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1. Introduction

Background

Ethical concerns about use of animals in research, teaching, and testing (RTT) remain at the forefront of both
academic and public discussion in New Zealand. The country's regulatory framework, provided in Part 6 of the
Animal Welfare Act 1999, establishes clear legal norms for animal use in these contexts. Following an open
discussion at the 2003 ANZCCART (Australian and New Zealand Council for the Care of Animals in Research
and Teaching) conference in Christchurch, which addressed balancing of the public's demand for
transparency with the scientific community's need for a secure environment, a study was conducted in 2005 to
gauge New Zealanders' views on animal use in RTT, and their understanding of the regulatory framework.

This investigation offered a crucial insight into the public's stance at that time. It revealed that a majority were
neither interested nor concerned about the use of animals in RTT, and accepted this use under the conditions
that there was no unnecessary pain or suffering, or that the research is for medical purposes’.

In twelve years, both the scientific and legal landscape have changed, and societal perspectives may have
changed along with them. Given this, the New Zealand Board of ANZCCART commissioned a new study, co-
funded by MPI (Ministry for Primary Industries), to determine the current attitudes of New Zealanders towards
animal research. This study revisits questions about public awareness, acceptability, and general attitudes
and introduces a comparison with views from similar studies in Australia.

There are at least two reasons for this current study. First, these surveys are a robust method for
understanding shifting societal values and ethical perspectives on a topic that holds significant implications for
both human and animal communities. Second, comparing New Zealand and Australian views, we can
generate a broader regional understanding and promote informed discussion across the trans-Tasman area
on ethical animal use in RTT. These are both important conditions for informed scientific, ethical, legal and
political debate and for progress to be made in those domains for the benefit of all stakeholders, in particular
the animals, who cannot represent themselves.

As we present the findings of this 2023 survey, it is important to recognise the path established by
ANZCCART and its members that brought us to this point, emphasising ongoing efforts towards greater
transparency and the continuous challenge of aligning scientific advancement with ethics.

Study objectives

The objective of the study was to provide a benchmark of New Zealanders’ attitudes toward animal research,
with focus on:

e Public awareness of and interest in animal research
*  Acceptability of animal research
e General attitudes towards animal research.

The intention was to compare the views of New Zealanders with those of Australians.

1 Williams, V. M., |. T. Dacre, and M. Elliott. 2007. “Public Attitudes in New Zealand towards the Use of Animals for Research,
Testing and Teaching Purposes.” New Zealand Veterinary Journal 55 (2): 61-68. https://doi.org/10.1080/00480169.2007.36743
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2. Methodology and the report

Method

We conducted an online survey to provide an understanding of current public attitudes toward the use of
animals in scientific research, testing and teaching, and awareness of the work of ANZCCART.

Respondents were recruited online from two external partner panels (Dynata and Toluna), which are
professionally managed and validated. We sent email invitations to panellists inviting them to complete the
survey, including an individual link in the invitation.

Fieldwork dates

The survey was piloted with online panellists beginning on May 15, 2023. Recruitment and data collection
proper began on May 29 following notification of the low risk nature of the project (see below) and ended on
June 24, 2023. Following notification, one set of panellists involved in the pilot phase were provided with the
participant information sheet (Appendix 3) and asked whether their data could be included in the main
dataset. This was feasible as none of the questions were changed following piloting; 20 participants agreed
and their data were included in the final dataset for analysis.

The questionnaire

ANZCCART had approval to use the Australian questionnaire. We conducted a questionnaire workshop with
the ANZCCART sponsor team to review and update the questionnaire, ensuring it was appropriate for New
Zealand respondents. The survey was programmed for online completion on the Decipher survey platform,
with an initial soft launch to check programming elements such as skip logic and prompts and questionnaire
look and feel.

The survey took an average of 15 minutes to complete.
Ethics requirement

The potential ethical risks of the project to participants, organisations and the researchers were evaluated by
peer review and the risks were judged to be low. Thus, the project was registered as low risk with Massey
University (Notification number: 4000027548). Consequently, it was not reviewed by one of the University’s
Human Ethics Committees. Participants were provided with an information sheet at the beginning of the online
questionnaire (Appendix 3), and informed consent to take part in the survey and for the use of the information
provided was indicated by clicking “Continue” to the next screen.

Sample

The minimum age for participation in the survey was 18 years. A total of 1,317 New Zealand citizens and
permanent residents completed the survey.

Booster sampling was used to achieve minimum sub-samples of 300 Maori and 200 Pasifika. In total, n= 431
Maori and n= 227 Pasifika were surveyed.

Further details about the sample are included in Appendix 1.
Data analysis

Analysis: All survey questions were analysed by key demographic variables, such as age, gender, ethnicity,
pet ownership, involvement in animal research and/or animal protection agencies, and by attitudes toward the
use of animals in research. Data tables included analysis of statistically significant differences.

Coding of open ended data: Questions 10 to 14 asked which of a series of animal species/types are
considered acceptable to use in each of five research settings. Those who thought that it was not acceptable
to use any of the nominated species/types for that research setting were to be asked their reasons. This
would mean that some respondents would answer this question five times. To keep questionnaire length
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manageable, and avoid respondent burden, respondents were asked this question a maximum of three times.
The survey was programmed using the ‘least fill basis’ to randomise which scenarios respondents were asked
about and to ensure robust sample sizes for each of the five settings.

Data weighting: The survey data were weighted for the population aged 18 years and over (using 2018
Census data) to ensure final results were representative of the New Zealand population by gender, age,
region and ethnicity. Rim weighting was used, with the first rim being age/gender/region interlocked. A second
weight for ethnicity was also applied to counteract any effects the boosting of Maori and Pasifika respondents
may have had on the sample.

Methodology limitations

A quantitative method (survey) was used to understand attitudes towards animal research. Quantitative
methods have limitations, however, in that they do not provide an in-depth understanding of context or the
reasons underlying responses. In future, diagnostic qualitative research could be used to to understand
specific views or attitudes in greater detail.

Use of online panels as the source for the sample population was considered the most efficient and timely
way to conduct this survey. Using commercial online panels as the sample source has some limitations, as
people have to be a panel member to participate in surveys. These limitations include:

e The exclusion of those without internet access.

e The potential exclusion of some hard-to-reach subgroups (who may well include people from more rural
areas and/or lower socio-economic groups).

e Potential under-representation of those who are generally less likely to respond online (elderly
respondents and those with low computer literacy).

e Those who opt into online research panels may have different attitudes and behaviours than those who do
not join such panels.

Notes to report

Ethnicity and related definitions

Ethnicity was classified using the ‘total ethnicity’ approach, whereby respondents could choose more than one
ethnicity with which they identified. There was no prioritisation for those who indicated multiple ethnicities.
This means for example, that a respondent who self-identified as being of ‘Maori’ and ‘Samoan’ ethnicity is
included in data tables as ‘Maori’ and as ‘Pasifika’.

« ‘Asian’ includes respondents who self-identified as Chinese, Indian, and ‘other Asian’.

+  ‘Maori’ respondents: Respondents who self-identified as Maori. (Cook Island Maori were included in the
subgroup of ‘Maori’ ethnicity, if the respondent self-identified as Maori as well as Cook Island Maori).

» ‘Pasifika’ respondents: Respondents who self-identified as Cook Island Maori, Fijian, Samoan, Niuean,
Tongan, or ‘Other Pacific people’

*  ‘New Zealand European’ respondents: Respondents who self-identified as New Zealand European.
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Analysis

Margin of error: All sample surveys are subject to sampling error, which is the measure of uncertainty arising
from survey estimates because only a sample of the population is observed. The maximum sampling error for
the total sample of n=1,317 is plus or minus 2.7%. That is, there is a 95% chance that the true population
value of a result of 50% lies between 47.4% and 52.6%. The margin of error increases, as the observed result
moves further away from 50%.

Margins of error for key subgroup sample sizes are shown below.

Table 1: Margins of error for key subgroups:

Sample size Sample Margin of Sample Percentage
size (un- error size of total
weighted) (weighted) sample

(weighted)

Total sample 1,317 +-2.7%

Of Maori ethnicity (Maori) 431 +/-4.7% 182 14%
Of Pasifika ethnicity 227 +/- 6.5% 87 7%
(Pasifika)

Male 495 +/-4.4% 642 49%
Female 640 +/-3.9% 675 51%
Have pets 799 +/-3.1% 801 61%
Have no pets 336 +/-2.6% 350 27%
Involved with research, 164 +/-7.7% 152 12%

testing and/or teaching
using animals

Not involved with research, 934 +/-3.2% 970 74%
testing and/or teaching
using animals

Support or work for animal 191 +/-7.1% 182 14%
protection organisation

Not involved in supporting 886 +/-3.3% 912 69%
or working for animal
protection organisation

Significance testing: Significance testing was undertaking using t-tests, that estimate the true difference
between two groups using the ratio of the difference in the groups. Overlapping t-testing was used, in which a
subgroup is compared against the total that includes this subgroup. The overlapping t-test incorporates a
correction to take into account any correlations between the overlapping data.

Reporting of subgroup differences: All subgroup differences reported are statistically significant at the 95%
confidence interval unless otherwise stated. This means that the difference is a true difference statistically,
and not due to random variation.

All differences commented on between subgroups are statistically significant. Only subgroups with differences
of at least three percentage points above or below the total sample results are included. Subgroup differences
are presented on the basis of relevance to the question, rather than being exhaustive lists.
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Sample composition: Note, the composition of the sample can impact the sensitivity of the significance
testing results. That is, the larger the sub-sample size (e.g., of a particular ethnicity), the greater the chance
of detecting statistically significant results compared with other sub groups of respondents.

‘Don’t know’ responses have been included where relevant (that is, when they are valid responses and add
value to the findings). Please refer to the base descriptions on each page for more information.

Rounding: In some cases, NET percentages may not add up exactly to the individual response categories
and may differ by one percentage point, due to rounding. For example for Q4: Attitude toward the issue of
animal use in research, the combined total of care ‘very much’ and ‘moderately” is 67%. However, the
individual response categories ‘very much’ (37%) and ‘moderately’ (31%) add to 68%.

Verbatim comments: Verbatim comments were sourced from responses to the open- ended survey
questions.

Abbreviations and acronyms
The following abbreviations are used in this report.

* ANZCCART: the Australian & New Zealand Council for the Care of Animals in Research and Teaching
located in both New Zealand and Australia.

*  ‘ANZCCART Openness Agreement’ refers to the ANZCCART Openness Agreement on Animal Research
and Teaching in New Zealand

* HUHA: Helping You Help Animals

*  MPI: Ministry for Primary Industries

+ SAFE: Save Animals From Exploitation

+ SPCA: New Zealand Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals

* Questions asked respondents about their views on various aspects of the use of animals in ‘scientific
research, testing and teaching’. For ease, these are referred to as ‘research’.

» Section 6 asks about the acceptability of the use of animals in research for twenty-one species/types of
animal. For ease, these are referred to as ‘species’.

+ Cf. is an abbreviation used for ‘compared with’.

* ‘Involved with animal research’ is used to refer to those involved with research, testing and or teaching
using animals.

* ‘Involved with animal protection’ is used to refer to those who support or work for an animal protection
organisation such as NZAVS, SAFE or HUHA.

References

Reference in the report is made to studies conducted in other countries. These include:

e Australia: The University of Adelaide: Research Survey on Australian Attitudes to Animal Research, July
2022
e United Kingdom: Ipsos Mori:_Public Attitudes to animal research (October 2018).
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3. Key takeouts

Attitudes toward and knowledge of the use of animals in research

While two in three of those surveyed (67%) said they care about the issue of animal use in research,
respondents did not feel well informed, either about how animals are used, or the process required to gain
approval to use animals in research. Sixteen percent felt well informed about how animals are used, while
13% felt well informed about the process.

e Those more likely to care about the issue than the total sample included respondents involved with animal
protection organisations, pet owners, women, and those in two age groups: 25- to 34-year-olds and 55- to
64-year-olds.

e Not surprisingly, subgroups who felt most well-informed about the process required to gain approval for
animal use included those involved with animal research and/or animal protection, and those who work
with animals.

Views about the practice of using animals in scientific research

Just under half of those surveyed (48%) agreed that the use of animals for medical research purposes is
important to human health.

Fewer than half (40%) thought that scientific research using animals is only undertaken when there is no
alternative. Nearly a quarter (23%) disagreed that research using animals is only undertaken when there is no
alternative.

Just over half the respondents (53%) agreed that researchers are working to find alternatives to using animals
in scientific research (with a low level of disagreement).

There were higher levels of ‘don’t know’ response for knowledge-based questions than for belief-based
statements, with nearly one in five unsure whether or not scientific research using animals is always carried
out to high standards, or whether researchers are working to find alternatives to using animals.

There was widespread agreement (70%) that researchers could do more to reduce the suffering of animals
used in research.

Acceptability of animal use for different purposes

Knowledge of the types of research for which animal use is allowed in New Zealand (assuming
appropriate approvals are in place) was mixed, with the proportion of those able to say whether a specific use
is allowed or not, ranging from 50% to 64%. The level of ‘don’t know’ response ranged from 36% not knowing
if observational studies are allowed, to 53% not knowing if safety testing of non-medical products such as
chemicals used in industry or farming is allowed.

e At least half of the sample thought the following types of research are allowed: observational studies
(53%), biological research to advance our understanding of animal health and welfare (52%), and work to
develop new treatments / procedures for specific diseases (50%).

e Fewer than half thought that animals are allowed to be used in research to develop new methods of
medical diagnosis (46%) or in biological research to advance our understanding of the human body (43%).

e Fewer than three in ten thought that animals can be used in product testing areas: safety testing of non-
medical products such as chemicals used in industry or farming (28%), or non-medical products for
household use (24%). Twenty seven percent thought that animals can be used to test cosmetics and
cosmetic ingredients, while 33% thought this was not allowed. (Note; this is the only use of the eight
assessed that is actually banned.)
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The use of animals in research is conditional on the purpose of the activity (as surveys in Australia and the
UK have shown).

e Uses aimed at improving animal health, species conservation, basic biological research, environmental
management, developing alternatives to live animal use, and animal husbandry were considered more
acceptable than other areas, with at least six in ten respondents considering these acceptable. Using
animals for veterinary research was most accepted, with 69% considering it acceptable and 8%
considering it unacceptable.

e Developing alternatives to live animal use (the use related to one of the foundational 3Rs - Replacement,
Reduction, and Refinement) ranked fifth equal in terms of perceived acceptability (62% thinking it
acceptable and 16% unacceptable).

e Three uses were considered acceptable by fewer than four in ten respondents, with the unacceptable
percentage matching, or exceeding the proportion considering it acceptable. Thirty five percent considered
using animals to produce biological agents acceptable (32% unacceptable), while 34% considered using
animals in testing (e.g., for public health or products) acceptable, and 33% considered this unacceptable.
Using animals to produce offspring with compromised welfare was the least acceptable use: only 17%
thought it acceptable while 56% considered it unacceptable to use animals for this purpose.

There was little support for using animals to test chemicals that could cause harm. Around six in ten
respondents considered it is unacceptable to use animals to test chemicals that could cause harm to people,
animals and/or plants and the environment, a level of unacceptability on par with the perceived acceptability of
using animals to produce offspring with compromised welfare. Just under one in five (19%) considered it is
acceptable to use animals to test chemicals that could cause harm to each of the three.

Support for research using different animal species/types

Respondents were asked about the acceptability of the use of twenty-one animal species/types for each of
five areas (medical research to benefit people, research into animal health, environmental research, teaching
and safety testing of non-medical products).

e Support for using any of the twenty-one species/types was greatest for research into animal health and
teaching, with 77% and 76% respectively considering the use of at least one animal type acceptable in
these settings.

e Support was lowest for using any of the nominated species/types for safety testing of non-medical
products, with 59% considering the use of at least one acceptable, and 41% considering that no animals
should be used for this.

Patterns of response about the most and least acceptable animal species/types were similar across the five
areas.

e The same five species, all of which are commonly regarded as pest species, ranked in the top five most
acceptable species/types. Rats and mice were the two species thought to be most acceptable (with over
half the sample thinking their use acceptable across four of the uses, and 42% considering their use
acceptable for safety testing of non-medical products.). The higher level of acceptability of rodent use in
research is likely to reflect people’s familiarity with their extensive use in medical research as well as their
pest status.

e Possums, stoats or ferrets, and rabbits (all considered pest species) also featured in the top five most
acceptable species/types. Note however, that the level of acceptability of their use was not high, with
fewer than half considering their use acceptable, other than for research into animal health.

e Seven marine, companion and livestock mammal species/types were consistently considered least
acceptable across the different areas. The use of marine mammals was considered the least acceptable
species across four of the five types (second least acceptable for environmental research). Dogs, horses,
cats, deer, cattle and sheep also featured in the top seven least acceptable species.
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Several themes emerged, when respondents who considered the use of any animals unacceptable for a
particular purpose were asked the reasons for this.

e A belief that using animals in a way that might harm them is cruel and/or inhumane.

e A perception that the use of animals is unethical or morally wrong — mentioned particularly in association
with safety testing of non-medical products.

e The view that animals have rights and they cannot give informed consent, or defend themselves.

e Alove of animals and a belief that animals have feelings, a soul, and/or personality.

e A perception that there are alternatives to the use of animals, particularly for research areas such as
teaching and environmental research.

e A perception that the use of some animal species could be acceptable if the research/activity is critical to
saving human lives and there are no alternatives (for medical research to benefit people, for example), or
if for observation purposes only (in teaching, for example), if the animal has died of natural causes and/or
died in a humane way, or if pest species are used (for example for environmental research).

Views of the regulatory system and how well the regulations are applied

There was strong support for institutions involved in animal research being more open about their use of
animals in research, testing and teaching (with 76% agreeing on the need for this and only 4% disagreeing),
and respondents would also like to see greater public involvement in the process (with 54% agreeing about
the need for this).

Decision making processes around the approval of animal use were considered unclear (while 38% agreed
they are clear, 27% disagreed).

Feedback about the adequacy of approvals lying with Animal Ethics Committees (AEC) vs. greater
government involvement was mixed: 48% agreed that approval of animal use in research, testing and
teaching by an AEC rather than directly by government, is satisfactory, while 44% agreed that the government
should have more direct involvement in approval.

Respondents did not have a good understanding of how well the rules and regulations for using animals
in research, testing and teaching in New Zealand are applied, with a relatively high level of ‘don’t know
responses’ for knowledge-based dimensions.

e For example, 22% did not know whether New Zealand has strict rules in place on the use of animals in
research, testing and teaching, 28% did not know whether the use of animals in research, testing and
teaching sometimes takes place without an official approval, and 31% did not know whether the rules and
regulations are well enforced. Only one in five (22%) considered information about approval processes is
easy to find.

The general lack of knowledge correlated with levels of trust in the regulations, with fewer than half of
respondents having positive trust.

e Just under half (45%) agreed that New Zealand has strict rules on the use of animals in research, testing
and teaching — 7% disagreed. Nearly half of respondents (49%) agreed that they trust regulators to
uncover misconduct at animal research facilities and 46% agreed that they trust those using animals not
to cause them unnecessary suffering.

e Alack of trust in the regulatory system around the use of animals in research outweighed trust: 35%
agreed that they do not trust the regulatory system, while 22% disagreed. Over a third (38%) agreed that
the use of animals in research, testing and teaching sometimes takes place without an official approval,
while only 13% disagreed.
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Views of organisations that undertake research using animals in New
Zealand

Not surprisingly, perceptions of organisations that undertake research using animals in New Zealand were
muted, with one in four saying they did not know which of the associations applied to such organisations.

e The most prevalent association was that such organisations carry out work that is essential for human
health (34% mention).

e There was a perception that such organisations are well regulated (27% mention) although as already
noted, respondents did not feel well informed about this.

o While 21% associated such organisations with providing good mechanisms for oversight of animal
research, 24% thought that such organisations may have conflicts of interest, since animal research may
be an aspect of their business.

e Positive perceptions of animal welfare standards outweighed negative perceptions (26% saying these
organisations adhere to good animal welfare standards, compared with 14% saying they have poor animal
welfare standards).

e Interms of communication about their work, the most prevalent view (held by 27%) was that such
organisations are secretive, while fewer (16%) thought they are open about their work. A minority (11%)
thought they are dishonest about the results of their work.

Those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement and those involved in animal research generally held
more positive views of organisations that use animals for research in New Zealand than other respondents.
Note however, that those involved in animal research were also more likely than others to note dishonesty
and poor welfare standards. Business people, men and/or older people also held more positive views.

Respondents involved with animal protection organisations held more negative views than others.

Awareness of and familiarity with the ANZCCART Openness Agreement

One in ten respondents (9%) said they were aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement, with above
average awareness among those involved with animals, whether as researchers, during their work, or through
their involvement with animal protection organisations.

Familiarity with the Openness Agreement among those aware of it was mixed: while 37% felt very or
moderately familiar with it, just under a third (32% felt only slightly or not at all familiar with it.

The ANZCCART NZ website and scientific / medical journals were the two main sources of awareness of the
ANZCCART Openness Agreement, with lesser mention of television and social media.

Trusted information sources and interest in finding out more
Awareness of media content about the use of animals

Awareness of any media content about the use of animals in research was low, with 11% of respondents
having seen or heard anything in the last twelve months. Social media (47%) was the main channel recalled
among those with any recall, followed by television (35%), websites (31%) and online sources (27%).

Trusted sources of balanced information

Three sources stood out as being trusted sources of balanced information about the use of animals in
scientific research, testing and teaching in New Zealand. Animal welfare organisations such as the SPCA,
SAFE and HUHA, were considered the most trusted, with 50% mention, with veterinarians who look after the
animals used in research (42%) and people with knowledge of the subject (36%) ranking second and third.

Government agencies, research institutes, environmental organisations, medical research charities and
universities were less trusted, each being mentioned by between 26% and 28% of respondents.
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Interest in finding out more about ongoing work

There was reasonable interest in finding out more about ongoing work, with 45% of respondents interested in
finding out more about alternatives to using animals in research, testing and teaching, and 42% interested in
finding out about ongoing work to improve the welfare of animals used in research. At least one in five
expressed strong interest in each of these.

Conclusions

This research highlights that animal use in scientific research in New Zealand is an issue that New Zealanders
care about. However, unless they are involved with research, testing and/or teaching using animals (and/or
with animal protection organisations) or they work with animals, they are not well informed about research
areas for which animal use is allowed, the regulations governing animal use, or the application of those
regulations.

New Zealanders have clear views on the types of research that are acceptable and unacceptable (particularly
safety testing, producing offspring with compromised welfare and testing potentially harmful chemicals).

Views about which animal species and types are acceptable to use, and those which are not acceptable to
use are consistent across uses, with species already used in medical research in New Zealand (such as
rodents) and/or those commonly considered to be pests in New Zealand being most acceptable. All five of the
most acceptable species are mammals. Marine, companion and livestock mammals are considered least
acceptable, as in other countries.

The view that organisations involved in animal research should be more open about their work is widespread
and strongly held. This research confirms that a significant proportion of New Zealanders are open to hearing
more about the use of animals in research, the approval processes and about ongoing work to improve animal
welfare standards.

Currently New Zealanders see or hear about animal use in research on social media and via online sources
but very few reported having seen/heard about this in recent months.

Animal welfare organisations are currently considered the most trusted source of balanced information about
animal use in research. Working with these organisations and ensuring accessibility to relevant information on
the ANZCCART official website, is important to help increase awareness about why animal use in scientific
research, testing and teaching matters and how such use is regulated in New Zealand.
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4. Knowledge of and attitudes
toward the use of animals in
scientific research

Key findings

Two in three of those surveyed said that they care about the use of animals in research. However, they
did not feel well informed, either about how animals are used in research, or the approval process
required to use animals in research in New Zealand.

Attitudes toward using animals in scientific research, testing and
teaching

Two in three respondents (67%) said they care very much or moderately about the use of animals in scientific
research, testing and teaching, with 37% saying they care very much. One in eight (12%) said they care only
slightly or not at all.

Figure 1: Care about the issue of the use of animals in scientific research, testing and teaching

Attitude toward the use of animals in research

4% |
8%

m Very much

= Moderately

Somewhat 199 67 %
0
Care very
m Slightly much /
moderately
= Not at all
= Don't know

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q4. Firstly, thinking about your attitude toward the use of animals in scientific research, testing
and teaching. How much do you care about this issue?

Subgroup differences
Those more likely to care very much or moderately about the issue of animal use in research (67%) were:

e Moderately or well informed about the use of animals in research (87%) and/or the process required to
gain approval for animal use in research (78%)

e Involved with animal protection organisations (83%)

e Those who have seen or heard something about the use of animals in research in the last twelve months
(78%)

e Female (74% cf. 61% among males)

e Petowners (74% cf. 55% among those who do not have any pets)

e Aged 25 to 34 or 55 to 64 years (73%).

There were no significant differences by ethnicity, religion or diet.
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How well-informed people are about animal use in research

While respondents generally cared about the use of animals in research, they did not feel well informed about
the topic, with fewer than one in five feeling reasonably well informed. They felt slightly better informed about
the use of animals than about the process required to gain approval for animal use.

e 16% said they are very or moderately well informed about the use of animals in scientific research, testing
and teaching, while 64% were slightly well informed or not informed at all.

o 13% said they are very or moderately well informed about the process required to gain approval for animal
use in scientific research, testing and teaching in New Zealand, while 68% were slightly well informed or
not informed at all.

Figure 2: How well-informed New Zealanders are about animal use in research and the approval
process

How well informed about... Feelwell Feel slightly/
informed% not informed %

Use of animals in

scientific research, testing L P47 16% 16% 64%
and teaching
Process required to gain
approval for animal use in 49 10% BRIO) 13% 68%

scientific teaching, testing
and teaching

m Very well informed ®mModerately =~ Somewhat m Slightly mNot informed at all mDon't know

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q5. How well informed do you feel about...?

Subgroup differences

Those more likely to feel very or moderately well informed about the use of animals in research (16%) were

those who:

e Have heard about ANZCCART (58%)

e Worked with farm animals — farming (52%) or in veterinarian services (47%)

e Have seen or heard something about the use of animals in research in the last twelve months (50%)

e Were involved with animal research or animal protection organisations (both 47%)

e Practised the Hindu faith (34%) or another non-Christian based religion such as Buddhism or Islam (29%)

e Business people (34%)

o Were at least moderately interested in learning more about ongoing work to find alternatives to the use of
animals (26%) and/or to improve the welfare of animals used in research (26%)

e Cared very much or moderately about the use of animals in research (21%)

e Aged under 35 (20%) or 35 to 44 years (19%)

e  Were of Maori ethnicity (20%)

e Were male (19% cf. 13% among females).

Those who felt most well informed about the process required to gain approval for animal use, included
those involved in animal research (47%), and those involved with animal protection organisations (39%).
Those who worked with animals also felt better informed (53% of farmers and 40% of veterinarians feeling
very or moderately well informed about the process required).

NielsenIQ © 2023 Nielsen Consumer LLC. All Rights Reserved. 16



5. Views about animal use in
research

Key findings

This section discusses views of the practice of scientific research that uses animals and the acceptability
of using animals for various research purposes.

Views about the practice of research using animals

Just under half of those surveyed (48%) agreed that the use of animals for medical research purposes is
important to human health, and fewer than half (40%) agreed that scientific research using animals is
only undertaken when there is no alternative.

The majority of respondents (70%) agreed that researchers could do more to reduce the suffering of
animals used in research.

There were significant gaps in people’s knowledge of the use of animals in research, with nearly one in
five unsure whether or not scientific research using animals is always carried out to high standards (19%
don’t know), or whether researchers are working to find alternatives to using animals (17% don’t know).

Respondents had mixed levels of knowledge of the types of research for which animal use is
allowed in New Zealand, with the proportion of those able to say whether a use is allowed or not ranging
from 50% to 64%. Between a third and a half said they don’t know if each of eight types of research are
allowed. This ranged from 36% not knowing if observational studies are allowed, to 53% not knowing if
safety testing of non-medical products such as chemicals used in industry or farming are allowed.

o At least half of the sample thought the following types of research are allowed: observational studies
(53%), biological research to advance our understanding of animal health and welfare (52%), and
work to develop new treatments / procedures for specific diseases (50%).

o Fewer than three in ten thought that animals can be used in product testing areas: safety testing of
non-medical products such as chemicals used in industry or farming (28%), testing cosmetics or
cosmetics ingredients (27%) or non-medical products for household use (24%),

The acceptability of using animals for different activities was conditional on the purpose of the
research (as surveys in Australia and the United Kingdom have shown).

e Uses aimed at improving animal health, species conservation, basic biological research,
environmental management, developing alternatives to live animal use, and animal husbandry were
considered more acceptable than other areas, with around six in ten or more respondents
considering these acceptable. Using animals for veterinary research was most accepted, with 69%
considering it acceptable.

e Using animals to ‘develop alternatives to live animal use’ (the use related to the foundational 3Rs -
Replacement, Reduction, and Refinement) ranked fifth equal in terms of perceived acceptability (62%
acceptable), well behind veterinary research.

e Using animals in research for testing product safety or efficacy, producing biological agents and/or to
produce offspring with compromised welfare were the least acceptable, with at least a third of
respondents considering these unacceptable uses. Producing offspring with compromised welfare
was the least acceptable activity (56% considering it unacceptable).
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Testing chemicals that could cause harm to people, animals and/or plants and the environment is not
generally considered acceptable. Around six in ten respondents thought using animals to test potentially
harmful chemicals to be unacceptable, a level of unacceptability on par with the perceived acceptability
of using animals to produce offspring with compromised welfare.

Just under one in five (19%) considered it is acceptable to use animals to test chemicals that could cause
harm to people, to animals and/or to plants and the environment.

Views about the practice of scientific research using animals

Respondents rated their level of agreement or disagreement with five statements about the practice of
scientific research involving animals.

The level of ‘don’t know’ responses was relatively high, ranging between 13% and 19% for three statements
that were knowledge rather than belief based. These included whether or not researchers are working to
find alternatives to the use of animals, or whether scientific research is always carried out to high
standards, or whether scientific research is carried out on animals when there is no alternative.

There was widespread agreement that researchers could do more to reduce the suffering of animals
used in scientific research, (with 70% agreeing and only 5% disagreeing).

Agreement with the other statements was lower. While just over half the respondents (53%) agreed that
researchers are working to find alternatives to using animals in scientific research (with 7%
disagreement), fewer than half (40%) agreed that scientific research is carried out on animals only when
there is no alternative (with nearly a quarter (23%) disagreeing).

Just under half agreed that the use of animals for medical research purposes is important to human
health (48% agreement and 22% disagreement).

Figure 3: Views about the practice of scientific research using animals

Views about scientific research using animals Disagree /
Agree] strongly ~ strongly
agree % disagree %

Researchers could do more to
reduce the suffering of animals

16% 8%2% 9% 70% 5%
used in scientific research

Researchers are working to find
alternatives to using animals in

5% 2% 17% 53% 7%
scientific research

The use of animals for medical
research purposes is important to
human health

13% 9% 4% 48% 22%

Scientific research using animals
is not always carried out to high

8% 2% 19% 48% 10%
standards

Scientific research is carried out
on animals only when there is no

15% 8% 13% 40% 23%
alternative

m Strongly agree mAgree = Neither agree nor disagree mDisagree ® Strongly disagree  mDon't know

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q8. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the use of animals in scientific research?
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Subgroup differences
There were significant differences in viewpoint across the statements, by gender, involvement in animal
research and/or animal protection organisations, age, ethnicity and pet ownership.

Generally, men, older people and those of Asian ethnicities were more accepting of the use of animals in
research than others; those involved in animal research were also more accepting of the importance of using
animals in research.

See Appendix 2 for detailed subgroup analysis.

Types of research allowed in New Zealand

Context

RTT activities involving animals in New Zealand can only be carried out under the requirements of the Animal
Welfare Act 1999. It must be approved by an animal ethics committee (AEC), which also monitors the use and
ensures it is reported annually or at the end of every project. AECs must include at least three independent
members: one a veterinarian nominated by the New Zealand Veterinary Association, one a nominee of the
New Zealand Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA) and one from a local territorial authority.

The AEC has to decide whether the RTT is necessary, including weighing up the potential benefits against the
costs to animal welfare. In addition, the AEC must be confident that researchers have fully addressed the
Three Rs:

e Replacement of animals with non-sentient or less sentient alternatives;
e Reduction in animal numbers to the minimum required for statistical significance; and
e Refinement of procedures to ensure the minimum possible impact on animal welfare.

AECs themselves must operate under a code of ethical conduct, which is approved and audited by the
government.

Types of research considered allowed
Respondents were asked which of eight types of research they thought researchers are currently allowed to
use animals for in New Zealand (assuming appropriate approvals are in place).

As Figure 4 below highlights, New Zealanders did not really know what types are allowed, with the level of
‘don’t know’ response ranging from 36% (for observational studies) to 53% (for safety testing of non-medical
products such as chemicals used in industry or farming).

Around half of the respondents believed that the following types of studies are allowed in New Zealand.

e Observational studies (for example, monitoring species populations and effects on the environment
(53% allowed and 11% not allowed)

o Biological research to advance our understanding of animal health and welfare (52% allowed and 10%
not allowed)

¢ Trying to develop new treatments / procedures for specific diseases (50% allowed and 10% not
allowed).

e Developing new methods of medical diagnosis (46% allowed and 9% not allowed).

Around four in ten thought that the following types are allowed:

o Biological research to advance our understanding of the human body (43% allowed and 12% not
allowed).
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Fewer than three in ten thought that animals can be used in product testing areas:

o Safety testing of non-medical products such as chemicals used in industry or farming (28% allowed
and 19% not allowed)

¢ Testing cosmetics or cosmetics ingredients (27% allowed and 33% not allowed). The ‘not allowed’
percentage outweighed the ‘allowed’ percentage. Note that this is the only use that is banned in New
Zealand.

o Safety testing of non-medical products such as home cleaning product ingredients (24% allowed and
26% not allowed).

Figure 4: Knowledge of types of scientific studies animals can be used for in New Zealand

Knowledge of types of studies that researchers are allowed to use animals for

Observational studies such as monitoring species population and

0, 0, 0,
effects on the environment 33% e 36%
Biological research to ad\.'ag(r:\(?i svuerl%rrlgerstandmg of animal health 5% P 38%
Trying to develop new treatments / procedures for specific diseases 50% 11% 39%
Developing new methods of medical diagnosis 46% 9% 45%
Biological research to advanch%L;lr understanding of the human 3% e 5%
Safety testing of non-medical products such as chemicals used in o o
industry or farming 28% 19% 33%
Testing cosmetics / ingredients for cosmetics 27% 33% 40%
Safety testing of non-medical products such as the ingredients of o . o
home cleaning products sl 26% Sl
mYes mNo mDon't know

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q9. As far as you know, for which of these types of research, if any, are researchers currently allowed to use animals in New Zealand (with the applicable approval)?

Once ‘don’t know’ responses are removed, the balance of ‘allowed’ to ‘not allowed’ is clearer, as shown in
Figure 5 below.

Figure 5: Knowledge of types of scientific studies animals can be used for in New Zealand (excluding
Don’t know responses)

Knowledge of types of studies that researchers are allowed to use animals for
(excluding don’t know responses)

Observational studies (e.g., monitoring species population, etc.) (n=814)
Biological research - advance understanding of animal health (n=814
Trying to develop new treatments for specific diseases (n=798)
Developing new methods of medical diagnosis (n=728)

Biological research - advance understanding of human body (n=727)
Safety testing of non-medical products - industry or farming (n=620)

Testing cosmetics / ingredients (n=789)

Safety testing of non-medical products - home cleaning products (n=652)

ENo mYes

Base: All respondents excluding Don't knows
Q8. As far as you know, for which of these types of research, if any, are researchers currently allowed to use animals in New Zealand (with the applicable approval)?
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Subgroup differences

Subgroups who were consistently more likely than the total sample to think that each research type is allowed
included those involved with animal research and/or protection organisations, those aware of the ANZCCART
Openness Agreement, who were not pet owners, those who have seen or heard anything about animal
research in the last twelve months, business people, those over 65, men, and those who were interested in
finding out more about alternatives to animal use in research and/or improving animal welfare.

The acceptability of animal use for different purposes

Respondents were asked how acceptable they think the use of animals is for eleven different purposes. Their
responses highlight that the use of animals is conditional on the purpose of the activity (as has been noted in
the Australian study), with uses aimed at improving health, conservation and environmental management
considered more acceptable than others.

Over half of respondents considered seven of the eleven uses to be acceptable, with around six in ten or
more considering six types of animal use to be acceptable. These included the use of animals in:

e Veterinary research: research aimed at improving the health and welfare of production and companion
animals (69% acceptable and 8% unacceptable)

e Species conservation: work directed towards species conservation. The species may or may not be
directly involved, e.g., nutritional studies using a more common species can benefit an endangered
species (63% acceptable and 10% unacceptable)

e Basic biological research: research that aims to understand the workings of living things (63%
acceptable and 10% unacceptable)

¢ Environmental management: including the control of animal pests and research into methods of
reducing production of greenhouse gases (62% acceptable and 11% unacceptable)

o Development of alternatives to using live animals: work aimed at developing methods to replace or
reduce the use of live animals in research, testing and teaching (62% acceptable and 16% unacceptable).
Note: this use relates to one of the foundational 3Rs (Replacement, Reduction, and Refinement)

e Animal husbandry: Animal husbandry, including reproduction, nutrition, growth, production (58%
acceptable and 10% unacceptable).

There were middling levels of support for two activities, with higher proportions considering each to be
unacceptable. These included:

e Medical research: research aimed at improving the health and welfare of humans, but not research on
human subjects (53% acceptable and 20% unacceptable).

e Teaching: Animals used for teaching or instruction, at any NCEA or qualification level (46% acceptable
and 21% unacceptable)

Support for the other three activities was mixed, with levels of unacceptability equalling or exceeding
acceptable levels.

e Production of biological agents: animals used for raising antibodies or for the supply of blood products
(35% acceptable and 32% unacceptable)

o Testing: animals used for public health testing or to ensure the safety, efficacy or quality of products to
meet regulatory requirements for human or animal products, either in New Zealand or internationally (34%
acceptable and 33% unacceptable)

e Produce offspring with compromised welfare: animals used for the purpose of producing offspring with
compromised welfare, that is, offspring that may be/are likely to be more susceptible or at greater risk of
pain or distress during their lifetime. This is the least supported use, with 17% considering it acceptable
and 56% considering it unacceptable.

Between 4% and 7% of respondents were unsure about the acceptability of each of the eleven purposes.
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Figure 6: Acceptability of using animals for eleven purposes

Acceptable Unacceptable

Acceptability of using animals for...

% %
Veterinary research 19% 69% 8%
Species conservation 22% 6% 4% 6% [REEE 10%
Basic biological research 23% 5% 4% 4% SR 10%
Environmental management 23% 7% 4% 4% B 11%
Developing alternatives to using live animals 18% 9% T 62% 16%
Animal husbandry 26% 6% 3% 6% MECR 10%
Medical research 12% 8% 4% BEE 20%
Teaching (any NCEA / qual. levels) 13% 8% 5% BRAE 21%
Production of biological agents 26% 19% 13% 7% B 32%
Testing (e.g., public health, products) 28% 19% 14% Lo 34% 33%
Producing offspring with compromised welfare J&¥3 12% 30% 26% 5% (AL 56%

m Totally acceptable  ® Acceptable Neutral ®Unacceptable ®Totally unacceptable ®Don't know

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q6. How acceptable do you think the use of animals is, in each of the following situations?

Subgroup differences

Subgroup differences were generally consistent across the different research areas. Those involved in animal
research considered the use of animals for all eleven activities more acceptable than the total sample did.
Europeans and those of Asian ethnicities tended to be more accepting of animal use for each purpose than
Maori and Pasifika. Business people were also more accepting.

See Appendix 2 for detailed subgroup analysis.
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The acceptability of animal use in scientific research to test
potentially harmful chemicals

At least six in ten respondents considered it is unacceptable to use animals to test chemicals that could cause
harm to people, animals and/or plants and the environment, a level of unacceptability on par with the
perceived unacceptability of using animals to produce offspring with compromised welfare.

Just under one in five (19%) considered it is acceptable to use animals to test chemicals that could harm
people, pets, farm animals or wildlife, or harm plants or the environment.

Using animals to test chemicals that could potentially harm plants or the environment was considered slightly
less unacceptable than using chemicals on animals that could potentially harm live beings, with 59%
considering this unacceptable, compared with 64% and 63% respectively considering use unacceptable if
there is potential harm to people or animals. (Note: this result suggests that respondents misunderstood the
question, conflating outcomes of the research with the subject of the research.)

Figure 7: Acceptability of animal use to test chemicals that might cause harm

Acceptability of using animals in scientific research to test chemicals that might...

Acceptable Unacceptable
% %

Harm people 14% Y 19% 64%

Harm pets, farm animals or

wildlife 15%

19% 63%

Harm plants or environment 20% 32% 27%

19% 59%

m Totally acceptable mAcceptable  Neutral mUnacceptable mTotally unacceptable mDon't know

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q7. How acceptable do you think it is to use animals in scientific research to test chemicals that could

Subgroup differences
Subgroup patterns were similar to those noted in the previous question set: those involved in animal research
were more accepting than others.

Women and those under 25 were less accepting. Pet owners considered the use of animals for testing
potentially harmful chemicals particularly unacceptable.

See Appendix 2 for detailed subgroup analysis.
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6. Support for research using
different animal types / species

Key findings

This section discusses which animal species/types, if any, were considered acceptable in five different
activities.

When asked about the acceptability of the use of twenty-one animal species for each of five areas, a

substantial proportion of respondents said that the use of any species is not acceptable in each case. The

proportion considering the use of any animals to be unacceptable ranged from 24% for teaching to 41% for
safety testing of non-medical products.

e Use of any animal species for safety testing of non-medical products was least acceptable, with four in ten
saying that no animal species should be used for this.

e There was slightly more support for using animal species for research into animal health and/or for
teaching, with around one in four respondents considering it acceptable to use any of the nominated
animal species for these purposes.

Patterns of response about the most and least acceptable animal species were similar across the five
research areas.

e The same five species, all of which are commonly regarded as pest species and/or are already
extensively used in medical research (rodents), ranked in the top five most acceptable species. Rats
and mice were considered the two most acceptable, followed by possums, stoats or ferrets, and rabbits.

e The seven species considered least acceptable for use were also consistent across the different types of
research. The use of marine mammals was considered the least acceptable species across four of the five
research types (second least acceptable for environmental research). Dogs, horses, cats, deer, cattle and
sheep also featured in the top seven least acceptable species.

Reasons for considering the use of any animal species unacceptable

Several themes emerged, when respondents who considered the use of any of the twenty-one nominated
animal species unacceptable for a particular type of research were asked their reasons. Several themes
emerge.

e A belief that using animals in a way that might harm them is cruel and/or inhumane.

e Being unethical or morally wrong — mentioned particularly in association with safety testing of non-medical
products.

e The fact that animals have rights and they cannot give informed consent, or defend themselves.

e Love of animals and a belief that animals having feelings, a soul, and/or personality.

e There is a perception that there are alternatives to the use of animals, particularly for research settings
such as teaching and environmental research.

e A perception that a particular type of research could be acceptable if the research is critical to saving
human lives and there are no alternatives (for example for medical research to benefit people), or if only
for observation purposes (for instance in teaching), if the animal has died of natural causes and/or died in
a humane way, or if pest species are used, for example for environmental research.
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Support for using different animal species/types in research and
other purposes

Respondents were asked which of twenty-one animal species/types they thought acceptable to be used in five
activities:

Medical research to benefit people
Research into animal health
Environmental research

Teaching

Safety testing of non-medical products.

b=

The list of twenty-one animal types was adapted from the Australian research (which included various primate
species) to include species more relevant to the New Zealand context. The list was developed from MPI’s
Animal Use Statistics?. The list was as follows, noting that respondents were provided with an option that “it is
not acceptable to use any animals for this purpose”.

Table 2: Animal species/types included in the survey

Animal species/types included

Amphibia, e.g., frogs

Reptiles

Birds, e.g., chickens, ducks, pigeons, parrots
Mice

Rats

Cats

Dogs

Pigs

Cattle

Sheep

Deer

Goats

Horses

Guinea pigs or hamsters

Stoats or ferrets

Rabbits

Possums

Fish (e.g., trout, goldfish, eels)
Crustaceans, e.g., crabs, lobsters, crayfish
Cephalopods, e.g., octopus, squid
Marine mammals, e.g., dolphins, whales

Note: In presenting options to respondents, the order of the areas and the order of the animal species/types
were randomised to minimise order bias.

2 https://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/1477-Animal-Use-Statistics-Guidance-for-Completing-Statistical-Returns
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Summary

Fourteen percent (14%) of the total sample considered it is unacceptable to use any animals for any of the
five purposes, while 48% considered it unacceptable to use any animal species for at least one of the five.

The use of any of the nominated animals for safety testing of non-medical products was thought less
acceptable than the other four purposes, with 41% saying that using any animals for this is unacceptable.

Environmental research was the second least acceptable area, with 31% saying using any animals is
unacceptable.

There was slightly more support for using animals for research into animal health and/or for teaching, with
23% and 24% of respondents respectively, considering the use of any animals unacceptable.

Figure 8: Proportion considering the acceptability of using any animal species/types for the purpose

Acceptability of using any of the 21 animal species/types for...

Medical research Research into  Environmental Teaching Safety testing of
to benefit people  animal health research non-medical
products

E No animal species acceptable WAt least one acceptable

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q10. Which types of animals, if any, do you think it is acceptable to use for...

Most and least acceptable animal species/types
Respondents were asked which of 21 species they consider acceptable for use for each purpose. Patterns of
response were similar across all five.

The same species ranked in the top five most acceptable: rats, mice, possums, stoats or ferrets and rabbits.
With the exception of rats and mice, the level of acceptability of the other top three (possums, stoats or ferrets
and rabbits) was not high, with fewer than half considering their use acceptable, other than for research into
animal health.

Rats and mice were the two most acceptable species (with over half the sample thinking their use acceptable
across four of the uses, and 42% considering their use acceptable for safety testing of non-medical products.).
Their use is likely to be considered more acceptable as people are familiar with their extensive use in medical
research.

All five of the most acceptable species are commonly considered to be pest animals that impact New
Zealand’s native bird populations, cause damage to natural environments (for example, rabbits degrading
vegetation in Central Otago and the Mackenzie country), or spread disease (for example, possums spreading
bovine Tb). The proportions considering any of these five species are acceptable vary across the five
research areas, with their use considered most acceptable for animal health research and lower levels of
acceptability for safety testing of non-medical products.

The seven species considered least acceptable for use were also consistent across the research areas:
these included marine mammals, dogs, horses, cats, deer, cattle and sheep.

Respondents considered marine mammals to be the least acceptable species across four of the five types
(second least acceptable for environmental research). While the research didn’t assess reasons for any
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specific species being more acceptable or less acceptable, media have highlighted the endangered status of
many marine mammal species, including Hector’s Dolphins and blue whales, and these marine mammals
have featured in many television series and movies (for example, Free Willy). Hence, their presence at the top
of the unacceptability list is not surprising.

Dogs, horses, cats, deer, cattle and sheep also featured in the top seven least acceptable species. Dogs and
cats are the most commonly owned household pets (with 64% of respondents having at least one dog and/or
cat). The use of horses for research was generally considered as unacceptable as the use of dogs and cats,
with use of deer, cattle and sheep considered nearly as unacceptable.

The reasons for acceptability of each species varied across the purposes. In addition to the above, this may
relate to the perceived likelihood of harm to the species, and/or the suitability of the animal type for the
purpose: for example, lower acceptability of fish and invertebrates for medical research than mice, rats,
guinea pigs, rats and possums.

Table 3: Animal species/types that are considered most and least acceptable

Acceptability of using Medical Research into | Environmental | Teaching Safety testing
animals for... research to animal health research of non-
benefit people medical
products
Base 1,317 1,317 1,317 1,317 1,317
Five most acceptable species/types (% acceptable)
1. Rats 54 61 51 57 42
2. Mice 53 60 50 57 42
3. Possums 46 54 47 49 38
4. Stoats or ferrets 41 51 41 44 34
5. Rabbits 38 50 39 46 31
Seven least acceptable species/types (% not acceptable)
1. Marine mammals 42 32 38 35 35
2. Dogs 41 30 40 30 37
3. Horses 41 28 38 31 36
4. Cats 39 28 38 31 35
5. Deer 36 25 32 30 32
6. Cattle 34 25 32 29 31
7. Sheep 35 23 32 28 32
Not acceptable to use any 30 23 31 24 41

species for this use (%)

Subgroup differences

Subgroups who were more supportive tend to be the same groups who held more supportive views on related
topics: that is, men, those involved with animal research, those who are not pet owners, those who have seen
or heard anything about animal research in the last twelve months, and respondents of Asian ethnicity.

See Appendix 2 for detailed subgroup analysis.

The following sections discuss the acceptability of the twenty-one animal species/types for each of the five
areas, along with key reasons for considering the use of any those species unacceptable.

Nielsele © 2023 Nielsen Consumer LLC. All Rights Reserved. 27



Using animal species/types for medical research to benefit people

Seven in ten respondents considered it acceptable to use at least one of the twenty-one animal species for
medical research to benefit people.

Rats, mice and possums are the three most commonly accepted, with around half considering their use to be
acceptable. Over four in ten respondents consider it unacceptable to use marine mammals (42%), horses or
dogs (41% each) for this purpose (in addition to the 30% considering use of any of the twenty-one
species/types to be unacceptable).

Figure 9: Acceptability of animal species for medical research to benefit people
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Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q10. Which types of animals, if any, do you think it is acceptable to use for medical research to benefit people?

Reasons for considering the use of any animal species for medical research to benefit people
unacceptable

Those who considered using any animals was unacceptable were asked their reasons. A perception that it is
cruel if animals are harmed was the main objection. Respondents pointed out that animals, like humans, can
feel pain, and that they have rights, while being unable to give informed consent. There was some feeling that
to use animals for this purpose might be inevitable, but still not acceptable.

The main reasons given (down to the 8% level of mention) were as follows:

e ltis cruel, inhumane for animals to be harmed (31%)

e |tis cruel to use animals for the benefit of humans (17%)

e We should use consenting humans, not animals (12%)

e Animals are living beings, feel pain (10%)

e Animals have rights as humans do. We are all animals, just different species (9%)
e Animals cannot consent, cannot defend themselves (9%)

e |tis unethical, morally wrong (8%)

e Animals have different traits. Might not benefit humans (8%).
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The following verbatim comments highlight reasons given for considering it unacceptable to use any of the
twenty-one species/types for medical research to benefit people.

“It may not have any benefit to the human anyway and animals shouldn’t be harmed for experimental
purposes.”

“Although it has helped a lot in the past, | believe there is no justification in torturing other animals for our own
survival. I'm optimistic that modern research techniques involving Al could bypass this previously necessary
toll for research.”

“Animals feel pain in many of the same ways that humans do; in fact, their reactions to pain are virtually
identical (both humans and animals scream, for example). When animals are used for product toxicity testing
or laboratory research, they are subjected to painful and frequently deadly experiments.”

“l understand that it would benefit people, but | can't imagine hurting an animal to benefit a person. It truly
makes me so sad!”

“l do not think animals should suffer for the health of people because they cannot consent.”

“I feel like it is probably necessary but I still don't feel that it is acceptable to let one species suffer for the
benefit of another.”

“Our arrogant species has no right to use animals for our own purposes.”

The full list of reasons given for this and the other research purposes is included at the end of this section.

Using animal species/types for research into animal health

Over three in four respondents (77%) considered it acceptable to use at least one of the nominated animal
species for research into animal health. This was the most acceptable area of research, along with teaching.

There was a comparatively high level of support for using rats and mice for animal health research, with six in
ten considering their use acceptable. Marine mammals, dogs, horses and cats were considered least
acceptable in this context, with around three in ten respondents considering the use of each to be
unacceptable (in addition to the 23% considering use of any of the twenty-one species/types to be
unacceptable).

Figure 10: Acceptability of animal species for research into animal health
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39% 37%

6% il 2% J44% oo 1 2 1 e

o I 42% J41%
L B EIY M

60% [ 61%

22% 28% I 30% 25%

19% 21% 209 23% B 25% Bl 23% 28% 227 Bl 22%

18% I 13% I 17% I 1 o0, 0%
7% I 7%

23% M 23% W23 Moo I oo oo 2o [ 237 [ 23% R 23 [ 23 [ 23 [ 23 B 23% [ 2 23 [ 2> 22 [l

11% [ 12% [ 11% I 10% [ o~ B 10% B oo, I 10% I 11% R 11% R 1 1% [ 11% I 10% [ 10 [ 12% [ 10 [ 11% [ 11% R 12% il 13%

33%

32%

23%

12%

@ @ & @ & ) ) e ] Q & ) o ) & & & O o
& ¢ & F P F FF P S S & s
@Q Q—G’ s o Q& bres & RS O R &
S Q J & & &
v N & < 2 2 &
[©) > . o o @
D}O eg‘ &) Qob ﬁ\@&\o
. . N 3°
mDon't know B Notacceptable to use any animal species HNo mYes Q\("’ Q(\’D
@

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q11. Which types of animals, if any, de you think it is acceptable to use for research into animal health?
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Reasons for considering the use of any animal species for research into animal health unacceptable

Considering it cruel if animals are harmed was the overwhelming concern for this use also. A view that it is
unethical also received significant levels of mention. The main reasons given (to the 8% level) were as
follows:

e |tis cruel, inhumane for animals to be harmed (34%)

e Itis unethical, morally wrong (12%)

e There needs to be an alternative. | wish there were an alternative (8%)
e Animals cannot consent. They can’'t defend themselves (7%).

The following verbatim comments highlight the views of those who considered it unacceptable to use any of
the twenty-one species/types for research into animal health.

“No animal should go through torture for research purposes.”

It's is not acceptable to cause harm to any living creature simply for "research". (The single exception being
testing of animal medicines / treatments the same as is done in human medical trials - i.e., treating an already
sick animal in the hopes of helping it, but not prolonging suffering). “It’s for the animals so why would you test
on them and risk their health.”

“I don’t like animals to suffer just because we are doing some research on them for health and other things.
It’s like doing it on humans. They are also living things like humans.”

“Because any creature on this earth has feelings, feel pain and know what they can so should not be forced to
have unnatural things done to them. Maybe the people doing the tests should stand in themselves to do the
tests at least they know what is happening to them.”

“Animal health is based in nature and familial environment, animals run in herds or groups, all family groups
and that is the way of nature.”

“There are certain cases where it's appropriate but taking a life or more than one life is never acceptable.”

The full list of reasons given for this and the other research purposes is included at the end of this section.
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Using animal species/types for environmental research
Around seven in ten respondents (69%) thought it acceptable to use at least one of the nominated animal
species for environmental research.

Rats, mice and possums were considered acceptable animal species for this use, by around half of all
respondents. Dogs were considered least acceptable, with 40% mention, followed closely by marine
mammals, cats and horses, each considered unacceptable in the environmental research context by 38% of
respondents (in addition to the 31% considering use of any of the twenty-one species/types to be
unacceptable).

Figure 11: Acceptability of animal species for environmental research
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Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q12. Which types of animals, if any, do you think it is acceptable to use for environmental research ?

Reasons for considering the use of any animal species for environmental research unacceptable

Again, a perception that it is cruel if animals are harmed was the main objection to using any animal species
for environmental research. Respondents made greater mention about the need for (or existence of)
alternatives for this context. The main reasons given (to the 7% level) were as follows:

e ltis cruel, inhumane for animals to be harmed (28%)

e ltis unethical, morally wrong (11%)

e Animals have rights as humans do. We are all animals, just different species (8%)
e There needs to be an alternative. | wish there were an alternative (8%)

e There are alternative options available; e.g., computer simulations, etc. (7%).

The following verbatim comments highlight the views of those who thought it unacceptable to use any species
for environmental research.

“The chemicals used may harm animals.”
“Because environmental research can be carried out using other methods rather than animals.”

“Animal testing pollutes air, groundwater, and soil. Animal testing results into large amounts of environmental
waste and toxic chemical. The disposal process resulting from animal testing leads to dangerous exposure to
biohazards and radioactive materials.”
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“Humans are destroying the environment, not other animals. Why don't we test on those humans? Start with
Elon Musk, he deserves it.”

“Once again they have the same right to live a normal life as we humans have.”
“It’s irrelevant to the animal.”

“It’s not very sanitary to do that and I also think it’s not a very safe way to do research especially if it’s for the
environment.”

“That is harming the animal in what will most likely be them in their natural habitats. Not fair.”

The full list of reasons given for this and the other research purposes is included at the end of this section.

Using animal species/types for teaching

Three in four respondents (76%) thought it acceptable to use at least one of the twenty-one animal species for

teaching purposes, a higher proportion than for other research areas.

Using rats and/or mice was considered most acceptable, with nearly six in ten considering their use
acceptable, as with the animal research setting. Marine mammals were considered least acceptable, with
35% mention. Cats, dogs, deer and horses were each considered unacceptable in this context by around
three in ten (in addition to the 24% considering use of any of the twenty-one species/types to be
unacceptable).

Figure 12: Acceptability of animal species for teaching
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Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q13. Which types of animals, if any, do you think it is acceptable to use for teaching?

Reasons for considering the use of any animal species for teaching unacceptable

Again, perception that it is cruel if animals are harmed was the main objection. As with environmental
research, respondents thought there must be viable alternatives available for use in teaching, other than
animals. The main reasons given (to the 7% level) were as follows:

e ltis cruel, inhumane for animals to be harmed (22%)

e Itis unethical, morally wrong (16%)

e Alternative technologies available for this, e.g., computer simulations (11%)
e Use other options for teaching (8%)
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e Could be acceptable if animals are not harmed. Need to balance the benefit against the potential harm
(7%).

The following verbatim comments highlight the views of those who considered using any animal species/type
for teaching to be unacceptable.

“If they are already deceased then | don't think any animals should suffer for these types of products don’t see
any problem but if you kill them purposely for teaching that’s really not ok.”

“Use computer teaching as it is so realistic nowadays.”

“l am assuming that we are discussing dissecting frogs in class. hell no. If we are discussing dogs for the
blind, that's fine. Question is hard to give an accurate answer.”

“Unless it is in a humane and safe way, or for scientific use cadavers are used then it doesn't feel right to do.”

“If it's vet training then intern style involvement watching surgeries are the answer. Otherwise, a video should
cut it for school kids.”

“People can simulate most things in a computer these days.”

The full list of reasons given for this and the other research purposes is included at the end of this section.

Using animal species/types for safety testing of non-medical products

Nearly six in ten respondents (59%) considered it acceptable to use at least one of the nominated animal
species for safety testing of non-medical products. This was the lowest proportion across the five research
settings, making it the least acceptable type of work using animals.

Given activism around animal testing and the prevalence of retailers and skincare brands using non-animal
product testing as a marketing strategy, a lower rate of support for using any animals to test non-medical
products is to be expected.

Using rats, mice and/or possums was considered most acceptable, with around four in ten considering their
use acceptable. Four species were considered particularly unacceptable: dogs (37%), horses (36%), cats and
marine mammals (35% each), in addition to the 41% considering any species use unacceptable.

Figure 13: Acceptability of animal species for safety testing of non-medical products
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Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q14. Which types of animals, if any, do you think it is acceptable to use for safety testing of non-medical products?
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Reasons for considering the use of any animal species for safety testing of non-medical products
unacceptable

Ethical and moral considerations were the main objection to using any animal species for such safety testing.
(Mentions of being unethical were highest for this research area.) Some respondents acknowledged that such
safety testing could be acceptable for life-critical factors, but this still did not sit well with their consciences.
There was a perception that there must be alternatives available.

The main reasons given were as follows (to the 7% level):

e Itis unethical, morally wrong (26%)

e ltis cruel, inhumane for animals to be harmed (24%)

e | love animals. Opposed to use of animals (9%)

e Cruel to use animals for the benefit of humans (9%)

e Alternative technologies available for this (7%)

e Depends on the research. Could be acceptable if it helps save lives of humans and/or animals (7%).

The following verbatim comments highlight the views of those who considered it unacceptable that any
species are used for safety testing of non-medical products.

“l don’t believe in animal testing. It is morally wrong.”

“Because animals could be unnecessarily harmed during testing.”

I don't think any animals should suffer for these types of products.”

“I am at odds with logic and my morals - | know it needs to be done.”

“l just think it is a step too far. Animal use for testing should only be used for the most important testing, that is
medical, where there is no reasonable alternative.”

“Because it has a non-medical benefit which is not crucial neither does it have urgency.”

The full list of all reasons given for this and the other research purposes is included below.
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Summary of reasons given for considering use of any animal species/types
unacceptable

The table below compares the prevalence of reasons given for considering use of any animals unacceptable,
across the five types of research. Several themes emerge.

A belief that using animals in a way that might harm them is cruel and/or inhumane was the key reason
for objection to using any animal species across four of the five research areas. Associated with this were
perceptions that it is cruel to use animals for the benefit of humans, and that animals are living beings, who
feel pain as humans do.

Being unethical or morally wrong was a related theme that received high levels of mention in relation to
safety testing of non-medical products.

The fact that animals cannot give informed consent was a significant concern, with comments to the effect
that they have rights, and that they cannot defend themselves.

For some respondents love of animals motivated their beliefs. There was comment about animals having
feelings, or a soul, and/or personality. A preference for leaving animals alone in their natural environments
was also expressed.

There was a perception that there are alternatives to the use of animals, particularly for settings such as
teaching. Suggestions included using computer simulations or Al, or using videos of live animals (for teaching
topics such as animal handling, etc.). If there aren’t alternatives, these respondents wished there were.

“It depends” or “it could be acceptable if...” was another theme. Some respondents said it might be
acceptable if the research/activity is critical to saving human lives and there are no alternatives, while others
said using animals might be acceptable if only for observation purposes, or if the animal has died of natural
causes and/or died in a humane way, or if pest species are used, for example for environmental research.

A list of all responses follows in Table 4.
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Table 4: Summary of reasons for considering use of any animals is unacceptable

Reasons given for considering use Medical Research | Environ- Teaching | Safety
of any animals is unacceptable research into mental testing of

to benefit | animal research non-

people health medical

products
Base (those considering use of any 320 304 330 307 333
animals unacceptable for this purpose)
% % % % %

Cruel. Inhumane to harm animals 31 34 28 22 24
Unethical / morally wrong/unacceptable 8 12 11 16 26
Cruel to use animals to benefit humans 17 4 5 4 9
Use consenting humans (rather than 12 3 3 1 3
animals)
Animals are living beings / feel pain 10 6 4 4 2
Animals have rights, as humans do. We 9 4 8 3 4
are all animals, just different species
Animals cannot consent / have no say / 9 7 6 4 3
can't defend selves
Animals and humans work differently / 8 1 1 0 1
might not benefit humans
There needs to be an alternative / wish 7 8 8 6 5
there were an alternative
Alternative technology options available, 7 4 7 11 7
e.g., computer simulations, etc.
Use other options (for teaching) 1 1 0 8 0
| love animals - opposed to use of animals 5 5 6 4 9
Animals have feelings / a soul / 5 4 2 3 1
personality
Animal lives matter / animals deserve 5 2 3 2 1
respect/love
Leave animals alone / in their natural 4 6 4 5 2
environment / animals were here first
Humans created problems, use humans 1 2 5 0 1
Depends on the research / acceptable if it 3 5 3 3 7
helps save lives (human and animals)
Could be acceptable if animals not 1 3 3 7 2
harmed in any way / need to balance
benefit against potential harm
Could be acceptable if animal has died / 1 4 1 6 0
of natural causes / humanely
Do not support using chemicals on 1 1 1 1 4
animals / inhumane culling of species
Could be acceptable to use pest animals 0 0 1 1 0
Not sure how animals are / would be used 1 1 4 2 2
in this situation
OK if only to observe — use live animals to 0 0 0 2 0
show handling
Other 5 7 4 4 3
None/nothing 1 2 2 3 3
Don't know 1 5 5 4 10
Total mentions 153 131 125 125 129
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7. Governance and regulations

Key findings

This section discusses understanding of rules and regulations and approvals processes for animal use in
research and perceptions of how well they are applied.

Views of the rules and regulations and how well they are applied

Respondents wanted to see greater openness on the part of institutions involved in animal research, and they
would also like to see greater public involvement. However, more than 25% of respondents regarded the
approval process as unclear. Feedback about the adequacy of approvals lying with Animal Ethics Committees
vs. greater government involvement was mixed.

Respondents did not have a good understanding of how well the rules and regulations for using animals in
research, testing and teaching in New Zealand are applied, with a relative high level of ‘don’t know responses’
particularly for knowledge-based dimensions. For example, 22% did not know whether New Zealand has strict
rules in place on the use of animals in research, and 31% did not know whether the rules and regulations are
well enforced. Only one in five (22%) considered information about approval processes is easy to find.

The general lack of knowledge correlated with respondents’ levels of trust in the regulations. While nearly half
of respondents (49%) agreed that they trust regulators to uncover misconduct at animal research facilities and
46% agreed that they trust those using animals not to cause them unnecessary suffering, there was a
comparatively low level of trust in the regulatory system around the use of animals in research (35% agreeing
and 22% disagreeing that they trust the regulatory system).

Views of organisations that undertake research using animals in New Zealand

Not surprisingly therefore, perceptions of organisations that undertake research using animals in New Zealand
were relatively muted, with one in four saying they did not know which associations applied to such
organisations.

The most prevalent view was that such organisations carry out work that is essential for human health
(with 34% mention). There was a perception that such organisations are well regulated (27% mention)
although as already noted, respondents did not feel they knew about this.

While one in five (21%) thought they provide good mechanisms for oversight of animal research, 24%
thought that such organisations may have conflicts of interest, since animal research may be an aspect of
their business. Positive perceptions of animal welfare standards outweighed negative perceptions (26%
agreeing they adhere to good animal welfare standards, and 14% thinking they have poor animal welfare
standards).

In terms of communication about their work, the most prevalent view (held by one in four) was that such
organisations are secretive (27% mention), while fewer thought they are open about their work (16%). A
minority (11%) thought such organisations are dishonest about the results of their work.
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Views of the rules and regulations for use of animals in research

Respondents were shown the following statement about the rules and regulations governing the use of
animals in research, testing and teaching in New Zealand, and then asked for their views of the rules and
regulations in New Zealand.

“‘New Zealand law requires researchers to apply to a body known as an Animal Ethics Committee (AEC) to
obtain approval to use animals for research, testing and teaching. The AECs are also involved in
monitoring of approved research, testing and teaching.

Membership of any AEC must include a veterinarian, a scientist, a member of an animal welfare advocacy
organisation (e.g., SPCA), and a member of the public (lay person) who has never been involved in
research on animals.

While the government is not directly involved in decision-making by AECs, it plays a role in the regulation of
animal research through issuing licences to host AECs to institutions such as universities that conduct the
research, testing or teaching and by requiring those institutions to submit annual reports.”

There was strong support for institutions being more open about their use of animals in research,
testing and teaching, with 76% agreeing and only 4% of respondents disagreeing.

Over half agreed that greater involvement of the public in the decision-making process around granting
approval for animal research is needed (54% agreeing and 16% disagreeing).

While weaker, agreement outweighed disagreement about the role of Animal Ethics Committees and
government in the approvals process. Nearly half (48%) agreed that having approval of animal use in
research resting with an Animal Ethics Committee (AEC) rather than the government is satisfactory while 14%
disagreed that this is satisfactory. However, 44% thought the government should have more direct
involvement.

Decision making processes for approving animal use in research are unclear: Only 38% agreed that
they are clear, but 27% disagreed.

Figure 14: Views about rules and regulations
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Base: All respondents (n=1,317)

Q16. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the rules and regulaticns for use of animals in scientific research,
testing and teaching?
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Subgroup differences

Greater agreement with each statement was apparent among those involved in animal research, or animal
protection organisations, also among those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement (who were
generally those involved in animal research and/or protection). Agreement with each statement among men
tended to be around five percentage points higher than the overall sample result.

See Appendix 2 for detailed subgroup analysis.

Views about how well rules and regulations are applied

Respondents were asked their views about eight aspects of the application of rules and regulations for using
animals in research, testing and teaching in New Zealand. Fewer than half the respondents agreed with any
aspect.

The high level of ‘don’t know’ responses should be noted, ranging from 8% to 15% for trust-based statements,
and as high as 31% for knowledge-based statements such as whether the rules and regulations are well
enforced. Nearly three in ten (28%) were unsure whether the use of animals in research sometimes
takes place without an official approval, and 22% were unsure whether or not New Zealand has strict
rules on the use of animals in research.

There was a perception that unnecessary duplication of scientific research involving animals might
happen with the Animal Ethics Committees, with 49% agreeing that this could happen and only 9%
disagreeing.

Just under half of respondents trusted regulators to uncover misconduct at animal research facilities
(49% agreement) and/or trusted those using animals not to cause them unnecessary suffering (46%
agreement).

A lack of trust in the regulatory system around the use of animals in research outweighed trust, with
35% agreeing that they did not trust the system and 22% disagreeing (that is, they did trust it).

Information about the approval processes for animal research was not considered easy to find. While
22% agreed that it is easy, 26% disagreed, and 21% were unsure.

Figure 15: Views about how well rules and regulations are applied
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Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q17. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the rules and regulations on the use of animals in scientific research, testing and teaching in New Zealand?
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Subgroup differences

In general, those involved in animal research and business people (those describing their occupation as
business manager, business proprietor or farm manager) had higher levels of trust in the regulatory system.

Those involved with animal protection have lower levels of trust. Those who follow a vegan diet had low levels
of trust.

See Appendix 2 for detailed subgroup analysis.

Perceptions of organisations that use animals for ‘research’ in
New Zealand

Respondents were asked about their views of organisations that use animals for scientific research, testing
and teaching in New Zealand, via a series of nine statements. Comparatively low levels of mention for each
statement indicate that respondents generally did not have strong views, and 24% said they don’t know what
associations apply to such organisations.

The most prevalent view, held by only one in three, was that such organisations carry out work that is
essential for human health (34%).

Over one in four respondents (27%) considered such organisations are well regulated, but as already noted,
respondents did not feel they are well informed about this. One in five (21%) thought they provide good
mechanisms for oversight of animal research.

One in four (24%) thought such organisations may have conflicts of interest, since animal research may be
an aspect of their business.

Positive perceptions of animal welfare standards outweighed negative perceptions: 26% thought such
organisations adhere to good animal welfare standards, while only 14% thought they have poor animal
welfare standards.

In terms of communication about their work, the most prevalent view (held by 27%) was that such
organisations are secretive, while only 16% thought they are open about their work. One in ten (11%)
thought they are dishonest about the results of their work.

Figure 16: Perceptions of organisations that use animals for scientific research in New Zealand

Views of organisations that use animals for ‘research’ in New Zealand

They carry out work essential for human health 34%
They are secretive
They are well regulated

They adhere to good animal welfare standards

They have conflicts of interest, because animal
research is an aspect of their business
They provide good mechanisms for oversight of
animal research

They are open about their work

They have poor animal welfare standards

They are dishonest about the results of their work
None of these

Don't know

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q18. Which, if any, ofthe following fit your view of organisations that use animals for scientific research, testing
and teaching in New Zealand?
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Subgroup differences

Those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement and those involved in animal research generally held
more positive views of organisations that use animals for research than others.

Note however, that those involved in animal research were also more likely than others to note dishonesty
and poor welfare standards. Business people, men and/or older people also held more positive views.

People aged under 35 had more negative perceptions than others relating to perceived organisational secrecy
and/or dishonesty. Respondents involved with animal protection also held more negative views.

See Appendix 2 for detailed subgroup analysis.
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8. Trusted information sources and
interest in knowing more

Key findings

This section discusses whether or not people have seen or heard anything about the use of animals in
scientific research, testing or teaching in New Zealand, and where that was seen. It also identifies the sources
they would trust to provide balanced information, and respondents’ interest in learning more about ongoing
work in the area.

e There was low awareness of any media content about the use of animals in research, with fewer than one
in ten respondents having seen or heard anything in the last twelve months. Social media and other online
sources are the main channels recalled among those with any recall.

e Three sources stood out as being trusted sources of balanced information about the use of animals in
scientific research, testing and teaching in New Zealand. Animal welfare organisations were the most
trusted (50% mention), with veterinarians who look after the animals, and people with knowledge of the
subject ranking second and third (42% and 36% mention respectively). There was lower trust in
government agencies, research institutes, environmental organisations, medical research charities and
universities (each receiving between 26% and 28% mention).

e There was reasonable interest in finding out more about ongoing work, with 45% interested in finding out
more about alternatives to using animals in research, testing and teaching, and 42% interested in finding
out about ongoing work to improve the welfare of animals used in research. At least one in five expressed
strong interest in each of these.

Whether seen or heard anything about the use of animals in
‘research’

Whether seen or heard anything about use
One in nine respondents (1 1%) said they have seen or heard of animals in research in last 12 months
something about the use of animals in scientific research,
testing or teaching in New Zealand in the last twelve months.

Figure 17: Whether seen or heard anything

Subgroup differences

The prevalence of seeing or hearing anything about animal
research was greater among those involved in animal
research or animal protection organisations, men, younger
people and those of Maori and Pasifika ethnicity:

mYes mNo = Don't know

*  Heard of ANZCCART Openness Agreement (64%) R v s vt i st s
e Those involved with animal research (46%) of animals in scientific research, testing or teaching in New Zealand?

e Farmers (46%) or those involved with wildlife or veterinary animals (50%)

e Those involved with animal protection organisations (44%)

e Business people (23%)

e Those who follow a vegan diet (22%)

e Aged under 35 years (17%)

e Those of Maori (18%) or Pasifika ethnicity (16%)

e Pet owners (14% cf. 4% among non-pet owners)

e Men (13% cf. 9% among women).
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Where seen or heard anything about the use of animals in

‘research’

On average those who have seen or heard anything about the use of animals in research recalled over two

sources. Social media was the primary source (noted by 47%), with 31% mentioning websites and 27%

mentioning other online sources, such as forums, blogs, etc.

Recall of more traditional media was lower, with 35% recalling television, 22% recalling newspapers and 11%

recalling radio.

One in five (21%) recalled seeing or hearing about animal research in a specialist publication.

Figure 18: Sources recalled

Where seen or heard anything about the use of animals in

‘research’

Social media (Facebook, Instagram, etc.)
Television

Website/s

Online (forum, blog, etc.)

Newspaper

Scientific / medical magazine / journal
Talk / speech / lecture

Newsletter (group | belong to)
Poster / billboard

Radio

General magazine

Other

47%

Base: Those who have seen anything about use of animals in scientific research, testing or teaching in New Zealand (n=175)

Q20. Where did you see or hear about that?

Subgroup differences

e Those involved in animal research were more likely than others to mention websites (38%), newspaper

(30%), scientific journals (28%) or posters/billboards (24%).
e Those involved in animal protection were more likely than others to mention websites (37%), online
forums (34%), newsletters (27%) or posters/billboards (22%).
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Trusted sources of balanced information

Three sources (of the seventeen presented to respondents) stood out as being trusted sources of balanced
information about the use of animals in scientific research, testing and teaching in New Zealand.

1. Animal welfare organisations such as the SPCA, SAFE and HUHA (Helping You Help Animals) are
considered the most trusted balanced source (a clear first rank at 50% mention).

2. Veterinarians who look after the animals used (42% mention)

3. People with knowledge of the subject (36% mention).

Government agencies, research institutes, environmental organisations, medical research charities and
universities made up a second level tier, each mentioned by between 26% and 28% of respondents.

Trust in businesses and companies involved in animal research to provide balanced information was lower
(with less than 20% mention):

¢ Organisations that support the use of animals in research, testing or teaching, for example, animal
research funders were mentioned by 17%.

e Companies and businesses which carry out ‘research’ using animals (13% mention)

e Companies and businesses which sell products developed from animal research (9% mention)

Politicians and members of parliament are the least trusted source (6%).

Respondents mentioned about four sources, each.

Figure 19: Sources of balanced information about use of animals in research

Trusted sources of balanced information about use of animals in research

Animal welfare organisations, e.g., the SPCA, SAFE, HUHA
Veterinarians who look after the animals used in'research’

50%

People with knowledge of the subject

Govemment / research institutes

Environmental organisations

Medical research charities, e.g., Cancer Society, NZ Heart Foundation

Universities

Non-Government research institutes

Your veterinarian who looks after your animal/s or pets

Organisations that support animal use 'research’; e.g., res. funders

News media

Farming organisations

Patient advocacy groups (e.g., NZ Organisation for Rare Diseases)

Companies/businesses that undertake research using animals
Companies/businesses that sell products developed from animal..

Iwi/ Maori groups / Kaumatua

Politicians / Members of Pariament

Other

None of these

Base: All respondents (n=1,317) Don't know

Q21. What sources ofinformation, if any, would you trust to provide balanced information about the use of animals in scientific research,
testing and teaching in New Zealand?

Subgroup differences
See Appendix 2 for analysis of subgroup differences.

Nie'senlo © 2023 Nielsen Consumer LLC. All Rights Reserved. 44



Interest in finding out more about ongoing work

Nearly half of respondents said they were interested in finding out more about ongoing work to find
alternatives to using animals in research, testing and teaching, with 45% expressing at least some interest
and 24% expressing strong interest.

Interest was slightly lower in finding out about ongoing work to improve the welfare of animals used in
research (42%), but again there is a group who were strongly interested (21%).

Figure 20: Interest in finding out more about ongoing work

Interest in finding out more about... Not
Interested interested
% %
Ongoing work to find
alternatives to using animals 25% 16% 11% 4% EETIA 279,
in 'research’ ’
Ongoing work to improve the
welfare of animals used in 27% 17% 10% 4% JEEYAL 27%

research’

m\Very interested mModerately © Somewhat m Slightly mNot at all interested mDon't know

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q22. How interested are you in finding out more about...?

Subgroup differences

The profiles of those with higher interest in ongoing work to find alternatives and/or to improve the welfare of

animals used in research were generally similar. They included those with farm animals, business people,
those involved with animal research and/or animal protection, pet owners, women and those aged under 35
years.

See Appendix 2 for detailed subgroup analysis.
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Preferred channels for receiving information about use of animals

Official websites from research organisations were the preferred way of receiving information about the use of
animals in research, with 40% of those who were interested in learning more, mentioning this source.
(Newsletters from organisations undertaking research were less preferred, with 22% mention.)

Television ranked second with 36% mention, with social media ranking third (32% mention).

Figure 21 Preferred channels for finding out about use of animals in research

How people would like to receive information about use of animals in research

Official websites from research organisations 40%
Television
Social media (Facebook, Instagram, etc.)
National newspaper
Online (forum, blog, etc.)
Scientific / medical magazine / journal
Newsletter from organisations undertaking research
Radio
Meeting / Talk with experts (e.g. researchers, specialist..
General interest magazine
Poster / billboard
Telephone information line
Other

Don't want more information

Don't know

Base: Those interested in finding out more (n=1,135)
Q23. In which ways, if any, would you personally like to receive information about the use of animals in scientific research, testing and teaching?

Subgroup differences

There were some age differences in preferred channels for receiving information.

e Overall preference for social media was 32%, but 50% of under 35-year-olds considered it a preferred
way of getting information.

e One in four (26%) mention national newspapers. Preference for this channel was stronger among those
aged over 55 years (32%).

e While around one in four (24%) mentioned online forums and blogs, these were more popular among
the under 35 age group (34% mention).
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Whether organisations involved in animal research should be more

open with the public

Four in five (81%) thought that organisations
involved in research, testing and teaching should be
more open with the public about their work.

This result is consistent with other survey feedback
about the need for greater openness: 76% agreed
that institutions should be more open about animal
use, 27% said animal users are secretive, 26%
disagreed that information about approval to use
animals was easy to find.

Figure 22: Whether there should be greater
openness

Subgroup differences

Whether organisations involved in animal
research should be more open about their work

m Don't know

mYes mNo

Base: All respondents (n=1,317)
Q24. Do you think that organisations invelved in research, testing and
teaching should be more open with the public about the work they do?

Those more likely to think that organisations should be more open with the public included:

e Those of Maori and/or Pasifika ethnicities (89%)

e Those interested in finding out more about ongoing work to find alternatives to the use of animals and/or
to improve animal welfare (88% and 90% respectively)

e Those who follow a flexitarian diet (88%)

e Those who care moderately or a lot about the use of animals in research (87%)
e Those who feel slightly or not at all informed about the use of animals in research (83%) and/or the
process required to gain approval for animal use in research (84%)

e Those in business (86%)

e Those involved with animal protection organisation (84%)
e Those who have seen or heard something about the use of animals in research in the last 12 months

(78%)
o Women (84%)
e Petowners (82%).
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8. Awareness of and familiarity
with the ANZCCART New Zealand
Openness Agreement

Key findings

This section discusses respondents’ awareness of the ANZCCART New Zealand Openness Agreement,
familiarity with it and sources of awareness.

One in ten were aware of the Agreement, with above average awareness among those involved with
animals, whether as researchers, during their work, or through their involvement with animal protection.

Familiarity with the Agreement was mixed: while 37% felt very or moderately familiar with it, just under a
third (31%) had limited or no familiarity.

The ANZCCART website and scientific / medical journals were the two main sources of awareness of the
ANZCCART Openness Agreement.

Awareness of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement

Respondents were asked if they have heard of the
ANZCCART Openness Agreement on Animal Research Awareness of ANZCCART

and Teaching in New Zealand. Openness Agreement

Just under one in ten have heard of it.

Figure 23: Awareness of the ANZCCART Openness
Agreement

Subgroup differences

Awareness of the Openness Agreement was higher than
average among:

Those who have seen or heard anything about animal
use in research in past 12 months (52%)

Those involved with animal research (45%)

Those involved with animal protection (43%) Base: All respondents (n=1,317)

Those who feel moderately or well informed about the 225, Beferetodsy. e youheardof e ANZCOAR] Opergess
use of animals in research (32%) and/or the process

required to gain approval for animal use in research (35%)

Those who follow the Hindu faith (31%)

Those who follow a vegan (21%) or ‘other’ (31%) diet

Agricultural workers (21%)

Business people (17%)

Those aged under 35 (16%) or 35 to 44 years (15%)

Those of Maori ethnicity (15%)

Men (15%)

Pet owners (12%).

mYes ®mNo m=mDon't know
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Familiarity with the ANZCCART Openness Agreement

While over a third of respondents said they were very

or moderately familiar with the ANZCCART
Openness Agreement, 54 % said they were
somewhat or slightly familiar with it. Eight percent

Familiarity with the ANZCCART Openness
Agreement

m Very familiar

said they were not at all familiar with the Openness 37%
Agreement. = Moderately Very/
moderately

Figure 24: Familiarity with the Openness Somewhat
Agreement = Slightly

u Not at all

31%
= Don't know

Base: Those aware ofthe Openness Agreement (n=134)
Q26. How familiar are you with the ANZCCART Openness Agreement?

Subgroup differences

Those with greater familiarity with the Openness Agreement (37%) were respondents:

e \Who have seen or heard anything about animal use in research in past 12 months (52%)

¢ Involved with animal research and/or animal protection organisations (44%)

e \Who feel moderately or well informed about the use of animals in research (43%) and/or the process
required to gain approval for animal use in research (45%).

In terms of their demographic profile, business people (54%), those aged 35 to 44 years (50%), and/or men
(45%) also had greater familiarity with the Agreement than the total sample.
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Sources of awareness about the ANZCCART Openness Agreement

The ANZCCART website (31% mention) and scientific / medical journals (30%) were the two main sources of
awareness of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement, followed by television (26%) and social media (25%).

Figure 25: Source of awareness about the ANZCCART Openness Agreement

How they found out about ANZCCART Openness Agreement

ANZCCART website (https://www.anzccart.org.nz/openness-

agreement) 31%

Scientific / medical magazine / journal 30%
Television

Social media (Facebook, Instagram, etc.)
Newsletter (from group I'm a member of)
Online (forum, blog, etc.)

Talk / speech / lecture

Radio

Newspaper

General interest magazine

Poster / billboard

Other

Don't know

Base: Those aware ofthe Openness Agreement (n=134)
Q27. How did you find out about the ANZCCART Openness Agreement en animal research and teaching in New Zealand?
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9. Comparing New Zealand survey
results with Australian and UK
results

Introduction

This section compares results for key questions with the following surveys:

e Australian study Research Survey on Australian Attitudes to Animal Research, undertaken in April 2022
and reported in July 2022
e UK IPSOS Mori study Attitudes to Animal Research undertaken in 2018.

Key points to note about the surveys in comparing results:

Table 5: Methodology summary for each survey

Specification NewZealand |  Australia |  United Kingdom

Undertaken May/June 2023 April 2022 August/September 2018
Method Online survey, via | Online survey, via online Face to face omnibus
online panel panel
Sample size 1,317 2,964 1,011
Minimum age 18 years 15 years 16 years
Note:

e Some scales in the UK and Australian studies were different to those used in New Zealand. These are
highlighted in the results presented below. (‘Don’t know’ was included as a mid-point in the Australian
survey, but as a last choice, in the New Zealand and UK studies.)

e Only collated results are available for some questions for the UK study.

Results are shown where there are comparative figures. Unless noted otherwise UK results included are from

the 2018 survey. If they are from the 2016 survey, this date is included.
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Comparison of survey results

Levels of care about the issue of animal use in research

Views were reasonably similar in terms of attitudes toward the use of animals in research with over half of
both samples responding with a top two box score (68% In New Zealand and 62% in Australia).

Table 6: How much respondents care about the use of animals in scientific research, testing and
teaching
Note: slight differences in the scales used.

it Sl el e N il b=l il i b=l
q a h -ly
f animals in ‘r rch’ o
or a ais esearc Aus Very Neutral / Very little
much Don’t
know
% % % % % %

How much do you care about this NZ 37 31 19 8 4 2
issue? Aus 25 37 28 5 4 -

Base (total sample)

How well-informed people feel

New Zealanders and Australians felt less well informed than people in the United Kingdom about the use of
animals in scientific research and/or the processes involved. (Note: difference in the scale positioning of the
Don’t know response in the Australian study.)

Table 7: How well-informed people feel
Note: slight differences in the scales used.

How well-informed peop|e feel Very well | Moderate | Some- Slightly Not
about informed | -ly well what well | well informed
informed informed informed at all
Aus / Very well | Fairly Unsure / Not very Not
UK informed | well Don’t well informed
informed know informed | at all
% % % % % %

Base (total sample)

The use of animals in scientific NZ 4 12 16 23 41 4
research, testing and teaching in Aus 3 16 22 45 14 -
<country>

UK 6 29 1 38 26 -
The process required to gain NZ 4 10 14 16 51 5
approval for animal use in Aus 3 10 25 34 29 -

scientific research, testing and
teaching in <country>
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Views of the practice of using animals in research

Views about the use of animals in research were similar, with one exception. New Zealanders were slightly
less likely than Australians to agree that the use of animals for medical research purposes is important to
human health (48% of New Zealanders agreeing, compared with 56% of Australians).

Respondents in the UK held different views on some aspects, noting that the question format differed so direct
comparisons are not possible. For example, only 41% of UK respondents said that the use of animals for
medical purposes is important to human health, compared with 48% of New Zealand respondents agreeing.
The only point on which their views matched was that of whether researchers are working to find alternatives
to using animals in scientific research (41% saying this is true, compared with 43% of New Zealanders
agreeing with the statement).

Table 8: Agreement with statements about the practice of using of animals in research

Views of use of animals in Strongly | Agree | Neither Disagree Strongly
research agree disagree

nor

disagree
Base (total sample) % % % % % %
The use of animals for medical NZ 15 33 26 13 9 4
research purposes is importantto = Aus 17 39 26 8 5 6
human health UK* 41
Researchers (Scientists — NZ 35 35 16 3 2 9
Australia) could do more to Aus 36 33 16 3 1 11
reduce the suffering of animals UK* 47

used in scientific research

Scientific research using animals NZ 17 31 23 8 2 19
is not always carried out to high Aus 20 29 24 6 1 20
standards UK* 34
Scientific research is carried out NZ 11 29 24 15 8 13
on animals only when there is no Aus 8 29 25 16 6 16
alternative UK* 23
Researchers are working to find NZ 14 29 22 5 2 17
alternatives to using animals in Aus 10 32 27 5 1 25
scientific research UK* 41

* Note: Respondents in the UK study were asked to indicate if they felt each statement was true or not.
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Acceptability of using animals in (non-medical) research to test chemicals that are
potentially harmful

(Note: the scale used in the New Zealand study was an Acceptability scale, whereas the scale used in the
Australian and UK studies was an Agree scale.)

New Zealanders were less accepting of the use of animals to test chemicals that could harm people, than
respondents in Australia or the UK.

In Australia using animals in scientific research to test chemicals that could harm plants or the environment
was less acceptable than using chemicals that potentially could harm people and/or harm animals. This was
also the case in the UK.

New Zealanders did not make the same distinctions between the usage settings, with acceptability levels for
all three settings equivalent to Australian and UK views of potential harm to plants and/or the environment.

Table 9: Acceptability of using animals in scientific research to test chemicals that could...
(Note that New Zealand respondents used an ‘Acceptability’ scale to respond to, while Australian and UK
respondents responded via agreeing or disagreeing with the statements.)

Using chemicals that could Totalht! Ul:)alccept Totally .
. accept- =apble unaccep
cause harm is... ablo able
It is acceptable to use Strongly | Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly
chemicals that could harm agree (UK - agree nor | (UK- disagree
o tend to disagree tend to
agree) disagree)
Base (total sample) % % % % % %
Harm people Nz 7 12 14 28 36 2
Aus 7 21 21 24 21 5
UK 33 24 43 -
Harm pets, farm animals or Nz 6 13 15 32 32 2
wildlife Aus 6 22 21 24 21 5
UK 32 25 43 -
Harm plants or the environment Nz 6 13 20 32 27 2
Aus 5 15 22 28 25 5
UK 22
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Perceptions of types of research allowed

While New Zealanders and Australians held similar views about whether biological research to advance
understanding of the human body is allowed, New Zealanders were more likely to think that biological
research to advance understanding of animal health and welfare are allowed.

While Australians were more likely than New Zealanders to consider that animal use in testing cosmetics is
allowed (35% cf. 27% in New Zealand), New Zealanders were more likely than Australians to think that other
types of use are allowed, for example, safety testing of non-medical products for industrial and/or household
use, observational studies, and biological research to advance understanding of animal health and welfare.

Table 10: Which of the following types of research are researchers currently allowed to use animals in
<country> with the applicable approval...

Researchers are allowed to.. New Zealand (2023) . Australia (2022) . UK (2018)
Yes Don’t Yes
know

Base (total sample) % % %

Biological research to advance 43 12 45 43 10 47 41
our understanding of the human

body

Trying to develop new treatments 50 11 39 52 8 40 50
| procedures for specific diseases

Biological research to advance 52 10 38 47 9 44 34

our understanding of animal
health and welfare

Testing cosmetics / ingredients 27 33 40 35 26 40 38
for cosmetics

Developing new methods of 46 9 45 42 9 49 43
medical diagnosis

Safety testing of non-medical 24 26 50 18 24 58 21

products such as the ingredients

of home cleaning products

Safety testing of non-medical 28 19 53 23 18 59 27
products such as chemicals used

in industry or farming

Observational studies such as 53 11 36 46 10 43 Not incl.
monitoring species population

and effects on the environment
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Most acceptable animal species for different purposes
While the animal species sets were adapted for local context in each country, rats and mice emerged as the

two most accepted species in both New Zealand, Australia and the United Kingdom.

Table 11: Two most acceptable animal species

Safety testing
of non-

medical

1,317

51
50

54
53

41
37

31

32

1,317

57
57

39
38

24

Acceptability of using Medical Research into | Environment- | Teaching*
animals for... research to animal health | al research
benefit
people

Base 1,317 1,317
Two most acceptable species (% acceptable) - New Zealand
Rats 54 61

Mice 53 60

Two most acceptable species (% acceptable) - Australia
Rats 59 63
Mice 59 62

Two most acceptable species (% acceptable) — United Kingdom
Rats 47 48
Mice 44 43

No species acceptable for this 30 23

use (%) — New Zealand

None of the nominated 27 26
species acceptable for this

use %) - UK

* The Australian study included the words: Teaching: where the procedures cause more than momentary harm or

stress.”

products
1,317

42
42

41
40

41

UK study (2016): In the UK study, rats and mice were the two most accepted animal species (48% and 47%
acceptable for use in research for medical research to benefit people.
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Views of rules and regulations

New Zealanders and Australians held broadly similar view of the rules and regulations on the use of animals
in ‘research’. Australians were more inclined to strongly agree on the need for greater openness by
institutions using animals in research, greater involvement by the public in decision making processes and
more direct involvement by government in the approval process.

Table 12: Agreement with statements about rules and regulations on the use of animals in scientific
research, testing and teaching in <country>

Agreement with statements Neither | Disagree S_trongly
about rules and regulations on agree disagree
the use of animals in ‘research’ nor

disagree
Base (total sample) % % % % % %
The decision-making process for NZ 11 27 28 20 7 7
approving animal use in research, = Aus 11 28 27 19 9 7
testing and teaching is clear to
me
| think that approval of animal use = NZ 13 35 28 9 5 10
in research, testing and teaching Aus 17 37 23 9 4 11

by an AEC, rather than directly by
government is satisfactory

| think that the government should | NZ 13 31 27 18 4 7
have more direct involvement in Aus 20 26 27 14 5 8
approval of animal use in

research, testing and teaching

There needs to be greater NZ 19 35 25 13 4 5
involvement of the public in the Aus 27 27 24 12 3 7
decision-making process around

granting approval for animal

research
Institutions should be more open Nz 35 41 17 3 1 4
about their use of animals in Aus 54 28 11 2 1 5

research, testing and teaching
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Trust in the regulatory system

New Zealanders and Australians held broadly similar view of the rules and regulations on the use of animals
in ‘research’. New Zealanders held slightly more positive views about the quality of regulation and control, for
example:

e Those using animals in research won’t cause the animals unnecessary suffering (46% in New Zealand
agreeing cf. 39% in Australia)

e Rules are well enforced (33% in New Zealand agreeing, cf. 27% in Australia)

e Regulators will uncover any misconduct at animal research facilities (49% in New Zealand agreeing, cf.
42% in Australia).

Those in the UK are more likely to have a view and less likely not to know about any of the regulatory factors.

Table 13: Trust in the regulatory system

Agreement with statements Agree | Neither Disagree Sjcrongly

about rules and regulations on (UK- | agree (UK -tend | disagree

the use of animals in ‘research’ MG | L to

agree) | disagree | disagree)

Base (total sample) % % % % % %
| do not trust the regulatory Nz 10 25 33 19 3 11
system around the use of animals = Aus 12 25 29 17 4 13
in research, testing and teaching UK 32 37 29 2

(UK: scientific research)

| trust those using animals in NZ 12 34 23 16 7 8
research, testing and teaching not . Aus 11 28 22 19 10 10
to cause them unnecessary UK - 8 33 23 22 12 3
suffering 2016

| feel that unnecessary duplication | NZ 13 37 27 8 1 14
of scientific research involving Aus 16 36 23 6 1 19
animals MIGHT happen UK 55

The use of animals in research, Nz 11 27 21 10 3 28
testing and teaching sometimes Aus 14 27 21 8 2 28
takes place without an official UK 50

approval (UK — official licence)

New Zealand (Australia/UK) has NZ 11 34 25 5 2 22
strict rules on the use of animals Aus 11 33 24 6 3 23
in research, testing and teaching UK 51 31 12 6
The rules in New Zealand NZ 8 25 26 8 2 31
(Australia/UK) on research, Aus 7 20 28 11 4 31
testing and teaching involving UK 29 43 22 6

animals are well- enforced

| trust the regulators to uncover NZ 11 38 25 11 4 11
any misconduct at facilities that Aus 11 31 22 18 6 12
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Agreement with statements Agree | Neither Disagree Strongly
about rules and regulations on (UK- | agree (UK-tend | disagree

tend to | nor to

the use of animals in ‘research’ . .
agree) | disagree | disagree)

keep animals for research, testing =~ UK 43 27 28 2
and teaching

It is easy to find information about | NZ 6 17 31 20 6 21
the approval process for animal Aus 7 18 28 19 7 21
use in research, testing and

teaching and the types of

research, testing and teaching

that animals are used for

Views of organisations that use animals for research
Perceptions of organisations that use animals for research were similar across New Zealand and Australia,
with a few exceptions. Australians were less likely to think that:

e Such organisations adhere to good animal welfare standards (17% Australia, cf. 26% New Zealand)
e Provide good mechanisms for oversight of animal research (12% Australia, cf. 21% New Zealand)
e Are open about their work (9% Australia, cf. 16% New Zealand).

Table 14: Views of organisations that use animals for ‘research’
Views of organisations that use animals New

Zealand AZJZSJ;ZI)'a
(2023)

%
Carry out work essential for human health 34 29 32
Secretive 27 29 41
Well regulated 27 20 26
Adhere (stick) to good animal welfare standards 26 17 15
Have conflicts of interest, because animal research is 24 23 Not incl
an aspect of their business
Provide good mechanisms for oversight of animal 21 12 Not incl.
research
Open about their work 16 9 9
Have poor animal welfare standards 14 17 15
Dishonest about the results of their work 11 11 14
None of the above 3 5 5
Don’t know 24 26 11
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Sources trusted to provide balanced information about the use of animals
Rankings were similar in New Zealand and Australia, with animal welfare organisations being the most trusted

source in both countries, and politicians being the least trusted.

In the United Kingdom, veterinarians who look after the animals used in research were the most trusted

source, with universities ranking second.

Table 15: Sources trusted to provide balanced information about the use of animals in scientific

research, testing and teaching in <country>

Australia
%

Ranked Ranked %
(most to (most to

least)
Animal welfare organisations, e.g., the SPCA, SAFE, 50 1
HUHA (UK: Animal protection agencies)
Veterinarians who look after the animals used in 42 2
'research’
Animal rights organisations Not incl. -
People with knowledge of the subject 36 3
The NHS Not incl. -
Government / research institutes 28 4
Environmental organisations 27 5=
Medical research charities, e.g., Cancer Society, NZ 27 5=
Heart Foundation
Universities 26 7
Non-Government research institutes 22 8
Your veterinarian who looks after your animal/s or pets 22 9
Organisations that support animal use 'research’; e.g., 17 10
research. funders
News media 17 11
Farming organisations 16 12
Patient advocacy groups (e.g., NZ Organisation for 14 13
Rare Diseases)
Companies/businesses that undertake research using 13 14
animals
Companies/businesses that sell products developed 9 15
from animal research
Iwi / Maori groups / Kaumatua 9 16
Politicians / Members of Parliament 6 17
Other 1 18
None of these 4 -
Don’t know 9 -

NielsenlQ

least)
1(~55%) 33

2 45

3 Not incl.

4 32
Not incl. 29

6 26

7 25

9 24

5 40

8 19
Not incl. Not incl.

10 7

Not incl. Not incl.

11 13
14 9
12 6
13 4

Not incl. Not incl.
15 6

16 1

- 8

7
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Interest in finding out more about ongoing work

Australians and those in the United Kingdom expressed greater interest than New Zealand respondents in
finding out more about ongoing work to find alternatives to using animals and/or to improve the welfare of
animals used. (Note: difference in the Don’t know positioning in the scale and percentages.)

Table 16: Interest in finding out more about ongoing work
Interest in finding out more Very Moderate | Some- Slightly Not at all

interest- -ly what interest- interest-
about... ed interest- interest- ed ed
ed ed
Very Some- Some-
interest- what what un-
ed interest- intereste
ed
Base (total sample) % % % % % %
The ongoing work to find NZ 24 21 25 16 11 4
alternative to using animals in Aus 23 43 21 7 5 -
research, testing and teaching UK 60
The ongoing work to improve the NZ 21 20 27 17 10 4
welfare of animals used in Aus 30 40 19 6 5 -
research, testing and teaching UK 59

Preferred methods of receiving information about animal research
There were some differences between New Zealand and UK, which reflect changes in the media landscape
since 2016.

Table 17: Preferred ways of receiving information about animal research

Preferred methods New UK
Zealand (2018)
(2023)
Based: Those who want more information 1,135 Total
sample
1,011
% %
Official websites from research organisations / (UK: 40 24
websites)
Television 36 29
Social media (Facebook, Instagram, etc.) 32 17
National newspaper 26 21
Online (forum, blog, etc.) 24
Scientific / medical magazine / journal (UK: specialist 22
magazines)
Newsletter from organisations undertaking research 22 Not incl.
Radio (UK: national radio) 17 13
Local radio Not incl.
Meeting / Talk with experts (e.g., researchers, specialist 13

charities) / lecture
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Preferred methods [\ [ UK

Zealand (2018)
(2023)

General interest magazine

Poster / billboard 9
Telephone information line 3
Other 2
Don't want more information 6 29
Don't know 3

*Note: only the top 5 sources are shown for the UK sample. Results are based on total sample, not only those who
have indicated interest in receiving more information
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Appendix 1: Sample profile

The tables below show details of the sample achieved. The first column indicates the numbers of respondents
who responded to the survey, the second column indicates the number once the sample was weighted
according to 2018 Census data (by age, gender and ethnicity) and the third column indicates the proportion of
the total sample, for the weighted subgroups.

Table 18: Sample profile tables

Gender Unweighted Weighted Weighted %
Count Count

Male 579 642 49

Female 738 625 51

The gender question asked included a ‘gender diverse’ response option alongside male and
female. Two respondents chose this option. For weighting purposes these responses were
included in the larger group ‘female’.

Count Count
Under 25 years 173 162 12
25-34 325 247 19
35-44 232 210 16
45-54 204 225 17
55-64 168 203 16
65-74 148 181 14
75 plus 67 90 7
Ethnicity Unweighted Weighted Weighted
Count Count %
New Zealand 773 969 66
European
Maori 431 182 14
Pasifika 227 87 7
Asian 130 197 15
Other 31 25 2

Note: Respondents could nominate more than one ethnicity.
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Ethnicity (detailed Weighted %

New Zealand European 66
New Zealand Maori 14
Samoan 3
Cook Island Maori 2
Tongan 1
Fijian 1
Other Pacific Islander 1
Chinese 5
Indian 5
Other European (including Australian, English) 10
Other Asian 5
Other 2
Prefer not to say <1
Sum 114
Auckland 33
Upper North Island (excluding Auckland) 24
Lower North Island 18
South Island 25

A major centre 58
A provincial city 20
A provincial centre 12
Arural area 9

School qualification 25
Trade Certificate 7
Advanced Trade Certificate 4
Other Certificate / Diploma 17
B_achelor degree/ Graduate Certificate / Graduate 27
diploma

Honours degre«_a / postgraduate certificate / 7
postgraduate diploma

Masters degree 8
PhD / doctorate degree 2

Other New Zealand qualification (please specify) 1

Other overseas qualification (please specify) 1
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Prefer not to say 3

Occupation Weighted %

Student (secondary or tertiary) 77
Home duties (not otherwise in paid employment) 2

Social welfare beneficiary / unemployed 1

Retired / super annuitant 2

Clerical or sales employee 3

Semi-skilled worker 9

Technical or skilled worker 2

Business Manager / executive 3

Business proprietor or self-employed 4

Teacher / nurse / Police / other trained service 8

worker

Professional or senior government official 10
Agricultural, labourer, manual or domestic worker 5

Farm owner or farm manager

Other 4
Net business person (includes business manager,

business proprietor/self employed, farm 16
owner/manager)

$40,000 or less 18
$40,001- $70,000 24
$70,001- $100,000 14
$100,001- $150,000 21
$150,001- $200,000 9
More than $200,000 5
Don’t know / prefer not to say 9

Involvement with animal research Weighted %

| have been involved in the last five years 5
| have been involved, but not in the last five years 8
I havg never beeq involved in research, testing or 85
teaching using animals

Prefer not to say 3

Involvement with animal research varied by age: 15% across the total sample, compared with 24%
among under 35-year-olds, 16% among those aged 35- to -54 years and 7% among the 55 plus age

group.
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Whether work with animals Weighted %

| am a farmer 3
| am a veterinarian, veterinarian paraprofessional, 2
etc.

| work with wildlife, or in a zoo

| work with animals in another way 3
Do not work with animals 90

The prevalence of working with animals in any capacity varied by age: 10% across the total sample,
compared with 17% among under 35-year-olds, 7% among those aged 35- to -54 years and 6%
among the 55 plus age group.

Involvement with animal protection Weighted %

organisation
| have been involved with an animal protection

organisation in the last five years 6
| have been involved, but not in the last five years 8
| have never begn iqvolved with an animal 80
protection organisation

Prefer not to say 6

Involvement with an animal protection organisation varied by age: 14% across the total sample,
compared with 21% among under 35-year-olds, 14% among those aged 35- to -54 years and 9%
among the 55 plus age group.

Pet ownership Weighted %

Cat(s) 43
Dog(s) 37
Lamb(s)/ Sheep 2
Calf/ Calves/ Cattle 2
Bird(s) 6
Reptile(s) (Lizard, Etc.) 1
Fish and/or Amphibia (Frogs, etc.) 6
Other 4
No pets 33
Sum 133
Net Cats and/or dogs 64
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Christianity 39
Islam 2
Buddhism 2
Hinduism 3
Judaism 0
Other 4
No religion 46
Prefer not to say 5

Diet Weighted %

Omnivore (I eat both plant and animal-based

foods) 7
Lacto-vegetarian (I eat dairy, but no meat or eggs) 2

Ovo-vegetarian (I eat eggs, but no meat or dairy) 1

Pescatarian (I eat fish, but no other meat) 2

Vegan (I eat no food of animal origin) 3

FIexitgrian (I eat a primarily vegetarian diet, but 9

occasionally eat fish or meat)

Other 2

Prefer not to say 3
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Appendix 2: Subgroup analysis

This Appendix contains detailed subgroup analysis for key question sets.

For Section 5: Views about Animal Use in Research

Views about the practice of scientific research using animals

Key subgroup differences (level of agreement or disagreement) with five statements about the practice of
scientific research involving animals are as follows.

Researchers could do more to reduce the suffering of animals used in scientific research (70%
agreement and 5% disagreement): agreement was significantly higher among those involved with
animal protection (82%), women (75% cf. 65% among men), those of Maori ethnicity (74%), and pet
owners (73%). There are no significant age differences.

Researchers are working to find alternatives to using animals in scientific research (53%
agreement and 7% disagreement): agreement was highest among those involved in animal research
(67%), and men (59%). Disagreement was higher among under 25s (15%) and under 35s (11%), along
with those involved in animal protection (11%).

The use of animals for medical research is important to human health (48% agreement and 22%
disagreement): agreement was greater among those involved in animal research (70%), men (60% cf.
36% among women), respondents of Asian ethnicities (58%), those aged 35 to 44 or 65 plus (55%
agreement) and those with no pets (57%). Disagreement was higher among those involved with animal
protection (29%) and/or those who follow a vegan diet (42%).

Scientific research is not always carried out to high standards (48% agreement and 10%
disagreement): agreement was highest among those involved in animal protection (69%) and higher than
average among those involved with animal research (57%), those of Maori ethnicity (56%), those aged
under 35 years (56%) and people with pets (52%). Disagreement was higher among those aged over 65
years (16%).

Scientific research is carried out on animals only where there is no alternative (40% agreement
and 23% disagreement): 56% of those involved in animal research agreed, as did 48% of men, and 44%
of those with no pet animals). Those of Asian ethnicities (52%) were more likely to agree than other
respondents. Only 29% of Méaori agreed with this statement. Disagreement was greater among those
involved in animal protection (11%). A high proportion of women (21%) said they don’t know whether this
is the case.

Whether animal use is allowed for each of eight types of research (Section 4)



Table 19: Subgroups who consider animal use is allowed for each of eight types of research

Subgroup Observ- Biological | Develop Develop Biological | Safety Testing Safety
ational research new treat- | new research testing cosmetics | testing
studies, re animal ments for methods re human non- [ ingred- non-

e.g., health & specific of medical | body medical, ients medical,
monitor welfare diseases diagnosis e.d., e.g., home

species industry / cleaning
popu- farming product
lations chemicals ingreds

Total sample % - 53 52 50 46 43 28 27 24
Think this type of

research is

allowed

Involved with 66 76 68 66 67 54 40 48
animal research

Involved with 61 64 56 56 58 42 41 45
animal protection

Aware of 70 77 68 67 72 56 46 63
ANZCCART

Openness

Agreement

Seen / heard 78 82 68 71 66 54 42 52
something about

animal research

Business people 62 65 59 53 51 41 26 * 33

Moderately / very 60 58 57 50 49 32 32 28
interested in

finding out more

about work re

alternatives to

using animals

Moderately / very 61 61 57 52 49 35 33 28
interested in

finding out more

about work to

improve animal

welfare
Men 55 55 53 51 50 30 27 28
65 years plus 61 61 58 53 48 24 41** 16

(Percentages shown in blue are statistically significantly higher than the total sample result. Percentages shown in red are
statistically significantly lower than the total sample result.)

Note:

* 43% of business people thought that animal use in cosmetic testing is not allowed, compared with 33% of
the total sample

** 34% of those aged 35 to 44 years, thought that cosmetic testing using animals is allowed.
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Acceptability of animal use for eleven different research purposes
Subgroup differences tended to be consistent across the eleven different research areas:

e Those involved in animal research considered the use of animals for all eleven purposes more
acceptable than the total sample. The greatest differences were apparent in their acceptance of using
animals for biological research (81% cf. 63% overall) and for medical research (71% cf. 53% overall).
They were also more likely to support animal use for research purposes that the total sample does not find
acceptable. For example, 58% considered the use of animals for producing biological agents and/or public
health/product testing to be acceptable, compared with only 35% and 34% of the total sample
respectively. Four in ten (40%) considered using animals to produce offspring with compromised welfare
acceptable, compared with only 17% overall.

e The views of those involved in animal protection were generally in line with those of the total sample,
with a few exceptions. For example, 32% considered animal use acceptable to produce offspring with
compromised welfare, compared with only 17% of the total sample. They were more likely to consider
testing (public health / product) unacceptable than the total sample (43% cf. 33% overall), to regard basic
biological research as unacceptable (14% cf. 10% overall) and/or to consider animal use for medical
research is completely unacceptable (12% cf. 8% overall).

e There are gender differences: typically, men were more accepting of each type of research than women.
For example, 70% of men considered that species conservation is acceptable, compared with 56% of
women.

e Respondents who described themselves as business people were more supportive of animal use for all
the areas, than respondents in other types of employment.

e Some age differences were apparent in perceived acceptability, although these were not consistent
across all purposes. Those aged 75 plus were significantly more accepting of animal use for all purposes
other than teaching, for example, 78% were accepting of animal use for species conservation (cf. 63%
overall) and 81% were accepting of animal use for animal husbandry (81% cf. 58% overall). The 65 plus
age group were more accepting of animal use for medical research purposes than younger people (64%
cf. 50% among those aged under 65 years).

e Those aged 35 to 44 years were more accepting of animal use for teaching and instruction than other age
groups (55% accepting cf. 46% overall).

e Some age groups considered a few research areas to be particularly unacceptable. For example, 28% of
those aged under 25 and 29% of those aged 55 to 64 years considered animal use for medical research
to be unacceptable, compared with 20% overall. Forty four percent of under 25-year-olds considered
using animals to produce biological agents is unacceptable, compared with 26% of over 65-year-olds. And
39% of those aged under 35 considered animal use for testing (public health or product safety / efficacy)
unacceptable, compared with 23% of those aged 65 plus over.

o Ethnicity related differences were apparent. Europeans and those of Asian ethnicities tended to be most
accepting of animal use for each purpose. Those of Asian ethnicity were significantly more accepting than
Europeans (and other ethnicities) of animal use for medical research (64% cf. 53%).

e Maori and Pasifika were less accepting of animal use for all purposes than respondents of other
ethnicities. Their responses tend to be similar, although Pasifika are least accepting of use for animal
husbandry (41% acceptable, compared with 48% among Maori respondents.

Table 20: Acceptability of animal use for different research purposes, by ethnicity

Acceptability of using animals for... Total European Pasifika
(% Totally acceptable and Acceptable)
773 431 227

Base 1,317 130
% % % % %
Veterinary research 69 70 63 63 76
Species conservation 65 65 49 47 62
Basic biological research 63 63 56 59 69
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Acceptability of using animals for... Total European Pasifika
(% Totally acceptable and Acceptable)
62 63 52 52 67

Environmental management

Developing alternatives to live animal use 62 65 54 47 53
Animal husbandry 58 60 48 41 58
Medical research 53 52 45 45 64
Teaching and instruction 46 47 35 34 50
Producing biological agents 35 35 24 25 46
Testing 34 34 27 28 41
Producing offspring with compromised 17 15 15 18 27
welfare

(Note: percentages shown in blue are statistically significantly higher than the total sample result)

e Those who do not own pets were slightly more supportive of animal use for three research purposes
than the total sample: finding animal use acceptable for teaching (50% acceptable cf. 46% overall), for
medical health purposes (59% cf. 53% overall) and for testing (42% acceptable cf. 34% overall).

e While the sample size was small (n=33), those who follow a vegan diet were strongly opposed to the use
of animals for testing (63% considering this unacceptable, compared with 33% of the total sample), and
also to animal use for producing biological agents (68% considering this unacceptable, compared with
32% of all respondents). They were generally more unaccepting of all uses, other than for basic biological
research, producing offspring with compromised welfare and developing alternatives to using live animals.

The acceptability of animal use in research to test potentially harmful chemicals in three use
areas - harm to people, animals and/or plants and the environment

Subgroup patterns were similar to those noted in the previous question set: those involved in animal research
were more accepting than others, while women and those under 25 were less accepting. Pet owners also
considered the use of animals particularly unacceptable.

e Those involved in animal research were more accepting of animal use to test potentially harmful
chemicals for each of the three areas; 36% considering use acceptable if the chemicals could potentially
harm people, 38% if the chemicals could harm pets or other animals, and 29% considering it acceptable if
the chemicals tested could harm plants or the environment (cf. 19% overall acceptability).

e Those involved in animal protection were more accepting of animal use in testing chemicals that might
potentially harm animals (26% cf. 19% overall) and/or plants or the environment (29% cf. 19% overall).

e There are gender differences. Women were much more unaccepting of each potentially harmful use. For
example, 71% of women considered testing chemicals that might cause harm to people unacceptable,
compared with 58% of men. Results were similar for the other two potential uses.

e Two age groups were less supportive than other age groups; 71% of those aged under 25 and those
aged 55 to 64 considered it unacceptable to use animals to test chemicals that might cause harm to
people.

e Pet owners (particularly dog and cat owners) considered these three uses particularly unacceptable: 67%
consider it unacceptable to use animals to test chemicals that might harm people, 66% unacceptable for
chemicals that might harm pets and other animals, and 62% unacceptable for testing chemicals that might
harm plants or the environment.

e Respondents who follow a vegan diet thought the use of animals to test chemicals that might harm
people and/or pets to be highly unacceptable (with 83% and 84% unacceptable ratings respectively).
Flexitarians held similar views to those of vegans, although not as marked (75% considering potential
harm to people unacceptable, 72% considering harm to animals unacceptable, and 74% considering
potential harm to plants and/or the environment unacceptable).
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For Section 6: Support for using different animal species in research

The acceptability of using 21 animal species/types in five research settings

Subgroups who were more supportive tended to be the same groups who held more supportive views on
related topics: that is, men, those involved with animal research, those who are not pet owners, those who
have seen or heard anything about animal research in the last twelve months, and respondents of Asian

ethnicity.

The following table shows subgroups who used the response “all species are unacceptable for this use” to

a significantly greater level than the total sample, for at least one purpose.

Table 21: Subgroups more likely than total sample to consider the use of all animal species/types to

be unacceptable in...

Subgroup: more likely to
consider this

unacceptable

Medical
research to
benefit
people

Research
into animal
health

Environment
-al research

Teaching

Safety
testing of
non-medical
products

Not acceptable to use any
species for this use (total
sample %)

Women

Maori

Pasifika

Aged under 35 years

Aged 55 to 64 years
Students

Own pet/s

Involved with animal
protection

Follow a vegan diet

Follow a flexitarian diet
Have no religion
Moderately / very interested
in finding out more about
alternatives to using animals
Moderately / very interested
in finding out more about
animal welfare

30

39
40
39
35
31
45
36
37

68
40
33
36

36

23

30
28
29
23
30
30
27
27

68
29
25
29

27

31

40
37
32
31
33
48
34
33

64
40
34
36

34

24

31
30
30
26
30
32
27
29

58
30
28
29

28

(Percentages shown in blue are statistically significantly higher than the total sample result)
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50
46
40
43
48
52
45
39

72
49
43
49

47
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For Section 7: Governance and regulations

Views about rules and regulations

Greater agreement with each statement was apparent among those involved in animal research, or animal
protection, also among those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement (who are those involved in
animal research and/or protection organisations). Agreement with each statement among men tended to be
around five percentage points higher than the overall sample result. Subgroup differences of note were as
follows:

The call for greater openness among institutions about their use of animals was high across the
whole sample, with particularly high levels of agreement among those aged 25 to 34 years (81%) and
those involved in animal protection (82%).

Those involved with animal protection had the highest agreement (76%) with the need for greater public
involvement in the decision-making process for granting approval for animal research. Those of
Maori and/or Pasifika ethnicities also had greater agreement than others (64% and 65% agreement
respectively, compared with 54% across the total sample).

Agreement that the government should have more direct involvement in approval of animal use in
research was greater among those involved in animal protection (60%), those aware of the ANZCCART
Openness Agreement (64%), those involved in animal research (56%) and the 25-to-44-year age group
(55%). Respondents who practised the Hindu faith (64%) were more likely than those of other religions to
agree, along with 53% of those who followed an ‘other’ religion (primarily Islam or Buddhism).

Those involved in animal research were more likely than others to agree that approval of animal use in
‘research’ by an AEC rather than directly by government is satisfactory (68% cf. 48% of the total
sample). And 20% of those involved with animal protection disagreed with this, compared with 14% of the
total sample disagreeing.

While 38% overall agreed that the decision-making process is clear to them, seven in ten (71%) of
those involved in animal research agreed with this, as did 57% of those involved in animal protection and
68% of those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement.

The 25-to-44-year age group had higher levels of agreement with most statements than older people did.
For example, 63% of the under 35s agreed that there needs to be greater public involvement in decision
making. However, the 65 plus age group also had stronger agreement with statements about approval of
animal use by an AEC being satisfactory (53%).

Views about how well rules and regulations are applied

In general, those involved in animal research and business people had higher levels of trust in the regulatory
system, while those involved with animal protection have lower levels of trust. Those who follow a vegan diet
had low levels of trust.

While 35% overall agreed that they do not trust the regulatory system around the use of animals in
research, 67% of those involved with animal protection agreed that they don’t trust the system. Lack of
trust was also greater than average among those who practised a vegan diet (60% agreement) and those
who have heard of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement (56% agreement). Just under half of those
involved in animal research (48%) agreed that they do not trust the regulatory system. People aged 25 to
34 were more likely than older people to agree that they do not trust the system, but not strongly so (44%
agreement).

Fewer than half (49%) of all respondents agreed that they trust those using animals in research not to
cause them unnecessary suffering, while 24% disagreed. Agreement (i.e., positive trust) was higher
among those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement (61%), those involved with animal research
(58%), those aged 65 plus, those of Asian ethnicities (56%), business people (54%) and men (52%).
Disagreement (i.e., a lack of trust) was greater than the overall average of 24% among those who follow a
vegan diet (46%), those involved with animal protection (31%) and respondents aged 55 to 64 years
(30%).
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» A similar pattern of above average trust was apparent for trust in regulators’ uncovering any misconduct.
Just under half (49%) agree that they trust the regulators to uncover misconduct at animal research
facilities. Trust was highest among business people (64%), those aware of the ANZCCART Openness
Agreement (65%), those involved with animal research (63%), those aged 65 plus (60%) or those aged 35
to 44 years (57%), those of Asian ethnicities (58%), and men (56%).

e While around half (49%) agreed that there might be unnecessary duplication of scientific research
involving animals, agreement was much higher among those involved with animal protection and those
who follow a vegan diet (71% each). It was also higher than average among those who have heard of the
ANZCCART Openness Agreement (64%) and those involved with animal research (58%). Pet owners
were also more inclined to agree (54%).

e The view that there are strict rules on the use of animals in research, testing and teaching was most
strongly held by those involved with animal research and those who have heard of the ANZCCART
Openness Agreement (65% each, cf. 45% across the total sample). Business people (63%) and those
aged 65% (58%) also had comparatively high levels of agreement, along with those involved with animal
protection (54%). Those of Maori ethnicity were much less likely to agree that there are strict rules (only
27% agreeing.)

e While nearly half the sample agreed that there are strict rules, only 33% agreed that the rules are well
enforced. Positive views of enforcement were most strongly held among those involved with animal
research (59%), and those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement (65%). Views were also more
positive among those involved with animal protection (44%), noting however that 17% of this subgroup
disagreed that they are well enforced, compared with 10% disagreement overall. Those of Asian
ethnicities (48%) and/or who practised the Hindu faith (47%), and people aged 25 to 34 (39%) or 35 to 44
years (43%) also had higher levels of agreement.

e Just under four in ten respondents (38%) agreed that the use of animals sometimes takes place
without an official approval. Those involved with animal protection were most likely to agree that this
happens (58%), while 54% of those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement agreed, as did 51%
of those involved with animal research. Business people had above average agreement, (45% agreeing
that animal use may take place sometimes without official approval).

o Views about the ease of finding information about the approval process were reasonably consistent
across the sample (only 22% finding it easy). Those with more positive views included those involved with
animal research (56%) and those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement (64%).

Perceptions of organisations that use animals for research in New Zealand

Those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement and those involved in animal research tended to have
more positive views of organisations that use animals for research in New Zealand than others, although
those involved in animal research were also more likely than others to note dishonesty and poor welfare
standards. Business people, men and/or older people also held more positive views.

People aged under 35 had more negative perceptions than others relating to perceived organisational secrecy
and/or dishonesty. Respondents involved with animal protection also held more negative views.
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Table 22: Subgroup differences for views of organisations that use animals in ‘research’

Acceptability of
using animals

for...
(% Acceptable)
Base

Carry out work
essential for human
health (34%)

Well regulated
(27%)

Have good
mechanisms for
oversight of animal
research (21%)

Adhere to good
animal welfare
standards (26%)

Open about their
work (16%)

NielsenlQ

More likely to mention

1,317

Aged 65 plus (46%)
Business people (45%)
Involved with animal
research (44%)

Aged 65 plus (40%)

Heard of ANZCCART
Openness Agreement (35%)
Business people (33%)

Men (32%)

Farmers (44%)

Involved with animal
research (35%)

Heard of ANZCCART
Openness Agreement (32%)
Business people (32%)
Aged 65 plus (31%)

Men (26%)

Farmers (45%)

Involved with animal
research (42%)

Practise Hindu faith (42%)
Heard of ANZCCART
Openness Agreement (39%)
Business people (39%)
Aged 55 plus (32%) or 65
plus (39%)

Heard of ANZCCART
Openness Agreement (33%)
Involved with animal
research (28%)

Involved with wildlife / vet
(27%)

Business people (24%)
Aged 65 plus (24%)

Unsure

Have conflicts of
interest (24%) as
animal research is
an aspect of their
business

Are dishonest
about results of
their work (11%)

Have poor animal
welfare standards
(14%)

Secretive (27%)

More likely to mention

1,317

Aged 45 to 64 years (32%)
Pasifika (31%)
Maori (29%)

Involved with animal protection
(36%)

Have a flexitarian diet (35%)
Pet owners (28%)

Aged under 25 (22%)

Aged under 35 (18%)
Involved with animal research
(20%)

Heard of ANZCCART (19%)

Involved with animal protection
(25%)

Involved with animal research
(17%)

Pasifika (20%)

Maori (17%)

Under 35 (19%)

Involved with animal protection
(41%)
Aged under 25 (36%)

© 2023 Nielsen Consumer LLC. All Rights Reserved. 75



For Section 8: Trusted information sources and interest in knowing more
Sources of balanced information about use of animals in research

Respondents were asked about which organisations and groups they consider to be trusted information
sources (from a prompted list).

e Trust in animal welfare organisations (50%) was higher among women (56%), over 55-year-olds (59%),
beneficiaries (59%) and agricultural workers (58%).

e Trustin universities (26%) was higher among students (40%), those without pets (32%), those aged 55
or over (31%) and men (30%).

e Trustin organisations and companies involved in research using animals (17% mention overall) was
higher among those aware of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement (27%), and those involved in animal
research (34% mention) or animal protection organisations (24% mention). Farmers and/or those in
business occupations also had greater trust in these entities.

e Trustin iwi, Maori groups and/or kaumatua to provide balanced information was higher among those of
Maori ethnicity and/or Pasifika (26% and 16% respectively) compared with 9% overall.

Interest in finding out more about ongoing work

The profiles of those with greater interest in ongoing work to find alternatives and/or to improve the welfare of
animals used in research were generally similar. They included those with farm animals, business people,
those involved with animal research and/or animal protection organisations, pet owners, women and those
aged under 35 years.

Table 23: Interest in finding out more about ongoing work

To find alternatives to using animals
(45% interested; 27% very interested) research
(42% interested; 27% very interested)

To improve the welfare of animals used in

Higher interest

e Have farm animals (61% interested)

e Aware of ANZCCART Openness Agreement
(66% interested; 42% very interested)

e Seen or heard something about animals in
research (66% interested; 43% very
interested)

e Involved with animal protection (66%
interested; 33% very interested)

e Involved with veterinary or with wildlife (63%
interested)

e Follow a flexitarian diet (58% interested)

e Employed in business (55% interested; 32%
very interested)

e Involved with animal research (53%
interested)

e Petowners (50% interested; 28% very
interested)

e Women (47% interested; 27% very interested)

e Aged under 35 (49% interested; 28% very
interested)

NielsenlQ

Higher interest

Aware of ANZCCART Openness Agreement (70%
interested; 37% very interested)

Have farm animals (70% interested; 42% very
interested)

Seen or heard something about animals in
research (68% interested; 38% very interested)
Farmers (64% interested; 47% very interested)
Involved with animal protection (64% interested;
33% very interested)

Involved with animal research (58% interested)
Employed in business (56% interested; 29% very
interested)

Agricultural workers (52% interested)

Aged under 35 years (49% interested)

Pet owners (47% interested; 26% very interested)
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Appendix 3: Questionnaire

ANIMAL RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE 2023 (29 May 2023)

Public Views on Use of Animals in Research, Testing and Teaching in Aotearoa New Zealand

Introduction

This study aims to understand the views of New Zealanders on the use of animals in scientific research, testing and
teaching. We would like to invite you to participate in this study. Please read the information below to understand
what is involved before deciding whether to participate.

This survey asks questions about your knowledge about and attitudes towards the use of animals in research,
testing and teaching in New Zealand, as well as a few general questions about you. It is being undertaken by the
NZ Board of ANZCCART (Australia New Zealand Council for the Care of Animals in Research and Teaching), a
committee of the Royal Society Te Aparangi.

A broad range of New Zealanders over the age of 18 years will be asked to participate. The survey has 38
questions and should take you around 10 to 12 minutes to complete.

No identifying information will be collected in the survey so your responses will be anonymous. A summary of the
findings will be available on the ANZCCART website (anzccart.org.nz). Results may also be published in a scientific
journal or presented at a conference/meeting. Data collected will be securely stored in such a way that only the
researchers and NielsenlQ will be able to access it. The data will be retained in secure storage for at least 5 years
after the end of the study.

Your participation is voluntary. You have the right to withdraw at any point during the survey, for any reason, and
without any disadvantage to you. After completion of the survey, you will not be able to withdraw because the data
are collected anonymously.

By clicking “Continue>>" below you are indicating that you have read this information and give your consent to
take part in the survey and to the use of the information you provide.

If you have questions about this survey, please contact Prof. Ngaio Beausoleil, School of Veterinary Science,
Massey University phone 06-951-8714, email N.J.Beausoleil@massey.ac.nz or Dr Mike King, Bioethics Centre,
University of Otago phone 03-471-6130, email mike.king@otago.ac.nz

If you would like to view (NielsenlQ)’s privacy statement, please click here. If you require assistance at any time
during the survey, or would like to contact us, please click on the email image at the bottom of each screen
(IsabelMorse@nielsenig.com).

This project has been evaluated by peer review and judged to be low risk (Notification number: 4000027548). Consequently, it has not been
reviewed by one of the University’s Human Ethics Committees. The researchers named above are responsible for the ethical conduct of this
research. If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research that you wish to raise with someone other than the researchers, please
contact Patsy Broad phone 06-356-9099 ext 83840 or email humanethics@massey.ac.nz

As you move through the survey, please use the buttons at the bottom of each screen. Do not use your browser
buttons.

To begin, click on the "Continue >>" button below. As you move through the survey, please use the buttons at the
bottom of each screen. Do not use your browser buttons.
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Q1

Q2

Q3

NielsenlQ

What is your gender? [SA]

Which of the following age groups are you in? [SA]

LESS thAN T8 YBAIS ... ettt e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e
P82 YEAIS... .ot
25529 YBAIS. .. et aaaaaaaaaannn
B0-34 YEAIS. .. et aaaaaaaaannn
BTSSR oY= T = N
QOB YEAIS... .ot e e et e e
RS YL
B0-54 YEAIS. ...t aa e e e aaanan
LTSS TS Y= T= | £ N
LST0 G Y == = N
B5-09 YEAIS. .. ettt e e aaaaannn
A0 LY== | €T

A =E= 15T o) LU N

Which ethnic group or groups do you belong to? [MA]

New Zealand EUropean..............cccooo i
Other European (including Australian, ENglish) .........cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeeceeeeee,
NeW Zealand MEOTi ......ccoiiiiiiiiiee e
COOK ISIANA MO ...ttt st
ST 14 To = o E P PP PRSP
JL o] 1o = o [
I TU =TT o U EP P UU PR PUPRPTRPUPRPTN
1= o T
Other Pacific ISIANAEN ...
L0 [ 0 [= T ST UT PRI
[ g To = T o O U E PP PSP PPPRPTRPUPRPN
Other ASIAN ...ttt
Other (PIEASE SPECITY) ...uuuueei e
Prefer NOtt0 SaY ..o

Code

Route

Code

96

© 0 N O O »~ W N

-
o

12

Route

End with
thanks

Code

01
11
02
04
03
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
98
99

Route
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Q4

Q5

Q6

Firstly, thinking about your attitude toward the use of animals in scientific research,

testing and teaching. How much do you care about this issue? [SA]

Code

[N Lo A= 3= | TR 1

0] Lo 1 2

ST £ =1 = |

Moderately

Very much

[BLo) 0 B (g 10 ) TR

Rotate statements

How well informed do you feel about...?

One answer for each

(R1) The use of animals in scientific

research, testing and teaching in
New Zealand .........ccocviieeiieiiiiinnee.

(R2) The process required to gain

approval for animal use in scientific
research, testing and teaching in
New Zealand .........ccooocoeeiieiiie

Rotate statements
How acceptable to you think the use of animals is, in each of the following situations?

(R1) Teaching: Animals used for

teaching or instruction, at any NCEA
or qualification level..............cccuuuueee.

(R2) species conservation: Work

directed towards species
conservation: the species to be
conserved may or may not be
directly involved, e.g., nutritional
studies using a more common
species can benefit an endangered
SPECIES. -eeevieiieeeeeiiieee e e

(R3) Environmental management:

Environmental management
including the control of animal pests
and research into methods of
reducing production of greenhouse
gases.

(R4) Animal husbandry: Animal

husbandry, including reproduction,
nutrition, growth, production.............

(R5) Basic biological research:

Research that aims to

NielsenlQ

© o0 b~ WO DN

Route

Not
informed
all

Slightly
well
informed

Somewha
t well
informed

Moderatel
y well
informed

Very well
informed

Don’t
know

Totally
unaccept
able

Unaccept
able

Neutral

Acceptabl
e

Totally
acceptable

Don’t
know
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understanding the workings of living
thiNgS .o
(R6) Medical research: Research aimed
at improving the health and welfare
of humans, but not research on
human subjects. ........cccccovviieinninen.
(R7) Veterinary research: Research
aimed at improving the health and
welfare of production and
companion animals. .........................
(R8) Testing: Animals used for public
health testing or to ensure the
safety, efficacy or quality of products
to meet regulatory requirements for
human or animal products, either in
New Zealand or internationally.........
(R9) Production of biological agents:
Animals used for raising antibodies
or for the supply of blood products.
(R10) Offspring with compromised
welfare: Animals used for the
purpose of producing offspring with
compromised welfare, that is,
offspring that may be/are likely to be
more susceptible or at greater risk of]
pain or distress during their lifetime.
(R11) Development of alternatives to
using live animals: Work aimed at
developing methods to replace or
reduce the use of live animals in
research, testing and teaching. ........

Q7 Rotate statements

(R1)Harm people........cccveeeeeiiiiieee.

(R2)Harm pets, farm animals or wildlife ..

1 2 3 4 5 9

1 2 3 4 5 9

1 2 3 4 5 9

1 2 3 4 5 9

1 2 3 4 5 9

1 2 3 4 5 9

How acceptable do you think it is to use animals in scientific research to test chemicals that could...
Totally |Unaccept| Neutral |Acceptabl| Totally Don’t
unaccept able e acceptabl| know
able e

1 2 3 4 5 9

1 2 3 4 5 9

1 2 3 4 5 9

(R3)Harm plants or the environment.......

NielsenlQ
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Q8 Rotate statements

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the use of animals in scientific

research?
ONE ANSWER FOR EACH
Strongly | Disagree | Neither | Agree | Strongly Don’t
disagree agree nor agree know
disagree
(R1) The use of animals for medical
research purposes is important to
human health.............cccoooin 1 2 4 5 9
(R2) Researchers could do more to
reduce the suffering of animals used
in scientific research...........c..c.o........ 1 2 4 5 9
(R3) Scientific research using animals is
not always carried out to high
standards.......ccoooviiii 1 2 4 5 9
(R4) Scientific research is carried out on
animals only when there is no
alternative ... 1 2 4 5 9
(R5) Researchers are working to find
alternatives to using animals in
scientific research............cccocoeeen 1 2 4 5 9
Q9 As far as you know, for which of these types of research, if any, are Yes No Don’t
researchers currently allowed to use animals in New Zealand (with the know
applicable approval)?
One answer for each
RANDOMISE ORDER
(R1) Biological research to advance our understanding of the human body .... 1 2 9
(R2) Trying to develop new treatments / procedures for specific diseases....... 1 2 9
(R3) Biological research to advance our understanding of animal health and
WEITAIE .o 1 2 9
(R4) Testing cosmetics / ingredients for cosmetics........cccovvviiiiieieiiinice, 1 2 9
(R5) Developing new methods of medical diagnosis ..........ccccccoeevcviiieeeeeecienns 1 2 9
(R6) Safety testing of non-medical products such as the ingredients of home
Cleaning ProdUCES .........eiiiiiiiie e 1 2 9
(R7) Safety testing of non-medical products such as chemicals used in
INAUSErY OF farMING ......ooiii e 1 2 9
(R8) Observational studies such as monitoring species population and
effects on the environment ... 1 2 9

We now have a few questions about the acceptability of using different types of animals for five different types of

research.

Programmer: Please randomise order of Q10, Q11, Q12, Q13, Q14

NielsenlQ
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Q10  Which types of animals, if any, do you think it is acceptable to use for
medical research to benefit people?

One answer for each

RANDOMISE ORDER
(R1)  Amphibia, €.9., frogS ....coooviii
(LR V2 T (=Y o] 11 1=
(R3) Birds, e.g., chickens, ducks, pigeons, parrots ..........ccccceeeeeeereeriieeeeeenenns
(R T 1Y, LT = TS
(RE)  RaAlS..ooi
(LR (G T O £
(R7)  DOGS. .. i
(RS TR 1o TS
(RS T O 1[I
(R10)  ShEEP oo
(S T 1= =
(R12)  GOatS .o
(RS T (0] £=T= Y-
(R14) Guinea pigs or hamsters ... ....cccccooiiiiiiii
(R15)  StOatS OF fEITELS ... e e e
(RS LE) T %1 oo 1 £
(RAT7)  POSSUMS ..ottt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeaaaeeeeeeeees
(R18) Fish (e.g., trout, goldfish, €els)...........cccco
(R19) Crustaceans, e.g., crabs, lobsters, crayfish... ..........cccocoviiiiiiiiiiicinnen,
(R20) Cephalopods, €.g., 0CtopuUS, SQUId. .. ....ccceeeiiiiiiiiiieeee e
(R21) Marine mammals, e.g., dolphins, whales ...........ccccccoiiiiiiiie,
R98) Not acceptable to use any animals for medical research to benefit

01T o] SRR
Q11 Which types of animals, if any, do you think it is acceptable to use for

research into animal health?

One answer for each

RANDOMISE ORDER
G e LT T T
(R98) Not acceptable to use any animals for research into animal health .......
Q12  Which types of animals, if any, do you think it is acceptable to use for

environmental research (for example, to look at the effect of
chemicals on the food chain or the effect of air pollution on health)?
One answer for each

RANDOMISE ORDER

NielsenlQ

Yes

No

N N N N N N N DM NN DN DN N DNDDND DM NN DN NN Dd

Don’t
know

© © ©O© © ©O©W W O YW O YW O O ©O© © O ©O© O © © ©o ©

Yes

No

Don’t
know

Yes

No

Don’t
know

© 2023 Nielsen Consumer LLC. All Rights Reserved.

82



(R1)
(R98)

Q13

(R1)
(R98)

Q14

(R1)
(R98)

Q15

Q710 @NIMaAl [iSt..........ccoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneesseesseseteneesssssssesensnenssssssssessnnnssssssnnnns 1 2 9
Not acceptable to use any animals for environmental research............. 1 - -
Which types of animals, if any, do you think it is acceptable to use for Yes No Don’t
teaching? know

One answer for each
RANDOMISE ORDER

L@k 1T o1 LT T LT SR 1 2 9
Not acceptable to use any animals for teaching..................................... 1 - -
Which types of animals, if any, do you think it is acceptable to use for Yes No Don’t
safety testing of non-medical products? know
One answer for each

RANDOMISE ORDER

Q710 @NIMAI [IS........eeeeeeessssssssssnnnn 1 2 9

Not acceptable to use any animals for non-medical safety testing......... 1 - -

Programmer: Ask relevant question below, to maximum 3. Please use Least Fill to randomise
which Reasons question those who gave R98 response to more than 3 scenarios. Use question
text below.

If said Not acceptable to use any animals for medical research to benefit people (Q10)

Could you explain why you think it is not acceptable to use any animals for medical research to benefit
people?

If said Not acceptable to use any animals for research into animal health (Q11)

Could you explain why you think it is not acceptable to use any animals for research into animal health?
If said Not acceptable to use any animals for environmental research (Q12)

Could you explain why you think it is not acceptable to use any animals for environmental research?

If said Not acceptable to use any animals for teaching (Q13)

Could you explain why you think it is not acceptable to use any animals for teaching?

If said Not acceptable to use any animals for non-medical safety testing (Q14)

Could you explain why you think it is not acceptable to use any animals for non-medical safety testing?
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NEW ZEALAND RULES AND REGULATIONS
Now for some questions about the rules and regulations governing the use of animals in research, testing and
teaching in New Zealand.

Q16  New Zealand law requires researchers to apply to a body known as an Animal Ethics Committee (AEC) to
obtain approval to use animals for research, testing and teaching. The AECs are also involved in
monitoring of approved research, testing and teaching.

Membership of any AEC must include a veterinarian, a scientist, a member of an animal welfare advocacy
organisation (e.g., SPCA), and a member of the public (lay person) who has never been involved in
research on animals.

While the government is not directly involved in decision-making by AECs, it plays a role in the regulation
of animal research through issuing licences to host AECS to institutions such as universities that conduct
the research, testing or teaching and by requiring those institutions to submit annual reports.

Based on the above, how strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the rules
and regulations for use of animals in scientific research, testing and teaching?

ONE ANSWER FOR EACH

ROTATE STATEMENTS
Strongly | Disagree | Neither | Agree | Strongly Don’t
disagree agree nor agree know
disagree

(R1) The decision-making process for
approving animal use in research,
testing and teaching is clear to me... 1 2 3 4 5 9

(R2)] think that approval of animal use in
research, testing and teaching by an
AEC, rather than directly by
government is satisfactory................ 1 2 3 4 5 9

(R3)1 think that the government should
have more direct involvement in
approval of animal use in research,
testing and teaching ..............c.c........ 1 2 3 4 5 9

(R4) There needs to be greater
involvement of the public in the
decision-making process around
granting approval for animal
research.......cccoooveeiiiicieeee e 1 2 3 4 5 9

(R5) Institutions should be more open
about their use of animals in
research, testing and teaching......... 1 2 3 4 5 9

Q17  Rotate statements
How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the rules and regulations on
the use of animals in scientific research, testing and teaching in New Zealand?
ONE ANSWER FOR EACH...

Strongly | Disagree | Neither | Agree | Strongly Don’t
disagree agree nor agree know
disagree

(R1)1 do not trust the regulatory system
around the use of animals in
research, testing and teaching......... 1 2 3 4 5 9

(R2) trust those using animals in
research, testing and teaching not to
cause them unnecessary suffering .. 1 2 3 4 5 9

(R3) 1 feel that unnecessary duplication of
scientific research involving animals
MIGHT happen........cccovvveeeeeeeecnnnee. 1 2 3 4 5 9
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Q18

Q19

Q20

NielsenlQ

(R4) The use of animals in research,

(R5) New Zealand has strict rules on the

(R6) The rules in New Zealand on

(R7)1 trust the regulators to uncover any

(R8) 1t is easy to find information about

testing and teaching sometimes
takes place without an official
appProval ..o 1 2 3 4

use of animals in research, testing
and teaching .........cccceeviieii e 1 2 3 4

research, testing and teaching
involving animals are well enforced . 1 2 3 4

misconduct at facilities that keep
animals for research, testing and
teaching......ccccovn 1 2 3 4

the approval process for animal use
in research, testing and teaching
and the types of research, testing
and teaching that animals are used
O e 1 2 3 4

Which, if any, of the following fit your view of organisations that use animals for
scientific research, testing and teaching in New Zealand? [MA]

Please select as many as you think apply

RANDOMISE ORDER (EXCEPT NONE OF THESE AND DON’T KNOW)

TREY @IE SECIELIVE ... e et e e e e e e e e e eaaaas
They are Well reqUIAtEAd ............ oo
They have poor animal welfare standards .............ccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e,
They carry out work essential for human health ...,
They adhere to good animal welfare standards...........ccccccoeeiiiiieiie e,
They are open about their WOrK .........ccoooiiiiiioieee e

They are dishonest about the results of their Work ...

They have conflicts of interest, because animal research is an aspect of their
DUSINESS ...ttt ettt et eeeeeeeeeeaasesesssesesesssssssesasasssssssnsnsssnsnsnsnrnnnnes

They provide good mechanisms for oversight of animal research..............................
NONE OF TNESE ... et e e e eneeee e e

L0 I A T )2

Over the past twelve months, have you seen or heard anything about the use of
animals in scientific research, testing or teaching in New Zealand? [SA]

IF YES

Code

N o o B~ 0N

(oo}

97
99

Route

Code

Route

Code

Route
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Where did you see or hear about that? [MA]
Please select all that apply

NEWSPAPET ...
Scientific / medical magazine / JournNal..............ueiiiiiiiiieiiee e
(T g TeTr=1 W g g T=To = P o 1Y
Talk / SPEECN /T IECIUIE ...
Newsletter (from group 'mamember of) ...
POStEr / DIlIDOAIA ... s
WWEBDISITE/S ...
Online (forum, Blog, E1C.) ... s
Social media (Facebook, Instagram, €tC.).......ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiicccececcccccecee

Other (Plase SPECITY) .....cuuueeiiiiiieeeeee et e e e e e e e et eeeeaees

INFORMATION SOURCES

Q21

NielsenlQ

ROTATE ORDER

What sources of information, if any, would you trust to provide balanced
information about the use of animals in scientific research, testing and teaching in
New Zealand? [MA]

Please select all that apply.

UNIVEISITIES ..o
Animal welfare organisations, such as the SPCA, SAFE, HUHA (Helping You Help
ANIMAIS) ..
Organisations that support the use of animals in research, testing or teaching, for
example, animal research fUNAErs ......... ...
Companies and businesses which carry out research, testing or teaching using
ANIMAIS ... e annan

Companies and businesses which sell products developed from animal research....
NEWS MEAIA.....eeiiie ittt e e st e e sn e e e sanr e e e e anreeeeeans
Politicians / Members of Parliament.............coooiiiiiii e
Government / research inStIULES .........eoviiiiiiiii e
Non-Government research institutes ............cocccooiiiiiiii e,
Environmental organisations............cooov i,
People with knowledge of the SubjJect ...,
Farming organiSationS..........ccouiiiiii i
Medical research charities, such as Cancer Society, NZ Heart Foundation...............

Patient advocacy groups (e.g., NZ Organisation for rare diseases)..........c.ccccccceennns

© 0 N O o b WO N -

-
o

98
99

Code

Route
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Q22

Q23

Veterinarians who look after the animals used in research, testing or teaching......... 16
Your veterinarian who looks after your animal/s or pets.........cccocccvveiiiiiiiiiieiee e, 17
Iwi / Maori groups / KaumatUa..........ccoeeiiiiiiiiiieie e e e e e e e e e e 18
Other (Please SPECITY) ....ueiiiiiiieie e 98
NoNe Of theSe ... 97
Do) 18 0 ([ 1P PPPRN 99
Rotate statements
How interested are you in finding out more about...?
Not all | Slightly | Some- |Moderatel] Very Don’t
interested|interested| what y interested| know
interested|interested
(R1) The ongoing work to find
alternatives to using animals in
research, testing and teaching......... 1 2 3 4 5 9
(R2) The ongoing work to improve the
welfare of animals used in research,
testing and teaching ...........ccccuuuee. 1 2 3 4 5 9
Code Route
IF ANY INTEREST IN FINDING OUT MORE (Q22, R1 or R2 above (Codes 2, 3,
4, 5), ASK
In which ways, if any, would you personally like to receive information about the
use of animals in scientific research, testing and teaching? [MA]
Please select up to three [MA]
L= L2153 o) o 1 1
RaAIO e, 2
NatIONAI NEWSPAPET ... ....eeieieee e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaaans 3
Scientific / medical magazine / jourNal ..o 4
General iNtereSt MAJAZINE ......oviviiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeverereeeaeeeseseseeesasesssessrsrerssesarerenns 5
Meeting / Talk with experts (e.g., researchers, specialist charities) / lecture.............. 6
Newsletter from organisations undertaking research..........ccccoeeeiviiiiiiiiieeieiiieene. 7
Poster / billboard ... 8
Official websites from research organisations...........ccccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiccccccececeecee, 9
(@ a1 TeX Go AU 11 g o] oo TR =Y (o3 F 10
Social media (Facebook, Instagram, €tC.)..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 1
Telephone information lINE ..........coooiiiiiiiii i 12
NOoNe Of theSe ... 97
Do not want more information .............cooiiiiiiiiiie e 96
Other (Plase SPECITY) .....cuuueeiiiiiieeeeeee e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e eeaees 98
DONTKNOW ... 99

NielsenlQ
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New Zealand Openness Agreement on Animal Research and Teaching in New Zealand

Q24

Q25

Q26

Q27

NielsenlQ

Do you think that organisations involved in research, testing and teaching should
be more open with the public about the work they do? [SA]

Before today, have you heard of the ANZCCART Openness Agreement on
Animal Research and Teaching in New Zealand? [SA]

Note to programmer: please put hover over ANZCCART: “Australian and New
Zealand Council for the Care of Animals in Research and Teaching”

IF YES TO Q25
How familiar are you with the ANZCCART Openness Agreement? [SA]

NOE AL A1 ... e e e e
] 1To ] a1 128 = 11 211 =T S
Somewhat familiar............ooo
Moderately familiar ...

V=TV £= 11211 L= T RN

How did you find out about the ANZCCART Openness Agreement on Animal
Research and Teaching in New Zealand? [MA]

Please select all that apply

LTS 0= T o 1=
Scientific / medical magazing / jourNal ...
General iNtereSt MAJAZINE ......oviviiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeverereeeaeeeseseseeesasesssessrsrerssesarerenns
LI =T o 1oTTe] o I A (=T (U = N
Newsletter (from group I'm a member Of) .........ooouuiieiiii e
POStEr / DIlIDOAIT .........oeiiiiiieee e

ANZCCART website (https://www.anzccart.org.nz/openness-agreement) ................

Code Route
1
2
9
Code Route
1
) Go to
classific
2 ation
9 )
Code Route
1
2
3
4
5
9
Code Route
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
8
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Other website (please specify which Website) .........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieccceceeeeec,
(@ a1 toN Go AU 11 g A o] oo TR =Y (o3 F
Social media (Facebook, Instagram, €tC.)..........coeiiiiiiiieiiiiiee e
Other (Please SPECITY) .....uuu e

[BLo) 0 B (g 10 ) TR

Profile questions

10
1"
98
99

Finally, a few questions about you. We collect this information to ensure we interview a cross-section of the public.
These details are grouped with those of other respondents and you will not be individually identified.

Q28

Q29

Q30

NielsenlQ

Do you own any pets? [MA] Code Route
YOS, CaA/S ..ttt 1
=TT oY = 2
Yes, 1amb/s / ShEEP ... 3
YES, CAlf / CAIVES ...ttt eaaas 4
Y @S, DIFA/S. ..t 5
Yes, reptile (liZard, E1C.) . .uuiiii e 6
Yes, fish and/or amphibia (frogs, etC) ..o 7
Yes, other (Please SPECIfY).....c.ueii i 98
Lo T USSR 97
Code Route
Which of these statements best describes your involvement with research, testing
and/or teaching using animals? [SA]
| have been involved in the last five years ... 1
| have been involved, but not in the last five years ............ooovveeiieiiiiiiiieee. 2
| have never been involved in research, testing or teaching using animals............... 3
Y L= Lo 1Ak (o JET= 1V 4
Do you work with animals in a paid or voluntary capacity? [SA] Code Route
N =10 0 1= T 7= 11 4 =T TR 1
Yes, | am a veterinarian, veterinarian paraprofessional, etc.................cccccl 2
Yes, | work with wildlife, Or in @ ZOO .........cccoiciiiiiiiii e 3
Yes, | work with animals in another way (Please specify) ........cccccceveeeiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee, 4
N o PP PP PPPPROPPRRN 5
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Q31

Q32

Q33

NielsenlQ

Do you support or work for an animal protection organisation, such as NZAVS, Code Route
SAFE or HUHA? [SA]

| have been involved with an animal protection organisation in the last five years.... 1

| have been involved, but not in the last five years .........ccccccooeiiiiiiii e, 2

| have never been involved with an animal protection organisation........................... 3
Prefer NOtt0 SAY ..o, 4
Which best describes your occupation? [SA] Code Route
Student (secondary Or tErHary).........uuueeiiiiiieee e 01
Home duties (not otherwise in paid employment) ...........ooovvueeeeiiiiiiiiiieeee e, 02
Social welfare beneficiary / unemployed............cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieceececccc e 03
Retired / superannuitant................. 04
Clerical or SAlES EMPIOYEE .......eeniiieeiieeeee et e e 05
SeMI-SKIlled WOTKET ......oeiiiiiiiie e 06
Technical or SKIlled WOIKET .........cooiiiiiii e 07
Business Manager / @XECULIVE ..........ouiuiiiiiiiiiiieieiieeeeeieveeeeeveveveveseseresesesessseresesssesaserenes 08
Business proprietor or Self-employed............ooooiveiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 09
Teacher / nurse / Police / other trained service WOrker.............ccccocveiiiiinieiiniec e 10
Professional or senior government official ....................... 11
Labour, manual, agricultural or domestic WOIKEer .............oovvueeeeieeeiiieceeee e 12
Farm owner or farm MaNAQET..........ooooiveuueee et e e e 13
Other (PIEASE SPECITY) ..eeeveeeee i e e e e e e e et eeeeaees 98
What is your highest completed qualification? [SA] Code Route
Yol o o] o WE=111io7=1 (o] o N 01
Trade CertifiCate ........ooo i 02
Advanced Trade Certificate ... 03
Other Certificate / DIPIOM@ ..........ooovuiiieeieeeeeeeeeee e e e e e e e e e 04
Bachelor degree/ Graduate Certificate / Graduate diploma............cccuveeeeiiiiiiiiinnnnnn... 05
Honours degree / postgraduate certificate / postgraduate diploma ...............cooou........ 06
MaSters degree ... 07
PhD / dOCtOrate dEGIrEE .......cooveeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 08
Other New Zealand qualification — (please state) ...........cccoeeeiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeeee 09
Other overseas qualification (please state)..........cccceeeioiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeecccccccecccececcec, 10
Prefer NOtt0 SaY ..o 97
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Q34

Q35

Q36

Q37

NielsenlQ

What region do you live in?

[\ o 7411 F= 1o o I PP PP PSR
AUCKIBNG ... e
WEIKATO ...t e e et e e e e e s
Bay Of PIENtY ..o
LCT1S] o o] 1 o 1= S PP OPPPPOTPRP
[ PNV NG T T = F= N
TAFANAKI .....eeeeeeeee e
Manawatu-WhanganuUi............ccccceeoiiiiii
WelliNgtoN-Walirarapa .........cccoooeieiiiiieeececece e
TASIMAN ...t e e s
NEISON ..ttt e e e e e e s e e e e e e e
MarlboroUgN..........ooooiii
WEST COBST ...ttt

Which one of the following best describes the area where you live? [SA]
A maijor centre (e.g., Auckland, Wellington, Christchurch, Dunedin)........................
A provincial city (e.g., Napier, Hastings, Tauranga, Timaru, Palmerston North) ........

A provincial town (e.g., Masterton, Westport, Kaikoura)............ccooooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieennn.

F N U] = 1= 1 (Y- T

Which of the following best describes your diet? [SA]

Omnivore (I eat both plant and animal-based foods)..........cccooovviviiieiiiiiiiieeeeee
Lacto-vegetarian (I eat dairy, but nOo meat or €9gs) .....ccovvvvveeeeieeeieeee e
Ovo-vegetarian (I eat eggs, but no meat or dairy) .........oueeeeiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e
Pescatarian (I eat fish, but no othermeat) ..............oeiiiiiiiiee e,
Vegan (I eat no food of animal origin) ........ccooeeiiiiiiiiiii e,
Flexitarian (I eat a primarily vegetarian diet, but occasionally eat fish or meat) .........
Other (PIEASE SPECITY) ..eeeveeeeiiei e e e e e e et eeeaaees
Prefer NOt 10 SAY ....ooeeieei e e e

What is your religion? [SA]

Code

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
98

Route

Code

A~ W DN

Route

Code

01
02
03
04
05
06
98
96

Code
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(O 0145y (7= 011 4 2SSO PP PPPPPPPPPPPRPPIRt 01
51 F=1 o PP PPPUPPUPRPN 02
BUAANISM ...ttt bbbt 03
HINAUISIM ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e s anrnee e e 04
BTN o =1 o o E PRSP 05
Other (Please SPECITY) .....uuu e 98
[N Lo T =1 1o [ (o] o 97
Y LT Lo 1A (O TET= 1V 96
Q38 What is the total annual income of your household before tax or anything else is Code Route

taken out? [SA]

LOSS OF ZEIO INCOIME ...ttt e e s 01
B1-830,000 ...ttt ettt e aeeae et e ere et e eaeereeneenneas 02
830,007 = $40,000 .....cviineeeieieeee ettt ettt ee et eneeeeeeeeneenneas 03
840,001 = $50,000 .....ceieuieeieieeie ettt e e e nte e e eeseeenee e 04
$50,001 = $70,000 .....ovienieeieiiee ettt ettt ettt e et eneenneeeeenneeneas 05
$70,001 = $100,000 ...ttt ettt sttt reeneennesreeneeeaeas 06
$100,001 = $150,000 ....eeeeiieeeeeeeeeenie et ete ettt e e sttt e e eee e e eeeeneeneenreeneeneas 07
$150,001 - $200,000 ......eeeeieeeieeeeeeenie et ettt ettt se et eneeseeenee e 08
$200,007 OF IMOTE ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eee e 09
Prefer NOtt0 SaY ..o 97
DON'E KNMOW ...ttt ettt e nar e e e s 96

Thank you for participating.

Please note: The aim of this survey is to understand people’s honest attitudes towards animal research and is not
intended to be upsetting or offensive in any way.

Please see https://www.anzccart.org.nz/ for more information about ANZCCART.

If you would like to find out more about the regulation and use of animals in research in New Zealand you may find
the following links helpful:

- https://www.anzccart.org.nz/; https://www.naeac.org.nz/; https://www.mpi.govt.nz/animals/animal-welfare/animals-
research-testing-teaching/

If you have questions about this survey, please contact Prof. Ngaio Beausoleil, School of Veterinary Science,
Massey University phone 06-951-8714, email N.J.Beausoleil@massey.ac.nz or Dr Mike King, Bioethics Centre,
University of Otago phone 03-471-6130, email mike.king@otago.ac.nz. This project has been evaluated by peer
review and judged to be low risk (Notification number: 4000027548). Consequently, it has not been reviewed by one
of the University’s Human Ethics Committees. The researchers named above are responsible for the ethical conduct
of this research. If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research that you wish to raise with someone
other than the researchers, please contact Patsy Broad phone 06-356-9099 ext. 83840 or email
humanethics@massey.ac.nz. A summary of the research findings will be available at anzccart.org.nz
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About NlelsenlQ

NielsenlQ, the world’s leading consumer intelligence company,
reveals new pathways to growth for retailers and consumer goods
manufacturers. With operations in more than 100 countries, NIQ
delivers the most complete and clear understanding of consumer
buying behavior through an advanced business intelligence platform
with integrated predictive analytics. NIQ delivers the Full View.

NIQ was founded in 1923 and is an Advent International portfolio
company. For more information, visit NIQ.com
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