, 2018). This footage showed sick chicks being 

inhumanely culled (Independent, 2018). This video was shared by users across many 

social media platforms and was never distinguished as being an international issue, which 

spiraled U.S. consumer perceptions of the American poultry industry. Events such as this 

can have a direct impact on consumer purchasing decisions. In addition to news regarding 

the ethical treatment of livestock animals, there have been a plethora of food safety issues 

swarming the media in recent years. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) recalls have 

been increasingly prevalent, with the year 2017 totaling 131 food recalls (USDA, 2017). 

These recalls occurred in the beef, mixed, pork, poultry, lamb, and siluriformes fish 

(catfish). This negative media attention potentially impacts consumers’ views of 

agriculture products – even if they are commonly purchased and consumed.  

Most consumers have very little exposure or interaction with livestock animals. 

According to the American Farm Bureau Federation, a mere two percent of the American 

population is directly involved with agriculture (American Farm Bureau Federation, 

2018). Members of the non-agriculture population base their opinions on past life 

experiences, such as poor farm tour experiences, which does not necessarily allow them 

to form an accurate perception of agriculture (Duncan & Broyles, 2006). “The non-

agriculture population has little to no understanding of the complexities involved with 

sustaining a viable agriculture system” (Doerfert, 2011). There is a disconnect between 

consumers and the food they purchase and consume. Nutritional benefits, package design, 
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convenience of use, environmental awareness, amount of product, and price are all 

critical selling points (Koutsimanis, Getter, Behe, Harte, & Almenar, 2012). Te Velde, 

Aarts, and Woerkum (2002) observed that although consumers may feel guilty about the 

way the farm animals are treated, they use coping strategies to justify their purchases; “In 

other words, their buying behavior does not simply reflect their attitude towards the way 

animals in intensive farming are treated.” (p.204). According to Te Velde et al. (2002), 

the most common coping strategy in this scenario is purchasing products with welfare 

quality attributes.  

This study was inspired by the variety of choice that consumers have during any 

grocery store experience. In particular, there are a number of superfluous animal welfare-

related labels and claims found on shell eggs. Consumers are faced with multitudes of 

choices in this regard. Vital Farms is the first of two shell egg brands who heavily 

emphasize animal husbandry and niche rearing environments, such as pasture raised. 

Vital Farms’ core mission is to bring ethically produced food to the table by 

coordinating a collection of family farms to operate with a well-defined set of organic 

agricultural practices that includes the humane treatment of farm animals as a central 

tenet. By promoting the superior nature of the products, Vital Farms encourages 

consumers to migrate from their traditional egg choices to convert from harmful 

industrial practices. The claims found on Vital Farms packaging re emotionally driven 

and ultimately allow the consumer to form a mental image of the environment in which 

their products originated. In addition to the claims found on this brands’ package, this 

product is also adorned with a Certified Humane Raised and Handled® label. Figure 1.1 
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illustrates the claims that can be found on Vital Farms shell egg packaging. Vital Farms 

also includes a small page of information inside each carton that provides information 

regarding their “Hen of the Month” and the nutrition and feeding of ethically raised hens. 

 

Figure 1.1. Vital Farms Pasture-Raised Shell Egg Package 

The second brand of eggs that served as motivation for this study is the Happy 

Egg Co. This brand embellishes their shell egg packages with similar animal welfare-

related claims such as “hens loving life outdoors” and “free-est of the free range”. The 

Happy Egg Co. uses USDA Organic and American Humane Certified Labels in addition 

to their own labels – Organic and Happy Certified. According to the Happy Egg Co., 

Happy Certified includes standards regarding the regulation of flock size, providing play 

kits and tree cover for hens, offering access to an enclosed outdoor watering system, 

longer access to the outdoors, and allowing hens to engage in natural behaviors. Similar 

to the Vital Farms brand of shell eggs, Happy Egg Co. also uses emotionally based 

claims on their packaging. 
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Figure 1.2. Happy Egg Co. Organic Shell Egg Packaging 

Farm Animal Welfare and the U.S. Poultry Industry 

The subjects of animal welfare and animal rights have been more prevalent topics 

of conversation in recent years. Concerns for sustainable productions practices often get 

overshadowed by the consumer desire to see animal husbandry standards improve. There 

are two basic types of animal welfare issues (Grandin, 2014). According to Grandin 

(2014) “the basic types of animal welfare issues are abuse or neglect of animals, caused 

by direct action by humans and welfare issues where either a process or equipment has to 

be changed to improve animal welfare,” (p. 3).  

Animal welfare is a multidimensional concept that requires all the component 

dimensions to be checked by specific indicators (Fraser, 2003). Animal production in 

recent decades has experienced two competing developments: the widespread adoption of 

confinement production facilities on one hand and increased public concern for farm 

animal welfare on the other (Prickett et al., 2010). The development of the Welfare 

Quality project in 2004, allowed farmers to identify welfare problems and monitor 

progress (Botreau, Veissier, & Perny, 2009). The Welfare Quality project incorporates 

animal welfare measures that provide a baseline of quality husbandry. Programs such as 
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the Welfare Quality project are increasingly prevalent in the U.S. Organizations such as 

the Animal Welfare Institute (AWI) promote high welfare and animal-sensitive standards 

of animal husbandry in farming (Animal Welfare Institute, 2018). In 1988, with 

assistance from farmers, veterinarians and ethologists who specialize in the natural 

behavior of farmed animals, AWI developed its first set of pig husbandry standards. 

Since then, it has been promoting high welfare and animal-sensitive standards of animal 

husbandry in farming (Animal Welfare Institute, 2018).  

Farm animals have a use value: being used as raw materials in the production 

process and a non-use value: the value that producers derive from economic goods 

related to the wellbeing of the livestock independent of any use, present or future, that the 

producer might make of the animals (Lagerkvist & Hass, 2011). The non-use value is an 

intrinsic value derived entirely from the value humans or society place on the welfare of 

farm animals (Laryea, 2017).  According to Laryea (2017) there is a perceived societal 

benefit from knowing and believing that although farm animals are being used for 

economic purposes they are being treated appropriately. The value society places on farm 

animals can be measured from an economic perspective by associating a financial weight 

to animal welfare through determining a willingness to pay for farm animal welfare. 

Consumer’s economic responses to farm animal is intertwined with the demand for food 

and the willingness to pay for livestock products with different enhanced farm animal 

welfare attributes (Laryea et al., 2017).  

Consumers hold farm animal welfare in held in high regard due to multiple 

concerns, including, religion, ethical concerns, morals, and environmental concerns. It is 
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widely accepted that each person has a duty of care toward the animals they keep, 

whether used as companions, sources of food, means of transport, subjects of 

experimental studies, or for other purposes (Broom, 2010). A study conducted by Laryea 

(2017) examined farm animal welfare concerns in Canada and explored the role of 

knowledge, values, attitudes and beliefs on purchase intention for farm animal welfare 

labelled meat products. The results obtained provided evidence that concern for farm 

animal welfare exists among respondents in Canada. Nonetheless, some groups showed 

more concern than others (e.g. women and younger people). Religious and ethical beliefs, 

liberal political view, pet ownership, increased the probability of purchasing farm animal 

welfare labelled meat. Farm animal welfare concern affected the purchase decision of 

40% of respondents.  

Food Labeling 

Labels are ‘‘any words, particulars, trademarks, brand names, pictorial matter or 

symbols on any packaging, document, notice, board or collar accompanying or referring 

to a product” (Dubreuil & Agatiello, 2007). Labels are used for various reasons, 

including a way for food companies to differentiate their products from their competition 

(Ares et al., 2013). The FDA requires most foods to include nutrition labeling and 

labeling to indicate nutrient content claims and certain health messages to comply with 

specific requirements (FDA, 2013). Beyond mandatory labeling, some manufacturers of 

food products choose to voluntarily include other information on their labels (FDA, 

2018). According to the FDA (2018), the reason for this could have to do with marketing 
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or providing customers with specific information of interest. These voluntary labels 

include claims such as those related to farm animal welfare or raising environment.  

Previous research showed that labels are considered as heuristics or cues that help 

consumers infer the quality of a product, the production processes used to manufacture it, 

or any other attribute of that good (Verbeke & Ward, 2006). In particular, ethical, social, 

and environmental labels (also called sustainable labels), are considered the best way to 

signal that a product or brand matches the ethical expectations that consumers hold of 

existing products (DeTavernier, 2012). However, consumers will not be able to use 

sustainable labels as informative cues if there has not been a prior search of each of these 

labels in order to understand its meaning. Therefore, for labels to be informing 

consumers’ purchasing decisions there must be prior systematic information processing, 

leading to knowledge creation and informed decisions (Zuckerman & Chaiken, 1998). In 

short, for labels to be informative, consumers must be informed beforehand. 

The U.S. Poultry Industry and Egg Labeling 

Chickens are the most common farmed animal on solid earth (Butterworth, 2010). 

According to a report published by the United States Department of Agriculture, United 

States egg production totaled 9.10 billion during July 2018 (USDA, 2018). Consumer 

interest in and concern for food labeling, specifically poultry labeling, has encouraged the 

poultry industry to take an interest in label accuracy and voluntary label claims. The 

United States Department of Agriculture’s Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) is 

responsible for the regulation of food labeling for meat and poultry products and is also 

authorized to regulate food labeling for exotic species of animals under the Agricultural 
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Marketing Act of 1946. The USDA is authorized to regulate marking, labeling, or 

packaging of meat, poultry, or processed parts to prevent the use of any false or 

misleading mark, label, or container (Jones, 2007).  

This study utilized five labels that are commonly found on shell eggs in grocery 

stores. The labels that were chosen were selected based upon how frequently they were 

found in local grocery stores. They were also chosen after a simple Google search of 

common shell egg labels. In addition to the five labels that resulted from that search, a 

Cage Free label was developed by the researcher.    

Although there are definitions and regulations in place, consumers are not always 

knowledgeable about what the labels mean. According to the Enough Movement (n.d.), 

61% of consumers thought that “no added hormones” labels meant that there were no 

hormones at all in the meat they purchase; however, as the report indicated, all animals 

have naturally occurring hormones. When it came to antibiotic-free labels, one third of 

consumers believed the label meant non-labeled products contained antibiotics (Enough 

Movement, n.d.).  

There are a wide variety of labels found on shell eggs, but for the purpose of this 

study, we identified five common labels. Of the labels used, two were USDA affiliated 

labels, including USDA Grade A and USDA Organic. The other three were associated 

with third-party organizations including - Certified Humane® Raised and Handled®, 

American Humane Certified™, and United Egg Producers Certified. 

Poultry labels often include claims concerning raising environment and health-

related claims. In addition to mandatory poultry labeling, the USDA regulates voluntary 
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label claims by providing definitions of terms commonly found on poultry labels: cage 

free, free range or free roaming, certified, no hormones, no antibiotics, and organic. The 

term certified implies “that the USDA’s Food Safety and Inspection Service and the 

Agriculture Marketing Service have officially evaluated a meat product for class, grade, 

or other quality characteristics (e.g. Certified Grade A)” (USDA, 2015).  

According to the USDA (2015), free range means “producers must demonstrate to 

the Agency that the poultry has been allowed access to the outside” (USDA, 2015). 

While the USDA has definitions in place to help regulate label claims, there are programs 

and brand who are not associated with nor monitored by the USDA.  

USDA Grade A  

 

When eggs are assigned a grade, the interior and exterior quality of the egg is 

measured. The grading process does not take into account the weight or color of the egg. 

Based on USDA standards there are currently three grades that eggs can be assigned: 

Grade AA, Grade A, and Grade B. Grade AA eggs are nearly perfect and are of the 

freshest and highest quality. The whites are thick and firm and the yolks are free from 

any defects. The shells are clean and without cracks. Grade A eggs are very high quality 

and appear to be the same as a Grade AA egg, with the exception of being slightly lower 

quality. Grade B eggs are noticeably different. Grade B eggs may have slight stains and 
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be irregular in shape and size. The quality of the interior is further reduced. Grade B eggs 

are not sold in supermarkets but are used commercially in powdered egg products and are 

usually used for breaking stock (liquid eggs) and baking, depending on the number of 

defects (USDA, 2018). 

USDA Organic 

 

 The term “organic” may only be used on labels and in labeling of raw or 

processed agricultural products, including ingredients that have been produced and 

handled in accordance with the regulations in this part. The term, “organic,” may not be 

used in a product name to modify a nonorganic ingredient in the product (GPO, 2018). 

The National Organic Program (NOP) provides a set of labeling guidelines that affect the 

growing, handling, and processing of organic food (National Organic Program (NOP), 

2002). For organic meat production, the standards prohibit the use of antibiotics and 

growth hormones, require animals to be fed 100% organic feed, and require animals to 

have access to outdoors and to pasture for ruminants (NOP 2002). To label foods as 

organic in the U.S. the production methods must be certified. There are currently ten sets 

of guidelines that producers and farmers of organic eggs must adhere to in order to obtain 

the USDA Organic label: Land Requirements, Origin of Livestock, Livestock Feed, 

Livestock Health Care, Livestock Living Conditions, Soil Erosion and Water Quality, 
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Egg and Carcass Washes, Slaughter, Marketing and Labeling, and Record Keeping 

(Agriculture Marketing Service, 2017). To be eligible for organic certification, farms 

must be in compliance with the following standards listed for each set of guidelines. 

Land Requirements 

The organic regulations state that any field or farm parcel, from which harvested 

crops are intended to be sold as organic, must have had no prohibited substances applied 

to it for a period of three years immediately preceding the harvest of the crop. For 

example, a field or pasture must be free of fertilizer for a minimum of three years before 

products yielded from that land can be certified organic. 

Origin of Livestock  

Poultry intended for slaughter or egg production must be under continuous 

organic management beginning no later than the second day of life. The National Organic 

Program that is guided by USDA regulations requires that if chicks are purchased, they 

must be purchased from a conventional hatchery, given that they are no more than one 

day old. Poultry more than one day old must be purchased from certified organic sources. 

All purchases of organic birds must be accompanied with copies of organic certificates as 

well as receipts indicating the seller’s name, date and number of birds purchased.  

Livestock Feed 

All certified animals must receive 100% certified organic feed. All pastures must 

also be certified organic. If roughages such as hay of wood shavings are used as bedding, 

they must also be certified. A producer must keep receipts and accompanying certificates 

as documentation of off-farm feed purchases. The receipt must verify the quantity and 
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source of feed purchased from off-farm. All non-organic certified feed supplements, 

including minerals, must be approved by your certifier. Antibiotics, GMO derived 

products, animal by-products and synthetic preservatives are not permitted in any feed 

products (Agriculture Marketing Service, 2017). Animal drugs, growth hormones, 

kitchen or garden scraps that are not certified organic, animal fats and other rendered 

products are all prohibited. 

Livestock Health Care 

Animal health is the result of preventative and on-going management efforts to 

create living soils, provide nourishing forage and feed, and improve the quality of 

livestock life. Animals must be kept in healthy, low stress environments. Producers must 

use preventative health care practices and may only use approved treatments. It is 

recommended that producers select species and types of poultry that are suitable to the 

conditions found on the farm that they will reside. Secondly, it is recommended that 

appropriate housing, pasture, and sanitation is established so that diseases, parasites, and 

predation are minimal. Third, it is suggested that animals are provided the opportunity to 

exercise, have freedom of movement, and reduced stress. Administering preventative 

vaccines and other veterinary biologics is also of high concern.  

It is prohibited that medical treatment be withheld from a sick animal, however, in 

contrast, administering any animal drug in the absence of illness is also prohibited. 

Lastly, selling, labeling, or representing as organic any animal or animal product that has 

been treated with antibiotics, a synthetic substance that is not approved or any prohibited 

non-synthetic substance is strictly prohibited. 
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Livestock Living Conditions 

Housing must provide for adequate ventilation, adequate supply of clean water 

and proper sanitation. Housing must provide access to the outdoors, shade, shelter, 

exercise areas, fresh air and direct sunlight year-round. Housing must also provide 

adequate protection from predators. Temporary confinement from the outdoors due to 

inclement weather; the animal’s stage of production; conditions under which the health 

and safety of the animal could be jeopardized; risk to soil or water quality; preventative 

healthcare procedures or the treatment of illness or injury; breeding; and 4-H or other 

youth projects (Agriculture Marketing Service, 2017). It is prohibited that animals be 

confined in such a way that prevents lying down, standing up, fully extending limbs and 

moving about freely. Continuous total indoor confinement of any animal is strictly 

prohibited. 

Soil Erosion and Water Quality 

A producer must select tillage and cultivation and grazing practices that maintain 

or improve the physical, chemical and biological condition of the soil and minimize 

erosion. Manure must be managed in a manner that does not contribute to contamination 

of crops, soil or water, by plant nutrients, heavy metals, or pathogenic organisms and 

optimizes the recycling of nutrients (Agriculture Marketing Service, 2017). 

Egg and Carcass Washes 

Due to the porous nature of egg shells, egg cleaners are considered to be food 

additives and must be on the approved list of allowed non-agricultural substances. Water 

used in direct post-harvest contact for egg or carcass washing is permitted to contain 
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chlorine materials at levels approved by the Food and Drug Administration or the 

Environmental Protection Agency for such purpose. The following egg wash ingredients 

are allowed for use in organic egg production: sodium hypochlorite, potassium 

hydroxide, sodium hydroxide, hydrogen peroxide, sodium carbonate, and peracetic acid 

(Agriculture Marketing Service, 2017).  

Slaughter 

Meat that is to be sold, labeled, or represented as organic must be from an animal 

that was under continuous organic management from no later than its second day of life. 

A certified organic slaughter facility must be used for processing meat that is to be 

marketed as organic. If processing poultry for commercial sales, all state and federal 

regulations must be met (Agriculture Marketing Service, 2017).  

Marketing and Labeling 

Livestock products that are packaged and to be sold, labeled or represented as 

“100% organic” or “organic” must include the following on the information panel of your 

label: Handler information: name of handler and business address, followed by “Certified 

organic by ***”, identifying the name of the certifying agent responsible for certifying 

the handler of the finished product. Additionally, the agricultural products in packages 

that are to be sold, labeled or represented as “100% organic” or “organic” may display on 

the package panel or any marketing/labeling information about the product the following: 

The term “100% organic” or “organic, as applicable to modify the name of the product, 

the USDA seal and/or your certifier’s logo/seal (Agriculture Marketing Service, 2017). 
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Record Keeping  

Written records must be kept on an ongoing basis. Records are essential, as 

organic certification is about verifying your farming practices to a third party. 

Maintaining records can also help producers improve their management. Records must be 

“readily auditable” (accessible, organized, and complete) and must be maintained for five 

years. In general, your record keeping system must allow a third party to trace your 

management from birth/purchase to death/sales. Many certifiers provide record keeping 

templates but also accept farm-specific systems, so long as they include the necessary 

information (Agriculture Marketing Service, 2017). Records that must be kept by poultry 

producers may include feed receipts and certificates, receipts and certificates for all 

purchased forages and/or bedding, sales records, production records, mortality and cull 

records. 

Cage Free 

 

 The American Egg Board provides the following definition and explanation of 

cage free eggs: “eggs laid by hens at indoor floor operations, sometimes called free-

roaming. The hens may roam in a building, room or open area, usually in a barn or 

poultry house, and have unlimited access to fresh food and water, while some may also 

forage for food if they are allowed outdoors. Cage-free systems vary and include barn-
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raised and free-range hens, both of which have shelter that helps protect against 

predators. Both types are produced under common handling and care practices, which 

provide floor space, nest space and perches. Depending on the farm, these housing 

systems may or may not have an automated egg collection system.” (American Egg 

Board, 2018). 

Essentially, the claims of a cage free production system vary from farm to farm. 

The definition provided by the American Egg Board clearly states that cage-free systems 

vary and include multiple raising environments. By this definition, consumers of cage-

free products are likely being mislead to believe they are purchasing a genuinely cage-

free product. Regulations and labeling requirements are constantly evolving to meet the 

demands of consumers (Parker & De Costa, 2016). Parker et al. argued that there is both 

a lack of regulation as well as over-regulation, which causes confusion amongst 

consumers of products that are labeled with superfluous claims. 

Certified Humane® Raised and Handled® 

 

Humane Farm Animal Care (HFAC) is the leading international non-profit 

certification organization dedicated to improving the lives of farm animals in food 

production from birth through slaughter (Humane Farm Animal Care, 2018). The goal of 

the program is to improve the lives of farm animals by driving consumer demand for 
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kinder and more responsible farm animal practices. It is priority of HFAC that when 

consumers see the Certified Humane Raised and Handled® label, they are assured that 

the food products have come from facilities that meet precise, objective standards for 

farm animal treatment. Certified Humane® products can be found in the U.S., Australia, 

Brazil, Canada, Chile, Hong Kong, and Peru.  

According to Humane Farm Animal Care (HFAC) (2018) the Certified Humane® 

Raised and Handled® label indicates the following: “The producer meets our Animal 

Care Standards and applies them to farm animals, from birth through slaughter, animals 

are never kept in cages, crates, or tie stalls, animals must be free to do what comes, 

animals must be fed a diet of quality feed, without animal by-products, antibiotics or 

growth hormones, producers must comply with food safety and environmental 

regulations” (p. 3). Processors must comply with the American Meat Institute Standards 

(AMI), a slaughter standard written by Dr. Temple Grandin, a member of HFAC’s 

Scientific Committee (Humane Farm Animal Care, 2018). 

American Humane Certified™ 

 

American Humane created the first welfare certification program in the United 

States to help ensure the humane treatment of farm animals. The American Humane 

Certified™ program provides third-party, independent audits to help verify that certified 
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producers’ care and handling of farm animals meet the science-based animal welfare 

standards of American Humane Association (AHC, 2018). The program provides 

ongoing outreach to farmers in the implementation of the best humane practices for 

animals. 

The American Humane Certified™ Animal Welfare Standards are species-

specific and grounded on solid scientific research. The standards were created with input 

from renowned animal science experts and veterinarians and are frequently reviewed by 

an in-house Scientific Advisory Committee to reflect current research, technological 

advances and humane handling methods. The Animal Welfare Standards are based upon 

the guiding principles of the Five Freedoms of Animal Welfare.  Among these standards 

are more than 200 rigorous, science-based standards covering everything from adequate 

space to air and water quality, heating, lighting, shade, and the animals' ability to engage 

in natural behaviors (AHC, 2018). American Humane Certified producers are audited for 

their compliance to the standards. 

United Egg Producers Certified  

 

United Egg Producers (UEP) is a cooperative of U.S. egg farmers working 

collaboratively to address legislative, regulatory and advocacy issues impacting the 

industry through active farmer-member leadership, a unified voice and partnership across 

the agriculture community. UEP’s farmer-members work to provide for the health and 
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well-being of their birds; to produce safe, nutritious, high-quality eggs; and to manage 

their farms responsibly with best on-farm management practices. More than 85 percent of 

eggs produced in the U.S. come from farms that voluntarily participate in UEP Certified, 

choosing to open their farms to independent auditors. Eggs from certified farms feature 

the UEP Certified seal on the egg carton (United Egg Producers Certified, 2018).  

The United Egg Producers (UEP) Certified programs’ primary focus is animal 

husbandry. To achieve an independent assessment of U.S. egg farming, UEP established 

a mission, which included: (1) A scientific approach to animal welfare guidelines; (2) 

guidelines that are driven by the industry rather than government mandates or legislation; 

(3) guidelines that created a level playing field for both egg farmers and our customers 

(UEPC, n.d.). The USDA’s Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS-Poultry Programs) and 

Validus Services conduct the audits based upon their specific procedures. Figure 1.3 

provides a visual representation of the aspects of husbandry and management that UEP 

promotes most prominently. 
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Figure 1.3. United Egg Producers Certified Visual Representation of Standards (UEPC, 

2018) 

Need for Study 

The poultry industry, specifically its shell egg sector, plays a vital role in the U.S. 

agriculture industry and the economy. While the notion of animal rights is often seen as 

too extreme for most Americans; most support the notion of animal welfare, particularly 

when it comes to the poultry industry (Garner, 1993). In addition, support or activism in 

animal welfare and animal agriculture issues can occur at many levels. From participation 

in an animal protection group to private behavior such as consumption choices (Seguin, 

Pelletier, & Hunsley, 1998). In the sphere of individual behavior, a consumer will likely 

choose a product associated with improved animal welfare or production if they 

somehow feel responsible and that their choices will make a difference (Blandford, 

Bureau, Fulponi, & Henson, 2002).  
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As consumer interest in ethical production of food has increased in the United 

States (The Hartman Group, 2015), it is critical for food marketers and branders to 

understand the factors that influence the success of animal welfare-related labels. This 

becomes even more critical knowing that consumers are willing to pay a premium for 

products when they perceive them to be of higher quality (Mccluskey & Loureiro, 2002). 

In addition, as government regulators use labels and claims to differentiate products and 

inform consumers about their options, we must consider the effects of food labeling to 

ensure the policies, standards, and guidelines for such labels are balancing the market for 

agricultural products and not misleading consumers (Golan, Kuchler, Mitchell, & Jessup, 

2001).  

Nonetheless, the role of quality labels in promoting animal welfare has received 

little attention in previous research. There is a need for research into the use of quality 

labels as a means to convey knowledge about animal welfare to consumers and how they 

may shape consumers’ purchasing behaviors (Heerwagen, Mørkbak, Denver, Sandøe, & 

Christensen, 2014). In light of these considerations, this study conducted a systematic 

review of the egg labels that are commonly used to signal the ethical treatment of hens 

and examined their effects on consumers’ label awareness, knowledge, as well as their 

purchasing frequencies and intentions. 

Purpose and Research Questions 

 This study identified five value-added labels related to farm animal welfare that 

are frequently found on shell egg packaging. Using an experimental study, we evaluated 

consumers’ knowledge and awareness of these labels and their customary purchasing 
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tendencies when such labels are used. More importantly, this study examined how the use 

of different value-added labels related to farm animal welfare might affect consumers’ 

perceptions of the ethical treatment of hens on farm and their willingness to pay for 

labeled shell eggs. The research questions guiding this study are as follows: 

RQ1: How does the level of consumer awareness and knowledge vary for 

different animal welfare-related labels on shell eggs? 

RQ2: How does consumers’ customary purchasing frequency vary for shell eggs 

with different animal welfare-related labels? 

RQ3: What effects do animal welfare labels have on consumer perceptions of 

ethical treatment of hens on farms? 

RQ4: What effects does the use of animal welfare-related labels have on 

consumer willingness to pay a higher or lower price for shell eggs? 

RQ5: What are consumers’ existing stances toward farm animal welfare and the 

ethical treatment of hens on farms? 

 

Limitations 

 

The following limitations are acknowledged for this study. The study’s 

participants were recruited from the Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) workers. While 

being demographically diverse, this sample may not be representative of all egg 

consumers across the United States (Ross, Zaldivar, Irani, & Tomlinson, 2010). For 

example, our participants were significantly more educated than the average American as 

a majority of participants indicated that they have a bachelor’s degree or higher. 

However, as reported in the 2017 United States Census, approximately 49 million 
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Americans, equal to more than one-third of the U.S. adult population, have obtained a 

bachelor’s degree or higher (United States Census Bureau, 2017). Therefore, the 

descriptive insights drawn from this study might not be generalizable to the entire U.S. 

population. What’s more, participants were required to answer all questions except for 

those regarding income and political affiliations, which may yield inaccurate, forced 

responses. Amazon MTurk workers are typically from urban communities, ruling out any 

rural point-of-view. This study focuses on five common shell egg labels; therefore, it is 

plausible to recommend that other existing shell egg labels may deserve a further study. 

Lastly, knowledge levels reported in this study were based upon participants’ self-

reported knowledge. This can also be considered a limitation. 

Delimitations 

This study identified five value-added labels related to farm animal welfare that 

are frequently found on shell egg packaging. In addition, a Cage Free label was created 

and implemented by the researcher. Using an experimental study, we evaluated 

consumers’ knowledge and awareness of these labels and their customary purchasing 

tendencies when such labels are used. More importantly, this study examined how the use 

of different value-added labels related to farm animal welfare might affect consumers’ 

perceptions of the ethical treatment of hens on farm and their willingness to pay for 

labeled shell eggs.  

This study strictly sought to determine the aforementioned factors in regard to 

farm animal welfare-related labels. However, it is important to outline the scope and 

boundaries of this study. Shell eggs were the primary focus of this study. Other proteins 
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such as beef, pork, lamb, and fish were not addressed in this study where animal welfare 

labeling is concerned. Package design in respect to food choice is an intricate topic that is 

worthy of an additional study, however, this study does not focus on package design 

alone. Health and nutrition-related claims and labeling are popular topics within the 

realm of food choice. This study did not address such claims. 

Assumptions 

This study operated on some basic assumptions. One assumption was that each 

participant would participate fully through the survey process and would answer the 

questions thoughtfully and honestly. It was also assumed that participants read questions 

and definitions carefully and view the stimulus judiciously. Another assumption of this 

study was that participants would have some opinion of animal welfare and have some 

experience purchasing shell eggs.  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

The labeling of agriculture products is a complex topic that often involves 

government regulation. Whilst examining the labeling of agriculture products it is also 

beneficial to explore product branding. Branding is a means of product differentiation 

that helps consumers navigate product attributes. This chapter will also allow for an in-

depth description of the U.S. poultry industry and its significance to the U.S. economy. 

The shell egg sector of the poultry industry is the focus of this study; therefore, it is 

relevant to include a general synopsis of the significance of the shell egg sector as well. 

When discussing farm animal welfare, the topic of raising environment often arises. 

Poultry producers are responsible for the facilities in which their animals are raised and 

the animal husbandry standards by which they abide. Hence, it is appropriate to briefly 

discuss poultry producers in this chapter. This chapter provides an overview of these 

concepts to help provide information and explore previous literature on the topics. 

The U.S. Poultry Industry 

The U.S. poultry industry is the world's largest producer and second largest 

exporter of poultry meat and a major egg producer. U.S. consumption of poultry meat 

(broilers, other chicken, and turkey) is considerably higher than beef or pork, but less 

than total red meat consumption (USDA, 2018). In 2017 there were 374.3 million laying 

hens were accounted for in the United States (Statista, 2018). It was also reported that 

there were roughly 8.8 billion dozen eggs produced in the U.S. in 2017 (Statista, 2018).  
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The poultry industry in the United States is one of the most successful sectors in 

agriculture (National Chicken Council, 2018). The poultry industry’s reach makes it one 

of the most important parts of the agricultural economy and also a significant job creator 

(Mcgraw, Popp, & Miller, 2012). The modern chicken industry produces nutritious, 

wholesome, high quality products that become more affordable year after year. Much of 

the success of the industry can be attributed to a more efficient structural organization, 

improved production and processing technologies, and a continuing responsiveness to 

consumer demands (National Chicken Council, 2018).  

There are three types of chicken enterprises: (a) egg production, (b) broiler 

production, and (c) replacement pullet production (Gillespie & Flanders, 2009). Along 

with the importance of the poultry industry to the economy, studies show that poultry 

products are some of the most affordable food products in the U.S. (Estes, Edgar, & 

Johnson, 2015). Per capita consumption of chicken has increased dramatically since the 

1970s, according to USDA data (USDA, 2018). Chicken consumption rose from 40.2 

pounds per person in 1970 to 84.6 pounds per person in 2014 (North American Meat 

Institute 2016).  

Poultry production in the U.S. is scattered across 32 states. In 2017, 8.9 billion 

broilers were accounted for (USDA, 2018), and 8.8 billion eggs produced. In 2018, the 

National Chicken Council reported that based upon number of birds raised, Georgia, 

Arkansas, Alabama, North Carolina, and Mississippi were the top broiler producing states 

(National Chicken Council, 2018). Figure 2.1 identifies other top broiler producing states. 

The American Egg Board reported in 2018 that the top egg producing states in term of 
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the number of laying hens are Iowa, Ohio, Indiana, Pennsylvania, and California 

(American Egg Board, 2018). Figure 2.2 illustrates the top egg producing states in 

addition to other egg producing states.  

 
 

Figure 2.1. United States Broiler Inventory, 2017 
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Figure 2.2. United States Egg Production by State, 2017 

 

The importance of poultry production in the U.S. requires that producers and 

consumers both possess at least a minimum level of knowledge about the processes and 

methods that constitute this industry (Estes et al., 2015). Consumers have a desire to 

know where their food comes from, however there is a knowledge gap also exists. 

Marketing food products to a population who are not entirely knowledgeable about where 

food products come from is increasingly difficult (Ruth, Rumble, & Settle, 2016). This 
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level of knowledge is known as agricultural literacy, and it is vital to the relationship 

between producer and consumer (Frick, Birkenholz, & Machtmes, 1995).  

Food Labels as Branding Devices 

Labels often represent a brand, such as United Egg Producers Certified. Although 

brands have been a force in the organization of product production and are not new, it 

was not until the 1990s that the term branding became popular (Moor, 2007). Moor 

(2007) explained that previous practices, such as product design, retail design, point-of-

purchase marketing, and business design, became integrated into the term branding. It is 

difficult to truly define branding because of the different contexts in which it is used; 

however, Moor (2007) suggested that branding is “put together differently in these 

different contexts, where it makes use of different forms of representation, different 

techniques and technologies, and different kinds of relationships for different kinds of 

strategic purpose” (p. 7).   

 Brands represent more than a product and carry social meaning for consumers 

(Loken, Ahluwalia, & Houston, 2010). According to Moor (2007), brands make possible 

a repetition of information, helping consumers to organize experiences and perceptions in 

line with a strategic end, and making them form opinions. Brands monitor consumer 

activity by playing on cultural values to influence target audiences’ behaviors and 

feelings and embedding them into social worlds (Moor, 2007).  

 Brands can represent a multitude of things – organizations, products, businesses, 

and more. Studies have been conducted on how consumers view brands and use them to 

make decisions. Hoeffler and Keller (2003) summarized several studies on brands and 
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how strong brands benefit from marketing. They suggested that early decisions 

organizations make create an impact on consumers’ associations with their brand 

(Hoeffler & Keller, 2003).They also stated that brand strength is measured by familiarity, 

or knowledge of the brand, which is measured by association with image, reputation, 

high-quality brands, high-valued brands, and positive prior attitude and ownership 

(Hoeffler & Keller, 2003).  

 Brands are developed so that product differentiation is more prominent. Brand 

differentiation is defined as the extent to which a brand separates itself from others 

(Ehrenburg, 1997) while brand salience is defined as the extent that a brand is accessible 

in the consumer’s mind (Franze & Moriarty, 2009). 

 Brands are often consumed in a social setting where a brand’s personality creates 

brand differences that can satisfy people’s self-expression and social needs (Dittmar, 

1992). The term brand personality, first introduced by Martineau in 1958 (Martineau, 

1958), refers to a set of human characteristics associated with a brand. For example, the 

Apple iPhone is perceived to be young and modern while Samsung technology is 

perceived to be older. Brand personality is a widely accepted, effective means of 

capturing consumer perceptions of brands. Many studies have been conducted to measure 

brand personality. Researchers originally relied on qualitative methods, such as photo-

sorts, free associations, and psychodramatic exercises (Gardener & Levy, 1955).  

 Perceptions of brand personality traits can be possibly formed and influenced by 

at least three factors: user imagery, employee imagery, and official announcement (Xu et 

al., 2016). User and employee imagery refer to the human and emotional characteristics 
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associated with a brand. Understanding symbolic meanings of material objects and 

products and making appropriate choices are critical for the creation and maintenance of 

users’ personal and social identities (Dittmar, 1992).  

In this study, we conceptualize labels used for poultry products, particularly shell 

eggs, as branding devices that allow consumers to organize their experiences, 

perceptions, and purchasing decisions. Presumably, consumers would rely on the 

identified labels to differentiate different shell egg products and develop positive attitudes 

toward labels that indicate high quality and more ethical raising environment. 

Sustainable Labels 

 Corporate social responsibility is increasingly important to consumers (Mohr, 

Webb, & Harris, 2001). Consumer interest in sustainable agriculture practices is also 

amplified when environmental concerns and moral issues are at the forefront. Interest in 

sustainability, sustainable production, and sustainable consumption has increased at all 

levels of the agriculture and food chain (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). Sustainable 

consumption is based on a decision-making process that takes the consumer’s social 

responsibility into account in addition to individual needs and wants (Meulenberg, 2003). 

Labels such as USDA Organic, Certified Humane® Raised and Handled®, or labels 

indicating water efficiency are considered sustainable labels. These labels are indicative 

of environmental and social responsibility.  

 Labels are also indicative of food and product quality. New technologies, 

scientific discoveries, information regarding linkages between diet and health, and the 

mass communication of this knowledge to consumers leads to an increased demand for 
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higher quality foods (Caswell & Mojduszka, 1996). Food producers and retailers have 

responded to this by developing food labels that ultimately differentiate products on the 

grocery store shelves. However, a significant problem exists with the evaluation of label 

effectiveness (Caswell et al., 1996).  

Animal Welfare Labeling  

A study conducted in 2009 by Nocella, Hubbard, and Scarpa revealed that 

labeling can play a very important role in purchasing decisions because they allow 

consumers to make better choices between fresh and processed, and between imported 

and domestic, livestock products (Nocella, Hubbard, & Scarpa, 2010). Their results 

rendered the conclusion that there are segments of consumers who are ready to pay more 

for products which incorporate credence attributes for production processes respecting or 

increasing farm animal welfare. This conclusion is indicative that the agriculture food 

product sector should make further efforts in communicating and promoting industry 

standards and certification practices.  

In July 2018, the National Chicken Council published the results of a study that 

was conducted in order to gauge consumption of chicken, reasons that consumers 

purchase chicken, measure knowledge of poultry products, and to identify consumer 

concerns regarding the purchase of chicken. The study concluded that 27% of consumers 

purchase chicken weekly, and that 26% of participants are extremely concerned with how 

chickens are raised (National Chicken Council, 2018).  

According to research published by The Hartman Group (2015), consumers’ want 

to know that a company avoids inhumane treatment of animals now more than ever. 
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Results of this research indicate that concern for animal welfare when purchasing 

products has increased by six percent since 2013. The Hartman Group (2015), reported 

that 68% of consumers indicated that they held humane treatment and ethical raising in 

high regard, (The Hartman Group, 2015). The results found in this research also showed 

that 51% of consumers will patronize a company that supports animal welfare causes or 

organizations. 

Animal Welfare Labels and Value-Added Claims for Poultry Products 

The health and welfare of animals is a key concern of the meat and poultry 

industry. Food markets have become increasingly differentiated because of consumers’ 

concerns about health consciousness, food safety, animal welfare, and environmental 

issues (Heng, Peterson, & Li, 2016). Healthy animals whose welfare is carefully 

respected result in safe, wholesome, high quality meat and poultry products (Grandin, 

2014). An area of pressure surrounds how modern livestock production practices impact 

the well-being of farm animals (Tonsor & Wolf, 2011). Tonsor et al. (2011) specified that 

concern for farm animal welfare has targeted two practices: (1) the use of gestation crates 

(also known as stalls) by swine producers and (2) the use of laying hen cages by egg 

producers.  

Federal laws govern animal health and humane treatment of animals (North 

American Meat Institute, 2018). The North American Meat Institute works with leading 

experts, including Dr. Temple Grandin, professor of animal science at Colorado State 

University, to embrace the idea that enhanced welfare not only was ethically appropriate, 

it had distinct additional benefits, including: enhanced meat quality, enhanced processing 
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plant efficiency, improved worker safety, and enhanced morale (North American Meat 

Institute, 2018). 

Consumers’ knowledge and perceptions of product labels are important and 

product specific (Davies & Wright, 1994), and this includes label use for poultry 

products.  A consumer cannot tell by merely looking at or eating an egg whether it was 

produced under factory farm conditions (Rodriguez, 2011). The use of labels, whether 

superfluous or quality-related, help consumers make purchasing decisions. Poultry labels 

often include claims concerning raising environment and the (ethical) treatment of hens 

or laying birds. In addition to mandatory poultry labeling, the USDA regulates voluntary 

label claims by providing definitions of terms commonly found on poultry labels that are 

related to farm animal welfare: free range or free roaming, natural, organic, all-

vegetable diet, and cage free. In addition, claims such as Farm Fresh, Happy Hens, and 

Pasture Raised can be found on many shell eggs packages. Consumers are concerned 

about the way their food is raised and some brands and organizations have taken note 

(The Hartman Group, 2015). Before discussing the theoretical framework in more details, 

we identified and briefly introduced the most common claims and labels related to animal 

welfare that are used by the poultry industry.   

Free Range (or Free Roaming) 

According to National Chicken Council (2015), less than 1% of chickens 

nationwide are raised as free range (National Chicken Council, 2015). However, there is 

no concrete definition of “free range” offered by any governmental agency, so the USDA 

approves these label claims on a case-by-case basis. The USDA generally permits the 
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term to be used if chickens have access to the outdoors for at least some part of the day. 

In practice, most chickens stay close to water and feed, which is usually located within 

the chicken house.  

Natural  

Under USDA regulations, a “natural” product has no artificial ingredients, 

coloring ingredients, or chemical preservatives, and is minimally processed, just enough 

to get it ready to be cooked (National Chicken Council, 2015). However, according to 

USDA (2018) no definition exists in either FDA or USDA regulations as to what a 

natural environment consists of. Rather, it is suggested that verbiage such as raised in a 

cage-free environment or raised in a free-range environment.  

Organic 

The USDA has a very specific rule to define “organic” production and prohibits 

the use of the term “organic” on packaging of any food product not produced in 

accordance with its rule. According to USDA, the organic label does not indicate that the 

product has safety, quality or nutritional attributes that are any higher than conventionally 

raised product (USDA, 2015). When it comes to eggs being labeled as “organic”, the 

criteria is similar to that of the natural label. USDA (2018) suggests that the term organic 

is misleading because the statement of identity is “EGGS” not Organic Eggs. Instead, it is 

proposed that the verbiage read: Eggs that originated from a source flock fed an Organic 

diet. Once the Statement of Identity (EGGS) has been met, brands can combine 

“Organic” with “Eggs”. In addition, chicken labeled as organic must also be free range, 

but not all free range chickens are organic.  
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All-Vegetable Diet 

Poultry feed is made primarily from corn and soybean meal. Poultry feed 

sometimes includes some processed protein and fats and oils from meat and poultry by-

products (National Chicken Council, 2015). The Association of American Feed Control 

Officials (AAFCO) regulates the composition of all animal feed ingredients used in the 

United States.  

Cage Free 

There are many misconceptions surrounding the cage free label. Poultry products 

and eggs packed in USDA grade-marked consumer packages labeled as cage free must be 

produced by hens housed in a building, room, or enclosed area that allows for unlimited 

access to food, water, and provides the freedom to roam within the area during the laying 

cycle (USDA, 2018). 

 In addition to the aforementioned claims, a number of USDA or third-party labels 

are frequently used to indicate the raising environment and husbandry standards of hens.  

Certified Humane Raised and Handled® 

The Humane Farm Animal Care Standards have been developed to provide the 

only approved standards for the rearing, handling, transport and slaughter of Laying Hens 

for use in the Certified Humane® program (HFAC, 2014). These standards incorporate 

scientific research, veterinary advice, and the practical experience of farmers. The 

standards are based on the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 

(RSPCA) guidelines, current scientific information and other practical standards and 

guidelines recognized for the proper care of animals. Humane Farm Animal Care 
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(HFAC) is an international nonprofit certification organization dedicated to improving 

the lives of farm animals in food production from birth through slaughter. The goal of the 

program is to improve the lives of farm animals by driving consumer demand for kinder 

and more responsible farm animal practices (HFAC, 2014). 

American Humane Certified™ 

Similar to the Certified Humane® labeling standards, in order to receive 

certification from the American Humane Certified™ program, each farm is audited by a 

trained, independent auditor to ensure that animals are housed in environments conducive 

to their welfare and in compliance with the program standards (American Humane 

Association, 2017). The animals’ caretakers are required to participate in ongoing 

humane training and each operation is audited and certified annually, to ensure that 

humane husbandry is practiced daily and is a part of the overall farm management plan 

(American Humane Association, 2017). Producers using the American Humane 

Certified™ mark or label on their product packaging or promotional materials stipulate 

and verify that their animals are from farms participating in the American Humane 

Certified™ program (American Humane Association, 2017). 

United Egg Producers Certified 

Like other animal welfare-related agencies, the use of United Egg Producers 

Certified (UEPC) label does not come without extensive auditing and training. A 

company desiring to be recognized as “United Egg Producers Certified” must file an 

application for certification and pay the annual administrative and public relation fees. 

Upon completion of a successful audit, the company will be fully certified and UEPC 
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will issue an annual Certificate (United Egg Producers Certified, 2018). To maintain this 

certification, the company must continue to meet all guidelines and pass future annual 

audits. The welfare and husbandry standards are similarly extensive, like that of the 

American Humane Certified™ and Certified Humane Raised and Handled® standards.  

Theoretical Framework 

One well-known solution to the general credence good problem of asymmetric 

information between producers and consumers is the use of labeling (Roe & Sheldon, 

2007). The U.S. livestock industry is facing unprecedented pressure to adjust production 

practices in response to societal concerns (Tonsor & Wolf, 2011). According to research 

published by The Hartman Group (2015), consumers want to know that a company 

avoids inhumane treatment of animals now more than ever. Results of this research 

indicated that concern for animal welfare when purchasing products has increased by six 

percent since 2013. The Hartman Group (2015), reported that 68% of consumers 

indicated that they held humane treatment and ethical raising in high regard, (The 

Hartman Group, 2015). The results also showed that 51% of consumers would patronize 

a company that supports animal welfare causes or organizations. 

Similarly, in July 2018, the National Chicken Council published the results of a 

study that gauged consumption of chicken, explored the reasons that consumers purchase 

chicken, measured knowledge of poultry products, and identified consumer concerns 

regarding the purchase of chicken. The study concluded that 27% of consumers purchase 

chicken weekly, and that 26% of participants are extremely concerned with how chickens 

are raised (National Chicken Council, 2018). 
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When perusing the aisles of any grocery store, consumers are faced with a 

multitude of products differentiated by various claims and attributes communicated via 

product labeling. Logos, health claims, quality assurance claims, animal welfare claims, 

and a plethora of other declarations are often plastered on food product packaging. There 

have been numerous studies on consumer knowledge and perceptions of food labeling, 

both mandatory and voluntary labels, conducted in the past (Knebel, 2015; Priven et. al., 

2015; Seidenberg Miller & Cassidy, 2015, etc.). This research has become more pertinent 

in recent years with food labels becoming increasingly important to consumers. 

Effects of (Poultry) Labels on Consumers 

 Animal Welfare Labels as heuristic cues. This study was guided by the theory 

of Heuristic Information Processing (Chaiken, 1980). The researchers elected this theory 

because it most closely aligned with the goals of this study. Ethical perceptions, price of 

product, and values acted as the heuristics for this study.  

Chaiken (1987) defined systematic processing as comprehensive and methodical 

thought about an issue or topic. Further, Chen and Chaiken (1999) noted that systematic 

thought is not deliberative. Furthermore, this process happens involuntarily when 

individuals feel insecure about their own ability to judge a situation (Chen & Chaiken, 

1999). Nonetheless, it is improbable that an individual with limited-to-no knowledge on 

the topic to employ systematic processing. Since systematic processing requires both 

cognitive ability and capacity, the individual must be devoted to spending the time and 

effort to weigh all options prior to forming an opinion. Thus, those individuals and 



                                                    Texas Tech University, Rexanna Powers, December 2018 
 

41 
 

individuals pressed for time will likely resort to the more basic heuristic processing 

(Chen & Chaiken, 1999).  

In comparison to systematic processing, heuristic processing requires minimal 

effort and less time. Heuristics can also be used as a means of persuasion. This concept 

can often encourage self-education and therefore increase knowledge. Chaiken (1987) 

summarized the heuristic pathway in the following quote: 

Opinion change in response to persuasive communications is often the outcome of  

only a minimal amount of information processing. According to the model, 

people exert little cognitive effort in judging the validity of a persuasive message, 

and instead, may base their agreement with a message on a rather superficial 

assessment of a variety of extrinsic persuasion cues such as surface or structural 

characteristics of the message itself (e.g., its length or number of arguments), 

communicator characteristics (e.g., expertise, likeability, physical attractiveness), 

and audience characteristics (e.g., positive or negative audience reactions to the 

message). (p. 3) 

Mental shortcuts are factors utilized by the audience within a message that allow 

individuals to make a quick decision regarding the validity of the message (Chaiken, 

1987). Psychologists have shown that in an environment with limited knowledge and 

limited capacity to process information, individuals tend to resort to satisficing 

algorithms to make decisions (Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 2010). Heuristics are mental 

shortcuts that allow for quick decision-making based on visual or other forms of cues. 

Heuristic processing is an efficient cognitive process that either ignores or receives part 
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of the information being evaluated in a conscious or unconscious manner (Gigerenzer & 

Gaissmaier, 2010). Because using heuristics saves effort, heuristic-based decisions may 

imply greater errors than do “rational” decisions as defined by logic or statistical models 

(Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 2010). Food labels can function as heuristics or cues that help 

consumers gauge the quality of a product, the production processes used to manufacture 

it, or any other attribute of that good (Verbeke & Ward, 2006). Figure 2.3 illustrates a 

simplified process of heuristic versus systematic processing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.3. Simplified Model of Heuristic Versus Systematic Processing 

Consumers face hundreds of decisions each day, and food choices are often made 

using simple heuristic cues (Messer, Costanigro, & Kaiser, 2017). Scheibehenne et al. 

(2007) investigated the extent to which people rely on simple heuristics or compensatory 

strategies in food choice. Participants of this study were probed in the areas of individual 

importance weights of food-related information based on price, sensory appeal, 
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convenience, health, weight control, natural content, mood, familiarity, and ethical 

concerns. Similarly, heuristic processing utilizes decision rules such as values, ethical 

standards, environmental concerns, and social responsibility. Chen and Chaiken (1999) 

believe these rules have been learned and stored in memory for future use. An example of 

this can be found in the corporate social responsibility realm. People who have chosen to 

purchase products labeled with eco-friendly labels, such as USDA Organic, and have 

positive experiences will likely choose and trust products that are labeled with similar 

labels in the future (Gerini, Alfnes, & Schjøll, 2016). 

Human decision-making is certainly multifaceted and adaptive, and there is 

positive evidence that people access a wide repertoire of different decision strategies 

depending on their goals and the situation they face (Gigerenzer & Selten, 2001). 

Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that value-added claims or food labels will play a 

role in shaping consumers’ perception of the labeled product and purchasing intentions.  

Another way that heuristics have been explored is through source credibility. 

Edwards et al., (2013) studied the effect of source credibility in the realm of social media. 

After surveying 145 undergraduate students via experimental design testing three 

conditions, the researchers determined that individuals tend to believe information given 

to them by a machine or computer due to its lack of thoughts, feelings, personal biases, 

and the like (Edwards, Spence, Gentile, Edwards, & Edwards, 2013). This finding is 

implementable to the process of food labeling.  

Scheibehenne et al. (2007) investigated the extent to which people rely on simple 

heuristics or compensatory strategies in food choice. Participants of this study were 
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probed in the areas of individual importance weights of food-related information based 

on price, sensory appeal, convenience, health, weight control, natural content, mood, 

familiarity, and ethical concerns. Human decision making is certainly multifaceted and 

adaptive, and there is good evidence that people access a wide repertoire of different 

decision strategies depending on their goals and the situation they face (Gigerenzer & 

Selten, 2001). 

Nonetheless, when consumers have a variety of interests and the number of 

attributes found on product labels are large, a key challenge is to establish how relevant 

the information is to the choices of most consumers (Messer et al., 2017). Lusk and 

Marette (2012) presented that if consumers’ attention to information is limited, additional 

information can distract consumers and complicate the search process. Even though a 

particular piece of information may be of interest to some, the addition of a label will 

make searching more cumbersome for others (Messer et al., 2017). Messer compared this 

process to receiving unwanted e-mails that clutter an inbox, “massive over- information 

carries a cost for the consumer, in terms of time spent looking for the necessary 

information, as well as boredom or impatience” (Salaun & Flores, 2001). In the end, if 

there is too much information or if it is too difficult to interpret, it is rational for 

consumers to ignore it and remain uninformed (McCluskey & Swinnen, 2004).  

It is important for agriculture industry sectors, such as the poultry industry, to 

keep in mind how consumers think and try to pair supply-side technological development 

with clear consumer advantages (Messer et al., 2017). Given the evidences suggesting 

both the use and nonuse of food labels by consumers, we asked a series of research 
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questions regarding the specific effects of animal welfare labels on consumers’ 

understanding and perception of the shown label, as well as their purchasing frequencies 

and intentions. 

 Effects of food labels. There are many influencing factors that contribute to consumer 

knowledge and perceptions of food labeling. The more knowledge a consumer has of a food 

label, the more likely they are to use the label when making purchasing decisions (Seidenberg 

Miller & Cassidy, 2015). While shoppers who believe they understand food labels are more likely 

to use them to make decisions, consumers who do not believe they have an understanding will 

only occasionally use the labels to make decisions (Knebel, 2015).  

 Knowledge does influence consumer use of label claims, particularly 

understanding of front-of-package labels influence purchase decision of consumers 

(Knebel, 2015). When a consumer’s existing knowledge of a product or label is 

inadequate, they may be less confident in deciding whether to process a message since 

knowledge enhances their ability to understand a message (Davies & Wright, 1994). 

When focusing on free-from food product labels, consumers with lower levels of 

education were more likely to believe free-from products were healthier than those with a 

higher education level, which supports previous literature linking education and health 

literacy (Priven et al., 2015). When consumers view free-from food product labels, 

specifically gluten free and MUI-free labels, in the absence of risk information, free-from 

products could produce perceptions of healthfulness (Priven et al., 2015).  

When exploring consumer perceptions of food labels, felt needs and motivations 

that most impacted consumers’ use of front-of-package label information were time, taste 

preferences, and price preferences (Knebel, 2015). Determining agricultural literacy, 
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consumers reported knowledge regarding poultry prices, practices, and policies showing 

that understanding the implications from these characteristics influenced perception of 

the product (Estes et al., 2015). However, when time was not a factor, significantly more 

consumers claimed to use front-of-package labels for purchasing decisions (Knebel, 

2015). Additionally, consumers who do not indicate a felt need to make healthy food 

purchases indicated taste and price preferences as motivation for label use (Knebel, 

2015).  

Beyond consumer knowledge, food labeling can influence consumer perceptions 

of accountability, and these perceptions often influence attitudes consumers hold toward 

foods (Irani, Tracy, 2004). “Voluntary labeling by the manufacturer may convey that the 

industry is going above and beyond what is required” (Irani, 2004, p.39). Because of this, 

this type of label may indicate a strong prescription-identity link, a measure of 

accountability, in contrast to mandatory FDA labeling that may be seen as a required duty 

(Irani, 2004).  

The importance of food labeling is often product specific and contingent on how 

the information fits with consumers’ prior attitudes and knowledge (Davies & Wright, 

1994). Research on consumer perceptions of different commodities has been used to 

“more effectively tailor marketing and education efforts to maintain the importance” of 

the specific product (Estes, Edgar, & Johnson, 2015, p. 11). Focusing on poultry 

production specifically, “in one way or another, perceptions weighed heavily on the mind 

of the consumer because of the implications or consequences associated [with] the 

actions driven by perceptions” (Estes et al., 2015, p. 44).  
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Labels such as USDA Organic, Certified Humane® Raised and Handled®, or 

labels indicating water efficiency are considered to be sustainable labels. Corporate social 

responsibility is increasingly important to consumers (Mohr et al., 2001). Interest in 

sustainability, sustainable production, and sustainable consumption has increased at all 

levels of the agriculture and food chain (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). Sustainable 

consumption bases on a decision-making process that considers the consumer’s social 

responsibility in addition to individual needs and wants (Meulenberg, 2003). A study 

conducted by Mohr et al. (2001) concluded that most consumers respond positively to 

socially responsible companies – especially those providing a good such as food. The 

results of this study indicated that some consumers are even willing to learn about what 

companies are doing to be socially responsible and become more involved (Mohr et al., 

2001). This is an especially interesting finding when the agriculture industry is 

considered. Previous studies regarding corporate social responsibility have rendered 

similar results. 

Psychological and economic factors often affect consumer willingness to pay for 

farm animal welfare labeling. Consumers’ behavior draws largely from psychology, 

sociology and economics to explain the choices made by consumers (Laryea et al., 2017). 

Consumer behavior can be defined as the processes involved when a group or an 

individual chooses, purchases, uses and disposes of a product, service or idea to satisfy a 

need or desire (Solomon, Russell-Bennett, & Previte, 2012).  

Similarly, a study conducted in 2009 by Nocella, Hubbard, and Scarpa revealed 

that labeling can play a very important role in purchasing decisions because they allow 
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consumers to make better choices between fresh and processed, and between imported 

and domestic, livestock products (Nocella, Hubbard, & Scarpa, 2010). Their results 

rendered the conclusion that there are segments of consumers who are ready to pay more 

for products which incorporate credence attributes for production processes respecting or 

increasing farm animal welfare. This conclusion is indicative that the agricultural food 

production sector should make further efforts in communicating and promoting industry 

standards and certification practices. 

Food choice is not merely driven by nutrition; it represents a worldview, which is 

both moral and practical. Dynamic and ongoing debates regarding farm animal welfare 

have taken place at the intersection between science and public opinion (Lusk & 

Norwood, 2008). In the case of animal husbandry, there is increased social concern 

regarding the welfare of animals used for food production (Frewer, Kole, Van de Kroon, 

& de Lauwere, 2005).  

Much of the controversy regarding animal welfare debates stem from who should 

have the authority to decide the manner in which farm animals are raised (Lusk et al., 

2008). Citizens in Arizona and Florida, and most recently California, have voted to pass 

constitutional amendments to ban the use of gestation crates in hog production or cages in 

egg production (Norwood et al., 2011). This consumer reaction to animal production 

practices brings forth questions of production efficiency and keeping costs low for the 

producer, and, ultimately, for the consumer. These consumer attitudes are reflected 

through retail sales trends that indicate that organic meats and poultry are the fastest 

growing segments of the $23 billion organic food industry, with a growth of 77.8% from 
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2002 to 2003 (Organic Trade Association, 2004). Regardless of the science, there is an 

evident emotional tie between consumers and their perceptions of food production 

systems as well as where and how much they are willing to pay for food products. This 

study intended to explore these questions using a controlled experiment testing the effects 

of animal welfare labels on consumers’ knowledge, perception, and purchasing 

tendencies. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Overview 

 There is currently a limited amount of research that has been conducted on 

consumer knowledge and perceptions of farm animal welfare-related labeling. Further, 

there is a lack of research regarding consumer willingness to pay for products labeled 

with animal welfare-related claims. This study sought to determine consumer concern 

and knowledge of animal welfare-related labels when used on shell eggs. Based on the 

theory of branding, consumers tend to rely on food labels as branding devices and to 

perceive the quality of the labeled product and to make purchasing decisions. In addition, 

previous research has shown that product labeling functions as a heuristic cue and plays a 

vital role at consumers’ point-of-purchase (Valor, Carrero, & Redondo, 2014). This 

project was supported by the Department of Agricultural Education and Communications 

at Texas Tech University. 

Guided by these theoretical frameworks, we conducted an experimental study to 

examine the effects of different animal welfare labels on individuals’ perception of the 

labeled shell eggs and their willingness to pay for such products. We also examined 

consumers’ knowledge and awareness of the identified labels, as well as their customary 

purchasing frequencies associated with each label. 

This chapter explains the procedures guiding the research process and steps taken 

in this experiment. It will focus on the guiding research questions, the research design 

used to conduct this study, and descriptions of the study sample, instrumentation, 

stimulus treatments, data collection procedure, and data analysis. 
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Purpose and Research Questions 

 This study identified six value-added labels related to farm animal welfare that are 

frequently found on shell egg packaging and evaluated consumer awareness of these 

labels and their purchasing tendencies when such labels are used. More importantly, this 

study examined how the use of different value-added labels related to farm animal 

welfare might affect consumers’ perceptions of the ethical treatment of hens on farm and 

their willingness to pay for labeled shell eggs. The research questions guiding this study 

are as follows: 

RQ1: How does the level of consumer awareness and knowledge vary for 

different animal welfare-related labels on shell eggs? 

RQ2: How does consumers’ customary purchasing frequency vary for shell eggs 

with different animal welfare-related labels? 

RQ3: What effects do animal welfare labels have on consumer perceptions of 

ethical treatment of hens on farms? 

RQ4: What effects does the use of animal welfare-related labels have on 

consumer willingness to pay a higher or lower price for shell eggs? 

RQ5: What are consumers’ existing stances toward farm animal welfare and the 

ethical treatment of hens on farms? 

Research Design 

 This study employed quantitative experimental design. To test the relationships 

among the variables of this study, a survey instrument was developed to measure the 
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independent and dependent variables. The dependent variables were consumers’ 

awareness and knowledge of the animal welfare-related labels, their customary 

purchasing frequencies associated with labeled eggs, and their perception of the ethical 

treatment of hens on farms, and their willingness to pay (a higher or lower price) when 

purchasing shell eggs. The independent variables were the treatment conditions. Stimuli 

were randomly distributed to participants to control for the influence of superfluous 

variables.  

 In this design, five of the most common animal welfare-related labels were 

identified shown to participants. Two labels were USDA affiliated labels; USDA Grade 

A and USDA Organic. Two labels included the term “humane”; American Humane 

Certified and Certified Humane® Raised and Handled®. An additional “Cage Free” label 

was created by the researcher as a control condition, and the final label was United Egg 

Producers Certified. Participants received a randomized stimulus and responded to a 

standardized set of post-stimulus questions measuring their awareness, knowledge, and 

responses to the received labels.  

 The operational framework of this study is composed of individual difference 

variables, independent variables, and dependent variables. Participants were asked to 

indicate their responses to the individual difference items. They were then exposed to one 

of the six treatment conditions and asked to indicate their responses regarding the 

dependent variable items. This concept is outlined in the operational framework, shown 

in Figure 3.1. 
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Operational Framework                                 

 Individual Difference Variables:   Independent Variables: 
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Figure 3.1. Operational framework of current study. 

Population and Sample 

 Convenience sampling was used to identify survey participants within the 

Amazon Mechanical Turk database. Based upon their adherence to the implemented 

selection criteria, participants were able to locate and complete the instrument. 

Participants had to be at least 18 years old. Participants received a standard script and 

information sheet approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) (Appendix A). 

Participants were monetarily compensated for their participation at a rate of 

$2.00. A total of 256 responses were gathered; however, after the data were cleaned, 249 
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usable responses were included for analysis. Responses that were incomplete were 

removed from the sample.  

Amazon MTurk is an online crowdsourcing platform that allows for the 

recruitment and paying of subjects to perform tasks such as survey participation and 

market research (Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012). Though not without their criticisms, 

MTurk workers, or “Turkers”, have been shown to better represent general demographic 

distributions in the United States than some other types of Internet and convenience 

samples, for example interviewing shoppers at a local grocery store (Buhrmester, Kwang, 

& Gosling, 2011). Previous literature has examined how well MTurk workers represent 

the U.S. population (Huff & Tingley, 2015) with age of participants, voting patterns, 

partisan preferences, news interest, and education level being comparable to the general 

U.S. population. A notable limitation to MTurk is approximately 90% of its participants 

come from urban areas and MTurk workers are traditionally more educated than the 

average American (Huff & Tingley, 2015). However, other research has indicated MTurk 

respondents “do not appear to differ fundamentally from population-based respondents in 

unmeasurable ways,” (Levay, Freese, & Druckman, 2016, p.1). Although we were not 

able to draw a nationally representative sample by using MTurk workers, it is believed 

that the demographically diverse sample would offer an ideal sample of food consumers 

and egg purchasers. 
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Description of Participants 

The descriptive characteristics of the participants are reported in Table 3.1. Two 

hundred and fifty-six participants responded to the instrument; seven of those responses 

were removed due to missing data. Therefore, 249 participant responses were kept for 

further analysis. One hundred and sixty-eight (67.5%) of the participants were male, and 

81 (32.5%) of the participants were female. Approximately half of the participants 

indicated that their highest level of education was a bachelor’s degree (n=118, 47.5%). A 

majority of participants were Democrats (n=123, 49.4%) and identified their political 

ideology as “somewhat liberal” (n=71, 28.5%); three participants chose not to respond to 

the question regarding political ideology. Participants were also asked to indicate their 

range of total household income. Of the 249 total responses, 4.1% (n = 35) selected 

$20,000 - $29,999, 15.3% (n = 38) selected $30,000 - $39,999, 12.9% (n = 32) selected 

$50,000 - $59,999.  
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Table 3.1 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N=249) 

 

Characteristic 

 

Frequency 

(n) 

 

Frequency Percent (%) 

Gender   

   Male 168 67.5 

  Female 81 32.5 

Education   

  Some high school (no diploma              1 0.4 

  High school graduate, diploma or the 

equivalent  

27 10.8 

  Some college 51 20.5 

  Trade/technical/vocational training 8 3.2 

  Associate degree 18 7.2 

  Bachelor’s Degree 118 47.4 

  Master’s Degree 22 8.8 

  Doctorate Degree 4 1.6 

Income 

   Less than $10,000 

   $10,000 - $19,999 

   $20,000 - $29,999 

   $30,000 - $39,999 

   $40,000 - $49,999 

   $50,000 - $59,999 

   $60,000 – $69,999 

   $70,000 - $79,999 

   $80,000 - $89,999 

   $90,000 - $99,999 

   $100,000 - $149,999 

   More than $150,000 

   Prefer not to answer 

Political Views 

 

    12   

    31 

    35   

    38 

    27 

    32 

    16 

    11 

    10 

    15 

    13 

     7    

     2 

 

4.8 

12.4 

14.1 

15.3 

10.8 

12.9 

6.4 

4.4 

4.0 

6.0 

5.2 

2.8 

0.8 

 Very Liberal 44 17.7 

  Somewhat Liberal 71 28.5 

  Moderate 49 19.7 

  Somewhat Conservative 39 15.7 

  Very Conservative 43   17.3 

Political Party   

  Republican 55 22.1 

  Democrat 

  Independent 

123 

           68 

49.4 

27.3 
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Instrumentation 

 The instrument for this study was a questionnaire constructed in Qualtrics and 

then exported into Amazon MTurk (Appendix B). The questionnaire contained 22 

questions. The questions that were implemented into this study were created by the 

researcher. Formulation of questions regarding participants’ existing stances toward 

animal welfare and the ethical treatment of hens was completed by an evaluation of the 

Five Freedoms and Provisions list (Webster, 2001). Questions were loosely based upon 

the Five Freedoms and Provisions as well as the development of two additional items that 

were created by the researcher. Post-treatment questions were formulated by the 

researcher to fulfil the research questions of this study. Participants were randomly 

assigned to one of six stimuli showing different value-added labels related to farm animal 

welfare. The survey also measured participant demographics, prior knowledge of animal 

welfare, existing perceptions of ethical treatment of hens on farms, knowledge and 

recognition of the treatment labels, purchasing frequencies, and willingness to pay for the 

labeled shell eggs. Participants were given a time limit of twenty minutes to complete the 

survey. The average completion time was 7.63 minutes.  

Procedures 

Each participant was first given a brief description of the research and opted to 

participate by consenting to the study. To help participants understand the terms used 

throughout the survey, a definition of animal welfare was offered. This definition was 

adapted from the American Veterinary Medical Association, “An animal is in a good 

state of welfare if (as indicated by scientific evidence) it is healthy, comfortable, well 
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nourished, safe, able to express innate behavior, and if it is not suffering from unpleasant 

states such as pain, fear, and distress” (AVMA, 2018). The pre-treatment question asked 

participants to indicate how important farm animal welfare is to them personally by 

responding to eight Likert-type statements regarding different animal welfare-related 

subjects. Specifically, we asked respondents their belief in the government’s role in 

promoting animal welfare, as well as their emotional connection with the issue of animal 

welfare. Participants also indicated their beliefs about farmers; responsibilities in 

maintaining animal welfare in their production practices.  

Next, participants were asked to indicate levels of importance for seven Likert-

type statements regarding their beliefs in the ethical treatment of hens on farms. These 

questions were derived from the Five Freedoms and Provisions list (Webster, 2001). The 

Five Freedoms are best viewed as a practical, comprehensive check-list to assess the 

strengths and weaknesses of any husbandry system (Webster, 2001). We developed 

specific items measuring consumer’s beliefs about the ethical treatment of laying hens on 

large farms.  

Participants were then exposed to a randomly assigned stimulus, which is a stand-

alone label frequently used on shell egg packaging. Five common animal welfare-related 

labels were chosen, which were Certified Humane® Raised and Handled® Label (see 

Figure 3.2), American Humane Certified Label (see Figure 3.3), United Egg Producers 

Certified Label (see Figure 3.4), USDA Grade A Label (see Figure 3.5), and USDA 

Organic Label (see Figure 3.6). The researcher created an additional Cage Free Label as a 
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control condition to gain a base-rate understanding of how participants react to the shown 

labels (see Figure 3.7). 

 
Figure 3.2 Certified Humane® Raised and Handled® Label  

 

 
Figure 3.3 American Humane Certified Label 

 

 
Figure 3.4 United Egg Producers Certified Label 

 

 
Figure 3.5 USDA Grade A Label 
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Figure 3.6 USDA Organic Label 

 

 
Figure 3.7 Cage Free Label 

 

After viewing their randomly assigned label, participants responded to a set of six 

standardized questions regarding their awareness and knowledge of the label they were 

shown, as well as their customary purchasing frequency associated with the shown label. 

In addition, we asked if participants thought the label they were shown indicated how 

well hens are treated as well as their willingness to pay a higher or lower price for shell 

eggs labeled with thecdisplayed stimuli. Finally, participants responded to demographic 

questions including - income, gender, education level, and political views.  

Measures 

General Concern for Animal Welfare. General concern for animal welfare was 

measured by analyzing participant responses to seven Likert-type statements. 

Participants’ general concern was measured prior to stimuli exposure. Consumer general 

concern was measured by first providing consumers with a working definition of animal 

welfare derived from the American Veterinary Medical Association: “An animal is in a 



                                                    Texas Tech University, Rexanna Powers, December 2018 
 

61 
 

good state of welfare if (as indicated by scientific evidence) it is healthy, comfortable, 

well nourished, safe, able to express innate behavior, and if it is not suffering from 

unpleasant states such as pain, fear, and distress” (AVMA, 2018). After viewing this 

definition, participants were asked a to indicate on a Likert-type scale (1 = Not important 

at All to 5 = Extremely Important) how important farm animal welfare was to them 

personally. This item rendered a mean score of 4.14 (SD=.93), suggesting that farm 

animal welfare was very important to participants. 

Participants were then asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement to each 

of the following items: “The government should take an active role in promoting farm 

animal welfare.”, “I would vote for a law in my state that would require farmers to 

promote farm animal welfare.”, “Farmers should always treat their farm animals in an 

ethical manner.”, “Farm animals should have equal rights with human.”, “My purchasing 

decisions on food products will influence how farm animals are treated.”, “I am 

emotionally connected to the well-being of animals that produce the products I 

purchase.”, “Farm animal welfare should be a priority to food purchasers.” These items 

were developed by the researcher and are loosely based upon the Five Freedoms list, 

which is the standard list of all factors contributing to animal welfare (Appleby & 

Hughes, 2011). For the purpose of this study, the list was expanded and made more 

specific so that it could be used to evaluate consumer predispositions toward farm animal 

welfare. Participants were asked to identify their level of agreement with a series of 

statements about farm animal welfare-related topics on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = 

strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).  
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Existing Knowledge of Other Food Industry Topics. To gauge consumer knowledge of 

other food-related topics, participants were asked to indicate how informed they are about 

six common food industry subjects: food production in general, egg production, 

technology in food production, farm animal welfare, food labeling, and farm animal 

welfare labeling. Responses to these Likert-type items were measured via 5-point scale 

with 1 = not informed at all and 5 = extremely informed. The mean and standard 

deviation values for each item in this scale are reported in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2. Descriptive Statistics Existing Knowledge of Other Food  

Industry Topics (N=249) 

Item 
 

M 

 

  SD 

Food labeling. 

Food production in general. 

   3.26 

 

   3.23 

1.14 

 

1.12 

Farm animal welfare. 

 

Egg production. 

 

Technology in food  

production.   

 

Farm animal welfare  

labeling     

   3.12 

 

   3.11 

 

   2.94 

 

 

   2.91 

1.76 

 

1.19 

 

1.24 

 

 

1.24 

 

 

Label Awareness. To measure label awareness, participants were asked to indicate if 

they had seen the given label before. The labels were randomly distributed so that each 

participant had an equal chance of receiving any of the six labels. Responses to this 

question were either 1 = yes or 0 = no. 49.4% (n=123) of participants indicated that they 

had seen the given label before while 50.6% (n=126) indicated that they had not seen the 

given label before.  
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In addition, we asked participants to indicate how often they pay attention to 

labels on shell eggs. In general, participants indicated that they do pay attention to the 

labels found on shell eggs (SD = 1.12). 32.9% (n=82) of participants indicated that they 

very frequently pay attention to shell egg labeling, while 29.7% (n=74) of participants 

indicated that they always pay attention to the labels found on shell eggs. In contrast, 

10,8% (n=27) of participants indicated that they never pay attention to the labels found 

on shell eggs. In general, consumers do pay attention to the labels that are found on shell 

eggs. Their awareness of labels is found to be significant, however their knowledge of the 

labels in this study is low. This could be due in part to their willingness to self-educate as 

well as the limited education efforts made by labeling agencies.  

Label Knowledge. Label knowledge was established by asking participants to indicate 

their awareness of the label. If participants indicated “yes” then they were asked to 

indicate their knowledge level about the given label. Participants who indicated they had 

seen their assigned label before, 49.4% (n=123), indicated their knowledge levels about 

the Certified Humane® Raised and Handled®, American Humane Certified, United Egg 

Producers Certified, Cage Free, USDA Grade A, and USDA Organic labels. Responses 

were measured on a scale when 0 = None at all and 4 = A great deal. The mean and 

standard deviation values for each item in this scale are reported in Table 3.3. 
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Table 3.3. Descriptive Statistics for Label Knowledge (N=249) 

Item 
 

M 

 

SD 

USDA Organic. 

 

USDA Grade A. 

Cage Free. 

 

United Egg Producers  

Certified. 

 

American Humane Certified. 

 

Certified Humane® Raised 

and Handled® 

 

 1.59 

 

   1.09 

 

   0.87 

 

   0.69 

 

 

   0.54 

 

   0.29 

.99 

 

1.36 

 

.90 

 

1.19 

 

 

1.30 

 

.48 

 

Perceived Ethical Treatment of Hens. In order to gauge consumer perceptions of the 

ethical treatment of hens based upon labeling, participants were asked to indicate if they 

think the given label is indicative of ethical treatment of hens on farms. Responses to this 

question were measured on a scale where 1 = yes and 0 = no or not sure. A total of 249 

participants responded to this item, however, participants responded to this item based 

upon the label they were assigned to. The percentages of agreement, disagreement, and 

not sure are reported for each item this scale are reported in Table 3.4. 
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Table 3.4. Percentage Agreement and Disagreement for Perceived Ethical Treatment – 

Per Label (N=249) 

 

Item 

 

 

 

% Yes 

 

% No 

or Not 

Sure 

Certified Humane® Raised 

and Handled®. 

 

  70.7 29.3 

American Humane Certified. 

United Egg Producers 

Certified. 

 

Cage Free. 

USDA Grade A. 

USDA Organic. 

 

    52.4 

 

    42.9 

 

    

    62.5 

 

    31.0 

 

    35.7 

47.6 

 

57.1 

 

 

37.5 

 

69.1 

 

64.3 

Willingness to Pay for Labeled Eggs. To measure consumer willingness to pay for shell 

eggs labeled with animal welfare-related labels, participants were asked to indicate how 

much they would be willing to pay for shell eggs labeled with the given label. We chose 

the price range based upon shell eggs in grocery stores with similar labels. Four price 

options were listed for participants to choose from, including $2.67, $2.82, $3.97, and 

$4.68.  

Demographic and Predispositional Variables 

Animal Rights and Animal Welfare Organization Membership. Participants were 

asked if they have ever been a member of any animal rights or animal welfare 

organizations. Participants were then asked to indicate their familiarity with four of the 

most popular animal rights and animal welfare organizations. These organizations were 
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chosen carefully. Two organizations were chosen that primarily communicate animal 

welfare-based messages; American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 

(ASPCA) and Humane Society of the United States (HSUS). In contrast, two 

organizations were chosen that primarily communicate animal rights-based messages; 

American Humane Association and People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA). 

Based on the collected responses, 18.9% (n=47) of participants are either a past or current 

member of any animal rights or animal welfare organization; 80.7% (n=202) of 

participants indicated that they are not and have never been a member of any animal 

rights or animal welfare organization.  

Participants were also asked to indicate their familiarity with the aforementioned 

animal rights and animal welfare organizations. Descriptive statistics for participant 

familiarity of animal rights and animal welfare organizations are shown for each 

organization in Table 3.5.  
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Table 3.5. Descriptive Statistics for Organization Familiarity (N=249) 

 

 

Item 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

Humane Society of 

the United States 

(HSUS) 

 

American Humane 

Association (AHA) 

 

American Society 

for the Prevention 

of Cruelty to 

Animals (ASPCA) 

 

People for the 

Ethical Treatment 

of Animals 

(PETA) 

2.46 

 

 

 

     2.25 

 

 

 

     1.88 

 

 

 

     1.57 

1.32 

 

 

 

     1.30 

 

 

 

     1.27 

 

 

 

     1.17 

      

    

General Shell Egg Purchasing Frequency. A definition of shell eggs was developed by 

the researcher to eliminate product misunderstanding. Participants were shown the 

definition prior to items regarding shell eggs. The following definition was developed by 

the researcher: “Shell eggs are defined as eggs in a shell that have not been processed 

into powdered eggs, liquified eggs, or any other egg-based product.” To measure egg 

purchasing frequency, participants were asked to indicate how frequently they purchased 

shell eggs; once per month, 2-3 times per month, once every week, more than once per 

week, or never.  
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Figure 3.8. Consumer General Shell Egg Purchasing Frequency (n=249) 

 

Flock Ownership. Participants were asked to indicate whether or not they have ever 

owned or currently own any size flock of hens. Responses were measured where 1 = yes, 

I currently have a flock, 2 = I used to have hens but now I don’t, and 3 = No, I have never 

owned any hens. While 71.9% (n=179) of participants indicated that they have never 

owned hens, 28.2% (n=70) of participants indicated that they either currently own a flock 

of hens or used to.  

Information Sources for Farm Animal Welfare. Participants were asked to indicate the 

sources of which they receive their information regarding farm animal welfare. Four 

common media sources were chosen: Social Media – such as Facebook or YouTube, 

Broadcast News – such as FOX or CNN, Radio – such as NPR, Printed Media – such as 

newspapers or magazines. Responses were measured where 0 = never and 4 = always. 
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The mean score for Social Media was 2.14 (SD=1.18). The mean score for Broadcast 

News was 2.54 (SD=1.07). The mean score for Radio was 2.82 (SD=1.13). The mean 

score for Printed Media was 2.71 (SD=1.11). Results for these items are illustrated in 

Figure 3.9. 

 
Figure 3.9. Consumer Sources of Farm Animal Welfare News (N=249) 

 

Threats to Internal Validity 

Internal validity refers to the ability of the research to isolate the effect of the 

independent variable from potential effects of extraneous variables (Ary, Jacobs, 

Razavieh, & Sorenson, 2010). Two threats to internal validity recognized by Ary et al. 

(2010) were identified as relevant to this study: experimenter effects and subject effects. 

Experimenter effects “refer to the unintentional effects that the researcher has on the 

study” (Ary et al., 2010, p. 280) which can occur because of “preferences or 

expectancies” (p. 280) being transferred to the participants. Subject effects can occur due 
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to participants trying to please the researcher or responding to questions with personal or 

intentional bias (Ary et al., 2010).  

The manipulations were randomized via Qualtrics, so each participant had an 

equal chance of receiving any one of the six labels. This was randomized on an individual 

level, rather than administering one treatment to an entire group. This randomization 

process also controlled for subject effects other than those associated with environmental 

cues (Ary et. al, 2010). Each participant had an equal probability of receiving one of the 

six treatments— Certified Humane® Raised and Handled®, American Humane Certified, 

Cage Free, United Egg Producers Certified, USDA Grade A, and USDA Organic. It can 

be implied that any subject effects were randomly distributed throughout the data, thus 

reducing the possibility of these effects affecting one treatment and not the others. 

Data Analysis 

 The data were collected in Amazon MTurk then exported to IBM SPSS v. 24. We 

used descriptive analysis as well as a one-way ANOVA to compare consumers’ 

responses to different labels. Inferential statistics were then run to answer research 

question. Reliability was established post hoc using Cronbach’s alpha values (Ary et al., 

2010). 

 Demographic data were reported using frequency values (shown in Chapter 3). 

Descriptive statistics for general concern for animal welfare, concern for ethical treatment 

of hens on farms, existing knowledge of other food related topics, label awareness, label 

knowledge, perceived ethical treatment based upon label, and willingness to pay 
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consisted of percentage, mean and standard deviation values for the overall scales and for 

individual items within those scales.  

 This study utilized a one-way ANOVA to compare consumers’ responses to 

different labels. This allows for the comparison of factors that influence customary 

purchasing frequencies and willingness to pay.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Overview 

This study identified six value-added labels related to farm animal welfare that are 

frequently found on shell egg packaging and evaluated consumer awareness of these 

labels and their purchasing tendencies when such labels are used. More importantly, this 

study examined how the use of different value-added labels related to farm animal 

welfare might affect consumers’ perceptions of the ethical treatment of hens on farm and 

their willingness to pay for labeled shell eggs. The research questions guiding this study 

are as follows: 

RQ1: How does the level of consumer awareness and knowledge vary for 

different animal welfare-related labels on shell eggs? 

RQ2: How does consumers’ customary purchasing frequency vary for shell eggs 

with different animal welfare-related labels? 

RQ3: What effects do animal welfare labels have on consumer perceptions of 

ethical treatment of hens on farms? 

RQ4: What effects do animal welfare-related labels have on consumer willingness 

to pay for shell eggs? 

RQ5: What are consumers’ existing stances toward farm animal welfare and the 

ethical treatment of hens on farms? 

This chapter provides the results of the study to answer the above research 

questions and test the hypotheses. The descriptive results for the variables are provided 
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first. Results of the inferential statistical analyses are then presented according to these 

research questions. 

RQ1: Knowledge and Awareness of Different Labels 

To measure knowledge about animal welfare in general, participants were asked a 

set of six questions following exposure to one of six common shell egg labels. For this 

analysis, participants were grouped based upon the label stimuli they were randomly 

distributed to when completing the instrument. Descriptive statistics from these 

knowledge measurements are shown in the next figures. Figure 4.1 illustrates average 

participant knowledge of different labels. Participants were asked to indicate their 

response to the scale item using a 5-point Likert scale with 0 = none at all and 4 = A 

great deal. The mean for each label was low, therefore indicating overall low knowledge 

of animal welfare labels. Knowledge levels do not vary significantly with different labels. 

We conducted a one-way ANOVA to compare the levels of knowledge that consumers 

have of different labels. Knowledge of labels is low; however a significant difference was 

found in consumer’s label knowledge – therefore rendering statistically significant results 

(F = 7.294, p =.00).   

RQ2: Shell Egg Purchasing Frequency 

Participants were asked to indicate how often they purchase shell eggs with the 

given label. Purchasing frequency varied across labels, however, the USDA Organic and 

Certified Humane® Raised and Handled® labels were reported to have the highest 

purchasing frequencies of the labels. Figure 4.1 illustrates purchasing frequencies for 

each label used in this study. We conducted a one-way ANOVA to compare purchasing 
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frequencies of different labels. General purchasing frequencies for shell eggs is high, with 

most consumers purchasing shell eggs at least once per week. Therefore, when 

purchasing frequencies per label are considered, statistically significant results were 

found, with (F = 2.802, p =.01).   

 
Figure 4.1. Consumer Purchasing Frequencies for Shell Eggs Per Label (N=249) 
 

 

RQ3: Effects of Labels on Consumers’ Perception of the Ethical Treatment of Hens 

Figure 4.2 provides average consumer perceptions of the ethical treatment of hens 

on farms based upon the label they were exposed to. Participants were asked to indicate 

their agreement or disagreement to the question: Do you think this label indicates how 

well laying hens are treated on the farm? with 0 = No or Not Sure and 1 = Yes.  

The percentage differences between labels and perception of ethics were notable, 

therefore indicating overall high levels of perception that these labels are indicative of 
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ethical treatment of hens on farms. In particular, the use of a Cage Free label affected 

consumer concern when varying levels of concern for animal welfare in general were 

considered. When participants were shown a Cage Free label, they perceived higher 

levels of ethical treatment than participants in groups of other labels. 

 
Figure 4.2. Consumer Perceptions of Ethical Treatment Based Upon Label (N=249) 

 

 

RQ4: Willingness to Pay 

Research question 4 asked: What are the effects on consumer willingness to pay 

when animal welfare labels are used? Consumer willingness to pay was analyzed by 

asking participants to indicate the price they would pay for shell eggs with the label they 

were shown. Food products are increasingly differentiated using credence attributes such 

as organic and animal welfare, and consumers are generally willing to pay a higher price 

for products with these attributes (Gerini et al., 2016). As shown in Figure 4.3 
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participants of this study are generally willing to pay an average price for shell eggs 

labeled with animal welfare-related labels. Willingness to pay was measured by asking 

participants to indicate the price they would pay for shell eggs that are labeled with the 

stimuli they were randomly assigned. Not all participants were shown the same label. The 

price range that was chosen for this study was based upon shell eggs in grocery stores 

labeled with similar labels. From there an average price was derived and utilized for this 

study. In general, participants indicated that they were willing to pay an average price 

($2.82) for eggs labeled with any of the farm animal welfare-related labels shown. 

Participants indicated that the labels they would pay the highest amount for were the 

USDA organic label and the United Egg Producers Certified Label. 
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Figure 4.3. Overall Willingness to Pay 

 

Certified Humane® Raised and Handled® and Willingness to Pay. 

Participants of this study have generally low knowledge of the Certified Humane® 

Raised and Handled® label, however indicate that they would pay a slightly higher 

average price for shell eggs labeled with this label. This group consisted of forty-one 

participants. Of which, 24.4% (n=10) of participants who were shown this label would 

pay $3.97 for eggs labeled with this label and 39% (n=16) would pay $2.87.  

American Humane Certified Label and Willingness to Pay. Participants of this 

study have generally high knowledge of the American Humane Certified label, however 

indicate that they would pay a slightly higher average price for shell eggs labeled with 

this label. There were forty-two participants assigned to this group. Of which, 21.4% 
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(n=9) of participants who were shown this label would pay $3.97 for eggs labeled with 

this label and 50% (n=21) would pay $2.87.  

United Egg Producers Certified Label and Willingness to Pay. Participants of 

this study have generally low knowledge of the United Egg Producers Certified label, 

however indicate that they would pay a slightly lower average price for shell eggs labeled 

with this label. There were forty-two participants assigned to this group. 31% (n=13) of 

participants who were shown this label would pay $3.97 for eggs labeled with this label 

and 35.7% (n=15) would pay $2.67.  

Cage Free Label and Willingness to Pay. Participants of this study have 

generally low knowledge of the United Egg Producers Certified label, however indicate 

that they would pay a slightly higher average price for shell eggs labeled with this label. 

There were forty participants assigned to this group. 27.5% (n=11) of participants who 

were shown this label would pay $3.97 for eggs labeled with this label and 42.5% (n=17) 

would pay $2.82.  

USDA Grade A and Willingness to Pay. Participants of this study have 

generally higher knowledge of the USDA Grade A label, however indicate that they 

would pay a slightly higher average price for shell eggs labeled with this label. There 

were forty-two participants assigned to this group. 21.4% (n=9) of participants who were 

shown this label would pay $3.97 for eggs labeled with this label and 47.6% (n=20) 

would pay $2.82.  

USDA Organic and Willingness to Pay. Participants of this study have generally 

higher knowledge of the USDA Organic label, however indicate that they would pay a 
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slightly lower average price for shell eggs labeled with this label. There were forty-two 

participants assigned to this group. 28.6% (n=12) of participants who were shown this 

label would pay $2.67 for eggs labeled with this label and 40.5% (n=17) would pay 

$2.82. 

RQ5: Existing Stance 

General Concern for Animal Welfare 

Percentages for items regarding agreement or disagreement are shown in Table 

4.1. Statements included an original set of questions regarding government involvement, 

perception of personal influence, purchasing habits, and emotional connection to the 

products they purchase. As shown in Table 4.1, consumer predispositions toward animal 

welfare are considerable. Consumers’ general concern for animal welfare is relatively 

high. 42.2% of participants indicated that they agree that the government should take an 

active role in promoting farm animal welfare, while 34.9% of participants indicated that 

they agree that farm animal welfare should be a priority to food purchasers. These results 

are evocative that although farm animal welfare may not be at the forefront when making 

purchasing decisions, when prompted, consumers will show higher levels of concern for 

farm animal welfare and the products they purchase. 
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Item 

 

 

 

 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

% 

 

 

 

 

 

Disagree 

% 

 

 

 

 

 

Neither 

% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree  %       Strongly  

      Agree %    

 

The government should take an 

active role in promoting farm animal 

welfare. 

 

I would vote for a law in my state 

that would require farmers to 

promote farm animal welfare. 

 

Farmers should always treat their 

farm animals in an ethical manner. 

 

Farm animals should have equal 

rights with human. 

 

My purchasing decisions on food 

products will influence how farm 

animals are treated. 

 

I am emotionally connected to the 

well-being of animals that produce 

the products I purchase. 

 

Farm animal welfare should be a 

priority to food purchasers. 

2.0 

 

 

 

 

4.0 

 

 

1.6 

 

 

 

11.2 

 

 

 

4.4 

 

 

8.4 

 

 

 

4.8 

7.6 

 

 

 

 

7.2 

 

 

3.6 

 

 

 

18.9 

 

 

 

11.2 

 

 

17.3 

 

 

 

4.8 

10.8 

 

 

 

 

     9.6 

 

 

     6.0 

 

 

 

   23.3 

 

 

 

   24.1 

 

 

   22.1 

 

 

 

   22.9 

    44.2              35.3 

 

 

 

 

    39.8              39.4 

 

 

    35.7      53.0 

 

 

 

    24.9     21.7 

 

 

 

   34.5     25.7 

 

 

   28.9     23.3 

 

 

 

   34.9     32.5 

 

Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics for General Concern for Animal Welfare 
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Existing Stance on the Ethical Treatment of Hens on Farms 

In order to measure existing stances of the ethical treatment of hens on farms, 

participants were asked to specify how important or unimportant seven Likert-type 

statements are to them personally. Table 4.2 shows percentages of importance from “very 

important”, “not important at all”, and “neither important nor unimportant”. Five 

statements were based upon the Five Freedoms and Provisions list (Webster, 2001) and 

two statements were developed so that the existing Five Freedoms were expounded upon. 

A majority of participants indicated that each statement was very important to them. 

65.5% of participants indicated that hens receiving fresh, clean food and water was very 

important to them, while only 1.6% of participants indicated that this statement was not 

important at all. Based on these results, participants dictated high importance to aspects 

of farm animal welfare that are related to the rearing and living environment of farm 

animals, specifically hens.  
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Item 

 

 

Not 

Important 

at All 

% 

 

 

 

Somewhat 

Unimportant 

% 

 

 

 

Neither 

% 

 

 

 

 

Somewhat      Very Important % 

Important % 

 

Hens receive fresh, clean food 

and water. 

 

Hens receive treatment for 

injury and diseases. 

 

Hens are provided comfortable 

shelter. 

 

Hens are protected from being 

harmed by other animals. 

 

Hens are allowed access to the 

outdoors. 

 

Hens are allowed to exhibit 

natural behaviors. 

 

Hens are raised in ways to keep 

food costs low. 

1.6 

 

 

     1.6 

 

 

     2.0 

 

 

     2.0 

 

 

     3.2 

 

 

     2.4 

 

 

     6.8 

        2.8 

 

 

1.2 

 

 

3.2 

 

 

2.4 

 

 

5.2 

 

 

3.2 

 

 

      12.0 

   6.4 

 

 

   8.0 

 

 

   5.6 

 

 

   8.4 

 

 

 10.8 

 

 

 10.0 

 

 

 29.7 

   23.7                            65.5 

 

 

   26.9                            62.2 

 

 

   30.9                            58.2 

 

 

   30.9                            56.2 

 

 

   26.5                            54.2 

 

 

   35.7                            48.6 

 

 

   30.5                            20.9 

 

        

      

Table 4.2. Descriptive Statistics for Existing Stances 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Overview 

 Previous chapters emphasized the theoretical framework, past literature on this 

topic, the methodology and results. This chapter will serve as a vessel to describe the 

results and provide practical implications. Furthermore, it will provide recommendations 

for future research to build upon these findings. 

This study sought to evaluate consumer awareness of these six value-added labels 

and as well as consumers’ purchasing tendencies when such labels are used. More 

importantly, this study sought to examine how the use of different value-added labels 

related to farm animal welfare might affect consumers’ perceptions of the ethical 

treatment of hens on farm and their willingness to pay for labeled shell eggs. The 

research questions that guided this study are as follows: 

RQ1: How does the level of consumer awareness and knowledge vary for 

different animal welfare-related labels on shell eggs? 

RQ2: How does consumers’ customary purchasing frequency vary for shell eggs 

with different animal welfare-related labels? 

RQ3: What effects do animal welfare labels have on consumer perceptions of 

ethical treatment of hens on farms? 

RQ4: What effects do animal welfare-related labels have on consumer willingness 

to pay for shell eggs? 

RQ5: What are consumers’ existing stances toward farm animal welfare and the 

ethical treatment of hens on farms? 
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Prior to exploring the findings related to the research questions, descriptive 

statistics of individual difference variables provide the ability to more ideally understand 

the sample. The male to female ratio presented in this study was 168 to 81 or 67.5% male 

and 32.5% female, respectively. 

Approximately half of the participants indicated that their highest level of 

education was a bachelor’s degree (47.5%). This means the participants of this study 

likely well-versed on a variety of subjects, therefore providing valuable insight to this 

research. Further, a majority (69.5%) of participants indicated that they purchase shell 

eggs at least once per week. In addition to these variables, participants indicated the 

degree to which they pay attention to shell egg labels. A relatively high percentage 

(32.9%) of participants indicated that they very frequently pay attention to shell egg 

labeling, while a slightly lower percentage (29.7%) of participants indicated that they 

always pay attention to the labels found on shell eggs. These results indicate that labeling 

efforts are an effective means of communicating product attributes; however when other 

variables regarding labeling are measured, results may vary.  

In addition to the aforementioned individual difference variables, a large 

percentage (80.7%) of participants indicated that they have never been a member of any 

animal rights or animal welfare organization. Despite not being a member of animal 

rights or animal welfare groups, participants were familiar with established animal 

welfare and animal rights organizations, including American Society for the Prevention 

of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA), Humane Society of the United States (HSUS), 
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American Humane Association, and People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals 

(PETA).  

Additionally, participants indicated their familiarity with each of the organizations 

mentioned above. Familiarity of these organizations was relatively high, with 27.7% of 

participants indicated that they are extremely familiar with the Humane Society of the 

United States (HSUS). A comparatively large percentage (31.7%) of participants 

indicated that they are only slightly familiar with People for the Ethical Treatment of 

Animals (PETA). 26.5% of participants in this indicted that they are moderately familiar 

with the ASPCA. 25.7% of participants in this study indicated that they are very familiar 

with the American Humane Association (AHA). Because organization membership was 

minimal, it was determined by the researcher that the sample of participants in this study 

are a good representation of the average consumer. 

Beyond individual difference variables, this study was divided into several 

segments: existing stance toward farm animal welfare, knowledge of farm animal 

welfare-related labels, willingness to pay for products with farm animal welfare-related 

labels, and perceptions of ethical treatment when farm animal welfare-related labels are 

used. The conclusions based upon those findings are organized in sequential order of 

research questions. 

Research Question 1: How does the level of consumer awareness and knowledge 

vary for different animal welfare-related labels on shell eggs? 

 

 The findings indicated that 49.4% of consumers had seen the given label before, 

whereas the majority of consumers (50.9%) had not. When asked to indicate knowledge 

of given labels, consumers were most knowledgeable about the USDA Organic label 
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(M=1.59) and the least knowledgeable about the Certified Humane® Raised and 

Handled® label (M=0.29).  

 Findings per the first research question suggested that most consumers are not 

aware of the labels on shell eggs, therefore coinciding with the minimal knowledge 

result. Although a large percentage of consumers indicated that they have seen the given 

label before, in general, knowledge of these labels is low. This study and earlier studies 

suggested that more emphasis should be placed on educational factors of product labeling 

so that consumers are more knowledgeable about the products they are purchasing 

(Gracia & de-Magistris, 2016).  

Research Question 2: How does consumers’ customary purchasing frequency vary 

for shell eggs with different animal welfare-related labels? 

 

 The majority of participants of this study (70%) indicated that they purchase shell 

eggs at least once per week. In addition, participants indicated that they frequently 

purchase shell eggs that are labeled with animal welfare-related labels. A large 

percentage (43.9%) of participants who were shown the Certified Humane® Raised and 

Handled® label indicated that to their knowledge they rarely or never purchase shell eggs 

with this label. However, more than half (56%) of participants indicated that they always 

or very frequently purchase shell eggs with this label. Given that such a large percentage 

of participants in this group indicated that they purchase shell eggs with this label, it is 

considerable that the knowledge of this label is the lowest of all labels. 

 In comparison, the majority (54.7%) of participants indicated that they rarely or 

never purchase shell eggs labeled with the American Humane Certified label, while less 

than half (33.2%) of participants indicated that they always or very frequently purchase 
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shell eggs with this label. Participants in this group also indicated that their knowledge of 

this label is significantly low, (M= .54), which coincided with the low customary 

purchasing frequency for this label. 

 When the customary purchasing frequencies for the United Egg Producers 

Certified label were considered, less than half (42.9%) of participants indicated that they 

rarely or never purchase shell eggs labeled with this label. In contrast, slightly more than 

half (52.4%) of participants indicated that they always or very frequently purchase shell 

eggs with this label. Although knowledge of this label is higher than the Certified 

Humane® Raised and Handled® and the American Humane Certified label, it is still 

considerably low (M=.69).  

 The final third party, voluntary label was the Cage Free label. 35% of participants 

indicated that they rarely or never purchase shell eggs labeled with a Cage Free label, 

while 60% of participants indicated that they always or very frequently purchase shell 

eggs with this label. In general, knowledge of the third-party labels used in this study was 

low, however, the Cage Free label provided the highest level of knowledge (M=.87) when 

third-party label knowledge is analyzed. 

 Although the USDA Grade A and USDA Organic labels produced the highest 

levels of knowledge, consumers did not always purchase shell eggs with this label. 33.4% 

of participants indicated that they rarely or never purchase shell eggs that are labeled with 

the USDA Grade A label, while 50% indicated that they always or very frequently 

purchase shell eggs with this label. In comparison, 31% of participants indicated that they 

rarely or never purchase shell eggs with the USDA Organic label, while the majority 
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(66.7%) of participants indicated that they always or very frequently purchase shell eggs 

bearing the USDA Organic label.  

Understanding legitimate purchasing behavior is absolutely critical to elevating 

the success of the agricultural industry (Lusk, 2011). The second research question 

explored the customary purchasing frequencies associated with different labels. When 

purchasing frequencies for each label are evaluated, there are significant differences in 

consumer purchasing tendencies. The results revealed that consumers are minimally 

knowledgeable when it comes to farm animal welfare labeling. However, they purchase 

shell eggs that are labeled frequently. While consumers are generally concerned with 

making sound food purchasing decisions, they may lack the knowledge in distinguishing 

differences in these labels and other labeled products.   

Research Question 3: What effects do animal welfare labels have on consumer 

perceptions of ethical treatment of hens on farms? 

 

According to the results, a majority of participants (82.8%, n= 206) indicated that 

farm animal welfare is somewhat or very important to them. In general, farm animal 

welfare is held in high regard by participants of this study.  

The majority of participants (70.7%) indicated that they think the Certified 

Humane® Raised and Handled® is indicative of the ethical treatment of hens. A slightly 

lower percentage (62.5%) of participants think that the Cage Free label indicates ethical 

treatment of hens. A lesser percentage of participants (52.4%) of participants think that 

the American Humane Certified label indicates ethical treatment of hens. The USDA 

affiliated labels produced the lowest levels of perceived ethical treatment, with 31% of 

participants indicating they think the USDA Grade A label designates ethical treatment 
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and 35.7% of participants indicating they think the USDA Organic label designates 

ethical treatment. Overall, participants of this study maintain consistent perceptions of 

ethical treatment across all labels with the exception of the USDA Grade A and USDA 

Organic labels.  

Participants generally perceived that the USDA affiliated labels do not indicate 

ethical treatment of hens on farms. This could be attributed to the vague nature of the 

labels as well as the lack of supporting information. When compared to the other labels 

used in this study, the USDA affiliated labels do not contain any additional superfluous 

terminology such as humane or ethical and do not have the term certified within the label. 

This could mislead consumers and negatively influence their perceptions of the USDA 

labels. Negative perceptions of product attributions and quality ultimately affect 

purchasing decisions in this scenario. 

Research Question 4: What effects do animal welfare-related labels have on 

consumer willingness to pay for shell eggs? 

 

 Based on a scale where 1=$2.67, 2=$2.82, 3=$3.97, and 4=$4.68, a majority of 

participants indicated that they would be willing to pay an average price for shell eggs 

labeled with the given label; 39% would pay $2.82 for shell eggs labeled with the 

Certified Humane Raised and Handled® label, 50% would pay $2.82 for shell eggs 

bearing the American Humane Certified label, 26.2% would pay $2.82 for shell eggs with 

the United Egg Producers Certified Label, 42.5% would pay $2.82 for shell eggs with a 

Cage Free label, 47.6% would pay $2.82 for shell eggs with a USDA Grade A label, and 

40.5% would pay $2.82 for shell eggs with a USDA Organic label. Although most 

participants indicated that they would pay an average price ($2.82) for shell eggs with 
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animal welfare-related labels, there were small percentages who indicated they would lay 

the highest price, $4.68, for shell eggs bearing the USDA Organic (7.1%) and United Egg 

Producers Certified (7.1%) labels. 

 Based upon the results gathered regarding willingness to pay when different 

labels are considered, price is the ulterior motive when it comes to purchasing decisions. 

Participants of this study indicated that their concern for farm animal welfare is high. 

However, when it comes to food choice, they ended up choosing the most financially 

reasonable product.  

Research Question 5: What are consumers’ existing stances toward farm animal 

welfare and the ethical treatment of hens on farms? 

 

 Results for items regarding research question five indicate that participants’ 

existing stances toward farm animal welfare and the ethical treatment of hens on farms 

are favorable. Participants were asked to first indicate how important farm animal welfare 

was to them personally. According to the results, a majority (M=4.12, SD=.93) of 

participants indicated that farm animal welfare was important to them.  

Participants were then asked to indicate how important each of the following 

items were to them. A high percentage (80.7% to 89.2%) of participants indicated that 

each of the following items were at least somewhat important to them: “Hens receive 

fresh, clean food and water”, “Hens receive treatment for injury and diseases”, “Hens 

are provided comfortable shelter”, “Hens are protected from being harmed by other 

animals”, “Hens are allowed to exhibit natural behaviors”, “Hens are allowed access to 

the outdoors”. One item in this set rendered slightly lower results with 51.4% of 
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participants indicating that, “Hens are raised in ways to keep food costs low”, was 

somewhat important.  

Before beginning the survey instrument, participants were provided a definition of 

farm animal welfare. This definition prefaced the survey and therefore set the stage for 

the rest of the instrument. In general, the results gathered regarding participants’ existing 

stances toward farm animal welfare and the ethical treatment of hens indicate that 

participants held this issue in high regard. This result provides valuable insight into 

participants’ concern and desired standards regarding the raising and production of the 

food they purchase – specifically shell eggs. 

Conclusions and Discussion 

 Consumers are more interested in the means by which their food is produced now 

than ever before. The results of this study revealed that this is even true for consumers’ 

concern for farm animal welfare – laying hens in particular. With a large majority of 

participants in this study indicating that farm animal welfare is very important to them, it 

is reasonable to assume that farm animal welfare is a moral concern rather than a 

practical one.  

This conclusion was drawn based upon the high concern established for farm 

animal welfare in general as well as the high regard in which the ethical treatment of hens 

was held. Though consumers are concerned about the ethical and humane treatment of 

farm animals, when prompted to indicate their willingness to pay for products with these 

labels, consumers elected the lower price. This stands to reason that the issue of farm 

animal welfare is a personal, moral concern. Based upon the results of this study, when 
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consumers are faced with the choice of humane labeling and price – price will reign 

supreme and all other factors fall secondary. 

 The majority of participants in this study indicated that aspects of farm animal 

welfare that were based on the Five Freedoms and Provisions list (Webster, 2001), such 

as access to clean, fresh food and water, were of high concern. However, when prompted 

after viewing the given labels, a slim portion of participants indicated that they would 

look for products bearing animal welfare-related labels the next time they are shopping 

for eggs.  

 A considerable portion of people indicated that they purchased labeled eggs 

frequently. When it comes to shell egg label literacy, consumers are lacking. Perceptions 

of ethical treatment based upon the given label were relatively high. The Certified 

Humane® Raised and Handled® and Cage Free labels yielded the highest perceptions of 

ethical treatment while the USDA affiliated labels ranked the lowest in this measurement. 

In general, consumers do care about the product they are purchasing and ultimately want 

to know more, however, when faced with a multitude of choices the ultimate deciding 

factor is the price of the product. In addition, knowledge of the individual labels used in 

this study was low. As a result, consumers are not able to accurately decipher whether or 

not the label is indicative of ethical and humane conditions on the farm. To conclude, 

consumers are concerned, but with minimal knowledge regarding the labeling process 

and standards for each label, they cannot accurately determine the implications of the 

label.  
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 A great deal of emphasis was placed on determining consumer willingness to pay 

for shell eggs that are labeled with farm animal welfare-related labels. Labels are used to 

signify the attributes and quality of the product. However, in this instance, consumers did 

not consider shell egg labels when determining the value of the product. Labels are used 

to help consumers differentiate products, however, the results of this study showed that 

consumers do not contemplate product attributes as heavily as the researcher presumed. 

This finding provides significant implications for the poultry industry and its methods of 

marketing and branding its products.  

When shown any of the labels used in this study, participants generally perceived 

high levels of ethical treatment. Participants indicated that the use of the given label was 

indicative of ethical treatment of hens, especially for that of the United Egg Producers 

Certified Label. As previously established, participants of this study held farm animal 

welfare in high regard, so it is rational that participants thought the labels shown 

indicated ethical treatment. As discussed in the theoretical framework section, consumers 

navigate products via heuristic processing – minimal effort is required, and less time is 

necessary. Labels are often considered as heuristics and can be used by brands as a means 

of persuasion rather than simple differentiation. This concept can often encourage self-

education and therefore increase knowledge. Previous studies have broadly supported this 

concept and determined that products that are labeled with emotionally-based phrases 

that appeal to the sentiments of consumers are viewed more positively; Certified Happy, 

Humane, Ethical Eggs, and Happy Hens.  
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This finding suggests that future poultry labels should be carefully designed to 

appeal to the emotional senses of the consumer. Incorporating more emotionally driven 

attributes such as Ethical Eggs from Happy Hens or similar phrases will likely elicit more 

positive responses than those discovered in this study. 

Recommendations for Future Work 

From this study’s conclusions, several recommendations can be made for both 

practitioners and future research. 

For Practitioners 

 This study found that consumers are minimally knowledgeable about the labels 

found on shell eggs. The unsuccessful nature of third-party labels’ consumer education 

program comes as no benefit to the egg sector of the poultry industry. Evidence that 

consumers care about the production practices and rearing environments used to produce 

their food is abundant; it can be found in restaurant advertisements, media stories and 

food labels. Livestock products are of particular interest to consumers with regards to 

livestock treatment and animal welfare (Frewer, Van De Kroon, De Lauwere, & Kole, 

2005). As discovered in this study, there were a small group within the population who 

indicated that they are a past or current member of an animal rights or animal welfare 

organization. It is recommended that agricultural practitioners make strong efforts to 

communicate sound fact-based information regarding production and rearing practices to 

activist-based groups. Croney (2011) concludes “Animal agriculture cannot ignore 

consumer perceptions in deriving policies or practices pertaining to farm animal care.” 
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(Croney, 2011, p. 23). Research is needed to better understand consumers’ perceptions 

and purchasing behavior of livestock products.  

 Furthermore, as reported, the U.S. has the highest meat and egg production and 

consumption when viewed on a global scale. The USDA (2012) forecasted that red meat 

and poultry per capita consumption would fall to 198 pounds in 2013 but will rise to 213 

pounds over the remainder of their projection period of 2021. Since protein consumption, 

like red meat, poultry and eggs, plays such a large part of Americans’ diets, it is 

important to understand their perceptions of livestock products and more specifically, the 

practices used to rear the livestock animals that render those products. It is recommended 

that agricultural practitioners develop a novel method by which to communicate a more 

effective message. Research has shown that consumers trust producers as sources of 

information (Pew Research Center, 2016). Therefore, this recommendation stands to 

reason that methods of marketing agricultural products should incorporate more personal 

and emotional appeals in order to compete with third-party branding efforts, such as Vital 

Farms. 

 This study also found that most consumers are not willing to pay a higher price 

for shell eggs that are labeled with any of the animal welfare-related labels used in this 

study. However, consumers desire values and meanings from brands (Wee & Ming, 

2003). Agriculture product marketing should take advantage of this by developing new 

branding strategies for traditional products. Many studies elicit that package design is 

also a factor when it comes to point of purchase (Muratore & Zarbà, 2011). It is 

recommended that brands develop seize the opportunity to reconceptualize their branding 
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and marketing efforts to reach niche groups of people who would otherwise choose a 

third-party product. 

 

For Future Research 

Due to the limited amount of similar research that has been conducted, the 

findings of this study generated many recommendations for future work. As mentioned in 

the limitations, the study’s participants were recruited from the Amazon Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk) workers. While being demographically diverse, this sample may not be 

representative of all egg consumers across the United States (Ross et al., 2010). For 

example, the participants of this study were significantly more educated than the average 

American, as a majority of participants indicated that they have a bachelor’s degree or 

higher. Therefore, the descriptive insights drawn from this study might not be 

generalizable to the entire U.S. population. Most studies surrounding perceptions of 

livestock products and practices have focused on higher value or less processed products, 

such as pork chops (Olynk, Tonsor, and Wolf, 2010), beefsteak (Gao and Schroeder, 

2009) and milk (Wolf, Tonsor, and Olynk, 2011). 

Amazon MTurk workers are typically from urban communities, ruling out any 

rural point-of-view, therefore it is recommended that this study be replicated to be 

regionally specific so that more demographics are represented. This study focuses on five 

common shell egg labels; therefore, it is plausible to recommend that other existing shell 

egg labels may deserve a further study. Due to the complex nature of poultry product 

labeling, there are a host of labels that could be implemented in a similar study. 
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Future research should focus on exploring the knowledge and perceptions of 

consumers that have different characteristics than the ones incorporated into this study. 

For example, using a larger sample will allow for both more generalizable results as well 

as including a wider variety of demographics which with ultimately provide more 

concrete evidence of perception. Exploring consumers’ knowledge and perceptions with 

a broader population would also help inform communicators of the aspects of poultry 

labels that consumers find important, so communicators can focus on those aspects when 

promoting the product.  

Further research should also be conducted specifically on the marketing efforts of 

third-party labels and how they have affected the brand’s efforts. Several studies could 

come of this, such as exploring print advertisements, social media presences, and label 

designs of the Certified Humane® Raised and Handled® program targeted at both 

consumers and producers. Other research should focus on consumers’ and producers’ 

reactions to marketing efforts to determine what the most effective form of 

communication for the brand is. For example, Vital Farms and the Happy Egg Co. have 

developed innate, distinguishable packaging for their products as well as developing their 

own labels such as Certified Happy, Freedom to Forage Outdoors Year- Round, Ethical 

Eggs, and other voluntary non-regulated value-added claims. Future studies should 

navigate deeper into the marketing and branding strategies used by companies who 

provide standard agriculture products with a niche brand.  

Furthermore, it is recommended that this study or studies similar be conducted for 

other agricultural animal products such as beef and pork. The use of animal welfare-
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related labels or other value-added labels on agricultural products has the potential to 

influence consumer’s perceptions of food quality - Therefore we recommend future 

studies to utilize tangible products bearing similar labels via experimental design.   

Exploring agriculture literacy in terms of animal welfare also be beneficial. 

Understanding the perceptions that consumers have of these terms when used on product 

labeling could provide insight to the level at which consumers understand the products 

they are purchasing.  
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APPENDIX A – DEFINITION OF TERMS 

The following terms are important to understand while investigating this study.  

For the purpose of the study, the following terms were operationally defined as listed  

below. 

Agricultural practitioners - Individuals who promote agriculture and educate an 

audience about a variety of agriculture topics via social media, print media, broadcast 

news, radio, or other media. 

Commercial Eggs or Eggs - The term “commercial eggs” or “eggs” means eggs from 

domesticated chickens which are sold for human consumption either in shell egg form or 

for further processing into egg products. 

Cage Free – Cage free eggs must be produced by hens housed in a building, room, or 

enclosure that allows for unlimited access to food and water and provides the freedom to 

roam the area during the laying cycle. Cage free hens are not required to have access to 

the outdoors and do not produce more nutritional eggs (USDA, 2018).  

Free Range – Free range eggs must be produced by cage free hens housed in a building, 

room, or area that allows for unlimited access to food, water, and continuous access to the 

outdoors during their laying cycle (USDA, 2018).  

Pasture Raised - Management system where adult birds are kept on pasture 12 months 

of the year, in an outside area that is mainly covered with living vegetation. The birds 

have access to the pasture through exits from fixed or mobile houses, and covered 

verandas if present. They are kept indoors at night for protection from predators but it is 

prohibited to keep them continually indoors 24 hours per day without access to pasture 

for more than 14 consecutive days (Humane Farm Animal Care, 2018). 
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All-Vegetarian Diet - Producer must maintain documentation that no animal byproducts 

were used to feed or water the source flock(s) and must provide documentation to a 

USDA Representative, upon request (USDA, 2018). 

Organic - Organic is a labeling term that indicates that the food or other agricultural 

product has been produced through approved methods. The organic standards describe 

the specific requirements that must be verified by a USDA-accredited certifying agent 

before products can be labeled USDA organic (USDA, 2018).  

Hen - The female of all classes of poultry, except goose, whose age can vary 

considerably depending on the class of poultry. A chicken hen is of egg laying age, 

usually over 20 weeks old, and raised for egg production purposes (Agriculture 

Marketing Service, 2017).  

Pullet – A female chicken that has not yet started to lay eggs (Agriculture Marketing 

Service, 2017). 

Shell Eggs - Shell eggs are defined as eggs in a shell that have not been processed into 

powdered eggs, liquified eggs, or any other egg-based product. 

Poultry Producer – Person who raises poultry for the purpose of meat or eggs 

(American Egg Board, 2018). 

Third-Party – Third party labels are defined as labels that are not affiliated with USDA 

regulations. 

Knowledge - Knowing something through experience or association, the range of  

someone’s information or understanding (Merriam-Webster, 2017). 

Perception - A result of observing, a mental image or concept, a quick, acute and  
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intuitive cognition (Merriam-Webster, 2017). 

Heuristics - Mental shortcuts or decision rules individuals formulate based on past 

experience to develop opinions (Chaiken, 1987). 
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APPENDIX C – INSTRUMENT 

Determining Consumer Trust & Knowledge 
of Farm Animal Welfare Labels 

 

 

 

 

 

What is this project studying? 

 The purpose of this research is to evaluate, explore and gain understanding of consumer trust 

and knowledge of farm animal welfare labeling on shell egg packaging. Farm animal welfare has 

been a concern of consumers for many years. The results for this study will provide valuable 

insight into the ways the conventional shell egg sector of the egg industry can label their 

products to meet consumer preferences.    

What would I do if I participate?   In this study, you will be asked to answer questions regarding 

your purchasing habits, feelings, and personal knowledge of the use of farm animal welfare 

related labels on shell egg packaging.     Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?   Yes, absolutely. 

Your participation is completely voluntary. To discontinue participation, simply close your 

browser window. If you choose to discontinue participation you will however not be eligible for 

any financial compensation.     How long will participation take? 

 Completing the questionnaire will take about 20 minutes of your time.  

 

  How will I benefit from participating?  

 There is no direct benefit to you for participation. You will receive $2.00 for your participation. 

  How are you protecting my privacy?  

 You will not be asked any personal information that could identify you. Your response to all 

items and questions are anonymous. 

  I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask?   For questions about your rights as 



                                                    Texas Tech University, Rexanna Powers, December 2018 
 

113 
 

subjects contact the Human Research Protection Program, Office of the Vice President for 

Research, Texas Tech University,  Lubbock, Texas 79409 by mail or phone at (806) 742-

2064.      If you have questions about the study, please contact Rexanna Powers or Dr. Nan Li via 

mail at the Department of Agricultural Education and Communications, Box 42131- Lubbock, TX 

79409-2131, by phone at (806) 742-2816, or by email at rexanna.powers@ttu.edu  or 

nan.li@ttu.edu.      Thank you for your help in the completion of my research study.   Sincerely,   

Rexanna Powers, Graduate Student  Texas Tech University Department of Agricultural Education 

& Communications  

 

 

 

Q3 Do you consent to take part in the following study? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Skip To: End of Survey If Q3 = No 

End of Block: Block 8 
 

Start of Block: Default Question Block 

 

Q4     According to the American Veterinary Medical Association, farm animal welfare is defined 

as:    

“An animal is in a good state of welfare if (as indicated by scientific evidence) it is healthy, 

comfortable, well nourished, safe, able to express innate behavior, and if it is not suffering from 
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unpleasant states such as pain, fear, and distress.”   

 

 
Not Important 

at All 
Somewhat 

Unimportant 

Neither 
Important nor 
Unimportant 

Somewhat 
Important 

Very 
Important 

Many people 
care about 
how farm 

animals are 
treated on 

large farms. 
How 

important is 
farm animal 

welfare to you 
personally?  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q5 We would 
like to ask you 

a few 
questions 

regarding farm 
animal welfare. 
Please indicate 

your 
agreement or 
disagreement 
with each of 
the following 
statements: 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly Agree 

The 
government 

should take an 
active role in 

promoting 
farm animal 

welfare.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I would vote 
for a law in my 

state that 
would require 

farmers to 
promote farm 

animal welfare.  

o  o  o  o  o  

Farmers should 
always treat 
their farm 

animals in an 
ethical manner.  

o  o  o  o  o  

Farm animals 
should have 
equal rights 
with human.  

o  o  o  o  o  
My purchasing 

decisions on 
food products 
will influence 

how farm 
animals are 

treated.  

o  o  o  o  o  
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I am 
emotionally 

connected to 
the well-being 
of animals that 

produce the 
products I 
purchase.  

o  o  o  o  o  

Farm animal 
welfare should 
be a priority to 

food 
purchasers.  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

 

Q6 We would now like to ask few questions regarding shell eggs and laying hens. 

For the purpose of this study, shell eggs are defined as eggs in a shell that have not been 

processed into powdered eggs, liquified eggs, or any other egg-based product. See image 

below    
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Q7 Regarding the ethical treatment of laying hens, please answer the question below: 

 
Not Important 

at All 
Somewhat 
Important 

Neither 
Important not 
Unimportant 

Somewhat 
Important 

Very 
Important 

How 
important to 

you is the 
ethical 

treatment of 
laying hens?  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q8 How important do you think each of the following is when it comes to the treatment of 

laying hens on large farms?  

 
Not 

Important at 
All 

Somewhat 
Unimportant 

Neither 
Important nor 
Unimportant 

Somewhat 
Important 

Very 
Important 

Hens receive 
fresh, clean 

food and 
water.  

o  o  o  o  o  
Hens receive 
treatment for 

injury and 
diseases.  

o  o  o  o  o  
Hens are 
provided 

comfortable 
shelter.  

o  o  o  o  o  
Hens are 
protected 
from being 
harmed by 

other animals.  

o  o  o  o  o  

Hens are 
allowed access 

to the 
outdoors.  

o  o  o  o  o  
Hens are 

allowed to 
exhibit natural 

behaviors.  
o  o  o  o  o  

Hens are 
raised in ways 
to keep food 

costs low.  
o  o  o  o  o  
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Q9 We would like to know how informed you feel you are about a number of food-related 

topics. How informed would you say you are about each of the following? 

 
Not Informed 

at All 
Somewhat 
Informed 

Neither 
Informed or 
Uninformed 

Informed 
Extremely 
Informed 

Food 
production in 

general.  o  o  o  o  o  
Egg 

production.  o  o  o  o  o  
Technology in 

food 
production.  o  o  o  o  o  
Farm animal 

welfare.  o  o  o  o  o  
Food labeling.  o  o  o  o  o  
Farm animal 

welfare 
labeling.  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q10 Regarding the issue of farm animal welfare, how often do you get your information from 

the following sources?   

 Always Very Often Sometimes Rarely Never 

Social Media, 
such as 

Facebook and 
YouTube  

o  o  o  o  o  
Broadcast 

News, such as 
FOX or CNN  o  o  o  o  o  

Radio, such as 
NPR  o  o  o  o  o  

Printed Media, 
such as 

newspapers or 
magazines  

o  o  o  o  o  

Other  o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

End of Block: Default Question Block 
 

Start of Block: Block 1 

 

Q11 Here is an image of a label that has been frequently placed on shell eggs. Please answer the 

following questions regarding this label: 
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Q12 Have you ever seen this label before? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Skip To: Q14 If Q12 = No 

 

 

Q13 If yes, how much do you know about this label? 

o A great deal  

o A lot  

o A moderate amount  

o A little  

o None at all  
 

 

 

Q14 Do you think this label indicates how well laying hens are treated on the farm? 

o Yes  

o No  

o Not Sure  
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Q15 To your knowledge, how often do you purchase shell eggs with this label? 

o Always  

o Very Frequently  

o Occasionally  

o Rarely  

o Very Rarely  

o Never  
 

 

 

Q16 How likely are you going to look for this label next time you purchase shell eggs? 

o Extremely Likely  

o Somewhat Likely  

o Neither Likely nor Unlikely  

o Somewhat Unlikely  

o Extremely Unlikely  
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Q17 How much would you be willing to pay for shell eggs with this label? 

o $2.67  

o $2.82  

o $3.97  

o $4.68  
 

End of Block: Block 1 
 

Start of Block: Block 2 

 

Q18 Here is an image of a label that has been frequently placed on shell eggs. Please answer the 

following questions regarding this label: 

 

 

 

 

Q19 Have you ever seen this label before? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Skip To: Q21 If Q19 = No 
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Q20 If yes, how much do you know about this label? 

o A great deal  

o A lot  

o A moderate amount  

o A little  

o None at all  
 

 

 

Q21 Do you think this label indicates how well laying hens are treated on the farm? 

o Yes  

o No  

o Not Sure  
 

 

 

Q22 To your knowledge, how often do you purchase shell eggs with this label? 

o Always  

o Very Frequently  

o Occasionally  

o Rarely  

o Very Rarely  

o Never  
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Q23 How likely are you going to look for this label next time you purchase shell eggs? 

o Definitely  

o Very Probably  

o Probably  

o Possibly  

o Probably Not  

o Definitely Not  
 

 

 

Q24 How much would you be willing to pay for shell eggs with this label? 

o $2.67  

o $2.82  

o $3.97  

o $4.68  
 

End of Block: Block 2 
 

Start of Block: Block 3 
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Q25 Here is an image of a label that has been frequently placed on shell eggs. Please answer the 

following questions regarding this label: 

 

 

 

 

Q26 Have you ever seen this label before? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Skip To: Q28 If Q26 = No 

 

 

Q27 If yes, how much do you know about the label? 

o A great deal  

o A lot  

o A moderate amount  

o A little  

o None at all  
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Q28 Do you think this label indicates how well laying hens are treated on the farm? 

o Yes  

o No  

o Not Sure  
 

 

 

Q29 To your knowledge, how often do you purchase shell eggs with this label? 

o Always  

o Very Frequently  

o Occasionally  

o Rarely  

o Very Rarely  

o Never  
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Q30 How likely are you going to look for this label next time you purchase shell eggs? 

o Definitely  

o Very Probably  

o Probably  

o Possibly  

o Probably Not  

o Definitely Not  
 

 

 

Q31 How much would you be willing to pay for shell eggs with this label? 

o $2.67  

o $2.82  

o $3.97  

o $4.68  
 

End of Block: Block 3 
 

Start of Block: Block 4 
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Q32 Here is an image of a label that has been frequently placed on shell eggs. Please answer the 

following questions regarding this label: 

 

 

 

 

Q33 Have you ever seen this label before? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Skip To: Q35 If Q33 = No 

 

 

Q34 If yes, how much do you know about the label? 

o A great deal  

o A lot  

o A moderate amount  

o A little  

o None at all  
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Q35 Do you think this label indicates how well laying hens are treated on the farm? 

o Yes  

o No  

o Not Sure  
 

 

 

Q36 To your knowledge, how often do you purchase shell eggs with this label? 

o Always  

o Very Frequently  

o Occasionally  

o Rarely  

o Very Rarely  

o Never  
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Q37 How likely are you going to look for this label next time you purchase shell eggs? 

o Definitely  

o Very Probably  

o Probably  

o Possibly  

o Probably Not  

o Definitely Not  
 

 

 

Q38 How much would you be willing to pay for shell eggs with this label? 

o $2.67  

o $2.82  

o $3.97  

o $4.68  
 

End of Block: Block 4 
 

Start of Block: Block 5 
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Q39 Here is an image of a label that has been frequently placed on shell eggs. Please answer the 

following questions regarding this label: 

 

 

 

 

Q40 Have you ever seen this label before? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Skip To: Q42 If Q40 = No 

 

 

Q41 If yes, how much do you know about the label? 

o A great deal  

o A lot  

o A moderate amount  

o A little  

o None at all  
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Q42 Do you think this label indicates how well laying hens are treated on the farm? 

o Yes  

o No  

o Not Sure  
 

 

 

Q43 To your knowledge, how often do you purchase shell eggs with this label? 

o Always  

o Very Frequently  

o Occasionally  

o Rarely  

o Very Rarely  

o Never  
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Q44 How likely are you going to look for this label next time you purchase shell eggs? 

o Definitely  

o Very Probably  

o Probably  

o Possibly  

o Probably  

o Probably Not  

o Definitely Not  
 

 

 

Q45 How much would you be willing to pay for shell eggs with this label? 

o $2.67  

o $2.82  

o $3.97  

o $4.68  

 
Q46 Here is an image of a label that has been frequently placed on shell eggs. Please answer the 

following questions regarding this label: 

 

 

 



                                                    Texas Tech University, Rexanna Powers, December 2018 
 

135 
 

 

Q47 Have you ever seen this label before? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Skip To: Q49 If Q47 = No 

 

 

Q48 If yes, how much do you know about the label? 

o A great deal  

o A lot  

o A moderate amount  

o A little  

o None at all  
 

 

 

Q49 Do you think this label indicates how well laying hens are treated on the farm? 

o Yes  

o No  

o Not Sure  
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Q50 To your knowledge, how often do you purchase shell eggs with this label? 

o Always  

o Very Frequently  

o Occasionally  

o Rarely  

o Very Rarely  

o Never  
 

 

 

Q51 How likely are you going to look for this label next time you purchase shell eggs? 

o Definitely  

o Very Probably  

o Probably  

o Possibly  

o Probably Not  

o Definitely Not  
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Q52 How much would you be willing to pay for shell eggs with this label? 

o $2.67  

o $2.82  

o $3.97  

o $4.68  
 

Q53 Have you ever owned any size flock of hens? 

o Yes, I currently have one  

o I used to have hens but now I don’t  

o No, I have never owned any hens  
 

 

 

Q54 How many times per month do you purchase eggs from grocery store? 

o Never  

o Once per month  

o 2-3 times per month  

o Once every week  

o More than once per week  
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Q55 How often do you pay attention to labels on shell egg packages?  

o Always  

o Very Frequently  

o Occasionally  

o Rarely  

o Never  
 

 

 

Q56 Are you a past or current member of any animal rights or animal welfare organization? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Q57 How familiar are you with each of the following animal rights and animal welfare 

organizations? 

 
Extremely 
Familiar 

Very Familiar 
Moderately 

Familiar 
Slightly 
Familiar 

Not Familiar 
at all 

Humane 
Society of the 
United States 

(HSUS)  
o  o  o  o  o  

People for the 
Ethical 

Treatment of 
Animals (PETA)  

o  o  o  o  o  
American 

Society for the 
Prevention of 

Cruelty to 
Animals 
(ASPCA)  

o  o  o  o  o  

American 
Humane 

Association  o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

 

 

Q58 What is your gender? 

o Male  

o Female  
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Q59 What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently enrolled, 

select the highest degree received.  

o Some high school, no diploma  

o High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (ex: GED)  

o Some college  

o Trade/Technical/Vocational Training  

o Associate's degree  

o Bachelore's degree  

o Master's degree  

o Doctorate degree  
 

 

 

Q60 Generally speaking, would you describe your political views as?  

o Very Liberal  

o Somewhat Liberal  

o Moderate  

o Somewhat Conservative  

o Very Conservative  

o Prefer not to answer  
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Q61 Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an 

Independent or something else? 

 

o Republican  

o Democrat  

o Independent  

o Something else (Please specify) 
________________________________________________ 
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Q62 What is the range of your total household income? 

o Less than $10,000  

o $10,000 - $19,999  

o $20,000 - $29,999  

o $30,000 - $39,999  

o $40,000 - $49,999  

o $50,000 - $59,999  

o $60,000 - $69,999  

o $70,000 - $79,999  

o $80,000 - $89,999  

o $90,000 - $99,999  

o $100,000 - $149,999  

o More than $150,000  

o Prefer not to answer  
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APPENDIX D – INFORMATION SHEET 

Information Sheet  

What is this project studying? 

The purpose of this research is to evaluate, explore and gain understanding of consumer 

trust and knowledge of farm animal welfare labeling on shell egg packaging. Farm 

animal welfare has been a concern of consumers for many years. The results for this 

study will provide valuable insight into the ways the conventional shell egg sector of the 

egg industry can label their products to meet consumer preferences.  

What would I do if I participate?  

In this study, you will be asked to answer questions regarding your purchasing habits, 

feelings, and personal knowledge of the use of farm animal welfare related labels on shell 

egg packaging. 

 

Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?  

Yes, absolutely. Your participation is completely voluntary. To discontinue participation, 

simply close your browser window. If you choose to discontinue participation you will 

however not be eligible for any financial compensation. 

 

How long will participation take? 

Completing the questionnaire will take about 20 minutes of your time.  

How will I benefit from participating?  

There is no direct benefit to you for participation. You will receive $2.00 for your 

participation. 

How are you protecting my privacy?  

You will not be asked any personal information that could identify you. Your response to 

all items and questions are anonymous. 

I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask?  

For questions about your rights as subjects contact the Human Research Protection 

Program, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, 

Texas 79409 by mail or phone at (806) 742-2064.  

 

If you have questions about the study, please contact Rexanna Powers or Dr. Nan Li via 

mail at the Department of Agricultural Education and Communications, Box 42131- 

Lubbock, TX 79409-2131, by phone at (806) 742-2816, or by email at 

rexanna.powers@ttu.edu  or nan.li@ttu.edu.  

 

Thank you for your help in the completion of my research study.  



                                                    Texas Tech University, Rexanna Powers, December 2018 
 

144 
 

Sincerely,  

 

Rexanna Powers, Graduate Student 

Texas Tech University Department of Agricultural Education & Communications 


