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Overview 

• Approach 

• Literature Review   

• Summary findings 

– Interviews 

– Graphs 

– Workshops 

– Māori fieldwork 



Project Aims 

• Engaging government, science, business and community 

stakeholders in sustainable decision-making on future food 

technologies to improve New Zealand’s economic and technological 

development. 

 

 

Issues mapping interviews + Workshops (+ literature etc) 

  

   Social/market intelligence         

 

Strategy 
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Methods 

• Recruitment  

• From project stakeholder contact list (Industry, 

Government, Science, Community) 

• Auckland, Wellington (Māori), Christchurch  

 

• Two points of engagement 

One in-depth interview N=39 (October 2011) 

 

One half day workshop (December 2011) 

 ChCh (N=7), Well (N=8), Auck (N=10)   

 

• Plus triangulated with NZ literature review 



Who we approached for interviews? 

• Community 

– Public health/nutrition organisations, organised 

interest groups, academics, community researchers, 

food writers … 

• Government 

– MAF, NZTE, TPK, ERMA, FSANZ, NZFSA, MfE ...  

• Science 

– Universities & CRI’s … 

• Industry 

– Range of NZ industry (incl Nestle, Fonterra, 

Sanitarium + small food technology businesses) ... 

 



Sample: Stakeholder groups 

   

 Christchurch 

 (N=13) 

Wellington 

(N=13) 

Auckland 

(N=13) 

Total 

(n=39) 

Community 3 4 4 11 

Government 3 2 2 7 

Industry 3 3 5 11 

Science 4 4 2 10 

 

All Māori 



•  Just over 1/3 (16 of 39) of participants identified as Māori  

Sample: Gender & Ethnicity 



Methods (Interviews) 

• Took approximately 1 ¼ hours each interview 

• Several structured activities: 

– Warm up questions asking about food trends, observations of societal 

responses to new foods, perceptions of what foods were beneficial and 

what foods were risky, what foods NZ should avoid producing 

altogether, and issues for NZ to think about when considering 

investment in new technologies. 

– Technology Sort exercise to rank different technology examples within 

nanotech, biotech, functional foods and sustainable agriculture, and 

then a general sort across these four categories.   

– Issues Mapping exercise to rank ten different value statements 

according to which lay at the ‘heart of the matter’ for them.   

– Questions from scientists to non-scientists and vice versa which 

were utilised in the workshop 



Findings: Food trends 

• Was - Typically ‘Meat & 3 vege’ 

 

• Now - Broadening of the New Zealand 

palate, more diversity and variety of 

foods, functional foods with added 

nutritional benefits, as well as a rise of 

fast or convenience foods. 



Food trends 

• “Ready packaged, food assembly rather than food from scratch. 

Ethnics foods becoming the norm. Kiwi meal doesn't exist anymore”. 

(Au ind) 

 

• “Processing – the foods that really aren’t foods because they’re very 

divorced from perhaps what they once were. It’s that kind of stretch 

between where they’ve grown to where they’ve been put on the 

table”. (We comm) 

 

• “More variety, freshness is a big deal. Organic section now, but I 

don't buy into it, expensive. Exotics available in bulk now, year 

round strawberries, seasons here lengthened - globalisation, 

storage. Raising of consumer awareness about food, fair trade, 

effects of consumption etc”. (Au sci) 

 

 



Two different trajectories 

(processed/convenience vs natural) 

• “Convenience, quick things to grab, more convenience 

styled foods, magic food pills. Would like to see us going 

back to basics but things are getting more complicated”. 

(Au comm) 

• “Convenience foods but likely to see a move back to 

fresh foods. Dichotomy between real convenience and 

fresh foods”. (Ch sci) 

 



Risky foods?  

 • Processed foods safer than raw from food safety 

perspective (ie. bean spouts and e-coli, shellfish, 

chicken) 

• Imported foods with less robust quality assurance  

 

• “I wouldn’t go near GM foods, I don’t understand the 

technology and also don’t believe we should be fiddling 

with genes in a lab. I’m not opposed to hybridization 

where it’s done in the greenhouse”. (Wel sci) 

 



Risky foods? 

• “All new foods as it makes it too 

complicated and expensive. Basic fresh, 

frozen, whole food. If back to what 

Grandma ate, we wouldn't have so many 

health issues. New foods are muddying the 

waters, confusing and encourage people to 

spend their money on fancy products. 

Toxicity, some may be exceeding daily 

limits. People become hyper aware, self 

diagnosis and cutting out beneficial food 

groups.  So much choice, paralysed by 

choice and it's too complicated”. (Au com) 

 



Risky foods? 

• “All the white processed foods such as flour, sugar, salt, 

rice, those four things are just simply deadly for 

everyone and appear to be more deadly for Maori and 

Pacific Island communities”. (We com)  



Beneficial foods? 

• Natural, fresh fruit & 

vegetables, food production 

that supports health and 

social relationships 

 

• “Fresh from the marae is the only 

way. Once again we want to lead 

by example and that one day when 

our children become adults they 

will have a garden as well”.  

 (Wel com) 

 



Beneficial foods? 

• Some support for functional 

foods, but also concerns 

about ethics, accessibility, 

necessity etc … 

 

• “Innovative combinations and 

preservation of 'real' foods. Not 

necessarily in purest state, but 

real foods in a convenient way, 

whilst maintaining their integrity 

and nutritional value”. (Au ind) 

 



Dilemmas for food safety 

• “It’s ironic that there is more push to fresh. 

But consumers don't accept temperature 

or microbial control and the need to look 

after fresh food better. Demand for less 

processing, less preservatives, so more 

pressure on food safety”. (Au ind) 

 

• “Less risk with processed stuff. Apples 

looking the same, no more warty bruised 

apples, reassurance of uniformity even 

though behind the scenes spraying and 

covering. Illusion as a shopper that this is 

better than rummaging in bins to find nice 

ones”. (Au sci) 

 



What should be taken into account when 

developing new food products? 

 
• All felt ethics and ‘do no harm’ were 

important - human & environmental 

safety, animal welfare, issues of 

necessity and questions of control, 

wastage and packaging, consumer 

choice, labelling, trust etc … 

• Strong LOHAS (Lifestyles of Health and 

Sustainability) value sets shared most 

heavily by industry, community and 

Māori, although more dimensions than 

this terms suggests. 



Taking into account … (shadow of GE) 

• “Food safety issues, shelf life, storage life, stability 

testing, some products use models not testing. Not just 

microbial, but colour and aesthetics too … GM has its 

place, but be careful. NZ wants to be seen as clever and 

smart but not create things with medusa heads. Smart, 

quick, on the ball but be careful how we change life. 

Stem cell is great opportunity.  But gold kiwifruit 

susceptible to PSA. Don't go way beyond what nature 

intended and intergenerational effects. This sort of thing 

effects our image so be careful”. (Au ind) 



Taking into account … 

• “Use better words e.g. GE was not a good use of words. 

With ‘nano’ people just think it is small, so it’s okay. The 

science community don’t take enough cognisance of words 

that sound awful. What is the image you are trying to 

portray? It’s not just technical”. (Ch ind) 

 

• But GE opposition is not just about use of words, or 

something that word-games, spin or marketing can resolve.   

• Opposition to GE sits upon a cluster of deeply held values 

underpinned by risk aversion, environmental safety and 

sanctity, and concerns of human health impacts. 

 



What are the issues that New 

Zealand should be thinking about as 

a country when we invest in future 

food technologies?  

• Nearly all respondents referred to the 

importance of New Zealand’s image and brand.   

 



Issues for NZ ? 

• “Be wary of the image we have, are seen as clean and 

green even if we may not be. Lots of our food, beverage, 

tourism industries depend on this. The more we can stick 

to our guns and not tarnish the reputation. Bear that in 

mind and not slip products through”. (Au gov) 

 

 

 



Issues for NZ ? 

• “Health of its own people and countries we will export to. 

For elite end of market the technologies have to be 

acceptable, e.g. if they don't want GE then it is silly to do 

that”. (Ch sci) 

 

• “Whole of society. Tax $$ funds research, e.g. GM 

technologies - need to consult with people rather than 

industry/scientist living in bubble and developing 

products without consumer views”. (Ch sci) 

 

• “Need to be aware of what our export markets think 

about food”. (Ch sci) 

 



Issues for NZ? 
 

• “We need to invest in what is unique in 

Aotearoa, invest in organics not follow 

patterns of international wealthy 

countries such as USA and Europe.   We 

need to develop technologies to feed our 

own rather than giving it away for 

processing if the price isn’t right. What 

about the overall impact on health e.g. 

rheumatic fever – artificial foods from 

overseas that our children eat? Food 

needs to be affordable, our children are 

going to kura with no money, no kai or 

lots of the bad kai”. (Well gov) 

 



What types of food technology NZ should 

avoid producing altogether? 

 
• “We should avoid production of GM and nano in 

foods and the environment. I recognise that people 

are highly intelligent and inquisitive, but I maintain 

'keep it in the lab‘ …  Without these types society is 

not whole, so research is important.  Focused 

people, academic with single pursuits and people 

need to feel valued. People need to do that 

because that's who they are, but people need to be 

managed, and there are some things we would say 

'no' to ...  GE is an unproven technology of no real 

value and doesn't fit with brand NZ. Go overseas if 

you want to do those things”. (Au com) 

 



What types of food technology NZ should 

avoid producing altogether? 

• “Got to be precautionary - as people ingest food, so got 

to be careful. There have been things in the past e.g. 

BSE. I don’t see a demand for GE; and Nano, there is 

not enough knowledge about it yet. NZ Inc. has a brand 

of supplying quality food, you can destroy a brand value 

quite quickly through novel food technology”. (Ch ind) 



What types of food technology NZ 

should avoid producing altogether? 

• A much smaller number felt that there was nothing they 

could think of or nothing that worried them. 

 

• “I don't think we should put anything off the table”. (Ch 

sci) 

 

• “Swings and round abouts, sometimes GM is bad but it 

has its uses - but as long as they know a bit about the 

science behind it that is okay - it is about consumer 

knowledge”. (Ch gov) 

 



How generalisable? 

  

• Would the ‘general public’ be more or less risk averse 

than our stakeholder sample?  

 

• Triangulation 

– Qualitative in-depth interviews + other New Zealand 

qualitative and quantitative studies  

 

• No ‘religious’ rationales expressed  

  



Review of NZ Literature on consumer and 

public responses to emerging food 

technologies  
 

Journal

40%

Report

37%

Conference paper

6%

Magazine/opinion

4%

Book

4%

Book chapter

5%

Thesis

4%
Type N 

Journal 54 

Report 51  

Conference paper 8 

Magazine/opinion 6 

Book 6  

Book chapter 7 

Thesis 6 

Total 138 

Type of publication 

http://www.esr.cri.nz/SiteCollectionDocuments/ESR/PDF/SocialScience/2009OctLiteratureReview.pdf 



How do the NZ public and consumers 

feel about emerging food technologies? 

• Pre 1999 (polling studies) – low awareness, no strong 
aversion 

• Royal Commission 2001 (90% IP submissions opposed) 

• 2004 – AERU survey (Cook et al.) over 50% of 
respondents concerned or very concerned about biotech 
and use of GMO’s in agriculture 

• 2005 – (Kaye-Blake et al.) consumer study found 41% 
household shoppers would not choose GE apples even if 
they were free 

 

• Strong aversion to GM food, difficult to shift  

• Early adoption of GE not ‘rational’ to N.Z.er’s 

 



Some suggestions of a growing 

middle ground – ‘it depends’? 

• Most authors regard the evidence of an increasing 
middle ground rather cautiously, and emphasise the 
‘volatility’ of consumer opinion.  

 

• ‘It depends’ rests on a mix of ‘conditional/contingent 
factors’ and more ‘resilient’ anti-GE views  

 

• Interlocking relationship between two sets of values;  

– Nature has an intrinsic value 

– ‘Post materialist’ value sets (strong notions of 
democracy, citizenship, anti-materialism and cynicism 
toward capitalism) 



Findings: Compared to the literature? 

 
• NZ and international markets/consumer responses are 

‘volatile’, complex and difficult to anticipate? 

– Predictable (common core values). ‘Volatile’ in that resistance 

will flare up if new technologies breach core values. 

 

• Interplay of social values and consumer responses? 

– (Consumer) - Some curiousity for new foods, but conservative 

– (Social) - ‘Natural’ is a core shared social value 

 

• Strong aversion to GM food – ‘entrenched’? 
 - Strong undercurrent GE shadow/ GM aversion 

 
 

 

 

 



Prerequisites for acceptance 

• Clear labelling 

• Trust/confidence in the producers and 

regulatory authorities to manage risks 

• Implications for NZ ‘clean and green’ 

brand (-ve impacts on tourism) 

• Co-existence of GM and non-GM 

• Clear benefits (ie. health, medical, 

functional foods) 

• Laboratory work, rather than field release 

• But underlying risk perceptions still 

influential 

 

 

 



‘It depends’ 

• Degree of intervention important 

– ‘On’, ‘In’, or ‘Around’ food   

– ie. more support for nano-sensors in 

field, or nano-packaging than nano-

foods which are ingested 

 



Implications for FF investment in NZ?? 

• Sustainable agriculture 

• Protect NZ export image – 

clean, green, natural  

 

• Functional foods?  – if clear 

benefits 

• Food packaging/processing 

technologies for export?   

 

 



THANKS TO: 

 

 

VISIT OUR WEBSITE AT 
http://www.esr.cri.nz/futurefoods  

 

• NZ Ministry of Science and 

Innovation (MSI) 

 

• Our fieldwork participants 

 

•Our Research Advisory Panel 

 

•Our participants today 

http://www.esr.cri.nz/futurefoods


Key contact details: 

 

VISIT OUR WEBSITE AT 
http://www.esr.cri.nz/futurefoods  

Dr Karen Cronin, Landcare 

CroninK@landcareresearch.co.nz 

 

Dr Nigel Larsen, Plant and Food 

nigel.larsen@plantandfood.co.nz 

 

Virginia Baker, ESR 

virginia.baker@esr.cri.nz 

 

Dr Jeff Foote, ESR 

jeff.foote@esr.cri.nz 

 

Dr Jessica Hutchings, Te Wāhanga, NZCER 

Jessica.Hutchings@nzcer.org.nz 
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