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Introduction

I am an economist who researches the farm animal welfare debate. The vast majority of my work is
in partnership with my colleague Jayson Lusk. The bulk of this research is aimed at the consumer
side: (a) What are consumer perceptions about farm types and animal welfare? (b) How much money
are they willing to pay for animal welfare improvements? and (c) How is this demand parsed between
the private and public good aspects of animal welfare. My interest lies in all facets of the debate
though. In a forthcoming book (coauthored with Jayson Lusk), titled Compassion by the Pound: The
Economics of Farm Animal Welfare, we explore the historical relationship between man and livestock,
the history of modern livestock production and animal activism, we are bold (or arrogant) enough to
interpret for ourselves what science asserts about the relationship between farm type and animal
happiness (and yes, we are bold or naive enough to say 'animal happiness'), ethical philosophy, and of
course, a lot of economics. The economic component focuses on original consumer experiments we
conducted in three cities with about three hundred subjects, with some input from a nationwide
telephone survey.

This presentation will concentrate on the results of my research, with little detail on the methods
used. I am allotted a very short period, so I feel it is best to describe what we have found and ignore
how the results were discovered. Were I to also discuss the scientific methods used, it would create
great confusion and the audience will extract little information.

All of the results I present is based on scientific studies though. Whether it be a telephone survey
of Americans or the economic experiments we conducted, the corresponding scientific papers are
readily available at my website' so that interested readers can study the survey / experimental
methods as well as the economic models used to interpret the survey / experiments.

This presentation will consider farm animal welfare as a commodity to be purchased, and
considered as an ethical issue. The question of whether animal welfare should be driven by markets
or legislation depends critically on whether farm animal welfare is viewed as a commodity or an
ethical issue. Because it is impossible to say whether animal welfare is best deemed a commodity or
ethical issue, we must explore the farm animal welfare debate in both contexts. However, many
readers may agree that the farm animal welfare debate is being debated as an ethical issue, and thus
these readers may believe consumers' views of farm animal welfare when thought of as an ethical
issue has greater weight than when considered a commodity.

It is a maintained assumption, as well as my belief, that laying hens and hogs can be raised in a
farm setting that improves their well-being, but at a higher cost. It is also a maintained assumption
that legislation should reflect the views of a majority of citizens, and not what I think is ethical or
unethical.

Animal Welfare as a Commodity and as Morality
One can conceptualize improvements in the treatment of livestock as a “commodity” that delivers
personal benefits to the citizen. When viewed as a commodity, improvements in livestock well-being

1 http://asp.okstate.edu/baileynorwood/Survey4/Default.aspx . Note the website may still refer to my forthcoming book
under its old title, Ham and Eggonomics. And yes, Ham and Eggonomics is a better title!
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can be explored using a cost-benefit framework, where the individuals asks, “How much do I benefit
from a happier animal, and do I benefit more than the cost?” One may also ask, “Does society as a collection of
individuals benefit from a happier more than the costs to society?” In a cost-benefit framework, my research
allows us to provide direct answers to questions of whether we should raise hens and hogs in an
environment more conducive to their well-being, as well as whether these changes should be driven
by markets or legislation.

Most people probably view animal welfare questions as questions of morality though; this makes
the topic enormously complicated. Morality is a tortuous topic, as we know very little about how
individuals and society determine what they believe to be moral or immoral. In fact, when pressured,
not even the individual can determine for themselves why an act is thought to be moral or immoral —
how is a scientist to study social morality in a scientific manner when the scientist does not even
comprehend their own views of morality? The scientist cannot, and when animal welfare is viewed as
an ethical issue, neither I nor anyone else can provide direct and unambiguous answers to whether we
should improve the lives of livestock and how. I can, however, provide glimpses of ethical truths, and
thus do so with the best of my ability and a profound sense of humility.

Animal Welfare as a Commodity: Private and Public Goods

First, let us conceptualize animal welfare as a good, or commodity. Most every good has a private
good dimension and a public good dimension.. A private good is a good that is solely consumed by an
individual, where the individual's consumption has little impact on others. If I purchase an iPod you
cannot use that same iPod simultaneously — you must buy your own. Moreover, my use of the iPod
has little impact on you, except for cases where I may drive restlessly by fiddling for a new song and
cause a wreck.

Public goods are goods that can be consumed by many people at one time, such as a fireworks
display or military protection against Canadian aggression. Public goods also occur when one
person's consumption of a good impacts others. Many of you may have seen the recent documentary
Gasland, describing how extraction of natural gas may pollute ground and surface waters. If a pond in
which I regularly fish and swim can now be set afire as a result of natural gas extraction, your
consumption of natural gas impacts me — thus the term public good.

Animal welfare has private and public good components — all goods do, but animal welfare has an
unusually large mixture of both components. Consider a group of people who are concerned about
the misery or merriment of livestock raised for food. I may pay particular attention to the food that I
eat and its corresponding impact on hog happiness. Not wanting to be held responsible for animal
misery, I choose products with higher welfare or adopt a vegan diet. Paying a higher price for better
animal treatment because I do not wish to be held responsible for animal misery is like a private good
purchase — the good is better animal treatment.

However, if [ am concerned about animal misery, it may matter little whether the animal was raised
for my consumption or your consumption. If an animal lives on a hard concrete slab, unable to even
turn-around, and that bothers me, should I even care who ate the food that resulted from animal
misery? When individuals donate to animal advocacy groups or vote for policies they believe
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promote animal cruelty, that is like a public good purchase — again, the good is better animal
treatment.

I argue that, conceptually, animal welfare is largely a public good. Hence the numerous referenda
attempting to regulate livestock production — the citizen wishes to improve animal happiness
regardless of who eats the food produced from the animal. We should therefore not be surprised that
many citizens prefer regulation over markets in addressing the welfare of livestock. That being said,
when you observe consumer behavior, you find that the private good component of animal welfare
overwhelms the public good component.

Private Good Demand

Let us ask: what would happen if all consumers were informed about the different types of egg &
pork production systems available, and were allowed to purchase egg & pork products from these
different systems? The only difference between the food products is the level of animal welfare.
Suppose also that the price premium attached to products with higher standards of animal care
exactly equals the estimated cost premiums. What would happen?

We carried out this experiment with three hundred consumers from three U.S. cities, where the
subjects used their own, real money in an auction to purchase egg & pork products from different
farm types.” These egg & pork products differed only by the level of animal welfare provided, and the
subjects attended presentations regarding the conditions in which the animals were raised.” These are
products that the consumer and their family would personally consume, and thus largely concerns the
private good aspect of farm animal welfare.

The results argue that most consumers believe hens in a cage-free system (with some outdoor
access) to be "happy', while hens in a cage system 'suffer'.* The majority of consumers were also
willing to pay the extra money needed to purchase cage-free eggs.” Similar results were found for
hogs. Hogs in a shelter-pasture system are thought to be 'happy' while their counterparts in a
confinement-crate system 'suffer." As with hens, consumers were willing to pay the additional price
necessary to cover the cost of the better animal treatment.

In summary: informed consumers want the hens and hogs who produce their food to be raised in conditions
better than the conventional farm type, and are willing to compensate the farmer for their extra cost.

Does this tell us how uninformed consumers would behave? No. If the products in said
experiments were offered in a grocery store to regular, uninformed consumers, it may be the case that

2 Two scientific papers regarding these experiments are available at
http://asp.okstate.edu/baileynorwood/Survey4/Default.aspx?name=Research.

3 The presentations given to the subjects and the experimental instruments can be viewed at
http://asp.okstate.edu/baileynorwood/Survey4/Default.aspx?name=surveys.

4 As determined by a series of Likert scale questions, after the subjects viewed presentations informing them about
livestock production.

5 As determined by auctions of various food products where subjects bid for the products using their own, real money.
The costs of raising hens in a cage-free versus cage systems, as well as the corresponding costs for improving hog well-
being, were determined by us through a number of sources. These sources are described in detail at the website in
footnotes 2 and 3.
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very few people purchase products with better animal care. Does this tell us how informed
consumers would behave outside of an experimental setting and inside a grocery store? No. People
behave differently as their setting differs. In the grocery store they behave more like consumers,
whereas in experiments and voting booths they behave more like citizens. These experiments provide
some, but not all the answers.

Public Good Demand

Similar experiments were carried out where consumers could pay money to ensure hens and hogs
that provided food for other people lived a better life. For example, one auction allowed people to bid
money. The person winning the auction would then be given the opportunity to pay money ensuring
100 sows and their offspring lived on a shelter-pasture system instead of a confinement-crate system.
This was one of a series of public good auctions. They were all real auctions, using real changes in the
raising of actual animals, and real money.

Using a model and a series of assumptions, we estimated that the consumers as a group were
indeed willing to pay the cost to ensure eggs & pork that other people eat are raised in an environment
more conducive to animal welfare. At first, this would suggest that — to the extent these consumers
represent the U.S. population — U.S. citizens desire for all hens to be raised in a cage-free system and
all hogs raised in a shelter-pasture system, not even counting the private good demand for better
animal care. There is a caveat though: the average willingness-to-pay for the group was largely
determined by the extreme values of a few people.

This requires elaboration. If a referendum were held that required all hens in a cage system to be
instead raised on a cage-free system (with some outdoor access), and all consumers paid an identical
tax necessary to compensate farmers for the additional cost, less than five percent of citizens would
approve the measure. Again, this assumes all citizens were informed about egg and hog production.

However, suppose that each citizen sent the government a check, whose amount equaled the
maximum amount of money they would pay to transition all hens in a cage system to a cage-free
system (with some outdoor access). Then, the government compared this sum of money with the
amount of money needed to cover the cost of this transition. In this thought experiment, the amount
of money collected would more than offset the costs.

The difference between this thought experiment and the voting experiment is that when people
vote, all votes count equally. But when people can express their desire for improved animal welfare in
the form of money, a few people are willing to depart with a large — very large — amount of money to
cover the cost of improving the care of hens and hogs.

A metaphor for this difference is found in internet coverage of the farm animal welfare issue. If one
google’s farm animal welfare topics one will encounter an enormous volume of interest. However, the
typical American knows very little about the issue, and does very little in their lives to improve the
well-being of farm animals. The few Americans who care about animal welfare express their concern
in many, many webpages, making it appear as if farm animal welfare was of great concern to
Americans. The average American will read almost no webpages about the issue. Internet coverage
provides a skewed view of the actual American, who knows and cares much less than the individuals



Presentation for the ADSA-PSA-AMPA-CSAS-WSASAS-ASAS F. Bailey Norwood
Joint Annual Meeting; July 11-15, 2010; Denver, CO. Associate Professor
Oklahoma State University

who create the webpages.

We can now attempt an answer to the question: how large is the public good value of farm animal
welfare, for informed consumers? The collective value is large, larger than the cost. The per-person
value relative to the per-person cost, however, is low.

Private Versus Public Goods

While farm animal welfare is conceptually a public good, this is not how consumers in economic
experiments think. For most individuals, farm animal welfare is a good that concerns the food that
person eats. The value the average American places on improving the state of care for animals that
provide food for other people is low.

This, taken alone, suggests that markets are a preferred mechanism to regulation for improving
animal care.

Animal Welfare as an Ethical Issue

An individual's assessment of whether an activity is ethical or unethical is partly guided by
information and reason, but is largely guided by intuition. The mind can readily make ethical
assessments, but the conscious portion of the mind is not allowed access to the process that provides
this intuition. Thus, we can measure what people deem to be ethical and unethical, but not the
thought process that causes these decisions.

It is self-evident that democratic nations largely seek to enact laws that reflect the ethics of the
people. All through school we are taught that when our ethics differ from established laws, it is the
person's patriotic duty to change those laws. Moreover, when when our sense of morality differs from
society, we seek to impose our morality on others through changes in social norms. Who doesn't litter
today without first making sure other people are not watching? This is why we attempted prohibition
of alcohol decades ago, why we seek to support or oppose our beliefs about gay marriage on bumper
stickers, why we fire tenure professors who make a politically incorrect statements, and why we vote.
It should not be surprising that people who believe we treat livestock unfairly seek to regulate
livestock farms and conduct public relations campaigns to convince others they are correct.

The farm animal welfare debate concerns much more than which food types should be available at
the grocery store. It concerns who we are — as a people, and as a nation. Consequently, when we ask
people about their ethical beliefs, and compare their statements to their behavior in economic
experimental auctions, we see that one person has many different faces.

Snapshots of Ethical Beliefs
Through questions posed to subjects in our experiments, and through questions asked of a different sample
in telephone surveys,’ I will now provide a brief list of people's ethical views on livestock production.

6 Note that people in the experiments were provided information on how livestock are and can be raised, while those in
telephone surveys are not given this information. The former thus represents informed consumers, and the latter
represents uninformed consumers. Scientific articles on the telephone survey can be found at
http://asp.okstate.edu/baileynorwood/Survey4/Default.aspx?name=Research
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1. Consumers oppose placing animals in small, barren cages. Battery cages, gestation crates,
and gestation pens are unethical according to most U.S. citizens. Educating consumers — by
providing objective information — only makes them oppose these cages more.

2. Compared to food safety and the environment, farm animal welfare is of little relative
concern as a social issue.

3. One-third of Americans believe that animals have a soul.

4. Sixty-four percent of Americans believe that God wants humans to be good stewards of
animals, and placing animals in small cages does not constitute good stewardship.

5. One-third of Americans simply do not care about animal misery or merriment.

6. When people learn about how we raise hens and pigs, they find we are treating animals in a
more unethical manner than they originally thought.

7. A slight majority of people desire to ban livestock practices they believe unethical, even if
products from animals raised in an ethical manner are available to them.

8. A majority of people will and have voted in referendums when the referendum reads as if it
is for the benefit of animals.

9. Most Americans do not want livestock to suffer, but care very little about making animals

happy.

Logical Reasoning and the Repugnant Conclusion

In my forthcoming book, Compassion by the Pound, I devote an entire chapter to building an Ethical
Eating Tool’ that can be used for making ethical judgments about the relationship between the food one
eats and the corresponding impact on animal welfare. The objective of this tool is to provide readers
with a logical apparatus for making personal food decisions. The model requires the user to state
their perceptions about animal misery or merriment in different farm systems, calculates how changes
in diet affect the number of animals raised in particular farm systems (using data on livestock
production and supply and demand characteristics of food markets), and employs a series of
mathematical formulas to connect the relationship between a person's diet and the state of animal
well-being. Although it employs sound reasoning, the results of the model can seem repugnant, thus
questioning the extent to which we can use science in conjunction with logic to make ethical
judgments about different farm types and diets. Consider four examples of conclusions that may
seem repugnant to some readers.

1. Who is more immoral: (1) Someone whose diet causes the existence of animals that live in
misery, or (2) someone whose diet prohibits the existence of animals who would live an
overall pleasant life? The Ethical Eating Tool argues that this answer depends on the number
of animals in misery or merriment, and the intensity of that misery or merriment. Some
people may believe, however, that this comparison does not “feel” right — it is not consistent
with their ethical intuitions. Many vegans have no problem with a world where livestock
are extinct, which may sound strange for someone who supposedly cares for farm animals.

7 A web version of this tool is under construction, and will be made available at
http://asp.okstate.edu/baileynorwood/Survey4/Default.aspx?name=eatingguide .
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2.

If someone believes that hens are happier in a cage-free system, but also believes hens suffer
in cage and cage-free systems, that person may still prefer to eat eggs from a cage system.
The logic is that although hens suffer more in a cage system, their increased productivity
implies that it takes fewer hens to produce one egg. This person may prefer a few hens to
suffer greatly than many hens who suffer, but suffer less. That may seem repugnant to the
person, though it follows from hard logic.

Suppose one believes that beef cows live a much better life than dairy cows, broilers, hogs,
or hens. Suppose one also believes that broilers experience more positive than negative
emotions, but is not near as happy as beef cows. The ethical eating tool may suggest that a
person best promotes animal happiness not by eating beef, but by eating broilers. The logic
is that eating one hundred pounds of chicken corresponds to many broilers who eke out
barely happy lives, whereas one hundred pounds of beef corresponds to less than one beef
cow who lives a happy life. Logic may dictate that it is better for many animals to eke out a
barely happy life than one animal to live a happy life: is 1*100 not larger than 75%0.2? It
follows from logic, but some may feel that a repugnant conclusion.

If we decide to discourage livestock production because the animals are unhappy, and if we
decide animals in the wild also live miserable lives, should we not also bomb natural
habitats to oblivion? How repugnant, though logical, does this conclusion seem?

Conclusions

When improvements in animal welfare are viewed as a commodity, informed citizens want farmers
to improve the lives of laying hens and hogs who produce animals they eat. Moreover, they are
willing to pay the higher cost of production that corresponds with happier animals.

When animal welfare is viewed as a commodity, markets are the preferred mechanism for

delivering welfare improvements, as the average person cares very little to influence the food

decisions of others.
When animal welfare is thought of as an ethical issue, most all consumers disapprove of
conventional egg and pork production methods. They want it banned, and replaced with better

systems.

Most Americans approve of raising livestock for food, but do not wish the animals to suffer.

The vast majority of Americans only want livestock to not suffer. They care very little that the

animals are “happy.”
I argue that animal welfare is largely an ethical issue, not an issue of what foods are available in the

grocery store. Hence the intense battle for public support between animal advocacy groups and
livestock groups, and hence the little interest in animal-friendly products in the grocery store.

One can attempt to make food purchasing decisions based on hard logic, but the conclusions of
that logic often interfere with our intuitive sense of what is ethical and unethical.

People disagree on the extent to which ethical decisions are derived from logic or intuition, but the

evidence suggests the latter.

Thus, animal welfare is supposed to be an intense, often illogical, public battle. Animal welfare is
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supposed to be debated in referendums, political lobbying, and appeals to public support.

It is impossible to discern whether markets or regulation are the preferred mechanism for
addressing animal welfare. Moreover, wherever intellectuals fall on the market / regulation spectrum
is irrelevant. No matter what we think, animal welfare will be debated as an ethical issue. Look for it
in the ballot box, public relations battles, and lobbying. Many times, the debate will not make logical
sense, but what public issue does? The animal welfare debate will be held in grocery stores, but not
with the intensity it will be held in the public arena.



yoreasay=owreu; xdsejneja(J/FAaaIng/poomiousarreq/npa-ajeisyo-dse//:dyy
Je 9[qe[reAe SI UOT)ejuasald Sy} JO UOISIDA dALjRIIRU Y
xdsenejaq/yAaaing/poomiousarreq/npa-ajeisyo-dse//:dyy :931sqom s,pooMION

"QAVfJIM [PUIUY WA JO SO10u03q Ay I :punod ayj Aq uoissvduio))
:00q SUTWOdY3}I0] Y3} Ul PUE 3}ISqIM S, POOMION
Je punoj aq ued uoejuasaid STy} uo [erIvjewl punoiddeq

Aj184201UL) 303G VULOYD]YO)
SOIUOUO0IT (DA NILLEY Jo Juanizivda(]

SSaUISNQLISY/ J0 LY D) pamopug syivdsg pivjjip puv 405saJol
ysn uosAe(

10852f04 ] 93V100SSY
poomIoN Aa[reg

JUDALI(] I IeIN

IO MET 3] ILJ[DAM [PWIUY P[NOYS




'9NSSI [EJIY}D U SE 10 AJIPOWuio)
€ Se Pajuasaid SI aIej[om [EWIUe UM JUDIJJIP AIoA
S9ARUD( [ENPIAIPUL SUO AU SE ‘SI9)3EW dDUIDJIP Y],

JAjpuai1agp s3oy pue suay

3urAey aste1 03 [€D1Y3D 2I0W }I ST pue ‘[ed1yja uoydnpoid
sj10d 29 330 JPUOIUAUOD ST — anss] [ed1IY3g uy (7)
/S3S0D A} a1k JeyM pue ‘SIeJ[Op Ul ‘A}91D0S

I0 W 0} S}1Jauaq dY} aie Jeyp\ — Ayrpowrwro) v (1)

se sjuowaAoxduwr arejjom Tewrtue azienjdadouod sn 397

"(93ed 35113

UO UIAIZ) 9}ISgoM AW Je punoj aq ued YdIyMm JO S[Ie3ap oY} ‘saIpnis
[euI3LIO “SNOJIWNU JO §7]1524 Y} dGLIISIP [[IM uornejussaid syJ,

JUDALI(] 3TN

IO MET 3] ILJ[DAM [PWIUY P[NOYS




~j1od

a1njsed-13)]oYs :IOMSUY [ UWIAISAS 9JLID-JUSWDUIJUOD € WOIJ
pastel y1od 10 walsAs arnjsed-19)[oys e Ul pasiel S30Y Wolj
sj10d aseypind 03 19j91d NOA PNOA UVILIUY 28V490D Y] O]

's339 931J-98¢ed :1amsuy ;S339 93D 10 931J
-93ed aseydind 03 19J91d NOA PINOAA UVILIIUWY a8V10D Iy} O]

'$}S0D UoIPNPOoId Ul S9DUSISJIP Y} AJUO

pajuasaidar syonpoid ay3 usamiaq saduaIdjIp d1d ayy
yey3 asoddng ‘poapraoid arejjom [ewrrue jo [9A9] 9y} Aq
ATuo paiayip yey; syonpoid srod 29 339 yjim pajussard
9I9M OUM SIQWINSUOD PIULIOJUI Pey aM JT Jeyp

3IeJ[oM [ewIue JO Jusuodwod poo3

21014 :AJIPOWIWO]) © St JILJ[IA\ [eWIUY




'ON ¢y40d aanyspd-41a310ys yjim uogonpoid
y40d 33040-3UddUL[U0D SUIIV]dIL WNPUIL2JI4 ADJIUIS D J10gD JUYAA

'ON ¢ WNPUaLajaL ayj 40f 9300 UVILIIUY/ 2SVAIQD Y} PINOM

"WINPUSIdJaI Y3 Ul PajedIpul sI junoure SIyj pue
‘19Aedxe} yoea Aq yunowre enba ue ur pred aq pynom
uondnpoid 335 Jo 3s0d [eUoIPpe Y] SWIISAS 931J
-93ed yjim pade[dar pue pauueq a1e I10J SWIISAS a3ed [V
"WINPUSISJaI B S9d€J U0y dunsuod 41ayj 40f 339 aa1j-a3ed
0} SS900¢€ S pue SIIIS9P OUM UEDLIdWY PIUWLIOJUL Uy

dIeJ[oM
rewrue jo yusuodwod poo3 J1gng

:A}IPOWIWIO)) B Sk dIBJ[IA\ [eWIUY




104

'S} IeW AQ PIssaIppe 3 0} dIej[oM [ewIue
10J JS9IdJUI }S9q S,AI9100S Ul SI J1 pue “poo3 ajvatid e st it
‘AJIPOWIWIOD © SB PAIMBIIA SI dIBJ[OM [EWITUR UM ‘@OUdL]

"JUSWIUOIIAUD A[PUSLIJ-[eWIUe
9I0W B Ul pasiel ale jea 3[doad 1oyjo 1od 29 s339
2INnsua 03 Asuowr yonur Aed 03 SUI[[IM JOU I SUBILIdWY/

"JUSWIUOIIAUD A[PUSLIJ-[eWIUE 9I0W € Ul Pasiel 3q 0}
Teo A3 >10d 29 s333 ay3 10J 211S9p A[3UOI}S SULILISWY

JPOOD) dI[qNJ 10 9JeALL]

:A}IPOWIWIO)) © Sk dIBJ[IA\ [eWIUY




"JOU 10 PINOYS }T dAJI[O] dM IdoUyM

— SMeJ J103JJe SNYj [[IM pue ‘OnssI [edIY)d ue SI dlej[om [ewruy (G)
'SI9}O UO SMIIA INO 3soduIr 03 sn SMO[e Jey} UOTje[SISo]
9DUAN[JUI pUe 9ONPOIJUL 0} SNONJIIA ST JT Jey3 JY3ne) o1e app
'SOI}0 Teuosiad INno 097J21 Jel} SWIOU [eID0S Pue sme] 211S9p I\ (F)
"SJURWIdYE}S 3091100Ul AfTednyrjod 103 s10ssajoid painuay

211J pue ‘©3erirewl Ae3 UO SMIIA INO 3UMIISSE SILd INO UO SISNINS
1odwing aoe[d “uriny A103eUTWIIOSTP ME[INO aM AUM ST SIYL (€)
'SI9UJO UO SMIIA TedIY3a Ino 3ursodwr

nogqe A[931e[ SI SOIYY Op PINOYS [ FeyM Ueyj 910w SI SOy ()
'Ted1307 Jou ‘aanTnjur Afedrey st soryyg (1)

§jolfod [ed1Ylq INQO INoqy

' A[JUSISJJIP 30 ued A3y} Xau0d
[eDTU32 Uk Ul dIej[oM [eWIUe UuLIej jnoge payse are ajdoad uayp

9NSST [BJIY} Ue Sk dIRJ[OM [eWIuy




,Addey,, rewrrue a3 Sunyew jnoqe

S[I] AI9A 918D JN( “ISJJNS 0} JYDOISIAI JUBM JOU Op suedLawry (9)
"POOJ AJpUSLIJ-[EWIIUL 0} SSADJE ALY Ay} JI

UDAD “sad130e1d [onud ueq 03 Ysim suedLowry jo Ajyaolewr 3y3is v (G)
's3u1[99y

[ewrrue jnoge a1ed jou op Ajdurrs sueorawry jo pirgy-auo ‘gng ()
‘drysprema)ls poo3 jou ST $s93ed JATIOLIISII [[EWS PUL “D0ISIAI]

JO SpIEMI)S POO3 3 0} SN SJUBM POX) A JuadIdd 1moj-A1xig (€)
‘TNOS © ALY S[EWIUE 9AI[9q SULILIDUWLY JO PIIY}-auQ (7)

*A[9suajul

310w S93ed 3say} asoddo wayy axewr suedLIdWY 3unednpy

"TedIY3D 9q I9AaU [[IM ‘suad U013e)Sad UaAd I0 ‘Sajeld Uol}e}sad

pue sa3ded A1a)3eg 'S93ed [[ews II[SIP suedLawry 3SON (1)

"9UIOS 9Tk JIJL]

'SUONTNJUL eII}D JNOde SJUTY AJUO “[OpOoul [ESIATUN OU ST I,

J9AJI[2 SUBDLIdWY OP JeUM

:9NSS] [EJIY}H Uk Se dIBJ[IAA\ [EWIUY




"JOULIXI 24D S2109dS Y003S201] 342 P]ALOM
v Y71, wajgoid ou aovy puv ‘uostivduiod siyj aysip ajdoad auiog

JJUSWILLISW Ul SAI] Je} S[ewIue
JO 90UR)SIXd 9y} siqryoid 3a1p asoym auoawog (q)
10 ‘AI9STW UI JAT] Jey}
S[EWIUE 9JUI}SIXa OJUI S3ULI] }21P 9SOUM auodwog (e)
;Jedtyiaun axowr st oyp (1)
sajdwpxg

'SUOISNOU0d jueusdndai

0} SN peaf ued ‘0q Aewr d130] 9y} 3UOI}S I9AMOY ‘[00)

3umnes Teonyye sy, 'ssaurddey jewrrue 03 jed NoA yeym 3uneal
[opowi [ed130] € a3ea1d 03 Jdwajpe | ‘punod ayj Aq uoissvduio) Uj

SUOTISN[OUO0))

yjueudnday pue D130 ‘SO




‘121SAS
2310 v Ul 383 U0 IINPoLd 0] SUIY SSI] AVJ SIYVF J1 AIQUIIUUIY

'3[ € 3ULI9JINS SUIY AUeW 03 ‘}0] & SULISJJNS SUSY MdJ ©
19301d Aewr Aoy} asnedaq “‘s33a a3ed 19301d i3S Aewr Aay],

'9913-03©D Ul SSI[ I9JJNS JNJ ‘SPUSWIUOIIAUD 1)
-93ed pue 23ed Yj0q Ul I9JJNs SUaY SoAdIRq uosiad y (7)

SUOTISN[OUO0))

yjueudnday] pue 1307 SOyl




. Joaq Jo spunod 0T uvyj sjpuiIup 210w
Aupi 03 SpuodsaLiod uaxd1yd Jo spunod (0T SUV3 A2QUIIUIY
‘931e]

a1e sraqunu ssaurddey asoym smod joaq maj e ueys (q)
Ioquinu aAnisod

‘ITews e st ssaurddey asoym siaf1o1q Auew ‘Aueur (e)

woJj ssaurddey
9I0W SI 919y} Jey} Ajdwir Ay sorjewIayjew asnedaq
‘S19[101q ea 0} 19ja1d Aewr uosiad sy} sa3eldIp d1307]

yonuw Aq jou jng ‘pes uey} Addey
axow are sivdftorg "Addey Appy3is AJuo are sia[r0iq

mq ‘Addey Ajjear axe smod Joaq saAdrRq uosiad y (¢)

SUOTISN[OUO0))

yjueudnday pue D130 ‘SO




11

'20101D ANO S1 SJPUIUD
plim Jo 20Ua3S1X3 Y3 ‘S3v31quy winjvu hoijsap 03 amod

Y} VY M OULG  ;SILVIUIUNIOP ANIVU UIIS 4202 NOA 20V
'2]1QUAISIUL 24D SIPUIUD PIIOL YUY} 0F SUOSVIL AUDLL 94D 2431 |

JUOIAI[(O 0} SjejIqey [einjeu quioq
OS[e JOU 9aM PINOYS “IdJJNS PIIM d} UL S[EWIUL dAII[A]
OS[e 9M JI pue “I9JJNS MD0ISIAI[ S} dAII[A] dM ISNELdA]q

uondNpoid Y203SIAI] 93eIN0ISIP 03 PP oM JT (¥)

SUOTISN[OUO0))

yjueudnday] pue 1307 SOyl




_’SMEJ JO SUTILIM 3} pUE SULIOU [BID0S JO UOHN]OAS 3]} Y3NOoIy)
SI930 UO SJaI[aq L2132 Ino asoduir om pue ‘suewiny a1e apA (9)
'S}oYIeW 991 Y3NoIyj AJodTu papraoid are spood ajearid

10J IIS9P INO dIdYM ‘4391008 dnjsifejrded-isenb e ur aA1r] app (G)
'S3a1[q [edI39 ([eO130]

SOUIT}oWOS J3NOY}) 9ATIINJUI SNOLId)SAuI pue angea o} Teadde
[[IM suorje[ndai ‘peajsu] ‘Ted130] [A[309319d] oq 03 o1eJ]oM TEWTUE
3durssarppe suorye[n3daz 3y} 30adxa 03 Uoseal ou St AIY], (¥)

*JOU 10 31 3YI] oM Iaoym — mef Aq ATpunojoid

paduUaN[JuUL 3g 03 ‘ONSSI [eDIIS Ue S1 dIej[oM [ewIuy (¢)

'SIS}O UO SMIIA 1193} asodwir 03 Ysim Ay} pue

‘Teoryjaun aq 03 uondnpoid yrod pue a8ed [EUOTUIAUOD dAI[A]
suedIIdWY JO Ajrofewr e “Onsst [ed1y3a ue se jo 3y3noyj Uayp (2)
‘SjoYIeW

Aq passaippe A[ayenbape “poog3 ajearid e se arejom [ewrrue jo
S[UTY} SUEDLIDUIY PAULIOJUI “AJTPOUIWIOD € Se JO Jy3noy} uaymm (1)

JJ30g "IaMsue OuU SI
319U /uone[n3dal 1o S}adIew Aq USALIP

3( 9IeJ[oM [ewIue pP[Noyg :uoIsnpPuUo))




