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EXTENSIVE HUSBANDRY AND ANIMAL WELFARE ARE IMPORTANT FOR ACCEPTANCE OF 
RABBIT MEAT PRODUCTION AMONG SWEDISH YOUTH
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Department of Anatomy, Physiology and Biochemistry, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU), Box 7011, 750 07 

Uppsala, Sweden.

Abstract: Global meat production and consumption are increasingly unsustainable. One way to counteract 
this development is to change the type of meat consumed. Rabbit meat has relatively lower climate impact 
than many other types of meat, but consumer acceptance is crucial for a socially sustainable production. In 
this study we examine the acceptance of industrial, extensive and urban rabbit production among Swedish 
senior high school youth, 17 to 19 yr old. An electronic survey was sent to ten randomly selected senior high 
school classes with 17 to 19 year-old students. The survey included inquiries about background, scaled 
responses and open-end questions with the opportunity to comment. A total of 111 students completed 
the survey, of which 62 were women, 74 from rural areas and 91 with previous animal experience. Extensive 
production was more accepted than industrial and urban production, while no difference was observed 
between industrial and urban production. Thus, the results advocate a farming system with more animal 
movement, less productivity and higher space requirements. In general, male respondents were more 
accepting of all production systems than women, while no difference could be detected between rural and 
urban citizens. The scaling shows that animal welfare, local production and meat quality was given priority 
over climate impact, biodiversity and price. Our study suggests useful prerequisites to consider for the meat 
industry in general, and for the development of Swedish rabbit production.
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INTRODUCTION

Food causes 20-30% of human environmental impact, of which products of animal origin stand out as the most 
influential (Tukker and Jansen, 2006; Notarnicola et  al., 2017). Consumption is increasing globally and is, thus, 
increasingly unsustainable (Fiala, 2008; Alexandratos and Bruinsma, 2012; Notarnicola et  al., 2017). Since few 
consumers are willing to alter their consumption patterns, new production forms or animals, such as rabbits, may be 
sustainable alternatives (McNitt et al., 2013).

Rabbits are better roughage converters than ruminants, with as much as 20% of the protein intake converted 
into meat (Dalle Zotte, 2014) compared to 8% for beef (Broderick, 2018). A life cycle analysis of Swedish meats 
show that rabbit emits around 3.4 kg CO2e/kg (kg carbon dioxide equivalents per kg boneless meat) compared to 
6.0 kgCO2e/kg for pork and 28.3 kgCO2e/kg for beef (Nilsson, 2017). The average for European rabbit production 
is 11.5 kg kgCO2e/kg, which is similar to pork, but still lower than beef (Cesari et al., 2018). According to Nilsson 
(2017), the difference is due to a higher proportion of soy in European rabbit production. In addition, rabbit meat 
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include higher level of proteins with essential amino acids and lower cholesterol level compared to meat from other 
species (Dalle Zotte and Szendrő, 2011).

The short generation cycle and high reproductive potential of rabbits enable high production capacity (Varga, 2014; 
Gidenne et al., 2010). Although semi-intensive reproductive rhythm is used to avoid overexploitation of productive 
females (Trocino and Xiccato, 2006), they may still have 8-9 litters in a year, with slaughter maturity reached at 
9-13 wk of age (Dalle Zotte, 2014). In addition, the rabbit is a non-ruminant that can assimilate feed of low protein 
quality and vitamin content thanks to caecotrophy (Carabaño et al., 2010).

Rabbits can be raised in industrial and extensive production systems (Saxmose Nielsen et al., 2020), as well as 
urban production systems (Medenou et  al., 2021), all of which have different advantages and disadvantages. In 
industrial rabbit production, the animals are kept indoors in smaller mesh cages with automatic water nipples and 
feeding systems (Daszkiewicz et al., 2021; Mondin et al., 2021). Feed is generally given ad libitum (Maertens, 2010; 
Saxmose Nielsen et  al., 2020; Daszkiewicz et  al., 2021) and production intensity is kept high all year round by 
artificial lighting programmes (Trocino and Xiccato, 2006; Gerencsér et al., 2008).

Extensive production systems use fewer resources and technical aids, and rabbits are typically kept in cages with 
bedding material with access to both indoor and outdoor facilities (Saxmose Nielsen et al., 2020; Daszkiewicz et al., 
2021). The feeding is usually done manually (Saxmose Nielsen et al., 2020), and feed is produced on the farm and 
largely contains of pasture or hay (Daszkiewicz et al., 2021). Finally, the neat size, quiet feature and relatively low 
smell of rabbits makes them well suited for urban animal production (Mutsami and Karl, 2020). Production forms 
can vary between intensive, extensive or combined (Specht et  al., 2016; Medenou et  al., 2021), take place in 
residential gardens (Blecha and Davis, 2014), vertical production in skyscrapers (Mancebo, 2018) or more large-scale 
production on the outskirts of cities (Specht et al., 2016). The environmental footprint of production forms depends on 
factors such as feed efficiency, form of feed, energy consumption and areal needs (Cesari et al., 2018).

Consumer acceptance is a prerequisite for any form of production (Specht et al., 2016), and Fortun-Lamothe et al. 
(2012) state that the sustainability of a rabbit production depends on whether it meets the demands of the public 
and consumers. Socio-demographic aspects can influence people’s opinions about food production and priorities 
when choosing food (Boogaard et al., 2006; Blanc et al., 2020; Szendrő et al., 2020). It is therefore necessary to 
study consumer requirements and acceptance. Currently, however, there is a lack of research on young Swedish 
consumers’ views on rabbit meat production.

Here we investigate youth acceptance of industrial, extensive and urban rabbit meat production, respectively, in 
relation to different socio-demographic backgrounds, to address the development potential for rabbit meat in Sweden. 
Basic questions asked are: 1) Which form of production for rabbit meat do young people find most acceptable? 2) 
What are the differences in acceptance of the different production systems related to urban or rural childhood and 
own experience with animals? 3) What do young people base their acceptance on?

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The electronic survey was designed in Netigate (version 2.37.0) and sent to senior high school youths (17 to 19 yr 
old). The questions were formulated with the intention of being free of values and took about five minutes to answer 
(Appendix 1). In accordance with Swedish regulation on data protection (GDPR), all respondents gave consent to the 
handling of personal data before the survey.

Multiple-choice one-option questions on background information included gender (woman, man, undisclosed), urban 
or rural childhood, animal experience (farm/pet, pet only, none) and dietary preferences (meat or not). The three 
production systems “industrial”, “extensive” and “urban” were presented briefly, with a response scale from 0–10, 
where 0= not at all acceptable and 10= very acceptable, followed by voluntary, open-ended questions that enable 
reflections or justifications. The survey ended with a summary question about the preferred form of rabbit production, 
priorities for general meat production (ranked 1-3) and the opportunity to leave other comments.

Target schools were randomly selected digitally (slumpgenerator.nu/) and approached based on recruitment area 
(cities) of <10 000 (small), 10 000-99 999 (medium) or ≥100 000 (large) inhabitants (following SCB, 2021). If a 
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school was missing, a new area was randomly selected until 50 schools from each category were identified. In larger 
cities, schools were chosen randomly from Gymnasieguiden (www.gymnasieguiden.se). A total of 150 schools were 
contacted via email between March 21-24, 2022, of which ten offered to help distribute the survey to their students. 
The survey was sent out on 2022-04-01 and was open until 2022-04-22 (thus, three weeks). A reminder was sent 
at the beginning of the second week.

Basic descriptive statistics (means and standard deviation) were compiled directly by Netigate (version 2.39.0). 
For other statistical calculations Minitab (version 19.2020.1) was used. Responses from participants who did not 
complete the questionnaire were excluded from the analyses. Since acceptance was not normally distributed, non-
parametric analysis methods were used. Differences between the acceptance mean for the three production systems 
were examined using the Kruskal-Wallis test, followed by pairwise Mann-Whitney tests to identify differences between 
production system (industrial, extensive or urban), gender (man or woman), childhood (urban or rural) and animal 
experience (farm/pet, pet only or none) (Table 1).

Free text responses were sorted according to the acceptance level (0–10) for different production systems. The 
responses were then read through, and overarching themes were recorded by studying recurring words and concepts. 
In order to analyse priorities for general meat production, an average score was calculated for each parameter based 
on the most important (3), second most important (2), third most important (1) and unranked (0). The average values 
generated (on a scale of 0–3) were then used to rank the parameters. The percentage of respondents who ranked 
each aspect as one of their three most important priorities was also calculated.

RESULTS

A total of 111 students completed the survey, of which 31 (28%) did so after the reminder (Table 1). Ratio of women/
men was 62/47, urban/rural 37/74 and 91 had experience from farm and/or pet animals (Table 1). Thus, the gender 
distribution was relatively even, while a majority grew up in rural areas and had previous experience with animals.

On average, industrial rabbit production received a rating of 3.47 (±2.90), extensive 6.32 (±2.68), and urban 
3.66  (±2.97) (Table 2). Thus, extensive production was more accepted than industrial and urban production 
(P<0.001), while there was no difference between industrial and urban production. Males had a more positive attitude 
towards industrial (P=0.004), extensive (P<0.001) and urban (P=0.002) production, respectively (Figure 1). Urban or 
rural childhood had no influence on the responses (Figure 2).

Respondents without animal experience ranked all production systems higher than those with animal experience, but 
only significantly so for urban production (P=0.037) (Figure 3). There, the difference was greater between no animal 
experience and farm and pet animal experience (P=0.005) compared to no experience and pet only animal experience 
(P=0.028). No difference was found between respondents with farm and pet, and pet only animal experience.

Table 1: Demography of first dispatch, reminder and total respondents (N) and in percentage.

Dispatch Reminder Total
N % N % N %

Gender
Female 43 (54%) 19 (63%) 62 (57%)
Male 36 (46%) 11 (37%) 47 (43%)

Childhood
Urban 22 (28%) 15 (48%) 37 (33%)
Rural 58 (73%) 16 (52%) 74 (67%)

Animal experience
Pet only 28 (35%) 18 (58%) 46 (41%)
Farm & pet 39 (49%) 6 (19%) 45 (41%)
No animal experience 13 (16%) 7 (23%) 20 (18%)

Total 80 31 111

http://www.gymnasieguiden.se
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A total of 75 free text responses were received (Appendix 2). Those positive about industrial rabbit production point 
out that it is an efficient method of sustainable meat production, while those in opposition raised issues such as 
“unnatural”, “inhumane”, “cruel” and “animal cruelty” and concerns about rabbits being kept in small cages without 
companions. Those in favour of extensive production point out that rabbits are given more freedom and “treated with 

Figure 1: Gender difference acceptance of three different rabbit production systems; industrial, extensive and urban. 
Males showed a generally more positive attitude towards all production systems. Means within the same production 
system, with different letters (a, b) are significantly different at P<0.005. Male: 
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Figure 2: Childhood difference of acceptance of three different rabbit production systems; industrial, extensive and 
urban. Urban: 
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Figure 3: Animal experience difference in acceptance of three different rabbit production systems: industrial, 
extensive and urban. Means within the same production system, with different letters (a, b), are significantly different 
at P<0.05. Pet only: 
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great respect”, but also expressed concerns about financial constraints for the producer. The opponents argued that 
it is “not really natural” and that it is never humane to keep animals in cages.

Those with a more positive attitude towards urban production described the rabbits as pets, while others preferred to 
keep human settlements and food production separate. They mention things like allergy risk and claim that there is 
no reason to have production in cities. As with industrial production, a negative attitude towards cages was also raised 
in urban production, and some point out that rabbits thrive best in the wild.

Animal welfare was given the highest priority for meat production (x 1.60), followed by locally produced meat and 
good quality meat (Table 3; Figure 4).

DISCUSSION

In this study, a majority of the responding Swedish youths of 17-19 yr age preferred extensive rabbit meat production, 
where rabbits are kept indoors or outdoors in larger cages, pens or enclosures, with relatively little use of resources 
or technical aids, over industrial or urban (i.e., in cities) production methods (see inquiry definitions in Appendix 1). 
This is consistent with Szendrő (2016), who showed that Hungarian consumers were prepared to pay more for rabbit 
meat produced under extensive conditions. A general preference for extensive production has also been found for 

Table 2: Respondent acceptance of three different rabbit production systems, industrial, extensive and urban, after 
first dispatch, reminder and total (0=not acceptable, 10=very acceptable).

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 x
Industrial

Dispatch 12 8 10 11 10 14 5 2 2 2 4 3,61
Reminder 8 5 4 6 1 1 0 1 0 1 4 3,10
Total 20 13 14 17 11 15 5 3 2 3 8 3,47

Extensive
Dispatch 1 3 3 5 4 16 4 10 15 7 12 6,46
Reminder 3 0 0 2 3 5 5 4 3 1 5 5,94
Total 4 3 3 7 7 21 9 14 18 8 17 6,32

Urban
Dispatch 8 12 10 10 8 15 1 4 4 1 7 3,93
Reminder 7 6 2 7 2 3 0 0 1 0 3 2,97
Total 15 18 12 17 10 18 1 4 5 1 10 3.66

Table 3: Respondent average priori value for meat production (scale 0-3). Value in parentheses is the percentage of 
respondents who indicated the value as one of three priorities.

High animal 
welfare Price

Low climate 
emissions Biodiversity

High meat 
quality

Local 
production

Female 1,76 (77%) 0,47 (21%) 0,77 (45%) 0,77 (45%) 0,76 (39%) 1,47 (73%)
Male 1,45 (70%) 1,04 (51%) 0,83 (47%) 0,36 (21%) 1,38 (62%) 0,93 (49%)

Urban 1,73 (78%) 0,78 (32%) 0,41 (35%) 0,86 (46%) 1,08 (51%) 0,95 (57%)
Rural 1,54 (72%) 0,70 (35%) 0,92 (51%) 0,46 (30%) 0,99 (47%) 1,35 (65%)

Pet only 1,78 (76%) 0,65 (30%) 0,70 (41%) 0,85 (50%) 0,70 (35%) 1,33 (67%)

Farm & pet 1,44 (67%) 0,73 (38%) 0,93 (51%) 0,40 (27%) 1,29 (58%) 1,20 (60%)

No animal 
experience

1,55 (85%) 0,90 (35%) 0,75 (45%) 0,45 (20%) 1,20 (60%) 1,15 (55%)

Average 1,60 (74%) 0,73 (34%) 0,80 (46%) 0,59 (35%) 1,03 (49%) 1,24 (62%)
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other farm animals (Schröder and McEachern, 2004; Morales et al., 2013; Musto et al., 2015). The respondents 
in Schröder and McEachern (2004) associated intensive production with suffering and deficiencies leading to poor 
quality of life for the production animals. This result agrees with the concerns expressed by the respondents in 
this study, who described industrial production as “inhumane” and likened it to “animal abuse”. Thus, a strategic 
shift towards more extensive production regimes and routines might be worthwhile to consider for future consumer 
acceptance.

The lower acceptance of urban production may be related to the brief conceptual descriptions provided in the survey, 
indicated by respondent comments such as “should they be eaten?” Although urban production is described as 
“rabbits are raised in apartments, houses or premises inside cities” in the inquiry (Appendix 1), the idea of producing 
and commercialising rabbits for meat consumption under urban conditions is relatively novel (Sanyé-Mengual et al., 
2018) and mostly applied under poor conditions (Mutsami and Karl, 2020). An additional explanation is a concern 
about odour (cf. Specht et al. 2016), or urban environment being considered an “unnatural” place to raise animals. 
Interestingly, respondents also expressed a desire to separate the production from the people, e.g. “Animals should 
be in their designated areas, not in cities”, “There is no reason to have such production in the cities” and “Keep 
places of residence and food production separate”. We believe, on the contrary, that an increasing contact between 
primary producer/-production and end consumer/-consumption facilitates a more sustainable society, and that it is 
worthwhile to explore the concept of ‘urban production’ further, not least in relation to civil preparedness

Gender influenced acceptance significantly, with men expressing higher acceptance for all production systems 
compared to women. This is in line with other studies that show that women often care more about animal welfare 
and decent animal husbandry (Spain et al., 2018; Szendrő et al., 2020). In a study by Blanc et al. (2020), 55% of 
females ranked ‘great importance’ on welfare when it comes to meat choices compared to 27% of males. In our study 
the difference was less marked, with 77% of women and 70% of men having good animal welfare as one of top three 
priorities. In addition, approximately twice as many women as men become vegans/vegetarians (Modlinska et al., 
2020), a decision that is often based on ethical dilemmas concerning animal production and welfare (Fox and Ward, 
2008). The rabbit is also increasingly seen as a pet rather than a food-producing animal (Hoffman et al., 2005; Cullere 
and Dalle Zotte, 2018). This view has been shown in several studies to be stronger in women (González-Redondo 
and Contreras-Chacón, 2012; Petrescu and Petrescu-Mag, 2018; Sanah et al., 2020). The view of the rabbit as a 
pet has also been described as contributing to an attitude on the part of consumers regarding the need for higher 
animal welfare (Sims et al., 2007; Cullere and Dalle Zotte, 2018). Taken altogether, women have a higher threshold 
for animal welfare in relation to rabbit production.

Urban rabbit production was more accepted among respondents without animal experience, possibly as a result 
of anthropomorphism (e.g. McNitt et al., 2013). Thus, since humans have been shown to be able to live in cities, 
the same is expected for rabbits. That respondents with animal experience in general would consider rabbit meat 
production as less acceptable was expected, since pet experience has been shown to influence attitudes towards 

Figure 4: Respondent a priori value for meat production (three votes/respondent). First priority: 
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husbandry and farming (Boogaard et al., 2006). On the other hand, we expected that experience from farm animals 
would increase acceptance, but no such relationship could be observed. The majority, 74% of the students in this 
study, ranked animal welfare as one of the top three most important priorities for rabbit production. Szendrő et al. 
(2020) found the same result in an international study on rabbit meat consumption. Animal welfare was followed by 
local production and meat quality in the ranking. Thus, we suggest that animal welfare, local production and meat 
quality altogether are fundamental for future acceptance of an extended, extensive, rabbit meat production system 
in Sweden.
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APPENDIX 1: QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

1. Basic information

First, you have to answer a few short questions about who you are.

How do you identify yourself?

Man

Woman

Other/ Do not want to specify

What kind of city or community did you grow up in?

Big city (Stockholm, Göteborg, Malmö, Uppsala)

Small city (less than 200 000 inhabitants)

Countryside

Do you eat meat and/or fish?

Yes

No (I am a vegetarian/vegan)

Do you have any experience with animals? Either from own animals in the family or via e.g. riding school, 
volunteer work or internship.

I have experience with pets (e.g. horse, dog, cat, guinea pig, snake, bird)

I have experience with farm animals (e.g. cows, pigs, sheep, chickens)

I have experience with both pets and farm animals

I lack experience with animals

2. Introduction

On the following three pages, three different forms of production for rabbit meat will be presented. After a brief 
description of the production method, you are asked to answer whether you think it seems to be an acceptable way 
of producing meat.

3. Industrial rabbit production

The rabbits are usually raised in smaller cages with automated feeding and water nipples. The food mainly consists 
of energy-rich pellets. The breeding females are usually kept alone and fertilized artificially.

Based on your current knowledge. Would you say this is an acceptable form of production?

Not acceptable at all

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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8

9

Very acceptable

VOLUNTARY

Why do you think that? 

4. Extensive rabbit production

The rabbits can be kept indoors or outdoors in larger cages, pens or enclosures, with relatively little use of resources 
or technical aids. Breeding can also be a combination of indoors and outdoors. The animals are then raised on a large 
proportion of pasture or hay. Fertilization occurs by natural mating.

Based on your current knowledge. Would you say this is an acceptable form of production?

Not acceptable at all

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Very acceptable

VOLUNTARY

Why do you think that?

5. Urban rabbit production

The rabbits are raised in apartments, houses or premises inside the cities. It is possible because rabbits are small in 
stature, smell very little and are quiet animals. Feeding and animal husbandry can vary greatly.

Based on your current knowledge. Would you say this is an acceptable form of production?

Not acceptable at all

1

2
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3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Very acceptable

VOLUNTARY

Why do you think that?

6. Summary

Now only a couple of summary questions remain.

Which of the production forms for rabbit meat do you think works best?

Industrial rabbit production

Extensive rabbit production

Urban rabbit production

Rank the three things you generally think are most important when choosing meat to consume, so that 1 is most 
important followed by 2 and 3. (Even if you don’t buy or eat meat yourself, you can answer what you think people 
who do should think about.)

1 2 3

Low emissions of greenhouse gases

Positive impact on biological diversity

Locally produced

Cheap

Good animal welfare

Meat quality (including taste and texture)

VOLUNTARY

If you have any other comments, you can leave them here.

Thank you so much for taking the time to help me with my thesis and contribute to further research in the subject!

[translated from Swedish to English with Google Translate]
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APPENDIX 2. RESPONDENT MOTIVATIONS

Respondents’ motivations for acceptance (ranked 0–10) for industrial rabbit production
[translated from Swedish to English with Google Translate].

 { Thinks that animals should live freely under tolerable conditions. Prefer vegetarian if I don’t know that the 
animals had a good time (e.g. venison feels okay) (0)

 { It is not humane to raise and slaughter rabbits for food. It is also not worthwhile as there is too little meat on a 
rabbit compared to a cow, therefore many more rabbits must be slaughtered to get as much meat as on a cow. 
(0)

 { Clearly shows that the animals are not treated in an acceptable way as they neither move nor are allowed to 
socialise with others (0)

 { It is unnatural, inhuman and cruel behaviour. You play with other creatures and mass produce life in a 
disgusting way. (0)

 { This is not acceptable because they are kept captive during their upbringing and the food they get is not a good 
and healthy food which in turn leads to animal abuse (0)

 { No (0)

 { Because it is animal cruelty (0)

 { I understand that it is effective, but it does not work. That’s the reason I buy organic. (0)

 { Involuntarily born into this world to be held captive for the purpose of being euthanized and become food. 
In contrast to cows, pigs and other mammals that are allowed to live freely until their last day even if their 
purpose is to become food. Only eats moose meat that we shot ourselves, but the moose live completely freely. 
“fertilized artificially” turns even where nature’s own path goes in the wrong direction solely for the sake of 
the environment. We still cannot save the environment, at best slow down. Not an environmental gnome, but 
mostly curious about the survey, less about everything to do with the environment. +-0 on everything no matter 
what happens. (0)

 { Shit (1)

 { Does not feel good that they are in small cages and alone, think they are better together somewhere they can 
move more freely (1)

 { Animals should be allowed to live freely, this is animal abuse. (1)

 { They should be allowed to be free in an area and not in a cage, regardless of the size of the cage (1)

 { They get food, but not much more than that (2)

 { Smaller cages are not acceptable. Preferably not artificial humidification (2)

 { Since there are better methods, you shouldn’t do it this way (3)

 { Not okay for the rabbits in that way, but sometimes you need to mass produce in these ways to be able to 
make money for the day. These ways are most common in poor countries, so I don’t think we would have come 
across this way of production in Sweden either. (4)

 { They live only to do it (7)

 { We need protein and produce it sustainably (9)

 { They get food (10)

 { An efficient way to produce meat (10)

Respondents’ motivations for acceptance (ranked 0–10) for extensive rabbit production 
[translated from Swedish to English with Google Translate].

 { Not humane keeping rabbits in cages in the manner described. (0)
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Respondents’ motivations for acceptance (ranked 0–10) for extensive rabbit production 
[translated from Swedish to English with Google Translate].

 { Don’t think we humans should play gods. It is still unnatural, no matter how much you want to describe it as 
natural. (0)

 { No (0)

 { I don’t really know (1)

 { More free but still absurd. To meet the “need” compared to the slaughter of a cow, there are absurd amounts 
of slaughtered rabbits. (2)

 { Better treatment of the animals, the LIVING creatures. Less funds, more security. (3)

 { I think it is a great method as it has more freedom and can move within larger areas (3)

 { Better but still (5)

 { More okay than the previous option, prefer game meat (5)

 { Better way but can be very expensive for the “farmer” (6)

 { A pretty good way to keep track of the rabbits and as long as you don’t do anything else shady, this sounds 
okay. (7)

 { You must not pressure the animals (8)

 { More freedom, even though they are caged, they probably have quite a lot of space. (8)

 { Feels good as a good and reasonable method that is similar to other types of meat production in Sweden. (10)

 { They grow up in a more natural way (10)

 { Yes (10)

 { They can live as they want (10)

 { Also a good way to produce meat (10)

 { Natural (10)

 { It feels like the animals are treated with great respect. (10)

 { This method is great for the rabbits, but if you look at the financial aspects, it is not so good as it almost 
decides over themselves. (10)

Respondents’ motivations for acceptance (ranked 0–10) for urban rabbit production  
[translated from Swedish to English with Google Translate].

 { As I said, rabbits should not be bred indoors, either as pets or as food. (0)

 { Strange:/ (0)

 { They should grow up in nature (0)

 { Shit (1)

 { Not optimal. As a human being, I would not have wanted to be born and grow up in a small cage. I 
understand that this method may seem easy to get away with as the rabbit does not require much. But at the 
same time, it is not normal to let a rabbit live so limited, there must be security, knowing when you get food 
and that you actually get food. Proximity and see more of the world than just walls. (1)

 { Absolutely not, I think the rabbits should be outside, in which case have a much larger area

 { Rabbits must be allowed to be in nature where they are meant to be (1)

 { Animals should be in there designated areas, not in cities. Allergy risk (1)

 { No! There is no reason to have such production in the cities. (1)
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Respondents’ motivations for acceptance (ranked 0–10) for urban rabbit production  
[translated from Swedish to English with Google Translate].

 { It may sound shady, but I think you should keep places of residence and food production separate. The rabbit 
also learns not to try. (2)

 { Bad then few people I know, incl. me, want to eat their pets. Emotional ties should not be attached to the 
animal one is going to eat. This will probably make it difficult to achieve large-scale production. The only 
positive is that the rabbit gets company and also people, but does it feel so good indoors? It is also a question 
(3)

 { This is not e. Better method than the others because the animals are not allowed to be outdoors but are 
raised indoors and kept there for a long time. Then it is probably a family that has that rabbit indoors and if 
there are small children maybe they feed them things they shouldn’t ingest or maybe the family does not care 
about the rabbit (3)

 { Should they be eaten? (3)

 { Trapped (3)

 { It depends entirely on how the animals are kept. If the rabbit is allowed a lot of freedom in the home, it is 
good, but otherwise not. (5)

 { It is ok to have it as a pet, as long as it feels good in the environment. (8)

 { And therefore (10)

 { They get good lives (10)
 { Good, the children can take care of the rabbits when they are small, then when the rabbits are big, you can 

cook rabbit stew (10)

Other comments (refined for anonymity) [translated from Swedish to English with Google Translate].

 { I wouldn’t buy rabbit meat if it came on the market. If meat production is a problem in the future, I can imagine 
eating vegetarian.

 { If rabbit meat production is to become an established commodity in the business, people should differentiate 
between rabbits for meat production and pets. I think all animals should be happy but I think people feel sorry 
for the rabbit because it is cuter than a pig.

 { The meat is most important because it is the one I buy.
 { We shouldn’t eat rabbits.
 { Industrially may be most efficient, but they are still animals.
 { Don’t eat meat, only fish, so don’t like either option.
 { No. Rabbit meat good.
 { It does not feel so bad to eat rabbit meat. In addition, it is difficult to obtain. They are never sold in stores.
 { I think they are very tasty with rabbit meat, however, they are a bit sad considering that I am a vegetarian and 

that I really shouldn’t eat meat, but since I am quite bad at sticking to what I say, I eat meat anyway but still 
choose to identify as a vegetarian as it is very hip and ‘down with the kidz’.

 { I know that many people have a sceptical attitude towards eating rabbit meat, just like eating meat from, for 
example, horses. I myself haven’t really thought about rabbit as an alternative for today’s meat consumption, so 
it was good that you brought it to my attention.

 { Rabbit meat is super tasty.
 { The questionnaire is broken. Can only answer with one of each number.


