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Introduction 
Contemporary global animal production is influenced by competing paradigms of 
agriculture (Thompson, 2010): pro-productionism and agrarianism. These paradigms are 
informed by ethical values of the main stakeholders and factors such as changing socio-
economic conditions, availability of ecosystem resources, impact of international trade 
agreements, scientific research and technology, citizen education, production and 
farming sector training and education, local and international food policies and laws, 
and climatic and environmental challenges.   
 
Over the last 50 years, the ethical values around animal production have steadily 
changed, mainly through widespread adoption of industrial and intensive practices. 
Industrialisation and pro-productionism have taken precedence over agrarian values 
and farming methods emphasising material prosperity (Thompson, 2008). This has 
displaced the ethos of independent, community farmers and pastoralists as stewards of 
the land and farm animals. Farmers and producers everywhere are driven by market 
forces into adopting intensified animal production and vertical integration approaches 
and to be more business-oriented. Today, food safety, quality control, animal welfare 
and traceability practices are overarching norms and have become sites of political and 
economic contest, as producers and multinational agribusinesses seek to maximise 
product quality and economic profitability.   
 
While many farmers and producers in developing countries may be encouraged by 
global partners to increase local animal production for both domestic and possibly 
export markets by adopting industrialisation models, in our view, there is much that 
they and their agrarian-based societies can offer towards promoting the social, 
environmental and economic sustainability of food systems and local economies. They 
have the capacity to innovate and provide alternative resilient and sustainable solutions 
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to respond to the demands for modernizing animal production systems. For example, 
traditional agrarian approaches can provide judicious place-based solutions in response 
to challenges raised by climate change, risks posed by intraspecies and transboundary 
production-based diseases widespread in CAFOs (concentrated animal feed operations) 
or requirements for strict energy, nutrient and waste management, and for intelligent 
use of natural resources.   
 
Specific issues for animal agriculture following rapid industrialization in predominantly 
agrarian societies include: pressure to adopt contract farming; loss of the right to own 
the land; limited cooperation between smallholder farmers and industrially integrated 
production and distribution actors in the food chain; local ways of preserving the 
environment and reducing waste, and household and community food security in the 
context of human dignity; uncertain added-value market opportunities for smallholders 
and medium-scale farmers in local and global trading; and challenges to pastoralist 
practices that depend on close human-animal interactions and good animal welfare. 
Furthermore, global and national policies that ignore the unique characteristics of local 
food economics and the important contributions of agrarian societies to food security 
and income generation may trap producers and their households that are already in 
poverty (Pinstrup-Andersen and Watson II, 2011). Here, farmers and producers struggle 
to keep the transaction costs of improving production and processing practices low, to 
participate in effective training towards professionalization for themselves in tandem 
with food processors and others animal production workers, and to engage in shared 
governance of the local food system.  Changes in agricultural paradigms towards greater 
globalization of food can also influence trust between producers and consumers (and of 
policymakers and scientists); produce ambiguous relationships with the agro-ecological 
commons; with differing conceptions of harm and risk; and coincide with competing 
ethical frameworks and varying accounts of sustainability (Anthony, 2012).  
 
Animal production and social justice  
The demand for animal products is anticipated to rise substantially in the developing 
world (Alexandratos and Bruinsma, 2012). What will the farming methods that ACP 
countries adopt reveal about their value commitments?  Historically, upscaling 
production without social justice has disproportionally impacted marginalised peoples, 
the poor and minorities. Underrepresented peoples and communities may also evaluate 
implications for ecological integrity and sustainability differently. How should ACP 
countries balance regional food security and gain market access for their commodities? 
The (ethical) balance of our duties to animals and farmers (regardless of farm sizes and 
investments in technology), future generations and to ensuring the resilience of agro-
ecological places is paramount.  
 
Equitable distribution of burdens and benefits, a cornerstone idea in ethics and social or 
distributive justice (Rawls, 2001), can be the ethical framework to empower smallholder 
producers in developing countries to change their circumstances and build a promising 
animal production future. Social justice questions around animal production have four 
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main components (adapted from Miller, 2003): Need, regarding basic necessities and 
who has obligations to protect them if a citizen risks harm and/or if her/his capacity to 
function well is threatened or impeded; Desert, regarding just compensation for 
performance; and Equity, the social ideal that society regards and treats its members as 
equals, and that benefits such as certain rights (e.g., right to food) should be taken 
seriously and be shared/distributed equally. Meanwhile, the Procedural justice 
component concerns moral pluralism and whether a community has adequate political, 
ethical and economic representation.  This component centres on ethical forms of public 
engagement, and emphasises the adequacy or trustworthiness of deliberative 
processes, namely, whether certain viewpoints may be unrepresented, unfairly 
represented or dismissed or trivialised.  
 
As the world confronts changing values and technologies in animal production, social 
justice can help orient local animal production and food policies to lift everyone out of 
poverty into a promising future. Industrial and intensification models should not 
disadvantage citizens participating in or impacted by animal production. Initially, 
modernisation should entail meeting the informed demands of local consumers for 
animal-sourced foods that match regionally informed production chain values.  
 
Modernisation should not merely mimic existing industrialisation initiatives, but reflect 
existing agrarian and pastoralist commitments and local food styles and collective food 
choices, especially where more sustainable and healthy. This could become an 
important source of innovation and yield added-value products globally. Local 
innovation could distribute the burdens and benefits of food production more equitably.  
 
The relevance of Need, Desert and Equity in participatory processes of governance 
regarding agriculture can be seen in how globalisation and industrialisation of the 
animal production sector have influenced countries. Through globalisation, the livestock 
market has experienced growth in domestic demand and created opportunities for 
producers in developing regions to participate in export markets.  This, in turn, has led 
to modest increases in per capita income, infrastructural and technological change, 
including vertical integration, the rise of contract farming and urgency in addressing 
household and community food security.  The relevance of procedural justice here 
concerns whether there is adequate representation of food styles (i.e., “a food regime 
that is part of a lifestyle”, Korthals, 2012, p. 111) and choices (e.g., as reflection in the 
production and availability of different food products and related processes) in the 
dominant food culture (Korthals, 2012).   For example, how are the collective food 
choices of ACP countries heard in the production chain and market, and are the food 
styles and choices reflected adequately realized in food production, preparation, trade 
and consumption? Procedural justice challenges the market place, the production sector 
and policy makers to be vigilant in addressing local food choices and styles, where a 
one-size-fits-all food system is deleterious to the livelihoods of rural communities and 
the health and nutrition of citizen-consumers internationally.  Procedural justice 
underscores the importance of maintaining open discussions and deliberations with 
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producers and consumers in developing countries confronting modernisation and 
agricultural industrialization, since the welfare of livestock and sustainability of 
agricultural practices are inextricably related to fundamental rights such as the right to 
food and adequate nutrition, livelihood and decent work conditions, and to essential 
common ingredients for flourishing, such as biodiversity and ecosystem resources (UN 
Social and Economic Council, 1999). 
 
 
Social Justice and Specific Sustainability Concerns Involving Animal Production 
How can social justice inform public policy discussions over ethics of animal production 
and sustainability? Does the global sector benefit all stakeholders (even the worse off) 
equitably? (see http://brusselsbriefings.net/past-briefings/n12-livestock/).  
 
A social justice focus can motivate judicious consideration of which contemporary 
agricultural technologies and systems to adopt, and should form the basis of 
engagement strategies between national governments, regional policymakers, 
producers and farmers, trading partners, scientists, universities and international and 
local funding agencies.  To build sustainability frameworks that respond to ACP 
countries’ own values, the region’s policymakers and industry agents must consider the 
ethical implications of animal welfare practices, potential impact of biotechnologies on 
animals, the environment and the public, public health, food safety and quality, 
workers’ health and safety, direct and indirect impacts on the local agro-ecological 
commons and surrounding ecosystems and wildlife, local of production facilities and 
impacts on poor or rural communities. This focus will permit more innovation and move 
sustainable animal production practices forward both locally and globally, without 
creating undue burdens for smaller producers and community-oriented farmers. 
 
The globalisation of food raises specific social justice questions, such as: “What are the 
predominant norms guiding global animal agriculture and how have they influenced 
local policies and practices?”; “What impact has colonisation had on adoption of 
technological and policy innovations?”; “How are property rights being challenged by 
industrialisation and intensification?”; “Are the pervasive ethical norms driving food and 
agricultural policies, research funding, science and technology promoting the social 
justice ends of sustainability, health and nutritional security?”; “How does institutional 
corruption and fragmentation of responsibility impede national governments, regional 
policy makers and science, technology and innovation (ST&I) organisations from 
assisting those who participate in livestock production?”; “Is there equitable distribution 
of benefits and burdens for all those impacted by animal agriculture?”; “E.g., how might 
lack of transparency and inclusion, truancy of accountability, diffusion of responsibility, 
neglect and violations of individual rights, environmental degradation, poor animal 
welfare, overuse of pharmaceuticals and chemicals impact how burdens and benefits 
are shared?”; “What should be the corrective stance for developing countries, including 
Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific (ACP)?” 
 

http://brusselsbriefings.net/past-briefings/n12-livestock/
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Major constraints to livestock development in ACP countries: Ethics and Practice 
Asiedu et al. (2009) identify major challenges for ACP member states in addressing 
livestock food demands, climate change and market quality challenges. The 
development of livestock production differs between ACP countries and developing 
countries in Asia and South America and even between ACP countries. Local production 
systems, institutional constraints, policies and current practices will challenge the 
direction and form that sustainability will take. Advances in animal biology, 
biotechnology, information and communication technologies, the sustainable 
management of environmental and animal resources, food quality, selection of trade 
linkages to pursue, among others must meet local realities, needs, demands, capacities 
and impacts in the short and long term. The ethical norms underlying choices and their 
consequences for different local populations must be considered. 
 
Ethical governance and policies that promote sustainability should include participatory 
processes from local, traditional and vulnerable farmers and communities and consider 
how social justice and innovation is addressed through investments in agricultural 
development (see EC SEC 2010/379). ACP countries can build resilient and sustainable 
animal production systems as local or regional attempts to innovate by: revisiting 
traditional foodways and cultural differences; addressing the impact of colonisation, 
historical resource extraction and socio-spatial mobility expansion methods on their 
surrounding environments; (re)conceptualising local land-human-animal relationships; 
identifying current local demands by consulting stakeholders; adopting agriculture-
related technologies; and inviting foreign investment and aid organisations to partner 
with local producers, policymakers and scientifically instructed agricultural advocates. 
 
Paving the Way for Ethically Conscious Animal Production 
Animals are investment sinks and sources of cash income in times of need, providers of 
transport for goods and services, and central to many socio-cultural events and 
ceremonies (FAO, 2009). Production capacity is much lower in the ACP than in other 
developing nations. Low ACP growth rates of livestock (FAO, 2006) are particularly 
challenging for producers interested in improving their global market access. From a 
social justice perspective, to optimise livestock production and promote innovative local 
solutions, underlying values and preferences that guide livestock production must be 
understood, as must the interplay between values and science, technology, energy, 
environmental and biophysical factors, cultural mores and societal expectations about 
animal production, policy-making and trade (UNSCD, 2012).  
 
For different ACP countries, focusing on the relationship between values and 
economically, environmentally and socially sustainable solutions will help support local 
animal agriculture. Including local farmers in the more upstream aspect of the 
knowledge transfer process and in public-private sponsored research endeavours will 
promote their interests and identify how local resources, feed, and breeds can be 
employed successfully so farmers can discover practicable solutions for themselves. For 
example, appealing to local and indigenous knowledge to track nutrients, water and 
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grazing areas is an invaluable management strategy that can innovate and possibly 
contribute to increases in livestock productivity (Scoones, 1995). 
 
While developing countries may be encouraged by global partners to increase local 
animal production for both domestic and possibly export markets by adopting 
industrialisation models, in our view, gradual adoption will permit innovation and move 
sustainable animal production practices forward both locally and globally. Before 
adoption, animal producers must be able to engage with national governments, regional 
policymakers, trading partners, scientists, universities and international and local 
funding agencies to build sustainability frameworks that respond to their own values. 
Policymakers and industry agents must consider the ethical implications of animal 
welfare practices, potential impact of biotechnologies on animals, the environment and 
the public, public health, food safety and quality, workers’ health and safety, direct and 
indirect impacts on the local agro-ecological commons and surrounding ecosystems and 
wildlife, local of production facilities and impacts on poor or rural communities  
The following are some significant attempts to promote stakeholder engagement 
towards meaningful solutions. They acknowledge the centrality of animal welfare for 
social justice, sustainability and sustainable development and include “Capacity building 
to implement good animal welfare practice,” 
ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/011/i0483e/i0483e00.pdf; "Animal welfare: The Pleasure 
of Respecting Rights," 
http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo/home/en/news_archive/2014_Animal_Welfare_at_the
_Heart_of_Sustainability.html; and “Guide to good dairy farming practice,” 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/014/ba0027e/ba0027e00.pdf. 
 
Participatory Science: A Choice for the Governance of Ethical Animal Production 
A better understanding of values in local enterprise development around animal 
production and between all sectors of the food chain of the economic, environmental, 
nutritional, and social advantages conferred by livestock production on ACP countries is 
urgent so that knowledge can be co-created with farmers and important research 
partnerships can be (re)imagined. The scientific communities in ACP countries, with 
policy makers, governing authorities, the industry, the public and producers can shape 
how science is incorporated in ethical decision-making to benefit both animals and local 
producers. Moreover, training ACP producers will require transferring local scientific 
knowledge to existing structures such as cooperatives, other animal production sectors, 
and to extension agents who support small producers and local subsistence farmers. 
Stakeholders innovating in and for the sector must be sensitive to regional problems 
and solutions, including the plight of local smallholder farmers and those outside the 
traditional chains of production-consumption but also impacted by decisions about 
animal agriculture through globalisation, such as international animal welfare and trade 
standards.  
 
Regional dialogues should establish value-aware and practicable sustainability 
frameworks and identify short- and long-term priorities to promote research and 

ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/011/i0483e/i0483e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo/home/en/news_archive/2014_Animal_Welfare_at_the_Heart_of_Sustainability.html
http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo/home/en/news_archive/2014_Animal_Welfare_at_the_Heart_of_Sustainability.html
http://www.fao.org/docrep/014/ba0027e/ba0027e00.pdf
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innovation. The framework must involve key constituents in the animal food chain: 
producers (those who employ production systems of high and low external inputs), 
transporters, slaughterhouses, processing plants, scientists (to design the technical 
aspects of different animal production systems, to ensure animal care and good 
husbandry practices as well as environmental stewardship), policymakers (that can 
develop access to regional and international markets and anticipate costs and benefits), 
agricultural economists and designers (that can develop informed marketing campaigns 
and educational materials that reflect the strengths of local communities and current 
science), the government, private sectors and NGOs (that could provide information to 
ensure ethical governance).  
 
Conclusion 
Multidisciplinary research will identify ACP countries’ capacities, potential for growth, 
future vision, and local agricultural values. Doing so will help national governments and 
policymakers to understand the benefits of agrarian values in producing agricultural 
products/commodities, and the importance of producing high-quality products locally 
without harming local folkways and attending to the needs of local consumers and 
those in the animal production value chain. Innovations in agronomy, animal science, 
veterinary medicine, environmental sciences, (human and animal) geography, 
information and communication technologies, and precision agriculture will enable data 
collection, monitoring and development of novel husbandry practices for animals, a 
better integration of different crop-livestock-forest-caretaker cultures, the development 
of contingency plans to overcome sanitary, food safety, animal welfare issues, a better 
promotion of carbon sequestration strategies, and carefully researched soil and water 
management programmes to prevent desertification due to climate change. The 
development and use of proven and robust sustainability pathways, such as the 
Sustainability Assessment of Food and Agriculture systems (SAFA) 
(http://www.fao.org/nr/sustainability/sustainability-assessments-safa/en/), can help 
engage communities for food and livelihood security and create sustainable or 
responsible commodities that take into account responsible consumers that are efficient 
users of resources and can minimise waste. These are crucial social justice expectations, 
as we pursue meaningful and ethical lives through food and agricultural pathways. 
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