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Foreword by TRAFFIC and WWF

The large-scale consumption of wildlife parts, products, and derivatives is one of the key extinction drivers for endangered
species worldwide. With Mainland China (further being referred in this report as ‘China’) being a key destination for many of
these products, conservation professionals have been exploring the potential for targeted advocacy, social marketing, and
multi-media campaigns to deliver real and rapid impact in reducing this demand. TRAFFIC and WWF have implemented several
behavior change interventions in recent years to reduce demand for illegal wildlife products like ivory, rhino horn, and tiger
bones. Consumers including antique collectors, outbound tourists, businessmen, millennials and traditional Chinese medicine
users have been targeted in those behavior change interventions.

Within this context, a “game-changing” ban on commercial processing and trade in elephant ivory was implemented by the
State Council, China’s Cabinet on 31 December 2017. TRAFFIC and WWF commissioned GlobeScan before the ban became
effective in 2017 to conduct this largest-ever ivory consumer research in China. This research seeks to discover the nature of
ivory consumption in 15 surveyed cities in China, to understand consumers’ perception toward the ivory ban, and to assess
effective messaging and mechanisms for demand reduction based on a pre- and a post-ban survey, conducted in September -
October 2017 and in May-June 2018, respectively. The research also will serve as the foundation of TRAFFIC and WWF’s future
behavior change strategies and interventions.
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1. Background, Objectives,
Methodologies and Analyses




Background and Objectives

Consumers including antique collectors, outbound tourists and business people have been targeted in previous behavior
change interventions on ivory consumption. These consumers can be users, buyers, owners, gifters or intenders to buy.
TRAFFIC and WWF commissioned GlobeScan to conduct research in order to build upon previous consumer analysis and to
generate up-to-date insights about ivory consumption and consumer perceptions toward the ivory ban, both before and after
its implementation (Dec 31, 2017).

This research identifies those target consumer groups, products, and drivers of consumption that need to be addressed as a
priority and provides data for designing, developing, and delivering interventions.

The objectives of this survey - both the Pre- and Post-ban Surveys - can be summarized as follows:
1. Understand to what extent the implementation of the ban has impacted ivory purchase. Measure the awareness of the
ban and its perception, and how it influenced the behavior/attitudes of buyers and/or potential buyers.
2. ldentify the key consumer/buyer segments of elephant ivory (products) before the implementation of the ban, and assess
how their perception, awareness, and purchase behavior has changed after the ban became effective.
3. Identify the prevalence and frequency of purchase/use of these products plus the major motivations driving
purchase/use of these products
4. Analyze psychosocial and socio-demographic characteristics, attitudinal dimensions, and other aspects of each
consumer segment, in order to gain insight into:
* The specific triggers, motivations, and drivers for the use or purchase of each of these products
* Examine the underlying desire to purchase or own ivory and the barriers which will deter (potential) buyers
from purchasing ivory
* Their awareness of and attitudes toward legislative provisions, penalties, and other deterrents restricting or
prohibiting the use of these products
5. Test various concept messages (in the Pre-ban Survey) and campaigns (in the Post-ban Survey) as input for future ivory

demand reduction communication and behavior change interventions GLOB e
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Methodology Overview: Post-ban Quantitative Survey

Methodology and Sample: Post-ban Quantitative Survey

The Post-ban Survey was conducted online, from May 23 to July 4, 2018. Respondents from an online panel were invited to
participate in the online survey via email, with a questionnaire length of 15 minutes on average.

The total sample size achieved is n=2,161 (unweighted), which we weighted towards n=2,000, for easy comparison with the
pre-ban survey, which also had a weighted total of n=2,000. This robust unweighted sample size of n=2,161 has a margin of
error of 2 percent (after rounding - see appendix for a detailed overview).

These 2,161 respondents were sampled from the online population. The online population represents 90 percent of those
aged 18 years and older in urban centers of China (see: https://www.chinainternetwatch.com/tag/internet-penetration-
rate/).

Any respondents under 18 years of age and those working in the advertising, public relations, marketing, market research,
and media industries were screened out.

The survey covers 15 cities with a total metropolitan population of 227 million inhabitants, according to the latest update (25

April 2017) from www.worldatlas,com. For this survey, the cities have been reclassified into layers (not related to China city
tiers) as per TRAFFIC'’s definition, in order to reflect the trade of ivory in China adequately.

Comparison with Other Surveys

This survey is based on a selected sample, with a choice of cities being considered active ivory markets and the key metrics
cannot be compared 1-on-1 with other surveys (except for the Pre-ban Survey 2017).

This Post-ban Survey follows the Pre-ban baseline survey conducted in September - October 2017. Relevant comparisons and
trends can be observed as the Post-ban Survey is comparable with the Pre-ban Survey (for the questions asked in both
stages) since it is based on the same methodology and the same sampling plan.

While the data/key metrics are specific for the 15 cities, the underlying patterns on segmentation, purchase behavior,

and communications are relevant for the ivory buyers, and the results are crucial input for campaigns.
G LO B E YN
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Definition: City Layers

* Layer 1, 2, and 3 are per TRAFFIC’s definition to
reflect the ivory trade and consumption in major
cities in China.

* The reason for grouping cities by layers is to
obtain a view on the dynamics of ivory trade by
type of markets (cities).

* TRAFFIC nominated these cities as being
strategic and active centers of the ivory trade in
China, rather than being representative of China
as a whole. This is different from a geographical
spread as used in past surveys on ivory.

* Hence, the data in the report is centered on
these selected cities rather than on a balanced
national representative sample.

Coverage by City
* The (unweighted) sample achieved by Layer in
the Post-ban Survey is the following:
o n=1,016 in Layer 1 cities (Beijing,
Shanghai, Guangzhou, Chengdu)
o n=620 in Layer 2 cities (Xiamen,
Kunming, Fuzhou, Xi'an, Shenyang,
Tianjin)
o n=525 in Layer 3 cities (Nanning,
Chongqing, Nanjing, Jinan, Shenzhen)

GLOBE
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Methodology Overview: Fieldwork and Sampling

Quantitative Research: Fieldwork Monitoring and Sampling Plan

The fieldwork has been monitored on a daily basis and detailed checks of interim data have been performed during

fieldwork (at 10%, 40%, 55% and 80% of sample completion) to ensure data quality and consistency.

In order for the sample to be representative by gender, age, and education, quotas were set from the start of fieldwork and
were monitored regularly during the fieldwork.

The census data from the China National Bureau of Statistics was used to set these quotas (see link below):
http://www.stats.gov.cn/tjsi/ndsj/2016/indexeh.htm

The following quotas were used at total level, for both the Pre-ban Survey and in the Post-ban Survey:

Quotas on Gender (in %) Source: China Census (2015) Quotas on Education (in %) Source: China Census

Male
Female

18-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61 and older

51.2%
48.8%

Quotas on Age (in %) Source: China Census (out of 18+) (2015)

4.5%
20.8%
18.3%
21.7%
16.0%
18.7%

9.5%
62.3%
28.2%


http://www.stats.gov.cn/tjsj/ndsj/2016/indexeh.htm

Analyses Deployed: Segmentation

Segmentation Analysis - Pre-ban Survey

In order to identify homogenous groups of customers in terms of their behavior, intentions, attitudes, and motives, we have
developed a custom segmentation using the Decision Tree statistical algorithm?.

The model was used to predict the likelihood of buying ivory after the ban is imposed, and to identify segments of respondents
sharing similar patterns of responses to the question on past purchases, intention to purchase, and advocacy for ivory
consumption.

Input variables included: attitudes, motives and barriers, past and future intended purchasing, and agreement/disagreement
with the ban.

Based on this predictive modeling, we have identified three distinct segments: Diehard Buyers, Ban Influenced Citizens and
Rejectors.

This segmentation is a different indicator as the Ivory Purchase Index (IPl) (see explanation in the next slide). While both
indicators use different methodologies to be compiled, they share common input variables. Both indicators include past and
future purchase, measured before and after the respondents read the Notice of the ban in the survey. However, the
segmentation also includes attitudes, motives and barriers, unlike the IPI.

Segmentation Analysis - Post-ban Survey

In order to recreate the segments (e.g. Diehard Buyers, Ban Influenced Citizens and Rejectors) identified in the Pre-ban poll, we
used statistical algorithm extracted using Discriminant Function Analysis.

The segments characteristics are identical to the original though the size is different.

1 More details and description of the Decision Tree statistical algorithm used in the Pre-ban Survey in appendix.
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Analyses Deployed: Ivory Purchase Index

Ivory Purchase Index: Definition

For this survey, we have recreated the “Ivory Purchase Index” developed in the Pre-ban Survey.
The Ivory Purchase Index can be considered as a barometer or a measure of purchase intention or attractiveness.

It allows us to customize strategies and messages for specific sub-groups, e.g., buyer segments, city layers, age
groups, etc.

The Ivory Purchase Index helps to see the overall picture, i.e. who are the most persistent ivory buyers.

How Is it Compiled?

The Index is an aggregate measure that distills many indicators down to a single number enabling quick
comparisons across buyer segments, city layers, age groups, etc.

The Ivory Purchase Index was developed by reducing all attributes that were related to past and future purchase of
ivory down to three dimensions:

- Past purchase

- Future purchase

- Impact of the ivory ban (i.e. future purchase of ivory after implementation of the ban and recommendation to
purchase ivory after implementation of the ban).

It is a sum of these three dimensions/sub-indices, based on a 10-point scale, with 1 being lowest (least persistent in
buying ivory) to 10 being the highest.

G LOBEN¥\
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Overview: Consumer Segments

Across the 15 cities selected as active ivory markets, the segment repartition has changed substantially after the ban became
effective: After the implementation of the ivory ban, a significant proportion of Ban Influenced Citizens have shifted into Rejectors
(and strongly contributed to the growth of the Rejectors segment), while Diehard Buyers are more willing to purchase in the future

and the size of their segment only declined slightly.

Segments’ Representation and Key Purchase Metrics

Rejectors &

Profile: Average age: 44.2 y.0.
Respondents aged 51+, with Low/middle
education, Non-travelers, from Layer 3 cities,
are significantly more represented among
Rejectors than in other segments.

Pre-ban
Survey
(2017)

Ivory Purchase Index:
1.08 (§ vs 1.23 in Pre-ban 2017)

Past 6 Months? Ivory Buyers:
1% (‘vs 3% in Pre-ban 2017)

Future Purchase Intenders:
5% unprompted, 0% prompted

Post-ban Survey
(2018)

1Past 6 months in Pre-ban Survey: May - October 2017; Past 6 months in Post-ban Survey: January - June 2018
Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 - Weighted data

Diehard Buyers m
FiN[S

Profile: Average age: 41.5 vy.o0.

Respondents aged 41-50, Males, with Medium income, High education, Regular
travelers, from Layer 2 cities are significantly more represented among Diehard
buyers than in other segments.

Ivory Purchase Index: 6.03 (‘vs 7.17 in Pre-ban 2017)
Past 6 Months? Ivory Buyers: 46% (‘vs 54% in Pre-ban 2017)
Future Purchase Intenders: 70% unprompted; 100% prompted

®
Ban Influenced Citizens Zﬂ’&

Profile: Average age: 35.7 y.0.

Respondents aged18-40, with Low income, High education, Occasional/ regular
travelers, from Layer 1 cities are significantly more represented among Ban
Influenced Citizens than in other segments.

Ivory Purchase Index: 5.23 (! Lvs 5.72 in Pre-ban 2017)
Past 6 Months? Ivory Buyers: 38% (< -vs 47% in Pre-ban 2017)
Future Purchase Intenders: 86% unprompted, 0% prompted

GLOBE



Overview: Purchase Behavior

'ﬁﬁ Past Purchase*

-\g Post-ban 2018: Ivory Purchase by City Layers*

Since the ban was implemented, the claimed purchase
of ivory has declined significantly:

Ivory Buyers in the past 12 months

14% (§ vs 31% in Pre-ban 2017)

Ivory Buyers in the past 6 months (i.e., in Jan - Jun 2018,
ban implementation period)

12% (4 vs 26% in Pre-ban 2017)

090
\I' Future Purchase

Likewise, the future intention to purchase ivory has
declined by half in Post-ban vs Pre-ban:

Intention to buy ivory in the future in post-ban 2018

Before hearing of the ban in the survey:

26% (3 vs 43% in Pre-ban 2017)

After reading the Notice of the ban in the survey:

14% (3§ vs 18% in Pre-ban 2017)

The claimed past 6 months purchase (i.e. in Jan - Jun 2018) of ivory
decreased significantly in each Layer. The pattern observed in the Pre-
ban Survey, where the purchase of ivory appeared to be shifting from
Layer 1 to Layer 3 cities, has stopped.

Layer 1 cities

Ivory Buyers in Post-ban 2018: 18% (‘vs 25% in Pre-ban 2017)
Purchase channels:

Short-term trips
Retail store overseas Market stall

Layer 2 cities

Ivory Buyers in Post-ban 2018: 9% (‘vs 25% in Pre-ban 2017)
Purchase channels:

Market stall Retail store  Street vendors

Layer 3 cities

Ivory Buyers in Post-ban 2018: 6% (‘vs 29% in Pre-ban 2017)
Purchase channels: am— R
Fou _ A&
Short-term trips
Retail gtore Market stall overseas

9% 46% 39%

*All past purchase incidence and purchase behavior data (i.e. purchase channels) is measured before mentioning the ban in the survey @
Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 - Weighted data



Overview: Attitude and Awareness of the Ban

Pre-ban Survey VS Post-ban Survey

Awareness of the Ban (Post-ban 2018)

4 10/ (remain flat vs 46%
O inPreban 2017)

Say they have heard about

the ivory ban when

prompted (i.e. after

reading the ban Notice)

(o)
8 /0 (‘.‘4% pts vs Pre-ban 2017)

Spontaneously recall
having heard of the ivory
ban (Unprompted
Awareness)

Top 5 Sources of Awareness
(% of those aware of the ban after reading the Notice, prompted)

CNEWSE:
A °

-q

News Portal Social Media Mobile News Search Engine/
40% 32% Apps Internet Ad
31% 25%

Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 - Weighted data

There is a significant increase of
the spontaneous mentions of the
ivory ban in the Post-ban Survey,
driven by Layer 1 cities (indicating
higher exposure to
communications in these cities)
and Rejectors.

I Online channels
Offline channels

The main sources of awareness of
the ivory ban are online channels,
with news portals being the most
popular.
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Perception of the Ban

Overview: Impact and Perception of the Ban

Impact of the Ban

The ban is perceived as a powerful game changer in the trade
of ivory: 9 in 10 respondents among the total sample believe
that it will offer hope for elephants and that buying ivory is
shameful since it is banned.

% Agreement with Statements (Top-3-Box, 5+6+7)*
@ Z:;epi':/::‘ilsban offers hope for 87 %
IBSug;r;‘gn ch)ry is shameful as it 8 5 %
s lgﬁztisgsogg i\?gr:t I;?Jr)"irs 8 2 %

Buying ivory after the

ban is risky as there are 7 7 %

penalties

* No comparison with Pre-ban survey available

8 in 10 agreed that the ban will make them completely stop
buying ivory and this opinion gained ground after the ban was
implemented (from 74% to 83%, among the total sample),
suggesting that the ban has a significant impact on the
reported purchase intention.

% Agreement with Statements (Top-3-Box, 5+6+7)
Make me completely stop 3 %
buying ivory
(vs 74% in Pre-ban)
Make me avoid buying 74%

any wildlife products .
(vs 71% in Pre-ban)

Make me buy other 63 %

materials (non-wildlife
products) instead (vs 57% in Pre-ban)

Make me buy 61%

less ivory (vs 68% in Pre-ban)

GLOBE
Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 - Weighted data \—ﬂ



Overview: Campaign Awareness and Effectiveness

Campaign Spontaneous Recall

Regular travelers & Campaign o)
Millennials th 35%
are the groups with highest ivory wi Recalled
campaign recall Li Bingbing the campaign

Most recalled visual

“When the buying stops, the (seen by 27%)

killing can too.”
Is the most memorable element
(recalled by 12% spontaneously)

Yao Ming and Li Bingbing Campaign 40%

Are the most memorable spokesperson with

(recalled by respectively 17% and 13% : Recalled
of the respondents when unprompted) | (=100 L1181 the campaign

Most recalled visual
TV/Screen (seen by 30%)

Is the most common source of
campaign awareness

®0 o O

16 Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 - Weighted data
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Summary of Findings

Ivory Purchase Index and Claimed Ivory Purchase

The past 12 month purchase incidence of ivory has declined significantly, and this decline is mostly driven by Layer 3
cities after the ban has been implemented. This indicates that the pattern observed in the Pre-ban Survey, where the
purchase of ivory appeared to be shifting from Layer 1 to Layer 3 cities, is not visible any longer. The purchase incidence
is now lower in Layer 3 cities vs the other Layer cities. A similar pattern is observed for future purchase intention.

The Ivory Purchase Index scores have also declined overall and especially in Layer 3 cities, suggesting that the
implementation of the ban has had some effect on the willingness and appeal to purchase ivory in these cities (as
reflected in the large shift of Ban Influenced Citizens into Rejectors in Layer 3 cities).

Regular Overseas Travelers are the most persistent buyers, with a similar purchase behavior in the Pre-ban Survey and
Post-ban Survey, and an comparable Ivory Purchase Index score.

Buyers Segments

Among the Buyers Segments, the Rejectors have gained ground (from 50% to 72% of the total sample) mostly because a
significant portion of Ban Influenced Citizens became Rejectors. The Ban Influenced Citizens segment has shrunk by
more than half in Post-ban 2018 vs Pre-ban 2017.

Diehard Buyers are less represented, but as per their definition, this segment is the most persistent and still represents
14 percent of the general population.

With the shift to Rejectors, the intention to purchase ivory in the future among the smaller proportion of Ban Influenced
Citizens and Diehard Buyers has now slightly intensified, most likely because the most persistent respondents remain.

GLOBE
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Summary of Findings

Purchase Channels

*  Among those who claim to have purchased ivory in 2018, they mostly bought in a physical retail store in China. This
purchase channel saw an increase in 2018.

*  Overseas purchases during short-term trips and purchase from a single individual are the other channels that have
increased in 2018. On the other hand, online was used less as a purchase channel for ivory since the beginning of
2018.

* The growing purchase in other countries/ territories is mostly driven by regular travelers, who claim to have purchased
ivory when travelling outside of Mainland China on short business or leisure trips. The top destination reported for ivory
purchase overseas is Thailand (which is also one of the top courtiers visited in general). Regular travelers who claim to
have purchased ivory outside Mainland China have increased from less than half in Pre-ban 2017 to two-thirds in Post-
ban 2018.

Awareness of the Ban

* The spontaneous/unprompted awareness of general regulations remains low in 2018 (i.e., 12% can mention any
regulation spontaneously). However, among this sub-sample of respondents who claim to be aware of regulations, the
spontaneous awareness of the ivory ban has increased substantially.

»  After all respondents read the official notice of the ban, the prompted awareness of the ban remains at a comparable
level in 2018 vs right before its implementation in September - October 2017, with no significant differences among

the key sub-groups.
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Summary of Findings

Impact and Perception of the Ban

The ban is seen as a powerful game changer, i.e., the main perception of the ban after having seen the notice is that it

will “offer hope for elephants” and that “buying ivory is shameful” since it is banned. These opinions are shared by
three-quarters of the respondents.

When it comes to the impact of the ban, respondents agree that it will “make them completely stop buying ivory,” and
more generally, that it will “make them avoid buying any wildlife products.” While this opinion is comparable across city

layers and age groups, regular travelers have a different opinion, with only half of them agreeing that the ban will make
them completely stop buying.
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Total Sample Profile - Post-ban Survey

Based on Mainland China General Population Sample (Same Quotas on Age, Gender, Cities, and Soft Quotas on Education
in Pre-ban Survey and Post-ban Survey, comparable split for the other indicators)

The demographic profile of the respondents in the 15 cities surveyed is representative of the general population in Mainland China. The
majority of respondents have middle income, are married, are employed full time, and live with their family.

Demographics and Behavior (%)

Gender Education
Low 11
@l'ﬂ' Femae [N < & Single 16 ’1 _
Middle 63
Married 82 High
Age 1820 || 5 M Monthly Personal Income \‘}_’
2130 [ 21 Low (<RMB 8,000) 37
: 3140 i 18 With spouse/family 62 Middle (RMB 8,000- 53
fww 4150 - 29 (with children) 19,999)
5160 ] 16 With entire family || 12 High (RMB 20,000+) [ 10
61 + 19
- With parents 11 o
(+ siblings if any) Employment |m
Travel Overseas With spouse/partner )
(nochildren) 9 Fulltime employment 74
° Never _ 57 Part-time employment
Myself Freelancer 6
Occasionall 33 with or without pets
.',It y - ( pets) Business owner
Regularly . 10 Full-time student
Retired 12
. . . . G LO B ERX9.Y
S2. Age, S3. Gender, S4. Income, S5. Education, Q24. Marital Status, Q25. Household Composition, Q26. Employment, Q28. Travel Behavior \-

Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 - Weighted data



Past 6 Months / 2018 Ivory Buyers’ Profile

Comparison of Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey

The main differences in the profiles of recent buyers in Post-ban 2018 vs Pre-ban 2017 are their age (i.e., they are younger than in 2017) and
their monthly personal income (i.e., more middle/high). The recent buyers are also more represented in Layer 1 cities, and less so in Layer 3

cities.
Profile of Past 6 Months® Buyers in 2017 (in %) Profile of Buyers in 2018 (Past 6 Months) (in %)
26% of total sample in Pre-ban Survey 12% of total sample in Post-ban Survey
Gender Female |GG 51 Female 54
Male NN 49 Male 46
18-30 I 24 18-30 404
3140 M 15 31-40 324
Age 4150 N 21 41-50 17
51-60 [ 18 51-60 10¥
61 and above [ 23 61 and above ¥
High Il 8 High 544
Education Middle NG -2 Middle 40
Low [ 30 Low 64
High Income [l 14 High Income 19f
Income Level Medium Income [ INNENEGN 47 Medium Income 56f
LowIncome [N 3° Low Income 25‘
Never I 14 Never 17
Travel Overseas Occasionally [ ININININININGEE 56 Occasionally 50‘
Regularly | 30 Regularly 33
Layer 1 [ 45 Layer 1 o7t
City Layers Layer2 N 22 Layer 2 18
Layer3 I 34 Layer 3 15*

1Past 6 moths in pre-ban: May - October 2017; in post-ban: January - June 2018
S1. City of residence, S2. Gender, S3. Age, S4. Monthly Personal Income, S5 Education, Q28. Travel Behavior — Weighted data
E?si Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=524 / Post-ban Survey: n=246
Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, differences indicated for Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey only

22



Buyers Segments Repartition - Post- vs Pre-ban Survey

Pre-ban Survey (2017) - Buyer Segments Repartition among General Population and City Layers

m Rejecters
Al

Ban Influenced Citizens m Diehard Buyers

@
T Layer1 28%
Layer2 33%
. 31%
EHIA Layer3 35%

Post-ban Survey (2018) - Buyer Segments Repartition among General Population and City Layers

m B Rejecters
aAld

‘ T Layer1
= [
Eﬂ' 14%}

Layer2 13%‘

Ban Influenced Citizens = Diehard Buyers

17%% ¥

119 4

Layer3

Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 - Weighted data
f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey

The segment repartition has changed
substantially after the ban became
effective:

* The main decrease is among Ban
Influenced Citizens, whose segment size
decreased by more than half in Post-ban
2018 vs Pre-ban 2017.

* This drop was mainly driven by the Ban
Influenced Citizens shifting to Rejectors
(esp. in Layer 3 cities where they are
down from 35% to 11%, or a drop by
70% of this segment size after the ban
became effective in Layer 3).

* Diehard Buyers are less represented,
but as per their definition, this segment
is more persistent and still represents
14% of the general population.

* After the implementation of the ivory
ban, more than seven in ten are
Rejectors among the general
population.

* The main shift took place in Layer 3,
with a majority of Ban Influenced
Citizens who became Rejectors.



Buyer Segments Profile - Post-ban Survey (2018)

After the ban was implemented, Rejectors are more skewed towards the 41+ age groups, and Layer 3 respondents are significantly more
represented among the Rejectors than among the other segments. Diehard Buyers are more skewed toward male and middle income.

Note: In this slide, significant 0 () ®
differences are calculated vs Rejectors (72%) Knﬁ Ban Influenced Citizens (14%) Diehard Buyers (14%)
Total Sample profile. 4 2 \J
Avg. Age: 44.2 years old Avg. Age: 35.7 years old Avg. Age: 41.5 years old
Gender Femae |G 2° Female 54 Female 43 ‘
Male N 51 Male 46 Male 57 f
18-30 1N 22‘ 18-30 43f 18-30 22
3140 M 15 31-40 264 31-40 23
Age 4150 [ 21 4150 15¥ 4150 31
51-60 1N 18} 51-60 8 51-60 12
61 and above I 23 61 and above 8 61 and above 12‘
High NN 23+ High 38t High 334
Education Middle * est Middle 52} Middle 62
Low [l 12 Low 10 Low 5‘
High Income [Jli| 9 ‘ High Income 13 High Income 13
Income Level Medium Income | NN 53 Medium Income 44* Medium Income 61f
LowIncome [ 338 Low Income 44 Low Income 26‘
Never 64f Never 41 ‘ Never 38 ‘
Travel Overseas Occasionally | 30! Occasionally 434 Occasionally 36
Reguarly Wl 6§ Regularly 164 Regularly 274
Layer 1 44* Layer 1 551 Layer 1 45
City Layers Layer2 [ 22! Layer 2 22 Layer 2 33¢
Layer3 NN 344 Layer 3 23} Layer 3 23},
Avg. Age: 44.2 years old
S1. City of residence, S2. Gender, S3. Age, S4. Monthly Personal Income. S5. Education. Q28. Travel Behavior - Weighted data @
Base: Buyer Segments: Rejectors n=1,441, Persuadable Consumers n=278, Diehard Consumers n=281

24 f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Segments vs Total Sample



Buyer Segments Profile - Pre-ban Survey (2017)

(For comparison with previous slide)

Note: In this slide, significant @
differences are calculated vs

Total Sample profile.

Gender

Avg. Age: 43.4 years old

Female [ 45 ¥
Malc | 55

Rejectors (50%)

o
Z[A Ban Influenced Citizens (31%)

Avg. Age: 41.9 years old

Female
Male

\ Diehard Buyers (19%)

Avg. Age: 42.4 years old

Female
Male

18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61 and above

. 23
I 10
I 21
[ JREL
. 19

51-60

High
Middle
Low

High
Middle
Low

High Income
Medium Income
Low Income

High Income
Medium Income
Low Income

High Income
Medium Income
Low Income

Never
Occasionally
Regularly

Never
Occasionally
Regularly

Never
Occasionally
Regularly

City Layers

Layer 1
Layer 2
Layer 3

Layer 1
Layer 2
Layer 3

52
48
27
18 R
25
124
18
10
61
28
14
43
43
21
\ 56f
23
42}
24
34 4

S1. City of residence, S2. Gender, S3. Age, S4. Monthly Personal Income, S5. Education. Q28. Travel Behavior - Weighted data
Base: Buyer Segments: Rejectors n=1,000, Persuadable Consumers n=628, Diehard Consumers n=372
25 f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Segments vs Total Sample

Layer 1
Layer 2
Layer 3

544
46 ¥
28
16
174
17
21
63
27
15
42
42
184
52
3ot
46
19
35
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Ivory Purchase Index - Post- vs Pre-ban Survey

Overall, ivory has become less attractive to respondents in Post-ban 2018 vs Pre-ban 2017. The attractiveness of ivory has
mostly declined in Layer 3 cities and particularly among those aged 51+. However, the regular overseas travelers is the
only group among which the index remains comparable to the Pre-ban Survey and indicates that they are the most
persistent buyers (and they are also the group with the highest ivory campaign recall, see chapter 3.4).

Index (Total Sample)
7
Total Sample - 3.75

2.35

1830 - EES
3140 I 3
nso A 35
51.60 B ::s

61 and above

el

2.71

5

4.17
oyers

1.81

® .A e
T4
. B .23
Rejectors
1.08

gan Irfluenced NN 572

Citizens 5.23

Diehard Buyers

Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 - Weighted data

A
Never - 2.46

1.63

e
Occasionally _2 378

85

4.65
reguary R

4.79

- Pre-ban Survey (2017)

Post-ban Survey (2018)

G LOBEN¥\
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Purchase of lvory in Past 12 Months

Overall, the past 12 months incidence of ivory purchase has declined more than half in Post-ban Survey (2018) vs Pre-ban Survey (2017). This drop is
particularly driven by the Layer 3 buyers and by the older age groups (esp. the 51+). While the past 12 months purchase of ivory by Millennials has only
slightly decreased, it is worth noting that the incidence of ivory purchase among regular travelers remains very high compared to the other buyer segments.

! Past 12 Months Purchase of Ivory (% of Respondents) Pre-ban Survey (2017) Post-ban Survey (2018)
1
1
1
Total 1 Gender Age Education Level Income Level
Sample 1
1
1
32
31 : 26 28
! 1
I14‘ : 6‘Ilg‘ I I Ilz*l 9‘I I 8‘I 9‘I .10‘
:
\ ! e < Q o e e
s \ & > ’ © o S 5 O <« ) e
o\ : Qeﬁ(\ @ \5\» "b’» b:» 6_)’\’ o (o 86 \)0’5 6 \‘p’b 6\)0,6 \r\\(\oo &\‘\GO %\.\(\00
. \'b o> N\ e’ n© \9 NS N
| \“\\\ \9 “\\66 \e\\% K%
1
1
1
Total : City Layers Travel Overseas Buyer Segments
Sample .
1
1 45
1 40
31 ' 30 ' o8 34 34 :
! 20 21
14‘: 11¥ 4 15 Il
4
i ] — 2
I
\ 1 2 ) = ] )
® I et et et et 2 y& o .
« ) 2 N N W &0¢ N oe® 0\’&\1’
000’0 <« Q &
N\
Q2d. And have you bought ivory, or any product or object made of ivory, for yourself or someone else, in the past 12 \({\\\>e
months? - Weighted data A

Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000
f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey




Purchase of Ivory in Past 6 Months / in 2018

The recent purchase of ivory (i.e., in the past 6 months) has decreased significantly in Jan-June 2018, comparing the Past 6 Month in
Pre-ban Survey, which is May-Oct 2017. Only the regular overseas travelers, high income, and diehard buyers continue to purchase

ivory in 2018 with the same incidence as before.

Past 6 Months / 2018 Purchase of Ivory (% of Respondents)

Total

. Pre-ban Survey (2017)

Post-ban Survey (2018)

1
1
1
1
1 Gender Age Education Level Income Level
Sample 1
:
1
>0 : 19‘ 21 22 ‘ 23 25
B l”‘l“‘ l l l” l 8‘. l 7‘. 'l l ‘l“’l
:
\ ! @ e < N \S R e e
@ ! & > X S © &® X <O oS « « N
A e W O/ S ©° N T P RN o
¥ A @ o 0 )
1 \ © \/@&4 ) 66\6 ‘<\\¢\'§\ WV AN A
| W W
1
1
Total ' City Layers Travel Overseas Buyer Segments
Sample .
1 54
[ 47 a6¥
: 3s¥
26 ' 25 25 29
: 18 ¢ 19‘
124! o} st
! Y 3 1y
I I
I
\"b\ ! < (?« ({b = \\* ‘\‘3 \\ &
< ! N N N N 5o Ng é\eo’&c’ e ¥
000‘3 & & 006 s
@
Q2e. And have you bought ivory, or any product or object made of ivory, for yourself or someone else, in the past 6 months / \({\\\>e o
in 20187 - Weighted data %@0

Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000
f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey




Intention to Purchase Ivory in the Future

Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey (Asked Before Mentioning the Ivory Ban)

The significant decline of those intending to buy ivory in Post-ban Survey 2018 is particularly driven by respondents in Layer 3 cities. On
the other hand, Regular Overseas Travelers’ intention to buy has strengthened. It is worth noting that one in three Millennials still

intend to buy ivory in the future.

Intention to purchase ivory in the future — Post Ban Survey 2018 (%)

(asked before any mention of the ivory ban)

Total (n=2,000)

1 16 13

H

Top-2-Box
% (3) + (4)

Top-2-Box (5 Very likely + 4 Likely) -
Difference Post-ban 2018 vs Pre-ban
2017 Survey (in %pts)

City Layers Layer 1 (n=915)
Layer 2 (n=473)
Layer 3 (n=612)
Other Groupings Millenials (n=504)
Regular Overseas Travelers (n=202)
Buyer Segments Rejectors (n=1,441)
Ban Influenced Citizens (n=278)
Diehard Buyers (n=281)

m 5 Very likely 4 Likely

Q5a. How likely will you be to purchase ivory and/or anything made of ivory in the future? - Weighted data

3 Neither likely, nor unlikely

| o P EE
BEN 1o
"
1 32

[

@ w
o1

35

Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000

f *Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey (applied only on Top-2-Box)

2 Unlikely m1Very unlikely




Scatterplot Analysis [How to read it chart]
Pre-ban Survey vs Post-ban Survey - by Key Sub-groups

The diagonal axis * This scatterplot analysis is based on
indicates the same % in “stated” response: the percentage of
the Pre-ban Survey (x-axis) respondents who claim to have purchased
and in the Post-ban ivory in the past 12 months for each sub-
SRR (€08, Vs Eloeer group (% “Bought in Past 12 Months”) in
sub-groups are to this the Pre-ban Survey (x-axis) and in the Post-
diagonal, the least ban Survey (y-axis) is reported.
changes in their purchase
70 in 2018 vs 2017. » This analysis provides a clear picture of the
ivory purchase evolution in Post-ban 2018
60 - vs Pre-ban 2017: Useful for a broad
Regular overview, it shows the evolution of ivory
50 - ?;’:J:E?: | (Piehag Blyses purchase for different sub-groups before
0;’ o 7 ° (2017) and after the ban was implemented
S 40 Ban Infl d
ﬁ anoirt]izléizce Sub-groups located below (2018).
3 i the diagonal axis have * This chart is useful to identify which sub-
s e decreased their purchase groups have been most influenced by the
20 | .'yen'as of ivory in Post-ban 2018 ban (i.e., those further away from the
Layer 1 U AUEADENT 2000 &l T diagonal axis in the bottom right corner)
o P . e B WS IEEmEEek, and those who are the most persistent and
Y e = (ROl L PR @ for whom messages or actions are required
&Reiectors Layer 3 » ban on purchase behavior as a priority.
0 ‘ : among these sub-groups.
% 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Pre-ban Survey —

G LOBEN¥\
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Past and Future Purchase - Trend for Key Sub-groups

A similar pattern is observed for the past 12 months purchase and next 12 months intention to purchase ivory:

* The past 12 months purchase and next 12 months intention to buy ivory decreased the most in Layer 3, after the ban was effective.
* Regular overseas travelers are the most persistent buyers, with similar purchase behavior in the Pre-ban and Post-ban Surveys.

* A decrease of past purchase and intention to purchase is observed among Diehard Buyers after the ban implementation.

Past 12 Months Purchase of Ivory Intention to Purchase Ivory in the Next 12 Months
(% of respondents) (% of respondents)
4 70 - : 4 70 4 5
i Ban®
60 - Inflienced
60 - & s
Redliar szens.
Regular .
50 - Gaioios _~~Diehard Buyers 50 - Overseas . Diehard
Trenklors [5) Travelers .- Buyers
) o ) e
c < s -
& 40 4 3 Ban Influenced A 40 + %
c Citizens c
3 { 3 g
% 30 - L = . Millgnials
2 - 8 e
-~ Millenials 7
: (2 20 - i ot
20 t ® Layer 1
Layer 1 o © Total
¢ Total P Sample
10 - Layer2. S 10 - @
® - Layer 3 -
o R0 P O CREASED Past 12
v oL ® , Months Ivory Purchase v ( ¢~ Relectors x , ‘ to Purchase Ivory
% 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 % 0 i 2 9 2 2 0 0
< Pre-ban Survey > < Pre-ban Survey >

-« >

G LOBEN¥\
Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 - Weighted data S~ 1



Ivory Purchase Channels

Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey

Among those who claim to have purchased ivory in 2018, two-thirds say that they mostly bought this ivory in a retail store in China (e.g.
jewelry section in a mall). This purchase channel saw an increase in 2018, as well as overseas purchase during short-term trips. On the
other hand, online was less used as a purchase channel for ivory since the beginning of 2018.

Purchase Channels of Ivory - Post-ban Survey 2018
(% of Respondents)

Difference Post-ban vs Pre-
ban Survey (in %)

In person, in a retail store in China _ 66 11? Online sources Hesa il Difference vs

used in 2018 vs Pre-ban S Pre-ban
In person, in a market stall in China _ 50 ‘ -3 I Survey 2017 Survey 2017

In-person, when travelling out of the -
country on short-term trips 41 5 f E-commerce

platform
In person, from street vendors in
i China - 23 2 :
Artefact collection

In person in China, from a private website / forum
individual - 19 7t

Online - 17 { -7 I Social media

In-person, when travelling out of the 3
country on long-term trips for work

Category website

Pre-ban Survey: Q3a. Where did you purchase ivory in the past / Post-ban Survey: Q3a. Where did you purchase ivory in 2018? Q3b. Could
you please indicate which online source(s) you purchased ivory from? - Weighted data
Base: Ever Buyers in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=958 / Post-ban Survey: n=451 GLOBE

f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level vs Total



Ivory Purchase Channels in 2018
By Key Sub-groups - Post-ban Survey

The purchase of ivory in retail stores in 2018 after the implementation of the ban was mostly driven by the buyers in Layer 1 cities and by
Millennials. On the other hand, buyers in Layer 2 cities mostly bought in market stalls in China, while Regular Overseas Travelers mostly bought
ivory while being on a short trip outside Mainland China. Regular Overseas Travelers also used online purchase channels the most.

Purchase Channels of Ivory — Post-ban Survey 2018

(% of Respondents)

Millennials | Rceuiar EEl
Total Layer 1 Layer 2 Layer 3 Overseas | Rejectors | Influenced
(18-30) "
Travelers Citizens

In %

In person, in a retail store in China (e.g.

. L 66 70 59 59 71 61 49 69 65
jewelry section in a mall)

In person, in a market stall in China 50 45; 73f 46 54 49 63 45 52
In-person, when travelling out of the a1 45 31 39 a1 68f 49 40 a1

country on short-term trips

In person, from street vendors in China K 194 394 23 24 114 21 15¢ 20%
In person in China, from a private
B 19 19 25 9 15 20 24 13¥ 23
individual

In-person, when travelling out of the

country on long-term trips for work 3 4 1 0 4 5 1 4 2

Top purchase channel
Pre-ban Survey: Q3a. Where did you purchase ivory in the past? - Weighted data

Post-ban Survey: Q3a. Where did you purchase ivory in 2018? - Weighted data GLOB E
Base: Ivory Buyers in 2018 in 15 selected cities, Post-ban Survey: n=246, *Small base, n<20 \“

‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level vs Total



Ivory Purchase Outside Mainland China

Thailand is the top destination for the purchase of ivory outside Mainland China. However, Chinese buyers also claim to have
purchased ivory in nearby markets in the past, such as in Hong Kong or Vietnam.

% Bought Products Made from Ivory on Countries and Territories* where Products Made from Ivory Were Purchased

Trips Outside Mainland China on Trips Outside Mainland China

% Among those who bought ivory outside Mainland China

81

e %

Bangladesh 3% Hong Kong 7%

Angola 3%

Brazil 3%

mYes No

*Only countries and territories
above 3% indicated

Q29. Which countries have you visited on your last trips? - Weighted data

Q30: Did you ever buy any products made from ivory on your trips abroad? - Weighted data

Q341. In which country/countries did you buy these products? - Weighted data

Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Overseas ivory Buyers: n=158

India 4% Vietnam 3%

Thalland 15%

\) —
=, va

. “

Australia 6%

.
5

Top 5 countries/ territories visited
during the last trip overseas:

(% Among Total Sample)

1. Hong Kong, SAR 18%

2. Japan 13%

3. Thailand 12%

4. Australia 8% GLOBE
5. France 7%

k‘



Knowledge of Ivory Purchased - Post-ban Survey

Based on Ivory Buyers (Ever)

Ivory buyers have mixed knowledge of the authenticity of the ivory they buy. While half believe that they can distinguish
real elephant ivory from fake ivory, four in ten are unsure of the authenticity of the ivory on display.

Top 3 Opinions

| can distinguish elephant ivory from fake
ivory (made from plastics).

| am not always sure whether the ivory on
display is real or not.

| can distinguish elephant ivory from ivory
from other animals, like hippo or walrus.

)

‘'

Q4NEW. Some people believe that there is sometimes fake ivory on the market, but also different sorts of ivory, from various animal species. Please cLoBECRINY
read the following statements and tick the ones which apply to you. - Weighted data \_

Base: Ever Buyers in 15 selected cities, Post-ban Survey: n=451



Alternatives to Ivory

Precious metals or precious stones such as gold, crystals, or jade remain the preferred alternatives to ivory.

Alternatives to Ivory (Top 10)
(% Total Sample)

Pre-ban Survey Post-ban Survey

cod [N 30 Gold 26

Jade - 28 Crystal(s) 24

Natural pearl - 28 Jade 24
Crystal(s) - 26 Natural pearl 22
Diamond - 24 Amber 20
oupensiee oo R 2> swer [ 19
Silver - 19 Rosewood 19
rosewood [ 20 Diamond 18
Beeswax - 16 Corals 15
Turquoise - 16 Ox parts (e.g. Oxhorn,Oxbogtis.), 15

Nothing 10 Nothing 12

Q8. Now please imagine that elephant ivory is no longer available for purchase, what do you think would be the next best thing to replace elephant ivory? -
Weighted data

Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000

f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level vs Total
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Necessity of Legal Control over the Trade of Ivory

The opinion that legal control over the trade of ivory is necessary is strongly positive, and has significantly increased after the ban was
implemented. This is observed particularly in Layer 3 cities and among Diehard Buyers. However, no change was observed among regular
overseas travelers compared to the Pre-ban Survey, with three in ten still not sharing this opinion.

% Agree on Legal Control over the Trade of Ivory — Post-ban Survey, 2018* Top-2-Box - Difference Post-ban
(% Top-2-Box, 4+5: “I would support a total ban on all buying, selling, importing and exporting of ivory”) 2018 vs Pre-ban 2017 Survey (in %)

Total (n=2000)

H
B
-

Layer1 (n=915)

00
D
(e}
-

City Layers Layer?2 (n=473)
Layer3 (n=612)

©
S
N
w
-

Other Millenials (18-30 years old) (n=504) | | N D = 10t

Groupings Regular Overseas Travelers (n=202) _ 72 2
rejectors (n-1441) | o 24

Buyer i -

Segments Ban Influenced Citizens (n=278) _ 5

Diehard Buyers (n=281) 67 234

*Note: These results reflect the opinion of consumers before they were asked to read the ivory ban notice (see question Q14a)

Q12. Using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means “I don’t think there should be any control over the trade of ivory,” and 5 means “l would support a total ban on all
buying, selling, importing and exporting of ivory,” please tell us how much legal control over the trade of ivory you think is necessary. - Weighted data

Base: Total Sample Post-ban Survey, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities ~— —]
f Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey



Awareness of Regulations (Spontaneous Answers)

The unprompted (spontaneous) awareness of general regulations remains low in 2018 (i.e., only one in ten can mention any
regulation spontaneously). However, among this sub-sample of respondents who claim to be aware of regulations, the

spontaneous awareness of the ivory ban has increased substantially.

Awareness of Regulations — Post-ban Survey

Top 5 Regulations/Agreements Aware of - Post-ban Survey

(% of Total Sample) (% Among Those Aware, Open-ended Answers)

2017 Ivory Ban -A Notice by the General
Office of State Council on the Sale of Ivory

CITES - Convention on International Trade
in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and
Flora

88

Law on the Protection of Wildlife

Domestic trade is allowed for cetrtified

ivory; International trade is allowed for ivory
from trophy hunting

Maximum penalty for smuggling ivory
mYes = No

Pre-ban Survey: Yes: 19% / No 81%

~

I N
\l

=

——
N

Q13. Are you aware of any agreements or regulations controlling the sale of ivory in China? - Open-ended question - Weighted data
Base: Total Sample Post-ban Survey, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities / Aware of any current/upcoming regulations, n=245 in 15 selected cities
Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey

64

Difference Post-ban 2018
vs Pre-ban 2017 Survey (in

%pts)
39f
8 I
7 I
0]
0]



Awareness of the Ivory Ban (Spontaneous)

Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey

There is a substantial increase of the spontaneous mentions of the ivory ban in the Post-ban Survey, driven by Layer 1 cities
(indicating higher exposure to communications in these cities) and Rejectors.

While a majority of the Ban Influenced Citizens have become Rejectors, the unprompted awareness of those who continue to be
in this segment remains flat.

Awareness of the ivory ban (Spontaneous) [ Pre-ban survey Post-ban Survey
(% of respondents)

. Millennials
Total Sample City Layers ! ! Travel Overseas Buyer Segments
(18-30)
12
8 t ! 8 104
6 7t 7 6

I-b
I-h
o1
IM
N
-
/'I-J>
I-J>
w
IM
w

& > & & < S ©
Q et e et © N X -
o< N2 N 2 N &° oe° & oFf
< )
X W S 3 « 066 e
& &\\\)@0 Qe
3@ &

Q13. Are you aware of any agreements or regulations controlling the sale of ivory in China? - Open-ended - Weighted data -

. " G LO B ERX9.Y
Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 S~—— =
f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey



Awareness of the Ivory Ban (Prompted)

Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey
After all respondents read the official notice of the ban, the prompted awareness of the ban remains at a comparable level in Post-ban
Survey 2018 vs Pre-ban Survey 2017.

! Awareness of the ivory ban (Prompted - % of respondents) . Pre-ban Survey Post-ban Survey
1
1
Total Sample 1 Gender Age Education Level Income Level
1
1
56
! 51 53 49 51
46 4 1 “Bagfaa, g 46 a6t 43 a7 37 46 42 49 42
1
1
| 24} 26¥
1
1
1
1
1
& ' & < o D e e
< ! (((,J«\ W \«/ 2 pE o (00\66 6\)0@“" 6&6\\0 6\)@’\\0 & & (\oo((\
: (\0\?’\5 ° RN A N 6\\)«\ o
\ W h W A W
1
1
Total Sample : City Layers Travel Overseas Buyer Segments
1
16 : °8 53 53
a1 ! 45 38 38 37 42
1 29 31
1
1
1
1
1
I
» | | )
° ! o> e R ¢ & \&
< 1 NS NS NS W 0'36\0(\ « N

00

Q14a. Have you ever heard about this ban on ivory trade? - Weighted data
Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000
f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey




Sources of Awareness of the Ban
Post-ban Survey Only

The main sources of awareness of the ivory ban are online channels, with news portals being the most used.
Among offline channels, TV/Screen is the main source of awareness.

Top 12 Sources of Awareness (%) - Post-ban Survey (2018): pre-coded list in questionnaire

Social media _ 32
Mobile news apps _ 31
TV/Screen 28
Search engine/Internet advertise ment _ 25
Official websites from the government orcompanies _ 21
Blogs/Micro-blogs ||| G 21
Forums _ 21
From a friend/acquaintance 19
Newspa per/magazine 17
Leaflet 16

Il oniine channels

Official websites from NGOs Offline channels

16

Q14b. You said that you heard about the ban on ivory trade. Where did you hear about this ban? - Weighted data
Base: Aware of the ban (prompted), n=822 in 15 selected cities

G LOBEN¥\
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Sources of Awareness of the Ban by Sub-groups
Post-ban Survey Only

There are underlying differences by sub-group: While news portals are the leading source of awareness of the ban in Layer 1 cities, mobile news apps are the
main channel among Millennials and Layer 3 cities. The official websites of NGOs have the most impact among Layer 3 respondents and Regular Overseas
Travelers. Social media is the leading channel among overseas travelers (51% heard about the ban via social media).

Sources of Awareness of the Ban by Key Sub-groups (%) — Post-ban Survey (2018)

oo
Offline channels avelers ens uyers

In %

News portal 45 37 38 35 444 30 34

Social media 32 34 31 29 32 51 ? 32 30 35

Mobile news apps 31 29 25‘ 41f 38f 33 31 34 31

TV/Screen 28 32 1 29 21‘ 31 29 29 31 25

Search engine / internet advertisement 25 27 24 22 31f 29 24 31 23

Official websites from government/companies 21 21 21 23 25 30 f 21 26 20
Blogs/micro-blogs 21 21 21 21 24 19 21 18 23

Online forums 21 20 22 23 25f 20 22 17 21

From a friend/acquaintance 19 21 16 18 11‘ 19 22 f 12 * 16
Newspaper/magazine 17 16 18 18 14 27 f 17 19 16

Leaflet 16 16 16 18 19 20 15 23 17

16 14 15 20t 18 28t 134 20 21
4 13 1 20f 14 10 13 17 18
From a family member 14 15 11 13 7 ‘ 10 14 14 11

From colleagues 12 12 11 13 10 5 ‘ 12 10 16

Billboards at transportation knots 11 9 13 12 11 15 11 7 12

Billboards in the airport 10 8 11 13 7 12 9 8 14

Q14b. You said that you heard about the ban on ivory trade. Where did you hear about this ban? - Weighted data

) . Top 3 channels GLOBENIY
Base: Aware of the ban (prompted), n=822 in 15 selected cities S~ .
? ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level vs Total



Level of Agreement & Support to the Ban

Overall, agreement with the ban has strengthened after the ban implementation. This is particularly driven by Layer 3 respondents who now
have a similar level of agreement as respondents who live in the other city layers. It is worth noting that Diehard Buyers agree significantly

more with the ban in the post-ban survey 2018 vs pre-ban 2017.

Level of Agreement with the Ivory Ban - Post-ban Survey, 2018 (%)

Total (=2000) [ 62
City Layers Layer 1 (n=915) 72
Layer 2 (n=47 3) 61
Layer 3 (n=612) __________________53_21:__
Other Groupings Millenials (n=504) 8 3
Regular Overseas Travelers (n=202) N _8_ i ?_E_ |
Buyer Segments Rejectors (n=1,441) 4
Ban Influenced Citizens (n=278) 41 20 3
Diehard Buyers (n=281) 44 14 7 E
m 5 Strongly agree m 4 Agree 3 Neither agree, nor disagree 2 Disagree m 1 Strongly disagree

Q15. How much do you agree with this ban on ivory trade? - Weighted data
Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000

f‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey (applied only on Top-2-Box)

Top-2-Box
(%)

Top-2-Box (5 “Strongly agree” + 4
“Agree”) - Difference Post-ban 2018 vs
Pre-ban 2017 Survey (in %)




Impact of the Ban - Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey
Asked after Reading the Notice of the Ban

The ban has a strong impact on the (claimed) purchase behavior of respondents. A vast majority agree that the ban will make them
completely stop buying ivory or any wildlife products, and these opinions have strengthened after the ban was implemented. The ban also
has an effect on the intention to buy ivory online or overseas, which declines significantly.

« ” Top-3-Box (5+6+7) - Difference
Impact of the Ban - % Top-3-Box (7 “Strongly agree” + 6 + 5) Post-ban 2018 vs Pre-ban 2017
(% of Respondents) Survey (in %pts)

Make me completely stop buying ivory

Make me avoid buying any wildlife products _ 74 I 3 f
Make me buy other materials (non-wildlife products) instead _ 63 I 6 f

Make me buy less ivory

0]
w
(0]
-

Make me buy other types of wildlife product instead - 31 { -3 I
23 § 10 .
24 12 [
22 ¥ -10 .

Encourage people to buy more ivory via illegal channels
Make me buy ivory only overseas (notin China)

Make me buy ivory only online instead of in shops

Q16a. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. Please use a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 means that you

“strongly disagree” and 7 means that you “strongly agree” with the statement. - Weighted data CLOBE
Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities

f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey (applied on Top-3-Box)



Perception of the Ban - Post-ban Survey Only
Asked after Reading the Notice of the Ban

The ban is perceived as a powerful game changer in the trade of ivory: respondents mostly believe that it will offer hope for
elephants, that buying ivory is shameful since it is banned, and that there should be strong penalties for ivory buyers.

Perception of the Ban - % Top-3-Box (7 “Strongly agree” + 6 + 5)
(% of Respondents)

The ivory ban offers hope for elephants

[0}
~

(0]
o1

Buying ivory is shameful as itis banned

There should be strong penalties for ivory buyers

(0]
N

Buying ivory after the ban is risky as there are penalties

~
~

There will still be diehard buyers despite the ban

~
w

[0}
00

Ivory will remain popular to own, but people will be afraid to buying now

(o]
(@]

It's easy to get ivory in neighboring countries, despite the ban

The ban only moves ivory trade into more private/secret channels

o1
(0]

[©)]
=

The value of ivory will appreciate in the future because of its illegality

o1
o

The disappearance of ivory will curb purchase

Q16b. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. Please use a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 means that you
“strongly disagree” and 7 means that you “strongly agree” with the statement. - Weighted data GLOBE

Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities




Intention to Purchase Ivory - 2018 Post-ban Survey results

Comparison of Purchase Intention Scores (Asked Before vs After Mentioning the Ban)

Although the ban was actually implemented, there is still a significant decline in the intention to purchase before the ban is mentioned in
the survey vs after it is mentioned across the key demographics. This suggests that further communication is needed to explain the

content of the ban. Likelihood to purchase ivory in the future

Top-2 Box: 26 144 ! 28 124 23 164 ! 34 124 17 11}
(% Likely + 1 — — 1
Very likely) -i[é- g : -i(;- § -?- : _1% -9- _é_
1 1 18 13
15
13 29 ! il 29 e 29 : 14 22 31 =7
1 1
25 ' 25 . 17
1 1
2
1 1
Total Total : Female Female Male Male : 1830 1830 51-60 51-60
(n=2,000) (n=2,000) 1 (n=976) (n=976) (n=1,024) (n=1,024) 1 (n=504) (n=504) (n=318) (n=318)
Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After

m 1 Very unlikely 2 Unlikely 3 Neither likely, nor unlikely m4 Likely m5 Very likely
Travel Overseas

Top-2 Box: 26 144y 24 104 26 16¥ 30 184 | 16 9} 58 Y4 4
(% Likely + ! ) | s -
: 15 13 | 13 20
13 16 25 10 1 31
29 1 32 16 1 10
30 29
25 ! 24 27 1
: ! 12 25
56 ! 54
. |
Total Total : Low Low Medium  Medium High High : Never Never Regularly Regularly
(n=2,000) (n=2,000) I Income  Income Income  Income Income  Income 1 (n=1,140) (n=1,140) (n=202) (n=202)
Before After : (n=735) (n=735) (n=1,057) (n=1,057) (n=204) (n=204) ! Before After Before After
1 Before After Before After Before Before :
Q5a. How likely will you be to purchase ivory and/or anything made of ivory in the future? - Weighted Data GLOBE
Q17a. How likely will you be to purchase ivory and/or anything made of ivory after the ivory ban is implemented? - Weighted Data

f‘StatisticaIIy significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level Before vs. After mentioning the ban (applied only on Top-2-Box After only)



Intention to Purchase Ivory - 2018 Post-ban Survey results

Comparison of Purchase Intention Scores (Asked Before vs After Mentioning the Ban)

The ban has a clear impact on intention to buy ivory in all cities. Among the buyer segments, the remaining Ban Influenced Citizens are likely to be influenced
by the ban after seeing the content of the ban, suggesting that more education is necessary among this segment. Diehard Buyers, by definition, are the most
persistent buyers who are the least influenced by the ban, i.e. they intend to buy before and after hearing of the ivory ban.

Likelihood to purchase ivory in the future

Top-2 Box: 26 14§ : 29 14§ 27 19 § 18 10 ¢
(% Likely + : R O Y A - o | |
Very likely) 10 L7; . <3 I 12 1.2
16 . 17 10 18 6
' 14
' 23
1
: -
1
Total (n=2,000) Total (n=2,000) : Layer1 (n=915)Layer 1 (n=915) Layer2 (n=473)Layer2 (n=473) Layer3 (n=612)Layer3 (n=612)
1

Before After Before After Before After Before After

m 1 Very unlikely =2 Unlikely 3 Neither likely, nor unlikely =4 Likely m5 Very likely

Top-2 Box: 26 14 § 5 R 4 86 o4 100 4
e
(% LlKer + o . 2
Very likely) 10 9 15
16 7 31 41
25

55 41 5
P

Total (n=2,000) Total (n=2,000) Rejectors Rejectors Ban Influenced Ban Influenced Diehard Buyers Diehard Buyers
Before After (n=1,441) (n=1,441) Citizens (n=278)Cttizens (n=278) (n=281) (n=281)
Before After Before After Before After
Q5a. How likely will you be to purchase ivory and/or anything made of ivory in the future? - Weighted Data @
Q17a. How likely will you be to purchase ivory and/or anything made of ivory after the ivory ban is implemented? - Weighted Data

f‘StatisticaIIy significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level Before vs. After mentioning the ban (applied only on Top-2-Box After only)



Intention to Purchase Ivory after the Ban Implementation
Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey (Asked After Mentioning the Ivory Ban)

A majority of respondents claim to be unlikely to purchase ivory since the ban has been implemented. This is mostly driven by respondents in
Layer 3 cities, for whom the proportion of intenders has declined. Diehard Buyers and Regular Overseas Travelers are the most persistent in

their intention buy ivory, despite the ban.
Top-2-Box (5 Very likely + 4 Likely) -

Intention to Purchase Ivory After Implementation of the Ban — Top-2-Box Difference Post-ban 2018 vs Pre-ban
Post-ban Survey, 2018 (%) % (5) + (4) 2017 Survey (in %pts)
Total (=2,000) BB 9 7 29 14 v
City Layers Layer 1(n-915) [l 8 10 28 14 ¥4
Layer2 (n=473) Byl 12 6 31 19 I 4
Layer3(n=612) B} 7. 5 30 10 $10

Buyer Segments Rejectors (n=1,441) D 33

Ban Influenced Citizens (n=278) 41
Dietard Buyers (n-281) 62 100 | 24

m 5 Very likely 4 Likely 3 Neither likely, nor unlikely 2 Unlikely m®m1 Very unlikely

Q417a: How likely will you be to purchase ivory and/or anything made of ivory since the ivory ban is implemented? - Weighted data
Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000
f ‘Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey (applied only on Top-2-Box)




Likelihood to Recommend Ivory Purchase Post-ban
Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey (Asked After Mentioning the Ivory Ban)

The ban is likely to have had an impact on ivory purchase recommendation likelihood among specific groups, i.e., Layer 3 respondents are

significantly less likely to recommend ivory purchase. On the other hand, Layer 2 respondents, Regular Overseas Travelers, and Diehard
Buyers’ recommendation likelihood has strengthened.

Likelihood to Recommend Ivory Purchase after Implementation of the Ban -
Post-ban Survey, 2018 (%)

Top-2-Box (5 Very likely + 4 Likely) -
Difference Post-ban 2018 vs Pre-ban
2017 Survey (in %pts)

Top-2-Box

% (5) + (4)

Total (n=2,000) 9

City Layers

Layer 2 (n=473) E 13

Layer 3 (n=612)

Buyer Segments Rejectors (n=1,441) 24

Ban Influenced Citizens (n=278) E 8 26 33

Diehard Buyers (n=281) 44 14 11 S 70 . 11f

m 5 Very likely 4 Likely 3 Neither likely, nor unlikely 2 Unlikely m1Very unlikely

N
00
=
SN
|
w

Q18. How likely are you to recommend purchasing ivory or products made of ivory to family members or friends after the ivory ban is implemented? - Weighted
data

GLOBE
Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000 \_ﬂ
f ‘Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey (applied only on Top-2-Box)




Likelihood to Convince to Stop Purchasing / Purchase Less Post-ban

In line with the declining ivory purchase incidence, respondents are also significantly more willing to convince others to stop purchasing
or to purchase less ivory in Post-ban (2018) vs Pre-ban (2017), except for Regular Overseas Travelers.

Top-2-Box (5 “Very likely “+ 4 “Likely”) -

Likelihood to Convince Others to Purchase Less / Stop Purchasing Ivory after Top-2-Box Difference Post-ban 2018 vs Pre-ban
Implementation of the Ban - Post-ban Survey, 2018 (%) (%) 2017 Survey (in %)
Total (n=2,000) 36 11 4y 81 - 12 4
Ciylayers 1 ey . 268 o | 0 Mst
Layer 2 (n=473) 39 o 4fl| &3 - 124
Layer 3(n=612) 39 12 4188 80 - 18 f
OtnerGroupings ~ wieniais (n-s00) [N v af N l 6t
Regular Overseas Travelers (n=202) 31 13 7 B 75 I 2
Buersegments  reecwors(-1441) [T 200 ol s | Wt
Ban Influenced Citizens (n=278) 41 22 5§ 70 I 6
Diehard Buyers (n=281) 47 12 9 E 78 - 16f

m 5 Very likely 4 Likely 3 Neither likely, nor unlikely 2 Unlikely m1Very unlikely

Q19. How likely are you to convince others to purchase less ivory, or stop to purchase ivory, after the ban is implemented? - Weighted data
Base: Total Sample in 15 selected cities, Pre-ban Survey: n=2,000 / Post-ban Survey: n=2,000

f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level, Post-ban Survey vs Pre-ban Survey (applied only on Top-2-Box)
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3.4 Ad Recall

Campaigh Awareness and
Effectiveness

(Tested in Post-ban Survey Only)




Ivory Trade / Elephant Protection Campaigns - Post-ban Survey

Millennials, Regular Overseas Travelers and respondents of Layer 1 Cities are the groups with highest ivory campaign recall.

Yao Ming, Li Bingbing and the slogan “When the buying stops, the killing can too” is the most memorable elements recalled
spontaneously.

Have you ever seen and/or heard any campaigns or advertisements against ivory trade and/or about elephant protection?

Total Sample Millennials| RE€UIar Ban S
Layer 1 Layer 2 Layer 3 Overseas | Rejectors | Influenced
(18-30) i Buyers
Travelers Citizens
% Yes

n=1441

23%1‘ 11%{‘ 9%&‘ 25%1‘ 28%f‘ 16% ‘ 19% ‘ 13%

Campaigns and/or elements of campaigns elements recalled spontaneously (% among those who recall campaigns, n=325, open-
ended)

23% 17%
° 13% 12% 11%
_ ] [
Yao Ming Li Binghing When the buying stops, Forum/website/social  Airport/subway/bus Newspaper/ press
the killing can too media stop/ roadside
advertising

Q31N. Have you ever seen and/or heard any campaigns or advertisements against ivory trade and/or about elephant protection? - Weighted data
Q32N. What comes up to your mind when you think about the campaigns that you’ve seen/heard about? [Open-Ended Answers] - Weighted data
Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities / Those who recall campaigns, n=325 GLOBE

f ‘ Statistically significant difference: higher / lower at 95% confidence level
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Campaign Recall (Net Score, Three Visuals per Campaign)

While the campaigns with Li Bingbing and Yao Ming were noticed by four in ten respondents overall, the organization who produced the

campaign is well recalled by these respondents. Among respondents who have seen at least one of the three visuals for the campaign with Li
Bingbing, all of them associate WWF and TRAFFIC with at least one of the three visuals they saw.

Recall / Seen
(NET score across 3

Visuals) (n=2,000)

Campaign with
Li Bingbing

mSeen

m Not seen

Recall / Seen
(Net score across 3
Visuals) (n=2,000)

Campaign with
Yao Ming

= Not seen

“Brand” Association to
Campaign - Net Score
(Among those who recall the
campaign, n=695)

WWF
& TRAFFIC Aot
WildAid 53%
IFAW 45%
“Brand” Association to
Campaign - Net Score
(Among those who recall the
campaign, n=791)
WWF
& TRAFFIC 80%
WildAid 83%
IFAW

Q34aN/Q38aN: Which of the following posters/visuals you have seen? - Weighted data
Q34bN/Q38bN: Do you know which organization produced this campaign? - Weighted data

Q35N/Q39N: Where did you see this campaign? - Weighted data

Source of Awareness

Top-5]

(n=695

TV/Screen

Website

Social media
Newspaper/Magazine

Tourist areas

)

51%
50%
49%

43%
41%

Source of Awareness

[Top-5]
(n=791)

TV/Screen

Website

Social media
Newspaper/Magazine

Transportation advertising

(Transportation advertising

advertising)

Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities / Aware of Campaign with Li Bingbing, n=695 / Aware of Campaign with Yao Ming, n=791

61%
48%
48%

includes
airport/subway/bus stop/bus

GLOBE



Campaign Recall (Li Bingbing’s Campaignh - Net scores by Segment)

The campaign with Li Bingbing was noticed by 6 in 10 of the (remaining) Diehard Buyers and half of the (remaining) Ban Influenced Citizens in
the Post-ban Survey. All segments associate this campaign to WWF & TRAFFIC at most. Online (social media) is the leading source of awareness
among Diehard Buyers, while Rejectors and Ban Influenced Citizens mostly saw this campaign on TV/ screen.

0
Recall / Seen - Recall / Seen () A Recall / Seen
(NET score across 3 Visuals) (NET score across 3 Visuals) AN (NET score across 3 Visuals) N

(n=1,446) (n=286) ’

(n=268)

mSeen Not Seen Seen 1 Not Seen Seen Not Seen

“Brand” Association to Campaign —

Source of Awareness [Top-5]

(n=372)

Q34aN: Which of the following posters/visuals you have seen? - Weighted data
Q34bN: Do you know which organization produced this campaign? - Weighted data
Q35N: Where did you see this campaign? - Weighted data

“Brand” Association to Campaign -

Source of Awareness [Top-5]

“Brand” Association to Campaign —
Net Score Net Score Net Score
(Among those who recall the campaign, n=372) (Among those who recall the campaign, n=86) (Among those who recall the campaign, n=135)
WWF & TRAFFIC 100% WWF & TRAFFIC 89% WWF & TRAFFIC 91%
WildAid 58% WildAid 38% WildAid 53%
IFAW 37% IFAW 64% IFAW 50%

Source of Awareness [Top-5]

(n=86) (n=135)
TV/ screen 54% TV/ screen 53% Social Media 50%
Social Media 50% On a website 53% Newspaper or Magazine 48%
On a website 50% Social Media 47% On a website 44%
Newspaper or Magazine 42% Tourist areas 41% Tourist areas 43%
Tourist areas 40% Transportation Ad 39% TV/ screen 41%

(Transportation ad includes
airport/subway/bus stop/bus advertising)

Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities / Aware of Campaign with Li Bingbing, n=695



Campaign Recall (Yao Ming’s Campaign - Net Scores by Segment)

The campaignh with Yao Ming was noticed by 6 in 10 of the (remaining) Diehard Buyers and half of the (remaining) Ban Influenced Citizens in

the Post-ban Survey. Both segments associate this campaign to WWF & TRAFFIC the most while Rejectors associate it most to WildAid. TV/
screen is the leading source of awareness for all segments.

Recall / Seen
(NET score across 3 Visuals)

(n=1,446)

mSeen Not Seen

“Brand” Association to Campaign —

Net Score
(Among those who recall the ¢ campaign, n=372)

WWF & TRAFFIC 73%
WildAid 94%
IFAW 44%

Source of Awareness [Top-5]

(n=372)
TV/ screen 61%
Social Media 48%
On a website 48%

Posters or signs ata store

37%
Transportation Ad 37%

Q38aN: Which of the following posters/visuals you have seen? - Weighted data
Q38bN: Do you know which organization produced this campaign? - Weighted data
Q39N: Where did you see this campaign? - Weighted data

Recall / Seen e A
(NET score across 3 Visuals) AN
(n=286)

Seen 1 Not Seen

“Brand” Association to Campaign -

Net Score
(Among those who recall the campaign, n=86)
WWF & TRAFFIC 98%
WildAid 64%
IFAW 52%

Source of Awareness [Top-5]

Recall / See
(NET score across 3 Visuals) N
(n=268) )

Seen Not Seen

“Brand” Association to Campaign -

Net Score
(Among those who recall the campaign, n=135)
WWF & TRAFFIC 87%
WildAid 68%
IFAW 47%

Source of Awareness [Top-5]

n=86 (n=135)
TV/ screen 65% TV/ screen 58%
Social Media 49% Social Media 49%
On a website 47% On a website 48%
Newspaper or Magazine 41% Newspaper or Magazine 44%
Tourist areas 41% Posters or signs ata store 41%

(Transportation ad includes

airport/subway/bus stop/bus advertising)

Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities / Aware of Campaign with Yao Ming, n=791



Campaign Recall (Campaign with Li Bingbing - by Visual)

Among the three different visuals tested for the campaign with Li Bingbing, Visual A is the most impactful. Overall,
respondents recall seeing this campaign mostly on TV/Screen and on social media.

Recall / Seen “Brand” Association Source of Awareness
(% recall per visual) (Among those who recall the [Top-5]
(n=2,000) visual/campaign
(n=549) (n=549)
Lt WWF/ TRAFFIC 58% TV/Screen 41%
Seen Sodial media 40%
Not seen WildAid 22% Website 40%
Not sure IFAW 20% Newspaper/Magazine 30%
Tourist areas 28%
(n=494) (n=494)

TV/Screen 42%
Visual B mSeen WWF/ TRAFFIC 45% Website -
. Not seen T A i i 0
(AR Interactive Screen) il 31% Sodalmedia 36%
Tourist 9
Not sure IFAW 23% ouristareas 28%
Newspaper/Maga zine 25%
(n=340) (n=340)
12% Social media 39%
Seen WWF/ TRAFFIC A44% Website 37%
Not seen WildAid 28% TV/Screen 36%
Not sure ;
N M 9
IFAW 26% ewspaper/Magazine 34%
Transportation Advertising 29%
(Transportation advertising includes
Q34aN: Which of the following posters/visuals you have seen? - Weighted data airport/subway/bus stop/bus
Q34bN: Do you know which organization produced this campaign? - Weighted data advertising)
Q35N: Where did you see this campaign?

Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities / Aware of Visual A, n=549 / Visual B, n=494 / Visual C, n=340
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Campaign Recall (Campaign with Yao Ming - by Visual)

Among the three different visuals tested for the campaign with Yao Ming, Visual B is the most impactful, but Visuals C and A follow closely, suggesting that
these visuals are effective vectors of this campaign message. While WildAid is correctly associated with this campaign by four in ten, a similar portion of
respondents also attribute this campaign to WWF/TRAFFIC (since Apr, WildAid and WWF/TRAFFIC co-branded both Li Bingbing and Yao Ming campaigns).

Recall / Seen

(% recall per visual)
(n=2,000)

11%

. mSeen
Visual A Not
q ot seen
(Key Visual)
Not sure
Visual mSeen
B m Not seen
Visual) Not sure
Seen
Not seen
Not sure

Q38aN: Which of the following posters/visuals you have seen? - Weighted data
Q38bN: Do you know which organization produced this campaign? - Weighted data
Q39N: Where did you see this campaign?

“Brand” Association
(Among those who recall the
visual/campaign

(n=529)
WWEF/ TRAFFIC 38%
Wild Aid 40%
IFAW 21%
(n=594)
WWF/ TRAFFIC 38%
WildAid 38%
IFAW 22%
(n=553)
WWF/ TRAFFIC 37%
WildAid 40%
IFAW 22%

Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities / Aware of Visual A, n=529 / Visual B, n=594 / Visual C, n=553

Source of Awareness

[Top-5

(n=529)

TV/Screen 49%
Website 39%
Social media 33%

Transportation advertising

Newspaper/Magazine

TV/Screen
Website
Social media

50%
36%
35%
Transportation advertising

Newspaper/Magazine

(n=553)
TV/Screen 48%
Social media 41%
Website 36%
Newspaper/Maga zine 28%
Postersata store 24%

(Transportation advertising includes
airport/subway/bus stop/bus

advertising)
GLOBE
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Elements of Campaigns

In the campaign with Li Bingbing, the poached elephant is reported as the element that ‘impressed’ the respondents the most, followed
by the spokesperson. This is also observed for Rejectors and Ban Influenced Citizens. The spokesperson, the poached elephant and the
ivory product are the leading elements that stood out for Diehard Buyers.

Most Impressive Elements Campaign with Li Bingbing

% Respondents, (n=2,000)

] .
Total (n=2,000) TRejectors (n=1,446) A.A C% ﬁgggj ‘m\ Diehard Buvers ;:122; }ers
The poached elephant 55% 58% 59% 39%
The celebrity (Li Bingbing) 51% 549% 47% 41%
The living elephant 45% 47% 34%
The slogan 41% 42% 33%
The ivory product 37%
The convicted trafficker 21%
The handcuffs 25%
Q36bN. Which following elements impressed you the most from this campaign? - Weighted data M
Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities
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Elements of Campaigns

In both campaigns tested, the poached elephant is reported as the element that ‘impressed’ the respondents the most,
followed by the spokesperson among the total sample. However, the elements that stood out for Diehard Buyers are first the
spokesperson, followed by the ivory product.

Most Impressive Elements Campaign with Yao Ming

% Respondents, (n=2,000)

- Ban Influenced T Diehard Buyers
= L =< e
Total (n 2,000[ Rejectors (n=1,446) Citizen { 286] ‘m\ (n-268)

The poached elephant 63% 67% 62% 43%
The celebrity (Yao Ming) 61% 64% 55% 55%
The slogan 53% 55% 53% 45%
The ivory product 53% 52% 59% 54%

Q40bN. Which following elements impressed you the most from this campaign? - Weighted data
Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities




Who would have been a better
spokesperson?

Impact of Campaigns on Purchase " Law Enforcement officer: 51%

. . o , . * Elephants: 42%

Three quarter of the respondents believe that both campaigns with Li Bingbing and Yao Ming are likely to have a . P

strong impact on people’s decision to buy ivory, and incite them to stop. No other celebrity was significantly * Jackie Chan..i.LA)

mentioned as a better spokesperson. Diehard Buyers are the least likely to think that the campaigns will convince ~ * Other Celebrities (<1% each): 5%
people to stop buying ivory.

Will the Campaign with Li Bingbing be able to Will the Campaign with Yao Ming be able to convince
convince people to stop buying ivory? people to stop buying ivory?

% Respondents, (n=2,000) % Respondents, (n=2,000)

eF
FEAT S

——

\J O
o Ban Influenced ® Ban Influenced
ZHIA Citizens (n=278) 68% Znﬁ Citizens (n=278) 2%
e Diehard Buyers ° Diehard Buyers
4@]» (n=281) 64% 11 ‘m‘ (he281) 68% 12

X
X

mYes, | believe so lam notsure mNo, | don't think so mYes, | believe so lam notsure ®mNo, | don’t think so
Q37aN/ Q41aN. Will the campaign featuring [Yao Ming / Li Bingbing] be able to convince people to stop buying ivory? - Weighted data
Q41bN: Who, would you say, could have been a better spokesperson than Li Bingbing and Yao Ming in similar campaigns? - Weighted data GLOBE
Base: Total Sample, n=2,000 in 15 selected cities






Key Findings: starting points for the recommendations

The Post-ban Survey indicates that the ivory ban has a significant impact on the buyers’ purchase of
ivory.

The first effects observed are:

= Unprompted awareness of the ban is rising, but remains low at total population level.

= As predicted in the pre-ban survey: the Ban Influenced Citizens would be most impacted by the
ban and this has proven to be true, with a remarkable impact on the purchase numbers.

= The base of Rejectors is widening substantially, mostly due to the shift of Ban Influenced Citizens
into Rejectors after the ban was implemented.

= The most persistent buyers of ivory are the Regular Overseas Travelers. They intend to continue
purchasing ivory despite the ban, mostly overseas (e.g., Thailand is the main destination).

= Millennials’ purchases of ivory have not declined in the same proportions as for the other age
groups, and a third of them still intend to purchase ivory in the future.

G LOBEN¥\
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Recommendations to TRAFFIC & WWF - Post-ban Survey

Based on these findings, GlobeScan recommends the following:

» Continue to build awareness of the ban by prioritizing communications explaining the ivory ban

In order of priority: target travelers and Millennials. Layer 1 cities remain priority too, as intention to buy
remains relatively high, also as many consumers are sufficient affluent to purchase ivory.

Communicate the laws and regulations and mention them in campaigns to raise the public's direct
awareness of the ban (this is particularly useful in layer 3 cities, where knowledge of the law content needs to
be reinforced).

Increasing the frequency and intensity of campaigns, and in particular, refining the message delivered by
target group would help to improve content recall.

Considerable resources should be dedicated in key channels online and offline to support the authorities to
supporting the authorities in communicating more clearly how the ban is being enforced and how the ban
impacts everyone at a personal level.

The results also highlight social media and TV/Screen are major channels for message delivery to influence
ivory buyers: while TV/Screen is in general much more expensive, it is worth considering reviewing this
channel as an option.

» Engage with Rejectors and give them an active role in sharing communication content online

With the growing portion of Rejectors, it is key to turn them into advocates, and encourage them to speak out
about the ivory trade.

Involve the Rejectors who bought ivory in the past and have decided to stop buying ivory after the ban was
implemented in order to share their experiences of shifting from former buyers into Rejectors.

G LOBEN¥\
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Recommendations to TRAFFIC & WWF - Post-ban Survey

» Target Millennials in the campaigns in order to initiate a genuine shift in their mindset

There is a significant share of Millennials who claim to have purchased ivory recently (i.e., one in five
bought ivory after the ban was implemented on 31st December 2017) and who intend to purchase ivory in
the future despite the ban (one in three), which further highlights the importance of targeting this group.
Conduct online campaigns targeting millennials through channels like social media and news app as they
are the main sources of ban awareness for this group.

Have interactive elements online (i.e., apps and communication content ready to share for the most
“connected” buyers such as Millennials) and prepare press briefings with the results of the research,
supported by facts and figures on the threat that the ivory trade poses to wild elephant populations.

» Itis paramount to get the attention of the more persistent buyer audience, i.e., the Regular Overseas
Travelers.

Put them at the center of the communications, and deconstruct the needs that lead to the desire to buy
ivory. Redirect their attitude: buying ivory is not socially acceptable anymore.

Expand the communication efforts to Chinese overseas travelers in key destinations (e.g. countries in
Southeast Asia and Africa) by engaging with travel industry and online service providers.

Continue to target high-traffic places, such as public transportation hubs, airport connections, and major
commercial areas for the placement of educational campaign materials/events.

Partner with airlines and airports in order to target them directly from where they are the most likely to

make a purchase, e.g., on Thailand and Hong Kong routes.
=]

¥




5. Appendix

- Acknowledgements
References

Methodological Details
Definitions Used

Additional Information Slides

(AN RIS CAN
P S
— |




Acknowledgements

The authors thank WWF and TRAFFIC colleagues, especially Anny Liang, Fei Zhou, Ling Xu, Sammi Li,
Yu Xiao, Ginette Hemley, Jan Vertefeuille, Jay Sherman, Caroline Prince, Elizabeth Davis, Maru Valdes,
Gavin Edwards, Marsden Momanyi for their ongoing support to this project.

In addition, the authors thank colleagues from WWF and TRAFFIC networks for report review
feedback and report publication, including but not limited to James Compton, Gayle Burgess, Richard
Thomas, Julie Gray, Maggie Kinnaird, Kavita Prakash-Mani, Stephen Watson, Lianne Mason and
others.

Preparation and implementation of this project was made possible with funding support from WWF
US and Foundation Philanthropia.

G LOBEN¥\
X-




Methodology Overview: Weighting

Weighting

After fieldwork was closed and the final data quality checks were performed (e.g., removal of bad records with incomplete
answers), a weighting by age, gender and education has been applied on the total sample in order to fully match the quotas
and correct (small) deviations in the sample completion compared to the quota set.

This report presents only weighted results / data, and all the sample sizes indicated are weighted samples.

The final sample achieved in the Post-ban Survey was n=2,161, and has been weighted down to n=2,000 (target sample).

The reason for weighting the data after fieldwork - even if the quotas have been well monitored - is to fully align the
demographic sub-groups with the quotas, in order for the total sample to be representative of the target population by age, by
gender and education. Income has been monitored in order to align with the China average income, but was not used as a hard
quota.

As agreed with TRAFFIC-WWF during the research briefing phase, the respondents were recruited in 15 selected active ivory
markets (only). These selected markets did not provide a geographic spread. Given the different sizes (in terms of population) of
the 15 cities included in the survey, an additional level of weighting has been applied by city population, in order for the total
sample collected across these 15 cities to reflect the reality in terms of population.

Questionnaire and respondents’ quality

For the respondents to answer honestly and be “neutral” when they are qualified for the survey, it is important that the survey
topic is not mentioned in the invitation.

* The email received by the potential respondents only mentions the general topic of “lifestyle and shopping practices.”

Rounding

Numbers and percentages shown at first decimal in tables and graphs in this report are the result of rounding.
Rounding to the nearest integer has been applied and may add up to more or less than 100%.
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Methodology: Decision Tree (in General)

The Decision Tree methodology is a commonly used data mining method for establishing classification systems
based on multiple covariates or for developing prediction algorithms for a target variable. This method classifies a
population into branch-like segments. It follows the same approach as humans generally follow while

making decisions. It is a map of the possible outcomes of a series of related choices. Interpretation of a

complex Decision Tree model can be simplified by its visualizations (see example below).

A decision tree depicts rules for dividing data into groups. The first rule splits the entire data set into some number of
pieces, and then another rule may be applied to a piece, different rules to different pieces, forming a second
generation of pieces. In general, a piece may be either split or left alone to form a final group. The leaves of the tree
are the final groups, the unsplit nodes (i.e. the circles in the tree below).

For a tree to be useful, the data in a leaf must be similar / homogeneous with
respect to some target measure, so that the tree represents the segregation
of a mixture of data into purified (or homogeneous) groups, as obtained in our
segmentation, where the end groups are the 3 consumer segments Diehard
Buyers, Ban Influenced Citizens and Rejectors. Each of these segments have a
very distinct profile and behavior.
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Segmentation Methodology in the Pre-ban Survey: Decision Tree
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Diehard Buyers ( circle): 97.3% are likely
to buy ivory in spite the ban and are very likely
to recommend purchasing ivory.

Ban Influenced Citizens (two circles):
100% of them will stop buying ivory after the
ban is imposed. The difference between the
two is in the likelihood to recommend ivory to
family members or friends.

Rejectors (blue circle): Not buying and not
intending to buy ivory independently of whether
the ban is imposed or not.

The four circles are heterogeneous and
include both intended buyers and those who
would stop purchasing. Therefore, we re-
allocated the former to Diehard Buyers and the
latter to Ban Influenced Citizens.

Eight segments in total (e.g., eight circles) could
have been more descriptive of the population,
though of much less practical value, so we
opted for three segments.

The Decision Tree explains 94% of the
purchasing intent after the ban is imposed.
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Segmentation Methodology in the Post-ban Survey:
Discriminant Function Analysis

Discriminant Function Analysis

* In order to recreate the segments (e.g. Diehard Buyers, Ban Influenced Citizens and Rejectors) identified in the
Pre-ban poll, we used statistical algorithm extracted using Discriminant Function Analysis.

* Discriminant analysis is a statistical method that is used to understand the relationship between a "dependent
variable" and one or more "independent variables." A dependent variable is the variable that a researcher is
trying to explain or predict from the values of the independent variables.

» For detailed information, please check out: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Linear discriminant analysis
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Margin of Error

Margin of Error: Definition

In reports on public opinion polls, a “margin of error” is often stated. The margin of error estimates the accuracy of the
sample compared with the entire population. A margin of error of plus or minus 3% at a 95% confidence interval would
mean that if we examined 100 truly random samples of a particular size, in 95 of such samples the figures would be
within three percentage points of the “true” answer that would result from interviewing the entire population. Generally
speaking, the larger the sample, the lower the margin of error (see illustration in the next slide).

However, calculated margin of error is valid only upon the assumption that the sample is truly random, with every member
of the population having an equal chance of being included in the survey. This assumption is not met in the majority of
contemporary opinion polls, because the samples are drawn using complex systems of stratification and quotas or are
obtained from panels of volunteers, as in the case of this study.

The survey samples for the current study are not strictly random and, therefore, no estimates of sampling error can be
calculated. Even though margin of error is not applicable to nonrandom samples, it can be used as a rough tool to assess
patterns in the collected data. For example, a five percentage point difference between males and females in a sample of
1,000 respondents may indicate a pattern, while a 10-point difference in opinion between smaller demographic groups
may not.

The sampling methodology for this study was tailored to the overall objective of understanding the drivers of demand for
ivory and how to reduce that demand. Industry standards and best practices suited to geographic realities have been

applied throughout.
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Margin of Error in Surveys

Margin of error in (%)
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Definitions

- City Layers:

Layer 1: Beijing, Shanghai, Guangzhou, Chengdu
Layer 2: Xiamen, Kunming, Fuzhou, Xi'an, Shenyang, Tianjin
Layer 3: Nanning, Chongqing, Nanjing, Jinan, Shenzhen

- Income*:
* Low income: Monthly personal income under CNY8,000 (approx. USD1,200)
*  Medium income: Monthly personal income between CNY8,000 and CNY20,000 (USD1,200 - 3,000)
* High income: Monthly personal income above CNY20,000 (>USD3,000)

- Education:
* Low education: No formal education / some elementary/primary school

* Middle education: Some high school or secondary school / completed high school or secondary school
/ completed technical or vocational school/training

* High education: College or university graduate / completed post-graduate degree

*Income brackets were set based on the average salary of the internet population in the 15 cities surveyed, i.e., higher than the China average salary
(estimated to be approximately CNY8,000 per month, Source: China Daily article, 23 June 2017,
http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/bizchina/2017top10/2017-06/23/content_29853826.htm)
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Ivory Ban as Seen by Respondents in the Link on Screen

Link:

- Official text in Chinese

(seen by respondents):
http://www.gov.cn/zhengce/content

/2016-
12/30/content_5155017.htm

- English non-official

translation:
https://newsroom.wcs.org/News-
Releases/articleType/ArticleView/art
icleld/9578/China-Announcement-
of-Domestic-lvory-Ban-in-2017--
English-Translation.aspx
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TRAFFIC is a leading non-governmental organisation working globally on trade in wild
animals and plants in the context of both biodiversity conservation and sustainable
development. TRAFFIC works in strategic alliance with WWF and IUCN.

www.traffic.org

WWF is one of the world's largest and most respected independent conservation
organizations, with over 5 million supporters and a global network active in over 100
countries. WWF's mission is to stop the degradation of the Earth's natural environment
and to build a future in which humans live in harmony with nature, by conserving the
world's biological diversity, ensuring that the use of renewable natural resources is
sustainable, and promoting the reduction of pollution and wasteful consumption.
www.panda.org
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