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Abstract: In Europe, there is ongoing social criticism of conventional pig farming and demands
for higher farm animal welfare standards. This applies primarily to products from pig production,
as consumers criticize, among other things, the animals’ housing conditions, tail docking, neutering,
or keeping them on slatted floors. Various animal welfare programs have tried to meet the consumers’
demands. Pig farmers are directly involved in the production process and are therefore key
stakeholders for the successful implementation of animal welfare programs such as the German
Initiative Animal Welfare. The Initiative Animal Welfare was founded in 2015 and serves as an
example in this study, as it has been established for two rounds and involves high numbers of
participants. However, little is known about the attitudes of pig farmers towards this specific animal
welfare program. Thus, the aim of this study is to investigate these attitudes towards animal welfare
programs using the example of German pig producers and identify group differences. Based on an
online survey of German conventional pig farmers, four clusters were formed which differ in their
attitude to the Initiative Animal Welfare. Overall, all farmers, regardless of the cluster, feel publicly
pressured by politics and the media. In addition, all farmers are skeptical about the effort involved
in participating in the Initiative Animal Welfare (IAW), especially with regard to the additional
documentation requirements and unannounced controls. The findings can provide guidance for the
design of animal welfare programs taking into account the needs of farmers.

Keywords: farmers’ attitudes; cluster analysis; farm animal welfare; pig production

1. Introduction

The image of conventional livestock farming has been suffering for some time. Due to the
constant structural changes and the progressive intensification of agricultural production processes,
conventional livestock farming is increasingly subject to public criticism. Food crises and scandals as
well as a changed perception of agriculture by broad sections of society have had a major impact on
public debate [1,2]. As a result, there is a strong aversion to the current systems of livestock farming,
especially for pigs and poultry [3,4]. This increases sensitivity to meat production and processing
and to requirements aimed at improving the level of farm animal welfare standards [5–8]. Eventually,
the meat industry and other stakeholders have expanded the meat market to include a new segment,
so-called animal welfare products, to close the gap between heavily criticized conventional products
and organically produced and very high-priced meat products [9–11]. One possibility for farmers to
provide higher farm animal welfare standards is therefore to participate in specific animal welfare
programs (AWPs) or programs with higher quality and sustainability standards [12,13].

Germany is not only one of the largest meat producers in the world, but with a net output of
5,348,000 tons of pork and a self-sufficiency rate of 119 percent in 2018, it is also considered one of the
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key players on the international market [14]. For this reason, it is assumed that examples and results
from Germany can also be relevant and informative on an international level. In Germany, for example,
the Initiative Animal Welfare (IAW) was founded in 2015. It aims at a general improvement of farm
animal welfare in German poultry and pig production, whereas farmers are compensated by the
food retail sector itself for implementing additional farm animal welfare criteria. Current consumer
surveys indicate that the IAW concept is rated from “good” to “very good” by 93 percent of those
surveyed [15]. In Germany, 10.7 million fattening pigs are kept in accordance with IAW criteria to date,
which corresponds to approximately 25 percent of fattening pigs produced in Germany. Participating
food retailers, e.g., Edeka, Rewe, Lidl, and Aldi, pay an additional sum of 6.25 cents per kilo of pork or
poultry meat sold to the IAW, thus contributing to the costs incurred by farmers in implementing the
additional farm animal welfare criteria [16]. Thereby, the financing is independent of the purchasing
behavior of the consumers. Since 2020, a total number of 4200 pig farmers have participated in
the IAW [17].

In general, there are both mandatory and eligible criteria for fattening pigs, sows, and piglets.
For the implementation of the basic criteria, a basic contribution of €500 per farm is paid. For providing
the mandatory criteria, the farmers receive €3.30 per pig for the implementation of the mandatory
criteria, whereas eligible criteria can also be applied voluntarily. In order to fit the participation
requirements of the IAW, all basic criteria must be fulfilled. These include animal monitoring, handling
of diseased and injured animals, as well as hygiene and storage of animal feed. Furthermore, stable
climate and drinking water controls must be executed by IAW auditors. Climate controls include a
functional test of the technology and a sensory pen climate examination. In addition, pens must have
access to daylight. Mandatory criteria include “additional 10 percent space” and “organic manipulable
material” which could, for example, constitute wood or straw for the animals’ entertainment. If the
farm chooses an eligibility criterion like, for example, “additional 20 percent space”, compensation is
granted in addition to remuneration for compliance with the mandatory criterion “additional 10 percent
space”. The maximum fee is €5.10 per pig, which means eligible criteria cannot exceed €1.80 per
pig [15]. What makes the IAW unique are the relatively easy to implement farm animal welfare criteria
as well as the guaranteed and fixed remuneration of the pig farmers. These characteristics and the fact
that it is the most popular AWP in Germany distinguish the IAW from other AWPs.

Farm animal welfare depends to a considerable extent on farmers’ attitudes, acceptance,
and willingness to implement measures to improve livestock conditions on their farms [18]. Without
understanding of farmers’ decisions for or against certain measures, farm animal welfare can hardly be
improved [19]. To date, some studies have been investigating the attitudes of German pig farmers
towards higher farm animal welfare standards and their willingness to participate in AWPs [20],
but not with main focus on the IAW. Furthermore, previous studies have shown that farmers cannot
usually be seen as a homogeneous group in terms of their attitudes [21], so it must be assumed that this
is also true with regard to farmers’ attitudes towards the IAW. For this reason and to close this research
gap, a cluster analysis was chosen for this article in order to find potential target groups for IAW
participation and to characterize them more precisely so that target group-specific recommendations for
action can be derived. The results have important implications for farmer and stakeholder management
both nationally and internationally, resulting in opportunities to tailor AWPs to farmers’ needs and
wishes. In the following, the applied methodology is presented. This is followed by the presentation
of the results, discussion, and final conclusion.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Design

For this article, a survey was analyzed in which 219 conventional pig farmers in Germany
participated from February 2018 to June 2018. The survey was based on an anonymous and standardized
online questionnaire. The questionnaire itself was pre-tested for one week by ten experts from agro-
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economic research and pig farmers. Subsequently, it was distributed via websites of leading German
farm management magazines and the Association of Pig Farmers in Germany. The magazines most
read in agricultural practice were asked to distribute the survey. The questionnaire itself was preceded
by a brief description of the background and aims of the study. To further spread the survey, private
networks and social media were used. The survey was further distributed via the IAW’s mailing list.
Qualitative interviews among 45 pig farmers were conducted beforehand. Due to the results of the
qualitative interviews, the survey was based on the extended “unified theory of acceptance and use
of technology” model [22]. With its key constructs being performance expectancy, effort expectancy,
social influence, facilitating conditions, hedonic motivation, price value, and habit, it provides a
conceptual framework for analyzing decision makers’ intention to use or not to use a certain technology
or system. Further, it has been applied for some time to investigate acceptance issues for technologies
or systems within agriculture [23].

The survey questions mainly consisted of closed questions which were derived from scientific
literature [18]. Further, it was divided into two parts. In part A, participating farmers were asked about
their socio-demographic and farm characteristics, for example, age, gender, agricultural education,
work experience, farm size, pig housing conditions, and their IAW participation. Nominally scaled
questions were used to inquire about operational and socio-demographic and farm characteristics.
Part B consisted of 70 different statements that were used to determine farmers’ attitudes towards their
IAW participation. The respondents were asked to rate predefined statements on the basis of five-point
Likert scales from −2 meaning “I totally disagree” to +2 meaning “I totally agree”. The statements
should have been answered by both IAW participants and non-participants.

2.2. Statistical Analysis

The analysis was carried out using IBM SPSS Statistics 25 for MacOS. To obtain an overview
of the sample, socio-demographic and farm characteristics were first analyzed using univariate
methods. Next, an exploratory factor analysis was performed to combine a large number of items into
a smaller number of factors, which allows a simplified interpretation of farmers’ attitudes towards
the IAW. For this article, a principal component analysis using varimax rotation method and Kaiser
Normalization was applied. Varimax rotation was applied because the variance of squared charges in
this rotation reaches the maximum value and thus facilitated interpretation [24]. The factor analysis
included most Likert scaled items about the IAW with regard to farm animal welfare, economic risks,
and effects of higher farm animal welfare standards and farmers’ willingness to improve farm animal
welfare on their farms. The selected number of items was checked for suitability for factor analysis.
For this purpose, the Kaiser Meyer Olkin Criteria (KMO) and the “measure of sampling adequacy”
(MSA) were used. If the KMO/MSA is <0.5, it is “miserable”, and a factor analysis should not be
performed [25]. In this study, a value of 0.872 was determined, which is classified as “good” [26].
Another quality test criterion is the Bartlett test for sphericity, which examines the null hypothesis
so that the initial variables from the survey population are present in uncorrelated form [26]. In this
study, Bartlett’s significance is at a value of p = 0.000, which is highly significant because it allows the
null hypothesis to be discarded and therefore there is correlation between the variables. Furthermore,
only those factors are extracted that have a value greater than 1 (assumption of the principal component
analysis). Here, the factor analysis explained 69.78 percent of the total variance. Finally, six factors
including 28 items were identified. A reliability analysis provided information about the internal
consistency of the factors. Cronbach’s Alpha value was chosen to measure the consistency. All of the
six factors show a valid internal consistency [27,28].

A hierarchical cluster analysis was performed to classify farmers into different segments in terms
of their attitude towards the IAW. A hierarchical cluster analysis was chosen because of the relatively
small sample size. For this purpose, the factors previously built up were used to characterize the
clusters. This kind of cluster analysis is used to form homogeneous groups out of a heterogeneous
population [26,29]. The cluster analysis was divided into three steps. First, the single-linkage method
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was used to remove outliers. The objects with the smallest distances were combined with another.
Next, the optimal number of clusters was determined using Ward’s method. In this article, four clusters
could be determined. The dendrogram, a screen plot, and the elbow criterion were used as decision
support for the optimal number of clusters [26].

Eventually, a k-Means clustering was used to optimize the results of Ward’s method. A discriminant
analysis was performed to verify the results. In this study, 98.6 percent of the original cases were
correctly classified [26,28]. Further results of the discriminant analysis (eigenvalues and Wilks lambda)
also demonstrate that the results of the cluster analysis are of high quality. Wilks-Lambda is a
significance test that confirms a significant difference between the groups identified in this study.
Moreover, the eigenvalue was higher than one and there were significant differences (p < 0.000) between
the cluster-forming factors [27]. For a detailed characterization of the generated clusters, Tamhane T2
post hoc multiple comparison test was used, which showed significant differences between the clusters.
Tamhane T2 test is based on the assumption that groups may show different variances. For a more
detailed description and to test significant differences between the clusters, a univariate ANOVA and a
cross-table were used [28]. Furthermore, the clusters were analyzed with regard to socio-demographic
and farm characteristics.

3. Results

3.1. Sample Description

After data cleansing, 219 complete data sets were available for the analysis. Farmers who took
part in the survey are on average 45 years old, and 92.2 percent of them are male. In Germany,
the average age of farmers is 34 years and 36 percent of all workers in agriculture are female [30].
On average, they are very well educated, as 33.8 percent are university graduates. In comparison,
the German national average of famers holding a university degree is only 12 percent [30]. The majority
of participants come from North Rhine-Westphalia (32.4 percent) and Lower Saxony (32 percent).
According to the agricultural census of 2016, these federal states have the highest number of pigs
kept for farming purposes with 26.3 percent in North Rhine-Westphalia and 31.6 percent in Lower
Saxony [31]. The average farm size is 195.89 hectares, which is significantly higher than the average
number of hectares per farm in Germany [32]. A figure of 83.6 percent of the respondents are farm
managers; 11.4 percent are farm successors, whereas in total, about 11 percent of those employed in
agriculture in Germany are farm managers [32]. In addition, 94.1 percent of the farms are managed
as main occupation, whereby in Germany, 45.3 percent of farms are run as a main occupation [32].
On average, 2026 fattening pigs (n = 219) are kept on farms. A figure of 68 percent of the respondents
were taking part in the IAW at the time of the survey. In Germany, 6.44 percent of agricultural businesses
take part in the IAW [32]. Due to the small sample size and the participants’ farm characteristics,
this sample cannot be considered representative for all German pig farmers. Although the sample
deviates from the German population and thus a certain result uncertainty arises, it can be an interesting
exploratory sample for large, full-time pig farmers.

3.2. Results of the Factor Analysis

In order to reduce the data complexity, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted and the
most important factors for farmers’ attitudes towards the IAW were captured. The final factor solution
included six factors with 28 variables (Table 1). The first factor, “economic benefit”, describes the
assessment of farmers’ financial advantages resulting from IAW participation and contains seven
statements (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.911). In particular, these statements are aimed at ascertaining
whether farmers are of the opinion that implementation of farm animal welfare measures under IAW
is appropriately remunerated. They include farmers’ attitudes towards perception of remuneration,
cost-benefit ratio, and possible income stabilization in an event of poor pig prices. The second factor,
“trust in the IAW,” covers farmers’ attitudes with a direct connection to the IAW and contains six
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statements (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.884). It combines statements about perceived intentions of the
IAW with regard to consideration of farmers’ wishes and needs in the AWP design, additional
documentation requirements, and payments. The third factor, “animal benefit”, (Cronbach’s Alpha:
0.907) describes advantages that IAW participation provides for the animals. The five statements
relate to the improvements perceived by farmers in housing conditions, farm animal welfare,
health, and performance of the animals. The fourth factor, “effort”, combines six statements about
expenditures incurred by IAW participation (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.851). The statements include
perceived attitudes towards investment costs, labor costs, certification costs, and effort required for
controls and documentation. The fifth factor, “unannounced controls”, summarizes two variables
about farmers’ attitudes towards unannounced controls that are performed as part of their IAW
participation (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.851). It takes into account statements about the risk of being
exposed to additional stress due to controls. The sixth factor, “perceived public pressure”, combines
two statements about pressure on farmers perceived by politics and the media (Cronbach’s Alpha:
0.801). The factors represent the individualized roles of each of the benefits and costs involved in
IAW participation, including financial and personal contributions as well as monetary, personal,
and time-related costs.

Table 1. Results of the factor analysis.

Factor and Statements Factor Load µ σ

Factor 1: Economic benefit (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.911)

Participation in the IAW is financially worthwhile. 0.828 −0.16 1.023
The additional time required for participation in the IAW will be

remunerated appropriately. 0.791 −024 1.040

The participation in the IAW is characterized by a good
cost-benefit ratio. 0.746 −0.33 0.954

The animal welfare criteria of the IAW are appropriately
remunerated. 0.724 −0.23 1.039

The participation in the IAW offers additional financial benefits
for the farm. 0.698 0.53 1.015

The additional remuneration by the IAW stabilizes the income
situation of the farm in case of a bad pig price. 0.668 0.36 1.142

The additional stress associated with participation in the IAW will
be adequately compensated. 0.660 −0.51 −0.974

Factor 2: Trust in the IAW (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.884)

The IAW makes every effort to take the needs and wishes of
farmers into account in the remuneration of the various animal

welfare criteria.
0.833 −0.33 0.954

The IAW makes every effort to consider the needs and wishes of
farmers when designing the program. 0.815 −0.19 0.919

The IAW makes every effort to take the needs and wishes of
farmers into account in the additional documentation. 0.802 −0.35 0.942

The IAW would never knowingly do anything detrimental to
participating farmers. 0.740 −0.10 1.064

The IAW makes every effort to take the needs and wishes of
farmers into account when paying animal welfare remuneration. 0.696 −0.10 0.993

The IAW makes every effort to take the needs and wishes of
farmers into account during controls. 0.674 −0.27 0.965

Factor 3: Animal benefit (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.907)

Participation in the IAW improves the housing conditions of
the animals. 0.884 0.59 0.960

Participation in the IAW improves the welfare of the animals. 0.855 0.48 1.051
Participation in the IAW improves the possibilities to practice

typical behavior of the animals. 0.804 0.32 0.928
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Table 1. Cont.

Factor and Statements Factor Load µ σ

Participation in the IAW improves the health of the animals. 0.800 0.17 1.065
Participation in the IAW improves the performance of the animals. 0.756 0.10 1.013

Factor 4: Effort (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.851)

Participation in the IAW involves high investments for the
implementation of the various animal welfare criteria. 0.884 0.67 0.978

Participation in the IAW is associated with high additional
labor costs. 0.855 0.32 1.128

Participation in the IAW is associated with high additional costs
for the certification. 0.804 0.69 0.983

Participation in the IAW means a high expenditure of time for the
daily work in the stable. 0.800 0.52 1.068

Participation in the IAW means a high expenditure of time for
the documentation. 0.756 1.05 0.912

Participation in the IAW involves time-consuming controls. 0.647 0.99 0.948

Factor 5: Unannounced controls (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.851)

Participation in the IAW causes additional stress due to
unannounced controls. 0.835 0.91 1.121

Participation in the IAW bears the risk of being exposed to
additional stress because unannounced controls must always

be expected.
0.827 0.90 1.044

Factor 6: Perceived public pressure (Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.801)

I feel pressure from politicians to improve the housing conditions
in my pigsty. 0.877 0.64 1.071

I feel pressure from the media to improve the housing conditions
in my pigsty. 0.867 0.88 1.149

KMO = 0.872; declared total variance = 69.78 percent. All statements were scored with a scale from −2 = “totally
disagree” to +2 = “totally agree”.

The tests performed to examine the quality of factor analysis showed that all factors meet the
common requirements. The factor analysis explained 69.78 percent of the total variance among the
24 variables. Since KMO/MSA is relatively high at 0.872, these variables are well suited for the
factor analysis. The factors identified were adopted as cluster-forming variables to define groups for
IAW participation.

3.3. Results of the Cluster Analysis

A cluster analysis was performed on the basis of the factors detected. The aim of the cluster
analysis was to classify farmers into groups according to their IAW attitudes. Table 2 presents the
results of the cluster analysis, mean values of the cluster-forming factors, and the underlying variables.

Table 2. Results of the cluster analysis.

Factor and Statements Cluster D
(n = 52)

Cluster A
(n = 55)

Cluster B
(n = 56)

Cluster C
(n = 53)

Economic benefit *** −0.41 bc

(0.737)
−0.78 bc

(0.861)
0.92 acd

(0.712)
0.21 abd

(0.709)

Participation in the IAW is financially worthwhile. *** −0.73 bc

(0.843)
−0.75 bc

(0.886)
0.54 ad

(0.738)
0.26 ad

(0.902)

The additional time required for participation in the
IAW is remunerated appropriately. ***

−1.02 bc

(0.727)
−0.69 bc

(0.879)
0.52 ad

(0.809)
0.17 ad

(0.935)

Participation in the IAW is characterized by a good
cost-benefit ratio. ***

−0.94 bc

(0.669)
−0.82 bc

(0.976)
0.38 ad

(0.776)
0.04 ad

(0.831)
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Table 2. Cont.

Factor and Statements Cluster D
(n = 52)

Cluster A
(n = 55)

Cluster B
(n = 56)

Cluster C
(n = 53)

The animal welfare criteria of the IAW are appropriately
remunerated. ***

−0.96 bc

(0.766)
−0.62 bc

(0.892)
0.50 ad

(0.831)
0.06 ad

(0.969)

Participation in the IAW offers additional financial
benefits for the farm. ***

0.17 bc

(0.879)
−0.15 bc

(0.848)
1.07 ad

(0.912)
0.96 ad

(0.831)

The additional remuneration by the IAW stabilizes the
income situation of the farm in case of a bad pig price. ***

−0.02 bc

(1.075)
−0.38 bc

(1.063)
1.07 ad

(0.783)
0.74 ad

(0.964)

The additional stress associated with participation in the
IAW is adequately compensated. ***

−1.12 bc

(0.732)
−0.95 bc

(0.756)
−0.20 ad

(0.999)
0.17 ad

(0.778)

Trust in the IAW ** −0.33 ac

(0.848)
0.27 d

(1.080)
−0.14

(0.965)
0.15 d

(0.709)

The IAW makes every effort to take the needs and
wishes of farmers into account in the remuneration of

the various animal welfare criteria. ***

−0.79 abc

(0.825)
−0.31 d

(0.979)
−0.23 d

(0.914)
−0.06 d

(0.908)

The IAW makes every effort to consider the needs and
wishes of farmers when designing the program. **

−0.54 c

(0.851)
−0.20

(0.970)
−0.16

(0.781)
0.09 d

(0.946)

The IAW makes every effort to take the needs and
wishes of farmers into account in the

additional documentation. *

−0.67 c

(0.834)
−0.29

(0.994)
−0.29

(0.986)
−0.19 d

(0.856)

The IAW would never knowingly do anything
detrimental to participating farmers. **

−0.42 c

(0.997)
−0.13

(1.171)
−0.09

(1.100)
0.21 d

(0.863)

The IAW makes every effort to take the needs and
wishes of farmers into account when paying animal

welfare remuneration. ***

−0.54 ac

(0.985)
0.02 d

(1.027)
−0.12

(1.046)
0.21 d

(0.885)

The IAW makes every effort to take the needs and
wishes of farmers into account during controls.*

−0.48 a

(0.896)
−0.40 c

(1.011)
−0.34

(1.014)
0.09 ad

(0.815)

Animal benefit *** −0.12 c

(0.735)
−0.49 bc

(0.948)
0.24 a

(0.896)
0.46 ad

(0.953)

Participation in the IAW improves the housing
conditions of the animals. ***

0.40 bc

(0.721)
0.13 bc

(1.001)
0.91 ad

(0.880)
0.98 ad

(0.820)

Participation in the IAW improves the welfare of
the animals. ***

0.10 bc

(0.975)
−0.07 bc

(1.016)
0.96 ad

(0.808)
1.00 ad

(0.809)

Participation in the IAW improves the possibilities to
practice typical behavior of the animals. ***

0.13 bc

(0.742)
−0.04 bc

(0.744)
0.63 ad

(0.945)
0.60 ad

(0.968)

Participation in the IAW improves the health of
the animals. ***

−0.08 bc

(0.947)
−0.40 bc

(0.894)
0.54 ad

(0.808)
0.68 ad

(1.140)

Participation in the IAW improves the performance of
the animals. ***

−0.12 bc

(0.704)
−0.49 bc

(0.814)
0.41 ad

(1.075)
0.64 ad

(0.922)

Effort *** 0.87 abc

(0.543)
−0.59 ad

(0.954)
0.05 ad

(0.930)
−0.32 d

(0.788)

Participation in the IAW involves high investments for
the implementation of the various animal

welfare criteria. ***

1.23 abc

0.807
0.53 d

(1.052)
0.57 d

(0.931)
0.43 d

(0.772)

Participation in the IAW is associated with high
additional labor costs. ***

1.25 abc

(0.776)
−0.02 d

(1.080)
0.23 d

(1.112)
−0.17 d

(0.914)

Participation in the IAW is associated with high
additional costs for the certification. ***

1.29 abc

(0.776)
0.49 d

(0.960)
0.66 d

(0.959)
0.32 d

(0.956)

Participation in the IAW means a high expenditure of
time for the daily work in the stable. ***

1.31 abc

(0.729)
0.31 d

(0.998)
0.48 d

(1.144)
0.00 d

(0.832)
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Table 2. Cont.

Factor and Statements Cluster D
(n = 52)

Cluster A
(n = 55)

Cluster B
(n = 56)

Cluster C
(n = 53)

Participation in the IAW means a high expenditure of
time for the documentation. ***

1.63 ac

(0.561)
0.58 bd

(0.956)
1.30 ac

(0.807)
0.72 bd

(0.818)

Participation in the IAW involves
time-consuming controls. ***

1.71 abc

(0.457)
0.71 bcd

(0.956)
1.36 acd

(0.672)
0.17 abd

(0.802)

Unannounced controls *** 0.22 bc

(0.608)
0.24 bc

(0.742)
0.74 acd

(0.634)
−1.16 abd

(0.772)

Participation in the IAW causes additional stress due to
unannounced controls. ***

1.42 c

(0.776)
1.04 bc

(0.922)
1.61 ac

(0.528)
−0.36 abd

(0.901)

Participation in the IAW bears the risk of being exposed
to additional stress because unannounced controls must

always be expected. ***

1.37 c

(0.658)
1.11 c

(0.832)
1.48 c

(0.632)
−0.28 abd

(0.841)

Perceived public pressure *** −0.64 abc

(0.920)
0.42 cd

(0.901)
0.31 d

(0.779)
−0.06 d

(0.907)

I feel pressure from politicians to improve the housing
conditions in my pigsty. ***

0.21 ab

(1.054)
0.85 d

(1.008)
1.05 cd

(0.883)
0.49 b

(1.049)

I feel pressure from the media to improve the housing
conditions in my pigsty. ***

0.27 ab

(1.140)
1.24 cd

(1.018)
1.36 cd

(0.883)
0.68 ab

(1.105)

Significance level at * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01; *** p ≤ 0.001; ns p ≥ 0.05 (not significant); letters (a–d) signify a significant
difference to the corresponding cluster (Tamhane post-hoc multiple comparison test at significance level 0.05).
Numbers without brackets show mean values, numbers in brackets illustrate the items’ standard derivations.
All statements were scored with a scale from −2 = “totally disagree” to +2 = “totally agree”. N = 216.

The first cluster (cluster D) contains 52 pig farmers. It is characterized by an overall highly critical to
rejecting attitude towards IAW participation and will therefore be entitled as “initiative animal welfare
defeatists”. On the one hand, they are of the opinion that additional time required for participation is
not appropriately remunerated (µ = −1.02; σ = 0.727) and, on the other hand, that additional stress
associated with participation is not adequately compensated (µ = −1.12; σ = 0.732). Furthermore,
cluster D is distrustful of the IAW, especially when it comes to statements about whether the IAW
takes the needs and wishes of farmers into account when remunerating the various farm animal
welfare criteria (µ = −0.78; σ = 0.825) or additional documentation requirements (µ = −0.67; σ = 0.834).
Farmers tend to agree with the statement that participation in the IAW improves the housing conditions
of the animals (µ = 0.40; σ = 0.721), while they tend to disagree with the statement that participation
improves the performance of the animals (µ = −0.12; σ = 0.704). Farmers of cluster D agree without
exception with all statements that refer to an increased workload due to IAW participation, but most
strongly with statements that participation means additional expenditure of time for documentation
(µ = 1.63; σ = 0.561) and includes time-consuming controls (µ = 1.71; σ = 0.457). In addition, they are
dismissive of the IAW’s unannounced controls. They support the statement that IAW participation
causes additional stress due to unannounced controls (µ = 1.42; σ = 0.776) and that participation is
associated with additional stress, since unannounced controls must always be expected (µ = 1.37;
σ = 0.658). Furthermore, they sense more pressure from the media (µ = 0.90; σ = 1.140) than from
politics (µ = 0.21; σ = 1.054) to improve housing conditions in their pigsties. Compared to clusters A, B,
and C, farmers in cluster D consider participation in the IAW to have the least economic benefit. At the
same time, they estimate the effort involved to be the highest compared to the other clusters. The results
of the cluster analysis demonstrate that within certain statements, there occur relatively high standard
deviations. This is an indication that there exist heterogeneous settings in the individual groups.

The second cluster (cluster A) includes 55 pig farmers. It is characterized by a clearly critical
assessment of possible economic benefits. Farmers in this cluster are declared as “initiative animal
welfare critics”. They are very critical of possible economic benefits when it comes to ensuring that IAW
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participation is adequately remunerated. This applies in particular to the appropriate compensation
for additional stress incurred by the farmer (µ = −0.95; σ = 0.756) and the perceived cost-benefit ratio
(µ = −0.82; σ = 0.976). Furthermore, cluster A does not assume that the IAW takes into account farmers’
wishes and needs during controls (µ = −0.40; σ = 1.011) and when determining the remuneration
(µ = −0.31; σ = 0.979). With regard to animal benefits, the farmers in cluster A show no to few effects
from their IAW participation. This primarily concerns possible improvements of the health (µ = −0.40;
σ = 0.894) and performance of the animals (µ = −0.49; σ = 0.814). The attitudes of farmers in cluster
A differ significantly from those in clusters B and C in terms of the animal benefits. In addition,
farmers of cluster A consider participation in the IAW too much of an effort. This is also reflected
above all in the additional time required for documentation requirements (µ = 0.58; σ = 0.956) and
time-consuming controls (µ = 0.71; σ = 0.956). With regard to additional labor costs, cluster A is roughly
indifferent (µ = −0.02; σ = 1.080). In addition, farmers in cluster A are highly critical of the IAW’s
unannounced controls. They support the statement that IAW participation causes additional stress due
to the unannounced controls (µ = 1.04; σ = 0.922) and that participation is associated with additional
stress, since an unannounced control must always be expected (µ = 1.11; σ = 0.832). In principle,
farmers from cluster A feel that they are under public pressure to improve housing conditions in their
pigsties. This public pressure is perceived both by politicians (µ = 0.85; σ = 1.018) and by the media
(µ = 1.24; σ = 1.018). Compared to clusters B, C, and D, cluster A sees the lowest benefit for animals by
participating in the IAW.

The 56 farmers in the third cluster (cluster B) can be described as “utilitarian”, because they are
very keen on the practical and personal benefit of participation. Their indecisiveness is particularly
evident in the fact that on the one hand, they attach great importance to the advantages of participation,
but on the other hand, also to the effort involved. The farmers in cluster B state that IAW participation
offers additional financial benefits for the farm (µ= 1.07; σ= 0.912) and that the additional remuneration
of the IAW could stabilize the farm’s income situation in case of bad pig prices (µ = 1.07; σ = 0.783).
With regard to statements on whether the IAW takes farmers’ wishes and needs into account,
the skeptical indecisiveness of cluster B is once again apparent, for example, in the question of the
AWP’s design (µ = -0.16; σ = 0.781) and the remuneration payments (µ = -0.23; σ = 0.914). They perceive
animal benefits primarily in improvements in housing conditions (µ = 0.91; σ = 0.880) and farm animal
welfare (µ = 0.96; σ = 0.808). In contrast to the positive perceptions of the economic benefits and
advantages for the animals in case of IAW participation, farmers of cluster B are highly critical of
effort, unannounced controls, and perceived public pressure. They consider the highest efforts of
participation, on the one hand, in additional documentation requirements (µ = 1.30; σ = 0.807), on the
other hand, in time-consuming controls (µ = 1.36; σ = 0.672). Overall, they show a very critical attitude
towards unannounced controls (µ = 1.61; σ = 0.528). The same applies to the perceived public pressure
to improve the housing conditions in pigsties, both from the political side (µ = 1.05; σ = 0883) and from
the media (µ = 1.36; σ = 0883). Compared to clusters A, C, and D, they regard economic benefits as the
highest, but the expected costs, unannounced controls, and the perceived public pressure to improve
housing conditions in the pigsty as the most critical.

A total of 53 farmers could be assigned to cluster C. Since farmers of this cluster attribute a
comparatively high economic benefit to IAW participation and do not overestimate the effort involved,
the farmers of this cluster are referred to as “initiative animal welfare proponents”. While they indicate
that participation in the IAW provides additional financial benefits for the farm (µ = 0.96; σ = 0.831),
they are more divided on the appropriate level of remuneration (µ = 0.06; σ = 0.969). In terms of trust
in the IAW, cluster C appears indecisive to indifferent. This becomes evident in statements on the
perceived consideration of farmers’ wishes and needs during controls (µ = 0.09; σ = 0.815) as well as in
the design of the AWP (µ = −0.06; σ = 0.908). Furthermore, cluster C expects that IAW participation will
result in improvements in both housing conditions in the pigsties (µ = 0.98; σ = 0.820) and farm animal
welfare (µ = 1.00; σ = 0.809). The expected effort reveals mixed results. While additional expenditures
for fulfilling documentation requirements (µ = 0.72; σ = 0.818) is estimated to be high, farmers do not
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indicate a significantly increased time expenditure for the daily work in the pigsty (µ = 0.00; σ = 0.832).
Unannounced controls (µ = −0.36; σ = 0.901), as well as the fact that unannounced controls must
always be expected (µ = −0.28; σ = 0.841), do not appear to be causing the farmers of cluster C too
much of a burden. Public pressure is perceived both by politicians (µ = 0.49; σ = 1.049) and by the
media (µ = 0.68; σ = 1.105). Compared to clusters A, B, and D, farmers in cluster C rate animal benefits
resulting from IAW participation the highest. At the same time, they evaluate the expected effort and
unannounced controls as the least burdensome compared to the other clusters.

Table 3 shows some characteristics in the clusters analyzed. However, most of the differences
between them are not at significant levels. Genders and ages are relatively evenly distributed among
the clusters. It is noticeable that cluster B has the largest number of IAW participants at a significant
level, while the distribution in cluster A is relatively balanced. At the same time, farmers in cluster B
and D have the least hectares of land, but not at a significant level. Furthermore, it becomes apparent
that cluster C includes most of the farmers in a secondary occupation. Overall, farmers in cluster A
have the highest average number of fattening pigs. However, it must be emphasized again that the
results do not show significant differences between the clusters. A figure of 36.4 percent of farmers
from cluster A have participated in the IAW since the first round of the IAW in 2015 and 36.4 percent
do not participate in any AWP at all. A figure of 75 percent of cluster B have also participated since
the first round of the IAW in 2015, compared to 49.1 percent from cluster C. A figure of 26.4 percent
of farmers from cluster C do not participate in any AWP. The share of farmers from cluster D who
have participated since the first round of the IAW is at 38.5 percent, but 23.1 percent of this cluster do
not participate in any AWP. Significant differences between the individual clusters can be identified
regarding the intention to participate. Especially cluster B (µ = 1.29; σ = 0.78) and C (µ = 1.19; σ = 0.76)
consider IAW participation as useful. None of the clusters explicitly states that they are not willing
to participate in the IAW. Cluster B (µ = 1.41; σ = 0.85) and C (µ = 1.21; σ = 1.04) strongly agreed to
the statement whether (also) in the future it was intended to participate in the IAW, while even the
rather critical clusters A (µ = 0.31; σ = 1.29) and D (µ = 0.29; σ = 1.24) did not reject this statement,
although higher standard deviations are apparent in these cases. The participants were also questioned
about the profitability of their own farm. All farmers agreed that they were satisfied with their overall
economic situation. No significant differences in the level of equity formation or profit generation were
found, and the level of net income from operating activities did not show any significant differences.

Table 3. Sociodemographic and farm characteristics of the clusters.

Cluster D
(n = 52)

Cluster A
(n = 55)

Cluster B
(n = 56)

Cluster C
(n = 53)

Gender male (female) 1 [%] ns 96.2
(3.8)

89.1
(10.9)

91.1
(8.9)

92.5
(7.5)

Age 1 Ø ns 48 46 44 44

Participation (non-participation) 1 [%] **
61.5

(38.5) b
54.5

(45.5) b
87.5

(12.5) ad
67.9

(32.1)

Hectares 1 Ø ns 156.44 254.95 151.91 227.92

Main occupation (secondary occupation) 1 ** 50 (2) 55 (0) 53 (3) 45 (8)

Fattening pigs 1 Ø ns 1896.65 2259.00 2028.86 2008.70

Participation 1 ** [%]

I have been participating in the IAW since the second
round in 2018. 23.1 18.2 12.5 18.9

I have been participating in the IAW since the first
round from 2015 to 2017. 38.5 36.4 75.0 acd 49.1
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Table 3. Cont.

Cluster D
(n = 52)

Cluster A
(n = 55)

Cluster B
(n = 56)

Cluster C
(n = 53)

I participated in the first round (until 2017) of the
IAW, but I am no longer participating. 7.7 5.5 0.0 3.8

I am participating in another AWP. 7.7 3.6 0.0 1.9

I do not participate in any AWP. 23.1 36.4 b 12.5 26.4

Intention to participate 2

I consider participation in the IAW to be useful.
*** [µ (σ)]

0.31
(0.98) bc

0.25
(1.11) bc

1.29
(0.78) ad

1.19
(0.76) ad

I am not willing to participate in the IAW. *** [µ (σ)] −0.23
(1.18) b

0.20
(1.42) bc

−1.29
(1.14) ad

−0.70
(1.54) a

I intend to participate in the IAW (also) in the future.
*** [µ (σ)]

0.29
(1.24) bc

0.31
(1.29) bc

1.41
(0.85) ad

1.21
(1.04) ad

Letters (a–d) demonstrate a significant difference to the corresponding cluster. Level of significance: * = p ≤ 0.05,
** = p ≤ 0.01, *** = p ≤ 0.001, ns = not significant. 1 Chi-square test according to Pearson. Pairwise comparison using
Bonferroni correction. 2 These statements were scored with a scale from −2 = “totally disagree” to +2 = “totally
agree”. Tamhane post hoc multiple comparisons tests at significance level 0.05.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

In this study, the data of 219 farmers who participated in an online survey on their attitudes
towards the IAW were analyzed. By applying a cluster analysis with a factor analysis in advance,
four clusters of farmers could be formed. Cluster A (“initiative animal welfare critics”) is characterized
by skepticism towards participation in the IAW. They do not perceive significant benefits for their
livestock and associate participation with stress caused by time-consuming and unannounced controls.
Cluster B (“utilitarian”) shows divided attitudes: on the one hand, they ascribe the highest approval
to economic benefits, on the other hand, they are the most likely to be exposed to additional stress
through unannounced controls and public pressure. Cluster C (“initiative animal welfare proponents”)
anticipates the highest animal benefits in case of participation, and compared to the other clusters,
the least effort and least additional stress due to unannounced controls. Cluster D (“initiative animal
welfare defeatists”), however, displays the strongest distrust of the IAW, disagrees with an economic
benefit of participation, and combines participation with the highest effort compared to the other
clusters. Cluster C shows a significantly high proportion of part-time farms compared to the other
clusters. Recent scientific findings indicate that the economic pressure is often greater for full-time
farms than for part-time farms. This could imply a possible correlation to the fact that farmers in
cluster C consider the effort to be rather less in comparison to the other clusters [33].

Economic benefit is defined as the degree to which an individual believes that the use of the
system, in this case the IAW, is of financial advantage. While clusters B and C see a high economic value
in IAW participation, especially by stabilizing farm income in an event of a poor pig price, clusters A
and D perceive the economic advantage as insufficient; this is particularly evident in the statements on
the appropriate remuneration of farm animal welfare criteria and the emerging stress for the farmer.
Previous studies showed that economic motives play an important role in explaining decisions such as
an adaptation of systems like AWPs [33]. The expected financial performance represents a significant
positive impact on the adoption of sustainable practices in agriculture [34]. Nevertheless, the farmers
surveyed all stated without exception that they were satisfied with the economic situation of their
farm. This implies that participation in AWPs does not always necessarily have to be associated with
economic added value [35].

It is noticeable that attitudes towards trust in the IAW vary, from slightly positive as in cluster C
to moderately negative as in cluster D. This applied in particular to the payment of remunerations
for the implementation of farm animal welfare criteria. Cluster D shows the greatest distrust of the
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IAW. Nevertheless, clusters A and B also tend to exhibit a slight skepticism regarding trust in the IAW.
Consensus regarding this skepticism is that all clusters, albeit to varying degrees, are of the opinion that
the IAW is not considering wishes and needs of farmers when it comes to additional documentation
requirements. However, it is of utmost importance for a long-term successful implementation of AWPs
and farm animal welfare measures that farmers, as relevant key players in the value chain of animal
products, accept and are convinced by these AWPs [36,37]. Furthermore, the implementation of animal
welfare-oriented measures is also related to the extent to which farmers consider the implementation
of a certain measure to be important and sensible in order to ensure sustainable livestock farming [33].
Especially at this point, the present results show that the population of farmers cannot be understood
as a homogeneous group; four groups of farmers can be distinguished, which differ in their attitudes
towards the IAW and their willingness to participate in it (Table 3). The available results show that the
needs and wishes of farmers are not sufficiently considered in the case of additional documentation
requirements, in the remuneration of operational animal welfare measures, and in controls from their
perspective. Similar findings were also found in earlier studies, e.g., on the perception and acceptance
of certification systems with minimum requirements within the bounds of German legislation by
farmers [38]. This observation thus bears implications for the program’s design, namely the importance
to build trust independently of the cluster. It is worth mentioning that cluster B has the largest number
of active participants despite the unbalanced perception of the IAW’s cost-benefit ratio. The willingness
to participate in the IAW was relatively strong during the first round of the IAW in 2015. Due to budget
restrictions, only 49 percent of farmers who wanted to take part in the first round of the IAW were
actually able to participate, while the remaining farmers were put on a waiting list [39]. This could
be a further reason why farmers were frustrated that not everyone could participate and their trust
suffered. One way to achieve more trust here can be direct involvement of farmers in the AWP’s design.
This includes open communication with farmers and active search for compromises. This is not yet
about participation itself, but rather about trust in the IAW itself. However, since preferences and
attitudes are regarded as relatively long-term cognitive orientations, it is questionable whether farmers
will be classified in a different cluster in the long run [40]. Nevertheless, economic efficiency must be
kept in mind independently of this in order to be able to operate sustainably. If this is no longer the case
due to reductions in remuneration, then behavior will change, despite the same attitude. One possible
explanation for the fact that trust in the IAW is viewed rather critically overall could be that during the
survey period, it just became apparent that the second round of the IAW will remunerate the criteria
significantly lower than in the first. This could have had a negative impact on farmers’ trust in the IAW.

Animal benefits are defined as the degree of expectation that a person believes that the use of a
system, in this case the IAW, is beneficial and provides support and relative benefits to the animals.
Many farmers see the improvement of housing conditions as benefit of AWPs [21,41–43]. The individual
clusters differ significantly in their attitudes towards animal benefits. Contrary to clusters B and C,
clusters A and D declare that they perceive rather little animal benefit from participating in the IAW.
The differences are most evident in the perceived animal health and performance of the livestock.
Nonetheless, personal motivation and pleasure in improving animal welfare is considered an important
motive for participation in AWPs, although it is often suppressed by financial incentives [44,45].
In addition, the care and responsibility for the animals as well as the receipt of the animal health
contribute to the personal success feeling [46]. Therefore, it is to be assumed that those factors also
affect the participation in AWPs. A concern of farmers is, however, that those higher farm animal
welfare standards could quickly become general legal standards, which speaks for them rather against
a participation in AWPs [46].

In the context of this article, effort is understood as the expected and actual effort to participate
in the IAW. Effort includes both financial and time aspects. Farmers of clusters A, B, and D see a
high effort associated with the IAW participation. This effort is mainly reflected in the increase of
additional documentation requirements and time-consuming controls. Previous studies show that
additional expenditures associated with participation in AWPs is critically evaluated by many farmers.
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This applies in particular to time stress involved in documentation and control checks as well as
restrictions in the daily work on the farm [47]. Another study showed that the willingness to participate
in AWPs decreases with increasing implementation effort [48]. The results of this cluster analysis show
a mixed picture. Cluster C, which consists of about two thirds of participants, considers the overall
effort only slightly increased. In cluster B, effort is already considered high, but in cluster D, which has
the fewest participants, the effort is estimated to be highest. Therefore here, the above-mentioned
thesis that the willingness to participate in AWPs decreases with increasing implementation effort
can be agreed to. Due to the fact that additional documentation requirements are perceived as a high
effort by all clusters, the IAW should start at this point to facilitate documentation. This can be done,
for example, by reducing the extent of documentation or with help of digitalization, with which a part
of the documentation could be automatized.

Since the second round in 2018, IAW participation requires at least two annual controls of the
farm for compliance with the farm animal welfare criteria. The first audit is announced, while the
second is an unannounced control [49]. Thus, unannounced controls refer to a farm audit without the
farmer’s prior knowledge. While farmers in cluster C experience unannounced controls as not overly
stressful, the remaining clusters present a very contrary picture. Clusters A, B, and D are convinced
that the unannounced controls themselves mean additional stress, but they feel also exposed to the risk
of additional stress, as unannounced controls must always be expected. From farmers’ perspective,
additional stress and risk of participation will increase due to unannounced control audits introduced
in 2018. Failure to pass the control leads to the remuneration not being distributed or the farmer
even having to repay it, which means an additional financial risk [50]. In 2018, 959 farms failed the
control audits and were therefore no longer entitled for remuneration [15]. The question of a possible
compromise is difficult to answer. The purpose of the unannounced controls is to ensure that the farms
always work in accordance with the IAW guidelines, which is essential to make the program credible
to critical stakeholders and consumers [49]. On the one hand, it is important for the IAW that the farm
animal welfare criteria to be remunerated are actually met. Farmers, on the other hand, are concerned
that they will lose their independence by participating in AWPs [4,46,47,49]. As a compromise, a period
of time during which unannounced controls can be expected could be considered. On the downside,
this could encourage opportunistic behavior by farmers.

Perceived public pressure refers to pig farmers in relation to their immediate environment, such as
friends, colleagues, and family, but also to the image of their own professional field in relation to the
indirect environment, such as society and politics. Furthermore, social pressure exerted on farmers by
the media and politicians is also perceived as societal pressure, as this could also be a motivation for
farmers to participate in AWPs and thus gain meaning for them [51]. Altogether, it is apparent in all
clusters, albeit to different extents, that farmers feel pressured by the media and politicians. This effect
is most evident in cluster B. The influence of public pressure is also evident in the other clusters,
although to a lesser extent. On the basis of the results of the cluster analysis, the effect of the social
environment can be clearly seen. A previous study found that issues such as business development,
decent agriculture, and the adaptation of nature conservation are linked to social influence. The social
environment influences the operational development of the farm to a certain extent [52]. Participation
in the IAW can also be seen as a strategic decision for the farm. Another study demonstrates that
the media, non-governmental organizations, and politicians in particular are perceived by farmers as
pressure groups [53].

Like most non-experimental studies, this study has some limitations that need to be considered
when interpreting the results. First of all, the study is not representative because the sample of
219 farmers is very small and the sample composition is different compared to the population of
German farmers due to the pre-selection of the survey participants resulting from the distribution
channels used and the survey methodology. Farmers in this study operate farms with an average of
195.89 hectares, which is about four times the average of the German farming population. Furthermore,
the social desire for social recognition, but also protest, may have led some farmers to indicate a more
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positive or negative attitude towards the IAW than they actually have. These aspects could possibly
lead to distortions of the results. A further point of discussion is that within the results, high standard
deviations appear sporadically. This is an indication that the farmers’ attitudes within the cluster still
differ in these individual items. Another point of criticism is the online survey itself. The biggest
advantage of an online survey is, on the one hand, that it is easy to implement and to realize. On the
other hand, no response rate can be provided with this method, as it is not apparent how many people
have received the link via the various mailing lists. Furthermore, the subjective naming of the clusters,
which was performed by the authors and therefore is not considered universal, should be mentioned.
Nevertheless, this study provides interesting results for the design of AWPs such as the IAW. The more
that is known about the attitudes of groups, the more likely it is that they can be targeted.

From the results, it is evident that four factors contribute significantly to the farmers’ attitude
towards the IAW. These include economic benefits of participation, expected effort including additional
documentation requirements and time-consuming and unannounced controls, as well as animal
benefits. Based on these factors, three possibilities could be derived to make participation in the IAW
more attractive for farmers. Firstly, it appears relevant to provide further financial incentives to attract
the attention of the more pessimistic clusters and to increase economic net benefits, especially for
pig farmers in clusters A and D. Another advantage of increased financial incentives could be that
farmers in clusters A and D could reconsider their attitudes to economic benefits, making participation
more probable for them. On the other hand, the IAW has a unique selling proposition, namely that,
supported by the food retail sector, a fixed amount per kilogram of meat sold is paid into a budget,
which is then used to finance higher farm animal welfare standards [54]. This means that farmers
receive a guaranteed fixed sum for farm animal welfare measures implemented, provided that no
deficiencies are documented during the controls. Moreover, the financing is independent of the
consumers’ purchasing behavior. This differentiates the IAW from other AWPs in Germany. Secondly,
it appears that the effort involved in participation, especially in terms of additional documentation
requirements and unannounced controls, tends to be a deterrent to farmers. This applies to all
four clusters. Consequently, it could be implied that a reduction of costs, namely bureaucracy and
unannounced controls, could make participation more interesting for farmers, since the expected
and actual effort, at least with regard to documentation, would be diminished. Improvements of
unannounced controls are more difficult to evaluate, as the IAW aims to gain an authentic impression
of the pigsties’ housing conditions. Thirdly, it is evident from the results of this study that farmers in
clusters A and D do not associate participation in the IAW with any particular benefit for the animals.
Thus, another option could be to identify additional target groups by expanding the IAW’s criteria
catalog to include additional eligible criteria. This could arouse the interest of further farms, not least
through possible deadweight effects. Through deadweight effects, farmers who already meet the
requirements in their pens may become motivated to participate, so that no structural changes or
changes in farm operations are necessary.

The aim of this article was to identify groups of farmers who differ in their attitudes towards
the IAW and to analyze these groups. This was achieved by grouping pig farmers into four clusters.
These clusters also show differences between their socio-demographic and farm characteristics, although
not at a significant level. Based on the results, it is possible to deduce what is relevant for the farmers
in each cluster. The most important findings of the study are, on the one hand, that farmers in all
clusters face public pressure from politicians and the media, albeit to varying extents. On the other
hand, the effort, especially with regard to additional documentation requirements and unannounced
controls, is perceived as very demanding, which is in accordance with previous studies [47,48].

Future research could focus on the exact wishes and needs of farmers regarding the possible
design of the IAW and its criteria. In addition, it could be scientifically investigated how participation
actually affects the working hours spent. One possible method of investigation to make comparisons
regarding the financial situation could be work diaries. These results could provide even more detailed
information than that obtained in the present study and would therefore yield very interesting business
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management results. Additionally, for the future, farmers’ opinions should be considered and compared
separately between participants and non-participants in the IAW. For this purpose, choice-based
experiments could be used to find out under which conditions farmers would implement which animal
welfare measures. Finally, the question should be included in the future to what extent the financing
concept might have an impact on the willingness of farmers to participate. Thus, farmers have a
financial security for the next three years, independent of the development of the market, which could
be important for many. In addition, it would be interesting to investigate how participation in the IAW
actually affects animal welfare.
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