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Supplementary Table S1: Keywords Included in the Search

Type of Study and  valu* OR intention* OR behav* OR purchas* OR WTP OR

Outcome willingness to pay OR willingness to buy OR ITP OR buy OR
pref*OR economic OR reject* OR consumer OR demand OR
choice

AND
Animal Type farm animal OR production animal
AND

Animal Welfare animal welfare OR health OR disease OR welfare OR production

disease
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Supplementary Figure S1: Cumulative Forest Plot by Date of Publication
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Supplementary Table S2: Results of the Subgroup Analysis.

No. No. 12 Effect size (95% CII) Regtest (z value) Ranktest (Kendalls Tau) Funnel | Vevea & Hedges
measures | studies plot model
Animal type!
Beef cow 24 7 99.84 1.2022 (0.7294, 1.6750) 0.7436, p = 0.4571 0.1888, p = 0.2106 Yes p <0.001%**
Pig 90 13 98.33 0.2843 (0.1936, 0.3750) 2.4579, p = 0.014** 0.1680, p = 0.0239** Yes
Layer hen 47 10 99.88 0.7823 (0.3594, 1.2053) 1.1088, p = 0.2675 0.2551, p = 0.0163** Yes
Broiler chicken 26 8 97.92 0.4024 (0.2653, 0.5394) 4.1308, p < 0.0001*** 0.5364, p = 0.0002*** Yes
Mixed 6 2 94.78 0.6547 (0.4206, 0.8888) -0.0606, p =0.9516 0.0667, p =1.0000 Yes
Dairy cow 27 7 99.53 1.1176 (0.7776, 1.4575) 2.8086, p—0.005*** 0.3395, p=0.0177 Yes
Fish 6 3 99.29 0.3712 (-0.0073, 0.7497) -0.4668, p = 0.6406 -0.0861, p =0.8216 Yes
Population
Citizens 187 26 99.65 0.5122 (0.3810, 0.6435) 3.7755, p = 0.0002*** 0.2845, p < 0.0001*** Yes p <0.001***
Consumers 40 11 99.79 1.1796 (0.8287, 1.5304) 1.6097, p = 0.1075 0.1634, p = 0.1545 Yes
Region
UK 27 97.07 0.6479 (0.5113, 0.7845) 1.9722, p = 0.0486** 0.2357, p = 0.3920 Yes p <0.001***
Northern Europe 76 97.84 0.1060 (0.0376, 0.1744) —2.8201, p = 0.0048*** -0.1551, p = 0.0655 No
Western Europe 7 94.66 1.0741 (0.7720, 1.3763) 2.0213, p = 0.4320*** 0.3504, p =0.2820 Yes
North America 90 16 99.74 0.7515 (0.5026, 1.0004) 1.0488, p =0.2943 0.2296, p = 0.0019** Yes
Southern Europe 23 6 99.73 1.4329 (0.9577, 1.9082) 2.3457, p = 0.0190** 0.2967, p = 0.0596* Yes
Use of a cheap talk script
Script used 83 9 99.39 0.3595 (0.2259, 0.4932) 1.4715, p=0.1412 0.2359, p = 0.0027** No p <0.001***
Script not used 113 20 99.79 0.6758 (0.4600, 0.8916) 1.9413, p = 0.0522 0.2083, p = 0.0015** Yes
Script not needed 31 8 98.72 1.1935 (0.9077, 1.4793) 0.3713, p=0.7104 0.0334, p=0.7974 No
Willingness to pay method
Revealed preference 31 8 98.72 1.1935 (0.9077, 1.4793) 0.3713, p=0.7104 0.0334, p=0.7974 No p <0.001***
Stated preference 196 29 99.73 0.5416 (0.4035, 0.6796) 2.7402, p = 0.0061** 0.2563, p < 0.0001*** Yes

! Calves and Asia not included in the analysis due to their only being one study for each respective subgroup analysis




