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Executive summary

¢ Concern about animal welfare is near universal, and highest among those with lower levels of
education and in rural areas. Almost all Victorians (91 per cent) say that it is either somewhat or
very important that governments make and enforce laws to protect animals from cruelty and neglect.
Animal rights are not the sole concern of inner city elites, either. While support is widespread, it is
highest in rural and regional areas, and among those with lower levels of education than a University

degree.

* Stronger animal protection laws are a vote winner. Just three per cent of Victorians say the pursuit
of stronger animal protection laws makes them view the state government less favourably, while a
majority (55 per cent) report feeling more favourably towards the State Government because of this.
This is a mostly bipartisan view, with a large majority of Labor and Greens voters, and a heavy plurality
of Coalition supporters all saying stronger animal protection laws improve their perceptions of the
Government.

* Most Victorians support the use of animal products in fashion. A majority of voters support the
use of three of the four types of animal products in clothing and fashion asked about in this study:
leather, feather and down, and wool. Fur was singular for the overwhelming level of opposition to
its use in clothing and fashion. Just 19 per cent of Victorians support its use, compared with nearly
two-thirds that oppose it.

¢ However, they do express concern for animal welfare in the production of some clothing and
fashion items, particularly fur. A majority of Victorians are concerned about the welfare and treat-
ment of animals during the production of fur, say they are not willing to purchase clothing or fashion
made from fur, and support a fur ban; the latter of which is supported by a bipartisan plurality.

* Concern about animal welfare in clothing production is mostly bipartisan. Across all products,
Greens voters show the highest levels of concern for animal welfare in the production of clothing and
fashion. However, while Coalition supporters are consistently less likely to do so, a large proportion

still report concerns about this issue.

¢ Victorians are less concerned about the impact of wool production on animal welfare, but still
oppose mulesing. Concern for the impact of wool production on the welfare and treatment of animals
is much lower. Just nine per cent of Victorians say that, when it comes to wool production, they
are very concerned about the welfare and treatment of animals, with another 17 per cent somewhat
concerned. This may be associated with lower levels of information about the process, with a majority
(59 per cent) of Victorians having never heard of the mulesing procedure. However, when provided
with information, a majority support a ban on the procedure (25 per cent strongly support, 29 per
cent in support).

¢ The relationship between age, gender, and attitudes towards animal welfare in the production
of clothing and fashion products varies, depending on the specific product or issue. Older

Victorians strongly support the role of government in animal protection and are especially opposed to



fur, but they remain comfortable with other animal products such as wool, leather, and down. Younger
generations are less worried about fur, but more concerned about the welfare implications of these

everyday materials, and show greater openness to banning specific practices (such as mulesing) once
they are made aware of them.



Methodology

The fieldwork for this survey was conducted between Wednesday 3 September and Friday 12 September.
The sample of N = 2,015 Victorian voters aged 18 and older was recruited over online panel. Quotas for
age, gender, location and vote at the 2025 federal election were used to ensure the sample is representative
of the Victorian electorate.

Rim weighting was used to apply interlocking weights for age, gender, education, religion and location.
The efficiency of these weights was 78 per cent, providing an effective sample size of 1573.

Based on this effective sample size, the margin of error (95 per cent confidence interval) for a 50 per cent
result on the full sample is + 2.5 per cent.

This is larger for subsets of the data, such as age or location, and results based on these and similar break-
downs should be interpreted conservatively.

Detailed findings and question wording are contained in the following sections.



Key findings

Concern about animal welfare is near universal, and highest among those with lower levels of edu-
cation and in rural areas

As shown in figure 4, a large majority of Victorians (91 per cent) say that it is either very (61 per cent)
or somewhat important (30 per cent) that governments make and enforce laws to protect animals from
cruelty and neglect. Just seven per cent say this is not particularly or at all important (six and one per cent,
respectively). Two per cent are not sure.

There is not a single major social, economic or political group where there is not a large majority who rate
this as somewhat or very important. This is a bipartisan view, with 92 per cent each of Labor, Coalition and

Greens voters all rating the issue as very or somewhat important (figure 4).

Additionally, concern about the protection of animals from cruelty and neglect is not exclusive to university
educated inner city elites, either.

While support is widespread, and almost universal, it is even higher in rural and regional areas than the
inner city. Fifty-seven per cent of voters in inner metropolitan areas (these cover the inner city and middle
established suburbs of Melbourne) say this is very important, this increases to 65 per cent in provincial
cities (ie, Geelong, Bendigo and Ballarat) and 67 per cent in rural areas. Similarly, 55 per cent of those with
a university degree rate this as very important, compared to 61 per cent of those with a TAFE, trade or
vocational qualification, 62 per cent with a year 12 (or equivalent) education and 73 per cent of those who
did not finish high school (see figure 5).

Stronger animal protection laws are a vote winner

There is almost no downside to pursuing stronger animal protection laws, with almost no voters saying this
makes them view the state government less favourably (just three per cent), while a majority (55 per cent)

report feeling more favourably towards the government because of this (see figure 6).

This includes heavy majorities of those who intend to give either Labor or the Greens their first preference
vote (71 and 78 per cent, respectively). By a margin of 35 percentage points, Coalition voters are also more
likely to view the state government more favourably for introducing stronger animal welfare laws (39 per

cent more favourable, four per cent less).

Most Victorians support the use of animal products in fashion

A majority of voters support the use of three of the four types of animal products in clothing and fashion
asked about in this study.

As can be seen in figure 19, wool has the greatest support of the animal products asked about. More than
three-quarters of Victorians support its use (31 per cent strongly support and 46 per cent support its use),
compared to only 12 per cent who say they are opposed (a margin of +65 points net support), reflecting
broad community acceptance of wool as a clothing material.



Leather is also widely supported, with 58 per cent of Victorians saying they support its use (15 per cent
strongly support and 43 per cent support), while 25 per cent oppose (net +33 points in support).

Feather and down products generate more mixed views. Half of Victorians support their use (11 per cent
strongly support and 39 per cent “support”), while nearly three in ten oppose (19 per cent oppose and 10
per cent strongly oppose). With 21 per cent unsure (the highest of the four product types), the net margin
of support for feather and down products is +21 points; indicating a more contested majority.

Of the four animal products asked about for this research, fur was singular for the overwhelming level of
opposition to its use in clothing and fashion. Just 19 per cent of Victorians support its use (four per cent
strongly), while nearly two-thirds are against its use (30 per cent oppose and 35 per cent strongly oppose;
a margin of —46 points net support).

However, they do express concern for animal welfare in the production of some clothing and fashion
items

Consistent with their opposition to its use, Victorians report high levels of concern about the welfare and
treatment of animals during the production of fur, with a large majority (68 per cent) saying that they are
very or somewhat concerned about this (figure 10).

As a result, most say they are not willing to purchase clothing or fashion made from fur (shown in figure 8).
Just three per cent say they would definitely buy products made from fur, with another 12 per cent saying
they would probably do so. Conversely, 32 per cent say they would probably not and 45 per cent report
that they definitely would not.

Once again, this is a generally bipartisan position. Overall, 82 per cent of Labor voters, 73 per cent of
Coalition supporters and 84 per cent of Greens voters say they would (probably or definitely) not purchase
these products.

Similarly, a majority (56 per cent) support a fur ban. This includes a majority of Labor and Greens voters (62
and 70 per cent, respectively); and a plurality of Coalition supporters (48 per cent in support of a ban, 29
per cent opposed; see figure 28).

While substantial numbers are also concerned about the impact of feather and down, and leather products
on animal welfare (44 and 39 per cent concerned respectively), this is lower than for fur, and a minority
proposition.

Concern about animal welfare in clothing production is mostly bipartisan

Across all products, Greens voters show the highest levels of concern for animal welfare in the production
of clothing and fashion. However, while Coalition supporters are consistently less likely to do so, a large

proportion still report concerns about this issue.

Fur products elicit the strongest concern across the political spectrum (figure 11). Eighty per cent of Greens
voters report being concerned, with half very concerned, while 72 per cent Labor voters say they are very
or somewhat concerned. While Coalition voters are less concerned, almost two-thirds (63 per cent) still
report some level of concern about the welfare and treatment of animals during the making of fur products
for the clothing and fashion industry.



Views on feather and down are more varied (see figure 13). Greens voters again report the highest levels
of concern (61 per cent saying they are somewhat or very concerned and 34 per cent not particularly or at
all concerned; a margin of +27 points concerned), followed by Labor supporters (50 per cent concerned,
42 per cent not; a margin of positive eight points concerned), with Coalition voters are the least concerned

(36 per cent concerned, 59 per cent not concerned; a margin of -23 points).

A similar divide appears evident for leather products (figure 15). Greens voters are again the most con-
cerned (a margin of +22 net concern), while Labor voters are evenly divided on the issue. Conversely,
Coalition voters lean clearly on the side of not being concerned about animal welfare in leather production
(a margin of -32 per cent net concern of), with over a quarter (27 per cent) saying they are not concerned
at all.

Victorians are less concerned about the impact of wool production on animal welfare, but still oppose
mulesing

Concern for the impact of wool production on the welfare and treatment of animals is much lower. Just
nine per cent of Victorians say that, when it comes to wool production, they are very concerned about the
welfare and treatment of animals, with another 17 per cent somewhat concerned (a total of 26 per cent
reporting some level of concern; see figure 17). Conversely, 32 per cent say that they are not particularly
concerned, and 38 per cent are not concerned at all (a total of 70 per cent reporting that they are not
concerned).

Wool stands out as the product where concern is lowest across the political spectrum, with even Greens
voters reporting net negative concern (with -26 points in favour of not concerned). Similarly, Labor (-36
points) and Coalition (-59 points) voters are more likely to say they are not concerned than concerned. In
fact, on this issue, almost one quarter of Greens voters, a third of Labor supporters and almost half of all
Coalition voters say that when it comes to wool production, they are not concerned at all about animal

rights and welfare.

These lower levels of concern with animal welfare in wool production may be associated with lower levels
of information about the process. A majority of Victorians (59 per cent), for instance, report having never
heard of the mulesing procedure.

It was only in three of the social, political and economic groups examined for this research that a majority
reported having heard of the procedure: Victorians living in rural communities (51 per cent had at least
heard of the term, 27 per cent know what it means), Baby Boomers (52 per cent have heard of the term,
27 per cent know what it means), and the retired (54 per cent have heard of the term, 28 per cent know
what it means; see figures 30 and 31). However, when provided with some information about mulesing (see
question wording below), a majority support a ban on the procedure (figures 32 and 33). Twenty-five per
cent say they strongly support such a ban, with another 29 per cent in support. Conversely, just a quarter
oppose a ban (14 per cent oppose, 11 per cent strongly oppose), while a fifth (21 per cent) are not sure.

There was roughly equal support for a ban on mulesing, regardless of prior awareness of the practice.
Fifty-four per cent of Victorians who say they know what the term mulesing means support a ban on the
procedure, as do 61 per cent of those who know the term but are not entirely sure what it means, 58 per
cent who know the term but do not know what it means and 52 per cent of voters who report never having
heard the term before (see figure 1).



Do you support Oor oppose a ban on
mulesing in Victoria?
By familiarity with the procedure

Il Strongly support [l Oppose Not sure
M Support Il Strongly oppose

Net support

All Victorians 29
Yes and | know what it means 22
Yes, but not 100% sure what it 37
means
I've heard of it but don't
. 36
know what it means
|'ve never heard of it 29

Figure 1: Support for a ban on mulesing by familiarity with the procedure. Rows are defined by awareness of the
term mulesing, which are then shaded by their support for a ban. Figures in black on the right-hand side of the plot
indicate the net share who support a ban (total share that support and strongly support, minus the share who oppose
or strongly oppose).



Support for a ban is also bipartisan, with majority backing from Labor (56 per cent support), Coalition (53
per cent) and Greens (67 per cent) voters. It is also endorsed across different parts of Victoria: by 57
per cent of voters in Inner Metropolitan areas, 52 per cent in Outer Metropolitan suburbs, 58 per cent in
Provincial cities and 54 per cent in Rural areas.

The relationship between age, gender, and attitudes towards animal welfare in the production of
clothing and fashion products

The relationship between age and attitudes towards animal products for fashion and clothing among Vic-
torians varies, depending on the specific product or issue. There are two distinct generational orientations.
Older Victorians strongly support the role of government in animal protection and are especially opposed
to fur, but they remain comfortable with other animal products such as wool, leather, and down. Younger
generations, meanwhile, are less worried about fur, but more concerned about the welfare implications of
these everyday materials and show greater openness to banning specific practices (such as mulesing) once
they are made aware of them.

Older Victorians place greater importance on government action to protect animals from cruelty and ne-
glect. While almost half (48 per cent) of Victorians who belong to the Gen-Z cohort consider such laws
important, this rises sharply among older groups, with 71 per cent of those belonging to the Baby Boomer
cohort (and older groups).

These generation (or age) gradients interact with gender to produce some interesting patterns in attitudes
towards animal welfare and support for the use of animal products for clothing and fashion items. As can be
seen in figure 2, women are more concerned than men, and younger Victorians are generally more likely to
report concern for the treatment and welfare of animals in the production of these items from feather and
down, leather, and wool. However, when it comes to fur, older voters are generally more likely to report

concern.



Concern about the welfare and treatment of animals in making the
following products for the clothing and fashion industry

By age and gender

= \Woo| === Fur === Featherand down === Leather

Women

75%

50%

Share reporting concern

/\

25%

0%
20 35 50 65 80 20 35 50 65 80
Age

Figure 2: Share of Victorians who say they are very or somewhat concerned about the welfare and treatment of
animals in the making of different types of clothing and fashion products, by age and gender. The smoothed curves
were produced using generalised additive models, and shaded areas are 95 per cent confidence intervals.
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How important is it to Victorians that governments protect animals
from cruelty and neglect

Question text

How important is it for governments to make and enforce laws protecting animals from cruelty and neglect?

Very important
Somewhat important

Not particularly important
Not important at all

AR A

Not sure
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Share of Victorians who say it is important that
governments make and enforce laws to protect
animals from cruelty and neglect

Net

important
All Victorians - 61 30 6 LS
Labor- 65 27 6 1ml
Coalition - 60 32 6 W
Greens - 62 30 6 X
Other parties and candidates - 59 30 9 I
Working full time = 53 35 . 77
Working part time - 60 31 7 T
Not working = 67 27 91
Retired - 73 21 5 |l

How important is it for governments to
make and enforce laws protecting animals
from cruelty and neglect?

Very important

79 Somewhat important

83 Not particularly imFonam

Net important at all

83 Not sure

92

79

$3,000 or more per week -
$2,000 to $2,999 per week -
$1,000 to $1,999 per week -
Less than $1,000 per week -
Prefer not to say -

Owned outright - 89
Owned with a mortgage -

Renting and other- 79

79
85
85
80

A great deal of stress -
Some stress -

Not much stress -

No stress at all -

Figure 4: Share of Victorians who say it is important that governments make and enforce laws to protect animals from
cruelty and neglect, by state vote intention, employment status, household income, home ownership and financial
stress. Figures in black on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who think this is important (total share
that say 'very’ or 'somewhat’, minus the share who say 'not particularly’ or 'not at all’ important).






Share of Victorians who say it is important that
governments make and enforce laws to protect
animals from cruelty and neglect

Net
important
All Victorians = 61 30 6 N
Gen-Z- 48 40 10 77
Millennials - 55 32 8 77
Gen-X - 62 20 S 84
Baby Boomers - 91
Women - 68 26 5 [R-1]
Men - 54 34 | 7 78
5 R How important is it for governments to
Inner Metropolitan = (i 32 8 80 make and enfarce laws protecting animals
Quter Metropolitan - 60 31 6 P from cruelty and neglect?
Provincial - 65 27 6 BES A
Rural - 67 26 5 |y Not particularly imFonam
Net important at all
Ediication Not sure
Less than year 12 - 73 20 5 e
Year 12 or equivalent = 62 31 4 g
TAFE, trade or vocational = 61 28 | 7 80
University degree - 55 34 8 NN
English only - 63 29 | 6 [:H]
Other languages - 44 41 8 75
Australia = 63 29 6 G
Another country - 55 34 7 81

Figure 5: Share of Victorians who say it is important that governments make and enforce laws to protect animals from
cruelty and neglect, by demographic characteristics. Figures in black on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net
share who think this is important (total share that say 'very’ or 'somewhat’, minus the share who say 'not particularly’ or
‘not at all” important).
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Most voters say the introduction of stronger animal welfare laws
makes them view the Victorian government more favourably

Question text

The Victorian Government has introduced stronger animal welfare laws, such as Oscar’s Law which banned
commercial puppy farms.

Does the introduction of stronger animal welfare laws make you think more favourably or less
favourably about the government?

Much more favourably
Somewhat more favourably
No difference

Somewhat less favourably
Much less favourably

ok wbh =~

Not sure
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Reported impact of stronger animal welfare laws on
voters' perceptions of the Victorian government

Net
favourable

All Victorians - 26 29 39 52

. OT 1tention
Labor - 68
Coalition - 35
Greens - 41 37 17 4 ey
Other parties and candidates - 28 25 43 51

Working full time - 25 31 37 51

Working part time - 29 32 33 58
Not working - 34 28 29 58 The Victorian Government has introduced
Retired - 29 25 53 41 stronger animal welfare laws, such as
Oscar's Law which banned commercial
puppy farms. Does the introduction of
Household income stronger animal welfare laws make you
think more favourably or less favourably
$3,000 or more per week - 25 31 39 3 K about'\ﬁlheﬁwem?ent? .
$2,000 to $2,999 per week - 27 29 N 51 ES;,;em;?mgg“f;zoxmw
$1,000 to $1,999 per week - 24 32 39 53 ?0 diffireth‘ce 4 B
Less than $1,000 per week - 31 27 37 56 =N‘|)ur2hev|ve; faevsosura;/&;ra i
Prefer not to say - 27 24 42 48 Not sure
Home ownership
Owned outright - 24 25 46 46
Owned with a mortgage - 24 30 40 50
Renting and other- 32 33 28 61
Financial stress
A great deal of stress - 33 2D 35 55
Some stress = 27 31 36 54
Not much stress - 22 31 42 50
No stress at all - 24 24 49 46

Figure 6: Reported impact of stronger animal welfare laws on voters’ perceptions of the Victorian government, by
state vote intention, employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black on
the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who think more favourably of the Victorian government (total
share that say more favourably, minus the share who say less favourably).












Are Victorians willing to purchase clothing or fashion items made from
animal fur?

Question text

Would you purchase clothing or fashion items made from animal fur (e.g. mink, fox or sable fur - not
including wool products)?

Yes - definitely
Yes - probably
No - probably not
No - definitely not

A A

Not sure
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Share of Victorians who say they would and would
not purchase clothing and fashion made from animal

fur
Net yes
All Victorians -  ERERPA a2 45 -62
State vote intention
Labor- EIERI 33 49 -69
Coalition- [ 15 34 39 -54
Greens - 11 32 52 =72
Other parties and candidates - K 13 24 50 -57
status
Working full time - 31 38 -47
Working part time - 35 45 -67
Not working = 26 53 -68
Retired - 32 53 77 Would you purchase clothing or fashion
items made from animal fur (e.g. mink,
Household income fox or sable fur - not including wool
roducts)?
$3,000 or more per week = 6 19 32 36 -43 5‘: :d?cfi;\;t;ly
$2,000 to $2,999 per week - 5 14 31 43 -55 No - gmbab@: Hiok
$1,000 to $1,999 per week - 11 37 43 -66 mg{sﬂfﬁmtely not
Less than $1,000 per week - 9 24 57 -71
Prefer not to say - 8 32 45 -67
Home ownership
Owned outright - 9 31 50 -69
Owned with a mortgage - 16 31 42 -53
Renting and other- i1 32 43 -61
nancila ress
A great deal of stress- [ 13 25 ) -58
Some stress - 12 33 44 -62
Not much stress- [EJERN 35 44 -64
No stress at all - -55

Figure 8: Share of Victorians who say they would and would not purchase clothing and fashion made from animal fur,
by state vote intention, employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black
on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who say they would purchase clothing or fashion items made
from animal fur (total share that say yes, minus the share who say no).












How concerned are Victorians about the welfare and treatment of
animals by the clothing and fashion industry?

Question text

How concerned are you about the welfare and treatment of animals in making the following products
for the clothing and fashion industry?

Wool (from sheep and goats)
Fur (from mink, fox, sable, etc)
Feather/down (from geese, ducks, etc)

OO wm>

Leather (from cows, sheep, etc)

Very concerned
Somewhat concerned

Not particularly concerned
Not concerned at all

A A

Not sure
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How concerned are you about the welfare and treatment of animals
in making the following products?

B Very concerned Ml Somewhat concerned Ml Not particularly concerned Ml Not concerned at all Not sure

Net share concerned

Fur (from mink, fox, sable, etc)
39 29 18 7 43
Feather/down (from geese, ducks, etc)
16 28 31 17 -4
Leather (from cows, sheep, etc)
15 26 33 20 -12
Wool (from sheep and goats)
9 17 32 38 -44
Figure 10: Share of Victorians who report being concerned about the welfare and treatment of animals in the making

of products for the clothing and fashion industry. Figures in black on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net
share concerned (total share who are concerned, minus the share who are not concerned).
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Fur (from mink, fox, sable, etc)

Reported level of concern about the welfare and
treatment of animals in making fur products

Net
concerned
All Victorians - 39 29 18 7 43
State vote ntio
Labor- 41 31 17 4 51
Coalition - 33 30 22 9 32
Greens - 50 30 L E 66
Other parties and candidates - 41 25 18 10 38
E £
Working full time - 31 30 23 9 29
Working part time - 40 31 16 4 51
Not working - 50 22 14 4 54
Retired - 45 29 52 How concerned are you about the welfare
and treatment of animals in making the
; sl IR following products for the clothing and
Household income fashion industry? Fur (from mink, fox,
sable, etc)
$3,000 or more per week - 30 34 21 8 35 fVery concerned
$2,000 to $2,999 per week - 38 33 AR 45 b s e D
$1,000 to $1,999 per week - 39 28 B 42 ot ey SP8
Less than $1,000 per week - 50 25 it 6 56 Not sure
Prefer not to say - 35 28 i 8 38
Owned outright - 44 26 . 7 46
Owned with a mortgage - 32 32 22 8 34
Renting and other- 40 30 IS8 5 50
A great deal of stress - 43 26 14 7 48
Some stress - 38 31 17 6 46
Not much stress - 38 ai 18 8 43
No stress at all - 35 23 27 8 23

Figure 11: Reported level of concern about the welfare and treatment of animals in making fur products, by state vote
intention, employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black on the right-
hand side of the plot indicate the net share who say they are concerned about the welfare and treatment of animals
in the making of this product (total share that say ‘very’ or 'somewhat’ concerned, minus the share who they are 'not
particularly’ or ‘not concerned at all’).












Feather or down (from geese, ducks, etc)

Reported level of concern about the welfare and
treatment of animals in making feather and down

products
Net
concerned
All Victorians = 16 28 31 17 -4
State vote intention
Labor- 17 38 31 11 8
Coalition - 12 24 34 25 -23
Greens - 27 34 28 6 27
Other parties and candidates - 21 25 27 20 -1
Emg 1ent statL
Working full time - 16 27 32 19 -8
Working part time - 17 33 30 11 9
Not working = 24 31 20 11 24
Retired - 13 22 36 23 -24 How concerned are you about the welfare
and treatment of animals in making the
following products for the clothing and
Household income fashion industry? Feather/down (from
duck:
$3,000 or more per week - 13 27 37 17 -14 ﬁ\'/erl;ccghiéﬂqed
$2,000 to $2,999 per week - 18 28 29 20 -3 -iIOTeW:tW?f ‘Iio?:emed 4
$1,000 to $1,999 per week - i 27 32 17 -5 -Ngt cpgnc‘;umaergac'?;lfeme
Less than $1,000 per week - 20 29 29 14 d 6 Not sure
Prefer not to say - 15 28 27 18 -2
Home ownership
Owned outright - 16 23 33 22 -16
Owned with a mortgage - 16 29 33 15 -3
Renting and other- 19 33 26 12 14
Financial stress
A great deal of stress - 22 29 25 12 14
Some stress - 16 31 31 iy - 2
Not much stress - 14 25 34 20 -15
No stress at all - 15 18 35 28 -30

Figure 13: Reported level of concern about the welfare and treatment of animals in making feather and down products,
by state vote intention, employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black
on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who say they are concerned about the welfare and treatment
of animals in the making of this product (total share that say 'very’ or 'somewhat’ concerned, minus the share who they
are 'not particularly’ or ‘not concerned at all’).












Leather (from cows, sheep, etc)

Reported level of concern about the welfare and
treatment of animals in making leather products

Net
concerned
All Victorians = 15 26 33 20 -12
Sta tentio
Labor- 18 29 32 15 0
Coalition - 9 23 37 27 -32
Greens - 22 37 29 8 22
Other parties and candidates - 19 21 31 26 -17
Employment status
Working full time = its] 26 36 20 -17
Working part time = 17 32 31 13 5
Not working - 21 31 24 13 15
Retired - 14 18 35 30 -33 How concerned are you about the welfare
and treatment of animals in making the
isuisahald inesie following products for the clothing and
iousenolida Income fashion industry? Leather (from cows,
sheep, etc)
$3,000 or more per week - 11 27 36 20 -18 Very concerned
$2,000 to $2,999 per week - 16 25 35 Al 15 SN%Teggfctuf:r?cignnecime r
$1,000 to $1,999 per week - 15 26 36 [ElY 14 Not Coneemed st
Less than $1,000 per week - 21 25 29 20 -3 Not sure
Prefer not to say - 15 29 26 19 -1
Home ownership
Owned outright - 14 21 34 27 -26
Owned with a mortgage - i3 29 35 17 -10
Renting and other- 19 30 29 14 6
Financial stress
A great deal of stress - 21 o 28 15 5
Some stress - 15 29 34 16 -6
Not much stress - 14 26 32 24 -16
No stress at all - 14 15 38 30 -39

Figure 15: Reported level of concern about the welfare and treatment of animals in making leather products, by state
vote intention, employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black on the
right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who say they are concerned about the welfare and treatment of
animals in the making of this product (total share that say ‘very’ or 'somewhat’ concerned, minus the share who they
are 'not particularly’ or 'not concerned at all’).












Wool (from sheep and goats)

Reported level of concern about the welfare and
treatment of animals in making wool products

Net
concerned
All Victorians - 9 7 32 38 -44
1tentio
Labor- 10 20 33 33 -36
Coalition- 14 29 Ll -59
Greens - 13 22 & 24 -26
Other parties and candidates - 11 14 31 41 -47
Employment status
Working full time - 8 20 31 37 -40
Working part time - 10 18 36 30 -38
Not working - 12 18 34 29 -33
Retired - 7 26 55 [EEGK] How concerned are you about the welfare
and treatment of animals in making the
o b T o following products for the clothing and
Household income fashion industry? Wool (from sheep and
$3,000 or more per week - 7 22 31 36 -38 Oats)very condamad
$2,000 to $2,999 per week- 18 33 Kl | 47 SN%nggituf:r?cigﬁnecime 4
$1,000 to $1,999 per week- [HEIS 16 33 EEl-| -45 Niot concerea st il
Less than $1,000 per week = 10 14 31 el -49 Not sure
Prefer not to say - 8 16 31 36 | -43
Owned outright - 8 13 28 [El -56
Owned with a mortgage - 8 20 34 33 -39
Renting and other- 10 20 38 31 -34
Financial stress
A great deal of stress - 13 17 28 35 -33
Some stress - 9 19 34 33 -39
Not much stress - il 16 ai Ll | 51
No stress at all - 8 10 26 54 M

Figure 17: Reported level of concern about the welfare and treatment of animals in making wool products, by state
vote intention, employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black on the
right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who say they are concerned about the welfare and treatment of
animals in the making of this product (total share that say ‘very’ or 'somewhat’ concerned, minus the share who they
are 'not particularly’ or ‘not concerned at all’).
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Support for or opposition to the use of animal products in clothing
manufacturing

Question text

Do you support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from the following animal products?

Wool (from sheep and goats)
Fur (from mink, fox, sable, etc)

Feather/down (from geese, ducks, etc)

OO wm>

Leather (from cows, sheep, etc)

Strongly support
Support
Oppose
Strongly oppose

SAEEE A

Not sure
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Do you support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from the
following animal products?

B Strongly support Ml Support [l Oppose M Strongly oppose | Not sure

Net support
Wool (from sheep and goats)
31 46 8 4 65
Leather (from cows, sheep, etc)
15 43 16 9 33
Feather/down (from geese, ducks, etc)
1 39 19 10 21
Fur (from mink, fox, sable, etc)
4 15 30 35 -46

Figure 19: Share of Victorians who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from animal products. Figures
in black on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who support the use of these animal products (total
share who support, minus the share who oppose).



Wool (from sheep and goats)

Share of voters who support or oppose making
clothing or fashion items from wool

Net
support
All Victorians - 31 46 8 4 65
t ntio
Labor- 25 51 BBION 5 61
Coalition - 37 45 1513 74
Greens - 24 46 i1_6 53
Other parties and candidates - 37 42 8 5 66
el 3TuU
Working full time - 31 44 9 4 62
Working part time - 24 50 94 61
Not working - 22 49 B 6 56
Retired - 42 45 3 4 80 D . )
o you support or oppose making clothing
or fashion items from the following
Household income animal products? Wool (from sheep and
oats)
$3,000 or more per week - 34 46 8 69 gﬁmng‘%‘ support
$2,000 to $2,999 per week - 28 51 L 7.4 68 s

$1,000 to $1,999 per week - 30 46 . 9 4 63 Eltgir;glr);oppose
Less than $1,000 per week = 31 47 4 6 68
Prefer not to say - 30 43 103 60
Owned outright - 38 46 4 4 76
Owned with a mortgage - 27 50 94 64
Renting and other- 26 43 10 5 54
A great deal of stress - 32 39/ 8 8 55
Some stress - 26 48 10 4 60
Not much stress - 34 48 6 73
No stress at all - 40 44 3 5 76

Figure 20: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from wool, by state vote intention,
employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black on the right-hand side
of the plot indicate the net share who support this proposal (total share that say suport, minus the share who say they
oppose it).
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Table 16: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from wool, by demographic characteristics.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians 31 46 8 4 11 65
Generation
Gen-Z 21 48 14 6 1 49
Millennials 25 45 10 5 15 55
Gen-X 30 48 7 4 11 67
Baby Boomers 40 46 3 3 8 80
Gender
Women 26 47 6 12 58
Men 35 45 7 3 10 70
Location
Inner Metropolitan 30 44 8 5 13 61
Outer Metropolitan 25 49 10 4 12 60
Provincial 40 45 3 9 79
Rural 37 46 5 4 8 74
Education
Less than year 12 32 47 5 6 10 68
Year 12 or equivalent 31 42 10 3 14 60
TAFE, trade or vocational 31 48 4 10 68
University degree 29 46 5 11 61
Language spoken at home
English only 32 46 4 11 67
Other languages 16 48 16 5 15 43
Birthplace
Australia 31 47 7 4 11 67

Another country 29 43 10 5 13 57




Leather (from cows, sheep, etc)

Share of voters who support or oppose making
clothing or fashion items from leather

Net
support
All Victorians = 15 43 16 9 33
Labor- 11 45 =s 10 27
Coalition - 20 48 10 6 52
Greens - 7 31 27 14 -3
Other parties and candidates - 20 41 15 10 36
Employment status
Working full time - 17 42 18 8 33
Working part time = 9 43 8 9 25
Not working - 9 34 19 16 8
Retired - 21 49 9 7 54 B . )
o you support or oppose making clothing
ot fashion items from the following
Household income animal products? Leather (from cows,
sheep, etc)
$3,000 or more per week - 19 44 G 40 23"”22 support
$2,000 to $2,999 per week - 15 42 19 10 28 s
$1,000 to $1,999 per week - e 45 17 8 33 SNt;‘ir;EZOPPOSE
Less than $1,000 per week - 15 39 14 13 27
Prefer not to say - 14 42 14 9 33
Owned outright - 19 49 11 8 49
Owned with a mortgage - 13 41 20 8 26
Renting and other- 12 36 18 13 17
= 1an tre.
A great deal of stress - 17 34 16 13 22
Some stress - 12 42 i 10 27
Not much stress - 16 46 . 7 38
No stress at all - 22 47 11 7 51

Figure 22: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from leather, by state vote intention,
employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black on the right-hand side
of the plot indicate the net share who support this proposal (total share that say suport, minus the share who say they
oppose it).
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Table 17: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from leather, by state vote intention, employment status, household income,
home ownership and financial stress.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians 15 43 16 9 17 33
State vote intention
Labor 11 45 19 10 15 27
Coalition 20 48 10 6 16 52
Greens 7 31 27 14 21 -3
Other parties and candidates 20 41 15 10 14 36
Employment status
Working full time 17 42 18 8 15 33
Working part time 9 43 18 9 21 25
Not working 9 34 19 16 22 8
Retired 21 49 9 7 14 54
Household income
$3,000 or more per week 19 44 17 6 14 40
$2,000 to $2,999 per week 15 42 19 10 14 28
$1,000 to $1,999 per week 13 45 17 8 17 33
Less than $1,000 per week 15 39 14 13 19 27
Prefer not to say 14 42 14 9 21 33
Home ownership
Owned outright 19 49 (Nl 8 13 49
Owned with a mortgage 13 41 20 8 18 26
Renting and other 12 36 18 13 21 17
Financial stress
A great deal of stress 17 34 16 13 20 22
Some stress 12 42 17 10 19 27
Not much stress 16 46 17 7 14 38

No stress at all 22 47 11 7 13 51




Share of voters who support or oppose making
clothing or fashion items from leather

Net
support
All Victorians - 15 43 16 9 33
Generation
Gen-Z- 8 39 22 14 1
Millennials - 13 36 21 9 48 19
Gen-X - 14 44 15 9 34
Baby Boomers - 20 49 9 8 52
Women - 10 39 18 12 19
Men - 20 47 14 6 47
Locatior
Do you support or oppose making clothing
Inner Me‘cropolitan - 15 43 14 10 34 or fashicn items from the following
i ?
Outer Metropolitan - 11 42 21 el 23 :E;rgal Eig)dum’ Leather.(from coins;
Provincial = 19 49 8 7 53 gtrongly support
ort
Rural - ) 39 14 11 34 Eippoes
Strongly oppose
Education Not sure
Less than year 12 - 15 44 14 11 34
Year 12 or equivalent = 17 40 S © 33
TAFE, trade or vocational - 14 46 16 8 36
University degree - 14 40 18 10 26
English only - 43 15 9 35
Other languages - 38 23 9 16
Australia - 15 43 16 9 33
Another country = 14 42 iz 9 30

Figure 23: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from leather, by demographic
characteristics. Figures in black on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who support this proposal
(total share that say suport, minus the share who say they oppose it).
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Table 18: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from leather, by demographic characteristics.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians 15 43 16 9 17 33
Generation
Gen-Z 8 39 22 14 17 1
Millennials 13 36 21 9 21 19
Gen-X 14 44 15 9 18 34
Baby Boomers 20 49 9 8 14 52
Gender
Women 10 39 18 12 21 19
Men 20 47 14 6 13 47
Location
Inner Metropolitan 15 43 14 10 18 34
Outer Metropolitan 11 42 21 9 17 23
Provincial 19 49 8 7 17 53
Rural 20 39 14 1 16 34
Education
Less than year 12 15 44 14 1" 16 34
Year 12 or equivalent 17 40 15 9 19 33
TAFE, trade or vocational 14 46 16 8 16 36
University degree 14 40 18 10 18 26
Language spoken at home
English only 16 43 15 9 17 35
Other languages 10 38 23 9 20 16
Birthplace
Australia 15 43 16 9 17 33

Another country 14 42 17 9 18 30




Feather/down (from geese, ducks, etc)

Share of voters who support or oppose making
clothing or fashion items from feather and down

Net
support
All Victorians - 11 39 19 10 21
ter o
Labor- 8 40 23 10 15
Coalition - 1 44 14 8 37
Greens- 29 24 17 -7
Other parties and candidates - 13 37 20 13 17
Employment status
Working full time - 14 36 a 10 ‘M 19
Working part time - 6 41 21 ) 17
Not working - & 30 18 18 -1
Retired - 5 44 14 9 36

Do you support or oppose making clothing

or fashion items from the following
Household income animal products? Feather/down (from
eese, ducks, etc)

$3,000 or more per week - 12 43 - B 29 ggﬁmg’%‘ support
$2,000 to $2,999 per week - 12 38 - IEE 17 e pces
$1,000 to $1,999 per week - 11 41 19 11 20 rS\]t;ir;g:’);oppose
Less than $1,000 per week = 10 33 14 17 12
Prefer not to say - 10 37 20 8 19
Owned outright - 14 45 14 10 35
Owned with a mortgage - 9 39 23 9 16
Renting and other- ) 30 20 13 6
Financial stress
A great deal of stress - 13 28 18 14 9
Some stress - 8 38 22 10 14
Not much stress - 13 43 17 9 30
No stress at all - 40

Figure 24: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from feather and down, by state
vote intention, employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black on the
right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who support this proposal (total share that say suport, minus the share
who say they oppose it).
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Table 19: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from feather and down, by state vote intention, employment status, household
income, home ownership and financial stress.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians " 39 19 10 21 21
State vote intention
Labor 8 40 23 10 19 15
Coalition 15 44 14 8 19 37
Greens 5 29 24 17 25 -7
Other parties and candidates 13 37 20 13 17 17
Employment status
Working full time 14 36 21 10 19 19
Working part time 6 41 21 9 23 17
Not working 5 30 18 18 29 -1
Retired 15 44 14 9 18 36
Household income
$3,000 or more per week 12 43 21 5 19 29
$2,000 to $2,999 per week 12 38 22 11 17 17
$1,000 to $1,999 per week 11 41 19 11 18 22
Less than $1,000 per week 10 33 14 17 26 12
Prefer not to say 10 37 20 8 25 19
Home ownership
Owned outright 14 45 14 10 17 35
Owned with a mortgage 9 39 23 9 20 16
Renting and other 9 30 20 13 28 6
Financial stress
A great deal of stress 13 28 18 14 27 9
Some stress 8 38 22 10 22 14
Not much stress 13 43 17 9 18 30

No stress at all 14 48 11 11 16 40




Share of voters who support or oppose making
clothing or fashion items from feather and down

Net
support
All Victorians - 11 39 19 10 21
Generation
Gen-Z- 7 32 24 15 0
Millennials - 9 33 23 10 9
Gen-X - 9 40 20 9 20
Baby Boomers - 16 45 13 9 i 39
Women - 8 33 20 14 i
Men - 15 44 18 7 34
Location
Do you support or oppose making clothing
Inner Me‘fropolitan - 13 41 16 9 > 29 or fashion items from the following
Outer Metropolitan - g 34 com 12 : 8 ar::;:l Eﬁi:’czgeameﬂdow" geor
Provincial = 10 47 14 10 33 Strongly support
Rural - 13 33 19 10 22 Camid
Strongly oppose
Education Not sure
Less than year 12 - 11 38 20 12 17
Year 12 or equivalent - 13 36 N 7 21
TAFE, trade or vocational - 11 39 18 11 21
University degree - 11 39 18 12 Ol 20
3 ‘ ome
English only - 11 39 18 11 21
Other languages - 9 32 el 8 6
Birthplace
Australia - 11 38 19 11 19
Another country = 11 39 20 9 21

Figure 25: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from feather and down, by
demographic characteristics. Figures in black on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who support this
proposal (total share that say suport, minus the share who say they oppose it).
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Table 20: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from feather and down, by demographic characteristics.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians 11 39 19 10 21 21
Generation
Gen-Z 7 32 24 15 22 0
Millennials 9 33 23 10 25 9
Gen-X 9 40 20 9 22 20
Baby Boomers 16 45 13 9 17 39
Gender
Women 8 33 20 14 25 7
Men 15 44 18 7 16 34
Location
Inner Metropolitan 13 41 16 9 21 29
Outer Metropolitan 9 34 23 12 22 8
Provincial 10 47 14 10 19 33
Rural 13 38 19 10 20 22
Education
Less than year 12 11 38 20 12 19 17
Year 12 or equivalent 13 36 21 7 23 21
TAFE, trade or vocational 11 39 18 11 21 21
University degree 1" 39 18 12 20 20
Language spoken at home
English only 11 39 18 11 21 21
Other languages 9 32 27 8 24 6
Birthplace
Australia 11 38 19 11 21 19

Another country 11 39 20 9 21 21




Fur (from mink, fox, sable, etc)

Share of voters who support or oppose making
clothing or fashion items from fur

Net
support
All Victorians- & 15 30 35 -46
Sta Ttentio
Labor- 15 34 a7 -54
Coalition- 20 28 30 -33
Greens - 9 34 44 -67
Other parties and candidates - 7 15 24 38 -40
Employment status
Working full time - 7 19 29 28 -31
Working part time - 13 32 37 -54
Not working - KNI 29 41 -57
Retired - 14 29 41 -53 D . )
o you support or oppose making clothing
or fashion items from the following
Household income animal products? Fur (from mink, fox,
sable, etc)
$3,000 or more per week- B 25 29 28 -27 ggong'r{‘ support
$2,000 to $2,999 per week- IR 33 33 47 Eipices
$1,000 to $1,999 per week- § 13 32 36 -52 _ls\lt;if;g’r);wp%e
Less than $1,000 per week - § 15 23 44 -49
Prefer not to say - ALY 30 33 -47
Home ownership
Owned outright- [ 5 29 38 -48
Owned with a mortgage - Ei 16 33 31 -44
Renting and other- [ 14 27 35 -44
Financial stress
A great deal of stress- I8 16 24 38 -40
Some stress- @ 13 32 34 -49
Not much stress- i 15 Sl 34 -46
No stress at all- [ 21 26 35 -36

Figure 26: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from fur, by state vote intention,
employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black on the right-hand side
of the plot indicate the net share who support this proposal (total share that say suport, minus the share who say they
oppose it).
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Table 21: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from fur, by state vote intention, employment status, household income, home
ownership and financial stress.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians 4 15 30 35 16 -46
State vote intention
Labor 2 15 34 37 12 -54
Coalition 5 20 28 30 17 -33
Greens 2 9 34 44 11 -67
Other parties and candidates 7 15 24 38 16 -40
Employment status
Working full time 7 19 29 28 17 -31
Working part time 2 13 32 37 16 -54
Not working 3 10 29 41 17 -57
Retired 3 14 29 41 13 -53
Household income
$3,000 or more per week 5 25 29 28 13 -27
$2,000 to $2,999 per week 5 14 33 33 15 -47
$1,000 to $1,999 per week 3 13 32 36 16 -52
Less than $1,000 per week 3 15 23 44 15 -49
Prefer not to say 6 10 30 33 21 -47
Home ownership
Owned outright 4 15 29 38 14 -48
Owned with a mortgage 4 16 33 31 16 -44
Renting and other 4 14 27 35 20 -44
Financial stress
A great deal of stress 6 16 24 38 16 -40
Some stress 4 13 32 34 17 -49
Not much stress 4 15 31 34 16 -46
No stress at all 4 21 26 35 14 -36




Share of voters who support or oppose making
clothing or fashion items from fur

Net
support
All Victorians- i 15 30 35 -46
Generation
Gen-Z- K 23 31 28 -32
Millennials - 6 13 32 28 A 41
Gen-X- K 15 29 38 -48
Baby Boomers- § 13 27 42 i -53
Women - ) 30 43 -62
Men - 7 21 29 26 -27
Location
Do you support or oppose making clothing
Inner Me‘fropolitan - K 15 27 7 -46 or fashion items from the fol\qwing
Outer Metropolitan- [ 13 36 33 -52 ::g:le’iz?dum? Fur(irom:mink;:fox;
Provincial = 5 14 26 35 o -42 gtrongly support
ort
Rural- B 19 25 35 -35 Eippoes
Strongly oppose
Education Not sure
Less than year 12 - 8 14 25 42 -45
Year 12 or equivalent- K 17 32 28 -38
TAFE, trade or vocational - [ 16 29 34 -43
University degree - §] 13 31 3 -52
ome
English only - 29 36 -46
Other languages - 33 25 -34
Australia- B 16 29 35 -43
Another country - & 12 31 33 -49

Figure 27: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from fur, by demographic char-
acteristics. Figures in black on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who support this proposal (total
share that say suport, minus the share who say they oppose it).
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Table 22: Share of voters who support or oppose making clothing or fashion items from fur, by demographic characteristics.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians 4 15 30 35 16 -46
Generation
Gen-Z 4 23 31 28 14 -32
Millennials 6 13 32 28 21 -41
Gen-X 4 15 29 38 14 -48
Baby Boomers 3 13 27 42 15 -53
Gender
Women 2 9 30 43 16 -62
Men 7 21 29 26 17 -27
Location
Inner Metropolitan 3 15 27 37 18 -46
Outer Metropolitan 4 13 36 33 14 -52
Provincial 5 14 26 35 20 -42
Rural 6 19 25 35 15 -35
Education
Less than year 12 8 14 25 42 " -45
Year 12 or equivalent 5 17 32 28 18 -38
TAFE, trade or vocational 4 16 29 34 17 -43
University degree 3 13 31 37 16 -52
Language spoken at home
English only 4 15 29 36 16 -46
Other languages 4 20 33 25 18 -34
Birthplace
Australia 5 16 29 35 15 -43
Another country 3 12 31 33 21 -49




Most Victorians support a ban on fashion products made from animal
fur

Question text

Some places around the world are banning the sale of fur products (net including wool) due to animal
welfare concerns.

Do you support or oppose a ban on the sale of animal fur clothing and fashion products in Victoria?

Strongly support
Support
Oppose
Strongly oppose

ok wd -

Not sure
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Share of voters who support or oppose a ban on the
sale of animal fur clothing and fashion products

in Victoria
Net
support
All Victorians - 23 33 ey 7 33
St ote Iintentio
Labor- 27 35 14 6 42
Coalition - 18 30 i 8 19
Greens - 33 37 12 4 54
Other parties and candidates - 21 ) 18 11 22
Employme us
Working full time = 26
Working part time - 37
Sl 4
Nt vr:;?;:g - 32 Some places around the world are banning

the sale of fur preducts (not including
wool) due to animal welfare concerns.
Do you support or oppose a ban on the
sale of animal fur clothing and fashion

25 roducts in Victoria?
EStrongly support

39 Support

35  BOppose

39 I Strongly oppose

Not sure

$3,000 or more per week -
$2,000 to $2,999 per week -
$1,000 to $1,999 per week -
Less than $1,000 per week -

Prefer not to say - 23
Home ownership
Owned outright - 23 30 18 7 28
Owned with a mortgage - 21 34 i 8 30
Renting and other- 24 34 e 6 39
Financial stress
A great deal of stress - 28 28 16| 8 32
Some stress = 22 34 16 6 34
Not much stress - 22 34 17 | 6 33
No stress at all - 20

Figure 28: Share of voters who support or oppose a ban on the sale of animal fur clothing and fashion products in
Victoria, by state vote intention, employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures
in black on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who support this proposal (total share that say suport,
minus the share who say they oppose it).
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Table 23: Share of voters who support or oppose a ban on the sale of animal fur clothing and fashion products in Victoria, by state vote intention, employment
status, household income, home ownership and financial stress.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians 23 33 16 7 21 33
State vote intention
Labor 27 35 14 6 18 42
Coalition 18 30 21 8 23 19
Greens 33 37 12 4 14 54
Other parties and candidates 21 30 18 11 20 22
Employment status
Working full time 19 34 19 8 20 26
Working part time 25 33 15 6 21 37
Not working 30 28 12 6 24 40
Retired 23 32 16 6 23 33
Household income
$3,000 or more per week 16 38 23 6 17 25
$2,000 to $2,999 per week 24 38 13 10 15 39
$1,000 to $1,999 per week 23 33 16 5 23 35
Less than $1,000 per week 31 28 12 8 21 39
Prefer not to say 20 27 17 7 29 23
Home ownership
Owned outright 23 30 18 7 22 28
Owned with a mortgage 21 34 17 8 20 30
Renting and other 24 34 13 6 23 39
Financial stress
A great deal of stress 28 28 16 8 20 32
Some stress 22 34 16 6 22 34
Not much stress 22 34 17 6 21 33

No stress at all 19 29 17 11 24 20




Share of voters who support or oppose a ban on the
sale of animal fur clothing and fashion products

in Victoria
Net
support
All Victorians = 23 33 16 7 33
Gen-Z- 29
Millennials - 33
Gen-X - 32
Baby Boomers - 34
Women - 30 31 12 6 43
Men - 16 34 20 8 22
Some places around the world are banning
i the sale of fur preducts (not including
Inner Metropolitan i 20 33 16 6 33 wool) due to animal welfare concerns.
s Do you support or oppose a ban on the
Outer Metropolltan - 23 32 16 7 32 saleyof anifnpal fur c\o‘tﬁng and fashion
Provincial - 24 34 19 6 33 roducts in Victoria?
Rural - 23 32 15 8 32 Es'msﬂy siipport
Support
B Oppose
on I Strongly oppose
) Not sure
Less than year 12 - 28 33 . 7 37
Year 12 or equivalent = 21 32 16 5 32
TAFE, trade or vocational = 21 33 e 7 30
University degree - 24 32 ISl 3 33
Language spoken at home
English only - 23 EE] 16 7 33
Other languages - 16 34 i1 9 24
Birtt e
Australia = 23 33 16 7 33
Another country - 22 32 16 7 31

Figure 29: Share of voters who support or oppose a ban on the sale of animal fur clothing and fashion products in
Victoria, by demographic characteristics. Figures in black on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who
support this proposal (total share that say suport, minus the share who say they oppose it).
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Table 24: Share of voters who support or oppose a ban on the sale of animal fur clothing and fashion products in Victoria, by demographic characteristics.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians 23 33 16 7 21 33
Generation
Gen-Z 19 35 19 6 21 29
Millennials 20 36 15 8 21 33
Gen-X 26 29 15 8 22 32
Baby Boomers 25 31 16 6 22 34
Gender
Women 30 31 12 6 21 43
Men 16 34 20 8 22 22
Location
Inner Metropolitan 22 33 16 6 23 33
Outer Metropolitan 23 32 16 7 22 32
Provincial 24 34 19 6 17 33
Rural 23 32 15 8 22 32
Education
Less than year 12 28 33 17 7 15 37
Year 12 or equivalent 21 32 16 5 26 32
TAFE, trade or vocational 21 33 17 7 22 30
University degree 24 32 15 8 21 33
Language spoken at home
English only 23 33 16 7 21 33
Other languages 16 34 17 9 24 24
Birthplace
Australia 23 33 16 7 21 33

Another country 22 32 16 7 23 31




Most Victorians are not familiar with the term ‘'mulesing’

Question text

Are you familiar with a farming procedure known as 'mulesing’ (otherwise known as ‘live lamb cutting’),
which is practiced on most wool producing sheep in Australia?

1. Yes — I'm familiar with the term and know what it means
2. Yes — I'm familiar with the term, but not 100% sure what it means
3. I've heard of it but don’t know what it means

4. I've never heard of it
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Reported familiarity with the procedure of
mulesing

All Victorians -

Labor=

Coalition -

Greens -

Other parties and candidates -

Working full time -
Working part time -
Not working -
Retired -

$3,000 or more per week -
$2,000 to $2,999 per week -
$1,000 to $1,999 per week -
Less than $1,000 per week -
Prefer not to say -

Owned outright - 24 12 12
Owned with a mortgage - 12 12 14
Renting and other - 12 [l 14
A great deal of stress - 19 B8 13 60
Some stress = 12 12 14 62

Not much stress - 18 14 13 55
No stress at all - 26 12 [ 52

Are you familiar with a farming

procedure known as 'mulesing’ (otherwise
known as 'live lamb cutting'), which is
practiced on most wool producing sheep
in Australia?

.Yes and | know what it

means
Yes, but not 100% sure
what it means

I've heard of it but

don't know what it means
I've never heard of it

Figure 30: Reported familiarity with the procedure of mulesing, by state vote intention, employment status, household

income, home ownership and financial stress.
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Table 25: Reported familiarity with the procedure of mulesing, by state vote intention, employment status, household income, home ownership and financial stress.

Yes and | know Yes, but not I've heard I've never
what it means  100% sure what of it but heard of it
it means don’t know
what it
means
All Victorians 16 12 13 59
State vote intention
Labor 14 14 15 57
Coalition 20 12 14 54
Greens 13 9 12 66
Other parties and candidates 19 14 9 58
Employment status
Working full time 1N 14 14 61
Working part time 14 " 14 61
Not working 17 6 9 68
Retired 28 13 13 46
Household income
$3,000 or more per week 13 17 15 55
$2,000 to $2,999 per week 17 12 15 56
$1,000 to $1,999 per week 16 14 14 56
Less than $1,000 per week 24 8 11 57
Prefer not to say 1 8 10 71
Home ownership
Owned outright 24 12 12 52
Owned with a mortgage 12 12 14 62
Renting and other 12 (Nl 14 63
Financial stress
A great deal of stress 19 8 13 60
Some stress 12 12 14 62
Not much stress 18 14 13 55

No stress at all 26 12 10 52




Reported familiarity with the procedure of
mulesing

All Victorians -

Gen-Z- 7
Millennials = 10
Gen-X - 15 11
Baby Boomers -

Women -
Men -
Inner Metropolitan - 12 13 15
Quter Metropolitan - 12 11 13
Provincial - 23 11 11
Rural - 27 12 12
Less than year 12 - 18 N6 12 64
Year 12 or equivalent - 15 10 14 61
TAFE, trade or vocational = 17 13 13 57
University degree - 16 14 13 i
English only - 17 12 13 58
Other languages - S 13 14 68
Australia - 17 12 13 58
Another country - 13 13 12 62

Are you familiar with a farming

procedure known as 'mulesing’ (otherwise
known as 'live lamb cutting'), which is
practiced on most wool producing sheep
in Australia?

.Yes and | know what it

means
Yes, but not 100% sure
what it means

I've heard of it but

don't know what it means
I've never heard of it

Figure 31: Reported familiarity with the procedure of mulesing, by demographic characteristics. Figures in black on
the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who support this proposal (total share that say suport, minus the

share who say they oppose it).
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Table 26: Reported familiarity with the procedure of mulesing, by demographic characteristics.

Yes and | know Yes, but not I've heard I've never
what it means  100% sure what of it but heard of it
it means don't know
what it
means
All Victorians 16 12 13 59
Generation
Gen-Z 7 13 15 65
Millennials 10 10 12 68
Gen-X 15 11 15 59
Baby Boomers 27 13 12 48
Gender
Women 16 11 10 63
Men 17 13 16 54
Location
Inner Metropolitan 12 13 15 60
Outer Metropolitan 12 1" 13 64
Provincial 23 11 1" 55
Rural 27 12 12 49
Education
Less than year 12 18 6 12 64
Year 12 or equivalent 15 10 14 61
TAFE, trade or vocational 17 13 13 57
University degree 16 14 13 57
Language spoken at home
English only 17 12 13 58
Other languages 5 13 14 68
Birthplace
Australia 17 12 13 58

Another country 13 13 12 62




When told more about mulesing, most Victorians support a ban on
the practice

Question text

‘Mulesing’ is a practice in which large areas of skin and flesh are cut off a lamb’s bottom and tail. It is
extremely painful but is done to prevent the infestation of flies — known as ‘flystrike’ — which can be fatal.

There are pain-free methods to prevent flystrike which are already used by thousands of Australian wool
growers. Sheep can also be bred that are flystrike resistant and do not need to be mulesed.

Do you support or oppose a ban on mulesing in Victoria?

Strongly support
Support
Oppose
Strongly oppose

SAEEE A

Not sure
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Share of voters who support or oppose to a ban on
mulesing in Victoria

Net
support
All Victorians = 25 29 14 11 29
te intentio
Labor- 26 30 15 14 27
Coalition - 22 31 16 9 28
Greens - 37 30 8 9 49
Other parties and candidates - 23 32 11 12 32
Emp atl
Working full time - 23 31 13 1 30 'Mulesing' is a practice in which
Working part time - 28 31 14 11 34 Iargef?re?s ogskli)n and \‘Iesg are‘ :
£ cutoff a lam IS ottom and tail. It
Not Workmg e 32 21 1 i 31 is extremely painful but is done to
Retired - 21 30 15 11 25 revent the infestation of flies —
nown as 'flystrike’ — which can be
: fatal. There are pain-free methods to
mlousen & prevent flystr\'kepwhich are already
used by thousands of Australian wool
$3;OOO or more per week - 27 32 14 7 38 grower{. Sheep can also be bred that are
$2,000 to $2,999 per week - 22 29 16 16 19 Eystﬂ'kf resc}stDant and do not need to
e e mulesed. Do you support or oppose a
$1 JOOO to $1 ,999 per week 25 33 14 9 35 ban on mulesing in Victoria?
Less than $1,000 per week - 28 24 13 14 25 Strongly support
Prefer not to say - 23 26 0 11 1 27 %“,f;f’cf’sz
=if;i’2%‘rz°'m°se
Owned outright - 24 31 i 11 29
Owned with a mortgage - 24 28 15 13 24
Renting and other- 2if 30 "10° 8 39
A great deal of stress - 30 22 10 17 25
Some stress = 24 32 14 9 33
Not much stress - 24 32 e 1 32
No stress at all - 23 24 16 12 19

Figure 32: Share of voters who support or oppose to a ban on mulesing in Victoria, by state vote intention, employment
status, household income, home ownership and financial stress. Figures in black on the right-hand side of the plot
indicate the net share who support this proposal (total share that say suport, minus the share who say they oppose it).
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Table 27: Share of voters who support or oppose to a ban on mulesing in Victoria, by state vote intention, employment status, household income, home ownership
and financial stress.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians 25 29 14 " 21 29
State vote intention
Labor 26 30 15 14 15 27
Coalition 22 31 16 9 22 28
Greens 37 30 9 9 15 49
Other parties and candidates 23 32 11 12 22 32
Employment status
Working full time 23 31 13 I 22 30
Working part time 28 31 14 1N 16 34
Not working 32 21 11 11 25 31
Retired 21 30 15 1 23 25
Household income
$3,000 or more per week 27 32 14 7 20 38
$2,000 to $2,999 per week 22 29 16 16 17 19
$1,000 to $1,999 per week 25 33 14 9 19 35
Less than $1,000 per week 28 24 13 14 21 25
Prefer not to say 23 26 11 11 29 27
Home ownership
Owned outright 24 31 15 (Nl 19 29
Owned with a mortgage 24 28 15 13 20 24
Renting and other 27 30 10 8 25 39
Financial stress
A great deal of stress 30 22 10 17 21 25
Some stress 24 32 14 9 21 33
Not much stress 24 32 13 11 20 32

No stress at all 23 24 16 12 25 19




Figure 33: Share of voters who support or oppose to a ban on mulesing in Victoria, by demographic characteristics.
Figures in black on the right-hand side of the plot indicate the net share who support this proposal (total share that say
suport, minus the share who say they oppose it).
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Table 28: Share of voters who support or oppose to a ban on mulesing in Victoria, by demographic characteristics.

Strongly Support Oppose Strongly Not sure Net
support oppose support
All Victorians 25 29 14 11 21 29
Generation
Gen-Z 29 33 14 7 17 41
Millennials 25 28 11 11 25 31
Gen-X 26 30 14 11 19 31
Baby Boomers 22 29 15 12 22 24
Gender
Women 29 25 13 13 20 28
Men 21 35 14 8 22 34
Location
Inner Metropolitan 25 32 12 10 21 35
Outer Metropolitan 24 28 14 11 23 27
Provincial 27 31 13 " 18 34
Rural 26 28 14 12 20 28
Education
Less than year 12 26 25 13 12 24 26
Year 12 or equivalent 26 28 14 11 21 29
TAFE, trade or vocational 22 34 13 10 21 33
University degree 28 27 14 1" 20 30
Language spoken at home
English only 25 29 14 11 21 29
Other languages 21 36 8 10 25 39
Birthplace
Australia 25 30 13 10 22 32
Another country 25 28 13 14 20 26
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