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ABSTRACT

Today with the start of global pandemics, the concept of “One health-One welfare” is becoming a fact of life as
never before. Responsible ownership and good care duty do affect the health and welfare of pet animals, one of
the stakeholders of social life. In this study, pet owners' attitudes towards animal welfare were examined. The
research was carried out in Izmir, Ankara and Afyonkarahisar that are located in the Central and Western parts of
Turkey. Animal Welfare Attitude Scale (AWAS) was applied to pet owners who voluntarily participated in the
study. According to the results obtained in the cognitive dimension of the AWAS, pet owners think that animal
welfare is affected mostly by housing, feeding and health conditions, and less by slaughter, sacrifice or naming of
animals. Findings regarding the behavioral dimension demonstrated that pet owners treat their pets and street
animals well but they do not support non-governmental organizations (NGO) working for animal rights and
animal protection and they are not willing to purchase and pay more for foods produced under animal friendly
standartds. Also, it has been observed that pet owners believe animals are sensitive beings and have rights like
humans, but they agree little with the judgment that animals are created for humans. It was concluded that pet
owners can support strategies to increase animal welfare and, increasing pet owners' knowledge and awareness
relationships between animals and humans, values and norms as well as NGOs can provide valuable
opportunities for increasing animal welfare in Turkey.
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Pet Hayvani Sahiplerinin Hayvan Refahi Tutumu: Tirkiye'nin Orta ve Batisinda Bir Arastirma

(074

Guntmizde kiiresel pandemilerin baslamastyla birlikte “Tek saglik-Tek refah” kavrami hi¢ olmadigi kadar hayatin
bir olgusu haline gelmektedir. Sorumlu sahiplik ve iyi bakim toplumsal yasamin paydaslarindan birisi olan pet
hayvanlarinin sagligi ve refahim etkilemektedir. Bu arastirmada pet hayvan sahiplerinin hayvan refahina yonelik
tutumlari incelenmistir. Arastirma Tirkiye’nin orta ve batisinda yer alan Izmir, Ankara ve Afyonkarahisar’da
ylriitilmistir. Arastirmaya gonillii olarak katilan pet sahiplerine Hayvan Refahi Tutum Olgegi (AWAS)
uygulanmustir. Hayvan refaht tutumunun bilissel boyutunda elde edilen sonuglara gére pet sahipleri hayvan
refahinin en ¢ok barinma, besleme ve saglik kogullari, en az hayvanlarin kesilmesi, kurban edilmesi veya onlara
isim verilmesi ile etkilendigini disinmektedir. Davranigsal boyuta iliskin bulgular pet sahiplerinin kendi
hayvanlarina ve sokak hayvanlarina iyi davrandiklarini ancak hayvan haklart ve hayvan koruma konusunda faaliyet
gosteren sivil toplum Orgitleri (STK)’ni desteklemediklerini ve yiiksek hayvan refahi standartlarinda tretilen
hayvansal gidalar1 satin alma ve daha fazla 6demeye istekli olmadiklarint ortaya koymustur. Ayrica evcil hayvan
sahiplerinin hayvanlarin hassas varliklar oldugu ve insanlar gibi haklara sahip olduklarina inandiklart ancak
hayvanlarin insanlar icin yaratildigt yargisina daha az katildiklari goriilmustir. Pet hayvan sahiplerinin, hayvan
refahint arttirmaya yonelik stratejileri destekleyebilecekleri ve pet hayvan sahiplerinin hayvanlar ve insanlar
arasindaki iliskiler, degerler ve normlar ile STK'larla ilgili bilgi ve farkindaliginin artirilmasinin Tirkiye'de hayvan
refahinin artirtlmast icin degerli firsatlar saglayabilecegi sonucuna varilmigtir.
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INTRODUCTION

In the last decades, environmental and animal
protection awareness has increased due to climate
change and public health crises (Scott 2004,
McMichael 2013). Animal protection activist’s efforts
and global lobbying activities that were aimed to
informing people about animal welfare and rights
have led to changes in legislation around the world
and specifically in the EU on companion, farm and
laboratory animals (Odendaal 1988, Boissy et al. 2007,
Broom 2017, De la Fuente et al. 2017). In 2013, the
European Union initiated studies on welfare of cats
and dogs in commercial practices within the scope of
animal welfare strategy of 2012-2015. Although there
is no specific EU regulation on pet animal welfare yet,
there are EU regulations that cover identification
(Regulation (EC) No 998/2003, Regulation (EU) No
576/2013, Commission Implementing Regulation
(EU) No 577/2013, Council Directive 92/65/EEC),
movements (Council Regulation (EC) No 1/2005,
Commission  Decision  2003/803/EC, Council
Directive 92/65/EEC), protection in animal breeding
(Council  Directive  98/58/EC) and  health
(Commission Decision 2004/824/EC) of pet animals.
Turkey signed the FEuropean Convention on
Protection of Pet Animals in 1999, and accepted
European Union approaches in this area. Except for
Law No 5199 on Animal Protection and
implementing regulation thereof (dated 12.05.2006
and No 26166), there is no specific regulation on pet
animal welfare in Turkey. However, within Turkey's
accession negotiations for full membership to EU,
several studies for aligning national legislation with
the EU legislation on welfare of pet animals
continued since 2011.

Legislative sanctions aside, the first step to encourage
a wotldwide change in people's attitudes concerning
animal  protection is understanding  people's
perceptions and attitudes in relation to this issue (De
la Fuente et al. 2017, Bozkurt and Sarial Kubilay
2019). Although there are many factors that have
potential to affect pet animal welfare, it is essential to
determine the effects of general and specific factors
on the human being that are the basis of owner or
caregiver behavior (Kirk 2019). Pet owner’s duty of
care includes social, ethical and public health
concepts (Glanville et al. 2020). Besides being a moral
duty of protection of animals whose responsibility is
assumed, the pet owners' attitudes and behaviors
directly affect the welfare of animals. Because pet
owners are the people who are providing care,
housing and social needs of pet animals (Odendaal
1994, Sanderson et al. 2005, Michel et al. 2008, Slater
et al. 2012). Animal welfare perceptions and attitudes
are influenced by personal characteristics such as
sociodemographic traits (Paul and Serpell 1993,
Reevy and Delgado 2015) and values and beliefs

(Glanville et al. 2020). Taylor and Signal (2005)
reported that those who live with a pet animal have
more positive animal welfare attitudes.

Pet owners know the behavioral characteristics of
their pets best and they can best understand whether
their pets are stressed or not. Therefore, participation
of the pet owners in the surveys provides valuable
findings in the domain of pet animal welfare (Mariti
et al. 2012, Stamps and Groothuis 2010). Mariti et al.
(2012) reported that awareness of owners on stress
level and well-being of pets play a key role. A good
understanding of pet owner’s perceptions and
attitudes on animal welfare can help increase the
welfare of their pets by leading to an increase in the
quality of pet care and management (Michel et al.
2008). Paul and Serpell (1993) reported that the
results to be obtained by analyzing pet owner’s
attitudes towards animal welfare can contribute to the
development of effective humane education
interventions and programs.

The need for the protection of pet animals have
increased further with the economic growth of the
pet sector. The pet sector is attracting the attention of
global markets more than ever before because of pet
owners' purchasing behavior for their fur-babies,
including health, plastic surgery, spa treatments,
foods, accessory and designer clothes (Holbrook and
Woodside 2008, Guzman 2017, Haldeman 2018, Kirk
2019). The global size of the pet products and
services industry is billions of dollars (American Pet
Products Association 2018). There are 66 and 61
million cat and dog owners in the European Union
(European Dog&Cat Alliance 2019). It is estimated
that there are at least one pet animal in 1.5 million
houscholds and a pet sector with a transaction
volume of more than 2 billion dollars per year in
Turkey (Anonymous 2019). The objective of this
study was to examine the attitudes of Turkish pet
owners towards animal welfare living in Central and
Westesn parts of Turkey.

MATERIALS and METHODS

Survey implementation and data collection

The study was conducted in Izmir, Ankara and
Afyonkarahisar that were located in Central and
Western of Turkey. The pet owners volunteered to
participate in the survey after the scientific objectives
of the study were explained to them. The sample size
for the cities were determined according to the
method applied by Kilic and Bozkurt 2020.
Consideringly the minimum sample size for each
region a total of 940 pet owners who has at least one
cat or dog were participated in the survey. Animal
Welfare Attitude Scale (AWAS), developed by Kilig
and Bozkurt (2020) was applied to examine pet
owner’s attitudes regarding animal welfare. The
questionnaires that were determined to be a
contradiction in the answers given to similar
questions, or to be imperfect or incorrect data were
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excluded, and then the statistical analyzes were done
with the 916 questionnaires. In the first part of the
AWAS there are the questions about the age, gender
and educational background of the animal owners.
The questions measuring attitudes towards animal
welfare in terms of cognitive (20 items), behavioral
(11 items) and affective (10 items) dimensions are in
the second part of the scale. Animal welfare attitude
scale was applied to pet owners individually and via
face to face interviews. The research was summarized
from the first authot's mastet's thesis numbered
2019-008 and approved by AKUHADYEK
(Reference no: AKUHADYEK-245-17).

Statistical analysis

The items in cognitive, behavioural and affective
dimensions within AWAS scale were applied to pet
owners to evaluate their level of agreement according
to the 5-point Likert Type rating (1: Strongly
Disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Neutral, 4: Agree, 5: Strongly
Agree). The attitudes regarding animal welfare of pet
owners were described by calculating the frequency
and percentages, means and standard deviations for
each dimension and items. All data were analyzed
with SPSS 18.0 for Windows (SPSS, Inc., Chicago).

RESULTS

The findings regarding  the demographic
characteristics of pet owners participating in the study
are presented in Table 1. The rates of female and
male pet owners were 63.31 and 36.69 %. The
percentage of participants that were aged 18 and
younger, 19-25, 26-32, 33-39 and 40-50 years old and
51 and older were 5.42, 51.09, 22.38, 9.61, 7.31 and
4.37% respectively. The majority of the participants
were university graduate (69.65%) and high-school
graduate (19.65%) while 3.38% and 7.32% of them
were primary and secondary school graduate.

Descriptive  statistics  regarding the cognitive
dimension of the AWAS scale are given in Table 2.
The pet owners were in more positive agreement with
the arguments “C3. Animal health conditions affect

animal welfare” (i =4.59), “C2. Animal feeding

requirements affect animal welfare” (i =4.58) and
“Cl. Conditions of shelter affect animal welfare”
(i =4.52) under cognitive dimention of AWAS scale.
The participants showed the lowest agreement for the
items “C15. Religious sacrificing of the animals affect
animal welfare” (§ =3.39), “C12. Slaughtering of
livestock affect animal welfare” (i =3.62), and “C13.

Naming animals affect animal welfare” (X =3.62).

The results regarding the behavioral dimension of the
AWAS scale are presented in Table 3. Under affective
dimension of the scale, the respondents approved the
arguments with the highest rate “B8. I always behave

animals well” (i =4.52), “B5. I treat to street animals
with compassion” (X=4.39), and “B4. 1 encourage

people to treat animals well” (i =4.38) as well as the
lowest rates were given to the items “B11. I buy food
products produced under high animal welfare
standards even if they are expensive” (X=3.80), “B6.
I support the civil society organizations involved in
animal protection” (X=3.87), “B10. I buy food
products that have been produced in compliance with
high animal welfare standards” (X=3.96), and “B2.
Animal welfare issue affect my choices when
purchasing animal food products*“(X =3.96).

In Table 4, the descriptive statistics concerning
affective dimension of the animal welfare attitude
scale were presented. The results obtained in this
dimension showed that, the highest mean values were
calculated for the items “A6. Behave cruel to animals
is atrocious” (X=4.65), “A4. 1 believe animals are
sentient beeings” (X=4.53), “A8. 1 believe that
animals have rights like people (X=4.52)” and “A3. 1
believe that animals have well-being” (X =4.50). The
mean value was dramatically lower than the other
items for “A2.Animals have been created for human

use"(X =2.87).

Table 1. The sociodemographic characteristics of the participants

Tablo 1. Kattimcilarin sosyodemografik dzellikleri

Variable Groups Numbers (f) Percantage (%)
Gender Female 580 63.31
Male 336 36.69
Age 18 and younger 48 5.24
19-25 468 51.09
26-32 205 22.38
33 -39 88 9.61
40-50 67 7.31
51 and older 40 4.37
Education level Primary school 31 3.38
Secondary school 67 7.32
High-school 180 19.65
University 638 69.65
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics regarding the cognitive dimension of animal welfare attitude scale
Tablo 2: Hayvan refahi tutum Slceginin biligsel boyutuna iligkin betimsel istatistikler

Aggrement Level
Ttems 1 2 3 4 5 X SD
C1  Conditions of shelter affect animal welfare 0.0 0.8 102 255 635 452 0.71
C2  Animal feeding requirements affect animal welfare 02 1.0 56 274 658 458 0.66
C3  Animal health conditions affect animal welfare 01 04 62 26.6 667 459 0.63

C4  Staff responsible for the care of animals has an impacton 03 23 86 309 579 444 0.77
animal welfare

C5  Conditions of transporting animals affect animal welfare 1.5 38 177 31.1 459 416 0.95

C6  Conditions that may lead to nervosity affect animal welfare 1.3 0.9 104 28.6 588 4.43 0.81

C7  The conditions of reproduction of animals affect animal 0.7 2.6 132 346 489 428 0.84
welfare.

C8 The conditions of reproduction of animals affect animal 0.2 3.3 150 30.2 513 429 0.85
welfare.

C9 Equipment and technology used in animal production 0.9 24 143 291 533 432 0.87
affect animal welfare

C10 The feeling of self-confidence affect animal welfare 01 20 88 291 0600 447 0.75

C11 The recognition of the animals as an individual affect 2.4 3.1 153 28.6 50.6 422 0.98
animal welfare

C12  Slaughtering of livestock affects animal welfare. 104 95 213 258 330 3.62 131
C13 Naming animals affect animal welfare 111 81 235 219 354 362 133
C14 The conditions during transport affect animal welfare. 1.5 43 125 295 522 427 094

C15 Religious sacrificing of the animals affect animal welfare 18.0 93 193 224 310 339 146

C16 Leave the animals in streets (like cats, dogs ) affect animal 4.6 51 145 267 491 410 1.12
welfare

C17 The activies of non-governmental organizations 2.9 3.2 132 31.0 497 421 0.99
supporting animal protection affet animal welfare

C18 Legislation regarding animal protection affects animal 1.1 3.8 11.0 30.2 539 432 0.89
welfare.

C19 Purchase of food products have been produced in animal 1.1 3.1 94 295 569 438 0.86
friendly production system (milk, egg, meat etc.)affect
animal welfare

C20 Human-animal interaction affect animal welfare. 43 54 168 290 445 404 1.10

Table 3: Descriptive statistics regarding the behavioural dimension of animal welfare attitude scale
Tablo 3: Hayvan refahi tutum Slceginin davranigsal boyutuna iliskin betimsel istatistikler

Agreement level (%)
Ttems 1 2 3 4 5 X SD
B1 1 am interested in animal welfare 2.1 49 164 267 499 417 1.01

B2  Animal welfare issues affect my choices when 3.5 6.6 219 261 419 396 1.10
purchasing animal food products.
B3 I tell people around me about animal welfare 3.0 6.6 17.2 270 462 407 1.08

B4 I encourage people to treat animals well. 0.8 2.7 10.2 303 560 438 0.84

B5 I treat to street animals with compassion 1.1 1.6 120 273 580 439 0.84

B6 I support the civil society organizations 6.0 8.7 18.6 252 415 387 1.21
involved in animal protection

B7 I comply with legislation regarding animal 1.1 2.3 11.5 31.0 541 435 0.85
welfare

B8 I always behave animals well 0.0 2.0 7.7 269 634 452 0.72

B9 I make required attempts against animal 1.5 2.4 140 287 534 430 0.90
violence

B10 I buy food products that have been produced in 4.5 5.5 205 290 405 396 1.11
compliance with high animal welfare standards.

B11 I buy food products produced under the animal 6.7 6.8 225 276 364 380 1.19
welfare standards even if they are expensive
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics regarding the affective dimension of animal welfare attitude scale
Tablo 4. Hayvan refalt tutum 6l¢eginin duyussal boyutuna iliskin betimsel istatistikler

Items

Agreement level (%)
1 2 3 4 5 X SD

Al I think that animal as an individual

A2 Animals have been created for human use
A3 I believe that animals have well-being,.

A4 1 belive animals are sentient beings

A5 I can understand an animal of experience pain and

suffering.
A6  Behave cruel to animals is atrocious
A7 I believe that there is a relationship between

domestic violence and intentional harm against

animals
A8 I believe that animals have rights like people

A9 I believe that attitudes of people regarding animals

affect other peoples’ perception of them

A10 I believe that happy animals will produce higher

quality products such as meat, milk, eggs, etc.

24 32 154 279 511 422 098
328 11.6 145 180 231 287 1.59
0.7 3.0 7.7 23,5 65.1 450 0.81
09 21 6.8 240 662 453 0.79
1.1 31 121 31.0 527 431 0.88

1.1 14 4.9 164 762 4.65 0.74
1.6 46 112 231 595 434 096
0.5 22 8.3 23.0 660 452 0.78

0.7 29 9.8 254 612 444 0.84

1.1 25 134 278 552 434 0.88

DISCUSSION

Two-thirds of the pet owners participating in this
study were women and Lue et al. (2008) reported
similar rates of female participants in a study they
conducted with US pet owners. This result was
interpreted as women adopting more pets as well as
being more involved in animal welfare initiatives and
research. The results regarding the affective
dimension of famale's animal welfare attitude is more
dominant can be supported by this argument (Selby
et al. 1981). In parallel with the notifications of Prato-
Previde et al. (2006) it was thought that female’s have
more tendency to interact (such as talking, playing,
friendship) with pet animals than males.

Participants were mostly young (78.71% younger than
32 years old) and educated (89.30% graduated from
high school and university). It was thought that socio-
economic and geographical conditions may have lead
to this result. It is likely that educated and young
participants living in big cities were more motivated
to adopt a pet animal to cope with the stress and
loneliness caused by living alone and heavy workload
(Roudebush et al. 2008, Johnson 2009, Chou 2010).
In fact, Erten et al. (2019) reported similar reports on
the sociodemographic structure of pet owners living
in the Southeastern Anatolia and the Mediterranean
regions.

The results regarding the cognitive dimension of the
animal welfare attitude scale showed that pet owners
believe that the housing, feeding and health
conditions of pet animals significantly affect animal
welfare. These high animal welfare attitude scores
regarding animal health and care are involve favorable
opportunities for enhancing pet welfare. Because
most of the participants were living in big cities such
as Ankara and Izmir and, probably their pets could

have been home alone all day and have been
significantly restrained. This positive attitudes of pet
owners can ensure potential opportunities for
cooperation with pet owners to fight againts welfare
problems caused by limitation of natural behaviors,
insufficient exercise (abnormal behaviors, bone health
problems, obesity, etc.) and poor feeding (Kienzle et
al. 1998, Rohlf et al. 2010). Also, higher education
level of pet owners can provide an important
advantage in strengthening responsible ownership.
Roudebush et al. (2008) also reported that the
education level and motivation of the animal owners
are very important to increasing animal welfare.

The results on the cognitive dimension of pet owners
suggested, pet owners believe that sacrificing or
slaughtering animals and naming animals does not
affect animal welfare considerably. This result was
found surprising at first glance because there was
parallelism in the responses for these items of pet
owners with Turkish farmers and farm animal keepers
(Kiic and Bozkurt 2013, Celik and Bozkurt 2016,
Bozkurt et al. 2017). It has been thought that, the
participants may have a low level of knowledge and
awareness of animal welfare or they may have a
perception that naming pet animals are not correlated
with animal welfare (Kiic and Bozkurt 2020). Since,
many studies show that people create a strong
emotional bond with their pet animals and they
behave as if they are family members or their child,
and named them usually as if they were individuals
(Franklin 1999, Prato-Previde et al. 2006, Johnson
2009). Also, according to the results in the cognitive
and behavioral dimensions of the animal welfare
attitudes of the participants, it was evaluated that the
opinions and behaviors of the participants contained
some differences for pet animals and farm animals.
Pet owners considered that slaughtering or sacrificing
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livestock has less impact on animal welfare. This
approach has been evaluated to be anthropocentric
and it may be related to their consumer petrception
and attitudes. Participants may have not seen cats or
dogs as food like farm animals (Wrye 2009). Already,
Morris et al. (2012) reported that it is common in
humans that cats or dogs have more cognitive
abilities and therefore are superior to other animals.
The results on the behavioral dimension of the animal
welfare attitude scale demonstrated that the
participants always behave well with pet animals and
stray animals and they encourage other people to do
that. This findings highlights that Turkish pet owners
can show strong empathy for stray animals.
Moreover, Dodd et al. (2019) and Erten et al. (2019)
reported that pet owners have a high tendency to
adopt animals from free sources such as animals that
have been abandoned or have a high potential for
abandonment. These results are very positive because
it is understood that pet owners can support
strategies and projects to be developed in terms of
increasing the welfare of owned or unowned pet
animals in the future.

Pet owners have been found to have a low attitude
towards purchasing foods produced in animal friendly
production systems. This result was similar to
attitudes of owners regarding the slaughter of
livestock. The reasons such as food purchasing
preferences (vegetarianism, veganism, etc.) (Preylo
and Arikawa 2008, Foer 2010, Dodd et al. 2019),
animal welfare knowledge or socio-economic
conditions (Franklin 1999, Jacobson and Chang 2018)
may also have been effective on pet owner’s attitude.
Dodd et al. (2019) reported a higher rate of
vegetarians or vegans among pet owners compared to
the general population structure.

It has been observed that pet owners ate
compassionate towards stray animals but their
attitudes toward supporting NGOs working in animal
protection (especially for protection of stray animals)
are negative. In general, our results show that Turkish
pet owners have an important sensitivity to
protection of the stray animal population. In Turkey
since 2005, the main EU legislation has been
transposed into national legislation, collaboration has
increased between stakeholders and many NGOs
have been established in animal protection. However,
it is understood that the effects of adapted EU acquis
are yet low, activies of NGOs do not reach
sufficiently to society for reasons such as
communicative, financial and organizational problems
and the animal activists' interactions with society via
media is also weak (Talas 2011, Aksulu 2013, Tekvar
2017, Asar 2018).

In affective dimension of animal welfare attitude
scale, pet owners showed the highest patticipation for
the arguments like animals are sentient creatures,
animals have rights like humans and it is brutal to
mistreat animals. So, pet owners had a dramatically
less contributed to the item that animals were created

for human use. According to these results, the pet
owners admitted the human-animal relationship far
from the anthropocentric view and consider animals
valuable with a " be sensitivity" approach (Rohlf et al.
2010, Mortis et al. 2012, Asar 2018).

CONCLUSIONS

The results showed that the affective dimension of
the animal welfare attitudes of Turkish pet owners in
Central and Western of Turkey is quite strong.
However, it seems that the cognitive and behavioral
dimensions need to be supported to strengthen the
animal welfare attitudes of pet owners. It was
concluded that pet owners can support strategies to
increase animal welfare and, increasing pet owners'
knowledge and awareness relationships between
animals and humans, values and norms as well as
NGOs can provide valuable opportunities for
increasing animal welfare in Turkey.
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