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Conditional Logit Regression Analysis for meat and milk from Cloned
Animals and their Offspring's

» The United States Food and Drug Administration in 2008 » Stated preference choice method was applied to elicit

stated that “meat and milk from cattle, swine, and goat clones Canadian consumer preferences towards various attributes for MiI!(from Cloned Animals _ Mef':\t from Cloned Animals _ COMPARATIVE FACTS
or their offspring are as safe to eat as conventional food we eat | = cloned meat and milk and their off-spring products. arame e e
. r” Price ' Price e 5
from those species now”. > Strength of Stated Preference Method: e o . ‘e
- - - : : - Consumers can be asked about their willingness to purchase for any product, Neither Option 0.0821 Neither Option 10.062937 T gl
> Animal _ClOnng S 3 COmP|EX process by which sqentlsts copy including those currently unavailable in the marketplace and the researcher can _2(2 085 6*)** ; (')7873**)* (Our Study) ( Lusk and Marette, 2010)
the genetic or inherited traits of an animal. Somatic cell nuclear control the data collection process in order to ensure that price changes are Milk from Cloned animals (0.169271) Meat from Cloned animals (0.219789) (Brooks and Lusk, 2010)
transfer is the process most often used in animal cloning (Vjata uncorrelated with other variables of interest (Brooks & Lusk, 2010). Milk from Offspring of 5 0038H** Meat from Offspring of > 47615 %*
& Gjerris 2006) ] ] ] Cloned animals (0.171782) Cloned animals (0.211274)
' > Two national surveys were conducted in the period of Whole Milk 0.64961%** e Lann 0.320001* > Canadians are not WTP for meat and > American People strongly preferred
> Consumer preferences play a very important role in food January-MarCh 2010 across Canada with apprOXImately 800 (0.19048) (0.186518) milk products produced from cloned meat products from a non-cloned
I o) -0.33432** o 0.343305** : : : - .
nolicy, while science may determine what is safe: society will valid respondents for each survey. 1% milk 0.181826) 5% saturated fat 0180516 animals and their offspring. animal vs. a cloned animal.
decide what is acceptable Skimmed milk 0785787 > Canadi . . _
. - - (0.1856) anadian consumers are WTP more > American populations like Canadians
= Th al d | £ cloni Aol hei Experimental Design for meat products with lower saturated enjoy decreases in saturated fat
€ commercial deve opment or cloning technology, t_ €ir Agex Offspring of Cloned 0.06832++ Age x Offspring of Cloned 019760+ fat (5%), skim milk, and 1% milk content in meat products. Also, skim,
offsprlng and derived prOdUC':S has sparked controversy In the Attributes and Attribute Levels in Cloned Ground Beef Choice Experiment animals (0.022466) animals (0.02731) products as compared to meat products and 1% milk is more preferred
i : Attribut . -0.04389** -0.05501** with higher saturated fat (10%) and 2% compared to whole milk.
fOOd mdUStry (Clcr)lngde(SSround Beef) Levels Age Organic (0.018665) Age x Extra Lean (0.024191) milk products. P
1) Genetic improvements allow producers to potentially lower Price (3/ kg) 8.79, 4.39, Trust x Cloned animals 04269177 Trust x Cloned animals 0.5149%7 > Americans are WTP 68% and 59%
. . . . Meat from Non-cloned animals, (0.058835) (0.071717) » The Canadian consumers are WTP less than the average market price ($
prlces, INCreases the qua“ty Of meat and m||k pI‘OdUCtS, and Production Attribute Meat from Cloned animals, Trust X Offspring of Cloned 0.516837*** Trust X Offspring of Cloned 0.478457*** 589 d 0
Qo : : . _ . . ol 0.061693 Animals 0.072274 o and 74% less than the average 2.99/Ib) for meat produced by cloned
possibly increase resistance to diseases (Lewis et al., 2004; Wall Meat from Offspring of Cloned animals anima ( ) ‘ ’ market price ($6.6/kq) for meat animal, and their off spring. Also
P tL 80% (L ., 90% (Extra L , : 0.834127*** : 0.699805*** St i .
et al., 2005). SZ:Sf:te de;:t Content o ol(O;an) > (BxtraLean) Gender x Cloned animals (0.058853) Gender x Cloned animals (0.073183) produced by cloned animal, and 45% American consumers are WTP 57%
’ Gender x Offspring of 0.739309*** Gender x Offspring of Cloned ~ 0.741868*** and 44% less than the average retalil and 65% more than the average price
2) Consumers prefer non-cloned to cloned products and they | Cloned animals (0.061328) animals L (0.073981) price ($4.99 for 4 litres) of milk ($4.49 per gallon) to avoid milk
strongly value labeling of cloned and organic products (Lusk and | || [Example of Cloned Ground Beef Choice Set Gender xOrganic Pyl Gender x 5% fat o osan) produced by cloned animals or their produced by cloned animals or their
Brook, 2010). Consumers’ willingness to pay for regulation to Sround Beef . e 018076+ U 0161673 offspring. offspring.
- . : Kids X Cloned animals Kids X Cloned animals
ensure cloned products are labelled is influenced by gender, bid Attributes - ~ (0.071202) (0.083139)
- - A B C D -0.13896** -0.13529*
y . y
amount, level of education, and knowledge of cloning (Jones et s ) T e TR —— Kids xOrganic oo ids xExtra Lean Pt R E I: R E N C E S
al ! 20 10) . = Meat from Meat from and C were al Kids x Whole Milk ?0202724?88;)* Kids > 5% fat ((())(1)3;?)32?;
» We study the Canadi lation for their pref I Producton Atribute | Nor-cioned | ¢y n 2G0T | PSR | e 01547 0.066065" Brooks, K., Lusk L. (2010). Stated and Revealed Pref f ic and Cloned
e stu \ the Canadian popu ation for their prererences ﬂler animals Soned available at my cids xSkimmed Milk - (.305763 Education X Cloned animals 60364752 - .ro_o s, K., Lusk, Jayson ( _O 0). Stated and Reveale references for Orgamp and Clone
about purchasing meat and milk from cloned animals local grocery (0.0763) (0. ) Milk: Combmmg Choice Experiment and Scanner Data. American Journal of Agricultural
' bercent Lean 80% 90% 80% store | would not ducation XOreant 0.055686** Education x Offspring of 0.092731** Economics, 92(4):1229-1241.
-Comparable to a similar study (Lusk and Marette, 2010;Brooks and Lusk, 2010). (Lean) (Extra Lean) (Lean) purchase ground Heat sanic (0.025579) Cloned animals (0.037009) -Brooks, K.R., Lusk, J.L. (2010). Public and private preferences for policies related to meat and
Saturated Fat o0 Lo o beet from that | | 10.05961* o 0.053467* milk from clones. AAEA, CAES, & WAEA Joint Annual Meeting, Denver, Colorado, July 25-27.
Content ° ° ° store. Education xWhole Milk (0.03388) Education x5% fat (0.031171) -Jones, Ghangela; Jennings, Shauntez; Ibrahim, Mohammed, and Whitehead, Jackie. (2010). Will
lwould choose . . o o o o _ | _ 0.056133* . -0.23408* Consumers Pay a Premium for Clone-free labeled Meat products? Evidence from the 2009
BJ E CT I VE Education xSkimmed Milk 0.033043 Quebec xCloned animals 0.132786 Sunbelt Agricultural Exposition. Southern Agricultural Economics Association Annual meeting, Feb
O ( ) ( ) 6-9, Orlando, Florid
. . . . . . | x Offspring of Cloned -0.28117%** bec x Offspring of -0.39519%** -2, Yriando, riorida.
Attributes and Attribute Levels in Cloned Milk Choice Experiment rure’ ® Otispring of Clone 0.001214) Juebec ¥ JIepring o 0.126473) -Lewis, I. M., French, A. 1., Tecirlioglu, R. T, Vaijta, G., McClintock, A. E., Nicholas, K. R.(2004).

Commercial aspects of cloning and genetic modification in cattle. Australian Journal of

Attribut . : k%% k% %X Qignifi YA )

> To analyze whether or not peoples’ stated WTP for meat or Cloned Milk) Levels Note: 1:“”"""” Frrors are In the parentheses 2) ™77, %, 7, Stgnificant at 1% 5%and 10% fevel Experimental Agriculture, 44: 1105-1111.

: + : y . . The regression analysis indicates that younger male, more highly educated -Lusk, Jayson L., Marette, S. (2010). Welfare effects of food labels and bans with alternative
milk pr (S pr from clon nimal . ' , Jayson L., /S -
products p OC|U.CEC| O C_O ed_ a _ als suggests Price (3/4 litres) 5'_99 399 | | respondents who also think other people can be trusted have more positive views willingness to pay measures. Applied economic perspectives and policy, 32(2): 319-337.
the need for regulatlon of clonlng within Canada. Production Attribute gﬂr:!;f;%ml\m(”;g?n”g% 2{;‘;;23'2% gl'gknggrgn(i:r':a"l‘lgd towards meat and milk products produced by cloned animals. -Vajta, G., Gjerris, M. (2006). Science and technology of farm animal cloning. State of the art.
e | | | Animal Reproduction Science, 92: 211-230.

Fat Content Skim milk, 1% Milk, 2% milk, Whole Milk, | _ | -Wall, R. J, Powell, A. M., Paape, M. 1., Kerr, D. E., Banermann, D. D., Pursel, V. G., et al. (2005).
Farm type Conventional, Organic Private WTP for Cloned Products in Meat & Milk Genetically enhanced cows resist intramammary Staphylococcus aureau infection. Nature

10 +

Biotechnology, 23: 445-451.

=
Canadian Nati ' S 5 i Variabl Example of Cloned Milk Choice Set 2 | | |
dnadian National surveys vemograpnic variabies =
y grap . > S WTP ned t WT ned
Means and standard deviations of variables included in the model ! y y y y s
< ) Attributes & OffREISIpne OffpHiigElpned Acknowledgement
Demographic Facts Cloned Meat Cloned Milk A B C D < _
Age ( 7categories) 47.7 (12.99) 47.3 (13.35) ($/Zr|'i<t>fes) $3-|fi9tfef§"4 $5.99 for 4 litres | $3.99 for 4 litres gr?dpt(izocvse rAe, Eli = The authors would like to thank Alberta Agriculture and Rural Development
Male (1 if male, O otherwise) 0.503 (0.50) 0.475 (0.50) . . that Was g 40 - for their contribution to this project.
Household size 2.24 (0.70) 2.19 (0.73) Production Milkfrom | v s om Cloned | _MIlkfrom | ayailable at my °
Kids (1 if yes, 0 otherwise) 0.28 (0.45) 0.27 (0.44) Attribute animals animals Cloned animals =
. . store | would Q | Market Average price: $4.99/ 4 litres
Education (5 categories, years of study) 14.10 (1.66) 13.55 (2.92) - — Y - not purchase Q2 Contacts
Income ($/1000) 67.21 (34.32) 54.2 (28.7) Fat Content mm Whole M Whole M milk from that .
Living in a city (%) ( 1 if yes, 0 otherwise) 0.635 (0.49) 0.664 (0.47) Farm type Organic Conventional Organic store. :-__. o )
-80 - el : : .
*Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses | would choose . . O O O O = Market Average price: $6.6/kg anahlta-matm@ualberta-ca/ eIIen.goddard@ualberta.ca
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