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Introduction 
When working to improve welfare for farmed animals, an organization can take a number 
of approaches. For instance, current animal advocacy organizations are already engaged in 
corporate outreach, individual outreach, providing consultation to producers, and other 
approaches. 

 

Below is a review of various approaches an organization can (and many already do) take to 
improve welfare for farmed animals. The list is not exhaustive. For each, a summary is 
given, as well as a list of pros and cons, crucial considerations,  and finally Fish Welfare 1

Initiative’s views on the approach’s promise as its long-term strategy. 

 

Fish Welfare Initiative’s current plan is to start on a ‘micro-scale’ with a pilot program, 
working with a few committed producers to implement welfare improvements on their 
farms. This will provide a deeper contextual knowledge, which will then inform its 
long-term ‘macro’ strategy. 

 

Note: Pros and cons will be given a score from +/- 1 to 3 (with -3 being strongly against, and 
+3 being strongly for). 

 

 

 

1 Crucial considerations here refers to any consideration which is both contentious and could 
drastically alter the promise of an approach. 
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Corporate Outreach 
Corporate outreach refers to any engagement with corporations to try and improve welfare 
conditions. This is done through the corporation’s leverage over producers. Corporate 
outreach is one of the most well-researched and promising approaches commonly used in 
the animal protection movement.  This, however, has not yet been applied widely to fish.  2

 
Corporate outreach has an impressive track record,  as well as a relatively broad body of 3

research and evidence that shows its promise.  For example, Rethink Priorities found that 4

cage-free egg corporate campaigns positively improve the lives of roughly 9 to 120 chickens 
per dollar.   5

 
However, there is reason to be concerned that corporate outreach may have unique 
challenges when applied to fish. For example, people’s empathy for fish is significantly 
lower than other farmed animals.  So too is their belief in fish cognitive capabilities.  Given 6 7

2 An analysis of the evidence for and against corporate campaigns can be found here. 
3 This can be seen in the work of groups like Compassion in World Farming and the Open Wing 
Alliance. 
4 Sarek, Karolina. 2019. “35 Independent Pieces of Evidence for Why New Corporate Campaigns 
Might (or Might Not) Work.” Charity Entrepreneurship. 
5 Šimčikas, Saulius. 2019. “Corporate campaigns affect 9 to 120 years of chicken life per dollar spent.” 
Rethink Priorities. 
6 Harrison, Marrissa A. 2010. “Anthropomorphism, empathy, and perceived communicative ability 
vary with phylogenetic relatedness to humans.” Journal of Social, Evolutionary, and Cultural 
Psychology 4, no.1. 
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https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/do-corporate-campaigns-work
https://www.ciwf.org.uk/
https://www.openwingalliance.org/
https://www.openwingalliance.org/
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1yyLhwgkRmO-qkPS26Ittlsxhg5hmrKc5/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1yyLhwgkRmO-qkPS26Ittlsxhg5hmrKc5/view
https://www.rethinkpriorities.org/blog/2019/8/7/corporate-campaigns-affect-9-to-120-years-of-chicken-life-per-dollar-spent
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/239939881_Anthropomorphism_empathy_and_perceived_communicative_ability_vary_with_phylogenetic_relatedness_to_humans
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/239939881_Anthropomorphism_empathy_and_perceived_communicative_ability_vary_with_phylogenetic_relatedness_to_humans
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a scale out of five for their confidence in a fish’s mental ability, people gave an average 
score of 3.23. For mammals, the average was 4.15.  This is problematic, both because it 8

speaks to a lower interest from corporations, and because it signals that it will be harder to 
gain public support for a fish corporate campaign (though it’s unclear as to what extent 
public support is required). This is presumably exacerbated in countries with less 
established animal protection movements. 
 
It is also worth noting that not all corporations follow through with their welfare 
commitments. Existing organizations estimate the follow-through rate to be roughly 39 to 
53%.  9

Pros and Cons of Corporate Outreach 

Pros: 
● It has a very strong track record. (+3)  

 
● It has the potential to be 

implemented in many more 
countries. (+1) 
 

● There are established methods for 
running corporate pressure 
campaigns. (+2) 
 

● Corporations may be more open to 
welfare improvements than 
producers. If this is true, corporate 
outreach utilizes the leverage of a 
more open group. (+1) 
 

● It generally affects a large number 
of animals. (+3) 

Cons: 
● To the degree that public support is 

important, a fish corporate pressure 
campaign may be less successful 
due to a lower belief in fish’s mental 
capabilities etc. (-2) 
 

● Many of the promising fish asks are 
not salient, such as water quality or 
environmental enrichment. This 
plausibly reduces public 
engagement. (-2) 
 

● The vast majority of fish are farmed 
in Asian countries, where corporate 
outreach has little track record. (-3) 
 

● There are significant legal and 
cultural barriers to some types of 
corporate outreach. (-2) 
 

● Not all corporations follow through 
with their commitments. (-1) 

 

7 Hills, Amanda M. 2015. “Empathy and Belief in the Mental Experience of Animals.” Anthrozoös 8, 
no.13. 
8 Ibid., 137. 
9 Animal Charity Evaluators model follow-through rates at roughly 53% here, and Charity 
Entrepreneurship have estimated follow-through rates to be between 39 and 50% here. 
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https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.2752/089279395787156347?journalCode=rfan20
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/11298?token=6vlT7Aq5fWZfFIoNHu5YaJcALZ671BfY1IfbsMefj7F_XCYVDcTGi3cqad3BRhpiXIf_7FB7Jbi0RoXyrAaVhA
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1eMqEdg2GNFcfnGJjxQgY44czQ2LFH19_/view
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Crucial Considerations 

● How critical and how likely is public support?  
● Will corporate outreach continue to be as effective in the future, or will corporations 

develop tactics against it? 
● What barriers may there be to corporate outreach in specific countries? 

Fish Welfare Initiative’s Conclusion 

This seems currently to be a highly promising approach for Fish Welfare Initiative in the 
long-term. The assessments that have been made into corporate outreach’s 
cost-effectiveness are currently much better than anything else that has been found.  
Thus, it seems worth investigating further whether this style of campaign will work within 
the country of implementation. 

 

Individual Outreach 
Individual outreach refers to engaging the public on farmed animal issues and encouraging 
the boycott of low-welfare products. Perhaps the most prominent example of this 
approach is leafleting. 

Leafleting, a prominent form of individual outreach. Source: personal photo. 
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Individual advocacy has a long history within the animal protection movement. It was 
common practice within animal organizations, but has become less prioritized as more 
evidence has cast doubt on its cost-effectiveness. For example, Animal Charity Evaluators 
have reviewed leafleting,  and Rethink Priorities have created a write-up of a study on 2D 10

and Virtual Reality videos.  Both of these assessments came up as unpromising compared 11

to other approaches. 
 
However, there is some concern that a complete decline in interest for individual outreach 
may be bad for the animal protection movement in the long run.  One reason for this is 12

because public support is an important component for incentivizing institutions to change. 
The best option, then, would seem to be the continuation of work trying to find 
cost-effective approaches that involve the public. 
 
The success of individual advocacy likely varies highly by region. For those interested in 
individual outreach, it is recommendable to work in a country with good attitudes towards 
farmed animals  (One promising country may be Brazil).  13 14

Pros and Cons of Individual Outreach 

Pros: 
● Individual outreach may be a 

necessary part for long-term 
success within the animal protection 
movement.  (+2) 
 

● Many of the other approaches listed 
here (e.g. corporate campaigns) rely 
on individual empathy for animals. 
Individual advocacy is a way to build 
this empathy. (+2) 

Cons: 
● It is not currently known what is 

cost-effective within individual 
outreach. (-3) 
 

● Fish will likely have a particularly 
hard time garnering individual 
action. (-2) 
 

● Current evaluations of common 
individual outreach practices 
(leafleting, showing videos, etc.) 
seem mostly unpromising. (-2) 

 

Crucial considerations 

● Is there any style of individual outreach that is cost-effective? 

10 2017. ”Leafleting.” Animal charity Evaluators. 
11 Hurford, Peter. 2018. “Animal equality showed that advocating for diet change works but is it cost 
effective?” Rethink Priorities. 
12 Beggs, Tom. 2019. “The Individual And The Bathwater.” Faunalytics. 
13 For more information on what countries have good attitudes towards farmed animals, review the 
Voiceless Animal Cruelty Index’s Sanctioning Cruelty figures, or Charity Entrepreneurship’s Country 
Reports. 
14 Cox, Victoria, and Sarek, Karolina. 2019. “Country Report: Brazil.” Charity Entrepreneurship. 
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https://animalcharityevaluators.org/advocacy-interventions/interventions/leafleting/
https://www.rethinkpriorities.org/blog/2019/2/21/animal-equality-showed-that-advocating-for-diet-change-works-but-is-it-cost-effective-1
https://www.rethinkpriorities.org/blog/2019/2/21/animal-equality-showed-that-advocating-for-diet-change-works-but-is-it-cost-effective-1
https://faunalytics.org/the-individual-and-the-bathwater/
https://vaci.voiceless.org.au/
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/animal-welfare-reports.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/animal-welfare-reports.html
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1_Ao2Ut6LTnFGPAYqYl6H-5up5OJ6IbcF9EasBJKFxn0/edit
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● Does neglecting individual outreach hurt the future of the animal protection 
movement? 

● What barriers may there be to individual outreach in the country of 
implementation? 

Fish Welfare Initiative’s Conclusion 

There seems to be space for research into effective individual advocacy. Fish Welfare 
Initiative, however, is not well-positioned for this role. This is because it is an 
implementation charity, and focuses on a group of animals that typically do not garner as 
much empathy as other farmed animals.  Thus, while it should be encouraged that 15

others research this area, we have no plan to make individual outreach our priority. 

 

Governmental Campaigns 
Governmental campaigns refers to a broad set of campaigns which could include lobbying 
institutions and individuals, or ballot initiatives.  
 
Governmental campaigns, compared to other approaches, often have a much larger effect 
size. However, they are also proportionally more difficult to implement successfully. That 
being said, there are some strong examples of successful campaigns, such as efforts by 
Eurogroup for Animals in the European Union  and Proposition 12 in California.  16 17

 
There is a report by Charity Entrepreneurship considering the promise of two 
governmental campaigns: better management of dissolved oxygen levels for fish in Taiwan, 
and feed fortification for chickens in India.  Charity Entrepreneurship concluded that, for 18

dissolved oxygen management in Taiwan,  there is a level of promise similar to what they 
would expect from a corporate campaign.  This is a preliminary sign that governmental 19

campaigns could be very promising for fish if targeted well.  
 
Rethink Priorities have also profiled Ballot Initiatives, highlighting some reasons to be 
optimistic in their ability to do good. For example, even failed ballot initiatives can still 
motivate legislators and raise awareness.  20

 

15 Hills, Amanda M. 2015. “Empathy and Belief in the Mental Experience of Animals.” Anthrozoös 8, 
no.13 (2015): 137. 
16 A list of Eurogroup for Animals’ successes can be found here. 
17 “California Proposition 12, Farm Animal Confinement Initiative (2018).” Ballotpedia. 
18 Cox, Victoria, Bridgwater, George, and Sarek, Karolina. 2020. “Political Change - Approach Report.” 
Charity Entrepreneurship.  
19 Ibid., 31. 
20 2020. “Intervention Profile: Ballot Initiatives.” Rethink Priorities. 

6 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.2752/089279395787156347?journalCode=rfan20
https://www.eurogroupforanimals.org/key-achievements
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_12,_Farm_Animal_Confinement_Initiative_(2018)
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1VcstW6ITBdlMxgx0PIKYZbEHn39D2RlH/view
https://www.rethinkpriorities.org/blog/2020/1/12/intervention-profile-ballot-initiatives
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One issue that must be considered, however, is the enforcement of welfare legislation. 
World Justice Project has an index which includes scores for law enforcement in each 
country.   Unfortunately, in many of the countries most promising for fish advocacy 21 22

work,  there does tend to be issues with enforcement (for example, Bangladesh, which is 23

ranked 105 out of the 126 countries reviewed).  24

Pros and Cons of Governmental Campaigns 

Pros: 
● Preliminary cost-effectiveness looks 

fairly high, especially when paired 
with a promising country. (+3) 
 

● There are some strong examples of 
success for these types of 
campaigns. (+2) 
 

● Successful government campaigns 
could have the largest expected 
effect size of all the approaches 
considered here. (+3) 

Cons: 
● There is less research into its 

cost-effectiveness compared to 
corporate outreach. (-3) 
 

● Relative to the other approaches 
here, governmental campaigns are 
particularly complex. (-2) 
 

● Implementation would require both 
successful campaigning and strong 
enforcement. (-3) 

 

Crucial Considerations 

● How strong is enforcement in the country of implementation? 
● What has been the cost-effectiveness of other governmental campaigns? 
● How many resources are required to win a governmental campaign? 

Fish Welfare Initiative’s Conclusion 

We think that governmental campaign styles look preliminarily promising, and we plan to 
investigate them further given the context of our work. It seems it could be particularly 
promising combined with corporate outreach, so as to tackle the issue from multiple 
sides. Our main concerns are that enforcement will be an issue, and that we do not have 
a strong sense of the cost-effectiveness of previous campaigns.  

 

21 ‘Law enforcement’ refers to the enforcement of all laws, not just those surrounding animal 
welfare. 
22 Access to the World Justice Project Index can be found here. 
23 See our upcoming country reports. 
24 “Bangladesh.” World Justice Project Index. 
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Subsidization 
Subsidization refers to covering part or all of the costs of equipment that promotes higher 
welfare in production (e.g. percussive stunners for salmon). This would make welfare 
effects mutually beneficial for fish and the producer, as producers will likely see increased 
profit from higher welfare fish.   25

An aerator in a pond-based aquaculture facility. Source: Canva 
 
 
Fish Welfare Initiative has conducted a preliminary cost-effectiveness assessment for the 
subsidization of aeration equipment for Nile Tilapia and Pangasius in Bangladesh (a 
preliminarily promising country for fish advocacy).  This showed an estimate 6.6 to 12 fish 26

helped per dollar (not including operational costs).   27

 
A potential concern with subsidization is that, when done poorly, it can isolate the producer 
from the welfare improvements being made. This happens in situations where the 
equipment is paid for and installed without adequate consultation with the producer, and 
with no attempt to properly engage them with why they should want said equipment.  28

25 There are many ways in which better welfare conditions for fish makes aquaculture more 
profitable. For example, poor water quality decreases growth rates, and high levels of stress makes 
fish taste worse.  
26 See our upcoming country reports. 
27 Find Fish Welfare Initiative’s model for subsidizing aeration equipment in Bangladesh here. 
28 We have heard about instances of this from unpublished conversations with experts. The FAO 
writes about one such instance in Sub-Saharan Africa here. 
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https://www.canva.com/q/pro/?v=13&country=uk&utm_source=google_sem&utm_medium=cpc&utm_campaign=REV_UK_EN_CanvaPro_Branded_Tier1_Core_EM&utm_term=REV_UK_EN_CanvaPro_Branded_Tier1_Canva_EM&gclid=Cj0KCQiAvc_xBRCYARIsAC5QT9msGfPhmBPx07p5UB2bm8UkwvwO614aWiJwJ9ddh_Ocml2HXcAYMwQaAmrjEALw_wcB&gclsrc=aw.ds
https://thefishsite.com/articles/water-quality-a-priority-for-successful-aquaculture
https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2015/12/more-humanely-fish-killed-better-it-tastes
https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2015/12/more-humanely-fish-killed-better-it-tastes
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/14707
http://www.fao.org/3/ab412e/ab412e21.htm
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This can lead to many issues, for example, producers will not feel incentivized to invest in 
the upkeep of equipment. 

Pros and Cons of Subsidization 

Pros: 
● The expected take-up rate may be 

the highest of all the approaches 
being considered here. (+3) 
 

● Preliminarily, it looks as though it 
could be fairly cost-effective, 
although not as high as corporate 
outreach. (+1) 
 

● It is very positive to the producer, 
and seems like a good way to 
introduce a new project. (+2) 

Cons: 
● There is not a huge precedent for 

this kind of work in the animal 
protection movement. (-1) 
 

● There could be negative 
flow-through effects. (-2) 
 

● There is a lack of cost-effective 
analysis for this approach. (-3) 

 

Crucial Considerations 

● Will producers be involved and invested with the improvements being made? 
● How attractive would a producer find free equipment for their farm?  
● Do producers trust an external group to help implement changes on their farm? 

Fish Welfare Initiative’s Conclusion 

Subsidization seems like it has the potential to be the easiest approach style from which 
to get high producer uptake. There is a very salient gain for the producers involved. The 
primary concern is that this strategy will take more resources for Fish Welfare Initiative to 
run, and will have more difficulty being expanded. Thus, Fish Welfare Initiative is 
predominantly interested in subsidization as a gateway into the market during the 
running of the pilot, and not as a long-term approach.  

 
 

Loan-Based Subsidization 
A potential alteration that could be made to the subsidization approach is to make it 
loan-based, such that there is an expectation that the producer will pay the organization 
back for the equipment over time. This would help reduce the costs of the implementing 
organization, as well as increase the producer’s investment in equipment.  
 

9 



Fish Welfare Initiative Report 

It could be that producers are interested in welfare improvements and convinced they 
would increase their profits, but are unable to pay the initial cost. By relieving this, 
producers would then naturally be invested in the ability to provide better welfare for their 
fish.  
 
One of the primary values of loan-based subsidization over standard subsidization would 
be the ability to earn back the equipment cost. However, as there may be additional 
logistical and operational costs involved with awarding loans and collecting repayment, 
such a savings would only materialize if it was not exceeded by these additional operational 
costs. 
 
One major issue with this approach is that it is likely fewer producer would be interested, 
both because they would have to shoulder the cost eventually and also due to the higher 
degree of trust needed in the implementing organization to enter into a loan.  

Pros and Cons of Loan-based Subsidization 

Pros: 
● It could increase the 

cost-effectiveness of subsidization. 
(+3) 
 

● It could make producers more 
invested in the welfare equipment, 
as they are now paying for it. (+1) 

Cons: 
● It could drastically decrease the 

take-up rate. (-3) 
 

● It could take significantly more 
operational costs to run this 
approach compared to standard 
subsidization. (-2) 
 

● There is a lack of cost-effective 
analysis for this approach. (-3) 

 

Crucial Considerations 

● What are the legal constraints of NGOs loaning to private businesses in the country 
of implementation? 

● What would be the expected return rate of loans? How would this compare to the 
extra operational costs involved in setting up a loan-based system? 

● What effect would this have on the number of farms taking up welfare 
improvements? 

 

Fish Welfare Initiative’s Conclusion 

This seems an avenue worth exploring for Fish Welfare Initiative if there is interest in 
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subsidization as a long-term approach. As there is currently not much interest in this, 
however, it seems unlikely that loan-based subsidization will be in our long-term strategy. 
The predominant questions are how much this would strain the overhead costs, and how 
much it would deter producers. 

 

Consulting/Training Producers 
Many welfare improvements for fish are mutually beneficial between fish and producers. In 
fact, many producers already recognize this symbiotic relationship, and thus actively 
pursue better welfare on their own farms. This may suggest, then, that the bottleneck for 
farms with low welfare is a lack of training in how to optimize their farming through better 
welfare practices. 

A producer inspecting their stock. Source: Canva 
 
 
Consultancy is a common model in the for-profit sector. For example, Aquaculture 
Innovation consult clients on a wide range of aquaculture issues, including fish welfare. 
Consultancy and training is also often undertaken by governments or aquaculture 
academics (437 training programs were run by government and academic bodies in India 
between 2017 and 2018).  The major pros of this approach are that it will have high 29

producer investment in the welfare improvements, and has the potential to be run on a 
lean budget. 

29 “Annual Report 2017-2018.” National Fisheries Development Board. Page 44. 
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https://www.canva.com/q/pro/?v=13&country=uk&utm_source=google_sem&utm_medium=cpc&utm_campaign=REV_UK_EN_CanvaPro_Branded_Tier1_Core_EM&utm_term=REV_UK_EN_CanvaPro_Branded_Tier1_Canva_EM&gclid=Cj0KCQiAvc_xBRCYARIsAC5QT9msGfPhmBPx07p5UB2bm8UkwvwO614aWiJwJ9ddh_Ocml2HXcAYMwQaAmrjEALw_wcB&gclsrc=aw.ds
http://www.aquainnovation.com/
http://www.aquainnovation.com/
http://nfdb.gov.in/PDF/ANNUAL%20REPORTS/Annual%20Report_2017-18.pdf
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The downside of this approach (at least in isolation) is that there will be very little say over 
the actual conditions the fish are kept in. Organizations using solely this approach will have 
no direct effect on the welfare of the fish involved, but have to rely on the producer 
implementing the information given. Research into behavioural change is an existing field, 
and efforts have been made to apply it to convincing producers of welfare improvements.  30

However, it is still the case that relying on behavioural change complicates the path to 
impact 

Pros and Cons of Consulting/Training Producers 

Pros: 
● This could have lower resistance 

than some other approaches 
considered. (+1) 
 

● It makes producers invested in 
welfare improvements. (+2) 

Cons: 
● There are other groups already 

engaging in similar work. (-1) 
 

● Cultural, language, and technical 
barriers would be particularly 
difficult if we were trying to convey 
complex information about 
aquaculture management to 
producers. (-2) 
 

● This has a volatile path to impact, 
relying on producers implementing 
our advice. (-3) 
 

● There is a lack of cost-effective 
analysis for this approach. (-3) 

 

Crucial Considerations 

● What are the operational costs involved in this? 
● How open are producers to being consulted by foreign NGOs in the country of 

implementation? 
● Could another approach (such as subsidization) be implemented in tandem for a 

higher total impact? 

Fish Welfare Initiative’s Conclusion 

Fish Welfare Initiative is cautiously excited by this approach as one part of it’s more broad 
approach. The major consideration is whether producers would follow through with 

30 One example of behavioural science being applied to convincing producers on welfare 
improvements can be viewed here. 
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welfare improvements just from consultancy/training. However, it is likely that this will be 
one part of Fish Welfare Initiative’s overall approach, as producers being invested in 
welfare improvements seems important for success. However, we do not expect it to be 
the main way we impact fish welfare. 

 

Outreach to Certifiers 
There exists multiple certifiers for aquaculture and fishery products.  Perhaps the most 31

prominent amongst them being the Aquaculture Stewardship Council (ASC). However, most 
of these certifiers either do not consider welfare, or it is not their primary consideration; 
their primary focus is generally sustainability. Partnering with these groups to include more 
consideration of welfare in their certification schemes, then, could be a good way to utilize 
existing leverage to increase fish welfare en masse. 

An ASC certified farm FWI visited in Norway. Source: personal photo. 
 
 
One reason certification outreach could have more success than corporate outreach is that 
certification groups already have an interest in improvements in the aquaculture and 
fisheries sector, and so working with these groups to feature fish welfare more prominently 
in their certification scheme can be seen as a natural progression to their work.  
 
The Aquatic Life Institute (another organization working to improve the lives of aquatic 
animals) has already taken steps towards this approach for fish products. 

31 Lists of existing certifiers can be found here and here. 
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Pros and Cons of Outreach to Certifiers 

Pros: 
● It utilizes the existing leverage 

certifiers have over producers. (+3) 
 

● It is working with people already 
interested in helping the 
aquaculture sector be more ethical. 
(+3) 

Cons: 
● One existing organization working in 

this space may be enough to fill the 
gap for fish. (-3) 
 

● It is plausible that certification 
groups would come to work on 
welfare improvements organically. 
(-2) 

 
● There is a lack of cost-effective 

analysis for this approach. (-3) 

 

Crucial considerations 

● How open to welfare improvements are certification groups?  
● How many certification groups plan to have fish welfare as one of their major 

concerns in the future (thus removing some of the need for this intervention)? 
● How much does current environmentalist work overlap with good welfare practices? 

Fish Welfare Initiative’s conclusion 

Fish Welfare Initiative thinks that this could be a promising avenue for welfare 
improvements for fish, but does not currently believe it should be a priority for our 
long-term strategy. This is predominantly because of the work of the Aquatic Life 
Institute, which likely has filled the need for this approach style. 

 
 

Creating a Certification Scheme 
Another potential approach is to build a certification scheme. This would be more flexible 
than outreach to existing certifiers, as one could target whichever country one believed was 
best, include whatever welfare improvements believed to be worth implementing, and so 
on. Plausibly, a new certification scheme would be a strong way to incentivize producers to 
improve welfare, by giving them a salient benefit for compliance. 
 
Some primary concerns would be that this would require an established presence, not only 
with producers, but also with consumers (as people need to be convinced to purchase 
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certified products over non-certified products). This is something which can take a long 
time to build up. 

Pros and Cons of Creating a Certification Scheme 

Pros: 
● It gives producers a salient benefit 

for improving welfare. (+2) 
 

● It is a tested model with a good 
track record. (+1) 

Cons: 
● Certification only works if 

consumers care about the 
certification, and so the certifying 
organization would need to build a 
relationship with the consumer as 
well. (-2) 
 

● It may make more sense to push 
resources into a few strong 
certification schemes, rather than 
creating lots of smaller schemes. (-3) 
 

● There is a lack of cost-effective 
analysis for this approach. (-3) 

 

Crucial Considerations 

● How long does it take to establish a certification scheme? How likely is it to fail? 
● How competitive are certifiers? Will this have an effect on a new certification 

scheme’s ability to have an impact? 
● Will existing certifiers fill the market and work on welfare, removing the need for 

another certifier?  
● How much do consumers (and thus producers) value certified products?  

Fish Welfare Initiative’s Conclusion 

Fish Welfare Initiative believes that certification could be a very strong route to improving 
welfare. We shall consider how promising certification seems in a few years time when 
Fish Welfare Initiative is more established within one or more countries, and thus has 
leverage to start considering certification. It would not be surprising, however, if it is in 
fact better to support existing schemes rather than starting a new one. 

 

Financial Activism 
Financial activism refers to the utilization of financial leverage to increase farmed animal 
welfare. This is a relatively unexplored area, but two prominent kinds are shareholder 
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activism  and attempting to guide investors away from bad practice (similar to BBFAW - 32

Business Benchmark on Farmed Animal Welfare) . 33

 
Shareholder activism (or investor activism) refers to where individuals or organizations 
purchase shares in a public company (or join the board) with the intention of generating 
change.  One famous example of this is Carl Icahn,  and there have been several cases in 34 35

the animal protection movement.  36

 
Another example of financial activism is Pivot Food, which encourages investors to divest 
from and avoid factory farming. 
 
However, there is not much information available about the success rates or the 
cost-effectiveness of shareholder activism, especially not in isolation from corporate 
outreach (of which it can be seen as a sub-section). It is also not clear that there is need for 
another group similar to BBFAW to inform investors based on welfare, including for fish.  37

There could be space for more work encouraging divestment, though there are concerns 
that divestment may merely encourage other investors to take the underpriced stock.  38

Pros and Cons of Financial Activism 

Pros: 
● It utilizes existing and accepted 

channels that matter to 
corporations. (+2) 

Cons: 
● There is not a strong precedent, nor 

any cost-effective analysis. (-3) 

 

Crucial Considerations 

● How cost-effective is financial activism? How successful is it? 
● Will this tactic deteriorate in effectiveness if more groups pursue it? 
● Is there need for more groups to assess corporate commitment to welfare and relay 

this to investors? 
● What other kinds of financial activism could be implemented? 

32 Chen, James. 2019. “Shareholder Activist.” Investopedia. 
33Find out more about BBFAW’s approach here. 
34 Kenton, Will. 2019. “Activist Investor.” Investopedia.  
35 Fuller, Joseph B. 2015. “How Activist Investors (Like Carl Icahn) Became Powerful Business Forces.” 
Forbes.  
36 “Shareholder Campaigns.” PETA. Myers, Kelly. 2019. “Big Chicken is Bad Business.” The Humane 
League. 
37 This is because BBFAW includes fish welfare in their reports, as can be seen here. 
38 Hillebrandt, Hauke and Halstead, John.  “Donating effectively is usually better than Impact 
Investing.” Let’s Fund. 
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Fish Welfare Initiative’s Conclusion 

This seems like an interesting approach style which should be kept in mind, especially as 
a potential approach to run in tandem with corporate outreach. Fish Welfare Initiative 
will continue to assess this as a possibility, but currently we do not expect this to be our 
primary method of improving welfare. 

 

The Focus of Fish Welfare Initiative 
Fish Welfare Initiative’s short-term plan is to conduct a small-scale pilot program, working 
with a few interested producers to help them improve fish welfare on their facilities. The 
main value expected from this is information value, which will inform our long-term 
approach. As we later transition to a more macro approach, we will continue considering 
the main approaches above. There is still much uncertainty as to which of these will be the 
most promising, since it is contingent on context from the pilot program. 
 
Subsidization will stand as a benchmark to which we will compare other approaches, as 
this is expected to be easier to implement and have a relatively straight-forward path to 
impact. The track record of corporate outreach means it stands as one of the most 
effective and replicable approaches of the animal protection movement. However, their 
applicability to fish is still mostly yet to be seen. Governmental campaigns are also 
promising for their wide-reaching capabilities, though there is a strong chance that issues 
with enforcement will impede Fish Welfare Initiative’s ability to make progress with this 
approach style. 
 
Ultimately, Fish Welfare Initiative aims to stay dynamic in its approach dependent on where 
the most positive impact seems achievable. However, there is value in expertise, and a 
balance must be struck between these. Our hope is to see a wider movement for fish, 
where many of these approaches can be explored and specialized in. 
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