UNIVERSITY OF COPENHAGEN

Happy pigs are dirty!
conflicting perspectives on animal welfare
Lassen, Jesper; Sandge, Peter; Forkman, Bjorn

Published in:
Livestock Science

DOI:
10.1016/j.livsci.2006.05.008

Publication date:
2006

Document version _
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Citation for published version (APA):
Lassen, J., Sandge, P., & Forkman, B. (2006). Happy pigs are dirty! conflicting perspectives on animal welfare.
Livestock Science, 103(3), 221-230. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2006.05.008

Download date: 07. Aug. 2024


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2006.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2006.05.008

Danish Centre for Bioethics and Risk Assessment
This is a post-print version of an article published in

Livestock Science by Elsevier

For more articles on animal ethics, see www.animalethics.net

Happy pigs are dirty! — Conflicting perspectives oranimal welfare'

J. Lassen*, P. Sandge ** & B. Forkman**

** Department of Human Nutrition, Royal Veterinaapd Agricultural University

* Department of Large Animal Sciences, Royal Vetary and Agricultural University

Abstract

The study of animal welfare cannot be based entoplscience. For a number of assumptions of anatth
nature will inevitably enter the study of how goodbad animals fare under different systems of ahim
production. In some cases, ethical assumptions lleayncontroversial, but they may also be the cafise
disagreement. A case study is presented that seeimdicate that there is systematic disagreemetvtden
lay and expert views about what a good animalisifeThe study is based on interviews about modegn p
production. The title of this paper summarisesréaetion of an interviewee when commenting on pasgu
of what is generally regarded as animal-friendly pioduction. In the lay perspective, living a matuife is
an important part of animal welfare — a part thgiements, and therefore needs to be combined tigh
absence of suffering and frustration that are eésttmponents of the expert approach. The mainagessf
the paper for those who are professionally involireénimal production is that ethical assumptiond a

potential conflicts of view should be recognised &mought into the discussion of animal welfare.
Keywords: Animal welfare, ethics, public perception

1. Introduction: Modern animal production and the emergence of animal welfare science

Animal production in developed countries has chdngensiderably over the last 50 years. In Europe, t
changes have been brought about by public polfersuring more abundant, cheaper food. As a rexult
these policies animal production became much miiigemt, as measured by the cost of producing each
egg, each kilogram of meat, each litre of milk, aadon. The pressure for efficiency has more régent

become market driven, with competition between poeds and between retailers to sell food as chesply
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possible. It has thereby acquired its own momenianmany ways, this can be viewed as a succesg. stor
Thus consumers in the developed world are ableuyoamimal products at prices that are low relative
those charged in the past. In the 1950s it was&ypor people in Northern Europe to spend betwaan
guarter and one third of their income on food, tagay about 10% is usual. The fall in price of some
individual animal products such as pork, eggs dndken meat has been particularly striking. At saene
time, farmers and farm workers, while declininghumber, have, in general, been able to maintaionnes
that match the rest of society (Gardner 2002).drtain respects the life of most farm animals Hae a

improved — e.g. where nutrition and incidence éédtious disease are concerned.

Efficiency has been achieved by intensificationinf@have grown in size and now keep more animails pe
unit area. Farming methods have been automatedonBegutomation, other features of contemporary
animal farming reduce labour costs — considergf@mple, cages and other types of housing designed
control the behaviour of the animals and thus ntak& management easier. Animals have also beahtbre
produce meat, milk and eggs faster and with loweedfinputs. These changes in agriculture have had a
price, and to a great extent that price has bedés Ipa the animals. They typically get less space pe
individual than they did previously; many live imren environments that do not allow them to eserci
their normal range of behaviour; and genetic seledhas been accompanied by increased problems with
some production-related diseases (Webster, 198dfjtsfrom increased efficiency are generally sherm,

as they are regularly pared away by competitiorettuce selling prices. And some of the changesugiro
which efficiency has been increased — e.g. rednaticspace allowance — have had, over the long;tarm

harmful effect on the animals.

As a side-effect of these developments, the nurobpeople involved in animal production has gonevalo
dramatically, and so has the number of people whonie way or another feel attached to the agrilltu
community. Therefore the political influence of tifi@ming community has in many rich countries
diminished significantly (even though it is, forstorical reasons, typically much higher than onaildo
expect given the size of the sector). The numbereoiple who through their upbringing, close rekdior
local culture feel attached to agriculture hasefalgreatly, and the farmer’'s perspective on thiceys no

longer be expected to have a dominating influenqaublic debate.

Over the last 30 years or so public awareness at igtdone to farm animals in intensive animal piatidn
has grown (Appleby, 1999). To give an indicatiortted size and character of the public attitude yesord
the simple fact that that an internet search, madate April 2005 using the Google search engioe,

homepages containing the phrase “factory farm” gé®#®00 hits. A brief examination of the kind of
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material that came forward clearly showed thatatetent of these homepages is largely critical otlenn

animal production and preoccupied with animal weliasues.

Growing public awareness of farm animal welfare lledsto responses and initiatives by various irdiiais
and agencies concerned with agriculture and issirothe economy and society at large. Reactich daime
from the political system in various northern Ewap countries (Ryder, 1989, pp. 261-271). Stastiitg
the British Brambell report (Brambell, 1965; Millm&t al., 2004) initiatives were taken to faciitaesearch
into the effects of animal production on animalsvas envisaged that this research would servapmasg to

reforms,

Over the last two decades, both in individual cdaatand across Europe via the Council of Europktthe
EU, a sizeable number of initiatives promoting $afion that defines minimum standards of animad ¢a
farm animal production have appeared. Significafirms regarding all the main farm animal specigh
been made, each being aimed at improving the veelfs#fr farm animals without undermining the
competitiveness of European agriculture. In 1987n addition to the EU treaty (the so-called Amtam
Treaty), a general statement was made callingriEspect for the welfare of animals as sentientdsdjri.e.

as moral subjects in their own right (Anonymous92)9

Initiatives to deal with animal welfare issues hdeen taken by farmers’ organisations, by profesdio
organisations such as those representing vetaamgm@nd animal scientists, by several of the amgill
industries involved in animal production, and byieas retailers and fast food chains. For examible,
international fast food chain, McDonalds, has addgrinciples of animal welfare that cover the mthn

of the animal products it uses. It has, among othirgs, set up a scheme auditing US beef and pork
slaughter plants (Grandin, 2005). More generalbgdes of good practice, certified minimum standastls
animal welfare, attempts to raise awareness wittenrmany branches of animal production, and atterapt
bring animal welfare issues into educational attivhave all been pursued. Finally, of course, ahim
welfare organisations have lobbied politicians andght to promote their causes more widely. Nowsday

these organisations increasingly operate at amistienal level.

Interestingly, these developments have been shiapdlle emerging discipline of animal welfare scieenc
(Millman et al., 2004). This discipline grew outwsterinary science but has more or less been takenby
so-called ‘applied ethology’. Besides ethologyessr physiology, pathology and veterinary epidengwlo
play a significant role in the field. For the pi@ng in the field, it was important to emphasisé tha study
of animal welfare is purely (or mainly) sciencedsnd does not involve ethical, social or politisaues.

This emphasis on scientific pedigree has been itapbin several ways (Broom, 1991; Broom, 1996;
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Webster, 1994). First, it has allowed the new titmiplinary field of studies to gain respectalilih an
environment dominated by scientific disciplines.c@s, by emphasising their foundation in objective
science, scientists have been able to serve as amoless neutral advisors on, and arbiters of,essu

regarding animal welfare.

2: The role of ethical assumptions in the study adnimal welfare

The idea that advice on farm animal welfare camitsen purely on the basis of scientific informatidoes

not, however, stand up to scrutiny. It is now wydedcognised that assessments of animal welfarbased

on a number of assumptions which are of ethicalature (e.g. Tannenbaum, 1991; Sandge & Simonsen,
1992). Most notably, it matters a great deal hownahwelfare is defined — whether it is definedt@mms

of animal function, of the balance of enjoymenpt&asure and suffering or pain, of preference fsatisn,

or of natural living (Duncan & Fraser, 1997; Appleb Sandge, 2002; Fraser 2003).

The issue of how to define animal welfare is juse among several ethical issues that underlie the
discussion about animal welfare. Often, this dismus has so far been conducted as if it were a one-
dimensional topic in science. Three other sucheissushich have been discussed in more detail elsewhe
(Sandge et al., 2003) are: What is the baselimelatd for morally acceptable animal welfare? Whatiing

purposes are legitimate? What compromises are tatdepn a less than perfect world?

Allow us to give an example of a discussion whimh,the face of things, seems to be merely techriical
turns out to have ethical implications. This digias concerns how to measure the welfare of gradps
animals, typically at farm level. Such measuremants/ be relevant in schemes aimed at certifying a
product according to a certain animal welfare stadidThe underlying ethical issue here is whetbdotus

on the best off animals, the worst off, or averagéfare.

This last issue can be hugely significant. If theasure of welfare is the number of cannibalisedhals,
assessments of group welfare will focus on the alsinn the population that are worst off. But other
measures — e.g. where level of fear in the groupgsmesd by the time it takes for the first animaigroup
to contact a novel object (Odén et al., 2002) —hinovide rather different assessments. ThusarCitién
approach, the animal that is best off (i.e. leaatflll) is used as a measure of the fearfulnetiseofroup. A
similar approach with focus on the best off animals&ken when group welfare is assessed by cayttim

number of animals that freely approach the experterdan the situation being examined.

This is not to say that discussion about which mem$o choose is wholly ethical. Such discussiol wi

normally involve factual issues. Thus, for examlenay be important to establish whether there s¢rong
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correlation between the fear level of the leastféd@nimal and that of the most fearful animalstfee mean
level of fearfulness in the population). This isfactual question. Some studies confirm this kind of
correlation (e.g. Cransberg et al., (2000) on bre)l Others have failed to do so (e.g. Barnedl.e{1992)

on layers in different housing systems and for i08teains). One response to the question of whether
focus the best-off or worst-off livestock is to ugpeartiles (or thirds). Bonde et al. (2004) do timigheir
study of lameness in sows. This differs from therfidness example in that a minimum level of wedfe
used as a criterion. Also, here, it is the proportf the animals that are worse off that shouldnb@mised.

It should be noted, however, that when the complenfi the measurement is reduced too much — e.g. by
classifying all pigs as simply “lame” or “not lame*> important information is concealed. In the prase
case, for example, sows with a limp and sows withodblem moving at all are not distinguished (Busth

al., 2003).

The important thing to notice in relation to thesemingly technical discussion about welfare measent is
that ethical considerations affect the choice ofasnee. People with a background in modern animal
production will probably have a bias towards foogson the average. That bias is bound to be ingdaiim

the thinking of someone whose professional air igptimise commercial income.

From other perspectives, however, it may be momomant to estimate the welfare of the individudilat
are worst off. This is reflected in legislation. Mcanimal welfare laws and regulations set a mimmu
welfare requirement. It may, for example, not beusyh to show that most animals have access to water

every animal must have it.

This takes us to the main topic of this paper. @dht stakeholders will take different views of tthical
issues that underpin welfare measurement, andhéisi® number of important implications. Let usfooget
that the starting point of the growing awarenesamifnal welfare within animal production was public
concern. If it turns out that the public, or a $iigant section of it, views animal welfare in a ythat
significantly differs from the way in which it idewed by scientists and those working in animatpmion,
then there are likely to be problems. These problevitl have to be dealt with. Otherwise initiativas

improve animal welfare may backfire.

To start dealing with this issue, the next sectibthis paper reports a Danish study on how pigipction
and its consequences for animal welfare are pexdeoy ordinary Danish citizens. As will become clea
there are indeed significant differences betweenwhy in which pig welfare is perceived by the 3ani

public and the way in which it is typically underst by experts in the field. Having summarisedDaaish
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study, we shall ask how scientists and businesplpeaho deal with animal welfare should handle

conflicting views about the correct way to defimenaal welfare.

3. Case-study: Perceptions of pig welfare among thH2anish Public

3.1 The approach of the study

Although pig production accounts for as much as 82%e of Danish agricultural production

(Danmarks Statistik, 2005), and although the welfair pigs regularly pops up in public debate owmrdf
and agriculture, Danish lay perceptions of pig aedfhave been investigated relatively little in Bank.
However, some quantitative studies commissionedhieymeat industry cover welfare issues (e.g. GfK,
1995; Pedersen & Nielsen, 2001), and there arevagfalitative studies as well (e.g. Pedersen & thel
2001; Ngapo T.M, 2004;). Below we report the firgirof a qualitative study of Danes’ perceptionpark
and pigs carried out in November 2001 (Lassen et28l02). This study was part of a larger project
examining the role of pigs and pork in Danish sggiBnanced by Norma and Frode Jakobsens Foundatio
(Keergaard et al., 2002). Because of this, it ditifaocus exclusively on animal welfare. Insteadavered
any issues considered important by the interviewides/ever, animal welfare proved to be a centrahté

of the interviews.

The study included six focus groups from differgatrts of Denmark. Each group had 6-7 participants.
Interviewees were selected so that they representediety of factors known from the quantitativedses

to affect attitudes to pigs and pork. Thus partioig differed in age, gender, education and pldce o
residence (urban/ rural). The interviews followedemi-structured interview guide which left room the
participants to introduce issues they themselvesght important and develop their arguments. Irctre,

the interviews followed a funnel-shaped structwpening with broad discussions of food in general,
moving on to discussions of differences between fimoan everyday context and at feasts, and evijntua
focusing on pork and different production methddiithin each main theme, interviewees were firsitat

to explore the subject with minimal interferencenfrthe interviewees. They were then, secondly, ptech

in different ways to discuss matters of speciari@st for the research group.

This explorative approach enabled us on the oné bamget an impression of the relative importante o
different issues (such as the environment, welflae] safety etc) in people’s thinking about pigsl @ork.
On the other hand, it provided insight into peaplpérceptions and arguments about issues relatitiget

production of pigs, including animal welfare.

The interviews were tape-recorded and subsequeatigcribed. The analysis of the transcribed intevs

followed a two-step procedure inspired by CoffeyA&inson (1996) and Kvale (1996). First, the intews
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were coded into themes; secondly, the coded tegte wetrieved and arguments within each theme were
identified and characterised using a simple arguatiem analysis based on the ideas of Stephen Tioulm

(2003). In addition, the relative importance of@iént issues and the time of their appearance maezl.

3.2 Animal welfare: Not an everyday issue!

In the analysis of when and in what contexts aniwwelfare issues were taken up during the intervjaivs
was striking that there was almost no mention ofave during the first period in which the interwiees
were invited to discuss food in an everyday cont®¥hen talking about pork here, the interviewees
characteristically limited their remarks to priaedavhat can be described as the material qualifyodf —
that is, qualities closely related to the produtself such as taste and convenience. In addition
appropriateness — i.e. the suitability of pork iengral and of the different cuttings for certaiea@t or
everyday) occasions — was a major theme in thisiosecThese discussions of appropriateness may,
however, largely be the result of the fact that ititerview guide focused on differences betweericglp

food for feast and everyday occasions as a meastgmiflating early discussion.

By contrast, immaterial qualities — i.e. things neated with the way the food is produced, suchnasal
welfare and environment — were by and large litiecussed during this first period. When the cantex
changed from the everyday to a ‘production contextvhich pork was framed as an agricultural praduc
the topics of discussion reversed dramatically. Nimmwaterial qualities took centre-stage at the agpeof
material qualities. It was striking that a mere irgher that pork was an agricultural product comirgn
pigs was enough, in most interviews, to bring alibig reversal of topics discussed. And in mosesas

animal welfare was the prominent theme here, #seage first thoughts of a male participant:

“The first thing that comes into my mind when Irtkiof pigs, that’s the production — the
farmers have to build still larger piggeries — manel more pigs in the same piggery — |
don't like it, it's not worth it (...) | watched TVhie other day and [producers like Danish
Crown] announced that they want to punish farmfetteei pigs are not well. And they are not,
not as long as the pig breeders produce that migsyepery year. They cannot feel well in the

piggeries they have today. (...")

This quotation is typical not just in taking up r@ail welfare issue as the first concern, but alsdisnussing
animal welfare at the farm level of production. kerproblems during transportation and at the aiostto
were seldom topics arising during the intervievgmorance of pig welfare issues arising beyond #nm f

gate may, of course, reflect better welfare maimtee at these stages in the production chain. Henvevs
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more likely that it is the result of laypeople ir@mark being more familiar with farms than the @sthe

production chain.

The quotation is also emblematic in linking theesof production facilities and animal welfare starts.
According to a quite widespread perception, teabgiohl developments result in larger and more ieffic
production facilities at the expense of the welfafr¢he pigs. This view was indeed reflected it $n the
way the interviewees talked about pig productiogricaltural vocabulary, using words like peasantd an
pigsty used to describe traditional production rod# is here replaced by a more industrial vocabula
describing modern pig production units as factosiegd sites of industrialised mass production. Owargple
is this male who, in his first reflections on pigoguction, although he does not mention animal avelf

ascribes most of the (as he sees it) calamitiesoofern pig production to the industrialisation @es:

“... Industry! Mass production! Not ethical at all! .and talking about antibiotic growth
enhancers: we have problems with salmonella (...)stimonella bacteria have become so
much more powerful; they are incredibly dangerous dlifficult to handle also in the
households. (...) it's an incredible unfortunate hestienormous mass production. Talking
about pork and mass production, | do know that & source of foreign currency and exports

— but it's not very good meat!”

3.3 Physical harm, integrity and autonomy

The pigs raised in these industrial productioneystwere generally characterised as unhappy afetiagt
Concerns expressed included physical harm, viglatib animal integrity and reduced autonomy. When
expressing concern over physical harm, participatsld mention, for example, the way in which credd
pens lead to stressed pigs biting each other,ffeet®f living on slatted floors, or side-effeaif the feed.

Thus consider the following example:

“Go and see them! Where they live on slatted #8ptitey have no straw at all and when [they
are cut open] at the abattoir, the pigs, it is bigeulcer! It's cruelty to animals! | saw it on
TV; | believe it was on the real big farms. Theyéao straw, and when [they were cut open]

at the abattoir it was all one large ulcer. They@y lack fibres.”

It was a widely felt that modern production teclogyl has deprived the pigs of their ability to felleatural
instincts and thus eroded their integrity. Concgas, for example, expressed about limited or absergss

to mud bathing and rummaging about in the dirt —thblbeing activities that were seen as basic and
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necessary activities for pigs. Other concerns fedus the problems of sow fixation and early wegnAn

example of the latter arose when a woman arguethéoimportance of maintaining integrity as follows

“Woman: | saw something in TV, it was (...) a red#yge farm which had a system where

the sow, once she had given birth had this thirgr t.er with a hole for every tit. Then the

piglets could come to her ... really that is disgugtiA sow that is not allowed to use her

instincts there! That's a shame, that's really ansé! (...)

Interviewer: And then we have to accept that soradad to death!?

Woman: Yes, that's the way nature is organisetovkthat because when my cat has kittens

one or two may be laid to death, there’s not mumingan do about that.”

Apart from demonstrating concern about integriftye guotation is also an example of how the inteveis
often found themselves in dilemmas where they vWereed to choose between two evils. In the above
quotation, integrity is considered more importdnart the avoidance of physical harm in the shagegbéts
laid to death by the sow. Taken to an extremerefierence to the cat laying kittens to death caanehe
seen as a expression of the view that this paaticohysical harm is a side-effect of the way natisre

organised, and thus acceptable.

The third category of concern has to do with autoyndt was mostly expressed in worries over thevcied
pens, sow fixation and other limitations to the'pigeedom. These concerns are most often closgtgd to
arguments about integrity, since restrictions aediom hinder or prevent the pigs from followingithe

instincts in a natural way, and thus living a déqeg life.

Throughout the interviews, an important marker @bd) welfare was dominant: a curly tail. To mostat

all, a curly tail was synonymous with good welfamnditions. Consequently, docking was viewed byynan
as not only a physical mutilation, but also an depriving the pigs a means of communication. The
communication in question here is usually one-wag eather anthropocentric: The tails expressing the
general state of the pig to the human observer.aBigiw 8 interviewees also regarded tails as datthed

communication between pigs: “... it [the tail] is paf their way of communicating (...) there are pigs

higher in the pecking order, controlling them”.

To further explore the relative importance of thely tail, interviewees were presented with a dibesn
between docking, and tail-biting during the intews. Docking is a controversial mutilation, patilcause
of the physical harm, partly because it is in aehiiith the pig’s integrity, and partly becausel@prives the

pig of the most important indicator of happineske wvoman (A) in the next quotation adopts an intggr
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argument in rejecting docking. She is rebuffed byan (B) who reduces pigs to the status (as shddwou

presumably see the matter) of objects:

“A: There we are again! We do so many strange #)ialiering nature and the like.
When a pig is born with a tail, why not let it kei€p We don't cut the nose off each other, do
we??”

B: But the pigs are born with the purpose of beilagightered, aren't they ... but ...”

A dilemma occurs, however, when docking is preskatea solution to the problems of tail-biting.

Most interviewees reacted strongly to pig-dockiHgwever, they believed such docking to be accegtabl
when it is introduced to solve the problem of taflng. This concession comes through clearly ia th
conversation that followed the remarks quoted abbhege, in reaction to the information about tafiry,

(A) changes her mind about docking:

“C: If we don't cut off the tail of these pigs, tiiey are not docked, then they will eat each
other’s tails and then they will get infectionsdéahere will be a terrible fuss”.

(--))

Interviewer: Then they will look like this [showsphotograph of a bloody, bitten tail]!

D: Ugh! How disgusting!

A: Yes! — Then you have to take it off — that’s odoys!

(?): Of two evils, right!?”

3.4 Free range pigs — the modern alternative

The somewhat alarming image of welfare conditiangniodern pig production contrasts with an equally
romantic image of ‘the good old days’. The good d&ys were a pastoral idyll in which farms were of
reasonable size, farmers had plenty of time tossattee pigs, and the pigs happily ran around irogen air,
rolling in the mud and snuffling in the dirt. Thisntrast between now and then is neatly encapsitgt¢he

woman in the following quotation:

“The pigs — | have this image of a romantic farmhapigs sniffing around, rolling over in
the dung and feeling really good. But then thisdyogops up: This large... the large houses

you see when you drive around, the pig housesiti@l! How do they feel in there?”

The modern equivalent of the good old days is ralitve production’ — that is, primarily free range

systems, but also systems with organic certificatiboday’s contrast is thus between the good (free-



Danish Centre for Bioethics and Risk Assessment
This is a post-print version of an article published in

Livestock Science by Elsevier

For more articles on animal ethics, see www.animalethics.net

range/organic) and the bad (large-scale/industgd). One participant summed up his perceptiorhef t
significant differences between acceptable and aemable production methods in the following way H

was commenting his result of an exercise sortingtgsh of pigs and pork illustrating different protion
methods:

“ ... I have a pile here containing the organic ladoadl these pigs, | believe they are organic.
They do not have a ring in the nose and they aig dihat is crucial, pigs should be dirty!
The reason why | have all the other pictures of pigthe other pile is that they are far too
clean. That means that it is a pure industrialigestiuction. All the pigs are clean — | don't
like that. And that includes the one with the cudijl too! Nice curly, but a little too clean, |

find. It should have been dirty like the others.”

However, the fact that both good (alternative) dnadl (conventional) food products are commercially
available in the market causes considerable fistrand ambivalence. Many participants refusedlame
the individual farmer, but instead pointed to a bemof structural factors, mostly of an economiturg
which together force producers to produce pigh@&way they do. These same interviewees recogtiised
they themselves are part of the ‘problem’, becdlisg sustain the market for conventionally produfoexis

by purchasing cheap products, including pork, rratthen paying more for alternative products:

“Man: | have to admit that t | have a vague atttid.) we all agree that [the free range pigs]
belong to the positive, but when | look at the maahe supermarket, | don't read about the
way it is produced, | don't really care about it)(I hate to admit it, but that is the
consequence: | actually don't care!

Interviewer: So in the supermarket, taste is thetrimoportant factor?

Man: Yes, taste and price ...”

4. Making room for different perspectives on animalelfare

One lesson of the interviews is that lay persors goup have a wide range of concerns which thiek tof
as concerns about animal welfare. Their concepinoghal welfare includes avoidance of sufferingwas
most apparent in rejections of suffering causedallybiting. Beyond suffering and other negativerntad
states of the animals, welfare was also takenverca range of concerns connected with the extewhich
the animals are ‘living a natural life’ and have thption to realise various species-specific panthat are

considered important components of a good anir@al li
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However, while there is little doubt that these @anms about naturalness and species-specific mivaatie
genuine parts of the concept of a good animalddééended by the lay people in the interviews, istrhe
emphasised that these concerns also function te sxtent as indicators of production conditiong tha
ensure reasonable standards of welfare. The defoaiitty pigs does not necessarily reflect theawibat
dirt in itself is part of a good life. Rather, distan indication that the pig has had an oppatfioi exercise
natural behaviour. In much the same way, the cailyis viewed not only as a significant part opig’'s
anatomy, but also a sign of a generally good lifea way, dirt, (curly) tails and indeed freedormdgss to
open air facilities) function as indicators usedidoy persons when judging — one might say, diagrgpsi-

welfare status.

This multi-dimensional view of animal welfare cats with a one dimensional view often taken byeetsp
on animal welfare: the view that suffering and oshelements of the subjective experiences of tlmals
are all that matter (Duncan, 1996; Dawkins, 1988ording to this view, as long as the animals dbface
unnecessary suffering, and as long as they experisafficient pleasure and satisfaction, then thaye

good animal lives.

The tension between the expert and the lay vievefiected in the development of different productio
schemes. In most countries, conventional produataexists with alternative schemes. In Europe, sofme
the conventional schemes have recently been mddifi&eeping with expert recommendations on animal
welfare — a process that has largely been drivempregsure on policy formulators for animal welfare
regulation. In this sense, the expert concept dfaneis dominant: It is prominent in policy cirsl@nd in
mainstream production. However, the emerging aiiera schemes are beginning to challenge this ag#ri

of mainstream production and the expert approacimitmal welfare.

Alternative schemes introduce an interesting dilenthat illuminates the complexity of the lay pasis. In
some cases, at any rate, allowing animals to liatural lives comes at a cost, because such animals
experience a reduction in subjectively measurethahivelfare as a result of disease and harmful\betia
(Hermansen et al., 2004; Miao et al., 2004). Witthia expert view this dilemma does not arise, b&eau
naturalness (etc.) are no part of the concept dfavee To people subscribing to this view, alteiveat
schemes are (to the extent they lead to highetd®fgainful disease) unacceptable from an aninsddare
point of view. Followers of the lay view may argtiat, despite the problems, the alternative systams
better for the animals because things other tharstibjective states of the animals matter wheartes to
animal welfare. They may claim that being ablexereise a certain repertoire of behaviour in a seatiral
environment is an important aspect of animal welfafrhe dilemma arises when these people have to

consider the degree of suffering caused by alteathemes. As we saw in the discussion of taikihy,
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the interviewed laypeople were willing to accepngs that are clearly unnatural if that is necesdar
prevent pain and other forms of suffering. The rditea is solved by weighing the concern that animals
should lead a natural life against suffering: ilmsocases, this will lead to an acceptance of lest |

naturalness, in others to a toleration of increasd#firing.

It should be clear by now that ethical discussibrvbat constitutes a good animal life must be lohke
public discussion of the assessment of farm animaddare. Concepts like ‘animal welfare’ and the ddo
animal life’ are the outcome of an ongoing proaafssocial construction. Consequently they can les ses
results of a political struggle between differamtrest groups, each of which tends to promotertcpkar
definition. At present this struggle has been datad by defenders of the expert concept of aninedfiane.
The lay concept, involving alternative schemesstiib marginalised to some extent. Nonetheless #lso
clear from the interviews reported here that, wittlie pig sector, this balance may be fragile: freape
well aware that there is a discrepancy betweemn ttwisumer behaviour and their official views when

comes to the welfare of pigs.

Those within the pig farming and food sector whatwio play a productive role in future developments
should be open to the views found among the publey should allow concepts such as that of ‘natura
living’ a prominent place in the discussion. Falio do so may result in a social controversy the one

witnessed in relation to food biotechnology in faest decades.
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