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AVMA
Animal Wellare Forum

Enhancing wellness in animals and people
November 9, 1990, Chicago, Illineis

“Animal welfare, how we choose to interact
with and care for those living creatures we
share our planet with, has become one of the
great social issues of the 20th century. The
AVMA Animal Welfare Week, November 5 to
9, 1990 was conceived by the Steering Com-
mittee as a way of highlighting the many ways
in which veterinarians are involved in animal
welfare activities on a daily basis. We all
know that the veterinary medical profession
is dedicated to promoting the best care and
treatment of animals, wherever they are
Jound, but this is a never ending challenge as
we see our environment and priorities chang-
ing rapidly.”—Dr. Sherbyn Ostrich

Animal Welfare Week Steering Committee

Dr
Dr
Dr

Dr. Sherbyn Ostrich, Chairman

. Joan Arnoldi Dr. John Boyce
. David Johnson Mrs. Peggy Wilhelm
. Lew Runnels Mr. Michael Walters

Dr. Al Strafuss

The following papers were presented at the
first AVMA Animal Welfare Forum. Over 130 indi-
viduals participated in the Forum, which was the
concluding event of AVMA Animal Welfare Week.
At the end of the Forum, the first AVMA Animal
Welfare Award was presented to Dr. Lawrence W,
Bartholf of Greenfield Park, New York.

The success of the Animal Welfare Forum was
ensured by a generous grant from the Procter &
Gamble Company of Cincinnati, Ohio. Additional
financial contributions te support Animal Welfare

Week activities were made by Phzer, Incorporated;
Hoescht-Roussel Agri-Vet Company, Hartz Moun-
tain Corporation; Hoffman-La Roche, Incorpo-
rared; and The Upjehn Company.

The second AVMA Animal Welfare Forum is
scheduled for Thursday, November 7, 1991 with
the theme, *“The Veterinarian’s Role in the Welfare
of Wildlife.” For additional information on Animal
Welfare Week or the Animal Welfare Award,
please contact me.—Dr. John Boyce, AVMA Divi-
ston of Scientific Activities.
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Veterinarians as members of the humane
community

' Gus W. Thornton, DVM

I consider it a real privilege and a great honor to

address the first AVMA Animal Welfare Fo-
rum. The following ideas and conclusions grow out
of my experience and observation of 30 years as a
practicing veterinarian and now as President of one
of the world's largest animal protection organiza-
tions, the Massachusetts Society for the Prevention
of Cruelty 1o Animals. I have one foot squarely in
both the humane and veterinary communities. This
provides me with the unique opportunity to deal
firsthand with members of both communities and
to understand many of their hopes and concerns as
they relate to animal welfare. My remarks will not
be directed at whether or not veterinary medicine,
by its very nature, speaks for animal welfare. That
association is abvious. I will direct my remarks at
how the profession as a whole has been involved in
issues that impact the well-being of animals_ 1 will
lock at how the profession has been and is involved
in these issues, some of the reasons why, the im-
portance of change, and how these changes might
be accomplished.

Apparent apathy

Regrettably, if 1 am honest with myself, [ can
only state thar, in large measure, veterinarians have
not been a part of the humane community or
involved in animal welfare issues, and the rela-
tionship of these two groups can best be character-
ized as adversarial and polarized. This fact was
vividly displayed in major articles appearing in
1989, as the wo groups hammered away at one
another in print.! As a profession, we seldom
register 2 position on animal welfare issues. We
don't speak out or provide leadership. We tend to
say nothing, take a neutral stance, or a “‘same as’’
position that the research or medical communicy
has articulated. We don't decide—but I submit
that, as the saying goes, “not to decide is to
decide.”

We wonder why this s so—especially when
we realize that, historically, in European countries,
veterinarians have played a leadership role in pro-
moting animal welfare concerns and also when we

From the Massachusetts Society for the Prevention of Cru-
¢lty w Animals, 350 § Huntington Av. Boston, MA 02130.

realize thar we share many concerns abour the
wellare of animals.

Causes of estrangement

Except for the young members of the profes-
sion, most veterinarians were trained in colleges
associated with land grant universities that had
heavy agricultural and rural emphases. Large ani-
mal practice received top priority. The utilitarian
role of animals and groups of animals, rather than
the individual animal, was emphasized. Survival
surgery labs were the norm—it was inappropriate
ta care about pain and suffening. Anesthesia in re-
lation to castration or dehorning was not a concern
and even to consider it was likely to threaten one’s
very livelihood in practice. Caring about pain, suf-
fering, and the feelings of animals was largely
drummed out of us and to think or talk about it was
locked at by our mentors in the same way that we
view those who collect housefuls of cats today.
Fortunately, this is rapidly changing.

Another reason for the estrangement is the ac-
tivity of some of the radical “‘animal rights ™ groups.
Violence, breaking and entering, boycous,
marches, and insisting on positions such as vege-
tarianism and abolition of the use of animals in re-
search and teaching were incompatible with the
philosophy of most veterinarians and were thought
to be inappropriate and ill-considered. These same
groups and individuals criticized veterinarians for
lack of concern and characterized them as uncar-
ing and profir driven. The result was that veteri-
narans tended to paint all people and groups con-
cermed with animal welfare with one brush, and
thereby totally discredited them.

The only formal group concerned with such
issues for veterinarians to relate to was the Associ-
ation of Veterinarians for Animal Rights. Never-
theless, this association offered little help for most
of us because of its philosophies. The American
Veterinary Medical Association, considered by
many as the voice of veterinary medicine, found
speaking out with clarity on issues involving animal
welfare to be largely impossible because of the di-
verse nature of its constituency, which includes re-
searchers, teachers, food and small animal practi-
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tioners, zoo veterinarians, and those invelved with
wildlife, to name only a few. The crganization was
paralyzed.

We have found it comfortable to hide behind
the thought that by the very act of providing med-
ical care to animals we are involved and speaking
out on animal welfare issues. This has allowed us
to ignore with a clear conscience many of the ma-
jor issues that affect animals and that have nothing
to do with medical care.

Finally, individually and collectively, as veter-
inarians we have fallen victim to what [ call the
80/20 problem. Althdugh we can agree on at least
80% of the positions taken on animal issues by
those working with and on such issues, we become
completely unable to deal in any constructive way
with these because of the 20% we do not agree on.
All of the energies of both groups are spent arguing
about this 20%—at no benefit to the animals with
which we are all concerned. Compounding this is
the deep and intense mistrust that exists. We are
afraid to agree on anything in that 80% for fear it
will in some way draw us into agreement on the
dreaded 20% issues; a classic we/they with the
clear losers being animals. 1 am sure at this point
many of you are saying—*It isn't so, you're
exaggerating.” Let’s take a quick lock at a few of
these issues.

Pet overpopulation

The grim reality that the pet overpopulation
crisis necessitates the destruction of 16 million
unwanted dogs and cats annually (an astonishing
2,000 per hour) remains unchecked and largely ig-
nored by the veterinary profession. The tragedy of
this reality is almost beyond belief. Unwanted an-
imals suffer, spread disease, inflict injuries, pollute
the streets, disturb sleep, damage property, kill
other animals and occasionally, a person. They
cause traffic accidents, are hit by cars, and are in-
jured or killed. They consume significant amountis
of the operating cost of animnal shelters that try to
provide them with at least 2 humane death. As the
liberties accorded to impropertly cared for animals
impinge more and more on human rights, there
will be more and more voices demanding that
sornething be done. Because many veterinarians do
not consider spay and neuter the answer to the
problem, we have tried to make the case that the
problem does not exist—a ridiculous, foelish, and
indefensible position.

The problem is complex and is not going away.
Present attemprs to control pet overpopulation
have not been impressive. Solutions are certainly
not obvious nor will they be easy. They most cer-
tainly will include improved and enforced control
and licensing measures, continued and expanded
programs for accepting and collecting unwanted
animals for humane euthanasia, education of the
public as to their responsibility for reducing animal
overpopulation, and the neutering of greater num-

bers of pets. As veterinarians, we should be in-
volved in all of these, not only through cooperation
and availability becavse of our technical skills, but
by promoting and offering leadership for such pro-
grams. In our practices, we should educate people
daily about the overpopulation crisis. In addition,
[ feel that, as veterinarians, we should be offering
our services for neutering pets at a price which
prohibits no one and encourages all 10 have their
pets neutered. “Cheap spays?” No! A public ser-
vice, partial solution that only we can offer? Yes!

Involvement issues

Individually, we did not create the problem,
bur the saciety that we are a preduct of did. The
decision as to whether or not we become involved
in the solution is ours, and so is the responsibility.
Between 10 and 15% of the dog and cat population
of the United States is euthanatized annually
because of a lack of hemes for these animals. How
would the veterinary community respond to a dis-
ease that annually resulted in the death of 10 to
25% of the dog and cat populations?

There are many other issues that our profes-
sion is uniquely qualified to influence. For exam-
ple, cruel steel-jaw leghold traps are still in wide-
spread use. Verterinarians continue to see the
painful, debilitating, and sometimes deadly injuries
they cause, but we have failed to speak out in any
numbers. The AVMA continues to struggle, putting
out statements that refuse to say these traps are
cruel. The heartless puppy mill/pet shop business
continues unchecked, and efforts to change it re-
ceive only tacit support from veterinarians who
daily see the sad reality of this industry on their
examinarion rables and in the faces of their clients.
Rats and mice still are not included in the rules and
regulations under which APHIS inspects laborato-
ries. The AVMA continues to lobby for legislation
on unrelated business income tax that, il passed,
may threaten the continued operation of institu-
tions like Angell Memorial Hospirtal, possibly elim-
inating internship and residency programs as well
as facilities extending excellent animal care. Sev-
eral countries continue to ignore ivory and whaling
bans. Environmental issues such as the greenhouse
etfect, agribusiness, pollution of our rivers, streams,
and atmosphere, and the decimation of our rain
forests demand attention. A species becomes
extinct every 60 minutes. The list goes on and
on. These are animal issues. We should be in-
valved.

Call for involvement

Many things are changing in our profession, in
our society, and in our world that make it imper-
ative for us to take an active leadership role in an-
imal welfare issues. By avoiding this role, we will
lose a major opportunity to be involved members
of our society. The public has given us a leadership
role and we have largely ignored it. It will be taken
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away if we do not become aware of the changing
concerns regarding animals., A good example of
this “taking away” was the segment on animal
weifare and animals in research which aired on 48
Hours™? in the past year. During the entire seg-
ment, not one veterinarian was interviewed, Phy-
sicians, researchers, technicians, and animal wel-
fare advocates were. This sends a clear message—
we don’t have an opinion.

Dean Frank Loew points out that “Our popu-
lation is changing. Ninety percent of the people in
this country live in urban areas, 98% are not farm-
ers. The root of the animal rights conflict is shaped
by a new urban view of animals, which is that of the
pet owner who sees animal issues through the
prism of an individual animal. This perceptionis in
opposition to the view of scientists, researchers,
and farmers who see animals in terms of species
that have a utilitarian role. The utilitarian viewpoint
is essentially dead in the natonal political
debate.” The majority of graduates from our col-
leges of veterinary medicine are female and from
urban backgrounds. Their views reflect this back-
ground. The emphasis of our profession is shifting
from food to companion animals.

Today’s graduates will be the young practi-
ticners and junior faculty of tomorrow, Many of
them are interested in and understand animal wel-
fare issues. Survival practice surgery labs are a thing
of the past. Consideration of pain and suffering is
expected. The human-animal bond and pet loss
grief counseling are real. The public and our clients
expect individual veterinarians and organized vet-
erinary medicine to provide advice and guidelines
concerning animal welfare issues.

1 am very optimistic—changes are occurring.
Individual veterinarians and organizations are be-
coming involved. The activities of the AVMA Ani-
mal Welfare Committee, this forum, and the first
AVMA Animal Welfare Award are examples. The
AVMA is dealing with animal welfare issues it pre-

viously ignored. The AAHA is also interested.
Courses in ethics and moral values as they relate to
animals are commonplace in our veterinary col-
leges today.

What more should we be doing? We should
develop positions on issues affecting animals,
issues that the public, our clients, and the humane
community expect us to take a stand on. Overpop-
ulation, early spay/neuter, leghold traps, pet loss,
no-pet regulations, pet-assisted therapy, animal
control, euthanasia methods, responsible pet own-
ership, animal behavior. pound seizure, pet theft,
and humane slaughter, are a few of these. We will
not and should not always agree with others on
animal welfare issues but we must take a stand and
provide expertise. We should provide opportuni-
ties for free discussion of these types of issues at
local, state, and national meetings between our-
selves and other concerned organizations. We
must stop dealing only with the issues we are
against, and start supporting those we are for. We
must become involved, both individually and in
organizations, with other groups dealing with an-
imal protection.

It is important that we clearly understand the
difference between moderate, mainline animal
protection organizations, and the more radical, ag-
gressive, confrontational groups. Then we must
work with those we are most comfortable with.

We have so much to offer and so much exper-
tise. The time for our involvement is now. Itis crit-
ical that we respond. 1 am optimistic that we will.

References

L. Maggiu P. Veterinanans: For or against animal rights? The
Anumal's Agenda 1989;1:12.

2. Human intervention: right or wrong? Veterinary Forum
1989.

3. 48 Hours CBS. Feb 2, 1989.

4. Postrural America on the eve of the 21st century: At-
titudes toward ammals. Proc 127th Annual Mect AVMA 1990,
120.

1354  Animal Welfare Forum

JAVMA, Vol 198, No. 8, Apnl 13, 1991



Animal behavior and animal welare

Katherine A. Houpt, VMD, PhD

Summary: The value of behavioral techniques in as-
sessing animal welfare, and in particular assessing the
psychological well being of animals, is reviewed. Us-
ing cats and horses as examples, 3 behavioral methods
are presented: (1) comparison of behavior patterns
and time budgets; (2) choice tests; and {3} operant
conditioning. The behaviors of intact and declawed
cats were compared in order to determine if declawing
led to behavioral problems or to a change in person-
ality. Apparently it did not. The behavior of free
ranging horses was compared with that of stabled
horses. Using two-choice preference tests, the prefer-
ence of horses for visual contact with other horses and
the preference for bedding were determined. Horses
show no significant preference for locations from
which they can make visual contact with other horses,
but they do prefer bedding, especially when lying
down. Horses will perform an operant response in or-
der to obtain light in a darkened barn or heat in an
outside shed. These same techniques can be used to
answer a variety of questions about an anmimal’s mo-
tivation for a particular attribute of its environment.

he veterinarian’s role has always been 10

improve animal welfare. Heretofore, this has
meant treating and preventing disease, repairing
injuries, and optimizing reproduction. The mem-
bers of our profession have the oppertunity and the
expertise to he the leaders in animal welfare. In the
past decade, however, animal welfare has come w0
include the psychological as well as the physical
well-being of animals. Traditionally, our training
has emphasized diagnosis of disease, and the first
sign of most diseases is abnormal behavior such as
listlessness, loss of appetite, and decreased seif
grooming, to name a few. Long before ethology was
a discipline, veterinarians had been chserving an-
imals closely in order to distinguish normal from
abnormal behavior. Therefore, in addition to ex-
amining for physical well-being, we should be able
to examine an animal for psychological well-being.

Methods of assessing welfare
Physielogical—Before returning to behavioral

———

From the New York State College of Vetennary Medicine.
Comell University, lthaca, NY 14853,

techniques for assessing psychological well-being,
let us examine other techmques. Well-being is be-
lieved to be the absence of stress, or perhaps the
absence of too much stress. Catecholamine release,
or the resulting tachycardia, may be used as a mea-
sure of acute stress. Because stress activates the pi-
tuitary adrenal axis, measurements of cortico-
steroids are also ifrequently used as an index of
stress. Corticosteroids increase in various animals
in a number of stressful situations such as isolation
of horses' and sheep,’ transport of calves,® and
crowding of pigs.* The effects of corticosteroids on
other physiclogical systems can also be measured
as indicators of stress. One exatnple is the ratio of
neutrophils to lymphocytes, which decreases in
response to corticosteroids. A related method is the
measure of the adrenal response to exogenous
ACTH. A poor response is interpreted as adrenal ex-
haustion—an indication that the animal has been
chronically stressed. In some cases, a rise in cor-
ticosteroids does not always indicate stress. For
example, corticostercids also rise in pigs during
copulation, a situation in which the animal’s psy-
chological well-being is assumed to be goed.” Un-
fortunately, hormonal measurements are not the
infallible and objective measurement of well-being
that is needed. Moberg® discusses the problems in
detail.

Another technique, that of immunoclogy, has
recently received considerable attention as an in-
dicator of well-being or lack of well-being. Kelley’
has reviewed this subject and that of brain-immune
sys(em interactions.

Behavioral—The behavioral methods of as-
sessing welfare can be divided into 3 categories: (1)
comparison of animals in their natwral environ-
ment with that of animals whose welfare may be ar
risk; {2) choice experiments in which the animal
can choose the environment or treatment that it
prefers; and (3) operant conditioning in which the
animal must work for a reward; the amount of work
it is willing to do can be used to assess the impor-
tance of that reward to the animal.

In an example of the first method, one can
compare the behavior of pigs ranging freely in pig
parks with that of pigs in a modern swine produc-
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tion unit. The {ree-ranging sow leaves the herd,
builds a nest, delivers her piglets and leads them
from the nest 10 days later. She will wean them
between 14 and 17 weeks.® The sow in a commer-
cial operation will spend a variable time in a crate
before farrowing, from a few days to the entire ges-
tauon period. She will not be able to build a nest
because no nest material, and possibly no bedding
material, is present, but she wll still attempt to do
so. She will remain in the farrowing crate after her
piglets are born. The piglets will be weaned at 4
weeks. The sow in thg farrowing crate may exhibit
bar biting, a stereotypy, but she is warm, dry, rea-
sonably healthy, and she will lose very few of her
piglets whereas the free-ranging sow may lose her
entire litter to exposure or predators.

There is no question but that the behavior of
intensively raised animals is different from that of
conspecifics in a nawral environment. The prob-
lem is how to determine whether the differénce
implies a lack of well-being. Do animals suffer
when they cannot act as free ranging antmals do?

Choice experiments can help to answer some
of the questions raised by comparative studies of
nawural and artificial environments, but first the
weaknesses of choice expenments should be dis-
cussed. One weakness is that the animal may be
making 1ts choice on the basis of something other
than that which the expenimenter planned. When
given 2 foods, the animal may choose 1 food not
because it likes that food, but because it is in the
righthand bucket.” Careful controls such as alter-
nating right and left, and keeping everything in the
environment constant except the factors of inter-
est can keep these kinds of errors to a minimum.

Another weakness is that the animal can make
a choice, but may be choosing between alterma-
tives, both of which it would aveid or both of which
it would choose. Even if a horse chooses apple
flavor over molasses, it is not inhumane to feed it
molasses. Experience also plays a part in choice
because animals may be reluctant 10 choose an en-
vironment or a food with which they have no ex-
perience. This behavior is termed neophobia.

Good examples of choice experiments are
those of Dawkins'® in which chickens chose be-
tween small cages, the size of battery cages, and
large cages. The chickens chose large cages, but
only after they had had experience in themn. Not ail
choice experiments have to be simple, two-choice
ones. The animal can choose between many alter-
natives. One can then remove the first choice and
determine what the animal’s second choice is. One
can also complicate the choice by making an an-
imal choose berween a normally preferred envi-
ronment without [ood and a nonpreferred envi-
ronment with food.!! The number of hours of
fasting necessary before the animal chooses the
non-preferred, but food-containing environment is
a measure of the strength of the animal’s motiva-
tion to avoid the environment.

One of the best uses of the two-choice exper-
iment demonstrated that electroimmobilizers were
inhumane. Sheep given a choice between being
electroimmobilized or restrained on a tilt table
chose the tilt table.’? The sheep almost always
chose the tilt table once they had experience with
both. Rushen!® did not give the sheep a choice, but,
instead, measured their reluctance to appreach the
electroimmobilizer. He found that the sheep had to
be pushed much harder to approach the eiectroim-
mobilizer than to approach a mechanical re-
strainer. Both the strength of the choice and the
effort the sheep would expend to avoid the ma-
chine indicated that the sheep found the electroim-
mobilizer aversive.

Operant conditioning is the technique devel-
oped by the late B. F. Skinner, in which an animal
operates on the environment to receive a reward.
The most well-known example is the rat pressing
a bar for a food reward, The advantage of operant
conditioning is that the amount of effort the animal
has to expend for each reward can be varied. The
animal may be on a rato of 1 reward for every re-
sponse (bar press), or a very high ratio—many re-
sponses for each reward, Horses can be taught to
push a panel with their nose for a food reward. They
will push as many as 19 times for each reward of
a one-quarter cup of grain.'* A way to measure rel-
ative preferences is to use a progressive rato tech-
nique in which the animal first presses once for a
reward, then twice, then 3 times, and so on. The
ratio at which the animal stops responding, that is
the break point, can be determined for 1 reward
and then compared with another. For example,
Kennedy and Baldwin!® showed that pigs would
work until the ratio was 40 for 1M sucrose, but only
until the ratio was 10 for 0.03M sucrose.

Feline welfare

Many behavior problems are referred to The
New York State College of Veterinary Med-
icine.'®!7 Some of these behavior problems are se-
vere enough that the owner will have the animal
euthanatized or abandon it to an animal shelter,
which, in the case of adult cats, is usually tanta-
mount to euthanasia. One such behavior 1s furni-
ture scratching. There are behavioral means for re-
ducing furniture scratching and encouraging cats to
use scratching posts, but these are usually not
100% effective in cats that have already developed
a scratching problem. Onychectomy is a cure, but
there are those who feel that declawing is cruel. It
is true that onychectomy, like any elective surgical
procedure, subjects the animal to pain but does not
save its life. This pain can be minimized by good
surgical technique, anesthesia, and postoperative
analgesia, but there have been other objections to
declawing. Humane organizations and the Cana-
dian Veterinary Medical Association have advised
against declawing on the basis that it leads to be-
havior problems.
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Two surveys were conducted to compare the
behavior and misbehavior of declawed and intace
cats. In the first survey,'® 25 owners of declawed
cats and 25 owners of cats with claws were asked
a series of questions about their cat’s behavior be-
fore and after surgery and to rate the cat’s qualities
as a pet. There was no higher incidence of behav-
ior problems in declawed cats and the owners rated
them as more desirable. In this case, the behavior
of the population whose welfare might have been
at risk was no different than that of the control
population.'® In the second study,'? a computer
interest group ‘Rea.pets” was queried as to their
cats’ behavior problems. In this case, the study was
done blind in that the respondents did not know
the true purpose cf the questionnaire. One hundred
owners (125 cats, total) responded. There was 1
behavicr that was more common in declawed cats:
they jumped on counters or tables more often.'®
This may reflect the fact that owners who object to
having their furniture scratched alse object to cats
walking across counters. It certainly indicates that
declawed cats are willing to jump. In neither study
was biting or house-soiling more commen in
declawed cats than in cats with claws.

Another question about feline welfare that was
answered using behavioral techniques involved
nutrition. Young cats were fed either a commercial
wina fish cat food diet or a beef diet. Although nei-
ther the ability of the cats to learn a simple maze
nor their behavior in a novel environment or with
a strange person was affected, there were large dif-
ferences in the cats’ behavior when undisturbed in
the home cage. The tuna fed cats were less active
and took longer to consume their food. It 1s in-
teresting thar it was only when the animals were
not aroused that the differences were apparent. The
tuna fish cat food contains mercury and the brains
of the cats fed tuna fish contained higher concen-
trations of the heavy metal than did those of the
cats fed beef.

Equine welfare

In the past 10 or 15 years, more attention has
been paid to the welfare of domestic animals. In
particular, the welfare of intensively raised animals
has been questioned. One species whose welfare
has not been addressed is the horse. This is prob-
ably because horses were the first species to be in-
tensively raised, that is, removed from a free rang-
ing condition and kept in a small enclosure. People
are so accustomed to seeing horses in stalls that
they do not consider it to be the same degree of in-
fringement as a farrowing crate or a veal calf stall.
Horses usually leave the stall for a few hours a week
so they are not really totally confined. Neverthe-
less, this species also deserves an optimnal environ-
ment.

Some of the features of the typical stable are
obviously different from those of the horse’s natu-
ral environment. Naturally, horses almost always

live in groups. As foals they follow their mothers
and are part of her band for 2 or 3 years. Weaning
occurs shortly before their mother foals again. As
they mature, juvenile horses, all colts, and most
fillies leave their natal band, but are soon part of
other groups. Colts join bachelor herds and fllies
either join another band or form the nucleus of a
new harem group with a young stailion. The young
stallion usually had been the dominant member of
his bachelor group and is at least 5 years old.?!-**
Horses in fables are kept 1n individual stalls,
either tie stalls‘or box stalls. Horses on pasture or
in corrals are also usually in groups, but the groups
are often larger than the rypical horse herd and are
not family groups. [nstead, they consist of horses
introduced as adults. Fighting may occur, espe-
cially when the groups are newly formed or when
the animals are crowded together. A horse that 15
bitten or kicked by the others cannot escape and
can be seriously injured. Subordinate horses may
also be food-deprived by more dominant ones.

Social situations—How important 1s it to a
harse o be able to see another horse? It has already
been shown that horses eat more when they can see
other horses,?’ so the sight of other horses can in-
fluence equine behavior. A two-choice experiment
was designed to test how important it was to a horse
to see other horses (Fig 1). The separated horse
could stand to one side of the partition and see the
other horses or even make direct contact over the
fence separating them, but if she stood to the other
side she could not see the other horses. The parti-
tion was rotated weekly so that the barricade was
on the nght side half of the ume, and on the left side
the other half of the time. Time lapse video record-
ing was used to determine how long the horse spent
on each side of the paddock as well as to determine
the time spent in each type of behavior by all 3
horses. The separated horse spent approximately
half her time on each side of the paddock. The
separated horse showed no definite preference for
making visual contact with the other horses, but
still spent 6 out of 12 hours 1n visual contact.’* In
the presence of other horses it is not necessary for
visual contact to be provided Apparently, the
horse is aware thart there are horses on the other
side of the partition even when they are not visible.
Qdor, sound, and memory are probably involved in
determining that there is another horse nearby.

There was no difference in the behavior pat-
terns of horses in the separated and rogether situ-
ations, but horses in the paddock when no other
horses were in the adjacent paddock (alone situa-
tion), that is, no other horses could be seen, were
very different in their behavior. They ate less often
(35 vs 43% of the time) and walked more often (25
vs 7% of the ime). The conclusion is that horses are
affected by the absence of horses. The increased
walking observed in horses in the alone situation
could be interpreted as herd-rejoining behavior,
The same circumstances can lead to stereotypic
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Percenl of Time

M3

i together separated alona

Social silualion

Figure |—Plan of the socual situations (left) and behaviors of mares in the three different social situations (right). In the
together condition, the mare was ltving in a paddock with another mare (M1 and M2). In the separated condition, the mare
was in a paddoch by herself (M3). but two other horses were in the adjacent paddock. In the alone condition, na other horse
was in the adjacent paddock or within visual range. The heavy L-shaped line represents the solid 3-m high partition that
blocks visual contact with the mares in the adjacent paddoch (M1 and M2) when M3 stands on that side. The arrow indicates

the path M3 would take to move to the bloched side of th‘
BB;

Time spent: B = cating; 8 = waikmg = standing;

stall circling or fence walking in horses. Removing
companions can also cause release of ACTH in
horses, indicating that this stress does cause acti-
vation of the pituitary adrenal axis.!

A final interesting outcome of the experiment
was that the horses spent < 12% of their time in the
3-sided shed provided, indicating that even during
winter in the Northeast, when the experiment was
performed, housing was not chosen often.

Light preferences—Many stables have no win-
dows, or only small ones well above the horses’
heads. These stables are very dark, especially at
night. Anyone caught in a building when the ¢lec-
tricity went off can attest that it is darker inside
than it would be outside even on ¢loudy nights. For
this reason, and because we have seen cases of fear
of the dark in horses, we wished to determine
whether horses preferred a light to a dark environ-
ment. The technique of operant conditioning was
used to determine if horses preferred a light or a
dark barn. Each horse was placed tn a stall in a
completely dark barn. In the stall was a manger
equipped with a light beam and a photoelectric
cell. When the horse broke the beam to the pho-
toelectric cells, lights would go on for | minute (Fig
2). The beam would have to be broken again to
“eam’’ another minute of light. The second man-
ger, a control, was also equipped with a photoelec-
wric cell, but breaking that beam did not tum the
lights on.

The horses did learn to wrn the lights on, and,
when the control and test manger were reversed,
the horse quickly learned to break the beam on that
manger and ignore the other. They earned 61 min-
utes of light per day. It is interesting that the lights

paddoch. Each mare was tested separated, together, and alone.
= other.

Figure 2—A mare places her head in @ manger, !urnmg the
lights on for one minute in an otherwise dark barn.

were turned on more often during the day than at
nighe (Fig 3). Horses would prefer a light to a dark
environment.?*

In order to investigate the effects of a secial
companion on light preferences, we tested ponies
in the same dark barm with and without another
pony. The ponies were less interested in turning on
the light than the horses were. They tumed the
lightson 11 * 3 tmes/day the first week they were
in the dark, but increased 1o 32.8 + 32.7 times/d
when another pony was present. When the com-
panion pony was removed, their response in-
creased to 63.6 £ 23.6 times/d. One pony re-
sponded at a high rate of 217 3 times/d when wath
another pony, but when that pony was removed he
turned the lights on 745.3 out of a possible 1,440
times/d.

Bedding—Horses are often kept indoors on
hard surfaces such as wood or concrete. Although
bedding is generally provided, it may be removed
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Figure 3—Operant responses of mares for light, In mean

number of times that mares turned the lights on for I minute
during each 4-hour period,

in experimental conditions to prevent its
ingestion.?> To determine whether horses pre-
ferred bedding and whether a particular kind of
bedding was preferred, a two-choice preference
test was given. A box stall (3.4 X 5.4 m) was di-
vided in half. One half was bedded with wood
chips; the other was bare concrete. Time-lapse
video recordings of the pony’s night behavior were
made. The time spent on each side of the stall and
the behavior on each side were calculated. The
ponies had a significant preference for the bedded
side: 67% of their time was spent on the bedding
(Fig 4). Preference for the bedded side was
strongest when the pony was lying. Although 13%
of their time was spent lying, none of the ponies lay
on the concrete. All chose the bedded side for that
behavior. The ponies did not show a similar
discrimination between beddings. They spent 52%
of their time on wood shavings and 48% on suraw
(Fig 5).2¢ Our conclusions were, on the one hand,
that ponies show a strong preference for bedding,
but, on the other hand, they do not prefer one of
the common beddings to the other.

Recently, we have done a follow up study in
which ponies were tested in an outside shed. In this
case, the choice was between the dirt surface and
wood shavings on the dirt. There was no overall
preference, but when the separate behaviors were
examined, a preference for lying on the bedding
was again observed. Horses can lie either on their
sternuins or on their sides. When the posture of the
pony was considered, 80% of the time lying ster-
nally and 100% of the time lying laterally was spent
on the bedding.

A final question we asked about equine envi-
ronmental preferences concerned warmth. Again,
operant conditioning was used to ask the question.
The horse could obtain 1 minute of heat from 4 heat
lamps if he interrupted the beam of a photoelectric
cell. The horses were tested from January to April.
They turned on the heat lamps 115 + 31 min/day.
Horses apparently would like to be warmer even
when they have shelter available. This appeared to
be especially true in wet as opposed tw cold
weather.

A final area worth investigating is that of the
effect of drugs on equine behavior. Of course, one
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F-igure 4—The percentage of time spent by ponies on bed-
ded {wood chips) and unbedded (concrete) areas of a siall.
The vertical line 1s the SEM.
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Figure 5—The percentage of time spent by pontes on wood
chips and straw covered areas of a stall. The vertical line is
the SEM.

expects stimulants and sedatives to affect behavior,
but other drugs do as well. For example, the com-
monly used diuretic furosemide stimulates water
intake and probably salt intake in horses.?” Drugs
may also be unpleasant for horses. Apomorphine,
which causes excitement in horses, must also be
aversive because horses will avoid consuming food
associated with its administration.?® This phenom-
enon proved taste aversion could be used to deter-
mine which drugs make animals feel ill. This can
be very useful in choosing an analgesic. For exam-
ple, if 2 drugs are equally effective as analgesics but
1 makes the horse nauseated, the other should he
used.

In conclusion, behavioral methods are as sen-
sitive as, and in sgme cases more sensitive than,
physiologic measurements in evaluating the well-
being of animals. Quantification of behavior pat-
terns, choice tests, and operant conditioning can
all be used to construct the optimal physical and
social environment for domestic animals.

References

1. Alexander SL, Irvine CHG, Livesey JH, eral. Effect of iso-
lation stress on concentrations of arginine vasopression, a-mel-
anocyte-stimulating hormone and AcTh in the pituitary venous el-
fluent of the normal horse. J Endocrinol 1988:116:325-334.

2. Houpt KA, Kendrick KM, Parrott RF, et al. Catechola-
mine content of plasma and saliva in sheep exposed 1o psycho-
logical stress. Horm Metab Res 1988:20:189-160,

3. Stephens DB, Toner JN. Husbandry influences on some
physiological parameters of emorional responses in calves. App!
Anim Ethol 1973,1:233-243.

4 Barneu ]I, Cronin GM, Winfield CG, et al. The welfare

JAVMA, Vol 198, No. 8, April 13, 1991

Animal Wellare Forum 1359



of adult pigs: the effects of five housing treatments on behaviour,
plasma corticosterods and injuries. Appl Anim Behav Sci
1984;12:209-232.

5. Barnett JL, Hemsworth PH, Cronin GM. The effect of
mating on plasma corticosteroids in the female pig and the in-
NMuence of individual and group penning on this response. Gen
Comp Endocrinol 1982:.47:516-521.

6. Moberg GP. Animal stress. Bethesda, Md: American
Physiological Society, 1985,

7. Kelley KW. Cross-talk berween the immune and
¢ndogrine systems. | Anim Sci 1988:66:2095-2108.

8. Jensen P. Observations on the maternal behavior of
[ree-ranging domesuc pigs. Appl Anim Behav 5¢i 1986;16:131-
142.

9. Hawkes ], Hedges M, Daniluk P, etal. Feed preferences
of ponies. Equine Vet ] 1985,17:20-22.

10. Dawkins M. Do hens suffer in battery cages? Enwi-
ronment preferences and welfare. Anim Behav 1977,25:1034-
1046,

il. Dawkins MS. Battery hens name their price: con-
sumer demand theory and the measuremen: of ethological
‘needs.” Anim Behav 1983:31:1195-1205.

12. Grandin T, Curtis SE, Widowski TM, et al. Electro-
immeabilization versus mechanical restraint in an avoid-avoid
choice test for ewes. | Anim Sci 1986;62:1460-1480.

13. Rushen ]. Aversicn of sheep to electro-immobiliza-
tion and physicai restraint. App! Amm Behav Sci 1986;15:315-
324.

14. Houpt KA. Oral vices of harses. Equine Pract 1982;
4{4):16-25.

15. Kennedy ]M, Baldwin BA. Taste preferences in pigs
for nutritive and non-nutritive sweet solutions. Anim Behav
1972.20:706~718.

16. Houpt KA. Disruptien of the human-companion an-
imal bond: aggressive behavior in dogs. In: Katcher AH, Beck
AM, eds. New perspectives on our lives with companion animals.
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1983;197-204.

17. Olm DD, Houpt KA. Feline house-soiling problems.
Appl Anim Behav Sci 1988:20:335-345.

18. Bennett M. Houpt KA, Erb HN. Effects of declawing
on feline behavior, Comp Anim Pract-Behav 1988;12{2):7-12.

16, Morgan M, Houpt KA. Feline behavior problems: the
influence of declawing. Anthrozoos 1989:111{1):50-53.

20. Houpt KA, Essick LA, Shaw EB, et al. A wna fish diet
influences cat behavior. } Toxicel Environ Heaith 1988;24:161-
172.

21. Berger ). Wild horses of the Great Basin. Chicago: The
Unuversity of Chicage Press, 1986.

22. Kewper R, Houpt KA. Reproducuon in feral horses: an
eight-year study. Am J Vet Res 1984,45:991-995.

23. Sweeting MP, Houpt CE, Houpt KA. Social facilitation
of feeding and time budgets in stabled ponies. | Anim Sci
1685,60:369-374.

24. Houpt KA, Houpt TR. Social and illumination prefer-
ences of mares. ] Anim Sci 1988;66:2159-2164.

25, Houpt KA, Perry P). Hintz HE, et al. Effect of meal
frequency on fluid balance and behavior of ponies. Physiol Be-
hav 1988;42:401-407.

26. Hunter L, Houpt KA. Bedding material preferences of
ponies. J Anim S¢i 1989;67:1986-1991.

27. Sufit E, Houpt KA, Sweeting M. Physiological stimuli
of thirst and drinking patterns in ponies. Equine Vet | 1983;
17(1):12-16.

28. Houpt KA, Zahorik DM, Swartzman-Andert JA. Taste
aversion learning in horses. J Anim Sci 1990:68:2340-2344.

Ethics and animal welfare:
The inextricable connection

Jerrold Tannenbaum, MA, |D

n this paper, I shall argue that the study and pro-

motion of animal welfare are inextricably con-
nected with ethical concerns. This proposition
might appear entirely unremarkable and not de-
serving of much discussion. It seems obvious that
animal welfare cannot be divorced from ethics.
When asked why animal welfare is something
worth understanding, almost everyone will say that
among the most fundamental moral obligations we
human beings have to animals is to pay due regard
to their welfare. To understand and improve
animal welfare, most people would agree, is pre-
cisely to attend to ethics.

The pure science model of animal welfare
investigation

Although a desire to trear animals fairly and
decently lies at the heart of most peoples’ concern
about animal welfare, there is currently in the an-

From the Department of Environmental Studies, School of
Veterinary Medicine, Tufts University, 203 Harrison Ave, Bos-
won, MA 02111,

imal welfare literature a model of animal welfare
investigation that attempts to separate the study of
animal welfare from ethics. This model, which 1
will call the *‘pure science” conception of animal
welfare investigation, is accepted by many animal
welfare researchers. (See, for example, Duncan
[JH. Animal rights—animal welfare: a scientist’s as-
sessment. Poult Sci 1980:60:490; Dawkins MS.
Animal suffering: the science of animal welfare. Lon-
don: Chapman and Hall, 1980; 3-9; Fraser AF,
Broom DM. Farm animal behaviour and welfare.
London: Bailliere Tindall, 1990;4) Indeed, the
model may already be the prevailing view of animal
welfare study among veterinarians, animal welfare
scientists, and biomedical researchers.

1 shall argue that the pure science model fun-
damentally misconstrues the nature of animal wel-
fare. [ will demonstrate that even the proponents
of this model do not—because they cannot—
adhere to the model's demands for value-free
“‘objectivity.” I shall also argue for a proposition
that some veterinarians and scientists might find
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discomforting: animal welfare science is as much
ethics as it is science, and serious investigations of
animal welfare must include substanual input from
ethicists as well as members of the general public.

The model defined—The pure science model
does not deny that the underlying motivation for
investigating animal welfare can be the ethical
principle that people should pay due regard to an-
imal welfare. Rather, the model asserts that once
one begins to study animal welfare scientifically,
one must do so without considering or taking any
positions with respectsto ethical issues. According
to the model, one need not make any value judg-
ments in studying animal welfare because animal
wellare is a state or condition that is experienced
or undergone by an animal itself. Determining
whether an animal is living in conditions that are
conducive to its welfare is thus like discovering
whether it can see. In determining whether an an-
imal can see, one engages in empirical observation
of the animal. One would not wonder if the world
would be a better place if this animal could see, or
whether human beings have a moral obligation to
assure that animals like this retain their ability to
see. These might be important questions, but they
are different from the question of whether an an-
imal can see. Likewise, according to proponents of
the pure science model of animal welfare investi-
gation, asking when people ought to afford condi-
tions conducive to animal welfare may be an
important question. But this is different from ask-
ing whether animals are living in conditions con-
ducive to their welfare. The latter issue is a purely
factual one, and addressing 1t does not involve
making value judgments.

The pure science model does not imply that
determining what conditions are conducive to an-
imal welfare is always easy. Most investigators, for
example, agree that the presence of stress is rele-
vant to animal welfare, but there are disagreements
about how to determine whether ““stress’ is present
in animals, and even about the meaning of the term
stress itself. There are also vigorous debates among
proponents of the pure science model about what
factors (eg, absence of pain or suffering, absence of
stress-related chemicals, reproductive success, ab-
sence of disease, choice of various stimuli) are le-
gitimately included among criteria of animal wel-
fare. However, adherents of the pure science model
all insist that deciding what conditions are relevant
to animal welfare and determining whether such
states are present, are empirical tasks that do not
involve making value judgments.

Ner does the pure science model imply that
animal welfare is a simple, indivisible quality that
is or is not present in its entirety at any given time.
Animal welfare scientists commonly speak of vary-
ing degrees or levels of animal welare, ranging
from conditions so minimally beneficial that they
barely qualify as being conducive to animal welfare,

to conditions that approach or constitute optimal
welfare.!’ Proponents of the pure science model
concede that it is a matter for ethical discussion to
determine what level of welfare is morally appro-
priate. Nevertheless, they maintain that determin-
ing the level of animal welfare is an entirely empir-
ical undertaking devoid of value judgments, just as
determining the level of acuity of an animal’s eye-
sight does not include making value judgments.

A well-known statement of the pure science
model occurred in 2 1983 policy decision of the
AVMA Animal Welfare Comnmittee, on the subject
of animal wellare and animal rights. The Commit-
tee asserted that “‘the AVMA believes that use of the
term ‘animal rights’ has to do with personal philo-
sophical values and therefore recomnmends that the
term ‘animal rights’ not be used and encourages the
profession to focus its attention on the welfare and
humane treatment of animals.”” In other words,
the investigation and promotion of animal welfare
by the veterinary profession is a scientific matter
that dees not involve the assertion of personal val-
ues about how animals ought to be treated. The of-
ficial compilations of the AVMA on the subjects of
companion animal welfare and food animal welfare
reiterate this view:

AVMA positions are concerned primarily with the
scientific aspects of the medical well-being of ani-
mals. 1t is also recognized that certain ethical,
philosophical, and moral values must be con-
sidered.*?

Another important statement of the pure sci-
ence model is made by Fraser and Broom?® in their
recent treatise on farm animal welfare. According
to the authors:

The assessment of welfare can be carried out in an
objective way which is quite independent of any
moral considerations. Morrality rate, reproductive
success, extent of adrenal activity, amount of ab-
normal behavior, severity of injury, degree of im-
munosuppression, or level of disease can all be
measured . . . . Inaddition to measurements of poor
welfare, it is possible to investigate the preferences
of animals and the value which they place on var-
ious resources or other aspects of their environ-
ment. Such studies and a wide range of work on the
basic biology ol animals give inlormation about the
biological needs of animals . . . .

When scientific evaluation of welfare has been
carried out, there remains the moral question of
how poor welfare should be before it is regarded as
unacceptable. This is an issue where the farmer, the
veterinary surgeon, the welfare research worker, or
the member of the public are equally entitded to
have an opinion.

Regarding ethical issues, the authors believe
everyone is entitled to an opinion because these are
essentially matters of attitudes and values and no
ome possesses special expertise in matters of
values. In conrrast, animal welfare is the special
province of scientists (among which the authors
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include veterinarians) because this is an area that
restricts itself to the scientific observation and
measurement of facts. The pure science model
postulates an inseparable theoretical gap berween
animal welfare science (a realm of facts) and ani-
mal welfare ethics (a realm of values). According to
the model, those who are engaged in welfare sci-
ence cannot be engaged simultaneously in welfare
ethics; the latter involves a qualitatively different
activity, the expression of moral judgments.

Attractiveness of the pure science model—lt is
not difficult to understand why the pure science
model 1s arttractive to veterinarians and animal
welfare scientists. As Fraser and Broom?® observe,
although most pecple would agree that they have
a moral obligation not to subject animals to miser-
able conditions, there is nothing approaching un-
animity regarding what conditions of wellare are
morally acceptable. Sometimes, controversies
about what is moraily owed to animals become
bitter, even violent. Partisans of varied views take
to the media, and the disputes can find their way
into the halls of government, which is sometimes
asked to impose one or another view of amimal
welfare by law.

If the pure science model of animal welfare is
correct, animal welfare investigators can go about
their business unaffected by such ethical and polit-
ical debates. They need not attempt to resolve dif-
ficult moral issues when society in general may not
be prepared to resolve them. Their investigations
will be driven not by public demand or by the
passing moral preferences of the day, but by scien-
tific considerations of what is known and what
needs to be learned. Animal welfare researchers
will provide a storehouse of objective factual infor-
mation, which will be available when the public
and government are ready to decide how much or
what sort of animal welfare should be provided.
Animal welfare research can, in short, be kept
where any branch of science is supposed to be-
long—safely in the field or laboratory and away
from messy and perhaps unresolvable ethical con-
troversies.

The pure science model also appeals to the
(surely admirable) tendency of veterinarians and
scientists to avoid making proclamations on mat-
ters abour which they have no special expertise.
Veterinarians and animal scientists do have special
knowledge about the biological characteristics of
animals. They do not speak with special knowlege
or wisdom abour ethical matters. At the same time,
the pure science model gives veterinarians and an-
imal welfare scientists a special status. As scientists,
they clearly are entitled to speak on matters relat-
ing to welfare. Laymen, however, are not scientists
and thus according te the model are not “equally
entitled to have an opinion.”

Cracks in the model
Problems in the pure science model appear

when one examines how investigators really decide
what questions to ask about animal welfare.

How do investigators determine whether the wel-
fare of an animal is worth studying?>—In Boston, the
largest public works construction project in the
history of the United States, perhaps the world, is
to begin soon. A massive new interstate highway
will be placed into a tunnel that will be dug under
the length of the city. The “'big dig,” as Bostonians
call it, will not only unearth literally mountains of
soil, but will displace millions of rats presently re-
siding under the city. {(How many millions is any-
body's guess.) Government officials are trying to
discover how to kill the rats before they overrun the
entire city.

In the substantial controversy about the rats,
there has been some talk abour not subjecting the
animals to more suffering than is necessary. How-
ever, few but the hardiest animal rights activists
have suggested that there should be concern for the
general welfare of these animals. There has been no
call for scientific studies to determine what condi-
tions would be conducive to the welfare of the rats,
so that they can either be exterminated in accor-
dance with minimal violation of this welfare, or so
that some of them can be relocated to environs that
meet this welfare.

There is little interest, if any, in the welfare of
these animals because it is generally believed that
they are owed very little. As [ have already noted,
people are concerned about understanding and
providing for the welfare of an animal when they
believe that it is morally right to have such a con-
cern, when they believe that the animal’s welfare
is something that should be protected at least 10
some extent. [n other words, an ethical decision
has been made that the animal is entitled to con-
ditions conducive to or constitutive of its welfare.

Thinking that an animal (or a group, species,
or kind of animal) 1s worthy of having its welfare
protected to sorne extent is not the same thing as
saying that we favor, like, or admire that animal.
One can imagine a very dangerous species of pred-
ator, for example, that people might believe should
be protected from certain conditions inimical to its
welfare because the species is endangered. Such
animals could be as nasty and generally disliked as
urban rats. Nor is saying that people should prozect
the welfare of an animal the same thing as saying
that they have sorne moral obligations to it I
mainrtain that Bostonians have a minimal obligaticn
to avoid causing the rats mere pain than is neces-
sary to get the job done in a successful and cost-ef-
fective manner. However, this is quite different
from saying that one should be concerned about
the welfare of the rats. There is an imporwant
linguistic point here. When people talk about the
welfare of an animal they are referring to condi-
tions that go beyond the most minimal ones that
are morally obligatory. As will be discussed further,
whatever else we mean by the term, welfare refers
to a state that includes some measure of a success-
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ful life. Most of us do not speak about the welfare
of Boston's soon-to-be-displaced rats because we
do not believe that we owe them this much.

Scientists, like laymen, usually take an interest
in the welfare of an animal only if they believe that
its welfare ought to be respected to some extent.
There are, to my knowledge. no scientists who are
undertaking studies of the welfare of urban rats,
vampire bats, tsetse fhes, or man-eating sharks,
Some scientists investigate the behavior of these
animals and may be interested in what conditions
are conducive to their thriving. However, a re-
searcher who said thar he is interested in the wel-
fare of such animals would probably be considered
odd, or worse.

Because there is widespread agreement about
the moral appropriateness of protecting the welfare
of most kinds of animals, some people may have
forgotten that the decision to study the welfare of
any animal is in part an ethical one. Indeed, there
is such wide-ranging concern that all species we
human beings use for our own purposes be treated
properly that it might seem obvious that the study
of animal welfare is a worthy undertaking. How-
ever, not so long ago, there was little regard for an-
imal welfare. Prior to 1800, well before the advent
of anti-cruelty statutes in England and the United
States, farm animals were routinely tortured, ne-
glected, and subjected to the most miserable
conditions.” Before the passage of the first federal
Animal Welfare Act in 1966, assertions thar all
laboratery animals were treated perfectly were not
uncommon.3 Those wha worked for the study and
promotion of farm and laboratory animal welfare
during these times were viewed as moral crusaders,
both by themselves and their opponents.”#

Determining that the welfare of a particular
animal is worth studying is an ethical activity. This
is illustrated by those few animal rights activists
who might say that the Boston rats are equal in
value to the Bostonians whase habitations are about
to be overrun, and who [eel perfectly comfortable
advocating the welfare of these rats. Most of us re-
ject this view because we believe that people are
more worthy of protection than rats. However, this
belief, like the position it rejects, is an expression
of values.

No universal consensus: the question of wildlife
animal welfare—At this point a proponent of the
pure science model might concede that, although
there are valuational underpinnings to animal wel-
fare science, these underpinnings are not opera-
tionally important within the scientfic study of
welfare. The proponent of the model might say that
the overwhelming majority of people already agree
about the importance of protecting the welfare of
animals used in agriculture, industry, entertain-
ment, and in the home. Therefore, animal welfare
scientists can now go abour their purely objective
scientific business of exploring animal welfare.

However, determining whether or not the
welfare of an animal is worth studying is not an easy
task. There are some animals in which a universal
consensus regarding the worth of their welfare does
not exist.

Among philosophers, ecologists, and members
of the general public, there is substantial disagree-
ment about what may or may not be owed to wild
animals and what sort of interest we should take in
them.” Most people appear to agree that there is a
moral obligation not to harm wild animals unduly
(although there is disagreement about what consti-
tutes “‘undue” harm and about how strongly hu-
man interests count against those of wild animals).
There thus appears to be agreement that some as-
pects of wild animal welfare should be respected.
Beyond this, however, disputes rage. Some believe
in veterinary treatment for and the promotion of
the welfare of at least some wild animals, such as
those that have been injured or those that have
been harmed by human misdeeds.!’ However,
others maintain that it is wrong to interact in any
way with wild animals aside [rom not doing harm
to them.!! It is also argued that, given scarce
resources, it is wrong to treat wild animals that be-
come injured (even by human activittes such as oil
spills) when resources can be used to help the
many farm and companion animals whose owners
cannot afford veterinary care.'? Some contend that
helping members of non-endangered or non-
threatened species can upset natural processes of
evolution and create animals and perhaps species
that ultimately will have a harder time in the wild
and may come to require continuing hurnan assis-
tance. Among those who argue that people ought
to protect certain wild animals, there is disagree-
ment about whether this should be done because
we owe something to individual wild animals'? or
species'* ¥ for their own sake, or because a vari-
ety of wild fauna and flora is beneficial for human
beings.!®

These ethical controversies have imporrant
implications for animal welfare investigation. For
example, if the only proper moral stance toward
wild animals is to leave themn alone, we might want
to wish the best for many wild animals and species,
and we may even study (under limited circum-
stances) how they fare in the wild, but it could be
wrong to take a serious scientific interest in their
welfare if this would affect any of these animals’
lives. If it is morally appropriate to protect certain
wild animals or species not for their own sake but
as means to provide a healthy or happy existence
for people, it might be inappropriate to speak of
protecting their welfare. When most people advo-
cate the protection or promotion of animal welfare,
part of what they mean is that something is owed
to the animals for their own sake. if wild animals
should be viewed only as components of 2 world
that is good for people, we might want to study
what condittons permit them to succeed so that
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they can fulfill this function. However, we proba-
bly would want to say that we are interested, not
in promoting their welfare, but in promoting our
own.

Scientists who seek 10 study or promote the
welfare of wild animals cannot avoid these value
questions, just as those who have wanted to
understand the welfare of farm or laboratory
animals could not avoid valuational issues relating
to what, if anything, these animals are owed.

Individual animal or group welfare?—Propo-
nents of the pure science model cannot even
maintain that, with respect to kinds of animals now
universally recognized as legitimate subjects of an-
imal welfare study, investigaters can pursue their
research without reference to ethical issues. It 1s
possible to speak of the welfare either of an indi-
vidual or a group (of people or animals). Moreover,
there can be circumstances in which the welfare of
an individual is compromised for the general wel-
fare of the group, or in which the weifare of the
group is held to be less important than the welfare
of an individual or of each individual. For example,
citizens who are drafted to fight in a war suffer some
diminution in their individual welfare in service of
the comman welfare. Also, we sometmes insist
that an individual’s right to promote his own wel-
fare (for example, by keeping a certain proportion
of his earnings [ree from taxation) should take pre-
cedence over the benefits that compromising this
right might bring to the general welfare.

Deciding whether to respect or promote the
welfare of an individual or of a group is an ethical
decision. It is a decision about whose interests
ought 1o have priority. Such a decision is not purely
a matter of objective observation or measurement.

Currently, there is much controversy among
agricultural producers, welfare scientists, veteri-
narians, and animal welfare advocates about
whether the proper focus of farm animal welfare
science and practice ought to be on individual an-
imals or on herds.!” Sometimes, promoting the
optimal health of an entire herd will cause some
diminution in the welfare of certain individual an-
imals. This can happen. for example, when treat-
ing a selected number of individuals is so expensive
that a farmer’s ability to care for his herd is com-
promised. By allowing some disease in some ani-
mals he can preserve the general welfare of the
group, thereby allowing him to fulfill his economic
goal of making a profit.

[ have argued that it is ethically unacceptable
to consider the needs of individual animals irrele-
vant, or relevant only in so far as the fulfillment of
individual needs furthers the productivity or gen-
eral welfare of the herd.!® There are, however,
some who disagree.'® As I have suggested, it is not
always easy to decide where the interests of indi-
vidual animals should prevail over either those of
a herd or of a farmer.!® However, the decision

whether and to what extent to concentrate—either
in one’s scientific studies or practical activites—on
the welfare of individuals or of herds is an irreduc-
ibly ethical one. It is an ethical decision about how
various interests ought to be weighed. Thus, at the
core of contemporary farm animal welfare studies,
for example, ther is a difficult valuational issue that
is not solely a matter of factual observation or
measurement.

How much welfare?—Even after animal welfare
scientists have decided that the welfare of a partic-
ular animal is worth studying, and whether or 10
what extent the welfare of individuals or groups of
animals will be studied, they must face another
difficult echical task: they must decide how much
welfare is worth studying.

As previously noted, it is generally agreed that
animal welfare is often a matter of degree. For ex-
ample, a pig farmer can use various kinds of out-
door husbandry techniques. Or, if he uses an
indoor confinement system, he can (among other
things) use floors constructed of and covered by
various materials, provide various amounts of space
to his animals, keep the facilities at various tern-
peratures and levels of lighting, and provide a range
of different possibilities for activities by the ani-
mals. Some of these conditions may provide what
scientists would call minimal welfare, some might
yield a higher level of welfare, and some might
provide conditions that approach or constitute
what might be called oprimal welfare.

Let us suppose for the moment that the con-
cept of “minimal animal welfare”™ is a purely
scientific one, 1e, that one can determine whether
a minimal level of animal welfare is present with-
out making an ethical judgment. It nevertheless is
an undeniably ethical decision what level of welfare
ought to be provided to various kinds of animals.
For example, if providing a high level of welfare
would be so costly that it would bankrupt farmers,
many people would agree that providing this level
of welfare is not morally obligatory if at least a sat-
isfactory “‘minimal” level of welfare is maintained.
Sometimes it can be argued that an animal's inter-
ests are not sufficienty weighty to require even a
minimal cost. For example, sows and their piglets
appear to enjoy looking at and atzempting to ma-
nipulate objects suspended above them, and
Curris' suggests that providing such objects can
raise these animals’ level of welfare. However,
some producers will argue that pigs do not have a
very strong need for such visual stimulation be-
cause they can get along nicely withour it. From this
some might conclude that it is not movally oblig-
atory for a producer to spend even a modest
amount of time and effort providing such visual
stimulation.

Although Fraser and Broom® concede that de-
ciding what level of welfare ought to be provided
is an ethical issue, they insist that animal welfare
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science can study such levels without resorting to
values. However, no successful animal welfare in-
vestigator could long do this. [magine a researcher
who proposed to study the levels of welfare expe-
rienced by swine in various conditions of housing.
In order to explore the optimal levels of welfare, he
wants to investigate situations in which sows and
their piglets are given what farmers would consider
luxurious care. He proposes that several buildings
be constructed to house the animals. One building
will house 1 sow and her piglets, a second 2 sows
and her piglets, and a third 3 sows and her piglets,
and so on. Each set of animals will be attended
around the clock by researchers who will simulate
farm workers; the number of workers in attendance
at all tirnes will vary from 1 to 6. These workers will
make sure that temperature and lighting are con-
tinuously adjusted in various ways and will attempt
to provide frequent stimulating human-animal con-
tact. The workers will attempt a number of farrow-
ing techniques. For example, while sows rypically
are not exercised during their no more than 14-day
stay in farrowing crates,'” the workers will period-
ically try to remove the piglets from around the
crate, help the sow to exercise, place her back in
the crate, and return the piglets.

I could go on, but my aim is to imagine our
scientist proposing to investigate conditions that
are incompatible with successtul economic pro-
duction and would not be adopted. 1 suggest that
no animal welfare investigator would propose such
studies. This is because welfare investigators are
not interested only in scienufically determining
various levels of welfare. If this were really their
only interest they might, in fact, study conditions
that had no possibility of being adopted. Investiga-
tors would not propose such studies because doing
so would be practically pointless, and animal wel-
fare scientists make the value judgment that it is not
appropriate to conduct pointless investigations.
Also, such studies would not be undertaken be-
cause few people believe that producers have a
moral obligation to provide such optimal levels of
welfare if {let us suppose) doing so would make the
entire production process economically unfeasible.

Many of Fraser and Broom's own discussions
illustrate that when investigators are not engaged in
theoretical discussions about the value-free
“objectivity” of animal welfare science, they fre-
quently engage in moral judgments about what
levels of weltare might be obligatory—in their
choice of research questions and in their recom-
mendations regarding the treatment of animals.
For example, the authors® state that in a farrowing
crate the sow:

is very restricted in her movements . . . and she
cannot move much toward the piglets. Hence it
would seem to be a rather frustrating siwation for
the sow. Before farrowing, sows will build large
nests if they are given the opportunity and there are
indications that the inability to build a nest is frus-

trating for the sow {cirarion omitted). Overall the
widely used farrowing crate is easy to manage but
is far from 1deal for the sow. Although it is better for
the piglet than a farrowing pen of similar size with
no crate in it, a large amount of space and deep
straw would seem to be better still. Research on al-
ternative farrowing accommodation is being carried
out but much more work is needed in this area.

Let us assume, for the sake of discussion, that
when the authors say the farrowing crate is far from
“ideal” for the sow and that it would be *“‘berter”
for piglets to have more space and deep straw, they
are making purely factual judgments about relative
levels of welfare. It is nevertheless clear that they
also believe that, if possible, alternative farrowing
accommodations that would provide better welfare
for sows and piglets ought to be used. There is a
value judgment here, namely thar a higher level of
welfare ought to be studied and implemented if
possible.

Perhaps the authors would want to say that this
is not a moral value judgment, but that the recom-
mendation reflects some “'scientific” principle that
higher levels of welfare ought always to be found
and implemented if possible. But such a judgment
is precisely a moral value judgment. ltis a judgment
that the amumals are entitled to a higher level of
welfare if it can be provided. That this is a moral
value judgment is made clear if we consider the re-
action of a hypothetical farmer who might say that,
even if certain farrowing accommodations frustrate
sows and piglets, these animals are not entitled to
better treatment. The only response Fraser and
Broom could offer is that the animals are entitled
to better rreatment, because tarmers ought to min-
imize frustration and improve the welfare of these
animals. This is surely a moral value judgment that
purports to decide how much relative weight ought
to be given to the interests of animals, producers,
and others (including consumers who pay for the
animal products).

Throughout the discussions of animal welfare
investigators, one finds the identification of issues
or “‘problems” and the suggestion of solutions that
are based on researchers’ perceptions abour
whether animals are being treated as they ought to
he treated. 72! Moreover, researchers cammonly
evaluate practices on the grounds that welfare
conditions are morally intalerable or unacceptable.
And when they do so, they rarely claim that they
are speaking only as ordinary citizens, not as
scientists.5

Ethical components of welfare

A proponent of the pure science model of an-
imal welfare may assert at this point that there is
still a large area for scientific study deveid of value
judgments, namely welfare itself and its varying
levels or degrees. Tt might be maintained that even
if many of the questions addressed by animal wel-
fare science are mativated by ethical concemns,
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once these concerns have indicated that the wel-
fare of certain animals at certain levels should be
studied, investigation will be solely into matters of
tact, observation, and measurement. For example,
ongce it is decided on ethical grounds that the wel-
fare of pigs should be studied, and that pigs should
be provided conditions that de not cause them to
suffer, burt at the same time do not bankruprt pro-
ducers, scientists can study the welfare of pigs in
this range without reference to values. Society can
then determine how much or what level of welfare
it wants to provide.

f

Welfare as conducive to a preferable life—This
position is also untenable, because the very con-
cept of animal welfare—what ordinary people and
scientists mean by the term welfare—includes an
ethical component.

One can see this by examining how the term
welfare is applied to people. Welfare refers in part
te a state that is good for the person about whose
welfare one is speaking. This is why we can talk of
sacrificing the welfare of an individual for the good
of others. When we speak in this way, we recognize
that welfare refers in part 1o what is good for the
individual, to what is conducive to his success in
some sense taken in his own right. To sacrifice
one's own welfare for the good of another’s is to
make some compromise in what is good for one.

An individval's (or a group’s) welfare has
something to do with its “'success’ in some sense.
This has probably led some animal weifare scien-
tists to suppose that one can find and measure an-
imal welfare without making value judgments. This
is a sense of success in which whether an animal is
successful does not seem to have anything to do
with values. For example, if a Boston rat is fat, en-
ergetic, and free of disease, it is in a sense
functioning successfully as a rat. We can say that
‘the rat is being successful and still say at the same
time that it would not be morally wrong for Bos-
tonians to try to prevent it from being successful.
Therefore, it might appear that one can judge
whether it is living in conditions conducive to its
welfare without making any value judgments about
what is good or bad or about how people ought to
act. Moreover, because such rats can appear to
have more or less success in prospering, propo-
nents of the pure science model may suppose that
characterizing the degree of this success (the level
of welfare)} involves no moral judgments.

However, the concept of welfare employed in
our language is not synonymous with being suc-
cessful in a way that makes no reference to values.
This can be appreciated by considering the 19th
century English philosopher John Stuart Mill’s fa-
mous statement about human happiness and wel-
fare. *'It is better,” Mill wrote, “to be a human be-
ing dissatisfied, than a pig satisfied; better to be
Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied.”** Leav-
ing aside Mill's somewhat unflattering view of pigs,

he reminds us of the fundamental truth that there
is a difference between true welfare and content-
ment. An individual’'s (or group's) welfare some-
times involves loss of contentment, satisfaction, or
feelings of well-being. Thus, it is better to becomne
educated and to learn about the world—even
though doing so may be difficult and even if some
of the knowledge one obtains makes one dissatis-
hed, impatient, angry, or sad.

As Mill recognized, most people believe that
the uneducated (but contented) person experi-
ences a lower level of welfare because we regard
such a person as occupying “a lower grade of
existence.”2” Not lower in a biological sense, for a
fool need be biologically no tess successtul than an
educated person; both may be physically vigorous
and healthy. Indeed, it is possible that a person
who devotes himself to higher aims and who thus
attains a higher degree of welfare will sometimes be
less robust than a physically fic fool. People think
that the educated person attains a higher level
of welfare because it is better—it 15 morally
preferable--- for a human being to be an educated
person than a contented focl. There is a sense in
which we can regard such a person as living a more
successful life than the feol, but in this sense, be-
ing more successful is living closer to how one
cught to live, not simply living with one’s biclag-
ical needs or drives satisfied.

Ordinary Features of the uses of the term wel-
fare—Even when welfare is properly conceived as
including an ethical component, it still makes
sense Lo say that sometimes the welfare of an indi-
vidual (or a group of individuals) ought to be sac-
rificed or diminished for the sake of the interests of
others. To say this is to say that it is sometimes
morally preferable, all things considered, for that
individual or individuals not to live in a way that,
other things being equal, would be better for them
taken by themselves. Because it is sometimes mor-
ally permissible, or morally obligatory, 10 sacrifice
the welfare of a person (or animal) to some extent,
welfare and morality are not coextensive or synon-
ymous concepts. This is why it also makes sense
sometimes to say that one may or should provide
less than optimal welfare to a person (or animal}).
Nevertheless, that one can sensibly say morality
allows or requires some diminution or increase in
the level of a person’s or animal’s welfare is con-
sistent with there being an ethical component of
the welfare regarding which one is making a further
moral judgment.

The satisfaction of certain biological drives is
a part of welfare, for withour the satisfaction of
some drives, a person may become ill or debili-
tated, may experience great pain or discomfort, or
may even die—and we do not regard such states as
good. Assessment of the frustration or degree of
frustration of biclogical drives is often subject to
scientific investigation, and much of this investiga-
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tion can proceed without consideration of values,
For example, scientists can determine what effects
lack of sleep have an people and can estimate how
various amounts of sleep deprivation are correlared
with various physical and psychological problems.
Although such things may be observed and mea-
sured sciendifically, it is not this fact that renders
the empirical study of sleep deprivation a study of
welfare. These become welfare studies because
people consider the effects of sleep deprivation in-
imical ro welfare, that is, as threatening one’s abil-
ity to live a worthwhide, valuable, and decent kind
of life. The frequent congruence berween welfare
and the fulfillment of biological or psychological
needs should not lead one to think that study of
these needs can be separated {rom the valuational
presuppositions that render these needs relevant to
welfare. Likewise, pain, suffering, and unhappiness
are often inconsistent with welfare because we re-
gard such states, other things being equal, as evil
and bad.

Many of the factors we consider conducive to
welfare are capable to some degree of comparison
or measurement, and it is therefore sometimes
possible ta speak of degrees or levels of welfare. For
example, because pain is inimical to welfare, we
will say that someone {or some animal) suffering a
great deal of pain for a long period of ume is expe-
riencing a lower level of welfare than someone (or
some animal) not in pain. Thus, while the mea-
surement of greater or lesser degrees of welfare will
sometimes depend on the possibility of comparing
or measuring certain factors (such as pleasure or
pain), and the measuring and comparing of such
factors may well be a matter of empirical observa-
tion, it is the fact that certain states are regarded as
good or bad and thus conducive or inimical to wel-
fare that makes this an empirical comparison of
levels of weltare.

There is no value-free boundary of minimal an-
imal welfare.—The insistence of proponents of the
pure science model to the contrary notwithstand-
ing, it is not possible to mark out minimal levels of
welfare without making ethical judgments. This
can be shown most clearly in the animal area by
considering the relevance of death to animal wel-
fare.

Most, if not all, people believe that death is in-
imical to human welfare. We think this not just be-
cause living is necessary for experiencing welfare,
but also because we value human life as a good.
Death frustrates human welfare because it takes
away the most precious gift one can have, life, and
all that living can bring.

With respect to animals, however, many peo-
ple deny that death is inimical to, frustrates, or in-
deed has any relevance whatever to welfare. Fraser
and Broom,® for example, state that:

If an animal is suddenly shot, with no previous
warning that this might happen, and it dies instan-

taneously, then there is a moral guestion about
whether such killing should occur but there is no
welfare problem. If an animal dies slowly with much
pain, or is wounded by a shot which results in pain
and difficulties in normal living, then its welfare is
poor. . . .. If animals are kept in order that they will
eventually be eaten, their welfare could be good
throughout their lives even up to the point of
slaughter.

Although this statement is supposed to show
that “welfare” does not presuppose value judg-
ments, it demonstrates the opposite. Because we
believe that the taking of innocent human life is
evil, and because we value the lives that would be
taken, we say that a genocidal maniac will nega-
tively affect human welfare even if he kills his hu-
man victims immediately, without pain or warning.
What is the difference between such human beings
who would be killed and animals that are kiiled in-
stantaneously and painlessly? The difference,
clearly, is that many people {including Fraser and
Broom) do not regard the taking of animal life as
itself an evil and do not regard life as something
that is moraily owed to all animals.

However. people who object to the killing of
animals, even when this might be done painlessly,
do believe that such killing is inimical to animal
welfare precisely because they regard the taking of
an animal iife under these circumstances as mor-
ally wrong. Philosopher Tom Regan maintains that
even the painless killing of animals for food or in
experimentation 1s inimical to their welfare be-
cause, in his view, such amimals have an interestin
living that ought 1o be respected. For Regan,'? the
farmer or experimenter who kills an animal, how-
ever painlessly, oversteps the minimal boundary of
animal welfare.

Death is the uitimate, the irreversible harm because
death is the ultimate, the irreversible loss, foreclos-
ing every opporwnity to find satisfaction. This is
true whether death is slow and agonizing or quick
and painless. Though there are some fates worse
than death, an untimely death is not in the interests
of its victims, whether human or animal, indepen-
dently of whether they understand their own mor-
tality, and thus independently of whether they
themselves have a desire to continue to live.

My point is not that Fraser and Broom are in-
correct in thinking that it is sometimes morally
permissible to kill animals. Rather, their charac-
terization of the relevance of death to animal wel-
fare rests on a value judgment that might appear so
obvious and self evident to some that the authors
do not recognize it as a value judgment. Fraser and
Broom appear tc endorse what 1 have called the
anti-cruelty position, the view that one’s major
moral obligation to animals is not to cause them
unnecessary pain or suffering.!'® However popular
this view may be among animal welfare scientists
and the general public, it is an ethical view none-
theless. [t does not provide a value-free “objective”
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beundary of minimal animal welfare.

Even among those who believe that one’s
minimal moral obligation is to avoid causing
animals unnecessary pain or suffering, there can be
disagreements about what would constitute mini-
mal welfare—based on differences in value judg-
ments regarding how much pain or distress animais
ought 10 be allowed to experience. For example,
some welfare investigators regard as intolerable
and entirely inconsistent with welfare the pain ex-
perienced by cattle that are dehorned or castrated
without the use of anesthesia.?* Some farmers tell
me that they see no welfare problem in such prac-
tices because pain is experienced briefly and alter-
native methods would be too expensive and time-
consurning. The AVMA has taken the intermediate
position that such pain constitutes a diminution,
though not a complete deparwre from welfare, and
reommends that ‘‘viable alternatives to castration
and dehorning of cattle [without anesthesia or an-
algesia) be developed and applied.””® Proponents of
these three positions might well agree about the
level and duration of pain experienced by the an-
imals, and still disagree about whether or to what
extent welfare is compromised. In this case, they
would not disagree about the facts but about
whether the pain constitutes such a weighty moral
problem as to negate, diminish, or have any affect
on what people should regard as these animals’
welfare.

Value-laden definitions of animal welfare—In
the animal welfare literature, value judgments are
reflected in positions investigators take regarding
whether certain factors (eg, reproductive success,
animals’ preference) should be included among
criteria relevant to the assessment of welfare;
whether certain levels of welfare are present; and
the relative weight to be given certain factors (eg,
pain, disease, stress, animals’ preference) in the
assessment of welfare. Although 1 cannet docu-
ment here the operation of value judgments in dis-
cussions of all these issues, the presence of value
judgments in animal welfare science is quickly seen
by examining some of the definitions of animal
welfare that have been proposed by leading inves-
tigators. The following are some of these defini-
tions:

e “A state of complete mental and physical
heaith where the animal is in complete har-
mony with its environment.?

e “The degree 1o which [animals] can adapt
without suffering 1o environments desig-
nated by man.”%®

e Absence of “methods for handling and
management [that] are so extreme as to in-
duce stress or its overt symptoms, distress,
on animals. Stress is understood to mean
extensive physiological and behavioral dis-
turbance in the animal resulting from nox-

jious environmental factors.”?’

e Absence of ”s,uffer'mg.“21

e “‘Mental well-being,” which is identified
with the absence of “‘suffering.”?® Suffering
is defined as “‘a wide range of unpleasant
emotional states” including **fear, pain, frus-
tration and exhaustion™ and other mental
states “‘such as those caused by loss of social
companions.”

¢ Freedom from pain and suffering. “Pain™ is
defined as ““aversive stimulation of the cen-
tral nervous system (Cns) originating from
the damage of tissues, and, or organs either
by disease, injury or functional disorder.”
“Suffering” is defined as “‘aversive stimula-
tion of the ¢ns originating from behavioural
and physiological conflicts with the
environment.”%°

o “Well-being,” characterized as the fulfill-
ment of “needs.””!

e An animal’s “'state as regards its actempts o
cope with its environment.”® The level or
degree of welfare is seen as the degree of
success achieved by the animal in coping
“with difficult conditions "8

These definitions differ significantly. For ex-
ample, while the “‘absence of suffering” connotes
only the absence of certain very unpleasant expe-
riences, the term well-being as it is ordinarily used
refers to the presence of positive sensations, feel-
ings, or experiences. Likewise, animals that might
experience some degree of welfare because they are
not subjected to treatment that is so extreme as to
induce stress might nevertheless not be experienc-
ing welfare (or might be experiencing a much lower
level of welfare) under a definition thar identifies
welfare with a state in which an animal is both
physically and mentally “in harmony with its
environment” (whatever that means). Similarly, an
investigator who defines welfare in terms of the
degree of successful coping with adverse condi-
tions might differ sharply with one who defines
welfare as well-being and is therefore prepared to
compare levels of welfare in various situations,
some of which could not be called adverse.

It need not, surely, be different views of the
facts that lead animal welfare investigators to differ
in their definitions of welfare. Proponents of all of
these definitions could look at an animal and agree
that it is or is not undergoing certain kinds of ex-
periences or conditions. For example, two investi-
gators might agree that a particular veal calf con-
fined in a crate and fed a low-iron liquid diet is not
experiencing pain or distress. One, who defines
welfare as the absence of suffering, will conclude
that there is no compromise of the animal’s
welfare. The other, who defines welfare as a state
of complete mental and physical heaith and who
also views the ability to move, groom, and social-
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ize as aspects of an animal’s menral health, might
view the situation as violative of wellare.

Someone who believes that welfare is fulfilled
when there is absence of suffering takes the posi-
tion that what constitutes an acceptable kind of life
for an animal is one without suffering. Someone
who helieves that this 1s not sufficient for welfare
believes that animals are owed more. Likewise,
someone who defines welfare as the ability of an-
imals to adapt withour suffering to environments
designated by man will assume the propriety of
many kinds of animal care methods (provided they
can be accomplished . withowt suffering), while
someone who defines welfare in terms of the sat-
isfaction of needs may insist that one start with the
animals’ needs first and adapt environments tw
them—on the grounds that this is the morally cor-
rect approach.

The mischief of the pure science modei

Those who maintain that their conceptions of
“welfare™ are value-free do not err in employing
definitions of welfare that involve value judgments.
For, [ have argued, it is impossible 1o use the term
welfare as it is ordinarily employed by people
without commirtting oneself to certain ethical judg-
ments. The denial that values are being endorsed
does, however, lead to serious methodologic prob-
lems.

First, because thase who endorse the pure sci-
ence model do not recognize that they are making
value judgments, they do not recognize certain im-
portant ethical issues as meriting consideration,
much less serious discussion. For example, some-
one who defines welfare in terms of the fulfillment
of needs will not recognize as independently rele-
vant to welfare the fulfillment of what might better
be termed wants—desires or preferences, the ful-
fillment of which might give satisfaction or plea-
sure, but the denial or frustration of which might
not cause adverse or unpleasant physiological or
behavioral effects. Because he assumes that what
we owe animals is the fulfillment of certain needs,
such an investigator will tend not to take seriously
the ethical issue of whether people have a moral
obligation sometimes to allow animals e do what
they want.

Second, adoption of the pure science model
leads to the foreclosing of potentially significant
sclenufic investigations. For example, someone
who defines welfare as the absence of suffering has
already excluded as irrelevant research directed
toward the promotion of positive mental states.

A good example of how etlucal and scientific
studies can be foreclosed by a definition of welfare
is provided by Dawkins’ view of studies of animal
preference. Dawkins®®->! found that hens prefer an
outside run to a battery cage, although hens raised
in a batrery cage take some time to express this
preference. Other studies have shown that laying
hens prefer floors of fine-gauge hexagonal mesh to

heavy rectangular mesh®?; that pigs prefer light to
darkness and will turn lights on even at night*”; and
that gilts prefer an earth floor over a pen adjacent
to another pig but prefer being next to another gilt
over straw or wood shavings.® Although such
results suggest that animals can sometimes be
made happier by being allowed to choose part of
their environments, Dawkins® sees a serious lim-
ltation in viewing preference as evidence of wel-
fare:

Now the obvious rejoinder to the finding that
hens prefer being outside in a run to being inside in
a bartery cage is that this does not tell us anything
about whether they sufferin batiery cages. A gour-
met might prefer caviar to smoked salmon, bur 1t
would be difficult to argue that he would suffer if he
had to make do with smoked salmon. This is
another way of saying that preference by itself is not
an indicator of suffering. To show that a preference
does indicate suffering in the less preferred envi-
ronment, we have to find out not merely what the
preference is, but how strong it is. Il it were shown
that hens would do literally anything to getout of a
battery cage and that their preference for the run
was so strong that it overruled everything else, then
it might be possible to conclude that they suffered
in cages.

Dawkins is a proponent of the definition of
welfare as the “absence of suffering %8 (a definition
based on a value judgment that people ought notto
permit animals they use te suffer). This definition
not only leads Dawkins to ignare the possibility of
discussing whether farmers ought sometimes to al-
low animals to express their preferences even if
doing so is not necessary to the alleviation or pre-
vention of suffering, The definition also leads her
to dismiss studies that would not show animals
would “‘do literally anything” to express their
preferences as irrelevant to welfare. For she ap-
pears to think (mistakenly, I would argue) that ex-
remely strong preferences indicate only flight
from suffering and not impetus toward pleasure. In
any event, she rules out a whole line of inquiry rel-
evant to the view that antmals ought sometimes be
allowed to express their preferences irrespective of
whether this would affect their level or degree of
suffering. For, someone might argue, even if certain
conditions preferred by farm animals were analo-
gous to unnecessary but nevertheless pleasurable
epicurean delights, might it not sometimes still be
incumbent upon farmers to provide them with such
conditoens, simply because these conditons make
the animals happier? Might not this added happi-
ness or pleasure heighten the level of their welfare?

There is no purely factual justification for the
contention that preference is relevant only when it
provides evidence of suffering. Rather, Dawkins
appeals to unspoken value judgments that do not
include the principle that animals are sometimes
owed not just freedom from suffering but positive
pleasures.
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Another problem Dawkins®® finds in prefer-
ence testing is that:

... animals do not always choose what is best for
their own long-term physical well-being. . . . there
is probably some connection between what animals
choose on the one hand and what is best for their
survival and reproducnion on the other. The con-
nection is not, however, a hard and fast ane. Ani-
mals do not always choose what is best for them.

... Domestic cautle . . . [slometimes eat poi-
sonous plants or bloar themselves with clover. An-
imals such as pigs and rats have a swrong liking for
saccharine, and yet it has ffo [ood value. We can add
other examples from everyday experience; people
choose to smoke and do other things which may
damage their health in the long run.

Here, welfare appears to be identified with
physical health in the long run (apparently because
Dawkins thinks that the absence of such health is
associated with suffering). Dawkins seems to find
behavior that either frustrates such health (eg,
consuming poison) or does not further it (eg, con-
suming nonnutritive saccharine) as being inimical
to welfare.

Dawkins is correct that free choice can be in-
jurious to welfare, because people and animals can
make poor choices. However, the relations he-
tween choice and welfare are not done justice by
the staternent that choice and welfare can some-
rimes conflict. Sometimes, we regard the ability to
choose what one wants and the pleasure brought by
such cheices as a fundamental feature of welfare,
even if what is chasen might not wurn ourt to be op-
timal for physical health. For example, most of us
would regard our weifare as diminished if we were
ferced to eat only healthiul foods, or to exercise
instead of enjoying certain sedentary pleasures,
even if it could be demonstrated that our “health
in the long run” might be damaged somewhat.
Moreover, we do not regard as inimical to welfare
a whole range of nonbeneficial activities, such as
the consumption of pleasurable but nonnutritive
foods. Indeed, most people would say that their
welfare would be diminished if they were not often
permitted to chocse harmless pleasures.

We include within human welfare the freedom
to enjoy some harmful and some harmless plea-
sures because we believe a life with such freedoms
and pleasures to be better than a life without them.
Is it self-evident that this cannot sometimes be true
with regard to animals? Some people maintain that
it is better—and therefore conducive to welfare—
for wild animals not to be kept in caprtivity even if
so keeping them provides a life that is longer and
free from predation and disease.!’> They might be-
lieve that it is just better for such animals to live
freely and choose what they want, on the grounds
that either the pleasures the animals experience
will be greater than those they will receive in cap-
tivity, or that living in the wild accords with their
inborn natures.** Nor is it patently ridiculous to

argue that pigs and other farm animals might live
a better life if they could enjoy certain pleasures
that did not result in their living an optimally
healthy life, or even in their producing the amount
and quality of foodstuffs farmers would prefer.

People who think that animal welfare might be
served by sometimes allowing animals to do what
they want might be making incorrect value judg-
ments. However, it hardly seems fair to dismiss
their value judgments by proclaiming a definition
of welfare that incorporates a contrary value judg-
ment. The only way to determine which of these
value judgements is preferable is to approach them
as value judgmernus and to assess them accordingly.

Also precluded by Dawkins’ definition of wel-
fare is patentially relevant scientific research. For
example, it might be interesting to learn a great
deal about how pleasurable nonnutritive (or nutri-
tive) sweets may be 1o farm animals, whether such
sweets interfere with the ingestion of healthy foods,
whether they affect praductivity, how much pro-
viding such sweets will cost farmers, and whether
they might sometimes lead to disease or loss of fit-
ness. Such studies might lead to the raising of eth-
ical issues concerning whether such treats are owed
to animals. This, in turn, might lead investigators
at least 10 consider a characrerization of welfare
that includes some reference 1o pleasure. But all
these interesting ethical and scientific issues will
likely not even occur to investigators who have al-
ready adopted a definition of welfare that renders
such issues irrelevant.

Should the concept of welfare be
abandoned?

Dr. Michael Fox suggests that because the
concept of animal “‘welfare’” has become entwined
in ethical arguments relating to the proper treat-
ment of animals, the concept is now a burden to
veterinarians and scientists. According to Fox,
some veterinarians and ethologists are already
“tending to avoid the term and advocacy of animal
welfare in favor of advocating animal health and
well-being (well-being implying provision of an
environment and standards of care and husbandry
that cause minimal stress and distress and satisty
the animal's basic behavioral and social require-
ments.)”’ Unlike welfare, “anirnal health and well-
being can be objectively and scientifically deter-
mined, thus providing a basis for evaluating the
humaneness of how animals are treated.” By
avoiding talk of welfare, veterinarians will not have
to “‘stand in judgment of how society uses animals.”
The profession will be able to ““focus objectively on
areas of animal use wherein improvements in
health and overall well-being are clearly need-
ed.”* Fox’s proposed solution for the “‘problem™
of value-laden discussions of animal welfare cannot
work.

First, as Rollin®® has demonstrated, what
counts as “health” or “'disease” in both human and
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veterinary medicine often includes reference to the
values of those who determine that a physical or
mental state or condition is 1o be considered
healthy or diseased. For example, societies that
prize heaviness do not classify obesity as a disease,
while in the United States, obesity is seen not just
as contributing to illness, but as an illness in itself.
Likewise, as Rollin notes, animals used in agricul-
ture are frequenty not considered ill if these ani-
mals are producing as expected even though they
may be experiencing some distress. In contrast, the
owters of companion animals with similar pain
will take their animals to a veterinarian for treat-
ment because these people find such pain unac-
ceptable. Thus, replacing talk of welfare with the
notion of health will not eliminate value judgments.

The same thing is true of the term “well-
being,” which, like the words health or welfare
typically incorporate value judgments. Not every
farmer, veterinarian, or scientist would agree with
Fox's view that anything more than minimal stress
or distress is inconsistent with overall well-being.
Some would say amimals that experience even
some significant stress for some time are doing
“well enough,and others would view well-being
as not just the absence of stress bur the presence
of pleasure. The differences among these (and
other) interpretations of well-being are based on
differences in what is thought is owed 1o animals.

A more fundamental problem with Fox's re-
jection of the term welfare is that even if investiga-
tors tried to restrict themselves to the study of
phenomena that do not refer to values, values will
inevitably creep back into their work. There are
phenomena that can be studied without reference
to values. For example, insofar as human beings
can determine that animals experience states such
as discomtort, stress, pain, contentment, and plea-
sure, these determinations shouid be capable of
being made without engaging in value judgments.
Letus suppose thatinvestigators discentinue speak-
ing abourt welfare and instead turn to investigating
such mental states, as well as other phenomena
that can be described without reference to values,
such as length of life-span, susceptibility to infec-
tion, and production of offspring. Two things will
happen to such investigators.

First, they will find themselves relying on value
judgments in making decisions about what animals
to study, and about what kinds of states or condi-
tions to study. Thus, most investigators would nat
undertake studies of stress in urban rats because
they would not consider that such animals are
owed freedom from stress. In contrast, most re-
searchers would surely maintain (as they do now)
that extensive studies should be done of the nature
and causes of stress in farm and laboratory ani-
mals—because it is widely held that we owe it to0
such animals that they not experience significant
stress. Just as at present there are disagreements
among researchers about whether positive well-
being should be included together with freedom

from suffering in the definition of welfare, so will
researchers who refrain from speaking of welfare
disagree about whether animals are owed pleasure
as well as freedom from suffering. Those who be-
lieve animals are owed more than [reedom from
suffering will find appropriate scientific studies of
such states as pleasure, contentment, and happi-
ness, while those who do not believe that animals
are owed more than [reedom from suffering will
find such studies relevant only insofar as they might
bear on the question of when animals suffer. In se-
lecting and giving relative weight to animals’ men-
tal states and conditions of existence, investigators
will be relying on their perception about how an-
imals ought to be treated, even if they avoid using
the word welfare.

The second thing that will happen if investiga-
tors attempt to restrict themselves to purely factual
issues is that they will soon be using the current
concept or idea of welfare even if they could some-
how avoid the word welfare. That is, they will soon
study conditions that are conducive to the kinds of
existence human beings are ordinarily obligated to
provide for animals—conditions that we now say
are conducive to welfare. This will happen because
the underlying motivation for most investigators
will still be, as it is now, a desire 1o afford o cer-
tain animals the kind of life these animals ought to
be provided.

Fox's own criticism of the term welfare itsell
illustrates why veterinarians, scientists, and the
general public will never abandon the idea for
which this term stands. Fox says thart the advocacy
of well-being will help the veterinary profession
“best serve society and its animal constituency.
Thus, the promotion of well-being is a moral
imperative, something that is owed to the animals.
By including satisfaction of “‘the animals basic be-
havieral and social needs™ in his definition of
well-being, Fox is saying that the kind of life some
animals are owed is one in which these needs are
fulfilled.

Now suppose someone objects that animals
are not owed such a life. Fox cannot respond that
animals just are owed well-being as he defines it.
For even if Fox’s opponent accepted his definition
of well-being, the opponent could still reject the
claim that animals are entitled to well-being in this
sense. Fox must respond with ethical arguments to
demonstrate that what he deems to be basic
behavioral and social needs ought to be fulfilled.

Fox’s importation of his own ethical views into
his definition of well-being is no different from the
importation of ethical views into characterizations
of animal welfare. His discussion and those of other
welfare investigators demonstare that veterinari-
ans, welfare scientists, and members of the public
want a term thart refers to what is good for an an-
imal in the sense of what would provide it with the
life we ordinarily ought to permiz or encourage it to
live.

In short, if the term animal welfare did not ex-
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ist, there would soon emerge a word that means
precisely what animal welfare has always meant.
The current idea or concept of animal welfare has
such potent moral force that if it somehow did not
exist, it would soon be invented.

Central tagks of the field of animal welfare

Once we recognize that not just the promotion
but even the study of animal welfare is inextricably
intertwined with ethical issues, we can appreciate
some of the tasks faced by students and advocates
of animal welfare.

Because animal welfare studies involve making
ethical judgments, it is"inadvisable to speak of
“ammal welfare science” or “'the science of animal
welfare.”” These locutions may encourage the view
that the study of welfare is a purely factual matter.
Fraser’’-*® in discussions that recognize the con-
nections between animal welfare and ethics, speaks
helpfully of the field of animal welfare or welfare.
Once one speaks of such a discipline, one can then
appropriately distinguish scientific from ethtcal in-
vestigations (and investigators) within the disci-
pline.

An urgent task faced by the field of animal
welfare is the clarification of when and to what ex-
tent ethical rather than purely factual questions are
being addressed. This is important, as we have
seen, because unexpressed and unexamined ethi-
cal presuppositions sometimes lead investigators
toward or away from certain kinds of empirical in-
vestigations. There must be relentless examination
of how ethical views affect the choice of whar an-
imals’ welfare to study and of how much or what
levels of welfare are deemed worthy of study. Eth-
ical presuppositions relating to what factors are
considered indicative of welfare, or what weight
should be given varicus [actors, must be uncovered.
Ethical positions must be subjected to as rigorous
an analysis as the state of animal and veterinary
ethics allows. This will require persons with ad-
vanced background in ethics to be included in the
field of welfare.

To prevent the foreclosing of valuable ethical
and scientific work, welfare investigators should
avold trying to give purportedly complete and ex-
haustive definitions of welfare. Definitions, as has
been seen, can remove competing ethical and sci-
entific viewpoints from one’'s universe of discourse;
alternative ethical and factual inquiries become lit-
erally unthinkable because they do not fit a pre-
conceived definition of welfare. Robust scientific
and ethical enquiry about factors relevant to animal
welfare 1s not facilitated by unexamined factual or
moral propositions parading under the guise of
purely “objective” definitions of central terminol-
ogy.

Sometimes, different ethical approaches to
welfare will support the same kinds of empirical
research. For example, virtally every present def-
inition of welfare includes pain and suffering

among factors inimical to welfare. There is thus no
reason why scientists whe may favor different
characterizations of welfare but who agree that the
presence of pain is inimical to welfare cannot go
about the purely factual tasks of attempring to
characterize, find evidence of, and measure pamn-
ful mental states or conditions. Where differing
ethical views might lead to different kinds of
scientific studies, and where these differing ethical
views have at least sorme plausibility, the field of
welfare should encourage the empirical research
associated with these compering ethical views.

Factual discovery about what might benefit or
harm animals will often lead to questions about
ethical obligations. If ethicists participate in wel-
fare investigations, relevant moral questions might
be asked more quickly and more persuasively, and
such questions might then suggest further appro-
priate empirical studies.

Another reason ethicists and philosophers
should participate in ammal welfare studies is that
many terms already used by scientists 1o describe
animal behavior and evaluate animal welfare are
rarely subjected to careful philosophical analysis.
As 1 have observed'® veterinarians and animal sci-
entists sometimes define terms such as pain, stress,
distress, anxiety, suffering, and needs carelessly or
with insufficient attention to what these terms
mean in ordinary discourse, This can resultin con-
fusion among investigators employing different
senses of terms. Philosophers whose expertise in-
cludes the careful analysis of terminology can assist
scientists to clarify whar they are rying to say.

The field of welfare must also include partici-
pation by sciences that have net traditionally
investigated animal issues. Animal welfare can be
greatly affected by physical objects such as cages,
enclosures, fences and guards, flooring materials,
and various kinds of machinery. Fields such as
materials sclence, biomechanics, and industrial
design may be able to contribute questions and
answers relevant to animzl welfare that would
never occur to animal behaviorists, ethologists,
veterinarians, or ethicists. Curtis! documents a
number of improvements in environmental and
equipment design, such as the development of a
new laying-hen cage and a swine drinking-valve
design for sow feeders, that were made possible by
the contributions of physical and industrial sci-
ences not historically associated with animal wel-
fare.

Just as ethicists must play an important role in
the feld of welfare, so must those who use and
benefit from animals whose welfare is under dis-
cussion. All specialists in welfare should avoid the
view thar because this is a separate field or
discipline, only professional practitioners of this
field are “‘entitled to an opinion” about what con-
stitutes or promotes welfare. For example, in farm
animal welfare studies, there must be participation
by producers. Their economic interests must be
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factored into husbandry decisions and who are in-
timately familiar with current procedures. Without
such participation, the systematic review and im-
provement of farm ammal welfare will be im-
possible. !

Finally, serious participation in welfare dis-
cussions by the public and its political representa-
tives should also be encouraged. Practices in farm
animal husbandry cannot be evaluated apart from
the public’s interest in safe and affordable food-
stuffs. In assessing, say, a method of producing eggs
that would improve welfare but increase consumer
prices, an essential ethical issue will be whether
benefiting the animals is worth the extra expense.
This question cannot be answered without a com-
plete understanding of what this expense would
mean to real consumers. Similarly, public in-
terests must be taken into account in evaluating,
from a moral standpoint, welfare steps that could
effect the cost and availability of biomedical re-
search utilizing animals, or the cost or availability
of entertainment animals such as racehorses. The
most highly motivated animal welfare recommen-
dations (or legal requirements) can be ineffective
unless they are accepted by people who will be af-
fected by them. To be sure, the preferences and
interests of farmers, industries, and the public must
also be subjected to ethical scrutiny. People do not
always want what is owed to animals, and it is not
always morally correct to require that animals
adapt w0 human preferences.

The 1985 amendment to the federal Animal
Welfare Act requiring researchers to provide facil-
ities to promote the “‘psychological well-being”*
of primates illustrates whar can happen when a
partnership is lacking between animal welfare re-
searchers and the public or its pelitical represen-
tatives. Congress passed this law because it thought
that researchers have a moral obligation to provide
primates psychological well-being. Yet, at the time,
primatologists, biomedical researchers, and animal
welfare investigators possessed little factual knowl-
edge about what promotes or constitutes psycho-
logical well-being in primate species. Many scien-
tists complained to regulatory authorities that
psychological well-being could not be defined or
measured and had no basis in scientific fact.®
Panels and meetings were convened to learn what
was known about primate psychological well-being
so that intelligent government regulations pursuant
to the statute could be formulated.*' Much of the
confusion and controversy has arisen from the fact
that there is widespread disagreement about what
the term psychological well-being means (and even
more about what would promote it), about how to
define the word stress, and about whether psycho-
logical well-being can be equated with environ-
mental enrichment.** The regulations enacted in
February 1691 by the USDA were relatively tame.
For example, regarding opportunities for socializa-
tion with other primates, provisions are to be made

“in accordance with currently accepted profes-
sional standards, as cited in professional journals or
reference guides, and as directed by the consulting
veterinarian.”*? There are few such standards, and
the regulation appears to give virtwally unbridled
discretion to consulting laboratory veterinarians,
few of whom even consider themselves experts in
primate psychology. Nevertheless, many research-
ers still objected to the regulations as an unwar-
ranted and factually ciuesnonable intrusion into the
scientific enterprise.™

Congress acted without appreciating the state
ofknowledge regarding primate psychological well-
being, and without considering the many ethical
and conceptual issues that regulators, biomedical
researchers, and animal welfare investigators face
in exploring levels of acceptable welfare for differ-
ent species of primates. Perhaps some of the con-
troversy could have been avoided had the public’s
representatives, biomedical researchers, primatol-
ogists, veterinarians, and ethicists been involved
from the start in a cooperative investigation of these
animals” welfare.

Major ethical issues relating to enimal
wolfara

The number, range, and difficulty of ethical is-
sues that now confront the field of welfare are
staggering. The Appendix that follows lists some of
these issues. The Appendix does not purport to set
forth all important ethical issues relating to animal
welfare. Moreover, some of the questions listed are
quite general and contain or imply scores of further
questions. For example, there are hundreds of
standard techniques in the handling of farm or
laboratory animals that raise interesting welfare is-
sues. To a certain extent, the questions one lists as
relevant to welfare will be a function of one’s own
value judgments. Thus, those who oppose, say, the
use of animals in research, would mainrain that the
appropriate question should not be whether certain
techniques or practices are conducive to welfare,
but whether animals ought 0 be used in experni-
mentation at all. | have attempted to include ques-
tions that would be regarded as important by some
significant proportion of veterinarians, animal wel-
fare investigators, direct users of animals, and
members of the public. I have tried to phrase the
questions in a neutral manner, without indicating
what answer might be appropriate.

The significance and difficulty of these ques-
tions {and undoubtedly of others the reader will
supply) provide the strongest reason possible for

the inclusion of serious ethical investigations wichin
the field of welfare.

Conclusion

The field of animal welfare will make progress
in understanding and improving the lives of ani-
mals if it is recognized as a separate discipline. but
one that is inherentdy interdisciplinary in nature.
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Because the fundamental motivation for studying
and promoting weifare is ethical, and because the
very concept of animal welfare {orces one to make
and rationally defend value judgments about what
ways of treating animals are appropriate, ¢thics is
among those disciplines that must comprise the
field of welfare. Veterinarians should be proud that
their profession is playing a pre-eminent role in the
science and ethics of animal welfare.

Appendix: Major ethical issues relating
to animal welfare

FARM ANIMAL WELFARE

To what extent, if any, do standard agricultural
practices (eg, indoor confinement rearing of
pigs, intensive battery cages for laying hens,
castration of cattle and pigs without anesthesia,
debeaking of chicks, administration of subther-
apeutic doses of antibiotics) make inappropriate
compromises in welfare? Where an inappropri-
ate compromise might be made, are there alter-
native methods that satisfactorily reconcile the
interests of animals, farmers, and the public?

How do various methods of stockmanship (includ-
ing different kinds of contact between handlers
and animals) affect welfare?

Can modification in the design and construction of
animal production equipment improve welfare
consistent with legitimate economic needs?

To what extent, if any, should farmers and veter-
inarians concentrate upon the welfare or pro-
ducuvity of herds rather than of individual ani-
mals?

To what extent, if any, is it proper to tolerate dis-
ease in individual animals in order to promote
overall productivity or profitability?

Do conventional methods of handling and moving
animals on farms comport with proper regard for
welfare?

Do present methods of transporting animals to
feedlots and slaughterhouses compert with
proper regard for welfare?

Are animals treated properly while at markets?

Should improvements be made in welfare aspects
of slaughter and preslaughter procedures?

To what extent, if any, should veterinarians argue
for or insist upon procedures to further the pa-
tient’s welfare when doing so is opposed by or
runs counter to the client’s economic interests?

To what extent are emerging techniques in bio-
technology designed to enhance production {eg,
bovine growth hormone for dairy cows) condu-
cive to welfare?

LABORATORY ANIMAL WELFARE

What are the welfare implications of variations in
general housing and environmental conditions
(eg, size and construction materials of cages,

remperature, ventilation, quantity and quality of
food, lighting, nature and quantity of bedding for
nesting animals, ability to come in contact with
other animals, opportunity for exercise)?

To whar extent should negative mental states such
as discomfort, stress, distress, pain, and suffering
be lessened or eliminated to comply with ac-
ceptable levels of welfare? Has there been suffi-
cient attention tw the development of anesthet-
ics and analgesics for laboratory animals?

Does laboratory animal welfare include positive
mental states such as pleasure and psychological
well-being, and if so, to what extent, if any,
should such experiences be provided to labora-
tory animals?

To what extent, if any, should certain practices in
cancer and immunology studies (eg, growth of
large implanted tumors, use of complete Freund
adjuvant) be modified or abandoned to comport
with appropriate {evels of welfare?

To what extent, if any, is it permissible to cause
pain to or otherwise compromise the welfare of
animals used in psychological experimenis?

What methods of euthanasia are appropnate in
various circumstances and for various spectes?
When do welfare considerations require eutha-
nasia rather than continuing the experiment or
allowing death as an experimental endpoint?

Is general animal welfare furthered or diminished
by prohibiting the use of animals abandoned to
pounds and shelters?

In general, how should welfare considerations be
weighed against economic costs of providing
enhanced welfare or potential effects on re-
search projeces?

Are certain species (eg, chimpanzees, certain pri-
mate species) entitled to have certain aspects of
their welfare respected such that they should
never be used in research, or if used, may be used
only in the most important and practically ben-
eficial studies? To what extent, if any, is it
appropriate to be more concerned about the
welfare of certain (“*higher™) species than about
other (“'lower’”) ones?

To what extent, if any, is it justifiable to compro-
mise welfare in basic as distinguished from
practically-oriented research?

Are certain testing methods (eg, LDso, Draize eye
irritant test) sufficiently respectful of welfare?
Does the moral appropriateness of such tests
vary with the kind of substance or product {eg,
medicine vs cosmetics) being tested?

To what extent is it possible or appropriate 10 re-
duce the use of animals in research or to replace
animals with non-animal modalities?

COMPANION ANIMAL WELFARE

Are certain breed standards in dogs and cats so
detrimental to health that they constitute an
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impermissible diminution in welfare? What
should be the position of the veterinary pro-
fession regarding breed standards that have
negative effects on welfare? )

Should veterinarians dock the tails or crop the
ears of dogs?

Under what conditions might wellare consider-
ations argue against the declawing of cats and
the debarking of dogs?

How should veterinarians respond when clients
do not want to provide their animals with
medical care that would protect or promote
these animals’ welfare?

How should veterinarians respond when clients
cannot afford medical care that would protect
or promote their animals’ welfare?

How should veterinarians approach clients who
abuse or neglect their animals or whose igno-
rance about proper pet care leads them to
harm their animals’ welfare?

When does due consideration for welfare argue
n favor of euthanatizing an ill or injured an-
imal? How should veterinarians respond when
clients elect to continue treatment when do-
ing so causes the patient to suffer or to expe-
rience a greatly diminished quality of life?
Hew should euthanasia be performed in order
to protect welfare?

Does the practice of euthanatizing healthy, well-
behaved animals “‘on demand’ affect the
ability of the veterinary profession to promote
itself as a protector of animal welfare?

To whar extent are low-cost rabies and spay/
neuter clinics consistent with due regard for
patient welfare?

Is there sufficient protection of the welfare of
puppies bred in and transported from so-
called “puppy mills'™?

SPORT AND ENTERTAINMENT ANIMAL WELFARE

To what extent, if any, do certain pharmacolog-
ical, medical, or surgical procedures (eg, pre-
competition administration of drugs) pay due
regard to performance animal welfare?

Should the design (including track matenials,
track geometry, moisture in tracks) and main-
tenance of tracks and racing surfaces be
improved to promote welfare?

To what extent are conditions under which rac-
ing animals are stabled or kenneled suffi-
ciently conducive to welfare?

Are conditions of training sufficiently respectful
of welfare?

To what extent do current practices regarding
the provision of emergency medical care and
euthanasia of injured racing animals pay due
regard 1o welfare?

Do current practices relating to preexamination

o —— ——

and track vetennary supervision sufficiently
protect welfare?

To what extent might animais be raced beyond
the time when it is humane to do so? [n gen-
eral, is there sufficient respect for the welfare
of animals that can no longer race or cannot
meet the economic expectations of owners?

To what extent should veterinarians argue for or
insist upon the provision of medical care to
protect the pauent’s welfare when doing so is
apposed for economic reasons by trainers or
owners?

Should surplus Greyhound racing dogs be used
in medical research?

To what extent are conditions under which cir-
cus or amusement park animals housed and
trained sufficienty respectful of welfare? Are
some kinds of animal performance “acts” in-
jurious to wellare?

To what extent might certain current practices in
the sport of rodeo be insufficiently respectful
of welfare?

Do current regulatory or voluntary procedures
sufficiently protect the welfare of racing horses
and dogs and show horses?

WILD AND EXOTIC ANIMAL WELFARE

Do welfare considerations argue against the
keeping of certain species (eg, reptiles, am-
phibians, wolves) as pets?

To what extent do various commercial and en-
vironmental practices {eg, discharge of treated
or untreated sewage into the ocean, air pollu-
tion, deforestation, location of homes or farms
in proximiry to wildlife areas) affect the wel-
fare of wild air, sea, and land animals?

To what extent de various recreational practices
{eg, motor-boating, whale-watching, human
activities at national parks) affect the welfare
of wildlife?

Are current commercial or sport hunting and
trapping practices sufficientdy respectful of
welfare?

Is it preferable for government authorities to
permit hunts of overpopulated groups of wild
animals or to allow these animals to compete
for limited resources on their own? How
should authorities deal with wild animal pop-
ulations that pose a threat to public health or
safety?

To what extent, if any, do welfare considerations
argue against confining wild animals in zoos or
aquaria? s it ever inappropriate to confine
certain species merely for human entertain-
ment? What kinds of conditions or facilities
are preferable from a welfare standpoint?

To what extent should farmers, veterinanans,
and the public be interested in or concerned
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about the welfare of fish in aquaculture facil-
1mes?

Is sufficient awtention paid to the welfare of sur-
plus zoo animals that are auctioned or sold to
private owners?

When, if ever, should veterinartans trear wild
animals that are not members of endangered
or threatened species?

To what extent are certain scientific practices
used in the study of wildlife behavior and
habitat (eg, implantation of radic transmitters,
various kinds of tagging) sufficiently respect-
ful of welfare? Should scientists who come
across injured or sick wild animals attempt to
help them?

ls it right to attempt tc improve the welfare of
animals in the wild by improving their envi-
ronment, protecting them from predators, or
treating them for illness or injury?

In general, should veterinarians, scientists, and
members of the public be concerned about the
survival and welfare of individual wild animals
as opposed to species or groups of animals or
indeed of entire ecosystems?
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A European perspective on farm animal
welfare

; Rev Anthony L. Birbeck

t is a privilege and an honor to take part in the

Animal Welfare Forum. I understand there is a
growing interest in farm animal welfare in the
United States, which will be welcomed by the vet-
erinary profession. In the United Kingdom, we of-
ten regard ourselves as followers of practices or
fashions from the United States, but in this instance
we seem to have moved earlier and further. I hope
it will be helptul and encouraging to share my ex-
penences in the United Kingdom as a member of
the Farm Animal Welfare Council (FAWC), and
provide you with the background to developments
in farm animal welfare.

I am going to begin by mentioning how weli we
are provided with legislation in the United King-
dom, and explain what the FAWC is, and then say
what [ believe are the main types of issues that must
be given auention for there to be improved welfare.
I am also going to refer to difficulties caused by
people’s attachment to positions and interests, be-
fore saying that progress is being made and there
is generally cause for optimism in Britain and Eu-
rope. | hope this will give you added determination
and encouragement.

Legislation

We have a siwation of {ree trade within the
European Economic Community and we know that
it is no use creating situations or restrictions that
will place the British farmer at a disadvantage
compared with his counterparts in, say, France or
Denmark. That will be an imporant consideration
here, 100, because producers in one state will resist
giving advantage to those in others.

In the United Kingdom, we possess a substan-
tial body of law and advice on animal welfare. The
basic piece of legislation is the Agriculture (Miscel-
laneous Provisions) Act of 1968, and there are
many other regulations that govern what can and
cannot be done to farm animals. The Welfare
Codes for each species of farm animal are made
under a section of the 1968 Act and breach of pro-
visions in them can be used as evidence in cases of

pms_ecution

From the Farm Animal Welfare Council, Wells, Somerset,
England, BAS 2]Q.

We have so many legal provisions that we see
ourselves as being in advance of other countries in
the European Economic Community in this re-
spect, and considerable effort 1s being given to the
creation and harmonization of animal health and
welfare legislation in the Community. Of necessity,
all legislation emphasizes the avoidance of cruelty,
neglect, and disease. We are seeking a shift in em-
phasis, from negative 1o positive welfare. Positive
welfare has to do with the creation of circum-
stances, situations, and practices designed to en-
hance animals’ welfare to the point of giving them
the benefit of the doubt, or being generous in the
way they are treated {rom birth unul death.

Farm Animal Welfare Council

The FAWC iwself is an important part of the
British background. It was created in 1979 by the
Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, and
was given the responsibility of reviewing the wel-
fare of farm animals on agricultural land, at mar-
kets, in transic, and at the place of slaughter. It is
an independent advisory body, and important
strengths it has are the rights to initiate its own in-
quiries, to consult whom it wishes, and to publish
its advice. Of course, the Minister may or may not
accept, or may partly accept, any of these initia-
tives. The FAWC has exercised these rights on a
considerable scale. The Minister invites members
to serve on the FAWC, and it is important that its
composition includes those who represent a wide
range of experience. At present there are 23 mem-
bers, 3 of which belong 1o the veterinary profes-
sion, as well as 2 agricultural scientists and 1 an-
imal behavioral scientist. There are 6 farmers, 1
lawyer, 3 welfarists, and members with expert
knowledge of and experience in transport, mar-
kets, education, and public relations. One of these,
1 am glad te say, is Ruth Harrison, who, in publish-
ing her book Animal Machines in 1964, became the
catalyst for the reaction in which the Brambell
Committee was created.!

Unnecessary pain and distress
The Brambell Report (1963) stated that wel-
fare is a wide term and embraces both the physical
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and mental well-being of animals. The Act of 1968
makes it an offense to cause an animal "‘unneces-
sary pain or unnecessary distress.”” There are dif-
ficulties in enforcement, one of which is being able
to define and measure animal welfare. This also af-
fects the possibility of conducting rational debate
among people with different interests and stand-
points. Pain, stress, and suffering are impossible to
measure scientifically, but are cenrtral to discus-
sions and work involving the welfare of farmed an-
imals. The fact that the measurement and evalua-
tion of welfare is inexact will continue to be among
the reasons used to resiér change and classify ma-
jor improvements, particularly in husbandry prac-
tices, as being unnecessary.

Dr. Marian Dawkins of Oxford University, in
her book Animal Suffering suggests differences be-
tween “'stress” and “suffering.’ Suffering includes
fear and frustration as well as pain or physical
damage. Stress includes situations where an animal
wants to take defensive or compensatory action
(fight or flight), but where neither is possible.®
These terms and definitions help initiate a discus-
sion of the various animal welfare issues.

Waelfare issues

There is a wide range of issues to be addressed
in improving welfare and not all are wildly excit-
ing; many need strategic thinking and dedicated
effort over along time. Basically, they relate to what
[ call the six“-ings™: housing, rearing, feeding,
transporting, marketing, and killing. My experi-
ence suggests they must be tackled under three
main headings, all of which have been and con-
tinue to be of concern to us in Europe, and to which
we have devoted much auention on the FAWC.

Husbhandry—Husbandry systems (how ani-
mals are kept), are the cause of much of the loud-
est debate abour welfare. Laying hens, poultry, veal
calves, pigs, and even mink and fox are reared in
intensive systems, the acceptability of which is
increasingly being challenged. Practical alterna-
tives and improved systems of production for en-
hanced animal welfare are needed, as are the
research and development which will objectively
support them.

Design and upkeep—Design and upkeep of the
plant and materials used is important both to avoid
hurting animals, and tw fulfill, to a high standard,
the purposes for which they were intended. Plant
and materials includes such things as truck design
and the means of loading and unloading animals;
lairage and race design; the design of safe and
comfortable farm buildings, pens, boxes, and con-
veyors; and stunning equipment at slaughter
houses. Of course, animals are the ultimate bene-
lciaries. Even in human affairs, it is all too easy, as
many of us know, for designers and technicians to
prescribe and build without adequately consulting
those who have to live with the consequences and

make them work. Although we cannot consult
hens, calves, or pigs about their preferences, there
are plenty of scienusts, practitioners, and operators
whose advice, if sought, could lead 1o many prac-
tical improvements and some innovation which
would take account of animals’ instincts and
behavior. Adequately funded research and devel-
opment is needed here, too.

Management and handling—Systems involving
animals are, within their own limitations, run only
as well as they are managed and operated—excel-
lently, indifferently, or badly. Important parts of
management and operation concern both how an-
imals are handled and how their needs are under-
stood, Legislation rakes you only so far in ensuring
the welfare of the animal. An individual’s behavior
is the outcome of choice. Choices can only be made
properly when people are aware of the options
open to them and the effects of what they do. We
have to get people to behave in ways that respect
animals and birds as creatures, rather than treating
them as inanimate production line units. There is
also a problem over the transport of livestock, in-
cluding the lengths of journey times and feeding
and watering during these journeys. These issues
must be managed within the framework of legisla-
tion which we seek to have upheld in greater de-
tail.

Education and training

People must be educated and trained 1o un-
derstand more about the nature of the animals in
their care and how they should be treated in the
conditions that we have developed. We have made
links, in the United Kingdom, with schools and
colleges of agriculture, and in October 1990 cre-
ated the possibility of a regular link with animal
husbandry teachers from seven British veterinary
schools. The Agricultural Training Board is keen to
ensure that training in welfare practices is an inre-
gral part of every relevant course in the large pro-
gram provided for farm workers. It is possible that
the Board's remit will soon be widened to empower
it to train those working in related activities off-
farm, for example, in markets and slaughter houses.

Second only to continuing reassessment of.
basic husbandry systems, we must continue to be
concerned with the handling of animals by those
catching and transporting poultry, by those in
markets, and by those unloading, stunning, and
slaughtering. Our pressure and concern to improve
standards in such situations must be unremitting.
We must seek to change management systems that
encourage desensitized behavior on account of,
say, methods of payment, and we must improve
individual behavior and its supervision.

In a wider sense, we are also seeking to edu-
cate and inform people whose understanding about
welfare issues could lead directly to changes of
practice and to systems that we would judge to be
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more welfare-friendly. I am thinking about the ul-
timate consumer as well as about key people in the
major retailers, who, in Britain, have close and in-
fluential links with their producers. Producers,
processors, and retailers often cite economic con-
siderations as reasons for not seeking to improve
welfare. However, it is beginning to become clear
that positive welfare can be sold, with financial
benefit, as it achieves a higher profile in the public
eye and influences purchasing habits. We want an
increasing number of people to be aware of the way
in which animals used Ipr agricultural purposes are
treated, so as to provide more opportunity for in-
formed choice.

Stances and loyatties

I know that the United States has much the
same range of interest and advocacy groups con-
cerned with animal welfare as we have in the
United Kingdem. Groups at one extreme say there
isno problem and that attempts to idenzify areas for
improvement in the way farm animals are treated
are misinformed and foolish and an attack on their
personal values and integrity. Groups at the other
extreme espouse violence in pursuit of animal
rights. Between the nonviolent and the violent,
there is a middle-of-the-road group on the contin-
uum that we call welfarists. These people regard it
as a human obligation to ensure the humane treat-
ment of animais.

It is always difficult to find grounds for discus-
sion, let alone cooperation, with extremists, abso-
lutists, and others with particularly strong group
loyalties. To move forward in addressing some of
the issues [ have described, as | believe we have in
the United Kingdom, a coalition of people of the
middle ground is needed. [ can imagine few peo-
ple that would deny the desirability of treating an-
imals humanely, and that must be the starting
point. Do not minimize the difficulties, however,
which are the same as in other aspects of life. We
are all caught up with our own loyalties and obli-
gations to the groups or organizations to which we
belong. Values can then appear unclear in the face
of difficulties and dilemmas where there are choices
of action or behavior. Values are in large measure
conditicned by the group or crganization o which
we belong and it is difficult to stand back and take
a fresh, independent look; that is the strength of
peer groups.

1 believe that the veterinary profession in the
United States has a particularly important and in-
fluential role, though you, to, have similar loyal-
ties and obligations to people, to organizations, and
to animals, [ believe that your reputation as profes-
sionals will be enhanced by raising your sights, not
by compromising, and by consistently presenung
an educarional and influential view. Above all, be-
ing seen clearly and publicly to be on the side of
animal welfare, proclaiming that it is desirable and
sensible. Let’s fight any image that animal welfare

is the province of those who are cranky, subversive,
or impractical,

Some areas of progress

1 am glad te be able to say that progress is be-
ing made in the United Kingdom. Some, though,
are impatient with the speed at which things move
and we, of the FAWC, are often critical when either
our ideas and proposals are not fully accepted
within the Ministry or when the time it takes o
bring legislation to Parliament is too long. There
have been numerous changes in legislation, such as
the banning of veal crates; the requirement that
stockpersons must have access to copies of the rel-
evant welfare codes and must have had instruction
and guidance on them; detailed requirements
relating to stunning and slaughter of animals and
poultry, and to the conditions in which they are
held while awaiting slaughter; the phasing out of
the rotary casting pen; and pieces of legislation re-
lating to operations and mutilations. These changes
and others have been achieved in recent years.

More efforts are being made to ensure better
welfare enforcement, recognizing that education,
advice, and prevention are preferable, with prose-
cuticn a last resort, because by that time, the an-
imal will have already suffered. There is an in-
creased determination to improve collaboration
berween the State Veterinary Service, County Coun-
cil Health Inspectors, and officers of the District
Councils. Recently, we have begun what I hope will
be regular discussions with officers of the National
Farmers” Union.

Another recent development has been closer
relationships with representatives of some of the
major British food retailers. We may soon be able
to establish welfare standards for livestock produc-
tion systems, with retailers making compliance
with the standards a contractual requirement for
their suppliers. The British Retailers Association’s
Meat Committee has expressed considerable in-
terest in the efforts being made to establish guide-
lines and production standards for livestack and is
interested in being party to drawing them up. One
of the market leaders has a set of welfare specifica-
tions and has sought further guidance from the
FAWC Secrerariat.

The gradual raising of the profile of wellare in
public awareness is contributing to growing de-
mands for food which is labelled as having been
produced in accordance with certain standards. At
least one major poultry producer, based in North-
emn lreland, is rapidly developing alternative poul-
try production methods and has contracts with two
of the best known retail chains. These contracts are
for branded and private label products with label-
ling that details how the birds are raised. An inter-
esting and significant factor is that this particular
company has a clear strategy that is influenced by
values, as well as a high level of management skill.
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Both of these are applied consistently in dealing
with people and pouitry.

I regard this area to be significant and believe
that it will have a marked impact on further devel-
opmenis. Indeed, there has been a gradual but no-
ticeable change in attitudes recently, not least on
the part of the British government. Whereas ques-
tions about farm animal welfare seemed ta be re-
garded as an irritant, they are now seen as an area
of increasing importance, and 1 believe the gov-
ernment is quite glad of the existence of the FAWC,

The power to help

Veterinarians are among those whe have the
power to help people and organizations make in-
formed and ethically sound decisions in the animal
welfare area. Responsibility is the more onerous
when it resides with those who have specialist
knowledge, with those who can interpret animal
welfare and draw out the implications for others
who are not so equipped. The relative neutrality of
the veterinary profession puts it in the position of

trusted, and this presents it with opportunities to
transcend the fragmentation and politics of the
various interest groups.

1 have tried to share with you some of the ex-
perience of farm animal welfare promotion in the
United Kingdom, over the last ten or so years. In
that time [ have come to the clear view that a range
of people with different interests must collaborate
in order to bring about improved standards of wel-
fare for farm animals. 1t is a shared responsibility.
We must understand that there is a range of issues,
the most important of which will only be addressed
when there is such collaboration among people
from the scientific, veterinary, agricultural, and
food production fields. I am sure there will be
progress in the United States and the role of veter-
inarians in making it happen will be vital, both as
individuals and as members of the AVMA.
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The veterinarian’s role in the welfare
of wildlife

James R. Scott, DVM

have been asked why it is important for veter-
inarians to be concerned abour the welfare of
the wildlife around us. The answer is simple and yet
complex. Simply stated, wild creatures, as part of
our environment, share this earth with us and we
need to respond to their needs. The complexity of
the question is in the all-inclusive need for all of us,
both as human beings and especially as veterinar-
ians, to try to save all of our environment. We need
1o be concerned about the total interaction of all
species. Our expertise as veterinarians gives us a
unique gift to help the battle to save animals, birds,
plants, and ourselves. The World Wildlife Fund, a
wonderful, hard-hitting, hard-working organiza-
tion, has spent mere than $100,000,000 to save
part of our world's wildlife; yet they estimate that
we may kill as much as one-fifth of all species of life
on this earth in the next 20 years without even
firing a shot.

Working with wildlife
For more than 30 years, [ have practiced both
large and small animal medicine, and itis still great

From the Arctic Antmal Hospital, 1600 E Tuder Rd,
Anchorage, AK 99507.
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to go to work. As [ approach 60, [ feel that excite-
ment can be credited to working with wildlife of
many kinds, but more specifically with wild bird
medicine. 1 have been asked, “Who pays for the
birds that you trear?”” [ answer, “They do. They give
me a chance to do something without the thought
of gain.”” By warching a wonderful creature go back
to its natural lifestyle, and by trying to give back to
nature the small part of what she gives to me, [ be-
come a better human being. After all these years,
part of my dream is evolving into an organization
called the Bird Treatment and Learning Center
(Bird TLC). Its goals are to provide primary care for
wild birds and learning opportunities for people.
Like most nonprofit organizations, it faces a con-
stant struggle, but one that is shared by a large
number of dedicated volunteers that also share in
the rewards the birds give back to us.

In the spring, we get our great push in birds
coming back to the North. They arrive when the
snow is still on the mountains and they look for
places to sit so they can start their nesting proce-
dures. They arrive from places throughout the
world. Because of its prime nesting areas, Alaska
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has one of the largest breeding populations on this
earth.

tn the spring, eagles sit in the sounds, waiting
for shorebirds, seabirds, and waterfowl to return,
because they need a better food supply for the off-
spring that thev’ll soon produce. They nest in a
large wooded area, mostly remote, sometimes
along river systems. Also in the spring, many gulls
return. Herring gulls, for instance, return two the
coastal area and wait for the return of the salmon
and the salmon fry from out of the nivers. They
provide a constant source of food for the herring
gulls” offspring. '

Exxon Valdez

On March 23, 1989, Prince William Sound
was a pristine wilderness with many small islands
and lovely little beaches. On March 24, the Exxon
Valdez spilled 11,000,000 gallons of oil into the
water. As the oil moved off the water and hit the
beaches, it soaked down into the sand, gravel, and
rocks, and created a dark mousse that seemed to
flow and ebb as the tide would flow and ebb. The
oil kept stacking into corners and hlling up small
pockets, evenually covering shore lines longer
than the entire eastern coast of the United States.

It had a tremendous impact on the birds of the
coastal areas of Prince William Sound. Millions of
hirds were killed. Some were found and treated. A
massive project to treat seabirds, waterfowl, and
sea mammals was undertaken, for which Exxon
provided the financial support. A great deal of work
went on over a long period of time, involving a lot
of dedicated people. The birds would come in
completely covered with oil; sometimes, if they
were lucky, only the bottom part of the chest area
would be ciled. When the birds were brought in
volunteers would spend hundreds of hours wash-
ing them and caring for them in various ways.

National symbol

At the same time, eagles were not getting the
response that [ felt they deserved. | was recovering
from leg surgery, so L had quite a bit of time to think
about the eagles. As [ sar in my chair, 1 started
making phone calls. I made phone calls for 8 hours
a day for more than a week. Finally, we received a
grant from Exxon for $102,000 to start construc-
tion on a building for the Bird TLC.

The building started with 9 mews, each cone
capable of housing 4 birds. Soon, 3 flight pens were
added, each 90 feet long, 14 feer high, and 30 feet
wide. All of this was built in 3.5 weeks, all with
volunteer labor. We had people of every descrip-
tion you could imagine pounding nails, including
doctors, attorneys, office workers, construction
people, military personnel, and other people from
every walk of life. As the structure went up, we got
agreat thrill our of what we were doing to try to help
an unknown number of eagles. We were told that
we would be receiving up to 100 eagles, and the US

N

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) felt that this
would be the place that the worst of the eagles
would come. When we were finished, we had a
structure in the middle of the Fort Richardson
Army Post in an area called Camp Carroll, belong-
ing to the Army National Guard. It was an ideal lo-
cation, well protected from vandalism. We didn’t
have to worry about people disturbing the eagles,
and we had all of the room we needed.

An open house was given and speeches were
presented by officials from Exxon and the USFWS.
It was weli attended and the people were interested
in everything that was said. Mostly, they wanted to
see that the eagles got a fair shake. 1 had a {riend
who carved an eagle to set out in front of the build-
ing and two young native girls came and sat by it.
They wanted to see a part of their national heritage
and they were concerned about what was going to
happen to the eagles. It was a “take pride in
america’” operation. We were taking pride in
America and we were taking pride in our national
symbol. We were pushing hard to make sure that
the eagles received the treatment we felt they de-
served.

The eagles that were recovered well enough to
be moved [rom my office, the Arctic Animal Hos-
pital, to the holding facility, looked at us with sort
of a jaundiced eye or chewed us out because they
didn’t particularly like their accommodartions. Most
of them settled down when they realized that they
had a place that allowed them a certain amount of
freedom, and they began to set up their pecking
order.

At the same time, we had many other eagles
coming into the clinic, and these eagles were in
extreme debilication. Their various problems
evolved from ingesting seabirds, shorebirds, or
waterfowl that had been covered with oil. The ea-
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gles found these oiled birds to be easy picking and
they didn't realize the oil was any problem. They
would eat the birds and become sick with hemhor-
ragic enteritis, dehydration, and kidney and liver
damage. When they came to the Arctic Animal
Hospital they found an eagle “"MASH"" operation.
We had volunteers from everywhere. A young Bra-
zilian veterinarian, Celia Valverde, was a wonder-
ful person to have there. She was a tireless worker
and put in hundreds of hours trying to help birds
both in my office and in the seabird centers in
Homer and Seward, Alaska.

Treating wildlife injuries

We gave the birds a full examination, starting
at the head and working to the toes, trying to find
every single thing that could possible be wrong
with them. There is a right way, and a wrong way,
to put your finger in an eagle’s mouth, and I have
scars to prove that I've done it the wrong way. Ea-
gles tend to be much more dangerous with their feet
than with their beak, but don't let anyone ever tell
you that they can’t hurt you with that hook, because
they can.

One of my technicians, Karen Chaviano. be-
came an excellent bird technician. She worked her
hours with Arctic Animal Hospital and then as a
Bird TLC volunteer. We all had two jobs. We had
a job to make our livelihood and a job to save ea-
gles

The injuries were many, often shoulder and
wing tip injuries. Sometimes the shoulder injuries
would heal and the bird could go on to the next
phase of recovery. Sometimes they were beyond
any help and the bird had to be euthanatized. Many
birds arrived in comas and did not survive even
though we gave blood transfusions and tried every
way we could to reverse their conditions.

We had a very dedicated young woman who
did not usually have much to do with veterinary
medicine. Theresa Wrangham was a professional
massage therapist. Because of the circulatory prob-
lems that evolved, the eagles had swollen feet and
legs. She came every day to massage them. She did
an amazing job in helping to get the eagles, liter-
ally, back on their feet. Many of the eagles that were
released in the spring owe a great debt to this young
lady.

Some of the wing tip damage was beyond any
real repair and it had to scar in. This type of injury
dictated that the bird would never be free again.
These birds would go on to participate in educa-
tional activities. Several of the birds were sent from
Alaska to the 48 contiguous states where they are
now active in educational programs similar to the
ones that we present.

Some of the birds would come in with injured
feet, necessitating a ball bandage. In one case of
tractured toes, I turned a ball bandage into a ball
cast. When the bird woke up, it had to learn to walk
on two boxing gloves, which it eventually did very

well. It came out of the whole thing with the loss
of only one toe. The bird’s name was Miracle, and
when it came to us it was in a deep coma because
of the toxicity of the oil. Miracle did survive and was
ultimately released to the wild.

When spring came after many hundreds of
hours of care by teams of people cleaning, teeding,
exercising, knocking the snow off the netting that
covered the flight pens, and various other activities
involved in the care of the eagles, we had 9 birds
that would be released back into the wild. Three
birds were left in the flight pens and were never
released and 12 birds were lost very early from the
toxicity of the oil.

A group of volunteers loaded birds into one of
the planes that Exxon provided to fly them to Cor-
dova, a small coastal fishing village several hundred
miles from the Anchorage. In the Cordova area, the
birds had radio tracking devices placed on their tail
feathers. All of these birds are part of a continuing
study being done by the USFWS to show what
happens to eagles atter they have ingested crude
oil. This will be the largest sampling of bald eagles
ever studied as far as this type of information is
concerned. Two birds were equipped with new
satellite tracking harnesses; the first ever used on
bald eagles. These birds will be studied for a pro-
longed period of time because that particular
tracking unit lasts a leng time.

The volunteers that came down to Cordova for
the release were flown down as guests of Exxon. It
was an excellent day of cooperation among Exxon,
USFWS, and Bird TLC volunteers. We arrived
safely in Cordova and drove out to an isolated,
pristine bay. We carried the birds out in their
crates, lined them up, and released them, one
by one, back to the wild. By the end of that day
there were very few dry eyes, but everybody was
happy. As the birds left, we all realized that every-
thing that we had done for the eagles during the
past year was worth every minute of tme ex-
pended.
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Veterinary care in Alaska

We returned to Anchorage and found our-
selves in the middle of the baby bird season. In the
spring of each year, several hundred baby birds are
brought inta the office. Each year, we 1y to tell
people that they shouldn’t pick the small birds up,
because the parents of the birds are there and are
coming back to get them. The only time that they
should be picked up is if they are threatened by a
cat, adog, or a car, but unfortunately these birds are
sa cute that it’s really hard for people not to pick
them up. g

We get from 100 to 200 baby ducks each year.
Baby ducks are one of the cutestlittle creatures, and
we have lots of them in Alaska. There are lots of
little ponds and lakes around Anchorage, so baby
ducks are there in abundance. We raise them until
they are nearly adults and then they are turned
loose on a small pond behind my office to continue
their growth; eventually, they fly away to join the
wild flocks within the Anchorage area and migrate
later on in the fall.

We get lots of little swallows in. People seem
to feel that if they're sitting on a branch close to the
ground, they must be in trouble. People bring them
into the office and thart often means that they must
be cared for for an extended period of time. Even
though they're just in their beginning flight stages
or fledging, they look helpless. It's hard for people
to understand they should be left alone. We work
on it in our educarional activities and we repeat
these kinds of things at school programs. Each year
I think we make a little progress, but we still seem
to get in a lot of baby swallows,

We gert a few baby shorebirds in and these are
the most disheartening. Unfortunately we don’t
have a food source that typifies what they naturally
eat in the wild. They are precocial little creatures
and they can go abour on their own from about the
ume they are hatched. The parent does a litle bit
of watching over them, but by and large these little
birds run around and provide their own feeding
activity. When we get a small shorebird in we usu-
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ally try to get a small Coturnix quail or sometimes
a Banty chicken to put in with 1t to try o teach it
to peck around on the food that we can provide for
it. We give it various kinds of live food that we get
from aquarium supply stores, but it's not often that
we raise many of these.

Some of the funnest birds that we get in are
baby owls. Baby hawk owls were brought in a year
or so back. 1t was a wonderful thing to watch them
grow from little fuzz balls, on up into sub-adults,
and then eventually to be released into the wild.
They were driven to Soldotna, a small town about
a 150 miles south of Anchorage. There they were
“hacked out,”” which means putting them in an
area where they can be fed each day, bur are free
o fly. They eventually fly off on their own.

Robins that come to us young tend to develop
social attachments towards humans. As soon as
their eyes open, great precautions are taken to feed
them in such a manner that they don’t realize that
a human is feeding them. We use puppers, feeding
them with paint brushes, or holding them with a
sock puppet. Believe me, making a robin out of a
sock is a pretty difficult thing to de. They finally
grow up, and it's fun to release themn. The volun-
teers who work with the baby birds often have
children who get involved. The youngsters grow a
tremendous amount by participating in this type
of acuvity.

We get ather kinds of baby things in, too. Baby
moose are one of many that seem to come to my
office in the spring, One year we had 13 that peo-
ple brought to us in a 2-week period. Fortunarely,
that's a subject that we've been able to get out be-
fore the public, so we don't get nearly as many
picked up by well-meaning people. Once they're
picked up, it’s awfully hard for people not w keep
them around a few days. in the process they usu-
ally wind up with dehydration and dysentery, be-
cause they re fed the wrong kinds of things. It takes
a preuty good effort to get them back on their feet.
From my office they go 1o our little zoo that raises
several moose calves each spring.

We have lots of interesting adult birds that
come to us, too. A bristle-thighed curlew thar had
an injured wing, bwt no fracture, was delivered
from the Prudhoe Bay area where it had been un-
der study. Because there are so few bristle-thighed
curlews left in the world today, this bird was
important to try to save. They nest in the summer
in Alaska and winter in the South Pacific. This bird
was sent via 747 to Hawaii to join its counterparts
in their nawral migration. It stayed 2 or 3 weeks in
Hawaii where it was banded, then released. The
bird returned to Alaska last spring. We feel we had
a good part in geuing it back in the wild.

A 2-vear-old bald eagle had very severe eagle
pox with lesions inside the mouth, around the lips,
and even around the eye. When we looked at its
feet, it gave us cold shivers, because this bird had
a really advanced case. We cleaned the feet on a
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regular basis. It was not eating well and was very
anemic. After trying all kinds of immune-stimulat-
ing drugs, none of which seemed to work very well,
{ decided to take the lesions off. [ removed them
with a radio surgical unit. 1 did this 2 different
times. Ultimately, after the second removal we
won. The feet still had a few scars where the lesions
were, but the lesions healed, and the scales were
slowly replaced. It no longer has lesions on its face
or around the eyes. It is a very important bird and
will soon become the foundation study bird for ea-
gle pox at the National Wildlife Health Center in
Madison, Wis. Hopefully, there will be a vaccine
produced that will eradicate eagle pox.

A Canadian goose made the mistake of trying
to land on a freshly tarred roof that looked like wa-
ter. This bird got tar all aver itself when it landed,
and then was brought to the hospital. Several of my
staff and some volunteers put on garbage sacks to
cover their clothing as we used mineral oil 1o soften
the tar. We then proceeded to wash and soften, and
wash and soften. Finally, the bird was clean enough
to be released back to its own family on one of the
local marshes. Ultimately, reieases are the kinds of
things that give all of us the payback for the time
that we put in. To see animals go back and recog-
nize their own mate and have their own offspring
join up with them, with all kinds of activity and
talking back and forth, is a wonderful and reward-
ing experience for anyone to go through.

The saw-whet Owl s a wonderful little bird.
We would rather that they didn’t come in, but,
owls, too, come in with injuries. One came in with
a severely fractured wing. It was repaired by a
technique that was developed by Dr. Pat Redig at
the Raptor Center at the University of Minnesota.
Dr. Redig is an expert in avian medicine, particu-
larly raptor medicine. His technique is to place a
plastic intramedullary pin within these small bones.
The pins are light and don’t have to be removed.
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They are held in place with methyl methacrylate,
abone cement. Uldmately, the little bird recovered
from the surgery and grew up to be a big bird with
adult feathering appearing. After spending the
winter with us, it was shipped off to the East coast
and the Tri-State Rehabilitation Organizaton, be-
cause their spring came much earlier than ours.
A beautiful Snowy Owl that came to us with a
degenerative eye and cns$ condition became a
wonderful education bird. It staved with us for
about a year before its condition became so bad
that it had te be euthanatized. This bird taught a lot
of youngsters and adults about our environment
and perhaps, with its short life, contributed more
to our education than it would have in the wild.

We have lots of interaction with students.
Many times, students jein us at the Eagle Helding
Facility, where they can see what we have done
with the eagles and how the eagles have gotten
along. These youngsters develop inquiring minds
when they are able 1o see the procedures that are
dane during our educational activities. When they
can see a banding project, even though it’s a tiny
litzle chickadee that's difficult 1o see in the hands
of the bander, the youngsters grow. 1f started at this
age, educational activities help children grow in
such a way that they can carry the educaticn on
through their lives, and they’ll have a better chance
of helping our environment and the creatures that
live in it. One little girl has grown an immense
amount in the last year. She is the daughter of one
of our volunteer couples. They live on Fort Rich-
ardson, close to where the eagies are kept. They
check on the eagles at least once a day and she has
had lots of exposure 1o the birds. She can 1alk about
eagles in a manner that most adults can’t. She's
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going to be one of the first youngsters that works
with the ““Children Teaching Children™ concept.
This is where youngsters are taught about the birds
and then, accompanied by an adult, go to their own
classroom. The children, taking the bird in their
hand, teach their classmates about a particular
bird, a chickadee, a robin, or, in her case, a jay.
These birds are injured to the point of not being
releasable, but they can do an amazing amount of
good by helping these youngsters teach their peers.

Many years ago, a pair of Trumpter Swans
came in with wings injured by gunshots. They were
returned to the wild at a time when Trumpters were
few in number in the North American Continent
and 1 like to feel that this pair helped to bring them
back to what they are today. Through the Children
Teaching Children program, we hope to create the
possibility that children will grow up and help the
environment by doing things such as putting these
endangered species back into the wild.

My goals and the goals of Bird TLC are to give
everyone an Opportunity to see an eagle soar, to

give everyone an opportunity to look back over a

long lifetime of caring for the other species on this
earth, and to look at a sunset that holds an eagle.
When this happens, everyone grows inside and the
whole world gains.

The vital link: Veterinarians in biomedical
research and laboratory animal care

Robert A. Whitney Jr., DVM, MS

eterinarians who specialize in laboratory ani-

mal medicine fill an indispensable role in
managing and monitoring the humane care of an-
imals used in complex experiments in today’s bio-
medical research laboratories. But these veterinar-
ians' responsibilities are not widely understood or
recognized by the public or even by some of the
scientists who conduct important research involv-
ing the use of animals. The laboratory animal vet-
erinarian, in addition to helping ensure conformity
with the laws, regulations, federal policies, and
guidelines for sensitive, humane use of animals in
the laboratory, actually fulfills several other impor-
tant roles in animal research.

Veterinarians who specialize in laboratory an-
imal medicine provide a vital link in several ways.
Their work aims at providing good science while

Dr. Whitney 15 the Director of the National Center for Re-
search Resources, National Institutes of Health, Bethesda, MD
20892.

ensuring animal welfare. These veterinarians care
deeply about the value of biomedical research to
human welfare. They also care about the humane
values governing proper care and use of the animals
involved. Laboratory animal veterinarians are re-
sponsible to their colleagues—the scientists who
depend upon their professional expertise—as well
as to the officials and citizens who expect them to
ensure proper ethical treatment of research ani-
mals.

Laboratory animal veterinarians also link
progress in human medicine to advances in veter-
inary medicine, because developments in human
medicine produced through research with animals
contribute significantly to the practice of veterinary
medicine. Some examples of these benefits are the
development of new drugs and vaccines, new
therapies, new diagnostic tools, and disease pre-
vention procedures.

The innumerable contributions that biomedi-
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cal research with animals have made to human
health are now being repaid. New medical ad-
vances are used by veterinarians to help pets, farm
animals, and wildlife. From orthopedic surgery to
pacemakers, animals now benefit from the medical
“miracles” that they have made possible for human
beings. Hundreds of drugs originally developed for
human beings are now used in veterinary medicine,
and this is a two-way street. Veterinary medical re-
search performed specifically to benefit animals
also benefits human beings. For example, the larg-
est selling animal health product in the world, de-
veloped to kill parasites in livestock and heart-
worms in dogs, also attacks the parasites that cause
river blindness, one of the most devastating human
diseases in Africa.

The link forged between progress in human
medicine and veterinary medicine through bio-
medical research does not receive the attention it
deserves, but, in my remarks today, [ will focus on
the role of laboratory animal veterinarians in link-
ing excellence in biomedical research with humane
care and use of the animals required for that
research.

History of hiomedical research

The veterinarian did not always fill a direct role
in human health-related research. Cohen and
Loew, in Laboratory Animal Medicine, offer a his-
torical examinaticn into how this role evolved.!

In the great surge of biomedical research
progress that began in the 19th century with Louis
Pasteur, Claude Bernard, Robert Koch, and other
familiar figures, diseases of both human beings and
animals were stud'ed. It became evident that nat-
urally occurring diseases of animals could illumi-
nate principles applicable 1o animals and human
beings and lead to improved understanding of bi-
ology in general. American scientists, including
veterinarians, were soon applying emerging scien-
tific concepts in their research. Daniel Elmer
Salmon, recipient of the first DVM awarded in the
United States (by Cornell University in 1879},
studied bacterial diseases; the ubiquitous Salmo-
nella was named after him. Cooper Curtice,
Theobald Smith, and others first demonstrated the
role of arthropod vectors in disease transmission in
their studies of Texas (bovine) fever.

Veterinarians were involved in biomedical re-
search using animals early on, usually from the
standpoint of public health or livestock diseases.
But the development of laboratory animal medi-
cine as a veterinary specialty did not begin until
early in the 20th century, with the work of Simon
Brimhall, VMD, at the Mayo Clinic in Rochester,
Minn. Dr. Brimhall joined the Mayo staff in 1915.
He and his successors managed the animal facili-
ties, developed animal breeding colonies, investi-
gated lab animal diseases, and tock part in collab-
orative and independent research.

This important decision to employ a veteri-
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narian at the prestigious Mayo Clinic was signifi-
cant in bridging a long-standing professional gulf
between human medicine and veterinary medi-
cine. It also marked the recognition that human
health-related research could profit from veteri-
nary medicine’s contributions to experimental
surgery and pathology, as well as the professional
management of laboratory animal faciliries.

Charles A. Griffin, DVM, a bacteriologist at the
New York State Board of Health laboratories from
1919 to 1954, pioneered the development of dis-
ease-free research animal colonies.

The work of Karl F. Meyer, DVM, at the Uni-
versity of California, San Francisco, berween 1924
and 1954 also contributed to development of the
specialty. An internationally known epidemiolo-
gist, bactericlogist, and pathologist, Meyer devel-
oped a model animal facility, wrote an early review
of laboratory animal disease, and was instrumental
in the appointment of veterinarians at each of the
university’'s major campuses.

In 1945, Nathan R. Brewer, a veterinarian and
PhD physiologist, was appointed o manage the
animal facilities at the University of Chicago. The
appointment of a veterinarian to this position had
been opposed by some scientists at the university
who feared inte ference with their freedom, but the
scientists who wanted Dr. Brewer prevailed. A key
factor was the recognition that Dr. Brewer, by {ul-
filling his duties as a veterinarian, could increase
public confidenc: in the university's animal care
and use. Dr. Brewer's appointment and his subse-
quent role as leacer and mentor 1o an expanding
grovp of young veterinarians working at other
medical schools is seen as the birth of the modern
fields of laboratory animal medicine and science.

In 19435, our nation was initiating a new pol-
icy of massive expansion of biomedical research
through grants to medical schools and other insti-
tutions, and a parallel expansion of the intramural
research at the National Institutes of Health (NIH).
The rapid progress that had come from special re-
search projects during the war showed what great
results could be achieved through this approach.
The use of laboratory animals began to expand
rapidly as part of this national endeavor. The need
was clear for improvement in animal facilities and
for grearer expertise in laboratory animal care.

At the same time, public interest in humane
care of laboratory animals was increasing, as was
antivivisectionist activiry aimed at ending animal
research. In these earliest days of the development
of laboratory amimal medicine as a specialty, vet-
erinarians who entered the field received many re-
minders that their role must involve bath enhanc-
ing the scientific value of animal research and
providing humane care to the animals of that
research.

Laboratory animal care
Within a few vears, other important events re-
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lated to lab animal care occurred in the Chicago
area. By 1949, veterinarians were managing the
laboratory animal facilities at five Chicago-area
medical research institutions, These veterinarians
knew thar a few of their colleagues elsewhere were
engaged in the new professional activity that they
were beginning to call “laboratory animal care.” In
1950, these five Chicago veterinarians sent a letter
to selected colleagues in the United States and
Canada suggesting the development of a national
organization. The response was favorable, and in
November of that year a meeting attended by 75
persons founded an organization called the Animal
Care Panel here in Chicago. Early activities of the
Animal Care Panel focused on animal colony man-
agement, design of facilities and equipment, and
descriptions of common laboratory animal dis-
eases.

From its inception, the panel was concerned
about establishing standards for animal care and
use, and in 1963, it developed the first edinon of
the Guide for Laboratory Animal Facilities and Care.
Today known as the Guide for the Care and Use of
Laboratory Animals,® this revised publication is
now the basic standard for assuring humane care
and use of laboratory animals in American research
institutions. The Guide was developed back in
1963, belore the passage of the 1966 USDA Animal
Welfare Act.

In 1967, the name of the Animal Care Panel
was changed to the American Association for Lab-
oratory Arumal Science, or AALAS. Membership
includes veterinanans, researchers, facility man-
agers, and animal care technicians and technolo-
gists. This erganization has become a significant
centralizing lorce in the growing field of laboratory
animal science. Today, AALAS has more than
2,300 individual members, many of them veten-
narians, at 46 branches across the country. The
AALAS annual meeting and its scientific journal,
Laboratory Animal Science, are the leading means of
scientific communication in the field.

Let me pause here a moment to pay tribute to
one of the pioneers and visionaries in the specialty
of laboratory animal medicine and the entire field
of laboratory animal science—the late Dr. Bennett
J. Cohen.* He founded the laboratory animal med-
icine unit and the laboratory animal medicine
training program at the University of Michigan and
directed it for 23 years. Dr. Cohen, a veterinarian
who also had a doctorate in physiclogy, was one of
the “Chicago Five” who helped found the Animal
Care Panel, which became AALAS. He was an
AALAS director and president and played a major
part in the writing of the original Guide for the Care
and Use of Laboratory Animals.

Dr. Cohen died on August 23, 1990, leaving
numerous friends and admirers in AALAS, in aca-
demia, and in the nation’s research laboratories,

2See ) Am Vet Med Assoc 1991:198:44.

many of them staffed by his former students. He
was a dedicated scientist and teacher who loved his
wark and inspired others in humanirarian efforts,
Dr. Bennett Cohen was a force that will be missed.
His accomplishments bring great credit to our pro-
fession.

In addition to AALAS, there is another prom-
inent organization, also usually referred to by its
acronym, in which Dr. Cohen had a founding role,
the American College of Laboratory Animal Med-
tcine (ACLAM). Dr. Cohen and others saw the need
to establish standards of training and experience
for veterinarians involved in laboratory animal
medicine. In 1957 they convinced the American
Veterinary Medical Association to recognize the
veterinary specialty of laboratory animal medicine
and 1o establish a specialty certification board. To-
day there are more than 400 veterinarians who are
board certified by examination to become
“diplomates” of the ACLAM.

These laboratory animal medicine veterinari-
ans are research specialists, trained as postgradu-
ates in all aspects of the scientific process. They
speak the scientific dialect of the laboratory re-
searcher. They assist scientsts in selecting the
suitable animal species to meet the research goals.
They assist researchers by sharing the veterinari-
ans’ understanding of the many biological variables
that can influence studies involving animals. To-
day, most veterinarians who are specialists in lab-
oratory animal medicine attend graduate pro-
grams, not at schools of veterinary medicine, but at
medical centers of major universities. They are
colleagues of the physician-scientists in these med-
ical schools; and they are colleagues as well of the
many other medical researchers working ac the
forefront of science. The NIH National Center for
Research Resources supports 16 such training pro-
grams at major institutions throughout the country.

In 1965, still another important organization
in the field was created, the American Association
for Accreditation of Laboratory Animal Care, or
AAALAC. Again, veterinarians, including Dr. Co-
hen, played a prominent role in the founding of the
organization. The AAALAC is a self-regulatory
mechanism to implement standards of humane
animal care and use. Institutions with animal facil-
ities voluntarily seek to qualify for AAALAC ac-
creditation. Today, this AAALAC accreditation is
looked on as a “'stamp of approval” assuring thar
the accredited institution meets or exceeds the
highest standards for appropriate care for research
animals, as determined by an outside, impartial,
nongoverniment organization.

All of the activities and organizations that 1
have mentioned so far—all aimed at improving
conditions of animal care and use at research facil-
iries—began before the passage of federal laws and
government regulations seeking to meet the same
goals. In 1966, Congress passed the Laboratory
Animal Welfare Act to regulate commercial traffic
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in dogs, cats, monkeys, and other research animals
and 1o establish standards for their housing, trans-
portation, and care. The law has been broadened
to become the Animal Welfare Act and today it
covers more than 1,200 research facilities, subject
to enforcement regulation of the USDA. The AVMA
has been a consistent proponent of adequate fund-
ing for enforcement of this law.

My home base, the NIH, has long emphasized
humane standards for animal care and use in
research. In 1963, it was NIH that acwally pub-
lished the first edition of the Guide for Laboratory
Animal Facilities and Cdre, developed by the Ani-
mal Care Panel, the precursor of AALAS. The
revised Guide is the accepted measure for animal
care and use standards. The Guide is used by NIH
and other agencies to require compliance by their
grantees and contractors at universities and other
research institutions.

Veterinary roles

Three roles of the veterinarian in biomedical
research are the role of clinician to the animals, the
role of colleague to the researchers, and the role of
animal welfare advocate.

Laboratory animal veterinarians serve as at-
tending clinicians delivering medical care to their
patients, the laboratory animals. This is a critical
function in maintaining the health of these animals.
Science cannot produce reliable results when its
research animals are not in the best of health. For
example, our veterinarians at NIH are called upon
by researchers if they are puzzled by unexpected
research results. Our veterinarians may hnd a
latent infection or unobserved environmental con-
ditions that have confounded research findings.

So it’s clear that good laboratory animal care
is not only humane, but that it is a scientific neces-
sity. That is why we at NIH have a slogan, posted
prominently in posters around the campus, saying,
“Good animal care and good science go hand in
hand.”

A laboratory animal veterinarian is a colleague
to fellow researchers. With a firm foundation in
scientific methodnlagy, he or she understands
other researchers’ nveds and speaks the same lan-
guage n the develnpment of research protocols,
the selection of appropriate animal models, the
formulation and testing of hypotheses, and the
collection of data by observation and experiment.

As a colleague. the veterinarian is alse a
reacher, providing instrucnion in the latest ammal
care and use concepts and practices to both

researchers and the ammal care technicians who
care for the ammals. The vetertnanan is best
informed about the most appropnate pharmaceu-
tic, anestheuc, or surgicai approach for a specific
antmal species. This rale of colleague 1s a cnucal
one for the veteninanan, who must demonstrate
knowledge, ravonality, and credibiluy o fellow
researchers

The third part played by the laboratory animal
veterinarian 1s that of the animal welfare advocate,
on guard to assure that the many guidelines and
standards for humane animal care and use are ob-
served.

Federal laws

Federal laws and regulations mandate respon-
sibilities to laboratory animal veterinarians in two
ways: as the institutional attending veterinarian
and as a mandated member of the institutions’ an-
imal care and use committee.” As attending veter-
inarian, he or she has direct program responsibil-
ity for activities involving research animals ar the
institution. These responsibilities include provid-
ing adequate veterinary care; providing guidance
regarding the care and use of animals, including the
appropriate use of analgesic, anesthetic, and tran-
quilizing drugs; assuring that there is adequate pre-
and postprocedural care; and consulting with
researchers when procedures that could be painful
are proposed.

As a mandated member of the institution’s an-
imal care and use committee, the veterinarian
shares in responsibilities with the other members,
Institutions performing biomedical research using
amimals must have such a committee, whose
responsibilities include regular evaluation of the
entire animal care and use program, based on the
Guide, and reviewing each proposed animal re-
search project to assure thau

1) Procedures causing any discomfort, dis-
tress, or pain to the animals are avoided or
minimized.

2) If pain may be involved, pain-killing drugs
are used whenever possible.

3) When appropriate, animals are painlessly
sacrificed using methods of euthanasia con-

sistent with the recommendations of the
AVMA.

4) Living conditions of animals are appropri-
ate for their species and contnbute to their
health and comfort.

5) Medical care i1s available. provided by a
qualified veteninarian.

6) Personnel conducting procedures are prop-
erly qualified and trained.

The US Public Health Sernce Policy on Hu-
mane Care and Use of Laboratory Animals requires
that every institutional animal care and use com-
mttee include a veterinanan with traming and ex-
perience in laboratory animal science and medi-
cme. Membership must also include practicing
sclenusts expenenced in antmal research, at teast
one nonscienust, and one person not afhliated with
the insutution. Often this role of “lay’ member of
the commuttee 15 Alled by the appointment of a
member of the clergy, an cthiast, or other re-
spected member of the communty.
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It is essential that the committee is properly
appointed, properly charged, and properly man-
aged and supported to perform its assigned tasks.
Experience has shown that the commituee func-
tions best with a senior researcher as chairperson.
Veterinarian members do not want to be consid-
ered the committee “‘enforcer.”” When it is neces-
sary to discuss with a researcher some questionable
aspect of a proposed project, this responsibility is
best shared by several members.

Laboratory animal veterinarians’ unique blend
of traming and experience, coupled with their
concerns for the welfare”of animals that originally
led them into veterinary medicine, makes them
extraordinary links between animal welfare and
good science.

The administration of the NIH readily ac-
knowledges the significance of the roles of the lab-
oratory animal veterinarians in our intramural re-
search program. Our staff of veterinarians certified
in laboratory animal medicine has grown from less
than a dozen 10 years ago to more than 40 today.

1 believe that the public, justifiably concerned
about safeguards for humane use of animals, ap-
preciates that the seasoned hand of the laboratory
animal veterinarian is a very reassuring presence
whenever animals are used in research. Who else
is professionally competent and appropriately mo-
tivated to provide this vital link berween research

advances and animal welfare? Who else but the
veterinarian—a clinician, a colleague, and an an-
imal welfare advocate? ,

Let me conclude this analysis of the roles of the
laboratory animal veterinarian by quoting a state-
ment from the Veterinarian's Qath:

... 1 solemnly swear to use my scientific
knowledge and skills for the benefit of society
through the protection of animal health, the
relief of animal suffering, the conservation of
livestock resources, the promotion of public
health, and the advancement of medical
knowledge. .. .”

This defines the veterinarian’s function as the
vital link between biomedical research and animal
welfare. [ am proud to be a veterinarian specializ-
ing in laboratory animal medicine, and [ am proud
to be a clinician, a researcher, and an animal wel-
fare advocate.
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Food animal production and human nutrition

Robert K. Pelant, DVM

ocd animal production, or simply animal pro-

duction by itself, affects human nutrition in a
variety of significant ways throughout the world.
Animals provide meat, milk, blood, internal or-
gans, income, draft power, and manure, all of
which directly or indirectly affect human nutrition
and/or the production of food.

As the population of earth expands, and many
countries become ‘“‘newly industrialized,”” an in-
creasing number of people, with their rising dis-
posable incomes, are demanding more food prod-
ucts. Animals, and in particular, ruminants, are
uniquely suited in most countries 1o meet these
needs due to topographic, climatologic, demo-
graphic, and cultural reasons. The major con-
straints to increased food animal production are
feeds and feeding, breeding and selecting, and an-
imal health care, which is intricately related to

Dr. Pelant 1s the Asia/Souch Pacific Program Director and
staff Veterinarian for Heiler Project International, 1015 S Lou-
isiana St, Little Rock, AR 72202,

production. The challenge facing the global veter-
inary profession and animal scientists is one of
overcoming each of these constraints to provide an
expanding and safe supply of food.

World production

From 1974-1986, cattle numbers in the waorld
increased 6%; sheep and goats, 10%; chickens,
60%: swine, 18%: and buffalo and camels, 16%.!

Whereas economically developed countries
comprise approximately 26% of the world’s pop-
ulation, they produce about 65% of the world’s
meat, 77% of the milk, and 67% of the eggs. On the
other hand, the nonindustrialized countries have
68% of the world’s cattle and buffalo, 65% of the
sheep and goats, 57% of the swine, and 52% of the
poultry.?

The proteins of animal origin—those from
milk, meat, and eggs—are not only palatable and
highly digestible, but are also rich in the essential
amino acids deficient or lacking in most plant pro-
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teins. When given a choice for a varied diet, India’s
population of over 800 million has responded af-
firmatively to animal protein. According to a 1977
FAO report by Lall and Associates, over half the
population had become nonvegetarian. The in-
creased consumption of milk, eggs, chicken, and
chevon results from increased income and social
choices in the educated sector,

Milk has always been and continues to be a
foundation for children’'s normal growth and de-
velopment, and is used for the treatment of pro-
tein-calorte malnutrition. In a documented pro-
gram where Heifer Prbject International (HPI)
provided dairy goats, training, and technical ser-
vices for rural women in Honduras, this interven-
tion was proven to reduce malnutrition in children
from 90% to < 20% within the first year.?

In economically developing countries, animals
have a different significance for human quality of
life than in the industrialized or so-called
“developed’ countries. In general and by defini-
tion, conditions in developing nations are vastly
different. [lliteracy is rampant, primarily in women.
Landlessness is widespread and growing most rap-
idly where foreign technology and the Green Rev-
olution have been most invasive. Chronic persis-
tent hunger is commonplace, and is linked to
poverty and lack of opportunity.

Production in the Tropics

The rapidly changing scene in the northern
hills of Thailand exemplifies the link between an-
imal production and human nutrition. Because of
land speculation and a burgeoning population, the
traditional slash and burn or shifting cultivation
methods are no longer viable. The Thai govern-
ment is actually threatening to relocate villages that
do not dramarically change their agriculwural prac-
rces.

In order to subsist on a plot of land in these
tropical highlands, in a sedentary farming system,
animals are necessary for several reasons. First,
water bulfalo produce work to provide enough crop
production 1o meet the family's needs. Second,
they contribute to the nutrient cycle when, for ex-
ample, manure is applied to crops and gardens,
thereby enhancing the environment. Tropical soils
cannot sustain crop production withourt rejuvena-
tion with organic fertilizer. Third, animals repre-
sent security for the family in that they can be sold
for food at the market should local crop failures
occur. Crop failures caused by drought, floods, seil
quality depletion, fires, disease, pests, and other
reasons are common. Fourth, animals directly
provide various types of food that enhance the nu-
trition of the family, and usually meet nutritional
needs that are not met by any other locally avail-
able source. It is also important to mention the
symbiotic relationship berween the family and the
buffalo. Usually, the young boys care for their
charges and take them for daily cleaning and tick

removal at a local water hole. The health or well-
ness of these animals is of paramount importance
to the family. By the people’s own admission, the
animals are “'members of the family.”

In the case of landless people in the tropics,
many of whom are bonded laborers, the only food
they can eat is that which they can buy. Indeed,
when they don't work, they don't eat. These
dispossessed people are extremely vulnerable to
unforeseen expenses. The vicious cycle of poor
nutrition, seasonal labor, lowered output, and re-
duced income often leads to debilitation, disease,
and death.

In Chima, between 1980 and 1987, the aver-
age annual increase in agricultural production was
4.6%, and the average per capita rural net income
more than doubled. This was the period of eco-
nomic/production liberalization. At the same time,
the percentage share of the gross value for crops
dropped 20%, while that for animals remained the
same, and sideline activities increased 20%." Thus,
in a “window of opportunity™ as seen by poor ru-
ral families, they opted for activities to increase
their quality of life. Livestock were kept as a prior-
ity component of their integrated systems.

Animal health programs in the Tropics

Animals in tropical developing countries, de-
spite their large numbers, are usually smaller, grow
more slowly, mature later, and produce less than
their counterparts in temperate zones. Considering
the land, labor, and feed and technical resources,
their production is reasonable in many areas. The
very survival of these animals is almost always more
important than a slightly higher production. This is
because a family may have only one or two head,
and the animals usually have a savings value. They
are kept as a store of wealth and as a buffer against
medical and other emergencies.

Feeding even the low-producing native species
is often the major challenge facing rural families.
However, even monogastrics such as swine and
poultry are increasingly being fed wath various crop
and agricultural by-products. Even manure, when
processed correctly, is fed successfully to cattle and
buffalo. Cellulose is the most common material in
plants and the most abundant renewable organic
preduct on earth. Only ruminants and a few her-
bivores are capable of digesting it. China produces
several hundred million swine per year, almost to-
tally fed on crop byproducts and weeds/water
plants. If only 3% of the world's cellulosic waste
material were used, it would provide for nearly all
the world'’s protein needs through ruminants.” Ex-
panding cereal grain production is a short-term
solution to the world's food problems. Exploiting
animals’ abilities to convert products of solar
energy into food is the only viable long-term

Jl_Dyer L&, et al. Animal prowen for the word's populauon.
Waushingron State University, Pullman, Wash: Unrpublished
data, 1974,
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method.” The [ormer system is already wrought
with economic, political, and social problems. The
latter is time-tested for milennia.

In Cambodia, HPI has sponsored an animal
health program on a nauonal level since 1980. The
Director of Foreign Affairs of the Ministry of Agri-
culture, Mr. Bounthan, declared that Cambodia’s
number one concern was to raise rice production
back to pre-Khmer Rouge levels—and to do that
they needed increased numbers of draft animals.®

Through training of technicians (al! veterinar-
ians either left or were killed from 1975 10 1979)
and production, distribution, and application of
major vaccines, Cambodia saw its draft animal
population rise from 800,000 to 2.8 million, and
rice production come ever closer to self-sufficiency
levels.

Work by ILCA and others has shown that it
takes oxen about one day to plow a hectare,
whereas, it takes people six days to do the same.
The contribution of draft animals to food produc-
tion for human beings is unmistakable and ex-
tremely vital. However, increased numbers and/or
productivity of animals is not enough to address the
global human nutrition needs we face. The answers
are complex, multifaceted, and require increased
human involvement,

Human nutrition

No single group or profession is as uniquely
qualified to adequately address the defined con-
straints of animal production and human nutrition
as veterinarians. Through management training,
including nutrition, sanitation and housing, health
care programs, and breeding/selecting advice, vet-
erinarians can and do positively impact human
health through enhanced animal production and
wellness. ‘

Women must also be more actively involved in
planning and leading new programs geared to in-
crease food production in the villages. They di-
rectly affect family size and the health and nutrition
of the children. With increased income and qual-
ity of nutrition, their fertility decreases. In Africa,
some 85% of rural wemen are involved in food
production, and handle 80% of the food eaten by
families.®

Credit must be made more readily available to
those who produce food at the local level. The
Rome-based [FAD has had tremendous success
with its Grameen Bank approach in Bangladesh.
Economic problems do not lie entirely outside of
our borders. In 1988, some 32 million Americans
lived below the official poverty line.”

Greater attention has to be focussed on envi-

“Bounthan D. Director ol Foreign Aftairs of the Ministry of
Agnculture, Phnom Penh, Cambodia: Personal communication,
1950.

ronmental regeneration. As Robert Rodale stated,
conservation is no longer enough. Can the world
sustain rice production using fossil fuel-based fer-
tilizers. pesticides, and insecticides? The Green
Revolution crops have misleadingly been referred
to as high vield varieties. In acuality, they are
“high-input high-yield” varieties, mostly beyond
the financial and technical limits of the small hold-
ers who owned the land before the Green Revolu-
tion concentrated it in the hands of the rich and
politically connected.

Small farm systems need to be supported in
tropical areas. These farms have proven to be the
most effective by far for long-term, sustainable
livelihood. These systems do not by-and-large use
biotechnology. Recent advances in cellular and
molecular biology are not short-cuts through con-
ventional processes.®

Some promote the idea that citing a lack of
education as a cause of hunger is a self-serving ex-
cuse of our “great universities” and development
agencies, and is fallacious.” This attitude is not fal-
lacious and those who hold otherwise are seriously
misinformed and irresponsible, especially in to-
day's world. Technical and social education among
the rural poor, to facilitate their abilities to produce
more foed, is necessary.

The bottom line is opportunity. People who
have the opportunity to produce food for their
families wsually do so in a sufficient manner.
Healthy animals play vital direct and indirect roles.
Veterinarians serve as key providers for this animal
wellness and health.

The challenges to maintain and improve the
quantity and quality of food for human health and
nutrition are all around us. New solutions will lead
to new problems. Animals will always play major
roles. Veterinarians must continue to accept this
challenge as professionals and as concerned citi-
zens.
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