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ABSTRACT
The a ribute “humanely‐raised” has poten al to diﬀeren ate animal
products in the marketplace. The Real Food Challenge, a program
designed to alter purchasing pa erns by foodservice opera ons in
colleges and universi es, includes increased purchases of humane
products as a goal. This paper reports on surveys of students at the
University of Vermont (UVM). The surveys were developed,
administered, and analyzed as part of a service‐learning class project,
working in partnership with UVM Dining. The results suggest that
despite confusion about the meaning of humane, students place
importance on this a ribute and a majority state a willingness to pay
a premium to include more humane products in campus dining meals.
Implica ons focus on strategies for educa ng students and mee ng
their preferences for animal products, as well as for service‐learning
partnerships with university courses and dining services.
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INTRODUCTION
Diﬀeren ated food products permit consumers to express their
values in the marketplace and earn price premiums. One product
a ribute that has drawn the a en on of consumers and scholars is
the humane treatment of animals (Verbeke, 2009; Spain, 2018;
Cornish et al., 2016). Products claiming improved animal welfare are
available in the marketplace and sold with a number of
complementary and compe ng claims (Wiseman, 2018). One possible
outlet for humanely raised products is ins tu onal foodservice,
including colleges and universi es. Ins tu onal foodservice is a large
and growing market in the US. In 2017, consumers spent more than
$68 billion at schools and colleges, increasing by about 50% from the
previous decade (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2019).
One program with the poten al to impact how colleges procure food
is the Real Food Challenge (RFC). The RFC is a na onal student‐led
project which encourages the foodservice opera ons of colleges and
universi es to shi their food purchasing behaviors in order to
“create a healthy, fair, and green food system,” (University of
Vermont RFC, n.d.). One category of food the RFC encourages is
“humane”, which they deﬁne as “animals can express natural
behavior in a low‐stress environment and are raised with no added
hormones or non‐therapeu c an bio cs.” (University of Vermont
RFC, n.d.).
In 2012, the University of Vermont (UVM) became the ﬁ h school and
ﬁrst Land Grant University to sign the Real Food Campus
Commitment, pledging to purchase 25% real food (real is deﬁned as
local, sustainable, humane, or fair) by 2020, a er mee ng the original
20% goal in 2017 (RFC, n.d.). Purchasing more humane products will
help the university meet its goals; understanding student percep ons
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and demand for humane products will help guide UVM Dining’s
eﬀorts.
This paper reports on exploratory research conducted at UVM. It is
the result of a partnership between UVM Dining and an upper‐level
Service‐Learning class taught in the College of Agriculture and Life
Sciences. The course instructor was contacted by the Sustainability
Manager of UVM Dining, who sought help in understanding student
percep ons around the concept of “humanely‐raised”, as this is one
of the a ributes of “Real” food.
Service‐learning is a pedagogy with two broad aims. Academically, it
follows an experien al‐learning methodology intended to strengthen
students skills by presen ng them with meaningful issues that
challenge them to apply the skills they learn in the classroom to real
world problems (Jacoby, 1999). As such, service‐learning is a High‐
Impact Educa onal Prac ce that elevates student performance across
several levels of engagement and outcome levels, ranging from
academic skills to personal a ributes like persistence (Kuh, 2008).
The second broad aim of service‐learning is to provide a beneﬁt to
community partners (Lima & Oakes, 2006). These two objec ves are
framed through “structured opportuni es inten onally designed to
promote student learning and development” (Jacoby, 1999). The
current study sought to address prac cal ques ons faced by the
Sustainability Manager in mee ng the objec ves of the Real Food
Challenge.
The goal of the research was to be er understand student
percep ons and demand for humane products and is an explora on
of these queries. Results can be used to guide UVM’s and other RFC
schools’ eﬀorts to purchase and serve humane products as well as
being broadly applicable to other foodservice opera ons’ eﬀorts.
Furthermore, results can also guide marke ng eﬀorts towards young
consumers soon to fully enter the marketplace. The following sec on
will review literature on percep ons of and demand for humane
products; the methods, results, and implica ons of the research study
will follow.
As a point of departure, it is important to note that many observers
believe, for example, that all animal products in the US are humanely
raised and that current regula ons and prac ces ensure humane
treatment. Some scholars (e.g., Sumner, 2015) see these addi onal
claims as “non‐sense,” distrac ng consumers or worse, disparaging
legi mate mainstream products and cos ng consumers money for no
reason. This is an important perspec ve to keep in mind; however,
the purpose of this research was to respond to a stakeholder’s
perceived needs. Its value is to guide prac ces of foodservice
opera ons engaged in the Real Food Challenge or who otherwise
wish to respond to demand for products with these a ributes.
In a recent U.S.‐based study, 77% of consumers stated that they are
either somewhat or very concerned about animal welfare (Spain et
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al., 2018). However, there is a wide range of perspec ves regarding
humanely raised animal products amongst consumers (Spain et al.,
2018). Therefore, it is important to understand the term ‘humanely
raised’ as it applies to livestock across the United States. A report by
the Animal Welfare Ins tute (2014) noted there is currently no legal
deﬁni on for the term, rather the USDA Food Safety and Inspec on
Service considera on of the term regards the eﬃciency and speed of
the slaughter and not to animal rearing (USDA, 2018). This separa on
of humanely raised and humanely slaughtered is an example of the
inconsistency that contributes to the unclear standard meaning of
“humane” (Animal Welfare Ins tute, 2014).
Research by Cornish et al. (2016) revealed that various demographic
factors are sta s cally signiﬁcant determinants of preference for
humanely raised livestock, but overall, knowledge is the strongest
predictor of preference. Toma et al. (2011) found that factors
including educa on, understanding of animal welfare, family size, and
product cost were sta s cally signiﬁcant factors for predic ng
purchasing behavior and preference of European consumers. Further,
Cornish et al. (2016) found that animals with higher intelligence are
given more empathy by consumers, and thus are given a preference
for higher welfare standards.
Currently, the “cage‐free” label is the only USDA label dealing with
animal welfare. However, the American Humane Associa on and
Cer ﬁed Humane both have created welfare cer ﬁca on programs in
the U.S. (Wiseman, 2018). Although this is a step towards cer fying
humanely‐raised products and changing consumer percep ons, it is
not supported by the USDA. Studies suggested that increased
requirements for food producers, along with federal and state
regula ons regarding animal welfare, would increase informa on
availability and inﬂuence U.S. consumer percep ons and awareness
(Wiseman, 2018; Heng et al., 2013).
Willingness to Pay
Willingness to pay measures are used to determine the value that
consumers place on certain goods. Willingness to pay premiums for
animal welfare are signiﬁcantly aﬀected by demographics (Bernard &
Bernard, 2009; Clark, Stewart et al., 2017; Lagerkvist & Hess, 2010;
Spain et al., 2018; Taylor & Signal, 2009) and concern for animal
welfare issues (Carlucci et al., 2009; Vanhonacker et al., 2007). In
addi on, willingness to pay for farm animal welfare can vary
depending on the species concerned (Byrd et al., 2018; Chilton et al.,
2006; Erian & Philips, 2017). Taylor & Signal (2009) found that in
Australia the respondents with a higher level of concern for animal
welfare reported a higher willingness to pay. Taylor & Signal (2009)
also found that women had a marginally higher willingness to pay for
humanely raised animal products than men. Finally, the ﬁndings of
Lama et al. (2017), demonstrated that having knowledge of the supply
chain’s role in animal welfare, such as caging condi ons and slaughter
methods, signiﬁcantly impacted consumers’ willingness to pay.
Research suggested that consumers’ willingness to pay for humane
products varies by type of animal product and found discrepancies
among consumers’ willingness to pay for humanely raised chicken,
ca le, pigs, eggs, and dairy products (Chilton et al., 2006; Erian &
Philips, 2017). Spain et al. (2018) found that almost 70% of their 1,000
respondents in the United States were willing to pay >$0.50 extra for
a dozen eggs or for one pound of chicken breast if the welfare of the
chickens were veriﬁed under a trustworthy welfare cer ﬁca on.
However, the propor on of those willing to pay extra declined as the
price premium increased (Spain et al., 2018). Data from a study in
Great Britain found that people were willing to pay an increased price
for eggs in exchange for increased animal welfare standards (Benne ,
1996). In this case, willingness to pay increased by £0.43 per dozen on
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the price of eggs (including those with zero willingness to pay).
Similarly, in a US‐based study, about 80% of respondents from a
na onwide poll claimed that they were willing to pay more for eggs to
ensure that hens are treated more humanely (Swanson & Mench,
2000).
With regard to dairy products, the results vary from studies about
consumers’ willingness to pay . Napolitano et al. (2008) found that
European consumers expressed a higher willingness to pay for yogurts
with labels indica ng high welfare standards when compared to
yogurts with labels repor ng lower welfare standards. For dairy,
willingness to pay varies by product type. Elbakidze and Nayga (2012)
found that consumers in the U.S. were willing to pay a premium price
for some humane animal care‐labeled dairy products, such as ice
cream. In contrast, their subjects were unwilling to pay a premium
price for humane animal care‐labeled cheese at any quan ty
(Elbakidze & Nayga, 2012).
Several European studies demonstrated that there is signiﬁcant
consumer demand for humanely raised meat products (Benne ,
1997; Benne et al., 2012; Napolitano et al., 2010). Risius and Hamm
(2017) found that the reported values of willingness to pay suggested
that consumers were willing to pay premium prices for animal‐
friendly husbandry systems involving beef. Dransﬁeld et al. (2005)
found intent to pay was higher for products obtained using animal‐
friendly raising techniques: respondents were prepared to pay an
average 5% extra for pork from outdoor raised pigs, with one‐ﬁ h of
consumers willing to pay 20% more. Addi onally, Glass et al. (2005)
found that consumers had a posi ve willingness to pay for various pig
welfare improvements, such as increases in space allowance,
environmental enrichment, and research into improved pig housing
design.
The previous literature suggests that many European and some U.S.‐
based consumers are interested in humanely‐raised animal products
despite the lack of a universal deﬁni on, and many are willing to pay
a premium for humane products. Ins tu onal foodservice opera ons,
especially university programs par cipa ng in the RFC, are poten al
buyers of these products, and therefore, it is important to understand
the perspec ves of their main consumers, college students. College
students are an important demographic segment due to their
patronage of foodservice opera ons as well as their future entrance
in the workforce and consumer marketplace.
This study aims to examine college students’ awareness, percep ons,
and preferences for humane products. The research ques ons
addressed are: How do college students deﬁne humane? How
important is the a ribute humane to college students? Are they
willing to pay a premium for humane products? How is informa on
about this a ribute best communicated? The following sec ons
discuss the methods and results used to address these ques ons.
METHODS
This research was conducted as part of the Applied Research Methods
course in the Department of Community Development and Applied
Economics at UVM, taught as a service‐learning class in partnership
with UVM Dining’s Sustainability Manager. The Sustainability
Manager provided the class with general research objec ves:
understanding student percep ons of and demand for humane
products as part of their eﬀorts to comply with the Real Food
Challenge. Students worked in teams of four or ﬁve to conduct a
literature review, observa ons of dining facili es, and individual
interviews. The results of these ac vi es were included in team
research reports and guided the composi on of an online survey, the
results of which are the focus of this paper. The UVM’s Ins tu onal
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Review Board deemed this project not to be Human Subject Research,
due to its primary focus on program improvement.
The observa ons took place at UVM Dining retail facili es, to increase
the student researchers’ understanding of current product
availability, labeling, presenta on, etc. The Sustainability Manager
a ended class a er the observa ons were submi ed as homework
assignments: the class discussed the major themes of the literature
review and observa ons and brainstormed interview ques ons to
be er understand UVM student and community’s percep ons around
UVM Dining facili es, animal product consump on and the concept of
humanely raised, respec vely. Each student conducted 10 interviews
and u lized induc ve coding methods (Braun & Clarke, 2006) to
reveal key themes and pa ern in the interview data. Then in teams of
four or ﬁve, the students submi ed a homework assignment where
they highlighted interview themes. Once these assignments were
submi ed, the Sustainability Manager returned to class: the students
briefed the Sustainability Manager and instructor on important
interview results, then collec vely, the students, Sustainability
Manager and instructor developed survey ques ons to measure the
prevalence of these themes in a larger popula on. The survey had
thirteen ques ons that included demographics, food and dining
preferences, willingness to pay for humane products, and their
preferred means of ge ng informa on about food. There was also
one open‐ended ques on (“What does the term ‘humanely raised’
mean to you?”). The open‐ended ques on was placed a er ques ons
about animal product consump on in general but before ques ons
about “humanely‐raised” to minimize biasing previous responses.
Three demographic ques ons were included, in collabora on with the
Sustainability Manager. Given the rather narrow demographic and
geographic a ributes of the popula on (UVM students), demographic
ques ons focused on sub‐segments which could be iden ﬁed for
outreach and educa on: college aﬃlia on, class year and residence
(on‐ or oﬀ‐campus). In general, in order to minimize bias , the
ques ons were ordered from general to speciﬁc and demographics
were placed last. The survey instrument was reviewed by the
Sustainability Manager and piloted by about 20 students, who
measured the me it took to complete and checked for any unclear
ques ons or typographical errors. Modest revisions were made based
on results of pilot test. Copies of the interview and survey
instruments are available on request.
Data Collec on
Ques ons were uploaded in LimeSurvey and a link to the survey was
created. The class conducted the surveys between October 31st and
November 7th, 2018, by sending the link to friends, solici ng
responses at student club mee ngs and visi ng places where
students gather (student center, library, dining halls) with a tablet or
laptop and reques ng their par cipa on. A total of 1,007 surveys
were collected. This convenience sampling strategy was used because
the class did not have access to a comprehensive list of student
emails. It is important to note that given the convenience sampling
method used, the results of this research are not generalizable
beyond the scope of the sample.
Qualita ve Data Analysis
The responses to the open‐ended ques on were then coded by two
authors using a thema c analysis approach, a method for iden fying,
analyzing, and repor ng themes and pa erns within a data set (Braun
& Clarke, 2006). Open‐ended responses were uploaded into Excel for
analysis.
Open‐ended responses were read mul ple mes before coding and
iden fying themes in order to be familiarized with the data. In the
ini al analysis following the familiariza on of the data, the responses
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were read mul ple mes by two authors who each independently
developed an individual list of preliminary codes. These preliminary
codes were then shared and discussed amongst authors, combining
codes that were related to each other. These codes were then
analyzed independently in order to iden fy the overarching themes
and sub‐themes that emerged from the data. As was done with the
codes, authors then shared and discussed the themes that were
iden ﬁed. This analysis was an itera ve process that was con nued
un l there were no new codes or themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Quan ta ve Data Analysis
All data were uploaded into SPSS version 26 for analysis. Frequencies
and descrip ve sta s cs were calculated for selected variables. For
ques ons cross‐tabula ons and comparisons of means were
conducted, comparing how a tudes and behaviors diﬀered by
demographic groups.
RESULTS
Sample Descrip on
A total of 1,007 students were surveyed for this project and consisted
of respondents from both undergraduate and graduate programs. In
comparison, during the fall of 2018 there were 10,612
undergraduates and 1,552 graduate students enrolled, making the
total number of students enrolled 12,164 (UVM, 2018). Most of the
sample were juniors or seniors, with the largest group being seniors.
In comparison, the UVM undergraduate student body at the me was
composed of 23% juniors and 26% seniors (UVM, 2018).
The highest percentage of respondents from the sample were
aﬃliated with the Colleges of Arts and Sciences (32%) and Agriculture
and Life Sciences (26%). In comparison to the university as a whole,
37% of students were in Colleges of Arts and Sciences, while only 11%
in College of Agriculture and Life Sciences in Fall 2018 (Table 1). The
majority (55%) of respondents live oﬀ‐campus. This compares closely
to the total percentage of students that live oﬀ‐campus at the
university which sits at approximately 53% (UVM, 2018). More than
half (52%) have no campus meal plan, while 34% have an unlimited
dining plan and 14% have a pre‐paid “points” plan which allows them
to buy a la carte items at various UVM Dining retail loca ons.
This project relied on convenience sampling in order to gather
responses and therefore does not allow for generaliza on beyond the
scope of the sample. Addi onally, due to the methods used by
students in collec ng survey responses, the number of students who
refused to take the survey is unknown and therefore it was not
possible to calculate and report an accurate response rate. However,
the data provided by this exploratory research can serve as a jumping
oﬀ point for future research to build upon in order to best serve both
the UVM and poten ally other ins tu onal foodservice providers.
Table 1. College Aﬃlia on of Sample
College
% of Sample
Agriculture and Life Sciences
26
Arts and Sciences
32
Business
11
Educa on and Social Services
7
Engineering and Mathema cal
7
Sciences
Environment
and
Natural
5
Resources
Graduate
1
Medicine
0
Nursing and Health Sciences
10
None of these
2

% of University
11
37
7
6
12
6
2
8
6
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Qualita ve Results
A total of 807 respondents answered the open‐ended ques on.
Students men oned a wide range of characteris cs that they
perceived to cons tute humanely raised animal products. Two
overarching themes emerged throughout the coding of the open‐
ended responses, the ﬁrst being the treatment of the animals and the
second being the condi ons in which the animals lived.
Theme 1: Animal treatment. Within the overarching theme of animal
treatment, responses for what could be deﬁned as “humanely raised”
ranged from conceptual descrip ons to more concrete qualiﬁca ons.
Some respondents (n=66) simply restated the ques on, deﬁning
“humanely raised” as animals that were “treated humanely.” Other
respondents clariﬁed their deﬁni ons by referencing ethical
treatment (n=86) and/or respec ul treatment (n=41). Several
subthemes emerged from the responses that referenced the
treatment of the animals including (1) being treated well, (2)
treatment that was harmless, (3) limited or no pain when killed, and
(4) quality of life.
Nearly 20% of respondents (n=159) stated that in order to be
humanely raised, the animals had to have been treated “well.” This
response was the most common subtheme regarding treatment of
the animals, and it was o en accompanied by a further elabora on
on speciﬁcs of animal treatment and condi ons. For example, one
respondent stated, “To me it means that the animals were treated
well (at least cage‐free, or even be er, free range) before death.”
This response also illustrates addi onal subthemes that emerged
from the overarching animal treatment theme. A lack of harm, or
cruelty‐free animal treatment (n=147) was the second most
frequently men oned subtheme among respondents. There is a
range of views among the respondents around whether humanely
raised animal products are deﬁned as being without nega ve
behavior or with posi ve behavior. The “lack of harm” response
suggests that a lack of nega ve treatment is the condi on for
humanely raised, whereas the “treated well” response suggests the
presence of posi ve behavior. There were other examples of this
dis nc on within the treatment theme. Six percent (n=48) of
respondents men oned that animals should experience no pain when
they are killed, and almost ﬁve percent (n=37) referenced
“happiness,” “quality of life,” or a “full life.”
Theme 2: Animal living condi ons. The idea of humane living
condi ons was the second overarching theme to emerge from
thema c coding. The living condi ons of the animals and the
environment in which they are raised were important indicators of
humane animal products for the majority of respondents. There were
ﬁve main subthemes to emerge regarding what cons tuted humane
living condi ons for animals. These ﬁve subthemes were (1) that
animals were raised in natural living condi ons, (2) animals were
raised in a healthy and safe manner, (3) animals had the freedom to
move around, (4) animals were fed “good” food, and (5) animals were
not raised in a factory farm se ng.
Of the 807 par cipants that responded to the open‐ended ques on,
63 respondents explicitly men oned natural condi ons or natural
environments. For instance, one student described it as “animals are
taken care of and live in humane condi ons…basically mimicking
natural condi ons.” These respondents typically equated the idea of
a natural state for the animal as the ideal living condi ons and held it
as the standard for what humane condi ons should strive
for. Another student responded; “Animals that are able to live their
life as naturally as possible. So, without cages, lots of room to roam,
food that is most similar to what the animals natural diet would look
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like, and free from abuse or violence.” The broad idea of natural
condi ons encapsulated the other recurring subthemes regarding the
condi ons of the animals.
The second subtheme focused on health and safety of the animals;
students (n=85) men oned that humanely raised meant that animals
were raised in a healthy and safe environment. For instance, one
respondent stated, “to me this means the animals were raised in a
safe and healthy way.” Another respondent addi onally men oned
the idea of health cer ﬁca ons, sta ng, “Animals raised in good
condi ons, preferably cer ﬁed to ensure health and safety of the
animal.” The third subtheme men oned by students was the
freedom to move around (n=99). Some examples of the condi ons
regarding space and movement were described as “having suﬃcient
room to move”, “not crowded”, “room to live comfortably”, and
“cage‐free.” The fourth subtheme was that humane condi ons
should include the provision of quality food. Respondents (n=93)
explicitly included this in their response, describing appropriate food
as “proper feed”, a “balanced diet”, “well fed”, “natural nutri on”,
and “grass‐fed without growth hormones or an bio cs”. The last
subtheme was to dis nguish that these animals were not raised in a
factory farm se ng. Respondents (n=33) explicitly men oned factory
or industrial farming, and their answers tended to highlight many of
the aforemen oned subthemes. For example, one respondent
connected all ﬁve subthemes describing it as “Good and healthy
condi ons for animals, such as enough space, good food, no
an bio cs, no mass produc on.” There were also mul ple responses
that highlighted the perceived nega ve impact of large factory farms
and oﬀered the idea of smaller, more sustainable farming prac ces,
“humanely raised to me means the animals were treated in a more
sustainable and kind way than in a big factory farm…smaller local
farms maybe.”
Although this ques on speciﬁcally asked about the respondents’
deﬁni ons of humanely raised, a signiﬁcant number of responses
(n=103) men oned concepts that had been iden ﬁed independently
at other points in the survey. Some of these included references to
local produc on (n=10), food quality (n=10), organic or pes cide‐free
products (n=22), regula ons and cer ﬁca ons (n=4), and hormone
free food (n=57). The overlap between dis nct concepts in the survey
responses suggests limited understanding of how concepts, from
locally grown to organic to humanely raised, diﬀer.
Further, there was a group of respondents that noted in their
responses that the label “humanely raised” had no meaning when
applied to animal products. In these deﬁni ons, respondents
men oned mul ple reasons for this claim. Some respondents argued
that the term was too vague to have signiﬁcant meaning, whereas
others argued that it was a contradic on to claim that any animal that
was killed had been treated humanely.
Overall, the respondents deﬁned humanely raised based on the
treatment and condi ons of the animals. It is important to note that
of the 1008 students that par cipated in the survey, 201 of them
(almost 20%) did not answer this ques on. An addi onal 21 students
responded that they did not know the deﬁni on.
Quan ta ve Results: Univariate Analysis
When asked how o en they eat on campus, almost three‐fourths of
respondents reported ea ng at least once a week or more, while
almost half ate on campus one meal a day or more. Respondents
were asked how o en they eat each of the following products, red
meat, poultry, dairy and eggs. More than half (60%) eat dairy once a
day or more, and 39% eat eggs daily or more. One‐fourth never eat
Page |27

red meat, and another fourth only eat it a few mes a week. Only 8%
never eat dairy or eggs, respec vely.
When asked what a ributes are most important in the foods they
purchase and eat (Table 2), the majority ranked taste, nutri on and
price as their top three choices. Worker welfare was only ranked in
the top 2 by 8% of the respondents. Results were similar when
respondents were asked to rank the importance of a ributes for
animal products and animal welfare was added to the list of op ons.
Taste, price and nutri on had the greatest number of ﬁrst or second
ranks, but animal welfare was fourth, more than any remaining
concerns (i.e., locally produced, worker welfare or environmental
sustainability).
Next, respondents reported on how important “humanely raised” is
when purchasing various animal products, on a four‐point scale
(1=not at all, 2=somewhat important, 3=important, 4=very
important). For each of the four products, the mean was
approximately 3, with red meat (3.10) and poultry (3.09) scoring
slightly higher than dairy (2.96) or eggs (2.95).
Respondents shared their perspec ve on how eﬀec ve a variety of
methods would be in communica ng informa on about humanely‐
raised livestock, using a four‐point scale (1=not at all eﬀec ve,
2=slightly eﬀec ve, 3=eﬀec ve, 4=very eﬀec ve). The use of icons on
menus had the highest mean score of 3.20, followed by labels on the
food (M = 3.07). Both of these methods received mean scores that
fell between being eﬀec ve and very eﬀec ve. Ingredient lists (M =
2.84), digital screens around campus (M = 2.73), and brochures (M =
2.14) had mean scores that all fell between being slightly eﬀec ve
and eﬀec ve. Websites (M = 2.07) and newsle ers (M = 1.87) were
rated as the least eﬀec ve methods of communica on.
Finally, respondents were asked about the highest premium they
would be willing to pay for meals at UVM Dining if all animal products
were humanely raised (See Tables 3 and 4). Although UVM has
already surpassed the mark of having 20% of campus food be “real
food”, as deﬁned by the Real Food Challenge, only 14% of the real
food on campus is humanely‐raised (UVM RFC, n.d.). The main food
product that falls under the humane category in UVM Dining are
humanely raised eggs, meaning that although some of the meat and
dairy products are local or organic, the majority of animal products
throughout campus dining are not humane (UVM RFC, n.d.). Since
cer ﬁed humanely raised products can cost considerably more than
products that are not (Spain et al., 2018), it is reasonable to consider

that a signiﬁcant shi in the level of humane food procurement could
result in increased dining and meal‐plan costs. Almost three‐fourths
were willing to pay some premium, with the greatest percentage
(39%) willing to pay 5% more. Only 29% said they would not pay any
premium, while 14% indicated they would pay more than 10%
premium.
Bivariate Analysis
Willingness to pay premium was compared with class standing;
results of a Chi Squared test found signiﬁcant diﬀerences (p ≤ .000)
were observed (Table 3). On average, juniors were more likely to pay
no premium. Seniors were most likely to pay a 10% premium.
Graduate students were most likely to pay 5% or more than 10%
more, and least likely to pay no premium.
Responses to willingness to pay a premium for humanely raised
products also diﬀered signiﬁcantly by college of aﬃlia on, as
measured by a Chi Square test (p = .000) (Table 4). Those in Business,
Engineering and Medicine were overall less likely to pay any premium
than the overall sample. Those in Agriculture and the Environment
and Natural Resources schools were generally more likely to pay a
premium.
When comparing willingness to pay with meal plan type, a Chi
Squared test found signiﬁcant diﬀerences (p = .000) (Table 5). Those
with unlimited meal plan were slightly less likely to pay any premium,
but more likely to pay 5% or more than 10% more than the overall
sample.
DISCUSSION
As a whole, previous studies have shown that many consumers show
an interest in humanely‐raised animal products and many are willing
to pay a premium for humane products (Spain et al., 2018; Benne ,
1997; Benne et al., 2012; Napolitano et al., 2010; Elbakidze & Nayga,
2012; Glass et al., 2005). This exploratory research is able to both
complement and contribute to this overarching body of literature by
speciﬁcally examining the percep ons and a tudes of a sample of
college students at UVM, a demographic segment not included in the
literature previously discussed. Universi es and other ins tu onal
foodservice opera ons represent a large pool of poten al buyers of
humane products and in order to be er understand the poten al for
increased purchases of humane products, it is important for research
to examine the preferences and demand of college students, the main
consumers at these ins tu ons. By inves ga ng this speciﬁc

Table 2. Ranked A ribute Importance in Food Purchasing Decisions
Rank these a ributes ‐ how
important is each to you
when making decisions Ranked ﬁrst Ranked second
Ranked ﬁrst
about what to purchase
(all foods)
(all foods)
(animal products)
Animal welfare
n/a
n/a
15%
Environmental sustainability
7%
8%
11%
(e.g. USDA Organic label)
Locally produced
7%
7%
9%
Nutri on
28%
24%
18%
Price
25%
26%
21%
Taste/ﬂavor
29%
31%
22%
Worker welfare (e.g. Fair‐
4%
4%
3%
Trade label)

Ranked second
(animal products)
11%
12%
10%
20%
19%
24%
11%

Mean Rank
(all foods)
n/a
4.10
4.24
2.54
2.79
2.42
4.87

Mean Rank
(animal products)
3.87
4.22
4.37
3.38
3.52
3.11
5.49

Note. Respondents were given a list of 6 a ributes and asked how important each was to them when making decisions about what to purchase and eat for all
foods (not just animal products) by ordering them from 1‐6. Next respondents were given the same list of a ributes with “Animal welfare” added and asked how
important each was to them when making decisions about what to purchase and eat speciﬁcally regarding animal products by ordering them from 1‐7. Columns 2
and 3 illustrate the percentage of respondents that ranked each a ribute as the ﬁrst (highest level of importance) or second (second level of importance) when
thinking about all food. Columns 4 and 5 illustrate the percentage of respondents that ranked each a ribute as the ﬁrst (highest level of importance) or second
(second level of importance) when thinking about only animal products. Column 6 shows the mean rank for each a ribute when respondent was considering all
foods. Column 7 shows the mean rank for each a ribute when respondent was speciﬁcally considering only animal products.
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Table 3. Cross‐tabula on, Willingness to Pay by Class Standing
Class Standing
None (zero)
First year
28%
Sophomore
29%
Junior
31%
Senior
28%
Graduate student
20%
None of these
50%
Overall %
29%

5% more
42%
38%
38%
39%
40%
33%
39%

10% more
15%
18%
17%
20%
15%
17%
18%

More than 10% more
15%
16%
14%
13%
25%
0%
14%

Note. Respondents were asked about the highest premium they would be willing to pay for products or meals at UVM if the animal products were humanely
raised. A response of “none” (or zero) indicates that the respondent would not be willing to pay any premium for humanely raised animal products. A response
of “5% more”, “10% more”, or “more than 10% more” indicates that the respondent would be willing to pay a 5%, 10%, or more than 10% premium for animal
products that are humanely raised.

demographic group, this study is able to add a layer of speciﬁcity to
the overall discussion surrounding humanely raised animal products
and provide a jumping oﬀ point for further ins tu onal foodservice
research.
Consistent with previous studies, it was found that respondents value
and are willing to pay for humanely raised products; importance
varies somewhat by the species of animals or type of animal product
under considera on (Byrd et al., 2018; Chilton et al., 2006; Erian &
Philips, 2017; Elbakidze & Nayga, 2012). Similar to data from a report
by Spain et al. (2018), the percentage of respondents willing to pay a
premium decreased as the price premium increased. Both of these
points would be especially important for UVM Dining or other
ins tu ons to consider when making purchasing decisions regarding
humane products.
Results found a rela onship between a students’ willingness to pay
and college aﬃlia on. For instance, when looking at individuals willing
to pay more than 10% more, 20% of students from the Rubenstein
School of Environment and Natural Resources chose this op on, as
did 40% of graduate students, while only 7.9% of students from the
Grossman School of Business did. These results are very similar to
results from two previous studies conducted in this same course as a
class service‐learning research project. Students in the College of
Agriculture and Life Sciences and the School of Environment and
Natural Resources were more likely to pay more for “Real Food” and
have greater awareness and concern for sustainability issues
compared to other students (Redacted). It is not clear whether
students with greater concern for sustainability, local food and animal
welfare self‐select into these majors, or of the course content of
these majors ins lls these values, or a combina on of both.

Table 4. Cross‐tabula on, Willingness to Pay by College Aﬃlia on.
College of Aﬃlia on
None* (zero)
Agriculture and Life Sciences
24%
Arts and Sciences
28%
Business (Grossman)
42%
Educa on and Social Services
33%
Engineering and Mathema cal Sciences
41%
Environment and Natural Resources (Rubenstein)
10%
Graduate
40%
None of these
36%
Nursing and Health Sciences
23%
Overall %
29%
*p ≤ .000

Although the majority of respondents expressed that the a ribute of
humanely raised was important to them, respondents lacked a
consistent and coherent deﬁni on of humanely raised, which mirrors
the ﬁndings of previous literature such as Spain et al., (2018).
Findings from studies such as Wiseman (2018) and Heng et al. (2013)
suggest that this may be in part due to a lack of informa on
availability, which if addressed, may increase interest and demand for
these products. This is another aspect that both UVM and fellow
ins tu ons could consider when determining marke ng strategies for
food products that fall under the category of humane. Similarly,
students may not have a clear understanding of the various standards
and processes that producers must navigate when facing the decision
to label products as organic, humanely raised, etc. As noted by
Wiseman (2018), compliance with certain labelling standard and
cer ﬁca ons are o en voluntary and some producers choose to use
terms that don’t require cer ﬁca on or valida on, further
complica ng the issue of reliable labelling informa on and consumer
confusion. Further eﬀorts to educate consumers on these procedures
could improve informa on availability and ul mately allow
consumers to make more informed purchases.
Overall, the results of this study echo many of the preferences,
a tudes, and understanding of humanely raised animal products
referenced in previous studies. Based on both the responses from
our sample and the overarching body of literature presented in this
report, there is the possibility of a poten al market for UVM Dining to
expand its use of humanely raised products, and the possibility of
targe ng marke ng of humane products towards those who are
already more likely to prefer humane products. These implica ons are
only based on these results as this is a non‐representa ve sample but
oﬀer an informed star ng point for future research and prac ce.

5% more
42%
41%
35%
35%
33%
38%
20%
29%
42%
39%

10% more
14%
20%
16%
22%
11%
33%
0%
29%
16%
18%

More than 10% more
20%
11%
8%
9%
14%
20%
40%
7%
19%
14%

Note. Respondents were asked about the highest premium they would be willing to pay for products or meals at UVM if the animal products were humanely
raised. A response of “none” (or zero) indicates that the respondent would not be willing to pay any premium for humanely raised animal products. A response
of “5% more”, “10% more”, or “more than 10% more” indicates that the respondent would be willing to pay a 5%, 10%, or more than 10% premium for animal
products that are humanely raised.
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Table 5. Cross‐tabula on, Willingness to Pay by Meal Plan
Campus Meal Plan
None (zero)
None
28%
Points Plan
29%
Unlimited Plan
30%
Overall %
29%

5% more
39%
37%
41%
39%

10% more
19%
21%
14%
18%

More than 10% more
14%
13%
15%
14%

Note. The Unlimited Meal Plan allows an unlimited number of meal entries into the tradi onal dining halls across UVM campus and includes 150 retail points (1
point = 1 dollar) that can be used at any UVM Dining retail loca on each semester. Alterna vely, the Points Plan gives the student 1,425 retail points and 25 meal
entries into tradi onal dining halls each semester. Respondents that listed no meal plan consist of students that live oﬀ‐campus and graduate students.

As demonstrated in the results, respondents noted a strong
rela onship between humanely raised, sustainable, local, and
organic. Students perceived these connec ons as having a posi ve
impact on health, the environment, animals, and overall
sustainability. Responses such as these highlight the opportunity for
UVM Dining to promote the posi ve connec ons between humane
products and sustainability demonstrated by our sample. If further
representa ve research reached similar conclusions, then there are a
number of prac cal implica ons for both foodservice outreach and
service‐learning partnerships.
Implica ons for Foodservice Outreach
As aforemen oned, this is a non‐representa ve sample that was
gathered through convenience sampling, therefore these implica ons
are only based on the results of our sample and are not able to be
generalized. However, if further research was conducted and these
responses were borne out of a more representa ve sample, then the
three following implica ons could be prac cal next steps for UVM
Dining to consider.
First, given a lack of understanding of the meaning of “humane”, it is
important to choose clear standards and deﬁni ons, preferably
adop ng established cer ﬁca ons, and provide clear informa on
around this a ribute. Cau on must be used to avoid conﬂa ng
“humane” with “local” or “healthy,” although products with these
a ributes bundled together would likely be desirable to many
consumers.
Second, create point of purchase materials for humane products in
the form of labels and icons. This will both highlight products that fall
under the standards set by the Real Food Challenge by crea ng an
easy to read system that denotes which criteria each product meets
and build on and reinforce the aforemen oned educa on eﬀorts.
Third, implement diﬀerent strategies for diﬀerent segments: there
was a clear diﬀerence in willingness to pay between diﬀerent college
aﬃlia ons. Students from the schools of Agriculture and Natural
Resources were most likely to pay more: there is an opportunity for
collabora on with those students (e.g., through service‐learning or
student clubs) who can help educate peers about this issue.
Implica ons for Service‐Learning Partnerships
One of the perennial challenges of service‐learning is iden fying
meaningful community projects that could beneﬁt from student
engagement (Tryon et al., 2008; Stoeker et al. 2010, Mills, 2012;
Suckale et al, 2018). An addi onal concern is ensuring that service‐
learning programs return more than they take from community
partners, and that the promise of reciprocal beneﬁts is real (Larsen,
2016). The success of this project was based on the partnership in
which the Sustainability Manager brought clear research objec ves
and was engaged throughout the process, while the class brought
capacity and the instructor brought research exper se in ways that
met the community partner’s needs and provided hands‐on
experience for the class (Jacoby, 1996; Mason & Dunens, 2019) .
Student engagement and mo va on was increased by assurances
that the results would be used by UVM Dining in tangible ways.
The Journal of Foodservice Management & Education

Speciﬁcally, the research project illustrates how prac cal problems
faced by ins tu onal foodservice providers seeking more sustainable
prac ces can u lize service‐learning courses to iden fy consumer
preferences and reﬁne marke ng strategies.
This eﬀort is
widespread; a study of colleges and universi es in 2017 found that
95% purchased local food and spent more than $57 million on local
food purchases the previous year (Farm to Ins tu on New England,
2017). Replica ng this research on student percep ons of humane
prac ces at other ins tu ons can guide ins tu onal food purchasing
while also providing a model for instructors seeking out accessible,
applied projects for their students.
CONCLUSION
This research ﬁnds that this sample of college students values the
a ribute “humane” but the decisions would be be er informed by
clearer informa on and more eﬀec ve promo on. The results from
this exploratory research project mirror many of the reported
percep ons, awareness, and preferences demonstrated in the current
literature regarding general consumer rela onships with humanely
raised livestock and animal products. Our research was able to add to
this body of knowledge as our objec ves focused on a more speciﬁc
demographic and provided preliminary insight into student
preferences that had been previously unexamined by other studies. It
also provided insights into service‐learning partnerships between
university foodservice and academic classes.
In order to strengthen this work, con nued research should be
completed that would allow the university to use generalizable claims
regarding student preferences and humanely raised livestock. In
responding to the open‐ended ques on, students were able to stray
from the speciﬁc label of humane and instead talked about local,
sustainable, and environmental topics more broadly. This has the
poten al to provide the university with a more reliable scope of what
the needs, preferences, and percep ons of the general student body
is in regard to humane animal products. Another limita on to our
research is the fact that our informa on on willingness to pay is all
self‐reported and hypothe cal, therefore it may not accurately
represent how student stakeholders would act in the market when
faced with an actual 10% premium for humane animal products.
To move forward with the aforemen oned prac cal next steps on the
part of UVM Dining, future research must delve further into actual
student behavior when faced with diﬀerently priced animal products
in order to gain a deeper understanding of how these self‐reported
ideals might play out in the real world. The overarching themes that
emerged included student behavior in reac on to price changes, the
frequency with which students consume animal products, and the
intersec ons between student demographics and student market
behavior. These intersec ng ideas and behavior should serve as the
overall framework for the next stage of future research either on the
part of the UVM or fellow ins tu ons par cipa ng in the Real Food
Challenge, as well as those marke ng humane products to young
adults in the near future.
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