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Simple Summary: With public concern increasing in China for animal welfare in livestock production,
the welfare and economic outcomes of different farming systems for laying hens needs to be examined.
Animal welfare outcomes and initiatives are linked to the economic efficiency of the farm, which for
the producer may require a balance or trade-off between these issues. This study investigated animal
welfare, egg production and economic parameters in cage and free-range farms in China. Our results
identified potential welfare issues that can be addressed on both farm types, and potential points of
income that can be improved by enhancing hen welfare. Therefore, our results offer some directions
for welfare and economic improvements on cage and free-range egg farms in China.

Abstract: Several countries and regions have regulations in place to provide standards for the welfare
of production animals, which have implications for breeding, management and trade. In the chicken
egg production industry, the welfare impacts of this are not well understood. In the past decades,
free-range systems were widely used for local chicken breeds in poultry industry in China, but their
use has gradually declined due to the lower competitiveness compared to commercial cage systems.
However, the practices of free-range systems for hens raising have gradually increased again over
the past decade, as consumer individualized demand for higher food quality and animal welfare
has increased. We recruited 14 free-range farms and 45 cage farms from Beijing, Shandong, Hebei,
Anhui, Yunnan, Gansu and Jiangsu provinces in China, for an evaluation of hen welfare, production
and economic outcomes from farm operations. This study provides data for the welfare outcomes of
laying hens in China and preliminarily explored the relationship between welfare level and economic
income within farming system types. The researchers visited the farms and used Welfare Quality
measures to investigate the welfare, and farm self-reported profits. Nonparametric Mann–Whitney U
tests were used to compare the welfare scores between cage and free-range rearing farms. Correlation
and regression are used for the analysis of the animal welfare scores, economic data, and production
metrics. The general income from free-range farms was linearly correlated with red mite score and
stocking density (p < 0.001 and p < 0.05, respectively). The results showed less centimeters of feeder
and drinker space per animal in the free-range system than in cage systems (p < 0.05 and p < 0.01,
respectively). Welfare scores for both the stocking density and beak condition were significantly better
in the free-range systems than the cage systems (p < 0.001), as were qualitative behavior assessment
scores (p < 0.05). The total egg production and peak egg production in cage farms were much higher
than in free-range farms (p < 0.001), and egg loss rate was significantly lower (p < 0.001). While the
production efficiency of free-range farms was lower than that of cage farms, general income per
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10,000 hens was actually higher. Our results provide some evidence that some welfare indicators and
general income (per 10,000 hens) in free-range farms in China were better than those of cage farms.
The results indicate that better parasite control and lower stocking densities may result in improved
hen welfare on free-range farms and potentially improve profitability. The level of welfare and
economic benefits of free-range farms vary widely, and there was potential room for improvement in
feeding space, drinking water space and human–animal relationship.

Keywords: laying hens; animal welfare quality; cage rearing system; free-range rearing system;
farm economics

1. Introduction

The application of animal welfare principles has made a lasting impact on the livestock
production industry since the initial development of the ‘Five Freedoms’ in 1965 [1,2]. Until
now, the Five Freedoms, namely ‘freedom from hunger and thirst’, ‘freedom from dis-
comfort’, ‘freedom from pain’, ‘freedom from injury and disease’, ‘freedom from fear and
distress’, and ‘freedom to express most normal behavior’, have remained internationally
understood as the general standards of animal welfare [3]. Relatively recently, the devel-
opments in the concept of animal welfare have extended past the avoidance of negative
welfare states to focus more heavily on positive emotions and experiences of the animals,
such as satiety, vitality, reward, contentment, curiosity and playfulness, in order to provide
a “life worth living” [4]. Affective states, such as feelings and emotions, are not directly
measurable, and therefore are commonly evaluated through the observations of animal
behavior in specific contexts [5,6], or by using psychological assessments [7].

The scientific assessment of animal welfare is multi-dimensional, generally incorpo-
rating measures arising from animal physiology, anatomy, behavior, body condition and
production [8,9]. The frameworks for welfare evaluation [10] are commonly comprised
of parameters or domains of welfare evaluation with corresponding evaluation descrip-
tions that provide sufficient information for assessing and improving the animal welfare
outcomes. A comparison of animal welfare between different types of housing systems
for animals does not only rely on the freedom to perform the most normal behaviors. The
animals’ health and demeanor, as assessed by qualitative behavior analysis, are additional
important considerations. Animal-based indicators may be preferred over resource-based
indicators, if they can be measured over the large populations involved [11].

Optimal animal welfare relies on adaptative management and a good environment. A
good environment requires investment in appropriate infrastructure, such as furnishings
and perches [12], while adaptive management requires responsiveness to the needs of
the flock over the lifetime of the hens [13]. In the laying hen industry, the systematic
environment-based welfare assessment requires evaluation of multiple parameters, such
as: enrichment provision; noise levels; stocking density; flock size; lighting; and air qual-
ity [14–16]. Similarly, reducing pathogenic microorganisms in the environment, providing
sufficient space for animals to avoid stress, and ensuring adequate nutrition for sufficient
immune responses are also critical aspects for maintaining welfare [17,18]. Kauselmann has
reported that the addition of tasty straw pellets to pig diets was effective in reducing tail
biting behavior [19]. Avoiding mortality due to disease outbreaks is not only fundamentally
important for livestock welfare, but is also in the economic interests of the industry [20].

Egg production systems primarily use cage or cage-free systems. Over recent decades,
the industry has largely moved towards more intensive systems [21]. The cages have
production advantages in terms of feed conversion [22]. Yet in recent years, the use of
cages in egg production has decreased and free-range breeding has increased, driven by
the societal sensitivity for animal welfare [23,24]. In 2012, the European Union banned
non-enriched cage systems for egg production, due to welfare concerns [25]. The small
space allowance and high stocking density within the cage systems limits the ability of
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the hen to perform important natural behaviors and can increase stereotypical and other
abnormal behaviors, including cannibalism [13]. Additionally, concentrations of harmful
gases, such as ammonia and hydrogen sulfide, can be high, affecting hens’ endocrine
system and leading to disease [26].

In 1985, China’s egg production surpassed that of the United States, ranking it first
in the world [27]. Unlike Europe, rather than implementing a ban of the caged systems,
China has encouraged the adoption of cage-free egg production. For example, in 2021, a
large industry group, China Chain Store and Franchise Association, officially released a
standard for its 1200 members and more than 460,000 stores [28], directing the production,
circulation and consumption of cage-free eggs in China. As the scale of egg production in
China remains the largest in the world [27], the systematic assessment of hen welfare in
these systems is a priority issue.

In general, the industry development is limited or enhanced by resistance or support
from consumers and the industry itself, with perceptions around the specific systems or
the resulting products being a limiting factor for progress and implementation of higher
welfare systems [29]. As an example, there is conflicting evidence that the different pro-
duction systems result in differences in egg quality. The eggshell color affects consumer
preferences [30]. The eggshell color is mainly controlled by the hen’s genotype [31], but the
eggs from the cage production system have been reported to be darker in color, containing
more protoporphyrin, mainly within the calcareous part of the shell [32]. The reported
advantages in egg quality from the cage-free systems include egg weight, albumen levels
and shell thickness [33]. The albumen may be greater in the eggs from birds in cages
than those in floor pens [34]. In contrast, it has also been reported that several egg traits
recorded from 20 to 60 weeks of age (yolk weight, yolk color and albumen ratio) were not
greatly affected by the different housing systems (free-range versus cage) [35]. Therefore,
the importance of the housing system for egg quality or color is evident for some of the
characteristics, but not others.

The consumer interest in egg production systems is not limited to the welfare of the
hens. An additional key concern for the public is with product safety [36]. The free-range
hens foraging in outdoor enclosures have a higher risk of exposure to biosafety risks,
compared to caged hens [37]. This can increase the occurrence of salmonella-contamination
in the eggs and result in food safety problems [37]. In addition, the increase in stocking
density and farm size has led to the occurrence and spread of salmonella in the laying
flocks [38]. Different species of microscopic fungi have been detected on the eggshell
surface of eggs produced in the different systems, and some microbiota on the surface may
penetrate through the eggshell into the egg albumen [39].

The global consumers often have a keen interest in the practices surrounding the
raising of livestock for animal products [40]. Most have a preference for livestock products
from farms with high standards of animal welfare [41], although opinions on what con-
stitutes good welfare may differ between the regions. For example, the participants from
Canada overwhelmingly indicated a belief that farm animals’ welfare can be improved by
using feeding systems that allow animals to display natural foraging and encourage contact
with the natural environment [42]. They also reported being willing to pay a premium for
animal products from the systems that support these conditions [42]. Most participants
from Australia identified with respect for livestock emotions and low-stress handling of
the animals [43].

The provision of resources and environments within the production systems has
an economic impact on primary producers and may not always improve welfare. For
example, hens in cage-free systems are typically provided with perches, foraging substrates
and nest boxes. These can have welfare trade-offs as they allow for natural perching
behavior but may increase the likelihood of keel fractures [44], and may also increase the
risk of inhalable dust [12]. With a more variable environment stimulating a wide range
of behaviors, the free-range systems increased the amount of activity and reduced feed
conversion efficiency. Free-range farms often use low stocking densities, which demands
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more land investment [45], which leads to increased fixed costs per layer. Depending on
the levels of the initial investment, the eggs from free-range systems are currently often
more costly to produce than the eggs from cage systems and must command significant
market premiums to be competitive [46]. Although many consumers express a willingness
to pay more for eggs from a higher welfare system, the translation of this willingness into
real-life purchasing decisions remains uncertain [42]. The current trend for a transition
from cage to free-range systems needs further exploration of the impact on welfare and
farm income. To better align the animal welfare innovations with the production input
costs, insight is needed into the determinants that influence farm income in free-range and
cage farms. We have conducted research on the level of welfare of laying hens in China in
two housing systems, cage and free-range. The aim was to adapt a welfare grading system
for domestic cage and free-range systems. The objective of this study was to determine the
welfare outcomes and cost-benefits of these different laying rearing systems in China, as
well as investigating the housing features within the housing types and how these relate
to economic outcomes. The overall aim of this study was to understand the connection
between animal welfare and production costs in the laying hen industry.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participating Farms

The requests were sent nationwide for farms to participate in this research; fifty-nine
farms agreed. Forty-five of the participating farms used a cage system, ranging in scale
between 12,000 and 1,800,000 hens. Fourteen of the farms used a free-range system, with
between 3000 and 108,000 hens. The farms were located in the Chinese provinces of Beijing,
Shandong, Hebei, Anhui, Yunnan, Gansu and Jiangsu (Figure 1). These farms were sent
the economic and production parts of the survey in advance, and this was then followed
by an on-site visit by a researcher for the welfare evaluation.

Figure 1. Distribution of participating egg production farms.

2.2. Description of the SURVEY

The data collection was conducted between May 2020 and June 2021. The question-
naire that was distributed to each farm for completion, prior to the on-site farm visits,
comprised four parts: descriptive information about the farm; farm expenditure; farm
production; and farm revenue.

The descriptive information included the name and address, date the farm was es-
tablished, land area, farm composition (layer house, or both rearing and layer houses),
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source of hens (purchased, self-bred), layer breeds used, housing details for both rearing
and laying (the number of nest boxes, nest size, floor space, number of henhouses, total
stock, cage size), feeding method, water distribution method, manure removal method,
waste disposal method, managers and technical staff information (number of permanent
and temporary workers and support staff) and the sales channels for the eggs (specialized
agricultural cooperative organizations selling on a commission basis, agricultural market,
dealer with door-to-door sales, business order, supermarket, internet sales, other channel).

The section on the farm expenditure included questions about the farm’s investment in
fixed assets (henhouses, nest boxes, perches, non-henhouse buildings, waterlines, drinkers,
manure removal devices, wet curtains, fans, air conditioning, hot air stoves, underfloor
heating, solar energy, heating, feed processing equipment, and egg collection equipment).
The details of the variable costs were also obtained (pullets, feed, feed additives, litter,
veterinary medicine, vaccines, third party biosecurity services, water, electricity and gas,
coal, repair and maintenance, and tools and materials). The indirect costs (taxes, purchase
of insurance, loan interest, handling fees, sales fees, transportation, marketing), labor costs,
land rent, greening costs and other miscellaneous expenses were also obtained.

The section on farm production included questions on key performance indicators
(volume of egg production, production cycle, raising period, feed intake, average egg
weight, length of peak production, egg loss rate, feed conversion ratio).

The farm revenue was determined from the price at the farmgate and annual sales for
the main product—eggs—and any secondary products, such as spent hens and manure for
fertilizer. The gross profit was calculated as the farm revenue minus the total expenditure.
All of the data from the key economic indicators were collected and converted into units of
10,000 RMB per 10,000 birds.

2.3. Animal Welfare Assessment

Three animal production scientists from the China Agricultural University, two animal
welfare scientists from the University of Queensland and one animal welfare scientists
from Curtin University in Australia formed an expert consultation panel in order to es-
tablish the weighting of the evaluation index of layer welfare, making reference to prior
literature [47–49]. Included in this process, two domestic (Chinese) standards and one
international (European) standard were referenced for the setting of each welfare score
and the weighting of the welfare scores. These standards were the China Association for
Standardization of Farm Animal Welfare Requirements: Laying Hen T/CAS 269-2017 [50],
a local standard of Tianjin ‘Construction and Feeding Standard of Scattered Chicken Farms’
and DB12/T 754-2017 [51], and the EU regulation 1999/74/EC [52].

The methods for evaluating the welfare of hens in our survey was adapted from the
Welfare Quality Assessment Protocol for Poultry (Table 1) [53,54]. In situ observations were
completed on each farm by two researchers (Jiao Lin and Qiongyu Jin) who were trained
by the expert consultation panel. Hard copy recording sheets were used to record 18 items
relevant to hen welfare at each of the farms. These were feeder space, drinker space, perch
availability, evidence of red mites, a ‘dust sheet’ test, the presence of thermoregulatory
behavior such as panting and huddling, stocking density, toe damage, mortality rate,
observable clinical conditions such as eye disease, respiratory tract infection, micro enteritis
and comb-like abnormalities, beak trimming practices, feather damage, use of nest boxes,
use of litter, enrichment measures, an ‘avoidance distance’ test (ADT), and a qualitative
behavior assessment (QBA). The ADT is a test that measures fear behavior in response to
humans [55], generally using an unfamiliar person. We observed the behaviors of hens from
all of the farms and assessed them against 20 qualitative descriptors according to the Welfare
Quality Assessment Protocol for Poultry [53], before combining them into an overall QBA
score. These 20 qualitative behaviors were scored by emotional determination, including
active, relaxed, comfortable, fearful, agitated, confident, depressed, calm, content, tense,
unsure, energetic, frustrated, bored, friendly, positively occupied, scared, nervous, happy
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and distressed. The 18 welfare indicators were partitioned into one of four parameters: (1)
raising; (2) henhouse; (3) health condition and (4) appropriate behavior [56].

Table 1. The evaluation method and weightings for welfare indicators in the calculation of farm
welfare scores.

Welfare
Parameter Weight Welfare Evaluation

Indicators Indicator Weight Evaluation Method [53]

Raising 20%
Feeder space 10.0% Calculated by the total length of available feeders.

Drinker space 10.0% Calculated the total space of available drinkers in
the house according to drinker type.

Henhouse 21%

Perches 1.0% Recorded if any of the perches have sharp edges.

Red mites 4.5% Evidence of red mites under perches, or in cracks
and crevices.

Dust sheet test 5.0%

a one dustproof paper placed near the house
entrance and one placed in the middle of the shed

for 5 min.

Stocking density 10.5%
Ratio of total space in the house that is

permanently accessible for the birds in relation to
total number of hens.

Health condition 39%

Toe damage 8.0% Both feet of 100 randomly selected hens were
examined.

Mortality rate 12.0% Death records were collected.
b Clinical conditions 4.0% 100 hens were randomly selected and observable

clinical conditions a noted.

Beak trimming 6.0% 100 hens were randomly selected and beak
condition noted.

Panting 4.5% Proportion of hens panting in the front, middle
and back of the house.

Huddling 4.5% Percentage of huddling during a flock walk at the
start, halfway point, and end of the assessments.

Appropriate
behavior

20%

Feather damage 3.0% 100 hens were randomly selected and feather
damage noted.

Use of nest boxes 2.0% With/without nest boxes and establish the
distribution of eggs over rows and nest boxes.

Use of litter 1.0% Observe birds performing dust bathing behavior
in loose friable material.

Enrichment measures 2.0% Checked the area inside and around the
henhouse for enrichment.

Avoidance distance test
(ADT) 5.0% Twenty-one chickens were randomly selected for

the ADT evaluation.

Qualitative behavior
assessment (QBA) 7.0%

5-min in situ behavior observations in four
locations of the house using qualitative

descriptors.

Note: a dustproof paper = a sheet of black A4 size paper; b clinical conditions including to the observable indicators
of eye disease, respiratory tract infection, enteritis and comb-abnormalities.

2.4. Data Analysis

The score for each animal welfare indicator was multiplied by the allocated weighting
factor to calculate a total welfare score for each farm (Table 1). Nonparametric Mann–
Whitney U tests were performed in SPSS software (version 25; IBM, Chicago, IL, USA)
to compare the welfare scores between the cage and free-range farms. Spearman corre-
lation coefficients between the economic data matrix and welfare scores were calculated,
using GraphPad Prism v7.0. Linear regression model and inverted U-shaped models re-
lating welfare scores to the gross profit and general income were constructed, using the
‘basicTrendline’ package in R software.
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3. Results

The number of hens in the participating free-range farms in our study mainly ranged
from 3000 to 50,000, while the number of hens in cage farms with caged systems mostly
were mainly in the range from 10,000 to 50,000 (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Number of hens in participating cage and free-range farms.

The outdoor areas of the free-range farms were covered with vegetation and the
landscapes were both mountainous and flat, depending on the farm. The cage farms all
used one of two types of cage systems: ladder or stacked cages, and most used automated
feeding, egg collection and manure removal systems.

3.1. Development of the Scoring Standard for Welfare

In the investigation process, the main welfare reference was the Welfare Quality [53]
method. We redefined the applicable weightings and scoring criteria based on our research
of domestic egg farms for both cage and free-range hens. The indicator scores ranged from
0 to 10, divided into a six-point scale, with 0 representing the worst welfare and 10 the best
welfare (Tables 2 and 3). The welfare indicators (n = 18) were divided into four evaluation
parameters: raising; henhouse; health condition and appropriate behavior, and both the
parameters and the indicators within each parameter were assigned a weighting of their
contribution to an overall farm welfare score (Table 1).

3.2. Welfare Evaluation Results

The feeder space in the surveyed farms was mostly distributed between 5 cm and
10 cm per bird for the free-range farms, and between 10 cm and 15 cm per bird for the cage
farms (Figure 3). All 45 cage farms and 43% (6/14) of the free-range farms used nipple
drinkers. No more than 10 hens in any cage farms were assigned to a single nipple. Among
the six free-range farms using this drinker type, two supplied only one nipple for more
than 15 hens, while three farms had no more than two hens using one nipple. Eight of the
free-range farms used grooved water equipment and of these, five farms gave less than
1 cm of drinker space per hen on average, while the other three farms gave more than 5 cm
of drinker space per hen, with the largest giving 18 cm per hen. In terms of stocking density,
38% percent (17/45) of the cage farms provided less than 450 cm2 space for each hen, and



Animals 2022, 12, 2090 8 of 19

only 13% percent (6/45) of the caged hens were provided more than 550 cm2 space per hen.
A total of 50% percent (7/14) of the free-range farms had an indoor density of less than
nine hens/m2, 43% percent (6/14) of the free-range farms had an outside density of less
than nine hens/m2.

Table 2. Scoring for environmental indicators.

Scores 10 Points 8 Points 6 Points 4 Points 2 Points 0 Point

Feeder space
(cm/bird) >15 10 5 4 3 <1

a Drinker space
Nipple

availability
(animal/per

nipple)

3 5 10 12 15 20

b Drinker space
Groove type

(cm/bird)
10 5 2.5 2 1 <0.5

Perches

More than 50%
of the perches
are located in
the rest area

and their cross
sections do not

have sharp
edges

More than 50%
of the perches
are located in

the rest area but
some cross

sections have
sharp edges

Rest area
perches less

than 50% and
cross sections
without sharp

edges

The rest area
perch is less

than 50% but its
cross section

has sharp edges

Few perches in
the rest area No perches

Red mites

No red mites in
the henhouse,

no spider webs
on the doors

and windows
or no c parasites

A small number
of spider webs

on doors or
windows or

parasites found
in chicken coop

Red mites are
found on

chickens or in
coop, but are
not visible in

large numbers

Many spider
webs or

evidence of
parasites was
found in the
chicken coop

Red mites were
found in large
numbers in the

henhouse

In the
henhouse,

spider webs
were densely

distributed, red
mites were

rampant (i.e.,
there were a

large number of
red mites)

Dust sheet test Completely
dust-free

A small amount
of dust

More than half
of the dustproof
paper covered

with dust

Covered with a
layer of dust

Covered with a
lot of dust

The color of the
paper was

obscured by
dust

Cage density
(cm2/bird) >660 618 576 534 492 <450

Indoor and
outdoor
stocking
density

(animal/m2)

Inside: <9
Outside: <0.5

Inside: 9–11
Outside: <0.5

Inside: <9
Outside: 0.5–2

Inside: 9–11
Outside: 0.5–2

Inside: >11
Outside: 0.5–2

Inside: 9–11
Outside: >2

Note: a Drinker space Nipple availability represents the scoring criteria for nipple drinking equipment; b Drinker
space Groove type represents the scoring criteria for groove type drinking equipment; c Parasites refer to beetles,
lice, worms, flies, spiders; Scoring methodology has been referenced from the Welfare Quality Assessment Protocol
for Poultry [53].
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Table 3. Scoring for health condition and behavioral indicators of hen welfare.

Scores 10 Points 8 Points 6 Points 4 Points 2 Points 0 Point

Clinical
conditions 0% <1% 1% 5% 10% >20%

Toe damage 0% <1% 1% 5% 10% >20%

Mortality rate <1% 5% 10% 15% 20% >25%

Panting 0% 1% 3% 5% 10% >20%

Huddling 0% 1% 3% 5% 10% >20%

Beak trimming

The beak is
intact and there

are no
abnormalities

Light or
moderate

trimming but
no abnormality

Mild or
moderate trim

but slightly
abnormal

The beak is
obviously

abnormal, but
this has little

effect on
feeding

Abnormal beak
with effect on

eating

Beak
completely
deformed

Feather damage
No or slight

wear, plumage
nearly complete

One of the head,
neck, abdomen

or dorsum is
damaged and
less than 5 cm

in diameter

Multiple feather
damage on
head, neck,
abdomen or

back and back
legs and less
than 5 cm in

diameter

There is a
featherless area

in one of the
head, neck,

abdomen, or
dorsum where
the diameter

damage is
greater than 5

cm

There are many
featherless

areas on the
head, neck,
abdomen or

back and
buttocks, i.e.,
the diameter
damaged is

greater than 5
cm

The feathers
were badly

damaged and
there were

multiple skin
lesions

Use of nest
boxes

There are nest
boxes evenly
distributed in
the house, and

eggs evenly
distributed in
the nest boxes

The nest boxes
are evenly

distributed in
the house but

the eggs are not
evenly

distributed in
the nest boxes

There are nest
boxes but they
are not evenly

distributed
throughout the

house

There are nest
boxes but eggs

can be seen
outside the nest

boxes

There are nest
boxes but quite

a few of the
eggs are outside
the nest boxes

There are no
nest boxes

Use of litter

Two or more
hens take a
sand bath
together

There are
bedding layers

for sand
bathing

No hens
sandbathe but

most use
bedding

A small
percentage of

hens use
bedding

Bedding is
available but

rarely used by
hens

No bedding
present

a Enrichment
measures

More than 75%
of hens using

50%–75% of
hens using

25%–50% of
hens using

Less than 25%
of hens using

No hens using
enrichment
measures

No enrichment
present

Free-range b

ADT
25 cm 50 cm 75 cm 100 cm 125 cm 150 cm

Cage ADT 10 cm 20 cm 30 cm 40 cm 50 cm 60 cm

Note: a Enrichment measures include hanging ropes, bales of hay, partitions, roofs in free range area; b

ADT = avoidance distance test; Scoring methodology has been referenced from the Welfare Quality Assess-
ment Protocol for Poultry [53].

There was no overall significant difference in the total welfare scores of birds in the
cage and free-range farms (p > 0.05; Figure 3). However, differences were evident for the
individual welfare indicators. The welfare score for beak trimming was significantly better
for the free-range farms compared to the cage farms (p < 0.001). There was evidence of
light to moderate beak trimming on all 14 of the free-range farms and no abnormalities.
Beak trimming was undertaken at all of the cage farms at 1 day of age. There was a higher
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proportion of slight abnormalities in the cage hens than in free-range hens, but no influence
on feeding was found (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Welfare indicators scores for laying hen farms using caged and free-range systems. Note:
ADT = avoidance distance test; QBA = qualitative behavior assessment; Significant differences are
denoted by * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01, and *** p < 0.001 using Nonparametric Mann–Whitney U tests.

The feeding and drinker space scores were greater for the birds in the caged than
the free range farms (p < 0.05 and 0.01, respectively; Figure 3), but the welfare scores for
stocking density were significantly lower (p < 0.001). More than 85% of the cage farms
(39/45) scored < 2 points for stocking density, even though the stocking density scale was
scaled according to the farm type. The qualitative behavior assessment (QBA) scores were
significantly better for the birds on the free-range farms than for those on the farms with
cages (p < 0.05; Figure 3). There were no significant differences between the scores for
red mites, the dust sheet test, panting and huddling behavior, toe damage, mortality rate,
clinical conditions, feather damage and the ADT between free-range and cage farms (all
p > 0.05; Figure 3). Most of the farms scored well on all of these indicators, except for
mortality rate and feather damage, which showed considerable farm variation, and the
ADT test, for which the scores were low for the birds in both of the farm systems (Figure 3).

The scores for perch provision and utilization on the free-range farms were particularly
low, with more than 70% (10/14) of farms receiving a score of 0 (Figure 4). The scores for
nest boxes and litter varied widely between the free-range farms (Figure 4). The scores for
enrichment measures were generally high, ranging between 6 and 10 for all of the farms.
None of the participating cage farms provided perches, nest boxes, litter or enrichment,
therefore receiving 0 points for these items.
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Figure 4. Scores for welfare indicators found only on free-range egg production farms.

3.3. Economic Performance

There was no difference in expenditure between the cage and free-range farms (p = 0.06;
Figure 5). The income and profit were both significantly greater for the free-range farms
than the cage farms (p =0.015 and p = 0.026, respectively; Figure 5). The income from the egg
sales was strongly correlated with general income and gross profit for both the cage farms
and free-range farms (Figure 6). The analysis of the egg production indicators directly
related to the economic data found that the total egg production and length of peak egg
production in cage farms was greater than for the free-range farms (p < 0.001; Figure 7). The
egg loss rate for the cage farms was significantly lower than that for the free-range farms
(p < 0.001). There was no difference between the cage and free-range farms in mortality
rate (p = 0.14; Figure 7).

Figure 5. Total expenditure, general income and gross profit of cage and free-range laying hen farms
comparison using a Nonparametric Mann–Whitney U tests.
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Figure 6. Spearman correlations between general income, income for eggs and gross profit. Note:
Significant differences are denoted by ** p < 0.01, and *** p < 0.001.

Figure 7. Key production data comparison using a Nonparametric Mann–Whitney U tests in laying
hen farms with different feeding modes.

3.4. Relationships between Welfare and Economic Indicators

In the cage farms, no significant correlations were found between the welfare scores
and a range of economic indicators (p > 0.05; Figure 8). The welfare scores from the free-
range farms had positive correlations with the insurance premium costs (p < 0.05) and land
lease costs (p < 0.01; Figure 8). The general income had a positive correlation with gross
profit for cage and free-range farms (p < 0.001; Figure 8).

Figure 8. Spearman’s correlations between economic data and overall welfare scores of cage and
free-range egg production farms. Note: Significant differences are denoted by * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01,
and *** p < 0.001.
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The data from all 14 free-range farms and 45 cage farms were used to develop the
regression equation for each system. For the free-range farms, the results of the linear
regression model showed no relationship between the welfare scores and general income
(p = 0.085; Figure 9). Non-linear regressions were not significant for the general income on
the free range farms to be curvilinearly related to welfare (p = 0.086; Figure 9).

Figure 9. Regression model for a relationship between general income of cage (A) and free-range (B)
egg production and overall animal welfare score.

There was a significant positive relationship between the general income and the red
mite score (p < 0.001) and the general income and the stocking density (p < 0.05), and
a significant positive relationship between the gross profit and the red mite score in the
free-range farms (p < 0.01; Figure 10). There was no linear relationship between the other
welfare indicators and the economic index, regardless of the farm type (p > 0.05).

Figure 10. Linear regression relationship between economic indices for free-range farms and score
for welfare indicators.

4. Discussion

The goal of this study was to compare cage and free-range egg farms in China in
terms of animal welfare and to adapt a welfare grading system for domestic cage and free-
range systems. This study also aimed to provide a preliminary analysis of the economic
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implications of different systems in order to identify the potential welfare items that can
be value-added and the aspects of income that can be improved through welfare improve-
ments.

The participating cage farms provided more feeder space per hen than the free-range
farms. The feeder space on the cage and free-range farms met the minimum requirements
from the European Union 1999/74/EC [52]. In the conventional cages, the hens given
less feeder space were reported to spend less time feeding, which can lead to wasted feed
and poorer feed conversion [57]. Synchronized feeding, in line with diurnal rhythms,
is considered important for the welfare of hens [58]. The different production systems,
facilities and environmental influences differ in the synchronization rate of feeding in
hens [59]. Therefore, the results of this study may suggest that feeding competition may
be higher in the free-range systems, due to reduced feeder space per hen. It would be
useful to quantify through future research the number of the free-range hens that were seen
eating simultaneously, and the behavioral evidence of restricted feed access or resource
competition. Most of the surveyed farms used nipple systems for providing water, which
save water and reduce microorganism contamination [60]. The drinker space per hen on
caged farms ranged from 10 hens/drinker at the lower end to the three hens/drinker at the
highest. In contrast, the free-range farms were polarized in their drinker provisions per
hen, with some being very high and others very low, suggesting that more professional
guidance is needed around an adequate water supply for these farms.

The QBA index has been widely used to assess the welfare and emotional states in
a variety of species: sheep, goats, pigs, giraffes and hens [61–64]. The QBA scores for
the hens in the free-range systems were significantly better than for the hens in the cage
systems. This suggests that the birds in the free-range systems are considered to have more
positive affective experiences than those in cage systems. On some behavioral measures
(huddling and panting) the results were very similar between the two farm types. These
behaviors are indicative of inappropriate ambient temperatures, with huddling occurring
in cold conditions [65] and panting in hot [66], suggesting that the temperatures on both
of the farm types met the needs of the birds, at least at the time of the data collection. In
contrast, the performance of the hens in the ADT was poor in both cage and free-range
systems. The ADT testing is usually completed by strangers, for the hens. However, the
recent research suggests that hen behavior in response to a stranger may not be reflective
of the stockperson–animal relationship [67]. The birds on the surveyed farms from both of
the systems had little experience with strangers, which is likely to have influenced their
ADT results. However, the animal–stockperson relationship is recognized to be highly
influential for farm animal welfare [68]. Therefore, future research that measures ADT with
both a stranger and a familiar stockperson may provide useful insights into hen welfare
and the ADT methodology.

For the analysis of economic performance, there were no significant correlations found
between the overall welfare score and any economic indicator for the cage farms. However,
the overall welfare score for the free-range systems was positively correlated with insurance
costs and land lease costs. The livestock insurance, which pays for the death and abortion
of animals not caused by human factors, contributes to the healthy development of the
livestock sector by supporting good animal welfare, particularly in regards to animal
health, as found for dairy cows in Turkey [69]. The insurance companies usually appoint
professional veterinarians to review the claims data provided by the farm before providing
compensation, as found for broiler farms in Iran [70]. An important basis for the insurance
companies to assess claims is that the death of the animal was not caused by the farmer’s
negligence and mismanagement [71,72]. In China, some of the government web portals
publish information on egg farming insurance providers, types of insurance and principles
of compensation treatment, with the aim of increasing farmers’ resilience to the egg farming
risks [73]. In our survey, the farmers also mentioned that the insurance companies review
the farm insurance conditions, including the health, welfare and environmental conditions
of the hens, before insurance agreements are reached on the farm. The projects evaluated by
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insurance companies often obtain the attention of the farmers, which include hen welfare,
and this could be a potential reason why the welfare score of the surveyed free-range farms
are positively correlated with the cost of insurance.

The welfare scores were fitted against the key indicators of economic performance
for all of the surveyed farms, using a variety of potential association curves. Only weak
inverted U-shaped curves were able to be fitted, and these had relatively low correlation
coefficients. This finding differs somewhat from a study of Danish pig farms that found
(under the same conditions) relationships between the level of animal welfare and economic
performance showed an inverted U-shaped relationship [74]. The rising phase of the
inverted U-shaped curve occurs as improvements in animal welfare reduce the mortality,
which in turn increases the economic performance [74]. The mortality rate of the free-range
farms showed no difference compared with that of cage farms (Figure 7), which may
lead to the different distribution of the two system types in the inverted U-shaped model.
Even with one housing system for hen-raising systems, the differences in the management
levels between the farms can affect the relationship between animal welfare and economic
performance [74].

A linear relationship between the welfare indicators and general income points to
the fact that the implementation of some of the welfare improvements will contribute to
farm profitability. For the free-range farms in this study, a lower number of red mites and
lower stocking densities were positively correlated with the general income in the surveyed
farms. While a causal relationship cannot be determined from this analysis, the results
suggest that better parasite control and lower stocking densities may help free-range farms
in China improve profitability. The red mites damage to the housing environment caused
by toe pecking between hens can lead to considerable animal losses [75]. The long-term
infestation by red mites impacts on hen health, reduces their production performance and
negatively impacts egg quality [76–78]. The laying hens may act as vectors of infection
for the red mite pathogens [79], which may explain the positive correlation between the
red mite scores and economic returns on the free-range farms in the current study. The
relatively low stocking densities may reduce competition for space and feeding, improve
the survival time of hens and improve the lifetime egg production [80].

The income from the egg sales was significantly correlated with general income in both
the cage and free-range farms. The total egg production and peak egg production rate of the
cage laying hens were significantly higher than those of the free-range laying hens, and the
egg loss rate was significantly lower. Our survey on the egg loss rates between the different
rearing systems appears to be inconsistent with the findings from previous studies, which
found that the free-range systems have lower breakages compared to the cage system [81].
However, egg loss rate can occur due to several different factors, including nest box use. In
the surveyed free-range farms, some of the eggs were observed outside the nest box. When
the eggs are found outside the nest box, but the time of production cannot be determined,
the eggs are abandoned, resulting in egg loss, which may explain the results in the current
study. The egg production on the cage farms was higher than that of the free-range farms,
which is consistent with previously published research [82]. This may be due to reduced
feed intake caused by the environmental instability of the free-range laying hens [22].

It is generally recognized that welfare is more variable on the free-range farms than
cage farms where it is generally low, because of different resourcing standards [45]. Simi-
larly, the cage farms are relatively close in terms of welfare input levels, so they are more
concentrated in the welfare economy curve. Similar to the results of Sherwin’s assessment
of hen welfare in different housing systems, the cage and free-range systems provided both
positive and negative welfare aspects for the hens [83]. From our evaluation results, there
was no significant difference in the overall welfare levels between the cage and free-range
systems. Therefore, a comparison of the physical health and physiology of the hens from
different housing systems after slaughter would refine the results of the animal welfare
evaluation. Unfortunately, due to farm biosecurity control in other areas of the country, we
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did not have the opportunity to visit more of the farms in this project, which would have
allowed more complex welfare–economic interactions to be tested.

Chicken keeping and rearing in China has occurred for thousands of years [84]. Domes-
tic animals were traditionally raised in backyards [85], where the traditional egg farming
was very small scale. Nowadays, China has a large population and an extremely large egg
production industry [27]. The scale of egg farming is also gradually expanding. Globally,
the public in general is becoming more conscious of the issues around animal welfare
and support for the modern free-range model is emerging [86]. Our results suggest that
the level of welfare and economic outcomes of both of the egg-production farm types in
China vary widely. The relationship between the economic data and welfare levels in the
free-range system should be further explored.

5. Conclusions

Among the farms investigated in the current study, the free-range farms had lower
feeder space and drinker space for the hens than the cage farms, but had welfare advantages
in lower stocking densities, better beak condition, fewer red mites and better Qualitative
Behavior Assessment scores, indicating an improved affective state. The egg production
rate of the free-range farms was lower than that of the cage farms, however general income
per 10,000 hens was higher. The total welfare scores were comparable between farm type.
However, differences were found between the individual welfare indicators. The results
indicate that better parasite control and lower stocking densities may result in improved hen
welfare on the free-range farms and potentially improve profitability. The hen welfare in the
cages could be improved through lower stocking densities and environmental enrichment.
The level of welfare and the economic benefits of the free-range farms vary widely, and
many farms of both production types have someroom for improvement in welfare.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Z.W., J.M., K.D., K.H. and C.J.C.P.; Methodology, Z.W.,
J.M., Z.L., K.D., K.H. and C.J.C.P.; Data curation, S.H., J.L., Q.J., X.M., H.C. and H.Z.; Investigation, J.L.,
Q.J., X.M., H.C. and H.Z.; Formal analysis, S.H. and J.L.; Writing-original draft, S.H.; Writing—review
and editing, Z.W., Z.L., K.D., K.H. and C.J.C.P. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded as part of the Animal Welfare Standards Project by Good
Ventures Foundation, in a grant administered through the School of Veterinary Science, University of
Queensland.

Institutional Review Board Statement: This study was approved by the University of Queensland
Human Ethics Committee (#2019001983) and the China Agricultural University Laboratory Animal
Welfare and Animal Experimental Ethical Committee (#AW424002020-1-1).

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author. The data reflect the specific conditions of agricultural enterprises that are
covered by the privacy policy.

Acknowledgments: We sincerely thank the scholars from the College of Animal Science and Tech-
nology, China Agricultural University, including Qiangjun Wang, Chunhua Shan, Lei Zhang and Yao
Guo, for contacting the farms from different regions in the course of conducting the research on the
welfare of laying hens.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Brambell Committee. Report of the Technical Committee to Enquire into the Welfare of Animals Kept under Intensive Livestock Husbandry

Systems; Command Paper 2836; Her Majesty’s Stationery Office: London, UK, 1965.
2. Webster, J. Animal Welfare: Freedoms, Dominions and “A Life Worth Living”. Animals 2016, 6, 35. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Demartoto, A.; Soemanto, R.B.; Zunariyah, S. Zoo agent’s measure in applying the five freedoms principles for animal welfare.

Vet. World 2017, 10, 1026–1034. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.3390/ani6060035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27231943
http://doi.org/10.14202/vetworld.2017.1026-1034
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29062189


Animals 2022, 12, 2090 17 of 19

4. Green, T.C.; Mellor, D.J. Extending ideas about animal welfare assessment to include ‘quality of life’ and related concepts. N. Z.
Vet. J. 2011, 59, 263–271. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Llonch, P.; King, E.M.; Clarke, K.A.; Downes, J.M.; Green, L.E. A systematic review of animal based indicators of sheep welfare
on farm, at market and during transport, and qualitative appraisal of their validity and feasibility for use in UK abattoirs. Vet. J.
2015, 206, 289–297. [CrossRef]

6. Dawkins, M.S. Behaviour as a tool in the assessment of animal welfare. Zoology 2003, 106, 383–387. [CrossRef]
7. Mendl, M.; Burman, O.H.P.; Parker, R.M.A.; Paul, E.S. Cognitive bias as an indicator of animal emotion and welfare: Emerging

evidence and underlying mechanisms. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2009, 118, 161–181. [CrossRef]
8. Hogasen, H.R.; Er, C.; Di Nardo, A.; Dalla Villa, P. Free-roaming dog populations: A cost-benefit model for different management

options, applied to Abruzzo, Italy. Prev. Vet. Med. 2013, 112, 401–413. [CrossRef]
9. Shimmura, T.; Bracke, M.B.M.; De Mol, R.M.; Hirahara, S.; Uetake, K.; Tanaka, T. Overall welfare assessment of laying hens:

Comparing science-based, environment-based and animal-based assessments. Anim. Sci. J. 2011, 82, 150–160. [CrossRef]
10. Canali, E.; Keeling, L. Welfare Quality (R) project: From scientific research to on farm assessment of animal welfare. Ital. J. Anim.

Sci. 2009, 8, 900–903. [CrossRef]
11. Bergschmidt, A.; March, S.; Wagner, K.; Brinkmann, J. A Results-Oriented Approach for the Animal Welfare Measure of the

European Union’s Rural Development Programme. Animals 2021, 11, 1570. [CrossRef]
12. Appleby, M.C.; Walker, A.W.; Nicol, C.J.; Lindberg, A.C.; Freire, R.; Hughes, B.O.; Elson, H.A. Development of furnished cages for

laying hens. Br. Poult. Sci. 2002, 43, 489–500. [CrossRef]
13. Janczak, A.M.; Riber, A.B. Review of rearing-related factors affecting the welfare of laying hens. Poult. Sci. 2015, 94, 1454–1469.

[CrossRef]
14. Decina, C.; Berke, O.; van Staaveren, N.; Baes, C.F.; Widowski, T.M.; Harlander-Matauschek, A. A cross-sectional study on feather

cover damage in Canadian laying hens in non-cage housing systems. BMC Vet. Res. 2019, 15, 435. [CrossRef]
15. Whay, H.R.; Main, D.C.J.; Green, L.E.; Heaven, G.; Howell, H.; Morgan, M.; Pearson, A.; Webster, A.J.F. Assessment of the

behaviour and welfare of laying hens on free-range units. Vet. Rec. 2007, 161, 119–128. [CrossRef]
16. Tahamtani, F.M.; Kittelsen, K.; Vasdal, G. Environmental enrichment in commercial flocks of aviary housed laying hens:

Relationship with plumage condition and fearfulness. Poult. Sci. 2022, 101, 101754. [CrossRef]
17. Huang, L.; Li, X.; Wang, W.; Yang, L.; Zhu, Y. The Role of Zinc in Poultry Breeder and Hen Nutrition: An Update. Biol. Trace Elem.

Res. 2019, 192, 308–318. [CrossRef]
18. Van Goor, A.; Redweik, G.A.J.; Stromberg, Z.R.; Treadwell, C.G.; Xin, H.W.; Mellata, M. Microbiome and biological blood marker

changes in hens at different laying stages in conventional and cage free housings. Poult. Sci. 2020, 99, 2362–2374. [CrossRef]
19. Kauselmann, K.; Schrader, L.; Glitz, B.; Gallmann, E.; Schrade, H.; Krause, E.T. Tasty straw pellets—Exploration of flavoured

rooting material by pigs. Animal 2021, 15, 100239. [CrossRef]
20. An, M.; Vitale, J.; Han, K.; Ng’ombe, J.N.; Ji, I. Effects of Spatial Characteristics on the Spread of the Highly Pathogenic Avian

Influenza (HPAI) in Korea. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 4081. [CrossRef]
21. Abbas, T.E. Poultry Welfare in Developed and Developing Countries. Anim. Vet. Sci. 2014, 2, 1–4. [CrossRef]
22. Dong, X.Y.; Yin, Z.Z.; Ma, Y.Z.; Cao, H.Y.; Dong, D.J. Effects of rearing systems on laying performance, egg quality, and serum

biochemistry of Xianju chickens in summer. Poult. Sci. 2017, 96, 3896–3900. [CrossRef]
23. Zheng, M.; Mao, P.; Tian, X.; Meng, L. Effects of grazing mixed-grass pastures on growth performance, immune responses, and

intestinal microbiota in free-range Beijing-you chickens. Poult. Sci. 2021, 100, 1049–1058. [CrossRef]
24. Dong, X.X.; Hu, B.; Wan, W.L.; Gong, Y.Z.; Feng, Y.P. Effects of husbandry systems and Chinese indigenous chicken strain on

cecum microbial diversity. Asian-Australas. J. Anim. 2020, 33, 1610–1616. [CrossRef]
25. Van Hoorebeke, S.; Van Immerseel, F.; Haesebrouck, F.; Ducatelle, R.; Dewulf, J. The Influence of the Housing System on

Salmonella Infections in Laying Hens: A Review. Zoonoses Public Health 2011, 58, 304–311. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Konkol, D.; Popiela, E.; Skrzypczak, D.; Izydorczyk, G.; Mikula, K.; Moustakas, K.; Opalinski, S.; Korczynski, M.; Witek-Krowiak,

A.; Chojnacka, K. Recent innovations in various methods of harmful gases conversion and its mechanism in poultry farms.
Environ. Res. 2022, 214, 113825. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Yang, N. Egg Production in China: Current Status and Outlook. Front. Agric. Sci. Eng. 2021, 8, 25–34. [CrossRef]
28. China Chain Store & Franchise Association. Available online: http://www.chinaretail.org/enwebsite/xq.jsp?type=7 (accessed

on 30 May 2022).
29. Garcia-Gudino, J.; Blanco-Penedo, I.; Gispert, M.; Brun, A.; Perea, J.; Font, I.F.M. Understanding consumers’ perceptions towards

Iberian pig production and animal welfare. Meat Sci. 2021, 172, 108317. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
30. Rondoni, A.; Millan, E.; Asioli, D. Consumers’ preferences for intrinsic and extrinsic product attributes of plant-based eggs: An

exploratory study in the United Kingdom and Italy. Br. Food J. 2021, 123, 3704–3725. [CrossRef]
31. Sirri, F.; Zampiga, M.; Berardinelli, A. Effects of genotype and age on eggshell cuticle coverage and color profile in modern laying

hen strains. Poult. Sci. 2022, 101, 101691. [CrossRef]
32. Samiullah, S.; Omar, A.S.; Roberts, J.; Chousalkar, K. Effect of production system and flock age on eggshell and egg internal

quality measurements. Poult. Sci. 2017, 96, 246–258. [CrossRef]
33. Hidalgo, A.; Rossi, M.; Clerici, F.; Ratti, S. A market study on the quality characteristics of eggs from different housing systems.

Food Chem. 2008, 106, 1031–1038. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/00480169.2011.610283
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22040330
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tvjl.2015.10.019
http://doi.org/10.1078/0944-2006-00122
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2009.02.023
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2013.07.010
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-0929.2010.00834.x
http://doi.org/10.4081/ijas.2009.s2.900
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani11061570
http://doi.org/10.1080/0007166022000004390
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pev123
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12917-019-2168-2
http://doi.org/10.1136/vr.161.4.119
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.psj.2022.101754
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12011-019-1659-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.psj.2020.01.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2021.100239
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18084081
http://doi.org/10.11648/j.avs.20140201.11
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pex155
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.psj.2020.11.005
http://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.19.0157
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1863-2378.2010.01372.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20875073
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2022.113825
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35835164
http://doi.org/10.15302/J-FASE-2020363
http://www.chinaretail.org/enwebsite/xq.jsp?type=7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2020.108317
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32980720
http://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-11-2020-1054
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.psj.2021.101691
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pew289
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2007.07.019


Animals 2022, 12, 2090 18 of 19

34. Singh, R.; Cheng, K.M.; Silversides, F.G. Production performance and egg quality of four strains of laying hens kept in conventional
cages and floor pens. Poult. Sci. 2009, 88, 256–264. [CrossRef]

35. Wang, X.L.; Zheng, J.X.; Ning, Z.H.; Qu, L.J.; Xu, G.Y.; Yang, N. Laying performance and egg quality of blue-shelled layers as
affected by different housing systems. Poult. Sci. 2009, 88, 1485–1492. [CrossRef]

36. Vanhonacker, F.; Van Poucke, E.; Tuyttens, F.; Verbeke, W. Citizens’ Views on Farm Animal Welfare and Related Information
Provision: Exploratory Insights from Flanders, Belgium. J. Agric. Environ. Ethic 2010, 23, 551–569. [CrossRef]

37. Holt, P.S. Centennial Review: A revisiting of hen welfare and egg safety consequences of mandatory outdoor access for organic
egg production. Poult. Sci. 2021, 100, 101436. [CrossRef]

38. Hazards, E.P.o.B.; Koutsoumanis, K.; Allende, A.; Alvarez-Ordonez, A.; Bolton, D.; Bover-Cid, S.; Chemaly, M.; De Cesare, A.;
Herman, L.; Hilbert, F.; et al. Salmonella control in poultry flocks and its public health impact. EFSA J. 2019, 17, e05596. [CrossRef]

39. Tomczyk, L.; Stepien, L.; Urbaniak, M.; Szablewski, T.; Cegielska-Radziejewska, R.; Stuper-Szablewska, K. Characterisation of the
Mycobiota on the Shell Surface of Table Eggs Acquired from Different Egg-Laying Hen Breeding Systems. Toxins 2018, 10, 293.
[CrossRef]

40. Olynk, N.J. Assessing changing consumer preferences for livestock production processes. Anim. Front. 2012, 2, 32–38. [CrossRef]
41. Heng, Y.; Peterson, H.H.; Li, X.H. Consumer Attitudes toward Farm-Animal Welfare: The Case of Laying Hens. J. Agric. Resour.

Econ. 2013, 38, 418–434.
42. Spooner, J.M.; Schuppli, C.A.; Fraser, D. Attitudes of Canadian citizens toward farm animal welfare: A qualitative study. Livest.

Sci. 2014, 163, 150–158. [CrossRef]
43. Willis, R.S.; Dunston-Clarke, E.J.; Keating, L.R.; Fleming, P.A.; Collins, T. Australian Livestock Export Industry Workers’ Attitudes

toward Animal Welfare. Animals 2021, 11, 1411. [CrossRef]
44. Hester, P.Y.; Enneking, S.A.; Haley, B.K.; Cheng, H.W.; Einstein, M.E.; Rubin, D.A. The effect of perch availability during pullet

rearing and egg laying on musculoskeletal health of caged White Leghorn hens. Poult. Sci. 2013, 92, 1972–1980. [CrossRef]
45. Xin, H.; Gates, R.S.; Green, A.R.; Mitloehner, F.M.; Moore, P.A., Jr.; Wathes, C.M. Environmental impacts and sustainability of egg

production systems. Poult. Sci. 2011, 90, 263–277. [CrossRef]
46. Sumner, D.A.; Gow, H.; Hayes, D.; Matthews, W.; Norwood, B.; Rosen-Molina, J.T.; Thurman, W. Economic and market issues on

the sustainability of egg production in the United States: Analysis of alternative production systems. Poult. Sci. 2011, 90, 241–250.
[CrossRef]

47. Botreau, R.; Bonde, M.; Butterworth, A.; Perny, P.; Bracke, M.B.M.; Capdeville, J.; Veissier, I. Aggregation of measures to produce
an overall assessment of animal welfare. Part 1: A review of existing methods. Animal 2007, 1, 1179–1187. [CrossRef]

48. Bracke, M.B.M.; Metz, J.H.M.; Spruijt, B.M.; Schouten, W.G.P. Decision support system for overall welfare assessment in pregnant
sows B: Validation by expert opinion. J. Anim. Sci. 2002, 80, 1835–1845. [CrossRef]

49. Dawson, L.C.; Dewey, C.E.; Stone, E.A.; Mosley, C.I.; Guerin, M.T.; Niel, L. Evaluation of a welfare assessment tool to examine
practices for preventing, recognizing, and managing pain at companion-animal veterinary clinics. Can. J. Vet. Res. 2017, 81,
270–279. [PubMed]

50. T/CAS 269-2017. Available online: http://iccaw.org.cn/uploads/soft/180612/1-1P6121F212.pdf (accessed on 30 May 2022).
51. DB12/T 754-2017. Available online: http://www.foodcta.com/spbz/detail82966.html (accessed on 30 May 2022).
52. Laying Down Minimum Standards for the Protection of Laying Hens. Available online: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/

EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A31999L0074 (accessed on 1 August 2022).
53. Butterworth, A.; Arnould, C.; Fiks van Niekerk, T.; Veissier, I.; Keeling, L.; van Overbeke, G.; Bedaux, V. Welfare Quality®

Assessment for Poultry (Broilers, Laying Hens); Welfare Quality®Consortium: Lelystad, The Netherlands, 2009.
54. Blatchford, R.A.; Fulton, R.M.; Mench, J.A. The utilization of the Welfare Quality® assessment for determining laying hen

condition across three housing systems. Poult. Sci. 2016, 95, 154–163. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
55. Giersberg, M.F.; Spindler, B.; Kemper, N. Are dual-purpose hens less fearful than conventional layer hybrids? Vet. Rec. 2020, 187,

e35. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
56. Padalino, B.; Menchetti, L. The First Protocol for Assessing Welfare of Camels. Front. Vet. Sci. 2021, 7, 631876. [CrossRef]
57. Thogerson, C.M.; Hester, P.Y.; Mench, J.A.; Newberry, R.C.; Okura, C.M.; Pajor, E.A.; Talaty, P.N.; Garner, J.P. The effect of

feeder space allocation on productivity and physiology of Hy-Line W-36 hens housed in conventional cages. Poult. Sci. 2009, 88,
1793–1799. [CrossRef]

58. Hocking, P.M. The Behavioural Biology of Chickens. Br. Poult. Sci. 2016, 57, 581. [CrossRef]
59. Widowski, T.M.; Caston, L.J.; Casey-Trott, T.M.; Hunniford, M.E. The effect of space allowance and cage size on laying hens

housed in furnished cages, Part II: Behavior at the feeder. Poult. Sci. 2017, 96, 3816–3823. [CrossRef]
60. Wan, Y.; Ma, R.; Chai, L.; Du, Q.; Yang, R.; Qi, R.; Liu, W.; Li, J.; Li, Y.; Zhan, K. Determination of bacterial abundance and

communities in the nipple drinking system of cascading cage layer houses. Sci. Rep. 2021, 11, 19169. [CrossRef]
61. Bassler, A.W.; Arnould, C.; Butterworth, A.; Colin, L.; De Jong, I.C.; Ferrante, V.; Ferrari, P.; Haslam, S.; Wemelsfelder, F.; Blokhuis,

H.J. Potential risk factors associated with contact dermatitis, lameness, negative emotional state, and fear of humans in broiler
chicken flocks. Poult. Sci. 2013, 92, 2811–2826. [CrossRef]

62. Fleming, P.A.; Wickham, S.L.; Stockman, C.A.; Verbeek, E.; Matthews, L.; Wemelsfelder, F. The sensitivity of QBA assessments
of sheep behavioural expression to variations in visual or verbal information provided to observers. Animal 2015, 9, 878–887.
[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2008-00237
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2008-00417
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-010-9235-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.psj.2021.101436
http://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2019.5596
http://doi.org/10.3390/toxins10070293
http://doi.org/10.2527/af.2012-0046
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2014.02.011
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani11051411
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2013-03008
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2010-00877
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2010-00822
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731107000535
http://doi.org/10.2527/2002.8071835x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29081584
http://iccaw.org.cn/uploads/soft/180612/1-1P6121F212.pdf
http://www.foodcta.com/spbz/detail82966.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A31999L0074
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A31999L0074
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pev227
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26240396
http://doi.org/10.1136/vr.105790
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32345607
http://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2020.631876
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2009-00011
http://doi.org/10.1080/00071668.2016.1200799
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pex198
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-98330-z
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2013-03208
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731114003164


Animals 2022, 12, 2090 19 of 19

63. Rutherford, K.M.D.; Donald, R.D.; Lawrence, A.B.; Wemelsfelder, F. Qualitative Behavioural Assessment of emotionality in pigs.
Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2012, 139, 218–224. [CrossRef]

64. Battini, M.; Vieira, A.; Barbieri, S.; Ajuda, I.; Stilwell, G.; Mattiello, S. Invited review: Animal-based indicators for on-farm welfare
assessment for dairy goats. J. Dairy Sci. 2014, 97, 6625–6648. [CrossRef]

65. Strawford, M.L.; Watts, J.M.; Crowe, T.G.; Classen, H.L.; Shand, P.J. The effect of simulated cold weather transport on core body
temperature and behavior of broilers. Poult. Sci. 2011, 90, 2415–2424. [CrossRef]

66. Beaulac, K.; Crowe, T.G.; Schwean-Lardner, K. Simulated transport of well- and poor-feathered brown-strain end-of-cycle hens
and the impact on stress physiology, behavior, and meat quality. Poult. Sci. 2020, 99, 6753–6763. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

67. Edwards, L.E.; Coleman, G.J.; Butler, K.L.; Hemsworth, P.H. The Human-Animal Relationship in Australian Caged Laying Hens.
Animals 2019, 9, 211. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Mota-Rojas, D.; Broom, D.M.; Orihuela, A.; Velarde, A.; Napolitano, F.; Alonso-Spilsbury, M. Effects of human-animal relationship
on animal productivity and welfare. J. Anim. Behav. Biometeorol. 2020, 8, 196–205. [CrossRef]

69. Yaylak, E.; Kaya, I.; Cundar, V.; Gevrek, A. Damage types, causes of damage and herd leaving ages in dairy cattle under the
scope of livestock insurance and subject to compensation in some districts of Izmir Province of Turkey. Afr. J. Agric. Res. 2011, 6,
1265–1273.

70. Mehrabadi, M.H.F.; Ghalyanchilangeroudi, A.; Tehrani, F.; Hajloo, S.A.; Bashashati, M.; Bahonar, A.R.; Pourjafar, H.; Ansari, F.
Assessing the economic burden of multi-causal respiratory diseases in broiler farms in Iran. Trop. Anim. Health Prod. 2022, 54, 117.
[CrossRef]

71. Khan, M.A.; Chander, M.; Bardhan, D. Willingness to pay for cattle and buffalo insurance: An analysis of dairy farmers in central
India. Trop. Anim. Health Prod. 2013, 45, 461–468. [CrossRef]

72. Rao, X.D.; Zhang, Y.H. Livestock insurance, moral hazard, and farmers’ decisions: A field experiment among hog farms in China.
Geneva Pap. Risk Insur.-Issues Pract. 2020, 45, 134–156. [CrossRef]

73. Notice of the Office of the People’s Government of Wei County on the Issuance of the Implementation Plan of Insurance for Egg
Farming in Wei County. Available online: http://www.weixian.gov.cn/article/89/22989.html (accessed on 30 May 2022).

74. Henningsen, A.; Czekaj, T.G.; Forkman, B.; Lund, M.; Nielsen, A.S. The Relationship between Animal Welfare and Economic
Performance at Farm Level: A Quantitative Study of Danish Pig Producers. J. Agric. Econ. 2018, 69, 142–162. [CrossRef]

75. Iqbal, A.; Moss, A.F. Review: Key tweaks to the chicken’s beak: The versatile use of the beak by avian species and potential
approaches for improvements in poultry production. Animal 2021, 15, 100119. [CrossRef]

76. George, D.R.; Finn, R.D.; Graham, K.M.; Mul, M.F.; Maurer, V.; Moro, C.V.; Sparagano, O.A.E. Should the poultry red mite
Dermanyssus gallinae be of wider concern for veterinary and medical science? Parasite Vector 2015, 8, 178. [CrossRef]

77. Sleeckx, N.; Van Gorp, S.; Koopman, R.; Kempen, I.; Van Hoye, K.; De Baere, K.; Zoons, J.; De Herdt, P. Production losses in laying
hens during infestation with the poultry red mite Dermanyssus gallinae. Avian Pathol. 2019, 48, S17–S21. [CrossRef]

78. Valiente Moro, C.; De Luna, C.J.; Tod, A.; Guy, J.H.; Sparagano, O.A.; Zenner, L. The poultry red mite (Dermanyssus gallinae): A
potential vector of pathogenic agents. Exp. Appl. Acarol. 2009, 48, 93–104. [CrossRef]

79. Sigognault Flochlay, A.; Thomas, E.; Sparagano, O. Poultry red mite (Dermanyssus gallinae) infestation: A broad impact
parasitological disease that still remains a significant challenge for the egg-laying industry in Europe. Parasites Vectors 2017, 10,
357. [CrossRef]

80. Dai, B.; Zhang, Y.S.; Ma, Z.L.; Zheng, L.H.; Li, S.J.; Dou, X.H.; Gong, J.S.; Miao, J.F. Influence of dietary taurine and housing
density on oviduct function in laying hens. J. Zhejiang Univ.-Sci. B 2015, 16, 456–464. [CrossRef]

81. Mertens, K.; Bamelis, F.; Kemps, B.; Kamers, B.; Verhoelst, E.; De Ketelaere, B.; Bain, M.; Decuypere, E.; De Baerdemaeker, J.
Monitoring of eggshell breakage and eggshell strength in different production chains of consumption eggs. Poult. Sci. 2006, 85,
1670–1677. [CrossRef]

82. Al-Ajeeli, M.N.; Leyva-Jimenez, H.; Abdaljaleel, R.A.; Jameel, Y.; Hashim, M.M.; Archer, G.; Bailey, C.A. Evaluation of the
performance of Hy-Line Brown laying hens fed soybean or soybean-free diets using cage or free-range rearing systems. Poult. Sci.
2018, 97, 812–819. [CrossRef]

83. Sherwin, C.M.; Richards, G.J.; Nicol, C.J. Comparison of the welfare of layer hens in 4 housing systems in the UK. Br. Poult. Sci.
2010, 51, 488–499. [CrossRef]

84. Lawal, R.A.; Martin, S.H.; Vanmechelen, K.; Vereijken, A.; Silva, P.; Al-Atiyat, R.M.; Aljumaah, R.S.; Mwacharo, J.M.; Wu, D.D.;
Zhang, Y.P.; et al. The wild species genome ancestry of domestic chickens. BMC Biol. 2020, 18, 13. [CrossRef]

85. You, X.L.; Li, Y.B.; Zhang, M.; Yan, H.Q.; Zhao, R.Q. A Survey of Chinese Citizens’ Perceptions on Farm Animal Welfare. PLoS
ONE 2014, 9, e109177. [CrossRef]

86. Michel, V.; Berk, J.; Bozakova, N.; van der Eijk, J.; Estevez, I.; Mircheva, T.; Relic, R.; Rodenburg, T.B.; Sossidou, E.N.; Guinebretiere,
M. The Relationships between Damaging Behaviours and Health in Laying Hens. Animals 2022, 12, 986. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2012.04.004
http://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2013-7493
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2011-01427
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.psj.2020.09.051
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33248591
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani9050211
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31052492
http://doi.org/10.31893/jabb.20026
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-022-03110-0
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11250-012-0240-z
http://doi.org/10.1057/s41288-019-00151-9
http://www.weixian.gov.cn/article/89/22989.html
http://doi.org/10.1111/1477-9552.12228
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2020.100119
http://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-015-0768-7
http://doi.org/10.1080/03079457.2019.1641179
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10493-009-9248-0
http://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-017-2292-4
http://doi.org/10.1631/jzus.B1400256
http://doi.org/10.1093/ps/85.9.1670
http://doi.org/10.3382/ps/pex368
http://doi.org/10.1080/00071668.2010.502518
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12915-020-0738-1
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0109177
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani12080986

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Participating Farms 
	Description of the SURVEY 
	Animal Welfare Assessment 
	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Development of the Scoring Standard for Welfare 
	Welfare Evaluation Results 
	Economic Performance 
	Relationships between Welfare and Economic Indicators 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

