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The Dirt on Humanewashing

A Farm Forward Report on Consumer Deception in Animal Welfare Certification

ABSTRACT

This report speaks from the perspective of an animal protection
group long committed to animal welfare certification and asks to
what extent today’s animal welfare certifications are informing
consumers about the state of animal agriculture, and to what
extent they function to deceive consumers. In sum, it asks about the
existence, pervasiveness, and severity of humanewashing. The
report’s most significant finding is that even the more rigorous
independent certifications, which were designed in part as a
response to the failure of industry-led certifications, deceive
consumers by branding as humane products from animals raised
in intensive confinement on concentrated animal feeding
operations (CAFOs), animals deprived adequate exercise and
socialization, animals genetically modified in ways that promote
disease, cattle whose calves are taken from them shortly after
birth, and male chicks who are killed en masse immediately after
hatching. Additionally, it finds that a growing number of welfare
certifications are employing new, sophisticated tactics aimed at
misleading consumers, including exploiting consumer anxiety
about the role of livestock in creating pandemics like COVID-19
and other health risks. In sum, humanewashing is occurring not
only at industry-led certifications, but also at highly regarded

certifications connected with leading animal protection groups
and retailers. This widespread consumer deception decreases
momentum for change and stabilizes factory farming. How
advocates and consumers can respond to this situation s
considered at the end of this report but remains largely beyond its
scope; its focus is instead on documenting the fact and nature of
an increasingly widespread form of consumer deception.
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Background

Animal welfare certification is widely regarded as a vehicle to
improve farmed animal welfare and to work towards an
alternative to factory farming. The group authoring this report,
Farm Forward, has been for more than a decade among a small
handful of animal protection groups noted for their efforts to
champion this potential of farmed animal welfare certification, but
recent developments have prompted a reconsideration.

PAST ENGAGEMENT WITH WELFARE CERTIFICATION
The negative conclusions about certification reached through this
study throw into question the value of some of the animal
protection movement’s past work, including Farm Forward's. Since
its founding in 2007, Farm Forward has actively endorsed select
animal welfare certifications with a particular emphasis on
improving them by ratcheting up their standards, addressing
genetic causes of poor welfare, and helping consumers distinguish
meaningful certifications from those certifications that are crass
industry attempts at deception (Farm Forward 2017). Farm
Forward has also, until recently, served continuously on the board
of the nation’s largest independent animal welfare certification,
Global Animal Partnership (GAP). Over more than a decade,
three different Farm Forward staff members served on GAP's
board, investing more than 1,000 staff hours in working toward

effective animal welfare certification. Farm Forward served as

GAP grew from a mere idea into a massive machine providing
certification for thousands of farms and more than 400 million
animals. Such efforts are not without some merit but, as this report
will make clear, the need of the day has dramatically changed
now that certifications are growing. In April 2020, Farm Forward
resigned from GAP’s board out of concern that our presence
implied an endorsement of GAP’s increasing moves both to
disempower consumers and to increase indusiry control over its
standards.9l High-functioning animal welfare certification s
theoretically possible, but in the contemporary U.S. it appears to
be one of those commonsense ideas that is impossible to do well

given current political exigencies.

DEFINING HUMANEWASHING

As this report defines it, humanewashing consists of efforts to
market animal products by promoting the illusion of animal
well-being while concealing the extent of animals’ illness
and suffering. This deceptive marketing takes different forms:
label claims (“humanely raised,” “cage-free”), imagery on
packages or websites (animals roaming on pasture), and
certifications (United States Department of Agriculture’s National
Organic Program, American Humane Certified). This final
category—animal welfare certifications—is the focus of this report.
Welfare certifications are designed, ostensibly, to help consumers

- om e T 4




identify animal products consistent with their ethical concerns, but
many are intentionally deceptive, and all are problematic. They
generally function to confuse consumers, lock truly high welfare
animal farmers out of important markets, and thwart the kinds of
reforms necessary to phase out industrialized farming.

EMERGING HUMANEWASHING TECHNIQUES

The report is further motivated

by and relays the recent emergence
of a new, “second generation”

of certifications that combine
humanewashing, greenwashing,
and healthwashing to deceive
consumers who are concerned
about the nexus of human,

animal, and environmental health.

(Vieira de Freitas Netto et al. 2020; Stan 2017). As the
American public recognizes agribusiness’s disregard for both
workers and animals, and as political leaders call for us to reform
or even reject CAFOs, humanewashing is entering a golden age

of sophistication, employing tactics that threaten those reforms
(Skerritt 2020; Booker 2019).

SCOPE OF STUDY

This report considers the most prominent certifications in use in the
United States (see Table 1) and, as much as possible, makes
statements that apply to all of them. We took this approach
because, despite important differences between them, welfare
certifications are often treated as or thought to be a single
phenomenon (Strom 2017; Animal Welfare Institute 2019).

Certifications can be classified into at least two categories: first
are thinly masked marketing tools, what this report calls industry
certifications, and second are certifications with ties to animal
protection organizations, what this report calls independent
certifications. While this report documents industry certifications’
extensive consumer deception, an even more important finding is
that even independent certifications have become entangled in
humanewashing.

CONSUMER EXPECTATIONS

While additional studies could enrich and add greater precision to
our knowledge, the present state of research into consumers’
attitudes toward the role certifications should play in ensuring
farmed animal welfare is sufficiently advanced to confidently
conclude that consumers are being willfully misled. Evidence is
abundant that consumers care about animal wellbeing (Prickett,
Norwood, and Lusk 2010; ASPCA 2016; Packaged Facts 2017;
Consumer Reports National Research Center 2014). Given the
state of animal welfare today, consumer expectations are high,
going well beyond simply providing adequate food, water, and
shelter. For example, Consumer Reports found that 75 percent of
consumers want humane labels to ensure that animals were raised

) LOCALLY ®A
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Legal Status of
Managing Entity

American Humane Certified American Humane (AH) 501(c)(3) nonprofit Industry certification
(AHC)

Farmers Assuring Responsible National Milk Producers Industry trade Industry certification
Management (FARM) Federation (NMPF) group

Certification Managed By

One Health Certified (OHC)
Resistance Research and
Education (NIAMRRE) University

United Egg Producers (UEP) Industry trade

Certified group

animals are raised on factory farms, there
Certified Humane (CH) Humane Farm Animal Care 501(c)(3) nonprofit Independent . .
(HFAC) certification is an enormous gulf between industry

Global Animal Partnership GAP
(GAP)

National Institute of Antimicrobial A center affiliated
with lowa State

Farm Forward

lassification be considered “commonsense” animal

welfare requirements, like access to the
outdoors. Unfortunately, as this report will
detail, certifications typically do not even
approximately meet these consumer
Industry certification expectations.

In an animal agriculture system like that in
the U.S. where 95 to 99 percent of

Industry certification

norms and consumer values.2¢ As a result,

501(c)(3) nonprofit Independent
certification consumers look to claims on product

National Organic Program United States Department of Government Independent packaging fo ple a role in idenﬁl:ying
(NOP)02 Agriculture (USDA) agency certification heolthier Gnd more efhiccl Gnimal

Table 1. Animal welfare certifications in the United States

without being confined to cages, 90 percent want them to ensure
“adequate living space,” 88 percent want humane slaughter, 79
percent want outdoor access, and 92 percent want inspections to
verify the welfare claims (Consumer Reports National Research
Center 2014).93 Consumers also appear willing to pay more for
such products.?4 Additionally, consumers are becoming more
concerned about the environmental and public health implications
of animal agriculture.95 This data strongly suggests that Americans
continue to be committed to broad anti-cruelty principles, and that

they expect welfare certifications to meet, at minimum, what might

products; industry, by contrast, looks to
these claims as an opportunity to obscure
this differential.

NEW CONSUMER TRENDS

Consumers have already become more discerning about the
product claims they trust, and increasingly they are turning to
welfare certification rather than putting their confidence in mere

"

label claims, like “all natural” and “humanely raised.” For
example, Nielsen research shows that from 2016 to 2018, sales of
eggs accompanied by unregulated and weakly-defined claims
like “all natural” decreased by 20 percent; meanwhile, sales of
welfare-certified eggs grew by 57 percent (Nielsen Product
Insider 2016-2018). See Addendum Il for an overview of several

common deceptive label claims that stop short of certification
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(which requires standards and audit procedures, whereas label
claims are simply intended as descriptors). In sum, the rise of
welfare certifications and the substantial investment in supporting
them by both industry and animal protection groups has occurred
in response to an increasingly educated consumer base that cares
about welfare and wants more information about their animal
products. It is of crucial importance to recognize that certifications
are growing at precisely the moment that claims like “all natural”
and “free range” that still comfort consumers have become, or are

on the verge of becoming, less effective.

Welfare certifications, looked at in this historical context, appear
to serve as replacements for the advertising advantage that once
was conferred by less or totally unregulated claims. The move
from meaningless phrases to welfare certifications that have at
least minimal standards may reduce the suffering of some animals
raised on CAFOs. This move, however, also preserves the gulf
between consumer values and actual practices, all but foreclosing
the possibility of creating the kind of non-confinement-based
animal agriculture that consumers seem to want. Whatever the
intentions may be, welfare certifications function to preserve the
invisibility of CAFOs by, at best, offering the sop of minor welfare
improvements, and, quite often, offering the mere appearance of
high welfare.
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Certifications are Designed to Deceive

A common myth is often subtly put forth that imagines animal
welfare certification as a happy partnership between well-
meaning corporations (often conflated with actual farmers, who
are more likely to be aligned with consumers), animal advocacy
organizations, and animal welfare scientists. GAP, for example,
touts its “multi-stakeholder approach.” The research prepared for
this study combined with decades of first-hand experience,
including the experience of serving on GAP’s board every year
since its inception, makes it clear that animal welfare certification,
in the limited instances when it has been more than a cynical
industry ploy, has, in reality, been highly agonistic and conflict-
ridden. When corporations actually improve welfare at all, they
do so to the extent that consumers and their representation through
animal welfare groups hold corporations’ feet to the fire. Yet, the
self-serving narrative put forth both by the corporations and some
animal welfare groups working with them gives the impression that
the agribusiness industry is cooperating and genuinely trying to
address welfare issues to the extent possible.

This is not to deny that there are many farmers, ranchers, and even
employees of agribusiness companies that sincerely would like to
see the elimination of factory farming; they exist but are largely
powerless. Most large meat companies now employ professionals
to handle negotiations with animal protection groups. Sometimes

these professionals sincerely want to see welfare improvements,
but rather than empowering such individuals to make real change,
agribusiness companies utilize their sincerity as a smokescreen.
Less experienced negotiators from animal protection groups are
regularly deceived. The deception of the public thus occurs at two
levels: techniques like certifications function to deceive the masses,
and more sophisticated techniques, like assigning professionals to
“manage” nonprofit groups demanding change, function to
neutralize or weaken resistance from animal welfare
professionals.

This report focuses on the vehicles of public deception in two
ways: first by moving systematically through each certification it
considers in the section immediately below, and then, under
“Neglected Animal Welfare Issues,” proceeding systematically to
consider especially neglected issues noting how each certification
addresses or fails to address them.
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An Overview of Current
Welfare Certifications

CERTIFICATIONS PRODUCED

BY TRADE INDUSTRY BODIES

One way producers and retailers have capitalized on consumers’
growing interest in certifications is by creating their own
certifications in much the same way that a think tank run by
industry-paid lobbyists endorses a piece of legislation.
Unsurprisingly, the certifications run by industry bodies simply
codify and commend the current industry’s cruel practices.

EGG INDUSTRY: UEP CERTIFIED

For example, starting in 2002, the United Egg Producers (UEP), a
nationwide marketing cooperative of egg farmers that together
produce roughly 90 percent of the eggs in the U.S., launched their
own certification program (United Egg Producers 2020a). The
UEP Certified label now adorns more than 85 percent of U.S. egg
cartons (United Egg Producers 2020b). UEP’s bare-bones
standards lack even the most basic provisions for hen well-being
and merely describe conditions within current industrial egg
production. They do not, for example, require nesting boxes or
perches; continuous caging is permitted (except under the
separate cage-free certification); hens can be debeaked routinely.
Although UEP Certified farms are audited, inspections allow up to
10 percent noncompliance, and consumers are not informed
about which standards are and are not met (United Egg Producers
2017). The certification is akin to 90 percent of cigarette

producers coming together to create a “U.S. Cigarette Producers
Certified Safer” label in order to make their products stand out on
shelves as safer. UEP Certified fails even to raise the floor of
animal welfare within the egg industry.

DAIRY INDUSTRY: FARM PROGRAM

Similar humanewashing tactics are used by the dairy industry. The
industry’s website for its Farmers Assuring Responsible
Management (FARM) certification program proudly proclaims,
“We Set the Standards” (National Milk Producers Federation
2020b)—and that is true. The FARM standards are administered
by the National Milk Producers Federation (NMPF), a trade group
whose stated mission is “to foster an economic and political
climate in which dairy producers ... can thrive and prosper,” which
in turn “helps improve the bottom line of the associate members”
(2020a). Even a cursory review of the standards makes evident
that welfare is not a central concern: cows can be denied access
to pasture, and calves are virtually always taken from their
mothers just after birth and confined in crates, causing cognitive
deficits, impaired social skills, greater fearfulness, and amplified

reactions to stressors (Costa, von Keyserlingk, and Weary 2016;
Jensen and Larsen 2014).

THIRD-PARTY CERTIFICATIONS

CONTROLLED BY INDUSTRY INTEREST

It is reasonable for consumers to expect that unlike the two
industry-run programs reviewed above, third-party certifications
would be more trustworthy. However, some of these technically
third-party certifications have been designed both to perpetuate
and conceal industry influence. Such certifications are established
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by nonprofits or institutions that appear to be watchdogs, but are
in fact connected to, and operate for the benefit of, the animal
agriculture industry. The welfare outcomes on farms that
participate in these certification programs are likely to be
functionally indistinguishable from those of industry-promulgated
certifications like UEP Certified, and therefore this report
categorizes them together.

AMERICAN HUMANE CERTIFIED

At the epicenter of this phenomenon is American Humane
Certified (AHC), the farmed animal welfare certification program
of the American Humane (AH), a 130-year-old charity that claims
it was “the first to serve in promoting and nurturing the bond
between animals and humans” (2020a). AHC is a third-party-
audited animal welfare certification scheme that claims to be the
largest in the world, overseeing approximately 1 billion animals
(American Humane 2020c). AH is best known for its controversial
“No Animals Were Harmed” stamp on movies, which has come
under fire in recent years after multiple reports surfaced of abuse
of animals on Hollywood film sets (Welsh 2013). After removing
AH as a beneficiary in his will, former supporter Bob Barker
asserted, “| think they have failed miserably in their efforts to
protect animals in the movie industry, and obviously they have

failed miserably in any protection for animals in the food industry”
(Johnson 2018).

According to Consumer Reports, AHC's “requirements for
providing animals comfortable living conditions and allowing
them to engage in natural behaviors are limited and don't apply to
every animal species” (2020). The standards largely fail to

improve conditions beyond industry conventions. Some standard
CAFO practices condoned by the AHC label include crate
confinement for gestating and nursing sows, permanent indoor
confinement (except for layer chickens when additionally certified
as “free range” or “pasture raised”), no limits on transportation
duration for cattle, and dehorning of cows. Certified farms can fail
to meet up to 15 percent of the standards, with consumers left in
the dark about which ones, and about whether even the most
basic welfare standards have been met (American Humane
Certified 2019). According to independent consumer labeling
guides published by the animal protection charity Animal Welfare
Institute (AWI), AHC standards are the lowest of any third-party
certification scheme (2020).

AHC suppliers have been repeatedly exposed for animal abuse,
often egregious. As shown in Figure 1a, a 2015 undercover
investigation of a slaughterhouse run by AHC-approved Foster
Farms documented chickens being scalded alive while conscious.
The investigation also substantiated claims made widely in peer-
reviewed literature that breeding for extremely rapid growth
causes debilitating leg injuries and deformities (Mercy For Animals
2015; Kestin et al. 2001; Knowles et al. 2008; Granquist et al.
2019). In response, AH laid blame on individual workers and
defended its relationship with Foster Farms, stating to media, “We
don’t want to tell a company just because of their size it's
impossible for them to be humane” (Marmor Shaw 2016).
Another investigation at a Foster Farms turkey hatchery (see Figure
1b) documented poults’ beaks and toes being seared off and
unwanted birds being sealed in plastic bags in which they
suffocated or starved, rather than being dispatched by more costly
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Figure 1. Conditions documented at AHC producers

A lame bird denied vet care at Foster Farms
(Mercy For Animals 2015

methods of euthanasia approved by the American Veterinary

Medical Association (AYMA) (Animal Outlook 2015).

Butterball, another poultry giant certified by AHC, has been the
subject of multiple investigations, each documenting serious
abuse. As early as 2006, workers were filmed stomping on and
slamming turkeys against walls (PETA 2006). Later investigations
conducted between 2011 and 2014 (see Figure 1c) found turkeys
having their toes amputated without anesthetics and injured birds
being denied veterinary care (Mercy For Animals 2014a). AHC
continues to certify Butterball to this day.

AHC's stunningly low bar comes into focus when one considers
the source of its funding. In 2018, the AHC program generated
more than $800,000 in revenue (IRS 2018c), much of it from fees
paid by companies like Butterball and Foster Farms that use the

AHC label on products (Weiss and Sullins 2012). Because AHC,

and AH more broadly, relies on fees generated from its

Live turkey chicks discarded in plastic bags at
Foster Farms (Animal Outlook 2015)

Injured turkey denied veterinary care at
Butterball (Mercy For Animals 2014a)

certifications to maintain its operation, there is a strong disincentive
for AHC to set welfare standards higher than what its biggest
customers have already adopted, lest it risk losing revenue. As a
result, AHC is structurally disincentivized to improve animal
welfare for the producers it certifies, which explains its massive
size relative to more meaningful certifications. In 2015, AHC
reported a more than 1,000 percent jump in the number of

animals who were raised on AHC certified farms (American
Humane 2015).

AH is aware that consumers are highly concerned about farmed
animal welfare. lts own 2013 study found that 74 percent of people
were willing to pay more for “humane” products, with more than a
third of shoppers willing to pay premiums of up to 20 percent for
humane labels (American Humane 2013). Yet instead of increasing
AHC's standards to meet consumers’ expectations, AH recruits ever
more CAFO-based producers and leverages celebrities, including
Hugh Jackman and Betty White, to bolster the organization’s
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credibility (American Humane 2020b). AHC is simply a marketing
scheme designed to facilitate the efforts of its industrial clients to
deceive consumers about the actual state of animal agriculture.

ONE HEALTH CERTIFIED:

THE NEXT GENERATION OF HUMANEWASHING

For many shoppers, concern for animal welfare goes hand-in-
hand with concern for sustainability and public health.9” The One
Health Certified (OHC) certification represents the next generation
of industry marketing schemes following the AHC model, and it
fully exploits increasing consumer interest in not only welfare, but
also sustainability and health. As shown in Figure 2, the OHC
description and logo were designed to appear holistic and
include a check-marked list of five primary health indicators:
biosecurity, veterinary care, antibiotic restrictions, animal welfare,

and environmental impact. In actual fact, like AHC, the OHC

Figure 2. One Health Certified: The “next generation” of humanewashing

A.
Buncron
TURKEY BREAKFAST
SAUSAGE PATTIES

FULLY COOKED

8 PATTIES NETWT 80z

Butterball turkey bears the “all
natural” claim and the AHC logo
in the lower-right corner

Certified Organic Perdue chicken

certification is primarily a marketing service for CAFOs while
codifying existing or emerging industry standard practices.

OHC is parasitic upon the promising new public health framework
from which it takes its name, One Health, which was designed to
draw attention to the interconnections between human,
environmental, and animal health. According to the One Health
Commission, “One Health is a collaborative, multisectoral, and
trans-disciplinary approach . . . to achieve optimal health and
well-being outcomes recognizing the interconnections between
people, animals, plants and their shared environment” (One
Health Commission 2020). The One Health approach (unlike
OHC) has been embraced by dozens of prominent institutions,
including the World Health Organization (WHO) and the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), which operates the
CDC One Health Office (CDC 2016). As a concept, One Health
first gained recognition among academics, researchers, and

The OHC label on Aldi’s Kirkwood brand chicken
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public health advocates, but the emergence of COVID-19 has
made the global public more aware of the connections between
human and animal health and increased the prominence of the
One Health concept.

Through the OHC label, the meat industry is attempting to co-opt
the One Health brand to deceive consumers about the nature of its
products at a time when consumers are scrutinizing animal
agriculture’s role in environmental degradation, antibiotic
resistance, and chronic and infectious diseases more than ever
(Foer and Gross 2020; Clark et al. 2019). OHC has no affiliation
with the aforementioned One Health Commission or the One
Health initiatives of the WHO and CDC. Rather, OHC is the
brainchild of the nation’s sixth largest poultry producer, Mountaire
Farms (Ritter 2020). It is administered by a seemingly independent
organization called the National Institute of Antimicrobial
Resistance Research and Education (NIAMRRE), based at lowa
State University.

NIAMRRE is a fox in the henhouse pretending to be watchdog.
NIAMRRE’s relationship with Mountaire can be traced to the very
beginning: Mountaire applied for the OHC trademark in 2017
and was the first and, so far, the only meat company to adopt the
program (United States Patent and Trademark Office 2020).
According to a NIAMRRE brochure, OHC standards were
developed by a committee of “technical experts from multiple
stakeholders with equal representation from animal agriculture,
allied industry organizations, and universities” (2020). Members

of this committee include turkey and pork industry leaders, as well
as G. Don Ritter, DVM, ACPYV, the Director of Technical Marketing

of Mountaire Farms (One Health Certification Foundation 2020c).
In addition to academic and nongovernmental institutions, animal
product trade groups and retailers may join NIAMRRE as
members by paying $15,000 annually (NIAMRRE 2019). Similar
to AHC, producers also pay $7,500 annually to be certified
(Ritter 2020). Thus, like AHC, NIAMRRE and OHC rely on
industry funds to operate, creating a fundamental conflict of

interest.

Ritter has been surprisingly transparent about the goal of OHC,
stating that the best way to market poultry is through certifications
—and framing OHC as the “next generation” of certification. He
argues that the primary purpose of a label is to “reduce consumer
concerns about buying [a] product” and cites a survey revealing
that 83 percent of respondents claimed they would buy OHC
products after being shown the label and being given a brief
description of the program (Ritter 2020). One would be pressed
to find a more direct description of what actually drives
certifications. Ritter’s argument that the label’s goal is to “reduce . .
. concerns” reveals what it is not designed to do: actually require
companies to engage in the costly work of changing a cruel and
broken system.

OHC standards show major deficiencies in each category. For
example, medically important antibiotics may be used to “treat
and control disease” with the woefully insufficient caveat that they
“must be administered in a manner that minimizes the number of
animals treated and used for the least number of days necessary

to achieve effective treatment outcomes” (One Health
Certification Foundation 2020b, 12). The standards fail to
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establish a limit on the duration for which antibiotics can be used
and what measures must be taken to ensure animals do not get
sick in the first place. Although the standards require action plans
to correct problems after multiple flocks have received antibiotics
(One Health Certification Foundation 2020b), OHC standards do
nothing to alleviate the crowded conditions within CAFOs that
facilitate the spread of diseases, infections, and parasites (Gilchrist
et al. 2007). OHC also allows the routine use of antibiotics that
are described as “nonmedically important” for human use. This
means that drugs such as ionophores and bacitracin “may be
used to maintain animal health and welfare” (One Health
Certification Foundation 2020a). In practice, these classes of
drugs are often fed to animals continuously to compensate for
unsanitary conditions (Martin, Thottathil, and Newman 2015).
According to an article published in the Annals of the New York
Academy of Sciences, “[E]lven some nonmedically important
antibiotics can lead to coselection of genes that confer broad-
spectrum resistance to drugs, including medically important
antibiotics,” leading the authors to recommend that their use
“should be limited to the greatest extent possible without
sacrificing animal health and welfare” (Kahn et al. 2019, 31).

OHC'’s animal welfare standards are even worse than its antibiotic
standards. Producers can choose between basic industry trade
group standards®® or AHC, the very certification that this report
documents is nothing more than a marketing tool for major animal

agriculture companies.

The One Health concept is an important public health framework
that helps policymakers and the public make connections between

human and non-human animal health. Its focus, rightly, is on the
risks of factory farming to public health. OHC's coopting of the
phrase to cast standard industry practices in a more favorable
light is as cynical as it appears. By offering a false sense of
security to consumers, OHC promises to be an effective tool for
industry to continue to preserve the illusion of choice —the illusion
that there are widely available alternatives to the dominant CAFO
model.

INDEPENDENT CERTIFICATIONS

ALSO HUMANEWASH

All humanewashing is not equal. This report has, thus far, discussed
how industry certifications like UEP Certified, as well as industry
certifications masquerading as independent watchdogs like AHC
and OHC, are primarily designed as tools of humanewashing and
do nothing to improve animal welfare above standard practices.
The standards of independent certifications like Certified
Humane (CH), run by the nonprofit Humane Farm Animal Care
(HFAC), and Global Animal Partnership (GAP), however, can
amount to more meaningful welfare improvements. This has been
possible because these certifications were established with more
distance from the animal agriculture industry: rather than industry
executives, HFAC’s board and scientific advisory committee include
animal welfare advocates with backgrounds at organizations like
World Animal Protection, the Humane Society of the United
States, and the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals (Humane Farm Animal Care 2020b). GAP was also
created with this balance in mind: historically the board has had
equal representation from animal protection groups (since Farm
Forward left the board, the remaining groups are the American
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Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, Compassion in
World Farming, and Humane Society International) in addition to
industry leaders (Global Animal Partnership 2020d). Historically
HFAC and GAP have involved true attempts by animal welfare
advocates to help consumers identify products from animals who
are raised with at least some modest improvement over standard
industry practices. However, as we have noted, welfare
certification is conflict-ridden. Ultimately, groups like HFAC and
GAP do not have their hands on the steering wheel, or at least not
most of the time. These certifications cannot go about their
business or so much as get a single certification mark on a single
package without cooperation from the factory farming industry.
The result may be somewhat better for animals than that of
industry certifications, but, considering what consumers expect
from welfare certifications, remains deceptive.

GLOBAL ANIMAL PARTNERSHIP

AND CERTIFIED HUMANE

GAP and Certified Humane can improve the lives of farmed
animals over standard industry practice. For instance, both require
some measure of environmental enrichments. They prohibit
debeaking of birds, routine tail docking of pigs, and the tethering
of calves, and laying hens cannot be caged—although they still
may only have 1 (CH) or 1.5 (GAP) square feet of space each
(Global Animal Partnership 2020a; Humane Farm Animal Care
2020a). These sound like and indeed are important goods, and
they give an indication of why, until earlier this year, Farm
Forward served on GAP’s board and why other animal groups still
do. This report does not wish to deny that GAP and CH products
are likely to come from animals who suffered less. The question,

rather, is whether they indicate a humane product, which is, in the

end, what everyone wants to know.

This report takes on this question by narrowing its focus to five
forms of cruelty consistently overlooked by animal welfare
certifications, but that are all incompatible with any reasonable
definition of humane. Significantly, all of these issues are either
entirely the product of CAFOs or have been aggravated by them
—that is to say, there is nothing necessary about them:

—

Intensively confining animals instead of raising them primarily

on pasture,
2. insufficiently exercising and socializing animals,

3. tilizing genetically modified animals prone to disease and

chronic pain,
4. preventing natural weaning periods in the dairy industry,
5. culling all newborn male chicks.

Both GAP and CH functionally have multiple levels of certification,
some more rigorous than others. While a starkly limited number of
GAP and CH certified products avoid the first two of these five
welfare problems, not even the most restrictive certification levels
of GAP and CH prevent the latter three (note that GAP is still
developing dairy standards). See Figure 3 for a systematic
breakdown of these differences (and several are considered
further below).
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American Certifications on
Underconsidered Welfare Issues

AMERICAN  ONEHEALTH  NATIONAL  CERTIFIED  GLOBAL ANIMAL
REQUIRED FOR ALL HUMANE  CERTIFIED ORGANIC HUMANE  ANIMAL WELFARE
ANIMALS IN PROGRAM CERTIFIED PROGRAM PARTNERSHIP  APPROVED
S B3
I. Animals raised on pasture X X X X X \/
II. Sufficient exercise and * *
e X X X X X J
socialization
[1l. Animals bred with healthy
enough genetics to engage in
el oy X X X X X X =
natural behaviors throughout
lifespan
IV. Natural weaning periods X X X X X X 10
V. Eliminates culling of newborn . .
male chicks X X X X X X 1

*
X Does not apply for the majority of animals within the program, only limited products labeled with specific tiers or qualifiers.
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report we reviewed data suggesting
that a large number of consumers
believe that a humane product
means that animals are raised
outdoors and are able to move and
interact with others of their kind,
which would suggest that, at an
absolute minimum, issues | and |l
above should be prohibited by all
welfare-certified products. To the
extent that consumers will assume
that a certification mark from GAP or
Certified Humane always means
animals are raised on pasture, these
certifications contribute to
humanewashing. We do not have a
precise number of how many
Americans are deceived, but it
would, at minimum, run into many

millions.13

While not requiring outdoor access,
both GAP and Certified Humane do

at least provide a pathway for

Figure 3. consumers to identify products that

are from animals raised on pasture and where animals are able to
While empirical evidence demonstrates that a significant number socialize (addressing | and Il above). So, in rare cases, a GAP or
of consumers care about the humane treatment of animals, we Certified Humane product may come from an animal raised on
have much less data on exactly what they really mean by this.’2 pasture, and, if a consumer knows the arcana of what to look for,

We do know some things, however. For example, earlier in this they can be relatively certain of that. However, if one’s definition
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of humane precludes the use of animals who were genetically
modified to the point where they cannot engage in natural
behaviors (Il above) or the other cruelties V-V, GAP and Certified
Humane will function to deceive. In fact, these certifications either
entirely ignore these welfare issues or provide half measures that
may or may not actually reduce overall suffering, as detailed
below.

This report has demonstrated that outdoor access is the welfare
issue that we have the most evidence consumers care about and
expect from a certification, so it is particularly disturbing that even
independent certifications like CH and GAP obfuscate this point
and primarily certify animals in intensive confinement. While not

as deceptive as AHC and OHC, CH and GAP still therefore
engage in a rather dramatic form of humanewashing.

ANIMAL WELFARE APPROVED

One independent certification, A Greener World’'s (AGW's)
Animal Welfare Approved (AWA), stands out as anomalous: it is
both the smallest and the most rigorous. It is the only certification
that avoids the particularly disturbing humanewashing involved in
certifying as humane products from animals raised in intensive
confinement, thus avoiding Welfare Issues | and Il above.
According to AGW, AWA “is the only label that guarantees
animals are raised outdoors on pasture or range for their entire
lives on an independent farm” (2020a). We concur with this part
of their self-assessment.

However, AWA, too, struggles with the reality that other forms of

cruelty are so pervasive in modern animal agriculture that even it

cannot insist these cruelties be banned and continue to operate.
AWA fails to prevent the forced separation of calves and mother
cows before natural weaning, or the mass killing of male chicks,
Welfare Issues IV and V. Its more serious limitation, however,
regards Welfare Issue lll, the use of genetic lines of animals prone
to disease and chronic pain, in the chicken industry. As explained
in more detail below under “Welfare Issue IlI” and in Addendum
|, the welfare of chickens today is affected most profoundly not by
how they are raised, but by the genetic line the farmer chooses to
raise. Different genetic lines are associated with different rates of
growth, and numerous studies have demonstrated that the more
rapid the rate of growth, the more animal suffering is associated
with it (both for the birds sold to consumers and for specialized
breeding birds who never come to market, as detailed under
“Welfare Issue 111”).14 AWA does place some restrictions on rates
of growth but still allows for rates accelerated through aggressive
modern “hybrid” breeding to be more than twice historic norms.
Prior to the invention of growth-accelerating “hybrid” breeding
techniques after World War I, a fast-growing chicken breed
would reach its market weight at around 112 days, gaining
perhaps 20 to 23 grams per day (The Livestock Conservancy
2020); these “heritage” breeds are, to AWA's credit,
recommended by AWA for their superior welfare—but they are
not required. Since World War Il, hybrid breeding techniques
accelerated the growth rate so that today’s birds can reach market
weight in as few as 35 days with an average daily gain of 75
grams per day (Cobb-Vantress 2020). These fast-growth and
high-profit birds—now the norm—are chronically sick and
immunocompromised, suffering from unnecessary and painful
problems with skeletal development, heart and lung function
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(McKay et al. 2000), obesity (Wang et al. 2009), and more. The
limit AWA places on growth is 40 grams per day (A Greener
World 2018b).15 To its credit, this makes AWA the only
certification to completely prohibit the very fastest-growing strains
of birds, but it is still a weak enough restriction to cause a range of
welfare problems.

Serving to confuse consumers further, even though birds growing
at a rate of 40 grams per day grow far faster than do heritage
breeds, they are often marketed to consumers as “slower-growth”
—without clarification that they are the “slower-growing” end of
the fastest-growing chickens the world has ever known. Again, see
Addendum | for a fuller picture of the role poultry genetics play in
welfare.

It is easy to understand why AWA makes fewer compromises than
do other certifications: it is the only one that does not function
primarily as a service provided to industrial farms to assist their
marketing. It is also, unsurprisingly, the only certification that does
not depend heavily on funds from the farms it is certifying to pay
for certification. Like AHC and OHC, both GAP and CH charge
producers to become certified, and both report hundreds of
thousands of dollars in program service fee revenue every year
(IRS 2018b, 2018a). Rather than subsist on certification fees from
producers, AWA is funded by grants and individual donations.
AWA certification is free for farmers, except for a modest $100
application fee and a subsidized audit fee of between $90 and
$120 based on farm size; the actual cost of audits to AGW is
between $840 and $870 (A Greener World 2020b). By

subsidizing most of these costs through its own fundraising and

keeping the certification itself free, AWA serves a public mission to

support small-scale family farmers.

It is, unfortunately, also easy to understand why AWA makes the
compromises it does. If it did not, a significant number of the
farmers using its system could not participate. This is how even
AWA, the only certification that does not actively promote
products from animals raised in intensive confinement, engages in
what could be called humanewashing. For example, consumers
who are expecting AWA to ensure that their chicken and turkey
meat is from animals who were not genetically modified in ways
that cause unnecessary animal suffering will be deceived. The
same is true of consumers who would expect a welfare
certification to prevent the forced separation of cows from their
offspring before weaning or to prevent the immediate slaughter of
all male chicks born to egg-laying strains.

If AWA is also implicated in humanewashing, which is debatable,
it is not nearly so egregious as is the case with CH and GAP. The
overall impression one gets with AWA is that the program is trying
to do right by animals but is in an impossible situation and so s
more or less coerced into a certain amount of doublespeak, like
describing growth-accelerated pouliry strains as “high welfare.”
CH and GAP, by contrast, are influenced or driven by industry
forces that try willfully to deceive consumers, and this is perhaps
unavoidable given their reliance not only on industry cooperation,
but also industry funding.

The main lesson this report draws from AWA is not about the
certification’s limits, which are modest compared with those of its
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competitors, but about how AWA reveals the industry’s lack of
willingness to participate in serious welfare reform. AWA'’s high
standards and commitment to protect smaller independent farmers
have precluded its ability to scale and become widely available
at major retailers nationwide.’6 AWA certifies magnitudes fewer
animals than do other certifications this report has considered:
most AWA-certified products are only sold at small local markets
and natural foods stores (A Greener World 2020c). AHC-
certified products, on the other hand, are available in mainstream
grocery stores nationwide (American Humane Certified 2020),
and GAP boasts that it certifies 400 million animals (Global
Animal Partnership 2020f). Despite consumers’ interest in high
welfare, pasture-raised animal products, AWA makes up only a
tiny fraction of the meat market, in which certified, lower welfare
products continue to grow rapidly. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine
the circumstances under which the meat, poultry, dairy, and egg
companies that dominate the industry today would adopt AWA
standards at scale. Why would they with options like AHC and
OHC available, or, if they have a more discerning clientele, CH
and GAP?2 Thus, while AWA could partially be viewed as an
exception to the humanewashing rule, its inability to achieve
market scale is another datum illustrating the failure of animal
welfare certification.

The Halo Effect

Before this report turns to consider in more detail how
humanewashing occurs around each of the five welfare issues it

focuses upon, it considers one particularly powerful and insidious
dimension of humanewashing, the halo effect. The use of the halo
effect to deceive consumers is one of the principle ways that even
independent certifications become humanewashers.

The halo effect occurs when producers utilize certifications (or
other means) to give the impression that the most rigorous levels of
certification are representative of all certified products or even
totally uncertified products. For example, a brand-name company
may sell 30 different chicken products, only some of which are
welfare-certified; despite the fact that only a handful of welfare-
certified products come from animals raised with access to the
outdoors, advertising boasts of these few anomalous products and
presents them as the norm for the brand.

The problem of the halo effect is exacerbated by the fact that
several of the most prominent animal welfare certifications offer an
explicitly tiered certification (GAP) or achieve the effect of tiers by
offering special rules if producers wish to add certain descriptors,
like “cage-free,” to their products (AHC and CH). There is good
reason to favor tiered certification: by offering multiple
certification tiers with increasingly stringent standards, certifiers
can accommodate lower welfare producers (e.g.,, GAP Steps 1
and 2) while also elevating brands that go beyond the bare
minimum of their welfare standards (e.g., GAP Steps 3, 4, 5, and
5+). Tiered standards could function to give consumers more
information and more options. In theory, they could also serve to
start lower-welfare producers on a path to continuous
improvement since customers appear willing to pay more for
products in the higher tiers. Despite these potential advantages,
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tiering also makes it easier for brands to deceive consumers about
their welfare standards by obscuring the welfare differential
between tiers.

For example, the Happy Egg Co.’s products are certified “free
range” by AHC, which offers three tiers for eggs: “cage free” (but
still entirely confined indoors) at the lowest end, “free range” in the
middle, and “pasture raised” as the highest welfare option.
According to a lawsuit filed by the Organic Consumers
Association, Happy Egg Co. has used the AHC label to
deliberately obscure which of the standards its eggs met. The suit
alleges that the company has continued to “trade upon the
consumer good will it built by using the logo deceptively on its
packaging” by using “the term ‘pasture raised’ alongside ‘free
range’ on its packaging, confusing or misleading consumers

about which standard the Eggs meet” (Organic Consumers
Association 2020).

The halo effect is especially and increasingly worrisome at GAP.
Although some crucial welfare needs are left unmet, operations
with GAP certification at Steps 4, 5, and 5+ do provide
meaningfully higher welfare conditions for animals by eliminating
intensive confinement. In the past, GAP has required the specific
Step rating to be displayed on all certified products. As of 2020,
however, GAP allows companies to display a generic label that
does not prominently display the Step number (see Figure 4). The
Step number only need be indicated in fine print on the back of
the package and need not include any information to identify
whether the Step is at the top or bottom of the system. All the
consumer may know is the enigmatic information that the product

they have just purchased is Step 1 in a multi-Step system (perhaps
concluding incorrectly that 1 is best).)” Lower welfare producers
can use the generic label to obscure the level of welfare they
provide and, indeed, this is the only explanation for why GAP
created the generic label.’8 Further, because they are no longer
required to prominently display Step numbers, producers have
even less incentive to strive for continuous improvement. Lower
Step-certified producers thus benefit from the “halo” provided by
high-Step producers without having to adopt costly welfare
practices.

Figure 4. GAP Step 1 ham benefiting from the halo effect at
Whole Foods Market

ULTRA—THIN
BLACK FOREST

Uncured Ham
NO NITRATES OR NITRITES ADDED!
NOT PRESERVED-KEEP REFRIGERATED BELOW 40°F AT ALLTIMES

FULLY COOKED
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Neglected Animal Welfare Issues

WELFARE ISSUES | AND 11: OUTDOOR ACCESS,
SOCIALIZATION, AND EXERCISE

This report has reviewed the abundant evidence that American
consumers associate high welfare with animals raised on pasture
who have access to adequate exercise and socialization (see

“Consumer Expectations,” above).

Despite the clear indication that
consumers expect certifications,

at minimum, to prevent intensive
confinement, this report found that
every certification that has achieved
scale—whether industry-led or
independent—humanewashes

on this point.

To be clear, if one reads the details of certifiers’ standards, it is
quite evident that they do not require animals to be raised on
pasture. The deception is not that these certifications fail to state
their standards, but that they persist in describing as “certified

humane” and “animal welfare certified” products meeting
standards that clearly fall below the threshold of commonsense
ideas about animal welfare. Only AWA avoids this form of
humanewashing, but for most consumers its products are either
unavailable or exceptionally difficult to find, making it the
exception that proves the rule.

WELFARE ISSUE lll: UTILIZING GENETICALLY
MODIFIED ANIMALS PRONE TO DISEASE

Despite superficial claims to the contrary, no certification
today mandates high welfare genetics for broiler chickens.
This is especially concerning because over the last 60 or so years,
the traditional heritage chickens and turkeys that still dominate
most people’s imaginations have been replaced almost entirely by
fast-growing strains of birds bred through unprecedented
techniques of genetic modification, as shown in Figure 5. These
birds suffer from o wide range of diseases and typically
experience pain from walking at the end of their life (Knowles et
al. 2008). Parent stock suffer especially intensely (Mench 2002).
See Addendum | on broiler chicken genetics for a more complete

overview.

At present, most shoppers do not understand the degree to which
genetics impacts health and welfare, which makes it difficult to
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Today’s Hybrid Chicken vs. 1950s Heritage Chicken

HYBRID MEAT CHICKENS

SIZE AT 8 WEEKS

L

* Genetically manipulated to grow unnaturally fast
* Bred to live indoors
*Weak immune system
* Suffer from organ failure and skeletal deformities

* Walk with difficulty due to chronic pain

HERITAGE CHICKENS

SIZE AT 16 WEEKS

* Naturally slow growing
* Bred to thrive outdoors
e Strong immune system
* Have healthy organs and strong bones

* Love to fly, run, play and explore

especially if they are genetically
modified to be sickly, is valid. In any
case, animal welfare certifications
certainly seem to think consumers
want to hear that animals are
genetically healthy, and
humanewashing on this point is
particularly egregious.

Certified Humane says that “care
must be taken to select birds for high
welfare traits and avoid genetic
strains with undesirable traits,” but
does not list specific breed
requirements (Humane Farm Animal
Care 2014a)—advancing what
amounts to an “anything goes”

@) FARMFORWARD

Figure 5.

know precisely how concerned most Americans would be with the
suffering poor genetics produce compared with other more
familiar kinds of suffering. Further research to understand
consumer perceptions and acceptance of the genetic modification
of chickens through hybrid breeding techniques is a desideratum,
but, in the absence of contradictory evidence, we believe the
commonsense assumption that consumers don’t want sickly birds,

policy regarding the selective
breeding of chickens. Similarly, GAP
requires that “[b]reeds/lines/strains
must be chosen for good leg health
and for low levels of mortality”
(2020b, 12). As discussed above, GAP certifies producers
according to increasingly strict welfare tiers (from Step 1 at the
low end through 5+ at the high end), but currently offers no
guidance for meeting its “good leg health and . . . low levels of
mortality” criteria for Steps 1 through 3 (Global Animal
Partnership 2020b).

Y
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Even at GAP's highest welfare tier, Step 5+, birds can have a
growth rate of up to 35 grams per day, allowing birds to come to
the current average market weight of about 2.9 kilograms
between 65 and 83 days (USDA 2020; Global Animal
Partnership 2020b).1? Reaching peak size for slaughter even at
83 days of age is still a far cry from the 112 days provided for the
fastest heritage breeds (The Livestock Conservancy 2020).
Without precisely quantifying it, basic physiology suggests that the
substantial acceleration of even these growth-restricted breeds will
manifest in welfare deficiencies because when an unusually high
amount of energy is put into growth, it invariably means that there
are fewer energetic resources available for other bodily systems,
like the immune system—see Addendum | for further explanation.
The degree to which the welfare of these growth-restricted breeds
has been improved compared with the more common Cornish
Cross strains that reach market weight at 35 to 42 days is not yet
well-documented (even less work has been done to quantify the
welfare differences between growth-restricted birds and heritage

birds).

Unlike CH, however, GAP has committed to “replacing 100% of
chicken breeds that result in poor welfare outcomes by 2024 with
breeds meeting specified welfare outcomes within [its]
comprehensive standards and labeling program” (Global Animal
Partnership 2020c). The strains that GAP deems acceptable are
still being determined based on the results of a recently conducted
study at the University of Guelph, leaving the degree to which
GAP will improve genetic welfare unclear. The preliminary results
from the University of Guelph research indicate that despite
improved overall welfare, some of these breeds may still suffer

similar problems as Cornish Cross strains, such as footpad lesions
and decreased use of enrichments over time (Torrey, Kiarie, and
Widowski 2020). Today, both CH and GAP still allow the fast-
growing Cornish Cross strains that are the standard within the
poultry industry.

As mentioned previously, AWA still allows hybrid strains of birds
but sets a maximum growth rate for chickens of 40 grams per day
(A Greener World 2018b), which would bring chickens to the
current average slaughter weight of 2.9 kilograms in about 72
days (40 days faster than the fastest strains of heritage chickens).
If a human child had their growth accelerated like this, it would be
something akin to hitting puberty not at, say, age 12, but 7; it is a

profound intervention into the chicken’s genome.

Even with the assumption that growth limits like these make birds
suffer less, serious welfare concerns remain unaddressed in the
breeding lines that are crossed to produce meat chickens. These
“grandparent” and “parent” birds are never taken to market. Even
the growth-restricted birds AWA and GAP Step 5+ allow will
require raising some fast-growing lines for breeding purposes.
These fast-growing grandparent and parent birds suffer
particularly acutely. For many breeding birds, genetic modification
for fast growth has interfered with the normal development of
satiation mechanisms, so birds will harm themselves by overeating
in an impossible attempt to achieve satiety (Morrissey et al. 2014).
As a result, their feed is restricted to prevent excessive weight gain,
which would decrease their fertility (and thus profitability)—
resulting in constant hunger (Mench 2002). Even in the best case,
welfare-certified poultry products are produced in part with lines

23




THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING NEGLECTED ANIMAL WELFARE ISSUES

of birds who have been so genetically modified that they never
experience the simple satisfaction of having their hunger sated.

UNHEALTHY GENETICS AND PANDEMIC RISK

With the risk of global pandemics at the forefront of consumers’
minds, the issue of chicken genetics becomes even more pertinent.
Research suggests that fast growth comes at the expense of other
vital systems, including the immune system. Because the birds'’
energetic resources are directed entirely toward growth, their
immune systems are severely compromised, leaving them more
vulnerable to illness (van der Most et al. 2010).2% At any given
time there is an unprecedented number of chickens on Earth—
roughly three for every human being (Food and Agriculture
Organization 2018)—and these chickens have been bred in ways
that leave them more likely to succumb to infectious diseases of all
kinds (Muir et al. 2008; van der Most et al. 2010). The industry’s
almost exclusive use of these genetically uniform,
immunocompromised birds, paired with their extreme confinement,
has led to greater levels of disease and mortality and increased

the global risk of pandemic zoonotic diseases such as bird flu
(Delany 2003).

Even if these birds had fully functioning immune systems,
monoculture on an enormous scale increases the likelihood of viral
mutations that can transform existing viruses into forms which pose
pandemic risk. Without meaningful changes to genetic welfare,
housing density, and genetic uniformity, there is little reason to
believe that compliance with animal welfare certifications reduces
pandemic risk. Instead, certifications’ reassurances obscure the
reality that virtually all birds are still produced using high-tech and

historically unprecedented hybrid breeding techniques widely
known to compromise poultry health and increase pandemic risk.

WELFARE ISSUE 1V: SEPARATION OF CALVES

AND THEIR MOTHERS BEFORE WEANING

Like all mammals, cows only produce milk after giving birth, so
cows within the dairy industry are impregnated once a year to
keep up their milk production (Hagevoort and Garcia 2013). A
crucial element of well-being in cows is the ability of a mother
cow and her calf to remain together during their natural weaning
period. This most basic welfare requirement, however, goes
unprotected by all welfare certifications. As intuition would
suggest, for all mammals, separating a mother and child is not just
one welfare issue among others—it is cruel and likely traumatic.
Cows actively resist the removal of their calves, and the suffering
caused by their forced separation is both acute and prolonged,
with the cow and her calf experiencing measurable distress for
days (Daros et al. 2014). The long-term emotional impacts on
mother cows having their calves forcibly removed year after year
are difficult to quantify, but are likely profound.

Uninterrupted, the weaning period can last between six and nine
months, during which time “the cow provides the calf with natural
suckling, maternal support and a complex array of stimulations,”
according to scientists from the Animal Production Research Centre
(Kisac et al. 2011, 262). Today's dairy industry, however, typically
separates calves from their mothers shortly after birth. This has
been found to diminish calves’ social skills even into adulthood
(Wagner et al. 2015), which may be an indication of the enduring
effects of their trauma. Female calves are typically raised alone in
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isolated calf hutches without any socialization to maximize the
amount of their mothers’ milk that can be procured for human
consumption (University of Wisconsin-Madison 2020). Male
calves, on the other hand, are not useful at dairies and are
generally immediately sold for veal or beef, or are simply killed on
the farm.

According to a recent literature review, consumer awareness of
these practices is low: 67 percent were reportedly unaware in one
survey (Placzek, Christoph-Schulz, and Barth 2020). However,
after being provided information by researchers, 84 percent of
people disapproved of early separation (Placzek, Christoph-
Schulz, and Barth 2020). Certifications, once again, contribute to
this knowledge gap and impede consumers’ ability to make
informed choices when selecting dairy products. GAP does
require a minimum six-month weaning period for beef products;
however, as of the writing of this report, GAP has yet to issue dairy
standards (Global Animal Partnership 2020e). When it does
release them, it is improbable that they will prohibit early
separation. CH establishes a minimum weaning period, but it is
only five weeks long (Humane Farm Animal Care 2014b). Even
AWA falls short of requiring a natural weaning period,
recommending that calves are raised in herds alongside their

mothers but requiring just six weeks before they are separated (A
Greener World 2018a).

25

WELFARE ISSUE V: CULLING
ALL NEWBORN MALE CHICKS

Although today’s certifications
leave a multitude of welfare issues
unresolved, the last this report will
highlight in depth implicates the = N
entire U.S. egg industry, including 7/ N
all certified products: the culling i

of newborn male chicks. '

Hundreds of millions of male chicks in the U.S.—and about 6
billion worldwide —are killed annually just after birth, as they are
not considered useful to the egg industry (Brice-Saddler 2020;
Krautwald-Junghanns et al. 2018). Investigative footage has
revealed that chicks may be suffocated to death, sometimes in
plastic bags (Mercy For Animals 2011), but they are more
commonly ground up alive and conscious in macerators. The
AVMA condones maceration as long as chicks are put into the
machines at a rate that prevents backlog (Leary et al. 2020),
although investigations have documented that these guidelines are
often ignored (Mercy For Animals 2014b). Chick maceration has
become so controversial that France and Germany have
committed to banning male chick culling by the end of 2021
(Linden 2020). Several European companies are developing in-

ovo sexing technology to allow male embryos to be sorted out
and discarded before hatching (In Ovo 2016), but there has been
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no binding commitment by the U.S. egg industry to transition to

this technology. The UEP has stated that it will work with its

members and business partners “toward the goal of eliminating LR
this practice” but only “as soon as it is commercially viable and  \=\ it i
economically feasible” (United Egg Producers 2020c). Rather \
than use their influence to push for technological development AN
and early adoption, welfare certifiers too appear to be waiting for

the market to solve the problem. Even the better welfare
certifications, CH, GAP, and AWA, do nothing to alert consumers =
that their welfare-certified eggs come from systems in which all 7740 110N

male chicks are killed at hatching.2!
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Conclusion

This report overviews the extensive growth and scope of
humanewashing and demonstrates that animal welfare
certifications have increasingly become vectors for consumer
deception. It documents egregious humanewashing by what
it has classified as “industry certifications.” Significantly, two
of these industry certifications—AHC and OHC—are highly
effective at obscuring the fact that they function as advertising
agencies for CAFOs and present themselves as if driven by social
concerns. The report’s most substantial finding, however, is that
humanewashing is the norm with independent certifications.
These certifications are shaped in important ways by animal
protection groups but nonetheless are active humanewashers. The
anomalous AWA certification demonstrated itself to be in a class
by itself, approximating consumer expectations, but even it does
not totally avoid the taint of humanewashing. Clearly, if one is to
rely on any certification, AWA is the one to rely upon. However,
AWA has failed to scale and shows little potential to do so.

Even the most rigorous certifications
that have achieved scale, Certified
Humane and GAP, don’t meet the
basic commonsense threshold for
being humane that is well-attested in
consumer surveys: requiring animals
to be raised on pasture.

In addition to not meeting this consumer demand, they obscure
multiple forms of cruelty, including insufficiently exercising and
socializing animals, utilizing genetically modified animals prone to
disease, separating calves and their mothers before weaning in
the dairy industry, and culling all newborn male chicks in the egg
industry. While most certifications demonstrate the failure of
welfare certification through standards that simply don't prevent
these kinds of cruelty, AWA demonstrates certification’s failure
from another direction. AWA's standards are, while imperfect, the
highest in the nation, but almost certainly directly as a result, AWA
has little potential to influence the mainstream market. Most

consumers have no or almost no access to its products.
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While this report has focused on the failures of welfare
certifications, an important subsidiary finding is that the fact that
meat, egg, and dairy companies themselves control
whether certification marks are placed on their packaging
puts tremendous downward pressure on the ability of
certifications to improve welfare standards. This fact is
symptomatic of the reality that agribusiness companies have far
more resources than do the animal groups attempting to curb their
abuses. Even well-meaning certifications face an uneven playing
field where industry has the advantage at every turn, in part
because government has for the moment sided with big
agriculture against consumer interests (a topic requiring more
exploration). Until consumers are in a position to compel
agribusiness companies to display their welfare grade, whether
good or bad, companies will simply continue to embrace the
meaningless industry certifications or, equally destructive, hold
sincere certification efforts hostage by refusing to display any
certification that does not advance their interests.

In closing it is worth noting that this failure of certification puts
animal groups like Farm Forward that represent a largely meat-
eating constituency in an awkward position. In good faith, there
are no animal products that we can easily recommend, an
unfortunate situation for nonprofits looked to by consumers to
guide them to higher welfare products. If all a consumer wants to
know is that their genetically modified, sickly, and lame chicken is
confined in a barn instead of cage, certifications can be helpful,
but for the consumer trying to reach even the basic standard
of humane treatment that was the norm prior to the rise of
CAFOs, certifications obscure more than they reveal.

Certifications give the illusion that the consumer can easily avoid
factory farmed products and basic forms of cruelty like intensive
confinement when, in reality, the choice is almost always factory
farming.

Most of the time when consumers
see a welfare certification, it means
the opposite of animal welfare.

Animal groups are under so much pressure to fulfill the consumer
demand for humane meat that they are encouraged to support
any certification that promises to be better than an egregious
deception, even when these certifications clearly obfuscate the
degree of cruelty in the food industry. These animal group
endorsements may at times help reduce animal suffering, but at
the expense of deceiving consumers. Animal groups would do
well to find ways to communicate to the public the gravity of the
situation and the real lack of animal products that could
legitimately be called humane. Without letting the perfect become
the enemy of the good, animal groups need to prevent better-run
factory farms from becoming the new understanding of “humane.”
The difficult pill animal protection professionals need to deliver is
that the meat, poultry, dairy, and egg industries are thoroughly
broken, and those of us who support them perpetuate the problem
in ways that certification is not solving and is only occasionally
mitigating. There is a straightforward enough path for individuals

ready to eschew or dramatically reduce the use of animal
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products, but for the person committed to eating animals and to
humane treatment—let alone other justice concerns related to
factory farming22—the situation is grim indeed.

This report in no way claims to have all the answers, but Farm
Forward believes that honesty, ingenuity, and generational efforts
can eliminate CAFOs if the seriousness and scope of the problem
is increasingly well-understood. We do not need to have answers
on how to fix certification to know that pretending certifications
are something they are not is a bad idea. We do not need to have
all the solutions to know that the way forward will require sobriety
and frankness about the problems we currently face, qualities that
are receding as certifications grow. At present welfare
certifications deceive consumers, arrest the momentum of change,
and erode our societal ability to build the will to end factory
farming. This is the dirt on humanewashing.
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Addendum 1

The Loss of Healthy Genetics Through Hybrid Breeding

Animal breeding has changed dramatically over the past 60
years. Until as late as the 1960s, most farmers either bred their
own animals or purchased animals from a local farmer who did.
These animals, especially pouliry, were selected for a balance of
traits: growth and efficiency, but also immune health and the
ability to forage, thrive outdoors, and mother their young. That
changed after World War |l with the development of hybrid
breeding techniques. Unlike traditional breeding, hybrid breeding
involves a complex process of combining many different breeds of
birds (crossbreeding), which requires producers to maintain
multiple specialty “breeder” lines (Hanke, Skinner, and Flore
1974). These lines of inbred animals carry specific genetic
mutations, such as the so-called “obese gene” (Lin, Friars, and
Moran 1980) that facilitates weight gain, and are not actually the
birds consumers eat. Of these different lines, 10 to 20 are then
crossbred in pre-determined sequences to produce the eggs that
become the “hybrid” Cornish Cross birds eaten by consumers
(Reese 2012), known as “broilers,” who have been so genetically

modified that they bear little resemblance to chickens raised
before 1960.

By selecting for genetic mutations which are desirable only in the
context of CAFOs and other modern production practices, hybrid
breeding techniques compromise welfare. For reasons that are not
hard to guess, breeding companies have aggressively prioritized
traits that directly affect profitability, such as high growth rates and
feed conversion ratios. However, this results in a tradeoff: while
rapidly accumulating fat and meat muscle tissue, birds’ bodies do
not have enough resources to allocate toward developing healthy
bones and organs. Thus, breeding for fast growth or high feed
conversion also produces birds with weak legs and high mortality
(Bessei 2006). Breeding companies work to find the sweet spot,
where just enough birds can walk to feeders to eat, even if
walking is painful, so they can cheaply convert feed to muscle and
fat.

This genetic modification of birds to grow excessively large very
quickly has devastating effects on birds” well-being. For example,
some birds have been bred so that they lack the ability to feel
sated and thus experience chronic hunger. Although the welfare
implications of being chronically hungry are difficult to quantity,
other effects are much more evident. By the time they reach
slaughter age, broiler chickens are so obese that their legs often
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To get a sense of the degree to which chickens

have been genetically altered over the last

/ I \ I l ) ) ’ half-century, it helps to examine growth rate. -
he Ybrld Cthken S Today's broilers reach their average market

weight—which is trending upward but currently
GrOWth Rate about 2.9 kilograms (USDA 2020)—in only

35 to 42 days (five to six weeks). The

Cobb500, marketed as the “world’s most

efficient broiler,” for instance, grows at an

average rate of 75.7 grams per day (Cobb-

Vantress 2020). In contrast, 1950s’ birds, now
known as heritage breeds, were allowed a 16-
week (112-day) growth period before
slaughter. The Plymouth Rock, a heritage
breed, takes 19 weeks (133 days) to reach a

weight of 1.8 to 2.3 kilograms (TSC Stores
2016), giving it a growth rate averaging just

Today'’s chickens grow so fast that if a human baby’s growth was similarly accelerated,
he'd weigh over 600lbs by 2 months of age.

15 grams per day. According to the Livestock
Conservancy, the 16-week growth period
provided time for birds “to develop strong

skeletal structure and healthy organs prior to
building muscle mass” (2020).

Figure 6.

Based on calculations published in Poultry Science, if a human

cannot support the birds” own weight, and many die prematurely child had their growth accelerated similarly to that of today’s

of heart attacks and congenital myopathies (Chen et al. 2017). hybrid birds, a two-month-old would weigh over 600 pounds, as
These chickens are what Vice has called “true Frankenbirds” (Rose depicted in Figure & (Wideman et al. 2013).
2017).

Even so-called “slower-growing” chickens, which have been
hailed as a higher welfare alternative to standard broilers, are still
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genetically modified hybrid birds who experience forms of cruelty
that were hard to imagine before the rise of factory farming. These
breeds have had their growth rates accelerated to reach their
market weight between 55 and 84 days (with growth rates
ranging between 32 and 47 grams per day) instead of the historic
minimum of 112 days (Aviagen 2018a, 2018b). All of these
commercially available poultry lines involve the use of one or
more fast-growth parent lines; these breeding birds have been so
modified that their normal satiation mechanism has been
damaged. This results in a disturbing situation in which the
breeding birds overeat to the point of self-harm in a futile attempt
to experience satiation (Mench 2002; Morrissey et al. 2014).
Thus, even the higher welfare poultry strains that have less
aggressive growth rates still depend upon the use of lines of birds
who suffer one of the greatest cruelties in all of industrial farming:
a life of constant hunger with no hope of satiation.

Industry has repeatedly held out the promise that welfare can be
achieved without giving up the rapid growth rates that are at
present a defining feature of the whole of the poultry industry,
including its peculiarly named “slower-growing” lines of birds
(which, in fact, are growth-accelerated, but less so than the typical
Cornish Cross). That is, industry has argued that, with time, they
can maintain rapid growth rates but ultimately find a way to
produce healthy birds. There is no evidence to support this wishful
thinking and abundant evidence that growth acceleration will, on
balance, always correlate with other compromises for animal
health. Basic physiology suggests that the “resources available to
an individual are finite” (Siegel, Honaker, and Rauw 2008, 230).
If more bodily resources are assigned to one function, like growth

rate or laying rate, this will inherently mean that there are “fewer
resources available for other processes” (Siegel, Honaker, and
Rauw 2008, 230). Indeed, many of the tradeoffs between rapid
growth; heart, lung, and bone health; and immune function are
now well-documented (Rauw 2012; Grandin and Deesing 1998;
Julian 1993).

Despite this, welfare certifications—with the exception of AWA,
which at least recommends heritage breeds—portray the sickly
genetic lines they are certifying as normal or even as high welfare.
Bad has become normal.
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Addendum I1

Deceptive Label Claims

'

Claims like “humanely raised” and “all natural” are now
widespread and are often reinforced by accompanying images

(see Figure 7).

Such claims function primarily to deceive consumers about the true
nature of the products they adorn. In one survey, the American
Society for Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) found that
most shoppers believed erroneously that the term “free range”
(which has no legal definition for pork, beef, or dairy, and is only

loosely defined for birds) meant that animals were raised outdoors
on pasture (2016). Consumer Reports found that 65 percent of
consumers believe incorrectly that the meaningless phrase
“humanely raised” indicated outdoor access, while 77 percent
thought it indicated adequate space (Consumer Reports National
Research Center 2014). Such examples could be multiplied.23
Figure 8 outlines some of the most common welfare claims
alongside their actual meaning for animals.

Figure 7. Humanewashing claims: “all natural” chicken, “free range” eggs, “humanely raised” beef

A A AT

!

eless Skinless

A | N R A R A AR A S

WMl (i [FREE
Bon " All Natural" - ‘ W RANGE

icken Breasts / B ONE DOZEN EGGS

PO
N cmc::‘ﬂ"s WITH RIB MEAT, CONTAINS UP TO
X K?!H./S’AH. AND NATURAL FLAVOR.
GLAZED, INDIVIDUALLY FROZEN,

s

KEEP ppoy ==
ZEN

READY 1o, S

PASTURE RASED ON OVER 8 ACRES

LU

Fresf, FROM FAMILY FARMS

12 LARGE ©  RoasTBeEr
B, made with
IOy

GRADE A~ EGGS

Grass Grown WITHOUT PESTICIDES

S e Ty 4




THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING ADDENDUM II

Common “IHumane” and “Healthy” Claims
and What They Mean for Animals

NATURAL
HUMANELY RAISED

ORGANIC

HORMONE-FREE

CAGE-FREE

FREE-RANGE

SOURCES

Nothing. This term only refers to post-slaughter ingredients and additives.
An unregulated term that does not ensure higher welfare standards.

The USDA’s National Organic Program does have specific standards that
must be met for certification; however, the welfare components are weak.
Animals should be given enough space to accommodate natural behaviors
and provided outdoor access, but space requirements are not clearly
spelled out, and animals generally have only slightly more room than on
conventional farms. Animals cannot be given hormones or unnecessary
antibiotics and must be fed an organic diet.

No hormones given to dairy cows, but no requirements for welfare. No
meaning for chicken, eggs, or pork, as hormones are already prohibited in
these industries.

This term applies to virtually all chickens used for meat, who are raised
indoors on factory farms, as cages are not used by the broiler industry.
For egg-laying hens, cages are replaced with crowded indoor aviaries.
No outdoor access is required.

Birds must be given access to the outdoors, but actual outside time varies
widely. Many birds on crowded farms may never use the small outdoor
opening provided. This claim gives consumers no assurance that animals
actually go outside.

* “Meat and Poultry Labeling Terms,” United States Department of Agriculture, August 10, 2015, accessed July 1, 2020, https://www.fsis.usda.gov/wps/portal/fsis/topics/
food-safety-education/get-answers/food-safety-fact- sheets/food-labeling/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms.

* “USDA Grademarked Product Label Submission Checklist,” United States Department of Agriculture, August 22, 2016, accessed July 1, 2020, https://www.ams.usda.gov/
sites/default/files/media/USDA%20Grademarked%20Product%20Label%20Submission%20 Checklist.pdf.

Figure 8.

@ FARMFORWARD

At least one industry group has also
developed a more sophisticated
marketing label that attempts to garner
consumer trust by mimicking actual
certifications. In 2017, the largest trade
association for the chicken industry, the
National Chicken Council (NCC), rolled
out the “Chicken Guarantees,” a set of
industry-wide standards meant to assure
consumers that meat chickens raised in
the U.S. are not confined to cages and
have not been given steroids or
hormones. While likely true, these claims
are deceptive: cages are not used to
raise chickens for meat in the U.S., and
federal law prohibits administering
steroids or hormones to chickens raised
for meat (National Chicken Council
2017). The Chicken Guarantees add a
bold check-mark to meat packaging
offering consumers a false sense that
standard practices have been certified
as humane, akin to a hypothetical paint
company stamping a “verified lead-
free” label on its cans to paint them as
somehow cleaner and greener, despite

lead having been banned in paints since
the 1970s.




THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING

References

A Greener World. 2018a. Animal Welfare Standards for Dairy
Cattle. https://agreenerworld.org/wp-content/uploads/
2019/02/AWA-Dairy-Cattle-Standards-2018-v3.pdf.

—. 2018b. Animal Welfare Standards for Meat Chickens. hitps: //
agreenerworld.org/wp-content/uploads /2012 /02 / AWA-
Meat-Chicken-Standards-2018-v3.pdf.

—. 2020a. "Certified Animal Welfare Approved by AGW."
Accessed July 1, 2020. https://agreenerworld.org/

certifications/animal-welfare-approved.

—. 2020b. "Fee Schedule." Accessed July 10, 2020. https://

agreenerworld.org/certifications /fees.

—. 2020c. "Product Locator Search Results." Accessed July 30,
2020. https://agreenerworld.org/gd-search-results.

Abrams, K. M., C. A. Meyers, and T. A. Irani. 2010. "Naturally
Confused: Consumers’ Perceptions of All-Natural and Organic

Pork Products." Agriculture & Human Values 27 (3): 365-374.

American Humane. 2013. Humane Heartland Farm Animal
Welfare Survey. https://www.americanhumane.org/app/

uploads /2013 /08 /humane-heartland-farm-animals-survey-
results.pdf.

—. 2015. Compassion Report 2015. https://

americanhumane.org/app/uploads /2016 /08 /Annual-
Report-2015.pdf.

—. 2020aq. "History." Accessed July 10, 2020. https://

americanhumane.org/about-us/history.

—. 2020b. "Humane Hollywood Initiative: Celebrity Supporters."
Accessed July 1, 2020. https://americanhumane.org/initiative /

celebrity-supporters.

—. 2020c. "Robin R. Ganzert, Ph.D., Biography." Accessed July
20, 2020. https://americanhumane.org/person /robin-r-

ganzert.

American Humane Certified. 2019. Broiler Chickens Animal
Welfare Standards Audit Tool. http://

www.humaneheartland.org/index.php?

option=com_content&view=article&id=3 &ltemid=106&{smallfib=
1&dir=JSROOT/
Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools&download_file=JSROOT/
Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools/Broiler+Chickens+Audit+Tool.pdf.

—. 2020. "All Producers." Accessed July 30, 2020. http://

www.humaneheartland.org/humane-certified-producers/

category/all-producers.



https://agreenerworld.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/AWA-Dairy-Cattle-Standards-2018-v3.pdf
https://agreenerworld.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/AWA-Dairy-Cattle-Standards-2018-v3.pdf
https://agreenerworld.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/AWA-Meat-Chicken-Standards-2018-v3.pdf
https://agreenerworld.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/AWA-Meat-Chicken-Standards-2018-v3.pdf
https://agreenerworld.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/AWA-Meat-Chicken-Standards-2018-v3.pdf
https://agreenerworld.org/certifications/animal-welfare-approved
https://agreenerworld.org/certifications/animal-welfare-approved
https://agreenerworld.org/certifications/fees
https://agreenerworld.org/certifications/fees
https://agreenerworld.org/gd-search-results
https://www.americanhumane.org/app/uploads/2013/08/humane-heartland-farm-animals-survey-results.pdf
https://www.americanhumane.org/app/uploads/2013/08/humane-heartland-farm-animals-survey-results.pdf
https://www.americanhumane.org/app/uploads/2013/08/humane-heartland-farm-animals-survey-results.pdf
https://americanhumane.org/app/uploads/2016/08/Annual-Report-2015.pdf
https://americanhumane.org/app/uploads/2016/08/Annual-Report-2015.pdf
https://americanhumane.org/app/uploads/2016/08/Annual-Report-2015.pdf
https://americanhumane.org/about-us/history
https://americanhumane.org/about-us/history
https://americanhumane.org/initiative/celebrity-supporters
https://americanhumane.org/initiative/celebrity-supporters
https://americanhumane.org/person/robin-r-ganzert
https://americanhumane.org/person/robin-r-ganzert
http://www.humaneheartland.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3&Itemid=106&jsmallfib=1&dir=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools&download_file=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools/Broiler+Chickens+Audit+Tool.pdf
http://www.humaneheartland.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3&Itemid=106&jsmallfib=1&dir=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools&download_file=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools/Broiler+Chickens+Audit+Tool.pdf
http://www.humaneheartland.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3&Itemid=106&jsmallfib=1&dir=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools&download_file=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools/Broiler+Chickens+Audit+Tool.pdf
http://www.humaneheartland.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3&Itemid=106&jsmallfib=1&dir=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools&download_file=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools/Broiler+Chickens+Audit+Tool.pdf
http://www.humaneheartland.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3&Itemid=106&jsmallfib=1&dir=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools&download_file=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools/Broiler+Chickens+Audit+Tool.pdf
http://www.humaneheartland.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3&Itemid=106&jsmallfib=1&dir=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools&download_file=JSROOT/Animal+Welfare+Audit+Tools/Broiler+Chickens+Audit+Tool.pdf
http://www.humaneheartland.org/humane-certified-producers/category/all-producers
http://www.humaneheartland.org/humane-certified-producers/category/all-producers
http://www.humaneheartland.org/humane-certified-producers/category/all-producers

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING REFERENCES

Animal Outlook. 2015. "Foster Farms Exposed: A Nightmare for
Baby Birds." Accessed June 10, 2020. https://

animaloutlook.org/investigations /foster-farms/.

Animal Welfare Institute. 2019. Consumer Perceptions of Farm
Animal Welfare. https://awionline.org/sites /default/files /
uploads/documents/fa-

consumer_perceptionsoffarmwelfare_-112511.pdf.

—. 2020. "A Consumer's Guide to Food Labels and Animal
Welfare." Accessed July 20, 2020. https://awionline.org/

content/consumers-guide-food-labels-and-animal-welfare.

ASPCA. 2016. 2016 Labeling Survey. hitps://www.aspca.org/
sites/default/files/aspca-2016_labeling_survey.pdf.

Aviagen. 2018a. Rambler Ranger Performance Objectives.
Rowan Range. http://eu.aviagen.com/assets/Tech_Center/
Rowan_Range/RamblerRanger-Broiler-PO-18-EN.pdf.

—. 2018b. Ranger Classic Broiler Performance Obijectives. Rowan
Range. hitp://en.aviagen.com/assets/Tech_Center/
Rowan_Range/RangerClassic-Broiler-PO-18-EN.pdf.

Bessei, W. 2006. "Welfare of Broilers: A Review." World's Poultry
Science Journal 62 (3): 455-466. https://www.cambridge.org/

core/journals/world-s-poultry-science-journal /article /welfare -
of-broilers-a-review/E48ED32BF130ABE53B0O414EED5SFEBBRS.

Booker, C. 2019. "Booker Unveils Bill to Reform Farm System."
Accessed July 1, 2020. https://www.booker.senate.gov/news/

press/booker-unveils-bill-to-reform-farm-system.

Brice-Saddler, M. 2020. "France Says lts Poultry Industry Will
Stop Shredding Male Chicks Alive by 2022." Washington Post,

January 29, 2020. https:/ /www.washingtonpost.com/science/
2020/01 /29 /shredding-chicks-ban.

CDC. 2016. "One Health Office." Accessed June 1, 2020.
https://www.cdc.gov/ncezid /who-we-are/ncezid-divisions /
oho.html.

Chang, J. B., J. L. Lusk, and F. B. Norwood. 2010. "The Price of
Happy Hens: A Hedonic Analysis of Retail Egg Prices." Journal of
Agricultural and Resource Economics 35 (3): 406-423. https://
www.jstor.org/stable /23243063.

Chen, C. Y., Y. F. Huang, Y.J. Ko, Y. J. Liu, Y. H. Chen, R. L.
Walzem, and S. E. Chen. 2017. "Obesity-Associated Cardiac
Pathogenesis in Broiler Breeder Hens: Development of Metabolic
Cardiomyopathy." Poultry Science 96 (7): 2438-2446. hitps://

www.sciencedirect.com/science/article /pii/

S0032579119314385.

Clark, B., L. A. Panzone, G. B. Stewart, |. Kyriazakis, J. K. Niemi, T.
Latvala, R. Tranter, P. Jones, and L. J. Frewer. 2019. "Consumer
Attitudes Towards Production Diseases in Intensive Production
Systems." PLOS ONE 14 (1). hitps://iournals.plos.org/plosone /
article2id=10.1371 /journal.pone.0210432.



https://animaloutlook.org/investigations/foster-farms/
https://animaloutlook.org/investigations/foster-farms/
https://awionline.org/sites/default/files/uploads/documents/fa-consumer_perceptionsoffarmwelfare_-112511.pdf
https://awionline.org/sites/default/files/uploads/documents/fa-consumer_perceptionsoffarmwelfare_-112511.pdf
https://awionline.org/sites/default/files/uploads/documents/fa-consumer_perceptionsoffarmwelfare_-112511.pdf
https://awionline.org/content/consumers-guide-food-labels-and-animal-welfare
https://awionline.org/content/consumers-guide-food-labels-and-animal-welfare
https://www.aspca.org/sites/default/files/aspca-2016_labeling_survey.pdf
https://www.aspca.org/sites/default/files/aspca-2016_labeling_survey.pdf
http://eu.aviagen.com/assets/Tech_Center/Rowan_Range/RamblerRanger-Broiler-PO-18-EN.pdf
http://eu.aviagen.com/assets/Tech_Center/Rowan_Range/RamblerRanger-Broiler-PO-18-EN.pdf
http://en.aviagen.com/assets/Tech_Center/Rowan_Range/RangerClassic-Broiler-PO-18-EN.pdf
http://en.aviagen.com/assets/Tech_Center/Rowan_Range/RangerClassic-Broiler-PO-18-EN.pdf
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/world-s-poultry-science-journal/article/welfare-of-broilers-a-review/E48ED32BF130ABE53B0614EED5FEBBB6
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/world-s-poultry-science-journal/article/welfare-of-broilers-a-review/E48ED32BF130ABE53B0614EED5FEBBB6
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/world-s-poultry-science-journal/article/welfare-of-broilers-a-review/E48ED32BF130ABE53B0614EED5FEBBB6
https://www.booker.senate.gov/news/press/booker-unveils-bill-to-reform-farm-system
https://www.booker.senate.gov/news/press/booker-unveils-bill-to-reform-farm-system
https://www.washingtonpost.com/science/2020/01/29/shredding-chicks-ban
https://www.washingtonpost.com/science/2020/01/29/shredding-chicks-ban
https://www.cdc.gov/ncezid/who-we-are/ncezid-divisions/oho.html
https://www.cdc.gov/ncezid/who-we-are/ncezid-divisions/oho.html
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23243063
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23243063
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0032579119314385
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0032579119314385
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0032579119314385
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0210432
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0210432

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING REFERENCES

Cobb-Vantress. 2020. "Cobb500." Accessed July 1, 2020.
https:/ /www.cobb-vantress.com/en_US /products/cobb500.

Consumer Reports. 2012. Meat on Drugs: The Overuse of
Antibiotics in Food Animals & What Supermarkets and Consumers
Can Do to Stop It. https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/wp-
content/uploads/2012/06/
CR_Meat_On_Drugs_Report_06-12.pdf.

—. 2020. "Seal: American Humane Certified." Accessed July 10,
2020. https:/ /www.consumerreports.org/food-labels /seals-

and-claims/american-humane-certified.

Consumer Reports National Research Center. 2014. Food Labels
Survey. http://www.panna.org/sites /default/files/

ConsumerReportsFoodlabelingSurveyJune2014.pdf.

Consumer Reports Survey Group. 2018. Natural and Antibiotics

Labels Survey. https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/wp-
content/uploads /2018 /10/2018-Natural-and-Antibiotics-
Labels-Survey-Public-Report-1.pdf.

Costa, J. H. C., M. A. G. von Keyserlingk, and D. M. Weary.
2016. "Invited Review: Effects of Group Housing of Dairy Calves
on Behavior, Cognition, Performance, and Health." Journal of
Dairy Science 99 (4): 2453-2467. hitps://

www.sciencedirect.com/science/article /pii/

S0022030216001405.

Daros, R. R., J. H. C. Costa, M. A. G. von Keyserlingk, M. J.
Hétzel, and D. M. Weary. 2014. "Separation from the Dam
Causes Negative Judgement Bias in Dairy Calves." PLOS ONE 9
(5). https://journals.plos.org/plosone /article?id=10.1371/
journal.pone.0098429.

Delany, M. N. 2003. "Genetic Diversity and Conservation of
Poultry." In Poultry Genetics, Breeding and Biotechnology, edited
by W.M. Muir and S.E. Aggrey, 257-281. United Kingdom: CABI
Publishing.

European Commission. 2000. The Welfare of Chickens Kept for
Meat Production (Broilers): Report of the Scientific Committee on
Animal Health and Animal Welfare. https://ec.europa.eu/food/
sites/food /files/animals /docs/

aw_arch_2005_broilers_scientific_opinion_en.pdf.

Farm Forward. 2017. "Not All Certifications Are Created Equal."
Accessed August 10, 2020. https://www.farmforward.com/#!/
blog2blogid=animal-welfare-certifications.

Foer,J. S., and A. S. Gross. 2020. "We Have to Wake Up:
Factory Farms are Breeding Grounds for Pandemics." The
Guardian, April 20, 2020. https://www.theguardian.com/
commentisfree /2020 /apr/20/factory-farms-pandemic-risk-

covid-animal-human-health.

Food and Agriculture Organization. 2018. Live Animals. United

Nations (FAOSTAT). Accessed August 1, 2020. hitp://
www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QA.



https://www.cobb-vantress.com/en_US/products/cobb500
https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/CR_Meat_On_Drugs_Report_06-12.pdf
https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/CR_Meat_On_Drugs_Report_06-12.pdf
https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/CR_Meat_On_Drugs_Report_06-12.pdf
https://www.consumerreports.org/food-labels/seals-and-claims/american-humane-certified
https://www.consumerreports.org/food-labels/seals-and-claims/american-humane-certified
http://www.panna.org/sites/default/files/ConsumerReportsFoodLabelingSurveyJune2014.pdf
http://www.panna.org/sites/default/files/ConsumerReportsFoodLabelingSurveyJune2014.pdf
https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/2018-Natural-and-Antibiotics-Labels-Survey-Public-Report-1.pdf
https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/2018-Natural-and-Antibiotics-Labels-Survey-Public-Report-1.pdf
https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/2018-Natural-and-Antibiotics-Labels-Survey-Public-Report-1.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022030216001405
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022030216001405
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022030216001405
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0098429
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0098429
https://ec.europa.eu/food/sites/food/files/animals/docs/aw_arch_2005_broilers_scientific_opinion_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/food/sites/food/files/animals/docs/aw_arch_2005_broilers_scientific_opinion_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/food/sites/food/files/animals/docs/aw_arch_2005_broilers_scientific_opinion_en.pdf
https://www.farmforward.com/#!/blog?blogid=animal-welfare-certifications
https://www.farmforward.com/#!/blog?blogid=animal-welfare-certifications
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2020/apr/20/factory-farms-pandemic-risk-covid-animal-human-health
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2020/apr/20/factory-farms-pandemic-risk-covid-animal-human-health
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2020/apr/20/factory-farms-pandemic-risk-covid-animal-human-health
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QA
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QA

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING REFERENCES

Food Insight. 2018. 2018 Food & Health Survey. hitps://
foodinsight.org/wp-content/uploads /2018 /05 /2018-FHS-
Report-FINAL.pdf.

Gilchrist, M. J., C. Greko, D. B. Wallinga, G. W. Beran, D. G.
Riley, and P. S. Thorne. 2007. "The Potential Role of Concentrated
Animal Feeding Operations in Infectious Disease Epidemics and
Antibiotic Resistance." Environmental Health Perspectives 115 (2):
313-316. https:/ /www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles /
PMC1817683.

Global Animal Partnership. 2020a. 5-Step Animal Welfare Pilot
Standards for Laying Hens. https://globalanimalpartnership.org/
wp-content/uploads/2020/05 /G.A.P.s-Animal-Welfare-Pilot-
Standards-for-Laying-Hens-v1.1.pdf.

—. 2020b. 5-Step Animal Welfare Standards for Chickens Raised
for Meat. https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/
uploads/2020/05/G.A.P.s-Animal-Welfare-Standards-for-
Chickens-Raised-for-Meat-v3.2.pdf.

—. 2020c. "Better Chicken Welfare Initiative." Accessed July 1,
2020. https://globalanimalpartnership.org /better-chicken-
welfare-initiative.

—. 2020d. "Board of Directors." Accessed July 1, 2020. hitps://

globalanimalparinership.org/about/board.

—. 2020e. "Frequently Asked Questions." Accessed July 29,
2020. https://globalanimalpartnership.org /fag.

—. 2020f. "Global Animal Partnership." Accessed June 1, 2020.
https://globalanimalpartnership.org.

Grandin, T., and M. J. Deesing. 1998. "Genetics and Animal
Welfare." In Genetics and the Behavior of Domestic Animals,
edited by T. Grandin, 319-341. San Diego: Academic Press.

Granquist, E. G., G. Vasdal, I. C. de Jong, and R. O. Moe. 2019.
"Lameness and lts Relationship with Health and Production
Measures in Broiler Chickens." Animal 13 (10): 2365-2372.
hitps: //doi.org/10.1017 /S1751731119000466.

Hagevoort, G. R., and J. A. Garcia. 2013. When Should Dairy
Cows Be Inseminated? College of Agricultural, Consumer, and
Environmental Sciences (New Mexico State University). hitps://
aces.nmsu.edu/pubs/_b/B117/welcome.html.

Hanke, O. A., J. L. Skinner, and J. H. Flore. 1974. American Poultry
History, 1823-1973, edited by O. A. Hanke. Lafayette, IN:
American Poultry Historical Society.

Harris Interactive QuickQuery. 2009. Natural Labeling Poll.
Animal Welfare Institute.

Humane Farm Animal Care. 2014a. HFAC Standards for
Chickens. https://certifiedhumane.org/wp-content/uploads/
Std19.Chickens.4H-2-1.pdf.



https://foodinsight.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/2018-FHS-Report-FINAL.pdf
https://foodinsight.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/2018-FHS-Report-FINAL.pdf
https://foodinsight.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/2018-FHS-Report-FINAL.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1817683
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1817683
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/G.A.P.s-Animal-Welfare-Pilot-Standards-for-Laying-Hens-v1.1.pdf
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/G.A.P.s-Animal-Welfare-Pilot-Standards-for-Laying-Hens-v1.1.pdf
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/G.A.P.s-Animal-Welfare-Pilot-Standards-for-Laying-Hens-v1.1.pdf
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/G.A.P.s-Animal-Welfare-Standards-for-Chickens-Raised-for-Meat-v3.2.pdf
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/G.A.P.s-Animal-Welfare-Standards-for-Chickens-Raised-for-Meat-v3.2.pdf
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/G.A.P.s-Animal-Welfare-Standards-for-Chickens-Raised-for-Meat-v3.2.pdf
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/better-chicken-welfare-initiative
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/better-chicken-welfare-initiative
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/about/board
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/about/board
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/faq
https://globalanimalpartnership.org
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731119000466
https://aces.nmsu.edu/pubs/_b/B117/welcome.html
https://aces.nmsu.edu/pubs/_b/B117/welcome.html
https://certifiedhumane.org/wp-content/uploads/Std19.Chickens.4H-2-1.pdf
https://certifiedhumane.org/wp-content/uploads/Std19.Chickens.4H-2-1.pdf

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING REFERENCES

—. 2014b. HFAC Standards for Production of Dairy Cows.
https:/ / certifiedhumane.org/wp-content/uploads/
Std19.DairyCattle.3H-1.pdf.

—. 2020a. HFAC Standards for Production of Egg Laying Hens.
https: / / certifiedhumane.org /wp-content/uploads/
Std19.Layers.4H-1.pdf.

—. 2020b. "Who Is Behind Certified Humane?" Accessed July 1,
2020. https://certifiedhumane.org/how-we-work /whoisbehind.

In Ovo. 2016. "High-Throughput In Ovo Egg Sexing: Automated
Chicken Gender Sorting." Accessed August 1, 2020. https://

inovo.nl/solutions/in-ovo-egg-sexing.

IRS. 2018a. Form 990-PF: Global Animal Partnership. Department
of the Treasury. https://apps.irs.gov/pub/epostcard /cor/
202234609_201812_990PR_2020061017185848.pdf.

—. 2018b. Form 990: Humane Farm Animal Care. Department of
the Treasury. https://apps.irs.gov/pub/epostcard /cor/
470910622 201812_990_2012110816831225.pdf.

—. 2018c. Form 990: American Humane Association. Department

of the Treasury. https://apps.irs.gov/pub/epostcard /cor/
840432950_201906_990_2020012817079395.pdf.

Jensen, M. B., and L. E. Larsen. 2014. "Effects of Level of Social
Contact on Dairy Calf Behavior and Health." Journal of Dairy

Science 97 (8): 5035-5044. htips://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article /pii/S0022030214003701.

Johnson, B. 2018. "Attempts to Enforce 'Humane' Treatment of
Poultry Fail." Lexology, June 11, 2018. htips://
www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?
g=115515b6-4e0b-4b56-8aff-1686f84d0e?5.

Julian, R. H. 1993. "Ascites in Poultry." Avian Pathology 22:
419-454. https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/18671031.

Kahn, L. H., G. Bergeron, M. W. Bourassa, B. D. Vegt, J. Gill, F.
Gomes, F. Malouin, et al. 2019. "From Farm Management to
Bacteriophage Therapy: Strategies to Reduce Antibiotic Use in
Animal Agriculture." Annals of the New York Academy of
Sciences 1441 (1): 31-39. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/
articles/PMC6850639.

Kestin, S. C., S. Gordon, G. Su, and P. Sgrensen. 2001.
"Relationships in Broiler Chickens between Lameness, Liveweight,

Growth Rate and Age." Veterinary Record 148: 195-197. https://
veterinaryrecord.bmj.com/content/148 /7 /195.short.

Kisac, P, J. Brou¢ek, M. Uhrincaf, and A. Hanus. 2011. "Effect of
Weaning Calves from Mother at Different Ages on their Growth

and Milk Yield of Mothers." Czech Journal of Animal Science 56
(6): 261-268. https://www.agriculturejournals.cz/publicFiles/

41584.pdf.



https://certifiedhumane.org/wp-content/uploads/Std19.DairyCattle.3H-1.pdf
https://certifiedhumane.org/wp-content/uploads/Std19.DairyCattle.3H-1.pdf
https://certifiedhumane.org/wp-content/uploads/Std19.Layers.4H-1.pdf
https://certifiedhumane.org/wp-content/uploads/Std19.Layers.4H-1.pdf
https://certifiedhumane.org/how-we-work/whoisbehind
https://inovo.nl/solutions/in-ovo-egg-sexing
https://inovo.nl/solutions/in-ovo-egg-sexing
https://apps.irs.gov/pub/epostcard/cor/202234609_201812_990PR_2020061017185848.pdf
https://apps.irs.gov/pub/epostcard/cor/202234609_201812_990PR_2020061017185848.pdf
https://apps.irs.gov/pub/epostcard/cor/470910622_201812_990_2019110816831225.pdf
https://apps.irs.gov/pub/epostcard/cor/470910622_201812_990_2019110816831225.pdf
https://apps.irs.gov/pub/epostcard/cor/840432950_201906_990_2020012817079395.pdf
https://apps.irs.gov/pub/epostcard/cor/840432950_201906_990_2020012817079395.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022030214003701
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022030214003701
https://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=1f5515b6-4e0b-4b56-8aff-1b86f84d0e95
https://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=1f5515b6-4e0b-4b56-8aff-1b86f84d0e95
https://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=1f5515b6-4e0b-4b56-8aff-1b86f84d0e95
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/18671031
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6850639
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6850639
https://veterinaryrecord.bmj.com/content/148/7/195.short
https://veterinaryrecord.bmj.com/content/148/7/195.short
https://www.agriculturejournals.cz/publicFiles/41584.pdf
https://www.agriculturejournals.cz/publicFiles/41584.pdf

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING REFERENCES

Knowles, T. G., S. C. Kestin, S. M. Haslam, S. N. Brown, L. E.
Green, A. Butterworth, S. J. Pope, D. Pfeiffer, and C. J. Nicol.
2008. "Leg Disorders in Broiler Chickens: Prevalence, Risk Factors
and Prevention." PLOS ONE 3 (2). https://journals.plos.org/
plosone/article2id=10.1371 /journal.pone.0001545.

Krautwald-Junghanns, M.-E., K. Cramer, B. Fischer, A. Forster, R.
Galli, F. Kremer, E. U. Mapesa, et al. 2018. "Current Approaches
to Avoid the Culling of Day-Old Male Chicks in the Layer Industry,

with Special Reference to Spectroscopic Methods." Poultry
Science 97 (3): 749-757. https://doi.org/10.3382 /ps/pex389.

Leary, S., W. Underwood, R. Anthony, S. Cartner, T. Grandin, C.
Greenacre, S. Gwaltney-Brant, et al. 2020. AVMA Guidelines
for the Euthanasia of Animals: 2020 Edition. American Veterinary

Medical Association. hitps://www.avma.org/sites/default/
files/2020-01/2020-Euthanasia-Final-1-17-20.pdf.

Lin, C. Y., G. W. Friars, and E. T. Moran. 1980. "Genetic and
Environmental Aspects of Obesity in Broilers." World's Poultry
Science Journal 36: 103-111. hitps://www.tandfonline.com/
doi/abs/10.1079 /WPS12800005.

Linden, J. 2020. "France, Germany to End Male Layer Chick
Culling." WATTAgNet, January 30, 2020. htips://

www.wattagnet.com/articles/39550-france-germany-to-end-

male-layer-chick-culling.

Lusk, J. 2016. FooDS Food Demand Survey. Department of
Agricultural Economics, Oklahoma State University. http://
agecon.okstate.edu/faculty /publications /5345.pdf.

Marmor Shaw, J. 2016. "What You Really Get For the High Price
of 'Humanely Raised' Meat." MarketWatch, June 28, 2016.
https:/ /www.marketwatch.com/story /what-you-really-get-for-

the -high-price-of-humanely-raised-meat-2015-11-19.

Martin, M. J., S. E. Thottathil, and T. B. Newman. 2015.
"Antibiotics Overuse in Animal Agriculture: A Call to Action for
Health Care Providers." American Journal of Public Health 105
(12): 2409-2410. https: //www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles /
PMC4638249.

McKay, J. C., N. F. Barton, A. N. M. Koerhuis, and J. McAdam.
2000. "The Challenge of Genetic Change in the Broiler Chicken."
British Society of Animal Production Occasional Publication 27:

1-7. https: //www.cambridge.org/core/journals /bsap-
occasional-publication/article /abs/challenge -of-genetic-

change-in-the-broiler-chicken/

1CBB14D4482CF7234EA9D2A329863310.

Mench, J. A. 2002. "Broiler Breeders: Feed Restriction and
Welfare." World's Poultry Science Journal 58 (1): 23-29. htips://
www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1072 /WPS20020004.

Mercy For Animals. 2011. "McDonald's Cruelty: The Rotten Truth
About Egg McMuffins." Accessed July 20, 2020. https://
www.youtube.com/watch2v=r6E8H3C1CrU.



https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0001545
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0001545
https://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pex389
https://www.avma.org/sites/default/files/2020-01/2020-Euthanasia-Final-1-17-20.pdf
https://www.avma.org/sites/default/files/2020-01/2020-Euthanasia-Final-1-17-20.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1079/WPS19800005
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1079/WPS19800005
https://www.wattagnet.com/articles/39550-france-germany-to-end-male-layer-chick-culling
https://www.wattagnet.com/articles/39550-france-germany-to-end-male-layer-chick-culling
https://www.wattagnet.com/articles/39550-france-germany-to-end-male-layer-chick-culling
http://agecon.okstate.edu/faculty/publications/5345.pdf
http://agecon.okstate.edu/faculty/publications/5345.pdf
https://www.marketwatch.com/story/what-you-really-get-for-the-high-price-of-humanely-raised-meat-2015-11-19
https://www.marketwatch.com/story/what-you-really-get-for-the-high-price-of-humanely-raised-meat-2015-11-19
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4638249
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4638249
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/bsap-occasional-publication/article/abs/challenge-of-genetic-change-in-the-broiler-chicken/1CBB14D4482CF7234EA9D2A329863310
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/bsap-occasional-publication/article/abs/challenge-of-genetic-change-in-the-broiler-chicken/1CBB14D4482CF7234EA9D2A329863310
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/bsap-occasional-publication/article/abs/challenge-of-genetic-change-in-the-broiler-chicken/1CBB14D4482CF7234EA9D2A329863310
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/bsap-occasional-publication/article/abs/challenge-of-genetic-change-in-the-broiler-chicken/1CBB14D4482CF7234EA9D2A329863310
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1079/WPS20020004
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1079/WPS20020004
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=r6E8H3C1CrU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=r6E8H3C1CrU

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING REFERENCES

—. 2014a. "Butterball Abuse." Accessed July 20, 2020. http://

butterballabuse.com.

—. 2014b. "Hatchery Horrors." Accessed July 20, 2020. http://

canadahatchery.mercyforanimals.org.

—. 2015. "American Humane Scam." Accessed July 20, 2020.
http://americanhumanescam.com.

Mercy For Animals Research Group. 2020. "Public Perceptions of
Animal Agriculture in the COVID-19 Context." Accessed
December 1, 2020. https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=p7gl7bHé1 -o&feature=youtu.be.

Morrissey, K. L. H., T. Widowski, S. Leeson, V. Sandilands, A.
Arnone, and S. Torrey. 2014. "The Effect of Dietary Alterations
During Rearing on Growth, Productivity, and Behavior in Broiler
Breeder Females." Poultry Science 93 (2): 285-295. https://

www.sciencedirect.com/science/article /pii/

S00325792119360080.

Muir, W. M., G. K. Wong, Y. Zhang, J. Wang, M. A. M. Groenen,
R. P. M. A. Crooijmans, H-J. Megens, et al. 2008. "Genome-Wide
Assessment of Worldwide Chicken SNP Genetic Diversity
Indicates Significant Absence of Rare Alleles in Commercial
Breeds." Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the
United States 105 (45): 17312-17317. hitps: //www.pnas.org/
content/105/45/17312.

National Chicken Council. 2017. "America’s Largest Chicken
Association Rolls Out Industry-Wide Standards for Broiler Chicken
Welfare." Accessed July 1, 2020. https://

www.nationalchickencouncil.org/americas-largest-chicken-

association-rolls-industry-wide -standards-broiler-chicken-welfare.

—. 2020. "Animal Welfare for Broiler Chickens." Accessed July 1,
2020. https://www.nationalchickencouncil.org/industry-issues/

animal-welfare -for-broiler-chickens.

National Milk Producers Federation. 2020a. "About Us."
Accessed July 1, 2020. https://www.nmpf.org/about/about-
nmpf/about-us.

—. 2020b. "Farmers Assuring Responsible Management (FARM)."
Accessed July 1, 2020. https://nationaldairyfarm.com/dairy-
farm-standards.

NIAMRRE. 2019. "Membership." Accessed July 1, 2020. hitps://

www.niamrre.org/membership/.

—. 2020. One Health Certified: Responsible Animal Care for
Today and Tomorrow. https://onehealthcertified.org/wp-
content/uploads/OHC_Brochure_ WEB.pdf.

Nielsen Product Insider. 2016-2018. Total U.S. Grocery Market.
Label Insight.



http://butterballabuse.com
http://butterballabuse.com
http://canadahatchery.mercyforanimals.org
http://canadahatchery.mercyforanimals.org
http://americanhumanescam.com
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p7qL7bH61-o&feature=youtu.be
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p7qL7bH61-o&feature=youtu.be
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0032579119360080
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0032579119360080
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0032579119360080
https://www.pnas.org/content/105/45/17312
https://www.pnas.org/content/105/45/17312
https://www.nationalchickencouncil.org/americas-largest-chicken-association-rolls-industry-wide-standards-broiler-chicken-welfare
https://www.nationalchickencouncil.org/americas-largest-chicken-association-rolls-industry-wide-standards-broiler-chicken-welfare
https://www.nationalchickencouncil.org/americas-largest-chicken-association-rolls-industry-wide-standards-broiler-chicken-welfare
https://www.nationalchickencouncil.org/industry-issues/animal-welfare-for-broiler-chickens
https://www.nationalchickencouncil.org/industry-issues/animal-welfare-for-broiler-chickens
https://www.nmpf.org/about/about-nmpf/about-us
https://www.nmpf.org/about/about-nmpf/about-us
https://nationaldairyfarm.com/dairy-farm-standards
https://nationaldairyfarm.com/dairy-farm-standards
https://www.niamrre.org/membership/
https://www.niamrre.org/membership/
https://onehealthcertified.org/wp-content/uploads/OHC_Brochure_WEB.pdf
https://onehealthcertified.org/wp-content/uploads/OHC_Brochure_WEB.pdf

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING REFERENCES

One Health Certification Foundation. 2020a. "Five Core
Principles of One Health Certified." Accessed July 20, 2020.

https: / /onehealthcertified.org /about/core-principles.

—. 2020b. One Health Certified Chicken Standards. hitps://
onehealthcertified.org/wp-content/uploads/
OHC_Standards_Chicken_V1C_June_2020.pdf.

—. 2020c. "Standards Oversight Committee." Accessed July 1,
2020. https://onehealthcertified.org /standards-oversight-
committee.

One Health Commission. 2020. "What is One Health?". Accessed
June 1, 2020. https://www.onehealthcommission.org/en/
why_one_health/what_is_one_health.

Organic Consumers Association. 2020. "Organic Consumers
Association v. Noble Foods, Inc.: Complaint." Superior Court of
the District of Columbia.

Packaged Facts. 2017. Animal Welfare: Issues and Opportunities

in the Meat, Pouliry, and Egg Markets in the U.S. https://
www.packagedfacts.com/Animal-Welfare-Meat-10771767.

PETA. 2006. "Butterball's House of Horrors: A PETA Undercover
Investigation." Accessed July 20, 2020. https://www.peta.org/
features /butterball-peta-investigation.

Placzek, M., |. Christoph-Schulz, and K. Barth. 2020. "Public
Attitude Towards Cow-Calf Separation and Other Common

Practices of Calf Rearing in Dairy Farming—A Review." Organic
Agriculture. hitps://link.springer.com/article /10.1007 /
s13165-020-00321-3.

Prickett, R. W., F. Bailey Norwood, and J. L. Lusk. 2010.
"Consumer Preferences for Farm Animal Welfare: Results from a
Telephone Survey of US Households." Animal Welfare 19 (3):
335-347. https:/ /www.ingentaconnect.com/contentone /ufaw/

aw/2010/00000019 /00000003 /art00015.

Rauw, W. M. 2012. "Immune Response from a Resource
Allocation Perspective." Front Genet 14 (3). https://
pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23413205.

Reese, Frank, Jr. 2012. Personal Communication. June 28.

Reithmayer, C., O. MuBBhoff, and M. Danne. 2019. "Alternatives to
Culling Male Chicks — The Consumer Perspective." British Food
Journal 122 (3): 753-765. hitps://www.emerald.com/insight/
content/doi/10.1108 /BFJ-05-2012-0356 /full /html.

Ritter, G. D. 2020. "Webinar: Strategies to Market Modern
Poultry Production Practices." WATTAgNet: Chicken Marketing
Summit Webinar Series.

Rose, N. 2017. "Chickens Are Being Genetically Engineered to
Suffer Less." Vice, February 28, 2017. https://www.vice.com/

en_us/article/aeabyz/chickens-are-being-genetically-

engineered-to-feel-less-pain.



https://onehealthcertified.org/about/core-principles
https://onehealthcertified.org/wp-content/uploads/OHC_Standards_Chicken_V1C_June_2020.pdf
https://onehealthcertified.org/wp-content/uploads/OHC_Standards_Chicken_V1C_June_2020.pdf
https://onehealthcertified.org/wp-content/uploads/OHC_Standards_Chicken_V1C_June_2020.pdf
https://onehealthcertified.org/standards-oversight-committee
https://onehealthcertified.org/standards-oversight-committee
https://www.onehealthcommission.org/en/why_one_health/what_is_one_health
https://www.onehealthcommission.org/en/why_one_health/what_is_one_health
https://www.packagedfacts.com/Animal-Welfare-Meat-10771767
https://www.packagedfacts.com/Animal-Welfare-Meat-10771767
https://www.peta.org/features/butterball-peta-investigation
https://www.peta.org/features/butterball-peta-investigation
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s13165-020-00321-3
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s13165-020-00321-3
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/contentone/ufaw/aw/2010/00000019/00000003/art00015
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/contentone/ufaw/aw/2010/00000019/00000003/art00015
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23413205
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23413205
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/BFJ-05-2019-0356/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/BFJ-05-2019-0356/full/html
https://www.vice.com/en_us/article/aea5yz/chickens-are-being-genetically-engineered-to-feel-less-pain
https://www.vice.com/en_us/article/aea5yz/chickens-are-being-genetically-engineered-to-feel-less-pain
https://www.vice.com/en_us/article/aea5yz/chickens-are-being-genetically-engineered-to-feel-less-pain

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING REFERENCES

Siegel, P. B., C. F. Honaker, and W. M. Rauw. 2008. "Selection for
High Production in Poultry." In Resource Allocation Theory Applied
to Farm Animal Production, edited by W. M. Rauw, 230-242,
Cambridge, MA: CABI.

Skerritt, J. 2020. "Half of Americans Want Meat-Free Options
After Industry’s Crisis." Bloomberg, June 5, 2020. https://
www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-06-05 /half-of-

americans-want-meat-free-options-after-industry-s-crisis.

Spain, C. V., D. Freund, H. Mohan-Gibbons, R. G. Meadow, and
L. Beacham. 2018. "Are They Buying It2 United States Consumers’
Changing Attitudes toward More Humanely Raised Meat, Eggs,
and Dairy." Animals 8 (128). https://www.mdpi.com/
2076-2615/8/8/128.

Stan, M. 2017. "Healthy Nutrition and Health-Washing Corporate
Discourses across Three Organizations in the Fast Food and Soft
Drinks Industry." Journal of Comparative Research in
Anthropology and Sociology 8 (1): 45-46. hitps://
www.questia.com/library /journal /1P4-1947781549 /healthy-

nutrition-and-health-washing-corporate -discourses.

Strom, S. 2017. "What to Make of Those Animal-Welfare Labels
on Meat and Eggs." The New York Times, January 31, 2017.
https://www.nytimes.com /2017 /01 /31 /dining /animal-

welfare-labels.html.

The Livestock Conservancy. 2020. "Definition of Heritage
Chicken." Accessed July 20, 2020. https://

livestockconservancy.org/index.php/heritage/internal /heritage-

chicken.

Torrey, S., E. Kiarie, and T. Widowski. 2020. Final Research
Results Report Prepared for Global Animal Partnership.

Department of Animal Biosciences, University of Guelph. https://
globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads /2020/09/

Better Chicken_Project Summary Report_Global_Animal_Partn
ership.pdf.

TSC Stores. 2016. TSC Stores 2016 Breed Information. https://
www.tscstores.com /pdf/ChickDays2016_BreedInfo.pdf.

United Egg Producers. 2017. Guidelines for Cage Housing.
https:/ /uepcertified.com /wp-content/uploads /2020/02/
Caged-UEP-Guidelines_17.pdf.

—. 2020a. "United Egg Producers." Accessed June 1, 2020.
https://unitedegg.com/about.

—. 2020b. "United Egg Producers Certified." Accessed June 1,
2020. https://uepcertified.com.

—. 2020c. "United Egg Producers Updated Statement on Male
Chick Culling." January 29, 2020. hitps://unitedegg.com/

united-egg-producers-updated-statement-on-male -chick-culling.

United States Patent and Trademark Office. 2020. "One Health
Certified." Trademark Status and Document Retrieval.



https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-06-05/half-of-americans-want-meat-free-options-after-industry-s-crisis
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-06-05/half-of-americans-want-meat-free-options-after-industry-s-crisis
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-06-05/half-of-americans-want-meat-free-options-after-industry-s-crisis
https://www.mdpi.com/2076-2615/8/8/128
https://www.mdpi.com/2076-2615/8/8/128
https://www.questia.com/library/journal/1P4-1947781549/healthy-nutrition-and-health-washing-corporate-discourses
https://www.questia.com/library/journal/1P4-1947781549/healthy-nutrition-and-health-washing-corporate-discourses
https://www.questia.com/library/journal/1P4-1947781549/healthy-nutrition-and-health-washing-corporate-discourses
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/01/31/dining/animal-welfare-labels.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/01/31/dining/animal-welfare-labels.html
https://livestockconservancy.org/index.php/heritage/internal/heritage-chicken
https://livestockconservancy.org/index.php/heritage/internal/heritage-chicken
https://livestockconservancy.org/index.php/heritage/internal/heritage-chicken
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Better_Chicken_Project_Summary_Report_Global_Animal_Partnership.pdf
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Better_Chicken_Project_Summary_Report_Global_Animal_Partnership.pdf
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Better_Chicken_Project_Summary_Report_Global_Animal_Partnership.pdf
https://globalanimalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Better_Chicken_Project_Summary_Report_Global_Animal_Partnership.pdf
https://www.tscstores.com/pdf/ChickDays2016_BreedInfo.pdf
https://www.tscstores.com/pdf/ChickDays2016_BreedInfo.pdf
https://uepcertified.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Caged-UEP-Guidelines_17.pdf
https://uepcertified.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Caged-UEP-Guidelines_17.pdf
https://unitedegg.com/about
https://uepcertified.com
https://unitedegg.com/united-egg-producers-updated-statement-on-male-chick-culling
https://unitedegg.com/united-egg-producers-updated-statement-on-male-chick-culling

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING REFERENCES

University of Nebraska-Lincoln. 2011. Animal Welfare:
Perceptions of Nonmetropolitan Nebraskans: 2011 Nebraska
Rural Poll Results. Center for Applied Rural Innovation. https://

digitalcommons.unl.edu/caripubs/89.

University of Wisconsin-Madison. 2020. "Types of Housing
Systems for Nursing Calves." Dairyland Initiative. Accessed July
29, 2020. https:/ /thedairylandinitiative.vetmed.wisc.edu/home /

housing-module/replacement-housing /types-of-housing-systems-

for-nursing-calves.

USDA. 2014. 2012 Census of Agriculture. National Agricultural
Statistics Service. https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/
AgCensus /2012 /Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_1_US/

usv1.pdf.

—. 2016. "Meat and Poultry Labeling Terms." Accessed June 1,
2020. https://www.fsis.usda.gov/wps/portal /fsis /topics /food-
safety-education/get-answers/food-safety-fact-sheets /food-

labeling/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms/meat-and-poultry-

labeling-terms.

—. 2020. Poultry Slaughter. National Agricultural Statistics
Service. https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/
Todays_Reports/reports/psla0120.pdf.

USDA National Organic Program. 2017. "National Organic
Program (NOP); Organic Livestock and Poultry Practices—
Withdrawal." Federal Register. Accessed August 1, 2020.
https: / /www.federalregister.gov/documents/

2018/03/13/2018-05029/national-organic-program-nop-

organic-livestock-and-poultry-practices.

van der Most, P. J,, B. de Jong, H. K. Parmentier, and S. Verhulst.
2010. "Trade-off between Growth and Immune Function: A Meta-
Analysis of Selection Experiments." Functional Ecology 25 (1).
https: / /besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com /doi/full /10.1111 /
1.1365-2435.2010.01800.x.

Vieira de Freitas Netto, S., M. F. Falcéo Sobral, A. R. Bezerra
Ribeiro, and G. R. da Luz Soares. 2020. "Concepts and Forms of
Greenwashing: A Systematic Review." Environmental Sciences

Europe 32. h’r’rps://enveurope.springeropen.com/or’ricles/

10.1186/512302-020-0300-3.

Wagpner, K., D. Seitner, K. Barth, R. Palme, A. Futschik, and S.
Waiblinger. 2015. "Effects of Mother Versus Artificial Rearing
During the First 12 Weeks of Life on Challenge Responses of Dairy
Cows." Applied Animal Behaviour Science 164: 1-11. hitps://

www.sciencedirect.com/science/article /abs/pii/

S0168159114003293.

Wang, Y., C. Lehane, K. Ghebremeskel, and M. A. Crawford.
2009. "Modern Organic and Broiler Chickens Sold for Human
Consumption Provide More Energy from Fat than Protein." Public
Health Nutrition 13 (3): 400-408. https://
pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19728900.

Weiss, D., and M. Sullins. 2012. Animal Welfare Certification
Programs: Understanding Opportunities and Costs Related to



https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/caripubs/89
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/caripubs/89
https://thedairylandinitiative.vetmed.wisc.edu/home/housing-module/replacement-housing/types-of-housing-systems-for-nursing-calves
https://thedairylandinitiative.vetmed.wisc.edu/home/housing-module/replacement-housing/types-of-housing-systems-for-nursing-calves
https://thedairylandinitiative.vetmed.wisc.edu/home/housing-module/replacement-housing/types-of-housing-systems-for-nursing-calves
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_1_US/usv1.pdf
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_1_US/usv1.pdf
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_1_US/usv1.pdf
https://www.fsis.usda.gov/wps/portal/fsis/topics/food-safety-education/get-answers/food-safety-fact-sheets/food-labeling/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms
https://www.fsis.usda.gov/wps/portal/fsis/topics/food-safety-education/get-answers/food-safety-fact-sheets/food-labeling/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms
https://www.fsis.usda.gov/wps/portal/fsis/topics/food-safety-education/get-answers/food-safety-fact-sheets/food-labeling/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms
https://www.fsis.usda.gov/wps/portal/fsis/topics/food-safety-education/get-answers/food-safety-fact-sheets/food-labeling/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms/meat-and-poultry-labeling-terms
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/Todays_Reports/reports/psla0120.pdf
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/Todays_Reports/reports/psla0120.pdf
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2018/03/13/2018-05029/national-organic-program-nop-organic-livestock-and-poultry-practices
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2018/03/13/2018-05029/national-organic-program-nop-organic-livestock-and-poultry-practices
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2018/03/13/2018-05029/national-organic-program-nop-organic-livestock-and-poultry-practices
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2010.01800.x
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2010.01800.x
https://enveurope.springeropen.com/articles/10.1186/s12302-020-0300-3
https://enveurope.springeropen.com/articles/10.1186/s12302-020-0300-3
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0168159114003293
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0168159114003293
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0168159114003293
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19728900
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19728900

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING REFERENCES

Certifications for Humane Farm Animal Treatment. Colorado State
University. http://www.wr.colostate.edu/ABM/
Animal%20Certification%20Programs_final.pdf.

Welsh, J. 2013. "Here's What 'No Animals Were Harmed' REALLY
Means." Business Insider. November 25, 2013. https://

www.businessinsider.com /what-no-animals-were -harmed-

actually-means-2013-11.

White, R. R., and M. Brady. 2014. "Can Consumers’ Willingness to
Pay Incentivize Adoption of Environmental Impact Reducing
Technologies in Meat Animal Production?" Food Policy 49 (1):

41-49. https: / /www.sciencedirect.com/science/article /abs/
pii/S0306219214000967.

Wideman, R. F,, D. Rhoads, G. Erf, and N. Anthony. 2013.
"Pulmonary Arterial Hypertension (Ascites Syndrome) in Broilers:
A Review." Poultry Science 92 (1): 64-83. https://
pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23243232.



http://www.wr.colostate.edu/ABM/Animal%20Certification%20Programs_final.pdf
http://www.wr.colostate.edu/ABM/Animal%20Certification%20Programs_final.pdf
https://www.businessinsider.com/what-no-animals-were-harmed-actually-means-2013-11
https://www.businessinsider.com/what-no-animals-were-harmed-actually-means-2013-11
https://www.businessinsider.com/what-no-animals-were-harmed-actually-means-2013-11
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0306919214000967
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0306919214000967
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23243232
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23243232

THE DIRT ON HUMANEWASHING

Endnotes

01

02

For further details on Farm Forward’s departure from
GAP, see Gross, A. “Why We Resigned from the Board of
the Nation’s Largest Animal Welfare Certification.” Farm

Forward (blog). October 2, 2020. https://

www.farmforward.com/#!/blogeblogid=why-we-

resigned-from-the-board-of-the-nations-largest-animal-

welfare-certification&site=farm-forward.

NOP differs from other independent certifications in that
it is administered by the USDA, a government agency.
Consumers have embraced the organic label, believing it
to be not only healthier, but also more humane: for
example, a 2014 ASPCA survey found that most buyers
of organic products assume the organic label indicates
humane treatment, with 68 percent believing producers
were required to raise animals on pasture (2016). The
reality is that the NOP’s welfare standards are weak:
animals are supposed to be given sufficient space to
accommodate natural behaviors and provided some
access to the outdoors, but minimums are not clearly
defined. Consequently, organic farms often are or
resemble CAFOs. A new regulatory rule that would have
strengthened these standards was withdrawn by the
USDA in 2018 after the agency claimed it did not have
the statutory authority to issue it (USDA National
Organic Program 2017).

03

04

05

Also see a University of Nebraska survey which reports
that 70 percent of rural residents agreed that “animal
welfare” means more than providing adequate food,
water, and shelter; it includes other crucial contributors to
well-being such as adequate space, exercise, and
socialization (University of Nebraska-Lincoln 2011).

Data is limited but sufficient to conclude that the concern
people express corresponds with some degree of
willingness to pay a premium. Price premiums for “free
range” products, for example, can reach up to 87
percent (Chang, Lusk, and Norwood 2010). The
longstanding premium for “natural” meat is another
example (Abrams, Meyers, and Irani 2010). Also see the
results of an ASPCA survey (2016).

A 2018 survey found that 60 percent of consumers felt it
was important for food to be produced sustainably (Food
Insight 2018), and a 2014 survey found that consumers
were willing to pay a premium of, on average, about 15
percent for beef labeled sustainable (White and Brady
2014). A Consumer Reports survey also found that at
least half of shoppers were aware that the overuse of
antibiotics in industrial animal farming contributes to the
problem of microbial resistance, and 86 percent felt that
meat companies should have to disclose their antibiotic
usage (Consumer Reports Survey Group 2018). Today,
the global COVID-19 pandemic has opened consumers’
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06

07

08

eyes further to the potential public health risk posed by

zoonotic pathogens emerging from wild animal markets
and CAFOs (Mercy For Animals Research Group 2020).

Percentage of confinement farms was calculated by Farm
Forward on the basis of USDA data (2014).

Consumer Reports found that 86 percent of consumers
wanted meat from animals raised without antibiotics to be
available, and 60 percent were willing to pay more for such
products (Consumer Reports 2012). A more recent survey
conducted by Oklahoma State University revealed that a
staggering 98 percent of consumers believed erroneously
that hormones are used in pork and broiler chicken
production, and found that respondents were willing to pay
a premium of between 1 and 2 dollars for products labeled
superfluously with “no added hormones” (Lusk 2016).

Thus far, OHC has only certified chicken, which may
comply with the meager guidelines of the NCC. The
guidelines merely suggest that birds have a minimum of
0.8 square feet of space per bird—which is only slightly
larger than a standard sheet of printer paper. Like the
egg industry’s standards, NCC standards fail to require
basic provisions to improve welfare, such as perches or
outdoor access (National Chicken Council 2020), and
they do not address the practice of breeding birds to
suffer from major health problems as a result of their
accelerated growth (European Commission 2000). As a
trade association, the NCC offers guidelines that defend

09

and codify the practices of its largest growers, including
Tyson, Sanderson, and Pilgrim’s Pride.

Although this issue applies across several species, this
report focuses on the extreme and well-researched ex-
ample of genetic modification in chickens raised for meat.

This issue exists for cows in both the meat and dairy
industries. While GAP addresses the issue for beef, it
does not have dairy standards, and no other certification
resolves the issue within dairy standards.

Culling of newborn male chicks occurs throughout the
egg industry, and no certification’s egg industry
standards eliminate the practice.

Most consumers would need to know more about how
animals are raised, and about the social and emotional
lives of animals, to be able to form their own opinion
about the current treatment of farmed animals; even with
extensive polling, it is hard to know what the results would
mean given the current level of consumer understanding.

As mentioned previously, a survey found that 79 percent
of American consumers expect humane labels to mean
that animals are raised on pasture, while at least 65
percent believe that a mere “humanely raised” label, let
alone an independent certification, ensures this
(Consumer Reports National Research Center 2014).
Additionally, in a recent study, nearly 70 percent of
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15

consumers stated that they were willing to pay a premium
on products certified by a “trustworthy welfare certification”
(Spain et al. 2018). While it is difficult to translate self-
reported behavior into reality, the success and growth of
certifications like GAP and CH show that consumers are
indeed accepting these premiums by the millions.

In the recent Guelph study, the results clearly indicated
that faster growth is associated with lower welfare in a
number of registers, including mobility, foot and hock

health, organ development, activity level, and muscle
health (Torrey, Kiarie, and Widowski 2020).

The weight gain of 40 grams per day assumes birds are
“allowed to grow naturally on an optimum ration” (A

Greener World 2018b).

AWA -certified cheese and butter brand, Truly Grass Fed,
is a partial exception to this rule and is theoretically
available at major U.S. supermarkets. However, an
attempt to locate AWA-certified products at mainstream
retail chains by inputting 10 randomly generated U.S. zip
codes (60172 in Roselle, IL; 75604 in Longview, TX;
28803 in Asheville, NC; 50010 in Ames, |IA; 32937 in
Satellite Beach, FL; 11530 in Garden City, NY; 20705 in
Beltsville, MD; 23451 in Virginia Beach, VA; 49503 in
Grand Rapids, MI; and 17036 in Hummelstown, PA) into
AGW's product locator returned only specialty, niche, and

local markets, as well as Whole Foods, within a 25-mile
radius of all tested zip codes (A Greener World 2020c¢).

17

Even more worrisome, Farm Forward staff have found
GAP-certified beef, pork, and turkey products in multiple
states absent Step numbers anywhere on the package.
Products were surveyed by Farm Forward staff at Whole
Foods locations in San Diego, CA; Fairfax, VA; Salt Lake
City, UT; and Chicago, IL, between July and August
2020. For more information on Whole Foods’
relationship with GAP, see Gross, A. “Why We Resigned
from the Board of the Nation’s Largest Animal Welfare
Certification.” Farm Forward (blog). October 2, 2020.
https://www.farmforward.com/#!/blogeblogid=why-
we-resigned-from-the-board-of-the-nations-largest-

animal-welfare-certification&site=farm-forward.

When the addition of a generic label—something GAP
had originally rejected—was proposed to the GAP board,
it was explained that the generic label was essential be-
cause producers were refusing to put a GAP label on their
products most of the time, despite having passed a GAP
audit. It was, of course, only producers with low-tiered
products that were refusing, and it was these low-tier pro-
ducers who demanded the generic label. The change was
entirely driven by industry and resisted, unsuccessfully, by
the members of GAP’s board representing animal groups.

This paper uses a chick birth weight of 40 grams in
growth rate calculations when this data point is

unavailable. Actual results, therefore, may vary slightly.
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22

Despite van der Most et al.’s research demonstrating that
the “lines selected for increased growth all showed a
strong and significant decrease in immune function,” and
concluding that “selection for growth does indeed
compromise immune function,” the article strangely
suggests that it might somehow be possible to achieve
both rapid growth and immune function (2010, 74). The
implication appears to be that breeding with a focus on
immune health does not necessarily decrease growth, so
one could select the faster-growing lines of birds that
have already been selected for strong immunity; it is
highly doubtful, however, that this kind of growth
selection would achieve the rapid rates of growth the
poultry industry currently insists upon. Thus, the data in
this article more properly indicates that while growth and
immunity need not be opposed in every case, focusing
on rapid growth will always lead to welfare problems,
like poor immunity.

Because U.S. egg producers obfuscate the universal use
of chick culling within breeding operations, few
consumers are aware of the practice. However, a recent
study in Germany, where in-ovo sexing is now being
implemented, revealed widespread approval of the

technology as an alternative to male chick culling

(Reithmayer, Muf3hoff, and Danne 2019).

Significantly, while the structure of the nonprofit
landscape means that groups like Farm Forward tend to
address either animal protection or ecological concerns

23

or worker justice, most want to see all of these problems
addressed (we certainly do). This is an additional
important reason not to accept the tiny improvements
offered by welfare certifications and to call out their
humanewashing. When animal welfare is robustly
addressed, it requires the end of factory farming as we
know it, and the benefits of the end of factory farming go
way beyond animal welfare. This puts animal welfare
efforts in alliance with ecological and social justice
concerns. Animal protection efforts are not automatically
aligned with other concerns in food justice, but they can
be. When animal groups make promoting better factory
farmed products through certification the vehicle of
addressing animal suffering, they entrench factory
farming even if minimal suffering reduction is achieved,
betraying the larger cause of creating a just agricultural
system. Incremental improvements are only improvements
if they build momentum towards real transformation.

In yet another poll, only 2 percent of Americans could
correctly identify the definition of a “natural” meat label
(Harris Interactive QuickQuery 2009), which deals only
with post-slaughter additives and in no way indicates
how animals are raised and handled (USDA 2016). Most
believed instead that these products come from animals
raised without hormones or antibiotics. Between 70 and
80 percent of consumers also believe that the “natural”
label should mean that no hormones, pesticides, or
genetically modified organisms were used to produce the
product (Consumer Reports Survey Group 2018).
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