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Abstract : The concept about zoo is changing from the animal exhibition which simply contained the animals
to the ecological zoo which has the function of preserving the animal species. At the central point of
maintaining such role, the basic principle called the animal welfare lies obviously. Korea has applied the
animal welfare principles such as carrying out the enrichment in the zoos since 2003, but there has not
been any institutional device to evaluate and examine the application of the animal welfare so far. This
study aims to confirm the level of animal welfare in Korea and suggest a developmental direction. For
the purpose of the study, 12 zoos in Korea were evaluated according to 68 evaluating categories. ‘Five
Principles of Animal Welfare’ in the Secretary of State's Standards of Modern Zoo Practice were selected
and carried out as the evaluation categories, and the result, from the highest to lowest score given, was
‘provision of food and water’, ‘provision of protection from fear and distress’, ‘provision of health care’,
“provision of an opportunity to express most normal behaviours’, and ‘provision of a suitable enrichment’
with the overall score of the entire Korean zoos being 2.86 (£ 0.56). It was also confirmed that in order
to improve the animal welfare of the Korean zoos, the animal management system must be standardized
and organized. The evaluation and feedback, the active practice of animal welfare and its legislative support
should be provided to establish an effective institutional device as well.

Keywords : animal welfare evaluation, enrichment, five principles, Secretary of State's Standards of Modern
Zoo Practice, zoo animal welfare
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Table 1. Average Scores for Category 1 Through 5 in Korean Zoos (N = 35)

Zoo Evaluator Average Score SD
1 2 3
A 2.81 2.84 3.07 291 0.14
B 1.28 - 245 1.87 0.83
C 3.24 2.64 3.63 3.17 0.50
D 3.35 2.77 2.73 2.95 0.35
E 2.88 2.46 2.49 2.61 0.23
F 2.74 291 3.09 291 0.18
G 2.11 1.86 1.86 1.94 0.14
H 2.95 3.24 3.15 3.11 0.15
1 2.70 2.27 3.13 2.70 0.43
J 3.76 3.65 347 3.63 0.15
K 332 2.74 3.25 3.10 0.32
L 2.70 2.77 3.79 3.09 0.61
Mean" 2.82 £ 0.64 2.74 £ 0.47 3.01 £ 0.55 2.86 £ 0.56

The evaluation categories are divided according to the five principles of animal welfare, and the score area is 1 (best), 2 (good),
3 (average), 4 (poor), and 5 (worst). The evaluator 1, 2, and 3 each is zoo veterinarian, zoo keeper, and study operator, and
the 12 zoos are recorded in the alphabetical order and evaluated without being open to public. ‘Mean + SD.
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Table 2. Average Scores for Category 1 Through 5 in Thailand Zoos
Evaluator
Z00 Average Score SD
1 2 3 4

Khao Kheow 1.85 2.17 2.03 1.58 1.92 0.33
Nakhon Ratchasima 2.51 1.78 2.04 1.49 1.95 0.54
Dusit 2.74 2.87 231 2.29 2.55 0.46
Mean" 2.36 + 0.58 227 +£0.61 2.14+0.23 1.78 + 0.46 2.14 £ 0.41

Categories 1 through 5 are described in the text. Based on scale ranging from 1 (best), 2 (good), 3 (average), 4 (poor), to 5
(worst). Evaluator 1 and 2 from the executive board of SEAZA, Evaluator 3 from the committee of SEAZA and Evaluator 4

from each local zoo. “Mean + SD. Cited from reference No.

1.

Table 3. Animal Welfare Evaluation Overall Score in Korean and Thailand Zoos

Korean Zoos Thailand Zoos
Category

Mean SD Mean SD
1 2.55 0.52 2.39 0.35
2 3.13 0.81 2.03 0.44
3 291 0.70 1.86 0.26
4 2.97 0.54 2.08 0.47
5 2.77 0.58 2.31 0.54

Mean" 2.86 £ 0.56 2.14 £ 0.41

Categories 1 through 5 are described in the text. Based on scale ranging from 1 (best), 2 (good), 3 (average), 4 (poor), to 5

(worst). ‘Mean + SD. Cited from reference No. 1.
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Table 4. Average Scores for Category 8 in Thailand Zoos

Evaluator
700 Average Score SD
1 2 3 4
Nakhon Ratchasima?® 2.89 2.29 2.00 1.40 2.14 0.62
Khao Kheow® 3.31 222 2.76 1.19 2.37 0.90
Dusit* 3.24 3.12 1.19 1.25 2.39 0.96
Mean” 3.15+£0.23 2.54 + 0.50 222+ 0.47 1.28 £ 0.11 2.30 £ 0.77

Categories 8 = single exhibit/species evaluation. Based on scale ranging from 1 (best), 2 (good), 3 (average), 4 (poor), to 5
(worst). Evaluator 1 and 2 from the executive board of SEAZA, Evaluator 3 from the committee of SEAZA and Evaluator 4
from each local zoo. *Asiatic black bears, elephants, small cat complex, lions. ®Sun bears, arabian camel, marmoset/tamarin,
barasingha. °Gibbons, bears, nocturnal house, waterfowls. “Mean = SD. Cited from reference No. 1.

Table 5. The evaluation score of category 1 (N = 35)

Zoo A B C D E F G H 1 J K L Average SD

Score 289 156 270 267 263 233 185 270 237 289 296 274 2.55 0.52
SD 033 032 0.68 040 028 040 045 028 028 0.00 056 0.61

The category 1 is provision of food and water. The score area is 1 (best), 2 (good), 3 (average), 4 (poor), and 5 (worst), and
each zoo is recorded in the alphabetical order and evaluated without being open to public.

Table 6. The evaluation score of category 2 (N = 35)
Z00 A B C D E F G H 1 J K L Average SD

Score 303 1.75 333 313 297 320 207 3.03 290 447 340 3.83 3.13 0.81
SD 021 092 047 059 045 0.10 006 025 0.53 1.17 053 0.68

The category 2 is provision of a suitable environment. The score area is 1 (best), 2 (good), 3 (average), 4 (poor), and 5 (worst),
and each zoo is recorded in the alphabetical order and evaluated without being open to public.
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Table 7. The evaluation score of category 3 (N = 35)

Zoo A B C D E F G H I J K L Average SD
Score 283 268 312 271 240 3.07 1.62 3.69 274 355 3.19 3.19 291 0.70
SD 034 186 051 038 025 0.19 047 027 036 025 0.11 0.67

The category 3 is provision of health care. The score area is 1 (best), 2 (good), 3 (average), 4 (poor), and 5 (worst), and each
zoo is recorded in the alphabetical order and evaluated without being open to public.

Table 8. The evaluation score of category 4 (N = 35)
Z00 A B C D E F G H 1 J K L Average SD

Score 3.09 207 338 317 279 311 223 3.02 287 3.65 299 292 297 0.54
SD 0.16 086 054 026 034 033 014 030 0.64 027 043 0.60

The category 4 is provision of an opportunity to express most normal behaviours. The score area is 1 (best), 2 (good), 3 (aver-
age), 4 (poor), and 5 (worst), and each zoo is recorded in the alphabetical order and evaluated without being open to public.

Table 9. The evaluation score of category 5 (N = 35)
Z00 A B C D E F G H 1 J K L Average SD

Score 269 177 331 3.05 226 285 195 3.13 262 357 298 275 277 0.58
SD 021 088 036 0.19 0.16 034 0.09 0.16 043 023 029 0.66

The category 5 is provision of protection from fear and distress. The score area is 1 (best), 2 (good), 3 (average), 4 (poor),
and 5 (worst), and each zoo is recorded in the alphabetical order and evaluated without being open to public.
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