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Abstract of a thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the 

requirements for the Degree of Master of Applied Science. 

 

Abstract 

Enhancing resilience for red meat producers by understanding the options, 

barriers and enablers in selling direct to New Zealand consumers 

by 

Angela Matheson Sullivan 

 

There is growing interest from farmers in New Zealand in selling their produce direct to local 

consumers. There are a number of drivers for this trend, not least of which is farmers’ desire to 

capture more value from their produce via shorter supply chains, and by increasing consumer 

demand for ‘local food’. This study explores livestock farmers’ perspectives on the barriers and 

enablers to selling red meat products direct to consumer [D2C] through a series of semi-

structured interviews (N=14). Through the lens of the Values, Rules and Knowledge Framework, 

this research reveals a highly regulated supply chain with limited and expensive transport, 

slaughtering and processing options for small scale D2C farmers. A small number of 

entrepreneurial producers have created on-farm butcheries and/or micro-abattoirs, but this has 

prohibitively high set up and compliance costs, with flow on impact on pricing. Despite current 

economic conditions, there is good local demand for sustainable, locally produced meat. 

However, with limited economies of scale for producers, financial and logistical barriers remain. 

To be competitive, these red meat products must offer consumers added value, be that 

connections with producers or a contribution to environmental and regional sustainability. or a 

contribution to environmental and regional sustainability. 

 

Keywords: Direct to consumer (D2C), red meat, value added, diversification, alternative food 

networks (AFNs), sustainability, Values, Rules and Knowledge (VRK) framework, rural resilience.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

Over the past decade there has been growing interest from food producers, regional 

development agencies and policy makers in New Zealand (NZ) about ways to locally market and sell 

produce (Fountain, et al., 2021). Selling direct to the local consumer (D2C) is potentially one way to 

mitigate some of the social, economic and environmental issues faced by rural communities. It can 

be a means of succession planning (Middlehurst Station, 2023), bridging the urban-rural divide 

(Royalburn Station, 2023), reducing input costs, and increasing employment thereby improving rural 

economies and community resilience (e.g., Fountain et al., 2021; Jonas, 2023; Stanley, 2019). It may 

also be a means of adding value, shortening the supply chain and increasing the sustainability of the 

food system (Çakmakçı et al., 2023, Food & Agriculture Organisation (FAO), 2022; Floriš et al., 2022).  

Central and regional government policy makers are interested in D2C sales not only in relation 

to food safety standards, but also from an environmental and sustainability perspective. This interest 

has increased as threats to producers’ resilience, due to climate change and other disasters, affect 

their ability to grow food and assure consumer food security (Fountain et al, 2021; Clifford, 2023; 

Prasad, 2023; van Zonneveld, 2020). 

From the earliest days of European colonisation in NZ, the nation's livestock farmers have 

sought out markets further afield (Hollander, 2019). The first shipment of frozen NZ lamb was 

exported to the United Kingdom in 1882 and more than 140 years later, NZ red meat exports amount 

to more than $10 billion annually (Hutching, 2017; MacLeod & Moller, 2006; Uys, 2022). During this 

period, to ensure primary industry growth, the New Zealand government put in place financial 

support for farmers in the form of farm subsidies. However, in 1985, as part of budgetary cost cutting 

measures, the government eliminated all subsidies (Gouin, 2006; MacLeod, & Moller, 2006). To 

compete with other heavily subsidised markets, farming practices have become increasingly more 

sophisticated, mechanised and intensified to increase production, incomes and meet global demand 

(MacLeod, & Moller, 2006, Saunders, 2019). As food has become globalised and commoditised, food 

safety has come to the forefront of legislation (Lind & Barham, 2004) in order to “minimise 

foodborne risks to consumers” (Ministry of Primary Iindusty (MPI), 2023a, p.1). The resultant 

regulations have been formulated and enforced to satisfy stringent export requirements and 

safeguard primary producers’ contribution to a $77.2 billion export industry in New Zealand (MPI, 

2023b).  
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This legislation, to support export compliance, has achieved world recognition in food safety 

standards (NZTE, 2023) and with the Codex Commodity Meat Hygiene and Milk Products Committees 

(FAO, 2023a). Large corporate meat processing companies have been able to meet export demand 

and expensive set up and compliance costs through multinational investment (Hutching, 2017; 

Morrison, 2022). This process has commoditised and subjected red meat produced in New Zealand, 

which many producers regard as a premium product, to the vacillations of world commodity pricing 

(FAO, 2023a). According to MPI there is also a lack of transparency in the process, cost, and 

traceability of produce (pers. Comm., March 31, 2023). 

Historically, livestock slaughtering facilities were available in local towns and villages. However, 

due to the introduction of strict food safety regulations late last century and as a consequence, the 

amalgamation and automation of many smaller operations into large corporate entities (e.g. ANSCO 

and Alliance in New Zealand) many smaller slaughter businesses and associated butcheries have 

become unviable and closed (AoteaOra Community Trust, n.d.; Lewis, 2024; Richardson, 2022). These 

closures and the consequential increase in cost of stock transportation and distance travelled to large 

processors has increased costs for farmers and decreased animal welfare (Dani, 2015). 

Some primary producers view selling their red meat direct to the domestic consumer (D2C) as 

a way to differentiate and add value to their produce as well as circumvent the global meat market 

by shortening the supply chain, thereby increasing the sustainability of their processes. This 

legislation stipulates the compulsory use of meat processing companies for all D2C meat processing 

and stringent food safety regulations which add a layer of complexity and cost which is prohibitive 

for many small operators. There are two government Acts in place in New Zealand (MPI, 2024) which 

regulate red meat food safety, and are of primary importance in this study: 

1. Animal Products Act 1999 – NZ Legislation  

2. Food Act 2014 – NZ Legislation  

Some producers have been successful in selling their meat through smaller processing 

companies, such as Dion and Ali Kilmister with their “Homegrown” butchery brand (This NZ Life, 

2023) and direct marketing companies (e.g. Gourmet Direct, 2023). Other farmers have formed 

collectives to achieve economies of scale and access to niche domestic and international markets 

(Coastal Lamb, 2023; Smith, 2023). 

On a regional and community basis there has been a proliferation of farmers’ markets, online 

and mobile produce vendors, and even a small number of farm shops. These initiatives provide 

consumers an alternative to the traditional supermarket and are considered an alternative food 

network. The Alternative Food Networks (AFNs) concept describes a wide range of practices which 

link food production, distribution and consumption in terms of geographic proximity, urban and rural 

economic development. These novel ways of value creation can also be considered through the lens 

of environmental and social justice values in terms of increasing local food security, strengthening 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0093/latest/DLM33502.html
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2014/0032/latest/DLM2995811.html
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rural communities and helping restore environmental biodiversity (Barbera & Dagnes, 2016; 

Edwards, 2016; Morrison, 2024).  

Individual farmers show similar motivations for seeking alternative markets for their produce, 

including the commitment to grow agrifood ethically and sustainably (Corsi et al., 2018). Reduced 

water quality, increasing water and land use constraints together with encroaching urbanisation are 

catalysts to farmers seeking alternative markets to sell their produce to increase profits, increase 

operational sustainability and preserve rural economies (Agfirst, 2017; Elliot et al., 2013). 

Accelerating climate change and increasing extreme weather events (droughts and floods), are 

causing repercussions on farm practices and prompting farmers to diversify their farming operations 

to build resilience into their income streams (Çakmakçı et al., 2023; Vowden, 2023; Reisch et al., 

2013; Hall et al., 2004; MoE, 2001). These factors, in addition to succession planning and adding 

value (discussed above) are key motivators to red meat farmers selling D2C. 

Some examples of D2C red meat AFNs include: local ‘farm’ shops such as Royalburn in Central 

Otago (Royalburn Station, 2023); Staveley Store in mid Canterbury (Staveley Store, 2023); and 

Middlehurst Station Store in North Canterbury (Middlehurst Station, 2023). Farmers selling red meat 

through these stores send their stock to meat processors before packaging it for retail themselves. 

There are also some red meat growers selling online (O’Hara and Low, 2020) for example Havoc Farm 

pork previously sold their product via Online Direct in Hawkes Bay. Other producers sell via farm 

websites and rural farm shops e.g. Middlehurst Station (2023), others sell through mobile local 

butcheries e.g., Chopped Butchery, near Waimate, South Canterbury (Chopped Butchery, 2023; see 

Figure 1) and farmers’ markets (Soggybottom, 2023). 

 

 
Figure 1: Chopped Butchery’s Facebook page promotional photo (2023) 
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There are other livestock producers who sell produce D2C; for example Misty Vale Farm sells 

its hens direct to the consumer (Misty Vale, 2023) and the Good Farm in Welcome Bay, Tauranga sell 

raw milk and eggs through their on-site farm shop. Online D2C distribution include regional 

producers selling honey, eggs and olive oil (Localfood.NZ, 2023). Some businesses are selling produce 

online through the establishment of a farm brand and website taking D2C or Business to Business 

(B2B) orders (Middlehurst Station, 2023; Young Country, 2022). Adoption of, and investment in, new 

technologies such as online marketing can be challenging when they are not a core aspect of the 

business as they can be expensive and time consuming to set up. There are benefits of direct online 

marketing, however, including lowered distribution costs, potential access to a larger customer base, 

customer convenience of 24-hour online ordering without being impacted by poor weather in 

comparison to a farmers’ market (O’Hara & Low, 2020). Online market access also enables producers 

to innovate and pivot in times of disaster or crises, such as during the Covid-19 pandemic, by 

expanding online sales and thereby increasing their economic resilience (Thilmany et al, 2020; Hobbs, 

2021a). 

Some producers who have sold direct to the consumer in the past, such as Cheviot Hills, North 

Canterbury and Balmoral Station, Mackenzie Basin, have now ceased D2C sales. In 2014, Balmoral 

Station sold red meat under the station’s own label Balmoral Estate Merino (2014), however, it 

appears to have been a short lived project and the entrepreneurial farmer then moved on to develop 

other long term projects in forestry (Farm Forestry New Zealand, 2023), tourist activities (Mackenzie 

Alpine Horse Trekking) and accommodation (The Cairns, 2023; ODT, 2023).  

Efforts to lower carbon emissions, along with increasing compliance and farm input costs, 

mean diversification of farming enterprises is essential to ensure future viability (High Country 

Futures, 2023; Stewart, 2023). Due to recent government policy initiatives, there is an increase in 

farmland being purchased for afforestation or carbon farming (Hill Country Futures, 2023). It is 

notable that more farmers are leveraging their land rather than leveraging their stock assets to 

diversify farm income There are numerous examples of farmers diversifying into non-core income 

generation. These include bee-keeping and honey producing (Mt Somers Station, 2023), the 

manufacture of woollen products including blankets and luggage (Mt Somers Station, 2023; Honest 

Wolf, 2023) and agritourism ventures (Criffel Station, 2023; Island Station, 2023; Rees Station, 2023). 

Other farm diversification concepts have included adventure tourism activities such as jet boating, 

tramping and mountain bike trails and farm tours (Energy Jet, 2023; Island Hills Station, 2023). The 

establishment of glamping accommodation and wedding venues is also becoming a popular option 

(Canopy Camping, 2023; Mt White Station, 2023; Criffel Station, 2023; Rees Valley Station, 2023).  



 
 

12 

1.2 Significance of the Research 

There is limited research aimed at understanding why relatively few New Zealand farmers sell 

direct to the consumer, although research exists in other markets, where regulations and compliance 

issues are less demanding. For example, 10% of UK farmers actively participate in processing the 

food they grow or in D2C sales (Nemes et al., 2021). In Italy that figure is 18% while in Austria it is as 

high as 27% (Nemes et al., 2021). As outlined above, in New Zealand, the process of selling direct to 

the consumer is complex and multifaceted. According to Our Land and Water Science leader Dr 

James Turner, the reason selling D2C is challenging is primarily “because our food system is set up for 

mass production and big retailers” (Farmers Weekly, 2021, p.1). Anecdotally, it can be difficult for 

individual farmers to find the funding, time and labour to go through the process of selling D2C due 

to the many rules and regulations governing the sale of meat in NZ (pers comm, sheep and cattle 

farmer, Port Levy; livestock farmer, Southland). 

In light of the multiple constraints on this route to market, further research is required to 

determine whether selling red meat D2C is a viable tool to enhance farm resilience and support rural 

regional regeneration and resilience in the face of climate change. Given the current challenges 

facing the farming community, the current research explores the context in which New Zealand 

farmers decide whether, and how, to diversify farm income streams, and more specifically the 

research seeks to determine the influence of values, rules and knowledge (VRK) on stakeholder 

decisions in the D2C value chain. Ultimately the aim of this research is to support the farming 

communities’ resilience and to inform future decision- and policymakers on how these VRK 

interactions may contribute to local agrifood system transformation in the face of climate change 

and achieve global sustainable development goals.  

To understand the decision context for New Zealand D2C red meat sales the values-rules-

knowledge (VRK) framework has been applied. This framework has previously been utilised in the 

context of decisions around climate change adaptation and land management change (Kirk & 

Cradock-Henry, 2022; Pleininger et al., 2022; Prober et al., 2017; Raum, 2018; Solomonsz et al., 

2019). However, this research offers a novel application of the framework in the context of farmer 

decisions regarding participation in D2C red meat sales. There have been previous studies examining 

the elements of the VRK framework in a similar context. These include analysis of farmers’ values 

(Byfyglian, 2024; Chapman & Deplazes‐Zemp, 2022; Jones & Tobin, 2018; McCarthy et al, 2022), 

farmer knowledge (Carter 1999; Suess-Reyes and Fuetsch, 2016; Wójcik, et al, 2019) and 

interpretation of government rules (Van Uffelen et al., 2023), but the interactions between values, 

rules and knowledge has not yet been applied to farmers’ decision-making context in relation to D2C. 

Thus, the application of the VRK framework will provide a unique lens through which to analyse the 

complexities of the D2C decision-making context and will be used as a tool to evaluate how different 

types of values—intrinsic, relational, and instrumental, influence farmers’ choices and actions on 
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whether to, how to, and to what extent they diversify into D2C sales. In so doing, this research will 

contribute to the understanding of D2C red meat sales in local sustainable and regenerative food 

networks in New Zealand. 

1.3 Research Questions 

The research uses an embedded case study approach to address four main research questions:   

• Who are the primary red meat producers in NZ who sell direct to consumers, and how, and 

why, are they doing it?  

• What are the barriers to direct to consumer sales of red meat? What are the enablers?  

• What might enable more opportunities for direct to consumer sales of red meat in New 

Zealand?  

• How does the Values, Rules and Knowledge framework apply to the New Zealand D2C 

context? 

1.4 Research Approach 

Primary research was conducted utilising a qualitative approach and focusing on a single case 

study of embedded participants. An embedded case study approach allows for a deeper analysis of 

different units or participants to gain an in-depth understanding of the case (Rowley, 2 002), in this 

instance, a subset of New Zealand red meat producers. This approach was decided upon as there are 

limited published qualitative studies on New Zealand D2C red meat sales. To fulfil the above research 

questions, an internet search and desktop analysis of farming documentaries, media and newspaper 

articles and agriculture reports was conducted to understand the context of the embedded case 

study and the economic, social and environmental background to farmers decision making to sell 

their red meat direct to the consumer. Qualitative data was gathered by conducting face-to-face 

interviews, which were analysed by the researcher to understand the barriers and enablers of D2C 

red meat sales in New Zealand. 

 

1.5 Outline of the Thesis 

This thesis is presented in five chapters. Chapter One introduced the overall context to this 

research including an overview of the research topic, conceptual framework and research questions. 

Chapter Two provides a literature review, which discusses sustainable, regenerative, and culinary 

agrifood systems and the potential transformation of these systems to a more sustainable and 

environmentally resilient agricultural system. The VRK theoretical framework of this research is also 

discussed in Chapter Two. Chapter Three discusses the methodology of this research including the 

research method design, the chosen research mode and case study, data collection and analysis, and 
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limitations of the research. Chapter Four presents the results of the research from the interviews. 

Chapter Five discusses the results of this research to answer the research questions and offers a 

conclusion to the whole thesis. 
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Chapter 2  

Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

Farmers are facing multiple challenges in their efforts to feed the world healthy food and 

adapt to climate change, with production being mechanised and intensified to meet ever increasing 

demand (Willett et al., 2019). This intensification has put pressure on the environment, specifically 

natural resources such as water and soil quality (Sullivan, 2003). These issues are widely discussed in 

the literature in terms of the need for sustainable and regenerative agrifood system reform (Heise et 

al., 2024; Omar & Thorsøe, 2023; Schebesta & Candel, 2020). The concept of sustainability in 

agriculture is multifaceted in nature, with the challenge of meeting sustainability goals becoming 

increasingly complex (Duncan, Carolan & Wiskerke, 2020). As discussed in this chapter, this 

complexity is increasing in the face of rapidly escalating climate change, consequential threats to 

biodiversity and growing nutritional and health inequities. One potential solution to these issues is 

the establishment of alternative food networks, which could provide local food security and improve 

sustainability practices regionally (Hall and Gössling, 2016).  

This chapter offers an overview of the literature on sustainable, regenerative, and culinary 

food systems, farmer supply and consumer demand within these systems. Subsequently, direct-to-

consumer supply chains including alternative food networks will be explored with the purpose of 

investigating how systemic change could be made to improve social and environmental outcomes. 

Following this review, the values, rules, and knowledge (VRK) framework (Gorddard et al., 2016), will 

be discussed, and which will be applied later in this study, to highlight the potential barriers and 

enablers for New Zealand farmers endeavouring to sell direct to the consumer. 

2.2 Food systems 

Food and the global agrifood systems are founded on a long history of social, cultural, 

economic, and political development and adaptation. However, modern agricultural systems are 

considered unsustainable by many people, who are calling for structural reform (Duncan et al., 

2020). Sustainable, regenerative, and culinary food systems are all concepts which seek to provide 

structured approaches to conceptualising practical solutions to currently unsustainable and 

environmentally harmful agricultural practices (Duncan et al., 2020; Everett, 2016; Hall & Gosling, 

2016). Internationally there have been targeted government investment in sustainable food 

initiatives (Galli et al., 2020; Heise et al., 2024; Omar & Thorsøe, 2023; Schebesta & Candel, 2020; 

Stevens, 2010). These initiatives reflect the United Nations (UN) Agenda for Sustainable 
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Development which laid out 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) regarding food safety and 

agrifood transformation designed to meet global food demand while protecting the environment 

(Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO), 2022). It is becoming increasingly evident that the 

consumer is seeking sustainable produce as environmental awareness increases, which also 

influences demand for sustainable options in the market (Kline et al., 2015; Realini et al., 2023). 

2.2.1 Sustainable and regenerative food systems  

There are continuing challenges in satisfying increasing global demand for healthy, nutritious 

food including more sustainable protein (The Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research 

Organisation (CSIRO), 2023) while managing agricultural emissions and the impact of climate change 

(National Institute of Water and Atmospheric Research (NIWA), 2023; Intergovernmental Panel on 

Climate Change (IPCC), 2023; Syngenta, 2020; Our Land and Water (OLW), 2021a). The UN 2030 

Agenda for Sustainable Development highlights agriculture as being a pivotal factor in responding to 

climate change (Goal 13) and the need for “sustainable food production systems and resilient 

agricultural practices that provide healthy and affordable diets as well as tackle poverty, protect 

human rights and restore ecosystems” (FAO, 2022, p.V).   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2: UN 2015 Sustainable Development Goals: "Transforming our world: 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development" (FAO, 2023b). 
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As shown in Figure 2 above, the UN 2015 Sustainable Development Goals summarise the key 

components crucial to achieving a long lasting and healthy relationship between humans and the 

natural environment. To identify comprehensive solutions to meet these challenges, the broad 

concept of a sustainable or regenerative food system has evolved in recent decades to include key 

principles of Regenerative Food Systems (RFSs) (Duncan et al., 2020).  

As noted earlier, sustainability is a multidimensional concept. It was first introduced in UN 

documentation in 1978 (Kidd, 1992) and encompasses the pursuit of social equity, economic 

development and environmental management. In 1987, the Brundtland Commission defined 

sustainability as “meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 

generations to meet their own needs.” (UN, 2024, p.1). This concept of maintaining and sustaining 

food systems (FAO,2024) is taken a step further when considering a “regenerative” approach to food 

system development. Regenerative systems approaches advocate for a holistic approach, that 

restores and enhances ecosystems, communities and economies (Duncan et al., 2020; 

Huambachanao, 2020). According to one author Ferrando (2020), a regenerative system should 

involve the synergistic collaboration of humans with the environment, challenge current norms of 

commoditisation of food and bring more value to food within both social and ecological realms. 

Duncan et al. (2020) outline six principles that define RFSs. These principles help to 

conceptualise how changes may be made to current food systems to improve their sustainability and 

assess their potential for regenerative practices. The first principle acknowledges and includes 

diverse forms of “knowing and being in the world” (p.5) including Traditional Ecological Knowledge 

(TEK) and food sovereignty (Duncan et al., 2020; Huambachanao, 2020). Traditional Ecological 

Knowledge is the concept of Indigenous knowledge and practices accumulated over time in relation 

to the natural environment, while food sovereignty is a concept emphasising the right of Indigenous 

peoples and communities to define and control their own food systems, including the production, 

distribution, and consumption of food, holistically and autonomously. In the context of New Zealand, 

incorporating TEK and food sovereignty into regenerative and sustainable food systems would 

involve the incorporation of Mātauranga Māori knowledge systems including Mauri Ora (good living) 

and Te Ao Māori (Māori worldview) into agrifood practices (Huambachanao, 2020; McAllister, et al., 

2019).  

Huambachanao (2020) highlights the importance of quality food production to enhance the 

health of the people consuming it, through the concept of Mauri Ora. Furthermore, in relation to 

agriculture, the concept of kaitiakitanga or guardianship of the land to protect it for generations to 

come within Mātauranga Māori contrasts with the Western perspective of land ownership 

(Huambachanao, 2020; McAllister, et al., 2019). Restoring the human relationship with the natural 

environment through these Mātauranga Māori principles, within a TEK and food sovereignty context, 

would help to encourage more sustainable agricultural practices with an inclusive, holistic and 
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unified approach to building resilient food systems for all (Chesnai, 2020; Dwiartama, 2020; 

Huambachanao, 2020; McAllister et al., 2020).  

The second RFS principle is centred on justice for humans, animals and the places they inhabit. 

The emphasis is on an ethical approach to agricultural care (Hassinck et al., 2020), regenerative 

labour practices that allow for freedom of creativity connection and cooperation (Sbicca, 2020, 

p.122), and the alignment of environmental and human health and wellbeing objectives (Amos & 

Bailey, 2020). 

Thirdly, advocates for regenerative agriculture recognise the need to protect small scale 

farming operations from global capitalist control. Symbiotic or mutually beneficial food systems of 

autonomous, small-scale actors who work together in local AFNs exist in many countries around the 

world. These farmers need to be supported, and their farms protected from global agribusiness 

corporate intervention or acquisition which drives increasing alienation, unequable outcomes and 

environmental deterioration (Wegerif, 2020).  

In the fourth principle Duncan et al., (2020) call for the “commoning the food system” or 

“qualifying food as a non-commodity, and as part of a commons” (p.7). This concept of commoning 

challenges the traditional, market-driven view of food as a commodity (something bought and sold 

for profit) and instead promotes the idea of food as a shared resource, owned collectively by 

communities (Duncan et al., 2020). Ferrando (2020) explores the differences between commoning 

and commodification and emphasises that sustainable food systems, as they currently stand, do not 

incorporate the concept of commoning. Ferrando (2020) envisages a transition away from 

commodification describing a radical approach to re-conceptualising food as a gift from the 

environment to be respected and shared equally, with food production centred around restoration 

of symbiosis between the environment and humans instead of mass production and profitability. 

The fifth principle outlined by Duncan and colleagues promotes “accountable innovations” 

which are accepted and supported on a community level (Duncan et al., 2020, p.5). They argue that 

innovation in the food system is essential in order to achieve the positive socio-economic and 

ecological changes discussed above. Initiating and promoting regenerative food system innovations 

such as those based on digital innovation (Bronson, 2020;  Maccharia, 2020) and a circular economy 

(de Lauwere et al., 2022; Pascucci, 2020) would require social inclusivity in decision making, political 

transparency in policy formulation and implementation, and an accounting for any social, ecological 

and economic impacts of the proposed innovations (Duncan et al., 2020). 

Finally, the sixth principle includes “long-term planning and rural-urban relations” (Duncan et 

al., 2020, p.5).  This principle emphasises the need to analyse the long-term efficacy of regenerative 

food systems from the outset of their conceptualisation, in order to facilitate ongoing solutions to 

the current social and climate crises (Duncan et al., 2020). Furthermore, with regard to the 

advancement of rural–urban relations, Duncan et al., (2020) highlight the current divide between 
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rural farmers and urban communities internationally, despite being the primary source of food 

supply for urban communities. Woods (2020) recommends that efforts should be made to re-localise 

and re-vitalise agricultural links between city consumers and country producers to improve 

agriculture’s impact on the environment by reducing carbon emissions and inequitable food 

distribution by increasing local food security (Woods, 2020). For example, Woods (2020) discusses a 

variety of re-localised food enterprises such as farmers’ markets and other Community Supported 

Agriculture (CSA) schemes which will be discussed further below.  

These RFS principles are highly valuable when considering how to reconstruct current food 

systems both nationally and internationally. However, it must be acknowledged that the theory of 

regeneration is a radical approach to food system change, and even striving for sustainability in food 

systems is challenging. Hall and Gössling (2013) recognise that it is idealistic to expect complete 

systems change to a sustainable or regenerative approach, but that defining principles around 

systems and sustainability provides a practical framework in which to make progress. 

2.2.2 Culinary food systems 

In addition to sustainable and regenerative food systems, it is crucial to discuss the concept 

of culinary food systems when considering how both social and environmental improvements can be 

made to food supply and demand at a local and regional level. A culinary food system (CFS) includes 

the processes of sourcing, preparing and consuming food, with emphasis on the cultural, social, 

environmental and economic aspects of these processes (Hall and Gössling, 2016). Hall and Gössling 

(2016) envisage a CFS which integrates local and regional farm to plate enterprises to join and 

enhance the milieu of national and international food networks, otherwise called “local or regional 

food systems” (Hall and Gössling, 2016, p.8). They propose that an effective local food system 

requires “a close producer-consumer relationship within a designated place or local area” (p.10), to 

create a mutually beneficial food system. This concept is important in optimising specific 

geographical regions’ unique attributes to not only implement more sustainable and regenerative 

food practices but also to foster economic development for regional areas (Hall and Gössling, 2016). 

This regional focus is in stark contrast to the global scale of centralised, industrial food systems (see 

Figure 3 (A) below) (Hall & Gössling, 2016). These systems are made up of multinational corporations 

mass producing food, subsequently distributed through supermarket chains (Hall and Gössling, 

2016). It is evident from Figure 3 A) Industrial food supply chain below that the supply chain for 

industrial food systems is long and complex, whereas ventures to shorten the supply chain such as in 

Figure 3 B) Capturing value within the industrial food supply chain below, are more likely to 

strengthen the relationship between the producer and the consumer, optimising outcomes for local 

food systems (Hall & Gössling, 2016). It is also evident that success and viability of local food 
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development requires an ongoing commitment from a broad range of stakeholders such as farmers, 

local restaurants, markets, shops and the consumer exemplified in Figure 3 (C, D & E) below: 

 

 

 

2.2.3 Farmer produce supply 

With regard to farmers’ participation in culinary food systems, unique selling points of locally 

grown produce, such as organic and/or regeneratively farmed produce, with high standards of 

Figure 3: Industrial and alternative supply chains (Hall & Gössling, 2016) 
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animal welfare and meat quality, add value to an otherwise commoditised product (Aboah & Lees, 

2020). There are continued efforts being made by farmers to ensure the provenance of their produce 

is recognised and valued (Provenir, 2023). According to Sutherland and Darnhofer (2012), there has 

been broadening of the definition of ‘good farming,’ or the good farmer construct. Consequentially, 

the ’good farming’ concept has become more divided with farmers choosing to focus on different 

parts of it (such as D2C sales) as they endeavour to improve public opinion of farming (Sutherland & 

Darnhofer, 2012; Knook et al., 2022). 

Sales of red meat D2C is of interest to farmers, government policy makers and consumers 

however this mode of selling red meat has not been explicitly discussed in current academic 

literature. As the cost of farm inputs exceed farm incomes, coupled with climate, land and regulatory 

pressures, there is a clear trend of farmers seeking to leverage their farming operations to potentially 

include non-core farm incomes, including D2C sales. This in evident in recent research by Our Land 

and Water (OLW, 2021b; see Figure 4). Figure 4 shows ‘financial gain’ was the most significant 

motivation for farm diversification or pluri-activity (Bateman & Ray, 1994; OLW, 2021b). The research 

revealed a further 7 motivations including the desire to try something new, environmental benefit 

and succession planning.  

 

 
Figure 4: OLW (2021a) Farmer motivations for diversification 

 

However, due to the current small-scale nature of sustainable supply chains (involving both 

higher production costs and lower yields) compared to conventional supply chains, D2C prices must 

be at a premium to be financially sustainable for farmers (Feldmann & Hamm, 2015; Taghikhan, 

2021). This lack of economy of scale is a key a barrier to farmers’ effective participation in culinary 

food systems, although they continue to explore D2C as an option as they seek out alternative 

streams of income to meet their social, economic, environmental goals (Feldmann & Hamm, 2015; 

Taghikhan, 2021; Gasson, 1973; Nelson & Mackay, 2019). It is evident that for a local/culinary system 

to be effective, there must be sufficient motivation and demand from local consumers to seek out 
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such produce and pay premium prices for a premium product (Feldmann & Hamm, 2015; Taghikhan, 

2021).  

When considering how best to initiate a CFS, it is important to note that the genesis of 

regulatory and legislative developmental initiatives in relation to food systems is usually situated at a 

regional level (Hall and Gössling, 2016). Therefore, community planning of such systems should 

ideally be actioned with the assistance of public financial support from local councils such as 

monetary incentives and subsidies to stimulate and support the local economic environment (Hall 

and Gössling 2016). For council-funded regional development agencies, focusing on ways to market 

and sell locally produced food not only creates the opportunity for a diversified and more resilient 

economy but also can be a point of difference which strengthens a region’s – and a brand’s – identity 

(Barbera & Dagnes, 2016; Everett & Aitchison, 2008; Made North Canterbury, 2023). 

2.2.4 Consumer demand 

Global trends in food and drink consumption indicate shifts in consumer preferences, with 

many choosing small scale, local and ‘authentic’ food producers and products over larger, 

multinational or corporate ones (Ateljevic, 2020; Fountain, 2022). In general, the evolution of 

supermarkets has distanced consumers from producers, however, purchasing food from online 

webstores or local AFNs is a growing trend domestically and internationally (Barbera & Dagnes, 2016; 

Corsi & Mazzocchi, 2019; Stein & Santini, 2022). This is driven in part by a desire to support ethical 

production practices and to address sustainability concerns about food miles and industrial 

agriculture (Ateljevic, 2020; Fountain, 2022). However, in challenging economic times, budgetary 

constraints often outweigh consumers’ ethical desires and environmental concerns. In times of 

financial downturn, price then becomes the key determinant in consumer purchasing behaviour and 

food consumption (Whitton et al., 2021; Willis, 2016; Zhang et al., 2024).  

Paradoxically, there is a growing demand from sustainably aware consumers for local produce 

purchased directly from the agrifood producer (OLA, 2023b; Kline et al., 2015; Realini et al., 2023). 

This is due to perceived or actual lowering of environmental impact such as in livestock and product 

transportation (Kline et al., 2015; OLA, 2023b; Realini et al., 2023). The desire to ‘eat local’ is not 

new, with considerable research over the past decade exploring this phenomenon globally 

(Chambers et al., 2007; Feldmann & Hamm, 2015; Meyerding, Trajer & Lehberger, 2019; Riefler, 

2019). Further to this, there is increasing international environmental awareness at a governmental 

level, with some countries starting to encourage and support their population to source more locally 

produced food (Chambers et al., 2007; Omar & Thorsøe, 2023; Paarlberg, 2023). 
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2.3 Direct to consumer supply chains 

In recent years, Western governments have had a keen interest in developing food ventures to 

stimulate and support regional economies (Omar & Thorsøe, 202; Paarlberg, 2023). In the European 

Union (EU), significant progress has been made in the promotion of sustainability in agrifood 

initiatives (Omar & Thorsøe, 2023). Previously, the EU has disproportionately favoured large-scale 

agribusiness interests which in turn marginalised the small and medium sized farmers in the policy 

making process (Omar & Thorsøe, 2023). However, in light of the UN Sustainable Development Goals 

and in a bid to reform their Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), the EU introduced the 2020 Farm to 

Fork Strategy as part of the European Green Deal (Omar & Thorsøe, 2023). This sustainable food 

policy framework is being implemented between 2023 and 2027 and is designed to accelerate the 

“transition to healthy and inclusive food systems”, which will ideally prioritise smaller agricultural 

enterprises and the creation of culinary/local food systems to improve, environmental, social and 

economic outcomes for communities (Omar & Thorsøe, 2023 p.632).  

Separate to these EU/UN initiatives, in 2009, the Obama administration invested $1 billion into 

the United States local food projects under the banner of “Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food” 

(Paarlberg, 2023 p.200). Despite this substantial investment in sustainable local food initiatives, 

shorter supply chain sales remain a meagre 3% of United States national farm to fork (F2F) sales in 

part due to powerful corporate competition in the food sector, indicating the potential for significant 

progress in preferencing local food systems (Paarlberg, 2023). These examples show that there is 

international interest in pursuing smaller, local food systems which are designed empower farmers 

to increase their sustainability across scales, including shortening food supply chains.  

One example of a shorter supply chain (refer to Figure 3 (C)) is the concept of selling direct to 

the consumer (D2C). In contrast to industrial supply chains, shorter supply chains such as farmers 

selling D2C, can be seen to be a crucial part of culinary or local food systems, prioritising a close 

relationship between the producer and the consumer to maintain and promote local production and 

supply of food (Hall & Gössling, 2016). As discussed above, the culinary food system structure stands 

to benefit local and regional economies, as well as offering increased potential for sustainable and 

even regenerative agricultural practices (Duncan et al., 2020, Hall & Gössling, 2016).  

Sustainable D2C enterprises have the capacity to meet a number of the seventeen UN SDG’s 

goals (refer to Figure 2). These include more sustainable, less intensive farming practices which 

reduce nitrogen and phosphorus run-off thereby improving water quality (Goal 6). Furthermore, 

farmers selling D2C are considerably less fossil fuel dependent than farmers selling through 

traditional red meat export chains (Goal 7). The local production, supply, and distribution of products 

such as red meat via D2C channels also contributes to less wastage in the food chain, more 

responsible food consumption (Goal 12) and has the potential to strengthen rural economies (Goal 

1). Therefore, promoting shorter supply chains, for example selling D2C, can be seen to be a method  
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by which to construct improved culinary food systems and improve sustainability. Selling D2C can be 

conceptualised in a myriad of ways. To explore selling D2C further, the construct of Alternative Food 

Networks (AFNs) will be utilised. Alongside this, reference will be made to food tourism in this 

review, due to the role food tourism can play in supporting local food networks/AFNs as distribution 

strategies for small scale producers. 

2.3.1 Alternative Food Networks 

As discussed in Chapter 1, AFNs are defined as food practices which promote local, 

sustainable, and ethical food production and distribution with short supply chains (Barbera & 

Dagnes, 2016; Gori, & Castellini, 2023). Barbera & Dagnes (2016) describe AFNs as “grassroots” 

initiatives which require the active participation of producers and consumers to step outside of 

industrialised systems. This motivation to create new foodways and diversify supply chains for 

agrifood producers and local food businesses (Hall & Gossling, 2013; Fountain et al., 2021; Thilmany, 

et al., 2021) is an integral part of ensuring future agricultural adaptability and resilience (Hobbs, 

2021b; Clifford, 2023).  

These values and concepts within AFNs strongly align with the principles outlined above in the 

sustainable and regenerative food systems, and are in stark contrast to conventional, industrialised 

food networks. The forms of AFNs are highly varied (Barbera & Dagnes, 2016; Poças Ribeiro et al., 

2021). Some examples including farmers’ markets, community-supported agriculture (CSA) 

programs, and food cooperatives (Woods, 2020). These networks not only provide fresh, locally 

produced food but also strengthen connections between urban and rural areas, enhancing food 

security and encouraging more transparent food supply chains (Barbera & Dagnes, 2016). 

Additionally, AFNs often prioritise the welfare of producers by promoting fair trade principles and 

reducing exploitation in the food industry (Barbera & Dagnes, 2016).  

To establish a successful AFN operation, it is necessary to form good networks between 

regulators, farmers and consumers. Béné and Abdulai (2024), who assert AFNs are integral to the 

transformation to sustainable food systems across scales, highlight the importance of collaboration 

between producers and local government to develop new initiatives. The literature cites that AFNs 

must encompass a shared vision of community and regional business goals (Berno, 2015; OLW, 

2021a). Furthermore, proximity of producers to a broad consumer base interested in the 

consumption of and willing to pay for sustainable, high quality, local produce for the benefit of the 

environment is integral to success of D2C sales (Barbera & Dagnes, 2016; Chambers et al.,2007; 

Zhang et al., 2014). 

There are many reasons why regulators (e.g., local government bodies), farmers and 

consumers within local communities should develop and participate in AFNs, and existing evidence 

highlights strong motivation on the part of farmers and consumers to support food system 
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transformation to forms of AFNs (Eat New Zealand, 2024, Corsi & Mazzochi, 2019). AFNs within 

communities can contribute to collective well-being by fostering a sense of pride in place, local food 

traditions and cultural heritage (Aucoin & Fry, 2015). Hall and Gössling (2016) highlight the role of 

food as a cultural connector, bringing together people from diverse backgrounds and offering 

opportunities for community engagement. Food festivals, cooking classes, and farm visits, for 

example, can serve as platforms for social interaction and cultural exchange. These activities help 

preserve traditional food practices, pass down culinary knowledge, and ensure that local food 

cultures are celebrated and maintained (Hall & Gössling, 2016).  

These community initiatives may also contribute to reducing risk and realising opportunities in 

agrifood adaptation, for example in cases of community isolation following disasters and extreme 

weather events, and likely ensuing economic hardship (Fountain et al., 2021). Furthermore, they 

support environmental sustainability by encouraging practices such as sourcing locally grown and 

seasonal foods, reducing food miles, and promoting organic and agroecological farming methods 

(Hall & Gössling, 2016). These sustainable practices can be seen to help mitigate some of the 

environmental impacts associated with traditional farming practices, such as carbon emissions from 

long-distance travel and overuse of resources (Hall & Gössling, 2016). 

Environmental stewardship within local communities can also be improved through AFNs (Hall 

& Gössling, 2016). By encouraging regional stakeholders to embrace sustainable food systems, such 

as farm-to-table dining, culinary food systems can act as a vehicle for promoting broader 

environmental consciousness among tourists, businesses, and residents. This integration of 

sustainability into food system practices reflects a growing awareness of the need for responsible 

land stewardship that minimises negative environmental impacts while supporting local ecosystems 

(Hall & Gössling, 2016). 

By participating in AFNs, farmers have the opportunity to support their family and local 

community by creating sustainable employment and ensuring the provenance of their produce is 

recognised and valued (Fountain 2022; Jennings, 2020; Kilgallon, 2020). In addition, participation in 

AFNs is valued by farmers as a tool to improve any negative public opinion about unsustainable 

farming practices (Knook et al., 2022; Sutherland & Darnhofer, 2012). A number of farmers have 

started participating in AFNs on a small scale through attendance at farmers’ markets. These 

networks give producers greater control of their brand stories, and enable farmers to capitalise on 

the sustainable, ‘buy local’ movement and also create closer relationships with the consumer and the 

local community through sharing knowledge of industry practices (Fountain, 2022; Venn et al, 2006). 

Furthermore, shorter supply chains within AFNs can also increase animal welfare and traceability and 

there is the potential for increased returns on produce (Aguglia et al., 2019; Deavoll, 2016; Floriš et 

al., 2019; Provenir, 2023; Sievert, 2022). 
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Finally, the literature cites growing importance of AFNs within the context of food tourism as 

they help to foster sustainable and equitable opportunities in communities (Hall & Gössling, 2016) 

and can empower local producers by increasing their visibility and market access. Direct 

connections between food producers and food consumers can be established through 

participation in farmers’ markets, restaurants, food and drink trails and tours. D2C sales can support 

local AFNs, fostering a more diversified economic base, offering new opportunities for small-scale 

food producers, culinary artisans, and local entrepreneurs especially in rural and peripheral areas 

(Fontefrancesco & Costa, 2023; Fountain et al, 2021; Hall & Gössling, 2016).  

This economic impact is not limited to direct sales in restaurants and markets but extends to 

indirect benefits such as supply chain development, marketing, the promotion of local food cultures 

(Everett, 2016), and have a role in fostering more sustainable and equitable food systems (Hall & 

Gössling, 2016). For example, in Berno’s (2015) case study of Samoan food consumption patterns, 

colonisation and the introduction of imported Western foods showed a notably negative impact on 

the local populations health and wellbeing. Berno (2015) discusses how food tourism can support 

small-scale and marginalised producers, providing them with a direct channel to reach domestic and 

international tourists who are eager to experience authentic, local flavours. By offering improved 

economic returns and promoting social equity, food tourism can also play a role in reducing rural-

urban disparities and encouraging the revitalisation of communities that may otherwise face 

economic hardship.  

As discussed in Chapter 1, there are barriers to the success of AFNs, including the small scale 

nature of the enterprises and the need to charge premium prices to cover high input costs, both of 

which can inhibit growth (Barbera & Dagnes, 2016; Chen et al., 2021; Feldmann & Hamm, 2015; Galli 

et al., 2018; Taghikhan, 2021). For D2C red meat suppliers in particular there are notable difficulties 

in participating in AFNs due to the seasonal nature of livestock supply; accessing slaughtering 

facilities, and technical constraints to meet food safety regulations (Dani, 2015; Chen et al., 2021; 

Hall et al., 2004; Harrison et al., 2013; Worosz et al., 2008) and logistical barriers to scalability 

(Mount, 2011). These issues are discussed further in Chapter 4. 

As already acknowledged above, during the past decades there has been an amalgamation of 

meat processing facilities in much of the developed world. These larger facilities may be reluctant to 

process small D2C consignments. To combat this trend, the UK government established a £4 million 

Smaller Abattoir Fund in 2023 to support smaller red meat and poultry abattoirs across England 

(Gov.UK, 2023). A 2023 survey by the Sustainable Food Trust (SFT) of abattoir users in the UK 

revealed numerous benefits to having access to a local abattoir (see Figure 5 below), including 

improved animal welfare due to lower stress on the animal if only travelling a short distance from the 

farm for slaughter, local abattoir owners’ support the local economy through employment and meat 

supply to local households via local butcheries. Environmental benefits included lower carbon 
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emissions from travel and greater biosecurity. A study by Hultgren et al. (2022) on the introduction 

of mobile abattoirs in Sweden reinforces the SFT findings. In addition, reduced stress on stock from 

shorter preslaughter handling time and distance travelled to abattoir may enhance meat tenderness 

and therefore quality (Bulitta, 2015; Hultgren et al., 2022).  

 

 

 

Figure 5: Sustainable Food Trust abattoir users survey results 2023 
 

Quality is high on consumer list of desirable AFNs sources food attributes as is food safety 

(Chambers et al., 2007). However stringent government food safety regulations governing AFNs may 

be a barrier to farmer participation. Food safety is essential in the provision of healthy nutritious 

food for all consumers (IFC, 2021; Federated Farmers, 2024). The FAO explanation of food safety is as 

follows: ‘Food safety is all about making sure the food we eat won't harm us. It involves preventing 

food from containing substances (hazards) that could make us sick. Essentially, if it's not safe to eat, 

it's not food’ (FAO, 2024, p1). 

The prevention of food contamination and resultant foodborne illness in humans is a crucial 

building block of agrifood systems (FAO, 2022). It is, therefore, an essential component of food and 

animal welfare legislation especially for large agrifood exporting countries including New Zealand, 

Australia and the US. However, adhering to such regulations can be challenging for small scale food 

producers and a barrier to participation and success in D2C sales (Mount, 2011). This is especially the 

case of red meat producers wishing to sell their products D2C (Chen et al., 2021; Hall et al., 2004; 

Worosz et al., 2008). A key challenge in D2C red meat sales is its perishability, which requires 

consistent refrigeration to maintain a stable temperature. This requires careful management of 

storage, distribution logistics and display processes to ensure the meat remains at a consistently safe 
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temperature throughout the supply chain (Dani, 2015). These important food safety practices may 

not always be fully understood or stringently followed by farmers and as such can be a barrier to 

selling D2C (Chen et al., 2021; Harrison et al., 2013).  

In summary, the complexity of food system challenges is increasing in the face of rapidly 

escalating climate change, consequential threats to biodiversity and growing nutritional and health 

inequities. One potential solution to these issues is the establishment of alternative food networks, 

which could provide local food security and improve sustainability practices regionally (Hall & 

Gössling, 2016). A search of the relevant literature on agrifood systems related to the development 

of D2C processes included an introduction to the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), food 

safety, and sustainable, regenerative and culinary food systems. Research on regional development 

of local artisan markets and consumer demand for these alternative food networks was also 

discussed. The next step is to gain an of understanding of farmers’ values and knowledge, and their 

motivations to work within the stringent government rules around food safety and animal welfare to 

sell D2C using the VRK framework.  

2.4 Values, Rules and Knowledge (VRK) Framework 

To explore the complex decision context of red meat producers, this study uses the values, 

rules, and knowledge (VRK) framework (Gorddard et al., 2016) to investigate the enablers and 

barriers to selling red meat D2C. The VRK framework has previously been used to gain an 

understanding the values (intrinsic, instrumental, and relational), rules (institutional and societal, 

including informal rules such as norms) and knowledge (experiential and scientific, technical and 

indigenous) impacting climate adaptation pathways (Colloff et al., 2017; Gorddard et al., 2016; 

Prober, et al., 2017; Lavorel et al., 2020). Many conceptual frameworks focus on one of these three 

elements in isolation, however the VRK framework explores all three elements simultaneously. In 

addition, exploring the interconnections between the elements provided an opportunity to utilise a 

holistic, non-linear approach to identifying the gaps the decision-making process.  

 The framework was first developed to understand the decision-making context, processes 

and planning involved in climate adaptation (Gorddard et al., 2016). In the past decade VRK has been 

applied to a wide range of place- and problem-based issues. These include possible adaptation of 

biophysical pathways in South Australian agricultural communities (Prober et al. 2017); developing 

culturally appropriate and sustainable conservation approaches in the Mediterranean region 

(Plieninger et al., 2022) and identifying ways stakeholder values, scientific knowledge and 

governance frameworks might be used in ecosystem management of the Southern Ocean 

(Solomonsz et al., 2021).  

This framework was also utilised in systematic stakeholder analysis for UK forest ecosystem 

services (Raum, 2018) and to review the influences and complex interaction between VRK in the 
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decision-making contexts of stakeholder management of land and ecosystem conservation (Kirk and 

Cradock-Henry, 2022). According to Lavorel et al. (2019) the role of governance, traditional 

knowledge and capacity to adapt are important in planning climate adaptation pathways. This can be 

through building on experience and knowledge of crop diversification, water management and 

Indigenous knowledge on climate change (Lavorel et al., 2019), but concludes that transformation of 

practices is only possible if barriers created through the interaction between values and rules across 

scales can be overcome (Lavorel et al., 2019). 

Using VRK, it is possible to gain an in-depth understanding of the decision-making context, for 

farmers selling D2C, including farmer motivations to sell D2C and how AFN networks, government 

regulations, and environmental concerns shape these enterprises. By defining and highlighting 

farmers’ values and knowledge and the rules and interactions influencing the decision-making 

context, the pivotal barriers and enablers which influence D2C red meat sales in New Zealand can be 

identified. While there have been previous studies regarding elements of this framework including 

analysis of farmers values (Byfyglian, 2024; Chapman & Deplazes‐Zemp, 2022; Jones & Tobin, 2018; 

McCarthy et al, 2022) and farmer knowledge (Carter 1999; Suess-Reyes and Fuetsch, 2016; Wójcik, et 

al, 2019;) and interpretation of government rules (Van Uffelen et al., 2023), the combined VRK 

framework has not yet been applied to farmers’ decision-making context in relation to D2C. The 

following sections examine the key elements of the framework in more detail. 

2.4.1 Values 

Values can be defined as the guiding principles that influence decision making, encompassing 

economic, environmental, ecological, political and social considerations (Gorddard et al., 2016; 

Solomonsz et al., 2021). According to Gorddard et al. (2016) intrinsic values refer to personal, often 

non-monetary, factors that farmers prioritise in their farm management decision-making processes. 

These values include their connection to the land, the quality and sustainability of the products they 

produce, and the pride they derive from their farming practices (Corsi et al., 2018). Furthermore, 

these values can significantly shape how farmers navigate and perceive agricultural policies, 

particularly when these policies do not align with their own ethical views or long-term goals (Carolan, 

2020; Gasson, 1973). For example, farmers who prioritise environmental sustainability may be more 

inclined to adopt practices that align with conservation initiatives (Gasson, 1973; Kirk & Cradock-

Henry, 2022). 

Relational values are evidenced in the calibre of relationships between stakeholders in the 

agrifood value chain, such as those between farmers, consumers, and rural professionals (Tobin & 

Jones, 2018). Farmers may facilitate and prioritise cooperative relationships with supply chain actors 

often making decisions based on a desire to achieve mutual benefits and improve their relationships 

with other stakeholders or the environment (Byfuglien et al., 2024). For example, farmers’ 
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participation in collaborative initiatives such as sustainable farming networks may be driven by 

relational values that prioritise family ties, social bonds and community well-being. 

By comparison, instrumental values are those related to practical considerations and tangible 

outcomes, such as the use of technology to increase productivity, the adoption of innovative farming 

systems, and the pursuit of financial gain (Omar & Thorsøe, 2024). In the context of external 

challenges to rural livelihoods, instrumental values can motivate farmers to diversify their 

operations, into D2C sales or agri-tourism alternatives. Farmers’ values can thus serve as a crucial 

foundation for understanding their motivation to pursue specific pathways for diversification. The 

interplay between monetary and non-monetary motivations (Corsi et al., 2018) highlights how values 

shape the decision-making process in the context of social, economic and environmental change. 

2.4.2 Rules 

Rules can be defined as the norms, practices, heuristics (‘rules of thumb’), regulations, laws 

and treaties that govern actions and behaviours (Gorddard et al., 2016; Solomonsz et al., 2021). Rules 

play a central role in shaping farmer decisions by influencing the regulatory environment within 

which they operate. These rules can be formal or informal, and they encompass both institutional 

and societal factors that govern agricultural practices and the broader agrifood system. As noted by 

Gorddard et al. (2016) the intersection of institutional and societal rules is critical for understanding 

how farmers adapt to new challenges, particularly in the face of climate change. 

Formal rules, including government policies, regulations, and financial mechanisms, are often 

introduced to steer agricultural practices toward sustainability and resilience. For example, financial 

incentives such as subsidies for adopting sustainable practices or participating in conservation 

programs can motivate farmers to modify their land management practices (Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 

2022). However, the perceived fairness and feasibility of these rules can significantly affect their 

effectiveness. When rules are perceived as overly complex, restrictive, or disconnected from farmers' 

real-world conditions, they may lead to resistance or non-compliance (Baur, 2020). Baur (2020) in his  

research into environmental sustainability in California agriculture, discussed the failure of farmer 

aspirations to farm ‘better’ due to constraints outside the farmer's control. These constraints 

included “two distinct societal obligations” impressed on state farmers to establish food safety 

protocols and practice sustainable agriculture (Baur, 2020, p.1175). Efforts to comply with both sets 

of institutional rules around the separate management paradigms created overwhelming compliance 

pressures for farmers and lead farmers making the most feasible or “right-versus-right” choice within 

the institutional constraints (Baur, 2020, p.1175).  

Informal rules refer to the social norms and cultural expectations that shape farmers’ 

behaviours and relationships with others in the farming community. These rules are often 

community-specific and can influence practices such as animal welfare, environmental stewardship, 
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and the adoption of new farming methods. Social norms can play a pivotal role in shaping farmer 

behaviour and facilitating collective action in response to shared challenges (Tobin & Jones, 2018). 

For example, farming social networks can be crucial in overcoming logistical barriers to adopting new 

farming practices, such as those required for D2C diversification. 

2.4.3 Knowledge 

Knowledge can be defined as the formal and informal evidence that informs and supports the 

decision making progress (Gorddard et al., 2016; Solomonsz et al., 2021). Knowledge plays a crucial 

role in shaping farmers' decisions, particularly in the context of diversifying income streams. The 

capacity to diversify requires understanding of the technical and/or scientific aspects of food safety 

but also encompasses the experiential, local, and intergenerational knowledge that farmers acquire 

over time. 

Formal knowledge—such as scientific research, extension services, and educational 

programs—provides farmers with the tools and understanding necessary to implement climate 

adaptation strategies effectively. However, as highlighted by Prober et al. (2017), there is often a 

knowledge gap between scientific recommendations and farmers' existing practices. This gap can be 

bridged by providing farmers with knowledge that is tailored to their specific environmental, 

economic, and social conditions, and by fostering participatory approaches that incorporate local 

knowledge into decision-making processes (Šūmane et al., 2018; Jakku et al., 2024). 

Informal knowledge, on the other hand, is rooted in the lived experiences of farmers, passed 

down through generations or shared within farming communities. This knowledge is particularly 

valuable in addressing local, context-specific challenges, such as adapting farm management to local 

biophysical challenges including weather conditions, water access and soil types (Wójcik et al., 2019). 

Such knowledge systems are often more flexible and adaptive than formal knowledge systems and 

can provide critical insights for resilient farming practices. 

The integration of formal and informal knowledge is essential for successful climate 

adaptation, especially when pursuing complex strategies such as D2C sales or diversification into new 

agricultural sectors, such as agrivoltaics (Lavorel et al., 2019). For instance, diversifying into D2C sales 

requires knowledge of food safety regulations and consumer preferences, local marketing strategies, 

and how to build trust with consumers (Zhang et al., 2024). Similarly, adopting innovative 

technologies such as agrivoltaics demands a combination of scientific knowledge about solar systems 

and local ecological knowledge about how these systems interact with agricultural production. 

2.4.4 Interactions between VRK elements in the decision context 

An important consideration in the VRK framework is the observation that values, rules, and 

knowledge do not exist in isolation; rather, they interact in complex ways to shape the decision-
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making process. The interactions between these elements are particularly useful in analysing the 

gaps in adaptation planning decisions (Gorddard et al., 2016; Solomonsz et al., 2021) and will be used 

to illustrate some of the gaps in food system transformation. The following section discusses these 

interactions in the context of the agri-food sector. 

Values-Rules Interaction 

The interaction between values and rules can either enable or constrain the successful 

implementation of agri-food policies. In this sphere, farmers’ intrinsic, relational, and instrumental 

values can either align with or conflict with institutional and societal rules. For example, government 

policies that provide financial incentives for sustainable practices may align with farmers’ intrinsic 

values of environmental stewardship and relational values of community responsibility, thereby 

encouraging compliance (Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022). Thus, farmers who value biodiversity and 

sustainability may be more accepting of regulations that promote environmental conservation, such 

as those aimed at protecting endangered species (Gasson, 1973; Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022). In 

terms of D2C sales, farmers may have strong values around connecting with and supplying the local 

community with high quality local meat. They may also value the opportunity to add-value to their 

sustainably raised meat by by-passing the traditional meat commodity market and selling their 

produce at an AFN for a premium price. However, when institutional rules conflict with farmers’ 

personal values or local practices, for example enforcing export level food safety rules on local D2C 

red meat, it can lead to tensions or resistance, which can hinder policy success and adaptation efforts 

(Baur, 2020).  

Values-Knowledge Interaction 

The interaction between values and knowledge is also critical. Farmers’ values often shape 

how they search for, interpret and apply knowledge. For instance, a farmer who values sustainability 

may prioritise learning about environmentally friendly farming practices and adopt knowledge 

related to eco-friendly farming techniques (Solomonsz et al., 2021). By comparison, a farmer who is 

motivated by economic considerations may prioritise knowledge that directly impacts productivity 

and profit (Lavorel et al., 2019). This interaction highlights the importance of aligning knowledge 

dissemination with the values of the target audience. 

Rules-Knowledge Interaction 

The relationship between rules and knowledge is particularly important in the context of 

climate adaptation and agricultural innovation in the context of agri-food systems. Farmers may face 

challenges in understanding and complying with D2C food safety rules, especially if these rules 

conflict with local knowledge or traditional farming practices (Chen et al., 2021). Facilitating 

knowledge sharing through community-based initiatives or farmer networks can help bridge this gap 

and support compliance with regulations (Béné & Abdulai, 2024). 
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2.5 Chapter Summary 

Given the current challenges facing the farming community, the aim of this research is to 

support the farming communities’ resilience by providing information and outcomes from this 

research that will be useful, usable and used. Successful D2C red meat sales in New Zealand is the 

result of a complex combination of farmer motivation to take part in alternative food networks; 

policy makers’ concerns regarding food safety, animal welfare and regional development; and local 

consumer and international visitors seeking high quality locally produced meat. This study explores 

red meat producers’ perspectives on the barriers and enablers to selling red meat products D2C. 

Specifically, the aim is to understand how the interaction of farmers’ values, rules relating to food 

production, distribution and sales, and knowledge shape the opportunities, barriers, and enablers for 

D2C sales, using the red meat sector as a case study. Farmer choices and actions are influenced by 

acquired knowledge including technical or scientific, experiential, local, and intergenerational and by 

formal and informal rules. The VRK framework is used to illuminate how all these elements are 

interconnected with social norms and the rules surrounding food safety and animal welfare; the 

pairings and interactions between values and rules, values and knowledge, rules and knowledge. 

Chapter 2 has presented and discussed the relevant literature on agrifood systems related to the 

development of D2C processes. This included an introduction to the UN sustainable development 

goals, food safety, and sustainable, regenerative and culinary food systems. Research on regional 

development of local artisan markets and consumer demand for these alternative food networks 

were also discussed. This literature review also examined the key elements of the VRK framework 

and their interactions in shaping farmers’ decision-making. The framework highlights the context in 

which decisions are made, and the ways in which this is influenced by contemporary values (e.g., 

interest in RFSs from producers and consumers), knowledge of alternatives, and rules regarding 

production, processing and distribution can be shaped and applied depending on which is prioritised 

in the decision-making process. 

Exploring New Zealand D2C red meat sales using VRK, provides a novel application of the 

framework, extending it from its origins in climate change adaptation and land management to 

farmer participation in alternative food networks (Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022; Pleininger et al., 

2022; Prober et al., 2017; Raum, 2018; Solomonsz et al., 2019). This study will contribute to the 

literature on D2C red meat sales in local sustainable and regenerative food networks and advance 

understanding of the influence of government policy has on the sustainability of D2C red meat 

ventures in New Zealand. 

The next chapter outlines the methods used in this research, highlighting the methodological 

approaches and the iterative process inherent in qualitative research. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter outlines of the methods used to conduct this research. The research design 

process will be outlined in the first section of this chapter followed by a description and reflection on 

the two phases of data collection – desk-based research and qualitative interviews. Finally, there will 

be a description and an explanation of the mode of data analysis utilised and a discussion of the 

positionality of the researcher.  

3.2 Research design 

A qualitative research approach was decided upon as there are limited published qualitative 

studies on New Zealand D2C red meat sales. As noted by Ritchie et al. (2013), qualitative methods 

are especially valuable in areas that are not well understood or where there is limited existing 

research. Qualitative methods enable the researcher to explore a phenomenon in depth and without 

predefined constraints (Ritchie et al., 2013). Similarly, Holloway and Biley (2011) declared “an under 

researched topic as most appropriate” for qualitative research (p.971). They also advocated telling ‘a 

good story’ (p.969) and presenting enlightening and person-centred evidence which is meaning 

rather than measurement-based. Holloway and Biley (2011) pointed out that “the experiential and 

behavioural nature of the context in which it occurs is of major importance” (p.970). Hence the 

appropriate choice of Gorddard et al.’s (2016) Values, Rules and Knowledge Framework has been 

used to explore the decision context of D2C stakeholders. This research focuses on a single case 

study of embedded participants. An embedded case study approach allows for a deeper analysis of 

different units or participants to gain an in-depth understanding of the case (Rowley, 2002). In this 

instance, a subset of New Zealand red meat producers.  

3.2.1 Participants 

There were a number of groups of stakeholders who could be interviewed with regard to farm 

to fork sales including farmers thinking of starting out, already active, or already ceased their 

diversification journey into D2C sales. Based on findings from the literature review, much of the 

existing literature on D2C sales was biased towards the consumer perspectives on sustainable food 

purchasing or on overseas farm to fork initiatives. Food safety policies and access to processors were 

also both integral components of the D2C process therefore alongside farmers, Ministry of Primary 
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Industry representatives and meat processing representatives were initially identified as relevant 

groups or “key gatekeepers” (Lofland et al., 2006, p.42) to be approached to participate. 

3.2.2 Case study area 

As there are a limited number of New Zealand livestock farmers selling direct to the consumer, 

the case study area initially included all regions where key D2C operators (micro abattoirs operators, 

in particular) were based. These were initially mapped and selected on a geographical basis starting 

with those in the Canterbury region, before expanding to other regions as deduced from online 

analysis of media articles and documentaries, to include Waikato (Wholly Cow, Hyundai Country 

Calendar, 2020), Wairarapa (Homegrown butchery, 2024), and Central Otago (Royalburn Station, 

2024). Ultimately, however, the case study area was narrowed to where research respondents 

farmed or operated: one farmer in the Bay of Plenty; one bee keeper from Central Otago, and the 

remainder of the participants were from the greater Canterbury region.  

3.3 Collecting the data  

The research method was divided into two phases: desk-based research on who, why and 

where producers are selling red meat D2C in New Zealand, and field-based qualitative interviews 

with a range of key informants.  

3.3.1 Phase 1: Desk-based research 

The desk-based research phase of data collection included a review of what was already 

known about D2C /farm to fork sales and included documentary analysis and a review of academic 

journal articles, information from the primary industry and media websites, white papers, and 

national and regional level acts and policies. This primarily internet-based search revealed 

information about farmers who had previously sold D2C and those who were currently operating 

D2C ventures including distributing farm meat boxes, farmers’ market stalls, farm shops and micro-

abattoirs throughout New Zealand. A database of potential interviewees of approximately 35 farmers 

was developed through this research. This database was divided into two groups based on the 

degree of D2C involvement: primary stakeholders were those who had past and current involvement 

in D2C red meat sales with special interest in those potential participants with butcheries and/or 

micro-abattoirs on their farms. Secondary stakeholders were farmers and wholesale middlemen who 

were engaging in all aspects of D2C sales including selling value added meats products, running on-

farm wedding venues, and/or providing tourist accommodation. Agri-adventure tourism operators 

were also included as were farmers selling woollen goods, honey and red meat. The purpose of a 

two-pronged approach was to prioritise those farmers who were directly invested in red meat sales 

to consumers either online or at farmers’ markets.                                                      
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3.3.2 Phase 2: Qualitative interviews 

From Phase 1 of the research project, 35 potential interviewees were identified and, after 

Lincoln University Human Ethics Committee (HEC) approval was received, all were contacted via 

email. In each email the purpose of the interview was explained and an invitation to participate in 

the research was included. A copy of the initial email is attached (Appendix A.1). This email was also 

accompanied by a Research Information Sheet (see attached Appendix A.2) which provided detailed 

information about the research, the purpose of the study and what would be involved in terms of 

participation in the study. 

The interview phase was designed to include approximately 20-25 interviews across the 

stakeholder groups (farmers/processors/MPI) on the basis that data saturation would be reached 

after this number of interviews. Meat processing company executives, and government 

representatives involved in formulating primary industry legislation, were also approached via email, 

however, both groups proved difficult to recruit. This may have been due to confidentiality concerns 

and the relatively small number of meat processors (n = 60) in the country, making them potentially 

identifiable (MIA, 2024). Furthermore, with the proposed disestablishment of 384 roles within 

Ministry of Primary Industries following the 2023 New Zealand general election (Howell, 2024), 

recruitment of MPI interview candidates was also unsuccessful. Due to these factors, it was decided 

to concentrate primarily on the red meat producer cohort.  

Participants were identified and selected from media articles and website, and documentary 

analysis (for example Country Calendar programmes, RNZ, news media). More than 35 farmers were 

emailed with an interview request, which elicited six replies. Follow up emails generated a further 

three participants. Additional participants were identified during the interview process; thus 

snowball sampling was used to augment the number of interview participants, proving speaking to 

locals or “individuals possessing the characteristics of interest”, in this case local farmers, was a 

useful research approach (Lofland, 2006, p.8) (see Figure 6 below of a local farmer).  

Over four months, from February to May 2024, 14 interviews with farmers were conducted 

either face to face or online (see the list participants in Table 1, Chapter 4). The farmers were 

primarily producing red meat including venison, lamb, beef and pork. Most interviews were 

recorded, with the permission of participants, with additional pen and paper notes taken. Where 

recording was not possible, or not agreed to by participants, then short notes were taken during the 

interview, with a more detailed write up of the content completed after the interview.  The 

beekeeper and venison wholesaler were first generation operators and were included to provide 

further contextual and clarifying information on the role of wider agrifood producers in D2C sales. 

Beekeeping is an essential part of food production as clover pollination by bees is a vital aspect of 

pastoral farming and many beehives are located on sheep and beef farms or other pastoral land. 

While working in a processing plant, the venison wholesaler saw an opportunity to reduce carcass 



 
 

37 

waste. He asked his employer if he could buy the off-cuts and he set up a MPI food safety approved 

meat packaging unit on his lifestyle block to add value and on-sell discarded pieces of carcass 

including trim and neck bones. The transformation of discarded cuts into small goods is valuable not 

just in reducing food waste but also maximising all parts of the processed animal from nose to tail.   

 

3.4 Qualitative interviewing techniques 

The interview is considered by Punch (2013) as “one the most powerful ways we have of 

understanding each other” (p.144), and it was one of the most common data collection tools in 

qualitative research (Punch, 2013). The intention was to conduct semi-structured interviews and 

while the questions were pre-planned, they were open-ended and adaptable in nature to probe the 

“why?” behind D2C diversification (Lofland, 2006). The interview schedule has been provided in 

Appendix B.  

The semi-structured interviews were conducted in a variety of locations and averaged one 

hour in length. Three interviews were conducted in an informal setting, five interviews were held in 

person on farms in the Canterbury region, one was a telephone interview and another five were 

conducted online via Microsoft Teams. For all interviews, the participants were first provided with 

the Research Information Sheet (Appendix A.2) and given the opportunity to review it. Once their 

agreement to participate had been received, the prospective participants were asked to sign a 

consent form to confirm their willingness to proceed with the interview (a consent form was 

attached to the reply email) and included optional meeting times. Once a mutually convenient 

meeting time had been agreed upon, a Microsoft Teams invitation was sent to each of the 

participants. In some cases a physical consent form was signed at the beginning of the interview by 

the interviewee. In line with ethical guidelines, participants were given the opportunity to withdraw 

their consent at any time, up to one month after the interview was completed. This process ensured 

that participants were fully informed and could make an autonomous decision regarding their 

participation. 

Lo Iacona et al. (2016) highlights that using platforms like Skype (or Microsoft Teams in this 

case) offers new possibilities for conducting research by enabling contact with participants 

worldwide in a time-efficient and cost-effective manner. In their own research, this approach 

increased the diversity of the sample, as it allowed researchers to access a broader range of 

participants across different geographical locations, and it reduced the cost of travel and 

accommodation (Lo Iacona et al., 2016). In the current research, an interview with a farmer in 

Waikato was conducted over Microsoft Teams from my desk in Canterbury – the financial and 

environmental savings from not travelling to meet together person-to-person for the interview were 

considerable. However, while these platforms provided new opportunities for data collection, Lo 
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Iacona et al. (2016) observed they might also create limitations in terms of non-verbal 

communication challenges – particularly in building a good rapport, registering non-verbal cues, and 

ethical issues, which might affect the richness of the interaction. As Lo Iacona et al. (2016) noted, 

these factors should be carefully considered to maintain the integrity of the research process. 

In her research into the effectiveness of Skype in qualitative interviews, informed by 45 

university student researchers, Seitz (2016) recommended employing a number of strategies to 

facilitate effective interview communication. These included confirming a stable internet 

communication, selecting a quiet, distraction-free environment and speaking slowly and clearly with 

interviewees. Furthermore, Seitz (2016) recommended being open to repeating both questions, and 

answers, as required and paying careful attention to facial expressions. From my experience 

interviewing 12 farmers, it was possible to control site specific variables outlined above, within the 

confines of one’s own research space, however, this was not always possible on the part of the 

interviewee. One farmer was feeding out while talking to me and the internet connection frequently 

dropped out as he drove around the paddock. Another farmer was online in his farmhouse office, 

however, there were copious interruptions from calls on his mobile phone from stock agents and 

other rural professionals as he tried to organise freighting stock during the interview. Remaining 

good humoured, calm and flexible was helpful in helping establish a rapport with the farmers and 

ultimately completing the interviews. 

With the participants’ permission, 11 of the 14 interviews were recorded and handwritten 

notes were taken down of key points of each interview. The recordings were made on my laptop 

using the Otter app and also on my mobile phone then airdropped to my laptop and downloaded 

into Otter. Transcription was initially conducted using Otter then manually edited by the researcher. 

As the respondents spoke in their professional capacity and may have been identifiable to those 

living in a particular region, their identities were anonymised and recorded as “Farmer 1-14”. The 

respondents were informed of this intention to anonymise participants in the Research Information 

Sheet and were also offered the opportunity to read the transcripts of their interviews once 

transcribed but not one requested to do so.  

3.5 Analysing the data  

 Once interviews were recorded and transcribed, initial or open coding of raw data was 

conducted and reflections (notes on notes) on each interview were noted as part of the analysis. 

Transcriptions were scrutinised line by line, then coding was focused into selected topics and 

themes. The process was designed to capture rich data from participants. As Lofland (2006) asserted 

this analysis process “involves a kind of transformative process in which raw data are turned into 

findings/results” (p.195). The challenge was then to render it meaningful (Lofland, 2006, p. 200), 

making it ‘illustrative rather than exhaustive’ (Lofland, 2006, p. 132). Findings were then generalised 
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by creating tables of the data to discover the most common denominators. The coding output and 

key themes were as follows: 

• Profitability 

• Prohibitive compliance costs 

• Adding value and market differentiation - not just selling in the commodity market 

• Crucial to have a good relationship with the meat processor  

• Passion for their product 

• Contact/ feedback with customers 

• Challenge of seasonality 

• Succession strategy 

3.6 Te Tiriti o Waitangi considerations 

This research does not have a specifically Māori focus, but as with most topics investigated in 

New Zealand, the topics are of relevance to Māori. Many iwi have large rural land holdings and many 

Māori producers are red meat producers and therefore the issues raised in this research will have 

relevance to them. A range of Māori operating in the primary sector are looking to 'add value' to 

their produce by telling stories and connecting customers to their values. Selling direct to the 

consumer is one way to achieve this goal. The research was designed with consideration of the 

principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, particularly the critical role of the use of indigenous knowledge and 

mātauranga in land management.  

3.7 Acknowledging positionality and limitations 

It is important to acknowledge the positionality of the researcher when using qualitative 

research methods, specifically noting their relationship to the community being studied (Snape & 

Spencer, 2003). The researcher’s experience and prior knowledge can influence the collection of 

data, analysis and ultimately the interpretation of results as it is impossible to separate personal 

biases from the data or the outcomes (Mills & Birks, 2014). Mills and Birks (2014) also suggested the 

coalescence of an historical information search and a case study offers the researcher and the 

participant offers an important collaborative opportunity: 

“The methods necessary to capture, and most importantly contextualize, the experience of 

individuals and communities during a particular point in time, while action research creates a 

space where researchers can work with participants to develop both understanding and 

incremental change” (p.17). 

This ‘space’ referred to by Mills and Birks (2014) can also be influenced by the researcher or ‘insider’ 

or ‘outsider’ presence in the research process. To be a researcher from outside the target community 

may limit the development of a deep understanding of that community or, on the other hand, too 
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close an association may increase the risk of personal involvement and biases therefore reducing the 

researcher’s objectivity (Kerstetter, 2012). However, as Kerstetter (2012) asserts there are few cases 

where someone may be defined as a complete insider or a complete outsider.  

In relation to this case study, I found myself navigating between my ‘outsider’ hospitality 

background and my roots as an ‘insider’ in the farming catchment of greater Canterbury. In my 

former career roles as private chef, and high-end lodge manager, I prioritised sourcing farm to fork 

produce and meat for wealthy and health conscious customers. This quest, however, proved 

incredibly difficult. These personal work experiences and this particular purchasing dilemma, lead me 

to question why, from an ‘outsider’ perspective, in this country of plentiful meat and dairy 

production, was it not possible to buy direct from the producer? Gaining an understanding of this 

anomaly, was a matter of intellectual curiosity and “a powerful motivator” of this research (Lofland, 

2006, p13.). In addition, despite being an ‘insider,’ there were some unforeseen obstacles when 

endeavouring to engage farmers to take part in the case study, proving Snape and Spencer’s (2003) 

recommendation of “adopting a flexible research strategy” (p.4) to be sage advice.  

First of all, the project gained Human Ethics Committee (HEC) clearance at the beginning of 

the New Zealand summer, which is a traditionally busy period for farmers. This may have been the 

cause of the limited initial response to my emails and the subsequent drawn out interview period.  

Secondly, I had incorrectly assumed, having originated from an 'insider’ background I would have 

little difficulty “getting in” and finding farmers to interview in regard to my research (Lofland, 2006, 

p.13). On the contrary, however, it proved surprisingly difficult to recruit the original projected 

number of 20-30 participants. I queried this problem with one of the participants and they informed 

me that farmers’ email inboxes are inundated with daily requests for information from a myriad of 

agribusinesses and primary industry professionals and farmers simply didn’t have the time to answer 

them all. Furthermore, there was evidence of a potential lack of trust in researchers on behalf of the 

farmers invited into the project. A recently published report by Manaaki Whenua (2023) revealed 

farmers ranked the advice of researchers at 36% well below that of peers (66%), vets (61%) and 

banks (50%). Perhaps this lack of farmer trust in researchers’ advisory capacity was also reflected in a 

reluctance to engage with a researcher requesting their participation in a case study. 

Regardless of these impediments, the 14 case study participants, who took part in this 

research were very welcoming and forthcoming with their information about their family farming 

enterprises and D2C experiences and the goal of capturing “the richest possible data” was achieved 

(Lofland, 2006, p.15). 

3.8 Chapter summary 

This chapter has provided a detailed overview and discussion of the research method and 

methodology used in this study. It has also provided a justification of the chosen research topic, a 
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detailed description of the data collection and analysis processes. This chapter will assist the reader 

in the interpretation of the results presented in the following chapters. 

 

 
Figure 6: View over Hakataramea River. (Photo credit: Author, image of man used with permission) 
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Chapter 4 

Findings 

4.1 Introduction 

The chapter begins with a description of the red meat producers who were recruited as part of 

this study and who sell (or sold) direct to the New Zealand consumer (D2C). The mechanisms of how 

they sell direct to the consumer are explored, followed by an examination of their motives for doing 

so, and, why they wish to engage with consumers. The presentation of these results addresses the 

research questions: Who are the primary red meat producers in New Zealand who sell direct to 

consumers; and how, and why, are they doing it? These results also illuminate the reasons why 

farmers who used to sell D2C no longer do so.  

4.2 Who: Direct to Consumer red meat producers 

The D2C red meat producers who took part in this research project were a mix of New Zealand 

sheep, beef, deer and pig farmers who were passionate about their livestock and looking to diversify 

and supplement their core farm income. (see Table 1, below).  

 

 

Table 1: Case study farm and farmer characteristics 
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Their farms ranged in size from a small holding of less than 10ha to more than 10,000ha. 

Eleven of the properties were in the South Island of New Zealand and one in the North Island. Six of 

the farms had been under family ownership for two or more generations, six farms were owned by 

first generation producers, and one was operating with a silent equity partner. Of the twelve farmers 

interviewed, two were female and the remainder male, predominately middle-aged and more senior 

farmers. One venison wholesaler and a bee keeper were also interviewed 

The D2C products being sold by the research participant group included: venison, beef, lamb, 

pork, honey, wild sheep, agri-tourism experiences, woollen, and nutritional products. Of the 14 

producers interviewed (see Table 1), eight currently sell D2C, four producers have sold D2C in the 

past, and two sell into the wholesale domestic market (restaurants or supermarkets). 

4.2.1 The mechanisms red meat producers have adopted to sell D2C 

While the route to selling red meat to the local market may differ from farmer to farmer, the 

factors they all have in common is the requirement to work with a certified processor and follow 

strict animal welfare and food safety regulations, while trying to achieve business viability and 

profitability. Beyond this similarity, the mechanisms used to sell red meat D2C vary depending on a 

number of factors, including finance, stock and labour capacity. The geographical location of the farm 

and the ability to take time out from non‐core business were also factors which influenced how the 

farmer developed and sustained D2C sales. Of the eight farmers presently selling D2C most have 

used several channels to do this. Three farmers sell or have sold their produce at local farmers’ 

markets, eight manage online orders and make weekly deliveries, six supply local and wider New 

Zealand restaurants and two sell direct to supermarket chains.  

While acknowledging the different strategies for D2C sales, it is important to emphasise that 

most of the case study farmers currently sell the bulk of their red meat through large scale 

processors to the domestic and export meat commodity market, due in part to New Zealand’s 

regulatory framework. All New Zealand livestock must be first processed in a licensed abattoir, so the 

majority of producers sell their stock through traditional sales channels (see Figure 7 below) that is, 

the major New Zealand meat processing companies Silver Fern Farms, Talley’s, Alliance and ANSCO. 
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In the above traditional supply chains (Figure 7 above), the farmer puts his/her stock on a 

transport truck not to be seen again. Many farmers prefer this traditional mode of trading and see it 

as efficient, while others (including those interviewed in this study) are looking to extract more profit 

and appreciation of their produce from the supply chain. These farmers are seeking to have more 

control over the pricing of their produce and their individual red meat stories. These farmers kept a 

small number of livestock aside for ‘farm to fork’ sales. As one [sheep and beef] farmer explained: 

“I'd just be creaming off a few lambs, so say 500 went to ANSCO… then there would be 15 or 30 that 

would go to a [Canterbury meat] processor, every fortnight” (Farmer 14). Similarly, a venison farmer 

(Farmer 10) said of his D2C sales “so you're looking at about 85% go to export through (venison 

processor), online would be 2% and to the market would be 5%, maybe 6%?”  

To create a D2C or shortened food supply chain (SFSC), the farmers established a number of 

different routes to market depending on the type of meat being processed, the transportation 

distance from the farm and the mode of distribution as evidenced in Figures 8, 10, 11, 12 of D2C 

supply chains below. The farmers interviewed were (or had been) involved in every aspect of the D2C 

supply chain from raising the livestock, delivery to a processor, packaging, marketing, and 

distribution. For example, in Figure 8 below, Farmer 10 used a livestock transporter to take his stock 

Farmer
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company

Meat processor

Domestic meat 
wholesaler

Supermarket

NZ Consumer

Farmer

Transport 
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Figure 7: Traditional New Zealand domestic (left) and export (right) meat supply chains. 
(Designed by author) 
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to his processor, and once a week he picked up a small consignment of his processed venison and 

returned with it to the farm where he had set up a MPI approved packing room. There he would 

vacuum pack the venison cuts and refrigerate them ready for the farmers’ market. On market day, he 

would transport the venison in large chilly bins on the back of his truck, together with a display case, 

grill, and gazebo to the market. Once on site, he would set up the BBQ and cook and sell burgers and 

wraps for customers and sell his pre-packaged cuts including steaks and rumps. 

 

 

The venison wholesaler also picks up processed venison from his processor and divides it up 

into prime cuts and trim for making small goods in his purpose-built lifestyle block facility. He then 

on-sells the value-added product to online and restaurant customers.  

Farmer 8 transports his D2C livestock (beef and lamb) to the processor himself, and the 

processor sends the meat on to the local butcher, who processes and packages the meat into cuts. 

The farmer then picks up the packages from the butcher and hand delivers it to his local customers 

who order the boxed half a lamb (e.g., Figure 9 below) or beef cuts online. 

 

Figure 9: Lamb cuts available for online ordering on a Farmer D2C website. (Photo credit: Supplied) 
 

Farmer 8’s approach was more hands off: “the way we've sort of set it up, is we don't really 

handle the stuff”. Handling the ‘stuff’, or meat, is where complying with food safety regulations 

becomes more challenging; the outsourcing this aspect of the supply chain makes the process less 

labour intensive (see Figure 10 below).  

Figure 8: D2C Farmers’ market supply chain 
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Figure 10: D2C via processor and local butcher 
 

By contrast, Farmer 6 elected to establish an on-farm butchery when his brother, a trained 

butcher, returned from overseas. He transports his livestock from South Canterbury to Ashburton for 

processing then freights the carcasses back to his on-farm butchery, where he butchered the 

carcasses, packaged the bespoke cuts and then sold them through his mobile butcher shop which he 

set up at farmers’ markets and in town squares around his region (see Figure 11): 

 

 

Figure 11: D2C via on farm butchery 
 

Farmer 6 goes on to explain how he went about setting up his on-farm butchery by converting 

former shipping containers, installing refrigeration, and purchasing a trailer for product sales and 

distribution: 

So basically… we've got 3 x 20-foot containers. One of them, we've 
converted to a butchery. One of them, we use as a chiller, and we've got a 
storage one. So that's all we've got, the three of them. And then what we 
have for the shop, we've purchased a mobile trailer, which has an opening 
side and it's full of fridges, and we basically cut on the farm, fill the trailer 
up, drive around. It's very, very simple. But it's also quite challenging 
(Farmer 6). 

This method results in a simple supply chain, but implementation remains challenging because 

of set up and transportation costs and the difficulty in finding a willing processor. This farmer 

acknowledges that supermarket competition also makes it hard to compete on price: 

It's very hard in New Zealand because our meat industry is all about the big 
players... obviously, you've got the monopolies, freezing works, and the 
supermarkets. The structures that are here are all about the big players. So, 
if you're a small butcher, for example, and you want to get your animals 
slaughtered, there's very few places that you can use (Farmer 6). 

There are only three processors in the South Island that are willing process small D2C 

consignments which means extended travel time and increased cost. As Farmer 6 reflects: “I’d have 

to drive to basically Cheviot or Ashburton or Timaru and because I’m only doing small numbers, it 

didn’t make any sense to put them on (a truck). So I’d have to physically drop them down myself”. 

Farmer 13 has alleviated this step in the supply chain by setting up an on-farm micro abattoir where 
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he slaughters and processes his own pigs, then sells the processed product at the local farmers’ 

market (Figure 12 below). 

 

 

Figure 12: D2C from on-farm micro abattoir and butchery 
 

MPI defines abattoirs as “businesses that slaughter and dress farmed animals for human 

consumption” and “micro abattoirs are those that have a low throughput and limited scope of 

operation” (MPI, 2024, p.1). As discussed in Chapter 2, while small local abattoirs were commonplace 

in the past, the growth and dominance of large industrial meat processing companies has pushed out 

smaller players. In 2018, in a bid to encourage the re-establishment of small abattoirs in New 

Zealand, MPI consulted with the primary industry to develop a Risk Management Programme (RMP) 

Template for Micro Abattoirs in 2023 (MPI, 2023c). See Appendix C for a list of all regulations relating 

to micro-abattoirs. There was, however, one key driver behind MPI wanting to facilitate the 

establishment of micro abattoir which did not represent farmer values and will be discussed in the 

next chapter. Notably, the establishment of a local or on-farm abattoir represents a significant 

financial risk to the farmer and requires not only substantial investment in time, money, and 

initiative but also must fulfill the equivalent regulations to a large corporate meat processing 

company (as discussed in Chapter 2). These factors represent unsurmountable constraints for most 

farmers which is the primary reason they are compelled to outsource this key step in the D2C supply 

chain. Farmer 13 confirmed the running costs and compliance were a key deterrent to setting up a 

small abattoir: “the cost and the compliance and the complexity of it just completely turns away most 

people.”  

One benefit of the shortened supply chains and the establishment of on-farm butcheries and 

micro-abattoirs illustrated above is accessibility in times of supply chain disruption. For example 

during extreme weather events, all farmers faced trading and supply chain constraints which limited 

their capacity to sell direct to the processor and the consumer. Accessible local food is essential 

during natural hazard events, when distant suppliers may not be able to make deliveries. However, 

such events may also hamper local supply chains and trade. Maintaining traditional and D2C trading 

through extreme weather events, Covid-19 and the Canterbury earthquakes featured prominently in 

D2C discussions with farmers. Recurrent drought conditions had affected feed quantity, the 

availability of stock, and reduced stock weights and consequently negatively impacted farm incomes. 

Covid-19 supply chain interruptions included transportation delays, reduced killing capacity at 

freezing works due to labour constraints from physical distancing and sickness, and the closure of 

Farmer
Licensed micro-

abattoir
Farmers' market Consumer



 
 

48 

farmers’ markets (Barman et al., 2021). Farmer 12 explained the impact of such supply chain 

interruptions on this income as a pig producer: 

The pig farmer is more reliant on the processor to be acting quickly, they 
don't have the luxury of being able to carry an animal out for another 
month or, or two or three, as you might have with beef. It's the fact that the 
pig keeps growing, and they grow out of (processing) specification. So you 
lose twice over, well three times over, because you're feeding the pig, so 
you're pouring money into a product which is devaluing, getting less and 
less valuable. It can reach a point where the pig is so big, you can no longer 
process it. So when that happens, and it did happen during Covid-19, those 
animals go from being a prime product into what's called a chopper or a 
cull, which is basically an animal that nobody wants (Farmer 12). 

Similarly sheep farmers supplying the export, domestic and D2C markets were also caught in the 

disrupted supply chain as Farmer 6 experienced when the processor through-put halved and he was 

left holding stock for a long period:  

There were a lot of lambs that ended up cutting their teeth, as soon as they 
cut their teeth they're hoggets. And they eventually halved in value and 
there was just no way that you could do anything about it (Farmer 6). 

Two D2C farmers selling through farmers’ markets talked of events when they had needed to 

‘pivot’ to find other distribution channels for their produce. Farmer 10 stressed the need for farmers 

to adapt to changing circumstances and find new ways to generate income in the face of external 

challenges. He explained that the closure of his local farmers’ market in the wake of the Christchurch 

earthquakes had led to him drive from North Canterbury to the capital once a week to sell his 

venison at four markets in the Wellington region: 

I did markets for four and a half years in Wellington. I commuted from here 
to Wellington, with a wee chiller truck. I don't know how I did it now. It took 
me three hours from here to Picton wharf, I went over on the Blueridge 
night ferry (Farmer 10).  

The suspension of the farmers’ markets during Covid-19 also severely impacted product marketing, 

sales, and distribution for Farmer 13. As a consequence, Farmer 13 completely changed his business 

model, he explains:  

Before Covid-19 we were 70%, possibly 80% even, still wholesale. And of the 
20% direct to the consumer, the people that were putting it in their mouths 
at the market, was probably 80% of that.  

Prior to 2020, Farmer 13 sold his produce wholesale and at a farmers’ market in Christchurch 

and rural North Canterbury. The closure of the markets, coupled with changing family circumstances 

with the birth of his children, marked a turning point in his D2C operations, as he explained:  

When the market opened back up again after Covid-19, it was like, well it 
doesn't make any sense for me to spend seven hours standing in the market 
after not being here for two years. Yeah, so we never just kind of went back 
(Farmer 13). 
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At the same time, technological developments and changing consumer habits during the 

pandemic saw Farmer 13 redirect his sales focus to an online shop and to local restaurants as sales of 

his premium brand grew. He reflected on the change:  

Covid-19 sort of really changed everything. In Covid-19 the market shut 
down for effectively a couple of years. And so, we had to go elsewhere, 
trying to sell our product because we just, you know, can't put pigs on hold. 
So, …we got a bit more into the wholesale side of things (Farmer 13).  

As evidenced above there are a variety of value chains in the small D2C red meat market. 

Farmers use whichever strategy works best for them, their family, and their farming operation at a 

particular point of time but are willing to adapt their strategy when external shocks and pressures 

such as Covid-19 affect markets and necessitate a change in direction. Some key factors motivating 

farmers into D2C ventures are outlined below. 

4.2.2 Motivations behind diversification into D2C sales 

According to 2021 ASB research, the reasons behind diversification into D2C sales by farmers 

are multidimensional (Speedy, 2021). Their research revealed that 26% of farmers were considering 

diversification into non-farm activities while 21% were looking to diversify into a different farming 

type, whether that be livestock or crops. The report asserts: “Diversification, at its core, is building 

additional revenue streams within your business. It looks different for everyone – something that 

works for one farm and one family may not be suitable for another because no two farms are the 

same” (Speedy, 2021, p.1). In the current research, interviewees were asked about their motivations 

for developing or participating in D2C sales, and, echoing Speedy (2021), each farmer had a different 

story on their route to D2C sales. While their motivations for diversification differed, one defining 

aspect was that they all wanted to add value to the agrifood product they were growing. This was 

seen to be in stark contrast to the experience when dealing with larger export companies when one’s 

product is “just lumped in with all New Zealand export beef” (Farmer 3). However, what ‘value’ 

meant differed for each farmer. Three key ways in which farmers sought to add value have been 

identified, framed in terms of opportunities to: increase income; plan for succession, and share their 

passion for their product through direct contact with customers. 

Increasing income  

For most farmers in this study, rising costs and compliance requirements, coupled with lower 

returns were fundamental to their motivation to add value to their operations by finding alternative 

sources of income with higher returns. The ability to innovate and adapt through diversification to 

support the farm business in challenging times were additional motivations: “if I can take the 

pressure off the farm, if we do have bad years where it's dry, or the prices are terrible, like we've got 

now, then that's the whole idea of it, we're not always reliant on the farm” (Farmer 3). Farm gate 
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prices for wool and livestock are at historic lows due to the global economic downturn (Rae, 2024; 

RNZ, 2024). Correspondingly farm inputs, interest rates and compliance costs have risen (Uys, 2023). 

Lamb and beef prices have been affected by a drop in demand from China and increased supply from 

Australia (B+LNZ, 2023).  

For pig farmers there is considerable competition from imported product (Rural News, 2023), 

and while venison prices are currently stable, stock numbers are falling resulting in industry costs 

being spread across fewer venison producers (Hilhorst, 2024). By diversifying away from, or in 

tandem with, the commodity meat market and selling D2C, it was possible for farmers to supplement 

their income. Farmer 4 saw financial opportunity in D2C sales and observed; “the money is to be 

made in adding value, not farming faster.” Farmer 3 noted his livestock income potential was limited 

by the size of his farm and consequently he saw D2C sales as an opportunity to add value to his 

produce: 

It isn't a very big farm…so it's not really big enough to be a standalone dairy 
farm or a standalone sheep farm, so we'd have to do something a bit 
different. But yeah, I’ve always wanted to try and do something that was 
value added and outside of the traditional commodity sort of system 
(Farmer 3). 

Farmer 3 considered this to be a key motivation for most farmers engaging in D2C sales: 

I think that if you asked most farmers, I'd say it's being able to add more 
value to your animals, would be the main reason I would have thought even 
though it is cool, being able to tell that story. But I think definitely it's being 
able to add more value to the animals would be why most people would 
consider doing it (Farmer 3). 

Farmer 7 hoped to benefit financially from her high yield prime cattle when they were processed for 

D2C sales rather than the commodity market: 

Anytime I sent an animal to the home-kill, they were always astounded at 
the yield of meat that they got off the carcass. And I thought, well, what am 
I sending that animal on the truck for when I get paid on its raw weight? 
And somebody else gains on the yield? (Farmer 7). 

Farmer 5 also recognised the income potential from D2C sales and theorised that in time it may have 

become a more lucrative venture: 

It was a way of extracting more money when we're not getting much. And 
also over time if that had carried on and I'd been able to train up two or 
three people to be able to do that without me being actively involved, we 
would have lifted our prices because it's a great product (Farmer 5). 

This driver for increased profits was evidenced in research by OLW (2021) which showed 

financial gain to be a key motivator for diversification or pluri-activity, followed by the desire to try 

something new and realise environmental benefits (Bateman & Ray, 1994; see Chapter 2). However, 

the OLW research also found that for some farmers additional – and at times, more important– 
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motivations and strategies lay behind their decisions to diversify, including succession planning and 

employment of family members. 

Succession and employment strategy 

Revenue enhancement through diversification can enable segmentation of one operation into 

component parts that may provide employment or be handed down to different siblings according to 

their strengths and or entrepreneurial appetites. Three farmers conveyed their wish to provide on-

farm employment opportunities for family members in the form of a partnership or as a succession 

strategy. For Farmer 6, the desire to create a niche D2C business as part of their farming operation 

was part of a strategy to increase the income streams from his small holding. He had already built 

glamping accommodation. Then his brother returned from working overseas and his international 

butchery experience and a lack of quality employment in the New Zealand butchery industry was the 

catalyst for the brothers to establish an on farm and mobile butchery business.  

I suppose our biggest motivator really was the family thing. That's a big 
motivator for us. My brother wanted to come back from (overseas), he had 
a wealth of knowledge but the meat industry in New Zealand is so poorly 
paid that he couldn't do what he did in (city), in New Zealand. So, he wanted 
- and we wanted him - to come home. And we thought, well, let's try this 
and see if we can get him to add a bit more money (by starting a butchery 
and selling D2C). (Farmer 6).  

Farmer 4 also wanted to encourage his is children to become involved in the family farm: 

Well, it's really important over the next 10 years – assuming I last that long - 
that the farming operation and that includes our (other diversified products) 
that [my children] can …see the prospects of making more money than 
going and doing anything else and they can see where they can add value. 
So that's my challenge now is to get them doing everything and then 
encouraging them to take it in their direction (Farmer 4). 

For multi-generational Farmer 3, diversifying income streams was seen as key to making present 

succession plans work: 

I'm the fifth generation on the farm on my mum's side, and we're right in 
the midst of our farm succession planning at the moment. Every farm and 
every family are different and unique. So even though the farm has been in 
the family for a long time, I've got a brother and sister, and we want to keep 
the place. So, we've kept it, but diversification has always been essential for 
us (Farmer 3).  

In this context, maintaining the family connection to the farm is critical, however, family members 

can’t generate enough income to stay on the farm stay unless they increase profits. In the past this 

has been achieved by creating a glamping site, adventure tourism and D2C sales to farm operations. 

Adding value in this way has been Farmer 3’s key driver: 

You talk to other people that have diversified and they might have totally 
different reasons for doing it. Whereas for us, in order for me to be on the 
farm, we had to do other things. So even though we have enjoyed doing this 
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stuff, the tourism, and the meat for a while, we've always had to diversify. 
(Farmer 3). 

The sentiments expressed by farmers in this research were echoed in similar sentiments 

expressed in media reports of recent D2C ventures. For example, Lucy and Sophie Macdonald, 

daughters of Middlehurst Station owners Willie and Susan Macdonald, developed an online e-

commerce store “Middlehurst Delivered” and Kaikoura farm store butchery to diversify the family 

business and sell the station’s merino lamb direct to the consumer; an endeavour supported by their 

farming parents (Hill, 2021; Scott, 2023). This has created employment for multiple family members 

and is a bid to maximise income off the station and thereby “uniting generations and sharing a vision 

to create a sustainable family business” (Middlehurst Station, 2024). While no longer selling direct to 

consumer, consideration for intergenerational inheritance is evident in Balmoral Station owner 

Andrew Simpson’s expansion strategy, which has seen he and his family diversify into forestry, 

tourism activities and accommodation and agrivoltaics (The Cairns, 2023; ODT, 2023; Williams, 2023) 

to meet the needs of the next generation. As he explains: "Balmoral is a great place to live but we 

needed to broaden our income stream to bring in family members who wanted to be part of the 

business" (cited in Deavoll, 2015, p1).  

While financial gain, succession planning and family employment were key incentives for 

diversification into D2C, other farmers interviewed for this research had different motives; their 

passion for their animals, animal welfare and environmental factors were of primary importance and 

behind their D2C activities, and their desire to share their knowledge and experience of sustainable 

farming practices with consumers drove their desire to add value through D2C sales.  

Passion for product, animal welfare and sustainable farming 

An appreciation of special livestock breeds, including organically and regeneratively farmed 

stock, was important to a number of farmers as there was little to no product/breed differentiation 

on the commodity market. Farmer 7 confirms this premise: 

I take a lot of pride in the quality of my finished product, in my meat, or in 
the animals. And before I embarked on this enterprise… I could see that I put 
in a whole lot of environmental responsibility and a whole lot of animal 
welfare responsibility. And it went nowhere, it went on the truck and 
disappeared into space (Farmer 7). 

Farmer 7 believed that progressive and sustainable farming practices were also not well 

recognised or rewarded financially in the traditional supply chain, and this was an important motive 

for her involvement in D2C sales: 

It's the responsibility side of it too, you know, I'm being responsible to the 
environment. And I actively joined a regenerative agriculture group and did 
everything I could and then all that effort was going to waste, and I thought 
surely I can capitalise on it (Farmer 7). 
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Some livestock farmers also commented that D2C sales made it possible to showcase their 

premium product “So if you want to make a thing about your breed or about how you raise your 

animals, you can't do it through the freezing works, or the supermarket” (Farmer 6). Similarly, some 

rare cattle breed producers emphasised the low impact their animals had on the environment:  

Our (special breed) is a smaller animal that pugs the ground less, it needs 
doesn't need the high intensity grass, so we've gone for a more 
environmentally friendly animal. I want the animals to be treated really 
well, like animal welfare is really important to us (Farmer 6). 

This sustainability factor was also important to pig Farmer 13: 

So, we're looking for people that understand, you know, wanting that 
connection with provenance, I suppose and the quality of the product and 
the fact that it's a sustainably produced product, and we'll be here, in 
theory, for a long time doing what we're doing” (Farmer 13). 

Farmer 12 asserted that farmers needed a strong selling point if they wish to command premium 

prices for their value-added products. 

They really have to have something unique that they’re able to sell or offer 
in their offering, or they’re just dreaming. If they don’t, if they’re producing 
a commodity why would any retailer or consumer be more interested in 
their product than anybody else’s? It’s going to come down to price because 
that’s what drives commodities. (Farmer 12) 

The farmers’ desire to sell D2C went beyond adding value through diversification. Telling their 

farming story and having contact with end consumers was a key motivator. It encompassed a 

genuine desire to connect directly with consumers, with the goal of both educating them, as well as 

an opportunity to receive feedback or appreciation of product quality. 

Connecting with customers  

Half of the D2C farmers interviewed remarked on the value they placed on interacting with, 

and connecting with, customers including enjoying customer recognition of the provenance and high 

quality of their meat products. “We've got awesome feedback...and people love buying straight from 

us and knowing that what they were buying was from us, and it wasn't from some unknown source” 

(Farmer 13). The importance of educating customers about the meat they consumed was viewed as 

particularly important in a context of increasing urbanisation. Some of the farmers observed an 

urban-rural divide in New Zealand, with loss of connection to rural communities, as revealed by 

Farmer 6:  

Well, I think there's a real urban/rural divide. It's because urban New 
Zealand has lost the connection to rural New Zealand. Time was when you'd 
have an uncle or an aunty that owned a farm, and you'd go and have 
holidays there. And there was some connection, that connections now gone 
(Farmer 6). 
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Other farmers commented that by providing a local product, it was not only educating and 

narrowing the gap between producers and consumers but was also satisfying demand from 

consumers wanting locally raised quality meat. Farmer 3’s D2C meat boxes and farm tours were 

avenues from which to generate income with the added benefit of engaging with city dwellers. He 

put together rudimentary meat boxes to test the D2C market. He saw the boxes as a diversification 

option that could work in well with the farm brand and tours, “we were growing our brand a little bit 

and we really tried to tie it in with the way we were farming and obviously telling that story about, 

you know, pasture to plate.” 

Not only was Farmer 3 providing visitors with an educational experience, but they had the 

opportunity to purchase meat direct from the farm: 

People have been able to, you know, connect to the farm. It's sort of tied in 
really well with what we're doing. People are coming here, and we're 
showing them around the farm and then they have the option to buy some 
meat (Farmer 3). 

Farmer 10 talked about sharing his passion for his product:  
 

“ I truly enjoy talking about the deer and interacting with my customers. 
And I've got some really neat clientele. It’s all about educating people on 
how it’s raised, how to prepare it and how to cook it (Farmer 10). 

These farmers also used D2C sales as an opportunity to tell customers the story behind their meat; in 

fact, communicating and connecting with local customers was a key driver in some cases: 

We actually feel that we do the job pretty well and we're quite happy with 
what we do and how we do it and we thought why don't we try and sell at 
the local market... so that's sort of how it came about starting that part of 
the business (Farmer 8).  

Farmer 6 also enjoyed the D2C interaction and hearing feedback: “It's nice to talk to people, yeah.” 

Two farmers also said they believed that New Zealanders often ‘missed out,’ by not being able to buy 

export quality product because most of the best meat produced in New Zealand was exported.  

While most D2C farmers, like Farmer 8, were keen to sell their produce locally, some 

expressed a desire to sell further afield such as in Auckland where they considered there was a bigger 

market and a greater proportion of discerning higher income earners happy to pay more for 

premium produce. Farmers 1 and 14 initially tapped into this market by shipping live animals from 

their South Island farms to a meat processing plant in Auckland. The livestock was then processed, 

packaged, and distributed by the processor to high-end local restaurants. However, there were 

challenges. As Farmer 1 explained: “It got complicated when the high quality livestock we shipped 

north was not what (the meat) the restaurant received (from the meat processor) so in the end we 

pulled the pin.” This meat substitution issue was the pivotal reason why one farmer stopped selling 

D2C. Farmer 1 was one of four farmers interviewed who had previously sold D2C and who no longer 
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did so, citing numerous barriers to continuation. The following section briefly summarises the 

reasons why these farmers had ceased D2C sales. 

4.2.3 Why some farmers cease D2C sales 

As acknowledged above, there were several reasons cited by farmers for ceasing D2C sales, 

four of which are discussed there. These key reasons were that it was too labour intensive, it was a 

distraction from core business, there was a lack of economy of scale, and the set-up costs were 

prohibitive. Additionally, the need to maintain a premium price with year-round supply was difficult 

to achieve. 

A common theme was that the paddock to plate enterprise was too labour intensive and took 

time away from core farm activity. Farmer 3 reflected on the time involved in setting up the supply 

chain and the manual labour involved in putting together the meat boxes: 

I think I needed to be doing it fulltime. We couldn't afford (to do that) at 
that stage. We were still having to do it all ourselves. I think we were a year 
or two away from being able to employ someone on it (Farmer 3).  

Farmer 12 reflected that in seeking out alternative sources of income, attention was distracted from 

the farm’s core business income and that it was difficult to master all aspects of the operation: 

 We realised early on that diversification not only meant that there was a 
very high potential that you took your eye off the ball of the greater 
operation…you just can't be a specialist in so many disciplines… you can’t 
learn everything as a one-man band. And all we were really doing by 
diversifying was actually diluting our ability to become really good at any 
one task. (Farmer 12). 

Finding economy of scale for the small-scale operation was also difficult: 

Even if you were to scale it up. It was a lot of admin’ and with all the other 
stuff we had going on, it was a lot of work…I was stretched too thin and 
lacked passion for the venture (Farmer 3). 

There was considerable work involved setting up and updating D2C website. Prior knowledge 

of IT systems was invaluable to Farmer 13: 

I sort of knew the bones of how to set up a website and so I just did it all 
myself. Going to a company that would make your website and web shop 
was going to be like $20,000. It's like, wow, you know, I can't afford that. 
So, it's very DIY and it needs a refresh to be honest, but it's all being done by 
me (Farmer 13). 

To limit IT costs, another farmer used his existing agritourism website for D2C sales, however, he 

acknowledged it was not ideal: “so I had one website for the tourism, and I just tagged an extra page 

on the end so there was a sort of meat page on the end and really it needed its own website” (Farmer 

3). 
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Limited workforce, and high IT set up costs were not the only reasons for stopping, as some 

farmers also had difficulty with finding and retaining a processor: 

The set-up costs were basically sunk costs. It would have taken another year 
to cover those costs, you know, put aside the fixed costs, but on a variable 
cost basis of labour, fuel and out of pocket expenses, we were just getting to 
profitability. And then the local (processing) plant closed down (Farmer 4).  

Farmer 13 recollected a similar account of difficulty accessing a processor when he was starting up 

his D2C business: 

I bought a tonne of pigs when I first got started from a guy up in Havelock at 
the top of the South Island and he used to take his pigs to an abattoir in 
Blenheim and that shut down when all the purely domestic abattoirs had to 
meet the international export standards. So, then he was taking his pigs to 
Harris Meats (North Canterbury). And then when the Kaikoura earthquake 
happened, he was having to drive them through Springs Junction all the way 
through Hanmer Springs and then all the way back up to back up to Cheviot, 
he said it was a 12 hour round trip. And that put an end to him (Farmer 13). 

For some farmers the whole D2C venture was just too labour intensive, and it was easier, and 

more economic, to pursue other diversification ventures as Farmer 3 explained, “the reality is, it was 

fun for the first half a dozen times, but then it became a bit too difficult”. Farmer 14 reflected on the 

work and dedication involved in D2C sales and his decision to change tack. 

The work, the logistics, it was a massive thing. Luckily, we had a big 
property. And irrigation. And even then, it was bloody hard work. And 
unprofitable. Did it ever make much money? I don't think it did. I think it 
might have broken even but that's about it. I always, I just think it's great 
seeing your product on sale, I just think it's so cool. That's always terribly 
appealing. But I'd never ever do it again (Farmer 14). 

Farmer 13 who had formerly sold D2C through a farmers market conceded that weather was 

also a deciding factor in his shift to a more wholesale approach to the D2C market: 

At the farmers market, one of the challenges, was it was like your one shot a 
week. So, you go down there and if the weather was terrible, and it was a 
bad day, and there might have been something else on like a rugby match 
on or something like that, it’d be a quiet day. And you know, it might have 
been a total waste of time (Farmer 13). 

The reasons given by these farmers for ceasing D2C sales reflect the broader barriers or 

impediments to D2C operations for all the farmers interviewed. These barriers are discussed in the 

following section. 

4.3 Barriers to D2C sales 

As outlined above there are many reasons why farmers choose to sell their red meat direct to 

the consumer however, amongst the farmers interviewed, there remain significant barriers to 

creating and maintaining a sustainable D2C business. Key barriers highlighted by the farmers in the 
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case study included bureaucracy and compliance issues, and set up, transportation and running 

costs. Complex logistics and strong competition in all areas of the market were also deterrent factors 

in D2C sales. These issues are illustrated in Figure 13 and discussed below: 

 

 
Figure 13: The barriers and enablers to D2C sales 

4.3.1 Bureaucracy and compliance issues 

Bureaucratic and regulatory hurdles were seen by most interviewees as challenging, even 

undermining, the future of livestock farming in New Zealand. Farmer 12 conveyed his frustration 

with the political climate: 

I think politically, we’re seeing more in the last decade, maybe one and a 
half decades, a political appetite to see farming almost disappear off the 
landscape. They (the government) want the income that farming produces 
in terms of export income, but they are not willing to support farming as an 
industry (Farmer 12). 

Designed to protect New Zealand’s red meat and dairy export market, New Zealand’s strict 

food safety legislation and regulation can also stifle domestic D2C opportunities. In this research, 

prohibitively high compliance costs in fulfilling central and local government regulations around 

animal welfare and food safety were considered by farmers as key set up costs, and as ongoing 

barriers to D2C trading (MPI, 2023d). The farmers with smaller land holdings specifically viewed the 

cost of licensing, compliance, and government audits as particularly onerous. As Farmer 13 was the 

Barriers

Bureaucracy & 
Compliance

Costs

Competition

Logistics

Direct to 
Consumer 
Red Meat 

Sales

Enablers

Capitalisation

Novelty

Knowledge

Networks



 
 

58 

sole micro abattoir owner operator interviewed, his story provides an illustrative picture of the kind 

of pressures small operators faced meeting export level regulations for the domestic D2C market. At 

the time of interview with Farmer 13, there were only five micro abattoirs in New Zealand. He 

believed this was due to the high set up and ongoing running costs, including paperwork and 

microbiological testing, as he explained:  

So every step forward we take, there’s some form of compliance. If the 
compliance was a bit more pragmatic, there’s a lot more opportunities that 
we can have. But it’s kind of just a case of managing the worthwhile 
opportunities versus the compliance or sort of administration type costs 
(Farmer 13). 

Farmer 13 understood the important role food safety regulations played in the export market 

but contended that it was excessive and acted as a disincentive to D2C development. “I think what’s 

sad about what I’m doing is…an extreme amount of needless compliance in the way and stopping 

other people doing the same thing”. Other farmers echoed his views. For example, Farmer 12 

discussed the heavy financial burden of compliance costs, including thousands of dollars per week in 

vet time for meat inspection, which cut into profits: “It’s certainly a factor and it’s becoming 

increasingly important as those compliance costs bite into the profit margins if there is even a profit 

margin for the primary producer.” Farmer 10 also mentioned having to go through a protracted 

process to sell his venison D2C at farmer markets and other venues: “Organising the licenses and the 

paperwork is quite complex for what I’m doing…. If I had known when I got into it, I wouldn’t be doing 

it.” These costs were the reason Farmer 8 outsourced many of these D2C processes, including the 

creation of the website: 

The way we’ve set it up we don’t really handle the stuff. I don't have a huge 
amount of time and… I'm not a very good marketer and that so we 
employed (a marketing company) to do our website and they did a really 
good job (Farmer 8). 

Farmer 8 also outsourced further processing and packaging to a local butcher but carried out 

delivery of the end product to the consumer himself. Outsourcing the bulk of the work, the cost of 

food safety compliance was lower, and D2C sales less time consuming, than the commitment 

required by Farmers 6, 10 and 13. 

Despite the many compliance barriers outlined above, Farmer 13 expressed a sense of pride in 

having achieved his major D2C objectives however, regulatory compliance remained a major burden 

on the operation: 

It’s just a nightmare to sort of have to dance around all the different 
compliance and regulations that are in place. Luckily, pigs don’t produce a 
lot of methane. So that’s one thing we’re not at the moment. Whereas if we 
were producing lamb or beef, that would be another thing but yeah, like, 
yeah, compliance going forward is probably the biggest sort of haze on the 
horizon (Farmer 13). 
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To achieve and maintain financial viability, D2C operators must be able to eventually recoup 

costs including compliance costs, by passing them on to a consumer base that appreciates the 

provenance of the meat and has the means to pay for it, even in times of economic recession. 

4.3.2 Passing on costs to the consumer  

Recouping set up and operational costs was identified as a key barrier by farmers when 

considering selling D2C. Another key factor was the cost of transportation of livestock which has 

increased as the distance between farms and processors has increased due the amalgamation or 

closure of smaller meat processors into larger companies. Set up costs were also considerable 

though varied on the size of the D2C operation, and the financial and time commitment to the 

operation. The more capital investment, the greater the financial risk due to limited return on 

investment. All farmers interviewed agreed that it was difficult to achieve economies of scale or 

return on investment into D2C because there was a limited customer base of people who were 

prepared to pay the premiums prices required to cover costs.  

Current inflationary pressures had added to the challenge of meeting set up and production 

costs. Farmer 13 explained this dilemma: 

So we’re in a niche market anyway. As much as I’d love to think that I could 
provide food to the people around me, because of all the cost structures and 
whatnot, we’re not able to be a producer of food for the everyday person if 
that makes sense. It’s tricky because, you know, like, especially at the 
moment with the cost of living and food and everything. Our products have 
to be a premium price because our costs are so high, so we have to be 
getting that premium margin (Farmer 13). 

As a result, Farmer 13 has shifted his target market from shoppers at farmers’ markets to online and 

restaurant customers: 

That’s kind of why most of our customers are wholesale, because they’re the 
only people that are prepared to pay what we need to get to be a viable 
business. I guess mostly international visitors or high-end restaurant 
customers. We do have a small loyal following of people that want to buy 
direct from us, but most people go “oh, geez, you know, I don’t know $15, or 
whatever it is for a pack of bacon, versus the $7 one from PAKn’Save. I’ve 
just got to feed my family” (Farmer 13).  

Farmer 12 acknowledged similar constraints, noting that while consumers were “becoming more and 

more interested in seeing animals reared and raised in their natural environment”, ultimately most 

often price was the deciding factor. He acknowledged: 

Typically, consumers aren’t really prepared to pay a premium or only pay at 
a very, very small premium, or there is a small portion of the market that is 
prepared to pay a premium. The rest are really just still focused very much 
on other factors, other features. Price being an important one (Farmer 12).  



 
 

60 

Farmer 6 summed up his D2C standpoint on price: “We can't compete on quantity. And we can't 

really compete on price because they'll just eat us alive those guys (the supermarkets). But what we 

have got is the quality….” 

4.3.3 Cost of transportation and ‘food miles’ 

The ongoing costs and ‘food miles’ involved in transportation of livestock to, and processed 

meat from, meat processors then onward to the consumer were seen as a barrier to a sustainable 

D2C operation. As discussed in Chapter 2 access to local processing facilities can be very limited and 

even when locally available, D2C processing may not be guaranteed. Large scale meat companies 

were often reluctant to fulfill small scale processing consignments for small D2C operators as was the 

case for Farmer 7: 

So, it took two and a half years from when I decided that I’m going to give 
this a go, to being able to secure an abattoir. And I waited 18 months for 
somebody who was putting together a mobile abattoir. They never 
delivered. They never got on the road (Farmer 7). 

There are mobile home-kill abattoirs (or mobile slaughtering units (MSUs)), however, unless 

the farmer has established an on-farm micro abattoir, all D2C livestock must be transported from the 

farm to a meat processing company either by the farmer or by a licensed transport company. Long 

distance travel from farm gate to processor often led to increased transportation charges and 

compromised animal welfare. The farmers currently selling D2C cited the cost of transport from the 

processor as a significant financial barrier, as exemplified in this quotation by Farmer 6: 

Getting animals to the abattoir as a live animal is relatively cheap because 
there’s obviously so much competition. There’s lots of firms doing it, but 
trying to get your carcasses back (to the farm), there’s very few firms, I think 
there’s two, we can use in our area, for example, and it’s very expensive at 
slaughter, what do we pay? It’s about $50 to get an animal to the abattoir, 
and $150 to get it back. (Farmer 6) 

Farmer 8 also commented on the financial burden of transporting stock. “There is an 

horrendous cost, it costs me four times more to cart a dead carcass back from Ashburton to (local 

town) than it costs to send a live animal from (local town) to Ashburton” (Farmer 8). Once the 

producer’s animals were processed and packaged, there was also the added cost of shipping and 

distribution, especially to the North Island:  

It costs us $50 to send a box to the North Island. And if the boxes of meat 
are only worth $200 dollars, and you’re spending $50 on shipping, that’s a 
real barrier for people and the main reason we only sell in the South Island 
(Farmer 8).  

The cost of transport was not the only factor of concern when moving stock. A number of D2C 

farmers held concerns about both animal welfare when transporting their stock long distances for 

processing and the amount of time off the farm to transport them and the logistics involved. 
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4.3.4 Logistics  

Key livestock farming skills include providing water, shelter and good quality pasture to 

produce healthy, strong animals for export. Together with these key skills, D2C operators must also 

manage their own D2C supply chain. In the D2C process they are required to adhere to rules and 

regulations designed to monitor and regulate the movement, storage and management of their 

product through the entire farm to fork value chain.  

Seasonality and the difficulty ensuring consistency of year-round supply of chilled meat to 

customers was a notable logistical challenge in all D2C enterprises. This can involve complex logistics 

including year round supply of livestock, and establishing trusted working relationships with 

processors and butchers. Small holding Farmer 7 recalled how she made it work: 

I shifted my stocking schedule, so that I had different ages of animals on the 
farm. I did this so I could get a cycle going where I could kill two or three or 
four times a year and I could start getting that consistency (of supply) 
(Farmer 7).  

She went on to explain how this schedule worked in with those animals bound for the export market: 

I would get six animals at a time, three times a year, which meant that I 
could kill two and then I still had four to sell (on to the processor). So I put 
those other four on the truck. And all I have to do is wait for the cheque to 
come in (Farmer 7).  

Planning the supply chain requires expert knowledge of compliance, online sales, marketing 

and distribution and often needs a team of people to make it work. A number of farmers commented 

on the time-consuming nature of their D2C venture and the need to engage extra help with the 

logistics: “And then we decided we needed a designated person. So, we employed (admin person) 

whose husband worked on the farm, and she was very good.” Farmer 14 explains: “It was just us 

doing it obviously with the support of our team, we were front facing with the processor, we all 

helped we all pitched in and got it going”. For this interviewee, one could not underestimate this 

aspect of the business: “That was a big factor, just the logistics, oh, my god, the logistics were huge” 

(Farmer 14). Farmer 13 also attested to the complexity and cost of logistics of managing his D2C 

operation: 

You know, that's probably the biggest thing for us is all the different people 
involved. Every single person involved generally has a cost associated with 
them. We have to have somebody (vet) come out in the morning to inspect 
the animals to basically say that they are fit to slaughter. And then we have 
to have a vet or an inspector come out in the afternoon to say that the 
animals that we have slaughtered are now fit for human consumption and 
that's on top of the personnel cost and the running costs and all the other 
costs that we have associated with the operation (Farmer 13). 
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Interviewees recognised that building relationships within the D2C value chain can help with 

logistical challenges, including seasonality. Farmer 6 valued his strong relationship with neighbouring 

livestock producers and their role in the supply chain: 

They’re really good. I mean, one of the farmers, for example, they’re holding 
animals for us on farm for longer than they want to, you know, because 
they want to supply to us, and they want to keep the supply going all year 
round (Farmer 6). 

While Farmer 6 above found his farming network helpful in overcoming seasonal breeding 

challenges, Farmer 14 found the process frustrating as often there was more profit to be made from 

selling his stock on the commodity market: 

I would hold a lot of prime cattle in particular; the lambs weren’t so bad 
because we were always finishing them. So, I’d just be creaming off a few 
say 500 went to ANSCO with an organic contract. And then there would be 
15 or 30 to go to (processor), every fortnight, but the cattle, I used to have 
to hold a lot of cattle. Prime cattle used to stand around for months to keep 
primed cattle ready for kill. And the most we ever got up to killing was a 
dozen or 15 every second week (Farmer 14). 

It was evident that this seasonal challenge, together with a lack of profitability, were memorable 

deterrents to D2C for this farmer: 

My real take home from it was the 12-month supply was seriously hard and 
made it unprofitable, because you missed out on your market price, and you 
had all these prime animals just standing around for months eating more 
feed you could have been putting into the next lot [of cattle] (Farmer 14). 

Once year-round supply was established, supply chain management held further challenges, 

including securing a reliable and open-minded processor and butcher. There were a limited number 

of processors prepared to process small D2C orders due to the administration and costs involved. 

Consequently, D2C producers’ place in the abattoir killing schedule was subject to change and small 

orders could be delayed for large export consignments in peak periods, particularly during spring and 

summer. Farmer 6 commented on processors prioritising bigger players for example supermarkets, 

“all of a sudden the supermarkets want all their stuff killed so that we'd be put on the backburner I 

can pretty much guarantee it”. 

Even smaller operators such as butchers could lose interest in dealing with D2C processing as 

the meat cut requirements may more labour intensive than traditional cuts as Farmer 7 explained:  

I need to talk to the butcher about more bespoke cuts but the reason I'm not 
moving on this is because I don't want him to kick me out. So, if I go to him 
with my [request] he may or may not oblige. It's 50/50. And it's a 50% he'll 
kick me out because he doesn't need my business. And so, he could easily go 
“nah, it's all too hard” (Farmer 7). 

Similarly, Farmer 13 struggled to engage a processor who was prepared to accommodate his specific 

requests on animal slaughter size: 



 
 

63 

You'd have a chat to them and say, "there's got to be a better way” and 
they say “sorry, you don't fit the mould of the industry, like everyone's 
growing 85 to 80 kilo pigs and you're trying to grow bigger ones? That’s 
different; there’s nothing we can do” (Farmer 13). 

In this case, offering to pay extra was not enough to convince his processor to adjust his schedule: 

We're like, well, what if I paid you $3 extra? [The processor replied]: “No, 
we're not interested, because you know, we're doing 3000 pigs a week and 
you're dropping off 10 or whatever. It's not worth our time to do something 
for you, sorry” (Farmer 13).  

Conversely, Farmer 8 had a good relationship with his butcher and trusted his integrity, although that 

had not always been his experience in the past: 

I've got good trust and I pretty much know that with our butcher, I'm pretty 
confident that we get all of our own meat back, and there's certainly a lot of 
butchers around and previous butchers in (local town) where that hasn't 
been the case (Farmer 8). 

Moreover, another farmer remarked that he had questions of provenance with a previous processor: 

Provenance was a massive issue, because we were never certain of what we 
were getting back and so we started tattooing and branding and marking 
our animals so that we were certain that what we were getting back was 
what we sent in (Farmer 13). 

Similarly Farmer 8 had initially experienced an incidence of product substitution in the supply chain: 

We had one of the first animals that we sent there come back … we had 
sent an Angus steer and it came back as a Friesian heifer and it was 100kg 
short of what it should have been. 

Farmer 8 also recognised that the packaged D2C product he was selling could be seen as competing 

with the local butcher’s product: 

One thing I've got to be a bit careful of is (local) butcher, he's done a really 
good job for us. But he's also competition at the same time and I don't want 
to be competing against him. I can probably look after my wee locals up in 
this area and try to bypass (local town) and go straight to town. That would 
be ideally … what we'd like to do and that works good for him, and it works 
good for us (Farmer 8). 

Interviewed farmers recognised that they faced competition from many sources.  

4.3.5 Competition 

These D2C farmers recognised that, as small operators with limited economies of scale and 

additional costs, competition came in many forms. Specifically, it was difficult for farmers selling D2C 

when there was competition in the form of fellow market vendors; black market, home-kill or hunted 

meat sales; and discounted meat prices in supermarkets (for example see a promotion for heavily 

discounted legs of lamb in Figure 14 below). 
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Figure 14: Supermarket promotional sign. (Photo credit: Author) 
 

Farmer 10 had experienced vendor competition from larger, and not necessarily local, food 

vendors at farmers’ markets. But he nevertheless persevered and relocated his stall to another 

market: 

I used to chase them and making not very much out of it at all. I was 
cooking, selling a lot of raw meat, a few beer sticks, some salamis, and a lot 
of sausages. But then he (the market organiser) put food caravans in, and it 
changed. He just kept letting all these food caravans in and they just took … 
[the customers] away (Farmer 10).  

Farmer 7 was unable to sell her produce D2C at a farmers’ market as there was not one 

located in her area. Instead, she set up a D2C website and took online orders, delivering her 

packaged meat to local rural customers, however, she uncovered a different form of competition: 

home-kill meat sales. She revealed “a founder of a local food group here, actually [confessed] to me 

the other day that she sells her home-kill”. According to MPI, home-kill is “the slaughtering and 

butchering of your farmed animals for your own use and consumption” (MPI, 2024). Under MPI’s 

food safety regulations it is illegal to sell or trade home-kill meat (MPI, 2023e). While a small 

percentage of farmers interviewed considered the sale of black market meat or home-kill 

competition to their D2C products, one farmer observed that “home-kill pork is widely sold under the 

table or for spit roasts” and Farmer 6 commented: 
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You certainly see the odd Facebook thing here and there and they might say 
it's from a shoot and they're not selling it, it's a donation. That's how they 
get away with it. There is a bit of that going on but I don't think there's a 
huge amount (Farmer 6). 

According to Farmer 13 the regulatory framework and risk management plan (RMP) for micro 

abattoirs were not solely put into place by MPI to make it possible for more farmers to set up micro 

abattoirs. This section of the Animal Products Act 1999 was initiated in 2018 and was intended 

reduce the sale of black market/home-kill meat in New Zealand. As Farmer 13 noted: 

One of the reasons that MPI wanted to set up the micro abattoir system 
was to try and get rid of a lot of the black-market markets happening at the 
moment. And that hasn't happened really at all because the only people 
that have actually set up the micro abattoirs are the legit guys that really 
are doing something different like us and Royalburn [Nadia’s Farm, 2024] 
(Farmer 13). 

As a consequence of the set up and running costs of a MPI compliant micro abattoir, the D2C 

pricing structure would not be low enough to compete with black market prices or discounted meat 

prices as Farmer 13 acknowledged: “So we're in a niche market anyways…, because of all the cost 

structures and whatnot, we're not able to be a producer of food for the everyday person.”  

Local competition may be challenging, but for some of the interviewed farmers, multinationals 

bringing in heavily discounted imported product can also be a major impediment. This was 

particularly the case with pork products. As Farmer 13 reflected:  

I was a bit naive going into this because pork specifically is one of the most 
imported meats into New Zealand. We might go to a restaurant [to sell our 
pork], and we say, “would you like to buy our pork belly?” and for us to sell 
pork belly there, it’s not worth us selling it for anything less than $20 a kilo. 
And they’re buying imported pork belly for $9 a kilo. So straightaway, it’s 
just like, well, that’s the lowest common denominator (Farmer 13). 

Small scale D2C trading is limited in its capacity to compete with larger players, especially with 

imported supermarket meats as Farmer 13 explains: 

There are definite challenges with scaling up production and distribution to 
reach a wider consumer base, especially with the cost and limited capacity. 
If there wasn’t imported pork, that $6 packet of bacon, it would probably be 
more like $13. So we wouldn’t be completely out of the realm of 
competitiveness if we weren’t dealing with this low value product that was 
coming into the country (Farmer 13). 

He also stressed how New Zealand farmers faced more stringent and expensive regulations 

compared to overseas producers which markedly impacted their profit margins:  

 

They (large processors) can sell their stuff so much cheaper, because they 
literally are cutting out the middleman. But we struggle in the meat industry 
to cut out the middleman because we’ve still got to transport it, we still got 
to get it inspected, we’ve still got to pay to get it sorted, we still got to 
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transport it back. It’s not literally from farm to plate, its farm to abattoir, 
back to farm, to plate (Farmer 13). 

It is not just price but supply capacity and size of operation which are also important when it comes 

to competing with bigger competitors, as Farmer 12 said: 

They’re (the wholesalers) are not interested in dealing with a lot of small 
suppliers and having a lot of individual contracts that they need to manage. 
They need suppliers that have sufficient capacity to supply when their 
demand grows (Farmer 12). 

Farmer 6 reiterated this challenge of competing with large wholesalers with a different calibre of 

product: 

You're competing with the likes of (company name) and (company name) 
and all that, who are getting mince or beef that could be off an old Friesian 
cow, or whatever, where all of our product is Angus steer so it should be a 
premium product (Farmer 6). 

In summary, there are numerous overlapping barriers to D2C sales in the form of burdensome 

compliance to export level food safety and animal welfare regulations, high cost of transport, 

complex logistics and competition from large and small players in the red meat market. Notably 

though, there are some key enablers in the process which continue to attract farmers into this 

sphere of diversification. 

4.4 Enablers to D2C Sales 

In contrast to the above barriers to D2C identified by participants in the study, a range of 

factors which enable D2C sales were also highlighted by the farmers interviewed. These factors 

included a well capitalised business, a distinct point of difference from commodified meat, an 

entrepreneurial drive and previous business knowledge to help with diversification. Rural networks, 

local councils and MPI also played a significant role in enabling the D2C process. 

4.4.1 Capitalisation 

Many farmers interviewed considered sufficient capital resources as an essential enabler for a 

D2C red meat venture. D2C capitalisation was achieved by various means including leveraging the 

core farming operation or the establishment of an equity partnership. For those operators who had 

to borrow from the bank to fund the cost of the D2C set up, it could increase farm debt and be a 

considerable barrier, therefore farm equity was essential. Farm equity was essential for Farmer 6 

gaining banking support to establish his D2C mobile butchery: 

The only reason the bank has supported us so far is because of the equity in 
the farm. The butchery has had to really rely on the farm for the finance, 
and the farm has [supported it] because it’s a big asset. So the money has 
come from the bank via the farm to the butchery it wouldn't come from the 
bank straight to the butchery. 
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Similarly Farmer 3 remarked, “that's probably how we [managed to diversify]; obviously we've 

always had the land, so we've been able to borrow against that, for these things”. Farmers 4 and 5 

were grateful for the income from a second-generation agribusiness which financed their farm 

diversification endeavours, as Farmer 4 said: “that’s one of the advantages we’ve got that a lot of 

farmers don't have.” Once set up, D2C farmers espoused the importance of sharing their story and 

point of difference with consumers to overcome the premium price barrier.  

 

4.4.2 Novelty: A distinct point of difference 

In order to differentiate their red meat from often less expensive supermarkets products, D2C 

farmers chose to share their farming stories with customers. As outlined in section 4.4.1, being able 

to sell one’s story was an important motivation for selling D2C for some farmers, as it was seen as an 

opportunity to highlight the novel or special characteristics of their stock and farming style including 

environmental and sustainability attributes. Farmer 6 believes highlighting the novel characteristics 

of his exotic breed of cattle has enabled him to differentiate his D2C beef from standard supermarket 

beef when selling it from his mobile butchery: 

What we've been trying to do is distance ourselves from the freezing works 
and supermarkets and dare I say it, it distances us from the dairy industry as 
well because we say to people this is not a dairy cross animal (Farmer 6). 

This farmer remarked that as 70% of New Zealand beef is dairy cross, his special breed of beef was a 

selling point of difference: 

 We don't take dairy cross animals and we've been offered them left right 
and centre, but we just refuse to take them because we want to be 
different. If we were selling that, you could get that at a supermarket. So 
why would you bother coming to us? (Farmer 6). 

Farmer 6 went on to point out that the support of fellow local special breed producers had enabled 

him to have continuous supply of beef and given the breeders a local market for their meat: “We've 

hooked in with all the local (breed) breeders and … they've been really supportive of what we're doing 

because I think no one's done this before and it's giving them an outlet for their meat.” With calf 

raising time now taken up working in the on-farm butchery, local special breed farmers have also 

helped with finishing his own calves. 

I send my calves away to another local farmer because I'm so busy with the 
butchery now I don't have time for intensive beef finishing any longer … the 
calves go off to be finished at another farm, which we can see from where 
we are. And then they come back to the butchery (Farmer 6).  

Former D2C producer, Farmer 14 formed a partnership with two equity partners who had a 

passion for organic livestock farming and selling D2C. He explained: “the partners in the organic farm, 

who weren't the farmers, were the drivers behind that side of it. They were into organic, that was 
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non-negotiable.” He remarked that achieving organic certification was challenging but it also enabled 

them to tap into the local D2C organic lamb market, initially commanding a higher price than 

conventionally farmed meat. He went on to explain:  

“There was really good premium for organic lamb when we started. I can't 
tell you what it was, but it was like it was probably like a $2 [per kg] 
difference, just mind boggling”.  

However, over time the premium price paid by the meat processor fell and D2C was perceived 

as a more attractive option than the traditional sales route for the equity partners: “We wanted high 

end consumers with disposable incomes. We all wanted to have a brand. We all liked the idea (D2C) 

because we've got this organic meat, we're not getting any premium for it anymore” (Farmer 14). 

Farmer 13 lamented the difficulties in generating a sustainable income from D2C sales: 

I guess probably the most important thing … there's one thing I've kind of 
had to grapple with, I suppose it's one thing to have your ideals and your 
passions but it’s another thing to then be able to turn those into money 
(Farmer 13). 

Generating a premium price through D2C sales not only required adequate financial reserves 

and product differentiation but also a degree of business acumen and an entrepreneurial bent. 

4.4.3 Knowledge, experience and an entrepreneurial mindset  

  As explained in the Barriers section above, there are complex logistics and details involved in 

setting up and maintaining a D2C supply chain. A portion of the farmers interviewed attested to the 

fact that their previous business knowledge and experience in other domains was invaluable in 

enabling them to meet the challenges of their D2C journey. Farmer 4 recognised the value in 

farmers’ being adaptable, entrepreneurial, and telling their farming story:  

One of the ways that [farming has] got to progress is it needs 
entrepreneurial people, small and fleet of foot, entrepreneurial people 
telling a great story, getting a premium, yeah, and making it easier for 
those people to do new things (Farmer 4). 

This farmer had various business ventures under way before he sold meat D2C and went on to 

explain his entrepreneurial approach and understanding of what’s required for successful D2C 

diversification:  

I had an introduction (to business) through my father, I had selling 
experience whereas a lot of people don’t have that. So for most farmers that 
I've met, it's a really difficult thing for them to see the whole picture because 
there's 20 things you got to get right. And 19 doesn't get it. There's basically 
three or four different categories. There's the ones that try and fail. And the 
ones that try and struggle. The ones like us at the moment, who are trying 
and making it work, and we're at profitability. And then there's the 
Icebreakers you know, well he's not a farmer but there's that style of 
operator that just shoots for the stars (Farmer 4). 
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Farmer 4 had also had practical building experience before he went farming. This was useful 

when it came to establishing an on farm MPI approved packaging unit: 

We had a freezer converted to chiller. We used to use the freezer for 
freezing (another product). And what we did was we upgraded it. We 
renewed the floor completely, put handrails on, bought a whole lot of 
stainless steel hooks, did everything, perfectly coved all the corners, fibre 
glassed it all. It was just beautifully done…and MPI came and inspected 
them, and all that sort of stuff (Farmer 4). 

Prior knowledge and experience in meat processing, butchering, and wild food handling were 

also found to be useful enablers. This was the case for the Venison Wholesaler. He had worked for a 

processing plant for 13 years before he set up his D2C venison and small goods business. He found 

having long term relationship with his former employer very helpful in developing his product, as the 

Venison Wholesaler remarked: 

Because I have a unique relationship with them, I've worked there, I know 
how the whole system works. I can ask these guys to do something 
different, different cuts and they’re willing to try it. 

His knowledge of processing company operating and food safety standards was also beneficial when 

designing his plant: 

We have a nice plant. It's designed to do exactly what it does. When we 
built it, we did it in a certain way because … I'd worked as a (meat 
processor) and I'd worked in meat works. I knew what works, and cutting 
corners was only going to be a pain. 

Farmer 4 and 13 were also keen hunters so had butchering experience: “ I've always been a 

keen hunter. So had a fairly knowledgeable background on animal breaking down, and recreational 

butchery I suppose” (Farmer 4). A wide interest in all aspects of business development enabled 

Farmer 13 to reduce D2C set up costs. In addition, he had good butchering skills from hunting and 

making smallgoods. “I’d always made my own salamis and sausages and that sort of thing.” He also 

stressed that is was key to have a clear business plan to venture into D2C: 

You have to look first to make sure that your economics and your business 
case can stack up to your ideals or the costs and things that go along with it. 
Because if it doesn't, then you don't have a business and I think that's where 
the whole system, in my opinion, stuff comes down because a lot of the 
people that want to do this do have high ideals and standards and morals, 
and they don't kind of match up with the compliance costs and the cost of 
doing business (Farmer 13).  

He reiterated this sentiment later when he said:  

Make sure that you've got a pretty solid business base before you jump on 
because it would be sad to see somebody do all the hard work and go down 
that road and then shut up shop because it just doesn't make any economic 
sense (Farmer 13). 
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Farmer 13 had previously run several other off farm businesses and had some IT knowledge 

and was able to set up his own website: 

I'm probably an interesting fellow in the sense of, I'm a jack of all trades. So 
I've been very interested in sort of some of the IT side of things and the 
mechanical side of things and the food producing side of things and the 
farming side of things. Whereas a lot of people are very just specifically 
focused on farming (Farmer 13). 

This entrepreneurial spirit, broad knowledge base, and conviction to innovate was also 

evidenced in other farmers’ approach to diversifying into D2C. To sustain a D2C operation requires a 

passion for livestock farming and a desire to add value and create an alternative market to the 

commodity meat market. Farmer 13 maintained he had had a long term goal to sell D2C: “yeah, I’d 

always wanted to try and do something that was value added and outside of the traditional 

commodity sort of system.” However, in the face of overwhelming compliance costs he was also 

considering setting up a cooperative or association of micro abattoir owner-operators to address 

common issues with government regulatory bodies. His reason behind this was to have a ‘louder 

voice’ in the regulatory arena: 

 
We've sort of talked to a few other operators about setting up Micro 
Abattoir Association so that we've got a bit more (clout) because that was 
one of the things that MPI said we should do when we had some issues. 
They were like, “well, if everyone's got the same issues, we'll listen to you 
but if it’s just you we won't listen to you, so you should form an association” 
(Farmer 13). 

Forming and utilising such supportive rural and market networks can be a key enabler in 

creating a successful D2C enterprise. 

4.4.4  Networks 

Creating strong relationships with the rural community, processor yards and establishing a 

committed customer base of consumers wanting locally raised quality meat, together with utilising 

local council food marketing initiatives were useful D2C enablers. As outlined above, Farmer 6 

acknowledged the support of his local farmers, who supplied his butchery operations and those who 

were willing to hold on to their stock for long periods to fit with his schedule rather than sending 

them to one of the big processing companies. Farmer 8 appreciated the support of her local stock 

agent in enabling her to get her non D2C stock to market: 

I had a really good stock agent that took some of them at the lowest 
acceptable weight for the Countdown abattoir in Auckland. So, I knew that 
they were actually going into the New Zealand food chain, which made me 
slightly happier. So, I was right on the on the lower edge of the acceptance, 
but that particular stock agent had a particular ability to kind of sneak my 
stock in a little bit lower than what they would normally take as an average 
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(weight). But, you know, it was good quality meat. And he knew that. So, he 
did that for me (Farmer 8).  

Farmer 3 also had a good contact in the processing industry which was a catalyst to getting started: 

Our good family friends are butchers, they're just down the road, actually. 
So, he (the butcher) really sort of helped us. We had no idea really without 
him how to even do it or what it should look like. So yeah, we sort of talked 
with him and came up with a bit of a game plan (Farmer 3). 

Despite the limitations of the processing contract, this farmer found further contacts to cover the 

whole butchering process: 

So, they didn't agree to process the whole lot there, they just agreed to 
contract kill the animals, but once again, he (butcher friend) had contacts 
and we went and met a few butcheries or rang a few of them, and ended up 
getting together with the (local butcher) so we sort of got in with them and 
the processor would send the carcases down on their truck to them. And 
then they'd process it all (Farmer 3). 

Once the processing side of the operation was finalised, further support with pricing was very helpful 

to Farmer 3: 

Once again, it was just trying to figure out how it was working for us. And 
how we were going to price it and all that kind of stuff and what cuts and 
everything like we needed someone to tell us how to do that. And that's 
where (butcher friend) was super helpful. You know, without someone like 
that we had no idea what we were sort of looking at or how it could look 
(Farmer 3). 

With a shorter supply chain and a pricing schedule established, it was possible to earn more 

from selling direct to the consumer on a per kg basis than from the larger export companies. Online 

access to consumers wanting locally raised quality meat was generated by diversifying sales channels 

through farm websites, Facebook pages, farmers’ markets, direct selling and council-run food 

marketing initiatives. 

As highlighted in 4.1.3, Farmer 13 was an advocate for farmers’ markets as an effective way of 

getting in front of potential customers: 

The markets are really good and it was great to, you know, be right in front 
of your customers and be able to provide, sell of your product straight to 
your customer. We've got awesome feedback. You know, people could say 
oh, your, sausages were a little bit too weak or a little bit too intense flavour 
or say, you know, it was really good to be able to, you know, work on the 
product. 

Some farmers found council run food marketing initiatives (see a promotional flag for a Selwyn 

district food event in Figure 15 below) helpful in establishing contacts within the food industry. 
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Figure 15: Selwyn From the Land event stand flag. (Photo credit: Author) 
 

However, they were also aware they needed to take considerable initiative themselves to find the 

right D2C market as Farmer 8 observed: 

It's probably just me getting out there and probably I just need someone to 
push me. There was a fête thing run by the Council last week. And that was 
good. And I like the idea of what they're doing.  

However, Farmer 8 also suggested local producers need to commit to future local marketing 

strategies: “It almost needs to be not a Council run thing, it needs to be producer-led. The producers 

and the restaurants need to put some skin in the game and get somebody running it.” 

In addition to marketing enablers and despite the challenges of meeting strict government 

regulations, some D2C farmers remarked that MPI was “remarkably easy to deal with” (Farmer 7). 

When asked how she found D2C set up information, Farmer 7 said found MPI a helpful information 

resource: 

I did it all off my own bat. It was me making cold calls to a variety of 
different people. I knew there were certain things I knew that had to be 
done. I knew there had to be compliance. And I knew that I had to start 
somewhere. So I rang MPI. MPI were really good. I have no complaints 
about MPI whatsoever (Farmer 7). 

She went on to outline the help MPI provided:  

They pointed me to the right department on the website. And the route 
through this system once you knew where to start, so they told me where to 
start, and they were really good about that. The rest of the process was 
actually really simple (Farmer 7). 
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When asked what would help D2C red meat sales in the future, a number of farmers suggested 

some potential enablers. For example, Farmer 4 would like to see less bureaucracy in the D2C 

process so that a future option could be developed in the form of a mobile abattoir, certified for 

processing D2C meat. This mobile abattoir could travel from farm to farm: 

I think one of the things we need to allow is, what they do in other parts of 
the world, is make it easier for people to have a mobile abattoir. Just make 
it easier to certify them, make it less onerous, less rule based more practical 
based. There needs to be a lot less bureaucracy around it. It needs to be 
done from the farmers point of view and the processor point of view, not 
from the bureaucrat’s point of view (Farmer 4). 

Farmer 6 also commented on access to a local abattoir for D2C processing, “ideally, you'd have a wee 

plant somewhere that would process 20 cattle a week or if they could do 10 cows a day and 100, 

sheep, goats or whatever it could be, that'd be quite cool”. He also suggested MPI meat inspections 

could be carried out with CCTV cameras as a cost effective alternative to in person vet inspections:  

MPI could have cameras set up so they can inspect stock so you wouldn't 
need a vet there, I'm sure there's ways around it, especially with what 
they've done in fishing boats (Farmer 6). 

Farmer 13 said New Zealand food safety regulations required him to have an export licence for 

the micro abattoir even though he had no intention of exporting. He suggested that we instead 

follow an American food safety approach and divide and divest control of food safety and animal 

welfare controls to local, regional and international levels, “they have regulatory standards for state 

and then they have national standards and then they have exports. So they have three types of 

compliance standards”.  

When analysing the enablers to D2C sales, it was evident sufficient capital reserves were 

necessary to meet ongoing compliance, set up and transport costs. Some farmers found supportive 

networks of other small producers and rural professionals as valuable assets when endeavouring to 

meet year round demand for chilled D2C red meat. The complexity of the New Zealand meat 

production, processing, distribution system is reflected in Figure 16 below. The map shows the 

myriad of possible connections between industry stakeholders and the overarching legislative 

oversight of MPI. Strong relationships between stakeholders in the D2C value chain were seen as a 

key driver to the operational and logistical success of D2C ventures. This was reflected in farmers’ 

ability to get their stock transported, processed, packaged, and distributed. The value placed on 

interactions and partnerships within the agricultural ecosystem enabled the farmers to set up their 

ventures and manage the seasonality and other logistical challenges inherent in diversifying into the 

D2C red meat market.  
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4.5 Chapter summary 

The interviewees in this case study represented a cross-section of New Zealand livestock 

farmers, plus a beekeeper and a venison wholesaler, whose experiences in the D2C value chain 

varied from those involved in online sales, farmer’ markets and restaurants to niche supermarket 

sales. Each mode of D2C selling involved a bespoke supply chain of mechanisms and actors 

Figure 16: Map of New Zealand D2C value chain. (Designed by Author) 

        Wholesaler/ 
       Supermarket 
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depending on how and why they chose to sell D2C. Key motivations came under an adding value 

umbrella including a drive to increase farm incomes through diversification, a family farm succession 

strategy, a passion for livestock and the value in face-to-face contact with customers. In analysing the 

D2C value chain it is evident there are significant barriers to generating sufficient profit to ensure a 

sustainable D2C business.  

Those barriers included burdensome and costly compliance to government food safety and 

animal welfare regulations, substantial set up (depending on the extent of commitment to the 

process) and transportation costs. Farmers also face logistical challenges and competition for 

processing space and from low priced supermarket meat. While D2C barriers outweighed enablers 

factors enabling D2C sales included access to capital, the value perceived of specialty breeds, 

previous knowledge, and networks. It is evident from the list of barriers and from the farmers’ who 

no longer sell D2C that there are a myriad of values, rules and knowledge influencing the economic 

and social considerations behind selling direct to the consumer which will be discussed in the 

following chapter.  

Profitability for New Zealand livestock farmers fluctuates significantly based on global demand 

for red meat and international exchange rates. Farmers have little certainty or control over the prices 

they receive for their livestock sold through traditional channels. The farmers interviewed for this 

research sought to leverage their land, stock, and labour resources to diversify their farm income 

streams through new sales channels, thereby building rural resilience and increasing local food 

security during natural disasters. They thought that selling directly to consumers had the potential to 

be more profitable than selling to processors but also recognised several barriers to this method of 

selling. This chapter considers some of the key findings from this research through the lens of the 

values, rules, and knowledge (VRK) framework outlined Chapter 2. Specific consideration will be paid 

to the interplay between societal values, institutional rules and experiential knowledge and the 

interaction between the three VRK propositions in shaping the decision-making context (Kirk & 

Cradock-Henry, 2022). 
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Chapter 5 

Concluding Discussion 

5.1  Introduction 

This thesis has explored 12 farmers and one venison wholesaler’s decisions to participate in 

direct to consumer red meat sales. Despite growing consumer awareness of, and desire to support, 

sustainable farming practices and alternative food networks, research on New Zealand D2C red meat 

sales has been limited (Kline et al., 2015; Realini et al., 2023). The previous chapter presented the 

findings relating to sheep, beef, pig and deer farmers’ values and motivations as to how, why and 

where they sold D2C. Reasons for ceasing D2C sales, and the enablers and barriers to D2C, were also 

considered. Interviews with farmers revealed that setting up D2C sales required significant 

investment of resources (time and money) in infrastructure, logistics and distribution, as they sought 

to leverage their land, stock and labour to diversify and expand their farm income streams. They 

believed by selling directly to consumers they would have more control over their meat pricing, 

livestock welfare, product quality and communication of their farm story. They hoped the venture 

would be more profitable than selling to supermarkets or processors but also recognised a number 

of barriers to this mode of selling including compliance costs, supply chain competition, complex 

logistics including accessing the online marketplace.  

This chapter considers these key findings through the lens of the values, rules and knowledge (VRK) 

framework outlined in Chapter 2. Exploring New Zealand D2C red meat sales using VRK, provides a 

novel application of the framework, extending it from its origins in climate change adaptation and 

land management to farmer participation in alternative food networks (Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022; 

Pleininger et al., 2022; Prober et al., 2017; Raum, 2018; Solomonsz et al., 2019). The aim of this study 

was to contribute to the literature on D2C red meat sales in local sustainable and regenerative food 

networks and advance understanding of the influence of government policy has on the sustainability 

of D2C red meat ventures in New Zealand. The VRK framework has provided a unique lens through 

which to analyse the complexities of the D2C decision-making context and as a tool to evaluate how 

different types of values—intrinsic, relational, and instrumental, influence farmers’ choices and 

actions on whether to, how to, and to what extent they diversify into D2C sales. The case study 

approach addressed four main research questions:   

• Who are the primary red meat producers in NZ who sell direct to consumers, and how, and 

why, are they doing it?  

• What are the barriers to direct to consumer sales of red meat? What are the enablers?  
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• What might enable more opportunities for direct to consumer sales of red meat in New 

Zealand?  

• How does the Values, Rules and Knowledge framework apply to the New Zealand D2C 

context? 

Specific consideration is paid to the interplay between societal values, institutional rules and 

experiential knowledge and the interaction between three VRK propositions in shaping the decision-

making context (Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022). Understanding the values and knowledge of the case 

study farmers and their decision context provides a catalyst for a more values-based approach to 

food safety regulation at a local level. This in turn may enhance local food security, reduce hazards 

risk and increase resilience to extreme weather events and other high intensity, low frequency 

natural hazard events. The chapter concludes by outlining potential factors that may enhance 

opportunities for farmers to sell direct to the consumer and scope for further research. 

5.2 Revisiting the VRK 

The values, rules and knowledge (VRK) framework was developed to increase understanding of 

the complex decision making processes and contexts involved in the creation of new pathways to 

facilitate adaptation to climate change (Gorddard et al., 2016). Climate adaptation using VRK includes 

examination of changes in biophysical pathways in agricultural communities (Prober et al., 2017), and 

the social values, instrumental rules and experiential knowledge influencing responses by agricultural 

producers (Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022). This thesis, however, uses the VRK framework in a novel 

way: to illuminate the farmers’, meat processors’ and policy makers’ decision-making context 

regarding their involvement in the D2C value chain. This exploration of farmer values, knowledge and 

experience of current rules will help inform policy makers and regulators on what motivates farmers 

to sell D2C and what changes might improve farm to fork pathways for them.  

5.2.1 Societal Values 

Societal, or social, values play a pivotal role in decision making processes and shape how 

individuals and groups evaluate and prioritise their choices and actions. Social values are often 

framed as one of three types: intrinsic, relational and instrumental (see Table 2).  

Intrinsic values are the fundamental or financial values inherent in the decision making 

context. They are the values a farmer ascribes to their agrifood products and practices, their 

relationship to the adaptability of those products (e.g. pride, quality, sustainability), and their 

relationship to those products in the value chain. These intrinsic values held by farmers may vary 

from those of consumers when they purchase an agrifood product, and from policy makers when 

legislating on that products’ food safety (Fusco Girard & Vecco, 2021). The research findings revealed 

intrinsic values in the pride farmers took in their livestock, humane animal husbandry, sustainable 
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farm practices, and in their ability to adapt their farming systems to financial, biophysical and 

environmental challenges. The farmers also took pride in producing high-quality food for their local 

community and region.  

Understanding the coexistence between “monetary and non-monetary motivations” (Corsi et 

al., 2018, p.176) and values in the D2C value chain enhances understanding of the decision context 

and process. For example, the pride farmers took in their produce was demonstrated when selling 

(monetary motivation) their premium product direct to the consumer, and their humane animal 

husbandry practices (non-monetary motivation). The case study data confirmed the importance 

placed on strong family connection to their farm and developing the family farm in a way that could 

be continued for generations, rather than simply maximising short term profit. The farmers’ personal 

beliefs were intertwined with their socio-economic goals for their family and farm. These were 

reflected in the value placed on family time and creating a sustainable business and a good standard 

of living.  

Secondly, relational value is the value placed by one stakeholder on their relationship with 

other stakeholders in the value chain and it can be defined as human to human or human to nature 

relationships (Tobin & Jones, 2018). Tobin and Jones (2018) in their research into sustainable 

agriculture development characterised relational values as “those with the intent to generate 

benefits for both parties in the relationship” (p. 69). In this study, those parties include farmers 

building relationships with fellow farmers, stock transporters, meat processors, rural professionals, 

butchers, government representatives and consumers. The data shows the farmers’ essential 

relational role was in caring for their family (standard of living, employment and succession planning) 

and this depended on farmers’ ability to collaborate and build trusted supply chain relationships. For 

example, to get stock transported, processed, packaged and distributed to the consumer, it was 

essential for the farmer to establish a robust D2C network.  

The strong relational value placed on interactions and partnerships within the agricultural 

ecosystem helped the D2C farmers manage the inherent seasonality in their production schedule. In 

section 4.2.4, Farmers  6, 7 and 14 discussed the importance their connection with local producers, 

processors and rural professionals to meet livestock production and processing demands for D2C 

sales outside of the traditional meat trade season. In turn, the companies processing the livestock for 

the farmers needed to consider the financial wellbeing of their company when agreeing to smaller, 

less lucrative D2C consignments, as they must ultimately satisfy their shareholders and board. Policy 

makers’ relational values on the other hand must meet legislative rules and standards which may 

influence the provision of information and incentives to farmers, and in turn affect rural economic 

resilience. 

Previous research into agricultural practices revealed the value of analysing farmers’ values 

through a relational lens (Byfyglian, 2024; Jones & Tobin, 2018; McCarthy et al., 2022). In their study 
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of Swiss alpine farmers, Chapman and Deplazes‐Zemp (2022) describe relational values as 

‘bidirectional’; related to intrinsic values on one hand and institutional values on the other. Bi-

directional values can also be demonstrated in a “genuine respect and care on the one hand and an 

eudaimonic contribution to wellbeing on the other” (p.147). In the current study, this altruistic 

behaviour was shown through the strong relational ties the farmers had with their local community. 

As Farmer 6 noted, a growing divide between urban and rural lifestyles. By participating in farmers’ 

markets, community events and delivering online orders and sharing their farming stories with 

customers, farmers built trust and connection with their customers and community (see 4.1.2). In 

doing so, they were not only demonstrating a genuine respect for consumers’ individual preferences 

for their meat, but they also hoped that by selling and telling their story direct to the consumer they 

could influence perceptions that farmers do not always take good care of their livestock and land.  

Instrumental values are the means by which farmers and meat processors utilise tangible and 

intangible assets to achieve their goals (Gasson, 1973). Examples include the use of innovative 

systems and technology to increase production and yield, adapting systems to market demands, 

and/or applying knowledge and education from previous experience on and off-farm. By leveraging 

their land (and sometimes location) to develop and diversify into D2C marketing of their produce, 

farmers were able to spread the risk of relying on one farm income source (e.g. the commodity meat 

export market). D2C sales allowed the farmers to have greater ability to control the narrative around 

their products, and to create a new income stream from their farms. Notable instrumental values 

influencing the set-up of D2C ventures included the farmers’ desire and capacity to innovate and 

incorporate the latest advances in information technology (including online sales and marketing 

tools) to establish a local red meat supply. Existing business skills, formal education and informal 

learning were additional instrumental values brought into play when developing and utilising new 

methods of consumer engagement, including sharing cooking techniques and stories of provenance 

and sustainable farming practices. The venison wholesaler’s instrumental values lay in their ability to 

process offcuts into unique value-added product small goods to sell direct to the consumer. 

Omar and Thorsøe (2024) discuss the need for a paradigm shift and transformation in the 

power dynamics between farmers and agribusiness companies. They discuss reconfiguring the 

agrifood system itself, to counter the dominance of large commercial agricultural innovation 

companies, through farm to fork strategy (F2F) initiatives in the EU. In the New Zealand context, this 

research illuminates a similar dynamic: the instrumental power of large processing companies over 

medium to small holders who struggle to find a local meat processor to process their small D2C 

consignments. The amalgamation, automation and mechanisation of meat processing chains would 

be examples of instrumental values motivating a drive to improve yield and profitability by meat 

companies, which may in turn lead to the marginalisation of smaller players in the meat processing 

industry in terms access, labour and input costs. 
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Table 2 below categorises farmer societal values at play in the D2C value chain including 

specific descriptions of their intrinsic, relational and instrumental values. 

 

Table 2: Farmers’ societal values related to D2C meat 

 
 

The importance of understanding social values for all stakeholders is underscored by Kirk and 

Cradock-Henry (2022) who highlight how stakeholders’ social values shape the decision context of 

land management in the face of climate change. Similarly, all farmers in the current research are 

facing multiple threats to their livelihoods including falling farm gate prices, land use change, climate 

change impacts and mitigation requirements. Understanding how farmers’ social values shape 

decisions to diversify into lower emission and more sustainable modes of land management (such as 

D2C sales) is vital to ensure regulations are fit for purpose (Journeaux et al., 2017; Westpac NZ., 

2022). 
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5.2.2 Rules  

Rules govern human behaviour. They are the norms, practices, heuristics (‘rules of thumb’), 

regulations, laws and treaties that govern actions (Gorddard et al., 2016; Solomonsz et al., 2021). 

They can be formal or informal in nature. Formal rules (institutional, or rules-in-form) include 

financial rules, government legislation, regulations and compliance requirements. Informal rules (or 

social rules-in-use) include social norms and practices such as caring for farm animals and the 

environment. There are many rules – institutional and societal – that impact decision making 

contexts (Gorddard et al., 2016). Diversifying farm incomes into non-core operations such as D2C 

sales is a departure from traditional farming norms and a deviation from historical farming rules-in-

use. However, in the face of current socio-economic threats to their rural livelihoods, many farmers 

have had to innovate and adapt by finding new ways to sustain their families and farming operations.  

The majority of farmers in this study still sell most of their livestock through traditional 

channels (see Chapter 2) and are familiar with conventional meat export supply chain regulations 

regarding animal welfare. However, when embarking on selling meat direct to the consumer, farmers 

are required to work with export orientated and complex government food safety regulations 

regarding handling, storage and transportation of fresh meat products (MPI, 2023d). These 

regulations are formal rules or rules-in-form and encompass legislation, regulations and treaties such 

as Te Tiriti o Waitangi (the Treaty of Waitangi), and regulations such as the Animal Welfare Act 2006, 

the Animal Products Act 1999 and the Food Act 2014 (Prober et al., 2017; Topp et al., 2020).  

These regulations are institutionally based and for the most part, were respected and adhered 

to by the D2C producers interviewed for this study. Some producers, however, conceded that the 

financial and logistical costs of complying to MPI imposed rules were prohibitively expensive and a 

major barrier to D2C sales. Evidence of this resistance to rules-in-form is shown through 

interviewees’ accounts of illegal home-kill meat trading and in media reports of black market meat 

sales at regional butcheries (e.g., News Desk, 2023). The illegal meat sales market can be viewed 

from a number of perspectives; it is not simply resistance or disregard for industry rules, but also 

reflective of the stresses industry stakeholders face. Rapidly increasing cost of inputs and declining 

returns for producers, processors and butchers are threatening the economic survival of many rural 

businesses and may influence stakeholders’ social and economic decision making. In such 

circumstances, for some farmers, economic survival may take precedence over abiding by formal 

food safety regulations, and rules-in-use (the correct ways of doing business) may be bent to justify 

such action.  

Non-compliance rules-in-use is not without significant professional and personal risk, further 

highlighting the issue’s significance. If caught, culprits may be charged and fined under the Animal 

Products Act (MPI, 2024; Uys, 2023). Formal rules on food safety can also be reinforced and 

publicised by industry bodies such as Federated Farmers and rural news media (fedfarm.org.nz, 
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2024; Uys, 2023) and by the local farming community (Farmer 7), to help inform those who are not 

aware of the illegal nature of that trade. 

A number of the farmers interviewed commented on the surprising ease of dealing with MPI 

representatives; conversely, farmers found meat processors and butchers more difficult to 

communicate with in terms of food safety, bespoke cut requirements, labelling and logistics. There 

were also questions of trustworthiness on the part of some supply chain actors. Violations of social 

norms and practices by processors were evidenced in incidences of product substitution. Farmers 

lost trust in the processors’ traceability capability when another farmers’ carcasses were returned 

instead of their own. Some interviewees called for better animal identification measures to ensure 

the return of the correct carcases (Farmers 1, 8 and 13, Chapter 4.2.4).  

Knowledge of, and adhering to, a multitude of local and central government regulations can be 

complex, time consuming and costly for all meat industry stakeholders. Central to such stringency is 

New Zealand’s dependence on international demand for, and earnings from, our primary produce. As 

agrifood is close to two thirds of New Zealand’s global exports and accounts for more than $5 billion 

in export earnings a year, government food safety regulations and export standards have been 

geared to a globally recognised standard (IFC, 2021; OECD, 2021; MPI, 2023d). While these standards 

are necessary to assure international customers, they may be considered excessively strict and 

constraining to local D2C meat trade. Data collected in the case study revealed those farmers with 

prior business knowledge and technical and technological skills were best equipped to navigate the 

rules and regulations required for selling red meat direct to the consumer. 

Informal rules include societal rules and norms influencing the decision-making context. For 

example, Farmer 7 adopted regenerative practices by choice and partly societal expectations, not as 

a result of following a rule-in-form. Farmer 6 relied on the intrinsic and relational values of 

neighbouring farmers who were willing to hold stock on-farm longer than they normally would, so 

they could provide him with a continuous supply of quality livestock for his mobile butchery. Farmer 

14 achieved organic certification and sold his stock D2C because it was stipulated by the farm’s 

shareholders. There are no formal rules prescribing the types of farms a shareholder can buy and so 

their social or ethical preferences influence their farm practices and whether they will farm  

traditional, organic or regenerative methods. All of these farm management choices are motivated 

by farmer or shareholder values and a mixture of local or traditional, experiential, scientific and 

technical knowledge (Lavorel et al., 2019; Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022). 

5.2.3 Knowledge 

Knowledge is our comprehension of the world around us and knowing the implications of 

various choices available in the decision-making context (Colloff et al., 2018; Gorddard et al., 2016; 

Prober et al., 2017). Most of the previous work on knowledge in relation to VRK, has focused on 



 
 

83 

adaptation options available to stakeholders, to cope with changing climate risks  (Prober et al., 

2017; Solomonsz et al., 2019). In this research, knowledge relates instead to options available to D2C 

farmers, and their implications. Specifically, this is knowledge of on-farm operations or their 

product’s value in an agrifood supply chain, and how different strategies can be realised. 

Knowledge is key to developing capability and capacity for change. It is about understanding 

information and developing subject expertise to inform decisions (Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022; 

Lavorel et al., 2019). Previous research has found that social networks are a pivotal source of 

knowledge and information for farmers, and include of parents, friends, fellow farmers and 

neighbours, and these can be facilitated via the establishment of discussion groups or the delivery of 

extension activities such as field days (Jakku et al., 2024; Šūmane et al., 2018). Knowledge is acquired 

over a life time, through formal education, experiential learning, or intergenerational transmission of 

knowledge within families or communities (Wójcik et al., 2019). Producer boards, agribusiness 

suppliers, rural service personnel, rural lenders and scientific research published online and in 

agricultural media are also valued sources of knowledge (van Uffelen et al., 2023). Stakeholder 

knowledge can be local or traditional, experiential, scientific and technical (Lavorel et al., 2019; Kirk 

& Cradock-Henry, 2022). In the current context, interviewees used a range of local, familial, 

traditional and technical knowledge to perform daily tasks on the farm, such as mustering, shearing, 

drenching, and land management; the same was true to some extent for D2C sales, but generally 

outside assistance was also required.  

Specific diversification pathways require varying degrees of scientific knowledge; for example, 

diversifying into D2C sales requires knowledge of food safety systems and regulatory models, while 

diversifying into agrivoltaics requires scientific knowledge of solar systems, energy storage and local 

weather patterns, and animal behaviour around the assets. In this study, local, experiential and 

scientific or technical knowledge were key influencers in farmer decision making to diversify farm 

revenue streams. It is clear from the findings that farmers who had experiential knowledge unrelated 

to farming, were able to apply that knowledge when developing D2C sales. For example, butchery 

skills gathered from hunting, and building skills and IT knowledge from prior employment were 

useful to Farmers 4 and 13. This evidence of pluriactivity by farmers who have a multiplicity of 

farming enterprises supports findings from Carter (1999) and Suess-Reyes and Fuetsch (2016).  

The interview data also revealed a key motivating factor for farmers selling D2C was sharing 

their experiential knowledge of sustainable farming practices and stock care with their customers. 

The opportunity to interact with customers and to learn from their feedback also helped build 

farmers’ knowledge of the consumer market and demand for locally produced meat products 

including preferred cuts and flavours. Offering BBQed meat samples and cooking ideas at farmers’ 

markets, especially for those uncertain of cooking and trying venison, was seen as an important 



 
 

84 

service in increasing consumer understanding and knowledge of farming practices and educating 

customers on the gastronomic possibilities of the product. 

All actors come to D2C with prior experiential, local, scientific and technical knowledge which 

influences their decision making (Gorddard et al., 2016). As illustrated by Lavorel (2019) using this 

framework helps to identify the interactions and interlinkages between stakeholders (Plieninger et 

al., 2023). By modelling the interaction of farmers’ perceptions and knowledge alongside the rules of 

food production and distribution, this research has identified some of the opportunities, barriers and 

enablers for D2C, which determines whether selling red meat D2C is a viable tool to enhance farm 

and community resilience. The following section will consider three separate pairings of the VRK 

elements to reveal how they shape the decision-making context. 

5.3 Interactions between VRK elements 

A decision context is shaped not only by the individual components of values, rules and 

knowledge, but by the intersecting relationship between these components. These interrelationships 

shed light on how the findings of this study can inform future regulatory or processual changes to 

ultimately enable the growth and success of D2C meat sales. Using this approach, Solomonsz et al. 

(2021) and Kirk and Cradock-Henry (2022) highlight the relative influence and interconnection of 

different values, rules and knowledge and discussed three key interactions between the different 

combinations: values-rules, values-knowledge and rules-knowledge. Furthermore, work by Prober et 

al. (2017) concerning adaptation pathways in eucalypt woodlands showed that knowledge can be 

shaped by the dominance of certain values, which can in turn limit or enrich knowledge. To further 

expand on Solomonsz et al. (2021) and Kirk and Cradock Henry’s (2022) combination of elements 

below, the application of the VRK framework to the above findings has brought to light a further 

elemental combination, that of rules versus rules as explained below (5.3.1).  

5.3.1 Values/Rules  

The values/rules combination proved a pivotal pairing in the case study’s D2C decision making 

context. As outlined in the previous section, values play a critical role in decision-making as they 

serve as the foundation for how individuals and groups prioritise their actions, evaluate options, and 

determine what is most important. In any decision-making context—whether personal, 

organisational, or societal—values help guide the decision process by providing a framework for 

assessing trade-offs, defining objectives, and ensuring that choices align with deeper principles or 

ethical standards. An analysis of the interaction of these intrinsic, relational and instrumental values 

with institutional and societal rules in this study revealed the interactions of these elements may 

enable or constrain effective implementation of D2C diversification. It also revealed how 

perspectives may change over time due to production, pricing, labour and legislative constraints 
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(Prober et al., 2017). Regulators need to understand the interplay of these values and rules in order 

to adjust their expectations of farmers’ adherence to rules and potential for future business 

development within those rules (Byfyglian, 2024; Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022). This understanding in 

turn creates possibilities in stakeholder collaboration with rule makers to align government policy 

and regulations with farmer values to ensure efficacy and success of policy initiatives for both 

parties. 

Kirk and Cradock-Henry (2022) observed the values-rules interaction occurred when 

precedence was placed on values and conversely when rules were prioritised over values. For 

example, farmers’ values had a motivating impact on the implementation of a government 

conservation initiative in the Netherlands. The farmers were offered government subsidies if they 

adapted their land management practices to conserve endangered bird species. This financial 

incentive was designed to enhance farmer motivation towards species conservation and, as it aligned 

with the farmers instrumental and intrinsic values, both economic and nature based, it subsequently 

had a positive impact on the interpretation and implementation of the conservation rules (Gasson, 

1973; Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022). Similarly, establishing rules to encourage the setting up of micro 

abattoirs for local D2C sales has seen the development of six such abattoirs in New Zealand. 

Conversely, however, this study revealed the cost of meeting MPI micro abattoir compliance was 

considered as a primary constraint for most farmers who valued debt reduction over the risk of 

investing considerable sums in a D2C venture that may not provide sufficient return on investment. 

The result has been a very limited number of livestock farmers installing on-farm D2C compliant 

abattoirs. 

The precedence of rules over values is also evident in the context of New Zealand’s role in 

globalisation of agrifood. As explained earlier, in New Zealand there is a heavy dependence on 

overseas income from primary exports. Correspondingly, food safety regulations on both livestock 

processing and red meat sales are stringent and formulated to the highest standards expected by the 

industry’s global customers. These same food safety regulations are applied to the domestic D2C 

market regardless of the fact that the product is to be solely sold locally. This lack of specific 

domestic food safety regulations stifles D2C sales due to the prohibitive costs and compliance 

involved in farmers adhering to export standards and creates a power imbalance between producers 

and law makers (Omar & Thorsøe, 2023). Consequently, farmers wishing to leverage their assets and 

add value to their processed animals may choose to diversify into alternative more lucrative and 

sustainable ventures. For example, Farmers 3 and 4 stopped D2C sales and diversified in other ways 

such as aquaculture, woollen products and adventure tourism to fulfil their social, economic and 

environmental values and goals. This decision ultimately impacts local community access to local 

produce, and indirectly impacts local food security particularly in times of natural disaster (Fountain 

et al., 2021; Jennings, 2020; Kilgallon, 2020). 
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An interesting finding of this research is that some of the barriers to D2C sales could be 

exacerbated by contradictions between key stakeholders in values-rules relationships. For example, 

between farmers and MPI decision-makers where it was apparent that there was a misalignment 

between farmers’ values and MPI’s rules, which has resulted in the development of regulations 

which constrain D2C initiatives. For example, Farmer 13 stated that an unintended consequence of 

MPI’s stringent domestic regulations to crack down on black market meat trade had hampered the 

establishment of on-farm micro abattoirs to enhance local food security. Three other farmers 

observed local access to black market red meat sources, however, Farmer 13 was the only 

interviewee who engaged with MPI regarding both the regulations and the black market activity.  

Farmer 13 was also the only owner of a micro-abattoir in the case study, and he recounted 

other situations where regulations designed for one purpose had resulted in an undermining of 

values in another. Farmer 13 valued his capacity to shorten the supply chain with his micro abattoir, 

slaughtering and processing his stock on his rural property. He viewed this as also more 

environmentally friendly (lower greenhouse carbon emissions) than transporting his stock over 250 

kms to a processor. It was also easier on his livestock and avoided engagement with large transport 

and meat processing companies. By establishing an on-farm abattoir Farmer 13 was able to control 

every step of the farm to fork process, albeit at considerable financial cost. Remaining price 

competitive through D2C red meat sales was difficult due to the premium price he needed to charge 

to cover set up and ongoing costs. He initially sold directly to the consumer at farmers’ markets 

however, later pivoted direct to restaurants who were more willing to pay a premium for his bespoke 

pork products. Farmers 7, 8 and 10 also remarked on how meeting stringent government animal 

welfare and food safety regulations was expensive and time consuming. Farmer 14 eventually 

discontinued selling D2C conceding that fulfilling compliance obligations was stressful and laborious 

and ultimately unprofitable.  

As evidenced above, the values/rules combination proved a crucial pairing in the D2C decision 

making context evidencing that values play a critical role in decision-making as they serve as the 

foundation for how individuals and groups prioritise their actions, evaluate options, and determine 

what is most important. 

5.3.2 Values/Knowledge 

In the context of the management of the Ross Sea in the Southern Ocean ecosystem, 

Solomonsz et al. (2021) discussed the prioritisation of formal knowledge over informal knowledge 

and the tension between values and knowledge of fishermen and scientists. Parallels can be drawn 

with the current research when considering the values and formal knowledge of government 

regulators and the informal knowledge and values of farmers and consumers in the D2C value chain. 
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As outlined above, traditional farming knowledge is a mixture of experiential, technical and 

scientific knowledge (including animal husbandry, farm management and finance). Off-farm 

knowledge required for D2C sales encompasses some or all of the following: marketing and 

consumer demand, IT/online systems for web site/store creation, logistics and operations of fast 

moving consumer goods (FMCG). However, understanding D2C market access and opportunities also 

requires knowledge of market competition, bank support options and the rules or regulatory 

mechanisms (for example the Animal Products Act 1999) involved in food production and distribution 

in New Zealand.  

Deciding whether a D2C venture is sustainable can be based on value prioritisation and/or 

knowledge deficits. In this case study, most of the farmers had limited relevant off-farm knowledge. 

Farmer 3 indicated he lacked a passion for the D2C meat venture and had greater interest in, and 

continued to operate an adventure tourism operation about which he had more passion and 

knowledge. Farmer 4 had supply and logistic difficulties such as sustaining a relationship with a local 

meat processor and subsequently decided to explore other D2C ventures. In these instances, prior 

technical or financial business knowledge outweighed the farmers’ values and influenced decision 

making behind remaining in D2C sales. Conversely, Farmers 7 and 8 had little to no previous business 

knowledge yet appeared to have a stronger values-driven ethos such as providing family 

employment, showcasing sustainable and regenerative farming and animal welfare and 

environmental concerns. Despite a relentless workload, high costs and few financial rewards, these 

farmers’ values were a priority which saw them carry on their D2C operations despite a lack of 

business sustainability and profitability. The apparent lack of long-term business viability was clearly 

a concern for the small holder D2C farmers but they were optimistic that circumstances might 

improve.  

Farmers 1 and 14, had knowledge of diversification from other entrepreneurial ventures and 

so their off-farm knowledge formed part of the reason to start a D2C diversification of their red meat 

offering. However, after a period ranging from six months to three years they exited their D2C 

operations. The reasons cited included: adversity due to a processor ceasing operation; more 

profitable alternatives; product identity problems with a processor; leaving a partnership and not 

having the motivation to initiate another similar venture. This shows that their off-farm prior 

knowledge took precedence over the very values that started them on their D2C journeys. 

Notably, as a result of Farmer 13’s values of economic viability, animal welfare and 

environmental sustainability alongside his prior business knowledge (including the ability to network 

and engage), he found a way to navigate restrictive food safety rules and even engage with the 

regulator in an effort to adapt the rules to improve their applicability to the practical setting.  
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5.3.3 Rules/Knowledge 

The third interaction involves rules and knowledge. This includes two types of rules, rules-in-

form and societal rules, and two types of knowledge, informal and formal. The two elements 

intersect with each other in different ways. For example, Chen et al. (2021) revealed that farmers in 

the US state of Indiana, showed limited understanding of the rules-in-form associated with food 

safety. In contrast to this finding, the current case study shows that many farmers were resourceful 

and adaptable in complying with food safety regulations. They were able to navigate their way 

through compliance processes, social norms and use their experiential knowledge from previous 

businesses to set up a D2C supply chain and network to build and become part of local AFNs (see also 

Carter, 1999). In this way, farmer knowledge helped overcome the barriers rules-in-form may 

otherwise create. 

Informal rules allow knowledge sharing among farmers which can, in turn, develop solutions 

for dealing with the barriers created by regulations. An example of a mechanism for knowledge and 

skills sharing is establishing or joining a regional AFN with like-minded producers who share a set of 

social norms or societal rules based around environmental awareness and sustainable farming 

practices. To establish a successful D2C operation it is necessary to form good networks between 

regulators, farmers and consumers. As outlined earlier in Section 4.3.4, some local councils have held 

events to bring together both the farmers showcasing quality, sustainably farmed produce, and their 

potential customers including local restaurants. The connections made at these events through 

formal and informal networking can facilitate the building of knowledge, and grow the customer 

base. A strong customer base of environmentally conscious consumers keen to seek out and support 

local food initiatives, and who are prepared to pay premium prices, was key to D2C success (Zhang et 

al., 2024). By collaborating in AFNs, farmers are looking to support their family and local community 

by creating sustainable employment and ensuring the provenance of their produce is recognised and 

valued (Fountain, 2022; Jennings, 2020; Kilgallon, 2020; Provenir, 2023). In addition, participation in 

AFNs was also valued by farmers as a tool to improve public opinion of farming and counter evidence 

of unsustainable farming practices (Knook et al., 2022; Sutherland & Darnhofer, 2012).  

Examples of local council- supported AFNs include farmers’ markets, and events such as Taste 

Selwyn and Made North Canterbury. These local government initiatives not only endeavour to 

promote produce of the region but a wider sense of place, highlighting the unique environmental 

factors and characteristics (e.g. soils and topography) of their region or terroir (Everett & Aitchison, 

2008; Hill & Fountain, 2022; Made North Canterbury, 2023).  

These community initiatives also helped reduce the risk of food insecurity and realise 

opportunities in agrifood adaptation in the face of extreme weather event, economic hardship and 

physical and social isolation. Supply chain shocks and interruptions, including Covid-19 and Cyclone 

Gabrielle, served as a stark reminder of the fragility of our agrifood system and highlighted the need 
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to establish a national food security strategy (Eat NZ, 2024; Witton, 2023) prioritising domestic needs 

over exports (Morrison, 2024). Research by Béné and Abdulai (2024) emphasise the importance of 

collaborations between producers and local government with AFNs seen as crucial to transforming 

food systems across scales. While AFNs fulfil certain social norms, New Zealand’s food safety 

regulations are tied to its international meat exports which adds complexity to local food policies. 

Despite this, farmers and consumers are motivated to support food system transformation through 

AFNs (Eat New Zealand, 2024; Corsi & Mazzocchi, 2019) with local government support. This support 

is evident on a micro/local level (Made, 2024) however, evidence of systemic change on a macro 

level is limited. 

The UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development highlights the need for ‘sustainable food 

production systems and resilient agricultural practices that provide healthy and affordable diets as 

well as tackle poverty, protect human rights and restore ecosystems’ (p.1). In the context of 

rules/knowledge interaction within AFNs, the farmers who were interviewed were able to set up D2C 

operations using a wide range of local, traditional and experiential knowledge consistent with UN 

Sustainable Development Goals (Chapter 2). This knowledge enabled them to navigate MPI rules-in-

form and societal rules to negotiate with processors, set up market stalls, online access to their 

products, and engage with local customers.  

5.3.4 Rules/Rules 

As discussed in Chapter 2, meeting sustainable food production and resilient agricultural 

practice goals, in the face of current social, economic and climatic challenges, will require an agrifood 

system transformation (Béné & Abdulai, 2024). Farmers in the case study had specific goals for their 

farming and D2C operations, however, tension between food safety rules and sustainable farming 

rules in the decision-making context created barriers to D2C sales, and subsequently constraining 

agrifood system transformation.  

Parallels can be drawn between the decision making context of Baur’s (2020) case study into 

California agriculture (section 2.4.1) and the failure of farmer aspirations to farm ‘better’ due to 

constraints outside the farmer's control and New Zealand farmers’ experience of complying with 

government food safety, animal welfare rules and sustainable farming rules. Baur (2020) describes 

this dilemma as “right-versus-right” (p.1175). In reference to the VRK framework, this tension could 

be identified as a rules versus rules interaction. On the one hand the farmers interviewed wanted to 

do the right thing in their stewardship of their land, caring for their animals and supporting the local 

community by selling to local consumers (Chapman & Deplazes‐Zemp, 2022). Nonetheless there is no 

win/win scenario because when complying with export rules on food safety it became equally 

difficult to comply with another set of rules on D2C red meat supply. Therefore, as a result of this 

constraint, the most feasible and viable decision was to cease D2C trading. 
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The sentiments expressed by farmers in this research regarding compliance to be onerous and 

expensive government food safety and animal welfare regulations are echoed in research by 

Byfuglien et al. (2024) and Raum (2018). The former found that the values underpinning farmers’ 

management decisions for their farms were often marginalised by governments in efforts to develop 

policies on environmental management. Similarly, in Raum’s (2018, p.171) systematic assessment of 

forestry mapping in the UK evidence of friction between stakeholder values and institutional rules 

often resulted in project failure:  

Many past efforts … have failed because the various stakeholders involved 
and their potentially conflicting interests and perspectives have been given 
inadequate consideration by national policy-makers. This has frequently led 
to local resistance of policies and/or projects which then became 
unsuccessful.  

The pursuit of a narrow, siloed policy paradigm can create undue pressure on farmers to 

successfully meet personal and societal obligations to farm ‘better’ and operate more sustainably. A 

rules versus rules approach serves only to stifle agrifood transformations in rural communities and 

does so by constraining rather than empowering farmers’ choice to diversify into selling direct to the 

local consumer D2C (Baur, 2020).  

5.3.5 Enabling factors to enhance D2C sales – opportunities for transformation? 

This study has revealed the interactions between all three VRK elements affected the decision 

context to some degree. The most apparent constraining VRK interaction was the primacy of rules 

over values. From the findings, it is evident that the weight of regulatory rules over farmer values 

seriously constrained the sustainability of D2C meat sales. This was evidenced in the number of the 

farmers who struggled to make a profit or eventually pulled out of D2C sales due to the significant 

compliance requirements related to animal welfare and food safety regulations. In addition, the 

constraining and siloed nature of the government rules pertaining to food safety and animal welfare 

regulations, were also a pivotal factor limiting the sustainability of D2C businesses, hindering food 

system transformation. Furthermore, while the literature review (Chapter 2) provided valuable 

insights into the principles of and potential for food system change to more sustainable and ideally 

regenerative approaches, there is certainly a risk that these concepts will remain partially or wholly 

unimplemented. Barriers to enacting sustainable and regenerative food systems include the inherent 

difficulty of enacting change on a vast scale within the limitations of governmental policy as well as 

corporations’ vested interests in profitability over sustainable and regenerative practices (Duncan et 

al., 2020) which is evidenced  the New Zealand D2C context. 

Having explored the motivations, barriers and enablers to D2C red meat sales, it is important 

to consider the next steps required to increase the likelihood of farmers adopting D2C sales channels 

and to allow those that do to not only survive, but thrive in the D2C market. Applying the VRK 
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framework, a number of enabling factors have been identified. These would include changes to 

information sharing, enhanced supply chain processes and government regulations to better support 

the values of the farmers. The current rules and available knowledge do not appear to adequately 

take into account farmer D2C values on providing for their families including on-farm employment, 

succession planning, environmental stewardship and telling their farming stories. Regulators need to 

increase the availability of D2C information and consider how rules can be modified to align with the 

values and aspirations of the farmer to enable them to make informed decisions and succeed in their 

D2C journey and effect incremental change in the food system (Solomonsz et al., 2021; Šūmane et 

al., 2018).  

This study has identified that the farmers interviewed feel constrained by current rules-in-

form. Therefore, a prioritisation of farmer values and knowledge by government would better 

support them to play a pivotal role in creating sustainable food production systems and remain 

nimble in the face of economic and climatic uncertainty (Barbera & Dagnes, 2016; Cradock-Henry et 

al., 2020; Thilmany et al., 2020). Despite significant evidence that onerous food safety rules were the 

principal deterrent to successful D2C operations, it would appear from Farmer 13’s relatively 

successful D2C/B2B enterprise that a combination of strong ethical values and experiential 

knowledge has made it possible to create a sustainable D2C business. This discussion also shows the 

current rules are creating barriers to D2C sales and stifling farmer initiatives. The insights obtained 

from this research will be useful to inform the creation of a new set of local, cost effective 

regulations to support D2C sales and rural economies. 

5.3.6 Contribution 

This study makes several contributions to the research on rural and agrifood production 

systems. To begin, it is the first study to investigate the decision making context of farmers 

diversifying into direct to consumer meat sales in New Zealand. It extends existing knowledge on the 

part farmers play in local food security and rural social and economic resilience (Fountain et al., 2021; 

Hall & Gössling, 2016) by developing our understanding of the barriers and enablers to D2C red meat 

sales. Future farmers investigating diversification options, D2C meat processors, and rule makers can 

use this information to inform their understanding of the constraints impacting D2C operations and 

tailor their respective choices and considerations to accommodate changes necessary to ensure the 

future sustainability of local food networks. 

Secondly, it links five different areas of knowledge: (i) direct to consumer red meat sales in 

New Zealand (previously under researched in the New Zealand context), (ii) the motivations of 

livestock farmers involved in alternative food networks, (iii) the impacts of government regulations 

on selling red meat direct to the consumer, (iv) the constraints on the long term sustainability of D2C 

red meat sales, and (v) the subsequent potential impacts on rural economies and local food security 
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in the face of social, economic, and climatic challenges. This linked-up, systemic approach provides a 

comprehensive and multidimensional understanding of the D2C red meat sales system in New 

Zealand. By connecting five distinct areas of knowledge, it creates an holistic framework for exploring 

under-researched aspects of D2C sales, farmer motivations, regulatory impacts, sustainability 

challenges, and broader socio-economic consequences. This integrated approach allows for a deeper 

analysis of how D2C red meat sales can influence rural economies, food security, and resilience, 

particularly in the face of social, economic, and climatic challenges. 

Thirdly, the use of Gorddard et al.’s (2016) Values, Rules and Knowledge Framework has 

extended previous studies around climate adaptation and land management to include insights into 

the barriers and enablers in diversification into farm to fork red meat sales. While there are 

numerous international papers that empirically examine farm to fork initiatives (Dani, 2015; Dunlap 

et al., 2010; Eliasson et al., 2022; Pesci & Brinkley, 2021; Schebesta & Candel, 2020), and research 

into consumers seeking out alternative food networks and buying direct from farmers and the 

revitalisation of local food markets (Hall & Gössling, 2016; Zhang et al., 2024), there is limited 

corresponding research into New Zealand livestock farmers selling red meat direct to the consumer 

(Kline et al., 2015; Realini et al., 2023). There are no previous studies which analyse the values and 

knowledge of farmers selling red meat D2C.  

Finally, exploring New Zealand D2C red meat sales using the VRK framework extends the use of 

this framework from climate change adaptation and land management to farmer participation in 

alternative food networks (Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022; Pleininger et al., 2022; Prober et al., 2017; 

Raum, 2018; Solomonsz et al., 2019). This study contributes to the literature on D2C red meat sales 

in local sustainable and regenerative food networks and advances understanding of the constraining 

influence government policy have on the sustainability of D2C red meat ventures in New Zealand.  

5.3.7 Implications and recommendations 

On-farm costs have increased by 33% in the past three years (DairyNZ, 2023). This, coupled 

with declining farm revenue primarily attributable to drought and destocking (B+LNZ, 2024), means 

farmers are seeking to further leverage their land, stock carrying capacity and labour resources in 

order to diversify their farm income streams. This research has investigated selling direct to the 

consumer as one way to achieve diversity in sales channels, however, there is scope for further 

research into the impact of D2C sales on local food security and rural resilience in the face of climate 

change. There is also an opportunity to further explore the power of agribusiness on primary industry 

policy making and the prioritisation export earnings targets over domestic food security (Omar & 

Thorsøe, 2024; Morrison, 2024). Profitability for New Zealand livestock farmers fluctuates 

significantly based on global demand for red meat and international exchange rates. Farmers, 

therefore, have little certainty or control over the prices they receive for their livestock sold through 
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traditional channels, and selling directly to consumers can be more profitable for farmers than selling 

to meat processors. However, this involves considerably more complex logistics than herding sheep 

on to a truck destined for a large meat processor. D2C red meat enterprises are critically limited due 

a difficulties with access to abattoirs, a lack of economy of scale in processing and limited marketing 

and financing capacity. Challenges remain in farmers’ ability to maintain local red meat supply out of 

season. For these reasons, most sheep and beef producers in the case study sold the bulk of their 

stock through traditional sales channels i.e., the major New Zealand meat processing companies 

(Silver Fern Farms, Tally’s, Alliance and AFFCO). They kept a small number of livestock aside for ‘farm 

to fork’ sales. Of the 12 farmers interviewed, the majority said that having sufficient financial 

resources and a strong core income from traditional sources were both essential to support any new 

D2C business investment.  

Some entrepreneurial farmers and former D2C traders looked for more sustainable and 

profitable ventures than selling their red meat locally including agritourism, aquaculture, beekeeping, 

designing then outsourcing manufacture of woollen products, shedding sheep, and one converted to 

dairy farming. There are a number of instances of D2C farming ventures receiving media attention 

for their family involvement and entrepreneurial approach to farm to fork initiatives. Some examples 

include Homegrown Butchery (2024), Wholly Cow (Hyundai Country Calendar, 2020) and 

Middlehurst Station (FMCG Business, 2023). Those farmers who persevered in D2C sales, sold red 

meat to discerning customers via social media, online farm websites, at farmers’ markets and a small 

number of farm shops. By bypassing the freezing works and supermarkets and creating a niche D2C 

market, farmers may be able to increase their profit margins. They are also meeting an increasing 

demand for local food (Fountain, 2022). 

Consumers’ perceptions surrounding food quality, ethics, and sustainability are shifting and 

influencing their purchasing behaviours (Zhang et al., 2024). Purchasing local food, including D2C red 

meat, from alternative food networks can allay some of the growing consumer concerns over 

provenance. Furthermore, many consumers are drawn to D2C sales because they believe they can 

access higher-quality, fresher meat that has not undergone the same levels of processing and storage 

as supermarket products. As these shifts in consumer behaviour continue, D2C sales models are 

likely to grow in prominence and contribute to a reimagined food system that aligns more closely 

with ethical, environmental, and local values (Duncan et al., 2020). However, in the current global 

economic climate of high inflation rates and the high cost of food, consumers have become 

increasingly price conscious (Feldmann & Hamm, 2015; Taghikhan, 2021). In times of prosperity, 

consumers may be more willing to pay premium prices for ethically and sustainably produced meat. 

However, when consumer demand is weak, competition from large processors and supermarkets is 

strong, and the costs of production and processing outweigh the return on investment, it can quickly 

become unviable (Wallis, 2024).  
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Given current challenges facing the farming community, the aim of this research was to 

provide information to support the farming communities’ choices on farm diversification in to D2C 

red meat sales. Understanding the VRK intersections between farmers values and knowledge and 

governmental rules as demonstrated in Lavorel et al.’s (2019), Figure 17 below, has aided our 

understanding of the D2C decision-making context. In the study of the management of the Ross Sea 

Solomonsz et al. (2021) identified the importance of rules and knowledge in this decision-making 

context, however, a “wider consideration of values across the broader stakeholder landscape – 

together with science (knowledge) and governance (rules) – might better support decision making” 

(p.1). These findings may be useful in the creation of a supply of information and online tools or 

workshops to inform farmers on the rules and knowledge behind selling their red meat direct to local 

consumers and how to navigate the constraints and maximise the enablers to achieve a viable D2C 

business. Kirk and Cradock-Henry (2022) noted in their review of decision-making contexts the 

challenge of applying VRK ex-post. Therefore it may useful to apply VRK ex-ante in the framing of and 

provision of information available to farmers who are evaluating their choices and leverage points for 

diversification either into D2C or into other options (Kirk & Cradock-Henry, 2022). This information 

may also be instrumental in policy formulation and meat processing scheduling to enable and 

ultimately help achieve “anticipatory transformational adaptation in the primary industry” (Kirk & 

Cradock-Henry, 2022, p.14). 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17: Values-rules-knowledge constraints and enabling factors and 
interactions (Lavorel et al., 2019) 

Material removed due to copyright compliance 
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5.4 Limitations, future questions and research opportunities 

A limitation of this research is that it does not explore VRK interactions in different agricultural 

contexts and how they can be leveraged to enhance climate adaptation pathways for farmers. For 

example, further research comparing the perceptions uncovered in this case study with those of 

other stakeholder groups including butchers, meat processors, government representatives, would 

be a valuable next step. Further comparison of the values of these three key stakeholders with 

farmer values in the D2C supply chain using the VKR framework may reveal further opportunities for 

expansion of the alternative food networks.  

Further opportunities for research include an assessment of the instrumental values of large 

agribusiness companies, the broader issues around large-scale market forces and land use change, 

and the profitability for large scale abattoirs, such as Alliance and Silver Fern Farms (Omar & Thorsøe, 

2024; Wallis, 2024). New Zealand meat processing companies influence on the adoption of domestic 

sustainable agrifood systems is not to be underestimated. Exploration of the values of these 

companies would be useful to understand how they could be encouraged, in their stakeholder role in 

the domestic food value chain, to see the potential for engaging with D2C farmers and supporting 

smaller scale D2C operations. There is also opportunity for further quantitative investigation into the 

financial value of D2C. This could include the cost resourcing of, and provisioning of, local food during 

natural disasters and weather events and the consequential monetary and non-monetary value to 

national food security. 

Lavorel et al. (2019) noted that if the barriers, caused by friction between values and rules 

across scales, can be surmounted, then options for pathway transformation can be created. Likewise 

in the context of the current research, if government regulations can be adapted to facilitate D2C 

trading pathways, for example replacing veterinary and meat inspections with a CCTV camera system 

(Farmers 6 and 13), then increased local food security and rural resilience may be achievable. While 

it was beyond the scope of this study to discuss the rationale of current regulations with government 

officials, this topic could be further explored. Perhaps if government officials had a greater 

awareness of, or paid greater attention to, and developed a greater understanding of farmers’ values 

around family employment, succession, animal welfare, connection with local community, then more 

flexibility could be built into legislation. This would require less emphasis on export level food safety 

regulations and solving illegal meat trade and more on building capacity and capability for local food 

security and therefore increased rural resilience. 

The domestic regulatory framework could then be modified, de-centralised and orientated 

towards the local D2C farmer and in turn the consumer seeking access to affordable locally produced 

meat. An example of a two-tiered food safety regulatory system as seen in the United States where 

there are state rules for sales within the state and federal rules for selling inter-state, i.e., a dual 

tiered food regulatory structure may be a feasible solution (Richardson, 2022). 
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There is also opportunity for subsequent studies into the legislative decision context of D2C 

sales and more broadly in regenerative food system transformation (Duncan et al., 2020). This would 

include investigating the motivations, barriers and enablers facing national and local government 

policy makers in facilitating farmers’ involvement in to D2C sales. While this thesis focused on the 

farmers’ perspectives, it became apparent that the values of MPI and the rules underpinning and 

imposed by regulators are impacting farmers and their decision-making context. These institutional 

behaviours appear to serve to maintain the status quo rather than enhance food security. The 

alignment of MPI local food and animal welfare policies with farmer values appears a crucial step in 

progress and management of a sustainable local food system and resilient rural economies (Boix-

Fayos & de Vente, 2023; Eliasson et al., 2022). 

On a macro level there is opportunity for further exploration of government’s D2C operations 

in terms of food sovereignty, food security and rural social, cultural and economic resilience. In 

addition, the exploration of similar themes in the decision context and perspectives of meat 

processors would also be valuable to gain a greater understanding of their role in the D2C value 

chain.  

5.5 Concluding thoughts 

In conclusion, the exploration of direct to consumer (D2C) sales by New Zealand red meat 

producers has revealed a complex landscape characterised by significant opportunities and 

formidable challenges. The growing interest among New Zealand farmers to sell their red meat D2C 

is driven by a desire to capture more value from their products and meet the growing demand for 

locally sourced food. This shift in focus from the traditional commodity-based red meat market aligns 

with broader goals of enhancing rural resilience, bridging the rural-urban divide and promoting 

sustainable agricultural practices. 

However, the pathway to successful D2C sales is fraught with obstacles. The highly regulated 

supply chain, coupled with transport and processing challenges, pose significant barriers to small-

scale producers. The establishment of on-farm butcheries and micro-abattoirs reduces some of these 

logistical challenges however, set-up and compliance costs remain prohibitive, making it difficult for 

many farmers to compete on price while endeavouring to achieve and maintain profitability. Despite 

these hurdles, a small number of entrepreneurial producers have managed to establish successful 

D2C enterprises, demonstrating the potential for innovation and resilience within the AFN sector. 

This study has highlighted the importance of adding value in D2C meat products in terms of 

diversifying and increasing income potential, succession planning and employment options, 

improving social connections with community and customers and highlighting a high quality, well 

cared for and sustainable product. The recent increase in D2C options including market stalls, online 

and mobile produce vendors and farm shops has enhanced farmer participation in sustainable and 
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regenerative food networks which in turn support rural economies and contributes to local food 

security. These initiatives not only offer consumers an alternative to traditional supermarkets but 

contribute to environmental and social justice by promoting sustainable and ethical farming 

practices. 

This research underscores the need for further investigation into the viability of D2C as a tool 

for enhancing farm and community resilience. Understanding the interplay between values, rules 

and knowledge in shaping the opportunities and barriers to D2C sales is crucial for developing 

successful strategies and policies to support farmers in this endeavour. Policy makers and 

stakeholders must work collaboratively to address the regulatory and logistical challenges faced by 

producers. Doing so will help build an enabling environment that fosters innovation and 

sustainability in the red meat sector and one which contributes towards local, national and 

international sustainable development goals on food safety and security, the goal of net zero carbon 

emissions and the restoration of ecosystems. This in turn will help expand capacity and capability in 

local food supply systems in the face of economic and climatic uncertainty. 

In summary, while the journey to profitable D2C sales is challenging, it holds promise for those 

willing to support, adapt and innovate in this space. By leveraging local demand for sustainable, 

locally produced red meat and navigating the complex regulatory landscape, farmers can enhance 

their resilience and contribute to a more sustainable and equitable food system. 
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Appendix A Interview Materials 

A.1 Invitation to participate letter 

Kia ora  
 
 
I am a Master of Applied Science Student at Lincoln University and having grown up on a South 
Canterbury high country sheep and beef farm, I have a keen interest in rural economies and the 
diversification of farm income streams to achieve profitability. 
 
I am currently undertaking research into the barriers and enablers facing producers wishing to sell 
direct to the consumer. 
 
[As your farm is/has been involved in direct-to-consumer sales, I would be grateful if you would 
agree to be interviewed as part of my research] 
 
[Given your role as a meat processor, I would be grateful if you would agree to be interviewed as part 
of my research] 
 
[Given your involvement in policy, regulation, and compliance in the red meat industry through your 
role at MPI, I would be grateful if you would agree to be interviewed as part of my research] 
 
The data gathered from the interview will remain anonymous and will be used only for the purposes 
of this research project. With your permission, I would like to record the interview.  Further 
information about this project is included in the attached Research Information Sheet. 
 
Please feel free to ask any questions about this study. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to your reply. 
 
Ngā mihi 
Ange 
 
Angela Matheson Sullivan 
MAppSc Research Student 
Faculty of Environment, Society and Design 
Lincoln University Te Whare Wānaka o Aoraki 
Lincoln 7647,  
Christchurch,  
New Zealand 
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A.2  Research Information Sheet 

 

Lincoln University 
 

Environment, Society and Design Faculty 
 

Research Information Sheet 
 

I would like to invite you to participate in the following project: 

Enhancing resilience for red meat producers by understanding the options, barriers and enablers in selling 
direct to New Zealand consumers 
 
The purpose of this study is to explore how red meat producers, processors, and policy makers operate to 
identify the challenges, or barriers, faced in selling direct to consumers. The goal is to identify resources or 
interventions that might enable agrifood producers to adapt their businesses to sell direct to consumers, if this 
is their preference.  
 
Your participation in this project will involve completing a face-to-face (or online) interview with the 
researcher, which will take approximately 45-60 minutes to complete. With your permission, I would like to 
audio record your interview for later transcription. If you do not agree to the interview being audio recorded, I 
will take notes during the interview.  
 
Your participation is voluntary and you may decline to answer any question. You may withdraw from the 
project, including withdrawing any information you have provided, up to 1st April 2024 by contacting Angela 
Sullivan through the contact details below.   
 

The results of the project will be used in my master’s thesis and may be submitted for publication in academic 
journals. However, you may be assured of your anonymity in this investigation: the identity of any participant 
will not be made public or made known to any person other than myself, my supervisors, or the Human Ethics 
Committee in the event of an audit. To ensure anonymity, respondent will be described by roles only (e.g., ‘red 
meat producer, processor, policy maker) in any reports or publications.  It is acknowledged that in a small 
community the respondent might be recognisable by their role to a small number of people. For this reason 
respondents will be given the opportunity to check transcriptions of their interviews before publication. 

 
This project has been reviewed and approved by the Lincoln University Human Ethics Committee. If you have any 
queries or concerns about your participation in the project, please contact myself, Angela Sullivan or my 
supervisor, Associate Professor Jo Fountain. We would be happy to discuss any concerns you have about 
participation in the project.   
 

Researcher: 

Angela Sullivan, master’s in applied science student (Angela.MathesonSullivan@lincolnuni.ac.nz), Department of 
Tourism, Sport and Society, Environment Society and Design Faculty, Lincoln University, Ph. 021 660 412 
 
Associate Professor: 
 
Jo Fountain (Jo.Fountain@lincoln.ac.nz), Department of Tourism, Sport and Society, Environment Society and 
Design Faculty, Lincoln University, Ph. 03 423 0487 

 
 

  

mailto:Angela.MathesonSullivan@lincolnuni.ac.nz
mailto:Jo.Fountain@lincoln.ac.nz
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Appendix B Interview Schedule  

Enhancing resilience for red meat producers by understanding the options, barriers and 

enablers in selling direct to New Zealand consumers 

 

The aim of this study is to: 

 
1. Explore stakeholders’ perspectives on the opportunities, barriers and enablers to red meat 

producers selling direct to consumer [D2C] 

2. Understand how the interaction of farmers’ values, rules and knowledge relating to food 

production and distribution, shape the opportunities, barriers and enablers for D2C sales of 

red meat  

3. Provide information to decision makers.  

 
A) Overview of property and operations 
 
I would like to learn a little bit of background about your farm: 

• Can you tell me some of its’ history? [How long have you and your  family has been farming 

here?]  

• Can you tell me why your family continue to farm this land? [Are there enablers? 

Constraints? Do you see the farm staying in the family?] 

• What do you produce? [How long have you produced xxx? Has your farm always been 

focused on red meat production?] [What is it about farming livestock that appeals to you?]  

 
B) Red Meat Production and market focus 
  

• Thinking about all of the things you produce, where do you sell your produce? [What are 

your reasons for deciding this/these routes to market?] 

• Thinking just about red meat production, how do you process your meat? [Who do you sell it 

to? How is pricing set? How do you feel about the pricing? Have you always used this 

processor? 

• Overall, how do you feel about the current process you use for getting your red meat to 

market? Why do you say that? 

• What factors enable you to continue in red meat production and sales? [What challenges do 

you face in selling your livestock?]  

• What would improve the process for getting your red meat to market for you? Why do you 

say that? 
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• In the time you have been farming, how has farming, especially livestock farming, changed 

for you [e.g., markets, distribution channels, prices etc]?  

• Comparing your organisation/business now to a decade ago, how have things changed in 

different areas?   

• What resources, knowledge or interventions do you need to innovate your business/ 

organisation to meet these opportunities or challenges? 

 
C) D2C sales 
  

• Do you sell red meat D2C? 

• To where? How long have you been selling this way?  

• Why do you/don't you sell red meat D2C?  

• What are the benefits? Drawbacks? 

• What source(s) of information did you use when deciding whether to sell D2C?  

• E.g., other local farmers, MPI, meat processors, regional retailers?  

• What source and/or information was most useful? 

• Who are your consumers?  

• Where do they buy? 

• If you are comfortable to discuss it, approximately how much of your farm's income is 

derived from D2C sales? [Is it more profitable than your traditional channel to market?] 

• What has helped your D2C strategy? 

• What are the biggest barriers to your D2C strategy? 

• Have you changed your marketing or distribution strategy over time? [How?] [Why?] 

 
D) Future 
 

• What do you see as the biggest changes facing the sector in the next ten years?  

o What do you think the future holds for red meat producers in particular?  

o What opportunities are there on the horizon? 

o What barriers face the industry? 

• In your opinion, how ready is the industry to take opportunities on the horizon? Why do you 

say that? 

• In your opinion, how resilient is the red meat sector to the challenges or shocks the industry 

faces? Why do you say that? 

• Is there anything else you would like to add about your experience as a red meat producer?  
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Appendix C Micro-abattoir regulations  

• Animal Welfare Act 1999 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0142/latest/DLM49664.html 

• Animal Products Regulations 2000 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2000/0207/latest/DLM9546.html 

• Animal Products Act 1999 www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999 

/0093/latest/DLM33502.html 

• Animal Products Regulations 2021 www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/publi 

c/2021/0400/latest/LMS520972.html 

• Animal Products Notice: Production, Supply and Processing 

www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/50182  

• Red Meat Code of Practice www.mpi.govt.nz/foodbusiness/meat-game-processing-

requirements/meat-game-codespractice-risk-management-programme-documents/ 

• Additional procedures and forms, the RMP Operator Resource Toolkit 

www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/26566 

• Own-source water checklist and template water-use plan 

www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/56140 

• Animal Products Notice: Production, Supply and Processing 

www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/50182 

• Application Form AP4: Registration of Risk Management Programme 

www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/71) 

• Application Form AP49: Processing Categories Tables 

(www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/4562) 

 
 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0142/latest/DLM49664.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2000/0207/latest/DLM9546.html
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999%20/0093/latest/DLM33502.html
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999%20/0093/latest/DLM33502.html
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/publi%20c/2021/0400/latest/LMS520972.html
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/publi%20c/2021/0400/latest/LMS520972.html
http://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/50182
http://www.mpi.govt.nz/foodbusiness/meat-game-processing-requirements/meat-game-codespractice-risk-management-programme-documents/
http://www.mpi.govt.nz/foodbusiness/meat-game-processing-requirements/meat-game-codespractice-risk-management-programme-documents/
http://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/26566
http://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/56140
http://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/50182
http://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/71
http://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/4562
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