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Table S1. Chicken welfare composite scores between groups (M: mean, SD: Standard Deviation). 

Response options ranged from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high).  

Item 

Chicken 

Husbandry/Welfare 

Self-Rated 

Knowledge 

Australian Meat 

Chicken Practices 

Self-Rated 

Knowledge 

Natural 

Living 
Protection 

General 

Welfare 

Pre-chat        

Total 
M 3.26 3.39 4.70 4.25 2.12 

SD 0.99 0.92 0.66 0.66 1.10 

Industry 
M 4.67 4.67 3.44 4.60 4.11 

SD 0.58 0.58 0.77 0.35 1.02 

Animal advocacy 
M 3.13 3.25 4.88 4.08 1.88 

SD 0.84 0.89 0.35 0.87 0.75 

General public 
M 2.87 3.00 5.00 4.30 1.63 

SD 0.84 0.58 0.00 0.49 0.45 

Post-chat        

Total 
M 3.68 3.72 4.61 4.42 2.16 

SD 0.82 0.83 0.71 0.75 1.19 

Industry 
M 5.00 5.00 3.67 4.67 4.11 

SD 0.00 0.00 0.88 0.31 1.02 

Animal advocacy 
M 3.63 3.50 4.71 4.33 1.96 

SD 0.52 0.76 0.70 1.03 1.00 

General public 
M 3.25 3.43 4.88 4.43 1.63 

SD 0.71 0.54 0.35 0.57 0.58 

Effect of time  

(df = 1,16) 

λ 0.77 * 0.70 * 1.00 0.87 0.99 

F 4.69 * 6.58 * 0.07 2.31 0.13 

Effect of group  

(df = 2,16) 
F 9.69 ** 7.51 ** 10.09 ** 0.42 12.52 ** 

* Effect is significant at p < 0.05; ** Effect is significant at p < 0.01. 
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