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Abstract

Farm animal welfare has emerged as a growing policy subsystem within the European Union’s
(EU) Common Agricultural Policy. However, despite a harmonized EU framework, member states
differ substantially in how they implement EU directives on farm animal welfare. Building on the
concept of differentiated policy implementation (DPI), we examine how institutional fit, domestic
politics and problem pressure shape national implementation patterns in three EU member states
with large animal production: Denmark, France and Spain. Our findings reveal that whilst eco-
nomic imperatives create tensions across all cases, national policy-making styles and actor constel-
lations drive divergent outcomes. We argue that the relevance of DPI factors is shaped in part by
the characteristics of the policy subsystem, particularly its political salience and economic salience.
Moreover, our article advances the understanding of how national contexts influence EU imple-
mentation in an understudied policy domain and provides practical insights for current challenges
and potentials in animal welfare policy-making.

Keywords: Common Agricultural Policy; institutions; multilevel governance; policy implementation;
policy subsystem; policy-making

Introduction

The Common Agricultural Policy is one of the oldest and most extensively funded policy
areas in the European Union (EU). While it ‘appears to be a standalone sector’
(Domorenok and Gatti 2026, p. 6), amongst its responsibilities lies the domain of farm
animal welfare, a still nascent but increasingly significant policy subsystem. Farm animal
welfare constitutes a key element in the broader transition towards sustainable food sys-
tems (Fesenfeld et al. 2023; Lecuyer and Verrier 2025; Nadeau and Berardo 2025). The
recent success of the European Citizens’ Initiative ‘End the Cage Age’, which gathered
1.4 million verified signatures (European Commission 2021), underscores that animal
welfare has become an issue of considerable public concern within the EU. Beyond the
protection of the animals themselves, policies designed to improve welfare and animal
health in livestock production system are increasingly relevant for human and environ-
mental health: the growing interconnection between animal and human health becomes
particularly evident in the case of antimicrobial resistance but also in the rapid spread
of zoonoses (Parth et al. 2026; Vogeler and Parth 2024; Wyser et al. 2024).

Despite this growing relevance, policy-making processes on farm animal welfare re-
main insufficiently understood. To date, only a limited number of empirical studies have
sought to examine and explain how farm animal welfare policies are developed and imple-
mented across governance levels (Harstad 2024; Harstad and Vik 2022; Hus and
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McCulloch 2023; Vogeler 2019b; Vogeler et al. 2020). We contribute to this emerging body
of research by addressing the implementation side of animal welfare regulations in the EU
and ask what influences diverging national implementation. The EU has already set mini-
mum standards for animal welfare during transport and slaughtering in the 1970s. In 1997,
the Amsterdam Treaty marked a turning point by recognizing animals as sentient beings.
This laid the basis for the adoption of species-specific directives and the establishment of
the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) for scientific guidance in the early 2000s. De-
spite the rising awareness and uniform regulatory framework established by the EU, there
is significant variation in how member states implement animal welfare directives at the na-
tional level. For instance, a recent evaluation of the EU pig directive highlighted that whilst
some countries adopt and even exceed EU guidelines through proactive national measures,
others struggle to barely meet minimum standards (Kuenzler and Vogeler 2025). Although
national-level variation in policy implementation has been acknowledged as a recurring
phenomenon in multilevel governance, particularly across environmental domains such
as water (Liefferink et al. 2011), pesticides (Bazzan et al. 2025), air quality (Bondarouk
etal. 2020) and biofuels (Di Lucia and Kronsell 2010), the underlying explanations for im-
plementation differences in EU agricultural policy and particularly in farm animal welfare
policy are still understudied. Accordingly, we aim to answer why EU member states differ
in implementing EU farm animal welfare regulation. In doing so, we will test the DPI
framework in an under-researched policy subsystem and thus contribute to DPI theory
building and animal welfare policy studies specifically.

Building on recent developments in the EU implementation literature, in particular on
differentiated policy implementation (DPI, Zhelyazkova et al. 2024), we address the above
question through a comparative study of three EU countries with large and internationally
competitive pig sectors: Denmark, France and Spain. Pig production represents one of the
most economically significant livestock sectors in the EU and has been subject to EU reg-
ulation since 1991. To explain how and why implementation differs across the three coun-
tries, we analyse empirical evidence from qualitative interviews with 35 experts across the
studied countries. More concretely, we examine how societal attitudes, political advocacy
and institutional arrangements influence national policy implementation. We relate this to
DPI factors with a focus on the institutional (mis)fit between EU policies and member
states’ policy-making approaches, national responses to domestic politics and functional
drivers such as problem pressure and ambiguity. By exploring farm animal welfare policy
as a case of low political salience and high economic salience, we offer theoretical insights
relevant to the broader literature on DPI and comparative public policy.

Our article is structured as follows. First, we discuss findings from the literature in
DPI with regard to our policy domain. Based on this, we derive theoretical assumptions
about implementation differences in animal welfare policy. In Section III, we
illustrate our methodological approach and case selection. Section IV presents the
research results of our qualitative case studies, followed by a final discussion and conclu-
sion of our study.

I. Differentiated Implementation in EU Farm Animal Welfare Policy

Multilevel policy-making in the EU is inherently complex, particularly when translating
supranational directives into policies at the national level. Animal welfare legislation in
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the EU has seen significant advancements over the past decades, particularly through
species-specific directives. One landmark regulation was the ban on battery cages for lay-
ing hens under the Directive 1999/74/EC, which came into force in 2012. The directive
marked a milestone in improving the welfare of poultry and set a precedent for similar re-
forms in other livestock sectors. Similarly, Directive 2008/120/EC established minimum
standards for the protection of pigs, representing a significant step in addressing the wel-
fare of one of Europe’s most economically important livestock species. The directive re-
quired, for instance, the gradual phase-out of continuous sow confinement in individual
stalls and requirements for environmental enrichment to reduce animals’ stress and pro-
mote natural behaviours (for an overview of animal welfare policies in the EU, see
Vogeler 2019b).

Existing research on farm animal welfare policy-making remains limited and focuses
mostly on agenda-setting and decision-making (Harstad 2024; Hus and McCulloch 2023;
Vogeler et al. 2020). Thus, to explore the implementation of animal welfare policy in mem-
ber states, we rely on theoretical contributions generated via other policy domains. In the-
ory, compliance with such EU regulations is mandatory and countries risk infringement
procedures if they do not adequately translate directives into national law. In practice, how-
ever, national policy-making is subject not only to EU legislation but also to national pri-
orities, lobby pressure, administrative capacities, economic considerations and many more
factors that influence how policy actors use their discretion in implementing EU law.

Comparative public policy research has several theoretical streams that study varia-
tions and challenges of national EU policy implementation. One main body of literature
focuses on the legal (non-)compliance of member states with EU regulations. This rather
‘classic’ approach to EU implementation research adopts a top-down perspective, inves-
tigating whether countries successfully implement EU directives as given. For instance,
Borzel and Buzogany (2019) illustrate that environmental policy is an area with one of
the highest numbers of EU law violations, although with a declining trend. Calling for
a more nuanced, bottom-up understanding of EU policy implementation in consideration
of multilevel dynamics and local conditions, another strand of research focuses on coun-
tries’ varying implementation of EU regulations within the area of compliance. The po-
tential of member states to adapt EU regulations to their preferences is called customiza-
tion (Thomann 2015; Thomann and Sager 2017). Customization literature highlights two
main factors of how countries adopt EU law: regulatory density, the number of additional
rules in the national adoption and the level of the domestic policy’s additional restrictive-
ness in contrast to the original directive. For example, Thomann (2019) shows that in the
area of veterinary drug regulation, western EU member states such as Austria, France and
Germany all extensively customized an EU directive by increasing standards and adding
rules, thus ‘secur[ing] animal health and food safety in the European single market’
(p. 76). One specific form of customization is over-compliance, sometimes also referred
to as over-implementation or gold-plating (Thomann 2019). In the European case, this de-
scribes national policy implementation that exceeds standards set by the EU, for instance,
through additional regulations or (overly) early implementation (Jans et al. 2009).

Moving from the ‘whether’ (compliance) and the ‘how’ (customization) to the ‘why’ of
EU policy implementation, the literature on DPI (Zhelyazkova et al. 2024) focuses on
conditions that explain national diversity in (not) applying EU law. The authors propose
five factors underlying DPI that may explain divergent implementation (Figure 1):
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® the level of national discretion granted by the formulation of EU policies;

e the institutional (mis)fit between the EU policy and national regulatory systems and
policy-making approaches;

® countries’ responsiveness to domestic politics, for example, through organized interest
groups or political parties;

e the influence of functional drivers such as problem pressure and policy conflicts; and

® a country’s administrative capacity to implement or customize the respective EU law.

Following our aim to understand factors (i.c., independent variables) that drive coun-
tries to comply with or exceed EU minimum standards on farm animal welfare (i.e., de-
pendent variable) rather than their capability to do so, we decided in a pre-analysis to
not zoom in on the EU directives’ level of discretion or the national administrative capac-
ity to implement it. Whilst these are important factors to understand the extent to which
countries have the necessary discretionary power and resources to transpose EU law,

Figure 1: Summary of DPI factors with examples. Studied factors highlighted in dark grey.
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we focus on DPI factors that emphasize the member states’ implementation willingness
over their ability. This coincides with the fact that for the analysis at hand, the two remain-
ing factors play no or only a subordinate role. Administrative capacity is less important
when investigating the three cases of Denmark, France and Spain because in comparison
to all EU member states, the three countries exhibit high government effectiveness (World
Bank 2023), low corruption perceptions (Transparency International 2024) and high rates
of CAP fund absorption (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment 2024). Moreover, the economically strongest and thus often emphasized livestock
sector in our countries of study is regulated by the EU pig directive (Council Directive
2008/120/EC). As such, national discretion granted by this EU policy is constant for all
cases. Despite the same level of discretion, a recent study by Kuenzler and Vogeler (2025)
showed that Denmark, France and Spain reveal strong customization differences (e.g., 18
added rules to EU directive in France vs. 85 in Denmark) in their national regulations
since 2020. We depart from these findings with the aim of investigating possible explana-
tions for this variation.

In the following, we introduce the three theoretical DPI factors ‘institutional (mis)fit’,
‘domestic politics’ and ‘functional drivers’ and formulate theoretical assumptions. These
assumptions should be understood as heuristic propositions that guide our qualitative
inquiry rather than formal hypotheses. They serve to support the structure, coding and
analysis of the expert interviews whilst remaining open to contradiction, refinement and
surprising results.

Institutional (Mis)fit

The concept of institutional (mis)fit highlights the alignment or divergence between su-
pranational EU policies and the existing institutional frameworks and policy-making
styles of member states. The policy-making style refers to a country’s or sector’s specific
way of which actors are involved in policy-making, how they interact, which institutions
and norms guide their action and how this influences their decision-making (Howlett and
Tosun 2021). DPI research showed that conformity of EU regulations with national and
sectoral policy styles facilitates (over-)compliance (Brendler and Thomann 2024). Thus,
a good fit between national legal systems and problem-solving approaches decreases im-
plementation hurdles and facilitates compliance (Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002). Looking at
institutional (mis)fit with a focus on countries’ willingness to adopt or even exceed EU
regulation, one can assume that the less contradictory an EU policies’ logic is to the usual
regulatory styles of a respective country, the lower the national policy-makers’ dissonance
and the higher their interest in complying.

In the context of animal welfare policy, institutional (mis)fit can manifest in several
ways. Countries with strong traditions of animal protection, such as Denmark, may
exhibit high institutional alignment with EU animal welfare directives, as they are com-
plementary to existing policy objectives and structures. On the other hand, institutional
misfit can occur in countries like Spain and France, where the existing regulatory frame-
works and priorities have traditionally been oriented more towards economic productivity
than animal welfare (Kuenzler et al. 2024). Here, EU directives may be perceived as im-
posing external values that conflict with domestic policy priorities, creating friction in the
implementation process.
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Assumption 1: (institutions): The better the EU animal welfare directives align with national
institutional frameworks and policy-making styles, the more likely it is that member states
engage in (over-)compliance.

Responsiveness to Domestic Politics

The role of domestic politics in policy implementation emphasizes the influence of
policy actors, interest groups and societal stakeholders in shaping how EU directives
are adopted at the national level. In some contexts, strong domestic opposition from in-
fluential actors like agricultural lobbies, farmer associations or parties can generate resis-
tance to compliance with supranational policies. Conversely, supportive coalitions may
facilitate reforms or enable governments to move beyond EU minimum standards (Akbik
et al. 2024; Mizarhi-Borohovich et al. 2024; Zhelyazkova et al. 2024). In member states
with a tradition of political pluralism, such as Denmark, animal welfare could become a
priority on the national agenda more easily, particularly when aligned with the prefer-
ences of influential political parties or interest groups. Moreover, an increased number
of committees and forums which put policy issues on the agenda can additionally inten-
sify issue salience and as such increase potential for policy change (Bandelow and
Hornung 2021). Alternatively, ignorance or domestic resistance to issues addressed by
a European directive may be expressed in less willingness to exceed minimal standards
(Thomann 2019).

Assumption 2: (domestic politics, actor-centred resistance/support): The stronger the oppo-
sition from influential political actors, interest groups or civil society organizations towards
animal welfare regulation, the less likely it is that member states engage in (over-)
compliance.

Functional Drivers

Functional drivers refer to the situational pressures that create a sense of urgency for pol-
icy action, such as problem pressure (Liefferink et al. 2021; Thomann 2019) or focusing
events (Obinger 2023). Problem pressure arises when, for instance, scientific evidence or
market developments indicate that existing policies are insufficient. Focusing events such
as major scandals over welfare violations or EU infringement proceedings can abruptly
expose shortcomings and act as catalysts for political attention (Birkland et al. 2025). This
ad hoc heightened salience can increase societal and thus electoral political interest, en-
couraging policy-makers to go beyond the legal requirements. Unlike domestic political
support or resistance, functional drivers generate temporary spikes in attention or issue sa-
lience, which may create windows of opportunity for policy change. These effects
are largely exogenous and event driven, and their impact can fade quickly if not
institutionalized.

Assumption 3: (functional drivers, situational triggers): The higher the perceived problem
pressure, whether gradually emerging or triggered by focusing events, the more likely it is
that member states engage in (over-)compliance.
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II. Case Selection and Methods

Case Selection

We chose Denmark, France and Spain to capture both similarity and variation relevant to
EU farm animal welfare implementation. Accounting for 43% of the total EU livestock
(Eurostat 2024), these countries represent typical cases (Gerring 2009) in the European
animal welfare domain. Moreover, they form a most similar set with respect to overarch-
ing structures including EU membership, common regulatory obligations and high eco-
nomic relevance of the livestock sector. However, they also offer a diverse range of insti-
tutional, political and administrative contexts that will help us explain how and why
implementation differs across member states.

Denmark and Spain are amongst the most export-oriented pork producers in the EU,
with a significant share of their production dedicated to international markets. This
export-driven focus creates unique pressures and priorities, often balancing the need to
meet EU welfare standards with maintaining competitive advantages in global markets.
Denmark has a long-standing tradition of animal welfare, beginning with its 1916 animal
welfare act and extending to the recognition of animals as sentient beings in 2020. More-
over, the Danish government initiated the 2014 Pig Welfare Action Plan (Ministeriet for
Fodevarer, Landbrug og Fiskeri 2014) and the subsequent 2024-2027 Animal Welfare
Action Plan, which address key welfare issues such as tail-docking and sow confinement
(Socialdemokratiet, Venstre, Moderaterne, Socialistisk Folkeparti, Liberal Alliance, Det
Konservative Folkeparti, Radikale Venstre, Dansk Folkeparti and Alternativet 2024).
Characterized by a tradition of consensus-oriented agricultural governance, Denmark rep-
resents a most likely case for ambitious implementation.

Spain contrasts sharply with Denmark in its approach to animal welfare. The Spanish
agricultural structure is dominated by large companies, so-called ‘integradoras’ that act as
a contractual link between farmers and the market. They provide feed, supply medicines
and monitor the implementation of regulations, particularly in pig and poultry farming.
Spanish policies are largely compliance driven, with limited national initiatives exceeding
EU requirements (Vogeler 2019b). The country’s fragmented multilevel governance has
led to repeated EU infringement proceedings related to farming practices in recent years
(European Commission 2021). Spain is thus the least likely case in our selection to reflect
(over-)compliance. In the last 2 years, however, Spain has witnessed more far-reaching
regulation, including a ban on bullfighting in Catalonia and two Royal Decrees exceeding
EU standards: Royal Decree 695/2022, which established the mandatory installation of
video recording systems in slaughterhouses to enhance oversight and transparency during
slaughter processes (Ministerio de la Presidencia, Relaciones con las Cortes y Memoria
Democratica 2022), and Royal Decree 159/2023, which reduces the allowable stocking
densities for pigs to mitigate crowding and counteract the need for tail docking
(Ministerio de la Presidencia, Relaciones con las Cortes y Memoria Democratica 2024).

France is more oriented towards domestic consumption, reflecting different economic
incentives and societal expectations. The country’s journey towards formalizing animal
welfare began in 1976 with the recognition of animals as sentient beings in the country’s
rural code and the institutionalization through an Office for Animal Protection in the
French Ministry of Agriculture in 1980 (Carrié et al. 2023). Despite these early efforts,
animal welfare policies developed sporadically over the following decades, with most
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domestic legislation stemming from transpositions of EU directives rather than proactive
national initiatives (Vogeler 2019a). France’s slow progress in aligning with EU standards
led to several infringement proceedings by the European Commission, highlighting re-
peated delays or failures in transposing binding EU laws into national regulation (Buller
and Cesar 2007). The establishment of the first National Plan for Animal Welfare in 2016
marked a turning point, emphasizing research and institutional support through the crea-
tion of the National Reference Center for Animal Welfare. However, there was no further
recent activity extending EU requirements. Thus, France presents an intermediate case of
animal welfare policy implementation vis-a-vis Denmark and Spain.

Qualitative Expert Interviews

Our study aims to explore factors that drive EU member states to fulfil or exceed EU re-
quirements by using farm animal welfare as an exemplary case for a subsystem with
rather low political salience but high economic salience. To do so, we adopt a
theory-informed but exploratory approach. We employ a qualitative research design to
capture the perspectives of central actors in animal welfare policy-making across three
EU member states on the key factors that influence policy implementation in their coun-
try. So far, secondary data such as policy documents or press releases formed the empir-
ical basis for DPI analyses (for a notable exception, see Pircher et al. 2024). Our analysis
complements this body of research with an in-depth perspective through the use of
semi-structured expert interviews.

In line with the exploratory approach, we developed an interview guide aimed at cap-
turing a broad variety of theoretically relevant explanatory factors which was translated in
the respective national languages of the studied countries (see Appendix 1). This included
but was not limited to the DPI factors (institutional fit, domestic politics, functional
drivers) under study. The interview guide served as an orientation and not as a closed
query (Patton 2015, p. 644). The flexibility in changing the order and intensity of
discussed thematic blocks ensured a natural flow of the conversation whilst keeping a fo-
cus on the research aim (Kaiser 2014, p. 80). The interviews had an open nature, which
allowed the interviewees to mention anything they considered relevant to farm animal
welfare policy in their country. The guide was adapted for each country based on desk re-
search on relevant national actors or policies. This included, for instance, inquiring about
the role of the animal welfare party PACMA (Partido Animalista con el Medio Ambiente)
and the recently adopted proactive animal welfare guidelines in Spain.

We chose to conduct semi-structured expert interviews as they are particularly well
suited to gather in-depth insights from actors with special knowledge on the interplay
of different factors in a social situation they are part of (Glédser and Laudel 2009). The rel-
ative openness of semi-structured interviews provides the flexibility to uncover induc-
tively derived explanatory factors that might not emerge from fully structured interviews.
At the same time, this approach allows us to adapt questions during the interview to focus
on the specific expertise of the respondent (Kaiser 2014, p. 53). Moreover, compared to
unstructured interviews, the use of a guiding framework ensures comparability across in-
terviews, which is essential for systematically analysing and relating empirical findings
across the three selected countries. Throughout the interviews, we adhered to good prac-
tice interview principles such as asking open-ended, clear questions, listening and
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observing attentively and offering encouraging but non-judgmental guidance throughout
the interview (Patton 2015, p. 631).

For the identification of relevant experts, the authors relied on their networks in agri-
cultural policy, media analyses and online research. Another key recruitment strategy
was the snowball sampling method: interviewees were asked to suggest additional con-
tacts at the conclusion of each interview (Parker et al. 2019). In total, we conducted inter-
views with 35 individuals actively engaged in animal welfare policy-making in science,
local and national politics, public administration and representatives of environmental,
animal welfare and (pig) farming organizations (see Appendix 2). The authors conducted
the interviews in French, English or Spanish during field trips in the respective study
countries, with occasional support from local collaboration partners.

The interviews constitute the primary empirical basis of this study. Field trips and desk
research (policy documents, media debates, plenary discussions) were used complemen-
tarily to triangulate interview findings and get a more elaborate picture of the
policy-making context and the societal and political relevance of farm animal welfare
in each country. The study did not seek formal ethics committee approval prior to con-
ducting interviews, as it involved non-sensitive interviews with experts speaking in their
institutional or public capacities. Participants gave informed consent for audio recording.
The article does not disclose any personally identifiable information, nor does it reference
direct quotations; instead, it presents synthesized findings. The methodological approach
was approved by the funding organization.

All expert interviews were transcribed, and the transcripts and audios were shared
within the research team and qualitatively analysed by the leading researcher who con-
ducted the interview. We used open coding supplemented by predefined initial codes to
capture responses relevant to DPI-related questions and to identify additional themes
that emerged from the interviews. The initial codes were developed based on the three
selected DPI factors, institutional (mis)fit, domestic politics and functional drivers, and
were refined throughout the coding process. In doing so, we followed an abductive ap-
proach characterized by an iterative, flexible back and forth in which data collection,
data analysis and theory building are influencing each other (Van Hulst and
Visser 2025). All interviews were coded using the same codebook to ensure consistency
and comparability across the three country cases. The insights from the interviews were
iteratively discussed and compared within the research team throughout the interviewing
process to ensure validity and intersubjective interpretation. Appendix 3 presents how
our theoretical assumptions on DPI relate to the empirical analysis. It outlines the cor-
responding interview questions from the guideline and examples of themes that were
captured in the data. The interview transcripts are available from the authors upon
reasonable request.

III. Results

Denmark

In Denmark, the protection of animals and specific animal welfare laws have a long
tradition. The Danish policy-making style, characterized by collaborative and
consensus-driven decision-making, was highlighted by many interviewees as a key
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10 llana Schréder, Johanna Kuenzler and Colette Vogeler

feature of the country’s approach to animal welfare. The Danish animal welfare label,
which was launched in 2017 by the government in collaboration with market and agricul-
tural stakeholders, is an expression of this deep-rooted cooperation. The label was devel-
oped by the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration in close cooperation with key
stakeholders in the food sector and is based on market-driven principles. It sets stricter an-
imal welfare requirements than Danish and EU legislation and is voluntary for producers.
The label encourages livestock farmers to invest in higher welfare standards and helps re-
tailers meet growing consumer demand for improved animal welfare and has gained sig-
nificant market shares since its introduction.

In Denmark, policy-making implies a constant attempt to engage in dialogue and joint
problem-solving with industry and society to find consensual solutions together,
reflecting a good institutional fit as conceptualized in the DPI literature. This Danish ap-
proach is also exemplified by the Pig Welfare Action Plan (2014), which brought together
the farming sector, animal welfare organizations, consumer organizations, veterinarians
and retailers to solve existing welfare problems in pig farming. Additionally, the more re-
cent 2024—-2027 Animal Welfare Action Plan is the result of a consensus across six Dan-
ish political parties spanning the ideological spectrum. These efforts not only emphasize
the cooperative nature of Danish policy-making but also underscore the importance of
balancing economic interests with societal acceptance. Denmark’s alignment with EU an-
imal welfare policies reflects a high degree of institutional fit, where existing regulatory
approaches and animal welfare policy-making traditions facilitate customization and
over-compliance. This institutional synergy fosters policy innovation, even as
challenges like enforcement of existing laws remain. This does not mean that there is
no conflict, but as one interviewee stated, the cooperative character of decision-making
is part of the success story of Danish farming.

Similar findings can be made with regard to the variable responsiveness to domestic
politics. In short, most interviewees stated that animal welfare is generally not a conflic-
tive policy area in Denmark. Party-wise, only one party stands out for its historically
closer ties to the farming sector, the Danish liberal party ‘Venstre’. However, the broad
political spectrum’s involvement in recent action plans highlights a unified approach,
largely free from polarized resistance. One interviewee mentioned that generally, animal
welfare was more an issue in the cities and not so much of countrywide party-political
competition. Regarding the role of agricultural lobbies, one interviewee said that it is
the typical Danish way of first trying to get the industry to approach animal welfare by
themselves instead of passing a law. As such, the government and industry together
launched an animal welfare label in 2017 for the locally sold production. Whereas some
of the interviewees, especially those from the pig sector, praised the repeatedly present ap-
proach of cooperative problem-solving in Denmark, it is facing criticism from animal
welfare organizations who consider the strong role of the industry as a main cause for
slow progress in further advancements in animal welfare. However, all interviewees pre-
sented a picture of a cooperative domestic approach towards animal welfare that is not
dominated by strongly opposing positions or demands from different groups of actors.

Lastly, we look at the functional drivers for DPI in the Danish case. The societal aware-
ness of animal welfare issues is present but not particularly heightened compared to other
European countries. According to recent data, only 58% of Danes consider it “very impor-
tant’ that farmed animals have decent living conditions, and 41% believe animal welfare
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Explaining Differentiated Policy Implementation of EU Animal Welfare Regulations 11

requires better protection — both figures below the EU (2023) average. This might be
explained by the already high regulatory level as compared to other member states. Con-
trastingly, Denmark exhibits a strong willingness to pay for welfare-friendly products,
with three-quarters of the population supporting higher prices for such items, significantly
more than in Spain and France. An interesting point that was raised with regard to the
future of the Danish pig sector was that environmental and climate-related questions
increasingly challenge pig farming in Denmark. Several interviewees mentioned that
the environmental consequences of intensive animal production in a comparatively small
country are moving into the centre of attention, which, as a consequence, decreases public
support for animal production. However, there were no focusing events in this regard
which continues to limit the urgency for transformative reforms towards current policy-
making.

France

The French case reveals quite different findings. In France, for a long time, animal welfare
was mostly absent from the political agenda. Thus, in terms of pre-existing policies, the
institutional fit is weak. Furthermore, the sectoral policy-making style is marked by strong
polarization and exclusion of both moderate and radical actors that promote animal
welfare measures. This is due to the marked dominance of the farmers’ lobby FNSEA
(Fédération Nationale des Syndicats d’Exploitants Agricoles); see also below. Hence,
EU directives concerning animal welfare enter a policy-making domain that prioritizes
agricultural production over animal well-being. Interviewees noted that the institutional
focus remains predominantly on compliance with EU standards, with enforcement re-
sponsibilities falling to departmental agencies often hampered by resource constraints.
The creation of the National Reference Center for Animal Welfare in 2016 reflects an
attempt to strengthen the institutionalization of animal welfare. However, the limited vis-
ibility of institutions in the interviews indicates that the effectiveness of this reference
centre remains limited.

When it comes to domestic politics, as our second variable under analysis, we find
similarly challenging patterns: in France, domestic politics surrounding animal welfare
are marked by complex and often conflicting dynamics. Broadly, political parties in
France have varied stances on animal welfare, with left-leaning parties generally more
supportive and right-leaning parties more resistant. However, also far-right parties like
Rassemblement National have adopted welfare issues, albeit with a focus on companion
animals rather than farm animals. Interviewees noted that given the rather low salience of
the topic, most political actors approach animal welfare as a secondary issue, often aiming
to secure additional votes without risking backlash from agricultural stakeholders.

Among individual actors, Loic Dombreval, a former parliamentarian from President
Macron’s party, was frequently mentioned by interviewees for his contributions to ad-
vancing farm animal welfare. A veterinarian by training, Dombreval focused his parlia-
mentary work exclusively on animal welfare, including chairing a parliamentary study
group on the topic. However, his single-issue advocacy ultimately contributed to his de-
feat in the 2022 elections. His successor, Corinne Vignon, continues to lead the groupe
d’étude on animal welfare in Parliament, though its influence remains limited according
to several interviewees. Besides this, animal welfare gained greater prominence during
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12 llana Schréder, Johanna Kuenzler and Colette Vogeler

the tenure of Agriculture Minister Stéphane Le Foll under President Hollande’s adminis-
tration from 2012 until 2017. Le Foll integrated welfare considerations into his agroecol-
ogy framework, though his efforts were reportedly spurred by public outrage following
the release of undercover videos by the animal rights organization L214 (see also below,
section on functional drivers). Current consultation processes between agricultural
lobbies, particularly the FNSEA, and moderate animal welfare organizations aim to find
a middle ground. However, more radical welfare groups like L214 are excluded from
these discussions, which has perpetuated a climate of mutual distrust and hardened posi-
tions. The FNSEA’s influence was consistently described by interviewees as a major bar-
rier to advancing animal welfare policies as they frequently express strong opposition to
the concept as framed by welfare organizations, perceiving it as stigmatizing and accusing
critics of engaging in ‘agrobashing’. This term reflects their view that the agricultural sec-
tor is unfairly vilified for its practices, a narrative dismissed by several interviewees who
attributed the resistance instead to the FNSEA’s focus on maintaining the competitiveness
of France’s intensive farming systems.

Regarding the last variable, functional drivers, France presents a contrasting case com-
pared to the Danish case. Here, focusing events apparently have had a transformative ef-
fect on animal welfare discourse. The release of covert videos by the radical animal rights
organization L214 in 2015, exposing severe mistreatment in farms and slaughterhouses,
was identified by most interviewees as a critical turning point. These scandals captured
widespread media attention, elevating public and political interest in animal welfare. They
directly influenced the adoption of the National Plan for Animal Welfare 2016—2020 and
strengthened calls for enforcement improvements. Despite this momentum, the continued
dominance of the FNSEA and limited sustained societal demand for welfare advance-
ments have constrained initiatives promoting animal welfare. Interviewees noted that
whilst such focusing events can prompt immediate action, their effects often dissipate
without sustained advocacy or structural change. This was mirrored in the creation of
the National Reference Center for Animal Welfare in 2016 and the lack of continued re-
forms or institutionalizations since then.

Spain

Spain presents an example of moderate institutional fit. Interviewees emphasized that
Spanish animal welfare policies are largely compliance-driven and have been framed
more as mandatory regulations imposed by the EU than something nationally desirable.
Although Spain’s governance system is semi-federal, with autonomous communities
holding jurisdiction over agriculture, implementation of animal welfare policies often re-
flects a centralized approach. While EU legislation sets an overarching, common frame-
work for action, Spain’s decentralization often sparks the simultaneous existence of sev-
eral local policy-making approaches leading to multilevel tensions. Nevertheless, Spain
has begun addressing this misalignment since 2022 through proactive national legislation
that exceeds current EU standards on farm animal welfare. Several interviewees explained
this through increasing social and scientific pressure which motivated policy-makers, so-
cietal and market actors to collaboratively intensify national animal welfare measures de-
spite the path-dependent low institutional fit between Spain’s agricultural policy style and
the EU regulations.
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Explaining Differentiated Policy Implementation of EU Animal Welfare Regulations 13

Spain’s party-political landscape reflects limited proactive engagement with animal
welfare. Although there is a national political party focused on animal rights called
PACMA which all 13 interviewed experts knew by name, no interviewee could refer to
one active politician or recall the party’s influence on the animal production sector or an-
imal welfare policy-making. At the national level, there were conflicts in 2021 following
Consumption Minister Alberto Garzén’s #MenosCarneMasVida (less meat, more life)
campaign, from which Agriculture Minister Luis Planas publicly distanced himself. How-
ever, this political conflict was more relevant in the media than in the sector and quickly
faded away. Besides this, farm animal welfare is regarded as an economically relevant and
thus cross-party issue as it constitutes animal products’ position in the (inter)national
market.

As a consequence, Spain’s animal welfare discussion is less shaped by party politics
and more by non-governmental interest groups. Several interviewees highlighted the im-
portant differentiation between associations that are against animal production in general
and those advocating for sustainable, non-industrial production. While the first are rather
outside the policy process, the latter partly get together with farmers’ associations and po-
litical institutions to discuss animal welfare policy-making. The national farmers’ associ-
ation ANPROGAPOR and its branches in the autonomous communities play a significant
role in representing farmers’ interests. In recent years, their role was not to block animal
welfare related policy change as shown in France, but to negotiate with scientific and po-
litical institutions on how to find a balance between increased animal welfare, farmers’
concerns and a favourable position in the international market.

One surprising insight of the Spanish case is the increasingly significant advisory role
scientific organizations play in animal welfare policy-making. While scientific institu-
tions and individual researchers are rarely considered politically influential actors — be-
yond heavy crisis situations like COVID-19 — multiple interviewees argued that policy
recommendations by veterinarians were central to Spain’s animal welfare policy-mak-
ing. Scholars from veterinary departments at public universities and specialized research
organizations like the Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology (IRTA), which is
ascribed to the Catalonian Department of Agriculture, are increasingly co-defining
pressing issues in the animal production sector and putting them on the policy agenda.
For instance, the issue of tail-biting reached the agenda through studies conducted by
veterinarians who consequently jointly formulated the Royal Decree on lower pig den-
sities together with ANPROGAPOR and the National Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Food. The public also seems to play an increasing role in advancing animal welfare
in Spain. Next to scientific evidence, interviewees consistently attributed the passing of
the two proactive Royal Decrees to increasing European consumer demand and height-
ened EU expectations for welfare standards. As such, interviewees emphasized that
Spain’s motivation lies more in external accountability than domestic problem
recognition.

This is further highlighted by the increasing role of market labels such as Welfair. This
EU-supported initiative has gained prominence in Spain due to its alignment with the
growing social and export market demands for transparency and welfare guarantees in an-
imal production. While these labels remain voluntary, they are perceived as essential for
maintaining competitiveness in both domestic and international markets. However, inter-
viewees noted that the costs associated with obtaining and maintaining such certifications
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are prohibitively high for smaller farmers. This cost barrier often marginalizes more sus-
tainable and small-scale producers, reinforcing a system where EU subsidies under the
Common Agricultural Policy disproportionately benefit larger industrial operations, fur-
ther entrenching their dominance in the sector. Another critical issue affecting the Spanish
livestock sector is its negative public image spread by illegally recorded animal welfare
violations on farms, a challenge also mirrored in France. This stigma is amplified by la-
bour shortages and a tendency to portray the sector as inherently harmful or exploitative.
Interviewees highlighted ongoing discussions around new technologies such as video
cameras, sensors and automated feeding systems to improve animal welfare monitoring
and make the agricultural workforce more appealing.

IV. Discussion

Although the pork sector’s financial importance creates tension between welfare goals
and economic priorities across all countries, our analysis of 35 expert interviews reveals
that Denmark’s leadership and over-compliance in this domain exemplifies the benefits of
institutional alignment, cooperative policy-making and a tradition of consensus-driven re-
forms. France’s centralized system presents a case where institutional fit favours compli-
ance but does not translate into proactive policy advancements. Instead, focusing events
like the L214 scandals temporarily heightened political engagement and led to the insti-
tutionalization of animal welfare interests through policy programs. However, the lack
of sustained societal advocacy and the resistance from agricultural lobbies hindered
long-term reforms. Spain’s experience offers an intriguing contrast. Despite moderate in-
stitutional misfit and a historically compliance-driven approach, recent legislative ad-
vancements reflect the growing influence of external pressures like scientific evidence
and market demands on proactive welfare policies even in the absence of strong domestic
advocacy or focusing events.

Across the three cases, varying degrees of institutional fit (Assumption 1) shape the
implementation of animal welfare policies. Denmark exhibits a high institutional fit
rooted in collaborative policy-making and a strong culture of consensus, which at times
leads to over-compliance with regulatory standards. In France, a centralized governance
structure ensures uniform compliance but restricts innovation, resulting in institutional
alignment that maintains stability without fostering significant advancement. Spain, by
contrast, demonstrates a moderate degree of misfit due to its semi-federal and fragmented
governance system; although reforms introduced since 2022 have mitigated some incon-
sistencies, these improvements remain externally induced rather than system-inherent.

A second important finding from the analysis is the high relevance of differences in
domestic responsiveness (Assumption 2) grounded in different traditions of
decision-making and political culture. Denmark benefits from a broad cross-party consen-
sus on animal welfare, with only Venstre maintaining historical agricultural affiliations. In
France, the issue is highly politicized: Left-wing parties tend to support reform efforts,
whereas FNSEA-aligned actors resist them, keeping animal welfare a secondary policy
concern. In Spain, the topic receives limited political engagement, with animal welfare
largely absent from party platforms and PACMA maintaining low policy influence. This
goes in line with different lobby dynamics that shape responsiveness. Denmark’s
consensus-oriented model minimizes conflict through close cooperation between
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Explaining Differentiated Policy Implementation of EU Animal Welfare Regulations 15

government and industry. France’s agricultural lobby, particularly the FNSEA, actively
resists welfare-oriented reforms, prioritizing competitiveness and production intensity.
In Spain, large integrators dominate the sector, yet associations like ANPROGAPOR en-
gage with policy institutions and societal actors to balance economic and welfare
concerns.

Scientific involvement also varies markedly. Denmark’s long-standing cooperation be-
tween government, industry and veterinary institutions supports incremental yet continu-
ous reforms. France’s scientific sector plays a less prominent role, as initiatives such as
the National Reference Center remain peripheral. In Spain, by contrast, strong collabora-
tions with veterinary and research institutions, such as IRTA, have contributed to substan-
tive regulatory advances, including improvements in stocking density standards.

Functional drivers (Assumption 3) reveal parallel distinctions. In Denmark, moderate
but consistent public concern is paired with a relatively high willingness to pay for
welfare-friendly products. In France, societal awareness has been sporadically amplified
by the L214 scandals but remains limited in persistence and consumer behavior. In
Spain, awareness is increasing, though it is primarily driven by external pressures such
as EU regulations and shifting consumer demand. Finally, focusing events differ signifi-
cantly: Denmark has experienced no transformative episodes, with animal welfare dis-
course increasingly subsumed under broader environmental and climate concerns.
France’s L.214 scandals, by contrast, triggered temporary policy innovations such as the
National Plan for Animal Welfare. Spain, meanwhile, has seen few comparable events;
recent legislative initiatives stem largely from EU and market dynamics rather than do-
mestic catalysts. Table 1 offers a comparative overview of the analysed factors across
the three countries.

Overall, this shows how the three chosen DPI factors interact with each other and how
different combinations of factors can lead to the same outcome, that is, (over-)compliance
in animal welfare policy-making. At the same time, our findings suggest that important
factors in some areas (e.g., party politics) are less relevant in animal welfare policy. Thus,
DPI factors should not be treated as uniform but rather as sensitive to the specific charac-
teristics of policy subsystems, especially regarding political and economic salience
(Table 2). According to our results, we characterize EU farm animal welfare as a policy
subsystem with low political salience and high economic salience.

A policy subsystem with high political salience is characterized by issues that attract
strong public attention, influence electoral behaviour and generate visible partisan con-
flict (e.g., climate policy and migration policy). In such contexts, DPI is likely to reflect
overt political conflict, party competition and public pressure. By contrast, low-salience
subsystems like farm animal welfare are rarely central in national electoral debates, party
platforms or mainstream media discourse. Although societal salience of animal welfare is
rising, reflected in growing public concern and citizen initiatives about sustainable food
systems, it does not necessarily imply high political salience. Political salience requires
that an issue become electorally decisive and central to partisan competition. In the case
of farm animal welfare, public concern is increasing, but it remains weakly organized, ep-
isodic and rarely linked to voting behavior or party conflict.

A policy subsystem with high economic salience is one in which policies affect major
economic interests, altering production, trade, investment and cost structures, and where
economic actors have a strong incentive to influence outcomes. In economically
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Table 1: Factors for Differentiated Policy Implementation Across the Case Studies.

DK

FR

ES

Institutional
(Mis)fit

Responsiveness:
party politics

Responsiveness:
science

Responsiveness:
lobby pressure

Functional
drivers: societal
awareness

Functional
drivers: focusing
events

High alignment due to
collaborative
policy-making and
consensus culture.
Synergy facilitates over-
compliance.

Low conflict; broad
political consensus on
animal welfare across
parties. Only Venstre
exhibits historical ties to
farming.

Collaborative partnerships
between industry,
government and
veterinarians drive
incremental reforms.

Industry collaborates with
government;
consensus-driven model
minimizes conflict.

Moderate societal concern
due to relatively high
standards; high willingness
to pay for welfare-friendly
products.

Lacking transformative
events; environmental and
climate concerns
increasingly drive broader
critiques of intensive
farming.

Centralized governance
ensures uniform
compliance but limits
innovation. Institutional fit
exists but does not drive
advancements.

High conflict; left-leaning
parties generally
supportive,
FNSEA-backed parties
resistant. Issue often
secondary in political
campaigns.

Limited engagement from
scientific institutions.
Initiatives like the National
Reference Center have low
visibility.

FNSEA exerts strong
resistance to welfare
reforms, prioritizing
competitiveness and
intensive farming.

Moderate societal concern
heightened by L214
scandals but not sustained.
Limited willingness to pay
for welfare-friendly
products.

Transformative-focusing
events like L214 scandals
led to temporary policy
innovations (e.g., National
Plan for Animal Welfare).

Moderate misfit due to
semi-federalism and
fragmented governance.
Improvements since 2022
address misalignment but
are not intrinsic to the
system.

Low engagement; animal
welfare largely absent
from party agendas.
Limited visibility of
PACMA in policy-making.

Strong collaboration with
veterinary institutions and
research centres (e.g.,
IRTA) driving regulatory
advancements like
stocking density reforms.
Sector dominated by
integrators; Farmers’
associations (e.g.,
ANPROGAPOR) engage
collaboratively with
institutions to balance
welfare and market
competitiveness.
Increased societal
awareness of welfare
issues; external pressures
(e.g., EU standards,
consumer demand) more
influential than political
advocacy.

Limited focusing events;
recent proactive legislation
attributed to EU and
market pressures rather
than intrinsic domestic
events.

Source: Authors” illustration.

high-salient policy subsystems like livestock farming, DPI is strongly conditioned by
entrenched interests, institutionalized sectoral practices and concerns over competitive-
ness. Our case illustrates that even in the absence of public pressure, countries may go be-
yond EU minimum standards if institutional configurations (as in Denmark) or scientific
expertise (as in Spain) create openings for incremental advancement. Conversely, strong
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Table 2: Subsystem-Specific Factors of Differentiated Policy Implementation (DPI).

Economic salience

Low High
Political Low e.g., technical standardization (food e.g., farm animal welfare and rail
salience labelling, statistical reporting) infrastructure
DPI factors: bureaucratic routines, DPI factors: sectoral governance logics,
administrative discretion, legal clarity lobbies, expert institutions
High e.g., data privacy and digital rights e.g., climate policy, energy transition and
DPI factors: normative pressure, civil public health

society mobilization, legal contestation =~ DPI factors: electoral competition, party
conflict, media framing, lobbying pressure

Source: Authors’ illustration.

economic lobbies (as in France) can constrain implementation despite moments of height-
ened attention.

Conclusion

This article has examined why the implementation of EU farm animal welfare
regulations varies across member states, despite a shared supranational framework. By
comparatively analysing Denmark, France and Spain, we identified how institutional
fit, responsiveness to domestic politics and functional drivers shape DPI. Our main em-
pirical finding is that none of these factors alone can explain policy (over-)compliance or
the lack of it. Instead, the interplay of these factors and the manner in which they play
out in different national settings highlight the contingent nature of (over-)compliance.
Future studies could analyse this by highlighting the interrelation of explanatory factors
and involving additional member states or policy subsystems, for instance, with a qual-
itative comparative analysis (Oana et al. 2021).

Moreover, our comparative study contributes to DPI literature with a theoretical refine-
ment. We propose that the analysis of DPI factors should be sensitive to policy subsys-
tems based on their political and economic salience. By categorizing farm animal welfare
as a low-salience but economically significant subsystem, our study introduces a typology
for understanding how characteristics of policy subsystems shape implementation dynam-
ics. While the idea that policy subsystems matter for policy-making is not new
(Baumgartner and Jones 1991; Howlett et al. 2020; Jenkins-Smith et al. 1991), this has
yet to be systematically reflected in DPI literature. Analyses across policy subsystems
and theoretical contributions would be necessary to enhance our understanding of this.
Our proposed four-field matrix should be understood as a first theoretical building block
in this direction and as a contribution to related discussions in EU implementation and
comparative politics scholarship.

For policy-makers, our study implies that achieving meaningful advancements in ani-
mal welfare policy implementation requires not only aligning institutional frameworks
with EU directives but also actively cultivating societal awareness, leveraging scientific
expertise and engaging diverse stakeholders in cooperative governance models. More-
over, addressing barriers posed by influential lobbies, as seen in France, or the dominance
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of market integrators, as observed in Spain, is critical for ensuring equitable and effective
policy outcomes. Tailoring implementation strategies to the specific governance culture,
political dynamics and actor configurations of each member state can enhance the respon-
siveness and legitimacy of EU-level initiatives, especially in policy subsystems where for-
mal compliance does not guarantee substantive change. Finally, raised awareness towards
the political and economic salience of a subsystem can help identify suitable strategies to
understand and improve policy implementation in different cases.

Although our empirical analysis had an explicit focus on the implementation of the
EU’s pig directive, the findings can be generalized to other areas of farm animal welfare.
Our findings confirm the partly obstructive role of powerful interest groups in farm ani-
mal welfare that has been found in these studies (Kuenzler and Vogeler 2025). In partic-
ular, farmer associations often bring their economic objections with regard to animal wel-
fare in livestock farming into the decision-making process. Like in France, these interest
groups are normally well connected to specific political parties — either conservative or
specific agrarian parties (Vogeler 2019b). These party-political conflicts were also con-
firmed by previous studies on the European Parliament when it comes to tightening EU
animal welfare regulations (Vogeler et al. 2020). At the same time, our results contrast
with previous findings that show how public concerns about farm animal policies are usu-
ally put on the political agenda by green political parties (Bazzan and Vogeler 2026). In
our study, animal welfare concerns either were not addressed by political parties or were
an issue discussed across parties and, even more so, put on the political agenda by
sector-specific actors like lobby groups or veterinarians.

Whilst our findings highlight plausible patterns of policy implementation, the study
did not establish strong causal claims. Thus, a process-tracing or hypothesis-testing de-
sign could be used in future work to assess competing explanations more rigorously.
Moreover, subsequent research could explore the role of administrative capacity and dis-
cretionary power in shaping policy implementation, building on the DPI framework’s fo-
cus on member states’ ability to implement policies. The analysis of other data sources
like media reports or public hearings could also help to triangulate the above findings
and get a more elaborate picture of the role of framing, narratives and discourse networks
on policy implementation. What has not yet been studied in detail in the area of animal
welfare is the role of institutional factors for the national implementation of EU directives.
Whilst our findings present first ideas on how they favour or hinder successful implemen-
tation, this should be further tested in future cross-country comparisons of animal welfare
policy-making.
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Appendix 1: Interview Guideline

Opening

® Please describe the [national] livestock sector from your perspective. In what context
do you see your role?

® What role has animal welfare played in this sector so far? What milestones have
marked the formulation of animal welfare policies in [country]?

® [n your opinion, what is distinctive about the [national] approach to animal welfare
compared to other countries?
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Block 1: Actors

e How, if at all, do you participate in the policy-making process? Are your interests con-
sidered at any stage?

e What roles do farmers, NGOs, political parties, the public, the media, and science play
in shaping animal welfare policies?

e What coalitions have emerged in the discourse on animal welfare? Which actors col-
laborate, and which are in opposition? Where do you see conflicts?

Block 2: Drivers and barriers

® What role do EU requirements play in shaping national policy?
® What are the main obstacles to establishing animal welfare policies?
e Have there been any events or scandals that influenced animal welfare policies?

Block 3: Policy instruments

® Are there animal welfare labels on food products in [country]? If so, how did they
come about? If not, has such an idea been debated?

e What advantages or disadvantages do you see in practice between regulatory instru-
ments (laws, regulations) and cooperative or voluntary instruments (labels, informal
agreements)?

® What combination of policies would you prefer?

Block 4: Implementation

e What is your opinion on the implementation and enforcement of animal welfare poli-
cies in [country]?

® How successful is implementation at the different levels (national, regional) in
[country]?

® Where do you see the biggest problems, and why?

Block 5: Current challenges

® [n which areas do you see the greatest need for action?
® What are the main challenges to advancing animal welfare?

Conclusion

® Are there any aspects we have not covered that you would like to comment on?
® Can you recommend other people I should interview?
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Appendix 2: List of Interviewees

llana Schréder, Johanna Kuenzler and Colette Vogeler

# Country  Sector Position
1 DK Science Veterinarian active as a political advisor
2 DK Society: agricultural Member of pig farmer’s association 1
sector
3 DK Society: agricultural Member of pig farmer’s association 2
sector
4 DK Society: agricultural Member of pig farmer’s association 2
sector
5 DK Politics Civil servant at the Danish Ministry of Food, Agriculture and
Fisheries
6 DK Politics Civil servant at the Danish Ministry of Food, Agriculture and
Fisheries
7 DK Society: environmental Animal welfare organization 1
association
8 DK Society: environmental Animal welfare organization 1
association
9 DK Society: environmental Animal welfare organization 2
association
10 DK Industry Director of Slaughterhouse/Cooperative™****
11 ES Politics Head of the livestock management in the administration of an
autonomous community
12 ES Politics Civil servant for agriculture in the administration of an
autonomous community
13 ES Politics Former national animal welfare officer
14 ES Society: agricultural Director of national farmers’ association
sector
15 ES Society: agricultural Director of local farmers’ association
sector
16 ES Society: environmental Journalist and activist of an animal rights association
association
17 ES Society: environmental Environmental attorney of an association against industrial
association livestock
18 ES Science Veterinarian at the Institute of Agrifood Research and
Technology (IRTA)
19 ES Science Veterinarian at a public university
20 ES Industry Business quality manager at Integradora 1
21 ES Industry Director of communications at Integradora 1
22 ES Industry Director of public affairs at Integradora 1
23 ES Industry Deputy for Public Affairs at Integradora 1
24 FR Politics Civil servant for animal welfare on the national level
25 FR Politics Politician committed to the topic of animal welfare (liberal)
26 FR Politics Politician committed to the topic of animal welfare (leftist)
27 FR Politics Politician committed to the topic of animal welfare (liberal)
28 FR Society: agricultural Representative of a farmers’ union
sector
29 FR Society: environmental Animal welfare organization 1
association
30 FR Animal welfare organization 2
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#

Country

Sector

Position

31
32
33
34
35

FR
FR
FR
FR
FR

Society: environmental
association

Science Two veterinarians at the Reference Center Animal Welfare
Science Sociologist at a public university

Science Veterinarian at a public university

Science Veterinarian at a public university

Industry General secretary at a sectoral interest organization

Appendix 3: Operationalization of DPI Factors in the Interview Guideline and

Analysis

DPI factors

Indicators in interview guide

Example themes from data

Institutional (mis)
fit

Domestic politics,
resistance/support

Functional drivers

Other/open
questions

Opening questions: what role has animal welfare e (Collaborative
played in this sector so far? What is distinctive about policy-making tradition
the [national] approach to animal welfare ... ? ® Fragmented multilevel
Block 2: What role do EU requirements play? governance
Block 4: How successful is implementation at the ® Animal welfare =
different levels (national, regional) in [country]? agriculture = economy
Block 1: What roles do farmers, NGOs, political e Strong farmer lobby
parties, the public, the media, and science play in ® Association for animal
shaping animal welfare policies? What coalitions rights
have emerged in the discourse on animal welfare? e (Cooperation between
Which actors collaborate, and which are in science and farming
opposition? sector
Block 5: In which areas do you see the greatest need @ Information exchange
for action?
Block 1: Where do you see conflicts? ® 214 scandal
Block 2: Have there been any events or scandals...? ~ ® Growing
environmental concern
e Media coverage after
scandals
® EU pressure
e Limited public debate
® Societal pressure
Block 2: what are the main obstacles to establishing ~® Science—industry
animal welfare policies? collaboration
Block 3: policy instruments ® Use of evidence
Block 4: What is your opinion on the implementation @ Food labels
and enforcement of animal welfare policies ... ? ® Market as a driver for
Where do you see the biggest problems, and why? voluntary instruments
Block 5: Current challenges e Slow local
Conclusion questions administration
® Technological progress
as solution
® Image of the farming

sector
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