
February, 2019
v1.0

B R I E F I N G  S E R I E S



Smart Giving: Some Fundamentals 2 

Supporting Alternative Foods To Farmed Animal Products 4

Veg Advocacy 7

Corporate Campaigns For Welfare Reforms 9

Fishes 12

Legal and Legislative Methods 13

A Global Perspective on Farmed Animal Advocacy 15 

Shallow Review: Increasing Donations Through Your Donation 19

TA B L E  O F  C O N T E N T S



Why Give? 
For the world: There are over 100 hundred billion 
farmed animals alive at any moment in conditions that 
cause severe suffering, that number has been 
increasing over time and is projected to continue to do 
so. Consuming animal products is associated with many 
negative health outcomes and animal agriculture is a 
chief cause of environmental degradation—causing 
approximately 15% of global greenhouse gas emissions. 

For you: Giving activates the brain’s reward centers, 
resulting in increased life satisfaction and happiness. 

How To Give?

       Effective giving is important because top  
       giving options are plausibly many times more 
       impactful than the average giving options.1 

How can you be effective? Make good choices about 
(in descending priority): (1) which cause area, (2) 
intervention, (3) charity, and (4) the specific way of 
donating.

Smart Giving: Some Fundamentals
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How Can We Help Identify Cost-effective Funding 
Opportunities?

Farmed Animal Funders release briefings and research 
different promising areas. These briefings aim to 
highlight promising interventions and organizations  
by considering:

► The most relevant and up to date information
► Learning value
► Fungibility
► Room for more funding
► Marginal impact
► Counterfactuals

Help us help you. If we can do additional research to 
support your giving decisions, please let us know.

How Much To Give?
There are a number of approaches to how much to give, 
including:

Giving what you don’t need

Pledging a set percentage

Giving to reach a personal best

Some people give everything above what is necessary to 
satisfy their needs, in part because of evidence that high 
levels of income have diminishing returns on wellbeing. 

Thousands of people (including some of the wealthiest) 
publicly pledge some set percentage for giving. Pledging 
could increase your commitment to giving, further 
connect you with a giving community, and inspire others. 

Giving to reach a personal best involves goal setting, 
adequate planning and support networks, as well as being 
up to date with the charities you support. You might also 
consider the following when deciding how much to give: 
How rich am I? What are my life aspirations? How much 
do other high net worth’s give?2

1. For instance, The Open Philanthropy Project has estimated that $1 donated to cage-
free reform campaigns spares about 120 hens one year of battery cage confinement. In 
contrast, Animal Charity Evaluators estimated that $1 donated to leafleting spares 
roughly one thousandth of a year of farmed animal life. 
2 Many high net worths leave approximately 90% of wealth to heirs, 0.16% of their wealth 
towards animals and, on average, a fraction of that amount goes towards factory farming.
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https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1uF3x_DuG13V6NpkP4DQyFutZI6Pwppy5R6qGArPZ1h0/edit#gid=609475744
https://mercyforanimals.org/investigations
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/316/5831/1622
https://www.pnas.org/content/103/42/15623
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10408398.2016.1138447
https://psycnet.apa.org/buy/2013-04859-001
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/319/5870/1687
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/319/5870/1687
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/charity-reviews/all-charity-reviews/
https://concepts.effectivealtruism.org/concepts/counterfactual-considerations/
https://www.givingwhatwecan.org/pledge/
https://www.bbc.com/news/magazine-11950843
https://www.pnas.org/content/pnas/107/38/16489.full.pdf
https://givingpledge.org/
https://www.givingwhatwecan.org/post/2012/10/in-giving-it-pays-to-precommit/
https://www.boldergiving.org/
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0146167216649932
https://www.thelifeyoucansave.org/blog/id/244/part-iii-how-to-change-your-behavior-and-achieve-your-personal-best
http://programs.clearerthinking.org/life_assessment.html#.XL93SOhKhjV
https://www.openphilanthropy.org/focus/us-policy/farm-animal-welfare/humane-league-corporate-cage-free-campaigns#Effectiveness_of_corporate_campaigns
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/9511?token=hnelCCmux800RE5W2qP8eqMawjhpfHlKL2jrrihGKq8vGItifYCxBrLdURQG6T-SiCAHV8cxQ46isnaMolpfQg
https://newsroom.bankofamerica.com/system/files/2016_US_Trust_Study_of_High_Net_Worth_Philanthropy_-_Executive_Summary.pdf
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/donation-advice/why-farmed-animals/
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Impact Multipliers 

Make the Most of Your Network

       You have an incredible opportunity to multiply                      
       your impact through bringing another large  

 donor into the movement. Please share Farmed               
       Animal Funders material (including these briefs) 
       with anyone who may be interested.   

Some Specific Promising Ways to Donate to Groups

Three basic donation multiplier options are: 

Which is best? The nascent literature on charitable 
giving most supports seed donations. A seed donation 
“seeds” a significant amount (e.g., 50%) of a charity’s 
fundraising goal. The literature suggests that3 seed 
donations typically have a greater donation multiplier 
than matches and increasing the seed amount is 
associated with a significant increase in donations.

A matching campaign uses one’s donations to “match” 
other donations. There are several field studies on 
donation matching, but unfortunately no peer 
reviewed meta-analysis of them. A (non-peer 
reviewed) meta-analysis suggests a donation multiplier 
effect of matching campaigns on the order of ~120% 
(with high uncertainty) and another key takeaway: 
diminishing returns to matching above 1:1. 

Covering “overhead” costs such that other donors 
contribute to “programs” rather than “overhead” 
could be a promising donation multiplier. “Overhead” 
ratios are a poor, and over-emphasized indicator 
of effectiveness. Most donors don’t want to pay for 
overhead costs but this unwillingness is not rational and 

paying for the overhead may fix the bias. The evidence 
in favor of covering “overhead” as a donation multiplier 
relies primarily on experimental field evidence from 
one study. It is a promising result but it doesn’t provide 
sufficient justification for thinking covering overhead 
costs are a better donation multiplier than seeding or 
matching. 

Tax Efficient Giving
Definitely itemize, and consider: 
► Donating appreciated assets (avoids capital gains but
still deductable)
► Efficiently maxing annual charitable deductions
► Using donor advised funds if you’re unsure of where to
donate.

$1 $1.20

1. Seed
donations

2. Matching
campaigns

3. Covering
overhead

3. Note that while this study suggested a seed donation raised more than a matching 
donation the difference wasn’t statistically significant.

https://www.nber.org/papers/w13728
https://ideas.repec.org/p/zbw/wzbeoc/spii2012303.html
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/346/6209/632
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/324392?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
https://ideas.repec.org/p/rug/rugwps/12-815.html
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022103113001364
https://s3.amazonaws.com/bknet/matching/eckel2008.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/bknet/matching/karlan2011.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/bknet/matching/eckel2008.pdf
https://www.benkuhn.net/matching
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0047272710001842
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1843396
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.97.5.1774
https://blog.givewell.org/2009/12/01/the-worst-way-to-pick-a-charity/
http://overheadmyth.com/
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/346/6209/632
https://www.cnbc.com/2017/08/15/donate-stocks-to-book-profits-skip-capital-gains-and-net-a-deduction.html
https://www.fidelitycharitable.org/giving-account/what-you-can-donate/donating-stock-to-charity.shtml
https://www.schwab.com/resource-center/insights/content/charitable-donations-the-basics-of-giving
https://www.nptrust.org/what-is-a-donor-advised-fund/


Why Is This Area Promising?
Competitive alternative foods could massively 
decrease demand for farmed animal products. 

Is Impact Investing Impactful? Is It Making Things 
Better Than They Would Otherwise Be? 

If philanthropy’s goal is to make things better than they 
would otherwise be, the counterfactual (what would 
happen otherwise if not for your donation) is critical. For 
impact investing then, it’s worth noting there’s already 
strong investor interest in alternative companies:

I. Since ~2013 alternative companies have raised
more than $1 billion in funding.1

II. The ~30 cell-based companies and ~70 plant 
based companies have received investment from 
several large funders,  ~60 VC firms, and ~24 large 
corporate partners.

III. There’s significant impact investor interest in the 
food and agriculture sector: more than
$10 billion in impact investments have been made. It’s 
one of the most (if not the most) popular sectors for 
impact investing with around half of impact investors 
reporting planning to increase their allocations to food 
and agriculture.

Alternatives can be divided into:  

1) Cell-based products         2) Plant-based products

Supporting Alternative Foods to Farmed Animal Products 

What’s Some Key Information That You Should Know 
About Alternatives?
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Cell-based 
companies report 
their products should 
be price-competitive 
in a decade. Although 
there are reasons to 
be skeptical of these 
timelines, the rate 
at which production 
costs have reportedly 
been falling means 
they may not be too 
unrealistic.

Plant-based options 
are now (fairly) cost-
competitive, (fairly) 
taste-competitive, 
better environmentally 
than animal-based 
foods (but not 
necessarily cell-based 
foods), stocked in 
large supermarkets, on 
the menu (and even 
selling out) in some 
large fast-food chains, 
and overall are making 
encouraging market 
share gains. 
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1. This is based off an internal back of the envelope estimate, please let us know if you would like the details. The annualized average of the total of the investments
in alternative companies in the past 5 years is approximately double the global amount of charitable donations to farmed animal advocacy in 2017. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cultured_meat
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/research/other-topics/cost-competitive-timeline/#ground-meat-timelines
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/research/other-topics/cost-competitive-timeline/#short-discussion
https://qz.com/997565/in-four-years-the-price-of-lab-grown-meat-has-fallen-by-96-theres-still-a-long-way-to-go/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Meat_analogue
https://www.amazon.com/Advance-Pierre-Flame-Broiled-Angus/dp/B00E1SJ4UY?keywords=beef+patty+3+ounce&qid=1539188916&sr=8-1&ref=sr_1_1
https://www.amazon.com/Gardein-Gluten-Veggie-Burger-Ounce/dp/B00NQHAT6O?keywords=gardein&qid=1539188836&sr=8-3&ref=sr_1_3
https://www.mintel.com/press-centre/food-and-drink/taste-is-the-top-reason-us-consumers-eat-plant-based-proteins
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/research/dietary-impacts/carbon-and-water-footprints-of-diet-choices/#consumption-data-analysis
https://www.unenvironment.org/news-and-stories/press-release/plant-based-meat-revolutionaries-win-uns-highest-environmental-honor
https://www.globalmeatnews.com/Article/2018/10/05/Vivera-launches-plant-based-burgers-into-Sainsbury-s
https://www.livekindly.co/organic-vegan-breakthrough-burgers-now-available-costco/
https://www.usatoday.com/story/money/nation-now/2018/09/12/white-castle-impossible-burger-vegetarian/1277319002/
https://business.financialpost.com/news/retail-marketing/canadian-burger-chain-sells-out-of-plant-based-patties
https://plantbasedfoods.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/PBFA-Release-on-Nielsen-Data-7.30.18.pdf
https://conceptually.org/concepts/counterfactual-thinking/
https://www.newprotein.org/maps/
https://www.ecowatch.com/meat-consumption-trends-2526627354.html
https://www.newprotein.org/maps/
https://www.newprotein.org/maps/
https://thegiin.org/assets/2018_GIIN_Annual_Impact_Investor_Survey_webfile.pdf
https://thegiin.org/assets/2018_GIIN_Annual_Impact_Investor_Survey_webfile.pdf
https://thegiin.org/assets/2018_GIIN_Annual_Impact_Investor_Survey_webfile.pdf
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This leads to the following key  
questions for further consideration: 

Will your impact investing crowd 
out investing from others or increase 
the amount invested by others 
impactfully? Does accounting for the 
potential replaceability (if you didn’t invest 
someone else would) mean your impact 
investing actually adds limited value overall?  

How would you otherwise use that 
money if you didn’t invest? How would 
the (likely) displaced prospective investor 
otherwise spend theirs? If you would otherwise 
spend it impactfully elsewhere but they 
wouldn’t, does your impact investing cause 
less impact overall because of your greater 
opportunity cost?  

https://concepts.effectivealtruism.org/concepts/replaceability/
https://ssir.org/up_for_debate/article/impact_investing
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/opportunity-cost.html
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Intervention 

Providing Strategic 
Support for Companies 
or the Industry (e.g., 
fostering start-ups and 
helping them acquire 
funding)

Completing Publicly 
Available Consumer 
Acceptance and/or 
Development Research

Preventing Unfavorable 
Regulation of Alternatives 

Campaigning to Stock 
Plant-Based Options in 
Accessible Fashion at 
Major Selling Points

All of the above

A Preliminary List Of The Funding Options 

Good Food Institute (GFI), Plant Based 
Foods Association (PBFA), Proveg 

GFI, Faunalytics, Animal Charity 
Evaluators, New Harvest, Modern 
Agriculture Foundation, Cellular 
Agriculture Society, CNTA, and Food HQ.  

GFI, PBFA, Animal Legal Defense Fund, and 
The European Vegetarian Union. 

GFI, PBFA, Proveg International, Animal 
Equality, Green Monday, Mercy For 
Animals, and The Albert Schweitzer 
Foundation

A Rough Estimate Of The 
Amount Of Funding Those 
Groups Could Use 

$500k - $7.5 million 

$2m - $8.5 million

$500k - $7.5 million

$1 million- $6 million

> $15 million

What Are The Funding Options In This Area?  

International,  Modern Agriculture Foundation,
 The Protein Cluster, Future Food Institute,
 Food Frontier, Danish Food Cluster,
 HSUS Farm Animal Protection,

and Berkeley University.
Proteines France, Terres Univia, Eating Better,



What’s Veg Advocacy?
Communicating 
information that 
attempts to cause 
individuals to act in 
ways that are better for 
farmed animals, usually 
with specific emphasis 
on changing diets to 
eliminate or reduce 
animal products. 

Veg Advocacy
7

Total Annual Expenditure 
And Associated Output:

Some Initial Evidence 
Regarding Effectiveness: 

Key Costs:

Leafleting

Online ads

Social Media

Virtual 
Reality

Humane 
Education

Books

Documentaries

It costs approximately $0.10-$0.50 
per veg advocacy leaflet distributed. 

Roughly speaking, a few million dollars are 
spent on leaflets annually, resulting in millions 
of leaflets being distributed each year.   

Six studies (with large limitations) seem to mostly 
suggest leaflets either don’t impact or slightly 
increase short-term animal product consumption.   

These online ads can be $0.20 per 1000 
times shown and 3-4 cents per click.1  

Approximately a few million dollars spent, 
resulting in ads shown perhaps a billion times and 
reportedly clicked tens of millions of times.  

One study (with large limitations) seems to mostly 
suggest these ads likely don’t effect or slightly 
increase total animal product consumption but that 
they also likely don’t effect or slightly increase the 
percentage of people who are vegetarian.     

Per dollar spent on social media, large farmed 
animal advocacy organizations report receiving 
several hundred “engagements”2 with the posts 
on their social media pages.   

Roughly speaking, several million dollars are spent 
annually on social media, resulting in perhaps billions 
of social media “engagements.” 3

No direct studies of impact, though some 
studies have examined which posts perform best 
on the different types of social media 
“engagements.”  

It costs approximately several dollars 
(e.g. ~$5) per virtual reality (VR) view. 

Most notably, VR is used by Animal Equality and 
Vegan Outreach. Combined, they seem to annually 
spend $200,000- $400,000, resulting in roughly 
50,000 views annually.  

One study suggests VR video focused on pig 
farming decreased pork consumption and caused 
favorable attitude changes a month after viewing4, 
though it also implied normal video outreach 
performed indistinguishably well.   

Approximately $15 on average (with possibly 
significant variance for different groups) per US 
student viewing a presentation that is focused on 
factory farming.5  

Perhaps close to $1 million spent in the US, 
resulting in tens of thousands of students receiving 
a presentation focused on factory farming. 

One study (with large limitations) suggests 
humane education doesn’t appear highly cost-
effective via only its effects on the diet of viewers. 

Mainly author’s time, if we assume that’s valued 
at $40/hour and a book takes close to a year to 
write then a very approximate estimate would 
$70,000 per book.     

Using that above estimate then very roughly $1 million 
was spent on writing the 15 farmed animal advocacy 
books published in the last 12 months. 6 

Some reports7 suggest a book was the most common 
influence on animal advocacy leaders joining the 
movement and one survey indicates a large portion 
of people who reduce or eliminate animal products 
report being influenced to do so as a result of a book. 

For higher-profile veg advocacy documentaries, 
roughly $15 million spent on making the five released 
in the past 12 months.9

One survey suggests a large portion of people 
who reduce or eliminate animal products report 
being influenced to do so by a documentary.

$ 01 $

A rough estimate of approximately $240,000 
per an average documentary film, 
however cost can vary very significantly 
depending on film quality and length.8  

https://animalcharityevaluators.org/advocacy-interventions/interventions/leafleting/#4
https://veganoutreach.org/booklet-pdfs/
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/charity-review/vegan-outreach/#c3
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/advocacy-interventions/interventions/leafleting/#2
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/advocacy-interventions/interventions/leafleting/#2
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/advocacy-interventions/evaluating-interventions/intervention-conversations/conversation-with-cat-liguori-and-andrea-gunn/
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/11268?token=IRiIOLspBVVmv5QW0WzruAf2H7WyjrG2NhafFZRioEraKPmAPLur0nz6Zh7jdoWQPuxXiOwKoP3bbP-D7AL1OA
https://www.wsj.com/articles/advertisers-allege-facebook-failed-to-disclose-key-metric-error-for-more-than-a-year-1539720524
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/charity-review/the-humane-league/#comprehensive-review
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/charity-review/mercy-for-animals/#comprehensive-review
https://mercyforanimals.org/impact-study
https://mercyforanimals.org/dominate-social-media
https://mercyforanimals.org/dominate-facebook?_ga=2.44067942.311052662.1543850756-1407653298.1539969858
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/9590?token=sSMogCCGAhX_PxpHvvOxEp_lP376AAmzJ3YL2XKYMqebUal1E8zL86vNw7-ZQRcPFKDkKAaATiN3g9CDuj5XVA
https://osf.io/r4zft/
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/advocacy-interventions/interventions/humane-education/2013-humane-education-study/
http://www.humaneleaguelabs.org/static/reports/2014/04/diet-change-and-demographic-characteristics1.pdf
http://www.humaneleaguelabs.org/static/reports/2014/04/diet-change-and-demographic-characteristics1.pdf
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Some Important Considerations That Apply To The Information in This Brief

I.
Estimates are imprecise because it’s often 
unclear how donations are spent, and what 
the results of spending is.

II.
There are few, if any, studies or surveys 
regarding the effectiveness of veg advocacy 
methods, and all the available ones have 
quite significant limitations. 

III.
Limited evidence of effectiveness is 
not necessarily evidence of relative 
ineffectiveness. These methods could well 
be just incredibly cost-effective and very 
much still worth donating to.  

1. An ad click usually then then leads to a landing page such as Chooseveg.com. 
These reported numbers are for online ads in low and middle income countries, ads in 
high income countries may have higher costs. 
2. “Engagements” is the total of all the likes, comments, video views, and clicks on 
the post or on links in the post. 
3. For instance, in this past year Animal Equality spent an estimated $930,000
on online outreach for a rough estimate of around half a billion social media 
engagements. 
4. This study used video that focused on pigs in factory farms and used pork 
consumption, attitudes towards that consumption, and the suffering of pigs as 
outcome measures. 
5. My understanding is that in the past 12 months, the US the Factory Farming 
Awareness Coalition reached about 40,000 students (from email communication), 
Vegan Outreach reached 1200 students, and The Humane League roughly 5500 
students in the US. I am unsure how many students were reached through the 
Ethical Choices Program. 
6.

farmed animal advocacy and by consulting this list. 
7. For example, “Lewis [Bollard] asked roughly 40 current leaders in the animal 
welfare movement (e.g. Nathan Runkle, Paul Shapiro) what had originally influenced 
them to get involved, and over half mentioned Animal Liberation.”
8. This is based on conversations with the makers of Speciesism and Dominion as 
well as research on the costs of documentaries such as Blackfish, What The Health, 
and Pig Business, and ballpark estimates of the cost per minute of documentary film. 
9. Dominion, Eating You Alive, The Game Changers, Eating Animals, and Vegan 2018. 

I reached this estimate by counting which here that seemed to qualify as mainly

https://chooseveg.com/
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/vegan-outreach-outcomes-2018.pdf
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/charity-review/the-humane-league/#c3
https://www.amazon.com/gp/new-releases/books/14454/ref=zg_bs_tab_t_bsnr
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/charity-review/the-humane-league/#c3
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1vupXJetEcDFZzbx4GHDQLglD4RfRIG3vvpLQYO9G8-E/edit
https://www.openphilanthropy.org/sites/default/files/Lewis_Bollard_02-23-17_%28public%29.pdf
http://wideawakefilms.com/budgeting-documentary-production/
http://windsky.com.au/how-much-does-a-documentary-cost/


What Is A Corporate Campaign For A Welfare Reform?
Corporate campaigns for welfare reforms are organized efforts to 
encourage companies to make commitments to change farming  
practices such that farmed animal welfare will be increased.

Corporate Campaigns For Welfare Reforms

 1990-2005 

Campaigns mainly 
focused on slaughter 
reform and eliminating 
veal crates for calves. 

2005-2012 

Campaigns mainly 
focused on eliminating 
gestation crates for pigs.

2013-present 

Main focus was 
eliminating battery cages 
for egg laying chickens. 
Cage-free alternatives 
would mean egg laying 
chickens1: 
a. Receive quite
significant increases
(seems likely >100%
increase) in space per
bird.
b. Greater opportunity
for important behaviours
(e.g., nesting, dust
bathing, perching, etc.).
c. Plausibly would have
slightly higher mortality
rates (perhaps a few
percent increase).

2017 and onwards 

Internationally an 
increasing focus on 
cage-free campaigns. 
Over 1,400 companies 
around the globe have 
now pledged to stop 
using eggs from caged 
hens. Most of them have 
a deadline before 2026.  

2017 and onwards 

In the US there’s an 
increasing focus on 
campaigns to improve 
broiler welfare, with at 
least 131 companies 
already committed to 
improve broiler welfare 
through2: 
a. Adding environment
enrichments (e.g.,  > 20%
increases in space per
broiler chicken, improved
lighting, and litter).
b. Improved slaughter
practices (move to
controlled atmosphere
stunning).
c. Move to higher welfare
breeds (e.g., slower growth
to avoid skeletal problems).3

In the early 2020’s 

Some charities may focus 
on corporate campaigns 
to improve farmed fish 
welfare. Some candidates 
for what aspects of 
fish farming to change 
include:
a. Changing slaughter
practices (e.g., increase
proportion of fish stunned
prior to slaughter)
b. Improving water quality
(e.g., increase the amount
of oxygen in the water)
c. Decreasing the number
of fish per unit of water.

1. For a summary of some of the literature on the welfare implications of 
cage-free systems see p.19-21 of this Founders Pledge report. 

2. See, for instance, the “Our Approach” section of The Humane League’s 

88% campaign.
3. Higher welfare breeds of broiler currently grow more slowly, this has lead 
to some discussion regarding whether greater numbers of broilers would be 
raised in order to meet the same demand for their meat.

What Changes To Farming Practices Do Corporate Campaigns Attempt To Cause?
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https://www.openphilanthropy.org/focus/us-policy/farm-animal-welfare/how-will-hen-welfare-be-impacted-transition-cage-free-housing
https://chickenwatch.org/progress-tracker/?filterM=Cage-free
https://chickenwatch.org/progress-tracker/?filterM=Broiler
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0001545
https://founderspledge.com/research/Cause%20Area%20Report%20-%20Animal%20Welfare.pdf
https://88percentcampaign.com/


How Are The Corporate Commitments For Welfare Changes Obtained?

To achieve commitments, organizations will

Sometimes attempt to 
form deeper relationships 
with companies. 

Inform companies of a 
planned campaign (alone 
this is often enough to 
secure a commitment). 

Use social media 
(e.g. sharing petitions 
or sharing relevant 
undercover videos of 
animal cruelty).

Mobilize supporters to 
email, write letters, or call 
companies and express 
support for campaigns.

Use targeted advertising 
to increase support of the 
campaign and increase 
pressure on companies.

Sometimes organize 
protests held outside a 

company’s headquarters 
or other prominent 

locations.

Sometimes buy stocks in 
target companies and file 

shareholder resolution.

Offer technical assistance 
in aiding the company in 

making the changes. 
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Will Companies Meet Their Welfare Commitments?

There is some reason to be concerned about whether 
companies will maintain their welfare commitments:

► So far, most animal welfare commitments were kept
but there is also some precedent of breaking them.
For example, Marriott, Burger King, Smithfield Foods4
and Woolworths have pushed back the date of their
commitments, and Sainsbury’s broke their broiler
commitment.

► Some industry sources doubt whether U.S. cage-
free commitments will be met because the apparent
rate of change in the industry seems insufficient.5

► In the past, some companies gave themselves
“wiggle room” due the soft phrasing of their
commitments, which they may also use to support
their not meeting these commitments.6

EggTrack currently monitors progress towards 
European and American cage-free commitments and 
ChickenTrack plans to track boiler welfare 
commitment progress. 

Some Other Important Considerations

► These reforms seem to increase the costs of animal
farming which will likely decrease consumption of these
animals products.7

► Perhaps instead of “issue specific” campaigns, we
should more directly challenge speciesism?

► Might welfare reforms decrease either vegetarianism
rates or public opposition to animal farming? There’s
some initial limited survey evidence which weakly
contradicts this hypothesis.8

Some Estimates Suggest A High Degree Of 
Cost-Effectiveness 

Available estimates (that have significant 
limitations) suggest corporate campaigns 
appear very cost-effective:

► In 2018, Founders Pledge estimated that
The Humane League‘s work brought about
benefits “equivalent to roughly 10 hen-years
shift from battery cages to aviaries per dollar
spent.”

► In 2016, the Open Philanthropy Project
estimated that corporate campaigns in the
U.S. spared 38 to 250 hens a year of cage
confinement per dollar spent.

Note that corporate campaigns could be very cost-
effective even if commitments are only partially met, or if 
significant resources are required to ensure compliance. 

Currently no other intervention seems to have 
comparable levels of evidence suggesting such high 
cost-effectiveness. How such high cost-effectiveness 
was achieved is analysed in further detail by the Open 
Philanthropy Project here.

4. It’s also unclear whether Smithfield Foods fully met their commitment, even
though they announced that they did.
5.

6. For example, Walmart’s corporate policy is: “By 2025, our goal is to transition to a 
100% cage-free egg supply chain, subject to regulatory changes and based on 
available supply, affordability and customer demand.” Farm Bureau claims that so far 
consumer demand is lower than expected which Walmart could use to break their 
commitment.
7. See, for instance, Mullally & Lusk 2017.
8. To give one example, a study by Mercy For Animals suggested respondents who 
read about welfare reforms were more likely to report they would reduce their 
consumption of animal products than a control group. 
9. The numbers should be interpreted with some caution, because of the various 
sources of uncertainty that are explained in the Founders Pledge report. 

10. The estimate takes into account the probability that the promises will be kept 
(which ranges from 30% to 60%), and by how much THL’s work sped up policy 
changes (which ranges from 0.5 to 1.5 years).
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Note that the U.S. cage-free flock has already increased from just under 17 million 
( 7%) hens at the beginning of 2016 to more than 57 million (18%) hens in 2019. 
However,  to meet the commitments, the number of cage-free hens has to increase 
to around 223 million (72%) by 2025 which would cost industry producers more 
than $10 billion.

https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/2018/12/7/18130734/marriott-cage-free-eggs-vegan-protesters-animal-welfare
https://miami.cbslocal.com/2018/11/29/burger-king-pledges-to-stop-using-cage-produced-eggs-after-video-surfaces/
https://blog.humanesociety.org/2011/12/smithfield-gestation-crates.html?credit=blog_post_010818_id9502
https://thenewdaily.com.au/money/consumer/2018/11/07/woolworths-caged-eggs/
https://action.ciwf.org.uk/page/22035/action/1?chain
https://www.foodnavigator-usa.com/Article/2017/10/30/A-huge-sense-of-uncertainty-has-soured-the-cage-free-egg-market-says-Urner-Barry#
https://www.fb.org/market-intel/cage-free-eggs-were-once-expected-to-dominate-the-egg-market
https://unitedegg.com/uep-president-addresses-industry-shift-to-cage-free/
https://www.compassioninfoodbusiness.com/awards/good-egg-award/eggtrack/
https://www.ciwf.com/active-campaigns/chickentrack/
https://animalstudiesrepository.org/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?httpsredir=1&article=1000&context=anirmov
https://founderspledge.com/research/Cause%20Area%20Report%20-%20Animal%20Welfare.pdf
https://www.openphilanthropy.org/blog/initial-grants-support-corporate-cage-free-reforms
https://www.vox.com/science-and-health/2018/5/8/17318936/smithfield-foods-pork-pig-humane-animal-abuse-animal-welfare
https://www.smithfieldfoods.com/newsroom/press-releases-and-news/smithfield-foods-makes-landmark-decision-regarding-animal-management
https://www.smithfieldfoods.com/newsroom/press-releases-and-news/smithfield-foods-achieves-industry-leading-animal-care-commitment-unveils-new-virtual-reality-video-of-its-group-housing-systems
https://www.cobank.com/-/media/files/ked/animal-protein/cagefree-eggs-report--dec-2017.pdf
https://www.ams.usda.gov/mnreports/pymcagefree.pdf
https://www.cobank.com/-/media/files/ked/animal-protein/cagefree-eggs-report--dec-2017.pdf
https://unitedegg.com/uep-president-addresses-industry-shift-to-cage-free/
https://corporate.walmart.com/policies
https://www.fb.org/market-intel/cage-free-eggs-were-once-expected-to-dominate-the-egg-market
https://academic.oup.com/ajae/article-abstract/100/3/649/4157679?redirectedFrom=fulltext
https://mercyforanimals.org/welfare-reforms-survey
https://www.openphilanthropy.org/blog/why-are-us-corporate-cage-free-campaigns-succeeding


The Numbers of Fishes Farmed And/Or Used Annually

► 52–167 billion farmed fishes.1

► Several hundred billion farmed crustaceans.
► In the U.S., 5–13 farmed fish consumed per person.
► On the order of a trillion fishes from the wild caught
for human consumption.
► Several hundred billion fishes from the wild caught
to feed the fish we farm.
► Billions of bait fish farmed and tens of billions of fish
farmed for stocking purposes.2

Fishes
What Can Be Done To Advocate For Fish? 

► Educate the public about fish sentience3 and highlight
reasons to abstain from fish consumption.
► Reduce food wastage: roughly half of U.S. and a third
of seafood elsewhere is never consumed.4

► Complete further research to investigate farmed fish
welfare.
► In future, campaign to implement “humane” slaughter
with either electrical or percussive stunning and improve
the water quality for farmed fish (e.g., higher levels of
dissolved oxygen).
► Generously support groups who are working
on this problem.

Key Information About Food Fish Farming

► While humans farm several hundred species of
fishes for food, it is mostly carps that are farmed.
► The largest producer of carps and farmed fish is
China—making up ~56% of fish farmed by volume.

► Fish farming certified by any standard
accounted for just over 6% of global
production in 2015.

► Some Groups
Advocating for

Fish are

Eurogroup for Animals lobbies 
mainly E.U. governments and 
coordinates campaign work. 

Norwegian Animal  
Protection Alliance 

aims to better 
farmed fish  

conditions in 
Norway.

Compassion in World Farming 
lobbies to increase fish welfare 

concern in Europe.

Humane Slaughter Association 
completes research to identify 

slaughter reforms. 

Fair Fish compiles research 
relevant to farmed fish welfare.

Mercy For Animals 
also conducts 
research and 

advocates against 
consuming fish. 

Albert Schweitzer 
Foundation helps 
German retailers 
to develop fish 
welfare policies.

► The most common methods of
slaughtering fishes are asphyxiation
and live chilling (placement in/on
ice), and it can take minutes to hours
for fishes to die from these methods.
► In total, the animal welfare
movement currently directs a
relatively small amount of resources
to fish. For instance, so far only four
charities have conducted undercover
investigations on fish farms.
► Fish can live for months to a few
years on farms before they are
slaughtered.
► Pre-slaughter mortality rates for
most farmed fish are 
between 15% and 80%. 

1.  A forthcoming ACE report provides further details fir this calculation and further 
information on most of the points listed in this brief. 
2 E.g., to be released into a river, lake, or the ocean 
3. The general scientific opinion is in favor of fishes having the capacity to feel pain. For 
example, see this article thread for a list of responses to “Why Fish Do Not Feel 
Pain” (Key, 2016).
4 H/t Lewis Bollard’s newsletter on fish. Please do read that excellent resource!

12

http://fishcount.org.uk/fish-count-estimates-2/numbers-of-farmed-decapod-crustaceans
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/research/dietary-impacts/fish-consumption/
http://www.fishcount.org.uk/studydatascreens/numbers-of-fish-caught-A0.php?sort2/full
http://www.fishcount.org.uk/studydatascreens/numbers-of-fish-caught-for-fishmeal2009.php?
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/gGiiktK69R2YY7FfG/fish-used-as-live-bait-by-recreational-fishermen
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1qv8F9DuVztA2oPGp-lPVdM0TiETYfIO0Lh9ToYNZCgg/edit
https://animalstudiesrepository.org/animsent/vol1/iss3/1/
https://animalstudiesrepository.org/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1011&context=animsent
https://www.openphilanthropy.org/blog/fish-forgotten-farm-animal
http://www.fao.org/3/a-i7546e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-i7546e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-i7546e.pdf
https://www.openphilanthropy.org/blog/fish-forgotten-farm-animal
http://www.iisd.org/sites/default/files/publications/ssi-blue-economy-2016.pdf
https://efsa.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.2903/j.efsa.2009.1013
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10499-004-9035-1
https://freefromharm.org/animal-cruelty-investigation/animal-equality-documents-the-brutal-slaughter-of-blue-fin-tuna-in-italy-act-now/
http://fish.mercyforanimals.org/
https://www.essereanimali.org/ancheipesci/
https://animals-now.org/en/
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/9916?token=k1KvmkB0E_IvYTut4bKxfMd9RHHcsuZfEGsZcCwp6MWyS5cfgVKppf9jOrICUlmisg7TzGqGvGn5jeqmeYljjQ
http://www.fao.org/fishery/culturedspecies/search/en
https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/wasted-food-IP.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/mb060e/mb060e02.pdf


Legal and Legislative Methods 

What are The Key Legal 
and Legislative Methods?

Ballot initiatives, 
lobbying, helping elect 
supportive candidates, and 
prosecuting people and 
organizations who break 
animal protection laws.

1. For example, while the early ballot 
initiatives in Florida (2002) and Arizona 
(2006) did not affect many animals 
directly, they helped create  the 
momentum for a phase out veal crates 
across the U.S. industry. Proposition 2 
is also credited with setting the stage to 
kick off the modern round of corporate 
campaigning that has lead to dozens 
of companies pledging to go cage-
free. It also set off a wave of additional 
compromises in Colorado, Michigan, 
Washington, Oregon, and Ohio as 
the animal industry had to now head 
off a threat of a ballot initiative (see 
conversation with Lewis Bollard, 2017). 

Why this goal? Some charities:For example

Increase 
Protections for 
Farmed Animals 

Increase 
Enforcement of 
Existing Animal 
Protection Laws 

Prevent 
Unfavorable 
Regulations 

Securing Legal 
Personhood and 
Rights For Some 
Animals

Prohibiting veal crates, 
barren battery cages 
and gestation stalls. 

These laws help animals directly, 
decrease meat consumption by 
increasing its price, and create leverage 
for campaigning and lobbying elsewhere.1

Animal Equality, HSUS 
FAPC, and the Albert 
Schweitzer Foundation

Mercy For Animals, 
Compassion Over 
Killing, and L214

Good Food Institute, 
Plant-Based Foods 
Association, and Animal 
Legal Defense Fund

The Nonhuman Rights 
Project and Sentience 
Politics

Improving enforcement can be much 
easier to achieve than trying to add new 
requirements, and it will deter others 
from breaking these laws.

Could significantly help in achieving 
rights for farmed animals. The changes 
might be slow, but the effects large and 
long-lasting. 

Opposing efforts to (i) ban using 
words such as “sausage”,  “steak”,  
and “milk” when advertising plant-
based alternatives, (ii) use the 
word “meat”  to advertise products 
that don’t contain the flesh of a 
slaughtered animal, (iii) ”ag-gag” 
laws, and (iv) right to farm legislation.

Securing these for 
primates, elephants, 
dolphins, or whales.

Private prosecutions, lobbying for 
changes to enforcement 
practices. In many countries 
animals already have some legal 
protection (e.g., conditions of 
transport), but this protection is 
not enforced. 
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For instance, unfavourable nomenclature 
could make alternative products 
much less popular.

http://www.waeaonline.org/UserFiles/file/JARESeptember201610Malone518-532.pdf
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/
https://us14.campaign-archive.com/?u=66df320da8400b581cbc1b539&id=dc70c38963
https://www.nonhumanrights.org/blog/happy-habeas-hearing-albion/
https://www.openphilanthropy.org/sites/default/files/Lewis_Bollard_02-23-17_%28public%29.pdf
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International:2

► The EU has legislation banning barren battery
cages3, and largely prohibiting sow stalls and veal
crates. However, whilst there’s been little progress on
the EU legislative front since the early 2000s,
a growing movement sporting significant corporate
victories perhaps means the EU could soon resume its
position strongly leading the way on farmed animal
protection.

► Generally, Latin American countries have little or no
statutory protection for farmed animals yet there are
signs of promising progress in some countries there.

► UK’s legislation could be severely hit by Brexit.

► India has some fairly favorable laws already but
they’re not sufficiently enforced.4 A number of
charities are lobbying for greater enforcement (e.g.,
Federation of Indian Animal Protection Organizations,
Humane Society International, and Help Animals
India).

► One recent survey reports more than 50% of
respondents in Brazil, Russia, India, and China support
greater farmed animal protection laws.

► In most Sub-Saharan countries, for the time being,
there’s likely going to be a lack of capacity to enforce
any animal protection laws that are passed.

Domestic:5

► Unfortunately, at the federal level for multiple
decades congress hasn’t passed a law protecting
factory farmed animals and the chances of them
doing so in the near future could be slim.

Instead, they contemplated restrictions on cell-
based meat and nearly passed an Amendment that 
would’ve nullified important gains made at the state 
level.6

Some Quickfire Information About Important Jurisdictions

► At the state level, we have seen significant
progress. After more than a decade of
campaigning, there are now laws that prohibit veal
crates, barren battery cages, and gestation stalls in
12 U.S. states. These were mostly achieved through
tens of millions of dollars being spent7 on ballot
initiatives and subsequent negotiations with the
industry and legislature.

Also please be aware of lobbyists trying to criminalize 
undercover investigations, shield industrial farms 
from lawsuits, and force the sale of caged eggs.

2 World Animal Protection’s Index can be helpful for understanding the animal 
protection laws in many countries
3 The term “battery cages” refers to cages that are so small that the egg-laying hens 
cannot even stretch their wings.  Unfortunately, EU directives still allow ‘enriched’ 
cages which are slightly bigger and include objects that often bear a distant 
resemblance to the things that matter to hens, such as a place to nest, a perch and 
a place to dust-bathe. The consensus amongst animal organisations is that despite 
the modifications, ‘enriched’ cages are unacceptable.

Other Considerations Regarding Legislative Reforms

► Like many areas in farmed animal advocacy, there’s
little information about what methods are the most
effective and more research would probably help
reduce our uncertainty.
► Please be on the lookout for opportunities to
reduce meat consumption through legal methods. 
For instance, by introducing a meat tax, or requiring 
vegan options at state facilities.8
► Initiatives outlawing cruel animal practices have
caused infighting between animal advocates.9
► Legal and legislative methods go hand in hand with
other strategies. For instance, corporate campaigns
help pass laws, and laws help ensure companies keep
their commitments.

4 For instance, battery cages are common even though most states agreed that they 
are unlawful.
5 Animal Legal Defense Fund’s Ranking of US States could be helpful for 
understanding animal protection laws across US states.
6 Lewis Bollard suggests that instead of seeking to build legislative majorities, we may 
want to focus on supporting the few strong allies who can reliably block bad bills,
7  $10.5 million for California’s Prop 2 (which was approved in 2008), $4.7 million for 

Ohio (2009), $3.1 million for Massachusetts (2016), and $13.3 million for 
California’s Prop 12 (2018). This does not include the costs required to prepare ballot 
initiatives and to collect signatures. According to ballotpedia.org, the collection of 
signatures cost $2.2 million for California’s Prop 12, $0.4 million for California’s Prop 
2, and $0.1 million for Massachusetts Question 3.
8 Another example could be repealing U.S. crop insurance subsidies might only raise 
animal protein costs at retail by 0.1 to 1% which suggests this is not promising.
9 For example, PETA opposed California's Prop 12 and the opposition to Prop 12 was 

entirely funded by a nominally farm-animal protection organization (HFA) who 
claimed that Prop 12 is bad for animals. HSUS accused HFA of misinformation.

https://www.ciwf.org.uk/media/3818623/eu-law-on-the-welfare-of-farm-animals.pdf
https://us14.campaign-archive.com/?u=66df320da8400b581cbc1b539&id=cba67f210d
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/67013c8046c48b889c6cbd9916182e35/IFC+Good+Practice+Note+Animal+Welfare+2014.pdf?MOD=AJPERES
http://boutique.oie.int/extrait/29rojas331348.pdf
https://animalequality.org/news/historic-animal-equality-introduces-senate-initiative-to-end-animal-cruelty-in-mexico/
https://foodresearch.org.uk/publications/a-better-brexit-for-farm-animals-what-the-government-must-do-to-protect-welfare-standards/
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/country/india
https://faunalytics.org/attitudes-towards-farmed-animals-bric-countries/
https://us14.campaign-archive.com/?u=66df320da8400b581cbc1b539&id=dc70c38963
https://blog.humanesociety.org/2018/05/breaking-news-house-kills-farm-bill-king-amendment-now.html
https://www.aspca.org/animal-protection/public-policy/farm-animal-confinement-bans
https://us14.campaign-archive.com/?u=66df320da8400b581cbc1b539&id=7c0d8efb5e
https://nhes.org/iowa-senate-passes-bill-force-grocers-sell-factory-farmed-eggs/
https://losangeles.cbslocal.com/2018/12/05/la-city-council-vegan-option-climate-change-wildfires/
http://www.humaneleaguelabs.org/blog/2018-01-30-how-ranking-of-advocacy-strategies-can-mislead/
https://us14.campaign-archive.com/?u=66df320da8400b581cbc1b539&id=1096590fac
https://www.hsi.org/news-media/victory_hens_india_051413/
https://aldf.org/project/2018-us-state-rankings/
https://us14.campaign-archive.com/?u=66df320da8400b581cbc1b539&id=855172f641
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_2,_Standards_for_Confining_Farm_Animals_(2008)
https://ballotpedia.org/Ohio_Livestock_Care_Standards,_Amendment_2_(2009)
https://ballotpedia.org/Massachusetts_Minimum_Size_Requirements_for_Farm_Animal_Containment,_Question_3_(2016)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_12,_Farm_Animal_Confinement_Initiative_(2018)#Campaign_finance
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_12,_Farm_Animal_Confinement_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Massachusetts_Minimum_Size_Requirements_for_Farm_Animal_Containment,_Question_3_(2016)
https://us14.campaign-archive.com/?u=66df320da8400b581cbc1b539&id=cb9f219191
https://www.peta.org/blog/why-we-oppose-californias-farmed-animal-initiative-and-you-should-too/
https://www.hfa.org/index.html
https://stoptherottenegginitiative.org/
https://preventcrueltyca.com/responses


This brief provides some key information about regions 
other than the U.S. and Europe. 

Why?

       As a movement our efforts have thus far mainly 
       focused on the U.S. and the E.U. but most  
       animals are farmed and consumed elsewhere. 

While there certainly are other relevant considerations, 
the number of animals farmed and the degree to which 
they’re consumed in different regions can be helpful to 
consider when deciding how best to allocate funding.1 

► For the farming and consuming of animals,
China leads the world—by a large margin.

► Chinese meat consumption has quadrupled since
~1985, partly from increasing income levels.
► The proportion of animals farmed in China that are
factory farmed has quickly increased.2  
► China is the world leader in exporting fish products.

A Global Perspective on Farmed Animal Advocacy
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1.  The two following graphs are based on this Open Philanthropy Project spreadsheet using 
2016 FAO data and adjusted totals from the 2010 Fishcount Estimates for that 2016 
FAO data. 
2 Noted in an Open Phil newsletter: “As recently as 2000, ~75% of Chinese pigs were 
produced by “backyard farmers,” producing fewer than 50 pigs/year, and ~65% of 
chicken production came from “non-intensive farms” producing fewer than 2,000 
chickens/year. By 2010, those numbers had fallen to ~35% of pigs and ~30% of chickens 
respectively, as large-scale intensive farms took over the majority of production.” 
3. Animal Charity Evaluators has a report on China that is available on request which further 
outlines these and other issues.

Relatively few organizations are active in China and little 
funding goes towards farmed animal advocacy there—
at present likely not more than a few million dollars 
annually. Some contributing factors to this are:3

1. In China, organizations are required to obtain
authorization by affiliating with a political institution. 
2. Many Western tactics aren’t currently viable
in China.
3. It can be challenging and may be illegal to support
organizations in China as a non-Chinese funder.

However, China also shows some promising signs:
► In 2017, the Ministry of Agriculture publicly
acknowledged farmed animal welfare for the first time.
► In 2016, the new dietary guidelines recommended a
halving of China’s meat consumption.
► Many organizations are looking to expand and
increase activities in China (e.g., Mercy For Animals,
Compassion in World Farming, ProVeg International,
and the Lever Foundation).

2016 Total Number of Animals Farmed (Billions) In Different Regions

China 69.1

30.9

13.7

7.83

6.97

5.66

3.58

3.34

Asia, Excluding India  
and China

India

Middle-East and 
North-Africa

Latin America

Europe

Sub-Saharan Africa

North-America

https://ourworldindata.org/meat-and-seafood-production-consumption#per-capita-trends-in-meat-consumption
http://www.fao.org/3/a-i7546e.pdf
https://www.compassioninfoodbusiness.com/our-news/2017/10/chinese-government-talks-at-world-conference-on-farm-animal-welfare-in-china
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1uF3x_DuG13V6NpkP4DQyFutZI6Pwppy5R6qGArPZ1h0/edit?usp=sharing
http://fishcount.org.uk/published/std/fishcountstudy2.pdf
https://us14.campaign-archive.com/?u=66df320da8400b581cbc1b539&id=856a5150e6
http://www.iatp.org/files/2014_03_26_PorkReport_f_web.pdf
http://www.iatp.org/files/2014_02_25_PoultryReport_f_web.pdf
http://www.iatp.org/files/2014_03_26_PorkReport_f_web.pdf
http://www.iatp.org/files/2014_02_25_PoultryReport_f_web.pdf
http://www.cnki.com.cn/Article/CJFDTotal-ZDYW201609001.htm
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Asia, excluding India and China:
► Is home to (~24%) of the human population.
► In addition to China and India, three Southeast-
Asian countries (Indonesia, Bangladesh, and Vietnam)
round out the top five countries leading the world in
the number of farmed animals. Six Southeast Asian
countries (Myanmar, Philippines, and Thailand in
addition) are in the top 15 countries for the number of
farmed animals.

► Asian countries tend to be relatively large
consumers and producers of fish products but
often significantly export these products to
richer countries.4

► Exporting can cause the number of animals farmed
in a country and the number of animals consumed
there to significantly differ.
► As in a number of countries associated with
increased population and increased income levels,
there’s been an increasing demand for animal products
in many Asian countries and as a consequence, a fairly
rapid development of animal agriculture.
► Given key Asian countries tend to be net exporters,
an important driver for policy change could be
consumer preferences in the countries they export to.

4 For instance, while several Southeast Asian countries in the region are leaders in 
fish farming, the region then exports tens of billions of dollars of fish products 
annually. 
5 For instance, over 90% of broilers are sold live. 

2016 Total Number of Animals Farmed (Billions) In The 15 Leading Countries

China

Vietnam

Myanmar

Indonesia

Brazil

Thailand

Pakistan

69.1

India

Egypt

Philippines

Chile

Bangladesh

USA

Iran

Russia

13.7

11.6

4.43

4.28

3.25

2.88
2.81

2.33
2.13

1.98
1.85

1.12

0.98
0.84

On the one hand:

Indian censuses report around 25% of 
the population identifies as vegetarian 
(with significant variation for different 
states),  a figure similar to that of 15 
years ago. 
There are some constitutional protections  
for animals, and broad legal protections.  
For instance, cow slaughter is banned in  
most states.

On the other one hand:

India alone is responsible for around 10% of the world’s fish 
consumption, the second highest global share behind China. 

India’s total chicken consumption is rising quickly, up 7% 
from 2016 to 2017.

Slaughter reforms for chickens or fish may be difficult to 
achieve because most are sold alive5 rather than slaughtered 
in facilities. 

Regarding India, 
third in our list of 

regions and second 
largest producing 

country

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/World_population#Population_by_region
https://www.sciencedirect.com/book/9780081012154/advances-in-agricultural-animal-welfare
http://www.fao.org/3/a-i7465e.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/aff7/73f0241185336c83088196adf907be5bb9e9.pdf
http://rchiips.org/nfhs/NFHS-4Reports/India.pdf
http://censusindia.gov.in/Census_Data_2001/baseline/baseline2004.pdf
http://worldanimal.net/our-programs/constitution-project-resources/constitutions-chart/14-resources/constitution-project/383-animal-protection-in-the-constitution-of-india
https://indianexpress.com/article/explained/explained-no-beef-nation/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1uF3x_DuG13V6NpkP4DQyFutZI6Pwppy5R6qGArPZ1h0/edit#gid=1073569811
https://gain.fas.usda.gov/Recent%20GAIN%20Publications/Poultry%20and%20Poultry%20Products%20Annual%202016_New%20Delhi_India_12-1-2016.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/I9540EN/i9540en.pdf#page=76
https://gain.fas.usda.gov/Recent%20GAIN%20Publications/Poultry%20and%20Poultry%20Products%20Annual%202016_New%20Delhi_India_12-1-2016.pdf
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The Middle East and North Africa are mainly majority-
Muslim countries that have a high demand for (i) halal 
meat (which seems to prevent stunning of an animal 
prior to slaughter) and (ii) sheep and goat meat. The 
region is a significant importer of live animals, especially 
from India and Europe.6

Treatment of animals is currently mainly being 
determined by religious precepts, rather than state 
regulation and, as in most regions except North 
America, India, and Europe, there can be limited 
awareness of animal protection issues (and some may 
dismiss it as a ‘Western’ concern). 

Regarding marine animals, fish capture and aquaculture 
are relatively small and underdeveloped. Production 
from the region amounts to only a few percent of world 
production. However, Egypt is an important global 
producer and it is also the largest importer in the region 
as well. 

Latin America is the greatest global exporter of cow and 
chicken. Brazil:
1. Leads exports of cow and chicken meat and is one of
the leading exporters of pig meat.
2. Is among the countries with the highest levels of
meat (not including fish) consumption.
3. Hosts two of the biggest meat corporations in the
world (JBS and BRF).

Generally, Latin American countries have little or no 
statutory protection for farmed animals. Recently, after 
pressure from animal advocacy organizations, various 
corporations in the region have adopted some welfare 
policies. 

There are a number of smaller local charities doing 
important work in countries such as Mexico, Brazil, 
Colombia and Chile (e.g. Fórum Animal, Sociedade 
Vegetariana Brasileira, Sinergia Animal), as well as 
larger international organizations that are conducting an 
increasing amount of work in the region (e.g. Mercy for 
Animals, The Humane Society International, and Animal 
Equality). 

In Sub-Saharan Africa, some countries consume as 
little as 10 kilograms of meat per person (around half of 
the regional average), while higher-income nations such 
as South Africa consume between 60-70 kilograms of 
meat per person. On average, Sub-Saharan Africa is 
currently the region with the lowest per capita levels of 
animal product consumption in the world. However:

► Increases in animal product consumption are
projected to be quite high. This is mainly due to this
region having the fastest population growth of the
world, and increasing income levels. Some reports
suggest Sub-Saharan Africa’s increase in the volume

of meat consumed is expected to be on par with that 
of the developed world and Latin America.
► Most African nations are importers of animal
products and increasing demand (rising population
with increasing income) seems unlikely to change
this. In fact, it’s anticipated they’ll increasingly be net
importers of animal products.
► Perhaps the majority of animal farms in this region
are still extensive (i.e., pastoral lands and low stocking
densities). Also, though data on this is hard to come
by, in the past decade perhaps the majority of rural
populations in some Sub-Saharan African owned at
least one farmed animal.
► Chicken meat consumption is relatively high and is
expected to largely remain concentrated in
Southern and Western African countries.

Some Sub-Saharan African countries may rank as 
having the lowest concern for animals globally.7 In 
general, some factors affecting animal treatment are 
poverty, lack of institutional capacities, and lack of skills 
in animal management. There are relatively few animal 
protection groups in Sub-Saharan Africa.8

6 When European animals are exported outside of the EU, they are no longer protected 
by European laws. It has been documented how live animals exported to countries in the 
Middle East and North Africa face poor and cruel housing conditions, brutal handling, 
and painful slaughtering methods that are not allowed in the EU.
8 See for instance, the World Animal Protection profiles of Niger, Nigeria and Ethiopia. 8

The two below graphs are from data provided by FAO 2013. This data was downloaded 
via the charts linked here. Note that these graphs include consumption of wild-caught 
marine animals whereas the two previous graphs concerned only farmed animals. 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/003/Y1860E/y1860e05.htm
https://www.sciencedirect.com/book/9780081012154/advances-in-agricultural-animal-welfare
https://www.sciencedirect.com/book/9780081012154/advances-in-agricultural-animal-welfare
https://www.ciwf.org.uk/our-campaigns/live-animal-transport/live-exports-from-the-eu/
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/ea02/2371dd088c8961df6254518fd76cbb3b62a8.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/ea02/2371dd088c8961df6254518fd76cbb3b62a8.pdf
https://www.alaraby.co.uk/english/comment/2015/7/7/animals-and-the-arab-conscience-do-animals-have-rights
http://www.fao.org/in-action/globefish/fishery-information/resource-detail/en/c/338542/
http://www.fao.org/in-action/globefish/fishery-information/resource-detail/en/c/338542/
http://www.fao.org/3/i9540en/I9540EN.pdf
http://www.fao.org/in-action/globefish/fishery-information/resource-detail/en/c/338542/
http://www.fao.org/americas/prioridades/produccion-pecuaria/fr/
https://downloads.usda.library.cornell.edu/usda-esmis/files/73666448x/mg74qq69r/j6731729p/livestock_poultry.pdf
https://downloads.usda.library.cornell.edu/usda-esmis/files/73666448x/mg74qq69r/j6731729p/livestock_poultry.pdf
https://jbs.com.br/
https://www.brf-global.com/
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/67013c8046c48b889c6cbd9916182e35/IFC+Good+Practice+Note+Animal+Welfare+2014.pdf?MOD=AJPERES
http://boutique.oie.int/extrait/29rojas331348.pdf
http://www.hsi.org/world/latin_america/work/farm_animal_welfare/facts/intensive_confinement_latin_america.html
https://www.forumanimal.org/gaiolas-em-bateria
https://www.sinergiaanimal.org/politicas
https://ourworldindata.org/meat-and-seafood-production-consumption#seafood-consumption-more-weakly-linked-to-income
https://ourworldindata.org/meat-and-seafood-production-consumption#seafood-consumption-more-weakly-linked-to-income
https://ourworldindata.org/meat-and-seafood-production-consumption#seafood-consumption-more-weakly-linked-to-income
http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo/programmes/en/ASL2050.html
http://www.fao.org/docrep/018/al757e/al757e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/018/al757e/al757e.pdf
http://www.infonet-biovision.org/sites/default/files/global_perspectives_on_animal_welfare.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Publications/WPS_No_212_Diversification_and_Sophistication_of_Livestock_Products_the_Case_of_African_Countries_1.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1MrO6OKQx_yR-1R9g2F66Ni7Pqh3We1Q9/view?usp=sharing
http://www.fao.org/docrep/018/al757e/al757e.pdf
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/agr_outlook-2016-en/1/2/1/2/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/agr_outlook-2016-en&_csp_=fc101e4c401732cbd8f2cf67cadc28c5&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book#IDaf51e24a-fd93-4dd7-913b-875e0250b9d9
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/al720e/al720e00.pdf
https://www.ciwf.org.uk/our-campaigns/live-animal-transport/live-exports-from-the-eu/
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/country/niger
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/country/nigeria
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/country/ethiopia
https://ourworldindata.org/meat-and-seafood-production-consumption#correlates-determinants-consequences
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Why ? 

Encouraging others to donate more is a powerful 
way to multiply the impact of your donation.

How? 

       Direct methods: Methods of donating to 
       the same charity you wish to encourage  
       donations towards.

       Indirect methods: Methods of donating to an 
       organisation or charity, in order to encourage 
       donations towards other charities.

Direct Methods

Some of the main ways to donate directly to a charity, 
so as to encourage others to do the same, are:

1. Matching Donations

Matching means offering to use your donations to 
‘match’ other donations made to a charity (usually up to 
a certain total). Matching can encourage donors to give 
to a particular charity fairly straightforwardly, through 
increasing (doubling in a $1:$1 match) the amount of 
money that the donors sees would go to the charity 
if they donate. Matching could encourage others to 
donate by: 

► Creating a sense of urgency and scarcity to donate
before the matching challenge ends or funds run out.
Incentivising donors to donate, in order to avoid your
potential donations being ‘lost.’1

► Decreasing the apparent ‘price’ of donating, that is
prospective donors can now ‘buy’ say $2 of donations
by only spending $1.

► Act as a signal of quality and value of the charity,
particularly if the matching donor is well known.2

2. Seed Donation

 Seeding “seeds” a significant amount 
                 (e.g., 50%) of a charity’s fundraising goal.  

  This could encourage others to donate by: 

► Serving as a signal of quality: If a major funder chooses
to make a large donation to a charity at the outset, this
suggests they have been convinced of its importance and
quality; conversely if no-one appears to have donated to
a charity, this may make other donors wary.

► Helping fulfill donors’ desire to feel their personal
donation has an impact and that if their donation may
make the difference in a charity reaching its target, then
they are having more of an impact.3

► Helping donors not feel like their donation would just
be a ‘drop in the ocean’ and be less fearful of donations
being wasted if the charity falls far short of its fundraising
target.

Shallow Review: Increasing Donations Through Your Donation 
19

1. The threat of a ‘loss’ may be more motivational than the possibility of an added ‘gain.’ 
Though savvier or more sceptical donors may suspect that ‘matching funds’ would be 
donated to the charity anyway.
2 Indeed, the mere fact that a large donation is being made, may suggest to other donors 
that a donor has some positive information about the charity, which may increase their 
own confidence.
3 This is supported by some evidence that as a charity comes closer to reaching its 
fundraising goal donors become more likely to donate to that charity. own confidence.

http://deankarlan.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/How_Bill_and_Melinda_Gates_Increase_Other_Peoples_Donations_to_Fund_Public_Goods.pdf&sa=D&ust=1542296145334000&usg=AFQjCNHdhUrV7j823s_anzdngVvR4Am1IQ
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0749597806000057
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Loss_aversion
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0883902616302075
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022103113001364
https://blog.givewell.org/2011/12/15/why-you-shouldnt-let-donation-matching-affect-your-giving/
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3. Covering Overhead
A great deal of research demonstrates that donors
deeply dislike their donations being spent by a charity on
‘overhead’ (e.g. administration, office costs, advertising
etc.) rather than ‘directly’ helping those in need (e.g.
being spent on directly related program expenses such
as leaflets). Ultimately, this preference may make little
sense—spending on overhead are necessary and may
help the charity run more efficiently.

Still, the fear that their donation will be ‘wasted’ on such 
costs appears to strongly influence donors, (though 
some more than others, and it seems, particularly animal 
donors) means that this is worth paying attention to. To 
overcome this fear of overhead one donor could make 
a donation to specifically cover a charity’s overhead 
costs. This allows the charity to advertise to donors that 
anything they donate will be spent exclusively on the 
charity’s core work and none will be spent on overhead 
costs, potentially resulting in greater total donations. 

How Effective Are Each of These Methods?

Though there has been a fair amount of research on 
these methods, including large ‘field studies’ using 
real fundraising campaigns, the magnitude of the 
effectiveness of the campaigns and which are most 
effective is not entirely clear. The evidence broadly 
suggests that: 

► Each of these methods work (to increase donations)
within a given campaign.
► A host of other factors will influence the
effectiveness of the fundraising campaign.
► The effects will probably be quite different on
different types of donors.

Matching campaigns are the most studied of   these 
methods and while certain cases report   doubling or 
tripling levels of donations, results  in more rigorous 
and relevant experiments are  typically much lower—
ranging from 20-50%  increases in total donations. 

Also of note: 
► There seem to be diminishing returns to matching
above 1:1.
► There’s a lack of evidence on other matching
variants so the effectiveness of other promising
variants on matching campaigns seems unclear. The
only field experiment we are aware of on a matching
variant seems to report conflicting results for
“threshold matching.”

There have been a smaller number of studies examining 
seed funding than there have been studying matching 
campaigns. 

However, in the three studies that4 compared         
seed donations to matching donations, each time      
seed donations resulted in greater total donations                             
than matching campaigns (ranging from around             
45%-70% in total donations from seed 
donations). 

Also of note:
► Increasing seed amounts are associated with a
significant increase in donations.
► Evidence has shown that donating is something of
a habit and once donors begin to donate to a charity, 
they often continue. Therefore, it may be beneficial 
for encouraging long term donors to balance leaving 
some room for more funding though not so much that 
other donors lose motivation in order to allow the 
charity to cultivate a diverse funding base. 

Now, there’s only been one large field experiment using 
a real fundraising campaign on the effectiveness of 
covering overhead and it reports that covering overheads 
massively increased donations (by 188%). The study in 
question’s results are certainly quite promising but alone 
they seem to still leave much room for doubt about 
whether covering overhead costs is better than seeding 
or matching. 

4. Note that while this study suggested a seed donation raised more than a matching 
donation the difference wasn’t statistically significant. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0899764006287219
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4179876/
https://www.muttart.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/3.-Talking-About-Charities-Full-Report-2013.pdf
https://rady.ucsd.edu/docs/Science-2014-Gneezy-632-5.pdf
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/nml.21336
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/the_nonprofit_starvation_cycle
https://greymatterresearch.com/index_files/Grey_Matter_Report_Perceptions_of_Non-profit_Efficiency.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25279024
https://rady.ucsd.edu/docs/Science-2014-Gneezy-632-5.pdf
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0899764018794903?journalCode=nvsb
https://faunalytics.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Faunalytics-Blackbaud-Data-Report.pdf
http://deankarlan.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Intuitive_Donating_NBER2.pdf
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/107311/1/cesifo_wp5118.pdf
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/to_boost_individual_donor_giving_nonprofits_need_a_plan
https://donordigital.com/publications/Donordigital-Convio%20Donation_Form_Optimization_Whitepaper.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214804316300490
http://www2.pitt.edu/~vester/whydopeoplegive.pdf
https://www.classy.org/blog/how-to-leverage-a-matching-challenge-for-the-top-dollar-day-of-your-campaign/
https://www.benkuhn.net/matching
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0047272710001842
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1843396
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.97.5.1774
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/170940/1/dp10956.pdf
https://www.nber.org/papers/w13728
https://ideas.repec.org/p/zbw/wzbeoc/spii2012303.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/zbw/wzbeoc/spii2012303.html
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/324392?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
https://ideas.repec.org/p/rug/rugwps/12-815.html
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022103113001364
http://afpfep.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/2018-Fundraising-Effectiveness-Survey-Report.pdf
https://blog.givewell.org/2015/11/25/good-ventures-and-giving-now-vs-later/
https://rady.ucsd.edu/docs/Science-2014-Gneezy-632-5.pdf


What About Restricting Your Donation To Fundraising? 

Despite the reliable gains from fundraising, charities 
are often reluctant to spend more on these activities 
(or even to broach the subject with donors), due to 
misguided criticisms of charities spending money on 
fundraising, even though it would ultimately generate 
more money for them to spend on their work. 

For instance, the return on investment in               
fundraising (in terms of donations generated per 
dollar spent on fundraising) may be several hundred 
percent. 

So perhaps fundraising should be directly funded if the 
goal is to increase the number of donations. Restricting 
may not work that well in cases where a charity has a 
large amount of unrestricted funding. If you restrict to 
one program this frees up unrestricted funding for the 
charity’s other activities. So while “your” money pays for 
the restricted program, the likely partial effect of that 
donation is that other programs are also funded to a 
greater extent.  

Indirect Methods
In addition to donating to a charity directly, another 
option is to support fundraisers or meta-charities that 
aim to increase donations toward the best charities.  
A meta-charity is an organization that doesn’t seek to 
help directly, but seeks to help increase the impact of 
other charity’s work. Such methods may be significantly 
more effective at multiplying the impact of donations. 

       Moreover, some other meta-charities,  
       which exclusively seek to direct funds to  
       other, highly effective charities, may offer  
       a significantly higher ‘multiplier’ ratio on  
       funds donated to them (e.g. being able to  
       raise several times more money for effective 
       charities, for each $ donated to them). 

One example is Raising for Effective Giving, who 
specifically work to encourage donations to highly 
effective charity, and who raise more than $15 for 
every $1 they spend. 

One potential downside (as a donor) of donating to such 
organisations is that you cannot control which charities 
the funds raised by the intermediary are donated to. 
Rather, they will likely go to a selection of charities 
judged to be effective by the meta-charity. This is only 
an attractive option therefore, if you highly value all or 
most of the charities being supported by that meta-
charity. Furthermore, while many meta-charities of this 
kind have a track record of raising many times more 
funds for charity than they spend every year, there 
is necessarily some increased risk that your donation 
will not, in fact, lead to more donations going to other 
charities when donating via this route.
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https://www.affinityresources.com/pgs/articles/fundraising_costs.html
https://www.cass.city.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0015/310920/Cass-CCE-response-to-The-True-and-Fair-Foundation-report-March-16.pdf
https://www.affinityresources.com/pgs/articles/fundraising_costs.html
https://www.institute-of-fundraising.org.uk/library/fundratios-summary-2013/
https://www.fpmagazine.com.au/which-activities-have-the-best-roi-342517/
https://blog.givewell.org/2009/12/16/room-for-more-funding-continued-why-donation-restricting-isnt-the-easy-answer/
https://reg-charity.org
https://reg-charity.org/about/accomplishments/
https://reg-charity.org/about/transparency/
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Key Points

Key points from this shallow review are: 

► The most effective way to make your donation will
depend on a host of factors to do with the particular
needs and current fundraising of the charity or charities
in question.

► The effectiveness of any fundraising campaign will
likely be influenced by many factors alongside whether
matching or seed funding is available, including how well
the campaign is framed and advertised.

► Donations in the form of seed funding or (1:1) match
funding are likely to generate more donations to the
charity and therefore create more impact than simply
donating to the charity.

► Matching campaigns at a ratio of 1:1 are generally
an effective way for donors to increase donations by
approximately 20-50% (note that estimated return is
still quite uncertain).

► Offering higher ratios of matching does not seem to
significantly further increase donations.

► There’s a lack of evidence on other matching variants
so the effectiveness of other promising variants on
matching campaigns seems unclear.

► There is some (limited) evidence which suggests that
seed funding may be even more effective than offering a
match, and that it increases donations by approximately
45-70% with high uncertainty.

► Increasing the seed amount seems associated with a
significant increase in donations. However, you should
probably try to balance leaving some room for more
funding but not so much that other donors will lose
motivation.

► There is some very limited evidence which suggests
that covering overhead may be much more effective
than offering a match or seed funding, increasing
donations by approximately 190%.

► Restricting funding to fundraising may actually be
the most effective direct way of using your donation to
increase the amount of donations from others, leading
to increases in total donations by several hundred
percent over a longer time period.

► Funding meta-charities who will then help raise funds
for other charities also seems that it may have returns of
several hundred percent over a longer time period.

If you are interested in pursuing any of these options, please contact Natalie or Kieran or contact the charity or charities in question directly. 
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Appendix

What evidence is there regarding the recidivism rate of 
monthly donors compared to that of those who just give 
one big amount every year? 

Data from the 2018 Fundraising Effectiveness Survey 
suggests that the average donor retention rate in 2017 
was 45.5%. Over the last ten years, donor retention 
rates have averaged below 50%. Monthly recurring 
donations seem to be the best way to boost overall 
donor retention rates: 90% of monthly givers renew. 
This compares with 32% of first-time single 
gift donors and 60% of ongoing single gift donors. 
Moreover, statistics from the Non-Profit Source   
‘Online Fundraising Statistics for Nonprofits’ report that 
the average monthly online donation is $52 ($624 per 
year) compared to the average one-time gift of $128. 
Donors that set up recurring donations online give 42% 
more annually, compared to one-time donations. 
Therefore, presenting donors with more frequent 
opportunities to donate means that, on average, they 
may donate larger amounts. 

What evidence is there on the effectiveness of funding 
charities conditional on them achieving some goal (e.g., 
conditional on them achieving 500 new donors they 
then receive $50,000)?

Initial research provided limited evidence on the 
effectiveness of conditional funding such as this. One 
study into a crowdfunding system, Codo, which allows 
donors to contribute to a campaign but hold off on their 
contribution until certain specific conditions are met 
(e.g. specific members or groups contribute a certain 
amount) provides preliminary evidence. The study found 
that roughly 1 in 3 donors make conditional donations 
and that, on average, conditional donors donate more 
than direct donors. Other than that, no studies directly 
addressing this question were found. 
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