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Farm Animal Welfare Canada – Past, Present and Future 
 
The University of Guelph attracted over 150 participants from all over North America for this two 
day June workshop organized under the sponsorship of the Canadian Agri-Food Research 
Council, in cooperation with the Canada Committee on Animals and the Expert Committee on 
Farm Animal Welfare and Behaviour.  The list of participants included researchers, government 
and regulatory agencies, livestock producers and professors, scientists and humane groups.  
Topics included the history and current state of farm animal welfare in Canada, economics, 
regulations, research, technology and the roles of industry, humane groups and government in 
the future of farm animal welfare.  The presentations and small group discussions proved to be 
“lively, interesting, rich with ideas, but also respectful to the opinions of others” as promised in 
the opening remarks of the Chair, Dr. J.F Hurnik (CSAW, Associated Faculty). 
 
The following excerpts were taken from the summary and conclusions presented by Dr. David 
Fraser, an animal behaviourist at Agriculture Canada and a member of the CSAW Advisory 
Board. 
 
“Perhaps the most encouraging aspect of this workshop has been the fundamental agreement 
between agriculturalists and animal protectionists that exist at the level of basic values.  First is 
the agreement to seek constructive, workable solutions rather than do battle from positions that 
ignore values held by others.  Second, I see widespread agreement on basic principles of what 
constitutes good animal husbandry.  Nonetheless, there are some important differences in 
orientation which have permeated the discussions.  Agriculturalists have been traditionally 
involved in protecting farm animals from the exigenics of nature (cold, disease, predation) and 
have tended not to question the impact of animal handling (castration, branding, caging).  
Animal protectionists have traditionally focused on human impacts on animals (experimentation, 
cruel sports, animal abuse) but have not been greatly concerned about how animals are 
affected by hardships imposed by nature.  The groups thus approach confinement rearing of 
animals (which tends to protect animals from some man-made ones) from opposite view points.  
Clearly, we need to recognize the validity of both of these orientations….we need to look for 
solutions that incorporate both sets of advantages. 
 
While good productivity and good welfare can coincide, we also see real conflicts between 
economics and animal welfare.  Regulation is [one] possible way to resolve [these conflicts].  
Canada has extensive regulations covering animals during transportation and pre-slaughter 
management.  So far, Canada has not opted to regulate on-farm rearing practices [but] has 
adopted voluntary codes of practice.  On the positive side, codes can include many items, such 
as skilful handling, that do not lend themselves well to regulation; and codes can enshrine good 
standards rather than minimum acceptable standards.  On the other hand, codes are not as 
strong a tool as regulations to ensure and convince the public that certain specific standards are 
being followed.  Still far from clear is how much our ability to set effective national standards is 
constrained by international trade agreements.  For example, if Canada decided to set and 
enforce a space allowance for laying hens, could Canada exclude cheaper imports from other 
countries that permit greater crowding of their birds? 
 
Perceptions of agricultural technology are another area of wide divergence between 
agriculturalists and their critics. We like to think of the older style of farming as a “kindler gentler 
world” for farm animals and people alike, but reality was often quite different.  Nonetheless the 



perception remains strong that confinement technology is at the root of animal welfare 
problems. 
 
Perhaps, the pejorative term “factory farming” should be defined not in terms of hardware and 
technology, but as a frame of mind that sees animals as production units to be manipulated for 
profit at the expense of their well-being.  Perhaps the primary culprit is not a cage but an 
attitude.  So, when we have taken into account all the science, economics, regulations, and 
technology, animal welfare must be approached first and foremost as a matter of the heart.” 
 
Animal Welfare at U. of G. Library 
by David Hull, Acting Head of Reference and CSAW Member 
 
Over the past five years three major factors have led to the development of an excellent animal 
welfare collection at Guelph.  One was the interest of the Animal Welfare Foundation of 
Canada; the second was the establishment of the Centre for the Study of Animal Welfare; and 
the third was the general upswing in concern about such matters among faculty and students on 
this campus. 
 
In 1989 Mr. Basil Capes of the Animal Welfare Foundation of Canada made contact with the 
Library seeking information about Guelph’s collection on animal welfare.  At that time it was 
ascertained that Guelph had a good basic collection as one might expect.  Both he and Bob 
Hosegod donated material, and Basil wrote letters all over the English speaking world seeking 
bibliographies of material and gifts of books and documents to help build the collection.  In 1992 
the Animal Welfare Foundation kindly presented a cheque for $2,780 to the University Library.  
This was quickly used to enhance the collection already in place. 
 
Since its inception, faculty associated with the Centre for the Study Animal Welfare have 
realized the necessity of a wide-ranging collection to support teaching and research on this 
campus.  Their continued support in heartily welcomed by the Library. 
 
At present the Library has a separate line in its acquisition budget for animal welfare to the 
amount of $1,000 per year, or which about $500 is automatically allocated to ongoing periodical 
subscriptions.  This line was obtained in early 1994 as a result of lobbying by the faculty on the 
O.V.C. Library Committee to gain recognition of the importance of animal welfare on this 
campus.  The remaining $500 does not go very far in terms of purchasing power these days, so 
there is always a backlog of material to be ordered.  However, other departments on campus 
e.g. Philosophy, Psychology, Animal and Poultry Science, and O.V.C. also purchase relevant 
material as long as they have funds. 
 
There is no separately housed animal welfare collection.  Material may be found in any Section 
of the Library system – in Humanities because of the ethical and behavioural aspects, in Social 
Science because of the animal rights issues, in Science because of the husbandry and welfare 
aspects, in the Government Documents area because of legislative issues, and in Veterinary 
Science again because of the ethology and welfare aspects of this topic. 
 
The on-line catalogue is the access point to the whole collection whether it be books or 
videotapes, manuscripts or government documents.  In addition the Library makes available 
four information sheets as aids to patrons; they are ANIMAL WELFARE/ANIMAL RIGHTS, 
ANIMAL BEHAVIOUR, HUMAN-ANIMAL BOND AND PET THERAPY and LABORATORY 
ANIMAL SCIENCE.  Each lists up-to-date material under such headings as Bibliographies, 



Encyclopedias, Directories, Handbooks, AV, Periodicals, Books, Abstracting and Indexing 
Services, Documents and Government Publications and Computerized Databases. 
 
We welcome your use of this resource, whether it be out of private interest, for teaching, or for 
research.  The general public may use the collection in any of the following ways: 
 

1. On-site Use – any member of the public may use the collection in the Library.  For help 
in finding material enquire at an Reference desk in McLaughlin Library or in the 
Veterinary Science Section in O.V.C. 

2. Borrowing –  
a) In person: enquire at the Circulation and Interlibrary Services desk (519) 824-

4120 ext. 53618. 
b) Library-to-Library: most material (rare books and archival material are excluded) 

may be borrowed by going through regular interlibrary loan channels at a public, 
college, or university library.  Photocopies of material may also be obtained via 
the same route. 

3. Catalogue Access: any member of the public may use the on-line catalogue in the 
Library.  Anyone wishing access to the catalogue remotely should enquire at (519) 824-
4120, ext. 23429. 

4. Telephone Reference Service: staff in the Veterinary Science Section (ext. 4207) may 
be able to help with your information needs. 

 
It is virtually impossible to keep up with the “newsletter” literature, especially with present 
staffing constraints in the Library.  As a result the collection contains only a cross-section of 
material dealing with animal rights; however, considerable effort has been spent on attempting 
to build a fine collection of periodicals, including newsletters, on the scientific and philosophical 
aspects of animal welfare and behaviour.  (Anybody active in the field who is reading and knows 
that the U. of G. (or David Hull) is not on your mailing list please add us on so that we can add 
your material to our collection). 
 
Access to newsletter information on animal rights is virtually non-existent other than by scanning 
individual issues, but the periodical literature on welfare is well documented.  The Library makes 
available to its patron several tools, both paper and electronic, that aid in access, e.g. 
AGRICOLA and CAB on CD-ROM and Animal Behaviour Abstracts in paper.  In addition the 
Library collects all bibliographies published by major centres as the Animal Welfare Information 
Centre of the National Agricultural Library of the U.S.A. 
 
 
All in all Guelph has a substantial collection in the area of animal welfare, and continues to build 
it for students, staff, faculty and the general public, with whatever staff and funds are available. 
 
BOOKS 
The Inevitable Bond: Examining Scientist-Animal Interactions 
 
Edited by Hank Davis (Department of Psychology, CSAW Associated Faculty) and A. Dianne 
Balfour, published by Cambridge University Press, 1992.  The publication of this book reflects a 
dramatic change in the attitudes of scientists toward their experimental subjects.  Although 
many were trained explicitly to avoid excessive interactions with their research animals, a 
growing number of animal experimenters will admit to developing a “relationship” with their 
subjects.  This book is the first of its kind to address the issue of this “inevitable bond” that 
develops between scientist and animal, and which may, in fact, result in profound behavioural 



and physiological changes in the animal subject.  Some of the chapters discuss interactions 
between researchers and non-humans such as dogs, horses and primates, that one might 
expect to occur.  What is not always expected are the ways in which these interactions can 
influence the nature of the research.  And even more surprising are the chapters like 
Underestimating the octopus by Jennifer Mather or The scientist and the snake: relationships 
with reptiles by Bonnie Bowers and Gordon Burghardt, that are about species that do not seem 
as likely to develop a relationship with humans (or visa versa).  Several CSAW Associated 
Faculty contributed chapters to this book: The inevitable bond, Hank Davis and A. Dianne 
Balfour; Behavioural arousal and its effect on the experimental animal and the experimenter, 
Alastair Summerlee (Biomedical Sciences); The effect of the researcher on the behaviour of 
poultry, Ian Duncan (Animal and Poultry Sciences) and Scientist-animal bonding: some 
philosophical reflections, Hugh Lehman. 
 
Reports on Welfare Research Projects 
 
In 1992, CSAW awarded five grants to Associated Faculty to aid in research on welfare topics.  
Reports on four of the projects were presented in the last newsletter.  Report of the fifth project 
is presented below. 
 
Using Frog Embryos as an Alternative to Pregnant Mice and Rats for Teratogenicity 
Testing 
Dr. H. Boermans, Department of Biomedical Sciences 
 
In North America alone, an estimated 28,000 infants are born with birth defects each year, not 
including the infant deaths, still-births and abortions that are considered to be due to aberrant 
development.  The causes of most of these problems are unknown, but approximately 3% are 
attributed to exposure to drugs or chemicals.  Chemicals which result in malformations in 
developing embryos or which retard the general development process are called teratogens 
(from the Greek teratos meaning fetal monster).  One of the most memorable tragedies 
concerning a teratogenic substance was the use of thalidomide by pregnant women in the 60’s 
which resulted in the births of thousands of severely handicapped children.  Since that time 
many pharmacological agents require stringent testing for their possible effects on developing 
embryos. 
 
Traditionally, in vivo methods involving large numbers of pregnant mice and rats have been 
used for tests of teratogenicity.  Therefore, the development of in vitro screening assays is very 
important because they represent practical, humane alternatives to traditional testing methods.  
It is also important that students being trained for careers in research and industry learn about 
these alternative techniques.  One such alternative is the FETAX assay (Frog Embryo 
Teratogenicity Assay-Xenopus), an in vitro (embryo culture) screening system for identifying 
developmental anomalies in response to exposure to non-lethal doses of drugs and chemicals.  
The objectives of this project were to develop the FETAX assay to be used as a teaching tool in 
the laboratory training of toxicology students and to transfer the knowledge of this alternative 
assay to the industrial research community. 
 
The FETAX assay uses embryos from frogs of the species Xenopus laevis, commonly known as 
South African clawed frogs.  It requires the use of only one pair of mature breeding frogs to 
supply the fertile eggs.  The frogs can be housed in aquaria, and the only handling required is 
two injections of a reproductive hormone the day before eggs are collected.  Following injection, 
the pair of frogs is then moved to a breeding chamber where the eggs are laid and fertilized in 
special “artificial pond water”.  The fertile eggs are then collected and sorted with a dissecting 



microscope to remove all dead and abnormally dividing embryos.  Once the eggs have been 
sorted, the embryos are placed in Petri dishes and allowed to develop to the midblastula to early 
gastrula stage.  Then, some of the embryos are placed in solutions of the potentially teratogenic 
substance while others are used as controls.  Over the next four days, the embryos are 
monitored for mortality and malformations.  After years of evaluation and validation using known 
mammalian teratogens and non-teratogens, the FETAX assay has come to be recognized as a 
sensitive, accurate predictor of teratogenic potential, with a predictive accuracy of approximately 
88%. 
 
The FETAX assay has been integrated into the laboratory exercises of Medical Toxicology 
course (94-400), which is a required course for BSc. Toxicology students at the University of 
Guelph.  Each year, the course involves approximately 15 students in their fourth year of study.  
The students are instructed in all parts of the FETAX procedure, from proper handling and 
restraint of the breeding frogs, to statistical analysis of data generated from the assay.  Many of 
these students go on to careers in regulatory agencies or independent research laboratories.  
By initially training students to use alternatives to the traditional toxicology tests, a greater 
acceptance of in vitro methods and a decrease in the use of animals will be realized.  
Development of the use of the FETAX assay in Dr. Boermans’ lab was accomplished in 
cooperation with a private testing laboratory in Guelph, thus furthering the transfer of this 
alternative technology to industry, and providing an immediate alternative to in vivo animal 
toxicity testing. 
 
We appreciate the support of our continuing Members… 
 
Jim Atkinson  Denna Benn  Fred Black  Sandra Bond 
James Brett  Stephanie Brown Nathalie Bruneau E. R. Charney-Makuch 
Sandy Cook  Gordon Couckell Janet Daly  Janet Douglas 
Elisabeth Duncan Ian Duncan  Margaret Drew Esther Finegan 
David Fraser  Bill Groot Bibbelink Mrs. W.V. Holton Heather Hughes 
David Hull  Kathleen Hunter James A. Hutchinson Pan Jordon 
Katy Kuzminski Clayton MacKay Margaret MacLean Deborah McWilliams 
Denise Miedema Doug Morrison Mary Nichol  Daniel Nuttall 
Ernest Olfert  Nate Perkins  Carlos Pinheiro Mary Richardson 
Steven Scadding Deb Stark  Christine Thuror Mac Traas 
Isabelle Tremblay Victor Wagemans John Walton  Karen Ward 
Michelle Ward  George Whitehead Tina Widowski  H. Jill Williams 
Humane Society of Ottawa- Carlton  OMAFRA  Toronto Humane Society 
 
…and welcome the support of our new Members 
Diane Bourdeau B. Caplan  Deanne Croft  David Goodrow 
Bruce Hart  David Kerr  Gary Landsberg Susan McNabb 
Cathy McNaughton Valerie Rowley Louise Solda  K-L. Thomas 
Daine Walker  T. Zaharchuk  Algonquin Animal Hospital 
Central Veterinary Students   Derrydale Animal Hopsital 
Main Street Animal Hospital   North Hill Animal Hospital 
Pioneer Pet Clinic    Port Elgin Veterinary Clinic 



….and new members of the Student Chapter 
Jacqui Adamek Kathy Belbin-Chaltas Esther Duchinsky Heather Fraser 
Jennifer Gardner Tricia Givens  Andrea Jackman Anne Malleau 
Cara Mumford  Johanne Paquet Lynn Philip  Siham Rahaman-Noronha 
Tania Simon  Andrea Staines 
 
Future Egg Production in Sweden 
By Ian J.H. Duncan, CSAW Director 
 
In 1998 the Swedish Parliament passed a very far-reaching law on animal welfare.  This new 
Animal Welfare Act states that animals should be able to show natural behaviour patterns and 
be protected against disease and unnecessary suffering.  The Act also sets rules for how 
animals may be treated in modern large-scale food production plants, and it has very tough 
demands for animal welfare, demands that go further than those imposed by any other country.  
For most of the changes made in the Act there is a 10 year adjustment period before the Act 
finally comes into force on January 1st 1999. 
 
The Act states that “Hens for egg production must not be kept in cages”.  At the moment more 
than 90% of all Swedish egg laying hens are kept in cages.  The Act requires that husbandry 
systems to replace cages should meet the following criteria: 
 
? The human working environment should not be impaired 
? Animal health should not be impaired 
? No increase in medication should be allowed 
? No beak trimming should be allowed 
 
Some money was set aside for research and development of alternative housing systems for 
laying hens and according to the Act all new production systems have to be approved by the 
Swedish Board of Agriculture. 
 
As a means of reviewing the prospects for alternatives to conventional cage-keeping of egg-
laying hens on a large scale in Sweden, seminars were held in the middle of November 1994.  
Fourteen experts, mainly from Europe, were invited to present evidence to an audience of egg 
producers, extension personnel, poultry scientists, representatives of welfare organizations, 
politicians and legislators, and other interested parties.  Two identical seminars were held, one 
in Helsingborg serving the south of Sweden and one in Stockholm serving the north.  An 
audience of about 80 people were present for the Helsingborg seminar and over 100 for the 
Stockholm seminar. 
 
The seminar was divided into four sessions which dealt with (i) behaviour of laying hens, (ii) 
disease, hygiene and working conditions in alternative systems, (iii) large versus small group 
housing systems, and (iv) economic and political considerations.  I was invited to present a 
paper on “What are ‘natural behaviours’ – are they all essential?”  I emphasized the terms which 
may seem very straightforward to legislators, terms such as “natural behaviours” and 
“essential”, are not so easy to define in scientific terms.  A biologist would probably define 
“natural behaviour” as that behaviour which has survival value, having evolved through the 
process of natural selection.  However, although most of this natural behaviour has been 
retained by our domestic farm species during the process of domestication, there are 
exceptions.  For example, many strains of laying hens do not show incubation or brooding 
behaviour no matter how they are kept; this behaviour has been artificially bred out of them.  I 
then went on to consider how to measure the essentiality of different behaviour patterns.  This 



involves a consideration of how behaviour is caused and motivated.  For example, the 
behavioural response that a hen makes to the sight of an aerial predator is natural and is 
essential, if and only if, the hen is exposed to this stimulus.  So if we keep hens in an 
environment in which they are never exposed to an aerial predator (or anything that looks like 
an aerial predator) then the response is never shown and the environment need not be 
designed to allow that response to take place.  On the other hand, the nesting behaviour that a 
hen shows in the hour or hour-and-a-half before she lays an egg seems to be largely motivated 
by internal hormonal and neutral changes.  This really is essential behaviour that has to be 
expressed – or the hen shows symptoms of extreme frustration.  The environment, therefore, 
should be designed to allow this behaviour to occur.  I went on to list all the normal behaviour 
patterns that hens show and presented the evidence of how essential they all are. 
 
The other behavioural presentation was on feather pecking and cannibalism which tends to be a 
bigger problem under alternative husbandry systems than in cages.  The “easy” solution of beak 
trimming the birds is not allowed in Sweden.  The best prospects for a solution to this problem 
seem to lie with genetic selection against the tendency to feather peck. 
 
The evidence presented in the session on disease, hygiene and working conditions suggested 
that alternative systems are all worse or more difficult to manage in these respects, but that the 
problems are not insurmountable. 
 
The session on larger or smaller group housing suggested that perhaps the Swedes had been 
premature in banning cages.  There is a lot of research and development going on, particularly 
in the U.K., on developing modified cages which many facilities such as nest boxes, perches 
and bust-baths added.  These systems retain the welfare advantages of cages – advantages 
such as improved hygiene and reduced social friction – while adding all the benefits that come 
from the other facilities. 
 
The final session on the economic and political aspects of adopting alternative systems gave 
some details of how much more eggs from alternative systems would cost.  Also, since Sweden 
had voted to join the European community a few days earlier, there was some discussion about 
the economic consequences of Sweden having more stringent welfare requirements than the 
rest of the Community but being unable to ban the importation of eggs from cages. 
 
This Seminar was a good example of the dialogue on contentious welfare issues that is possible 
in Europe; representatives of fairly extreme views seem to be able to get together to discuss the 
problem.  North America is very different.  There is little evidence of this happening at all in the 
U.S.A. and it is only just starting to happen in Canada (see article this issue). 
 
Working to Improve Their Lives….Through Research and Education was the 
heading of our exhibit at the Royal Agricultural Winter Fair held this past November 8-19 at 
Exhibition Place in Toronto.  Members of our CSAW Student Chapter staffed the exhibit and 
talked to hundreds of members of the general public about the Centre.  The exhibit featured 
research projects and publications funded by the Centre and provided a general summary of 
CSAW activities.  Many thanks go to students Rob Acorn, Jacqui Adamek, Kathy Belbin-
Chaltas, Esther Duschinsky, Tricia Givens, Derek Haley, Andrea Jackman, Anne Malleau, 
Deborah McWilliams, Suzanne Millman, Cara Mumford, Johanne Paquet, Lynn Philip, Siham 
Rahaman-Noronha, Andrea Staines and Erin Worobec and Drs. Denna Benn and Doug 
Morrison for staffing the booth.  Linda Caston, Derek Haley, Jim VanDusen and Dr. John Walton 
provided beautiful photographs.  Special thanks go to Dr. Nate Perkins for graphics and 
technical support. 



Animal Care Committees – Responsibility in Action 
 
The Animal Care Committee is an integral part of the University’s overall Animal Care Policy 
which ensures the ethical and humane care of all vertebrate animals used in research and 
teaching.  The Animal Care Committee comprises a Chairperson, the Director of Animal Care 
Services, one faculty member representing each College with registered animal care facilities, 
one member of the technical staff who is working with animals, one faculty member of a 
department that does not use animals, one student representative and two members of the 
community that are not affiliated with the University.  One very important responsibility of the 
committee is to review and approve Animal Utilization Protocols.  An Animal Utilization Protocol 
is a document that must be completed and approved prior to starting any research project or 
instructional program involving the use of animals.  This document includes information on the 
numbers and species of animals to be used, details on their housing and management, 
descriptions of all procedures the animals may be subjected to, the specific research problem 
the project addresses and its anticipated benefits or impact on society.  It is the responsibility of 
the Animal Care Committee to determine whether an experiment if morally justified given the 
amount of pain or discomfort to the animals and the nature of the research project before 
approving that project.  The following two articles came about because of the authors; 
responsibilities as members of the University Animal Care Committee.  In both instances, the 
authors are philosophers, thus representing a department that does not use animals, and they 
are also CSAW Associated Faculty. 
 
The So-Called Non-User’s Easier Duty to Animals 
By Tom Settle, Professor of Philosophy and CSAW Associated Faculty 
(This first article, comes from a presentation at the Ontario Regional Workshop of the Canadian 
Council on Animal Care titled ‘Animal Care Committee Roles and Responsibilities’.) 
 
I sit on the Animal Care Committee as a representative of a College which does not use animals 
directly in either teaching or research.  In the jargon, I am a ‘Non-User Member’, though this 
name for my role hides important truths about my connections with animals.  My private life 
disqualifies me as a strict non-used of animals.  I count as my very own and I certainly use, one 
way or another, an enormous dog and two quite sizable horses, and I share responsibility for 
owning and using a whole bunch of sheep, goats and chickens – though having them was all 
my wife’s idea – as well as a third horse for the grandchildren, also her idea.  Cat-lovers will 
recognize feline truths when I say that I do not think we use the cats who live with us so much 
as they use us, though they do patrol the grounds in an effective way, warding off undesirable 
aliens of several species.  (I’ll not discuss my wife’s numerous dogs, except to mention the 
border collie, which we use for the usual purposes.) 
 
What distinguishes people like me from the other academics on the committee is twofold: first, 
my research is not in science, though a lot of it is about science; and secondly, even though my 
work is fed by what I learn anecdotally on a day-to-day basis in the raising, nurturing, training, 
and so on of these various species, I do not actually subject any of these animals I observe to 
any extra injury or indignity or confinement just for the specific purposes of my research or 
teaching. 
 
Now I think I can constitute a very important difference, though it is a matter of luck whether it 
actually does.  In the best possible world, the scientists who use animals in their research would 
be the best informed people as to the animals’ needs, the most intimately concerned for their 
welfare, and the people best trusted to place no more burden on animals than was absolutely 
warranted by the needs and interests of the universe.  If this were not only how things lay, but 



also how everybody say that they lay, there would be no role at all on the committee for 
academics such as me or for any other members, defined one way or another by our not using 
animals for research or teaching.  Ideally, we should be redundant.  But the fact of life is that 
scientists can easily be a serious conflict of interest on Animal Care Committees.  Their careers, 
and the careers of many colleagues and friends, depend heavily upon their being allowed to use 
animals in research.  I am not saying anything that is not common knowledge when I remark 
than many animal-using scientists see animal rights activists, with their campaign to halt all use 
of animals in research, as unambiguously the enemies of their livelihood.  There are even (dare 
I draw attention to it?) dinosaurs out there in various unnamed departments who represent the 
very legislation that protects animals, and see the Animal Care Committee as unwarranted and 
unwelcome police. 
 
With all this the case, the question to ask is not ‘What role can a (so-called) non-user of animals 
play on the Animal Care Committee?’.  The hot question is, rather, ‘What are any users of 
animals doing on the committee? Should not their very participation be suspect on account of 
their conflict of interest?’ 
 
We have just had municipal elections, and my fancy is that a number of newly elected 
councilors, reeves and mayors may be in for a shock when Bill 163, presently before the Ontario 
legislature comes into force.  As I write, it is heading for third reading, and could be proclaimed 
as soon as 1st January, 1995.  Along with making sweeping amendments to Municipal Planning 
Acts, and streamlining the business of the Ontario Municipal Board, the bill radically alters 
conflict of interest guidelines for municipal governments, making them much more stringent.  It 
might be fair to ask, ‘What about more stringent conflict of interest guidelines for Animal Care 
Committees?’ 
 
Relax!  I am not going to purpose anything so preposterously unmanageable.  I am sure that 
conflict of interest is recognized by those who devise the membership of our committees.  I 
suspect that what they are trying to do at present, the way they constitute these committees, is 
to accommodate competing interests in the hope that the right decision happens by the 
operation of some invisible hand producing a beneficent resultant to the balance of forces.  This 
is very pragmatic, and it might be the right thing to do.  But this is not what I want to talk about.  
What I am doing by raising the analogy of conflict of interest is to draw attention to how I think 
even the animal-using members ought to think and act on Committee.  If they were to do what I 
recommend, people in my position would be just window-dressing, placed on the committee to 
reassure outside skeptics. 
 
But before I get to what I am recommending, let me stress another hazard for scientists.  It has 
to do with moral judgement.  As far as I can make out, Animal Care Committees could be 
thought to function adequately if they operated upon no tougher mandate than ensuring that the 
law was upheld, as regards the use of animals in research and teaching.  But actually many of 
them – and certainly Guelph’s – are functioning on a much higher moral plane: they are trying to 
uphold what can usefully be called the Animal Welfare Philosophy.  And I think this is right.  I 
think this is what they should be trying to do.  But this philosophy is fundamentally ethics, and 
scientists have a very hard time with ethics.  They tend to think it all irredeemable subjective, 
and therefore suspect. 
 
It is useful here to distinguish four different philosophies regarding animals, one of which really 
does seem undilutedly subjective, while the other three are not.  The subjective one I call 
‘Animals-are-cute-ism’.  It is based entirely upon a shallow emotional response many people 
have to animals.  They are moved by the sigh of, say, prospective pets, usually the young of 



their kind, and they take them home with them, or long to.  But the care of the animals lasts only 
as long as the emotions do, which is only as long as the animals stay cute.  When the care of 
the pets becomes burdensome, an alternative home is sought for them, or they are put down.  
This philosophy, which I have only slightly caricatured for sharpness, not only merits scientific 
disdain on grounds of subjectivity, it merits moral revulsion on grounds of irresponsibility. 
 
Such an emotion-based philosophy is not to be confused with the bonding that researchers 
warn their graduate assistants about.  Bonding signals an intuition of the moral significance or 
worth of an animal, and it may precede, but can just as easily follow, a person’s undertaking a 
duty of care.  This intuition is to be honoured.  Intuition in ethics is not a matter of taste, though it 
is an experience of a subject, and so ‘subjective’, in a sense, but not in a disreputable sense.  
Intuition is our only access to moral truths, the way sight is our only access to colour, or hearing 
to pitch.  And intuition can be wrong, as can our sense of colour or of a note’s pitch.  But we 
should not try to do without it.  Loss of moral intuition is as serious a defect or handicap as loss 
of hearing.  And we need to work on our intuition, honing it, making it more sensitive, less prone 
to error, the way a musician might work on her sense of pitch, or on her appreciation of the 
quality of the note she produces on her cello.  What is more, we need each other as tutors, as 
critics, in this work of improving our intuition regarding what is right or wrong.  Animal Care 
Committee work – and seminars organized by Centres for the Study of Animal Welfare – can be 
good schooling for us here. 
 
But listen: two radically different philosophies of animal care stem from an intuition of inherent 
worth in animals: the animal rights movement and the animal welfare philosophy.  They differ on 
one fundamental issue: the animal rights movement holds that human interests should not be 
allowed to trump the interests of animals.  The animal rights movements says: just as we should 
never use each other merely as means but recognize that we are at the same time creatures of 
dignity, not price, fit to be ends in ourselves, so should we also treat animals.  It reminds us that, 
outside of war, we think it wrong to inflict injury or disease upon human beings or to subject 
them to invasive surgery or to medical experimentation without their consent, or the consent of 
proxies acting in their interests.  And it challenges us to treat animals with the same respect. 
 
By contrast, the animal welfare philosophy holds that inherent worth is not an all-or-nothing 
matter.  It allows that there can be graded worth, that there can be degrees in respect.  And it 
judges that sometimes reasons can be strong enough to justify inflicting upon animals harms of 
various kinds that go against their interests.  But it is not obvious when these times are, or how 
good the reasons have to be.  These are matters for judgement, for reflective intuition, case by 
case.  And the antipathy animal welfare people have to animal suffering, resting as it does upon 
a commitment to their moral considerability, their inherent worth, deserving our respect, pushes 
them constantly to try to find alternatives, to try to do without the knowledge gained by 
experiments upon them. 
 
Incidentally, this commitment to there being gradations of inherent worth, without which the 
animal welfare philosophy could not distinguish itself from the animal rights movement has 
some yet unthought out repercussions upon Animal Care Committees’ standard approach of 
treating all species equally.  But I do want to press this point here: just flag it for some later 
agenda. 
 
To complete the picture: the fourth philosophy  straightly repudiates the theory of animals’ 
inherent worth.  Animals are things.  This view does not deny the reality of inherent worth, but it 
limits it to human beings.  This has been a widely held view in our civilization, but it has 
crumbled before scientists’ discoveries of so many and so close biological connections between 



human beings and animals.  In the face of what we know about the place of human beings 
among other species, the belief that only human beings have worth looks implausible, to say the 
least. 
 
Where does one usually find scientists located in the logic defined by these alternatives?  
Happily, not in the animals-are-cute brigade.  But notice what the philosophy of science said 
which dominated the scene from the 1930s until the 1970s, and which student scientists took in 
with their daily milk, so to speak.  It said that every proposition not decidable by experience was 
nonsense.  So because questions in ethics are notoriously empirically undecidable, scientists 
tend to be leery about ethics.  They tend to reject the view that animals, but not humans, are 
things because they reject inherent worth for anything.  Their standard view would be that 
treating human beings better than animals is a matter of our common choice, not a matter of 
objective right or wrong.  This should be called conventionalism, or cultural relativism, rather 
than subjectivism. 
 
My argument in the face of such a view – this is also my argument against subjectivism – is very 
simply an appeal in the first place to intuition and then to consistency.  I ask such people 
whether they feel about themselves a sense of inherent worth, or of a dignity rightly claiming 
respect from others; or whether, If they are parents, the first sight of their newborn child did not 
quicken in them a sense of compelling duty, of inescapable responsibility.  I want them to 
honour their intuitions in these paradigm cases, and then go on to see that claims to dignity 
must be reciprocated, and that reasonable analogy reveals more and more objects meriting 
their respect and their cherishing.  (Since students often belong to a generation vocal about 
rights, I appeal in my discussions with them to their intuition that they have certain key rights – 
such as the right not to be arbitrarily injured – and ask them to notice, first, that any such right 
carries the implication that everyone else is under a stringent obligation, and, secondly, that the 
very language of rights and obligations lands them in objective moral territory.) 
 
Philosophy has moved on since the 1970s, as has public opinion generally, in two quite different 
ways, both affecting science.  In the first place, the sense was weakened that the empirical 
findings of science are rationally compelling, universally binding, trustworthy objective.  And the 
sense has strengthened that questions science does not deal with might after all be objective 
matters upon which after all be objective matters upon which a person can be right or wrong.  
Ethical matters are in this ball-park.  What has led that action is philosophy of medicine: it is 
hard to work on any of the questions that field raises without the sense that one is dealing with 
objective matters that are hard to decide, but which one very much wants to get right.  It is not 
easy to tell whether environmental ethics or animal care philosophy comes second.  But in all 
these fields one senses a pursuit of objectivity. 
 
Of course, one has to admit that when it comes to animal welfare we are in speculation land.  
How do we know what animals want or where their true interests lie?  We do not.  We can only 
guess – or put it in a more dignified way: we can only conjecture.  But we can test our guesses, 
in some cases empirically.  We can argue about them as to whether they ring true or are 
consistent with what we guess in other places.  We can, as I say, hone our intuitions.  There is 
fruit for research in this no-man’s-land between the empirically decidable and the merely 
arguable, where fallible intuitions supply our data. 
 
The heavy moral duty of members of Animal Care Committees (leave aside their legal 
responsibilities) is to keep scientific predation upon animals to a minimum; to scrutinize each 
suggestion for their use in research or teaching to see whether a good enough excuse has been 
given; to press for reduction, for alternatives, for trying to do without; to hone their moral 



intuition, trying to ensure that it does not get blunted or numbed.  Here, as my title suggests, the 
task of the non-user is more straightforward, less spiced by tension.  If there is actually any role 
left for non-users such as me, it is nothing other than as a conscience, to keep reminding those 
whose jobs are made harder, or are even threatened, but the moral pressure to respect and 
care for animals, of where a primal duty lies which our generation in the West has finally, 
mercifully recognized. 
 
Animal Production Research at the University of Guelph – Is it All Morally 
Justified? 
(This second piece came about because the question in the title was asked about some 
research projects conducted at the University of Guelph.  On July 20, 1994, three university 
faculty with rather different viewpoints – a philosopher and two researchers in animal science – 
presented their answers to a group of about 50 faculty, staff and students at a round-table 
discussion organized by CSAW.  Following their arguments, the floor was opened to general 
discussion.  The following are excerpts from the opening arguments.) 
 
Hugh Lehman (Professor of Philosophy & CSAW Associated Faculty) 
I assume that animal research which causes pain or discomfort to animals is morally acceptable 
if and only if it causes no unnecessary pain or discomfort (hereafter I shall abbreviate the 
expression ‘pain or discomfort’ as pain).  However, we may ask, what are the conditions under 
which pain is necessary. 
 
Clearly some pain in scientific research is unnecessary if the objectives of that research could 
have been achieved satisfactorily without producing pain or without producing as much pain.  
However, pain is unnecessary under another circumstance also.  Since pain is bad, pain is 
unnecessary if the benefits derived from the research do not sufficiently compensate for the 
harm which the pain involves. 
 
I shall assume that pain involved in research which yields knowledge which in turn contributes 
to the satisfaction of vital human interests is necessary pain unless the results could be 
achieved without causing any pain or as much pain.  Examples of such research are: research 
which we can reasonably expect to lead to methods of healing human or animal illness or injury, 
or to increases in human food production where such increases are necessary to avoid human 
malnutrition or starvation, or to improve our capacity to sustain production of sufficient food in 
the future, or to improve our capacity to preserve or improve a range of environmental 
conditions which are necessary for human beings to live well. 
 
There is some research which, I believe, it is reasonable to expect will lead to increasing our 
capacity to produce some food commodity such as milk but where it is also reasonable to 
believe that no increase is necessary to meet the needs for the commodity for some time in the 
future among populations for whom the commodity is available.  Further, it is not reasonable to 
expect that such research will lead to improvements in our human capacity to sustain or 
improve human or animal health, sustainable food production, the environment, etc.  In my 
judgement where such research causes pain, the benefits derived from such research are not 
sufficient to compensate for the pain produced,  In other words, pain involved in doing such 
research is unnecessary pain.  Given the above assumptions concerning the justification of 
painful research, such research is not morally acceptable. 
 
 
 
 



Roger Hacker (Professor of Animal & Poultry Science, CSAW Associated Faculty, 
Director of Animal Research) 
There are two basic forces in the world that are driving increased animal production.  In the 
developed nations, meat prices have declined which is permitting consumers to consume more 
animal and poultry products.  In the developing nations, economies are strengthening quite 
rapidly and this is permitting consumers in these nations to add animal products to their diets. 
 
In order to meet world consumer demand for livestock products, producers must increase their 
efficiency of production.  This increase in efficiency can only be achieved through research and 
development of technologies which will drive the transformation of animal production into an 
efficient system which will meet the needs of mankind. 
 
Livestock producers, scientists, or agricultural industries are not the driving force behind the 
transformation of animal production.  As man urbanizes, livestock production intensifies, air and 
water pollution become more noticeable and unfavourable attention is shifted to the scenario.  
To prevent the problem from escalating, additional emphasis needs to be placed on research 
concerning livestock efficiency, animal waste management and perceived risk to mankind. 
 
It must be emphasized that the driving force behind the animal production scenario is and 
always has been, the urbanized consumer.  These consumers are today saying to livestock 
producers , “furnish me with a product that is healthy, protein-rich, tasty, economically priced 
and produce it in an environmentally friendly and humane manner.” 
 
In order to meet this challenge research much be conducted on animals and animal production 
systems.  To stop research on farmed animals would be placing a high restriction on the 
freedom of individuals and how they choose to live.  However, in conducting such research, the 
infliction of pain on the animal can not be justified, just as removal of an individual’s freedoms 
can not be justified. 
 
Consequently, I strongly encourage the continuation of supervised animal research that strives 
to make animals more productive and enhances the living standard of mankind. 
 
Dave Mowat (Professor of Animal & Poultry Science) 
I am a scientist in an applied department dealing mainly with food-producing animals.  My 
approach is a more applied as opposed to basic or fundamental.  Therefore, my research 
frequently involves animals.  Even animal scientists working at the cellular or molecular level 
may eventually need to involve whole animals.  Most applied animal biologists like or even love 
animals by nature, thus do not wish to inflict “unnecessary pain or discomfort”. 
 
Production-oriented research can benefit animals.  Food animals are truly waste utilizers 
utilizing waste land, by-products and feed with no higher-value use.  To have a “job”, food-
producing animals must produce products to meet consumer demands in an efficient manner.  
This means more efficient production of milk or meat, improved health, greater longevity and 
reduced stress through improved genetics, nutrition, etc. 
 
Production oriented research can benefit society.  Producers, processors, wholesalers, retailers 
and consumers can realize benefits.  Animal production units are getting larger.  There are 
increases in pollution concerns associated with these larger units.  Therefore techniques to 
alleviate these problems must be investigated.  Benefits include cheaper, higher quality food, 
less antibiotics and improved food hygiene.  In addition, advances in animals and veterinary 



sciences can be transferred to humans.  Less imports and more exports of processed animal 
products versus raw material grain can benefit Canada, as well. 
 
Animal production research at the University of Guelph is morally justified providing no 
“unnecessary” pain or discomfort occurs. 
 
 
Alternatives to the Use of Animals in Teaching 
 
In our last newsletter, we reported on DASIE, the Dog Abdominal Surrogate for Instructional 
Exercises, whose development was funded, in part, by CSAW,  DASIE’s popularity has grown 
and units have been sold to a number of veterinary schools across North America, Australia and 
the U.K.  From the makers of DASIE comes yet another innovation in the replacement of 
animals in teaching. 
 
Ontario Veterinary College’s “Locker Lab” 
By Martha Liebbrandt, Communications Officer, OVC 
 
A new initiative in surgery training began last January at the Ontario Veterinary College with the 
opening of a series of autotutorial psychomotor skills modules, nicknamed “The Locker Lab” by 
its creators, Drs. Joanne Cockshutt, David Holmberg and Simon Young.  The Psychomotor 
Skills Lab is situated in a bank of lockers in OVC’s Building C, outside the junior surgery area. 
 
The modules are intended to complement introductory surgery, anaesthesia and medicine 
course information and materials by providing students with a “hands on” opportunity to practice 
such procedures as instrument handling, use of suture materials, suture patterns and knots, 
intravenous catheterization and basic orthopedic principles.  Using the equipment in the locker 
lab, which provides a close-to-real-life scenario, D.V.M. (Doctor of Veterinary Medicine) 
students at the College can enhance their motor skills in preparation for the time when they will 
perform on a live animal.  This is one more initiative undertaken at the OVC in its goal of 
providing alternatives to the use of live animals in teaching and research, in accordance with its 
objectives with respect to the welfare of animals. 
 
Each of the 15 modules is self-contained, in a locker, and includes a list of goals to be achieved, 
using materials such as models, surgical instruments, posters and reference materials.  Surgical 
Exercises Technician, Jennie Breckon signs out the locker keys to students during the day or 
overnight, at their convenience. 
 
Although the Psychomotor Skills Laboratory has been devised mainly with the second year 
students in mind, it is also applicable to students in third year, engaged in surgical exercises 
and clinical medicine courses, and for fourth year students on clinical rotations, who wish to 
practice their skills. 
 
Although the “Locker Lab” is an optional self-study aid for the 1993-94 year, 50 students have 
already mastered the modules, and Drs. Cockshutt, Holmberg and Young are soliciting 
feedback from them this semester, in order to evaluate and, eventually, enhance the modules’ 
usefulness. 



Associated Faculty Receive Research Awards 
Dr. Frank Hurnik 
 
Early this year, Dr. Frank Hurnik became the recipient of the 1993 “Andrew Fraser Award”.  This 
award is given annually by the Canadian Farm Animal Care Trust (CANFACT) to an “individual 
who, in the opinion of the Directors of the organization, has made a major contribution to, or 
exhibited leadership in encouraging the development of alternative farm animal rearing systems 
other than those ‘intensive practices’ already in place”.  Dr. Hurnik is a Professor of Animal and 
Poultry Science and is currently Chairman of the Canadian Expert Committee on Farm Animal 
Welfare and Behaviour.  Dr. Hurnik is also co-founder and co-editor of the Journal of Agricultural 
and Environmental Ethics and has been instrumental in the drafting of Codes of Practice for 
poultry, swine and dairy cattle. 
 
Dr. David Porter 
We were all shocked and saddened to hear that Dr. David Porter had died very suddenly in 
February 1994.  David was one of the founders of the Centre for the Study of Animal Welfare 
and chaired the Steering Committee of the Centre through its formative years.  He did this with 
enthusiasm and vigour together with lots of patience.  One of David’s greatest qualities was his 
breadth of vision and he strove to ensure that the Centre shared his enlightened approach.  His 
wish that the Centre should serve as wide an audience as possible; the Centre should have 
something to say to everyone concerned about animals and humankind’s interactions with 
animals. 
 
David’s wisdom, guidance and balanced influence will be sorely missed by the Centre.  He was 
extremely proud of the Centre and we will try to ensure that it continues to develop in accord 
with his vision. 
 
A David Porter Memorial Fund has been established and we are developing ideas at the 
moment as to how to use this Fund in the most fitting way.  Donations may still be made to: The 
David Porter Memorial Fund, Centre for the Study of Animal Welfare. 
 
Laboratory Animal Welfare 
“The Recognition of Pain and Distress in Laboratory Animals” was the title of the seminar given 
by Dr. Paul Townsend who was jointly hosted by CSAW, the Department of Pathology and the 
University of Guelph Animal Care Committee in November.  Dr. Townsend, a laboratory animal 
veterinarian from the Department of Biomedical Science and Ethics at the University of 
Birmingham, U.K., was visiting North America on a Winston Churchill Fellowship with the 
purpose of gathering information about the “3 R’s” (reduction, refinement and replacement of 
the use of laboratory animals).  Dr. Townsend’s areas of expertise include refinement of the use 
of animals in scientific research, environmental enrichment, the use of scoring schemes and 
humane endpoints in experimental procedures, and new techniques in anaesthesia and 
analgesia. 
 
The lunchtime seminar was well attended by people from all over campus.  Dr. Townsend 
described the latest ideas from the U.K. on humane endpoints and the problems of having to 
specify at what point an experiment should be stopped (for humane reasons) before the 
experiment is carried out.  There was some lively debate in the question period about how, in 
biomedical research, to balance the potential benefits to human beings of carrying out the 
research and against the costs in terms of pain and suffering to the animals. 
 



Business 
Veal Calf Review 
We still have copies of our publication The Welfare of Veal Calves: A Review of the Scientific 
Evidence.  One copy of the review is available to members upon request.  Write or call the 
Centre if you would like to receive a copy. 
 
Membership Renewals 
In order to simplify our record keeping system we are going to institute a fixed times of the year 
for membership renewals.  The renewal date for Regular and Corporate Members will be April 
1.  Student Memberships can be renewed September 30.  All members will be notified when it is 
time to renew. 
 
Never hesitate to contact us with questions or concerns. 
 
The newsletter was compiled by Tina Widowski and Ian Duncan. 
 


