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Abstract 

One of the most topical issues of agriculture today is farm animal welfare (FAW). 

Agricultural corporations struggle to get through the minefield of transparent 

corporate communication and are regularly subjected to public criticism whenever 

transparency is less than what consumers expect. This quantitative study addresses 

the lack of experimental research on transparent corporate communication in the 

meat industry, aiming to understand how farmer- and non-farmer consumers 

perceive corporate transparency effort depending on the degree of FAW disclosure. 

We hypothesize high FAW disclosure delivers more positive perceptions of the 

corporation's transparency effort. We further argue that high FAW disclosure will 

deliver more similar perceptions between two consumer groups in this study, 

namely farmers and non-farmers, in turn minimizing the information asymmetry 

previous literature has found to exist between such groups. Industry knowledge is 

also hypothesized to act as a moderator between the relationship of IV and DV. An 

online experiment was conducted in Qualtrics, collecting 318 responses, where 306 

of them were valid. The data was then analyzed in SPSS 28 through a variety of t-

tests, ANOVA and regression models. The results find a strong relationship 

between the degree of FAW disclosure and perceived transparency effort, where 

high disclosure seems to deliver significantly more positive and similar perceptions 

of the corporation's transparency effort compared to low FAW disclosure. 

Interestingly, industry knowledge did not have a moderator effect, but still 

significantly influences perceived transparency effort directly. However, effects of 

greenwashing and open washing might occur if too much information is disclosed. 

Therefore, depending on the level of industry knowledge needed to decode 

disclosed information, corporations should vary between a sweet spot of medium 

and high FAW disclosure. 
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1.0 Introduction 

The welfare of farm animals (which includes cattle, pigs, sheep, goats, and poultry) 

has developed into a prominent public issue in western societies throughout the last 

decades. Awareness of global health risks and ethical issues stemming from food 

production and consumption has risen due to food crises such as mad cow disease 

(BSE) in the early 1990s, bird flu A(H7N9) in the 2000s, the 2013 horsemeat 

scandal, and more recently the 2019 E.coli (O103) outbreak from ground beef in 

several U.S. states (CDC, 2022; Jaskari et al. 2015). Its impact on public perception 

of food corporations is becoming evident as consumers' interest in food production, 

food processing, farm animal welfare (FAW), and sustainability has increased 

(Wognum et al., 2011). Simultaneously, media coverage of farm animal living 

conditions and slaughter practices has elevated the debate on animal welfare (Evans 

& Miele, 2012; Jokinen et al., 2012). Along with growing accessibility to 

information through the internet and social media, it seems as though being 

transparent is becoming a necessary part of operating a corporation (Kavakli, 2021). 

Within the Norwegian meat industry, many consumers have shown concern 

for livestock welfare and how animals are being treated in production processes. As 

many as 49% of Norwegians state that they always, often, or usually feel concerned 

for the welfare of meat-producing animals, with a third of Norwegians going as far 

as to restrain from purchasing meat because of FAW concerns (Kulø, 2021). In 

order to maintain, or even retain, consumer trust, Norwegian agricultural 

corporations have started to ask themselves how and to what degree they can 

transparently communicate to maintain positive perceptions with external 

stakeholders. 

Transparent communication in the meat industry could admittedly go in any 

direction. Possible scenarios include, but are not limited to, affecting consumers' 

decision-making process, changed attitudes towards the meat industry, altered 

perception of product attributes, diluted brand reputation, or increased 

trustworthiness (Kang & Hustvedt, 2014; Rumble & Irani, 2016; Van Dijk et al., 

2008). Therefore, a well-established communication must be constructed for an 

agricultural corporation to achieve the desired outcome of its transparency efforts. 

However, consumers often process and interpret transparent communication 

differently compared to more industry-involved stakeholders (e.g. farmers and 

processors) as they are less involved in food production and hence probably less 
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knowledgeable of industry practices. This might allow for informational disparities 

of FAW between two stakeholders like farmer and non-farmer consumers.  

However, research in understanding asymmetrical expectations of 

transparent corporate communication, specifically FAW disclosure, is scarce. 

Hence, this study intends to investigate how varying degrees of FAW disclosure 

from an agricultural corporation is perceived by two different consumer 

stakeholders, farmers and non-farmers. Results could help minimize risk of 

corporate communication causing media backlash and also reduce the gap of 

information asymmetry.  

 

2.0 Literature Review 

There are two relevant domains of literature in this study. Firstly, we review 

corporate communication as an overarching structure to comprehend a 

corporation's role in shaping consumer relationships, perception, expectations, and 

knowledge of FAW. Next, we look into the complexities of transparency, why 

transparency is crucial in today's corporate context, and how consumer expectations 

of FAW disclosure prompts informational disparities. 

2.1 Corporate Communication of Farm Animal Welfare 

Unlike marketing communication and organizational communication, traditionally 

concerned with consumer reach and employee satisfaction respectively, corporate 

communication aims to merge all communication efforts within corporate 

organizations (Harrison, 1995). Therefore, corporate communication aims to grasp 

itself on a more expansive selection of communication activities than its 

counterparts, thus addressing a larger audience. However, the core aim of corporate 

communication is to unify an organization's communication efforts as orderly and 

comprehensible as collectively possible (Jackson, 1987; van Riel, 1995). By 

managing corporate communication as one common and explicit image, instead of 

addressing various identities across multiple audiences or letting corporate 

departments administer communication individually, it makes the organization's 

identity and purpose clear (Christensen, 2002). What defines the "corporateness" of 

such a communicational structure is that all elements within communication are 

incorporated, formulated, and unified as a single organizational essence and in line 

with the corporation's purpose and vision (Yeshin, 1998; Goodman, 2000). 
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Corporate communicators can choose to activate many options when it 

comes to alleviating FAW concerns. Information can be shared through reports, 

farm visits, highlighting their thoughts on the gap between corporate goals and 

achievements on social media, or even increasing animal-friendly reputation by 

involving farmers in authentic stories (Janssens & van Wesel, 2019). The absolute 

minimum a corporation can do is to communicate its FAW responsibility on their 

website (Janssens & Kaptein, 2016). Managers tasked with responsibility affairs 

can do a lot to strengthen the corporate stance through something as simple as 

communication. Nevertheless, few agricultural corporations use sustainability, 

particularly FAW, strategically. Although communication of FAW is 

acknowledged as a source of competitive advantage for corporations in the food 

industry (Miele & Lever, 2014; Ransom, 2007), many still take a defensive and 

reactive approach when communicating CSR rather than using it strategically and 

proactively to build a reputation as a CSR advocate. By doing so, these corporations 

forgo the competitive advantage CSR presents (Ross et al., 2015). 

 Agricultural corporations have frequently pointed fingers at media agencies 

for miscommunication of significant FAW facts. However, it is also up to the 

individual agricultural corporation to provide a channel of their own (i.e., a website) 

where consumers can access accurate and transparent FAW facts (Croney et al., 

2012). Nonetheless, it has been found that FAW continues to be a systemic risk that 

is not sufficiently managed or reported on compared with the more established 

sustainability issues like climate change and food sustainability (Amos & Sullivan, 

2015). For the most part, FAW is presented as part of a wide array of CSR issues 

and is often overseen by senior management (Sullivan et al., 2017).  

Previous research from Rim et al. (2019) investigated what would happen 

to corporate reputation when agricultural brands tell the truth. They found that 

proactive communication improves consumer perception. However, some of the 

most common proactive methods corporations tend to use in the food industry are 

CSR reports, which in relation to FAW, are perceived as reactive, unfocused, and 

dislodged from the core corporate agenda (Elder & Dauvergne, 2017; Porter & 

Kramer, 2006). When looking at previous research, it is evident that a corporation's 

accountable behavior and conduct can potentially affect consumer outcomes such 

as loyalty, product consideration, corporate and product evaluation, purchase 

intention, and willingness to pay (Hartmann, 2011, p. 302). Unfortunately, many 
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corporations only disclose FAW information to increase brand awareness through 

value-added messaging on animal-based products (Miele & Lever, 2014).   

The Business Benchmark on Farm Animal Welfare (BBFAW) report from 

2015 highlighted that corporations randomly disclose information about FAW 

performance (Amos & Sullivan, 2015). According to the most recent BBFAW 

report, most continue to do so today as well (Amos et al., 2021). Many are 

struggling to grasp why they are entertaining FAW as a CSR issue in the first place. 

The shortcoming of attention given to FAW is magnified as corporations fail to 

acknowledge and honor awards won from third-party organizations in CSR reports 

(Amos & Sullivan, 2015). In the end, it might be added reactively, a misstep adding 

to Porter and Kramer's (2006) argument that corporate CSR is reactive, unfocussed, 

and separated from core business agendas. When examining the most recent 

BBFAW report from 2021 (Amos et al., 2021), it tackles some significant issues 

corporations have concerning FAW as well as more general sustainability issues. 

In its tenth publication, the report found a significant improvement in corporations 

implementing FAW into their management and disclosure policies. 89% of the 

corporations in the benchmark now acknowledge FAW as a corporate issue, 

compared to 71% in 2012. In addition, 81% of corporations now have formal 

policies on FAW, up from 46% in 2012, while publishing formal improvement 

objectives and targets for FAW went up from 26% to 79%. Still, one in five have 

not executed on the latter, which in the end is what showcases accountability and 

corporate initiative to external stakeholders. The report further stated that 

corporations are too slow in delivering meaningful welfare impacts despite all the 

progress. Even though 79% of corporations have published formal objectives and 

targets for improvement, many are not disclosing improved welfare for animals. 

Furthermore, the report points out that investors play a major role in influencing 

corporate practice and disclosure of FAW. Investors can use their financial 

influence to urge corporations to take action (Amos et al., 2021). 

The 2021 BBFAW report also included findings of the first regional 

benchmark, BBFAW Nordic, using the same methodology as the global 

benchmark. Interestingly, the inaugural Norwegian benchmark, including 26 

leading food retailers, wholesalers, producers, restaurants and bars in Norway, 

produced some positive results. 92% recognize FAW as a corporate issue, however, 

few have published FAW policies (62%). These positive findings might exist 

because it is mandatory for Norwegian corporations in the meat and egg industry to 
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report on FAW. Therefore, Norwegian agricultural corporations have a strong 

foundation of FAW performance that they can continue developing and improving 

on. On the other hand, Norwegian corporations provide only the basic and 

minimum details about internal and supply chain governance. Disclosure of 

management approaches and performance is also limited or not presented at all 

(Amos et al., 2021). 

Consequently, failure to disconnect FAW with broader CSR goals can be a 

two-faced problem for corporate communication. Firstly, full environmental and 

health implications are frequently neglected when FAW issues are considered in 

line with other sustainability issues. Secondly, when more wide-ranging CSR goals 

are developed and measured, FAW tends to be missing (Lever & Evans, 2017). As 

this chapter demonstrated, corporations are increasingly concerned about animal 

welfare, yet communication tends to be inefficient and not aligned with consumer 

knowledge and expectations of the issue. For that reason, the next chapter will be 

about how corporate awareness of consumer expectations, sources of information, 

and industry knowledge can help reduce information asymmetry through 

communication. 

2.1.1 Aligning Corporate Information with Consumer Expectation, 

Sources and Knowledge About Farm Animal Welfare 

There are a multitude of factors that play a role in corporate communication. 

Corporations are under pressure to remain differentiated in a corporate environment 

crowded with competitive messages, with particular emphasis on articulating 

themselves consistently and justifiably at the same time (Argenti, 1998; Christensen 

& Cheney, 2000; Fombrun & Rindova, 2000; van Riel, 2000). The way 

corporations must connect with stakeholders’ expectations and interests have 

transformed itself immensely since the beginning of the new millennium. 

Corporations have slowly come to realize that they cannot hide from their own 

exposure, especially given the outright demand and flow of information accessible 

to the outside world thanks to the introduction of the internet and social media 

platforms (Wertime & Fenwick, 2008; Winer, 2009). Media and business analysts 

are also progressively on the outlook to scrutinize corporations. It has become 

somewhat normal ever since the corporations themselves were held to laws and 

regulations that require them to uncover information related to corporate plans and 

actions, such as through fiscal reports (Deephouse, 2000; van Riel, 2000). Despite 
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this, corporations only tend to emphasize FAW in relation to broader responsibility 

issues that portray the corporation as a socially responsible corporation (Kim & 

Rader, 2010; Morris et al., 2019). 

 Nonetheless, much of this public pressure derives from consumer 

expectations. Consumer expectation of FAW started without any doubt as a 

question of palatability. The common perception was that you would be part of 

animal cruelty at some point if you chose to eat meat. Many consumers were 

collectively uneased by the thought of animals suffering from deprivation and lack 

of life quality when going through extraordinarily intensive systems (Schröder & 

McEachern, 2004). This later developed into coexisting, yet conflicting 

perspectives of FAW. On one side, consumers see themselves as citizens with 

influential power on governance and regulations, while on the other side, they are 

consumers at the point of purchase. In the role of a citizen, a person would support 

the cause of animals having rights to proper welfare and a good life. However, as a 

consumer, especially meat consumers, people tend to lose that cognitive link. They 

forget that the meat they are buying was once a breathing animal, much because all 

of the traits that characterize an animal would no longer be recognizable on the 

processed and packaged product (Autio et al., 2018). Schröder & McEachern 

(2004) adds that FAW might therefore be more connected to citizenship issues, 

hence a government-related issue and not consumer-related, something 

corporations should be aware of when choosing how to communicate 

responsibility-related issues. 

 Although consumers continue to call for more welfare information (Chilton 

et al., 2006; Clark et al., 2017; Lagerkvist & Hess, 2011), the source of this 

information is imperative. In the U.S., McKendree et al. (2014) saw that few 

Americans have personal experience with animal production practices, meaning 

most of the public depends on the media to get information about animal 

production. Their survey found that 56% of the respondents had no primary source 

of FAW information. However, most respondents who had a primary source of 

FAW information mentioned animal rights organizations (e.g., PETA and HSUS) 

and other NGOs. Some of the NGOs would be credible, but they could also be 

biased toward an agenda or unrealistic views of practical production in some 

instances. The same survey made it clear that young women seem to be the most 

concerned about FAW issues, nonetheless consumers from all demographic 

backgrounds did not have a credible source of information concerning FAW 
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(McKendree et al., 2014). These findings were confirmed by Kupsala et al. (2015), 

where almost half of the consumers contested the reliability of promotional animal 

welfare information targeted toward consumers. Also here, women and young 

respondents stood out as factors leading to greater animal welfare concern. 

Moreover, the Finnish study also found urban residency, non-farming background, 

and social-equality attitudes to be predictors of animal welfare concern. 

All of the factors mentioned become an issue for consumer knowledge of 

FAW, even more so when you consider that most consumers today do not have 

first-hand experience with farm animal living conditions (Vallera & Bodzin, 2016). 

As the community has become increasingly urban, the public understanding of 

FAW increasingly relied on information sourced from television, internet, 

newspapers and social media. Less people are having real life experiences with farm 

animals and -practices (Evans & Miele, 2012; Vanhonacker & Verbeke, 2014). This 

issue is primarily caused by fostering animals hidden from public view, such as 

barns, cowsheds, hatcheries, and piggeries. As a result, consumers tend to establish 

their perceptions of animal welfare from other interactions, such as at the zoo or 

with their household pets, and not through the lives of actual farm animals (Autio 

et al., 2018). In fact, Evans & Miele (2008) stated that European consumers are 

‘closer to the fork than to the farm’, highlighting that the lack of experience and 

knowledge of farm practices with European consumers is one of the factors shaping 

their views on FAW. 

With that being said, all people have different expectations, sources of 

information, and personal experiences. Therefore, all people also respond 

differently when subjected to new information and in a way that is determined by 

involvement, knowledge, attitude, lifestyle, and socio-demographics (Verbeke, 

2008). Salaün & Flores (2001) also found that consumers often ignore food 

information because of its irrelevance to their needs and expectations. Despite this, 

other research has found that corporate communication still has the power to 

influence consumer knowledge, attitudes, and decision-making, enough so to 

impact consumer food choices (Verbeke, 2009). For that reason, we will continue 

in the next sub-chapter by looking at examples of how corporate communication 

possibly can educate consumers about FAW.  
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2.1.2 Educating Consumers Through Corporate Communication of FAW 

As mentioned earlier, most consumers seem to base their opinions and concerns 

surrounding FAW issues on little or no knowledge of, or experience with, animal 

production practices (American Humane Association, 2013). Additionally, the 

world is becoming more urban (Kupsala et al., 2015) and increasingly concerned 

about the welfare of livestock (Hill et al., 2021). Ergo, the general public can be 

prone to misconceive food communication compared with stakeholders who are 

more involved with the food industry through line of work (Hansen et al., 2003; 

Lazo et al., 2000). Another likely impacting factor is related to the public's different 

background, lifestyle, attitude, and knowledge. This could make them perceive 

information in different frames of reference. Moreover, FAW issues often become 

somewhat of a subjective problem for stakeholders, especially for non-experts and 

less industry knowledgeable stakeholders (Verbeke, 2009). 

For corporations to combat this and gain increased acceptance for modern 

animal production systems, they have to combine FAW monitoring and assessment 

with proactive and targeted communication (Rim et al., 2019; Verbeke, 2009). 

Additionally, since consumer education on livestock living conditions is needed, 

corporate communicators in the meat industry should bring the consumer closer to 

animal-based food production. Increased visibility and blunt exposure to farms 

would help educate consumers about where meat comes from, reducing alienation 

from the animal itself (Spooner et al., 2014). In Canada, this was accomplished by 

engaging schools in farm-based education, inviting consumers to farm tourism, or 

buying meat directly from farmers (Spooner et al., 2014). In the UK, retailers like 

Tesco have built educational programs such as the 'Farm to Fork' program, intended 

to inform primary school children where food comes from (Tesco, n.d.). However, 

most of these examples are targeted toward schools and underaged citizens, which 

is not necessarily considered ethically appropriate from a marketing perspective 

(Morton & Treviño, 2021). But the Finnish study by Autio et al. (2018) highlighted 

that it is also difficult to determine how to best educate adult consumers about the 

food industry. 

Preferably, corporations in the food industry should govern information 

sharing by identifying a target population and making efforts to understand their 

distinctions, from which they will bear in mind when producing information that is 

relevant, convenient, and efficient (Verbeke, 2005). Research has found that this 

bodes well for corporations communicating in the food industry. Nevertheless, we 
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believe there is a discrepancy between how corporations and the public perceive 

and interpret transparency in the meat industry. Therefore, one could say that the 

degree of acceptable transparency is to be defined by the receiver of the message 

themselves as corporations try to align with public expectations. It is right to say 

that information is necessary for knowledge and insight, but knowledge and insight 

are also necessary to decode information. Elevated access to information might 

therefore have a counterintuitive effect, contributing to distrust and increased 

alienation, depending on the audience's preconditioned knowledge about what is 

being communicated (Bateson, 1972; Christensen, 2002). 

This chapter has highlighted that there is a need for consumer education of 

meat production and FAW, from which the latter can be an asset for effective 

corporate communication. However, challenges remain, such as adults emphasizing 

price and lacking accurate or credible knowledge of the meat industry. However, it 

is wrong to expect that improved or more available information could assist in 

solving information asymmetry (Verbeke, 2009). This makes us ask whether 

information asymmetry between farmers and non-farmers, two groups with varying 

levels of industry involvement, is affected by corporate transparency when 

information is disclosed. Hence, in the next chapter, we will try to understand this 

notion better by defining transparency in the meat industry, why transparency is 

essential for corporate communication of FAW, and how asymmetrical 

expectations of transparency shape perceptions of FAW. 

2.2 Corporate Transparency 

Internet, social media and other sources of information in the new digital age have 

given birth to a public expectation that a corporation has to contribute to 

transparency by disclosing information (Christensen, 2002). Nonetheless, it is 

uncertain whether one can claim that all this posturing, information exchange, and 

responsiveness that has come with it has established ‘real’ transparency. Sullivan 

et al. (2017) remarks that several meat producers claim a lot happens behind the 

scenes, yet choose not to report on all of these activities. Although this might be 

true, the lack of disclosure implies that corporations are not prepared to report on 

actual performance of FAW policies. Corporations that don’t publish FAW policy 

documents or couple them to actual performance towards the goals of the policy, 

are more prone to be confronted with questioning stakeholders. In such cases, 

stakeholders want to know why the policy is not viewed as a desirable instrument 
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to manage ethics, integrity, and social responsibility in the corporation's operations 

(Kaptein M., 2004; MacLean et al., 2015). 

2.2.1 Defining Transparency 

Bushman et al. (2004) defined ‘corporate transparency’ as "the extent to which firm-

specific information is credibly disclosed to market participants". Although there 

seems to be a shared understanding of what transparency is, most definitions are 

diffuse and broad without giving clear answers as to what the transparency 

characteristics or traits are. Prior research has indicated several different 

characteristics and requirements that label corporate communication transparent in 

the eyes of key stakeholders. In “Hide or Confide: the Dilemma of Transparency”, 

Hofstede et al. (2004) explained transparency of a supply chain as the degree to 

which stakeholders, i.e., consumers, shareholders, governments, and employees, 

have access to product-related information. This definition implied that for the 

disclosed information to be transparent, it had to be relevant, accurate, factual, 

reliable, timely, available in the correct quantity, and written in a readable and 

reasonable way. While Bushman (2004) viewed transparency as an element of 

openness, Hofstede (2004) also implied that the information needed to be 

substantial and understandable in order to be considered transparent.  

Fombrun and Rindova (2000) recognized transparency as "a state in which 

the internal identity of the firm reflects positively the expectations of key 

stakeholders, and the belief of these stakeholders about the firm accurately reflects 

the internally held identity." Their definition conveyed transparency as a mutual 

understanding between the internal identity of the firm and key stakeholders. 

However, they did not indicate what traits were needed for it to be a mutual 

understanding. Carroll & Einwiller (2014) investigated transparency signaling, 

discovering how corporations can communicate either positive or negative signals 

depending on how well the information meets the necessary traits. This study 

involved traits such as accuracy, concreteness, and timeliness (Carroll & Einwiller, 

2014). They emphasized that for communication to be transparent, corporations 

should try to minimize or eliminate negative signaling (i.e., inconclusive 

information, exaggerations, and hesitation) while increasing positive signaling 

(balance, taking ownership of one’s message, accuracy, concreteness, timeliness, 

and guidance and direction, which entails specifics on what, where, when and 

who)(Carroll & Einwiller, 2014). While the concept of corporate transparency has 
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been around for many years, there is little research that proposes a definitive 

construct and set of characteristics to define transparency. The research from 

Rawlins (2008a) might be the closest to this, having constructed a comprehensive 

stakeholder measurement tool that highlights several transparency efforts. Through 

examining past research, Rawlins defined transparency accordingly to measure the 

transparency effects: 

"Transparency is the deliberate attempt to make available all legally releasable 

information - whether positive or negative in nature - in a manner that is accurate, 

timely, balanced, and unequivocal, for the purpose of enhancing the reasoning 

ability of the public and holding organizations accountable for their actions, 

policies, and practices".  

As a result of the scarce and varying research defining traits and 

characteristics of transparency in the food industry, our research will utilize 

Rawlins's definition of transparency as the benchmark due to it being the most 

comprehensive model. 
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Three factors need to be defined to further investigate transparency effects 

of corporate communication: accountability, participation, and substantial 

information (Rawlins, 2008a). ‘Substantial information’ concerns to what degree 

the information is substantial in the eyes of the consumer. The substantialness of 

the information is impacted by several variables: relevance, clarity, timeliness, and 

comparability. Without substantial information, corporations struggle to achieve 

transparent communication in the eyes of the consumer (Rawlins, 2008b). 

The second factor, ‘participation’, relates to stakeholders identifying 

information they need through interaction and feedback between corporation and 

stakeholder. The variables that impact high or low participation are: involvement, 

detailed information, the ease of finding information, feedback, and the initiative of 

corporations to understand and ask for stakeholders' opinions (Rawlins, 2008b). 

Cotterell (1999) meant that participation in acquiring, distributing, and creating 

knowledge is essential to achieving transparency. 

‘Accountability’ involves to what degree the disclosed information admits 

mistakes, offers a balanced perspective, is forthcoming, and whether it is 

comparable to other industry actors (Rawlins, 2008b). Corporations viewed as 

transparent by stakeholders have proven to be accountable for their words, and not 

least, their actions (Rawlins, 2008b). 

Rawlins (2008a) also highlights a fourth factor, called ‘Secretive’. It is the 

closest to what would be defined as ‘openness’ and involves: withholding 

information, placing blame on others, obfuscating the message, and other secrecy-

related actions. However, we do not include this factor because the meaning of 

secretiveness is reversed compared with the other three transparency efforts. 

Secrecy means deliberately hiding your actions, while transparency is all about 

revealing them (Florini, 1998). Adding the fact that corporations should aim to 

score low on secrecy and high on the other transparency efforts (Rawlins, 2008a), 

we decided not to look much more into this factor for the sake of our study 

methodology. We are more interested in how various degrees of revealing, or 

disclosing, FAW information proactively will affect consumer perception of 

corporate transparency effort rather than the accepted degree of withholding 

information. 
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2.2.2 Why Transparency Is Important 

Earlier research on corporate transparency highlights that trustful and open 

corporate communication improves stakeholder perception and understanding of 

corporate actions (Albu & Wehmeier, 2014). Transparency enables individuals to 

increase their reasoning ability and ultimately make more informed decisions 

(Rawlins, 2008a). Additionally, the public now expects corporations to operate in 

an ethical manner, which forces consumers to trust corporations (Hosmer, 1995). 

Communicating with trust is crucial for corporations, especially for the food 

industry (Schlegelmilch & Pollach, 2005; Vanhonacker & Verbeke, 2014). Rim et 

al. (2019) proved that transparency signaling can positively influence trust, giving 

evidence to the fact that transparent communication builds consumer trust. 

Although transparency has become an asset in corporate communication, it 

has also become a necessity. Increased availability of information has contributed 

to more frequent skepticism and lack of trust amongst the public. Just in the last 

decade, food scandals have been a large contributing factor of skepticism towards 

the food industry. NGOs have highlighted malpractices within the sphere of FAW, 

unhealthy use of GMOs in food, and other environmental consequences resulting 

from food production practices (Luhmann & Theuvsen, 2016). Moreover, the 

public has gradually become more aware of the implications modern food 

technology has on a stringent food supply chain, especially due to the 

environmental decline (Hallman et al., 2003). Food production is more complex 

than ever, which raises several ethical issues in relation to agricultural practices and 

the food supply chain (Olsen & Bánáti, 2014). Consumers are increasingly 

concerned of whether technological advancements in food production are for the 

consumers' best interests or simply added to evolve the organization's self-serving 

motives such as profit and efficiency. Such advancements have taken the food 

production process behind closed doors, making it less transparent for consumers 

who become less involved with food production. 

Consumers' growing concern about unethical agricultural practices, 

especially concerning FAW and organic/natural production, has created an 

increased consumer demand for animals to be bred, transported, and slaughtered 

under humane conditions. Food safety, health- and environmental repercussions, 

and farming practices are top-of-mind in the eyes of the public. It is becoming a big 

concern all around the world. Especially in Europe, FAW is highly important to 

consumers (European Commission, 2005), and many countries have adopted 
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legislations to administer and control welfare standards. Even retailers and other 

larger purchasers of meat have started to demand transparency from their suppliers, 

as well as requiring more frequent auditing of production and processing facilities 

to ensure that their product (a) complies with legal standards and (b) satisfies at 

least the bare minimum FAW standards. Several studies have suggested that 

environmentally-focused transparency aids consumers in understanding the 

motives of a corporation's environmental initiatives (Meise et al., 2014; Reynolds 

& Yuthas, 2008; Tapscott & Ticoll, 2003; Teas, 1993). Transparency can be 

impactful in earning back consumer trust and reducing skepticism. However, a 

corporation being transparent about its progress and setbacks does not necessarily 

affect the public's perceptions of the corporation’s competence or reputation. 

Therefore, corporations have become accustomed to focusing on communicating 

the successful aspects of their operations. Rarely do corporations disclose harmful 

results of their actions or even failure of their own goals, as this could severely 

cripple their image amongst the public (Coombs & Holladay, 2013). In fact, it could 

cripple a corporation by focusing on primarily successful aspects, as consumers do 

not find themselves interested or involved with what a corporation has to say about 

themselves and seem fed up with their efforts to fabricate transparency 

(Christensen, 2002). Contemporary literature suggests that corporate 

communicators should be more open and honest, even if the corporation has not 

met all of its goals or commitments (Chen, 2013; Rim et al., 2016). The public 

needs to trust a corporation, and when they do, positive corporate reputation 

increases and loyalty is given (Hong & Rim, 2010; Vlachos et al., 2009). FAW is 

in high demand with today's consumers, and for consumers to trust a corporation 

on their FAW practices, it seems only logical that transparent communication is 

needed to build that trust. 

2.2.3 Asymmetrical Expectations of Transparency 

As availability of information inflates and public expectations of corporate 

transparency increases (Wehmeier & Raaz, 2012), a new phenomenon called “open 

washing” has emerged. Unlike greenwashing, which involves corporate efforts to 

make people believe that your corporation is doing more for i.e. FAW issues than 

it really is (Cambridge Dictionary, 2022), open washing concerns individuals 

disagreeing with a corporate claim of being transparent (Heimstädt, 2017). It is 
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evident that this has formed from a disparity in consumers’ expectations of what 

the degree of corporate transparency should be (Heimstädt, 2017).  

Although the research on consumer expectations of transparency is scarce, 

it is apparent that corporate and consumer expectations of transparency do not 

always align. Given transparency’s wide interpretation amongst the public and 

corporate fear of media scrutiny, corporations act with care when it comes to 

disclosing FAW. In recent years, Norwegian media has exposed several cases 

where agricultural corporations have been challenged on their FAW practices, 

resulting in the media depicting the meat industry as insufficiently transparent and 

fairly unethical. In 2022, a corporation denied a FAW-focused NGO to document 

the living conditions of a specific type of chicken breed that grows abnormally fast 

to increase efficiency and profit. The media criticized it as an unethical FAW 

practice and questioned the corporation's interest in FAW (Gramnæs, 2022). 

Another case involved a corporation dropping one of its slaughterhouses, which 

was also criticized due to the next nearest slaughterhouse being further away, 

meaning the animals would have to travel further in trucks with poor living 

conditions. Although the corporation claimed to be well within the law, media and 

NGOs felt the reason was inadequate (Nordrum, 2021). 

Heimstädt (2017) confirmed that corporations disclose information they 

believe consumers expect. However, if a corporation receives public backlash for 

not disclosing information to their level of expectation, it is discernible that there is 

a disparity in what the corporation believes consumers expect from them and what 

really is expected from them when it comes to transparency communication of 

FAW. This information asymmetry, or gap in information, might come from the 

fact that there is scarce research that highlights this issue. Therefore, this study 

intends to investigate how various degrees of FAW disclosure are perceived by 

consumers, who are split into farmers and non-farmers, as it can contribute to the 

corporate understanding of how to minimize disparities of expected transparent 

communication. 
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3.0 Research Question, Hypotheses & Conceptual Model 

In this chapter, we will shed light on the relationship and connection of the 

constructs in this research paper by outlining our research question and hypothesis 

into a research framework. 

3.1 Research Question 

The meat industry is dealing with the challenge of equipping consumers with more 

explicit information about farm animal welfare (Font-i-Furnols & Guerrero, 2014). 

However, there is scarce research about how transparent one should be and if it can 

minimize informational disparities between farmers and non-farmers through 

proactive corporate communication. Derived from the above introduction, we 

highlight the following research question: 

To what degree should a corporate communicator be proactively transparent when 

disclosing information about farm animal welfare (FAW) practices? 

 

3.2 Hypotheses 

In this study, asymmetric information refers to content-processing situations in 

which some consumers in the market have more information than others and/or 

different skills in information processing (Martínez-Ferrero et al., 2018). 

Specifically, in this study, it is used to refer to the knowledge or information gap 

between farmers and non-farmers. Transparency is a mechanism that decreases 

such information asymmetry between two parties. Indeed, if stakeholders knew 

more about business actions related to FAW, they would more accurately value the 

alternatives presented. Otherwise, a lack of information disclosure can generate 

incentives for some to obtain private information, which would increase 

information asymmetry (Diamond & Verrechia, 1991; Lambert et al., 2007). 

Previous studies have shown that there is less information asymmetry between 

groups when disclosure of the information is higher (Grossman & Hart, 1980; 

Milgrom, 1981; Verrechia, 1983). Information can shift consumer expectations; 

therefore, it plays an integral part in the notion of perception (Piqueras-Fiszman & 

Spence, 2015). Nonetheless, reporting of FAW continues to be a lagging part of the 

communication of corporate responsibility (Amos & Sullivan, 2015). Even though 

it has improved in the last two decades, corporations maintain their habits of 

communicating their actions and results in reactive documents of marginal 
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importance to the consumer (i.e., fiscal reports and sustainability reports) or 

‘unseen’ sources of low status that only exist for a short period of time (i.e., 

company magazines or blogs). Thus, disclosure of FAW is limited. A possible 

explanation could be that corporations are afraid that too much FAW disclosure, 

regardless of emphasizing positive or negative results, will contribute to continuous 

criticism from the public. This criticism is particularly apparent if other 

corporations do not disclose information to the same degree as themselves (Amos 

& Sullivan, 2014). 

However, Rim et al. (2016) found that corporations should not shy away 

from transparent communication. Instead, corporations should embrace it by 

implementing it into ‘proactive’ routines to enhance positive consumer perceptions. 

Still, we have not seen much research investigating to what degree one should be 

proactive when disclosing corporate information and how this affects stakeholder 

perception of the corporate transparency efforts when the stakeholders have 

different foundations of industry knowledge. Thus, we explore the following 

hypotheses: 

 

H1: Respondents exposed to high FAW disclosure will have more positive 

perceptions of a corporation's transparency effort than respondents exposed to low 

FAW disclosure. 

H2: Respondents exposed to high FAW disclosure will have more similar 

perceptions between groups than respondents exposed to low FAW disclosure. 

 

As the public’s interest in agricultural practices is as high as ever, parallel with the 

modern world moving away from a rural lifestyle where one produces their own 

food (Rim et al., 2016), the meat industry faces a handful of challenges concerning 

consumer perception, namely in terms of FAW (Troy & Kerry, 2010). The lack of 

prior knowledge and opinion may increase consumer susceptibility to the sway of 

new information (Huffman et al., 2007). A study by McComas et al. (2014) 

highlighted that people with more knowledge about bioengineering have a better 

perception of GMO products than less informed people. A Danish study further 

confirmed that high scientific knowledge is tied to more positive GMO attitudes 

(Mielby et al., 2013). Although these examples are concrete towards GMO and 

processed food, the finding that expert knowledge leads to better perception makes 
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us ask whether one would see the same effect with disclosure of animal welfare 

practices. 

Vaccines are sometimes part of animal welfare practices, which are used 

only when necessary in Norway. Engelstad (2005) investigated Norwegian 

consumers’ perception of vaccines in the aquaculture industry, which are portrayed 

as a healthy precautionary measure toward disease management and to reduce fish 

mortality by those involved in the industry. However, consumers see it differently, 

perceiving vaccines as something foreign and genetically induced that they do not 

want to consume. Their lack of knowledge or familiarity with the vaccines may 

spark skepticism, even when experts provide well-documented information, as 

consumers tend to stick with their pre-meditated opinions. Similarly, in Belgium, 

Verbeke et al. (2007) found that lack of awareness and accurate knowledge led 

consumers to evaluate farmed- versus wild fish based on stereotypes, image 

transfer, and emotion rather than factual knowledge and personal experience. We 

are interested in whether we would see the same effect in relation to the meat 

industry, to the degree that those more knowledgeable about the industry and FAW 

might have more positive perceptions of corporate disclosure than those with less 

knowledge. Thus, we present the following hypotheses: 

 

H3a: The level of industry knowledge moderates the relationship between the 

degree of FAW disclosure (IV) and perceived transparency effort (DV), such that 

the relationship is stronger when industry knowledge is higher. 

H3b: Respondents with higher industry knowledge will have more positive 

perceptions of a corporation’s transparency efforts than respondents with lower 

industry knowledge. 

 

Korzen and Lassen (2010) detailed how perceptions of meat differ between 

contexts; “everyday context” (buying, preparing, and eating) and “production 

context” (production, slaughtering, and meat processing). Farmers would be more 

involved with the production context, while non-farmers would be more familiar 

with the everyday context. The reasoning behind the division of contexts is that 

perceptions are not only associated with basic senses like visual, taste, and 

consistency. They are also linked with complex features of consumer behavior, like 
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intuition, learning, feelings, and personal experiences which non-farmers rely more 

upon in the absence of knowledge (Saher et al., 2006). 

Furthermore, words used to communicate farm animal welfare to non-

specialists may be more important than knowledge of welfare itself. Human 

perception is influenced not by what is said but by how something is said (Vigors, 

2019). The British qualitative interview study, including farmers and citizens, found 

that citizens frame FAW as animals having 'positive experiences' or being 'free from 

negative experiences.' Contrastingly, farmers drew from their existing frames of 

animal welfare to frame positive welfare as 'good husbandry,' 'proactive welfare 

improvement,' or the 'animal's point of view.' Nevertheless, we do not know to what 

degree FAW disclosure may influence these stakeholders' perceptions of 

transparency efforts. Thus, we suggest the following hypothesis:  

 

H4: Farmers will perceive a corporation’s transparency efforts more positively 

than non-farmers when FAW disclosure is low. 

 

3.3 Conceptual Model 

This study investigates the signaling effect of transparent corporate communication 

within the meat industry and how consumers perceive the transparency effort 

depending on their prior industry knowledge. The research framework below is 

constructed on the belief that the varying transparency factors affect consumer 

perception of a corporate organization's intent, further highlighting how well a 

transparent communication strategy gains acceptance with the stakeholders of a 

meat-producing company, mainly farmers and consumers. 

 

Figure 2: Conceptual Model of the Study 
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4.0 Methodology 

In this chapter, we present the methodology of our thesis. We begin by laying out 

the research strategy and its design. Secondly, we will highlight the nature of our 

sample and go through sampling procedures before moving ahead with how the 

study will be operationalized. Furthermore, we will present how the experiment 

stimuli were manipulated in the main study before closing this chapter by assessing 

the validity and reliability and considering any germane ethical issues. 

4.1 Research Strategy 

The study examines how varying degrees of FAW disclosure in the meat industry 

may affect how farmers and non-farmers perceive a corporation's transparency 

effort. Adding to this issue is the information asymmetry between farmers and 

consumers, which is why we will examine whether industry knowledge moderates 

this relationship. Considering these are two distinct stakeholders with different 

interests, we also investigate how strongly prior industry knowledge influences this 

relationship. Thus, we see the need for a suitable research strategy and design that 

account for conclusive measurements that also address these practical concerns. 

With a research question, framework, and four hypotheses, we guide ourselves by 

taking a deductive approach, where the basis of the thesis comes from existing 

research. This approach conforms to the quantitative research strategy, as 

hypotheses are based on established theory and exposed to empirical inspection to 

falsify or confirm them (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Finally, we will discuss findings 

derived from the results of this thesis and outline potential managerial and 

theoretical implications. In order to obtain this information sustainably, we will 

move forward in both a qualitative- and quantitative design. We will introduce the 

qualitative pre-study before presenting the chosen method of the main qualitative 

study. 

4.2 Pre-Study 

We conducted six individual in-depth interviews to identify the essential aspects of 

transparent corporate communication and possible drivers of stakeholder 

perception of such information. These interviews were conducted to understand the 

issue's scope better and see which constructs may be more central to focus on in the 

upcoming quantitative main study. The in-depth interviews highlighted several 

important aspects, especially asynchronous viewpoints and understandings of what 
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transparency means for the respondents, and analog factors of transparency. Please 

review our pre-study findings in the sub-chapter 4.2.3 Individual In-Depth 

Interviews. 

4.2.1 Exploratory Design 

Exploratory research designs are used to absorb new knowledge about a given area 

of interest and will increase insight and determine any connections that can occur 

(Saunders et al., 2012, p. 171). We utilized an exploratory design because we had 

little insight into the thoughts of farmers and non-farmers in the meat industry. 

Therefore, we needed to understand better what those stakeholders thought, 

perceived, and acted according to their experience with corporate communication 

and transparency in the meat industry. Although the design does not give us a 

concrete answer to our problem statement, it provides information to better 

understand the problem area and what to test for in our exploratory research. 

Techniques used to conduct an exploratory design can be qualitative 

interviews such as focus groups or individual in-depth interviews. In this 

assignment, we conducted individual in-depth interviews as one got closer to each 

individual answer, but it was also chosen due to convenience (Gripsrud et al., 2016, 

p. 103-119). In-depth interviews can be structured, quasi-structured, or 

unstructured. For an exploratory design, it will be most beneficial to implement a 

quasi-structured or unstructured interview (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 374-377). We 

conducted a quasi-structured in-depth interview where we followed an interview 

guide with four "Grand Tour" questions (see appendix A). These questions were 

centered around the meaning of transparency, perception of what corporate 

transparency should involve, how information availability has affected or skewed 

the understanding of transparency, and thoughts regarding how to improve the 

information disparity between farmers and non-farmers. The respondents were 

allowed to answer freely and elaborate on notable interests, allowing us to collect 

as much real data as possible. Although, the interview moderator probed interesting 

discussions relevant to the research question. The design later allowed us to adjust 

or add content to our research, which would be further tested in the main 

quantitative study. 

All in-depth interviews were conducted in one-on-one situations, each with 

a duration of 50-75 minutes. The interview structure started with general definitions 

and statements of the interview's purpose before quickly asking questions about the 
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interviewees' previous experience regarding transparency and corporate 

communication. The interviewee's knowledge about the meat industry was also 

briefly assessed before starting on the four Grand Tour questions, which highlighted 

"transparency," "corporate communication," "rise of technology as a source for 

information," and "communication challenges." The in-depth interviews ended by 

briefly summarizing the main discussion points.  

4.2.2 Sample 

The individual in-depth interviews were conducted with n = 6 relevant interviewees 

(2x consumers, 2x farmers, and 2x industry experts). The interviewees belong to 

one of the three different parts of the meat industry value chain. Thus, they have 

different perspectives of the meat industry and different prior industry knowledge, 

which can help us understand differences in perception, preference, and evaluation 

of transparent corporate communication between these groups. All were within the 

age range of 25 to 60 years old. 

4.2.3 Individual In-Depth Interviews 

The interviews highlighted that transparency is understood differently, and there is 

a significant difference in knowledge of transparency in the meat industry. When 

speaking to the interviewees, they struggled to put to words what transparency 

meant. Although the interviewees were later given examples of what transparency 

can be defined as within the meat industry, particularly regarding meat production, 

they still seemed to have difficulty defining transparency in their own words. Some 

interviewees were able to define transparency; however, they all had different 

understandings of transparency, giving reason to our previous assumptions about 

information asymmetry and varying expectations between consumers and more 

industry-familiar stakeholders. 

The informational asymmetry of transparency seems to stem from 

differences in the desire and need to know what transparency is. Nevertheless, when 

discussing the previously defined factors of transparency in the meat  industry - 

participation, accountability, and substantial information - most interviewees 

agreed that these factors were the most critical when evaluating corporate 

transparency. After the senior interviewer enlightened the interviewees on various 

definitions of transparency, most interviewees came up with answers synonymous 

with accountability, thus highlighting that accountability might be the most critical 

factor of the three concerning transparency. 



23 

 

Other similarities were observed between farmers and industry experts 

regarding one of the core transparency factors - substantial information. Due to 

higher involvement in the meat industry and livestock management, farmers and 

industry experts believe that non-farmers have become less inclined to learn about 

the governance of farm animals, slaughtering processes, and meat production. 

These two groups believed that non-farmers had unconsciously or consciously 

distanced themselves from the farm animals to such an extent that they might not 

know what information was factual. As a result, farmers and producers find it 

challenging to be fully transparent about FAW in meat production because non-

farmers might have difficulty believing that their practices are ethical. Interestingly, 

two interviewees, a farmer, and an industry expert, used the term "Disneyfication" 

to explain this situation. It is a term used to describe things or environments as 

something simpler, controlled, and safe at the expense of realness. Several industry-

familiar interviewees believed that the unsettling reality of farmed meat production 

had led agricultural corporations to play along with this unrealistic consumer 

perception of FAW. Thus, communication from meat producers, processors, and 

supermarkets was believed to have been "Disneyfied" to match target non-farmer 

perceptions, although knowing that it does not paint the entire, factual picture of the 

industry. A recent example of this notion can be taken from a Norwegian 

agricultural campaign, where the gap was too large between the marketing of pig 

production and how farmers meant the meat industry in reality operated (Kampanje, 

2021; Lie, 2021). 

All interviewees agreed that corporations that withhold information could 

upset consumers and make them less likely to evaluate products related to that 

corporation. Nevertheless, the more hands-on the interviewee was with livestock 

and meat production, the more acceptable they seemed to be of corporations not 

disclosing all information about FAW practices. 

 

4.3 Main Study Design 

We chose a quantitative approach, using an online survey-based design to test our 

hypotheses. The online survey design gave us multiple advantages, including a 

convenient distributing method to gather large samples (Evans & Mathur, 2018). 

Within the online survey design, we included several structured questions, such as 

multiple choice and Likert scaled questions, and a 'consent form' in the beginning.  
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In order to comply with research ethics and GDPR regulations (Knoeferle, 

2021; University of Oxford, n.d.), participants needed to give consent to 

information gathering in order to proceed with the survey. If consent was not given, 

the data was not collected, and the participants were not allowed to complete the 

survey. Following GDPR and NSD regulations, the study was anonymous to the 

participants. Only demographical data on the respondents' age, gender, and 

farmer/non-farmer criteria were collected. No personal data was collected, and the 

demographical data were used to categorize the respondents and analyze for 

information asymmetry in the results. 

 

4.3.1 Between-Subject Experimental Design 

For this study, we used a between-subjects design to identify any between-group 

effects on how the respondents perceive various degrees of corporate FAW 

disclosure in the meat industry. In addition, we wanted to see if each respondent's 

meat industry knowledge moderates the perceived transparency effort of FAW 

disclosure. Respondents are only subjected to one random treatment condition 

(Keppel & Wickens, 2004), either manipulation Xa, Xb, or Xc, yet all respondents 

answer the same set of questions (O) linked to perceived transparency effort (see 

table 1).  

We can investigate which treatment provides the best-perceived 

transparency effort by manipulating the degree of corporate disclosure the 

respondents receive. The results can support corporate communicators at meat-

producing companies in how they should strategically and proactively be 

transparent in their communication and understand which treatment delivers the 

least information disparities between the two stakeholder groups, farmers vs. non-

farmers. 

 

Moreover, the questionnaire also gave us the chance to control for other 

possible variables that could influence the relationship, such as age, gender, and 

whether they were a farmer or not. It is worth noting that such a design rejects the 

possibility for us to analyze changes in the respondents' perceptions before and after 
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the manipulation, including if the manipulation resulted in any difference or not, as 

we do not have a baseline measurement of information perceptions in a pre-test 

(Cooper, 2010; Bryman & Bell, 2015). Lastly, these quantitative techniques are 

then used to interpret and draw conclusions about the relationships between the 

independent and dependent variables (Gripsrud et al., 2006, p. 50-52). 

4.3.2 Sample 

Although non-probability convenience sampling is not preferable, considering it 

weakens the study's validity and generalization (Bryman & Bell, 2015), the thesis 

is put under constraints regarding the chosen exploratory method and its external 

validity (Shadish et al., 2002; Bryman & Bell, 2015). Therefore, our convenience 

sample was made accessible to us from personal networks. We published the 

questionnaire through social media, where Facebook and LinkedIn were believed 

to attract the most respondents (Verma, 2022). Additionally, the questionnaire was 

sent to Nortura, who distributed it through their network of farmers. It is necessary 

to underline that the study's goal is not to generalize our findings but to discover 

and interpret potential influencing relationships between the study variables as 

highlighted in the research framework. We have, in this instance, selected a few 

sampling criteria that could aid the study in this, as shown in Table 2 below. 

 

As we want to study the perception of Norwegian meat consumers, farmers 

and non-farmers alike, the survey was created in Norwegian to meet the criteria of 

having Norwegian-speaking respondents. This selection criteria ensures that the 

data is not influenced by people who relate more to foreign meat industries as such 

people are likely not to have grown up in Norway. Foreign meat industries might 

operate differently and could potentially have stricter or more slack regulations, 

which could influence a person’s perception of how the Norwegian meat industry 

communicates. Furthermore, we set the age limit of the survey to 18-79 years old, 

as this often is a good representation of shoppers in the Nordics (PostNord, 2018). 

Additionally, the lower age limit also reflects the Norwegian guardianship act, 

which states that 18 years old is the age limit for overtaking a farm without having 
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to get the consent of the county governor (The Norwegian Ministry of Justice and 

Public Security, 2010). 

4.3.3 Pretest of Survey 

We pretested the survey qualitatively on a select few respondents (N=5) to clarify 

and detect ambiguities within our survey. A preview link to the survey was sent to 

them through Facebook Messenger. Respondents were asked to take the survey as 

usual but pay more specific attention to the structure and meaning of the questions. 

Afterward, respondents were urged to give their feedback concerning the survey 

structure. The goal of these pretests was to make the questions coherent with what 

we intended to measure. The pretests were repeated three times, where the same 

respondents took the survey after each round of improvements. The feedback from 

the tests benefitted the survey with favorable adjustments, although only minor 

changes were made to help clarify a couple of questions and improve user-

friendliness. 

4.3.4 Procedure 

The Qualtrics survey was distributed using personal networking platforms, i.e., 

Facebook, LinkedIn, and email. On Facebook and LinkedIn, the study was shared 

indirectly through page posts that are viewable for all within the respondents' 

contact list. The page posts contained a short informational text about the study and 

its approximate completion time. At the bottom of the posts, the uniform resource 

locator (URL) link to the webpage where the respondents can participate in the 

survey is attached. The survey was also distributed to farmers who are members of 

Nortura by email. Like the social media posts, the emails included a short 

informational letter briefly describing the study's purpose and approximate 

execution time, with the URL link to the online survey. All respondents were 

distributed with a reusable anonymous link that did not track internet protocol (IP) 

address location or any indicator to identify the respondents. The questionnaire was 

administered using Qualtrics, the preferred survey tool by multiple universities, 

including BI Norwegian Business school. The questionnaire was set in motion in 

the spring of 2022. After the data collection was completed, all participants who 

only partially completed the survey were removed. The survey data was then 

exported from Qualtrics and imported into IBM's SPSS statistical analysis software. 

All statistical analyses were conducted by using IBM SPSS Statistics 28. 
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4.3.5 Manipulation 

By executing a between-subject design, all predictor variables are manipulated 

between participants so that respondents are only exposed to one treatment 

condition. For the research to investigate the effect of transparency in corporate 

communication, our IV manipulations were conducted based on previously 

identified factors of communicative transparency efforts by Rawlins (2008a). The 

manipulations of these three factors were either in low, medium, or high degrees of 

information disclosure. We accounted for extraneous variables such as labels, 

imagery, and text positioning, by only manipulating the text in each treatment. 

4.3.6 Measurement 

All measurements and stimuli are conducted in Norwegian instead of English since 

all respondents speak Norwegian and have it as their primary language, ensuring 

that respondents understand the questions and statements more easily.  

Industry knowledge -  In testing for industry knowledge, each respondent 

was forced to answer 8 statements about the Norwegian meat industry on a 

dichotomous scale (true/untrue). We wanted to force an answer to be able to 

measure the respondents' knowledge objectively. A Likert scale would make it too 

subjective as respondents could over- or underestimate their knowledge. 

Additionally, adding "i don't know" as an option would leave us with considerable 

missing data that would make it challenging to group respondents' knowledge 

levels. The dichotomous format would be similar to an exam (see appendix B), 

which is why we also scored the assessment using percentile rank scores. This 

format allows us to compare respondents' knowledge levels with each other, seeing 

that we do not have a reference group to base the assessment on (Logsdon, 2021). 

Therefore, we summarized the respondents' scores on the 8 items into one new 

variable called "Total_Knowledge_Score" and divided the test scores based on 

percentiles, just like in a standardized test. A correct answer gave 1 point and 

incorrect 0 points. Each point would give 12.5%, in total giving you 100% if a 

respondent answered 8 correctly (see appendix D). Following this structure, a 

respondent with;   

• 0-4 correct answers (<50%) would be considered to have low industry 

knowledge. 

• 5-6 correct answers (50-75%) would be considered to have average, or 

medium, industry knowledge. 
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• 7-8 correct answers (>75%) would be considered to have high industry 

knowledge.  

Perceived accountability - Perceived accountability was measured with a 

5-item scale. All items are taken from the Rawlins model (see figure 1), which 

describes the degree of accountability as a dimension. All items were rated on a 7-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). The 

reliability of the items linked to the perceived accountability was measured through 

Cronbach's alpha (α_high_treatment = .673; α_low_treatment = .698; 

α_medium_treatment = .536). Usually, when looking at reliability statistics, we 

look for α > .70. However, Pallant (2020) notes that it is difficult to get a high α 

with less than 10 items on a scale, in which an α > .50 would be satisfactory. 

Therefore, we believe there is no cause for concern with the 5-item accountability 

scale and that the internal consistency between items is reliable when analyzing the 

data (see appendix E). An interesting observation is that α varies between treatment 

groups for accountability, which might hint that people answer more inconsistently 

on accountability with increasing FAW disclosure. Also, items linked with 

accountability have a lower Cronbach's Alpha than participation and substantial 

information, which we believe might have to do with the fact that it is hard to 

perceive corporate accountability in a consistent way solely from the written 

content.  

Perceived participation - Perceived participation was measured with a 6-

item scale. All items are taken from the Rawlins model (see figure 1), which 

describes the degree of participation as a dimension. All items were rated on a 7-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). The 

reliability of the items linked to the perceived participation was measured through 

Cronbach's alpha (α_high_treatment = .843; α_low_treatment = .807; 

α_medium_treatment = .866). Considering perceived participation was also 

measured with less than 10 items, we follow Pallant's (2020) rule of α > .50, which 

makes the internal consistency between items very reliable when analyzing the data 

as all α > .80 (see appendix E). 

Perceived substantial information - Perceived substantial information 

was measured with a 7-item scale. All items are taken from the Rawlins model (see 

figure 1), which describes the degree of substantial information as a dimension. All 

items were rated on a 7-point likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 
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(Strongly Agree). Again, reliability of the items linked to the perceived substantial 

information was measured through Cronbach's alpha (α_high_treatment = .875; 

α_low_treatment = .863; α_medium_treatment = .895). Again, we have less than 

10 items, and we conclude that the reliability of the items measuring perceived 

substantial information is very strong following Pallant’s (2020) aforementioned 

rule (see appendix E).  

Control variables - Age, gender, and farmer (yes/no) are all demographic 

variables we controlled for in the survey (see Appendix B). Respondents were asked 

to give their age by typing it in a text box, while the gender items 

(male/female/other) were translated from English to Norwegian. By using age and 

gender, we ensure that our sample contains an acceptable variance, potentially 

giving us valuable insight into the balance and structure of the survey respondents. 

This insight can be essential information since the structure of respondents’ age and 

gender, in theory, can influence the results of the perceived transparency effort. 

Considering older consumers have had more time to gather information and 

experience with the meat industry than younger consumers, they might process 

information differently than their younger counterparts (Phillips & Sternthal, 

1977).  

Additionally, respondents were asked whether they were a farmer or not 

(yes/no). The reasoning behind this question was that farmers are more hands-on 

with farming practices and the agricultural supply chain linked with meat 

production. Hence, as shown to be the case in industries like education and science, 

the physical experience might also influence the perception of transparent corporate 

communication in the food industry (Ribeiro, 2014; Castillo et al., 2017). 

 

4.4 Validity and Reliability 

Validity and reliability refer to the survey's ability to measure what it aims to 

measure and, otherwise, the ability to produce consistent results. Both elements tell 

a lot about the quality of the study and are therefore considered very important in 

scientific studies. At the same time, to ensure verifiability, reporting these elements 

is necessary (Saunders et al., 2012, p.191-194). 

Saunders et al. (2012) further state that you have a reliable examination if 

the survey delivers the same results multiple times. However, reliability is only a 

prerequisite and not a sign of the quality of the survey itself. To this end, high 

validity should be observed. Here we distinguish between various validity types. 
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However, concept validity is primary in this context. Concept validity refers to the 

degree to which we measure the theoretical concepts we intend to measure 

(Gripsrud et al., 2011, p. 94-102). 

4.4.1 Validity Assessment of Survey 

In this study, we have based ourselves on relevant and well-known theories within 

corporate communication and transparency, where the operationalization of the 

questions are carefully thought out. At the same time, a number of in-depth 

interviews were conducted with the target group in advance, and we, therefore, view 

the content validity as high.  

Nevertheless, there will be low statistical inference validity due to the fact 

that we have chosen a convenience sampling method. We theoretically cannot 

conclude that certain variables correlate based on the statistical analyses we extract 

(Gripsrud et al., 2011, p. 94-102). 

4.4.2 Reliability Assessment of Survey 

We view the survey's reliability as high because the survey's research process has 

been structured, and the methodological decisions have always been intended to be 

thoughtful and consistent. To ensure consistent results, we performed pre-tests of 

the questionnaire and evaluated the survey setup before distributing the survey. 

On the other hand, there will be uncertainty about how well thought out the 

answers will be, as the questionnaire is based on self-completion via the internet. 

At the same time, it was observed that not everyone completed the entire 

questionnaire, and biases in the data may therefore be a factor that threatens 

reliability. 

 

4.5 Ethical Concerns 

There is a need to highlight the ethical concerns connected to the methodology in 

this study and review how we could conduct said study respectably. Hence, this 

subchapter describes how we prepared for concerns relating to potential prejudice 

in our experiment, consent and deception, and data management efforts. 

 4.5.1 Potential Prejudice in Experiment 

Issues linked to the ethicality of experiments could emerge considering the essence 

of such a method, and it could have the ability to impose harm or injury on 

participants that results or may result from some action or judgment, otherwise 

known as prejudice (Bryman & Bell, 2015). However, we did not see any potential 
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prejudice in the experiment conducted in this thesis. The industry knowledge testing 

questions in the questionnaire could cause stress and low self-assessment of one's 

knowledge of the meat industry. This low self-assessment could inflict respondents' 

later judgment of the experiment questions, yet, this is precisely the moderating 

effect we are trying to observe in this study, and the respondents are not subject to 

harm even if a respondent would react this way. 

 4.5.2 Consent and Deception 

Informed consent means that the purpose of the research is explained sufficiently 

enough to the extent that the participant can decide whether or not they would like 

to participate (FDA, 2018; Bryman & Bell, 2015). A consensual document was 

provided to the participants at the very beginning of the survey, which included 

information about the purpose of the study, responsible parties, the reasoning 

behind seeking participants for the study, concerns about privacy and data, 

voluntary participation, and their entitlement to disengage from the study at any 

given time. Contact information was presented to the participants if they had any 

questions or concerns after recording their participation.  

 We did not provide the participants with the precise aspects of the study's 

purpose, process, or manipulation, since this could threaten the experiment. It 

allowed us to be confident that we had not primed the participants, thus creating 

experimental effects where participants would consciously change their behavior 

according to what is socially desirable (Bryman & Bell, 2015). We did not deceive 

any participants by leading them to believe that anything in the experiment was 

untrue but instead withheld some information to collect innate responses derived 

from the experimental conditions. Deception refers to providing false information 

to prospective participants (University of Nevada - Reno, 2021). 

 

4.5.3 Data Management 

This part deals with data management and how it does not invade a respondent's 

right to privacy, thus highlighting that only necessary data needed to complete the 

thesis study should be collected and managed appropriately (Bryman & Bell, 2015). 

We used Qualtrics as our survey distributor as they provide multiple tools for survey 

distribution and ensure data storage in a HIPAA-compliant secure database. We 

asked the respondents for their age, gender, and if they were a farmer or not. These 

variables were collected to control for their potential effect on our results and 
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sufficiently distinguish respondents from each other. Since such information is 

available to the public, none of the collected demographic data is sensitive. Due to 

the sensitive aspects of information on a respondents' communication perception 

and degree of product knowledge, all respondents were given an anonymous URL 

link that does not collect IP addresses and respondents' ID.  Since we do not possess 

enough data to identify any of the respondents, we are within the data collection 

requirements of NSD; the Norwegian Center for Research Data (Norwegian Centre 

for Research Data, n.d.).  

To ensure that the data during the research period were protected, all the 

data was stored in BI Norwegian Business School's HIPAA-compliant secure 

database with two-factor identification required for data access, only accessible to 

the authors of this thesis. All data were deleted after the experiment was completed.  

4.6 Cleaning the Survey Data 

After exporting our collected responses from Qualtrics into SPSS, the initial step 

was to prepare the data for several analyses, including cleaning the data and 

renaming each unit to identify which condition respondents were exposed to. In 

doing so, consistency checks were done in order to investigate any abnormal values 

and inconsistent responses. 

In total, the data contained 396 total responses. We found 78 responses that 

were either seen as inconsistent, unfinished, or that the age was outside of our 

sample criteria. Having deleted these responses from the dataset, we were left with 

318 responses. However, in addition to this, we only wanted carnivores (1=yes, 

2=no) to be part of the study to not get any biased perceptions from 

vegetarians/vegans (Emig, 2021). Although not deleted, this control variable left us 

with only 306 valid respondents, as 12 respondents did not eat meat. Due to forcing 

a response on all questions in the questionnaire, we had no missing values besides 

the 12 who were not carnivores. 

Firstly, for the industry knowledge assessment (1=true, 2=false), the values 

were recoded into 1 = correct and 0 = wrong because the assessment aimed to 

display the respondent's industry knowledge (for correct answers, see appendix D). 

We could then summarize each respondent's score and measure an objective 

industry knowledge from the number of correct answers. This score would be 

between 0 and 8 points since there were eight questions in this "exam." We then 

recoded "Total_Knowledge_Score" into a new variable called "Knowledge_Level" 
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for the sake of categorizing respondents into low (0-4 points), medium (5-6 points), 

and high (7-8 points) industry knowledge. 

Secondly, a "degree of FAW disclosure" variable was created to give a 

condition value for each treatment group. The respondents subjected to the 'low 

treatment,' meaning low FAW disclosure, were given the value 1. The control group 

was considered to be exposed to medium FAW disclosure and given the value 2. 

Lastly, those exposed to the 'high treatment,' meaning high FAW disclosure, were 

given the value 3. 

Third, because there were 18 questions in total concerning accountability, 

participation, and substantial communication information on a scale from 1-7, the 

perceived transparency effort could vary from 18 points to 126 points when 

accumulated (see appendix B for question items). Each score was then divided by 

the number of questions, which gave us the variable "Avg. Perceived Transparency" 

for each degree of disclosure (low, medium, high). This average would then 

determine whether the perception of the corporation's transparency effort would be 

negative (Avg. Perceived Transparency < 3.5), neutral (Avg. Perceived 

Transparency = 3.501 - 4.499), or positive (Avg. Perceived Transparency > 4.5). 

These values were determined by following the questionnaire structure of the Likert 

scale (see table 3). Subsequently, all respondents were merged in one nominal 

variable called "perceived transparency effort" (negative=1, neutral=2, positive=3). 

Table 3: Categorizing Respondents Perceived Transparency 

 

Finally, we also created a “Generation” variable that grouped respondents' 

age into Gen Z = 1 (12-25), Millennials = 2 (26-41 y/old), Gen X = 3 (42-57 y/old), 

and Baby Boomers = 4 (58-76 y/old). Because the sampling criteria was 18-79 years 

old, Gen Z got cut-off at 18, losing younger respondents in this generation. 
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Demographic information such as “gender” (1=Male, 2=Female, 3=Other) and 

“farmer” (1=Yes/Farmer, 2=No/Non-farmer) were also given labels. 

 

5.0 Results 

In this chapter, we will highlight the results received from the conducted tests. 

 

5.1 Characteristics of Respondents 

First of all, we looked into the demographics of the respondents (see table 4 & 

appendix F). With the 12 respondents who were not carnivores taken out of the 

analysis, the survey sample had a gender distribution of 62.4% male, 37.3% female, 

and 0.3% preferred not to disclose their gender or identify as other. The respondents' 

age varied from 22 to 77 years old, with a mean age of 44.23. The most frequent 

ages were 25 (8.5%) and 57 (4.2%), whilst the least frequent were 69, 70, 75 and 

77 (all 0.3%). If segmented into their generations, we find that the largest group is 

Gen X (40.5%), followed by Millennials (25.8%), Baby Boomers (19.6%), and Gen 

Z (14.1%). 

 Additionally, 39.9% stated that they were a farmer compared with 60.1% 

who did not. Even though all respondents would be considered consumers, farmers 

are more likely to take on a stakeholder role from a farmer's point of view. Non-

farmers would, on the other hand, be more inclined to have pure consumerist 

stakeholder interest. 

 Further, the doughnut chart below shows that the respondents most often 

use news media (31.4%) as their source of animal welfare information. However, 

many do not have a main source of information (26.7%), while a few use the 

corporate website as a source of animal welfare information (11.3%). The least used 

source of FAW information is advertising (2.5%), friends /family (3.1%), and 

product labeling (3.5%).  

Table 4: Demographics of Respondents 
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Figure 3: Stakeholders’ main source of FAW information 

 

5.2 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 5 presents summary statistics of the variables in the study. We can see that 

the total (collective) average perceived transparency is 2.2157, with a standard 

deviation of 0.71. The range is 1-3, as this illustrates negative, neutral, and positive 

perceptions. Further, the descriptive statistics give more insight into the distribution 

of perception across various degrees of disclosure. Respondents were least negative 

about corporate communication with high disclosure of FAW practices (score of 

8). Despite that, the most positive perception was recorded through medium 

disclosure of FAW practices (score of 49), although not by much more than the 

higher disclosure. Interestingly, even though lower disclosure gives less positive 

perceptions and more negative perceptions than the other degrees of disclosure, it 

scores the highest on neutrality (score of 51). This score might be due to people 

lacking a clear standpoint on the issue, but it could also have to do with a lack of 

information to process, as low disclosure often is vague and less damaging for a 

corporation.  

The results indicate that higher disclosure does not necessarily deliver more 

positive perceptions of a corporation's transparency effort than the medium degree 

of disclosure. However, high disclosure does deliver fewer negative perceptions. 

Low disclosure indicates that people might be more indifferent toward what has 

been communicated due to a lack of information being disclosed. The results might 

also imply that the high amount of neutral perceptions across all degrees of 
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disclosure could relate to transparency being a subjective and complex concept; 

hence respondents would give a neutral answer. 

Table 5: Descriptive statistics 

 
 

5.3 Univariate Analysis 

Because IV and DV are categorical variables, we conducted a Chi-square test to 

ensure that there is, in fact, a relationship (see table 6). The results show a 

statistically significant relationship between the two categorical variables (df = 

24.503, p < .001), providing our initial evidence for our first hypotheses of this 

study. 

 

Table 6: Chi-Square Test (IV + DV) 
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5.4 Analysis of Hypotheses 

5.4.1 Hypothesis 1 

H1: Respondents exposed to high FAW disclosure will have more positive 

perceptions of a corporation's transparency effort than respondents exposed to 

low FAW disclosure. 

 

We proposed in our hypothesis that there is a relationship between the independent 

variable 'degree of FAW disclosure' and the dependent variable 'perceived 

transparency effort.' Moreover, the perception would be more positive for high 

FAW disclosure than for low FAW disclosure. 

We examined our first hypothesis by conducting a one-sample t-test. The 

one-sample t-test measures whether the sample mean significantly differs from a 

hypothesized value (UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group., n.d.). The hypothesized 

value will be the test value we use, which in our case is the mean perception of all 

respondents (mean = 4.2053). Both Avg. Perceived Transparency (High 

Disclosure) and Avg. Perceived Transparency (Low Disclosure) was statistically 

significant (t = 3.068, p =.001; t = -4.483, p <.001).  

From table 7, we can see the t-value for Avg. Perceived Transparency (High 

Disclosure) indicated that high FAW disclosure in corporate communication 

positively affected the corporation’s perceived transparency effort. On the other 

hand, we see a negative effect for Avg. Perceived Transparency (Low Disclosure) 

as the t-value is negative. The mean difference is positive for high disclosure and 

negative for low disclosure of FAW. We can elaborate more on the effect size of 

the mean difference by interpreting Cohen’s D. As highlighted in the effect size 

table in appendix G, we find that high FAW disclosure has a medium positive effect 

on respondents' perception of transparency effort (.307). Comparatively, low FAW 

disclosure has a significant negative effect on perceived transparency effort (-.451). 

Therefore, we accept hypothesis 1 that high FAW disclosure does produce 

more positive perceptions of transparency than low FAW disclosure. We further 

investigate whether the varying degrees of FAW disclosure affects information 

asymmetry between the stakeholders, farmers and non-farmers. 
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Table 7: One-Sample t-test 

 

5.4.2 Hypothesis 2 

H2: Respondents exposed to high FAW disclosure will have more similar 

perceptions between groups than respondents exposed to low FAW disclosure. 

 

In hypothesis 2, we predicted that respondents exposed to high FAW disclosure 

would be more aligned in their perceptions, meaning there would be fewer 

differences in responses than between respondents exposed to low FAW disclosure. 

To test this, we performed a one-way ANOVA as this is optimal when we have a 

categorical independent variable (low-, medium-, high disclosure) and dependent 

variable, which is a normally distributed interval (Total Avg. Perceived 

Transparency). The ANOVA will test the differences in the means of the 

respondents' perceptions but breaks it down by the degree of FAW disclosure.  

Table 8 highlights that overall perception is significantly different between 

the degrees of FAW disclosure (F =13.623, p <.001). If examining the test of 

homogeneity of variances (see appendix I), we can see that the variances within 

each degree of disclosure are not statistically different from each other. However, 

the statistically significant difference shown in the ANOVA cannot assure us where 

the difference is. The one-way ANOVA tells us that there is at least one mean 

comparison between the groups that are statistically significant and that, at the 

minimum, the difference between the lowest (low disclosure) and the highest (high 

disclosure) mean is statistically significantly different from each other. In order to 
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add confidence to these results, it can be essential to look at the robust tests of 

equality of means, where both Welch (p <.001) and Brown-Forsythe (p <.001) find 

a statistically significant effect. 

Table 8: One-way ANOVA - Total Avg. Perception (DV) vs. Degree of Disclosure 

(IV) 

 

 

Because we know there is a significant difference between the mean 

perception of low- and high FAW disclosure, we executed another ANOVA with 

each separate degree of disclosure (see table 9), where we broke it down into two 

groups (farmer: yes/no). The findings are that high FAW disclosure is not perceived 

significantly differently between farmers and non-farmers (p =.197), indicating that 

high FAW disclosure does not provide information asymmetry. However, low 

FAW disclosure is statistically significant (p =.039), suggesting that when 

disclosure in transparent corporate communication is low, respondents might rely 

more on their own knowledge and experience to fill in the gaps of information, in 

turn causing farmers and non-farmers to perceive a corporation’s transparency 

effort differently from each other. Furthermore, both Welch and Brown-Forsythe 

find a statistically significant effect between farmers and non-farmers in low 

disclosure (p =.035) but not in high disclosure (p =.200). A cluster analysis also 

displays this difference between the respondents in each group, showing higher 

clustering for high FAW disclosure than for low FAW disclosure (see appendix I). 

Thus, we accept hypothesis 2 as we found evidence of information 

asymmetry in low FAW disclosure and not high FAW disclosure. 
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Table 9: One-way ANOVA - Avg. Perceived Transparency (high disclosure) vs. 

Avg. Perceived Transparency (low disclosure) between farmers and non-farmers. 

 

 

5.4.3 Hypothesis 3a & 3b 

H3a: The level of industry knowledge moderates the relationship between the 

degree of FAW disclosure (IV) and perceived transparency effort (DV), such that 

the relationship is stronger when industry knowledge is higher. 

 

By running a moderator analysis, we could test whether a respondent’s industry 

knowledge of the meat industry acts as a moderator on the relationship between the 

degree of FAW disclosure and perceived transparency effort. The results were 

found after going through 6 steps. 

The first step was to create a reference case through a linear regression using 

the “Degree of FAW Disclosure” (IV) and “Total Avg. Perceived Transparency” 

(DV). The results from this regression find that the degree of FAW disclosure 

significantly impacts perceived transparency effort (see table 10). This finding is an 

interesting idea and makes us consider whether there could be a third variable that 

impacts this relationship, giving life to our third hypothesis about industry 

knowledge as a moderator. 
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Table 10: Linear Regression - Reference Case (IV → DV) 

 
 

In the second step, we introduce “Knowledge Level” into our model as a 

second independent variable so we could look for a moderating effect. By doing so, 

we also add collinearity diagnostics to our results. From table 11, we see that both 

independent variables significantly impact the dependent variable, meaning that 

both degrees of disclosure and industry knowledge level affects perceived 

transparency effort on their own. Looking at the VIF (Variance Inflation Factors), 

both IVs are under the critical factor of 10 (VIF=1.006). 

The third step is to perform a Chi-square test that could offer a different 

perspective on whether knowledge level and degree of FAW disclosure are, in fact, 

related (see appendix I, step 3). Although very close (p =.051), the test came back 

insignificant. Therefore, we can state that there is no relationship between a 

respondent's level of industry knowledge and the degree of FAW disclosure a 

corporation communicates. However, running the same test between knowledge 

level and perceived transparency effort finds a very significant relationship (p 

=.004). These results can be logical, as a respondent's industry knowledge does not 

determine the degree of FAW disclosure communicated from a corporation, 

however, a respondent's industry knowledge can determine how they perceive the 

corporation’s transparency efforts. 
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Table 11: Linear Regression - Introducing Knowledge Level to the Regression 

Model 

 
 

 

In the fourth step, we introduce the interaction effect to our regression 

model. We multiply industry knowledge (Knowledge Level) with the Degree of 

FAW Disclosure in SPSS’ compute function and call the new variable “Interaction 

1”. The regression model is then expanded by adding this interaction term. From 

table 12, we see that the two independent variables still have a significant impact 

by themselves, but the interaction effect has not (ꞵ = -.119). If the interaction effect 

is significant, it would mean that it interferes with the relationship with our 

dependent variable, perceived transparency effort. However, this is not the case. 

Table 12: Linear Regression - Including Interaction Term 
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An issue we must highlight is that by introducing the interaction effect to 

our model, multicollinearity significantly increased, which is always the case when 

doing so (Frost, 2021). To fix this, we created a new interaction term (Interaction 

2) using standardized versions of the variables in the model. 

The fifth step is to create the standardized variables, which we do in SPSS 

through 'descriptives' → selecting knowledge level and degree of disclosure as 

variables → and choosing the option 'save standardized values. ' This creates two 

new "Z Score-variables," in which we compute the new Interaction 2 variable. As 

seen in Table 13, the results are precisely the same as before. However, this has 

given us the advantage of severely decreasing the multicollinearity problem. 

 Hence, we now can safely conclude that the moderator (industry 

knowledge) does not significantly impact the relation between the degree of a 

corporation's FAW disclosure and how respondents perceive the corporate efforts 

of being transparent (p =.150). Moreover, the moderator leads to a lower effect 

between the independent- and dependent variable (β = -.066). We therefore reject 

hypothesis 3a.  

However, we confirmed a relationship between knowledge level and 

perceived transparency effort from the earlier executed Chi-squared tests, which is 

why we will continue by examining hypothesis 3b. 

Table 13: Linear Regression - Standardized Interaction Term 
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H3b: Respondents with higher industry knowledge will have more positive 

perceptions of a corporation’s transparency efforts than respondents with lower 

industry knowledge. 

 

Given that we have found a relationship between industry knowledge and perceived 

transparency effort, we further examined whether there is a difference in perception 

between varying levels of industry knowledge. To test this, we performed a one-

way ANOVA with Knowledge Level as the categorical independent variable (low-, 

medium-, high knowledge) and Total Avg. Perceived Transparency as the 

dependent variable. The ANOVA will test the differences in the means of the 

respondents' perceptions but breaks it down by the respondents’ knowledge level. 

Table 14 shows that overall perception is significantly different between 

varying levels of knowledge (F =4.797, p <.009). However, the statistically 

significant difference shown in the ANOVA cannot assure us where the difference 

is. The one-way ANOVA tells us that at least one mean comparison between the 

groups that are statistically significant and that, at the minimum, the difference 

between the lowest (low knowledge) and the highest (high knowledge) mean is 

statistically significantly different from each other. Nonetheless, this is what we 

wanted to test. To add confidence to these results, both Welch (p <.011) and Brown-

Forsythe (p <.010) find a statistically significant effect. 

Therefore, we accept hypothesis 3b. Respondents with high industry 

knowledge perceive a corporation's transparency efforts as more positive than 

respondents with low industry knowledge. 

Table 14: ANOVA - Higher Industry Knowledge Contributes to More Positive 

Perceptions of Corporate Transparency Efforts 
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5.4.4 Hypothesis 4 

H4: Farmers will perceive a corporation’s transparency efforts more positively 

than non-farmers when FAW disclosure is low. 

 

The final hypothesis suggests that because of their extensive experience with farm 

practices and FAW, farmers would be more inclined to perceive lower degrees of 

FAW disclosure as positive than non-farmers with little to no experience regarding 

farm animals and -practices. We found in the second hypothesis that low FAW 

disclosure results in more unequal responses, meaning perceptions between farmers 

and non-farmers of corporate FAW communication are significantly different. 

However, we do not know whether the difference favors a more positive perception 

for farmers, or the opposite, that it is non-farmers who view low FAW disclosure 

as more positive.  

An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the means of the 

two groups (see appendix K), in this case, farmers and non-farmers, to give 

statistical evidence that the means between groups are significantly different 

(Gerald, 2018). The findings highlighted in table 15 indicated a significant 

difference between farmers' and non-farmers' perceptions of the corporation's 

transparency effort when disclosure was low (t =2.089, p =.039). Farmers have a 

higher positive mean compared to non-farmers (Farmer = 4.0625, Non-farmer = 

3.7618). We further investigate the effect size of the mean difference by interpreting 

the Cohen's D value (See table 15). Low FAW disclosure has a large positive effect 

on the farmers' perception of transparency effort compared to non-farmers (d = 

.428).  

Therefore, we accept hypothesis 4 as there is statistically significant 

evidence of farmers, compared to non-farmers, being more positive in their 

perception of a corporation's transparency effort when FAW disclosure is lower. 
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Table 15: Independent Samples T-Test 

 
 

5.5 Complementary Analyses 

In this subchapter, we have conducted some complementary analyses to our study 

that might be able to highlight the respondents' primary source of FAW information 

and choice of value-added product innovations. These analyses are not part of our 

thesis research framework but could potentially add additional insight into 

consumer preference and a basis for future research. 

5.5.1 Respondents  Source of Animal Welfare Information 

The variable Information_Source contains 9 items; ‘news media’, ‘social media’, 

‘NGOs’, ‘brand webpage’, ‘personal blogs’, ‘word-of-mouth’, ‘commercials (TV, 

radio, and print)’, ‘product label’, and ‘no main source’. We conducted three 

ANOVA analyses to investigate the respondents’ preferred source for collecting 

FAW information. The factoring groups were Generation, Knowledge_Level, and 

Farmer (see appendix L for all outputs).  

In ANOVA #1, SoMe (<.001), Brand Webpage (.025), Product label (.037), 

and No main source (.030) are the only significant different means between 

generations. The younger the generation, the more they seek to SoMe and product 

labels for FAW information, while older generations use the brand products’ 

webpage or simply have no main source of FAW information. 

In ANOVA #2, if looking at respondents' main source of FAW information 

compared to their industry knowledge level, we find significant differences between 

groups in news media (<.001), SoMe (.045), NGOs (.035), and brand webpage 

(<.001). Respondents with high industry knowledge are the ones who rely the least 
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on news media, followed by low and medium knowledge levels (the latter scoring 

significantly higher). However, those with high knowledge search more on the 

brand’s webpage for FAW information. Respondents with low knowledge level 

seem to rely more on SoMe and NGOs. 

In ANOVA #3, when comparing respondents’ main source of FAW 

information between farmers and non-farmers, we find significant differences in 

news media (<.001), SoMe (.009), brand webpage (<.001), product label (.006), 

and no main source (.008). Compared to non-farmers, it seems like farmers prefer 

NGOs, the brand's webpage, or not having a main source of FAW. On the other 

hand, the non-farmers seem to have more interest in news media, SoMe, and 

product labels when gathering information about FAW. 

Lastly, we conducted a multinomial logistic regression as the values on the 

nominal dependent variable (information source) represent more than two 

unordered categories. As factors, we added Farmer (1=Yes, 2=No) and Generation 

(Gen Z, Millennials, Gen X, and Baby Boomer). The model fitting information 

compares the full model (with predictors) against a null/intercept model (without 

predictors). It indicates a significant value, highlighting that the final model is a 

significant improvement in fit over the null model (x²(28)=142.612, p <.001). The 

goodness-of-fit results were non-significant for both Pearson (.805) and Deviance 

(.810). For goodness-of-fit, a non-significant result indicates a good model fit.  

 Further, looking at the likelihood ratio tests, which measure the overall 

contribution of each independent variable, we find that both farmer (<.001) and 

generation (.033) were significant predictors in the model. Finally, the parameter 

estimates provide information comparing each preferred FAW information source 

against the reference category (No Main Source). The first set of coefficients 

represents comparisons between respondents stating news media is their main 

source of FAW information and those stating they have no main source of FAW 

information. Only farmers were a significant predictor (b=-1.698, S.E.=.396, 

p<.001) in the model, as respondents who are farmers were less likely to choose 

social media as their main source of FAW information. The odds ratio of .183 

indicates that for every one-unit increase on the variable 'farmer', the odds of a 

respondent having social media as their main source of FAW information changed 

by a factor of .183. In other words, the odds were decreasing. We see better odds 

for farmers in the fourth set (brand webpage), where farmers are also a significant 

predictor (b=3.692, S.E.=1.069 p<.001). Farmers are more likely to choose a brand 
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webpage as their main source, with an odds ratio of 40.122 indicating increasing 

odds of using the brand web page as the main source of FAW information. In the 

second set of coefficients (social media), Generation Z (Gen=1) is a significant 

predictor (b=2.665, S.E.=1.044 p<.011) and has an odds ratio of 14.368. This 

indicates that respondents who are part of Gen Z are more likely to use social media 

as their primary source of FAW information. For every one-unit increase in the 

variable 'Generation,' the odds would increase by a factor of 14.368. NGOs, word-

of-mouth, commercials (TV, radio, and print), and product labels were not 

statistically significant predictors in the model. 

5.5.2 Value-Added Product Communication (Animal Welfare) 

Two choice questions were added to the survey to shed some light on the 

respondent's preferences for value-added product innovations, explicitly relating to 

animal welfare and sustainability (see appendix B). 

 In the first question about animal welfare, respondents were asked to choose 

one of the added benefits to a package of sliced ham. Each innovation would add a 

little to the product's price (2-4 kr), with the exception of those who prefer normal 

ham to today's price. Of the 6 choices presented (see table 16), what respondents 

preferred the most out of the value-added innovations were labeling the product as 

"100% Norwegian meat" (30.7%) and using a "neutral animal welfare label" 

(24.1%). Otherwise, respondents preferred to buy a normal sliced ham at today's 

price point (17.7%). 

Table 16: Frequency Table - Preferred Information on Meat Product (Animal 

Welfare) 

 

A multinomial logistic regression was performed, with “Q7_Extra 1” as the 

DV, “Farmer” as the factor, and “Age” as the covariate. The model fitting 

information indicates a significant value, highlighting that the final model is a 
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significant improvement in fit over the null model (x²(10)=98.977, p <.001). 

Moreover, the goodness-of-fit results were not significant for both Pearson (.281) 

and Deviance (.935), indicating a good model fit. Further, looking at the likelihood 

ratio tests, which measure the overall contribution of each independent variable, we 

find significance for “Farmer” (<.001) as a predictor in the model, but not for 

“Age” (.155). Finally, the parameter estimates provide information for comparing 

each choice of packaging information against the reference category (Labeled as 

100% Norwegian Meat). From the start, we can see that “Farmer=1” is the only 

significant predictor in all 6 choice sets. The first set of coefficients represents 

comparisons between respondents stating they would prefer and pay more for QR-

code tracking and those stating they prefer and would pay more for a product if it 

was labeled as 100% Norwegian (b=-3.108, S.E.=.562, p<.001). Thus, farmers are 

less likely to prefer and pay more for QR-code tracking than the reference category. 

The odds ratio of .045 indicates that for every one-unit increase on the variable 

‘farmer,’ the odds of a respondent preferring a QR-code tracker changed by a factor 

of .045. Similar results were seen for all other choices, although negative, with 

varying coefficients. A summary of the remaining 4 choice results can be found in 

table 17 below: 

Table 17: Parameter Estimates, Farmer=1/Yes (Reference: 100% Norwegian 

Meat) 

 
 

5.5.3 Value-Added Product Communication (Sustainability) 

In the second question concerning sustainability information on the product 

packaging, respondents were again asked to choose their preferred choice with the 

same conditions that each innovation would add a little to the product's price (2-4 

kr), with the exception of normal ham to today's price. Of the 6 choices presented 

(see table 18), what respondents preferred the most out of the value-added 

innovations were labeling the product as “100% Norwegian meat” (29.7%), that 

the product has “reduced emissions by 30%” (20.3%) and using a “neutral animal 
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welfare label” (18%). Otherwise, respondents preferred to buy normal sliced ham 

at today's price point (16%). 

Table 18: Frequency Table - Preferred Information on Meat Product 

(Sustainability) 

 

We performed a similar multinomial logistic regression, although this time 

with “Q8_Extra 2” as the DV. “Farmer” was still the factor, and “Age”was  the 

covariate. The model fitting information indicates a significant value, highlighting 

that the final model is a significant improvement in fit over the null model 

(x²(10)=147.562, p <.001). Moreover, the goodness-of-fit results were significant 

for Pearson (.001) but not significant for Deviance (.986), indicating disagreeing 

results as Deviance suggests good fit and Pearson suggests poor fit. Looking at the 

likelihood ratio tests, which measure the overall contribution of each independent 

variable, we find significance for “Farmer” (<.001) as a predictor in the model, but 

not for “Age” (.335). Finally, the parameter estimates provide information 

comparing each choice of packaging information against the reference category 

(Labeled as 100% Norwegian Meat). Only two coefficient sets have a significant 

predictor, which in both cases are linked to “Farmer=1”. The first one is 

observable in the comparison between respondents preferring normal sliced ham at 

today’s price and those who prefer a product labeled as 100% Norwegian (b=-

1.369, S.E.=.470, p=.004). Therefore, farmers are less likely to prefer normal sliced 

ham at today’s price compared to having the product labeled as “100% Norwegian” 

and paying 2-4 kr more. The odds ratio is .254, indicating that for every one-unit 

increase on the variable ‘farmer’, the odds of a respondent preferring normal sliced 

ham changed by a factor of .254. In the second coefficient set where a significant 

value was observed, we compare neutral animal welfare labeling to being labeled 

as 100% Norwegian (b=-2.136, S.E.=.495, p<.001). Also, here, farmers are less 

likely to choose neutral animal welfare labeling than the 100% Norwegian labeling. 

Odds are also decreasing at a factor of .118. 
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6.0 Discussion 

In the following chapter, a comprehensive discussion of the research framework 

will be given to understand and make sense of the results. 

 

6.1 Degree of FAW Disclosure 

A lack of transparent communication can incentivize consumers to obtain private 

information to fill any perceived informational gaps. In turn, this could increase 

information asymmetries between groups of consumers as there can be a difference 

in what they rely on when decoding information (Diamond & Verrechia, 1991; 

Lambert et al., 2007). Given the different backgrounds of farmers and non-farmers, 

it is likely that these two consumer groups would experience such an effect if there 

were a lack of information being disclosed. Farmers would have it easier to interpret 

and perceive such vague transparent communication in the way the corporation 

intended as they can refer to their own knowledge and experience with FAW. In 

contrast, non-farmers are more likely to rely on private information from social 

media, news, and NGOs to add information when they perceive a lack of 

information being disclosed. However, such sources of information are not always 

credible, reliable, or favorable. We know from previous studies that there is less 

information asymmetry between groups when information disclosure is higher 

(Grossman & Hart, 1980; Milgrom, 1981; Verrechia, 1983). Hence, we argued that 

corporate communicators must disclose more to meet the consumers' expectations 

for information. From our pre-study interviews, we found that farmers and industry 

experts believed non-farmer consumers had distanced themselves from agricultural 

practices, so much so that they would not know what information was factual or 

'disneyfied' (fairytale-like). Moreover, we know from past research that transparent 

communication could improve corporate reputation (Rim et al., 2019). 

We hypothesized that higher FAW disclosure would lead to more similar 

perceptions and generate more positive perceptions of a corporation's transparency 

efforts between two consumer groups (farmers and non-farmers), thus reducing the 

risk of information asymmetry and media criticism. Nonetheless, according to 

Verbeke (2009), it is wrong to expect that improved or more information could 

assist in solving information asymmetry. However, we found that such a 

relationship is significant. A clue to this can be that increased information satisfies 

a consumer's expectation of information, in addition to giving the consumers 

substantial information to evaluate whether the corporation is accountable and 



52 

 

encourages consumer participation. Nevertheless, since we can only state that there 

was a significant difference between the highest and lowest FAW disclosure, and 

not, for instance, between medium and high/low, we must consider that medium 

disclosure nearly gave the same results as high FAW disclosure. A reason for this 

might be that even though a corporation can reduce the risk of information 

asymmetry by disclosing more information, too much disclosure can open the 

corporation up to criticism as it can be perceived as greenwashing or open washing. 

Overstating a corporation's objectives and not living up to said objectives can 

backfire. Too much information could also allow for a more comprehensive array 

of interpretations of the message, favoring medium disclosure as a sweet spot for 

FAW disclosure. This fact adheres to Verbeke's (2009) earlier argument that more 

information does not necessarily solve information asymmetry; it can, in fact, also 

increase it. 

Interestingly, although low FAW disclosure increases negative perception 

compared to the other degrees of FAW disclosure, low FAW disclosure had the 

most neutral consumers. This discovery can be due to the fact that people lack a 

stance on the issue or that less information becomes vague, giving consumers fewer 

reasons to perceive something as negative or positive. This indifference seems to 

be why there is a strong case of neutrality when FAW disclosure is low. 

Results from the second and fourth hypotheses confirm information 

asymmetry between farmers and non-farmers, indicating that the degree of FAW 

disclosure impacts perceived transparency between groups with different 

backgrounds. This finding is in line with Vanhonacker et al. research (2007) that 

citizens, or non-farmers in this case, evaluate lower degrees of FAW disclosure as 

more negative than farmers. On the other hand, farmers perceive corporations' 

transparency efforts more positively when disclosure is low because they can fill in 

the informational gaps with private information gained from their hands-on 

experience with livestock. Per contra, when disclosure is high, non-farmer 

consumers are more positive than farmers, likely because the degree of information 

disclosed meets their needs and expectations concerning FAW efforts. 

6.2 Industry Knowledge 

Although the analysis appeals to high FAW disclosure for an agricultural 

corporation's transparent communication, one should bear in mind that other 

variables can impact perceived transparency together with the focus of the message 
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itself. Previous literature states that information is necessary for knowledge and 

insight, but knowledge and insight are also necessary to decode information. 

Therefore, elevated access to information might have a counterintuitive effect, 

contributing to distrust and increased alienation, depending on the audience's 

preconditioned knowledge about what is being communicated (Bateson, 1972; 

Christensen, 2002). Therefore, we hypothesized that industry knowledge would act 

as a moderating variable on the relationship between the degree of FAW disclosure 

and the consumer's perception of corporate transparency efforts. The hypothesis 

hypothesized that it would have such an effect that the relationship would be 

stronger when industry knowledge was higher. After conducting our analyses, we 

found no support indicating that industry knowledge significantly impacted this 

relationship.  

Despite hypothesis 3a being insignificant, it did not negate our analysis of 

hypothesis 3b, which was significant. We did find support that industry knowledge 

still directly influences how consumers perceive corporate transparency efforts. A 

reason might be that those with lower knowledge must rely on private information 

that is not credible, reliable, or favorable for a corporation, without the consumer 

necessarily being aware of potential flaws information from these channels poses. 

Nevertheless, this influences their perception enough so that their underlying 

expectation of how transparent a corporation should be does not match the reality. 

The discovery infers that while agricultural corporations do not have to consider 

industry knowledge as a moderating variable when communicating to consumers, 

corporations should still evaluate if the information disclosed requires high 

knowledge to understand or decode. This deduction confirms the findings from the 

focus groups of Evans & Miele (2008) that consumers' lack of experience and 

knowledge of farm practices is one of the factors shaping their views on FAW. 

Another aspect to factor into this equation is information sources. Previous 

research in the U.S. found that consumers depend more on news media than 

anything else. Furthermore, these consumers usually had little experience with 

livestock (McKendree et al., 2014). We found similar results in our study. News 

media is the most frequent main source of FAW information, and consumers with 

high industry knowledge rely the least on news media. It is likely because they are 

at the forefront of what is happening in the sphere of FAW. 

Additionally, high knowledge is linked to using the corporate webpage as a 

source of FAW information, indicating that they might be consumers of older age. 
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In contrast, consumers with low knowledge levels seem to rely on social media and 

NGOs significantly more, tying them to younger generations of consumers. If we 

split consumers into farmers and non-farmers, it seems farmers prefer NGOs, the 

corporate webpage, or not having a main source of FAW. Besides NGOs, this 

matches the results linked to high industry knowledge and the older generation, 

where we place most farmers. However, NGOs are often involved in the meat 

industry, and farmers are likely to have interacted with NGOs through real-life 

encounters or communication. Our results for non-farmer consumers are similar to 

what we have found for low industry knowledge level and the younger generations. 

Although not explicitly investigated in this study, age and knowledge level seems 

to be closely related, which might be due to consumers' amount of life experience, 

as discussed by Vanhonacker & Verbeke (2014). Overall, non-farmers in this study 

fall into the categories of low knowledge and being young. They are less involved 

with farm practices and tend to rely on news media, social media, and product labels 

to fill in potential information gaps. 

This study finds that industry knowledge has no moderating effect on certain 

degrees of FAW disclosure. Nevertheless, the level of industry knowledge a 

consumer has does serve as a bedrock for how well they can decode the disclosed 

information. In the end, this highlights that agricultural corporations might want to 

educate the public on FAW to further minimize information asymmetry and bring 

consumers closer to animal-based food production. Spooner et al. (2014) meant that 

increased visibility and exposure to farm practices could help educate consumers 

and reduce alienation from the animal itself. In terms of transparent communication, 

this could be one way to approach it when disclosing higher levels of information.  

6.3 Consumer Perceived Transparency Effort 

Although previous literature has found that consumers increasingly demand 

information regarding animal welfare (Chilton et al., 2006; Clark et al., 2017; 

Lagerkvist & Hess, 2011), the source from which the information is obtained is 

equally as crucial for the outcome of the perception. Gen Z and Millennial 

consumers seek social media and product labels for FAW information, as this is an 

easy way for them to solve their need for substantial information. However, the 

information is not necessarily reliable (Kupsala et al., 2015). On the other hand, 

Baby Boomers and Gen X look for FAW information more frequently on corporate 

websites but are also more likely to have no source of FAW information at all. The 
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latter might be because older generations have had more time to gain experience 

with animals and the meat industry, as discussed earlier. 

Considering the potential risks of ensuring positive perceptions from high 

FAW disclosure, it could negatively affect other corporate areas. Too much 

information could lead to negative perceptions of the corporation's transparency 

efforts unless the corporation's performance matches what is being communicated. 

Otherwise, the negative perception could diminish corporate reputation or, even 

worse, corrode customer loyalty. However, this study still finds that low FAW 

disclosure has a worse effect on perceived transparency compared to medium and 

high FAW disclosure.  

 Our discussion highlights that more research should be conducted within 

the sphere of perceived transparency, as it is a complex concept that consumers find 

comprehend differently. This study has aimed at shining light on corporate 

transparency in the meat industry and how far corporate communicators in this 

industry should stretch their efforts of being transparent to gain positive outcomes. 

However, more predictors of perceived transparency efforts should be investigated 

in the future. We cannot confidently conclude that high FAW disclosure is the ideal 

route for transparent corporate communication. We can infer that high FAW 

disclosure is better than low at delivering positive perceptions of transparency. This 

conclusion proves that agricultural corporations that do not meet the transparency 

expectations of FAW to a certain degree will most likely also not influence 

consumers' perceived transparency positively. This study also found evidence of 

information asymmetry between farmer and non-farmer consumers on perceived 

transparency efforts. Ultimately, this must be studied further to better understand 

all possible factors that can minimize the informational asymmetry. 

 

7.0 Implications 

This study highlights findings that can offer managerial- and theoretical 

implications in the sphere of transparent corporate communication. Corporate 

communicators must keep in mind that this study can only be considered as 

fundamental insights that support an underserved concept like transparent 

communication of FAW. Hence, this study is a corporate guidance for the meat 

industry on how to find the right balance of transparency in corporate 

communication in order to mitigate potential backlash, whilst still reducing the 

information asymmetry gap. 
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7.1 Managerial Implications 

From a managerial perspective, the results could increase a manager's 

understanding of transparency as a communicative asset and how to form corporate 

communication strategies that cater to the informational needs, expectations and 

perceptions of the consumer. According to Vanhonacker et al. (2008), farmers and 

non-farmers have different views and needs of FAW disclosure, something our 

research highlights that also holds true fifteen years later. Further, this study also 

makes a leap in terms of transparent corporate communication for the meat industry 

on the CSR topic - farm animal welfare. We found that a high degree of disclosure 

delivers the most positive consumer perceptions, although too much information 

might make consumers interpret the information as open washing. Medium degree 

of disclosure might therefore be equally as good depending on the sensitivity of the 

information being shared. Farmers could also have relatively more positive 

perceptions at low disclosure than non-farmers, whilst the opposite is true at high 

disclosure. This is an indicator for communicators that industry knowledge does 

play a role in painting the whole picture when information is scarce, but that 

increased transparent communication reduces information asymmetry.  

However, our findings on industry knowledge not influencing the 

relationship between disclosed information and perception adds to the discussion 

communicators might have around content that is easily understandable. Yet again, 

we did find a significant relationship between industry knowledge and perceived 

transparency. Therefore, communicators must still evaluate how they can educate 

consumers with less knowledge about FAW in order to increase the effectiveness 

of the communication going into the future. Adding to previous literature, our 

research finds that corporate communicators in the meat industry should consider 

news media, social media and product labels as their channels of priority when 

disclosing FAW information.  Nonetheless, corporate websites should always be 

seen as a “must” as it is easier to link to corporate ambitions and CSR objectives. 

Adding to previous research, Rim et al.(2016) postulated that future 

research should have investigated transparency in a holistic manner, referring to a 

company’s attempt to deliver information. Our research investigates this by 

gathering research based on criterias within each trait of transparency signaling, 

following the Rawlins (2008a) model for transparency effort. By utilizing these 

traits we have further theorized and given a framework based on Rawlins (2008a) 

which can be used for further research, not only into the effects of transparency 
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within FAW, but also within agricultural CSR reporting. The research also builds 

on Verbeke’s conclusion on the marketability of improved animal welfare (2009). 

His conclusion reason that the targeting of FAW information is the key to activating 

citizens' dormant attitudes, which is where our research lays a foundation for the 

process of collecting information on how to transparently communicate to non-

farmers and farmers. 

7.2 Theoretical Implications 

From a theoretical standpoint, the findings of this study can contribute to the 

academic understanding of transparent corporate communication, showcasing that 

transparency can be defined differently depending on the degree of FAW 

disclosure. Not only does it highlight the difference in effect of various degrees of 

FAW disclosure, but also that it influences how a consumer perceives transparency 

effort. This study adds a new aspect to the sphere of transparent corporate 

communication because of the categorization of information disclosure (low, 

medium and high) and incorporation of industry knowledge (low, medium and 

high) as an influencing variable. Experimental research of transparent corporate 

communication within the meat industry is fairly limited, especially within the topic 

of FAW. A likely explanation is that other sustainability issues (i.e. food 

contamination, environmental pollution and deforestation) have caught more 

attention as they are often easier for the public to observe and experience. Perceived 

transparency effort depends highly on whether the consumer has gained 

information somewhere else (i.e. news media uncovering something, NGOs giving 

criticism) which contradicts the level of information given by a corporation. This 

study can serve as a starting point for mapping out predicting variables of consumer 

perceived transparency effort, which can provide a greater understanding of 

consumers' agricultural values as they become increasingly urban and detached 

from the reality of animal welfare. 

 

8.0 Limitations & Future Research 

8.1 Limitations 

This study has some limitations concerning our sampling strategy, which might be 

a cause of biases that can affect the survey results. Although our attempt to collect 

representative data, most of our respondents were collected through a convenience 

sampling method (Facebook and LinkedIn). The survey was also distributed to all 
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Norwegian farmers from our industry partner company, Nortura. However, this 

non-probability method has some disadvantages, including low external validity, 

non-generalizable data, and sampling bias (Fleetwood, 2021). Accordingly, the 

results might be unrepresentative of the general population and biased towards 

subjective individuals willing to partake in the survey, affecting the credibility of 

this study (Fleetwood, 2021). Although convenience sampling has its limitations, it 

is still valuable for initial research and lays the groundwork for future research 

within the meat industry. Furthermore, the FAW disclosure in our survey-based 

experiment was based on a textual content format, limiting the research to make 

predictions about other types of channels to disclose FAW information on. Thus, 

this might have led to an incomplete picture regarding the perceived transparency 

of FAW disclosure. 

8.2 Future Research 

FAW has developed into a prominent public issue and will continue to grow as 

awareness of sustainability in the meat industry is impacting public perception of 

the meat industry. Hence, there is an underlying need to understand what is involved 

when a corporation communicates transparently and what it involves. In particular, 

elevated research on transparent communications' ability to influence perception 

and how that, in turn, impacts consumer purchase decisions. Future research could 

build on our fundamental findings to address more explicit predictors of perceived 

transparency effort, like emotional experience (Boogard et al., 2006), expectations, 

and social identity. 

Our conceptual model could also be expanded to include a more in-depth 

examination of information asymmetry in future research. The study of transparent 

corporate communication does not have to be restricted to the meat  industry or 

textual web content. Previous research on transparent communication has shown 

positive results for the financial industry, and we firmly believe this could be 

replicated for all industries. However, disclosure of the information is different for 

each industry, and execution of this must therefore be investigated. Moreover, it 

would be intriguing to look into how an increase in visual imagery would 

complement textual content. Additionally, disclosure of FAW on social media 

content, in the news, and on product labels would be interesting to investigate 

further.  
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Even though the literature on perceptions of transparent corporate 

communication in relation to FAW disclosure is scarce, it is clear that corporate 

transparency and corporate communication are disconnected to a level where 

consumers expect more information. Therefore, it was unsurprising that high FAW 

disclosure causes more positive perceptions of the corporation's transparency effort. 

However, medium FAW disclosure is not far from delivering the same results; 

something future studies should investigate to see what possible factors are 

suppressing the perceived effort of corporate transparency (i.e., greenwashing and 

open washing). Moreover, this study can be replicated with a non-convenience 

sample as this study used a convenience sample. This could increase external 

validity. Another recommendation would be to incorporate more concrete examples 

through real business cases, as our research experiment was based on an anonymous 

corporation in the meat industry. Perceived transparency might therefore be 

affected by preconceived perceptions within consumers. Lastly, we did not further 

discuss or thoroughly examine the results from the complementary analyses, which 

future studies can lay more emphasis on in terms of communicating specific value-

added innovations on meat products and their benefit for animal welfare and 

sustainability.  

 

9.0 Conclusions 

In our preliminary review of previous literature concerning corporate 

communication and transparency, it became clear that available literature often was 

more than 10 years old or based on quantitative approaches. Research concerning 

FAW transparency in the meat industry was also very scarce or old, which is 

peculiar considering the meat industry is heavily involved with livestock. The 

scarce empirical research on transparent communication regarding FAW highlights 

a need to understand consumers’ perceptions of FAW transparency, especially 

considering the meat industry has been battling with public criticism in the last 

decade.  

The objective of this study was to offer guidance for corporate 

communicators on how to proactively communicate transparently with consumers. 

Specifically, the study focused on what effect varying degrees of FAW disclosure 

would have on how consumers perceive the corporate transparency effort. As our 

pre-study in-depth interviews uncovered that the meaning of transparency can be 

widely interpreted and understood, we had to set a boundary for what it meant for 
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the agricultural industry. Rawlins (2008a) proposed a model concerning 

transparency effort that sufficiently covered most of the pre-study participants' 

interpretation of transparency. Hence, accountability, participation and substantial 

information was introduced in the context of corporate disclosure of FAW and to 

what degree respondents perceived the transparent communication as accountable, 

participative and substantial. From available literature and the transparency effort 

model, we hypothesized that higher FAW disclosure would deliver more positive 

perceptions of a corporation's transparency effort and that perceptions would also 

be more similar between farmers and non-farmers. Furthermore, we argued that 

higher industry knowledge would strengthen the relationship between FAW 

disclosure and consumer perceived transparency effort, as well as speculating that 

consumers with higher industry knowledge would perceive the corporation's 

transparency efforts more positively. Lastly, building on the difference in assumed 

difference in industry knowledge between farmers and non-farmers, we 

hypothesized that farmers would perceive corporate transparency efforts more 

positively than non-farmers when FAW disclosure is low.  

• A high degree of FAW disclosure directly influences how a consumer 

perceives the corporation's transparency effort, in turn increasing 

consumers’ positive perceptions of the corporation in this aspect. The results 

show stronger positivity for non-farmers than for farmers, although both are 

positive.  

• A medium degree of FAW disclosure performs almost as well as high 

disclosure. However, negativity scores are higher, indicating a spread in 

perception of the corporation's transparency efforts. Accordingly, medium 

disclosure delivers satisfyingly on perceived transparency, yet does not 

seem to minimize information asymmetry between farmer- and non-farmer 

consumers. 

• Industry knowledge of the meat industry does not directly moderate the 

relationship between degree of FAW disclosure and perceived transparency 

effort. However, we find that a consumer's level of industry knowledge still 

plays a factor in farmers’ and non-farmers’ ability to perceive transparency 

effort as the corporation intended. 

• High industry knowledge leads to less disparities in interpretation of 

communication, and generally leads to more positive perceptions of the 

meat industry no matter the degree of disclosure. On the other hand, low 
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industry knowledge gives the opposite results and tends to indicate non-

farmer consumers who are rarely exposed to farm animals.   

 The results of this study proved that the degree of FAW disclosure has a 

significant direct effect on perceived transparency, in addition to industry 

knowledge directly influencing perceived transparency effort. Although our initial 

findings indicated that high industry knowledge would potentially steer perceptions 

of transparency in a positive direction, the results proved that having knowledge 

about the industry does not moderate a corporation's attempt at disclosing 

information concerning FAW. Nevertheless, this does not negate the analysis or 

support of our  research question. We therefore find that corporate communicators 

could proactively disclose higher amounts of information about FAW as this gains 

more positive perception than if disclosing low amounts of FAW information. 

Nonetheless, an evaluation must likely be made concerning the need to utilize high 

FAW disclosure, as medium FAW disclosure delivers almost as good on perceived 

transparency. Depending on the topic, we see medium FAW disclosure as a sweet 

spot for corporate communicators, although if the FAW context requires high 

industry knowledge, high FAW disclosure might be a better approach. We are 

therefore certain that this study confirms and supports the idea that being more 

transparent in regard to FAW can be essential in terms of gaining positive public 

perception of the farm animal welfare practices in the meat industry. 
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Appendix 

Appendix A – Interview guide for in-depth interviews (pre-study) 

 

Intervju guide - Dybdeintervju 

Masteroppgave ved Handelshøyskolen BI - Oslo 2022 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

• Individuelt, semistrukturert intervju 

 

Målgruppe: 2x forbruker, 2x bonde, og 2x industri eksperter (Nortura) 

Lengde: 50-75 minutter 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Tema: Kartlegging av målgruppens kunnskap og oppfatning av transparent 

bedriftskommunikasjon, samt hvordan målgruppen bruker slik informasjon når de 

tar beslutninger. 

 

Problemstilling: Har forbrukere, bønder og merkevarehus en ulik forventning til 

transparens i kjøttbransjen? 

 

Form: To administratorer møter intervjuobjektet. "Senior" har rollen som 

intervjuer, mens "Junior" tar notater av dialogen mellom intervjuer og 

intervjuobjekt. Det kan oppstå oppfølgingsspørsmål underveis, og senior må derfor 

være forberedt på å notere noen funn selv. Senioren oppsummerer og avklarer 

diskusjonen på slutten av intervjuet, mens junior bryter inn under mulige 

misforståelser eller for avklaringer. Referat av de viktigste punktene skrives av 

junior. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1. Rammeverk 

1. Uformell samtale (2-5 minutter) 

2. Informasjon om prosjektet og problemstillingen 

2. Erfaring 

1. Overgangsspørsmål (5-10 minutter) 

2. Bli kjent med respondentens tidligere erfaring og kjennskap til 

problemstillingen 

3. Fokus 

1. Nøkkelspørsmål (40-50 minutter) 

2. Oppfølgningsspørsmål 

4. Oppsummering 

1. Oppsummering (5-10 minutter) 

2. Eventuelle oppklaringer 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1. Rammeverk 

 

• Uformell samtale (2-5 minutter) 

• Informasjon om prosjektet og problemstillingen 

o Bakgrunn og formål for samtalen 

o Hva skal intervjuet brukes til? 

o Forsikre respondenten om anonymitet og taushetsplikt 
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▪ Gi informasjon om at intervjuene blir anonymisert, 

lagret på kun èn PC, anonymiserte data vil kun bli 

delt med veileder og slettet etter at masteroppgaven 

er forsvart. 

o Informer om lydopptak og sørg fra samtykke fra 

respondenten. 

o Har respondenten noe spørsmål før vi starter? 

o START 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

2. Erfaring 

 

• Avklar og fokuser på respondentens erfaring eller kjennskap til 

tema/problemstilling (5-10 minutter) 

• Oppfølgningsspørsmål 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

3. Fokus 

 

• Nøkkelspørsmål (40-50 minutter) 

 

A. Transparens 

• Grand Tour spørsmål: 

o Hva betyr transparens for deg? 

 

• Oppfølgningsspørsmål: 

o Hvis du måtte koke transparens ned til tre ord, hvilke tre ord hadde 

det vært? 

o Hva tenker du når vi snakker om transparens i kjøttbransjen? 

o Hva tror du folks flest tenker transparens er? 

o Hva ser du på som formålet med transparens? 

o Hvor mye opptar du deg av transparens i dag?  

 

B. Transparens i bedrifter: 

 

• Grand Tour spørsmål:  

o Hva tenker du når du hører at et selskap er transparent? 

 

• Oppfølgningsspørsmål: 

o På hvilken mate ser du at et selskap kan være transparent? 
o Opplever du at tiltakene selskap tar/gjør for å bli/være transparens 

er oppriktig eller nødvendig? 

o Hva mener du er grunnen til at folk er mer skeptiske til 

kjøttbransjen enn andre industrier? 

o Hva er viktig å få frem i kommunikasjon for at du oppfatter det 

som transparent? 

o Hva ville du fokusert på hadde du hatt mulighet til å forme et 

selskaps transparente kommunikasjon? 

o Hvordan kan selskaper i kjøttbransjen øke troverdigheten sin når 

de kommuniserer utad? 

o Har du noen eksempler på selskap som er mer transparent enn 

andre i kjøttbransjen? 

 

C. Implikasjoner av teknologi på transparens 
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• Grand Tour spørsmål: 

o Tror du kjøttbransjen har blitt mer transparent på grunn av 

teknologisk utvikling? 

 

• Oppfølgningsspørsmål: 

o På hvilken måte? 

o Har du noen eksempler på tapte muligheter eller potensial hvor 

selskaper kan være mer transparent i kjøttbransjen? 

o Hvordan ser du for deg at kjøttbransjen kan bruke nåværende 

eller fremtidig teknologi til å være mer transparent i 

kommunikasjonen? 

 

D. Kommunikasjonsutfordringer 

 

• Grand Tour spørsmål: 

o Kan man forvente at forbedret eller mer tilgjengelig informasjon 

kan bidra til å tette gapet i oppfatningen av kjøttindustrien mellom 

ulike aktører (bønder/Nortura/kunde)? 

 

• Oppfølgningsspørsmål: 

o Hvorfor / hvorfor ikke? 

o SoMe 

o Reklame 

o Labeling 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

  4. Oppsummering 

 

• Senior oppsummerer og gjengir til respondenten de sentrale punktene som 

kom frem i løpet av intervjuet. 

• Avklaring av eventuelle misforståelser, uklarheter eller annet.  

• Spørre respondenten om de har noe mer å tilføye.  

 

• STOPP 

 

Etterarbeid: 

• Referat av de viktigste punkter skrives ned i etterkant av «junior» ved hjelp 
av lydopptak. Lydopptaket lagres kun på èn PC og vil lagres trygt på 

veiledende institusjons plattform som støttes av sikkerhetsløsninger. All 

data slettes når masteroppgaven er forsvart.  
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Appendix B – Structure of questionnaire (main study) 

1. Consent Form 

 

2. Control question 

 

3. Industry Knowledge 

 

 

 

 

 



5 

 

4. Experimental treatments 

Low treatment (1/3 experiment treatment groups) 

 

High treatment (1/3 experiment treatment groups) 

 

Control group (aka. medium) (1/3 experiment treatment groups) 
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5. Perceived transparency effort 

Accountability 

 

Participation 

 

Substantial Information 
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6. Complementary questions 
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7. Demographics 

 

8. End of survey 
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Appendix C – Survey flow (main study) 
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Appendix D – Answers and Scoring of Industry Knowledge Assessment 

The farmer is responsible for ensuring that the regulatory requirements 

for animal welfare on the farm are followed up 

True 

Antibiotics are only used on sick animals, not as a preventive measure, in 

Norway 

True 

Animal welfare on the farms is followed up through inspections by the 

Norwegian Food Safety Authority (Mattilsynet) 

True 

Nortura, a cooperative and Norway's largest meat company, is owned by 

17,000 farmers 

True 

Nortura has no obligation to receive animals, and must not accept animals 

from all farmers throughout Norway 

False 

Norwegian cows that graze and eat grass are more climate-friendly than 

most cows in other countries that use more concentrate 

True 

In many countries, the animals receive antibiotics in their feed True 

There are no standardized requirements for the contents of a Wiener 

sausage 

False 
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Appendix E – Cronbach’s Alpha, Reliability Statistics of Transparency Items 

High Treatment: 

Accountability 

Participation 

Substantial Information 

 

Low Treatment: 

Accountability 

Participation 

Substantial Information 

 

Control Group / Medium Treatment: 

Accountability 



12 

 

Participation 

Substantial Information 
 

Appendix F – Characteristics of Respondents 
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Appendix G – Hypothesis 1 

 

 
 

Appendix H – Hypothesis 2 
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Appendix I – Hypothesis 3a 

Statistical Model: 

 
Step 1: 

 
Step 2: 

 
Step 3: 
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Step 4: 

 
Step 5: 

 
Step 6: 
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Appendix J – Hypothesis 3b 
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Appendix K – Hypothesis 4 
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Appendix L - Information Source: 

ANOVA 1: 
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ANOVA 2: 
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ANOVA 3: 
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Multinomial Logistic Regression: 
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Appendix M - Packaging Information Preference, Animal Welfare: 

Multinomial Logistic Regression: 
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Appendix N - Packaging Information Preference, Sustainability: 

Multinomial Logistic Regression: 
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