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Farm animal welfare is an issue of great public 
concern, illustrated by the sheer volume of letters 
sent to both MPs and MEPs and the amount of press 
coverage given to the issue. This is not in doubt. 
However, the question which has yet to be answered 
is how much does the public actually VALUE farm 
animal welfare? How much will the public be 
prepared to pay to increase the welfare of animals? 

If the public are prepared to pay for improving 
animal welfare, then this finding would justify 
research into animal welfare. Alternatively, if the 
public are unwilling to pay for improvements, does 
this mean that research into animal welfare is seen as 
irrelevant to the public? The value of animal welfare 
is based on the preferences of the public and such 
preferences may indicate areas of greater and lesser 
welfare concern and of willingness to pay. However, 
how valid are these preferences for animal welfare? 
Are the public able to order their preferences 
rationally over this very emotive subject? If the 
public are unable to order preferences rationally, this 
casts doubt on their ability to value animal welfare 
and to contribute towards decisions made on animal 
welfare matters. 

In order to determine how much the public value 
animal welfare, a survey will be undertaken to reveal 
both the public's willingness to pay and their 
preferences between several potential welfare 
improvements. If the preferences are ordered 
rationally, then consistency will be present — 
internally and externally. Preferences are consistent 
internally when given three choices (A, B or C). A is 
preferred to B, B is preferred to C and A is preferred 
to C. External consistency occurs when different 
elicitation methods reveal the same preference order. 

The study is based on four welfare improvement 
schemes. In the first programme, the welfare of the 
dairy cow is improved by changing the winter 
housing of cattle from cubicles to straw yards in 
order to reduce lameness. The second scheme 
involves changing from fast-growing breeds of 
broiler chickens to slower growing breeds to 
improve leg quality. The third and fourth 
programmes enlarge and enrich the cages and pens 

of laying hens and pigs respectively, in order to 
enable the expression of their natural behaviours. 

Figure 1 An example of a contingent valuation 
questionnaire. 

The implementation of the welfare improvement schemes 
will incur costs. It is proposed that to cover these costs, a 
levy (similar to VAT) is placed on food items. As a result, 
everyone's food bill will increase by the amount of the levy. 

i) The government has decided to introduce ONLY the 
scheme that improves the welfare of laying hens by 
enlarging and enriching their cages, while all other farm 
animals remain in their existing conditions. 
Would you be prepared to support the levy, if your food-
bill rose by a month? 

Yes 
No 

• 
• 

ii) The government has decided to introduce ONLY the 
scheme that improves the welfare of broiler chickens, by 
using slower growing breeds, while all other farm animals 
remain in their existing conditions. 
Would you be prepared to support the levy, if your food 
bill rose by a month? 

Yes 
No • 

• 
iii) The government has decided to introduce ONLY the 
scheme that improves the welfare of the dairy cow by 
changing their winter housing from cubicles to straw yards, 
while all other farm animals remain in their existing 
conditions. 
Would you be prepared to support the levy, if your food 
bill rose by a month? 

Yes 
No 

• 
• 

iv) The government has decided to introduce ONLY the 
scheme that improves the welfare of pigs, by enlarging and 
enriching their living conditions, while all other farm 
animals remain in their existing conditions. 
Would you be prepared to support the levy, if your food 
bill rose by a month? 

Yes 
No • 

• 
104 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0263967X00033310 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0263967X00033310


Poster abstracts 105 

Animal welfare is valued by employing the 
contingent valuation method (Mitchell and Carson, 
1989), a technique frequently used in valuing 
environmental goods. It is a direct survey instrument 
which involves the setting up of a realistic, 
hypothetical market. In this market, all the welfare 
improvement programmes are specified. The 
respondents are then asked how much they would 
be prepared to pay for each of the proposed 
improvements (see Figure 1). While this method 
derives the estimates of the value that is placed on 
animal welfare by the public, it also reveals their 
preference ordering. As individual values are 
produced for each improvement programme, the 
estimates reveal the order in which the schemes are 
preferred. 

While the contingent valuation method produces an 
order of the preferences for the animal welfare 
improvement schemes, it cannot test for 
inconsistency alone. In order to test for consistency, 
other methods have to be used. Two other 
techniques employed are paired-comparisons and 
matching. Both produce the order in which the 
welfare programmes are preferred, enabling external 
consistency to be checked. Additionally, they test for 
internal consistency, through the way the 
preferences are revealed. If the respondents are 

Figure 2 An example of matching. 

The implementation of the welfare improvement schemes 
will incur costs. It is proposed that to cover these costs, a 
levy (similar to VAT) is placed on food items. As a result, 
everyone's food bill will increase by the amount of the levy. 

Through this levy, suppose that a large government fund 
was to be made available to improve the welfare of farm 
animals. This fund has been initially allocated to improve 
ONLY the welfare of laying hens in the UK through 
enlarging and enriching their cages, as outlined in the 
information booklet. This will result in 10 million laying 
hens having their welfare improved, while all other farm 
animals remain in their existing conditions. 

However, this fund could be used instead to improve the 
welfare of dairy cows through changing their winter 
housing from cubicles to straw yards, as outlined in the 
information booklet. How many cows would have to have 
their welfare improved for you to prefer the money to be 
spent on cows rather than laying hens? 

Answer 

internally inconsistent, a unique order of their 
preferences cannot be produced. 

In paired comparisons (Edwards, 1957), the 
respondents are presented with the welfare 
improvement schemes in pairs and have to select 
their preferred option. All potential combinations are 
shown randomly. Respondents must state which of 
the pair they prefer, any other answers i.e. 'don't 
mind' are not allowed. Matching (Tversky et al., 
1988) is similar to paired-comparisons, as 
respondents are offered pairs of schemes. However, 
additional information about the numbers of animals 
affected through implementing only one of the 
programmes is given. The respondent has to state the 
number of animals which would have to have their 
welfare improved in the alternative scheme, for that 
scheme to be chosen instead of the initial programme 
(see Figure 2). The number given by the respondent 
indicates which option is preferred, i.e. if the 
response is less than the original figure, then the 
alternative is favoured over the first proposed. In 
both paired comparisons and matching, a valid order 
of preferences can only be revealed if the respondent 
is internally consistent. External consistency can be 
checked by comparing the orders of preferences 
revealed by each of the methods. 

The contingent valuation produces a value for the 
willingness of the public to pay for specific animal 
welfare improvements, while all the different 
methods reveal the order of the public's preferences 
for the different animal welfare schemes. As a variety 
of techniques is used, different orderings of 
preferences could potentially occur, indicating 
inconsistency. Any inconsistencies that are present 
challenge the validity of the values gained from the 
contingent valuation, and possibly the public's 
ability to articulate rationally their preferences on 
these issues. 
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