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Executive summary 

Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) commissioned an online study of 1396 

Australians and 1015 New Zealanders aged 15 years and over. The purpose of the study 

was to collect information on consumer use and understanding of, and confidence in, certain 

food labelling elements. The findings add to FSANZ’s evidence base on consumers and food 

labelling. 

Australians and New Zealanders are generally trusting of the information in food labels, with 

approximately 67% and 77% of Australians and New Zealanders respectively somewhat or 

strongly agreeing with the statement: Generally speaking I trust the information on food 

labels. Both Australians and New Zealanders were equally interested in standardised 

nutrition information on food labels, with three-quarters of consumers in both countries 

expressing at least moderate interest. 

The study found that use of the Nutrition Information Panel (NIP) and the statement of 

ingredients were commonly used when making a food purchase for the first time. Around 

70% of Australian consumers reported using the NIP and the statement of ingredients, while 

70% of New Zealand consumers reported using the NIP and approximately 61%, the 

statement of ingredients. Most Australian and New Zealand consumers found both the NIP 

and the statement of ingredient list to be moderately understandable, believable, relevant 

and trustworthy. Among NIP elements, the amounts of sugar, fat, saturated fats and sodium 

were the most commonly cited nutrients used in a purchase of a food for the first time.  

Of less interest to Australian and New Zealand consumers were nutrition related claims.1 

Similar proportions of consumers reported either not looking for that type of information, or 

looking for daily intake guide, nutrition claims, or health star ratings. In terms of food safety 

related information, the use-by date and the best-before date were the most commonly 

looked for information, with over 60% of consumers checking these label elements. Over 

80% of Australians and 70% of New Zealanders reported checking country of origin 

information when purchasing a product for the first time. 

The level of trust in, and understanding of, advisory statements was assessed using two 

statements of differing length and complexity. The shorter advisory statement on a more 

familiar product (in this case, low fat milk) was understood, believed, and trusted by 

consumers, albeit only relevant to a few. A longer and more complex advisory statement on 

a less familiar product (phytosterol-enriched spread) was considered relevant by more 

consumers, and was associated with generally lower levels of understanding, believability 

and trust. Consumers for whom the phytosterol-enriched spread advisory statement was 

                                                

1
 The term ‘nutrition related claims’ includes nutrition content and health claims as well as voluntary front of pack 

labelling schemes such as the Daily Intake Guide and Health Star Rating. 
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relevant were less likely to self-report following it compared to the advice in the low fat milk 

advisory statement.  

Three choice trials were used to determine the impact of label elements on consumer 

decisions when asked to select the healthier variant of a food product. In all three trials, the 

NIP was the most-used label element in decision-making. Within the NIP, the sugars 

information appeared to be the most salient piece of information. The exception to this 

finding occurred in trial 3, with the instruction to select the product healthiest with respect to 

saturated fat. Consumers who correctly choose the lower saturated fat variant would be 

most likely to use the saturated fat in the NIP, not sugars. However, some consumers would 

still use sugars information and arrive at an incorrect conclusion. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Food labelling plays a critical role as the primary interface between suppliers and consumers 

to convey messages to consumers, and others, about packaged food. Labelling is used by 

food manufacturers and suppliers to differentiate their products from those of competitors, 

and as a channel to convey public health and food safety information to assist consumers. 

The Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code (the Code) establishes the requirements 

for the labelling of packaged food for retail sale in both countries. These include the 

provision of standardised nutrition information in the nutrition information panel; the 

statement of ingredients; warning and advisory statements to alert consumers to safety 

concerns; and date marking, storage and preparation instructions where these protect 

against food safety risks. 

Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) is the bi-national authority that develops 

food standards, including food labelling requirements. Periodically FSANZ undertakes 

surveys of Australians and New Zealanders to better understand consumer’s use and 

understanding of food labelling. This information is used in assessing the effectiveness of 

label elements, and contributes to an evidence base that FSANZ can draw upon in its 

standards development work and other responsibilities. This report details the findings of the 

2015 Consumer Label Survey. 

1.2 The 2015 Consumer Label Survey 

The 2015 Consumer Label Survey was designed to generate reliable population estimates of 

the level of use and understanding of various label elements. The survey collected data from 

random representative samples of Australians and New Zealanders aged 15 years and older 

using a questionnaire administered online. The questionnaire contained multiple label 

element images and mock-ups and utilised ‘point and click’ responses to limit the need for 

respondents to know the names of various label elements.  

The questionnaire included questions on a range of topics: 

 demographic, health and diet related conditions 

 general trust and interest in labelling 

 use and understanding of particular label elements  

 evaluations of the understandability, believability, trustworthiness and personal 
relevance of advisory statements, the ingredient list, and the NIP. 

 

The questionnaire also included three choice tasks where consumers had to select between 

two variants of a similar product. These tasks used realistic packaging mock-ups and were 

designed to explore which label elements consumers used in making their variant choice.  

The questionnaire was designed by FSANZ and data collection was undertaken by Roy 

Morgan Research Pty Ltd. Roy Morgan Research also undertook a series of cognitive 
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interviews to refine the questionnaire prior to a pilot test. Data collection took place in 

October and November 2015. The questionnaire and images of packaging stimuli can be 

found at Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 respectively. Details on the method, sampling and 

analysis can be found at Appendix 3 and details of sampling weighting can be found at 

Appendix 4. 

1.3 Approach to analysis 

All results reported here are population estimates for the Australian and New Zealand 

populations, using weighted data, unless otherwise stated. Estimates for Australia and New 

Zealand are presented simultaneously in charts. The charts include 95% confidence 

intervals to indicate the range of the estimates. The interpretation of statistical significance 

uses the test of whether or not the confidence intervals overlap. Further details on the 

analyses undertaken can be found in Appendix 3. 

1.4 Structure of the report 

The report follows the general order of the survey in presenting results. Chapter 2 reports on 

general labelling trust and interest, and use of various label elements. 

Chapter 3 reports on the understanding of two advisory statements, incorporating both 

subjective and objective measures of understanding. 

Chapter 4 reports on the use of the nutrition information panel and the statement of 

ingredients, evaluations of these two key label elements, and the results from the first choice 

task (breakfast cereal). 

Chapter 5 reports on the use of serving sizes, per 100 and per serving information, and the 

results from the second choice task (muesli bar).  

Chapter 6 reports on the results from the third choice task (breakfast cereal). 

The first five appendices contain technical information about the survey. The survey and 

stimulus content provided in the first and second appendices is a close – but not exact – 

match to the content respondents saw on their screens. Appendix 5 provides an overview of 

the requirements for NIPs, ingredient lists, and advisory statements. The sixth appendix 

contains tables of the main univariate results for sex, socioeconomic status, and age.  
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Chapter 2 General labelling use and trust 

2.1 General trust and interest in labels 

New Zealanders were slightly more trusting of the information in food labels compared to 

Australians (Figure 2.1). Compared to Australians, fewer New Zealanders strongly disagree2 

or somewhat disagree3 that they trust the information on food labels, and more New 

Zealanders somewhat agree4 or strongly agree.5 Approximately 67% of Australians and 

about 77% of New Zealanders somewhat or strongly agreed with the statement “Generally 

speaking, I trust the information on food labels”. 

Figure 2.1. Level of trust in food label information. 

 

Australians and New Zealanders were equally interested in standardised nutrition 

information on food labels (Figure 2.2). Around three-quarters of consumers in both 

countries appeared at least moderately interested,6 although more Australians were very 

                                                

2 3.37% (2.56% - 4.43%) of Australians and 1.12% (0.61% - 2.05%) of New Zealanders. 

3 14.62% (12.87% - 16.56%) of Australians and 7.93% (6.42% - 9.76%) of New Zealanders. 

4 56.53% (53.73% - 59.29%) of Australians and 62.63% (59.56% - 65.61%) of New Zealanders. 

5 10.26% (8.59% - 12.21%) of Australians and 14.79% (12.67% - 17.19%) of New Zealanders. 

6 Very interested (4): 42.19% (39.56% - 44.88%) of Australians and 34.19% (31.35% - 37.15%) of New 
Zealanders.(3): 33.13% (30.52% - 35.84%) of Australians and 37.06% (34.04% - 40.19%) of New Zealanders. 
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interested. A small group of about 3% in each country were not interested at all.7 

Figure 2.2. Level of interest in standardised nutrition information. 

 

2.2 Use of label elements 

The following sections each relate to elements that people usually look for on the label, pack 

or container when thinking about buying food products for the first time. Within the 

sections, to restrict sentence length, occasionally the word “use” has been substituted. 

2.2.1 Use of the nutrition information panel 

The Code requires most packaged foods to be labelled with a nutrition information panel 

(NIP). The NIP provides quantified information on major nutrients (protein, carbohydrate, 

sugars, fat, saturated fat and sodium) and energy in a prescribed format. The NIP provides a 

consistent and comparable source of nutritional information to assist consumers. Further 

details on the requirements for the NIP are contained in Appendix 5. 

                                                

7
 2.87% (2.00% - 4.09%) of Australians and 2.93% (2.04% - 4.18%) of New Zealanders. 
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Use of the NIP when purchasing a food product for the first time was common (Figure 2.3), 

with around 70% of consumers in both Australia and New Zealand using it.8 Around 27% did 

not use the NIP,9 and the remaining 3% in both countries were unsure. No country 

differences were found. 

Figure 2.3. Use of the Nutrition Information Panel when first purchasing a food. 

 

Those who used the NIP when purchasing a food product for the first time were then asked 

to indicate the type of NIP information looked for, using a list of NIP components (Figure 

2.4). In both countries, the most commonly checked NIP information was the amount of 

sugar; around 60% of Australians and New Zealanders looked for sugar information in the 

NIP.10 Of the 16 response options to the question, there were differences between 

Australians and New Zealanders on five. More Australians looked at the amounts of fat,11 

sodium,12 energy,13 trans fat,14 and percentage daily intake (% DI) than did New 

                                                

8
 71.71% (69.06% - 74.22%) of Australians and 66.79% (63.85% - 69.60%) of New Zealanders. 

9
 25.71% (23.25% - 28.32%) of Australians and 29.62% (26.90% - 32.50%) of New Zealanders. 

10
 62.02% (59.23% - 64.73%) of Australians and 57.13% (54.05% - 60.15%) of New Zealanders. 

11
 43.69% (40.93% - 46.49%) of Australians and 35.03% (32.17% - 38.01%) of New Zealanders. 

12
 37.91% (35.40% - 40.49%) of Australians and 31.47% (28.70% - 34.38%) of New Zealanders. 

13
 32.35% (29.82% - 34.98%) of Australians and 24.16% (21.61% - 26.91%) of New Zealanders. 
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Zealanders.15 

Figure 2.4. Use of components of the Nutrition Information Panel when first 
purchasing a food. 

 

2.2.2 Use of the ingredient list 

The statement of ingredients (the ingredient list) lists each ingredient that has been added to 

                                                                                                                                                  

 

14
 31.63% (29.09% - 34.29%) of Australians and 23.15% (20.63% - 25.89%) of New Zealanders. 

15
 11.86% (10.12% - 13.85%) of Australians and 7.49% (6.02% - 9.27%) of New Zealanders. 
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a food. There are exceptions for some types of ingredients (e.g. processing aids that provide 

a technical function and generally do not remain in the final product). The ingredient list 

provides information on ingredients that consumers may wish to avoid or seek out. Further 

details on the requirements for the ingredient list are contained in Appendix 5. 

Use of the ingredient list when first purchasing a food product appeared common, and was 

more frequent with Australian consumers (Figure 2.5).16 Comparing use of the NIP to use of 

the ingredient list, there was no statistically significant difference in use by Australians. 

However, New Zealanders were significantly more likely to use the NIP compared to the 

ingredient list.  

Figure 2.5. Use of the ingredient list when first purchasing a food. 

 

Those who used the ingredient list at first purchase were then asked to indicate the type of 

ingredient information looked for, using a list of ingredient list components. Just over 40% of 

Australians and New Zealanders looked for the types of sugars added17, and around 34% 

looked for types of fats or oils added18 (Figure 2.6).  

                                                

16
 72.22% (69.58% - 74.72%) of Australians and 65.59% (62.58% - 68.48%) of New Zealanders. 

17
 42.57% (39.88% - 45.30%) of Australians and 41.01% (38.00% - 44.09%) of New Zealanders. 

18
 36.04% (33.53% - 38.63%) of Australians and 31.56% (28.78% - 34.47%) of New Zealanders. 
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There are two differences in between-country use of the information in the ingredient list. 

Australian consumers were more interested in looking for additives19 and specific ingredients 

to avoid20 compared to New Zealand consumers. 

Figure 2.6. Use of components of the ingredient list when first purchasing a food. 

 

A small percentage of Australians and New Zealanders looked generally at the ingredient 

list, but didn’t check for any specific ingredient.21 

                                                

19
 41.37% (38.79% - 43.99%) of Australians and 35.54% (32.61% - 38.57%) of New Zealanders. 

20
 38.07% (35.36% - 40.86%) of Australians and 31.40% (28.59% - 34.36%) of New Zealanders. 

21
 8.10% (6.69% - 9.76%) of Australians and 9.44% (7.77% - 11.42%) of New Zealanders. 
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2.2.3 Use of food safety information 

Mandatory food safety labelling information encompasses a broad range of elements, 

including: warning statements, advisory statements and declarations; directions for use and 

storage; and date marking (although ‘best-before’ date marks are not required on food labels 

for reasons of food safety, they are included in this section due to their close association with 

use-by dates).  

Figure 2.7. Use of safety-related information on packaging when first purchasing a 
food. 

 

Less than 10% of Australians and New Zealanders do not usually look for food safety-related 

information when purchasing a food for the first time22 (Figure 2.7). In both Australia and 

New Zealand, the most commonly looked for information was the use-by date, the best-

before date, and cooking/preparation/use instructions, all of which were of interest to over 

50% of consumers. Australians were more likely to look for the use-by date compared to 

                                                

22
 6.88% (5.63% - 8.39%) of Australians and 7.36% (5.88% - 9.17%) of New Zealanders. 
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New Zealanders.23 

2.2.4 Use of nutrition content and health claims and front-of-pack nutrition 

information 

A range of nutrition content and health claims can be made about foods. Nutrition content 

claims are claims about the content of certain nutrients or substances in a food, such as ‘low 

fat’ or ‘good source of calcium’. Health claims refer to a relationship between a food and 

health rather than a statement of content, for example, ‘calcium for healthy bones and teeth’. 

These types of claims must meet certain conditions in the Code. Health related 

endorsements, such as the National Heart Foundation Tick, are sometimes voluntarily 

provided on food labels.  

There are also various voluntary front-of-pack labelling schemes that provide specific 

nutrition and energy information outside of the NIP. In June 2014, the Australia and New 

Zealand Ministerial Forum on Food Regulation (Forum) launched a voluntary front-of-pack 

labelling scheme known as the Health Star Rating (HSR) system. The HSR system provides 

an at-a-glance overall rating of the healthiness of the food (reflected as a star rating), as well 

as specific nutrient and energy information. The voluntary Daily Intake Guide (DIG) provides 

information about the energy (kilojoule) and nutrient content of food per serving in a 

thumbnail format.  

Almost 40% of Australians and New Zealanders don’t usually look for these types of claims 

when purchasing a food for the first time24 (Figure 2.8). More Australians looked for the DIG 

compared to New Zealanders.25  

  

                                                

23
 76.66% (74.30% - 78.87%) of Australians and 68.58% (65.59% - 71.42%) of New Zealanders. 

24
 35.63% (32.91% - 38.44%) of Australians and 39.35% (36.34% - 42.45%) of New Zealanders. 

25
 42.89% (40.09% - 45.74%) of Australians and 32.32% (29.42% - 35.37%) of New Zealanders. 
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Figure 2.8. Use of nutrition content and health claims and front-of-pack nutrition 
information on packaging when first purchasing a food. 

 

The “Other” category for the New Zealanders most commonly captured the Heart Foundation Tick.  

2.2.5 Use of other food label information  

The following information is required on most food labels:  

 The name and address of the supplier of the food (this could be the manufacturer, the 
packer, the vendor or the importer of the food). 

 Country of origin labelling – in Australia only.26 In New Zealand there is no requirement 
for country of origin labelling (except for grape wine). 

 

In addition: 

                                                

26
 The survey was carried out prior to the introduction of the new Country of Origin Labelling system under 
Australian Consumer Law. 
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 If the food is, or has as an ingredient that is, a food produced using gene technology, 
the label must include the statement ‘genetically modified’ (with some exemptions). 

 If the food, ingredient or component has been irradiated, the label must indicate that 
the food, ingredient or component has been treated with ionising radiation. 

 

Some food labels also voluntarily include information that relates to consumers’ values and 

ethical views. The Code does not include requirements for this kind of labelling. Food 

suppliers can voluntarily provide this kind of information on the labels of their food products, 

providing the information is not false, misleading or deceptive under consumer and fair 

trading laws. Examples of the types of values/ethics for which additional labelling is 

sometimes provided include: 

 Religion (e.g. ‘halal’, ‘kosher’) 

 Environmental concerns (e.g. carbon footprint labelling, palm oil labelling in relation to 
rainforest destruction)  

 Animal welfare (e.g. ‘RSPCA approved’, ‘dolphin friendly’) 

 Human rights (e.g. fair trade, child labour). 
 

Australians and New Zealanders appeared interested in other food label information when 

purchasing a food for the first time (Figure 2.9). The greatest level of interest was in country 

of origin labelling, and this was the only type of information where more Australians than 

New Zealanders looked for that information.27 The second most commonly looked for 

information was brand.28 These were the only two types of information sought by at least half 

the Australian and New Zealand populations. 

  

                                                

27
 80.42% (78.02% - 82.63%) of Australians and 72.00% (69.14% - 74.70%) of New Zealanders. 

28
 52.89% (50.08% - 55.68%) of Australians and 53.80% (50.69% - 56.88%) of New Zealanders. 
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Figure 2.9. Use of other food label information on packaging when first purchasing a 
food. 

 

2.3 Conclusions on general labelling use and trust 

Australians and New Zealanders are interested in, and use, mandatory food labelling. 

Around three-quarters of consumers in both countries are at least moderately interested in 

standardised nutrition information. There is a large proportion of Australians and New 

Zealanders who trust the information on food labels: 67% of Australians and 77% of New 

Zealanders somewhat or strongly agree that they trust the information on food labels. 

High trust and interest appear to translate to high use of some mandatory label elements 

when thinking about buying food products for the first time. Around 70% of consumers in 

Australia and New Zealand used the NIP,  and about 70% of consumers in Australia and 

65% in New Zealand used the ingredient list. Sugar information was particularly salient to 

consumers. The most commonly checked item of information in the NIP was the amount of 

sugar, and about 42% of consumers in both countries looked for the types of sugars in the 

ingredient list.  
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The NIP and ingredient list were commonly used in combination when purchasing a food for 

the first time. Just over 50% of Australians and New Zealanders use both the NIP and the 

ingredient list.29 For both countries, people were significantly more likely to use both 

mandatory label elements rather than just one of them.30 

Date marking was the most commonly used type of food safety label element. While there 

was no significant difference in the proportion of New Zealanders using use-by and best-

before dates, Australians were significantly more likely to look for the use-by date. However, 

the initial cognitive testing demonstrated that people had difficulty in thinking about both 

dates in abstract terms, and tended to think of them in terms for specific products, the result 

for both date markings should be considered tentative. 

The nutrition related claims31 examined in this study were not of interest to a substantial 

minority of Australians and New Zealanders. Almost 40% didn’t usually look for any of these 

types of claims about food. Of the types of food claims provided, Australians were most 

interested in the DIG (43%) and least interested in health claims (15%). New Zealanders 

were also least interested in health claims (17%). With respect to other food label 

information, country of origin was the label element most commonly looked for, by over 70% 

of consumers in each country. More Australians looked for that information compared to 

New Zealanders.  

  

                                                

29
 58.87% (56.10% - 61.59%) of Australians and 52.41% (49.31% - 55.48%) of New Zealanders. 

30
 NIP only use: 11.15% (9.38% - 13.20%) of Australians and 12.09% (10.18% - 14.29%) of New Zealanders. 
Ingredient list only use: 11.67% (9.96% - 13.63%) of Australians and 11.06% (9.27% - 13.16%) of New 
Zealanders. 

31
 The term ‘nutrition related claims’ includes nutrition content and health claims as well as voluntary front of pack 
labelling schemes such as the Daily Intake Guide and Health Star Rating. 
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Chapter 3 Understanding Food Advisory Statements 

Advisory statements must be provided for certain foods or ingredients which may cause 

health risks for some consumers (see Appendix 5 for further information). Two advisory 

statements were used in this study: one that is required on low fat milk and one that is 

required on phytosterol-enriched spreads. One of the two advisory statements was 

presented randomly to each respondent. 

The advisory statements were selected to provide differences in the likely familiarity 

consumers have with the advisory statement, and also in the length and complexity of the 

advisory statement itself. The low-fat milk advisory was shorter (15 words) with a single core 

message. 

 

In contrast, the advisory for phytosterol-enriched spreads was longer (70 words) with several 

messages covering recommended amount for consumption, dietary context and 

inappropriate population subgroups for the product. 

 

Each statement was presented on a realistic mock product to provide product context. The 

New Zealand milk container was green while the Australian milk container was blue so the 

packaging reflected the typical colours used in each marketplace. Each statement was also 

presented by itself in larger form, so that the statement was easy to read. The full sets of 

stimuli are shown in Appendix 2. 

3.1 Subjective trust and understanding of advisory statements 

3.1.1 Low-fat milk 

Low-fat milk appeared to be a relatively common food product, with over 69% of Australians 

and New Zealanders sometimes or usually having low-fat milk in their household. About 20% 

of respondents never had low-fat milk in their household. There were no country differences 

in familiarity. The expectation is therefore that most people had, at least at some stage, seen 

the advisory statement on the product (Figure 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1. Familiarity with low-fat milk. 

 

A series of four attitude questions32 on the low-fat milk advisory statement were presented 

one at a time, with the advisory statement remaining on screen for each presentation. The 

response to each question was collected on a 5-point scale, anchored at both extremes. To 

maintain continuity, the advisory statement was shown in white capitals on a blue 

(Australian) or green (New Zealand) background. The results of these four questions are 

summarised in the heat map below (Figure 3.2). 

While the low-fat milk advisory statement was generally viewed as understandable, 

believable, and trustworthy by most Australians and New Zealanders, more New Zealanders 

understood it completely,33 found it very believable,34 and completely trusted it.35 Parents / 

caregivers of a child aged under 2 years were significantly more likely to identify the advisory 

statement as “very personally relevant” whereas those who did not have a child in that age 

range were more likely to indicate that it was “not personally relevant at all’ (χ2(4, N = 1203) 

                                                

32
 “How well do you understand this statement?” “How believable or not believable do you find this statement?” 
“How personally relevant is this statement to you?” and “How much do you trust this statement?” 

33
 64.71% (60.35% - 68.83%) of Australians and 73.30% (69.06% - 77.16%) of New Zealanders. 

34
 53.35% (49.18% - 57.48%) of Australians and 65.74% (61.39% - 69.84%) of New Zealanders. 

35
 41.63% (37.45% - 45.94%) of Australians and 52.67% (48.18% - 57.12%) of New Zealanders. 
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= 157.09, p < 0.001). 

Figure 3.2. Heat map of attitude responses to the advisory statement on low-fat milk. 

 

Those who selected a ‘relevance’ answer other than ‘Not personally relevant at all’ were 

asked about the likelihood of following the advice in the advisory statement. The responses 

of those who felt the advisory statement was relevant (16% of Australians and 19% of New 

Zealanders) options were further analysed (Figure 3.3). Around 80% consumers to whom 

the advisory statement was relevant indicated they were very likely to follow the advice. 

Figure 3.3. Likelihood of following advisory statement, if statement relevant. 

 

Australia

4% 3% 6% 25% 65% Understand 0% 1% 6% 19% 73%

1% 3% 12% 31% 53% Believable 0% 1% 10% 23% 66%

58% 11% 11% 8% 12% Relevant 66% 8% 10% 7% 10%

2% 4% 17% 36% 42% Trust 1% 2% 13% 31% 53%

Not at all Very Not at all Very

New Zealand
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3.1.2 Phytosterol-enriched spread 

In contrast to low-fat milk, phytosterol-enriched spreads appeared to be relatively 

uncommon, with around 54% of Australians and New Zealanders never having the food in 

their household. About 34% of Australians and New Zealanders sometimes or usually had 

phytosterol-enriched spread in their household. The expectation is therefore that around half 

would not have seen the advisory statement on the product (Figure 3.4). 

Figure 3.4. Familiarity with phytosterol-enriched spreads. 

 

A series of four attitude questions36 on the phytosterol-enriched spread advisory statement 

were presented one at a time, with the advisory statement remaining on screen for each 

presentation. The response to each question was collected on a 5-point scale, anchored at 

both extremes. The results of these four questions are summarised in the heat map below 

(Figure 3.5). The phytosterol-enriched spread advisory statement was generally viewed as 

understandable, believable, and trustworthy by most Australians and New Zealanders. The 

personal relevance of the advisory statement was low for both Australians and New 

                                                

36
 “How well do you understand this statement?” “How believable or not believable do you find this statement?” 
“How personally relevant is this statement to you?” and “How much do you trust this statement?” 



 

25 
 

Zealanders where the most common response was ‘not at all personally relevant’37 

Figure 3.5. Heat map of attitude responses to the advisory statement on phytosterol-
enriched spread. 

Note:  

Figure 3.6. Likelihood of following advisory statement, if statement relevant. 

 

Those who selected a ‘relevance’ answer other than ‘Not personally relevant at all’ were 

                                                

37
 32.57% (28.91% - 36.45%) of Australians and 41.55% (37.34% - 45.88%) of New Zealanders. 

Australia

13% 8% 16% 37% 35% Understand 5% 7% 16% 37% 35%

7% 12% 37% 34% 10% Believable 4% 17% 36% 32% 10%

33% 22% 20% 15% 11% Relevant 42% 21% 19% 13% 6%

9% 16% 36% 32% 6% Trust 9% 17% 38% 28% 8%

Not at all Very Not at all Very

New Zealand
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asked about the likelihood of following the advice in the advisory statement. The responses 

of those who felt the advisory statement was relevant (26% of Australians and 19% of New 

Zealanders) options were further analysed (Figure 3.6). Over a quarter of these consumers 

indicated they were very likely to follow the advice. 

3.2 Objective understanding of advisory statements 

3.2.1 Low-fat milk 

Four possible interpretations of the low-fat milk advisory statement were presented to 

respondents. Two of the statements concerned drinking the milk, and two addressed using 

the milk as a food ingredient. Two of the statements were correct interpretations: 

1. Children under two years of age can occasionally drink this milk so long as it is not the 
main milk they drink 

2. Children under two years of age can eat food made with this milk 
 

Two of the statements were incorrect interpretations: 

3. Do not let children under two years of age drink this milk 
4. Do not let children under two years of age eat any food made with this milk 
 

The advisory statement remained on the screen during this process.  

 

Figure 3.7 38 shows the estimates of those who agreed that the statement was a correct 

interpretation of the advisory statement. Each statement had equivalent levels of consumer 

understanding in both countries.  

  

                                                

38
 “Don’t know” and “None of these” were single response only, and are counted as disagreeing with each 
statement. 
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Figure 3.7. Proportion attaching the meaning to the advisory statement. 

 

There were marked differences in the proportions selecting each statement as a correct 

interpretation of the advisory statement. More than 60% correctly indicated statement 1 as a 

correct interpretation,39 however less than 30% correctly identified statement 2. Less than 

20% and 10% incorrectly indicated that statements 3 and 440 were correct interpretations 

respectively.  

3.2.2 Phytosterol-enriched spread 

Eight statements about the meaning of the advisory statement on the phytosterol-enriched 

spread were presented. Each statement was designed to test a separate area of 

understanding. Two statements addressed children only, two addressed 

pregnant/breastfeeding women only, two addressed both, and two addressed people 

generally. Four statements were correct interpretations: 

1. Eating more than 25 g of this spread a day will not provide more health benefits 
2. Other than children less than years and pregnant or breastfeeding women, this spread 

can be eaten by anyone 
3. Children less than 5 years can eat this spread but are advised not to 

                                                

39
 62.21% (58.65% - 65.63%) of Australians and 65.91% (61.53% - 70.03%) of New Zealanders. 

40
 8.33% (5.81% - 11.81%) of Australians and 6.07% (4.34% - 8.43%) of New Zealanders. 
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4. If you are pregnant or breastfeeding, you can eat this spread but are advised not to. 
 

Four of the statements were incorrect interpretations: 

5. Do not eat this spread if you are pregnant or breastfeeding 
6. Do not let children less than 5 years eat this spread 
7. Other than children less than 5 years and pregnant or breastfeeding women, this spread 

should be eaten by anyone instead of one without added plant sterols 
8. Eating more than 25 g of this spread a day is harmful to health. 
 

The advisory statement remained on the screen during this process. 

 

As with the low fat milk example, there were marked differences in the proportions selecting 

each statement as a correct interpretation of the advisory statement (Figure 3.841). Each 

statement had equivalent levels of consumer understanding in both countries.  More than 

65% correctly identified statement 1 as a correct interpretation.42 However the proportions 

identifying statements 2, 3, and 4 as correct were in a range from around 45%43 to around 

54%.44 Lower proportions mistakenly identified statements 5, 6, 7, and 8 as correct 

interpretations. However, the proportion of incorrect responses ranged from 29%45 to 6%46. 

                                                

41
 “Don’t know” or “None of these” were single response only, and are counted as disagreeing with each 
statement. 

42
 Eating more than 25 g of this spread a day will not provide more health benefits: correct interpretation: 66.78% 
(63.08% - 70.28%) of Australians and 65.87% (61.74% - 69.78%) of New Zealanders. 

43
 If you are pregnant or breastfeeding, you can eat this spread but are advised not to: correct interpretation: 
44.65% (40.91% - 48.45%) of Australians and 52.17% (47.93% - 56.37%) of New Zealanders. 

44
 Other than children < 5 years and pregnant or breastfeeding women, this spread can be eaten by anyone: 
correct interpretation: 53.78% (50.08% - 57.44%) of Australians and 46.66% (42.62% - 50.75%) of New 
Zealanders. 

45
 Do not eat this spread if you are pregnant or breastfeeding: incorrect interpretation: 28.93% (25.46% - 32.67%) 
of Australians and 24.48% (20.91% - 28.44%) of New Zealanders. 
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Figure 3.8. Proportion attaching the meaning to the advisory statement.  

 

3.3 Conclusions on advisory statements 

Advisory statements are used to alert consumers to certain foods or to specific ingredients in 

a food that may cause health risks for some consumers. Because they are a risk 

management tool, it is important that consumers understand, believe, and trust advisory 

statements. Many advisory statements, by their nature, only address certain consumer 

groups. It is important that consumers can identify whether or not an advisory statement is 

relevant to them and, if so, follow the advice. Therefore, the information in the advisory 

statement should be understood, believed, and trusted by consumers.  

The advisory statements used in this survey were specifically chosen so that one was a 

relatively short statement with a single core message, and the other was a longer advisory 

                                                                                                                                                  

 

46
 Eating more than 25 g of this spread a day is harmful to health: incorrect interpretation: 6.06% (4.47% - 8.16%) 
of Australians and 7.80% (5.76% - 10.48%) of New Zealanders. 
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statement with multiple messages. The Code requires advisory statements to indicate 

specific information, but the wording is not prescribed. The two advisory statements used in 

this research were based on the Code, and on products in the market place, and therefore 

were realistic for participants. 

The results showed few differences between Australian and New Zealand respondents. The 

results showed that the low-fat milk advisory was understood, believed, and trusted by many 

Australians and New Zealanders, although only viewed as relevant by less than half. 

However, consumers who considered it relevant were also likely to follow the advice. While 

there were high levels of self-reported understanding, testing with various possible 

interpretations showed that significant proportions drew incorrect conclusions.  

In contrast to the low-fat milk advisory, the phytosterol-enriched spread advisory statement 

was viewed as relevant by more Australians and New Zealanders, but was associated with 

generally lower levels of understanding, believability, and trust. Consumers who viewed the 

longer advisory statement as personally relevant were less likely to follow it compared to the 

advice in the low-fat milk advisory statement. The proportions of those who correctly 

identified the correct interpretations were consistent with the lower levels of subjective 

understanding. However one of the challenges in this research was selecting statements 

that were completely correct or completely incorrect, while at the same time making them 

seem plausible interpretations. Further research on the underlying rationale that individuals 

give for selecting particular interpretations would add to our knowledge of consumers’ 

responses to advisory statements. 
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Chapter 4 NIPs and ingredient lists 

4.1 Trust and understanding 

4.1.1 Nutrition Information Panel 

A series of four attitude questions were used to identify understanding of, and believability, 

relevance, and trust in the nutrition information panel (NIP). The questions were presented 

one at a time, and a mock NIP, as shown below, remained on screen for each question. 47 

The response to each question was collected on a 5-point scale (numbered 0 through 4), 

behaviourally anchored at both extremes. 

 

The results of these four questions are summarised in Figure 4.1. The percentages were 

generally similar across the two countries, with the NIP viewed as at least moderately 

understandable, believable, and trustworthy by most Australians and New Zealanders. There 

were two sets of statistically significant differences of note in the country comparisons. First, 

more Australians found the NIP to be very personally relevant.48 Second, more Australians 

                                                

47
 “How well do you understand the information in Nutrition Information Panels?” “How believable or not 
believable do you find the information in Nutrition Information Panels?” “How personally relevant is the 
information in Nutrition Information Panels to you?” and “How much do you trust the information in Nutrition 
Information Panels?” 

48
 23.86% (21.68% - 26.17%) of Australians and 18.35% (16.10% - 20.84%) of New Zealanders. 
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reported not trusting the NIP than New Zealanders.49 

Figure 4.1. Heat map of attitudes to the NIP. 

 

4.1.2 Ingredient list 

As for the NIP, a series of four attitude questions were used to identify understanding of, 

believability, relevance, and trust in the ingredient list. 50 A mock ingredient list, as shown 

below, remained on screen for each question. 

 

                                                

49
 I do not trust it at all (0): 2.85% (2.13% - 3.81%) of Australians and 0.93% (0.50% - 1.73%) of New Zealanders, 

                                    (1): 10.34% (8.70% - 12.24%) of Australians and 6.90% (5.50% - 8.63%) of New 
Zealanders. 

50
 “How well do you understand the information in ingredient lists?” “How believable or not believable do you find 
the information in ingredient lists?” “How personally relevant is the information in ingredient lists to you?” and 
“How much do you trust the information provided in ingredient lists?” 

Australia

3% 6% 23% 44% 24% Understandable 2% 7% 27% 42% 21%

2% 9% 30% 41% 19% Believable 1% 7% 28% 49% 16%

6% 11% 21% 38% 24% Relevant 6% 12% 26% 38% 18%

3% 10% 28% 43% 16% Trust 1% 7% 26% 51% 15%

Not at all Very Not at all Very

New Zealand
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The results of these four questions are summarised in Figure 4.2. As for the NIP, the 

percentages were similar across the two countries, with the ingredient list viewed as at least 

moderately understandable, believable, and trustworthy by most Australians and New 

Zealanders. More Australians found the ingredient list to be very personally relevant,51 

echoing the results from the NIP.  

Figure 4.2. Heat map of attitudes to the ingredient list. 

 

4.2 Objective understanding of the ingredient list 

To test objective understanding of the ingredient list the questionnaire asked if the contents 

of the list have to be in a specific order, if so what order and finally what types of ingredients 

must be included in the statement of ingredients. As shown in Figure 4.3 below, more 

Australians knew that the ingredient list was specifically ordered, compared to New 

Zealanders.52 More New Zealanders were unsure whether the ingredient list had to be 

specifically ordered.53 

  

                                                

51
 26.89% (24.52% - 29.41%) of Australians and 19.51% (17.21% - 22.05%) of New Zealanders. 

52
 51.98% (49.25% - 54.70%) of Australians and 45.76% (42.78% - 48.77%) of New Zealanders. 

53
 29.23% (26.87% - 31.71%) of Australians and 34.78% (31.91% - 37.77%) of New Zealanders. 

Australia

2% 9% 33% 45% 10% Understand 1% 11% 38% 43% 7%

2% 9% 34% 42% 13% Believable 1% 9% 31% 48% 12%

4% 8% 24% 38% 27% Relevant 5% 11% 28% 37% 20%

3% 9% 33% 43% 12% Trust 1% 8% 32% 48% 11%

Not at all Very Not at all Very

New Zealand
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Figure 4.3. Level of understanding that the ingredient list must be specifically 
ordered. 

 

Those who answered that the ingredient list must be in a specific order were then asked to 

select the method of ordering. The results are shown in Figure 4.4 below, based on the total 

population. Overall, less than half of Australians and New Zealanders knew that the 

ingredient list is ordered from the ingredient contributing the largest amount (by weight) to 

the ingredient contributing the least amount.54 However, the vast majority of consumers who 

were correct in knowing the ingredient list is in a specific order were also correct in 

identifying the ordering method used.55  

  

                                                

54
 46.70% (44.00% - 49.42%) of Australians and 41.49% (38.57% - 44.48%) of New Zealanders. 

55
 88.35% (85.77% - 90.51%) of Australians and 88.58% (85.21% - 91.26%) of New Zealanders who knew that 
the ingredient list is specifically ordered. 
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Figure 4.4. Perception of how ingredient lists are ordered. 

 

As shown in Figure 4.5 below, few Australians and New Zealanders knew what must be 

included in an ingredient list,56 although half had some idea.57 Around 40% in each country 

did not know what must be included in ingredient lists.58 

  

                                                

56
 11.10% (9.51% - 12.92%) of Australians and 8.84% (7.22% - 10.77%) of New Zealanders. 

57
 50.42% (47.57% - 53.26%) of Australians and 49.46% (46.34% - 52.59%) of New Zealanders. 

58
 38.49% (35.75% - 41.30%) of Australians and 41.70% (38.64% - 44.83%) of New Zealanders. 
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Figure 4.5. Level of understanding of the types of ingredients that must be included in 
ingredient lists. 

 

Those who indicated they had at least some idea of the types of items included were asked 

a subsequent question to test their range of knowledge. The results are shown in Figure 4.6 

below, estimated for the total population. Figures 4.5 and 4.6 together, suggests there is 

some lack of understanding about the comprehensiveness of the ingredient list. More 

consumers in Australia and New Zealand believed that artificial additives59 must be specified 

compared to natural additives.60 A quarter of Australians and New Zealanders incorrectly 

believed that ingredients that are to be added to the food during its preparation (e.g. add egg 

to a cake mix) are included in the ingredient list. 

  

                                                

59
 54.32% (51.49% - 57.12%) of Australians and 50.30% (47.16% - 53.43%) of New Zealanders. 

60
 46.47% (43.66% - 49.31%) of Australians and 40.57% (37.55% - 43.67%) of New Zealanders. 
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Figure 4.6. Perception of the types of ingredients that must be specified in ingredient 
lists. 

 

4.3 Trial 1: Effect of label elements used on ‘healthiest’ product 
decision 

After this general priming about various mandated label elements on food packaging, mock-

ups of two similar breakfast cereal packages were provided, and respondents were asked to 

select which one was ‘the healthier option’. The basis for deciding ‘healthier’ was unguided. 

The task was designed to determine whether there were any obvious patterns in how 

package information was used to make the decision. The cereal mock-ups were constructed 

so that the cereal net weight was similar, and the ingredients were matched as much as 

possible. The 500 g cereal was the healthier variant based on the sugars, carbohydrate, and 

energy values in the per serving column of the NIP. The ingredient list contained four sugar 

and sugar-type ingredients: sugar, golden syrup, dextrose, and honey. The 520 g cereal was 

the healthier variant based on the sugars, carbohydrate, and energy values in the quantity 

per 100 g column. In contrast, the sugar and sugar-type ingredients for this variant were 
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limited to two: sugar and barley malt extract.  

As shown in Figure 4.7, the 520 g option (healthier based on per 100g basis) would be 

chosen by the largest percentage of Australians and New Zealanders.61 Almost a quarter of 

people in each country would decide the cereals were equally healthy.62 

Figure 4.7. Proportion identifying which breakfast cereal is healthier, by country. 

 

After selecting the healthiest option, respondents were asked to identify the label elements 

they used in that decision. The mock-ups were presented so that individual elements of the 

package could be selected. For example, the individual numbers in the NIP and individual 

ingredients in the ingredient list could be selected individually, as well as the NIP or 

ingredient list as a whole (refer Appendix A2.2). People who chose the 500 g cereal were 

presented with the stimuli for that cereal, people who chose the 520 g cereal were presented 

with the stimuli for that cereal, and people who chose they were equally healthy were 

presented with either 500 g or 520 g stimuli, with the selection randomised.63  

                                                

61
 47.02% (44.26% - 49.89%) of Australians and 45.84% (42.76% - 48.94%) of New Zealanders. 

62
 22.72% (20.44% - 25.19%) of Australians and 22.82% (20.32% - 25.52%) of New Zealanders. 

63
 Any product attributes that only appeared on one set of stimuli (e.g. the 500 g cereal ingredient list included 
golden syrup and the 520 g cereal did not) may be underestimated in the analysis. For example, if the person 
wanted to avoid golden syrup and so chose the 520 g cereal, they were presented with the stimuli for 520 g 
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Figure 4.8. Proportion using each label element as a main influence on decision, by 
breakfast cereal decision. 

 

Irrespective of decision, the single element most likely to be the main reason for a decision 

would be the NIP,64 followed by the ingredient list65 (Figure 4.8). People who choose the 

500g pack and people who choose the 520g pack would be equally likely to use each 

component. People who thought both products were equally healthy would be less likely to 

use the NIP, and more likely to use the cereal picture66 and/ or the product description67 than 

                                                                                                                                                  

 

and therefore would be unable to choose golden syrup as a factor influencing their decision. 

64
 Population estimates are: 91.03% (88.37% - 93.12%) of people selecting 500 g, 90.41% (88.11% - 92.31%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 62.63% (57.88% - 67.16%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the NIP 
in their decision. 

65
. Population estimates are: 35.51% (31.84% - 39.37%) of people selecting 500 g, 42.34% (38.92% - 45.84%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 42.82% (38.29% - 47.47%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the 
ingredient list in their decision. 

66
 Population estimates are: 3.61% (2.45% - 5.29%) of people selecting 500 g, 3.00% (1.84% - 4.86%) of people 
selecting 520 g, and 19.51% (15.97% - 23.61%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the cereal 
picture in their decision. 

67
 “A delicious breakfast cereal for all ages”. Population estimates are: 2.47% (1.40% - 4.30%) of people 
selecting 500 g, 3.44% (2.20% - 5.34%) of people selecting 520 g, and 15.06% (11.82% - 18.99%) of people 
selecting equally healthy would use the product description in their decision. 
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those who selected either the 500 g or 520 g package. 

Figure 4.9 shows that the majority of those who select either the 500 g or 520 g would use 

only the NIP (about 60% and 54% respectively), while about 31% and 35%, respectively, 

would use both the NIP and ingredient list. Those who decide both cereal variants were 

equally healthy would be less likely to use only the NIP,68 or more likely to only use the 

ingredient list69 only compared to people who chose either the 500 g or the 520 g variant. 

Approximately 25% of those would indicate both variants were equally healthy would not use 

either the NIP or the ingredient list70. 

Figure 4.9. Proportion using each combination of NIP and ingredient list, by breakfast 
cereal decision. 

 

                                                

68
 Population estimates are: 59.70% (55.73% - 63.54%) of people selecting 500 g, 54.45% (50.93% - 57.93%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 32.00% (27.90% - 36.39%) of people selecting equally healthy would only use the 
NIP in their decision. 

69
 Population estimates are: 4.19% (2.92% - 5.97%) of people selecting 500 g, 6.38% (4.81% - 8.41%) of people 
selecting 520 g, and 12.18% (9.50% - 15.49%) of people selecting equally healthy would only use the 
ingredient list in their decision. 

70
 Population estimates are: 4.79% (3.22% - 7.07%) of people selecting 500 g, 3.21% (2.25% - 4.57%) of people 
selecting 520 g, and 25.19% (21.14% - 29.72%) of people selecting equally healthy would use neither label 
element in their decision. 
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4.3.1 Impact of label elements used on cereal decision 

A decision tree analysis was undertaken to identify those label elements that were 

associated with healthiest cereal choices (Appendix 3.5.2). The decision tree results are 

shown below (Figure 4.10). The node colours are green for 500 g, blue for 520 g, and 

orange for equally healthy. 

Figure 4.10. Factors influencing the breakfast cereal decision. 

 

The decision tree analysis was unable to completely separate the three decision groups 

(‘500 g’, ‘520 g’, ‘Equal’). However, the results show some trends. Respondents who picked 

the 500 g cereal as healthier used the NIP, however they tended to use the nutrient 

information in the per serving column, particularly sugars per serving, in the NIP rather than 

using sugars, energy, or the average quantity per 100 g71 (nodes 4 and 40). These results 

                                                

71
 Some respondents clicked the “Average Quantity per Serving” title in the NIP as this was a selectable element 
(see Appendix A2.2). 



 

42 
 

are consistent with the manipulation of the 500 g cereal being healthier on a per serving 

basis. An interesting finding was that respondents who used sugars per serving information 

in addition to sugars per 100 g were more likely to choose the 500 g cereal (node 6, 

compared to node 3), that is, they made their decision based on the per serving information. 

Respondents who picked the 520 g cereal as healthier also used the NIP, and use of the 

sugars per 100 g information was the key factor associated with this decision (node 7). The 

use of energy per 100 g and average quantity per 100 g were also important if sugars per 

100 g information was not used (nodes 41 and 21 respectively). This result is consistent with 

the manipulation of the 520 g cereal being healthier on a per 100 g basis.  

Non-use of the NIP was associated with respondents deciding that the two cereal variants 

were equally healthy (node 11).  

The analysis suggests that the NIP is useful in assisting people to identify the healthiest 

cereal option. There was no effect of age, sex, country, socioeconomic status, or main 

grocery buyer status on cereal choice. 

The inability of the decision tree analysis to cleanly reconstruct the three decision groups is 

supported by the patterns of use of various parts of the NIP and ingredient list. The following 

paragraphs summarise the overall findings relating to use of these elements. These 

proportions are population estimates, and therefore include people who did not use the NIP 

and/or ingredient list when making their decision.72 

The three selectable NIP column components for energy and each mandatory nutrient were 

aggregated into a single use measure for each NIP row. 73 These were combined with usage 

of the NIP serving size information to identify the general types of NIP information most 

commonly used when choosing a healthier product. Sugars was most commonly used piece 

of NIP information (Figure 4.11) for people who chose either the 500 g or 520 g breakfast 

cereal. There were differences between people making the various cereal decisions: sugars 

was most likely to be used by those choosing the 520 g variant, and least likely by those 

deciding both cereals were equally healthy.74 Choice of the 520 g cereal was also associated 

with increased likelihood of using the carbohydrate75 and/or energy76 information. Choice of 

                                                

72
 They are counted as “did not use”. 

73
 The three selectable NIP elements for energy and each nutrient were the name (first column), average quantity 
per serving (second column), average quantity per 100 g (third column). The mandatory elements are energy, 
protein, total fat, saturated fat, carbohydrate, sugars, sodium. Use of any mandatory NIP element was defined 
as the selection of any of the three columns. 

74
 Population estimates are: 61.72% (57.62% - 65.66%) of people selecting 500 g, 69.59% (66.35% - 72.65%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 32.72% (28.71% - 36.99%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the 
sugars information in their decision. 

75
 Population estimates are: 33.54% (29.64% - 37.69%) of people selecting 500 g, 43.77% (40.23% - 47.37%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 21.37% (17.62% - 25.67%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the 
carbohydrate information in their decision. 
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the 500 g cereal was associated with increased likelihood of using the sodium77 and/or 

saturated fat78 information. A small proportion would use the serving size information, but 

use or non-use did not appear to influence the decision about which was the healthier 

product. Similarly, use of the protein information did not appear to be related to the decision 

made. 

Figure 4.11. Use of information in the NIP. 

 

The pattern of use of the sugars information in the NIP was analysed further to determine if 

there was any link between the sugars information used and decision on healthier product. 

As shown in Figure 4.12 below, choice of the 500 g cereal was associated with higher 

                                                                                                                                                  

 

76
 Population estimates are: 33.23% (29.27% - 37.43%) of people selecting 500 g, 45.90% (42.43% - 49.41%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 25.02% (20.99% - 29.59%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the 
energy information in their decision. 

77
 Population estimates are: 51.00% (46.89% - 55.09%) of people selecting 500 g, 36.24% (32.91% - 39.70%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 23.74% (20.11% - 27.80%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the 
sodium information in their decision. 

78
 Population estimates are: 41.78% (37.64% - 46.05%) of people selecting 500 g, 32.74% (29.53% - 36.13%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 25.07% (21.29% - 29.27%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the 
saturated fat information in their decision. 
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likelihood of using only the sugars per serving79 information in the sugars row of the NIP. 

Choice of the 520 g cereal was associated with higher likelihood of using only sugars per 

100 g in the sugars row of the NIP.80 The decision that both cereals were equally healthy 

was associated with non-use of any information in the sugars row.81 

Figure 4.12. Use of sugars information in the NIP. 

 

Finally, the ingredient list for each breakfast cereal contained multiple ingredients that 

consumers might consider types of sugars,82 and one fat/oil.83 The probability of using any 

                                                

79
 Population estimates are: 21.77% (18.80% - 25.07%) of people selecting 500 g, 2.34% (1.47% - 3.72%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 7.52% (5.61% - 10.02%) of people selecting equally healthy would use only the 
sugars per serving information, in the sugars row, in their decision. 

80
 Population estimates are: 6.93% (5.17% - 9.23%) of people selecting 500 g, 49.19% (45.70% - 52.69%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 7.98% (5.83% - 10.83%) of people selecting equally healthy would use only the 
sugars per 100 g information, in the sugars row, in their decision. 

81
 Population estimates are: 38.28% (34.34% - 42.38%) of people selecting 500 g, 30.41% (27.35% - 33.65%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 67.28% (63.01% - 71.29%) of people selecting equally healthy would use no 
information in the sugars row in their decision. 

82
 Sugar (both variants), golden syrup (500 g only), dextrose (500 g only), honey (500 g), barley malt extract (520 
g). 
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sugar-type information in the ingredient list was around 15% for all three decision groups,84 

and so few people used the fat/oil information that the results are not sufficiently robust to 

report. 

4.4 Conclusions on NIPs and ingredient lists 

Australians and New Zealanders appeared to find the NIP and the ingredient list to be at 

least moderately understandable, believable, relevant, and trustworthy. Few in each country 

rated the NIP and/or ingredient list as very/completely understandable, believable, relevant, 

and trustworthy. Even fewer Australians and New Zealanders found the NIP and/or 

ingredient list to be completely incomprehensible, unbelievable, irrelevant, or untrustworthy.  

Self-rated levels of understanding of the ingredient list differ between the two countries in 

one area: compared to Australians, New Zealanders were significantly less likely to know 

that the ingredient list shows ingredients in a specific order. Consumers who thought they 

knew how the ingredient list was ordered were extremely likely to correctly choose the 

ordering method, irrespective of country (88%). People in both countries were equally likely 

to have at least some idea of the types of items that must be included in the ingredient list.  

Consumer use of the NIP under various information conditions was assessed, along with 

use of the ingredient list, to gain an understanding of what consumers use to decide on the 

healthier variant of two like products. Trial 1, reported in this chapter, represents the 

condition where consumers were presented with two variants of a breakfast cereal in an 

“unguided” setting (Trial 1). The purpose of this setting was to determine the label elements 

that consumers use to choose the healthier variant, when ‘healthier’ is self-defined. In 

addition, the study was designed to assess whether the use of certain label elements, 

whether alone or in combination, tended to result in one type of decision about healthiness. 

The 500g cereal was ‘healthier’ (e.g. lower sugars) based on the suggested serving size, 

while the 520g cereal was ‘healthier’ when using the quantity per 100g. Some manipulation 

was also performed with the ingredient lists, so that the combination of information in the NIP 

and ingredient list was realistic. 

The results were mixed. Variations in label element usage were unable to clearly 

differentiate between consumers in the three decision groups. The main finding is that 

consumers who decided that the two product variants were equally healthy would be more 

likely to use the ingredient list, product description, and cereal picture, and least likely to use 

                                                                                                                                                  

 

83
 Vegetable oil (500 g), canola oil (520 g). 

84 Population estimates are: 15.63% (12.85% - 18.88%) of people selecting 500 g, 13.84% (11.77% - 16.19%) of 
people selecting 520 g, and 15.37% (12.04% - 19.41%) of people selecting equally healthy would use at least 
one of the types of sugars in the ingredient list. 
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the NIP. However, reliance on the NIP, and in particular the sugars information, occurred at 

similar rates for consumers choosing either variant (500 g or 520 g) as healthier.  

The decision tree shows that use of the sugars per 100 g information increased the 

probability that consumers will choose the variant that was healthiest on the basis of quantity 

per 100 g. The decision tree also shows that non-use of the NIP was linked to a higher 

probability of deciding the cereals were equally healthy. A detailed examination of the 

patterns of NIP sugars use found that the sugars per 100 g information, in the absence of 

using any other sugars information in the NIP, had a clear association with choosing the 520 

g cereal as would be expected from the NIP manipulation.  
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Chapter 5 Use and understanding of serving size 

5.1 Trial 2: Effect of label elements used on ‘healthiest’ muesli bar 
decision 

Respondents were given mock-ups of two muesli bar packages, and asked which one was 

healthier. The trial determined whether serving size information was more likely to be used 

when the individual serves were packed separately (i.e. a single muesli bar). 

The muesli bar box mock-ups were constructed so that they looked similar, the number of 

muesli bars in each box was the same (6), and the ingredient lists were matched as much as 

possible. One muesli bar variant was ‘healthier’ based on the per serving column with the 

other variant healthier based on the per 100 g column. This change in relative healthiness 

was constructed through manipulating the size of the muesli bars; the ‘healthier’ bar based 

on the per serving column was substantially smaller than the ‘less healthy’ bar (31 g versus 

55 g, termed ‘smaller bar’ and ‘larger bar’ in this report). For both variants, one serving was 

defined as one muesli bar. Again, sugars were the key manipulated ingredient, with flow-on 

effects to the carbohydrate and energy values. The pack mock-ups were presented side-by-

side with random ordering so that ordering would not influence the results. 

As shown below in Figure 5.1, significantly more Australian consumers would consider the 

larger bar healthier, compared to New Zealand consumers.85 

  

                                                

85
 46.11% (43.33% - 48.91%) of Australians and 39.83% (36.83% - 42.91%) of New Zealanders. 
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Figure 5.1. Proportion identifying which muesli is healthier, by country. 

 

The label elements that were the main reason(s) for the decision were identified. The mock-

ups were presented so that individual elements of the package could be selected (refer 

Appendix A2.2). People who chose the smaller bar were presented with the stimuli for that 

muesli bar, people who chose the larger bar were presented with the stimuli for that muesli 

bar, and people who chose they were equally healthy were presented with the stimulus for 

either the smaller or larger bar, with the selection randomised. Thus any product attributes 

that only appeared on one set of stimuli may be underestimated in the analysis. 

Again, the proportions reported here are those estimated for the overall Australian and New 

Zealand populations. Irrespective of decision, the single element most likely to be the main 

reason for a decision would be the NIP86 (Figure 5.2). The NIP would be used by 

proportionately more people who chose the larger bar, and least used by those who decided 

the bars were equally healthy. The second most commonly used element was the ingredient 

list.87 People who thought both products were equally healthy would be most likely to use the 

                                                

86
 Population estimates are: 94.18% (92.26% - 95.65%) of people selecting larger bar, 88.46% (85.99% - 
90.54%) of people selecting smaller bar, and 62.13% (57.45% - 66.59%) of people selecting equally healthy 
would use the NIP in their decision. 

87
 Population estimates are: 26.48% (23.58% - 29.59%) of people selecting larger bar, 32.57% (29.18% - 
36.15%) of people selecting smaller bar, and 41.92% (37.19% - 46.81%) of people selecting equally healthy 
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ingredient list, product name,88 product description,89 and/or muesli bar picture.90 

Figure 5.2 Proportion using each label element as a main influence on decision, by 
muesli bar decision. 

 

An aggregate analysis was undertaken to determine whether the muesli bar option chosen 

was influenced by the overall pattern of NIP and ingredient list use. The results are shown in 

Figure 5.3 below. Use of only the NIP would be more likely by people who chose the larger 

                                                                                                                                                  

 

would use the ingredient list in their decision. 

88
 Population estimates are: 3.18% (2.06% - 4.88%) of people selecting larger bar, 2.12% (1.21% - 3.66%) of 
people selecting smaller bar, and 7.64% (5.31% - 10.86%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the 
product name in their decision. 

89
 Population estimates are: 1.87% (1.04% - 3.34%) of people selecting larger bar, 1.97% (1.10% - 3.51%) of 
people selecting smaller bar, and 5.66% (3.64% - 8.71%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the 
product description in their decision. 

90
 Population estimates are: 1.45% (0.87% - 2.41%) of people selecting larger bar, 3.36% (2.26% - 4.98%) of 
people selecting smaller bar, and 14.02% (10.78% - 18.03%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the 
muesli bar picture in their decision. 
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bar, and least likely by those who decided the bars were equally healthy.91 Use of the NIP 

and the ingredient list together would not discriminate between the decisions. People who 

believed the two bars were equally healthy would be least likely to use the NIP and 

ingredient list in combination (‘Neither’),92or use only the ingredient list.93 

Figure 5.3. Proportion using each combination of NIP and ingredient list use, by 
muesli bar decision. 

 

5.2 Impact of label elements used on muesli bar decision 

A decision tree analysis was undertaken to identify those label elements that were 

associated with healthiest muesli bar choices (Appendix 3.5.2. All selectable label elements 

were included in the analysis. Detailed NIP and/or ingredient list images were provided 

                                                

91
 Population estimates are: 69.86% (66.67% - 72.88%) of people selecting the larger bar, 61.62% (57.92% - 
65.19%) of people selecting the smaller bar, and 34.16% (29.78% - 38.83%) of people selecting equally 
healthy would use only the NIP. 

92
 Population estimates are: 3.66% (2.54% - 5.23%) of people selecting the larger bar, 5.81% (4.34% - 7.75%) of 
people selecting the smaller bar, and 23.92% (19.96% - 28.38%) of people selecting equally healthy would use 
neither. 

93
 Population estimates are: 2.16% (1.32% - 3.53%) of people selecting the larger bar, 5.73% (4.31% - 7.59%) of 
people selecting the smaller bar, and 13.96% (10.61% - 18.14%) of people selecting equally healthy would use 
the ingredient list alone. 
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where relevant, so that people could select the particular elements they used. Sixty-six 

variables were examined for their association with the healthiest muesli bar option chosen, 

of which five were not label elements.94 The decision tree results are shown below in Figure 

5.4. The node colours are green for equally healthy, blue for larger bar, and orange for 

smaller bar. 

Figure 5.4. Factors influencing the muesli bar decision. 

 

The decision tree method was unable to completely separate the three decision groups 

(‘Larger bar’, ‘Smaller bar’, ‘Equal’). However, the results show some trends. Respondents 

who picked the larger muesli bar as healthier used the NIP, particularly the sugars per 100g 

(node 4), energy per 100g (node 26), and carbohydrate per 100g (node 110). Those who 

used the latter two pieces of information did not use the sugars per serving information. 

These three nodes represent 38% of respondents. These results are consistent with the 

manipulation of the larger muesli bar being healthier on a per 100g basis. However, arguably 

                                                

94
 Age, sex, country, socioeconomic status, main grocery buyer status. 
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an individually wrapped per serving portion of food may be more appropriately assessed on 

the information in the per serving column. 

Respondents who picked the smaller muesli bar as healthier also used the NIP, particularly 

the sugars per serving information (node 7). This result is consistent with the manipulation of 

the smaller bar being healthier on a per serving basis.  

The inability of the decision tree analysis to cleanly reconstruct the three decision groups is 

supported by the patterns of use of various parts of the NIP and ingredient list. The following 

paragraphs summarise the overall findings relating to use of these elements. These 

proportions are population estimates, and therefore include people who did not use the NIP 

and/or ingredient list when making their decision.95 

The sugars row was the most commonly used piece of NIP information for consumers who 

chose either the larger bar or the smaller bar (Figure 5.5). There were differences between 

people making the various muesli bar decisions: sugars was most likely to be used by those 

choosing the larger bar, and least likely by those deciding both bars were equally healthy.96 

Choice of the larger bar was also associated with increased likelihood of using the 

carbohydrate97 and/or energy98 information. Choice of the smaller bar was associated with 

increased likelihood of using the total fat99 and/or sodium100 information. To reiterate, the 

relative healthiness of the muesli bar variants was manipulated through the size difference of 

the bars. The smaller bar at 31 g was almost half the weight of the larger bar, at 55 g. For 

both variants, the number of servings (and bars) per package was constant – six.  

  

                                                

95
 They are counted as “did not use”. 

96
 Population estimates are: 71.86% (68.68% - 74.83%) of people selecting larger bar, 58.91% (55.19% - 
62.52%) of people selecting smaller bar, and 30.16% (25.67% - 35.05%) of people selecting equally healthy 
would use the sugars information in their decision. 

97
 Population estimates are: 44.97% (41.56% - 48.43%) of people selecting larger bar, 37.65% (34.21% - 
41.22%) of people selecting smaller bar, and 20.26% (16.47% - 24.66%) of people selecting equally healthy 
would use the carbohydrate information in their decision. 

98
 Population estimates are: 44.15% (40.67% - 47.69%) of people selecting larger bar, 34.60% (31.25% - 
38.11%) of people selecting smaller bar, and 18.95% (15.58% - 22.85%) of people selecting equally healthy 
would use the energy information in their decision. 

99
 Population estimates are: 36.34% (33.15% - 39.66%) of people selecting larger bar, 46.46% (42.89% - 
50.06%) of people selecting smaller bar, and 25.59% (21.12% - 30.62%) of people selecting equally healthy 
would use the total fat information in their decision. 

100
 Population estimates are: 32.41% (29.21% - 35.77%) of people selecting larger bar, 45.75% (42.21% - 
49.34%) of people selecting smaller bar, and 23.55% (19.36% - 28.33%) of people selecting equally healthy 
would use the sodium information in their decision. 
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Figure 5.5. Use of (aggregated) information in the NIP, by muesli bar decision. 

 

The pattern of use of the sugars information in the NIP was analysed further to determine if 

there was any link between the sugars information used and decision on healthier product. 

As shown in Figure 5.6 below, choice of the larger muesli bar was associated with higher 

likelihood of using only the sugars per 100 g101 information in the sugars row of the NIP. 

Choice of the smaller bar was associated with a higher likelihood of using sugars per serving 

information in the sugars row of the NIP.102 The decision that both cereals were equally 

healthy was particularly associated with non-use of any information in the sugars row 

(‘Unused’). 103 

  

                                                

101
 Population estimates are: 53.21% (49.71% - 56.67%) of people selecting larger bar, 4.89% (3.61% - 6.60%) of 
people selecting smaller bar, and 9.27% (6.77% - 12.55%) of people selecting equally healthy would use only 
the sugars per 100 g information, in the sugars row, in their decision. 

102
 Population estimates are: 3.43% (2.35% - 4.97%) of people selecting larger bar, 20.28% (17.74% - 23.08%) of 
people selecting smaller bar, and 5.99% (3.89% - 9.09%) of people selecting equally healthy would use only 
the sugars per serving information, in the sugars row, in their decision. 

103
 Population estimates are: 28.14% (25.17% - 31.32%) of people selecting larger bar, 41.09% (37.48% - 
44.81%) of people selecting smaller bar, and 69.84% (64.95% - 74.33%) of people selecting equally healthy 
would use no information in the sugars row in their decision. 
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Figure 5.6. Use of sugars information in the NIP. 

 

Finally, the ingredient list for each muesli bar box contained multiple ingredients that 

consumers might consider are types of sugars,104 and one fat/oil.105 The likelihood of using 

any sugar-type information106 and/or the fat/oil information107 in the ingredient list was the 

same for all three decision groups. 

5.3 Objective understanding of serving size 

The objective understanding of serving size was measured by two questions with product 

stimuli visible. The first question tested the ability to identify the serving size of the product 

                                                

104
 Glucose (both variants), sugar (both variants), invert sugar (larger bar only), maltodextrin (larger bar only), 
honey (smaller bar only). 

105
 Canola oil (both variants). 

106
 Population estimates are: 10.54% (8.57% - 12.89%) of people selecting larger bar, 14.12% (11.70% - 16.95%) 
of people selecting smaller bar, and 10.71% (7.88% - 14.41%) of people selecting equally healthy would use at 
least one sugar-type ingredient. 

107
 Population estimates are: 5.77% (4.40% - 7.53%) of people selecting larger bar, 6.01% (4.54% - 7.91%) of 
people selecting smaller bar, and 7.16% (5.03% - 10.11%) of people selecting equally healthy would use the 
canola oil information. 
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shown, and the second asked for the interpretation of what serving size means (select all 

that apply multi-choice format). The vast majority (around 85%)108 of Australians and New 

Zealanders could correctly identify the ’serving size’ on a food package. The second-largest 

group (around 2%)109 answered using the “servings per package” information. Other 

identifiable answers included the net weight of the cereal, and the quotient from dividing 

serving size by servings per package. Around 10% of Australians and New Zealanders did 

not know how to identify the serving size.110 

The proportion who selected each statement as matching the meaning of the ’serving size‘ is 

shown in Figure 5.7 below. A little over half of Australian and New Zealander consumers 

knew that serving size is the amount of food that the manufacturer decides is a serving.111 

Around one-third thought it was the amount that a person is supposed to eat in one 

occasion.112 

Figure 5.7. Proportion attaching that meaning to the serving size.  

 

                                                

108
 86.03% (84.12% - 87.74%) of Australians and 87.67% (85.53% - 89.54%) of New Zealanders, 

109
 1.76% (1.18% - 2.61%) of Australians and 2.54% (1.74% - 3.68%) of New Zealanders, 

110
 Percentage of responses that were “Don’t know”. Australians: 8.37% (7.01% - 9.96%), New Zealanders: 
7.14% (5.71% - 8.90). 

111
 56.28% (53.43% - 59.09%) of Australians and 56.65% (53.51% - 59.74%) of New Zealanders. 

112
 34.40% (31.79% - 37.10%) of Australians and 37.66% (34.66% - 40.75%) of New Zealanders. 
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5.4 Conclusions on use and understanding of serving size 

The muesli bar trial was the second decision trial in the survey. The purpose of this setting 

was to determine whether pre-portioned serving sizes influenced the information consumers 

use to make healthier choices. To reiterate, the muesli bar that was ‘healthier’ (e.g. lower 

sugar) for the suggested serving size was less healthy (e.g. more sugar) when comparison 

is on the basis of per 100 g. This effect was created by manipulating the relative sizes of the 

individual muesli bars so that the ‘healthier’ bar based on serving size was substantially 

smaller than the ‘less healthy’ bar (31 g versus 55 g). Some manipulation was also 

performed with the ingredient list, so that the combination of NIP and ingredient list was 

realistic. 

The results were mixed. The main finding is that consumers who decided the two variants 

were equally healthy would be less likely to use the NIP, and more likely to use the 

ingredient list and other elements such as the product name and muesli bar image, in their 

decision, generally replicating the results from the Trial 1 in chapter 4.  

Consumers choosing the larger bar would be the most likely to use the NIP. Differences 

between the groups also emerged with respect to the elements of the NIP used to assist in 

muesli bar decision. Selection of the larger muesli bar was associated with the highest 

likelihood of the use of sugars information in the NIP, particularly use of sugars per 100 g. 

Selection of the smaller bar would have the highest likelihood of use of the total fat, and/or 

sodium information in the NIP. Those who selected the smaller bar would be most likely to 

use only sugars per serving. Deciding both bars are equally healthy would be associated 

with the lowest probability of use of the carbohydrate and/or energy and/or sugars 

information, with the majority unlikely to use any sugars information in the NIP. No effect of 

serving size on decision was found. There were no associations between muesli bar 

decision and whether or not sugar-type ingredients and/or oil ingredients were used to 

decide which muesli bar was healthier. These sugars usage patterns are consistent with the 

manipulation of the sugars information in the NIP. 

The decision tree analysis gave a similar result to that obtained for breakfast cereal in the 

previous chapter. The sugars information in the NIP was a major factor in the muesli bar 

decision made. Use of the sugars per 100 g information tended to lead to the larger bar 

being selected (has lower amount of sugars per 100 g) and use of the sugars per serving 

information tended to lead to the smaller bar being selected (lower amount of sugars per 

serving). Again, non-use of the NIP was linked to a higher probability of deciding the bars 

were equally healthy.  

Around 85% of Australians and New Zealanders could correctly identify the “serving size” on 

a food package. The second-largest group (2%) answered using the “servings per package 

information”. Around 10% of Australians and New Zealanders believed they did not know 

how to identify serving size. With respect to the meaning of the term “serving size”, 51% of 

consumers knew that it is the amount of food that the manufacturer decides is a serving. 
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Chapter 6 Trial 3: Consumer use of NIP and 
ingredient list under guided choice 

The previous two chapters address the question of how Australian and New Zealand 

consumers decide which of two comparable products is healthier, when the choice is not 

guided to a particular nutrient. 

In contrast, in Trial 3 respondents were provided with a set of two new breakfast cereal 

stimuli, and were asked either: which one was healthier with respect to sugar (“sugar 

condition”), or which one was healthier with respect to saturated fat (“saturated fat 

condition”). The aims of this part of the study were to determine: 

 which label elements are used by consumers when they are focussed on a particular 
nutrient, and in particular whether the NIP is used 

 whether the pattern of label elements used changes if the choice is guided to a 
particular nutrient (sugar or saturated fat). 

 

The same breakfast cereal mock-ups were used for both conditions. However the nutritional 

information was manipulated so that one cereal variant clearly had a lower amount of 

sugars, and one clearly had a lower amount saturated fat, irrespective of whether the 

average quantity per serving or average quantity per 100 g information was used. Another 

key manipulation in this set of mock-ups was to have a mix of other nutrients so that 

extraneous information113 could be used in the decision. The NIP and ingredient list for the 

breakfast cereals are shown in Figure 6.1. The packs were presented side-by-side with 

random ordering so that ordering would not influence the results. 

 

  

                                                

113
 That is, if information other than sugars (in the Sugar condition) or saturated fat (in the Saturated fat condition) 
was used. Both the NIPs and the ingredient lists contained more content than was used in the previous two 
trials. 
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Figure 6.1. Comparison of breakfast cereal ingredient lists and NIPs. The variant on 
the left (480 g) has lower sugar and higher saturated fat compared to the 
variant on the right (650 g) 

 

 

Higher saturated fat Higher sugars 
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6.1 Healthier breakfast cereal variant chosen 

The proportion of respondents choosing the correct breakfast cereal variant depended on whether they were asked to assess for sugar or 

assess for saturated fat (Figure 6.2). More people instructed to choose on the basis of sugar would correctly pick the lower sugar cereal 

compared to those instructed to choose on the basis of saturated fat, 75%114 and 53%115 respectively. No country differences were found. 

Figure 6.2. Proportion making each choice of three decisions, based on condition (Sugar vs. Saturated fat). 

  

 

                                                

114
 74.43% (70.78% - 77.77%) of Australians and 77.81% (73.95% - 81.24%) of New Zealanders chose the lower sugar variant. 

115
 50.50% (46.81% - 54.20%) of Australians and 55.29% (50.92% - 59.57%) of New Zealanders chose the variant lower in saturated fat. 
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6.2 Effect of label elements on cereal decision 

Respondents identified which label elements they mainly used in their choice. The mock-ups 

were presented so that individual elements of the package could be selected. For example, 

the individual numbers in the NIP and individual ingredients in the ingredient list could be 

selected, as well as the NIP or ingredient list more generally (refer Appendix A2.2). As for 

Trials 1 and 2, people were presented with the stimuli matching their variant choice, and 

people who chose they were equally healthy were presented with the stimulus for either, with 

the selection randomised. Thus any product information, e.g. in the ingredient list, that only 

appeared on one set of stimuli may be underestimated in the analysis. 

6.2.1 Sugar condition 

As shown in Figure 6.3, consumers instructed to choose a healthier breakfast cereal with 

respect to sugar would most commonly use the NIP, irrespective of cereal choice. The NIP 

would be used by proportionately more people who chose the lower sugar cereal, with no 

difference in expected use by those who chose the higher sugar cereal and those who 

decided the cereals were equally healthy.116 The ingredient list would be the second most 

commonly used label element irrespective of cereal choice. Correctly choosing the lower 

sugar variant was associated with a lower probability of using the ingredient list, compared to 

choosing the higher sugar variant.117 

  

                                                

116
 Population estimates are: 93.79% (91.73% - 95.37%) of people selecting the lower sugar cereal, 71.97% 
(62.24% - 80.01%) of people selecting the higher sugar cereal, and 71.96% (60.99% - 80.82%) of people 
selecting equally healthy would use the NIP. 

117
 Population estimates are: 21.54% (18.70% - 24.68%) of people selecting the lower sugar cereal, 42.81% 
(33.61% - 52.54%) of people selecting the higher sugar cereal, and 26.94% (19.62% - 35.76%) of people 
selecting equally healthy would use the ingredient list. 
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Figure 6.3. Proportion using each label element, by breakfast cereal decision, Sugar 
condition. 

 

An aggregate analysis was undertaken to determine whether the cereal option chosen was 

influenced by the overall pattern of NIP and ingredient list use. The results are shown in 

Figure 6.4 below. The findings confirm that use of the NIP did not guarantee a correct 

decision, irrespective of whether or not it was used in conjunction with the ingredient list. 

However, those who would choose the lower sugar variant have a greater likelihood to use 

the NIP by itself, compared to the other two decision groups.118 

  

                                                

118
 76.82% (73.60% - 79.74%) of those selecting the lower sugar variant, compared to 44.90% (35.86% - 
54.28%) of those selecting the higher sugar variant, and 53.22% (43.16% - 63.02%) of those selecting equally 
healthy. 
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Figure 6.4. Proportion using each combination of NIP and ingredient list use, by 
breakfast cereal decision, Sugar condition. 

 

6.2.2 Saturated fat condition 

As shown in Figure 6.5, the NIP would be the most-used label element for all choice groups. 

Consumers choosing the lower saturated fat cereal would be the most likely to use the NIP 

and those deciding both cereals were equally healthy the least likely to use.119 The 

ingredient list would be the next most commonly used label element, although it would be 

significantly less likely to be used if the lower saturated fat variant was correctly chosen, 

compared to choice of the other two options (higher saturated fat, equally healthy).120 

  

                                                

119
 95.02% (92.95% - 96.51%) of those selecting the lower saturated fat variant, compared to 85.92% (81.23% - 
89.59%) of those selecting the higher saturated fat variant, and 66.86% (58.55% - 74.23%) of those selecting 
equally healthy. 

120
 11.09% (8.37% - 14.56%) of those selecting the lower saturated fat variant, compared to 25.76% (20.92% - 
31.27%) of those selecting the higher saturated fat variant, and 31.53% (24.09% - 40.07%) of those selecting 
equally healthy. 
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Figure 6.5. Proportion using each label element, by breakfast cereal decision, 
Saturated fat condition. 

 

Choosing both variants as equally healthy would be associated with the highest use of the 

cereal picture121. The cereal pictures were slightly different, in that one cereal had yoghurt 

covered raisins and the other did not, so it is not clear why the image difference would lead 

some respondents to decide that the two variants were equally healthy (refer to Appendix 

A2.1 for package mock-ups). 

An aggregate analysis was undertaken to determine whether the cereal option chosen was 

influenced by the overall pattern of NIP and ingredient list use. The results are shown in 

                                                

121
 3.46% (1.95% - 6.07%) of those selecting the lower saturated fat variant, compared to 4.51% (2.32% - 8.55%) 
of those selecting the higher saturated fat variant , and 115.54% (10.32% - 22.74%) of those selecting equally 
healthy. 
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Figure 6.6 below. Again, use of the NIP did not guarantee a correct decision. Those who 

choose the lower saturated fat variant would have a greater likelihood to use the NIP by 

itself, compared to the other two decision groups. 122 However 66% who would select the 

higher saturated fat variant would also only use the NIP. Deciding both cereals were equally 

healthy would be most associated with non-use of both the NIP and the ingredient list 

(‘Neither’).123  

Figure 6.6. Proportion using each combination of NIP and ingredient list use, by 
breakfast cereal decision, Saturated fat condition. 

 

6.3 Impact of label elements used on breakfast cereal decision 

Decision tree analyses were carried out on the factors influencing choice of the healthier 

breakfast cereal. All selectable label elements were included in the analysis. Refer to 

Appendix section 3.5.2 for an overview on decision tree analysis. 

                                                

122
 85.86% (82.26% - 88.83%) of those selecting the lower saturated fat variant, compared to 66.50% (60.78% - 
71.76%) of those selecting the higher saturated fat variant, and 48.09% (39.72% - 56.56%) of those selecting 
equally healthy. 

123
 3.04% (1.96% - 4.70%) of those selecting the lower saturated fat variant, compared to 7.74% (5.30% - 
11.18%) of those selecting the higher saturated fat variant, and 20.38% (14.86% - 27.29%) of those selecting 
equally healthy. 
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6.3.1 Sugar condition 

Almost 120 variables were examined for their association with the healthiest cereal option 

chosen, of which five were not label elements.124 The decision tree results are shown in 

Figure 6.7 below. The node colours are green for lower sugar cereal (‘Correct’), blue for 

‘Equally healthy’ (an incorrect decision), and orange for higher sugar cereal (‘Incorrect’).  

Figure 6.7. Factors influencing breakfast cereal decision, Sugar condition. 

 

The decision tree method was unable to completely separate the three decision groups 

(‘Correct’, ‘Incorrect’, ‘Equally healthy’). However, the results show some trends. Use of 

honey, in the ingredient list, was the key variable that distinguished between correct choice 

and incorrect choice (nodes 2 and 3). This result appears driven by the fact that no 

respondents selecting the correct choice used the honey information (node 3). That one 

difference in label element use combined with the use of sugars per 100 g was sufficient to 

increase the proportion of respondents making the correct choice from 76% (node 1) to 90% 

(node 4). Fifty-three percent of respondents did not use honey and sugars per 100 g 

information and, of these, 70% made the correct choice (node 5). It is not possible to say 

                                                

124
 Age, sex, country, socioeconomic status, main grocery buyer status. 
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how much of an impact the NIP has in assisting people to make a healthier choice with 

respect to sugar as no node contains only one decision group. 

The inability of the decision tree analysis to cleanly reconstruct the three decision groups is 

supported by the patterns of use of various parts of the NIP and ingredient list. The following 

paragraphs summarise the overall findings relating to use of these elements. These 

proportions are population estimates, and therefore include people who did not use the NIP 

and/or ingredient list when making their decision.125  

The sugars row would be the most commonly used piece of NIP information for consumers 

who choose either the lower sugar or higher sugar cereal (Figure 6.8). While use of the 

sugars information in the NIP would not guarantee correct selection of the lower sugar 

breakfast cereal, choice of the lower sugar cereal would be associated with the greatest 

likelihood of using sugars information.126  

Figure 6.8. Use of (aggregated) information in the NIP, by breakfast cereal decision, 
Sugar condition. 

 

There were no differences in NIP use between the two incorrect decision conditions 

                                                

125
 They are counted as “did not use”. 

126
 83.91% (81.07% - 86.40%) of those correctly choosing the lower sugar cereal compared to 49.34% (39.94% - 
58.79%) of those choosing the higher sugar cereal and 41.96% (32.47% - 52.08%) of those deciding the two 
cereals were equally healthy. 
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(selecting the higher sugar variant, deciding the two variants were equally healthy). As the 

instruction was to select the healthier cereal on the basis of ‘sugar’, it is not clear why NIP 

information other than ‘sugars’ would be ’mainly used’ in the decision. 

Figure 6.9. Use of sugars information in the NIP, Sugar condition. 

 

The pattern of use of the sugars information in the NIP was analysed further to determine if 

there was any link between the sugars information used and decision on healthier product. 

As shown in Figure 6.9 above, choice of the lower sugar cereal would be associated with the 

highest likelihood of using only the sugars per 100 g127 or using only the sugars per 

serving128 information in the sugars row of the NIP. The decision that both cereals were 

equally healthy or choosing the higher sugar cereal were both particularly associated with 

non-use of any information in the sugars row.129 

                                                

127
 41.09% (36.93% - 45.38%) of those correctly choosing the lower sugar cereal, compared to 27.82% (23.11% - 
33.07% of those choosing the higher sugar cereal and 10.70% (7.04% - 15.94%) of those deciding the two 
cereals were equally healthy would use only the sugars per 100 g information, in the sugars row, in their 
decision. 

128
 13.58% (11.33% - 16.21%) of those correctly choosing the lower sugar cereal, compared to 3.89% (2.58% - 
5.82% of those choosing the higher sugar cereal and 4.76% (2.47% - 8.98%) of those deciding the two cereals 
were equally healthy would use only the sugars per serving information, in the sugars row, in their decision. 

129
 18.74% (16.17% - 21.62%) of those correctly choosing the lower sugar cereal, compared to 49.36% (43.78% - 
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The pattern of use of the saturated fat information in the NIP was analysed to determine if 

this information was used. As shown in Figure 6.10 below, choice of the higher sugar cereal 

would be associated with higher likelihood of using only the saturated fat per 100 g 

information in the saturated fat row of the NIP.130 Twenty percent of consumers who would 

select the higher sugar cereal, i.e. the variant lowest in saturated fat, would use at least one 

source of saturated fat information in the NIP. 

Figure 6.10. Use of saturated fat information in the NIP, Sugar condition. 

 

The ingredient list for each breakfast cereal contained multiple ingredients that consumers 

might consider are types of sugar131 and a single vegetable oil; the type of oil was unique to 

each variant.132 As shown below in Figure 6.11, incorrect choice of the higher sugar variant 

                                                                                                                                                  

 

54.96%) of those choosing the higher sugar cereal and 60.98% (53.86% - 67.67%) of people selecting equally 
healthy would use no information in the sugars row in their decision. 

130
 3.47% (2.42% - 4.96%) of those correctly choosing the lower sugar cereal, compared to 11.26% (9.26% - 
13.64%) of those choosing the higher sugar cereal and 3.05% (1.28% - 7.07%) of people selecting equally 
healthy would use no information in the sugars row in their decision. 

131
 Sugar (lower sugar variant), brown sugar (both variants), glucose (higher sugar variant), invert sugar syrup 
(higher sugar variant), fructose (higher sugar variant), honey (higher sugar variant), barley malt extract (both 
variants). 

132
 Vegetable oil (higher saturated fat variant), rice bran oil (lower saturated fat variant). 
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was associated with a greater likelihood of using the sugar-type ingredients in the decision 

process.133  

Figure 6.11. Use of ingredient list information, by breakfast cereal decision, Sugar 
condition. 

 

6.3.2 Saturated fat condition 

The decision tree analysis was replicated for the respondents in the Saturated fat condition, 

with the same 118 variables examined. The output of the decision tree is shown in Figure 

6.12. The node colours are green for the lower saturated fat cereal (correct), blue for equally 

healthy, and orange for the higher saturated fat cereal (incorrect). 

The decision tree analysis was unable to completely separate the three decision groups 

(‘Correct’, ‘Incorrect’, ‘Equally healthy’). However, the results show some trends. Compared 

to the Sugar condition, respondents in the Saturated fat condition appeared to be less sure 

about which label elements to use. While use of the saturated fat per 100 g information 

increased the probability of correct selection, only 38% of respondents used this information. 

Of this 38%, 85% of those who did not look at the sugars per 100 g information chose the 

correct variant (node 4). Using sugars per 100 g combined with the saturated fat per 100 g 

information appeared to confuse respondents, with only 28% of respondents with this 

combination of use choosing the lower saturated fat variant and 51% incorrectly choosing 

the higher saturated fat – but lower sugar – variant (node 5). The other negative influence of 

                                                

133
 10.35% (8.49% - 12.58%) of those correctly choosing the lower sugar cereal compared to 29.03% (20.70% - 
39.09%) of those choosing the higher sugar cereal and 7.77% (4.59% - 12.87%) of those deciding the two 
cereals were equally healthy.. 
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the sugar information in the NIP is shown by node 7; 81% of respondents who used sugars 

per serving information and not saturated fat per 100 g incorrectly chose the higher 

saturated fat (lower sugar) variant. However, this combination of use occurred for only 5% of 

respondents in the Saturated fat condition. 

A large proportion of respondents (62%) did not use the saturated fat per 100 g information. 

Correct choice of the lower saturated fat variant was associated with use of either the 

saturated fat per serving information (80% correct, node 12) or the saturated fat row 

generally in the NIP, so long as the polyunsaturated fat (PUFA) row was not used (70% 

correct, node 53). 

Figure 6.12. Factors influencing breakfast cereal decision, Saturated fat condition. 

 

The inability of the decision tree analysis to cleanly reconstruct the three decision groups is 

supported by the patterns of use of various parts of the NIP and ingredient list. The following 

paragraphs summarise the overall findings relating to use of these elements. The saturated 

fat row would be the most commonly used piece of NIP information for consumers who 

choose the lower saturated fat cereal (Figure 6.13). While use of the saturated fat 

information in the NIP would not guarantee correct selection of the lower saturated fat 
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breakfast cereal, choice of the lower saturated fat cereal would be associated with increased 

likelihood of using this saturated fat information.134 There were no differences in NIP use 

between the two incorrect decision conditions (selecting the higher sugar variant, deciding 

the two variants were equally healthy).  

Figure 6.13. Use of information in the NIP, by breakfast cereal decision, Saturated fat 
condition. 

 

Incorrect choice of the higher saturated fat cereal was associated with the greatest likelihood 

of using the sugars information in the NIP.135 Incorrect choice of the higher saturated fat 

cereal was also associated with greatest use of the sodium information.136 These two 

findings make sense from a logic perspective, as the cereal that was higher in saturated fat 

was lower in sugars, and lower in sodium. As the instruction was to select the healthier 

cereal on the basis of “saturated fat” it is not clear why NIP information other than “saturated 

                                                

134
 80.51% (76.62% - 83.89%) of those correctly choosing the lower saturated fat cereal compared to 31.93% 
(26.98% - 37.31%) of those choosing the higher saturated fat cereal and 31.09% (23.69% - 39.61%) of those 
deciding the two cereals were equally healthy. 

135
 8.21% (6.02% - 11.10%) of those correctly choosing the lower saturated fat cereal compared to 44.64% 
(38.95% - 50.47%) of those choosing the higher saturated fat cereal and 18.76% (13.27% - 25.85%) of those 
deciding the two cereals were equally healthy. 

136
 5.48% (3.73% - 7.99%) of those correctly choosing the lower saturated fat cereal compared to 30.37% 
(25.59% - 35.61%) of those choosing the higher saturated fat cereal and 12.37% (8.21% - 18.22%) of those 
deciding the two cereals were equally healthy. 
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fat” would be “mainly used” in the decision. In particular, it is not clear why there would be a 

reliance on sugars information. 

The pattern of use of the saturated fat information in the NIP was analysed further to 

determine if there was any link between the saturated fat information used and decision on 

healthier product. As shown in Figure 6.14 below, choice of the lower saturated fat cereal 

would be associated with higher likelihood of using only the saturated fat per 100 g137. The 

decision that both cereals were equally healthy or choosing the higher saturated fat cereal 

were both particularly associated with non-use of any information in the saturated fat row. 138 

Figure 6.14. Use of saturated fat information in the NIP, Saturated fat condition. 

 

The pattern of use of the sugars information in the NIP was analysed further to determine if 

there was any link between the sugars information used and decision on healthier product. 

As shown in Figure 6.15 below, choice of the higher saturated fat cereal would be 

                                                

137
 38.60% (34.44% - 42.93%) of those correctly choosing the lower saturated fat cereal, compared to 11.90% 
(8.96% - 15.64% of those choosing the higher saturated fat cereal and 8.50% (4.98% - 14.12%) of those 
deciding the two cereals were equally healthy would use only the saturated fat per 100 g information, in the 
saturated fat row, in their decision. 

138
 21.73% (17.94% - 26.07%) of those correctly choosing the lower saturated fat cereal, compared to 68.00% 
(63.11% - 72.54%) of those choosing the higher saturated fat cereal and 66.57% (59.58% - 72.90%) of people 
selecting equally healthy would use no information in the saturated fat row in their decision. 
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associated with higher likelihood of using only the sugars per 100 g information in the sugars 

row of the NIP.139 Forty-four percent of consumers who would select the higher saturated fat 

cereal, i.e. the variant lowest in sugars, would use at least one source of sugars information 

in the NIP.  

Figure 6.15. Use of sugars information in the NIP, Saturated fat condition. 

 

The ingredient list for each breakfast cereal contained multiple ingredients that consumers 

might consider are types of sugar140 and a single vegetable oil; the type of oil was unique to 

each variant.141 Choice of breakfast cereal appears unrelated to whether the oil information 

is used (Figure 6.16). However, the proportion of use in each of the three decision groups 

was less than 6%. There appeared to be no main influence of sugar-type ingredients on the 

decision made. 

  

                                                

139
 3.40% (2.00% - 5.71%) of those correctly choosing the lower saturated fat cereal, compared to 16.97% 
(13.33% - 21.37%) of those choosing the higher saturated fat cereal and 3.96% (1.88% - 8.18%) of people 
selecting equally healthy would use the sugars per 100 g information in their decision. 

140
 Sugar (lower sugar variant), brown sugar (both variants), glucose (higher sugar variant), invert sugar syrup 
(higher sugar variant), fructose (higher sugar variant), honey (higher sugar variant), barley malt extract (both 
variants). 

141
 Vegetable oil (higher saturated fat variant), rice bran oil (lower saturated fat variant). 
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Figure 6.16. Use of ingredient list information, by breakfast cereal decision, Saturated 
fat condition. 

 

6.4 Conclusions on label element use under guided choice 

The guided choice trial was the third food decision trial presented to respondents, and the 

only trial that instructed respondents on the type of information to use in choosing the 

healthier of two breakfast cereal variants. The sugar condition respondents were instructed 

to pick the healthier cereal with respect to sugar, and the saturated fat condition respondents 

to pick with respect to saturated fat. 

It appears that correctly choosing the lower sugar variant of a breakfast cereal is an easier 

task than correctly choosing the lower saturated fat variant. Around 75% of Australians and 

New Zealanders would choose the correct variant on the basis of sugar. In comparison, only 

53% of Australians and New Zealanders would choose the correct variant on the basis of 

saturated fat. It is not clear why this difference in performance occurred, and it does not 

appear due to the relative proportion of respondents in each condition using the NIP:  

 In both conditions, 95% of consumers who select the correct variant would use the 
NIP. 

 In both conditions, over two-thirds of consumers who thought the variants were equally 
healthy would also use the NIP. 

 In both conditions, the majority who chose the incorrect variant would use the NIP. 142  
 

                                                

142
 85.92% (81.23% – 89.59%) who incorrectly select the higher saturated fat cereal would use the NIP, 
compared with 71.97% (62.24% - 80.01%) who incorrectly select the higher sugar cereal. 
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The findings were mixed with respect to the impact of NIP use on cereal variant choice. The 

one clear result is that consumer use of the NIP does not guarantee a correct choice. Of 

consumers choosing the healthier option for sugar, it is expected that 84% of respondents 

making the correct choice would use the sugars information in the NIP. However, NIP sugars 

information would also be used by 49% of those choosing the higher sugar cereal, and 42% 

of those deciding the two cereals were equally healthy. In contrast, the results for the 

saturated fat condition showed a more clearly beneficial effect of using saturated fat 

information in the NIP. Eighty-one percent of consumers correctly choosing the lower 

saturated fat cereal would be expected to use the relevant NIP information, compared to 

32% of those choosing the higher saturated fat cereal, and 31% of those deciding the two 

cereals were equally healthy. The particular nutrient under examination in a choice task 

seems to influence the usefulness of the NIP in making healthy choices, at least with respect 

to breakfast cereal. 

Some consumers ‘mainly’ use a nutrient other than, or as well as, the primed nutrient in the 

NIP to assist them in their decision about the healthier choice. In particular, a greater 

proportion of consumers assessing for saturated fat, who incorrectly choose the higher 

saturated fat variant, would use the sugars information, compared to the proportion using the 

saturated fat information.143 As more than one piece of information could be used, these 

expected proportions do not necessarily represent entirely different groups of consumers. 

The decision tree analyses did not identify any pattern of label element use that accurately 

separated consumers into their respective decision groups. For respondents in the sugar 

condition, the use – or not – of the honey information in the ingredient list appeared to be the 

variable with the greatest discriminatory power. The reason for this variable selection was 

that honey information was only used by very few respondents, none of whom correctly 

chose the lower sugar variant. Some respondents correctly selected the lower sugar variant 

without relying on the sugars per 100 g information, however it is not clear what information 

separates them from other respondents who also did not use the sugars per 100 g 

information and answered incorrectly.  

The findings for the Saturated fat condition are more complicated. Use of saturated fat per 

100 g information was associated with correctly choosing the lower saturated fat variant, but 

only when sugars per 100g was not used as well. Sugars information seemed to resonate 

with a large proportion of respondents in the Saturated fat condition who either chose the 

higher saturated fat variant – which was the lowest sugars variant – or decided both variants 

were equally healthy (44% and 22% of consumers making each choice, respectively). 

  

                                                

143
 44.64% (38.95% - 50.47%) mainly used sugars and 31.93% (26.98% - 37.31%) mainly used saturated fat. 
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Appendix 1 Questionnaire 
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Appendix 2 Stimuli used 

A2.1 Mock packaging 
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A2.2 Areas that could be selected on packaging 

The following images depict the user interface for the survey 

 

MUESLI BAR FIELDS HIGHLIGHTED FOR SELECTION WHEN COMPARING WHICH IS 

THE HEALTHER PRODUCT 

MAIN IMAGE 

Items highlighted in GREEN are clickable and are recorded as an item selected in the 

database. 
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NUTRITION INFORMATION PANEL IMAGE 

Items highlighted in GREEN are clickable and are recorded as an item selected in the 

database. 
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INGREDIENT LIST IMAGE 

Items highlighted in GREEN are clickable and are recorded as an item selected in the 

database. 

 

  



 

126 
 

Appendix 3 Data collection, preparation, and 
limitations 

A3.1 Method 

The research used an online survey, suitable for computers and tablets, to collect data from 

a random sample of both countries’ populations. This approach was used as it enabled the 

robust generation of population estimates and the administration of complicated product 

packaging mock-ups. The survey questionnaire was designed by FSANZ with data collection 

outsourced to Roy Morgan Research. The final version of the survey questionnaire (see 

Appendix 1) was developed and tested through cognitive interviews, and pilot testing. The 

survey was administered to a randomly selected portion of the proprietary Single Source 

online panel. 

There were 1,396 online surveys completed in Australia and 1,015 online surveys completed 

in New Zealand between 28 October and 25 November 2015. Reminder emails were sent to 

increase response rates. All respondents were asked their age, gender, and geographical 

location. Single Source was used to provide additional information, such as household 

income, occupation, main grocery buyer status, removing the need to collect this 

background data in the online survey. 

A3.2 Sampling 

A3.2.1 Sample frame 

The population of interest was Australians and New Zealanders aged 15 years and older. 

The frame used for the survey was all persons aged 15 years and over in the Roy Morgan 

Research Single Source panel. For several decades the Roy Morgan Single Source Survey 

has been conducted 50 weeks a year, predominantly via face to face, door-to-door 

interviewing across Australia and via telephone in New Zealand.  In addition, at the face-to-

face interviewing stage, Australian respondents are also left a large self-completion booklet 

to complete and return, while in New Zealand the booklet is mailed to respondents for 

completion. Single Source provides an annual online sub-sample of approximately 16,000 

Australians and 10,000 New Zealanders aged 14 years and over 

A3.2.2 Sample design 

Roy Morgan Research Single Source online sample is sourced from interviewer 

administered face-to-face and telephone interviews using random sampling techniques. This 

ensures that the sample is more representative of the Australian and New Zealand general 

public than typical online panels.  Roy Morgan Single Source achieves accurate, 

benchmark-able results from this large and representative sample.  

The sample was stratified by age, sex, parental status, main grocery buyer status for each 

country, with Māori and Non-Māori status also incorporated for the New Zealand sample.  

The sample used was selected from the sample frame of respondents that had completed 

the Single Source survey from June 2015, working backwards in time to select as recent 

sample as possible, stratum by stratum. Groups that had lower response rates in the pilot 



 

127 
 

had the greatest propensity to include ‘older’ sample, as proportionately more sample had to 

be selected so as to attempt to ensure that survey quotas were filled. Such groups included 

young males and young females in each country and Māori in New Zealand. The 

stratification was used to generate the weights (Appendix 4). 

All respondents were drawn from the one sample frame, comprised of three parts: 

 OzPanel respondents – Australian Single Source respondents who have agreed to 
be panellists for Roy Morgan Research’s regular online surveys. For this survey, 
OzPanel respondents who had completed the self-completion diary were selected, 
supplemented by some who had not completed the diary. 

 Australian Single Source respondents - Australian Single Source respondents who 
have provided a contact email address but have not specifically joined OzPanel. 

 New Zealand Single Source respondents – New Zealand Single Source 
respondents who have provided a contact email address. 

A3.3 Main questionnaire changes 

The original questionnaire was cognitively tested, resulting in a modified questionnaire used 

in the survey pilot. Changes were also made as a result of the pilot. Due to survey length 

and complexity, the following changes were made between the original questionnaire and 

the final questionnaire: 

 three general labelling questions were dropped. An example of these questions is: 
“Most packaged food is required to provide standardised nutrition information on the 
package. How interested are you in this nutrition information?” 

 detailed date marking questions were dropped. Date marking was confounded with 
food product. It was not possible to reliably measure trust in, and understanding of, 
‘best before’ and ‘use by’ dates without associating a product with both. 

 half the respondents answered the ‘low-fat’ milk advisory statement questions and half 
answered those for the phytosterol-enriched spread advisory statement. The original 
questionnaire had respondents answering both sets of advisory statement questions. 

 in Trial 3, half the respondents answered the sugar questions and half answered the 
saturated fat questions. The original questionnaire had respondents answering both 
sets of questions. 

A3.4 Response rates 

The response rates for the survey were 11.24% for Australia and 15.04% for New Zealand, 

with the overall response rate being 12.52%. The response rate for the New Zealand Māori 

sample was lower (11.62%) compared to the response rate for the non-Māori sample 

(16.05%). 

Response rates were calculated using the American Association for Public Opinion 

Research response rate calculator. Response rate 3, which excludes partial interviews being 

counted as respondents, and estimates the proportion of cases of unknown eligibility that are 

actually eligible, has been used for the calculation. This is the response rate formula 

recommended for use when the proportion of eligible sampling units (e.g. households, 

telephone numbers) is unknown (Sutcliffe and Flint 2011 pp.198-199). 

No interview was categorized as a ‘partial’ interview. In some surveys, the last section of a 

questionnaire generally includes demographic questions that that can be categorised as 
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non-essential. However, for this survey, essential demographic questions were asked at the 

beginning of the survey. As such, the final question on the survey was an essential survey 

item, so no ‘partial’ interviews were recorded. Those who dropped out without completing all 

questions are included in ‘break-offs’ in table A3.1 on the following page. 

Table A3.1 – Response Rates – Main Sample Segments 

Sample Breakdown Total AU and 
NZ 

Australia New 
Zealand 

NZ Māori NZ Non-Māori 

Interview 
     

Complete 2,411 1,396 1,015 178 837 

Partial* 0 0 0 0 0 

Eligible, non-interview      

Explicit refusal 288 223 65 14 51 

Break off/Implicit refusal 492 308 184 51 133 

Logged on to survey, 
did not complete any 
item 

149 76 73 16 57 

Total refusal and break 
off 

929 607 322 81 241 

Estimated proportion of 
cases of unknown eligibility 
that are eligible 

76.33% 73.42% 81.13% 81.19% 81.11% 

Unknown eligibility, non-
interview 

     

Nothing returned 19,191 14,069 5,122 1,066 4,056 

Invitation email returned 
undelivered 

1,665 119 1,546 501 1,045 

Not eligible      

Screened out 293 186 107 32 75 

Quota filled 743 539 204 28 176 

Total email addresses used 25,232 16,916 8,316 1,886 6,430 

Response Rate
1
 12.52% 11.24% 15.04% 11.62% 16.05% 

Cooperation Rate
2
 72.19% 69.70% 75.92% 68.73% 77.64% 

Refusal Rate
3
 27.81% 30.30% 24.08% 31.27% 22.36% 

* No surveys were categorised as partial interviews, as the last question in the survey was determined to be integral to survey results. 

1. Response Rate – Completes ÷ ((Completes + Partials) + (Refusals and Break-offs + Non-contacts + Other) + (estimated proportion of cases of 
unknown eligibility that are eligible x (unknown household + unknown other))) 

2. Co-operation Rate – Completes ÷ ((Completes + Partials) + Refusals and Break-offs) 

3. Refusal Rate – Refusals and Break-offs ÷ ((completes = Partials) +(Refusals and Break-offs +Non-contacts + Other)) 
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A3.5 Data preparation 

Due to the nature of the survey using predominantly closed style questions, very little data 

cleaning was performed. Data transformations into new variables were performed in order to 

construct aggregate information to a form suitable for analysis. For example, the socio-

economic status variable was based on the 4-digit Australia New Zealand Standard 

Classification of Occupation (ANZSCO) codes. The relevant Australian Socioeconomic Index 

2006 (AUSEI06) was applied to each ANZSCO code, and a cut-off of 50 was applied to the 

AUSEI06 values to construct a binary low/high socio-economic status variable. The binary 

variable was the one used in the analyses. 

A3.6 Analysis approach 

A3.6.1 Population estimates 

Throughout the report, the proportion-based results for Australia and New Zealand – and 

other comparisons – are performed using 95% confidence intervals. Most of these analyses 

are reported using graphs, with error bars showing the confidence intervals. When the 

confidence intervals do not overlap, the results have been interpreted as statistically 

significant differences. The actual values for important comparisons are provided in 

footnotes. The proportions reported as findings from the decision tree are unweighted. All 

other proportions are based on sample weights, and represent population estimates. 

Stata version 13.1 was used to generate the population estimates, including 95% confidence 

intervals. The survey design was specified in Stata using the svyset command, using 

poststrata defined on the country/demographic combinations. This resulted in 100 poststrata, 

60 for Australia and 40 for New Zealand. With this design, the command svy: tabulate 

was used to construct the correctly weighted estimates. 

The graphs were created using Excel.  

A3.6.2 Decision trees  

Decision trees are appropriate for exploratory data analysis, and are a form of data mining. 

They are used to identify user-selected input variables associated with an outcome of 

interest (target). The only data requirement is that the target must be a single variable. In this 

report, the target of each decision tree is the product choice that was made in the trial.  

A particular strength of decision tree methods is that both text and numeric variables can be 

used. For text input variables, i.e. factors, the splits (branches) simply list the factor levels 

associated with each branch. Text target variables, as is the case in this report, result in the 

decision tree attempting to produce separate nodes, each of which optimally should contain 

100% of one factor level and 0% of each of the other factor levels. Thus, each node includes 

the percentage of the node represented by each factor level. Three factor levels of a target 

variable, as in the decision tree analyses in this report, mean that each node will report the 

respective percentages of the three factor levels.  

Various splitting rules can be used by selecting the type of decision tree to use. Irrespective 

of type of decision tree, binary variables, such as whether or not a respondent used a 
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particular label element, always result in a binary split. The majority of input variables in each 

decision tree were in binary form.  

The data used in the analysis included all selectable label elements. Detailed NIP and/or 

ingredient list images were provided where relevant, so that people could select label 

elements down to an individual row and column combination (e.g. the per serving sugar 

value in the NIP) and an individual ingredient in the ingredient list. This resulted in a large 

number of input variables for each decision tree, of which five were not label elements.144 

The decision tree analyses were undertaken in R version 3.2.3 using the rattle package 

(version 3.5.0). To prevent the production of excessively complicated trees, the minimum 

number of respondents per node was set to 20 (Trial 1, Trial 2, Trial 3 Saturated fat 

condition) or 4 (Trial 3 Sugar condition).145 The package rpart.plot (version 1.5.2) was used 

to visualise the decision trees, with a custom palette used to colour-code the nodes. Product 

choice was set as the target variable for separation. No weights were used in the analysis, 

and no pay-off table was used. 

The general interpretation of the nodes follows, using the top node as the example. The top 

node of the tree is a single box that contains all respondents, and the largest group is also 

shown as the node title. The second line in the node shows the proportion that selected each 

choice, in alphanumeric order. The sequence of these three numbers is the same for each 

node within a decision tree. Because the order of the nodes is alphanumeric based on the 

choice text, the relative ordering of decisions may differ between decision trees. The 

proportion at the bottom of the node shows the percentage of respondents included in that 

node. As we move down the tree, the percentage at the bottom gets smaller demonstrating 

that the sample is spread across multiple nodes. The percentages of respondents across all 

terminal nodes sum to 100%. The nodes are colour-coded to show the largest single 

decision group in each node. The darker the shade of colour, the larger percentage of that 

group in the node. The node colours are green for first group, blue for second group, and 

orange for the last group. 

 

  

                                                

144
 Age, sex, country, socioeconomic status, main grocery buyer status. 

145
 Minimum bucket sizes of 10, then 5 were trailed before 4 was selected, with 4 as the threshold above which 
only Honey appears in the tree. 



 

131 
 

Appendix 4 Data weighting approach 

Six weight sets were applied to the survey data, two for New Zealand respondents and four 

for Australian respondents: 

 New Zealand Cell weighting - Age by Sex by Māori status by Major and Minor 
Regions. 

 New Zealand Cell and Rim weighting - Cell weighting for Age by Sex by Māori status 
by Major and Minor Regions and Rim weighting for Main Grocery Buyer Status by 
Major and Minor Regions and Rim weighting for Parental status (of child under 16 
years) by Māori status. 

 Major Regions were defined as Auckland, Wellington and Canterbury, while 
Minor Regions were defined as the remaining 13 New Zealand regions. 

 Australian Cell weighting - Age by Sex by Region. 

 Australian Cell weighting - Age by Sex by Region for respondents completing the self-
completion Single Source diary. 

 Australian Cell and Rim Weighting – Cell weighting for Age by Sex by Region, then 
Rim weighting for Parental Status by Region and Rim weighting for Main Grocery 
Buyer Status. 

 Australian Cell and Rim Weighting – Cell weighting for Age by Sex by Region, then 
Rim weighting for Parental Status by Region and Rim weighting for Main Grocery 
Buyer Status for respondents completing the self-completion Single Source diary. 

 Regions for Australia for weighting purposes were NSW/ACT, VIC, QLD, SA/NT, 
WA and TAS. 

 

The reason for providing additional weight sets in Australia for respondents completing the 

Single Source diary was so that analysis of survey data with Single Source data appended 

could be obtained, as 345 of the 1,396 Australian respondents did not have this data 

available for appending. 

‘Rim’ weighting involves adjusting the sample to specific factors (or ‘rims’) separately to 

arrive at a set of weights which satisfies the requirements for each factor. In satisfying all 

these requirements no account is taken of any possible combinations not specifically 

mentioned.  Rim weighting allows multiple weighting targets to be applied to the data,  by 

separating the weighting process into tiers; a tier is the target population described by a 

unique set of parameters.  For this survey, age by sex by region (or in New Zealand by the 

additional Māori/Non-Māori status) was the primary tier, with Main Grocery Buyer status and 

Parental status categorised as the secondary and tertiary tiers respectively. 

Populations for age by sex by region (and Māori status in New Zealand) in each country 

were obtained from Estimated Resident Population (ERP) data for 2014 from the Australian 

Bureau of Statistics and Statistics New Zealand respectively146. 2015 estimates were not 

                                                

146
 Australia – Australian Bureau of Statistics Estimated Resident Population, 3218.0 - Regional Population 
Growth, Australia, 2013-14; New Zealand – Statistics New Zealand National Population Estimates: Estimated 
Resident Population At 30 June 2014, and Maori Population Estimates: Estimated Resident Population At 30 
June 1991-2015. 
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used, as only preliminary data was available. Populations for Main Grocery Buyer Status and 

Parental Status were obtained from Roy Morgan Single Source for the same time period for 

consistency. 

In the cell weighting, a number of cells were merged to account for small sample sizes in 

some of the cells. The merged cells were: 

 Males 15-24 and 25-34 in Queensland; 

 Males 14-24 and 25-34 in all Australian regions for those with Single Source data 
available; 

 Māori males aged 15-24 and 25-34 in the Minor regions147 of New Zealand; and 

 Māori females aged 50-64 and 65+ in the Major regions148 of New Zealand. 
  

                                                

147
 Northland, Waikato, Bay of Plenty, Gisborne, Hawke’s Bay, Taranaki, Manawatu-Whanganui, Tasman, 
Nelson, Marlborough, West Coast, Otago, Southland. 

148
 Auckland, Wellington and Canterbury. 
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Appendix 5 Labelling requirements 

A5.1 Nutrition information panel 

The Australian and New Zealand Food Standards Code (the Code) requires most packaged 

foods to be labelled with a nutrition information panel (NIP). The NIP provides quantified 

information on major nutrients (protein, carbohydrate, sugars, fat, saturated fat and sodium), 

energy (in kilojoules or in kilojoules and in calories), and any other nutrient or biologically 

active substance about which a claim is made. For example, if a claim is made on a food 

about a vitamin or mineral, the average quantity of the claimed vitamin or mineral must be 

included in the NIP for that food. The purpose of the NIP is to assist consumers to make an 

informed choice based on the nutritional information provided.  

If certain claims are made, additional nutrients or substances must also be declared in the 

NIP. For example, if a claim about saturated fat is made, the average quantity of trans, 

polyunsaturated and monounsaturated fatty acids must also be declared and if a claim about 

sugars is made, the average quantity of dietary fibre must be declared.  

The average quantity of nutrients and the average energy content must be declared per 

serving and per 100 grams (solid and semi-solid foods) or per 100 millilitres (liquid foods). 

The serving size (established by the supplier of the food) and the number of servings in the 

package must also be included in the NIP. 

The layout of the NIP, including the order that the nutrients are listed, must follow a 

prescribed format.  

If a claim about a vitamin or mineral is made about a food, the percentage of the 

recommended dietary intake (%RDI) for that vitamin or mineral contributed by one serving of 

that food must also be included in the NIP. 

Information relating to the percentage daily intake (%DI) of nutrients may also be set out in 

the NIP. Percentage daily intake information expresses the percentage of the daily intake (a 

specified reference value) for a particular macronutrient, sodium or energy that will be 

obtained from consuming one serving of the food. 

A5.2 Statement of ingredients 

Most packaged foods are required to be labelled with a statement of ingredients. The 

statement of ingredients (referred to in this report as the ingredient list) lists each ingredient 

that has been added to a food, however there are exceptions for: 

 Processing aids 

 Volatile ingredients that are completely removed during processing 

 Added water if used to reconstitute an ingredient, if it forms part of a broth, brine or 
syrup or if it constitutes less than 5% of the food, and 

 Ingredients of a flavouring  
 

The ingredient list provides information on ingredients that consumers may wish to avoid 

(e.g. allergens, food additives) and on ingredients that consumers may be seeking (e.g. 
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wholegrains). 

The ingredients must be listed in descending order of ingoing weight, i.e. from the ingredient 

that contributes the largest amount to the food to the ingredient that contributes the least 

amount.  

Ingredients must be described in the ingredient list by either:  

 The name by which the ingredient is commonly known 

 A name that describes the true nature of the ingredient 

 A generic name for the ingredient, if there is one specified in the Code, e.g. ‘fruit’. 

A5.3 Advisory statements 

Advisory statements must be provided for certain foods or ingredients which may cause 

health risks for some consumers. Foods or ingredients that fall into this category include: 

 Milk, and beverages made from soy or cereals, where these foods contain no more 
than 2.5% m/m fat – labels on these foods must include a statement to the effect that 
the product is not suitable as a complete milk food149 for children under the age of two 
years. 

 Plant sterols – labels on foods containing added plant sterols (which may reduce 
cholesterol absorption) must include statements indicating that:  

 When consuming the product, it should be consumed as part of a healthy diet 

 The product may not be suitable for children under the age of five years and 
pregnant or lactating women, and  

 Plant sterols do not provide additional benefits when consumed in excess of 
three grams per day. 

 Aspartame – labels on food containing the intense sweetener aspartame must indicate 
the food contains phenylalanine (which can affect people with the rare genetic disorder 
phenylketonuria). 

 Guarana or extracts of guarana – labels on food containing guarana or extracts of 
guarana (which is a natural source of caffeine) must indicate that the food contains 
caffeine. 

 Caffeine – labels on kola beverages containing added caffeine must indicate that they 
contain caffeine. 

 

The actual wording used in an advisory statement is not prescribed – food suppliers can use 

their own wording as long as it meets the intended effect. This differs to warning statements 

(required when people may be unaware of a severe health risk posed by a food or an 

ingredient), which must use prescribed wording. 

 

                                                

149
 Effective 1 March 2016, the Code was revised and the advisory statement for milk, or an analogue beverage 
made from soy, that contains no more than 2.5% m/m fat should now indicate the product is not suitable as a 
complete milk replacement for children under 2 years. 

http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/consumer/whatsin/caffeine/pages/default.aspx
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Appendix 6 Additional output tables 

A6.1 General labelling use and trust 

L1AA. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement? Generally speaking, I trust the information on food labels. 

 Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years and 
older 

 

Strongly Disagree 0 

Somewhat Disagree 1 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 2 

Somewhat Agree 3 

Strongly Agree 4 

Percentages 

3.63 

11.17 

15.60 

57.12 

12.47 

Percentages 

2.42 

15.86 

14.32 

57.87 

9.53 

Percentages 

3.07 

15.67 

15.51 

56.05 

9.69 

Percentages 

2.92 

12.17 

12.75 

59.51 

12.64 

Percentages 

0.85 

9.34 

13.61 

63.49 

12.72 

Percentages 

3.82 

15.18 

15.38 

54.35 

11.27 

Percentages 

3.69 

13.98 

15.04 

55.57 

11.72 

Percentages 

2.61 

14.83 

15.98 

58.18 

8.40 

 

L3. Most packaged food is required to provide standardised nutrition information on the package. How interested are you in this nutrition 
information? 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years and 
older 

 

Not at all Interested 0 

1 

2 

3 

Very Interested 4 

Percentages 

4.21 

6.72 

18.76 

38.11 

32.20 

Percentages 

1.58 

3.88 

15.63 

29.52 

49.39 

Percentages 

4.20 

4.90 

18.61 

32.10 

40.20 

Percentages 

2.87 

4.64 

13.44 

37.08 

41.97 

Percentages 

2.84 

8.07 

23.49 

32.46 

33.14 

Percentages 

3.20 

5.26 

12.42 

37.86 

41.26 

Percentages 

2.89 

4.57 

14.62 

35.51 

42.41 

Percentages 

1.37 

2.67 

15.41 

31.44 

49.11 
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A6.2 Use of label elements 

A6.2.1 Use of the nutrition information panel 

L5A1. Do you usually look at the Nutrition Information Panel when you’re thinking about buying food products for the first time? 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years and 
older 

 

0 No 

1 Yes 

3 Don’t know 

Percentages 

32.09 

65.80 

2.11 

Percentages 

20.74 

75.90 

3.36 

Percentages 

27.59 

68.76 

3.65 

Percentages 

23.04 

75.36 

1.59 

Percentages 

33.55 

63.82 

2.63 

Percentages 

27.60 

71.42 

0.98 

Percentages 

21.93 

74.66 

3.40 

Percentages 

20.46 

76.41 

3.14 
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L5A. Which of the following information in the Nutrition Information Panel do you look for when you’re thinking about buying food products for 
the first time? (% look for) 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 
years 

45-59 
years 

60 years 
and older 

1. Amount of fat 39.36 45.18 40.35 45.57 32.92 38.86 46.67 51.38 

2. Amount of saturated fat 33.56 41.43 34.87 42.47 30.26 35.09 37.45 46.12 

3. Amount of trans fat 29.35 31.20 26.92 35.32 21.80 27.70 33.06 38.41 

4. Amount of sugar 55.60 66.71 58.70 65.48 53.97 63.03 62.15 67.59 

5. Amount of carbohydrates 19.98 27.17 23.79 25.82 20.69 26.68 24.01 22.40 

6. Amount of fibre 13.93 13.60 12.50 16.01 10.77 12.60 15.87 15.10 

7. Amount of protein 15.46 16.94 13.16 18.92 19.98 18.25 14.65 13.43 

8. Amount of sodium 32.62 41.03 37.24 38.85 21.33 30.49 41.42 53.44 

9. Vitamins and/or minerals 12.55 10.67 11.86 12.52 11.83 10.52 13.75 11.21 

10. Calories/kilojoules/energy 24.64 37.27 29.37 34.87 31.18 30.95 32.32 33.39 

11. %RDI (% recommended dietary intake) 13.99 12.73 12.34 16.49 16.37 17.41 12.86 8.87 

12. %DI (% daily intake) 12.39 9.98 10.66 12.03 16.42 12.43 11.02 6.30 

13. Serving size 18.45 26.85 21.20 26.67 29.11 23.52 21.11 17.51 

14. Amount of nutrients per 100g 13.18 13.41 11.91 14.43 16.09 12.83 13.13 11.00 

15. Amount of nutrients per serving 8.46 9.59 8.39 10.33 9.00 9.81 8.47 7.23 

98. Just the Nutrition Information Panel in 
general  

2.00 1.97 1.88 2.31 3.12 2.17 2.59 1.23 
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A6.2.2 Use of the ingredient list 

L5B1. Do you usually look at the ingredients list when you’re thinking about buying food products for the first time? 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years and 
older 

 

0 No 

1 Yes 

3 Don’t know 

Percentages 

32.07 

64.93 

3.01 

Percentages 

19.69 

77.22 

3.09 

Percentages 

27.18 

69.37 

3.45 

Percentages 

23.16 

73.69 

3.15 

Percentages 

31.04 

65.10 

3.86 

Percentages 

27.42 

70.59 

1.99 

Percentages 

23.06 

74.40 

2.54 

Percentages 

17.18 

79.53 

3.29 

 

L5B. Which of the following information in the ingredients list do you look for when you’re thinking about buying food products for the first 
time? (% look for) 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 
years 

45-59 years 60 years 
and older 

1. Additives (e.g. colours, preservatives, e-numbers 
etc.) 

33.68 47.01 39.60 41.74 32.14 40.83 46.98 43.45 

2. Types of sugars added 36.84 47.63 41.82 44.31 33.53 38.64 44.26 48.86 

3. Types of fats or oils added 30.64 39.89 33.93 35.54 20.46 31.04 39.97 47.55 

4. Specific ingredients that may cause allergic 
reactions 

16.02 18.06 17.13 16.62 20.94 18.69 16.11 13.46 

5. Specific ingredients that you want to avoid 32.35 41.53 38.30 40.28 39.71 41.23 34.44 35.18 

6. Ingredients that you specifically want included in 
the food product 

14.97 17.05 14.34 21.41 13.31 15.33 17.25 18.05 

98. Just the ingredients list in general  8.13 8.49 8.37 6.48 7.72 7.85 7.38 12.81 
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A6.2.3 Use of food safety information 

L5C. Do you usually look for any of the following information on the label, pack or container when thinking about buying food products for the 
first time? (% look for) 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 
years 

60 years 
and older 

1. Best before date 70.48 69.29 67.44 71.19 68.52 68.14 70.60 71.00 

2. Use by date 75.61 75.16 74.33 78.49 73.38 71.91 77.14 76.38 

3. Storage instructions 37.82 35.18 34.32 38.08 32.07 32.30 37.71 41.52 

4. Cooking, preparation or use instructions 52.96 57.03 54.80 55.31 54.37 50.78 55.98 62.13 

5. Warning and advisory statements, for example 
‘Product contains phenylalanine’, ‘Product contains 
caffeine’ etc. 

26.68 31.62 28.35 30.19 26.87 29.38 32.45 28.93 

6. Statements to advise that the food may cause 
allergic reactions, for example ‘Product contains 
egg’, ‘Product contains milk’ etc. 

18.99 20.09 20.92 16.64 19.52 19.92 21.30 17.78 

99. No – I don’t usually look for any of this type of 
information 

7.68 6.26 8.54 4.68 7.64 8.86 6.05 5.91 

 

A6.2.4 Use of nutrition content and health claims and front-of-pack nutrition information 

L5D. Do you usually look at the label, pack or container for any of the following claims about the food product when you’re thinking about 
buying food products for the first time? (% look for) 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 
years 

60 years 
and older 

1. Claims about the health benefit of a food, such 
as ‘calcium is good for healthy bones’ 

16.16 15.02 17.02 13.15 16.13 14.69 16.78 14.92 

2. Claims about the nutrient content of a food, such 
as ‘low fat’ or ‘high in fibre’ 

31.01 38.15 34.08 33.28 31.45 27.70 37.44 42.82 
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L5D. Do you usually look at the label, pack or container for any of the following claims about the food product when you’re thinking about 
buying food products for the first time? (% look for) 

3. Health Star Rating (HSR) 28.97 30.51 30.62 27.29 29.75 29.66 28.62 31.48 

4. Daily Intake Guide 41.02 41.40 44.17 40.77 43.32 43.88 40.18 41.65 

99. No – I don’t usually look for claims about food 
products 

38.40 34.10 36.96 36.88 35.88 37.14 34.13 34.36 

 

 

 

 

A6.2.5 Use of food manufacturing and processing information 

L5E. Do you usually look at the label, pack or container for any of the following information when you’re thinking about buying food products 
for the first time? (% look for) 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 
years 

60 years 
and older 

1. Whether the food or ingredients are Genetically 
Modified or ‘GM free’ 

24.43 35.77 31.28 27.84 23.82 28.08 37.87 32.46 

2. Whether the food or ingredients were irradiated 10.49 14.34 13.27 11.90 8.59 11.55 15.82 12.14 

3. Whether the food is organic 19.61 25.11 20.37 23.95 18.84 23.63 27.57 19.70 

4. Animal welfare labelling, for example ‘free range’ 
‘dolphin friendly’ etc. 

35.29 52.02 39.60 47.88 50.53 45.17 44.46 40.34 

5. Country of origin (e.g. [Made in Australia/Made in 
New Zealand]) 

77.03 81.09 78.35 82.32 67.94 71.66 83.34 91.75 

6. The manufacturer 41.00 34.98 37.11 40.95 32.12 38.40 40.36 37.88 

7. The brand 55.06 51.07 52.45 51.80 53.78 53.09 50.54 49.97 
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L5E. Do you usually look at the label, pack or container for any of the following information when you’re thinking about buying food products 
for the first time? (% look for) 

99. No – I don’t usually look for information about 
how or where the food was produced or who 
produced it 

9.66 6.99 9.44 6.21 10.69 10.65 7.83 4.76 
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A6.3. Subjective trust and understanding of advisory statements 

A6.3.1. Low-fat milk 

A1. In relation to low-fat milk, which of the following best applies to your household? 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years and 
older 

 

1 We usually have low-fat milk… 

2 We used to have low-fat milk… 

3 We have never had low-fat 
milk… 

4 We sometimes have low-fat 
milk… 

Percentages 

43.92 

13.90 

26.99 

15.18 

Percentages 

48.29 

16.03 

20.36 

15.33 

Percentages 

42.44 

14.31 

25.94 

17.32 

Percentages 

50.13 

15.58 

22.21 

12.08 

Percentages 

35.29 

12.93 

34.64 

17.14 

Percentages 

35.56 

18.66 

25.84 

19.94 

Percentages 

48.40 

15.68 

21.74 

14.18 

Percentages 

63.91 

16.12 

8.89 

11.08 
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A2.1 to A2.4 Understanding, believability, relevance, trust for advisory statement on low-fat milk. 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years and 
older 

 

I don’t understand it at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

I understand it completely 4 

Percentages 

2 

3 

7 

26 

61 

Percentages 

0 

3 

5 

22 

71 

Percentages 

1 

3 

8 

18 

69 

Percentages 

1 

2 

5 

30 

62 

Percentages 

2 

4 

9 

19 

67 

Percentages 

1 

2 

4 

30 

63 

Percentages 

1 

2 

4 

21 

71 

Percentages 

2 

2 

8 

20 

68 

 

Not at all believable 0 

1 

2 

3 

Very believable 4 

Percentages 

1 

2 

13 

32 

53 

Percentages 

0 

3 

11 

27 

58 

Percentages 

1 

3 

14 

26 

56 

Percentages 

0 

3 

10 

30 

57 

Percentages 

0 

6 

10 

33 

51 

Percentages 

0 

1 

17 

27 

56 

Percentages 

1 

3 

8 

30 

58 

Percentages 

1 

4 

9 

27 

59 

 

Not personally relevant at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

Very personally relevant 4 

Percentages 

60 

12 

8 

9 

12 

Percentages 

58 

9 

13 

7 

12 

Percentages 

60 

9 

10 

8 

13 

Percentages 

60 

13 

11 

8 

8 

Percentages 

54 

16 

15 

5 

10 

Percentages 

51 

11 

11 

9 

18 

Percentages 

69 

10 

8 

9 

5 

Percentages 

64 

8 

9 

9 

10 

 

I do not trust it at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

I trust it completely 4 

Percentages 

2 

4 

14 

39 

42 

Percentages 

2 

2 

19 

32 

45 

Percentages 

2 

3 

18 

32 

45 

Percentages 

1 

4 

14 

37 

43 

Percentages 

5 

1 

16 

38 

41 

Percentages 

0 

3 

19 

32 

45 

Percentages 

1 

3 

12 

41 

43 

Percentages 

2 

5 

15 

33 

45 
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A6.3.2 Phytosterol-enriched spread 

A4. In relation to margarine or similar spreads that contain added plant sterols to lower cholesterol, which of the following best applies to your 
household? 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years and 
older 

 

1 We usually have margarine… 

2 We used to have margarine… 

3 We have never had margarine… 

4 We sometimes have 
margarine… 

Percentages 

15.00 

12.16 

52.84 

20.00 

Percentages 

15.36 

12.13 

53.86 

18.66 

Percentages 

14.14 

10.73 

56.12 

19.01 

Percentages 

16.67 

10.08 

54.09 

19.16 

Percentages 

13.19 

10.65 

43.25 

32.91 

Percentages 

9.51 

7.99 

61.95 

20.54 

Percentages 

11.91 

12.26 

56.57 

19.25 

Percentages 

27.04 

17.31 

43.80 

11.85 
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A5.1 to A5.4 Understanding, believability, relevance, trust for advisory statement on low-fat milk. 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years and 
older 

 

I don’t understand it at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

I understand it completely 4 

Percentages 

5 

8 

16 

27 

34 

Percentages 

3 

8 

16 

36 

37 

Percentages 

4 

8 

18 

38 

32 

Percentages 

3 

9 

12 

39 

38 

Percentages 

1 

3 

17 

30 

49 

Percentages 

2 

12 

14 

36 

36 

Percentages 

5 

6 

15 

44 

30 

Percentages 

5 

12 

15 

40 

29 

 

Not at all believable 0 

1 

2 

3 

Very believable 4 

Percentages 

7 

13 

35 

35 

9 

Percentages 

6 

13 

38 

32 

10 

Percentages 

7 

13 

38 

35 

7 

Percentages 

6 

16 

34 

32 

13 

Percentages 

3 

7 

30 

48 

11 

Percentages 

7 

14 

37 

33 

10 

Percentages 

6 

13 

41 

30 

10 

Percentages 

7 

15 

38 

34 

7 

 

Not personally relevant at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

Very personally relevant 4 

Percentages 

30 

22 

20 

17 

12 

Percentages 

38 

23 

20 

12 

8 

Percentages 

36 

26 

18 

11 

10 

Percentages 

33 

19 

23 

16 

9 

Percentages 

28 

26 

24 

8 

14 

Percentages 

32 

26 

16 

16 

10 

Percentages 

35 

19 

23 

15 

8 

Percentages 

34 

18 

20 

19 

9 

 

I do not trust it at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

I trust it completely 4 

Percentages 

9 

17 

34 

35 

5 

Percentages 

10 

16 

39 

29 

7 

Percentages 

8 

18 

37 

32 

5 

Percentages 

12 

14 

35 

32 

7 

Percentages 

3 

10 

38 

43 

7 

Percentages 

10 

18 

34 

34 

5 

Percentages 

10 

15 

38 

29 

8 

Percentages 

10 

18 

37 

30 

4 
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A6.4 Objective understanding of advisory statements 

A6.4.1 Low-fat milk 

A3. Looking at the statement ... Which of the following match what this advisory statement means to you? (% agree statement matches) 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 
years 

45-59 years 60 years 
and older 

1. Do not let children under two years of age drink 
this milk 

22.67 15.55 23.05 14.02 22.80 16.42 13.99 17.49 

2. Children under two years of age can occasionally 
drink this milk so long as it is not the main milk they 
drink 

58.22 67.22 57.27 71.22 59.34 65.44 67.41 63.93 

3. Do not let children under two years of age eat 
any food made with this milk 

10.66 5.36 9.18 5.36 5.28 7.21 6.04 7.90 

4. Children under two years of age can eat food 
made with this milk 

29.36 27.08 24.99 29.97 26.33 30.85 31.61 25.01 

6. Children under 2 years of age can occasionally 
eat food made from this milk so long as it is not the 
main type of milk used to make foods 

34.86 43.96 36.27 43.33 38.10 31.44 44.63 46.48 

5. Don’t know 2.23 2.33 2.04 1.85 3.81 1.94 0.99 3.31 

9. None of these 5.45 2.02 3.50 1.89 3.89 6.81 1.63 1.50 
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A6.4.2 Phytosterol-enriched spread 

A6. Which of the following match what this advisory statement means to you? (% agree statement matches) 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 
years 

45-59 years 60 years 
and older 

1. Do not let children under five years of age eat 
this spread 

23.14 24.38 23.19 25.61 23.02 25.18 22.05 26.92 

2. Do not eat this spread if you are pregnant or 
breastfeeding 

28.86 27.62 28.54 28.19 22.70 27.79 27.74 34.61 

3. Children under five years of age can eat this 
spread but are advised not to 

47.48 47.94 42.63 52.27 44.97 48.02 48.90 45.39 

4. If you are pregnant or breast feeding, you can 
eat this spread but are advised not to 

45.09 46.55 40.58 49.89 46.47 49.21 46.05 38.06 

5. Other than children under five years of age and 
pregnant or breastfeeding women, this spread can 
be eaten by anyone 

52.56 52.75 52.11 56.18 39.53 49.24 57.37 60.47 

6. Other than children under five years of age and 
pregnant or breastfeeding women, this spread 
should be eaten by anyone instead of one without 
added plant sterols 

17.89 18.03 17.90 18.39 19.85 14.38 16.99 22.97 

7. Eating more than 25 g of this spread a day is 
harmful to health 

4.72 7.89 6.56 4.53 5.60 7.82 3.97 5.85 

8. Eating more than 25 g of this spread a day will 
not provide more health benefits compared with 
eating 25 g of this spread a day 

68.12 65.20 66.69 68.32 71.33 66.81 66.39 65.59 

9. Don’t know 3.78 4.84 5.52 2.42 4.60 2.47 2.79 6.10 

10. None of these 6.01 4.07 6.44 4.22 4.18 3.74 3.39 5.24 
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A6.5 Trust and understanding of the NIP 

C2.1 to C2.4 Understanding, believability, relevance, trust for the NIP. 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years 
and older 

 

I don’t understand it at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

I understand it completely 4 

Percentages 

3 

6 

25 

43 

23 

Percentages 

2 

7 

23 

45 

24 

Percentages 

4 

8 

27 

40 

21 

Percentages 

1 

5 

18 

49 

27 

Percentages 

2 

5 

25 

41 

27 

Percentages 

2 

6 

22 

46 

24 

Percentages 

3 

6 

27 

42 

22 

Percentages 

2 

8 

23 

46 

21 

 

Not at all believable 0 

1 

2 

3 

Very believable 4 

Percentages 

3 

8 

29 

43 

17 

Percentages 

2 

8 

30 

41 

19 

Percentages 

3 

10 

33 

38 

16 

Percentages 

1 

6 

26 

45 

22 

Percentages 

1 

6 

29 

39 

26 

Percentages 

1 

9 

28 

42 

21 

Percentages 

3 

9 

26 

44 

18 

Percentages 

2 

8 

32 

47 

10 

 

Not personally relevant at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

Very personally relevant 4 

Percentages 

8 

14 

21 

38 

19 

Percentages 

4 

8 

22 

38 

27 

Percentages 

8 

13 

23 

33 

23 

Percentages 

4 

9 

18 

44 

25 

Percentages 

8 

17 

22 

34 

19 

Percentages 

4 

11 

23 

39 

24 

Percentages 

6 

7 

23 

37 

26 

Percentages 

4 

10 

21 

42 

23 

 

I do not trust it at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

I trust it completely 4 

Percentages 

3 

11 

27 

45 

15 

Percentages 

2 

8 

28 

45 

16 

Percentages 

4 

10 

29 

42 

14 

Percentages 

1 

8 

26 

48 

17 

Percentages 

1 

7 

28 

45 

19 

Percentages 

2 

9 

28 

44 

18 

Percentages 

4 

10 

24 

46 

16 

Percentages 

3 

11 

31 

46 

9 
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A6.6 Trust and understanding of the ingredient list 

D2.1 to D2.4 Understanding, believability, relevance, trust for the ingredient list. 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years 
and older 

 

I don’t understand it at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

I understand it completely 4 

Percentages 

3 

11 

32 

43 

11 

Percentages 

1 

8 

36 

46 

9 

Percentages 

3 

10 

35 

40 

12 

Percentages 

1 

8 

33 

48 

10 

Percentages 

3 

10 

29 

43 

16 

Percentages 

1 

11 

36 

44 

8 

Percentages 

2 

11 

33 

44 

10 

Percentages 

2 

8 

37 

45 

8 

 

Not at all believable 0 

1 

2 

3 

Very believable 4 

Percentages 

2 

11 

31 

44 

13 

Percentages 

2 

7 

36 

42 

13 

Percentages 

2 

10 

34 

41 

13 

Percentages 

1 

7 

30 

49 

13 

Percentages 

1 

10 

28 

42 

19 

Percentages 

0 

8 

36 

43 

12 

Percentages 

4 

9 

32 

43 

13 

Percentages 

1 

11 

37 

43 

8 

 

Not personally relevant at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

Very personally relevant 4 

Percentages 

5 

10 

26 

39 

20 

Percentages 

2 

6 

23 

36 

32 

Percentages 

5 

10 

26 

33 

27 

Percentages 

2 

7 

24 

41 

27 

Percentages 

6 

9 

26 

34 

25 

Percentages 

2 

7 

26 

39 

25 

Percentages 

3 

7 

22 

38 

30 

Percentages 

3 

8 

23 

42 

24 

 

I do not trust it at all 0 

1 

2 

3 

I trust it completely 4 

Percentages 

2 

10 

30 

46 

11 

Percentages 

2 

8 

35 

43 

12 

Percentages 

3 

10 

33 

42 

11 

Percentages 

1 

7 

29 

50 

12 

Percentages 

1 

9 

32 

43 

15 

Percentages 

2 

9 

32 

44 

13 

Percentages 

4 

9 

32 

44 

12 

Percentages 

2 

11 

33 

47 

7 
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A6.7 Product variant selection results from the three trials 

E1, E9, C3, C5. Selection of healthiest product. 

 

 

Sex SES Age 

Male Female Low High 15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60 years 
and older 

E1. 

1 Selected 500g 

2 Selected 520g 

3 Selected equal 

Percentages 

29.01 

47.06 

23.93 

Percentages 

31.74 

46.68 

21.58 

Percentages 

34.16 

40.25 

25.59 

Percentages 

26.63 

52.68 

20.69 

Percentages 

28.33 

50.98 

20.69 

Percentages 

25.08 

55.35 

19.57 

Percentages 

33.24 

47.90 

18.86 

Percentages 

33.40 

36.54 

30.06 

E9. 

1 Selected 330g 

2 Selected 186 

3 Selected equal 

Percentages 

47.46 

34.60 

17.93 

Percentages 

42.83 

43.16 

14.00 

Percentages 

39.23 

42.49 

18.28 

Percentages 

52.67 

34.34 

13.00 

Percentages 

49.53 

38.87 

11.60 

Percentages 

50.99 

33.02 

15.99 

Percentages 

45.20 

41.76 

13.04 

Percentages 

38.82 

43.01 

18.17 

C3. 

1 Selected 480g 

2 Selected 650g 

3 Selected equal 

Percentages 

71.07 

12.62 

16.31 

Percentages 

78.71 

11.34 

9.95 

Percentages 

70.94 

14.66 

14.40 

Percentages 

79.28 

11.15 

9.58 

Percentages 

73.70 

13.40 

12.90 

Percentages 

77.21 

10.58 

12.21 

Percentages 

78.38 

12.19 

9.44 

Percentages 

72.42 

12.27 

15.31 

C5. 

1 Selected 480g 

2 Selected 650g 

3 Selected equal 

Percentages 

34.24 

47.97 

17.79 

Percentages 

33.99 

54.44 

11.56 

Percentages 

32.93 

49.19 

17.88 

Percentages 

32.85 

54.98 

12.17 

Percentages 

32.79 

52.17 

15.05 

Percentages 

34.23 

54.54 

11.23 

Percentages 

27.84 

58.47 

13.69 

Percentages 

33.69 

48.36 

17.95 

 


