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| I ere, we review the literature and explain why collaborative, multi-stakeholder

approaches are necessary for effective policy development in the area of animal

welfare, which is a contentious and difficult topic for many people. We examine the
inherent complexity of animal welfare through the lens of "wicked problems," drawing on
governance literature on policy networks to highlight key factors for addressing this
complexity. Two case studies are presented to illustrate policy network approaches to animal
welfare and to demonstrate the importance of encouraging cooperation between diverse
groups representing business, the community, academics, and government. We argue that as
new forms of participatory governance become the norm, the power of stakeholder networks
will grow. Leaders in the field of animal welfare can better engage with stakeholders and
achieve sustainable improvements in animal welfare if they have a firm grasp of how
collaborative  stakeholder networks establish participatory governance, productive
communication, and collective priorities.
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Introduction

Animal production has risen dramatically over the past 50 years [1] to keep up with
rising population needs. The world's population has grown by a factor of 2.4 since 1961, but
the average American now eats 4.7 times as much meat as they did then. Animals raised in
production systems today weigh 20-30% more on average than they did in the 1960s, and their
numbers have increased by a factor of two to ten since the 1960s [2]. Concerns have been
raised about the environmental impact of our current food system and the well-being of the
animals used in it [3] in light of the dramatic rise in animal production in recent decades. The
public discourse on animal welfare in the context of production has been driven by both
consumers and nonconsumers of animal products, with a marked increase in public concern
over the last two decades [4]. In response, many OECD member countries have revised their
regulations regarding animal care. Government efforts to reach a consensus on animal welfare
standards have proven particulatly difficult because different groups' and individuals' value
systems tend to dominate the discussion [5].

The term "animal welfare" is used in many different contexts, each of which gives rise
to a slightly different understanding of the issue [6]. The "five freedoms" [7], the "five
and "a life worth living" [9] atre all conceptual frameworks used to describe

>
domains" [8],
animal welfare. Broom (19806) argues that an animal's well-being depends on how well it is able
to adapt to its surroundings [10]. Physiological responses, behavioral responses, pathology
(health) responses, and adaptive brain systems, such as pain, fear, and pleasure, are all used by
animals as coping mechanisms [11]. Animal sentience, defined as self-awareness,
environmental responsiveness, and the capacity to feel positive and negative emotions, has
been studied for decades [12]. Although the sentience of fish has been debated [13],
anatomical, pharmacological, and behavioral data suggest that pain, fear, and stress are likely
to be experienced by at least the vertebrate species. Evidence of sentience has been cited in
numerous ethical debates, including those about whether or not animals should be used and
to what extent humans have a responsibility to safeguard nonhuman animals. Animal welfare
(also known as animal protection) refers to the broader social issue of human effort to protect
and promote the well-being of animals and should not be confused with the biological concept
of animal welfare, which refers to a property of a single animal [12]. The two ideas are distinct,
but they are intertwined in ways that affect one another and both have policy implications.
The measures put in place to ensure the well-being of animals are constantly under
scrutiny because of the emotionally charged nature of societal questions pertaining to animal
welfare. Animal sentience has been codified in EU law [14], but this is not the case elsewhere
[15]. Market forces can also be used to advance animal welfare, but until recently, there was
little financial motivation to match the moral case for doing so [16]. Most consumers don't
worry about animal welfare until after they've made a purchase, so producers probably won't
get a big bump in price if they improve animal treatment [17]. Some sectors, however, see a
substantial financial risk if animal welfare is not enhanced: the risk of losing their public
reputation (‘'social license') [18]. Voter pressure on elected officials to alter legislation in
response to public outcry about industry practices has the potential to immediately and
dramatically reduce economic activity [19] [20]. Establishing laws and industry norms for
animal welfare is obviously a difficult challenge to solve, with possibly substantial costs of
adaptation and widespread social responsibilityThe wellbeing of animals is a complex social
issue since it involves many people with varied viewpoints and goals. Due to the lack of
agreement and clarity surrounding these issues, administrative or technocratic approaches to
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policy change are ineffective [21][22]. One could argue that the complexity of the issue in
today's society necessitates a more nuanced approach if we are to craft effective policies for
animal welfare. Thus, the 'wicked problems' framework proposed by Rittel and Webber in
1973 [23] may be applicable to the problem of animal welfare. When a problem's very natutre
makes it difficult to solve, we call it "wicked."both the problem itself and the preferred solution
have been the subject of heated debate. For these societal issues, the causal relationships are
intricate, the risks and consequences are unclear, and there is substantial disagreement over
appropriate solutions [24] [25]. Solutions that come from on high and focus solely on
technology often fail to address "wicked challenges" like these. When multiple groups of
stakeholders are invested in a problem, it can be difficult to find a consensus on a single course
of action. As an example, those who are morally opposed to eating meat may never see little
enhancements to animal welfare in production as a reasonable compromise. Some farmers
may also be unable to shake the beliefs and ideals that have been instilled in them by
generations past [26] [27]. The persistent nature of attitudes around animal welfare makes it
unlikely that further empirical evidence will affect the significant differences between social
groupings [28]. Such strategies must be adaptable, participatory, and transdisciplinary (APT)
[30]. We contend that an APT strategy, rather than the conventional top-down regulatory
method, may allow policymakers to make substantial more headway on the social issue of
animal welfare [31]. Stakeholder networks are commonly used to implement the APT
approach because they promote open dialogue among a wide range of stakeholders [32].
Involving a wide range of interested parties improves problem definition and solution
development because each group brings unique assumptions, values, interests, and resources
[33]. When stakeholders and decision-makers work together, they can develop a common
understanding of the issues and the best way forward [34] [35]. Capturing Vital Personnel from
Every Step of the Supply Chain Stakeholders from a wide range of fields should be included
in the public discourse on animal welfare, as they can contribute unique insights that inform
policy and help build a more robust framework within which to accomplish a number of goals
[36] [37]. Below, we provide a quick overview of several key aspects of animal welfare
stakeholder networks.

When it comes to stakeholder networks pertaining to animal welfare, the business
sector stands out as the most visible and prominent sector.Whether the network's focus is on
all animals or just one type of use case, like production animals, will determine the makeup of
the stakeholders who represent this sector [38]. Concern for the well-being of producing
animals is shared by a wide variety of stakeholders. This category includes business
organisations, universities, and research institutions.

Those involved range from investors and advisors to veterinarians and meat
manufacturers to exporters and merchants. To promote animal welfare, there must be
widespread support from enterprises. Industry actors must be involved in the discussion and
feel responsible for the outcome, as they are the ones who will put any improvements
advocated by the stakeholder network into action. [39]. Due to the significant influence, they
have on the agri-food system, retailers like supermarkets should be highly engaged in
stakeholder networks [40]. Because of their close relationship with customers, retailers can
provide valuable input into market-based responses. Being aware of the stakeholder network's
power dynamics is essential if monetary contributions are expected from members of the
industry at large. A stakeholder network's credibility is jeopardized if those who contribute to
it in the industry are able to exert undue control over its operations, whether that control is
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real or perceived. If the public loses faith in the network, it will be difficult to attract new
members [41].
NGOs

Due to the fact that any given society comprises a variety of "publics," identifying the
community sector has always been a challenge. As a result, the public sectot's perspective on
animal welfare policy is often overlooked. Despite the fact that members of animal rights
groups may hold more extreme views than the general public on animal welfare concerns, they
frequently serve as community representatives in animal rights talks. There are a number of
animal rights groups and individuals who speak out forcefully against animal cruelty [42]. We
recommend inviting groups with a range of perspectives on animal use into stakeholder
networks due to the significant impact they can have.
Research Industry

Animal welfare stakeholder networks can benefit in two ways from the involvement
of academic and policy think tanks. The first and, probably, most important role they play is
in disseminating information. Animal welfare is multifaceted, touching on several
subdisciplines such as animal science, ecology, politics, psychology, neurology, and economics.
Nonetheless, due to its restricted distribution, the scientific literature may be inaccessible to
the general population. In a collaborative stakeholder network, academics may operate as
"honest brokers" of information by clarifying and, in some situations, enlarging the set of
evidence-based action alternatives [43]. Expertise in communicating scientific findings and the
ability to collaborate with partners outside of academia would be helpful. Here, think tanks
are sometimes viewed as providing decision-makers with more timely and applicable options
than universities. Think tank recommendations might be misunderstood as endorsements of
a particular viewpoint [44], which isn't always helpful when trying to guide conversations
among groups with widely divergent worldviews. Researchers receive money from both the
government and commercial organisations, but this does not stop some people from thinking
of them as politically and ideologically agnostic. Academics can be invaluable members of a
stakeholder network because of the high regard in which they are held by many stakeholder
groups, the confidence with which they can assume leadership roles when appropriate, and
the ability to arbitrate conflicts when they emerge.
Public Sector Institutions

There is a lot of collaboration between different sectors, and governments often play
a role in this or even act as a sponsor for such networks [45]. This is why it is so important for
public servants in agriculture departments at the federal and regional levels to remain
committed to improving animal welfare. While it's important to include government
representatives, state-sponsored stakeholder networks often have cumbersome decision-
making processes, excessive reporting requirements, and a lack of adaptability in the face of
the network's evolving experience [39] [40]. If a new government takes power or if public
agencies don't perceive immediate benefits, a state-sponsored network runs the risk of being
quickly defunded and dissolved. Thus, we think that animal welfare stakeholder networks
should include both public and private entities. Networks are more resilient to short-term
setbacks and long-term success if they retain some degree of independence.

Stakeholder networks must be carefully designed to prevent any one interest group
from controlling the network's resources and decision-making. Once a stakeholder network's
credibility is called into question because of accusations of being "bought," that network ceases
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to exist. However, a stakeholder network with insufficient resources will be unable to
effectively carry out its goals[39].

Researchers have identified four abilities—reflexivity, rejuvenation, resilience, and
responsiveness—that are essential for handling wicked challenges intelligently. Reflexivity
includes regularly reassessing the problem definition and potential solutions in light of the
numerous perspectives that have been applied to it. Stakeholder networks in animal welfare
must revolve around the acceptance of competing perspectives given the contentious nature
of the subject. It is essential that all parties involved understand that their perspective on the
situation is just one of many possible perspectives and that they make an effort to consider
alternative points of view when offering solutions. In order to revitalize, stakeholders must be
able to recognize when conflicts and counterproductive patterns arise within the stakeholder
network. inspire the group's dormant members to take action. Taking into account the
potential for conflicts among participants is crucial for effective stakeholder networks in
animal care, as seen above. If you want to mediate a conflict and get the parties to the, you
need strong leadership. When stakeholders are at odds, a good leader will step in to protect
the validity of the group's work together and reignite interest in the mission at hand. This
would guarantee that conflicts are settled in a fashion that is acceptable to all parties.

To be resilient is to be able to deal successtully with the chaos and uncertainty that
come with solving wicked problems. It is important for a stakeholder network to be resilient
because it means the group can respond to new information and circumstances without
compromising its core values or mission. More connections between seemingly unrelated
groups, like animal rights activists and journalists, increase the likelihood that networks will
learn, adapt to shocks, and minimise uncertainty.

For a stakeholder network to be considered responsive, it must be able to adapt
intelligently to the shifting needs of its constituents without betraying their confidence or
making assurances that it cannot keep. When there is a crisis involving animal welfare, the
media usually pays close attention, and experts in the field are often sought out for comment.
Stakeholders can help keep the network together by choosing not to comment at all if they so
choose. It is also possible for the relevant parties to agree in advance that they will issue a joint
statement outlining their plans to coordinate their response to the crisis. This strategy has two
goals: first, to reduce social tension in the aftermath of the event; and second, to keep the
stakeholder network's reputation for unity intact by stressing that "we are all on the same
team." Stakeholder networks should proactively plan for such shocking events and the
consequent uptick in public interest since these constitute "policy windows" during which
major change can be effected in a short period of time. If the stakeholder network is prepared
for the crisis, any response will serve to further the network's overarching objectives. The
success or failure of a stakeholder network rests on the strength of its relational capital, defined
as the capacity to create and maintain trustworthy relationships and networks of collaboration
among various stakeholders. Building relationships is the most important part of stakeholder
networks because it motivates groups to take action together. Building trust through
interpersonal connections is the most important factor in ensuring the success of
collaboration. Therefore, productive stakeholder networks allow for numerous channels of
communication and trust development [39]. The foundation is unquestionably laid by
consistent, high-quality communication. Others have argued that "small wins," or quick
successes that prove the network's worth, are helpful in establishing rapport.key players [39].
There has been some muddle in recent discussions about trust in the agricultural sector, with
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the assumption that trust can be gained in the sector by merely increasing transparency.
Although it is true that increased openness can improve the industries' credibility or
trustworthiness, actually constructing trust calls for more focus on social capital than any of
the other dimensions. Other factors that contribute to trust are a shared vision and the length
and quality of past social interactions.

The aforementioned "five Rs" are fundamental to the success of cooperative
endeavors. Head described the various degrees of interaction possible in online communities.
The vast majority of stakeholder networks are cooperative, meaning that their members never
feel compelled to compromise their individual identities or work towards a common goalWe
believe that in order for animal welfare stakeholder networks to be successful, they must
prioritize collaboration.

Only a handful of regional stakeholder networks have ever tried to improve animal
welfare. Two examples of effective stakeholder collaboration and the risks associated with
networks of this type are presented below. We think these networks' approaches to
stakeholder engagement and coordinating their efforts to improve animal welfare can serve as
a model for other groups to follow.

Instance 1 Plan for the Health and Happiness of Animals in Australia (AAWS), 2004-
2013. Animal welfare advocates from various points in the value chain came together to create
the AAWS and are now working to put it into practise. The committee had 17 members in
total (AVA).Members of the Advisory Council were reimbursed by the Australian government
for their time and expenses in order to attend quarterly in-person meetings, and the
government also paid a per diem sitting fee to non-governmental members. Each technical
working group was founded with input from representatives of government, business, and
sector-specific organisations, as well as animal welfare groups. In addition, three
interdepartmental working groups were formed to address broad concerns in the areas of
communication, R&D, and education and training [44].

Since there are over 400 groups in Australia that care deeply about animal welfare, the
AAWS set out to serve as a hub for and coordinator of collective action on behalf of these
groups [17]. Even though the Animal Welfare Strategy (AAWS) had a good start, it was placed
on hold in late 2013 when the Coalition Government was elected in Australia. They said that
the AAWS "was able to bring animal advocates, veterinarians, government welfare
professionals, and livestock sector leaders around the table to have progressive discussions,"
and were therefore dissatisfied with the outcome.

Sadly, as time went on, enthusiasm for the initiative dwindled. As of right now, there
is yet another set of talks happening to figure out what the stakeholder network can do in the
long run [47].

Institutions that focus their research on animal welfare The stakeholder network is
responsible for many things, including the followingConlflicts of interest must be reported in
writing by Platform members in accordance with the rules. Members of the Platform and its
working groups have their names publicly listed on a database of such groups in the interest
of transparency. There have been some preliminary results after only two years of the
Platform's existence. The Platform is developing a digital communication tool, he added.

Various studies of stakeholder networks, from which three key takeaways can be
drawn. As a first step, it's important to have a diverse group of people involved in improving
animal welfare. This includes representatives from government, industry, NGOs, and
academic and governmental research institutions. Animal welfare standards could be
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negotiated, but this scenario is not ideal because it could take years or even decades. So, it's
suggested that future animal welfare stakeholder networks think about member-based
contributions or crowdfunding as alternatives to traditional funding models.

When it comes to animal welfare, we believe that decision-makers should prioritise
demonstrating that the problems and progress being made are the result of the collaborative
efforts of stakeholders across the whole value chain. The authors Heimans and Timms argue
in their book New Power that the growing tension between "old power" and "new power" is
driving the complex transformation society is undergoing right now [42]. Involving people
must be more than just a publicity stunt.

Conclusion

In view of increasing public concern for the treatment of animals and the consequent
revocation of their "social licence" to profit from their usage, we propose that collaborative
stakeholder networks in animal welfare adopt "new power" models with greater transparency
and robust governance. Future studies and policies should focus on increasing public
involvement in animal welfare through methods like concept co-production and co-
ownership.
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