INEW MEDIT N. 3/2011

Is there a link between beef quality and animal welfare

in traditional beef systems?

INES VIEGAS™, ANA VIEIRA** GeorGe STILWELL", JosE LIMA SANTOS™,

1. Introduction

Farm animal welfare is a
growing concern for many
consumers in Europe and 1s
becoming increasingly re-
cognised as an important at-
tribute of food quality
(Blokhuis ef al, 2008;
Quintili and Grifoni, 2004;
Blandford ef i, 2002). In
spite of different mterpreta-
tions within different par-
ties, there has been a pro-
found evolution in animal
welfare perception in Eu-
rope, Specifically consider-
g beef products, Veissier
et al. (2007) report that con-
sumers have relevant con-
cem levels for antmal wel-
fare. In Portugal, Aguiar
Fontes et of, (2008) in a s-
tudy looking at consumers’
attitudes and preferences to-
wards beef, when analysimg
the level of agreement with
a series of statements, and
using a 3 point Likert Scale
(1 = total disagreement, 5 =
total agreement), found an
average score of 3.78 for
the statement «I don’t mind
paying more for beef that
ensures animal welfare.,

These concerns arc in

some cases strong enough for the market to respond by de-
veloping farm assurance schemes guarantying animal welfare
friendly products, such as UK’s so called “Freedom Food”
(Burgess et af,, 2003}, Nevertheless, it is important to re-
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Résumeé

En Europe, la perception du bien-étre animal a subi une evolution bien profonde,
L'evidence de plus en plus croissante gue le blen-étve animal a wn Impact sur la
secuvite ef sur la qualité des aliments a permis de formuler une nouvelle législa-
Homn pour un sectewr animal plis écocompatible. Des mesures soutiennet fous
Ceny qul fowrnissent des produits animaix ecocompatibles dont les cofits sont
plus importants. Cet ariicle décrit les relations entre les systems raditionnels ef
le bien-étre animal en décrivant deux systems de production au Portugal, Une
analyse descriptive explique pourguol les producieurs préférent les races locales
tout comme la raison pour laguelie les systemes semi-extensify s adaptent da-
vantage au pays. Les systemes o ‘élevage sont aussi décrifs en termes de bien-étre
animal et de points de contrdle, On propase wn lien entre les races locales por-
fugaises ef la gquafite de In viande surtout a fravers un bien-éfre animal aceru gud
peut se raduire en gualild intrinséyue de la viande, Cependunt, v gue le bien-
éire animal est un attribut de qualite de confiance, les consommateurs doivent se
Jier des informations et des indices de qualité Les marchés pourraient melire o
point dey stratégies de qualité differenciées qui se base sur cet aftribut,

Mots clér Qualité de la viande, bien-étre animal , Poini de contrdle, préférens
ces des consommaleurs.

member that 1t may be pos-
sible that the consumption
of animal friendlier prod-
ucts 18 motivated by the
perceived link between the
mmprovement of antmal
wellbeing and the quality
of the food product, rather
than concerns about the an-
imal’s quality of life (Har-
per and Makatouni, 2002).

This idea of consumers’
motivations derives from
the fact that food product’s
characteristics are its real
attributes as perceived by
consumers (Bech ef al,
2001). If attributes such as
animal welfarc arc consid-
ered [ood attnbutes as per-
ceived by consumers, then
they will influence the
product guality.

Animal welfare should
thus be mcluded in the so
called credence qualify at-
tributes, f.e, a quality at-
tribute that cannot be eval-
uated, under normal cir-
cumstances, by the average
consumer, becoming a
question of faith and trust
in the information provid-
ed (Grunert er af., 2004},

All this means that the
welfare quality of food

products can be considered a relevant issue within the food
chain, additionally supported by the growing evidence that
animal welfare has direct and indirect impacts on food safety
and quality (Blokhuis ef @l 2008; Wyss ef af., 2004),

This evolution in society, together with pressure from dif-

* CIISA, Faculdade de Medicina Veterindria, Technical University of

Lisbon, Lisboa. Pormugal

** Rufacl ¢ Filho, SA, Ourém, Pormugal
*** Instituto Superior de Agronomia, Lisboa. Portugal

17

ferent associations (Quintili and Grifon, 2004; Wyss et al.,
2004; Blandford ef ., 2002) has had significant policy con-
sequences, and once the food security issues were overcome
in Europe, the Commeon Agricultural Policy (CAP)Y evolved
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through a series of reforms in this direction (Blokhuis et af.,
2008; Blandford ef &f., 2002). These eventually led to consid-
crable changes in the relationship between citizens and the agri-
cultural sector, and also to new criteria for financial support to
farm. Farmed animals are no longer viewed as just a means for
food production, but also as an integrant piece of other social
concerns such as food safety and quality, environmental protec-
tfion and sustainability (Blokhuis ef af., 2002). It is n this con-
{cxt that animal welfare 1s now included in a concept of mulfi-
functionality of farming, justifying new policies, regulations and
support measures {Arfini, 2006).

Within this environment, the White Paper on Food Safety,
adopted by the European Commission in 2000 “makes propos-
als specifically designed to promote the health and welfare of
animals, once it is recognized that animal welfare questions
need to be Infegrated more fully with regard to food policy, in
particular their impact on the quality and safety of products of
animal origin intended for human consumption”™ (Blokhuis ef
al,, 2008; BEuropean Commission, 2000).

Current research shows that well-treated livestock free from
distress and able to express their natural behaviour, is healthier
(Horgan and Gavinelli, 2006}, thus more productive, both m
quantity and qualify terms. However, as Webster (2001) states,
even though farmers are responsible for providing animal wel-
fare, there are costs associated with implementing higher animal
weltare standards, such as those reiated with fraining the farm
staff, and adapting farm activities fo appropriate standards.
Moreover, cerfification costs can be very high.

Even though there are support measures for farmers comply-
ing with standards above those legally imposcd and quality dif-
ferentiated products may be sold with premium prices (as is the
case with some animal friendlier products), if consumers want
more animal welfare, they must convert that expressed desire in-
to effective demand for welfare friendly products (WFP). Then,
the increased costs may be compensated (Schnettler ef al, 2009)
and welfare-based quality differentiated products may be able to
find a market share Jarge enough to compensate higher produc-
tion costs (Vanhonacker et al., 2001).

Nevertheless, most consumers still show a tendency to buy the
cheapest meat, thus not reflecting the atfitude towards animal
welfare in their buying behaviour (Vanhonacker et al, 2008).
This means that choices made by the majority of consumers
may not match the demand expressed by society (Vanhonacker
et al., 2007; Webster, 2001}, which provides grounds for proper
investigation about consumers” preferences and willingness to
pay for WEL.

Incinded in a broader research project investigating Por-
tuguese consumers’ willingness to pay for beef products with

L'The PDO is 2 quality differentiated label regulated in the Euro-
pean Union singe 1992 and it wis established to «encourage diverse
agricultural production, protect product names from misuse and imi-
tationn and help consumerts by giving them information concerning
the specific character of the products., PDO products are certified and
thus labelled with the PDO Eurcpean symbol, Producers benefit from
the exclusive right to use thar PDO product name,

credence quality atfributes related with safer, cleaner and animal
friendlier production metheds, this article’s objectives are:

— To define the current status quo and legal framework for
beef cattle welfare 1n the EU and in Portugal.

— To unvell connections between “semu-extensive” produc-

tion systems and beef cattle welfare in Portugal.

— To analyse whether welfare friendly products can be in-
cluded 1 quality differentiating strategies for the Porfuguese
beef market.

2. Animal welfare -~ definition and legislative
framework

Probably, one of the major problems associated with farm an-
imal welfare certification is the definifion of welfare (Quintili
and Grifoni, 2004}, This definition problem starts with different
interpretafions from different parties (Blokhuis er af, 2008;
Quintili and Grifom; Vanhonacker et al., 2007), because con-
flicting aspects such as economics, feasibility and environmen-
tal concerns have to be considered (Wyss et af., 2004), Farmers
and consumers disagree on the perception of farm animal wel-
fare current status (Vanhonacker ef af., 2008). Moreover, the lat-
er authors found that, although both farmers and consumers
have some common ideas about animal welfare, consumers in-
clude additional values to it, such as freedom to move and fulfil
natural behaviour,

With the globalization of information, consumers have also
undertaken an active role in animal health and welfare, The re-
quirements of European consumers, in addition to price, safety
and quality, include the compliance with environmental and an-
imal welfare norms. Requirements in niche markets {such as
Protected Designation of Origin (PDO)! beef) include labelling
and information on origin and production methods (Zjali€ ef «d.,
20086).

At the same time retailers and producers increasingly recog-
nize that efforts to meet consumer concerns and requirements in
the ammal welfare area actually represent a business opportuni-
ty and may thereby be profitably incorporated in production s-
trategies of any agn-food company or chain (Blokhuis ef «f.,
2008),

Moreover, there 1s 4 growing appreciation that conditions neg-
afively affecting amimal welfare can also damage other quality
aspects, Interfering with the products’ mtrinsic quality [(fe.
physical characteristics of the product that can be measured ob-
jectively, related to the product’s technical specification
(Grunert ef af., 2004}). Indeed, improving an animal’s welfare
can positively affect numerous aspects of product quality (e.g.
reducing the occurrence of tough or watery meat as weil as the
incidence of bruising, bone breakage and blood spots), and dis-
ease resistance {decreasing the immunosuppressive effect of
chronic stress and the need for antibiotics), All these have di-
rect relevance on food quality and safety (Blokhuis ef al,
2008), namely by diminishing potential for drug residues,

Increasingly research is being directed towards farmers’
willingness fo change to more welfare friendly practices
and how this varies according fo the cost of implementing
these changes (Blokhuis er af., 2008).
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Farms are therefore exploring the application of animal
fmendly husbandry systems, management practices and bread-
ing strategies, the implementation of monitoring and certifica-
tion schemes and the communication of the associated informa-
tion fo the consumer (through branding and labclling, for exam-
ple) (Blokhuis ef /., 2008),

From the scientific pomnt of view, animal welfare, particularly
farm animal welfare, emerged as a particular field of research in
the 1960’s. Since then there has been an increasing distinction
between animal protection (what people do to animals) and ani-
mal welfare (the animal’s own experience of its own situation)
and 1t 18 now accepted that animal welfare science 1s about the
animal.

The two most widely quoted definitions (Broom, 1994; Dun-
can, 1993} state that welfare is about an animal’s ability to cope
with ifs environment and, since the concept is only applied to
sentient animals, animal welfare is about how animals feel, Thus
basic research n this area usually reflects the need to get ‘inside
the head’ of the animal (Blokhuis ef al., 2008)

Nowadays, one of the most widely recognized and most use-
ful approaches to animal welfare is the definition of “The Five
Freedoms and Provisions” (FFP), as defined by the Farm Ani-
mal Welfare Council (FAWC), for whom the welfare of an ani-
mal mcludes its physical and mental state. These freedoms i-
dentify the elements that determine the animals’ own perception
of their welfare state and define the provisions necessary to pro-
mote that state (Webster, 2001).

The guarantee of animal welfare according to these freedoms
can only be accomplished by proper production practices, spe-
cific not only to the animal species, but also to production sys-
tems and husbandry, climatic and farming conditions, housing
and management methods, feeding, etc. However, whatever
specific condifions are present, animal welfare assessment
should be a seientific procedure and should include health, phys-
10logy, performance and behaviour measures (European Com-
mission, 2001),

Having in mind such animal welfare definitions, it is clear that
the mindset of policy makers, producers and consumers has e-
volved from just preventing animal cruelty and suffering, to pro-
moting their wellbeing and meeting their needs (Horgan and
(zavinelly, 2006). The link between animal welfare, animal health
and food safety has been highlighted since 1999 in the White Pa-
per on Food Safety {(European Commiission, 2000), infegrating
animal welfare into the food chain policy, More recently, the new
Animal Health Strategy 2007-2013 (European Commission,
2007Db) further stresses this link (Blokhuis ez af, 2008).

Although it is not this article’s goal to exhaustively analyse
and describe the European and Portuguese legislation concern-
ing animal welfare protection, an overview is relevant. The body
of the European Union (EU) legisiation has significantly
changed and increased since 2000 (Schnettler ef af., 2009), and
this trend is expected to go on, in light of growing evidence that
animal welfare standards have both direct and indirect impacts
on food safety and quality (Blokhuis ef gl., 2008; Horgan and
{ravinelli, 2006).

As 1t can be seen in table 1, many of the legal documents con-

cerning animal welfare protection are general, in the sense that
they apply to all antmal species, or at Jeast to all farm animal
species (Veissier et al,, 2008), EU’s recommendations lay down
minimal requirements to guarantee that the animals’ needs are ful-
filled n matters of nutrition, health, freedom of movement, phys-
ical comfort, social contacts, normal behaviour and protection a-
gainst physical and psychological stressors (Veissier ef al,, 2008).

Table 1 - Distribution of animals by the different Portuguese geagra-

phical regions by NUTS I in 2008, (Unit - 1,000 heads) (adupted from

INE, 2009,

Le=s than 1 vear Befween {1 and 2 years
Cattla Total Vaa] Repraductive CHfer
Total hates | Females | Males
Calves Femzales females

Porfugal | 1438 | 371 | B9 131 151 T3 143 22
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* Less than half of unit used NUTS ~ Nomenclature of Units for Territo-
rial Statistics

There 1s no specific EU legislation considering the welfare of
cattle kept for beef production (Blandford ef al, 2002; European
Commission, 2001}. However, some animals’ welfare, and some
specific situations were considered sufficiently important to be
subject of a spectfic legal document. In this sense, veal produc-
tion has been a controversial welfare topic within Europe and led
to the implementation first in 1991, and later in 2008, of legisla-
tion laying down minimum standards for calves® protection.

Also, animal transportation is a very relevant issue for an-
imal welfare, not only because it can in fact be stressful and
harmful for animals, but also because it is very much in the
public eye, therefore being subject to specific legal re-
quiremerts.

The current EU legislation should be considered as pro-
viding minimum standards for animal welfare in many Bu-
ropean countries. If 18 unlikely to represent the final devel-
opment of animal welfare legislation in Europe as a whole
(Blandford et al., 2002), as many of the European Food
Safety Agency’s documents suggest.
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3. Beef production systems in Portugal - o
descriptive analysis

Before describing the main Portuguesce beef production sys-
tems, some very general data about EU’s cattle herd and
farms’ evolution can be usefui to act as a framework. The to-
tal bovine herd has been dimmishmg since 2001 in the EUI1S
at a ~0.73% annual average growth rate. The dairy herd has
followed the same frend, with a -1.43% annual average
erowth rate, However, the most striking fisures concern the
number of beef and dairy farms, which have had a ~7.97%
and a -12.90% annual average growth rates respectively since
2001, confirming that across Europe there 1s a trend for ani-
mal concentration in larger farms (Eurostat, 2009).

Considering the Portuguese reality, the main trends follow
those of the EUL In 200& there were 1439 thousand cattle, dis-
tributed by an area of 92072 km? (INE, 2009). By adding up
the values in Table 2 corresponding to beef cattle (veal calves,
males and non-reproductive females) the number of animals
inn beef farms is around 315 000 (although we have to assume
that some of the males will be used for breeding mstead). A~
lentejo is the region with more animals (in 2008 1t accounted

Table 2 - Characteristics of the Portugiese “semi-extensive” Produc-
Hon Systems (adapted from Rodrigues ef al,, 1998}
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for 40% of the becef cattle) tollowed by the North region (23%
of the beef cattle, m 2008), Another important teature 1s the
growth in the number of beef cattle since 2001, while the
number of dairy cows has been dechning (figure 1).

Figure 1 - Evolution of dairv cows and beef caitle {adapted from INE,
2009).

2004

#BociCows o Dainy cows

The number of dauy farms has also declined (figure 2),
and in the mainland these farms are mainly present in the
North, Center and Alentejo regions.

Figure 2 - Evolution of the number of furms in the different Portugue.
se regions, by NUTSIT (adapted from INE, 2009)
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X223
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In 2005 Portugal had 10063 dairy farms, 10348 beef farms
and 1041 classified as mixed daxry and beef (INE, 2006),
The same report shows that the number of farms classified as
beef grew 40% when compared with 1999 data,

The number of animals per farm has also been growing
over the last years and in every region, mainly as a result of
the above mentioned trends (figure 3) (INE, 2009).

The regions of Alentejo and the North (which have a
higher number of farms) have a very disfinct average num-
ber of antmals per farm, This reflects the difterences in beef
production systems in the two regions and the differences
in average farm size. In Alentejo (where farmers are usual-
ly larger) there are more anirmals per farm (an average of

20
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|
Figurc 3 - Evolution of the number of animals per form oy NUTSH
(adapited from INE, 2008},

20307
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Table 3 - fnfensive production systems ' characteristics in Portugal,
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Firel weigim 0400 SC0-55C
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132 mn 2007), than in the North (where there is an average of 12
animals per farm).

Nevertheless, in spite of the marked tendency towards con-
centration {shown by a 54% increase in the number of animals
per farm in Portugal between 1999 and 2003), in the North there
is still 2 majority of small farms. More than 36% of these farms
have 1 or 2 animals and around 70% have less than 10 animals
(INE, 2004),

Overall, these charactenistics lead to significant differences in
the regional production systems, which can be divided nto two
main groups: “semi-extensive” (which has diffcrent characteris-
tics i the north and south of the country), and mtensive.

2.1. “Semi-extensive” beef production system

Considering the data described in the previous section, we can
identify two “semi-extensive™ beef cattle production systems,
found in the two main regions of the country with heef produc-
tion, Table 3 summarizes the different characteristics according-
Iy to the geographical region described.

The Portuguese traditional “semi-extensive” production sys-
tems are considered sustainable and bascd on the use of local
available resources (genetic basis of mdigenous bovine breeds
and spontaneous or seeded feedstufis) (Rodngues ef 4l., 1998).

In the small farms in the North and Center, farmers prefer to
sell the animals at 4 to 8 months, mnstead of rearing them, avoid-
ing additional feeding and housing needs. By selling the young
animals, revenue indispensable for the family economy 1s ob-
tainced. In Alentejo the farm size allows an extensive livestock
production system, which involves the late rearing of calves that
are sold only at 18 to 24 months (Rodrigues ef al., 1998).

In addition to the sector’s economic relevance, these extensive
beef production systems play an important role in the protection
and management of the environment (maintenance of country-
side, control of weeds and bushes}. Without this and other live-

stock production, many areas would suffer serious environmen-
tal degradation and desertification (Zjalic ef al,, 2006).

A significant part of the “semi-extensive” heetf cattle produc-
tion systems is based on the use of animals with unique charac-
tenstics, different from region to region, with good maternal ap-
titude, high rusticity, slow growth performance (not very spe-
ciahized in meat production) and exceptional adaptation to the
environment as they live in and to the local naturally produced
feed (Rodrigues ef af,, 1998). Some of the animals belong to
breeds associated with PDO beet, distributed along several Por-
tuguese regions,

The differentiation trend can represent an important source of
income to producers, Barreira ef af, (2009) have shown that
some PDO beef producers, namely in Alentejo region marketing
“Carnalentejana”™ PDO, belong to a well established and very
well organized producers association. These producers believe
“this 1s the way to be in the market”. The same authors also
found that consumers think of PDO products as a good way 10
promote regional development,

2.2. Intensive beef production systems

There is no official record about the location of intensive feed-
lots 1n Portugal. The authors’ experience suggests that these pro-
duction units tend to be located near the large slaughterhouses.
Traditionally they were located m the Center region, However,
since November 2007 there have been severe restrictions 1 an-
imal movements in Portugal because of a bluetongue outhreak.
This scenario led to the rise of several feedlots 1n the South re-
gion, near the large farms that formerly produccd animals mn se-
mi-cxtensive systems,

Still, 10 spite of the existence of these feedlots, and although
there are no any official records on the average number of ani-
mals in this type of farm, the authors™ experience suggests that
Portugal is not a country where feedlots have a significant di-
mension or even tradition.

Also according to the authors’ experience and through contact
with many players in the sector, and given the current trends,
there are maimly two types of feedlots i Porfugal, classified here
accordmg to the type of animal entering the feedlot, Table 4 sum-
marizes the description of the beef intensive production system.

These production systems mainly produce and cornmer-
cialize undifferentiated beef. Of course this has important
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implications, namely the need to compete mamly based on
price facing tough competition n the market place,

Although there isn’t any aggregated published data on this is-
sue, our experience shows-that many dairy calves that enter the
mtensive beef production systems come from Azores, an nsular
Portuguese region where dairy production 15 very important.
There 18 a specific welfare problem related with the transporta-
tion of very young animals and the transfer conditions them-
selves. These often transiate mfo very ill and weak antmals up-
on arrival at the feediot.

4, Portuguese beef production systems welfare
status and possible control points

Within a framework that includes legislation, consumers’ de-
mands, producers’ commitment and science the FFP mentioned
above can be taken as a starting point into the assessment of an-
imal welfare’s relation with the production system. Each free-
dom will be then decomposed mto several control points and at-
tributes.

Based on the Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point
(HACCP) methodology, and following Noordhuizen et al.
(2008), we established control points for animal welfare assess-
ment m Porfugucse production systems as described below,

The crifical control pomnts (CCP) or control points (CP) are
usually derived from the risk factors that have been identified
during the strengths-and-weaknesses-assessment of a produc-
fton system, representing points at different steps in the produc-
tion process where risks should he controlled. They can be sin-
gle points 11 the process, series of points, obscrvations, proce-
dures or test sites (adapted from Noordhuizen ef af., 2008},

A CCP has to meet several formal objective criferia before 1t
can be considered as such. In living animals, due fo biological
vanation, exact standards or absolute objective thresheld values
may not be available (as they are in physical processes). In such
situations, if the critical control point is still considered of para-
mount importance, 1t must be defined as a control point {CP),
which needs to be contrelled, but 18 not objectively measurable
(adapted from Noordhuizen ef al., 2008),

An exhaustive analysis of control points and attributes 1s not
intended. However, there is a pressing need for credible on-farm
assessment systems that help determining the animals’ welfare
status, Therefore, the atfributes considered are already estab-
lished as important by the existing body of science {e.g. RSP-
CA, 2010, Blokinus ef af, 2008, Vanhonacker ef al., 2008, DE-
FRA, 2003).

On-farm assessment systems should provide a standard way
of converting science-based welfare-related measures into in-
formation that Is convevable to and easily understood by all the
parties involved, namely the consumer, thereby addressing spe-
cific concerns and allowing for the clear marketing and product

Table 4 - Overview of animal welfare main legizlative references wi-
thin the Ewropean Union (adapted from Veissier et al,, 2008; Bland-
ford er al, 2002: hapiffec.europa.euffoodianimaliwelfarefrefere-
nces_enhim, last aceessed May 19fh, 2010).
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all member states, 1276 and Council
Dlractive B0S5/EC of 20 July 1858
tonceming the protection of anlmats ket (or
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Caives
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Cresambar 2008, [yt down mingrLr:
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¢ The Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP)
methodology is a preventive tood safety control system, based on
o systematic, documented and verifiable approach. It intends o i-
dentify specific hazards and establish preventive measures at all
production stages,

positioning (Blokhuis ef af, 2008). Information should also be
properly understood by producers, as a guarantee of sucecessful
adherence.

This method will allow an easier evaluation of whether differ-
ent beet production systems have intrinsic characteristics that al-
low them to fulfil the FFP, At the same time, 1t will be possible
to 1dentify probable control pomts that need to be implemented
in each system. Nevertheless, this analysis 18 undertaken with
the previously described Portuguesc “semi-extensive” and ih-
tensive production systems m mind, and accordmg fo the au-
thors’ experience. Other production systerns, present in another
counfries or regions, may not fit this analysis.

The following tables fry to identify and summarize the CP ac-
cording to each freedom (from the FFP framework).

Looking at the “freedom from hunger and thirst™ criteria, it
can be suggested that in intensive systems it is easier to guaran-
tee food and water supply, and to guarantee proper antmal nu-
trition (regarding proper measures to avoid imbalances such as
acidosis are taken),

Regarding the freedom from discomfort, no clear distine-
tions can be made between the two systems. However, the
environmental conditions may favour “semi-extensive”
systems.
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Table 5 - The Five Freedoms and Provisions (wwwiawce.org uk, acs

cessed May 18th, 2010),

Table 7 - Freedom from discomfort

The Five Fresdoms and Provislons {FFP}

maintain full haalth acd vipour,

shelter and a comfortable resting area.

3. Freedom from Paln, Injury or Dlsease - prevantion or repid diagnosks and

reatment

Cantral Point Zwivi-eutensmhee" bk radve
Genetics {#) Hative breeds arewsiaily | () T production system
1. Freedom from Hunger and Thirst - ready aceess to fresh water and a dist to more adepied o focal dogs not make uss of genatic
sanditions, such o= characterrstics for mesuring
temperatures and insulaton, | increased comicrt
2. Freedom frotn Dlscomfort - provision of an appraposte enavirenrrmeot insluding ihiss being Toss affected by () trported animals have
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famlitles and company of the animal's own kil

5. Freedom from Fear and Distress - efsuling conditions sead managsrment wihich

prevents mentat suffering.

Fvailzble space
Cfepbonacker et &L, 2008)

the systern’'s chammderistes

ficredss stocking Sensty

The freedom from pam, mjury and diseasec may be easicr to
assure In intensive systems, as long as proper handling and pro-
cedures are implemented, once antmal monitoring is more fre-
quent and easier, Nevertheless diseases like lameness, ruminal
acidosis and respiratory discase are much more common 1n the
latter system.

Finally, when the freedom to express normal behaviour and
the freedom from fear and distress are at stake, “semi-extensive”
systems are clearly more animal friendlier, as beef catile pro-
duced i such systems can be considered to have high quality of
lite, freedom to move and to fulfil natural behaviours, subjec-

Type of Hoor and DeddRg
materla [Wankonacker &f af,
2008} Comicrtable restng
arex (DEFRA, 2003, Bicdhuls
et ai., 2008}

Dapendein] Gty geagrapiic
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[REFCA, 2070}

env.ronmeantat enpasks

Erpvrgrnerndnl mpacts

tively dertved from above described objective criteria.

Ligrtirig (RSP LA, 2010)

Table & - Freedom from Hunger and Thirst,
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Table 8 - Freedom from pain, injury and disease,
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Cepende ot the implemsented orocedmres and protocols
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5. Portuguese beet cattle welfare — objective

quality and user-oriented quality

with lagaliy Enposed timings

2003 g open o sadtarnal Izchors | can he more esely
implementad

Carcass disposal according Dezpends on the wmplemanied | Verving procedures end
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2RO Sarretinres Sftcult to Somply | leqal requfremeants

Animzl ramsport protocol
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An overall analysis does not allow for immediate identifica-
tion. of the animals’ friendlier system. Looking at each freedom
as a whole, it 1s not always clear which system is more prone 1o
promote animal welfare. Moreover, proper management mist
alwayvs be assured, whatever system is considered.

Having analyzed beef cattle welfare m Portugal according to
the FFP, some relationships between animal welfare and beef

quality can be suggested, and, as discussed above, there are dif-
ferent ways of considering animal welfare in its relation to qual-
ity. Moreover, for consumers, concerns about animal welfare
can also be multidimensional, once they often link it with the
safety of the food product, |
Whatever the reasoning behind consumers® motivations,
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beef producers should take advantage of them. In this sense,
Portuguese “semi-extensive” production systems may offer an-
ima) welfare characteristics consumcrs arc interested in.
Therefore, consumers may value animals enjoying ease of
movement, and being able to express natural and social behav-

1our, as well as not being dependent on hand feeding or subject

to high stocking densities. Consumers may also consider the
lower environmental impact to be important. Finally, the use of
local native breeds may be considered positive through associa-
tions with cultural hetitage and landscape preservation.

Table 9 - Freedom fo express nomnal behaviour,
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The use of local breeds in Portugnese “semi-cxtensive” pro-
duction systems has advantages besides consumers’ preferences.
These native breeds are usually morc adapted to local conditions,
being more resistant to extreme temperature and insulation con-
ditions, as well as to variations in pastures quality and availabil-
ity. Moreover, the animals are usually reared in stable groups, in
cow-calf operations, and mixing of animals of different ages and
sources 1s unusual. This characteristic alone avoids many stress-
ful events and reduces contact with pathogenic agents.

With the growing appreciation that conditions negatively af-
fecting animal welfare can also damage other quality aspects,
the positive welfare aspects of such production systems can be
considered important, once it can be argued that more inten-
sively raised and handled animals can be more prone to stress.
Current research shows that well-treated livestock, which 1s able
to behave naturally, is healthier (Horgan and Gavinellr, 2006).

Therefore, beef cattle welfare shows a close relation to pro-
duction systems, and improving an animal’s welfare can posi-
tively affect numerous aspects of product quality (Blokhuis ez
al., 2008). This welfare may be translated into beef intrinsic
quality resulting in an mcreased experienced guality by con-
sumers {i.e., the quality dimension expenenced by consumers
during and after consumption (Grunert ef /., 2004)) (Fernandez
et al., 1996).

6. Conclusions

Regarding animal welfare, consumers’ quality perceptions
and expectations seem to interweave with the requirements of
legislators and scientists. Consumer preferences have not been
disregarded within EU and ifs policy, as Buropean legal welfare
requirements have been growing, together with evidence that
animal welfare standards have both direct and indirect impacts
on food safety and quality. Also, some support measures within
the CAP favour producers who sct higher standards for animal
welfare.

Regarding the beef production systems here analyzed, 1t is not
possible to clearly state that any of the two described systems 13
the animal friendlier one. Nevertheless, Portuguese “semi-ex-
tensive” beef production systems methods may have character-
istics that, within the consumers’ perspective, should be ex-
plored.

A user-oriented quality differentiating strategy for Portuguese
beef should focus on features such as low stocking densifies,
natural animal behaviour and low environmental impact, incor-
porating credence quality attributes into the final beef product,
including rural environment and ecosystem preservation and
sustainability, Consumers relate these attributes with safer, more
genuine and of higher quality beet.

Additionally, the animal rearing conditions in these systems
reduce stressful events, which in tum can posrtively affect nu-
merous ntrinsic aspects of final product quality. This means
there are potential intrinsic quality charactenistics that can be
translated into increased experience quality for consumers.

The market for such products is attractive because it pro-
vides a mechanism through which the implied value of an-
imal welfare can be derived. Nevertheless, it cannot be 1g-
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nored that animal friendly products very often have higher
costs (namely because of certification), translating into higher
prices for consumers. Moreover, it is not possible to minimize
price and income effects on such products’ demand and market,
which will always be a niche market.

However there are already, in Portugal and across Burope, cer-
tification schemes that include objective animal welfare stan-
dards. Moreover, some certification strategics, although not
specifically related with animal welfare, can be perceived as an-
imal friendlier by consumers, translating info increased benefit
for producers,

Keeping in mind that certification costs could represent higher
consumner prices, when compared to undifferentiated beef prices,
and that consumers income always plays a very important role in
their willingness to pay for differenfiated products, some con-
symers may be willing to pay more for quality beef, helping sup-
port through their demand specific production sectors.

That is the case of organic farming and PDO beef, which rep-
resents 2 small but consistent niche market in Portugal, repre-
senting interesting market opportunities for producers and con-
siderable sustainability value for the regions where they are lo-
cated. Stll, differentiation through marketing of animal friend-
lier products may still be insufficiently explored.

Therefore, there may be business opportunities in the Por-
tuguese beef market for different product variants associated
with higher levels of animal welfare, such as products explicit-
ly labelled as animal friendly, or products for which the con-
sumer perceives this to be the case.
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