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LIST OF
ACRONYMS






Government
organisations (New Zealand)






AWAC

Animal Welfare
Advisory Committee. The forerunner of NAWAC (qv.)






NAEAC

National Animal Ethics Advisory Committee.
The independent government committee with statutory authority under
the Animal Welfare Act to advise the Minister of Agriculture on
matters concerning animal experimentation.






NAWAC

National Animal
Welfare Advisory Committee. The independent government committee
with statutory authority under the Animal Welfare Act to advise the
minister of agriculture on legally binding Codes of Welfare.






MAF

Ministry of
Agriculture and Forestry. The animal welfare team in the
Biosecurity Authority division provides policy advice to the
Minister of Agriculture. In 2012, most functions of MAF, including
animal welfare, transferred to the new Ministry of Primary
Industries.






PCE

Parliamentary
Commissioner for the Environment. An independent body reporting to
Parliament, not the executive government. This organisation
conducts research and publishes reviews on threats to the
environment






Government
organisations (other states)






AHAW

Animal Health
and Welfare Committee. Part of the European Food Standards
Authority (EFSA). A European Commission group advising on food
safety and animal welfare standards.






FAWC

Farm Animal
Welfare Council of the UK. A government advisory body. The FAWC
first identified the Five Freedoms that are now part of government
policy in New Zealand on animal welfare






SCAHAW

Scientific
Committee of Animal Health and Animal Welfare. A scientific
advisory committee of the European Commission called upon to give
advise on welfare matters. This committee published a scientific
review on the welfare of broiler chickens.






SVC

Scientific
Veterinary Committee. The forerunner of the SCAHAW (qv.). The SVC
published scientific reviews on the welfare of intensively farmed
pigs and layer hens.






USDA

United States
Department of Agriculture. The federal government agency
responsible for (among other things) enforcement of the Humane
Slaughter Act.











Industry
organisations

ANZCCART

Australian and
New Zealand Council for the Care of Animals in Research and
Teaching. An organisation jointly funded by government and industry
groups to facilitate discussion on animal experimentation.






EPF

Egg Producers
Federation of New Zealand. The statutory lobby group for the egg
industry.






NZPIB

New Zealand
Pork Industry Board. The statutory lobby group for the pig
industry.






NZVA

New Zealand
Veterinary Association. The statutory professional body of the
veterinary profession






PIANZ

Poultry
Industry Association of New Zealand. The industry lobby group for
the broiler chicken industry.











Animal
rights/welfare/liberation groups, New Zealand

AFA

Animal Freedom
Aotearoa. A grass roots group with activists in Auckland and
Wellington.






ARLAN

Animal Rights
Legal Advocacy Network. An organisation of lawyers and law students
specialising in legal defence of animal interests. The organisation
was active in the 2000s, but now appears largely inoperative.






CAFF

Campaign
Against Factory Farming. An animal welfare lobby and educational
group based in Wellington. This group was active in the 2000s but
disbanded in 2011 after SAFE started campaigning on factory farming
in Wellington.






RNZSPCA

Royal New
Zealand Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals. The
umbrella group for a number of SPCA branches around the country.
The RNZSPCA accredit free range and barn eggs and free range pork
to comply with higher welfare standards.






SAFE

Save Animals
From Exploitation. A national animal welfare lobby and activist
group. SAFE has local branches all around the country.











Animal
rights/welfare/liberation groups – other states

CWF

Compassion in
World Farming. A UK based group campaigning for better treatment of
farmed animals.






PETA

People for the
Ethical Treatment of Animals. A large nationally based animal
rights group in the USA. There is also an Asia/Pacific branch,
which includes Australia and New Zealand in its sphere of
operation.






VGT

Verein Gegen Tierfabriken
(English
translation: Association Against Animal Factories). Austrian Animal
Rights group credited with being the driving force behind a ban on
caged hens.
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INTRODUCTION






The question
is not, can they reason? Nor Can they talk? But, Can they
suffer?

Jeremy
Bentham






This book is
about the rights and freedoms of animals. Specifically the rights
of those animals who are close to us, the animals we use for food
in this supposedly enlightened country. But it is also about human
rights, namely the rights of humans in a democracy to have their
voices listened to and acted on by their democratically elected
leaders.

In present day
Aotearoa New Zealand most people eat meat, so they have little
sympathy with the idea that all animals should be able to enjoy the
same freedoms as human members of society. At the same time,
however, there is widespread opposition to the cruelties involved
in the factory farming of broiler chickens, layer hens and pigs. On
the issue of factory farming New Zealanders have made their wishes
quite clear to government decision makers.

For example,
Colmar Brunton polls in 2002 found that 79% of those polled agreed
that battery cages for layer hens should be banned, and 87% opposed
the use of cramped and narrow sow stalls for pregnant sows. While
the government was seeking submissions on a review of the welfare
codes for layer hens and pigs, Minister of Agriculture, Jim Sutton,
received a record 64,000 post cards demanding the abolition of sow
stalls, and over 100,000 postcards wanting a ban on battery cages.
The breadth of feeling must have taken the minister by surprise
because the ministerial postal budget was unable to cover the sheer
volume of freepost submissions.

In determining that severe
confinement of animals in cages is inhumane, the public is speaking
with the voice of common sense, which as one animal welfare
researcher has stated, shows a surprising level of agreement with
that of experienced scientists when it comes to animal welfare (1).
Yet government officials have poured scorn on the common sense
science of the lay public. An official from the National Animal
Welfare Advisory Committee went as far as to compare members of the
public wanting welfare reform with medieval zealots opposing
Galileo's theory (2). At the same time, however, officials have feigned
deafness to the increasing number of established scientists who are
almost universal in their condemnation of intensive (factory)
farming (see Chapters 4-7).

Government
officials and ministers are generally not unintelligent and a great
many of them have had scientific and legal training, so they should
be familiar with the standards of evidence required for statements
to be acceptable, and they should be responsible enough not to base
policy decisions on speculative assumptions. It is therefore
surprising that peer reviewed scientific papers by experts in their
field are ignored in favour of anecdotal reports, sloppy scientific
practices, and non-existent surveys. It is surprising, that is,
until we realise the immense behind-the-scenes influence that the
agricultural industry has on political decision-making. Even in New
Zealand, which consistently scores highly on Transparency
International’s government accountability ranking, the discovery
that government policy can be manipulated by powerful interests
affiliated with primary production is by no means new.

The State owned
enterprise Timberlands, for example, with the complicit support of
Jenny Shipley's National Party government, manipulated public
opinion, politicians and decision making on West Coast logging
through underhand tactics such as infiltrating activist groups and
setting up phoney citizens' movements purportedly supporting
logging (3). One of the first actions of the Labour led government
after its election in 1999 was to abolish West Coast logging, and
the change in government was welcomed as heralding a more open and
accountable system.

However, three
years later, the Labour/Alliance government was involved in a
similar scandal. This time it was seed companies who succeeded in
manipulating and changing government policy over the destruction of
genetically modified seeds. It is clear that the government's
policy changes were not in response to sound scientific information
or public preference, but to the same industry pressure it had
earlier criticised its predecessor for giving in to (4).

Outside New Zealand, there are
many more examples of how agricultural interests have put undue
pressure on governments. The U.K. Ministry of Agriculture and the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) played down the dangers of
mad cow disease because of the harm it might do to the meat
industry (5). The meat industry in the United States has permeated
government at the highest levels, and blocked initiatives to
improve animal welfare. As a result, USDA inspectors in
slaughterhouses are simply sops to industry. On the occasions where
they do their jobs conscientiously and attempt to rectify cruel
practices in slaughterhouses they are abused by both the industry
managers and their own bosses (6). 

This is not to
say that lobbying governments or spending money on public relations
to put forward our own version of the truth is in itself a bad
thing. Lobbying is after all something that is practised by a wide
range of organisations; by Greenpeace, PETA and grass roots
activist groups, as much as McDonalds and other multi-nationals. In
fact, the ability for common citizens to have their voices listened
to by their Members of Parliament, by select committees and by
other government representatives is one of the cornerstones of
democracy.

But what is at
issue is the disparity of power between corporations and the groups
opposing them. Corporations can employ armies of public relations
officials to manipulate public opinion, and tough, high-class,
corporate lawyers to intimidate opponents. One of the most
notorious example of a corporation using legal bullying tactics to
silence opposition would have to be the UK case of McDonalds taking
two activists to court over material printed in pamphlets.
McDonalds had previously found that the mere threat of litigation
was sufficient to make even large organisations back down and
apologise. In the case of these two activists, with low incomes but
high levels of determination, they had met their match. The
“McLibel” trial became the longest trial in British legal history
as well as a public relations disaster for McDonalds (7).

The “McLibel”
trial is, however, only one of several examples of ways in which
large corporations use their immense power to silence dissent or to
drown out opposing views by media saturation. More subtle methods
of public manipulation are also apparent. One must ask oneself, for
example, whether the Beef and Lamb Marketing Board are arranging
for “Iron Brion” to tour schools extolling the virtues of a red
meat diet because they are genuinely concerned about children’s
nutrition. And is it plausible that McDonalds have been associating
themselves with the police and school patrols because of their
altruistic concern over road safety?

The
descriptions in the chapters that follow of the ways in which the
factory farming industries are manipulating government should
therefore be taken as case studies, rather than as isolated
incidents. After all, as some of the examples above illustrate, the
reactions of any industry groups to criticism are depressingly
familiar: - deny, bluster and intimidate. Space and resource
limitations mean that we can only look at a few cases. Even so,
this book, along with previous accounts on questionable practices
within our government and industry, may serve to warn the public of
just how powerful the primary production lobbies are in this
country.

This book will
mention public servants and members of government appointed bodies
by name. It is customary in books of this nature to put in some
sort of disclaimer to the effect that it is not intended as a
personal criticism of the individuals involved. There is a general
reluctance to criticise the behaviour of any named public servant
on the grounds that they are only following the orders of their
superiors, and that they cannot defend themselves against
criticism. Such sporting behaviour is commendable, but I believe it
is misguided, for the following reasons.

Firstly, while public servants
are often simply telling ministers, or their bosses, what they want
to hear in order to justify policy that has already been decided,
this is not always the case, especially for more senior officials.
Readers may be familiar with the television series
Yes Minister
(and later
Yes Prime
Minister)
about how an ambitious and ruthless public servant manipulated his
supposed boss, the Minister (and later the Prime Minister), to
follow his own agenda. Such a portrayal is necessarily an
exaggeration – it is a comedy after all. But, none the less, there
is a disconcerting element of truth in it. Ministers are generally
not familiar with all aspects of their portfolio. Indeed, where the
portfolio requires such a depth of experience as does agriculture,
it is impossible for one person to become familiar with it
all.

Certainly, a
minister with no scientific background would not be expected to
come to terms with the scientific and philosophical complexities of
animal welfare research. Ministers are therefore very dependent on
accurate advice from officials, and it would be naïve to suppose
that such advice is always impartial. In fact, a hand-book on
lobbying for activists by veteran lobbyist Deidre Kent specifically
gives details on how to lobby senior public servants, an
acknowledgement of the effect these people can have on government
policy.

Secondly, even
in cases where public servants were simply obeying the instructions
of their minister or their superiors, this does not absolve them of
responsibility. Public servants have been known to resign on
principle, or simply refuse to obey orders that go against what
they know to be right. One famous example is the refusal by Danish
civil servants to follow the dictates of the Nazis after their
country was occupied (8), though there are many other more mundane
instances. As a policy adviser for the Ministry for the Environment
working on genetically modified organisms I decided not to assist
in any way with policy on genetically modifying animals because of
my ethical beliefs. A colleague of mine, a strong Catholic and an
adviser for the Ministry of Health, made it clear he would not
participate in policy analysis on abortion, for the same
reason.

Thirdly, the
consequences of disobedience are often exaggerated out of all
proportion. The Danish public service did a very brave thing, and
while we rightly applaud their courage, we would also be unlikely
to judge them too harshly if they capitulated to the very real
danger they were in. New Zealand public servants in peace time do
not face the same terrible sanctions. Public servants who proffer
advice that their bosses, their ministers and the minister's
minders in industry do not want to hear, will not be shipped to
concentration camps. Even the threat of losing their job, while
real enough for some junior staff, is extremely unlikely to
eventuate in the case of more experienced policy advisers. In my
case, and in the case of my colleague at the ministry of health,
co-workers and even management generally respected our stance and
it did not affect our jobs, our pay or working conditions.

The worst
sanction for a public servant with slightly unorthodox opinions, or
one who perhaps is overly insistent that we examine the evidence
before disagreeing with it, is likely to be nothing more than the
disapproval of his or her colleagues, bosses and industry
acquaintances. The dissenter's colleagues and team leader would not
go as far as to actually exclude their more conscientious workmate
from the convivial atmosphere of their social evenings (they are
not that uncouth or uncivilised), but the greetings may become less
enthusiastic, the praise from the boss may sound less sincere, the
smiles appear less warm, and the invitations to industry functions
may become rarer.

The power of
such subtle pressure from peers and authority figures cannot be
discounted, and in many circumstances may have more power than
torture in coercing otherwise intelligent and decent people into
doing things that are stupid and malicious. The power of approval
in making people act against their better nature can be seen in the
classic experiments of Stanley Milgram, who found that people would
give what they thought were increasingly powerful and painful
electric shocks to another human being with no coercion at all
except their misguided fear of disapproval from a supposed
authority figure (9).

If peer
pressure can be used to steer public servants away from their
duties to the public, it can equally be used to keep them on
course. Peer pressure from the public may be a useful
countervailing force to oppose pressure from their colleagues and
industry. In Milgram’s experiments described above, participants
were far more likely to refuse to shock their supposed victim if
another participant refused first.

If officials are exposed to
public censure or approval, they might come to realise that their
responsibilities to the government of the day may
not absolve them
from their other responsibilities; as scientists, as citizens, and
as human beings. Public servants, like the rest of us, are members
of the moral community, and are therefore expected not to initiate
or propagate information that they know to be misleading,
unscientific or simply false.

This book sets
out in detail some fairly unpleasant practices that are common
place in this country and which have come about as a direct
consequence of our unthinking assumptions regarding the status of
animals. Such descriptions may shock some people, and indeed the
reaction of one reader was to exclaim about how awful humans are.
It is not my intention to preach total depravity or to engender
self-loathing. History has shown that human behaviour in certain
societies at certain times can be depraved. It has also provided
examples of societies and cultures that are marked by compassion,
mutual assistance and respect for all. Human behaviour is
infinitely malleable, and human cultures are extremely diverse.

While there are
some aspects of New Zealand society that we need to individually
and collectively examine our consciences over, there are other
achievements that New Zealanders as a society can be proud of, such
as our human rights record and our principled stand on nuclear
weapons. In portraying some of the worst aspects of human behaviour
I therefore hope to strike a balance. On the one hand it is
important to accurately portray exactly what occurs on our farms
and at government meetings. Nothing will be gained and nothing will
change if we pretend the problem does not exist. Some degree of
shock is required to galvanise people into action. On the other
hand there is equally nothing to be gained by numbing readers into
a state of despair.

Animal rights
activists have often been accused of being misanthropists, of
caring more about animals than humans. This is undoubtedly true in
some cases. Many people, faced for the first time with the horrors
of the factory farm or laboratory become bitter, cynical and angry
over what they see as the depravity of human kind. Such a reaction
is understandable, if not particularly constructive. Fortunately,
most animal activists are not misanthropic but are dedicated to
making the world a better place. We realise that if we want a fair
go for animals we need to change the hearts and minds of our fellow
humans. To do this we need to have faith that human behaviour can
be changed for the better and that human societies are
perfectible.

For this reason
I have dedicated the final two chapters to practical suggestions on
how it is possible to make a change at the individual and societal
level. Readers who are particularly moved, outraged or revolted by
the earlier chapters may be advised to read these sections before
going back to the rest of the book.

 

It is important
not to underestimate the power that individual actions can have in
creating a decent and just society for all (Chapter 8). As
anthropologist and activist Margaret Mead is reported to have
written, “Never doubt that a small group of dedicated people could
change the world. Indeed, it is the only thing that ever has”.
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CHAPTER
1: ANIMAL ABUSES IN NEW ZEALAND






“…extreme measures such as stopping farmers from
improving their land or stopping them from intensifying are not
economically sustainable in an industry that is proudly
subsidy-free. Reducing agricultural productivity is not socially
acceptable in a country where every citizen’s standard of living is
dependent on agriculture’s continued success.” Federated Farmers President
Charlie Pedersen supporting factory farming in a 2007 press
release






A great many books
have been written on the miserable life of factory farmed animals,
but most of these are concerned with overseas practices, and it is
common for New Zealanders to dismiss these with an assurance that
it couldn’t go on here. So it is certainly worthwhile summarising
just what happens everyday, legally, on New Zealand farms.






Layer hens in New
Zealand

In New Zealand, there are
approximately 2.8 million layer hens. Most of these are kept in
cages for their entire lives, typically until they stop laying at
18 months. They are crammed up to 8 birds in a cage, with less
space per bird than a sheet of A4 paper. In New Zealand, the 2005
Code of Welfare for Layer Hens stipulates that the minimum space
allowance per bird is 450 sq. cm, though this will increase to
550sq. cm by 2014. To put this into context, when an adult hen sits down she
takes up about 650 sq. cm of space, about the same as an A4 sheet
of paper. Figure 1 shows a battery hen farm made up of thousands of
such cages in tiers or “batteries”.

[image: tmp_936ff296cb39a74d03f4eaa680a67adf_1EFLss_html_6fb25338.jpg]

Fig 1. A typical “battery” of cages seen
at Turk's poultry farm, Foxton during an open rescue in 2006.
(Photo: Open rescue coalition openrescue.org).

The photograph
above was taken under cover by activists, because the industry is
reluctant to show what really goes on in battery cages. The
exception are a showcase “model” battery farm and a colony cage
linked on the Egg Producers Federation (EPF) website.

Layer hens in cages suffer
physically from cage layer osteoporosis, a condition where calcium
is stripped from the bones. This condition is exacerbated by the
lack of exercise and inability to move in the cramped cages. Weak
bones means more fractures when “spent” hens are pulled out by the
legs prior to slaughter (1). Weakening of the bones can lead to a
more extreme condition known as cage layer fatigue, where bones
become so brittle that they can spontaneously fracture. Fracture of
the vertebrae can lead to paralysis (2) .

Physical
illnesses brought about by cramped conditions can be incredibly
debilitating. However, the main opposition to battery cages by
animal welfare scientists and by non-governmental agencies is
because of the psychological damage caused by keeping hens in
occupationally sterile environments. Mental suffering is more
difficult to measure than physical pain, and it is also less
obvious, which is possibly why it was not considered an issue until
relatively recently. Nevertheless, there are various behavioural
indicators that can be used to assess whether a hen is happy or
not. Behavioural studies have confirmed what should be known from
common sense; that hens are bored and frustrated in their barren
cages (Chapter 3).






Broilers in
New Zealand

Broiler
chickens (the type slaughtered for meat) are a totally different
breed from layer hens (the type used for eggs). Although “spent”
layer hens may be used in pies, soups and pet food, they are tough
and stringy. They are therefore not commercially viable in a
culture that expects meat to be soft, tender and succulent: in
other words totally unlike the flesh of wild animals that our
ancestors would have eaten.

Broiler
chickens are reared to have more marketable flesh and to grow
quickly to slaughter age. This selective breeding is an important
contributor to the inhumane nature of broiler farming. The 88.8
million broiler chickens in New Zealand (according to industry
figures), like the billions of chickens in other parts of the
world, have been selectively bred to be ready to eat in 7 weeks. At
this age they are still emotionally immature. One of the most
pathetic scenes that illustrate our inhumanity to animals must be
the sight of a rescued broiler chicken at an animal sanctuary,
trying desperately to hide under the wing of a rescued layer hen
half his size.

But it is not merely the
aesthetic repugnance of these genetic freaks that make broiler
farming immoral. Their fast growth means that their legs cannot
support the extra weight. As a result they are often in pain from
lameness for the last weeks of their lives (Fig. 2). A recent New
Zealand study found that nearly 40% of heavier broilers were
visibly lame, compared with around 25% in Europe (3).
Scientific studies
have confirmed common sense conclusions that visible lameness is
painful (Chapter 3).

[image: tmp_936ff296cb39a74d03f4eaa680a67adf_1EFLss_html_me474913.jpg]

Fig 2: Lame broiler chickens rescued from
a broiler operation. This bird is close to slaughter weight.
(Photo: Auckland Animal Action).






Pigs in New
Zealand

Around 20,000
breeding sows are confined for their entire lives. Sows are kept in
narrow stalls where they cannot even turn around. When their
piglets are born the sows are transferred to equally narrow
farrowing crates. The piglets are free to move around under the
suckling mothers, but the sows are confined so tightly that they
cannot have any interaction with their piglets.

Pigs in severe
confinement squeal, bang their heads against the cages, bite the
bars, roll their eyes and engage in repetitive “stereotype”
behaviour. Such behaviour has been seen in nearly all piggeries in
which sows are kept in stalls, but not in many free range systems
or in indoor piggeries where confinement is less severe and more
enriched environments are provided (4). Stereotype behaviour such
as repeated rocking has been observed in mentally ill human
patients, and the similarity prompted Sir Colin Spedding of the UK
Farm Animal Welfare Council to conclude that the pigs are being
driven insane (5). This opinion has since been backed up by
clinical studies showing that animals demonstrating stereotype
behaviour also exhibit other behavioural signs associated with
humans suffering from schizophrenia and similar mental disorders
(6).

Figure 3 shows a photograph of a
pig in a sow stall exhibiting “stereotype” bar biting. This
photograph was taken in 2006 by a MAF inspector at Kuku piggery in
Levin, owned by Pork Board member Colin Kaye. This is the same
piggery that shocked comedian Mike King and the rest of the country
after clandestine footage was shown on the Sunday documentary during May 2009.
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Fig 3: Photograph taken in 2006 by a MAF
inspector of a sow stall operation owned by Pork Industry Board
official Colin Kay at Kuku Road, Levin. Note the sow in the
background biting the bars in a typical “stereotype”
fashion.

(Photograph
obtained through the Official Information Act)






Other animal
abuse

Broiler
chickens, layer hens and pigs are the most intensively farmed
animals in New Zealand and generally this type of production is
referred to as “factory” farming, but even our extensively farmed
sheep, beef and dairy cattle can have a raw time of it. In the
dairy industry, calves are routinely separated from the cows from
as early as their first day of birth, and this causes a great deal
of stress for the mother and the baby (7).

Dairy cows are
generally physically spent after as little as 3 years of giving far
more milk than they would naturally produce, and are sent to
slaughter. Sheep, dairy and beef cattle are transported long
distances, often including a trip on an inter island ferry, and
during this time they suffer from extreme cold in winter, extreme
heat in summer, and stress and exhaustion all year round (8).

Provision of
shelter from the sun and from the cold is a major welfare issue in
New Zealand. Sheep are known to suffer from being exposed to the
sun, but in spite of this farmers often neglect to provide shelter
for their charges (9) . The natural time for lambing is during the
spring, but New Zealand farmers, wanting to have lambs ready for
slaughter for the Christmas market, induce lambing in August, when
it is still cold. They then express amazement when faced with
mountains of dead lambs stacked up in the snow. It appears that
winter catches them completely by surprise each year!

The Code of Recommendations for
Sheep requires that “there should be sufficient shelter at
lambing to provide the ewes and their lambs with effective
protection”. In spite of this provision, the sight of hundreds of
baby lambs (“slinks”) killed off by the cold is such a common sight
that the public have largely become inured to it. There is nothing
in the sheep code requiring farmers to provide any shelter from the
sun, and simple observation will confirm that many
don't.

The sheer numbers of livestock,
and underfunding of enforcement provisions means that a great many
illegal cases of cruelty and neglect go undiscovered or unpunished.
For example, one New Zealand 60 minutes programme (18 September 2006) featured a case
where a farmer had overstocked his dairy cows to the point that
they were starving. Conditions for the cows were so shocking it had
even galvanised MAF into prosecuting the farmer under the Animal
Welfare Act.

Greg Reid, the
head of the division of MAF responsible for enforcing Animal
Welfare Act offences, told me during a conversation in October 2006
that this represents only the tip of the iceberg, and that MAF
inspectors are kept constantly busy investigating complaints of
neglect from sheep and cattle farmers, in what he describes as
“meltdowns” on sheep stations.

Merino sheep, known for their
fine wool, are subjected to a painful operation known as mulesing
after its inventor, John W.H. Mules. These sheep have fine folds
around their body which trap matted urine and faeces (dags). This
attracts flies to lay their eggs on the sheep, and so farmers will
cut large slices in the sheep’s buttocks in order to iron out these
folds and prevent build up of dags and therefore fly strike (10).
Mulesing is widely practised on sheep in Australia and has been
part of an ongoing campaign by PETA urging a boycott of Australian
wool. While it is less prevalent in New Zealand it is still
practised, legally, on Merino and Merino crosses.

Sheep and
cattle also suffer from a number of painful mutilations performed
without anaesthetic such as dehorning, tail docking and castration.
All of these can cause both short and long term pain to the animals
(11).






Animal
experimentation

In New Zealand,
intrusive animal experimentation (vivisection) is intimately tied
up with the primary production industry. Unlike the case in most
countries, New Zealand animal experiments are mostly concerned not
with medical research but with improving primary productivity (12).
The issue of experimentation on animals is a contentious one, and
there is far less consensus on its continuation than there is on
factory farming, with many people believing that animal experiments
are necessary for medical progress.

However, according to a recent
survey New Zealanders have recently expressed their distaste for
“unnecessary” experimentation (13). Such a conclusion is not
particularly helpful, unless a clear definition of what constitutes
“necessity” is provided; it can always be argued for example that
experiments are “necessary” to improve the profits of farmers.
However, the more detailed responses on what kind of
experimentation is acceptable tend to indicate that the public
would only accept experiments that are “necessary” for improving or
saving human lives, and it is clear that agricultural experiments
do not come under this definition.

Animal
experimentation in New Zealand is overseen by a supposedly
independent body appointed by the Ministry of Agriculture (now the
Ministry for Primary Industries) known as the National Animal
Ethics Advisory Committee (NAEAC). This body publishes a report
each year on animal experimentation. This includes the annual
figures, broken down by the extent of suffering. Until 2007, grades
of manipulation were described in terms of “suffering”, with the
highest grades being “severe suffering” and “very severe
suffering”. According to a 2001 MAF policy paper, this most severe
category includes

conducting
major surgery without the use of anesthesia…; testing the efficacy
of analgesics [pain killers] in animals with induced pain; toxicity
testing using the traditional LD50 test; evaluation of vaccines
where death is the measure of failure to protect; studies of the
pathogenesis of fatal diseases caused by infectious or toxic
agents; studies of recovery from third degree burns or serious
traumatic injuries; induction of psychotic-like behaviour or of
agonistic [fighting] interactions which lead to severe injury or
death.

In 2008, these
terms were changed to “impact”, most likely for reasons of image,
since the same types of “very severe suffering” experiments were
simply re-described as “very high impact” (14). Recent published
accounts of agricultural experiments involving “severe” or “very
severe” suffering include a series of manipulations of sheep brains
by Meat Board scientist Christian Cook, experiments inducing facial
eczema in sheep, intrusive surgical operations investigating
parasitism in sheep, and allowing sheep to be eaten alive by
maggots (fly strike) (15).

In 2010. NAEAC
reports that a total of 242,149 animals were manipulated, including
1,819 subjected to what is now described as “high impact”, and
18,953 to “very high impact” manipulations. According to the 2009
and 2010 NAEAC reports, the majority of animals undergoing “high”
or “very high impact” manipulations were used to “ensure the safety
and efficacy of animal health products to meet national and
international regulatory requirements.” In other words to meet the
regulatory requirements for products used in agricultural
production.

While NAEAC
have pointed out in their 2007 report that such testing may save
the lives of other animals, it fails to mention that such products
would not be necessary at all but for our continued dependence on
higher and higher yields of animal products in a society already
sated with animal protein. Systems of production that rely on
organic standards have less need for such products. External and
internal parasites in sheep can, for example, be prevented or
treated without the use of any chemical inputs, though the effort
involved may be greater (16). The NAEAC report stresses that most
of these animals used in agricultural testing are rodents, as
though that makes infliction of suffering more excusable.

Many agricultural animal experiments involve genetic
modification of animals through intrusive means. Genetic
modification is a growth industry, and it has been estimated that
its popularity will cause a quadrupling of animal experimentation
in the near future (17). AgResearch scientist David Wells describes
a number of possible applications of cloning and transgenic
technology, including conserving rare species and gene based
therapies to treat human disease. In the short term, however, the
main applications are the manipulation of animal genomes so they
can be used as factories for improving animal production
(18) . A
check of the website of the body regulating development of
genetically modified organisms (www.epa.govt.nz) reveals that
AgResearch have been given approval to import or develop almost any
genetically modified laboratory, laboratory or farm animal without
having to put in a separate application.

There has been a great deal of debate on the ethics of
genetic modification in terms of its intrinsic unstable nature and
the possible effects it could have on the environment. Many Mäori
and Christian groups also oppose genetic manipulation on principle,
citing the inviability of natural “kinds” or the unethical nature
of mixing “Mauri”, or the essential spirit, of different species
(19). However, the animal welfare aspects of genetic modification
are less widely discussed.

The technique
of cloning and genetic modification of animals involves
transferring the nucleus from somatic (body) cells into an egg cell
and then inserting the desired genes. The egg cell is then placed
into a surrogate mother to grow to term.

This sounds easy, but the tricky part is finding out how to
reprogram genetic material from an adult cell so that it behaves
like a single cell embryo. Each cell of an adult mammal contains
all the animal's genes, but only some of these are activated,
depending on what sort of cell is involved. A blood cell, for
example, will not be expressing genes for muscle proteins, and vice
versa for a muscle cell producing blood proteins. In a single
celled embryo, however, all genes need to be active, and it is only
when the cells become more specialised that various genes are not
expressed.

Because the
process of reprogramming the genes is not well understood the
failure rate for nuclear transfer is high. Cloned foetuses (with or
without the foreign gene added) often become deformed, and if they
do survive to the third trimester they may experience prenatal
suffering as a result. The surrogate mothers can also suffer from
infection and complications with the birth, which means that a
caesarean operation often has to be performed. Even if animals
survive to full term, they are often debilitated and suffer as a
result (20) A review on nuclear transfer estimated the maximum
success rate to be only 18%, and many researchers report a zero
percent success rate (21).

Somatic
nuclear transfer is allowed because of a loophole in the law. The
New Zealand Animal Welfare Act only protects embryos in the second
half of their development, presumably because early stage embryos
are not judged to be sentient. Nevertheless, although the cloning
procedure is performed on the early stage embryos, the suffering is
carried over to late stage embryos or even newly-borns, not to
mention the surrogate mothers.






Pest
control

Justifications
for control of vertebrate “pests” are often given on the basis that
they are damaging to native flora and fauna. While many New Zealand
introduced vertebrates undoubtedly do a great deal of damage to the
environment, the role of animal agriculture in their eradication is
rarely acknowledged.

For example,
the brushtail possum has long been considered the most
environmentally destructive introduced animal in New Zealand. It is
estimated that there are about 70 million possums in New Zealand
and they can damage native ecosystems to the extent of causing
complete canopy collapse. Possums are also predatory towards native
birds (22) Because of this, the Department of Conservation has been
waging a war on possums that involves trapping, shooting and use of
the controversial toxin, 1080 (23). Like all wars it relies on
propaganda to aid recruitment and keep the foot soldiers fighting,
and the possum has effectively been demonised as public enemy
number one (24).

While many
people even within the animal liberation movement are divided over
whether the protection of the environment justifies possum
eradication, what is not so widely discussed is the extent to which
possum control is linked not to conservation but to the livestock
industry. It is interesting to note that when it was discovered
that possums were a vector for the spread of Bovine Tuberculosis in
1976, the budget for their eradication doubled. This is in spite of
the fact that the environmental depredations of possums were well
known as early as the 1950s (25) This gives a clear indication as
to where priorities lay, and it was not with conservation. Even
today a great deal of possum trapping and poisoning is conducted
not in ecologically sensitive areas, but in places already
converted into pasture. This eradication is funded not by the
Department of Conservation but by the Animal Health Board (26).

Rabbits are
seen as another “pest” that threatens our primary production.
Rabbits were a major environmental scourge in the late 19th and
early 20th century. Extensive control operations involving
shooting, poisoning, gassing and hunting with dogs were put into
place, and by the 1980s rabbit populations had stabilised to a low
level. National control of rabbits is no longer considered
desirable, but in some areas, especially Central Otago, rabbit
numbers have reached a high enough level to compete with sheep for
pasture, and thus adversely affect agricultural production (27).
Rabbits are therefore an agricultural pest, but there is no
evidence to suggest that they still have an adverse effect on the
environment.

Canada geese
and other birds are being controlled for no other reason than their
threat to agricultural production. It is ironic that the Department
of Conservation, an organisation that is supposed to protect native
bird species, has given permission for farmers to shoot the native
pukeko during hunting season (28), something farmers like to do
because it competes for agricultural land in areas taken from the
bird’s original territory by farmers.



Campaigns
against animal abuse

When we consider the painful
nature of most farming practices, including the high incidence of
neglect, and factor in the huge number of painful animal
experiments performed simply to lift the performance of already
stressed farm animals (29), then it is apparent that our primary industries
have a lot to answer for in terms of suffering.

And that is before we even
consider the environmental consequences of the disposal of large
amounts of effluent from factory farms and fertiliser from pasture
land, the contribution of animal agriculture to global climate
change (30) ,
and the health effects through increased risks from
campylobacteriosis, obesity, cancer, antibiotic resistance and
other disorders (31).

Campaigns against
factory farming therefore represent only a very minor skirmish in
the battle to prevent cruel farming practices. Farming is also not
the only way that animals are routinely exploited in New Zealand. A
recent book has highlighted the cruelties inherent in hunting,
fishing, aquaculture, the racing industry and rodeos among other
past-times (32).

But the campaign
against factory farming is crucial to both animal advocates and the
industry and government, and not just because it represents the
most widespread, severe and accepted instance of abuse. Animal
welfare organisations such as SAFE and the RNZSPCA choose to
highlight battery cages and sow stalls because the campaign is
winnable. New Zealand is in a unique position in that eggs cannot
be imported for biosecurity reasons. So producers cannot use World
Trade Organisation rules or hypothetical cases of cheap eggs being
imported from countries with no animal welfare standards as excuses
to delay much needed reforms in animal welfare. Battery cages and
sow stalls also represent an extreme case of cruelty that the
public is fully behind abolishing.

The government
and the primary industries realise, however, that once the public
has come to accept that battery cages and sow stalls must be
consigned to history, it would be difficult to justify other
inhumane practices in farming. This perhaps explains why the
industry and government is so opposed even to labelling battery
eggs as distinct from free range eggs so the public can make up its
own mind on which to purchase, and why the industry is so opposed
to any meaningful reform.

This applies even to
agricultural industries that are not directly related to factory
farming. Federated Farmers, for example, represents all New Zealand
farmers, including beekeepers and grain producers; factory farmers
would constitute a very small part of their overall constituency.
Farmers who keep animals in pasture are often as strongly opposed
to factory farming as any other segment of the population, so it
would be expected that Federated Farmers as an organisation would
be at worst neutral and possibly even antipathetic to the
continuation of factory farming. Nevertheless, in a
60 Minutes
broadcast (September
2005), (then) Federated Farmers president Charlie Pedersen defended
battery cages and sow stalls quite vehemently. More recently, in a
2009 radio broadcast, Federated Farmers President Don Nicolson
defended the use of concentrated feed lot operations for dairy cows
in New Zealand.

The campaign against
broiler chickens in New Zealand has been far more low key, because
at the time it was considered there was less chance of victory.
This was partly because the link between husbandry methods and poor
welfare is less clear cut. While most humans can put themselves in
the place of cramped hens and pigs, and conclude that such
treatment must be inhumane, broiler chickens are kept not in cages
but in large barns, where they have at least some space to run
around. It is therefore less obvious that they are being treated
poorly, and in fact the PIANZ takes great delight in exposing the
errors of the less informed who believe broilers are kept in
cages.

It is therefore
harder to mobilise the public to react with outrage over broiler
chickens, and this may be one of the reasons why the plight of
broiler chickens world-wide receives less attention. Another factor
that makes the broiler campaign less easy to win is the structure
of the industry itself. Unlike the pig and hen industry, the
broiler chicken industry, as described by the industry itself on
its website, is an “intensive-livestock oligopoly” with 98% of
market share being controlled by 3 vertically integrated companies,
all of whom import their eggs from 2 main breeders (Chapter 5).
Such a huge monolithic organisation would naturally have more
political clout than the smaller layer hen and pig operations. One
indicator of the pervasive influence the broiler chicken industry
has is the paucity of welfare-friendly alternatives to intensively
farmed poultry.

Thus, while
free range pork and eggs are freely available, the slower growing
breeds of chickens favoured by ethical consumers in Europe are
virtually impossible to find in New Zealand. Even free range and
organic broilers are of the same fast growing strains selected by
the intensive broiler industry and, therefore, just as susceptible
to lameness and metabolic disorders (Chapter 5).

However, more recently public
awareness does appear to be changing, thanks to overseas
productions like Jamie Oliver's foul dinners and Hugh Logan's Hugh's Chicken Run.
These television
programmes highlighted the shocking way chickens are treated in the
United Kingdom, and in spite of industry insistence that things are
not so bad here, the New Zealand public are starting to get the
message about cruelty in the poultry industry. Even in the midst of
a recession, New Zealanders are becoming more conscious of animal
welfare concerns when buying Christmas turkeys (33).

Free range
turkeys, like free range chickens, are fast growing breeds and
therefore would suffer from associated lameness and metabolic
diseases. However, because they can move around to some extent the
incidences of lameness would not be quite so severe, and this has
been documented in overseas studies (Chapter 3). Choosing free
range represents only the first step in awareness, but the changing
purchasing habits do at least indicate that it is worth continuing
with a campaign against the “single most severe, systematic example
of man’s inhumanity to another sentient animal”(34)
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CHAPTER
2: ATTITUDES TOWARDS ANIMALS






In that day I
will make a covenant for them

with the
beasts of the field and the birds of the air

and the
creatures that move along the ground.

Bow and sword
and battle

I will abolish
from the land,

so that all
may lie down in safety.

Hosea 2:18,
NIV






Until fairly recently the
discovery that our animal industries are responsible for immense
amounts of suffering would hardly register in the public
conscience, but our attitudes to animals have been slowly changing
in the Western world. One celebrated historical account of Britain
in the last 400 years mentions how upper class school boys enjoyed
such past-times as biting the head off chickens and hacking dogs to
death with scimitars as well as more prosaic acts of cruelty such
as cock fighting and bear baiting. It was a combination of
philosophical and theological arguments that have slowly led to
such hobbies being considered unacceptable (1) All blood sports in
Britain with the exception of angling and fox hunting were outlawed
in the 19th century. Fox hunting was made illegal in Scotland
in the 20th century, and in the whole of Britain in the
21st. 

Changes in the
ways we see animals have become more pronounced in the last 30
years or so. The reasons for this change in heart are complex, but
one factor is a resurgence in the idea that animals are conscious
and sentient beings.

It may be asked why such a
common sense belief was ever in dispute, but part of the reason
must have been the way that common sense has often been denigrated
in favour of an exaggerated respect for the intellectual elite. In
the 16th century French philosopher Rene Descartes made his
infamous suggestion that animals could not have feelings because
they lack an immortal soul. The cries of animals under vivisection
were considered to be of no more consequence than the squeaking of
a wheel.
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