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Abstract
There are a wide variety of animals and animal populations that African animal advocacy groups aiming to

improve animal welfare can focus their efforts on. Given a scarcity of resources, it is essential to narrow our

focus to those areas where we expect to do the most good. This analysis demonstrates why we prioritise

farmed animals over wild, companion and working animals. We believe now is an optimal time to help

farmed animals, a neglected group whose welfare can be improved cost-effectively.

Our evaluation is based on nine criteria, aggregated in a weighted factor model to measure our potential to

improve welfare in each animal category. The criteria were weighted subjectively based on their estimated

importance for impact, and the likelihood that each criterion will result in the failure of our project or

interventions. Following our research, animal categories were scored on a scale of 1 to 5 for each criterion,

with 1 always representing the least and 5 the most favourable outcome for prioritisation. An overview of

our final scoring can be found in the table below.

Next to its primary function for strategic prioritisation, the analysis highlights crucial aspects that need to be

considered in communications and practical implementation of interventions. It also points to potential

uncertainties and open questions that can inspire further research.

Criteria Farmed
Animals

Wild
Animals

Companion
Animals

Working
Animals

Scale - (5%) 3 5 1 1

Evidence base - (10%) 3 2 4 3

Cost-effectiveness - (15%) 5 4 1 2

Neglectedness - (15%) 5 5 1 3

Timing - (7.5%) 5 4 3 2

Risk of negative/no impact - (7.5%) 4 3 5 5

Cultural and political receptivity - (17%) 2 4 4 2

Funding availability - (8%) 2 3 5 1

Talent availability - (15%) 4 2 5 3

Final Score 3.73 3.55 3.18 2.50



Introduction
Animal Advocacy Africa is a capacity-building project which aims to help advocates and organisations

develop and grow the animal advocacy movement in Africa. This write-up is part of our research phase to

inform our pilot implementation of possible interventions to help African animal advocacy organisations

overcome obstacles in their advocacy efforts.

Improving animal welfare is at the core of our work. However, there is a large number and variety of animals

and organisations that could be the focus of our support. It is therefore crucial to prioritise our efforts and

decide which (groups of) animals we would like to help first. This report evaluates four major categories:

Category Definition Examples1

Farmed animals Animals raised or kept primarily for

consumption

Cows, chickens

Wild animals Animals living in a natural and undomesticated

state

Elephants, rabbits, birds

Companion animals Domesticated or domestic-bred animals that
are usually kept for companionship

Stray dogs, cats

Working animals Usually domesticated animals kept and trained
to perform tasks

Draft horses, oxen, donkeys

Aside from using this analysis for our own strategic decision-making, we hope our findings can be useful to

those who are interested in working in the animal advocacy movement in Africa, including:

● New and/or existing African/international animal advocacy organisations deciding on a

program/intervention

● Funders looking for promising funding opportunities

● Individual advocates thinking about which area to dedicate their resources (time/effort/money)

towards helping animals

1 The listed species do not necessarily exclusively belong to the category they are mentioned in. This is only
meant to illustrate the different categories by showing some typical examples. For instance, elephants can
be categorised as working animals if kept in a circus; horses are also often kept as companions and not as
working animals. An especially relevant case for animal advocacy are fish species which are both farmed and
captured in the wild in large numbers. We acknowledge that this cursory analysis cannot address the
subtleties associated with such topics. However, the level of detail should be sufficient for our purposes.



Methodology
To determine which of the animal categories to focus our efforts on, we employed a weighted factor model

(WFM) approach. A WFM scores each possible option along a variety of differently weighted criteria. It is

very useful in situations where a large number of quantitative and qualitative factors need to be

consolidated. (1) This is especially important in the animal space, as hard evidence is often limited and

multiple sources and angles need to be considered in order to take the issues’ full scope into account. (2)

WFMs also help identify factors that decisively influence the final scores, and thus support clear

communication and understanding. (1)

Our evaluation features nine criteria that we deem most useful and important in prioritising animal

categories. They are inspired by common approaches within the Effective Altruism (EA) community and

associated organisations, with adjustments made to fit our particular decision context. (1,3) The nine factors

were aggregated into two scores, one evaluating the potential impact in working on the respective animal

category and the other representing a limiting factor that makes it hard to scale our work. Each criterion for

‘potential impact’ was weighed based on our subjective intuition of its estimated importance, and by

deferring to the weights typically used by other organisations using WFMs (e.g. Charity Entrepreneurship

(CE)). The weights for factors considered under ‘limiting factor’ were calculated based on our estimates of

the likelihood that each factor will result in the failure of our project or interventions.2 The two scores —

potential impact and limiting factor — were then joined into a final overall score for each animal category.

The weights given to each of the scores and the related criteria can be seen below.

Overall Impact
(60%)

Scale (5%)

Evidence base (10%)

Cost-effectiveness (15%)

Neglectedness (15%)

Timing (7.5%)

Risk of negative/no impact (7.5%)

Limiting Factor
(40%)

Cultural and political receptivity (17%)

Funding availability (8%)

Talent availability (15%)

2 See the spreadsheet that was used as a basis for this analysis for details on these calculations.

https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10663574&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10525916&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10663574&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10663574,10664025&pre=&pre=&suf=&suf=&sa=0,0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1COmUIFbM8ZtmDHCXUuaDal7Wvlv8m_HyEJs4yloCEM0/edit#gid=0


Details of each of the criteria and how they were analysed can be found in the evaluation section below.

Animal categories were scored on a scale of 1 to 5 for each criterion, with 1 always representing the least

and 5 the most favourable outcome for prioritisation.3 We used a five-point scale, as it is granular enough to

capture nuances and differences (compared to e.g. a three-point scale) whilst not offering too many specific

options that would make it hard to delineate the differences between one point and the other (e.g. a

ten-point scale). In order to keep the scope of this evaluation manageable, we initially planned to restrict

time investment to two hours of research per dimension. However, this limit was later softened, as

additional research seemed necessary and refinements proved valuable. As a result, this analysis is cursory

in nature but robust enough to arrive at a reasonable and informed decision.

Limitations
Our analysis examines the African continent as a whole and not at the country level. This approach seems

reasonable, given that it is meant to inform high-level strategic prioritisation. However, we acknowledge

that our approach cannot adequately address national or regional variations.

Information on the African context was often scarce. We therefore had to frequently rely on research

relevant to other parts of the world (mostly the global North) and make logical assumptions to extrapolate

to the situation in Africa. While this limitation is hardly avoidable given the lack of information, we tried our

best to base our assumptions on available data and research.

Additionally, we acknowledge general limitations associated with our chosen method. Weaknesses of WFMs

include their lack of flexibility and their pretense of objectivity due to numerical ratings. As criteria and

weights were defined in advance, the analysis might fail to adequately take into account important

considerations that were only discovered after the start of the research process. (1) We tried to mitigate

these limitations by keeping categories and weights flexible and making adjustments during the process if

needed.

We focused on quantitative analysis to the extent possible and relied on qualitative research and expert

views4 where quantitative information was scarce. As such, some findings are self-reported and anecdotal,

thus subject to a number of limitations, including memory and social desirability biases which may affect the

accuracy of the results.5 We do not claim that these views are sufficient. However, they added substantial

5 We further elaborate on the limitations of qualitative interviews in our landscape report, which mainly
apply to interviews with African animal advocacy organisations and advocates, but are also relevant to
expert interviews in general.

4 These expert views are based on conversations we had with experts for our exploratory landscape
research, where we interviewed 10 experts, 7 of whom are based in Africa. We integrated relevant findings
reported by these experts, which added to our analyses for this prioritisation report.

3 For instance, a low risk of negative impact would imply a strong rating, just as large funding availability
would.

https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10663574&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://docs.google.com/document/u/2/d/1iNp1TNbf8HW9h-pgHfFugrxd_UGB3StcVP6M6WJf6WA/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/u/2/d/1iNp1TNbf8HW9h-pgHfFugrxd_UGB3StcVP6M6WJf6WA/edit


value to our understanding within a short timeframe and minimised our risk of neglecting potentially

important considerations.

Finally, this combination of weights and criteria we have chosen is only one possible approach to evaluate

the animal categories. While this represents our best guess, it is possible that we have weighted some

criteria disproportionately compared to others. It also seems plausible that the final scoring of some criteria

may change if we spent more time on our analysis. The analysis is also prone to confirmation bias as it is

easier to spot data that supports our pre-existing assumptions. We thus acknowledge that the results of this

WFM are sensitive to our subjective assessments and that shifts in the scores and weights assigned to each

category might change some conclusions of our analysis. Using Guesstimate models might have added

robustness to our analysis as they incorporate sensitivity analyses to account for uncertainty. However, this

was omitted due to time constraints. Even so, our analysis sheds light on many aspects that are crucial for

our work and for other actors in the animal welfare space. The following section describes these research

findings in detail and explains our ratings of the different animal groups on each criterion.



Evaluation

Scale
We looked at three different factors to evaluate the scale of each animal category: the number of existing

animals, their quality of life, and expected developments in numbers (and associated quality of life) over

time.

Wild animals vastly outnumber any other animal category. However, large uncertainties remain when trying

to arrive at a rough estimate, especially when considering the enormous difference between species and the

problem of which species to “count in”. (4) Building on Brian Tomasik’s work, (5) we arrived at an order of

magnitude estimate of 100 trillion (1014) wild vertebrate animals in Africa6, which fits well with a previous

global estimate by Animal Charity Evaluators (ACE). (6) For farmed animals, we calculated around 1.3 billion

(109) land animals currently alive in Africa.7 This estimate might be slightly conservative, given that existing

records indicate ~3.2 billion land animals and ~1 billion fish farmed in Africa.8 (8) We expect the number of

companion animals in Africa to be in the low hundred million (108). As no single leading data source was

available here, we had to consult different sources and conduct some back-of-the-envelope calculations.

However, the order of magnitude we arrived at fits well with figures reported by ACE (6) and Faunalytics. (9)

Data was also scarce on the number of working animals in Africa. However, given the global numbers

reported by The Brooke (10) and World Animal Net (11), we are 95% certain9 that working animals make up

the smallest group in this comparison, with somewhere around 35 million (107) current animals.

In evaluating the quality of life for different animals, we could build on the work of Charity Entrepreneurship

— bearing in mind the above caveats on judging subjective improvements in the lives of animals from a

human perspective. (14) We deduce that the lives of (factory) farmed animals are worse than those of wild

animals. However, there is reason to believe that farmed animals in Africa lead better lives given the lower

prevalence of factory farming. (15) On the other hand, others have argued that the lives of many wild

animals might be worse than those of farmed animals, due to natural stress factors like hunger, thirst, fear of

predators, extreme temperatures and others. (16) Additionally, there is a significant amount of suffering

9 Throughout this analysis, we provide quantitative estimates when communicating uncertainty in important
assumptions and conclusions. However, it is important to note that these numbers are not sophisticated
estimates that were calculated from a specific framework. These are estimates of our subjective intuitions,
based on the evidence available to us. We are using such quantitative estimates to avoid vague and different
interpretations of crucial aspects of our analysis. They are not used in every situation where uncertainty is
an issue. While acknowledging the problem of false precision, we believe that giving such rough quantitative
estimates at certain points strongly helps in clarifying our views. (12,13)

8 As farmed land animals clearly outnumber farmed fish in Africa, they are the focus of our following
analyses for the farmed animal category. However, we believe that our analysis largely applies to farmed fish
as well, as the key mechanisms pointed out in the upcoming sections are very similar for both farmed fish
and land animals: increasing demand and intensification of farming, low quality of life, potentially very
cost-effective interventions, strong neglectedness, links to consumption and environmental concerns, etc.

7 We based our calculations on data from the FAO database, the leading source on this topic (7).

6 See our spreadsheet for details on each of the calculations in this section.

https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526539&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526537&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526540&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526545&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526540&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526535&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526511&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526554&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526558&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526565&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=8759801&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10721897,10721944&pre=&pre=&suf=&suf=&sa=0,0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526544&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1COmUIFbM8ZtmDHCXUuaDal7Wvlv8m_HyEJs4yloCEM0/edit#gid=0


inflicted on wild animals by humans directly via practices such as hunting and fishing. However, this pales in

comparison to suffering due to “natural” causes or indirect effects of human actions.10 The lives of non-stray

companion animals seem to be genuinely good in most circumstances, while the quality of lives of stray

animals might be compared to that of wild animals.11 Given that household pets should outnumber stray

animals in Africa12, the lives of companion animals should be relatively positive on average. In contrast,

working animals seem to lead hard lives and potentially worse than those of farmed animals in Africa. This is

similarly due to the lower prevalence of factory farming. (10)

Data from the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) shows that the number of

farmed animals in Africa will grow significantly over the next ten years, given long-term growth trends in

land animal farming and aquaculture as well as the continent’s expected population growth and economic

development. (7,18) A proliferation of factory farming due to rising living standards would also deteriorate

the quality of lives of farmed animals. Future developments for wild animals are harder to foresee, given the

inherent uncertainty in this area. It seems reasonable to assume that climate change could lead to lower

populations and more suffering for wild animals. (19,20) However, we are only 70% certain of this rationale,

given the many different species and interdependencies in the developments of their populations. For

companion animals, we see no reason to expect major changes, although numbers might increase and

quality of life improve due to rising incomes.13 Economic development could also lead to improvements in

the lives of working animals, while also decreasing their numbers as technological progress leads to shifts in

production and transportation systems. (21) We are therefore 90% confident that the scale of working

animal suffering will decrease over the next ten years.

Category Rating

(out of 5)14

Justification

Farmed Animals 3 Significant and increasing numbers with low and decreasing
quality of life

Wild Animals 5 Disproportionately large numbers and low quality of life, with
future developments hard to predict

Companion Animals 1 Relatively low numbers and comparably good lives, with

14 While ACE’s ten-point scale was used as an indication for evidence base, we adjusted this to a five-point
scale to mirror our research context. See the “Methodology” section for details on this scale. As described, a
score of 1 represents the least favourable outcome and a score of 5 the most favorable for prioritisation.

13 See our spreadsheet for a rough analysis on the correlation between GDP per capita and pet ownership.

12 See our spreadsheet for the estimates of pets and stray animals.

11 This is an assumption, as companion animals were not covered in CE’s welfare evaluations.

10 While between 0.8 and 2.3 trillion fish are estimated to be caught from the wild globally each year, (17) we
estimated the total number of wild vertebrates in Africa alone at roughly 100 trillion. Therefore, the
following analyses mainly focus on wild animal suffering not directly caused by humans. We only reference
the direct human infliction of harm where it is crucial for our analysis.

https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526511&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/bibliography/10526544
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526544,9651119&pre=&pre=&suf=&suf=&sa=0,0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526582,10526585&pre=&pre=&suf=&suf=&sa=0,0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526593&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1COmUIFbM8ZtmDHCXUuaDal7Wvlv8m_HyEJs4yloCEM0/edit#gid=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1COmUIFbM8ZtmDHCXUuaDal7Wvlv8m_HyEJs4yloCEM0/edit#gid=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10902138&pre=&suf=&sa=0


potential improvements due to rising incomes

Working Animals 1 Very low numbers and very low quality of life, with foreseeable
improvements

Evidence Base
Next, we tried to understand how much evidence (currently) exists about interventions to improve animal

welfare for each category of animals we are considering.

We used previous work by ACE to guide our analysis.15 ACE’s cause prioritisation scoring features a

tractability score that closely relates to what we are trying to capture. It measures whether the problems

and possible solutions in each animal category are well understood, and how much experience in

implementation there is. (6) We used these ratings and adjusted them slightly to account for the African

context. Additionally, we conducted a keyword search on Google Scholar to determine the number of

academic publications (with a focus on welfare interventions) that exist in each animal category.16 Due to

time constraints, we could not build a more robust analysis, e.g. analysing the quality of studies or the

outcome or distribution of effects found. Since our keyword search is a rather weak indicator for evidence

base, we did not weigh it heavily when making our final ratings. It was primarily used as a sanity check on our

intuitions and research findings.

The farmed animal category is deemed moderately tractable (6/10) by ACE, as “there are some

organisations working on helping farmed animals in ways that are plausibly effective, and they have had

some successes”. (6) Since farmed animals are also one of ACE’s priority areas, we can expect research in this

area to grow, leading to a more solid evidence base in the future. (22) However, as farmed animal advocacy is

less developed in Africa compared to other world regions, (23) the evidence base here is weak. Our Google

Scholar analysis indicates a moderate amount of literature on farmed animals when compared to the other

categories.17

17 See our spreadsheet for the specific numbers on the keyword analysis for each category.

16 As a first step, we experimented with different synonyms for the different animal categories and chose the
one that yielded the most results (e.g. “farm animals” instead of “farmed animals”). We then combined this
phrasing with the keywords “welfare” and “intervention” to get an estimate of the number of academic
publications evaluating interventions and their effects on animal welfare in each category.

15 We think ACE is a leading organisation in evaluating the most effective ways to help animals, placing
strong emphasis on research and transparency. We view their analysis as robust and reliable, and did not
think it was necessary to replicate their work.

https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526540&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526540&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10552842&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526655&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1COmUIFbM8ZtmDHCXUuaDal7Wvlv8m_HyEJs4yloCEM0/edit#gid=0


Wild animal suffering is rated as very intractable (1/10) by ACE, as it is mostly not caused directly by humans

and because a suffering-centred perspective on wild animals is new and uncommon among scholars.18 (6)

Still, we can expect the evidence base in this area to grow, since ‘wild animals’ is an ACE priority area and

have been receiving growing attention from the EA movement. (22,24) We do not have any reason to think

this evaluation should be evaluated differently for the African continent specifically. Looking at the wider

literature which is not specifically suffering-oriented, we found a large number of academic publications on

Google Scholar. This fits ACE’s assessment that wild animals as an area is widely researched from a

conservationist wildlife perspective, but strongly under researched for  suffering-centred views.

Companion animals are the highest-rated category in ACE’s tractability scoring (10/10). Interventions in this

area are by now largely routine, as there is a lot of evidence over the past decades on how to help these

animals. (6) This is supported by the large body of literature found in our Google Scholar search, especially

when including the keywords “welfare” and “intervention”. However, since research is mostly focused on the

developed world, African countries will be comparatively under researched in this area.

For working animals, we conducted a more detailed analysis ourselves, as this category was not covered by

ACE. This could in itself be seen as a sign of a weak evidence base. However, the factors that would improve

the lives of working animals seem fairly well-known and intuitive, and are addressed by leading

organisations in the field. (10) This evaluation does not change for the African context, as most working

animals in the world are concentrated in developing countries. However, there are very few academic

publications on the effectiveness of different interventions in this area, as indicated by our keyword search.

18 This perspective needs to be distinguished from standard conservationist views on wildlife. While the
latter typically focuses on topics like species extinction and biodiversity with a focus on preserving a
“natural” state, the former stresses the welfare of animals as individuals. Following EA principles, we have
taken the suffering-centred view as the basis for our evaluation of wild animals throughout this analysis.

https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526540&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10552842,10552864&pre=&pre=&suf=&suf=&sa=0,0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526540&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526511&pre=&suf=&sa=0


Category Rating Justification

Farmed Animals 3 Moderate tractability, ACE priority area, but limited evidence on
the African context specifically

Wild Animals 2 Very low tractability, but large general literature, and evidence
base expected to grow due to prioritisation

Companion Animals 4 Highly tractable, but lack of evidence in the African context

Working Animals 3 Seemingly straightforward interventions, but not backed by
much research

Cost-Effectiveness
Next, we looked at how cost-effective it would be to improve animal welfare in each area. This is usually

measured as lives spared or years of suffering averted per dollar. (25) However, three major limitations to

making such cost estimates need to be acknowledged. First, our analysis is based on global numbers, as

Africa-specific evaluations were not available. Second, there are inherent uncertainties when evaluating

subjective improvements in the lives of animals from a human perspective.19 Third, cost-effectiveness

measurements are rarely used for animal welfare interventions.20 This is even true of veterinary medicine,

where evidence is usually stronger than in other animal-related areas. (27) Therefore we used quantitative

estimates or did our own back-of-the-envelope calculation where possible, and relied on more qualitative

research in other cases.21

Farmed animals are the best-researched category in terms of cost-effectiveness of interventions. While

individual estimates for different kinds of interventions vary significantly, it seems reasonable to assume

that $1 can spare the life of at least one farmed animal.22 In most instances, the impact is even substantially

higher. For instance, The Humane League’s work on corporate policies in 2016 is expected to have spared

1700 animals per invested dollar. (28)

The situation for wild animals is much more uncertain. ACE lists Wild Animal Initiative (WAI) as very

cost-effective and this evaluation seems to be largely based on WAI’s work in community building and pilot

research. (29,30) Work in this area might be very cost-effective, due to the enormous scalability of potential

22 See our spreadsheet for details on the calculations and sources.

21 See ACE's advice on techniques for assessing cost-effectiveness under uncertainty. (25)

20 We could not find any relevant papers on Google Scholar. ACE seems to be the only leading organisation
here, focusing on farmed animals mostly. This is in line with CE’s reasoning on the topic. (2)

19 Most importantly, the use of questionnaires is not possible for animals. Still, it is possible to take educated
guesses on such issues. (26)

https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10525903&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10525919&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10983542&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10526117,10526123&pre=&pre=&suf=&suf=&sa=0,0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1COmUIFbM8ZtmDHCXUuaDal7Wvlv8m_HyEJs4yloCEM0/edit#gid=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10525903&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10525916&pre=&suf=&sa=0
https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=10525906&pre=&suf=&sa=0


interventions, such as pesticide reform. (31) However, we did not find hard evidence on specific

interventions as yet, as pilot research is ongoing. (32,33) Furthermore, cost-effectiveness might be

inherently limited due to the problems of persistence and reversibility. (32) These issues can be mitigated by

working on reducing human-caused suffering of wild animals, which could be as cost-effective as the work

on farmed animals. (34)

The costs for improving the lives of companion animals are better known. Our focus here is on stray animals,

due to their lower quality of life and the possibility of simple interventions with clear effects. The estimates

we found converge at costs in the low hundreds of dollars for saving one animal, considering one-off costs

such as for vaccination and neutering, as well as operational costs such as for sheltering and feeding.23

The evidence for working animals is less clear. The Brooke, one of the few leading working animal

organisations worldwide, spends roughly $17 per animal and reports a cost of $10 for feeding an equine

animal for two months. (10) Another major organisation, SPANA, spent roughly $13 on average for each

veterinary treatment in 2019/20. (35) Experts we interviewed mentioned that such interventions involving

direct help towards individual animals (also applying to companion animals, such as veterinary care, rescue,

and rehabilitation) are generally less cost-effective than approaches aiming at broader effects (e.g. changing

policy). While it is also conceivable to spare working animals’ lives by replacing them with technology-based

solutions (36), such interventions seem much less cost-efficient and were not evaluated in detail.

Category Rating Justification

Farmed Animals 5 ~70% confident that this is the most cost-effective category, due
to strong evidence of low costs

Wild Animals 4 Lacking information, but potentially very low costs (estimate
~30% probability that this could be more cost-effective than
farmed animals)

Companion Animals 1 Highest costs per animal, with strong evidence

Working Animals 2 Moderate costs, with some quantitative evidence

Neglectedness
We applied a similar approach when evaluating neglectedness as we did for ‘evidence base’. Building on

previous work by ACE, we took their neglectedness score for each animal category and adjusted it to

account for the African context we are operating in. This was complemented by a keyword search on Google,

23 See our spreadsheet for details on the calculations and sources.
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to gain a broad understanding of how much charitable attention each category receives.24 As with our

evaluations in ‘evidence base’, this keyword search is a rather weak indicator. We thus did not weigh it

heavily in our ratings. It was primarily used as a sanity check on our intuitions and research findings.

While being far from optimal, this top-down approach seemed to be reasonable, given the scarcity of

information and the cursory nature of our analyses. Hence, our evaluation of neglectedness does not go into

detail about the amount of resources distributed to each category, but provides a rough sense of the

landscape. The other two criteria we evaluated—funding and talent availability—will address these points in

more detail and provide additional information.25

ACE rates farmed animals as very neglected (8/10), “because although it is relatively large scale and also

reasonably tractable, only a small share of the resources devoted to helping animals is devoted to helping

farmed animals". (6,37) Research by Animal Advocacy Careers (AAC) suggests that farmed animal welfare is

even more neglected in African countries and the developing world in general. (23) Our keyword analysis

confirmed the relative neglectedness of farmed animals compared to other categories, yielding far fewer

results than wild and companion animals but clearly outscoring working animals.26

Wild animals are seen  by ACE as being more strongly neglected, receiving the highest possible score

(10/10). (6) This might seem counterintuitive at first glance, as our keyword search confirmed our intuition

that there is generally strong charity attention to wild animals compared to other categories. However,

ACE’s scoring takes into account the suffering-centred perspective alluded to before. From an EA

perspective, wild animal suffering is highly neglected, since consequentialist (suffering-based) approaches

are not very common. (16,38) Even though “many organizations work to help wild animals in a general sense,

few operate from a perspective that primarily values individual experience and that values members of all

species appropriately". (6) We are 99% confident that this reasoning also applies to the specific African

context, as this discrepancy is reported as a global one. EA presence is relatively weak in Africa and our

research did not yield any findings for us to assume differently.

In contrast, ACE deems companion animals as not neglected at all. This category is given the lowest possible

rating (1/10), as it receives a lot of attention and resources despite its rather limited scale. (6) However,

there are some reasons to believe that companion animals are more neglected in Africa, compared to ACE's

global evaluation. This mainly relates to economic development, as lower income levels can be associated

with less pet ownership, less care for pets, and a higher proportion of stray animals compared to pets.27

27 See the scale section of this report and its associated calculations in our spreadsheet.

26 See our spreadsheet for the specific numbers on the keyword analysis for each category.

25 Neglectedness can be seen as contradictory to funding and talent availability, but perhaps not entirely. A
cause can be highly neglected while at the same time having strong funding and talent availability. This might
be because a cause can draw from previously untapped resources or because it is gaining momentum with
strong talent and funding inflow over the past years.

24 We used the keywords identified in ‘evidence base’ and combined them with the keywords “charity” and
“Africa”.
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Nevertheless, our analysis of the number of organisations in South Africa focusing on each animal category

still revealed a very disproportionate focus on companion animals.28

ACE does not provide an evaluation for working animals. However, our keyword search indicated that

working animals receive fewer resources and attention compared to the other categories.29 Most working

animals are concentrated in low-income countries. As a result of poverty, animal welfare considerations

tend to fall behind.30 (15) However, this indicates that alleviating poverty at the same time can help working

animals. Enormous resources are devoted to alleviating global poverty and significant progress can be seen.

(41,42) Therefore, working animals seem highly neglected "directly", but not neglected at all "indirectly".31

Category Rating Justification

Farmed Animals 5 Very neglected globally and even more so in Africa

Wild Animals 5 Extremely neglected from a suffering-centred perspective

Companion Animals 1 Not neglected at all

Working Animals 3 Highly neglected “directly”, but not at all “indirectly”

31 This is an interesting example for the logic mentioned above, where a case is not highly neglected even
though it receives very little resources.

30 Note that when it comes to directing resources to Africa, the rationale  within the EA community is also
heavily focused on human suffering. (39, 40) This can be seen as an indicator that animal suffering is often
neglected when it is accompanied by human suffering.

29 Detailed analyses in funding and talent availability further confirmed this point.

28 See the talent availability section of this report and our spreadsheet.
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Timing
We considered two key components when looking at the timing of our actions. First, we evaluated whether

now is a pivotal time to work on a specific area. Second, we considered current, opportunistic events that we

could leverage for our work. Where applicable, we also looked at these issues from the perspective of

positive externalities that could result from our work.

The case for intervening now is very strong for farmed animals. Economic development and population

growth drive increasing demands for animal products and a proliferation of industrial farming in developing

countries.32 (43,44) At the current stage, it seems possible to prevent the vast animal suffering that would

arise from a large-scale introduction of industrial animal agriculture in Africa. This argument is especially

strong when considering the extensive academic literature on the socioeconomic and psychological forces

that render it challenging to change a system once it is in place. (45–48) Furthermore, the farmed animal

advocacy movement in many African countries is still fairly weak, (23) but animal welfare considerations

seem to be gaining traction. (49) Our work could support the movement in this crucial phase and create

multiplier effects in the future.

There are three other factors that we could leverage by focusing on farmed animals. First, the connection

between animal agriculture and environmental issues is increasingly relevant to the public. (49) While this is

still more of an industrialised-world phenomenon, the momentum of environmental sustainability

considerations in public discourse could boost our work. Second, the COVID-19 pandemic, and even

previously the Ebola epidemic, have increased public consciousness about the connection between animals

and infectious diseases.33 Both of these issues could be understood from the perspective of positive

externalities, indicating that working on farmed animal welfare can create spillover benefits for the

environment and public health. Third, welfarist interventions benefit economic productivity, and as such can

be an important contributor to food security and livelihoods. (15) African experts we interviewed agreed

with these viewpoints on the timing of advocating for animals used for food consumption.

The case for working on wild animal suffering now also seems strong, albeit more complicated. The principal

reason for acting now rests on the fact that the field is still under researched. An early start seems crucial

due to potential learning value and the long-term nature of the project. (29) Additionally, there may be

positive long-term effects resulting from a focus on wild animals through moral circle expansion.34 Helping

wild animals is also seen as a gateway or catalyst to advocating for other animals, as wild animals are

thought to be central to the economy, culture and heritage of Africa.35 Advocacy for wild animals could also

benefit from the momentum around environmental sustainability topics mentioned above. (20,52) However,

35 This point was mentioned by some of our experts we interviewed.

34 This rationale is supported by an expert we interviewed.

33 The FAO reported that "more than 70% of the infectious diseases that have emerged in humans since the
1940s can be traced to animals". (50) Many organisations have leveraged this topic for their work, such as
The Human League. (51)

32 To emphasise this point, it is helpful to look at the development of the number of chickens farmed in China.
This number rose from 540,850 in 1961 to 5,246,980 in 2019, which represents an almost tenfold increase
in less than 60 years. (7)
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as the movement is still in its initial stages, it is unclear whether branching out into multiple, regionally

distinctive organisations would be productive.

Regarding companion animals, it was difficult to find similarly strong reasons for acting now as the other

categories above. However, as described in  ‘evidence base’, it is fairly well-known what needs to be done to

help pets and stray animals, so implementation of such interventions would be straightforward. There is

thus no good reason to postpone these interventions. Additionally, the COVID-19 pandemic seems to have

heightened concerns for disease-related problems in stray animal populations. Thus, reducing stray

populations could have positive externalities on public health. (53–55) A further point that was supported

by experts is that the growing wealth and growing middle class population in most African countries (which

drive the custom of pet ownership) provide good reasons to act now.

The COVID effect is also present in discussions about working animals. (56) Similar to farmed animals, the

topic might also be gaining traction as a result of the Animal Welfare Strategy for Africa (49). Apart from

that, we could not identify any major reasons for the urgency to intervene now. A point to consider here is

that interventions on working animals can have positive externalities in terms of economic productivity and

can therefore contribute to poverty alleviation. This is true of both abolitionist (e.g. replacing animals with

machines) and welfarist (e.g. improving nutrition and strength of animals) approaches (21). However,

considering the counterfactual of not intervening, the situation of working animals is likely to improve

regardless, as modernisation improves the living conditions of these animals  and leads to automation and

better transportation systems such that reliance on working animals is likely to decrease.

Category Rating Justification

Farmed Animals 5 Strong counterfactual case and strong additional levers

Wild Animals 4 Long-term gains, but doubts about branching out

Companion Animals 3 No urgency, but no reason to wait

Working Animals 2 No urgency and potentially self-solving problem

Risk of Negative/No Impact
Next, we evaluated whether our work in a certain area might result in negative impacts or no impact at all.

Analogous to the timing criterion where we investigated potential positive externalities, the factors

identified here can often be framed as negative externalities.

A general point applies to most, if not all,  animal categories that needs to be addressed from the outset. As

previously mentioned, there is a possibility that we are mistaken about the sentience of different animal

species. (4,26) This could result in having no impact or net negative impact. However, this risk seems
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negligible for the purposes of our analysis, as advocacy work in Africa is unlikely to involve controversial

cases such as crustaceans or insects at this stage.36 If at all, this factor applies mostly to wild animals (due to

the wide range of species considered), and to a lesser extent, farmed and companion animals (if we consider,

for instance, fish or reptiles). Nevertheless, this risk should be minor as we feel 99% certain that the animals

we are considering are capable of experiencing positive and negative emotions.

Turning to more specific risks, we mainly identified two aspects for farmed animals. First, the importance of

livestock for the rural population in many African countries (57) might lead to our interventions having

negative impacts on economic development and productivity. In its reports, the FAO stressed the

importance of animal agriculture for economic development. (50,58,59) However, this viewpoint is strongly

contested, with other actors pointing to the adverse consequences of animal agriculture on land use and

other dimensions. (60,61) Furthermore, as argued above, this risk can be mitigated by pursuing welfarist

instead of abolitionist interventions that can have positive effects on productivity. Second, improvements in

animal welfare standards always carry the risk of humane washing. Consumers might purchase more animal

products if they believe that farming conditions have improved. (62) However, this seems more relevant to

industrialised countries, where animal welfare issues receive higher attention from consumers.

As the effects of interventions on wild animals are very uncertain, negative externalities are of extreme

concern.37 (16,32) Seeing nature as a complex system where the effects of interventions are difficult to

foresee and control can be instructive. (63,64) This risk should be mitigated by the current focus on research

and movement building, as to our knowledge, WAI has not planned any direct interventions, and ACE

estimates the impact of research to be very positive. (29) The risk can also be mitigated by focusing on

preventing harm caused directly by humans, such as fishing.  Additionally, we can foresee a risk in messaging,

as the suffering-oriented EA approach to wild animals might alienate classical conservationists. We further

elaborate on this point in the section on cultural and political receptivity.

Apart from the risk that may result from interventions aiming to export stray animals to developed countries

where they are taken care of, (65) we did not identify significant risks for  working on companion animals.

However, as this is not an intervention we are considering, this risk factor seems negligible.

The risks for working animals are similarly weak. A potential problem is one previously raised for farmed

animals: as working animals are often crucial contributors to the livelihoods of poor households,

interventions that replace them might unintendedly worsen prospects for economic development and

poverty reduction. This argument, however, seems weak, given that it appears far more likely (95% to 5%)

for interventions to have positive externalities (as argued in the previous section). Therefore, the risks seem

negligible.

37 An expert we interviewed mentioned that we can generally be more confident about the positive expected
value of interventions preventing harm caused by humans, compared to broader interventions aiming at the
relief of suffering not caused by humans.

36 See the distinctions made in the scale section.
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Category Rating Justification

Farmed Animals 4 Two risks identified which seem minor due to counterarguments
and mitigation strategies

Wild Animals 3 Largest risk of all categories, but could be mitigated

Companion Animals 5 No risks identified

Working Animals 5 No risks identified

Cultural and Political Receptivity
We then considered different factors underlying the logistical or execution difficulty of doing work in each

area. Regarding the receptivity of relevant stakeholders to our work, we looked at two main dimensions:

political and legislative support, and public attitudes.

For political receptivity, we built on comprehensive work by World Animal Protection. The Animal

Protection Index (API) features evaluations of nine major African countries in terms of their legislative

protection on the animal categories analysed here.38 (66,67) Converting their ratings to a numerical scale

allowed us to calculate a numeric score (1-7) for the different animal categories across Africa.39 Farmed and

working animals receive the least legislative protection in the evaluated African countries (scores of 1.7 and

2.0 respectively), while companion animals fare slightly better (2.7).40 Working animals are prone to suffer

through being overworked, underfed, denied proper healthcare, and other harm incidental to the work they

are subjected to. Legislation is by far strongest for wild animals (3.9), with countries like Kenya and Tanzania

leading the animal protection efforts. All countries in Africa except South Sudan and Western Sahara have

ratified or signed the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), a multilateral treaty

to protect endangered plants and animals, which has led to the increased implementation of wild animal

protection laws to ensure conformity with treaty obligations. (68)

Cultural attitudes towards improving wild animal welfare also seem to be positive. There is evidence that

support for wildlife and conservation in African countries has been substantial over the last decades. (69,70)

For instance, an expert we interviewed mentioned there is a strong economic incentive to ensure the

40 This finding was also reaffirmed by an expert we spoke to from Uganda.

39 See our spreadsheet for details on the calculation.

38 The API considers four different goals in its evaluation:

● Recognition of animal sentience and prohibition of animal suffering
● Presence of animal welfare legislation
● Establishment of supportive government bodies
● Support for international animal welfare standards

In our analysis, we focused on the legislation dimension, as it is the only one that distinguishes between
animal categories and is thus instructive for our comparison.
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survival of endangered species for tourism purposes. Additionally, globally rising concerns about

environmental issues imply strong cultural receptivity. (71) However, we are uncertain whether a focus on

wild animal suffering would receive equally substantial support. Most people hold a conservationist stance

that differs greatly from the perspective considered in this analysis, and suffering-centred approaches to

wildlife are frequently met with resistance by the public. (16,72) While this could severely limit receptivity

towards work on wild animal welfare, it also seems possible to adapt the messaging of interventions to

increase acceptability.

Regarding companion animals, it seems that care for pets and stray animals is more significant than that for

other animal categories. Companion animals are generally not kept or hunted for meat, skin, and other

products, and are therefore less likely to be exploited than farmed or working animals. Although there are

some indicators that care for companion animals may be weaker in the African context, (73–75) we are 90%

confident that cultural receptivity to work in this area is higher than in all the other categories.

Concerns surrounding the welfare of farmed animals have increased significantly over the past years.

(76,77) However, as consumers’ care for farmed animal welfare tends to increase with income, (78) we are

85% confident that farmed animal welfare is less of a priority in most African countries than in the

developed world. There is also the risk that interventions might collide  with cultural traditions, as livestock

is a crucial component for many rural African populations. (79) Nevertheless, we see some indicators for

progress in this area, such as the recently adopted Animal Welfare Strategy for Africa. (49) Furthermore,

increased concerns around this issue could spill over from other parts of the world where those are more

pronounced.

A similar picture emerged when looking at working animals. On one hand, the welfare of working animals is

largely neglected in public discourse (21). There might also be cultural resistance towards transitioning away

from the traditional use of working animals due to its historical precedence in many African countries. (80)

On the other hand, the importance of working animals for traditional farming might suggest strong

receptivity towards welfarist interventions. (81) There are promising signs that the general public is

becoming aware of working animal welfare. (49,82,83) Furthermore, some experts pointed out that, for

example, the illegal trade of donkey meat is widely condemned by the public as the practice of consuming

donkey meat does not fit with the culture of many African communities.
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Category Rating Justification

Farmed Animals 2 Very weak legislative protection and low priority in public
discourse, but signs of progress

Wild Animals 4 Very strong support for wildlife and conservation, but fewer
suffering-centered views

Companion Animals 4 Relatively strong governmental support and high cultural
receptivity, but limitations in the African context

Working Animals 2 Very weak legislative protection and low priority in public
discourse, but signs of progress

Funding Availability
Funding allocation relates to aspects such as the amount of current and potential funding in each area, and

the marketability or appeal of interventions in each area to funders. Our evaluation of funding availability

faced two complications. First, most statistics on this topic do not distinguish between different animal

categories and often conflate animals with general environmental issues. (84,85) Second, information about

grants being channelled to African countries is very limited. The first of these complications was addressed

by conducting a cursory analysis of the grant landscape ourselves, estimating the share of organisations

issuing grants to each of the animal causes. (86) In line with the second complication mentioned above, this

information was only available for the United States. While acknowledging that evaluating this information

is  far from optimal, we believe it has some merit in the absence of alternatives. To make the analysis more

robust, we also discuss nuances that emerged in our research for each animal category below.

Our analysis of animal and wildlife grants in the United States indicates that companion animals receive by

far the largest amount of funding among the different categories.41 Even though this might be different in

many African countries due to the link between pet care and economic development explained earlier, the

sizeable gap between this and the second most-funded category makes us 95% confident that focusing on

companion animals would maximise grant opportunities.

The second most-funded category in our evaluation was conservation and wild animals. However, this type

of funding is usually not focused on suffering-centred wild animal interventions, but rather supports more

conventional conservationist or anti-poaching/trafficking projects. Funding going directly to

suffering-centred projects seems mostly limited to the EA movement. (29,87) This finding was supported by

an expert working on wild animal suffering, who estimated that global funding for suffering-centred

organisations is currently at around $1 million per year. However, it is very well possible to adapt the

41 See our spreadsheet for details on the list of grantmaking organisations and the animal categories they
focus on.
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messaging of these interventions so they are more acceptable in the conventional wildlife and conservation

context. This should provide substantial opportunities for funding, due to the large pool of resources

available to wild animals in general.

Only three out of the sixty organisations evaluated in our cursory analysis of the grant landscape in the U.S.

focus on farmed animals. In addition, the entire continent of Africa is estimated to receive only roughly 0.6%

of all financial resources granted to farmed animal advocacy worldwide ($1 out of $165 million). (8)

However, funding for farmed animals has grown significantly over the last years and this growth is expected

to continue, for instance, due to substantial support and involvement from the EA movement and groups

such the Open Wing Alliance. (87,88)

Working animals are not the focus of any grant-making organisations identified in our analysis. Evaluating

the financial reports of two large organisations working in this area, The Brooke and SPANA, we are 90%

confident that total grants to working animals worldwide does not exceed £50 million. (35,89) This puts

funding for working animals below the amount for farmed animals globally. Even though funding in Africa

might be higher due to the focus of working animal organisations on developing and emerging countries,

there is no expectation for significant growth in resources flowing into this area.

Category Rating Justification

Farmed Animals 2 Low funding availability in Africa, but moderate funding
availability globally and growth to be expected

Wild Animals 3 Second-largest funding availability, but limitations due to
suffering-centred perspective

Companion Animals 5 Largest funding availability with no major limitations

Working Animals 1 Low funding availability globally and somewhat similar to farmed
animals in Africa, with no expectation for growth

Talent Availability
Another important factor influencing the logistical or execution difficulty of doing work in each area is talent

availability, as it determines our potential for recruiting the right people for our work. This relates not only

to the number of potential recruits available, but also to their skills and qualifications.

Estimating talent availability in each of the four categories was complicated. As information was lacking for

many countries and Africa as a whole, we had to base our analysis disproportionately on those countries

where data was available (e.g. South Africa). In general, we tried to compensate for the sparse availability of
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data by combining quantitative and qualitative insights and applying various angles on the topic. We used

direct estimates of the number of existing advocates, inferred from the number of organisations in each

area, gathered feedback from experts, and checked whether each area is expected to receive a significant

amount of talent from the EA movement. While the first three approaches focus on the quantitative aspect

of this factor, the fourth was introduced to account for the quality and future availability of talent.

For farmed animals, we built on previous work by Animal Advocacy Careers who report estimates of 15-30

advocates in Kenya and Nigeria each, as well as 30-50 advocates in South Africa. (23) With companion

animals, we did not find any comprehensive estimates. However, we used the membership directory of the

South African Board of Companion Animal Professionals to get a sense of its order of magnitude. The

directory lists around 50 companion animal professionals in South Africa. (90) Given that this list will be far

from complete, the number of advocates for companion animals should be substantially higher than for

farmed animals. We did not find any estimates on the number of advocates working on wild animals and

working animals.

Therefore, we attempted to gain  further insights by inferring from the number of organisations in each

animal category. An analysis of the most comprehensive directory we could find on animal welfare

organisations in South Africa confirmed our intuition that companion animals have the greatest number of

advocates, as the vast majority of organisations focus on this category.42 (91) This is followed by working

animals. We also identified four international organisations with a strong presence in Africa focusing on

working animals. (92–95) For wild and farmed animals, the South African animal welfare directory indicates

a very small number of organisations.43

The primacy of companion animals was later confirmed by one of our interviewed experts. In their

evaluation, wild animals claimed the second spot in terms of talent availability44, followed by working

animals, and lastly farmed animals. While this leaves us with uncertainty about the rating of wild animals, it

confirms our findings  in terms of companion, working and farmed animals.

Nevertheless, the case for wild animals needs to be considered separately, as we are adopting a

suffering-centred approach. Here, talent availability is naturally restricted, as this is a narrow and nascent

field at the moment with no focus on Africa. To our knowledge, there is only one major organisation working

in this area, with only six staff listed—none of them in Africa. (96)

44 This finding about wild animals aligns with our prior view that from a purely quantitative perspective,
there are more advocates working in this area. It also aligns with expert views that wild animals are often
seen as a gateway for helping animals given the cultural and economical role that wild animals play in Africa.

43 Another data point we considered is the organisations we reached out to during our landscape research.
Out of 22 organisations, 13 focus on farmed animals, 7 on wild animals and 15 on companion and working
animals each (note that many organisations work on behalf of more than one animal population). However,
we did not ascribe high importance to this consideration, as our sample size is limited and likely biased due
to our research and outreach focus.

42 See our spreadsheet for details on the list of organisations and the animal categories they focus on.
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However, the wild animal category benefits from support from the EA movement. (22,97,98) This point is

more important than one might initially think: as the level of talent in the nonprofit sector is generally

relatively low, the inflow of (often highly educated) people from the EA movement could be a crucial

advantage in terms of talent availability. (99) This argument is even stronger for the category of farmed

animals, as it has received very strong support from the EA movement and has a career advice organisation

(Animal Advocacy Careers) dedicated specifically to it. (97,100)

Category Rating Justification

Farmed Animals 4 Low number of advocates, but very strong inflow of talent45

Wild Animals 2 Very low number of advocates for suffering-centred approach, with some
inflow of talent

Companion Animals 5 By far the largest number of advocates working in this area, limited talent
inflow

Working Animals 3 Slightly more advocates than farmed animals, but far less than companion
animals, limited inflow of talent

45 We discuss the inflow of talent mainly from an EA perspective given the nature of our work and
organisational values. However, we fully acknowledge the wide range of talent beyond the EA movement.
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Conclusion
Farmed animals emerged as the top priority for our work at Animal Advocacy Africa. This group scored

highly across many criteria, with cultural and political receptivity as the weakest factor. We believe now is an

optimal time to help farmed animals, which are a neglected group, and can potentially be supported

cost-effectively.

Helping wild animals also seems to be a high-impact cause. However, this category scored lower than farmed

animals, due to a lack of understanding and resources.

Companion animals exist on a smaller scale, receive a disproportionate amount of resources, and

interventions seem less cost-effective as many focus on individual animals. The case for prioritising

companion animals stems from the established nature of the cause—a proven track record, strong

receptivity and large resource availability.

Working animals scored lowest in our WFM, as we did not identify a sufficiently strong reason to prioritise

this group relative to other animals. This area does not receive a lot of resources and is simultaneously not

as neglected, tractable, or large in scale to justify prioritisation.

These results suggest that our primary focus should be on farmed animals. Nevertheless, the final ratings for

the four animal populations are arguably close enough that these differences may warrant further in-depth

investigation. It seems plausible that the final ranking may change if we spent more time on our analysis or

changed the weights of the different criteria. Given this sensitivity, a case could be made for distributing

efforts across two or more animal groups, rather than prioritising only farmed animals. However, as we are

an early stage project with limited capacity, this is unlikely to be practical.

We also acknowledge that this is a broad analysis and that its outcomes might not be generalisable. For

instance, it seems very well possible that there are areas and interventions where work on wild animals can

be more productive than work on farmed animals. However, for our high-level strategic direction, it seems

most likely that we will find such productive areas by focusing on farmed animals first.

The evaluation on each criterion and the final scoring is listed in the table below.

Criteria Farmed
Animals

Wild
Animals

Companion
Animals

Working
Animals

Scale
(5%)

3 5 1 1

Evidence base
(10%)

3 2 4 3



Cost-effectiveness
(15%)

5 4 1 2

Neglectedness
(15%)

5 5 1 3

Timing
(7.5%)

5 4 3 2

Risk of negative/no impact (7.5%) 4 3 5 5

Cultural and political receptivity
(17%)

2 4 4 2

Funding availability
(8%)

2 3 5 1

Talent availability
(15%)

4 2 5 3

Final Score 3.73 3.55 3.18 2.50

We encourage readers who are interested in providing feedback, comments, or questions to reach out to us.

mailto:lynn@animaladvocacyafrica.org
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