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1. Introduction - task description 
 
This scenario is about potential directions of Swedish animal welfare policy through 2021 
(“SAW 2021”) in the context of framing EU policies, programs and regulations. The target 
state of SAW 2021 is formulated normatively, as a wanted future state of policy and its 
implementation, not in terms of probability of achieving such a situation. Difficulties of goal 
attainment are taken into account in another form:  by describing the barriers and 
“roadblocks” to the target. This report presents three alternative pathways to achieve the 
wanted target of an improved animal welfare policy that is integrated with the EU policy, with 
the economic and civil society institutions, and is successfully implemented. The scenario is 
specified along the following two thematic axes with four components. 

Thematic axes: 

1. Animal welfare measures are formulated as part of policies - with the main approaches 
of (a) regulatory and (b) market based policies. A third component is formulated as 
contrasting to both of these, called “transparency and availability to influence” with 
elements of civil society action. 

2. Animal welfare issues are in the second axis formulated as measures in terms of 
operational categories of implementation of assessment measures. Assessment systems 
include (c) animal based and (d) resource based systems (practiced in firms, in public 
policies, or planned). The two assessment components are not seen as separate and 
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excluding each other but can be combined in “policy mixes”. In relation to the first 
axis of analysis which defines the broader topic of the scenario this one is more 
specific, can be seen as part of implementation of animal welfare policies. 

The two levels of Swedish and EU policies are dealt with as follows: 

‐ The dominant policy for the purpose of the scenario is the Swedish one, with the 
following parts: regulations and their implementation, policy instruments, assessment, 
control procedures, actors involved, supporting and blocking factors in the process of 
goal achievement. 

‐ The EU-policy is seen in relation to Swedish policy as ‘framing policy’ that affects the 
Swedish policy and instrument choice in the form of “what Sweden has to observe” in 
terms of objectives, criteria, directives, standards for animal welfare policies that the 
EU defines as binding or recommends for the member states. The main actors at EU-
level are European Commission, Council of Ministers and Parliament.     

The scenario is based on the identification of supporting and blocking factors. Two further 
questions are of importance for a successful policy implementation. They will be answered 
when discussion the scenario results and their potential applications.  

Which components of sustainable development strategies/policies can support animal 
welfare policy and the implementation of improved assessment systems? (e.g. the 
continuous matching and monitoring of social, economic and environmental sustainability  
dimensions and indicators, vulnerability and resilience analysis) 
 
What are the components of a renewed supply chain model and management system to 
support animal welfare policy and the implementation of an assessment system? (e.g.  
extended producer responsibility, corporate social responsibility, specific control systems, 
supply chain integration and networks, cost benefit analyses and total cost analyses, 
mediation of interest and implementation conflicts, etc.) 

 

2. Methodology and working procedures 

Input information for the scenario, that is, information about the present state, deficits and 
problems with the implementation of animal welfare policies, is mainly from the prior 
SCAW-project. In this project the authors of this scenario reviewed the results of the EU-
funded Welfare Quality project with regard to their further use in future implementation and 
improvement of animal welfare policy.   

 The time axis of the scenario defines a timeframe from 2012-2021, including 
‐ a first five years period (build-up phase of integrated policies) and  
‐ a subsequent critical five year phase (stabilization and “anchoring” of the integrated 

policies in the broader society).  
The two periods can be understood as part of one large policy cycle, where the phases of 
formulation, implementation, adaptation, termination can be differentiated: the first five years 
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would be corresponding to the first two analytical phases, the last five years to the latter 
phases. The scenario makes use of the results of the WQ-project which also motivates the 
relatively short time frame of the scenario, the close future when these results are gradually 
transferred into policies. We assume that after the ten years period of the scenario more 
substantive and far-reaching changes will happen, both within animal welfare policy and in 
the broader policy contexts that require further adaptation and modification of the policy 
components and instruments in an updated conceptual model of animal welfare policy.  
 
Beyond the timeframe of the scenario several external factors affect the long term 
development of animal welfare (AW) policy. One important of these factors can be foreseen 
rather clearly. During the decade of the 2020s the available global assessments, prognoses and 
scenarios about environmental policies and sustainable development assume that the 
consequences of global climate change become practically effective and can influence animal 
welfare quality policies significantly – through rising food prices, new problems of food 
quality and security, scarcity of natural resources required for agricultural production and 
animal husbandry such as import of fodder, and through the ongoing structural changes of 
agriculture and food production to a less farmer-controlled production  but more 
industrialized production controlled by international corporations. In that time period also the 
role of genetic modification of food products will become more dominant (relevant scenarios: 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 2005, Schils et al. 2007, Raskin et al. 2002, Raskin, 
Electris, Rosen 2010, Peireira et al. 2010, Paillard et al. 2011).1 The conclusion from these 
assumptions is, that AW policy can be set out to further and more fundamental changes than 
the ones that follow the transfer and implementation of results from the WQ-project and, and 
as a consequence of that, it can be revised substantially after the time frame of this scenario. 
However, being prepared for further and critical changes the establishment of AW policy as 
described in the scenario SAW 2021 can be seen as a precondition for building a “resilient” 
animal welfare policy for harder times.      
 
The scenario includes  

‐ a positive baseline variant, simplified as “animal welfare policy is improving and 
successful as a consequence of efforts of integration which can be achieved in 
different pathways”; 

‐ a negative baseline variant  - that “animal welfare policy is failing in spite of efforts to 
integration  - is not formulated explicitly, but discussed in terms of blocking factors 
for goal achievement.  

The main work will be to elaborate alternative pathways to the targets formulated in the 
positive scenario variant, asking: What has to be done to make the AW policy successful and 
maintaining them in the longer run? The identification of potential supporting and blocking 
factors provides as well the positive as the negative variant. The logic of scenario formulation 
is the following. We ask for each blocking factor that can be found “how can this be turned 
into a factor of success, or at least be neutralized?”  Scenario formulation and -analysis is not 
                                                            
1 A specific AW‐scenario in global dimensions, comparing animal welfare legislation for pig and broiler 
production in the EU, Brazil, the USA and Australia, is formulated by Rodriguez da Silva et al. 2009: the EU AW 
legislation and policy shows the highest standards.  
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a probability assessment of potential positive or negative outcomes, but done in terms of 
“wanted futures/outcomes”, for the purpose of providing for the actors interested, scientific 
and political ones, a tool for joint learning and helping to answer questions as the following: 
what to do to set policies in practice, to make them successful, to work against negative 
outcomes? 
 
The scenario has been prepared through the following steps of analysis: 
 

(a) Input information: identifying from the other parts of the SCAW project task 3-
reports the important trends and developments (and assessments of these by 
experts interviewed); 
 

(b)  Input information: stakeholder power analysis - identifying from the same sources 
the main actors/stakeholders in the process of policy implementation and their 
influence on animal welfare policy. 

 
The subsequent scenario formulation is done in the following steps: 
 

(c) Constructing a policy process model for the ten years’ time frame of the scenario2: 
this includes for Swedish and EU-levels the important (sub-) programs to be 
formulated, negotiations to be made and with whom, actors, measures to be 
chosen, decisions to be made, supporting action to be carried out (communication 
with public and media etc.), ideas how to solve problems or conflicts met in the 
process, other programs/policy fields with which animal welfare needs to be 
matched. This model can be understood as a combination of (a) the four 
components in the two axes with (b) a list of relevant actors and action/decision 
types at national and EU-level. 
 

(d) The policy process model is based on the idea of integrated policy, which means: 
(a) integration of the four components, (b) integration of animal welfare with other 
policies (agriculture, environment, health), (c) integration of Swedish and EU 
policy. The sense of policy integration is: to bring together and keep together these 
different components and levels through adequate “policy mixes” in the whole 
process of Swedish animal welfare policy implementation.  

. 
(e) The backcasting analysis to be done for the scenario will then be: to bring all the 

above steps of analysis in a continuous time line of ten years where for the two 
policy cycle periods defined (if possible for every year of the scenario-period) the 
supporting and blocking factors, events, decisions or cooperation required etc. 
These factors will be listed, with arguments why they are necessary or should be 
done. This is the main core component of the scenario, described in three 

                                                            
2 The 16 national environmental quality objectives decided by the Swedish Parliament, an important 
component of the Swedish policy for sustainable development and a framing strategy for animal welfare policy, 
are targeted for a time period until 2022.   
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alternative pathways to the target state as they have been elaborated and discussed 
in several group work sessions of the scenario group, where the information from 
the steps before are “thought through” and brought in a sequence of an unfolding 
policy process  
 

(f) To make the scenario work more practical and applicable, there follows a 
summarizing list with important points, critical events, decision alternatives that 
may be of strategic importance throughout the whole process. The scenario is 
based on some simplifications in the different parts and in the policy process 
“backcasted” for a ten years period, but the input information of the policy process 
model will allow for a picture of “requisite complexity” of the interacting factors, 
actors and processes.  

 
The backcasting methodology as core component of the scenario is applied in a simplified and 
less detailed form (without further expert  consultation and workshops which were not 
possible in the short time frame of the task), but with all basic components of the method as 
described in the methodological literature: describing the process of achieving the defined 
target state by way of formulating several alternative pathways  that are assumed to be chosen 
for goal achievement, and describing for each of these pathways the interim targets that need 
to be achieved to make the final targets achievable. This backcasting process included the 
three alternative pathways or policy models called “policy first-“, “market first-“ and 
“transparency and ability to influence”-variant. The latter is understood to include important 
components of a policy approach based on civil society action, although not systematically 
formulated as a civil society model, rather as one with elements of civil society action that 
become more dominant in future in the specific arena of animal welfare policy. The 
assessment systems (second thematic axis) are included in all three pathways as component of 
the policy implementation process: this axis is for the policy scenario not as important as the 
first one. It is more formulated as a scientific issue, to find the best scientific assessment 
method, but in the policy process the debate is different: if there is an expert controversy as is 
obviously with regard to the assessment measures, there is a probability to look for 
compromises, in this case to accept different assessment methods.    
 
 

3. Scenario “Swedish Animal Welfare Policy 2021” (SAW 2021) 
 

3.1. Present situation – problem diagnosis 
 
A description of the present situation in Swedish and EU AW policies as connected policies is 
derived from the results of the WQ- and SCAW-projects, including the following components 
and problems to deal with in future animal welfare policy. They do not include all problems, 
but such of strategic importance for policy development, divided in two parts: problems that 
are relevant in Sweden and in the short term perspective of policy development, and further 
ones that require significant changes in policy and research that can be realized in a long-term 
perspective only.     
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A. Present problems for Swedish animal welfare policy 
 

1. Complex control: 
a. The control system of animal welfare is incredibly complex. It includes control 

at different levels of the policy process: formal and legal compatibility controls 
at EU level, control of producer schemes as dominant ones in Swedish AW-
policy, on-farm control by veterinarians, and control of the transport and 
slaughtering of animals. Moreover, some economic actors apply firm-specific 
control processes.  

b. Lack of transparency is a result of this complexity of the control processes. 
c. Control is dominated by producer/industry control and depends to some degree 

on the intent of the industry/producers and their willingness to cooperate with 
scientists and authorities. Also animal welfare schemes and their control in 
Sweden are dominated by producer associations.  
 

 
2. Lack of harmonization of AW between Sweden, other EU members and the EU policy 

The debate about a lack of harmonization of regulations and criteria for animal welfare in the 
EU member countries has gone on since AW policies have been implemented by the EU; 
these debates continue. The discussion, being an important one in the policy discourse, is 
nevertheless sometimes lacking specificity and clearness: what rules and criteria need to be 
harmonized and how, reducing the Swedish standards or improving the ones in other EU 
countries? At this point the Swedish policy actors, according to their varying interests, have 
different ideas. 

  

3. Lack of integration of policy approaches and instruments in the EU countries 

To transform the debate about harmonization of criteria between EU countries in one about 
integration of policy approaches and instruments- This seems to provide better results because 
the lack of integration can be specified at different levels and can also show different paths to 
achieve a harmonization of criteria without requiring the same formal control procedures in 
all countries.3 

 

B. Problems in the long-term perspective 
 

4. Lack of broad societal dialogue  (relating to civil society) 

                                                            
3 In the scenario we do not discuss control procedures in other countries in more detail, but this question will 
come up again and again in the AW discourse in future as harmonization implies also to compare the 
procedures in the different countries. 
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The (civil) society and citizen have not yet come to play significant roles in animal welfare 
policy so far, rather they are reduced to “indicators of interestedness, willingness and 
knowledge” in opinion polls (e.g. “Eurobarometer”) and they come to be mobilized in short 
periods and at exceptional events such as animal and food production scandals. A broad 
societal dialogue to anchor animal welfare issues in society and civil society requires other 
approaches and instruments than the communication via mass media. Such instruments should 
also be found in the future development of animal welfare policies.    

 
5. Lack of place at the table for civil society in AW research and policy development 

When the citizen should be able to exert influence on animal welfare policy and its 
implementation, they need to be involved in decision making processes, through participatory 
approaches in research and policy. The civil society arena can become more relevant in the 
long-term future of animal welfare policy and a strengthening of citizen´ participation may 
create new perspectives for policy integration. It is no longer seen as a purely administrative 
task of coordination specialized or “sector-specific” policies, but as an integration of issues 
that are connected and influence the everyday life of consumers and citizen. Animal welfare 
becomes part of food quality, of environmental quality and sustainable development 
strategies.  

 
6. Lack of interdisciplinary in research 

The European WQ- project has made visible some deficits of interdisciplinary research about 
animal welfare. Implementation of animal welfare is not simply to find adequate criteria 
through specialized scientific research about conditions of living and behavior of farm 
animals, and thereafter to translate the respective results into regulatory and control criteria of 
a scientifically based AW policy. This simple model of division of labor between scientists 
and decision-makers is no longer effective, and opinion polls among citizen to identify their 
attitudes are not sufficient as social-scientific knowledge to implement AW policies. The two 
points mentioned before indicate changes in the research process that are already going on 
presently, e.g. under guiding ideas as transdisciplinarity.  

This problem diagnosis in six points is rather generalized, but includes important points to be 
taken into account in formulating the scenario.4 All of the points mentioned are relevant for 
the future development of AW policy in Sweden. However, not all problems can be solved 

                                                            
4 The problems are such that influence future AW policy, but they are not formulated in terms of uncertainty, 
risks or hinders in solving these problems. In the scenario analysis by Ingenbleek et al (2010, 9ff) some in 
securities for the implementation of a farm animal welfare assessment system  have been identified that may 
be generalized for AW policy in total: cost benefit issues, WTO rules for international trade and their changes, 
the “dominant leader”‐effect or exceptional development events, scandals and scares in animal husbandry and 
food production, competition of assessment methodologies, general economic climate, societal concern, 
political agreement. Most of these uncertainty factors can be seen in the way it is done in our scenario: as 
potential blocking factors for the achievement of higher AW quality, some of which can be dealt with by 
Swedish and European policy actors, but some refer to global development and require further action and 
changes. 



8 
 

“incrementally” through continuous policy improvement and by involving them in the present 
policy programs and regulations. The broader problems mentioned above require significant 
changes of the present policies, both the regulatory and the market oriented approaches. 

 
3.2. The scenario narrative “SAW 2021” 
 

Vision/target formulation for the scenario AW: 
 
In ten years from now animal welfare policy in Sweden is successfully established and 
working (rooted in society, politics, economy) and the Swedish and EU policies are fully 
integrated; the problems of developing well-functioning procedures and mechanisms in a 
complex and changing socio-economic context are solved through more diversified 
approaches and policy mixes: 
 

1. Policies and implementations 
‐ Swedish and EU policies are matched (harmonization and integration problems 

solved); 
‐ different policy approaches (“market first”, “policy first”, “civil society action”) are 

combined through successful “policy mixes” that are continually monitored and 
adapted to changes in knowledge and new problems; 

‐ the questions about adequate implementation, administration and control 
forms/procedures are solved (via integration of different approaches); 

‐ public procurement serves as a powerful instrument to anchor animal welfare and food 
quality concerns in the society (public at large and civil society) 
 

2. How AW is integrated with further policies 
‐ animal welfare policy is strengthened through its integration in broader and framing 

policies (agriculture, food quality and security, sustainable development); 
‐ problems of global harmonization of animal welfare/food quality are discussed in 

global policy arenas 
 

3. How is animal welfare governance broadened to include more actors and interests  
‐ the supply chain is transformed into integrated/sustainable supply chains networks 
‐ the integration of civil society within animal welfare functioning has happened (with a 

watch dog role) 
‐ the dialogue about different consumption cultures (vegetarianism, meat consumption) 

has been connected with the animal welfare discourse 
 
Main blocking factors/barriers on the way to a well functioning policy have been successfully 
dealt with, especially the following ones: 
 

1. Nationally:  
a. Lack of transparency has been addressed through civil society action. 
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b. Apathy, ignorance, lack of awareness have been addressed through 
differentiated activities in education, training and capacity building. 

c. The economic situation, presently characterized by a global economic crisis, 
with high unemployment and slow-down of growth, affects AW through 
higher food prices and a food market that is split between discounters and 
Swedish retailers. The economic situation is not stable in the longer run, but 
ways have been found to maintain AW measures in the “ups and downs” of 
economic development. A driving factor in maintaining AW on the policy 
agenda was the role of public procurement. 

d. SCAW has developed strong capacities to enhance animal welfare policy in the 
Swedish society. The question discussed for a long time, “Does buying at a 
Swedish store actually improve animal welfare?” has less significance through 
the development and integration of supply chains. 

 
2. Internationally: 

a. AW issues have no longer low priority compared to economic development 
and growth issues in general: the strong support for AW in research and policy 
in the decade before the scenario timeframe EU had as consequence the 
establishment of a change towards continuous attention to AW in policy, 
economy and civil society.   

b. Cultural differences: AW as an elite construction for the rich consumers and 
for consumers with in European countries where levels of meat consumption 
are high has been developed into a broader AW policy with different target 
groups, life- and consumption styles. 

c. WTO and global food markets: the possibility to differentiate AW as a product 
quality attribute has helped to establish AW concerns globally. 

d. Resistance to change within the organization of the agricultural sector in the 
EU has faded away with the differentiation of successfully working (and 
competing) modes of production. Beside the mainstream industrialized 
production sector that has become subjected to AW criteria two alternative 
subsectors, organic farming and small scale local food production, are 
supporting a culture of different approaches to AW which no longer exclude 
each other but learn from each other.  

   
In the scenario formulated the following question turned out to be important: Are differing 
AW definitions blocking or supporting AW?  The question coming up with the last point 
mentioned deserves further discussion. In the scenario it is taken into account under two 
premises: 

‐ Presently there is a continuing controversy between different understandings and 
approaches to support A. The confrontation is rather conventional, following from a 
gradually outdated policy style of maintaining hegemony in the AW discourse by 
mobilizing scientific support and suppressing other approaches to AW. To work 
towards a new governance model by giving leeway to different approaches that can 
learn from each other implies significant policy change.   
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‐ The breakthrough towards such a new governance style was facilitated by the 
establishment of AW as an ethical issue for all food production in which not only 
special AW issues are at stake that can be assessed in criteria from animal/veterinary 
science, but more complex and interacting factors of human wellbeing and health care, 
animal welfare, environmental care and ecosystem wellbeing, sustainable 
development and the continuing culture contact between cultural and ethnic groups in 
the globalizing society. The transformation of this ethical discourse in a new policy 
approach came with the establishing of the “civil society first”-pathway.  
 
 
3.3. Framing scenarios – the EU and global context 

 
AW is not an isolated policy process in Sweden or the EU but needs to be seen in broader 
contexts. It is interacting with other policy sectors and arenas and this interaction becomes 
accelerated through the connectivity-creating processes of economic globalization and global 
environmental change, part of a global development scenario in which AW is part of food 
quality, environmental quality and social, economically and environmentally sustainable 
development at global levels. Development trends and changes that influence AW strongly in 
future include 

‐ food quality and food security and 
‐ global environmental change, especially climate change. 

For both topics a series of scenarios have been elaborated already, with a framing scenario 
being that of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA, 2005) where the global conditions 
and pathways of future development are formulated in four scenario variants to meet the 
global requirements of human wellbeing and ecosystem wellbeing. The four scenarios from 
MA – with the self-explaining names order from strength, global orchestration, adapting 
mosaic, technogarden – can easily be parallelized to the pathways discussed in this AW-
scenario. The prior two representing the policy first and market first approaches, the third 
variant can be connected to the civil society approach whereas the technogarden scenario is 
one where science and technology provide the means for an ecological modernization 
approach that is similar to the sustainability policy adopted by Western countries. AW can in 
all these global scenarios be seen as a component that is included in food production, land 
use, human and ecosystem wellbeing. Lifting AW issues at the level of such broader and more 
inclusive global scenarios is also a way to make visible the long term requirements of AW 
policy and its development: AW becomes an integral part in the global transition to a 
sustainable future or the “great transition” as it is called by the global scenario group (Rosen 
et al., 2002), where (e.g. in the PoleStar Project) similar global scenarios as that by MA are 
elaborated. These are called “conventional worlds” (policy reform, market forces), 
“barbarization” (fortress world, breakdown), “great transitions” (eco-communalism, new 
paradigm). We use these broader global scenarios for “calibrating” our AW-scenario to meet 
the requirements of long-term transitions in the form of its opening toward a more long-term 
sustainable future perspective that is going beyond the “conventional world”-models of 
“policy first” and “market first”. These see the future strongly dominated by present trend and 
approaches but do not take into account sufficiently the requirements of transitional change 
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that are elaborated by AW in the ”adapting mosaic”-scenario, similar to the ones of the global 
scenario group called eco communalism or new paradigm.   

 
 
3.4. Alternative pathways to the target – change processes 

 

There were three general pathways identified and developed within the scenario workshops: 
policy first, market first, and transparency and ability to influence. The three pathways will be 
presented individually below; however, the mixing of the three pathways will be developed 
throughout the discussion and application and recommendation sections. Therefore, although 
the pathways are presented separately, they are not meant to be seen as exclusive but rather 
the discussion will demonstrate how these different approaches can complement each other.  

 

Path 1: Regulation continues, policy first 

The policy first pathway is the most commonly supported among experts in the current 
Swedish context. It follows the regulatory tradition of Swedish animal welfare policy while 
finding opportunities to improve animal welfare through regulation, legislation, and Swedish 
involvement at the EU level. This pathway is the most clearly structured path since the 
timeframe fits within cycles of elections as well as already planned legislative revisions, such 
as the Swedish Animal Welfare Pact and EU Common Agricultural Policy. As such, phase 
one represents a decision phase in legislative reform and would cover the beginning of reform 
implementation. Whereas, phase two would see the full implementation of legislative changes 
as well as the stabilization of these policies and the normalization of the animal welfare 
discourse within Swedish society.  

 
Path: Policy first 

 
 
Sectors 

Phase 1 – 2012‐2016 
 
Decision phase, begin implementation 

Phase 2 – 2017‐2021 
 
Full implementation and stabilization 

Policy  Revised Swedish AW law: 
‐ strengthens implementation/control 
through transparency & efficiency (technical, 
economic, functional) 
‐ no deregulation 
 
Revised CAP (‐2013): 
‐ including AW in 
sustainability/environmental aspects of CAP 
(countries cannot reject it without  
‐ Swedish governmental campaign for AW 
inclusion 
 
Public procurement significantly reorganized 

Continued implementation of previous 
decisions 
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within Sweden 
‐ clear criteria allowing consideration of AW 
in buying decisions 
 
New Rural Affairs Program 2013 
‐ Opportunity for highlighting AW in research 
and agendas 
 
Swedish/EU Elections 
‐ Netherland model: creation of new party 
on AW 
‐ Piracy party model: doesn’t get in, but 
increases dialogue  
‐ AW becomes part of a party platform of 
existing party 
‐ strong public (non‐parliamentarian) groups 
and social movements exercise pressure on 
parliament to raise AW on agenda 
 
Assessment system:5 
‐ animal based and resource based controls 
and their practical implementation discussed 
intensively 
‐ the control system in Sweden becomes 
diversified, with more actors involved 
(administration, veterinarians, producers, 
retailers, firms, consumer associations) 
 

 
 
Swedish/EU Elections triggering one of the 
following: 
‐ the creation of new AW party  
‐ Piracy party model: doesn’t get in, but 
increases dialogue  
‐ AW becomes part of a party platform of 
existing party 
‐ strong public (non‐parliamentarian) groups 
social movement exercise pressure on 
parliament to raise AW on agenda 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Assessment system: 
‐ diversified control system established 
which includes all important actors 
‐ certain animal based control tools 
harmonized and used throughout the EU 
(acceptance of the idea that the animal itself 
should be in focus in AW policy)  

Economy  Increasing product standards ‐ creation 
 
Increased product branding ‐ increasing 
trend 

Increasing product standards ‐ 
implementation 
 
Increased product branding – available 
 
Agreements b/w Swedish government and 
industry 
‐ agreement between government and 
industry on AW  standards 
 
Harmonization Sweden‐EU 

Civil 
Society 

Elections: Sweden & EU 
‐ strong public (non‐parliamentarian) groups 
and social movement exercise pressure on 
parliament to raise AW on agenda 
 
AW lobby strengthening ‐ process 
 
Government opens fund for information hub 

Elections: Sweden & EU 
‐ strong public (non‐parliamentarian) groups 
and social movement exercise pressure on 
parliament to raise AW on agenda  
 
AW lobby strengthening ‐ continued process  
 
Information existing and available on AW 

                                                            
5 For the development of the assessment system both in Sweden and in EU countries we refer to the report by 
Blokhuis et al. (2010) where animal, input and resource based assessment systems are discussed. The critical 
point does not seem primarily the utility of an animal based assessment system but the different ways in which 
it can be implemented, through a variety of tools ‐ how can these can be harmonized in the EU countries?   
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of AW 
 

hub
 
Communication of scientific results to public 
‐ focus on AW  
 
Diversification of governance 
‐ including more actors in participatory 
decision‐making 
 
Citizen panels and control: scientifically, 
expert, mixed panels, citizen 
 
Support of AW friendly media 

Educatio
n/ 
Research 

Transdisciplinary research including 
academia, practitioners, civil society and 
stakeholders 
 
Continued focus on AW in government 
research spending‐ not just natural science 
 

Transdisciplinary ‐ continued trend 
 
 
Continued focus on AW in government 
research spending‐ not just natural science  ‐ 
continued trend 
 
AW discussed in schools within contexts of 
other discourses (health, climate change, 
etc) 

Culture  Continued trust in governmental regulatory 
approach to AW 

Continued trust in governmental regulatory 
approach to AW 
 
Development of ethical AW discourse in 
Sweden 

Everyday 
life ( Life‐
world) 

Decreased meat consumption within 
institutions 
‐ government could initiate a AW friendly 
consumption campaign 
 

Decreased meat consumption by individuals 

 

The key interim targets are the most important changes that need to happen in order for the 

pathway to succeed. In the case of policy, this requires strengthening of the regulatory approach 

within phase one and societal changes in the longer term phase two. 

 

Key 
Interim 
Policy 
Pathway 
Targets 

1. Reformed Swedish Animal Welfare law (2012)
2. Reformed CAP (2013) 
3. Public procurement reform 

1. Normalized AW discourse: 
appearance of AW debates in media, 
research, schools, election cycles 
2. Decreased meat consumption: 
consumer and institution 
3. Implementation of high AW 
standards within Swedish and EU 
regulation 
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Path 2: Deregulation, market first 

The market first approach is more often seen in the EU context. It would require more 
systematic changes than the policy first approach because of the regulatory tradition in 
Sweden. This pathway would empower and encourage market actors, in particular retailers 
and processing industries, to differentiate products based on animal welfare criteria. Market 
differentiation requires more individual responsibility from consumers as well as demand for 
animal friendly products. In phase one, the direction of Swedish policy is changed toward 
market differentiation and by phase two market has seen the full implementation of these 
policies by establishing a market for animal welfare differentiated products. 

 

Path: Market first 
 
Sectors 

Phase 1 
 
Policy reformation phase, begin 
implementation 

Phase 2 
 
Full market implementation & 
stabilization  

Policy  Revised Swedish AW law 
‐ deregulation: support of market 
differentiation 
‐ increased role of supply chain actors 
 
Revised EU CAP ‐  
‐ framed within a market approach 
‐ Sweden support of market approach 
within CAP process  
 
Government preparing public for 
significant policy change toward market 
differentiation in AW 
 
Assessment systems: 
‐ debate on adequate control emerges 
‐ regulation loosened to allow different 
approaches to control (but high 
standards remain) 
 

Continued implementation of previous 
decisions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Assessment systems: 
‐plurality of control approaches 
‐ maintenance of high minimum 
standards in Sweden 
‐ higher AW standards for specific AW 
friendly standards 
‐ increase in voluntary private and third 
part controls 

Economy  Industry lobby for market approach
‐ deregulation  
‐ market differentiation 
 
Increased market differentiation – 
creation of products 
‐ product & retailer branding, labeling, 
industry and retail schemes, high AW 
standards within internal company 
control 
‐ increased communication of AW & 

 
 
 
Increased market differentiation – 
available & accessible 
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animal production by industry (leading 
to increased legitimacy, trust, improved 
image, influence) 
‐ increased farmer communication with 
consumers through farm visits (leading 
to increased trust, legitimacy, image, 
influence of cooperatives) 
 
Advertising AW products to consumers 
 
 
 

 
 
Advertising AW products to consumers 
‐ continues 
 
Market innovations 
‐ EU label 
‐ linking AW with food quality 

Civil Society 
 
Market will react to 
consumer 
movement that 
supports market 
first approach 

Movement supporting market 
approach in Swedish law 
‐ Coalition of civil society organizations, 
consumer groups, social movements, 
and AW specific organizations 
‐  Organizations communicating market 
differentiation and AW demands to 
public and market actors 
 
Coalition of actors demanding AW info 
to consumers in supermarkets 

Continued consumer demand for 
market differentiation  
‐ labels, branding,  
‐ environment, food quality 
 
 
 
Coalition of actors demanding AW info 
to consumers in supermarkets – 
continued 

Education/Research  Consulting on corporate social 
responsibility (CSR), consumer issues, 
marketing research 
 
Eurobarometer measuring consumer 
perceptions/actions/attitudes towards 
AW  
 
AW discussed in schools in relation to 
consumer responsibility 

Consulting on CSR, consumer issues, 
marketing research ‐ continued 
 
Eurobarometer measuring consumer 
perceptions/actions/attitudes towards 
AW 
 
AW discussed in schools in relation to 
consumer responsibility 

Culture 
 

CSR ‐ increasing trend 
 
 
 
Break with discourse on universality of 
AW wellbeing 
 
Break with regulatory discourse in favor 
of market differentiation – public actors 
& policy 

CSR ‐ continuing trend 
 
Individual responsibility of AW, through 
consumption 
 
 
 
Break with regulatory discourse in favor 
of market differentiation – private 
actors 

Everyday life 
(Lifeworld) 

Increase of AW as part of popular 
culture – increasing trend 
 
Consumers buying AW labeled products 
– increasing trend 

Increase of AW as part of popular 
culture – established trend 
 
Consumers buying AW labeled products 
– established trend 
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Phase one would require animal friendly product demand as well as the reframing of Swedish 
law in order to encourage product differentiation. In phase two, the market actors will have 
taken action and established animal welfare differentiated products with a stable market. This 
is accompanied by a strong consumer demand for these products backed by a strong discourse 
in individual responsibility for animal welfare through consumption habits. 

 

Market Key 
Interim 
Targets 

1. Reformed Swedish Animal Welfare law 
(2012) 
2. Emergence of consumer AW demand 
movement 
3. AW labeled/branded products and retailers 
created 

1. Food quality standards include AW 
2. Individual responsibility for AW 
coupled with consumer behavior 
3. AW labeled/branded products and 
retailers established and both 
accessible and available 

 

 

Path 3: Transparency and ability to influence, civil society first 

This pathway requires more changes, but implies changes that have been initiated and 
strengthened within the policy first and the market first approaches and can be seen as 
compatible with either of the above pathways. It is formulated here as a new pathway which is 
no longer distorted by the dominance of the other two approaches but has through policy 
differentiation become a fully established pathway of policy development, starting with 
transparency demands which unfold into a consequent civil society approach. Transparency 
was not in the original plan for the scenario workshop, but rather emerged as a goal through 
the process of problem analysis and in elaborating the prior pathways. It is seen as a way to 
open up animal welfare policy both public and private to scrutiny from civil society as well as 
the general public. Experts from all sectors emphasized the need for transparency and opening 
opportunities for citizen influence in animal welfare decisions. Transparency improves animal 
welfare by allowing access to information and decisions about animal welfare so that people 
can form opinions based on more accurate information. This pathway is also referred to as the 
civil society pathway because it supports the strengthening of the civil society sector through 
diversification of governance and increasing the ability of citizens and civil society to 
influence.  

Path: Transparency 
& ability to 
influence 
 
Sectors 

Phase 1 
 
Public awakening, increasing demand 
for AW transparency 

Phase 2
 
Institutionalized transparency within 
AW public and market actors 

Policy  Inclusion of civil society in policy 
making process 
 
Diversification of governance 
(empowering local stakeholders & 
encouraging participation)  
 

Inclusion of civil society in policy 
making process – continued 
 
Diversification of governance 
(empowering local stakeholders & 
encouraging participation)  
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Strengthen structures to fight 
corruption in public actors 
 
Swedish AW law revision 
‐ include civil society in policy 
development 
‐ define the role for civil society actors 
(watch dog, independent controls) 
‐ Laws on transparency of 3rd party 
control (if control is deregulated) 
‐ policy direction toward diversification 
of governance 
‐ develop policy‐mandating publishing 
of internal company standards 
 
Revision of CAP 
‐ include AW in 
environmental/sustainability issues 
‐ policy direction toward diversification 
of governance 
 
Elections Sweden/EU 
‐ rally/momentum building for AW 
issues & transparency within AW actors 
(public and market) 
 
Assessment systems: 
‐more open to third party inspection 
and stronger involvement of civil 
society actors 
‐open dialogue between scientists, 
practitioners, consumers and citizen on 
the strengthening and transparency of 
a control system (based on the idea 
that all actors can bring in their 
experience and knowledge in this 
dialogue) 

Strengthen structures to fight 
corruption in public actors 
 
Implementation of decisions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Elections Sweden/EU 
‐ rally/momentum building for AW 
issues & transparency within AW actors 
(public and market) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Assessment system: 
‐ a plural, integrated assessment and 
control system established 
‐ diversification of control, allowing 
local citizen and non‐governmental 
actors to influence the  system 
‐ increased acceptance of the 
perspective of the animal as focus of 
AW policy  
 

Economy  Increased product branding & labeling 
of products/retailers 
 
Increased transparency of market 
actors 
‐ subject to independent control 
‐ policy‐mandated publishing of internal 
company standards 
 
Market increases information shared 
with public  
‐ farm visits  
‐ substantive company AW policies 
made public 

Established product branding & labeling 
of products/retailers  
 
Established transparency of market 
actors 
‐ established independent control 
‐ internal company AW standards 
accessible 
 
Market information shared with public 
– continued 
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Civil Society  Seat at the table in negotiations: 
various organizations 
 
Dramatic growth of civil society & AW 
discourse 
‐ Increased number of people involved 
in AW civil society movements 
‐ AW discourse evident in media, 
education, public debate, advertising 
 
Civil society demand of transparency & 
access to information about AW 
‐ Lobbying demand for transparent 
control 
 
Secret inspections leading to scandals 
 
Government opens fund for 
information hub of AW 
 
 

Seat at the table in negotiations: 
various organizations ‐ continued 
 
Strong AW civil society & AW discourse 
 
 
 
 
 
Established access to information about 
AW 
 
 
 
Secret inspections leading to scandals 
 
Information existing and available on 
AW hub 
 
Communication of scientific results to 
public  
‐ focus on AW  
 

Education/Research  Research targets defined with help of 
civil society 
 
Civil society included in AW research 
 
Transdisciplinary research including 
academia, practitioners, civil society 
and stakeholders 

Research targets defined with help of 
civil society ‐ continued 
 
Civil society included in AW research ‐ 
continued 
 
Transdisciplinary research including 
academia, practitioners, civil society 
and stakeholders ‐ continued 
 
Citizen panels established 
‐ Strengthened diverse and local 
governance  

Culture  Break with culture of trust and 
establishing critical citizen model 
 
CSR ‐ increasing trend 
 

Critical‐thinking citizens 
 
CSR ‐ increasing trend 
 
Increased activism 

Everyday life 
(Lifeworld) 

Increased AW knowledge or access to 
AW knowledge 
 
 
Decreased meat consumption 
 
Media coverage of AW 
‐ increased coverage 
‐ better depth of coverage increases 
‐ atmosphere supporting transparency 

Established higher levels of AW 
knowledge and access to AW 
knowledge 
 
Decreased meat consumption 
 
Media coverage of AW ‐ continued 
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In phase one, civil society is empowered and animal welfare discourses are strengthened 
within Swedish society. Phase two represents the institutionalization of transparency in 
government and market policies. Due to increased animal welfare awareness and local 
governance, local market initiatives are expected to emerge and local markets strengthened.  

 

Transparency 
and ability to 
influence Key 
Interim 
Targets  

1. Civil society included in decision making 
(policy and research) 
2. Independent 3rd party control or civil 
society watchdog 
3. Establishing public AW discourse and 
critical citizens 

1. Businesses publish internal AW 
standards to the public 
2. Information available on AW, 
government hub created 
3. Increased local production markets 

 

 
4. Discussion 
 
“Policy first”: This pathway, being part of a “conventional worlds”-scenario and furthermore 
the dominant one in Sweden, has the qualities of a variant in this scenario that does not 
require significant policy changes, rather a continuous adaptation of policies, instruments and 
measures. A dominant point for this scenario variant is - realistically or less - the assumption 
that Swedish AW has higher standards than that of other EU countries. This can be translated 
into a more general, not exclusively Swedish strategy of striving for high animal welfare 
standards and continually improving them. It does not foresee significant changes in the 
power and regulation structures, maintaining as the “hegemonic powers” the coalition” 
between governmental agencies that regulate, implement and control AW and a dominant 
community of researchers (specialized animal welfare science). These two actors meet and 
support each other in their interests, excluding other actors and interests from the policy, 
although claiming to act in the common interest that includes producers and processing firms, 
consumers and citizen. This model fits best to the established system of political decision-
making and the separation of knowledge production by science and decision making. It means 
for Swedish AW policy continuing with the tradition of regulatory policy and a continuation 
of the citizen´s belief and trust in regulation. It does not require strong mobilization of 
consumers or citizen (although some support by these is required for the functioning of the 
policy model), and it does not put into doubt the conventional understanding of science as 
producing valid and universal knowledge about AW that cannot be outcompeted by other 
scientific knowledge or by practical knowledge. Harmonization and integration with AW 
standards in other countries and the EU remains a constant controversial issue within this 
approach. However, even with this model the conventional world is no longer the same and 
stable: the trends to policy reform, opening towards other approaches, towards market based 
policy instruments, towards participatory approaches and civil society action, and towards a 
pluralistic understanding of controls of AW is even visible in this pathway. “Policy first” 
becomes at the end “regulatory policy combined with other approaches”, taking up elements 
of the further two pathways. 
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“Market first”: This model is still part of a conventional worlds approach although it implies 
for Swedish AW policy more and significant changes away from regulatory policy as is the 
Swedish tradition. It requires a somewhat stronger role of consumers, at least through a 
demand-oriented policy (which says for the coming decade: that consumer concerns for AW 
and willingness to pay for welfare friendly products remain high). This pathway also requires 
retailers, corporations and industry to take on greater awareness and responsibility for AW, 
for example through product differentiation and internal AW controls. This approach can, 
however, for the majority of farm animals with slight or negligible AW gains for marketed 
AW-friendly products, also result in a lowering of Swedish regulation and quality standards 
for AW, supporting harmonization and integration in a downward spiral. Instead of 
continually improving AW as is an implicit premise in the first model, it tends to give in – 
without clear principles and criteria – to a leveling where the lowest standard among EU 
countries becomes a dragging-down factor. Thus, the market pathway risks allowing a low 
level of general AW and AW gains only for specifically marketed AW friendly products. An 
advantage of this pathway is that it establishes an animal welfare market that indicates 
realistically the consumers´ demands, interests and willingness to pay (or: ability to pay, 
thinking in terms of purchasing power), with the implicit premise: if the consumers do not 
demand any longer strong AW quality it will quickly go out of the market or shrinks to a 
niche market for elite consumers. The EU policy supports – in somewhat unclear ways – such 
opening towards “market first”, without, however, consequentially giving in to full 
deregulation. EU actors are aware that the market alone cannot care for such a good as animal 
welfare which has more public than private good quality. 
 
“Transparency/civil society first”: The more likely variant of this model would be its 
combination with either policy or market (or mixed) approaches. Both require to some degree, 
for legitimacy and other reasons, a civil society element, not just consumers but active 
citizens. The strong component of the civil society model that counteracts the risks of power 
and market based development - inequality, corruption, violence and fraud - is its 
transparency, openness, public character, based on public and ethical discourses and decision 
making procedures. Many minor changes towards this model are readily available, e.g. 
participatory decision making in many policy sectors, inclusion of civil society actors in 
legislative reform and research, establishment of an information hub, and development of 
“watchdog”-institutions. However, systemic changes in the sense of “great transformations” 
are also needed and will be difficult to achieve: re-embedding markets as well as diversifying 
governance to empower local policy and civil society. A “great transition” towards a civil 
society based policy, with governmental institutions and markets becoming re-embedded and 
controlled by civil society forces may be a utopian vision, at least not consequently realizable 
without far-reaching institutional changes. Therefore this pathway can be seen more one of 
the long term development. Although all political revolutions in the past two decades direct in 
this direction, strengthening direct involvement and control of governments, political and 
economic power, by citizen, this is only part of the social reality that shows contradicting 
trends. Simultaneously there is stronger inequality and concentration of power in economic 
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institutions and among elites that contradicts the strengthening of civil society action. But 
strengthening of civil society is also a global trend, driven e.g. by global movements.  
 
Trajectories of AW policy: Having discussed so far the three “ideal type”-pathways of 
policy development for the AW-scenario, with results that show the inherent strengths and 
limits of each model, we need to answer two more questions to show more concretely what 
the trajectories of AW policy can be in the ten years framework of the scenario: 
 
1. Which components of sustainable development strategies/policies can create supporting 

functions for animal welfare policy and the implementation of improved assessment 
systems? 
 
The elaboration of the scenario with the three pathways has not yielded results at the level 
of concreteness that these results can be easily transformed in measures and policy 
instruments. However, this is less a weakness of the scenario than a problem of 
sustainable development strategies that are discussed presently. Ideas and indicators to 
monitor and measure social, economic and environmental sustainability and how they can 
be integrated are manifold and conflicting. If global sustainable development is seen as a 
transformation of societal systems and structures as the goals of that process and the 
debate how to achieve these have often shown, the point is less that of measures and 
instruments but the context of AW policy and how AW becomes part of overarching 
strategies of societal development that deal with global land use change, climate change 
and resilience of social-ecological systems. It can be concluded from that discussion: AW 
policy can be improved - maintaining as a core idea that of the welfare of the farm 
animals - through an opening and through more transparency in the regulation, 
implementation, assessment and control processes.   
 
 

2. What are the components of a renewed supply chain model and management system to 
support animal welfare policy and the implementation of an assessment system?  
 
The discussion about supply chain management, integrated supply chains, supply chain 
networks and “greening” of supply chains in sustainability perspectives has been 
intensive in economics and related practical discourses, with manifold ideas and results, 
but mainly of limited and firm- or branch-specific character. Supply chain integration and 
networks in support of AW and improving AW quality has not been a relevant part of that 
general debate, but some work happened within the WQ project and as a reaction to the 
broader debate about agricultural supply chains and food production. Sustainable supply 
chain networks (Winkler 2010) have been discussed as tool for the integration of 
economic and ecological goals, but the challenges of supply chains for food products not 
always met by such general ideas and strategies. Yet the supply chain literature offers 
useful ideas for enhancing AW and food quality, as already the general idea to broaden 
the tradition linear concept of supply chains that includes producers, retailers and 
consumers to a broader network model where more actors and relations between these are 
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taken into account. Integrated and sustainable supply chain networks take up many ideas 
and criteria that are discussed under a market oriented approach and with market based 
instruments, but also organizational and regulatory components and civil society action 
components: extended producer responsibility, corporate social responsibility, specific 
control systems (that include firm based controls), cost benefit analyses and total cost 
analyses, mediation of interest and implementation conflicts between supply chain actors 
etc. Present trends in agricultural supply chains that have been described by Ingenbleek et 
al. (2010, 8) include these towards quality assessment, transparency, ethical food products 
(e.g. organic food, fair trade products), globalization of food production and consumption, 
growing consensus  for animal based assessment systems, and efficiency of assessment, 
awareness of societal changes e.g. caused by climate change, economic crisis. The food 
production trends that focus on food quality and security, transparency and ethical labels 
fit within the picture of improved AW and food quality that was assumed in this scenario. 
They open also a broader perspective on supply chains that is compatible with the above 
notion of (sustainable) supply chain networks where not just market and price factors are 
seen as determinants of supply chain action but much broader criteria that open supply 
chains towards socio-cultural influences. This is especially visible civil society oriented 
ideas as ethical food products and the rapidly growing markets for such products. They 
show the influence of broader social discourses and growing awareness of citizens about 
food quality and security which is also critical about modern and industrialized 
agriculture and food production. AW has already become a component of ethically 
assessed food quality and this creates also pressure to improve AW and food quality, 
against interests and inclinations to reduce AW standards as a way of harmonization of 
rules in the EU. 

 
 
5. Application and recommendations 
 

All of the three pathways towards improved AW, policy, economic and civil society 
approaches, include significant elements that need to be combined in every policy reform and 
through “policy mixes”. It is therefore practically important to ask, how the different 
approaches can be combined in their strengths to minimize inherent weaknesses.  

‐ A regulatory AW approach can be developed with deregulation in certain areas, when 
this opening towards a market based approach is chosen and implemented in a 
transparent manner. It would imply to continue with high Swedish AW standards, but 
opening for product differentiation. This is e.g. possible by encouraging market 
differentiation in the retail sector through procurement and animal friendly products, 
through decreased tax for retailers on animal friendly products, or government 
information campaigns on AW friendliness. 
 

‐ Deregulation is not only a general strategy to open for market forces, but can with 
regard to AW become significant for specific parts of the policy process, especially 
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“hot spots”, as the question of control – by whom, with what measures?  Deregulated 
AW control can develop in an improved control strategy when there is not simply 
deregulation but framework regulation by the government that continues to have the 
outmost responsibility for animal welfare by deciding on criteria for controls and 
reporting of controllers to authorities on the animal welfare situation. This is 
compatible with the requirement that animal welfare inspections should be transparent 
and protocols easily accessible to all parties concerned, which allows third parties, 
private and civil society initiatives to run control but all under the same prerequisites. 
The older controversy “animal based measures or resource based measures” for 
control is no longer going on – both can be integrated and combined with all policy 
pathways.  
 

‐ A combination of regulatory and economic of market based policy instruments is 
already “business as usual” in many policy sectors and tends to be spreading in AW 
policy under the influence of the EU. To direct this emerging “policy mix” in a 
direction that allows for continually improving AW requires identifying priority areas 
for action. Such can be, regarding the presently strong policy elements of public 
procurement, product differentiation and implementation of regulation aiming at 
increased transparency. Relevant policy instruments are: regulating and reforming 
procurement, branding, voluntary standards for companies that are publically 
available, regulation of control with different approaches, strengthening civil society 
action through participation of citizen in decision-making.  
 

‐ The long-term components for a transformation of AW policy are the ones revealed in 
the global framing scenarios discussed above. They require identifying structural 
changes that are compatible with global sustainable development, the outmost 
framework for AW.6 The most difficult part in that transformation - but one that finds 
widely support in research about sustainable resource use and management (see e.g. 
Ostrom et al.) as well as among many policy actors - is that of redirecting deregulation 
and globalization towards decentralized, regionally and locally controlled power 
structures and decision making systems. To achieve that there are continually required 
discursive changes, diversification of governance and active involvement of civil 
society. Relevant policy instruments are such as mentioned above but furthermore 
voluntary and ethically based activities to improve awareness, knowledge and 
responsibility of citizen for AW, also changing lifestyles towards more sustainable 
food consumption (e.g. reduction of meat consumption, vegetarianism).  

 
An integrated policy with all three models or a “pathway mix”?  
 
The integration of components from the three pathways can be seen in two variants: 
 

                                                            
6 For an example how food quality is integrated with sustainability requirements see Schacht et al., 2010. 
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(a) Some components of all three pathways can easily be integrated in the short run 
without significant changes of the dominant pathways. The three pathways can go 
together, but not all parts go together and, depending on the choice of the main path, 
the policy will look different. A trend initiated from the EU in different policy areas is 
that of combining more elements of regulatory and market based approaches but ton 
include civil society components  via participatory decision making to create 
acceptance for the pathway mix. The important premise for integration of the different 
approaches is: no approach functions as a total model, there are always elements of the 
other two approaches involved and these make the dynamic of the policy development 
process. In the short run the regulatory policy approach can thus be combined with a 
market oriented approach where more economic policy instruments (including product 
labeling) are applied. The critical factor is, however, civil society action – how much 
empowerment of citizen can really happen within regulatory and market based 
approaches, without significant changes in power structures and institutional 
transformation? 
 

(b) In the long-term perspective that is built in the sustainable development policies, a 
transition towards a civil society based approach has more chances. It is difficult to 
achieve that through “incrementalism” where changes of policies are minimal. Civil 
society does not simply unfold from combination of policy approaches but requires in 
every approach chosen to allow for significant policy and system changes. “Great 
transformations” as they are called in the global scenarios require significant changes 
in societal development to which policy development and changes of policy mixes can 
only be initiating steps and measures. Structural changes of society at large, in 
political systems, in the global economy, are rather difficult to achieve through 
concerted action and policy programs. For the sustainability transition it is discussed 
critically whether prior policies and instruments will be efficient, e.g. in climate 
policy. The approaches and instruments for a transition are widely unknown and need 
to be developed in the process itself, as is for example discussed in sustainability 
research where problems of complexity, of coupled social-ecological systems, of 
vulnerability and resilience of social and ecological systems are studied. Following 
from this discourse it seems that a civil society approach that meets the requirements 
of sustainable development cannot be achieved in the short run, but requires as well a 
long-term perspective as significant policy and structural changes for a transition to 
global sustainability. The AW and food quality discourse is not out of this 
sustainability discourse, rather, as already ongoing discussion and research about the 
future of food shows (Sanford 2009) a core component of it and one that is closely 
connected with land use changes and other changes in resource use practices that are 
demanded, e.g. in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment reports.   
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Appendices 
 
 

1. Stakeholder analysis 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

Stakeholder  Role  Interest + ‐ Influence/p
ower 
+++ 
++ 
+ 
? 

Future 
changes of 
interest/ai
ms 
 
No change 
Reactive 
change 
Proactive 
change 
Not known
Potential 

Sweden political 
administrative 
actors: 

           

National:             

Swedish 
government: PM, 
ministers, 
parliament 

Laws, 
Balancing 
interest 
AW 
programmin
g/ 
legislation 

Various 
for public 
policy: 
economic 
interests, 
food 
safety, 
food 
security,  
 
AW: 
positive 
Swedish 
image,  

Balance of 
interests 
within 
Sweden and 
EU (selective 
support) 
 
Lobbying in 
EU 

Balancing 
of 
interests 
 
Economic 
constrain
t, 
 

+++  Adaptive 
change 
 
Deregulat
e 
To greater 
EU  
Pressure 
of opening 
markets 

Ministry of Rural 
Affairs 
[Landsbuksdepart
ement]  

Policy 
direction, 
 

Advise to 
governme
nt 

Balance 
(maybe 
skewed 
toward 
industry 
economic 
interest) 

Balance  +++  Adaptive 
(to 
national 
governme
nt) 

Konsumentverk  protect 
consumer 
interest, 
mediate in   

      <+   

Jordbruksverket   AW 
regulations, 
EU project 
coordinatio
n, 

Advice, 
regulation 

Operationali
zation 

Pressure 
from 
industry 

+++  Reactive 
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Livsmedelverk   slaughter 
regulations, 
food 
safety/quali
ty 

   

Miljöstyrningsråd
et 

?           

Political parties  Could be 
involved, 
but not 
currently 

        Potential 
actor 

SCAW  Research,  
National 
resource 
center 

ABM, 
advice 
governme
nt? 

Research, 
pro AW, 
lobby? 

+  

Regional:             

Länstyrelse:   Controls,  
Other? 

Control 
veterinary 

Experience, 
knowledge 

Budget 
constrain
ts, pet 
focus 

+   

Hushållingssällska
pet 

?           

Local:             

Commun/munici
pality 

? 
No controls, 
Procuremen
t 

    Legal 
constrain
ts 

+  Potential 
demand of 
AW 
through 
procurem
ent 

AW control 
institutions 

(several, 
different 
elvels) 

      +++   

Other: 
Lobby/marketing 
organizations 

? who are 
they 

         

       

Market             

Producers:             

Individual 
farmers/producer
s 

  Affordabl
e & 
practical 
AW 
 
Exclusive 
positive 
image of 
Swedish 
AW 
(Public) 
 
Harmoniz

Want good 
Swedish 
image 
 
Want to 
treat animals 
well 

Affordabi
lity & 
economic 
constrain
t 
 
Want to 
lower 
standard
s 
 
Want 
deregulat

+ Proactive
 
Pressure 
from 
opening 
markets 
 
Pressure 
of falling 
profits 
 
opting for 
deregulati
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ation
 
Deregulati
on 
 
Governme
nt 
influence 

ion
 
Profit 

on 

Producer 
cooperatives: 
Svensk Mjölk, 
Swedish Meats, 
Svensk Fågel, 
Kron Ägg 

  ”      +++  Become 
weaker 
due to 
import 
influence, 
May try to 
defend 
and could 
get 
governme
ntal 
support in 
doing so, 
More and 
more like 
private 
companies 

Non‐cooperative 
producers 

  ”   

National farmer 
association: LRF 

Partial 
owners 
some of the 
schemes, 
 

“ 
Assisting 
farmers as 
company 

++
? difficult 
to assess in 
terms of 
animal 
welfare, 
but 
influence 
through 
partial 
ownership 
of schemes 

Increasing 
see 
farmers as 
company, 
Could 
become 
more 
proactive 
when 
threatene
d 

Association of 
organic farmers: 
EL 

  “  
Organic 
Differenti
ation  

    +   

Non‐cooperative 
Producer industry 

? who are 
they, 
Businesses/
firms: Arla? 

“      +   

             

Distribution 
actors: 

     

Transport firms  ? who are  “  + Passive, 
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they, who 
are the 
owners, are 
their big 
companies 
within them 

More 
powerful 
when 
grouped 
with larger 
slaughterh
ouse/ 
brand 
companies 

Slaughterhouses  ? who are 
they, 
Scheme 
requiremen
ts, 

      + 
More 
powerful if 
they have 
schemes of 
their own 

 

Dairies  ? who are 
they: Arla, 
small scale 

“         

Meat processing 
industry 

?  “      Scan ++ 
Others? 

 

             

             

             

       

Retail:             

Major Swedish 
supermarket: 
ICA, Coop, 
Axfood (Hemköp, 
Willys) 

  Brand 
quality 
recognitio
n 
Profit 

Retailer 
criteria 

Profit 
Green 
(AW) 
washing 

++  Less 
influence 
in retail, 
More 
influence 
over 
industry 

New foreign 
discount chains: 
Lidl, Netto, Aldi 

? where do 
they buy 
their meat? 

Cheap 
imports 
profit 

  Profit 
imports 

+  More 
influence 
in retail 
and over 
industry 

Local small scale 
food production: 
Eldrimner, local 
butchers, 
markets, on farm 
slaughter, farm 
shop 

  Local  
Quality  

Local food 
discourse, 
Against 
cheap 
imports 

Deregula
tion 
(butchers
)  

0  Proactive 
but 
powerless 

             

Schemes:              

Producer 
schemes: all of 
them but KRAV 

    Some AW 
criteria 

Industry 
bias 

+ (not 
communica
ted to 
consumers, 
regulations 

Could lead 
to 
developm
ent of 
labels, 
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set by 
coordinatin
g 
organizatio
n) 

 

Retailer brands: 
from retailers, 
Änglamark, ICA 
selection 

  Quality 
food 
Differenti
ation 

Quality=AW      Increasing 
green 
washing 

Organic schemes/ 
label: KRAV 

  Organic
Differenti
ation 

Some AW 
criteria 

Organic=
AW? 

>+  

Salmonella 
scheme 

           

Imported labels             

       

Private sector 
firms: 
McDonalds, 
Burger King, 
Rasta, 
restaurants, 
hotels, cafes 

? where do 
they buy 
their meat? 

Like 
retailers, 
depends 
on 
interest  
Quality or 
profit 

    Power 
limited to 
own 
suppliers 

Varied, 
Green 
washing, 
Way of 
AW into 
retail 
(probably 
through 
AW as 
quality), 

Institutional 
consumers: 
hospitals, schools 

  Public 
good 
Economic 
constraint
s 

Demand for 
ethic 
purchases 
Communicat
ion 
(education) 

Economic 
constrain
ts 
Legal 
constrain
ts 
 

0  Potential 
(could be 
proactive) 

Individual 
consumers & 
consumer 
movements 

  Ethics
Price 

Ethical 
choices 

Ecn. 
Constrain
ts,  
lack of 
supply, 
Apathy 

Financial 
difficulties 
leading to 
cheaper 
food 
purchases 

Vegetarianism?      Activism 
Alternative 
lifestyle 

No 
demand 
for AW 

  Depends 
on how 
issue is 
formed 
(climate 
change, 
environme
nt, ethics) 

             

Civil Society       

Animal rights 
groups: 

Watch dog, 
lobby 

  Activism 
Lobby 

No 
demand 

+ (for 
agricultural 

Influence 
through 
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DjurensRätt, all 
levels 
Julhudetsveriet?, 
movement, 
activists 

  Investigation
s 
Raise 
awareness 

for AW
Damage 
sector 
image 

lobby) 
Help with 
scandals‐
raising 
awareness 

scandal,
Scientific 
AW 
movement
?, 
Possible 
marginaliz
ation by 
SCAW 

Social 
movements: 
WWF, SNF 

WWF more 
active 

  “  “  >0   

Citizen        No 
activism 
Apathy 

0  Potential 

Citizen groups      Apathy 0 Potential

Media: AW 
journals, books, 
newspapers, TV, 
radio, internet 

Scandals, 
Medium of 
communicat
ion 

  Awareness 
of scandals 
Transparenc
y 

Ignoranc
e of AW 
when no 
scandal  

+  Reactive, 
Scandal 
potential, 
 

             

Other Actors       

SLU and 
specialized 
research in 
animal science, 
ethology, biology, 
human ecology 

    Research  
Advice  

  0  Reactive 

SCAW (Swedish 
Center for Animal 
Welfare) 

    Research  
Advice 
Pro‐AW 

  +  Proactive 

Non‐university 
research institute 

?     

Research 
projects: Welfare 
Quality, etc. 

  Depends 
on goals 
of project 

 

Consulting/adviso
ry organization: ? 

     

Cultural 
associations: fine 
arts, religious, 
halal, kosher, 
Svenska Kyrkan 

  Different 
interests 

Communicat
ion with 
public 

Cultural 
practices 
that are 
anti‐AW? 

 

Others: ethnic 
groups, Sami 

  Reindeer  Traditional 
(social 
behaviors) 

Tradition
al 
(disease 
control) 
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Stakeholders: EU 

Stakeholder  Role  Interest  + ‐ Influence/power 
+++ 
++ 
+ 
? 

Future 
changes of 
interest/aims 
 
No change 
Reactive 
change 
Proactive 
change 
Not known 
Potential 

EU 
Commission 

    Can act 
Change 
regulations 
Change 
market 
differentiation 
Pay for 
research 
subsidies 

Detailed 
control 
Resource 
based 
measures 
Resistance 
to 
agricultural 
change 
Strong 
agricultural 
lobby 

++  Reactive (to 
food scare, 
scandal or 
demand) 

EU council      “  “  ++   

EU 
parliament 

    “  “  ++   

 

 
 
 

2. Factors influencing future development of animal welfare policy – Sweden and EU 
 

For the future in AW policies in the 10 years ahead, what are key blocking and supporting factors? 
 
Supporting:  

1. Procurement 
a. Supporting factor, but not a driver (don’t have enough power) 
b. Want to buy AW, or would if there was a label for AW 
c. AW is not their dominant criteria, could it be in the future? 

2. Scandals 
a. Raising public awareness 
b. Increased transparency 
c. Challenge to industrial agriculture? 

 
Blocking: 

1. EU blocking factor 
a. Aren’t harmonizing (raising to Swedish standard) 
b. Not pushing Sweden to better AW 
c. Resistance to regulatory changes at EU level 
d. Framework policy direction – passive hinder for animal welfare 
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e. Expect decreased interest in AW over time 
2. Climate change 

a. Moving AW to the background 
b. Are there positive sides to putting AW within climate change discourse? 

i. Global trade with food products in long term cannot continue, would make it 
more local (long-term) 

ii. Decreasing meat consumption 
iii. Land use: producing food for animals, humans, fuel while ag production 

becomes more difficult (not dramatic over long-term) 
3. Increasing food prices 

 
Other: 

1. Harmonization rules/policies 
a. Who is for or against harmonization? (lowing Swedish standards) 

i. Consumers against it & control experts against it 
ii. Industry & farmers for it 

2. WTO 
a. Market differentiation: AW allowed to be a product attribute 
b. Free trade: AW can’t be considered 

3. Consumer/consumer 
a. Support: through increased demand, activism 
b. Easily bought by market forces? Instrumentalized?  
c. Barrier: apathy,  

4. Willingness to pay 
a. Eurobarameter: yes willing to pay 
b. Actual purchases: AW quite low 
c. With increasing food prices & financial difficulties we expect willingness to pay to 

decrease 
5. ABM 

a. Can be implemented differently? 
b. Can be defined/understood differently? 

 
 


