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Abstract. The environment in which animals are kept must provide suitable conditions for their species. This
includes ensuring that animals are healthy, well-fed, safe, able to exhibit species-specific behaviors, not expe-
riencing fear or pain, and not under chronic or acute stress. Poultry welfare is achieved when birds are raised
in environments that meet their physiological and ethological needs. Fear can significantly impact animal wel-
fare. Chickens have been significantly altered by human artificial selection. Despite this, they exhibit reactivity
towards humans and tend to avoid them. Poultry animals reared in environmentally controlled poultry houses
and bred for superior productivity are more sensitive to fear factors and have lost their adaptability to a great
extent. This study aimed to determine the effect of personnel clothing color on stress and fear in chickens in
layer hen coops. The experiment involved 32-week-old laying hens of three different genotypes. A worker in the
henhouse wore six respective different colors of workwear (dark blue, green, red, yellow, black, and white), and
sound measurements were taken during this time. The results showed that the color of the worker’s clothing in-
fluenced the sound intensity of the chickens (P<0.05). White clothing elicited the least reaction, whereas black
and dark blue elicited the most. The other three colors showed similar reactions. In conclusion, workers in layer
hen coops wearing dark clothing, such as dark blue and black, can induce stress and noise in the animals. Addi-
tionally, chickens showed similar reactions to green, red, and yellow colors, with white being the color around
which they felt the most secure.

1 Introduction

Animal welfare refers to the state of physical and emotional
well-being of animals. It is a multifaceted subject encom-
passing scientific, ethical, economic, cultural, social, reli-
gious, and political dimensions. Animals raised in environ-
ments that do not prioritize welfare often experience in-
creased mortality due to stress and stress-related diseases
(Bousfield and Brown, 2010). Stress is characterized by the
responses animals exhibit to adapt or protect themselves
from the adverse effects of stressors (Qi et al., 2017). Factors
such as extreme temperatures, exposure to toxins (especially
mycotoxins) through feed, poor husbandry conditions (such
as overcrowding, transportation errors, and feeding issues),
certain infections, and exposure to chemicals are known to
be significant stressors (El-Lethey et al., 2000). Chickens
in commercial egg-laying units experience numerous stres-

sors during breeding and rearing. These include acute or
chronic factors such as sex sorting, vaccination, transport
after hatching, absence of maternal care, crowding, thwart-
ing of various behavioral needs, and mixing with unfamil-
iar conspecifics. Additionally, environmental factors like am-
monia emissions and other climate parameters can further
contribute to their stress (Appleby et al., 2004; Bist et al.,
2023; Cronin et al., 2020; Hedlund and Jensen, 2021; Hof-
mann et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020; Ozenturk and Yildiz, 2021;
Van Poucke et al., 2023). In other words, chickens experi-
ence varying degrees of both psychological and physiologi-
cal stress at different stages of their lives. Providing animals
with ideal housing conditions and managing their exposure
to stressors properly can positively affect their productivity
and welfare (Chrousos, 1997; Sapolsky, 1999).
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Stress in poultry primarily leads to disruptions in health
and productivity, although it can also result in behavioral dis-
orders such as cannibalism and feather pecking (Cronin et
al., 2018; Michel et al., 2022; Ozenturk et al., 2023). When
birds are under stress, their blood glucose levels increase, de-
pleting glycogen, the storage sugar in the liver and muscles.
This leads to irregular respiratory rates. Stress hormones also
disrupt the balance of intestinal microflora, altering pH lev-
els in the intestines and creating an environment conducive
to the reproduction of various bacteria and fungi, potentially
leading to gastrointestinal diseases. Furthermore, stress in
poultry depresses the immune system, reducing production
and increasing the rates of culls and deaths. Suppressed im-
mune systems make birds more susceptible to viral, bacterial,
protozoan, and fungal infections, leading to stress syndrome.
Additionally, stress causes a decrease in metabolic functions
(Rosales, 1994; Ognik and Sembratowicz, 2012)

Stress in poultry is challenging to determine due to its
dependence on various factors. Typically, four parameters
– health, productivity, behavior, and physiology – are em-
ployed to assess stress in poultry species (Chrousos, 1997;
Sapolsky et al., 2000). Commonly used stress markers in-
clude the circulating heterophile / lymphocyte ratio, adreno-
cortical hormone and corticosterone levels, and adrenal gland
weight. However, the analysis of these stress markers re-
quires specialized expertise, and the methods are often costly
and labor-intensive (Nwaigwe et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2022).
Nevertheless, some stress determination methods are more
cost-effective and require less labor.

The growing interaction between humans and animals has
sparked greater curiosity about animals’ lives and behaviors,
leading to the inclusion of behavior patterns in the realm of
scientific inquiry (Akbaş, 2013). Recent focus has shifted to-
wards evaluating animal welfare and stress levels through an
examination of their emotional states (Vasdal et al., 2018).
While an animal’s emotional state cannot be directly mea-
sured, it is typically assessed through physiological and be-
havioral factors (Wemelsfelder and Lawrence, 2001; McMil-
lan, 2020).

Various tests exist to measure fear-related stress in poul-
try, such as the avoidance distance test, touch test, novel ob-
ject test, and stationary person test (Brantsæter et al., 2017;
Rasmussen et al., 2022; Vasdal et al., 2022). One method
involves measuring the sounds that animals produce (Ríos-
Chelén et al., 2017). Hens, for example, may vocalize in re-
sponse to fear or stress, making sounds such as clucking,
or squealing at different frequencies and intensities (Col-
lias, 1987; Neethirajan, 2023). The intensity and frequency
of these vocalizations can vary based on the perceived threat
and the individual temperament of the bird. Additionally, lay-
ing hens may exhibit increased movement when experienc-
ing fear or stress, which can include flapping wings, pacing,
or other agitated behaviors. This heightened activity often
serves as a natural response to perceived threats, as birds
may attempt to escape or avoid the source of stress. Increased

movement within a cage or enclosure can contribute to higher
noise levels (Nicol, 2015).

Auditory, olfactory, visual, or physical contact of birds
with humans can induce fear. Poultry are particularly sen-
sitive to visual stimuli, including colors, and may exhibit dif-
ferent reactions to various hues. Research into animal be-
havior and welfare has indicated that certain colors might
have calming or stressing effects on animals (Hesham et al.,
2018). The presence of individuals other than the farmer or a
change in the farmer’s attire upon entering the poultry farm
may elicit fear and panic (Kilgour and Dalton, 1984; Jones,
1987). According to a study, layer hens raised in indoor poul-
try farms can detect an approaching object from a distance of
25 m (Jones et al., 1981).

Chickens possess remarkable color vision and can per-
ceive a wide range of color spectra, including violet and ul-
traviolet (UV) light. They are capable of seeing UV-A light
(315–400 nm) in addition to the visible spectrum of 400–
750 nm. In addition to their adeptness at perceiving colors,
chickens have a broader visual capability than previously un-
derstood (Ham and Osorio, 2007; Olsson et al., 2015).

Chickens have the same three primary color cones (red,
yellow, and blue) as humans, but they also possess a UV
cone. This additional cone enables chickens to perceive col-
ors and shades beyond human perception, allowing them to
distinguish and perceive a broader range of colors and tones.
Furthermore, chickens exhibit exceptional focusing abilities,
enabling them to visually perceive objects both near and at
a distance (Seifert et al., 2020). From an early age, chick-
ens demonstrate good eyesight. Shortly after hatching, chicks
are capable of navigating around obstacles, detecting moving
objects, and pecking objects with precision. They can also
differentiate between shallow and deep surfaces (Ham and
Osorio, 2007; Seifert et al., 2020).

To ensure sustainability, production efficiency, and the
health and welfare of animals, a comprehensive management
program is essential from hatching to the end of produc-
tion. Every stress factor that may occur during the growing
and yield period is associated with a reduction in the wel-
fare and productivity of the animals. Furthermore, individu-
als working in the coop can impact the health, welfare, and
performance of the animals. Additionally, unfavorable hous-
ing conditions can have adverse effects on the health and
well-being of both animals and workers. This study aimed to
investigate the impact of color differences in worker clothing
on the stress levels of animals in laying hen coops.

2 Materials and methods

The research was conducted at the Food and Animal Farming
Research and Application Center of Atatürk University and
was prepared in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki
and animal welfare guidelines. Three different genotypes
were used in the experiment: one domestic (Atak-S) and
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Table 1. Animals in the experiment.

Hybrid Egg Plumage Origin Number
color color

Atak-S Brown Black Domestic 1080
Novogen White White White Foreign 1080
ISA Brown Brown Brown Foreign 1080

two foreign (ISA Brown and Novogen White). All animals
were 32 weeks old. The Atak-S genotype is a recent ad-
dition to Türkiye’s breeding studies (Ozenturk and Yildiz,
2020; Akunal and Koknaroglu, 2021). In Turkey, domestic
layer hybrids were produced at the Ankara Poultry Research
Institute in 1995 using pure lines imported from Canada
(Fathel and Elibol, 2006). The ISA Brown (IB), Novogen
White (NW), and Atak-S (AS) hybrids have brown, white,
and black plumage colors, respectively. IB and AS hybrids
lay brown eggs, whereas NW hybrids lay white eggs (Ta-
ble 1). It has been reported that AS hybrids achieve annual
egg yields ranging from 75 % to 80 % (280–300 eggs) and
foreign hybrids achieve yields ranging from 80 % to 85 %
(300–320 eggs) within the 72-week age period (Turker et al.,
2017; Ozenturk and Yildiz, 2021).

2.1 Cage design

The henhouse consists of three blocks, each containing three
tiers. Cage compartments are symmetrically arranged on
both sides (left and right) of each block, with each tier com-
prising 60 cage compartments (30 on each side). Six birds
were housed in each cage compartment, and all hybrids (IB,
AS, and NW) were evenly distributed among the cages to
ensure uniformity.

The chickens were housed in multistory cages within a sin-
gle building with windows, with six chickens per cage and
a floor area of 625 cm2 per chicken. To provide uniform il-
lumination, the lamps in the henhouses were positioned at
equal distances from each other. Each cage compartment was
60 cm deep, 62.5 cm wide, 46 cm high at the rear, and 51 cm
high at the front with a 62.5 cm feeder length and a 7° base
tilt. Each cage was equipped with two nipple drinkers within
the reach of each bird.

The in-house temperature was maintained between 16 and
24 °C by a sensor connected to the ventilation and heating
system. The poultry house has windows for natural day-
light. A lighting program of 16 h d−1 was implemented us-
ing fluorescent lamps (4000 K) that provide white light. Dur-
ing the first 4 weeks of the laying period (weeks 16–20),
the hens were fed egg starter feed (2750 ME (metabolic en-
ergy), 17.50 % CP (crude protein)), followed by laying feed
(2750 ME, 16.26 % CP) in granule form ad libitum from the
21st to the 45th week.

2.2 Sound measurement method

The worker responsible for the care of the chickens wore six
respective different colors of workwear (dark blue, green,
red, yellow, black, and white) and walked around the same
route in the poultry house for 5 min in each set of clothes.
The worker did not have a fixed outfit that they wore reg-
ularly every day. The entrance and exit to the poultry house
were controlled during the experiment, ensuring that no other
personnel entered the house both during the trial and at other
times. The worker refrained from making visual or tactile
contact with the chickens while walking around.

Sound measurements were taken after the first 3 min to
allow the animals to adapt to a new clothing color. The mea-
surements were taken after the worker had completed one
round through all of the cages. While the worker was walk-
ing around in different respective workwear colors, sound
measurements were continuously recorded for 2 min using
a Trotec SL300® device and captured on video. The sound
meter was positioned centrally in the middle of the house.
A 10 min break was provided between the two sets of color
measurements to allow the chickens to calm down. Sound
measurements were taken at 09:00 and 21:00 LT (local time)
for 10 consecutive days.

2.3 Statistical analysis

Decibel (dB) values were determined every 10 s in the 2 min
videos in which the sound values were recorded. The IBM
SPSS software package was used in the analysis of the data
obtained in the experiment. Statistical analyses were per-
formed using every 10 s data point as repeated measure-
ments. The GLM (general linear model) repeated-measures
procedure was applied to determine the effect of color, time,
and day vs. night on the sound of chickens, and the results are
given as the mean±SE (standard error). Interactions were
removed from the statistical model because they were in-
significant, and only the main affects were examined.

3 Results

Based on the findings of this work, it was determined that the
sound intensity of the chickens did not change according to
the experimental timeline (F (12444)= 0.423, P = 0.954).
There was no statistically significant difference between the
values recorded every 10 s during the 120 s measurements
(Fig. 1).

The chickens exhibited a greater noise reaction to the
worker’s clothing color differences in the morning com-
pared with the evening. The average sound intensity during
the daytime measurements was 66.22± 0.32 dB, whereas it
was 64.99± 0.32 dB during nighttime measurements. A sig-
nificant difference was found between the sound measure-
ments taken in the morning and evening (F (1444)= 7.532,
P = 0.006).
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Figure 1. Effect of the experimental timeline on sound intensity.

Figure 2. Effect of the worker’s clothing color on the mean sound
intensity.

It has been determined that the color of the worker’s cloth-
ing affects the sound intensity of the chickens (F (5444)=
2.598, P = 0.048). It was determined that the color to which
the chickens reacted the least was white (64.37± 0.55 dB),
whereas the colors to which they reacted the most were black
(66.17± 0.56 dB) and dark blue (66.28± 0.54 dB). It was
observed that similar values were obtained for the other three
workwear clothing colors (Fig. 2). These values were mea-
sured as 65.62± 0.54, 65.98± 0.54, and 65.23± 0.54 dB for
green, red, and yellow, respectively.

4 Discussion

Animals experience varying degrees of both psychological
and physiological stress at different stages of their lives.
To prevent overexposure to these stress factors, it is impor-
tant to identify the factors causing stress. Managing an ani-
mal’s exposure to stress factors correctly can not only pos-
itively affect their productivity but also increase their wel-
fare (Chrousos, 1997; Sapolsky, 1999; Ozenturk and Yildiz,
2021; Ozenturk et al., 2023).

Ongoing research on laying hens has demonstrated that
bird vocalizations can serve as reliable indicators of particu-
lar forms of stress and that different vocalization patterns can
be linked with specific kinds of stressful conditions (Neethi-
rajan, 2023). Research findings indicate that chickens exhibit
a statistically higher noise response in the morning compared
with the evening. Chickens, like many other bird species, are
diurnal, meaning they are active during the day and rest at
night (Deep et al., 2012). Thus, the noise difference may be

explained by the fact that chickens are active and noisy dur-
ing the day but generally roost and sleep at night.

Less noise was detected when workers wore white cloth-
ing in the chicken coop compared with other colors. Dark
blue and black colors elicited the loudest noise, while red,
green, and yellow colors resulted in medium noise levels.
White is a bright and highly visible color to birds, creating a
high contrast against the surroundings. In contrast, dark col-
ors like black and dark blue may not be as easily visible, po-
tentially making movements or objects more challenging for
laying hens to detect. This increased visibility of personnel
in white clothing may make their presence more predictable
and less startling to the birds (Meuser et al., 2021). Further-
more, in nature, birds often associate dark colors with po-
tential predators. Predatory birds and animals that threaten
laying hens may have darker plumage or fur, leading to an
innate fear response to dark colors. White, being a less com-
mon color in predators, may not trigger the same fear re-
sponse (Hughes, 1997; Meuser et al., 2021).

Chickens have the ability to produce sounds ranging from
approximately 60 to 80 decibels (dB), with the actual out-
put dependent on the context and the individual chicken
(Donofre et al., 2020; Ginovart-Panisello et al., 2020; Hill
et al., 2014; Nicol, 2015). This range of vocalizations plays
a crucial role in their communication and social interactions.
For instance, in response to potential threats, chickens can
exhibit a notable difference in vocalization volume between
a calm state and a panicked state, serving as a natural alarm
response (Brouček, 2014; Campo et al., 2005; Laurijs et al.,
2021; Nicol, 2015). In our study, we found a statistically
significant difference of approximately 2 dB in sound lev-
els between trials in which chickens were exposed to white
clothing (64.37 dB) and trials in which they were exposed to
dark clothing (black: 66.17 dB; dark blue: 66.28 dB). While
this difference may seem minor, it can be meaningful in
specific contexts, particularly when considering the sensitiv-
ity of sound measurements and the animals’ perception of
sound. Chickens, like other animals, may exhibit heightened
sensitivity to changes in sound levels compared with humans
(Brouček, 2014; Hill et al., 2014; Olczak et al., 2023; Tefera,
2012). A 2 dB increase could indicate a noticeable change in
their environment, potentially signaling a shift in behavior or
alertness. Furthermore, even slight increases in sound levels
over time can have a cumulative effect on animals, poten-
tially leading to stress or other behavioral changes (Brouček,
2014; Campbell et al., 2019; Campo et al., 2005; Nielsen et
al., 2023; Zhao et al., 2023). Therefore, these findings have
important implications for the welfare and management of
poultry.

To our knowledge, there is no literature similar to this
study, which was conducted to determine the effect of worker
clothing color on stress in chickens. However, there are stud-
ies on different light and equipment colors. For example, one
study found that white and red light made chickens more ac-
tive, but red light caused aggression. Additionally, blue or
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green light kept the chickens calmer (Prayitno, 1997). An-
other study reported that chickens raised in red light showed
more activity and aggressive behavior (Hesham et al., 2018).
Similarly, red light (700 nm) was found to increase the ac-
tivity and aggressive behavior of chickens (Soliman and El-
Sabrout, 2020). In a study on broilers with four different light
colors (red, blue, white, and green), animals preferred white
(Rierson, 2011). This result is similar to the findings of the
present study. Another study emphasized that white light had
a positive effect on increasing feed and water consumption
by stimulating activity in layer chicks. It was also noted that
red is an attractive color for chickens; therefore, red drinkers
and feeders are generally used in poultry houses (Fidan and
Nazligul, 2005). In this study, the excessive reaction of chick-
ens to the color black may explain why they do not prefer this
color. In another study using feeds of different colors, chick-
ens especially preferred red (Forbes and Covasa, 1995), indi-
cating that color is a strong cue for chickens in learning about
preference and aversion (Jones et al., 2000).

Further research is necessary to determine the exact
threshold for perceivable differences in loudness for chick-
ens across various contexts. Such investigations can provide
valuable insights into how chickens perceive and respond to
changes in their environment, aiding in the development of
effective management strategies.

5 Conclusions

In summary, it was determined that laying hens react more
to dark colored work clothes such as dark blue and black,
causing increased noise in the poultry house. This may have
been due to the fact that dark colors caused stress in the ani-
mals. It was also found that animals showed similar reactions
to green, red, and yellow colors, with white resulting in the
least noise. Based on these results, it is thought that person-
nel wearing white clothes when working in poultry houses
would be beneficial not only for animal welfare and health
but also for their own health, as chronic noise can lead to
various health problems, especially hearing problems. It is
recommended that the effect of workwear colors on noise
be examined by testing different workwear colors in differ-
ent chicken coops. Additionally, the scientific understanding
of color perception and its impact on poultry behavior is an
evolving field, and more research may provide additional in-
sights into this aspect of poultry management.
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