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a b s t r a c t

Horse owners and carers are responsible for judging the health and welfare status of animals in their
care, deciding if and when professional advice should be sought and following any recommendations for
treatment. However, little is known about how horse owners perceive and determine the well-being of
horses in their care, or the themes that inform their beliefs about the social and behavioural re-
quirements of horses. In this article, we present findings of an online survey of horse owners in Australia
to consider if horse owners and carers believe the horses in their care have their social and behavioural
needs met, how they know, and what improvements they would like to see. Most participants believed
that their horses had their social and behavioural needs met, mostly because they had company from
another horse, lived in a paddock situation, and/or had contact with another horse. When discussing the
improvements they would like to make, participants noted more company, increased paddock time and
size, and more/improved training. The extended free-text responses suggest that four themes impact the
beliefs and decision-making of horse owners/carers: work, outings, interaction, and nature. We discuss
these in relation to the potential for anthropomorphism to have a positive impact on horses’ well-being,
when integrated into a sophisticated behaviour change and social marketing strategy that communicates
the ways in which horses and humans are different and the ways in which they are alike.

� 2018 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
Introduction

For domestic horses, and many nondomestic populations, wel-
fare and well-being are a direct outcome of human action and
inaction. Horse owners and carers are responsible for judging the
health and welfare status of animals in their care, deciding if and
when professional advice should be sought and following any
recommendations for treatment. An understanding of how horse
owners and carers determine the health, welfare, and well-being of
horses is essential for promoting horse health and welfare, specif-
ically for identifying priority areas for improving horse welfare;
barriers and enablers to human behavior change for horse welfare;
and communication strategies to successfully engage horse owners
in education and training interventions. For these reasons, re-
searchers have sought to determine the validity of subjective
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evaluations of horse welfare made by horse owners and carers, and
understand more about information-seeking patterns and prefer-
ences (Visser et al., 2011), including decision-making processes. For
example, McGowan et al. (2010b) found that owners of aging horses
in Queensland, Australia were not always able to recognize the
significance of clinical signs in their horses or solicit sufficient
veterinary care. Despite such research, little is known about how
horse owners perceive and determine the well-being of horses in
their care, or the themes that inform their beliefs about the social
and behavioral requirements of horses.

Methods

Data presented in this study were derived from a standard on-
line survey methodology. The Australian Horse Industry Council
(AHIC) surveyed Australian horse owners across two data collection
periods (the first from 8th December 2011 to 7th of March 2012,
and the second from 12th November 2012 to the 6th February
2013). The survey was designed with advice from stakeholders and
industry expert advisors engaged by the AHIC. It comprised 37
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questions, of which most were closed ended. As the sampling
strategy was based on convenience, a sample size calculation was
not conducted before data collection. Invitations to participatewere
disseminated online through the web sites, newsletters, and Face-
book pages of the AHIC and promoted by the Horse Federation of
South Australia and shared by supportive individuals in a social
media version of “snowball sampling” (Baltar and Brunet, 2012).
The survey was delivered online using Survey Monkey� software
(www.surveymonkey.com). The same questions were used in both
periods, with an additional open-ended question in the second,
inviting suggestions for topics to be considered at the annual re-
view of the Australian Horse Welfare Protocol (Australian Horse
Industry Council, 2011). Participants who cared for more than one
horse were instructed to self-select a horse that they considered
most representative of a “typical” horse in their care. No other in-
structions were given to define “typical” or assist in selection of
what we refer to below as a “survey horse.” The implications of this
decision are discussed further below.

Elsewhere, we have presented the horse husbandry and pre-
ventive health practices of participants from this survey
(Thompson et al., 2018b), (Data published include those on age,
breed, sex and castration, primary use of the horse, permanent
identification, registration with a horse organization, supervision,
health problems, veterinary examinations, vaccinations, parasite
control, hoof care, dental care, and retirement or withdrawal from
usual activity). Thompson et al., 2017 had previously discussed
results pertaining to shelter, social contact, exercise, watering, and
supplementary feeding. In the present study, we consider how
participants perceived and determined the well-being of horses in
their care. The survey questions discussed in this study are (1) “Do
you believe your horse has his social and behavioral needs met
completely?” [five-point Likert scale, 475 responses] and (2)
“Describe how your horse has his (sic) social and behavioral needs
met and/or where you would like to make improvements? [un-
limited free text, 441 and 127 responses].” For simplicity, we use
the term “well-being” throughout this article to encompass social
and behavioral needs, although we acknowledge that this is a
necessary oversimplification of a complex, value-laden concept
(Fraser et al., 1997) and a more ambiguous term than “welfare”
(Hockenhull and Whay, 2014; Popescu et al., 2014; Sandøe et al.,
2003).
Analysis

The Australian Horse Industry Council engaged the authors at
the point of data analysis. Survey responses were provided in
Microsoft Excel� (2013) spreadsheets. Data from the five-point
Likert scale were analyzed descriptively using IBM SPSS Statistics
V.19.

The open-ended questions allowed for unlimited free-text field.
Each response was attributed to a category of relevance to the
topics of the survey. Consistent with inductive coding approaches
commonly used in qualitative data analysis (Green et al., 2007) and
applied to other horse owner surveys (Thompson and Clarkson,
2016b), coding categories were developed post hoc by the first
author. They were finalized in conjunction with the Survey Project
Manager who had been involved in the project from its inception.
After the coding categories were established, each open-ended data
cell was coded. Three researchers with expertise in the Australian
equine industry provided a system of crosschecks to identify and
resolve any ambiguity in categories. Coding at multiple categories
was permitted. Responses at codes were then subject to basic
counts. As participants were not required to answer all questions in
the survey, responses are reported as a proportion of responses.
Results

Participants

There were 505 surveys returned. Questions about participant
demographics were limited to place of residence. In descending
order, participants resided in Victoria (23%; 117/501), New South
Wales (21%; 106/501), South Australia (18%; 92/501), Queensland
(15%; 74/501), Western Australia (11%; 54/501), Australian Capital
Territory (7%; 34/501), and Tasmania (5%; 24/501). Four participants
(0.8%) did not specify their location.

Further information about participants can be inferred from the
breed and application of their “survey horse,” as reported elsewhere
(Thompson et al., 2017, 2018b). Participants selected from 59 pre-
determinedcategories and “other” todescribe thebreedof their survey
horse. Four breeds accounted for justmore than half (56%; 281/505) of
all horses: thoroughbred (24%; 123/505), the Australian stock horse
(14%;72/505),quarterhorse(9%;45/505),andwarmblood(8%;41/505).

Participants were selected from 90 options that best described
the usage of their horse. Dressage (17%; 86/505) and pleasure (15%;
76/505; including “trail” use) were the most reported equestrian
activities in the first survey period, whereas pleasure (11%; 56/505)
and polocrosse (8%; 40/505) were the most reported activities in
the second survey period. Participants who specified their horses
were thoroughbred indicated that 5% (6/123) were used primarily
for racing at the time of the survey.

Belief that horse has social and behavioral needs met completely

A Likert scale was used to determine how strongly participants
believed that their horse’s social and behavioral needs were met
completely. A total of 475 participants provided responses. Almost all
participants agreed (92%; 437/475). Specifically, 56% (266/475)
stronglyagreed, 36% (171/475) agreed, 6% (28/475) neither agreednor
disagreed, 2% (9/475) disagreed, and 0.2% (1/475) strongly disagreed.

Four hundred forty-one participants provided a response to the
open-ended question about how they knew their horse had its social
and behavioral needsmet. The top three categories created from their
reasons given to support a belief that participants’ horses had their
social and behavioral needs met completely were 1) the provision of
unmediated company with another horse (i.e., horses in shared ac-
commodation) (59%;260/441), living inapaddock (which inAustralia
usually refers to a space larger than a “yard”) (36%; 158/441) and
havingmediated contactwith another horse (i.e., horses separated by
fencing, etc., but may be able to touch one another) (24%; 105/441).

Where participants would like to see improvements for the horses in
their care?

One hundred twenty-seven participants provided responses to
this open-ended question, that were coded for where they would
like to see improvementmade to benefit the horse in their care. The
three most prevalent responses were categorized as follows:
providing company/more company (70%; 89/127), spending more
time in a paddock situation, and/or a larger paddock (17%; 21/127),
or more/improved training (11%; 14/127). With regard to the top
two responses, comments revealed that opportunities for socializ-
ation or being paddocked were sometimes not provided because of
the perceived risk of physical harm from other horses.

Themes informing participant beliefs

In addition to the categorical coding of free-text responses, we
were able to identify four themes that appeared to influence what
participants felt were “good” for horses: work, outings, interaction,
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and nature. Although a thorough discourse analysis is beyond the
scope of this study andmore suited to data derived from interviews,
we provide an overview of each theme below with an attention to
the nuanced ways in which each appeared to inform the partici-
pants’ beliefs about equine welfare and well-being.

Work

A theme of work and training was seen to inform justifications
for believing horses had behavioral and social needs met. For
example,

“She is ridden a few days a week out of the paddock and gets
taken to events when on.” (320)

Work was seen as important to mental stimulation:

“they are worked 5/6 days per week in Polocrosse season which
keeps them healthy and mentally stimulated” (307)

“Behaviorally hegetsworked regularly sohedoesn’t go sourandwe
do different work outs so he doesn’t get bored and play up” (169)

“enough work to keep her brain ticking over” (90)

Routine and consistency in work appeared to be important to
participants:

“Regular and consistent training” (154)

“is worked daily” (267)

“every second day at a minimum she is ridden or handled to
assist with her behavior and training” (337)

Some participants expressed a need to balance their horse’s
workload:

“Do not overwork her and have her is a training routine that
specifically suits her” (102)

“Training is always adjusted for behavior for example horse does
different work so as not to get bored” (436)

“Training is light and considerate and based on his ability and
interests” (357)

Breaks from work were also taken into consideration:

“layingoff after thepolocrosse seasonandhave timeoffwork” (283)

“is workedmainly duringwinter and has a break in the summer”
(278)

“Is given 4 week rest breaks after any periods of intense
competition or work” (215)
Outings

A theme of outings was also apparent in the open-ended com-
ments. As with work, taking horses for outings in the form of rides or
competitions was seen as important for their well-being. Some par-
ticipants valued outings for their provision of stimulation to horses:

“been out to many shows and experienced lots of sights and
sounds” (221)

“Horses then stimulated through competition that they also
enjoy” (266)

“Exercised daily out of the home paddock, so they are exposed to
outside stimuli” (303)

Outings and competitions were also valued for providing op-
portunities for conspecific social interactions:
“regularly socializes with other horses at pony club, on trail
rides, when visiting neighbouring properties and going away to
the stallion” (146)

“She might get floated [transported] out once every two months
for a ’play date’” (447)

“He also regularly goes to competitions where he meets other
horses as well” (91)

Similarly, some participants emphasized their attempts to
maintain conspecific social interactions during outings:

“Always kept in groups; always allowed social interaction; travel
to shows in pairs, train in pairs” (180)

“When travelling to competitions/training 2 ormore horses” (314)

“Kept with other horses. Competes with other horses. Trans-
ported with other horses” (425)

Interaction

Although company and contact ranked in the top three of re-
sponses to how participants knew their horse had its social and
behavioral needs met and where they would like to see improve-
ments, the free-text responses illustrated how interactions with
humans were valued for horse well-being:

“He lives with and has social interaction with other horses and
also has attention from me on a daily basis” (203)

“He also had plenty of socializationwith humans, by doing small
amount of trick training each day” (486)

Responses ranged from horses receiving attention from humans,
to horses appearing to be incorporated into human culture:

“The horse is awell cared for pet and has earned his place as part
of the family” (329)

“He is paddocked with other horses and lives in a herd like
situation where I am the alpha of the herd (he is the second), I
spend time with him in the paddock just socializing.”(409)

“He is fed every day, rugged when cold, given treats like bread,
apples, etc. pats and in-depth conversations about nothing in
particular. He has his friendsdother horses, cats, us.he knows
we love him.” (142)
Nature

Ideas of nature, being natural, and living naturally figured in
participant comments as a theme legitimating the conditions under
which horses are most likely to have their social and behavioral
needs met. The concept of nature was deployed in various ways.

Nature was seen as a kind of template for determining horses’
environmental needs:

“has natural environment.” (270)

“Believe horse’s social needs are almost completely met by
providing environment which closely approximates conditions
of free-ranging feral horses” (163)

Naturewas also deployed in relation to horses’ behavioral needs:

“Horse is able to express almost all innate behaviors including
choice of companion, grazing duration, free exercise, protection
from elements” (163)

“he spends all day in a large paddock with other horses and is
free to express natural behavior during that time” (177)
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Freedom to behave according to a horse’s nature also featured in
participants’ responses in ways which could be further related to a
horse’s psychological, emotional, or “mental” needs:

“he gets to be a horse” (318)

“I like to keep my horse in a herd in a large paddock where he
can “be a horse” and interact with the others” (361)

However, some participants saw “nature” more critically, as a
conceptual ideal:

“Able to live as naturally as possible.” (181)

“.Allowed to roam, exercise, graze as close as possible to nat-
ural behavior” (182)

“Living out in a large paddock with her herd, which consists of
other mares and currently a foal. Keeping things as natural as I
can make them” (481)
Discussion

This study sought to determine how horse owners in Australia
perceived and determined the well-being of horses in their care,
where they saw opportunities for improvement, and what kinds of
themes informed their beliefs about the social and behavioral re-
quirements of horses. The finding that 92% of participants believed
that their horse’s social and behavioral needs were met is encour-
aging when taken at face value. However, a mixed-methods study
comparing self-reports of horse signs of well-being (stereotypic and
repetitive behaviors) to objective reports from a trained observer
found that caretakers “clearly underestimate expression of bad-
being in horses” (Lesimple and Hausberger, 2014). Further research
using a similar mixed-methods model could determine the variance
between subjective and objective evaluations of horse well-being
according to a variety of indicators and across different sectors and
activities, especially those peculiar to Australia such as campdrafting
and polocrosse as well as horse ownership in regional, rural, and
remote areas where access to veterinarians and participation in
competitions is often subject to the tyranny of distance.

The top three reasons given for participant justifications of horse
well-being were unmediated contact with another horse, paddock
housing, and mediated contact with another horse (i.e., contact
over a fence). This is consistent with the finding reported elsewhere
that the most frequently specified form of accommodation for
horses in this survey was in a paddock (Thompson et al., 2017). It is
unclear, however, if participant use of the term “paddock” was
associatedwith enough room for the horse to trot and canter at will,
or if paddocks were assumed to be spaces with ample grazing.

In relation to the Five Freedoms framework for analyzing animal
welfare (McCulloch, 2013), there is some alignment with partici-
pants’ justifications for determining if their horses have their social
and behavioral needs metdassuming that paddocking and com-
pany/contact are taken to provide freedom to express (most) nat-
ural behavior and that paddocking is taken to provide freedom from
hunger or thirst as well as freedom from discomfort. However, the
top three reasons do not seem to reflect freedom from pain, injury,
or disease or freedom from fear and distress. Nonetheless, the
absence of evidence for these concepts in an open-ended question
cannot be taken to imply their unimportance to participants.

The top three improvements suggested by participants were
(more) company, paddock housing, and horse training (the latter
excluded human training). This may reflect the fact that most par-
ticipants stated that they kept their horses in pairs or singly
(Thompson et al., 2017). Again, conspecific socialization and less
restrictive housing were emphasized, although training was
considered an area for improving the fulfillment of horse social and
behavioral needs. As training involves human interaction, this may
be revealing of the “work” theme identified in extended comments,
although it may be related to nature, where natural horsemanship
training is often valued by practitioners for approximating “natural”
(and therefore more “ethical”) interactions (Birke, 2007, 2008;
Latimer and Birke, 2009). However, the impact of training on per-
ceptions of horse well-being requires further determination. Given
that some participants expressed concerns about injuries to horses
from being in paddocks and/or with company, horse welfare may be
improved through the dissemination of information about herd
behavior and strategies to minimize these risks (Hartmann et al.,
2009; Jørgensen and Bøe, 2007; Rivera et al., 2002), or alternatives
for enriching the experiences of horses kept in stables or otherwise
restricted spaces, and/or with limited opportunities to interact with
conspecifics (Goodwin et al., 2002; Thorne et al., 2005).

As the four themes were inferred from a question to which not
all participants responded, it would be disingenuous to present
them quantitatively, comment on frequency, or make associations.
However, there is one particular aspect of the four themes, which
can be extrapolated for further conceptual discussion and practical
applicationdthe coexistence of a theme of nature with three other
themes more relevant to human culture. As such, the thematic
examples above of “work,” “outings,” and “interaction with
humans” are anthropomorphic. Routinely defined as “the attribu-
tion of human characteristics to nonhumans,” anthropomorphism
is often considered erroneous, unscientific (Tyler, 2003), and/or a
threat to animal welfare (Bradshaw and Casey, 2007), especially
within behaviorism and ethology (Wynne, 2007). However, rather
than being considered as the misguided assertion that nonhumans
can be like humans, anthropomorphism should be taken as an
acknowledgment of doubt that nonhumans cannot be like humans
(Endenburg, 2000). That is, we don’t know if a horse enjoys inter-
acting with humans, going on outings, or socializing the same way
humans do, but neither can we say that they do not.

Thinking that horses (like humans) need outings, work and in-
teractionswith humans to have their social and behavioral needsmet
might be considered anthropomorphic. Certainly, these themes
hardly approximatewhat horses do in “nature,” at least as it is usually
understood as being devoid of humans (Eder, 1996). However, it is
humanswho are responsible for the social and behavioral well-being
of domestic horses, and with whom horses co-create a shared inter-
species existence (Birke and Thompson, 2018). Moreover, humans
and horses share much in common, as encapsulated in Darwin’s oft-
cited comment that “the difference in mind between man and the
higher animals, great as it is, is certainlyone of degree andnot of kind”
(Darwin, 1871: 101). Asmammals, humans and horses can be seen to
experience the world through the same senses, albeit they may pro-
cess and respond to stimuli differently. This has been demonstrated
by (Shapiro 1997) in relation to a shared phenomenological basis
behind relationships forming between humans and dogs. Further-
more, Lesimple and Hausberger, 2014 note that identification is
crucial for “decoding” the internal mental state of animals.

Anthropomorphism can also add a moral imperative to human
relationships with animals, whereby humans should do no harm, so
long as animals are not held morally accountable for their actions
(Waytz et al., 2010). Indeed, Tyler notes that anthropomorphism
“shackles thought concerning the possible relationships between
human and nonhuman animal beings” (Tyler, 2003: 267). Rather,
anthropomorphism can be seen as a meaning-making tool that can
motivate and strengthen interspecies relationships such as those
between humans and horses (Waytz et al., 2010). It therefore seems
somewhat short-sighted to judge instances of anthropomorphism as
necessarily “wrong,” “bad,” or incongruent with animal welfare. As
argued by Endenburg, anthropomorphism may play an important
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role in the formation of the human-animal bond. So we need to (and
probably most owners do) anthropomorphize; we probably have no
other opportunity to forma bond. If this is true, the question is how to
prevent denying the needs of companion animals while anthropo-
morphizing them. The denial of the needs of animals can easily
happen as a consequence of attributing human emotion, thoughts,
and behaviors to animals, knowing that we anthropomorphize them
and consider the animals as it is (Endenburg, 2000: 44).

Although anthropomorphism has been associated with poor ani-
mal welfare outcomes (Serpell, 2002), conceptual perspectives link-
ing anthropomorphism to interspecies relations, identification, and
ethics suggest that it may be beneficial to improving animal welfare.
Moreover, an uncritical rejection of anthropomorphismmay result in
the presentation of animals as nonsentient machinesda form of
“mechanomorphism” (Karlsson, 2012). In fact, a totalitarian avoid-
anceof anthropomorphismtoanextremesuchasmechanomorphism
could lead to poor outcomes for equine welfare and well-being.

To prevent these unhelpful extremes, further research is
required to determine exactly how anthropomorphism might be
utilized to improve horsewelfare andwell-being, as has been found
for improving dog adoption rates (Butterfield et al., 2012). Indeed,
there may be a role for sophisticated education and communica-
tions interventions for horse owners and carers based around
human-horse similarity and difference. This might translate to a
“like us/unlike us” messaging strategy such as “like us, horses
dislike being cold but unlike us, horses feel cold at much lower
temperatures.” Messaging could operate through more abstract
categories of similarity and difference, such as horses and humans
being socially similar but physiologically different, and therefore
having similar social needs (such as the ability to connect with and
retreat from others) and different physiological or cognitive needs
(such as a horse’s need to eat almost continually or a human’s need
to rationalize behaviors and/or attribute intentions). These kinds of
interventions should be carefully developed using participative
design methodologies and subject to rigorous user testing to eval-
uate their relevance in the global horse economy as well as to local
“value frameworks” (Heleski and Anthony, 2012). Such consider-
ations are essential to avert unintended consequences, mis-
interpretations, or misapplications.

Limitations

The quality of data reported in this study was compromised by
the sample size. Our sample of 505 participants represents 0.13% of
w400,000 horse owners reported in Australia (Smyth and Dagley,
2015). This is modest compared to online survey samples of horse
owners in Australiawhich are two (Thompson and Clarkson, 2016b)
or six times (Smyth and Dagley, 2015) greater in size, although the
present sample is more than three times the number of participants
reported for surveys elsewhere (Carroll et al., 2016).

As the sampling strategy was nonrandom and participation was
opt-in, the data are subject to selection biases. Data most likely
reflect the views of those horse owners that are active in the online
horse community; who engage with information disseminated by
the AHIC and the Horse Federation of SA; and who have an interest
in horse welfare, health, and husbandry; especially as owners who
volunteer their time to complete a survey on horse health are in all
likelihood already trying to provide the best health care for their
horse (McGowan et al., 2010a). Indeed, analysis of findings from 930
responses to another survey of horse owners in Australia initiated
by the AHIC found that “horse health, welfare, or biosecurity” issues
had the most resonance with participants out of four broad topics
(Thompson and Clarkson, 2016a).

Despite the anonymity provided by the online survey format, there
may also have been a social desirability bias in effect whereby
participants tended to provide the responses they thought would be
perceivedmost favorablybytheresearchers (Krumpal,2013). In further
research, self-report data could be triangulatedwith objective data on
horse health, welfare, and well-being to determine levels of over-
estimationorunderestimationbyhorseowners andcarers inAustralia.

A larger, single-period survey with ample demographic questions
may have been more representative of horse owners and carers in
Australia, enabling findings to be stratified by different kinds of
participants (age, gender, generation of horse ownership, income,
education) and types of participation in the horse sector (e.g.,
amateur, professional, racing, sport, competition, and leisure).
Although resolving these sampling issues may provide a more
comprehensive overview of horse owners in Australia, there is a
concurrent need for further dedicated research detailing the beliefs,
attitudes, knowledge, motivations, and justifications for horse owner
and carer behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs. This is warranted given
the changing nature of the equine economy, and worldwide varia-
tions in equestrian cultures (Adelman and Thompson, 2017). Quali-
tative research with samples much smaller than the present study
would bemost effective at eliciting these important sociocultural and
psychological dimensions to horse owner practices (Christley and
Perkins, 2010; Collins et al., 2012; Thompson and Adelman, 2013).

Data were also compromised by the wording and format of sur-
vey questions. Although the first question reported here involved a
straightforward Likert scale, the inclusion of the word “completely”
in the question may have overcomplicated participants’ choice of
responses ranging from “strongly agree,” through “neither agree nor
disagree” to “strongly disagree.” Pilot testing should be used in
further surveys using alternative wording such as “does your horse
have their social and behavioral needs met” with a Likert scale
ranging from “always” through “not sure” to “never,” or from “fully”
through “mostly” and “somewhat” to “not at all.” Separate questions
for social needs and behavioral needs should also be considered,
depending on the research aims and how well participants can be
expected to discern between the two types of needs.

The second question reported in this study was double-
barreled and free-text responses were unlimited. During coding,
researcher interpretation was required to determine which as-
pects of the response were directed at which part of the question,
if at all. A different proportion of responses may have been iden-
tified if the second question had been asked discretely. However,
the range of responses would most likely be unaffected. Further
survey research could take advantage of the reasons for deter-
mining a horse having its behavioral needs met identified here,
with a yes/no format, to evaluate their spread across the horse
owning population. The same could be conducted for assessing
any improvements that could be made, with the addition of a
question asking how likely it is that those changes will be made or
what resources would be required. In a survey with hundreds of
participants, much of the qualitative insight is lost through a
process of aggregate coding required for effective data presenta-
tion. Open-ended questions should therefore be limited by text in
future online surveys of this type. Alternatively, questions about
the subjective decision-making processes, values, attitudes, and
beliefs of people responsible for horses could be asked within an
interview or focus group methodology with a smaller sample size
consistent with qualitative approaches.

As noted elsewhere in relation to the broader survey (Thompson
et al., 2018b), the concept of a “typical horse” for the purposes of
completing this online surveymay have reduced the sensitivity of the
research toolwhereparticipantswere responsible for the careofmore
than one horse (Thompson et al., 2018a). Where this was the case,
responses to the closed-ended questionmay have been an aggregate,
although the open-ended response fields should have allowed for the
capture of greater variability in horse-keeping practices.
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Conclusion

This study provided important insight into how 505 horse
owners in Australia perceived the well-being of horses in their care,
how 441 horse owners made their determinations, and the im-
provements that 127 horse owners would like to see. Their
extended responses yielded important insights that could be inte-
grated into horse welfare initiatives and interventions. In particular,
the identification of four themes across the responses prompts a
reconsideration of anthropomorphism and what role it may play in
supporting the health, welfare, and well-being of horses.
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