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“Eating Animals”

About the Author: Jonathan safran Foer is a young contemporary novelist who lives in Brooklyn. He
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Extremely Loud and Incredibly Close (2005) and Everything Is llluminated (2002) have both been very wel| receiveq, I
About the Selection: This selection is the opening chapter of Foer's first nonfiction book, Eating Animals

(2009). 5 ‘
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thoughtful and provocative work, setting aside many of the standard approaches tq vegetarianism and Instead Placing e
issue within the context of families—family life and family tradition—and personal integrity.
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Americans choose to eat less than .25% of the known edible food on the planet.

THE FRUITS OF FAMILY TREES

WHEN I WAS YOUNG, I would often spend the weekend at my grandmother’s house. On the way in, Friday
night, she would lift me from the ground in one of her fire-smothering hugs. And on the way out, Sunday after-
noon, I was again taken into the air. It wasn't until years later that I realized she was weighing me. -

My grandmother survived the War barefoot, scavenging other people’s inedibles: rotting potatoes, discarded
scraps of meat, skins, and the bits that clung to bones and pits. And so she never cared if! colored outside the

lines, as long as I cut coupons along the dashes. And hotel buffets: while the rest of us erected Golden Calvesof
breakfast, she would make sandwich upon sandwich to swaddle in napkins and stash in her bag for lunch. It was
my grandmother who taught me that one tea ba

g makes as many cups of tea as you're serving, and that every
part of the apple is edible.

Money wasn't the point. (Many of those coupons I clipped were for foods she would never buy,)

Health wasn't the point. (She would beg me to drink Coke.)

My grandmother never set a place for herself at family dinners. Even when there was nothing more t“’be
done-no soup bowls to be topped off, no pots to be stirred or ovens checked-she stayed in the kitchen, lke

. . de
vigilant guard (or prisoner) in a tower. As far as I could tell, the sustenance she got from the food she 2
didn't require her to eat it.

In the forests of Europe,
years later, we ate what plea
food, food we didn’t need. A
carefree. My grandmother

she ate to stay alive until the next opportunity to eat to stay alive. In Am:ef:i‘?oiﬂ
sed us. Our cupboards were filled with food bought on whims, Oyerliatr lEaﬁ”gwas
nd when the expiration date passed, we threw it away without smihncgiﬁi’emﬁon'
made that life possible for us. But she was, herself, unable to shake iiv e vl
~ Growing up, my brothers and I thought our grandmother was the greatest chef u{ho e"zf nce more?
literally recite those words when the food came to the table, and again after the first bite, an k(;ds to know I
end of the meal: “You are the greatest chef who ever lived” And yet we were worldly enouggtl;l carrots): and the
the Greatest Chef Who Ever Lived would probably have more than one recipe (cHEKEEE
most Great Recipes i
And why didnt
that most of the nu

4,0
nvolved more than two ingredients. .- than light foo &
we question her when she told us that dark food is inherently healei“kZL 4 stays were 2
trients are found in the peel or crust? (The sandwiches of those W

iy

i db); P
Jonathan Safran Foer, pp. 3-17 from Eating Animals. Copyright © 2009 Jonathan Safran Foer. Repriftel LN
Brown and Company.
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vING TOGETHER WITH ANIMALS

-“ d ends of pumpernickel loaves.) She taught us that ani
" animals that are bigger than you are very good fi
or

yith t}:ﬁ Saali hat are smaller than you are good for you, fish (which aren’t ani
job ah ren fish), then vege.:tables, fruits, cakes, cookies, and sodas. No fooc?sn ;matl)s) are fine for you, then tuna
Jways, 0 any quantity. Sugars are very healthy. The fatter a child is, ther}e)e;fhf.or you: Fats are healthy
“Lunch 8 ot oné meal, but three, to be eaten at 11:00, 12:30, and 3:00. You are alw]:r it 15__.especially ifit's a
hoy- fact, her chicken and carrots probal?ly was the most delicious thing I've ever eazesnStaBl:t"tl}% had li
Jowi how ,it was pr epz:ired, or e’ven ho_w it tasted. Her food was delicious because we believed iti: a:li hltt.le to
4 in our gran mother’s cooking more fervently than we believed in God. Her culin W
eafour family’s primal stories, like.the cunning of the grandfather I never met, or the singl ea;éli rg;":; “:‘rs
i mArri2ge We clung 'fo those stories :jmd depended on them to define us. We were the family that chosf, it
tles wisely, and used wit to get out of binds, and loved the food of our matriarch.
Once upon & time there was a person whose life was so good there was no story to tell about it. More stories
her than about anyone else I've ever met—her otherwordly childhood, the

culd be told about my grandmot
Lirline margin of her survival, the totality of her loss, her immigration and further Joss, the triumph and trag-
ddyof her assimilation—and though I will one day try to tell them to my children, we almost never told them to

e another. Nor did we call her by any of the obvious and earned titles. We called her the Greatest Chef.

Perhaps her other stories were too difficult to tell. Or perhaps she chose her story for herself, wanting to be
entified by her providing rather than her surviving. Or perhaps her surviving is contained within her provid-
ing the story of her relationship to food holds all of the other stories that could be told about her. Food, for her,

snot food. It is terror, dignity; gratitude, vengeance, joyfulness, humiliation, religion, history: and, of course,
e As if the fruits she always offered us were picked from the destroyed branches of our family tree.

nd out I was going t0 be a father. I began tidying Up the
djusted, bought a

and filing papers. I had my glasses a

the car and a “doglcargo divider” in the back, had my

k about eating animals. _
ut T'd been packing

that would become this book, b
bedtime stories were animals. When [ was

FOSSIBLE AGAIN
INEXPECTED IMPULSES STRUCK WHEN I fou

e, eplacing long-dead light bulbs, wiping windows,

! : £
en pairs of white socks, installed a roof rack on top of
cided to write a boo

i th}'sical in half a decade . . . and de
s b;g[heff hood was the immediate impetus for the joumeyall
'%gs for most of my life. When I was two the heroes of of my Sy
“Wefostered a cousin's dog for a summer: I kicked it. My father told me we c;i}c:n’t l:ilck antl}?::l;i'l:fl;etﬂld g
flu shed him down : ,
my father had flus T pad a babysiter

sﬂ'en,

| eri-moumed the death of my goldfish. I Jearned that : '

Mg i other, less civil words—we don't flush animals down the toilet. When I was n’t e i e

" oldey [: Want to hurt anything. She put it just like that when I asked her why she wasn B _
Hurg other and me: “I don’t want to hurt anything” Sk, S _
Yoy a:‘};thlilng?" I asked. ¥ R
Pray that chicken is chicken, right?” e T bies? AT
He, . shot me 5 look: Mom and D;Id glr:trusted this stupid woman with ‘thet;'sprﬂous z‘;cause c0nve_r§fi i onsa

nvert us to vegetarian Iy aing a teer ger, she

 tler

by MeNtion m;

: N might or might not have been to €O B e selytiaers
ans are proseltZe "o withou

b €2t te
nd ;
’h:e Uiy, 0 Make people feel cornered, not all VE8EtATE o i
O Ever restraint it i : te‘lli'n g Of this p
sh int it is that so-often prevents &8 it cas Banpaiine

' olle

b“’;: / br"thserared what she knew. : -
b Moy, -h:nd [looked at each other, our mouths full 01 7
: Wﬁly fork prve'"e"enthoughr-of that-befare-'and—f-‘v?’?}’?'i %
N Loy abanl_( finished the meal and is probably €
@Qﬁorevg stter said made sense 10 me, not only

¢ dopy ything my parents had tau 1t m
Mt;'ttheogc:;? hurt ull:;holstered 1-'urr.ligtl:|1'§sxF v

thadyg Ch::;etgl}irtﬁzjl-lf} amm PR
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ielding i innin
bastic and unyielding in tht:)bfgf .
: S itter’ ut fou
| etarianism, so bon & toorr babysifies code:  ound
i \ i VY vegeld . ) S :
e e -'zﬂlhnuuhl gl sl t. Generally speakingj s
P o idn't cause hurt. Gen I'm starving,
i lly speaking, I didr h. Pass the chicken, ) d
forget it. Generally i3 }n -e was clear enough. onia it el thmgs SR
ak e T ing is @ ;
Fpeing, oy L'OHTL' 1 that quitting mnok‘hh In high school I became 3 vegetar an
g .l‘““”'] i the list of easy things. identity in a world of itieg Seemeq to
% \‘k‘gt‘li“'ii‘“‘-“mt_t[;’n as an effort to Clain;]s()m:nom’s Volvo's bumper, € to fil] the Self~c
a1 sto S e el a
i-cmcnﬂult, ilno anted a slogan to distinguis : _f(;ser to the breasts of activist women, (A Contingg
e riw : -asi etc . :
;u]o_rltly‘; of school break, an oaab}i".n t(t)t%) say that I refrained from eating meat. OHIY that | I'Efrained e
half hou ; S ‘ ‘ “
e “hlci' 1y dinners of those ith my father asklng, Any dietary es
Privately, ihe pendulum swung: I;/]c:ln}
i now about tonight? : —
- llege, I started eating meat mor test
L e CO‘ : sh uestions out of my mind. I didpt
an-but willfully pushing the q i
@ : ho knew me as a vegetariar
['wasn't around anyone who :
to explain a change. 1t might well hay
own - one is less likely to give money
But when, at the end of my

ously pretentious thinking, 1 became a Vegetarian agaip,
requi

g, lasted g few ye

0; he did i all
lan more ti
People whoge ident
a bake sale caus

years began w

Mmore important
a forgiving story

g Complexity he forgivab)e fallibi);

at were e Strong, byt apparently not trong ou

eople get Married fo, Many differepy reasg

Prospect of explicitly Marking o New beginning. J
€Marcating P divigiop, With v

Blass at 4,

myself better (I could learn
such vows to tryst them any-
I things we can agree on and
€N 50 much feels Possible, very litt.le is.

» Seemed like a place o start. So much inter-

ade tog many
L, but th
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" ho occasionally told lies, careful friends who Sometimes acted clumsily. e i o - /L7 R
’ i
o time ate meat. 7 a
ven feel confident that my intuitions were anyth;
,t e

] were to probe deeply, I wouldn't find indifference. Ldidn't know wh
ti : i
J 100 /e h iow they were farmed or killed. The whole thing made me uncomfortable, byt

”raxi”’at l).‘f should be, or even tbat I should be. And.I felt no rush or neeq to sort any of this gyt
jpplaﬂ,"‘}ﬂe els jecided to have a child, and that was a different story that would necessitate a different story.
i tthenfﬂ’:n hour after my son was born, I went into the waiting room to tell the gathered family the good new;vs
"’b"”ﬁaé he! So it’s a boy?’
\ u »
Aatshisname?”
l he look like?

““’ho dOES % I))
Tell uS everything: : h
i d their questions as quickly as I could, then went to a corner and turn

answere " »
Ims“dma,, I said. “We have a baby:
“Grandnid,

- ohone is in the kitchen. She picked up after the first ring, which meant she had been sitting at the
Hergl.ﬂ) ? the call. It was just after midnight. Had she been clipping coupons? Preparing chicken and car-
Eble’“'a]“ngfoorrsmneone else to eat at some future meal? I'd never once seen or heard her cry,
e lrreezeroice as she asked, “How much does it weigh?”
ng-h hzr \,5 after we came home from the hospital, I sent a letter to a friend, including a photo of my son and
-wmf:ler‘s‘t iregpressions of fatherhood. He responded, simply, “Everything 'is possible again.” It was the perfect
iy write, because that was exactly how it felt. We could retell our stories and.make them better, more rep-
;‘:nblatfve oraspirational. Or we could choose to tell different stories. The world itself had another chance.

0
gsfPe P et

ed on my cell phone.

but tears pushed

HING ANIMALS

“PSTHE FIRST DESIRE MY son had, wordlessly and before reason, was the desirc? to eat. Secopds
being born, he was breastfeeding. I watched him with an awe that had no Precedent in my life. Wlﬂ;-
“Wlnation or experience, he knew what to do. Millions of years of evolution had wound the knowl-

¥ulohim, as it had encoded beating into his tiny heart, and expansion and contraction into his newly
'imgsl

vy i fm
Teave hag g precedent in my life, but it bound me, across generations, to others. I saw the rings of my

tny : atchin
W aten Watching me eat, my grandmother watching my mother eat, my great-grandparents watching

el .
;u”dmother - He was eating as had the children of cave painters.

e i i d eating.
-'-MT “Mbegan life and | began this book, it seemed that almost ever'ythmg he d-ld r:i\;)l;r;(tih f?nuirllk ﬁe hai ‘.
: €cping after nursing, or getting cranky before nursing, or getting Erargt
q{,ﬁ
by, S With f and bind our family to 0
] v . ) m
0 A 0 paralle] purposes: it nourishes and it helps you re

W, ng, or g ; :
sy, i increasingly the
; &1 finih thj book, he is able to carry on quite sophisticated cor.lveli:sezt;;):;’;‘;:;;c;emaﬁge; ot It
-th‘aUSe gether with stories we tell, Feeding my child is not like
L & :
00d matter. These stories bind our family fogethef’ family’s Jewish traditior
Sabout us—our history and our values. Within my
X . : eet,
g bregg Oater 15 also tears; the honey not only tastgls swe,
\ e thoy ur affliction, (g phint all

®

?uisdlgested ' ;
ting matters), and becau
A IQSEr 00d mafters (h]s PhYSlcal health matters, the pl_easul'e Ofeatmg
1ar Batine and story
e ember. Eating anc St
\ “hle\the sales b 25 ¢ think of sW

L %) §a ) Ay AR 'I-"":"
ffm ;2 z ‘tmdsf]dseof foods on the planet, and eXPlalnmg Wh)’W1:
*fh“ﬂesd’ Why "eed to explain that the parsley is !

€ eat wings but not eyes, cows ,-P'ut“

%ﬁnseemedr:l,zthfe’ I have forgotten that I have st
Cticin;ral’ Sensible, or healthy—whe
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book that ig Occupieq Y discusgi,
"Y:are, butiat the sape time,
Tobe perfectly honest (and to risk losin
beginning my research, tha
same assumption, Al

& my credibility o, Page 13 [of the Origi
tTknew what | would find—n ot the details, |

most always, when | told Someone | wy

Plctyre. OthfIIEd, befﬂre
€ a book aboy
ut knowing anything aboyt my views, that ;

: I8 Made
Cating ,. .
at it wag A Case for
assumption, one that implies not only that g thorough in
eating meat, but that oyt People alrea

dy know thgat to
ing the title of this book?)
I, t00, assumeq

18 impossible to
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tto onesy deepest
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onant subjecy. Each Question
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el
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dont 00ry_ Theres Plenty of data to be founq » but it ig often thin and malleable.
e Mo s b
Pain 'eSponse i, chi

€leary aboy
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ckeng mean? Does it mean
e physiology of th

Will e :
Maybe both _ 1™ S anyty

Pain? What does p:\mr;?iice
€ Pain—how long it persists, the symptoms it p
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3 : ns at i
us—black bread in the glowing toaster, o ingig fl'igGrato: ;‘:'i:::lcclmtl)(tlh?rs kit
™ ily photographs. Over pumpernickel ends a4 Coke ouldn’t be ¢
o of fa}’]“e foods she had to eat and thoge she woul
opes £

chen t
¥ dn’t. It was h
41 knew a vital lesson was being transmj
ad——ﬂn

able, juSt
ee

N throug s
le

L=~

Jiesand one another. We are not only the tel]
-‘; ;eo ur son as a vegetarian, he will not eqt his great-grandmother’s sin
;d most direct expression of her love, wi] perhaps never think of her as the Greatest Chef
gimal story, our family’s primal story, will have to change,

N seeing my son for the

first time were “M
id, was what she chose, or

Y revenge”
was chosen for her.

LISTEN TO ME

WEWEREN'T RICH, BUT WE

always had enough, Thursday we baked bread, and challah and rolls, and the
isted the whole week. Friday we had

wudgo to the butcher and ask fo

always had a chicken, and soup with noodles. Yoy
r a little more fat. The fatt
didn't have refri

est piece was the best piece. It wasn't like now, We
gerators, but we had milk and cheese. We didn’t have every kind of vegetable, but we had enough.
Thethings that you have here and take for granted . . . But we were happy. We didn’t know any better. And we
0k what we had for granted, too,
‘Then it a]]

changed. Durin

salyays funning, day and nj

g the War it was hell on earth, and I had nothing, I left my family, you know, 1

ght, because the Germans were always right behind me. If you stopped, you died.
€T was neyer enough food.
g

I'became sicker and sicker from not eating, and I'm not just talking about being
1dbones, | haq sores all over my body. It became difficult to move. I wasn't too good to eat from a garbage
a late the

et Parts others wouldnt eat. If you helped yourself, you could survive. I took whatever | could find. I
. lngs | Wi {

ouldn’t te]] you about.

m i ds of my pants so I
g ;en A the worst t; es, there were good people, too. Someone taught me to tie the en y p

iy € legs with

l“lﬂ\' W

any potatoes I was able to steal. I walked miles and miles like that, because you never
1 You woylq

or S()m i y
¢
hhﬁ\'e lu : e S0a

[

Orst cami
gy 80t was p | into his house and came 0
ity "y rm i im, he saw my condition, and he went into his ‘ Sl e
Digce % a Russian, God bless him, he ¥ A , g
Hey meeat or me” i ki o 2 e ‘
& ¢ F i Y ’ . l
ldigy, . YOU life; 7 ritdy

iy
L

4

ot do O -

kBE Opggn it waspy kosher?”

« I]Q pliy

I, ey, f)

fn"thin 1o saye your life?
gmatter,e &) Rs

8k
vl Far L 4"

-
-
" Loy

ear the end. A lot of people died right at the end, and I didn’t know if I could ma .

-

P, and then traveled to another market and traded ﬂ'le soap for some beans. Y°? hfd.; 4
Th *and intujtion
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“Down on the Factory Farm

Camp Professor of Bioe
Author: Peter Singer, currently |ravz\érE:m ethics, €specially in g ) manv
S i Pt NHlY, Rethinking Life and prasey. 'S R0OKs NCluge g,
L b tion, Practical Ethics, and m0§t rece y ; . “Cathang WAre Wety, Exnan
ing Circle, Animal Ltf)beraf bo‘okS including A Companion to Ethics. In his WOrk, Singer sees him
' ero :
also edited a num

thics, University Center for
Pplied ethjeg His b

Livey
i coherence, and the avoidance of arbitrary e, elf.as hokji”gour c::eh
TRl ST U COELIETR e b Welidyil ol : Stinctiong, & fingg g, e
tional moral belie | beliefs are remnants of earlier, religiously inspireq doctrines fchat he beligy S Many Doy thatma|
of these t;adlttl)(;?‘;fs survive only because they promote some form of group Selfishnesg, Ple ng long
accept; other . : :
in whi [ it the i [ i
bout the Article: One of the ways in which yve avoid dealing with the s§ue Of animg SUffering jg SMply gn i
i 's article, Peter Singer describes a number of the practices that are COMmon i fally)
not seeing it. In this article, ‘ ‘b ontern . i
farming, concentrating on the treatment of chickens and veal ca ves. | n
= As Your Read, Consider This:

1

43
-
% of living Creatures that Jjes behind the food we eat. Coisﬁti
s ing ary, the worq “farm?, 5 Ouse, a barp, 5 flock of hens, overseen by a strutting m:s:;:l-rooﬁnl
b atound jn arrnyard: aherd of COWs being brought in from the fields for milking, and pertang
& Very fewe f(; ic ard with 5 1itt61.‘ of Squealing pioler running excitedly behind her. v hal thmk"f
i } arm g pleasanr‘:lsl ever as idyllic as that traditiona] image would have uS_belfeveO f(:hose fewwhoﬂ“"l]l
e, about the lives wes 2ce, far *moved frop, our own Industria], profit-conscious city hf.e. ol ralah some_Pe"Es
L nder s on far > 1Ot many L gy much of modern methods of anm:ruckload of ca f-l-ﬂam
; ! OW that 1s are Slfmghtere:d Painlessly, anq anyone who has followed a :
? Slaughe § are ransporteq in Very cro
contains g

transportd
wded conditions; but few suspect that i
More thay the brie

tentmen
table conclusion of a ife of case e e
without the hardships that wild ani i

fand iney;
Sures of anima|
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5 sabile assumptions bear little relation to the realities of modern farming. For a start, farming is no
mforta
£

il rhese €O { by simple country folk. It is a business, anfl big business at that._ In .the last thirty years the entry
‘ ’er;gn[ro”(’ ) assembly-line methods of production have turned farming into “agribusiness?” . . .

;L;_Tigec {}m[-loal to be removed from the relatively natural conditions of the traditional farms and subjected
0 The first aﬂlf;fmo dern intensive farming was the chicken. Chickens have the misfortune of being useful to

e full StresswayS‘ for their flesh and for their eggs. There are now standard mass-production techniques for
in two g
puman$ ! h these products.

(haining bc_) s enthusiasts consider the rise of the chicken industry to be one of the great success stories of
AS”bUSISfeS end of World War II chicken for the table was still relatively rare. It came mainly from small
;‘arn1inga ?}:t farmers or from the unwanted males produced by egg-laying flocks. Today “broilers”—as table
olep®” re now usually called—are produced literally by the million from the highly automated factory-like
{hiCken;tahe large corporations that own or control 98 percent of all broiler production in the United States.’
;J&ﬂgg essential step in turning the chicken from a farmyard bird into a manufactured item was confining them
odoors. A broiler producer today gets a load of 10,000, 50,000, or even more day-old chicks from the hatcheries, and
s them straight into a long, windowless shed—usually on the floor, although some producers use tiers of cages in
wterto get more birds into the same size shed. Inside the shed, every aspect of the birds’ environment is controlled to
ukethem grow faster on less feed. Food and water are fed automatically from hoppers suspended from the roof. The
ighing s adjusted according to advice from agricultural researchers: for instance, there may be bright light 24 hours
iday for the first week or two, to encourage the chicks to gain quickly; then the lights may be dimmed slightly and
uéeto go off and on every two hours, in the belief that the chickens are readier to eat after a period of sleep; finally
e comes a point, around six weeks of age, when the birds have grown so much that they are becoming crowded,
odhelights will then be made very dim at all times. The point of this dim lighting is to reduce the effects of crowd-
% Toward the end of the eight- or nine-week life of the chicken, there may be as little as half a square foot of space
E;;:f‘il;:n-—or less than the area of a sheet of quarto paper for a 3.5-1b. bird. Under these conditions with normal
'"ihbigrds ¢ SIESS of crowding a.fld the absence of natural outlets for the bird’s energies lead to 0-11tb1ieaks of fighting,
il refi(: HE. ateach othersf feathers. and sometimes killing and eating one another. Very dim lighting has been
M C: Lls and so the blrds are likely to live out their last weeks in near-darkness.

K 'f"ff——thi C Ing and cannibalism are, in the broiler producer’s language, “vices” They are not natur'al vices,
Cickeng o, gi a;f the .result. of the stress and crowding to which the modern broilern:lan subjects 1‘1‘13 bi::ds.
;raw_" Brery birgd Y Sloc1al animals, and in the farmyard they develop a hierarchy, sometimes called a pecking
::-U'se beloyy, ereyle ds, at the food trough or elsewhere, to those above it in rank, and takes precedence over
"0 of force, rathe?1ay be a few confrontations before the order is firmly established but more often than not a
than actyal physical contact, is enough to put a chicken in its place. As Konrad Lorenz, a

¢ field of animal behavior, wrote in the days when flocks were still small:

1gure in ¢,
0 aﬂ]mals t
ooy that | hut“;know each other among themselves? They certainly do. . .. Every poultry farmer
f[h"f&nk_ e.r.s €T¢ exists a very definite order, in which each bird is afraid of those that are above her
o ers °Mme few disputes, which need not necessarily come to blows, each bird knows which of
"W coyrgg, - 1O fear and which must show respect to her. Not only physical strength, but also per-

g 286 € V2R |
" of e T8Y, and even the self-assurance of every individual bird are decisive in the mainte-

It D“’ne

rder,?

| €5 h : :

gy 5 Plage, Z:e shown that a flock of up to 9o chickens can maintain a stable social order, each bird

l)f!h:;ablfsh a oci‘;lo,ogo birds crowded together in a single shed is obviously a different matter.” The birds

TRE ndjvi or

ety ang i “’fCPgnize $0 many other birds, the mere fact of extreme crowding probably_ cont}'ib—
e aar o tability in chickens, as it does in humans and other animals. This is something fz

e
lh:ier-p ckin o and they frequently warn their readers: fafh AN g REESRSUn "
ge in te C}?gica“mbahsm have increased to a formidable extent of late years, due, n
qu A ] Pl A=Y

¢ and the swing towards completely intensive management of la

[ § I W

- e am e mm am am e e e S e e e e e
- - e s = e B e e S .

€1, and as a result they fight frequently with each other. Quite apart from the inabil-
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1 ltry. . . .The most common faults in management which may lead to vige are | e
oultry. . .. ' .

table pouitry adly ventilated houses. . . . Lack of feeding space, unbalanceq food ¢ Ored, 4
crowding in badly ith insect pests.? U shorty,, ™ Ovey
and heavy infestation with insect pests. ge e

& <« . » 1 . 'y

“learly the farmer must stop ~vices, because' LheY Lost h%m mone?” but although he
(Jd.hn ‘) the root cause, he cannot do anything about this, since in the comp gy
crowding 18

iminating overcrowding could mean eliminating his profit. margin
f)h[(l;s“:; qeﬂ. but would have had to pay the .Sar.ne OU.tEi}; for his buildj e
f;:- the fuel used to heat and \.fentllatf;l Fhe bulrlimgf }?:ungl; tli);r. So t . Mits by, i ge‘lhip ;::h
consequences of the stress that costs him mo 1}(’ i e Wa‘Yuln which he keeps hig birds 10 reqy gt[l]:’
but to control them the pOUltf}_’man must m}i‘ o 14 conl tons St_l MOre unnatyyy| Very gi ca}lsesth "ite:;
way of doing this. A more dra:?uc’ step, thoug qne r'xow almost l‘mlver§a11y used in the & dustrm-hghﬁ“ .
This involves inserting the chick’s head in a guillotine-like device Wh.“:h cuts off part of o bz,als de
the operation may be done with a hot knife. Some Poultrymen claim that thjg
expert British Government committee under zoologlst Professor F.

. ! tern .
Operatiop is pyas auve]y
al
. W. Rogers Brambell appoi p nlESs, b“tan
aspects of intensive farming found otherwise:

etitj Ow
at the g t‘ltwe State of ¢ thﬂt O
ame tlme_ He e he indus T
ng, for the QWtomggie - OUd gy 3
he farmer edin

... between the horn and the bone is a thin layer of hi

of the human nail. The hot knife used in de—beaking c
sitive tissue, causing severe pain.’

ghly sensitive soft tisgy

€, resemblip
uts through this compl

8 the “qy
ex of horp, o

bone ang sen.-

De-beaking, which is routinely performed in anticipation of cannibalism by most poultrymen, does gy
reduce the amount of damage a chicken can do to other chickens. It also, in the words of the Brambel] Com.
tee, “deprives the bird of what is in effect its most versatile member” while it obviously does nothing to redyge
the stress and overcrowding that lead to this unnatural cannibalism in the first place. . ..

“Ahen,” Samuel Butler once wrote, “is only an eggs w

ay of making another egg” Butler, )
humorous; but when Fred C. Haley, president of a Georgia poultry firm that controls the lives of 225,000 Iayiflg
hens, describes the hen as “an egg producing machine” his words have more serious implications. To emphasiz

his businesslike attitude Haley adds: “The object of producing eggs is to make money. When we forget ths
objective, we have forgotten what it is all about”s

Nor is this only an American attitude. A British farming magazine has told its readers:

no doubt, wasbeirg

} 3 st : w material—
The modern layer is, after all, only a very efficient converting machmer changing thi z:ements]
feedingstuffs—into the finished product—the egg—less, of course, maintenance req :

e catesall
: t the United Sta®
Remarks of this kind can regularly be found in the egg industry trade journals throughou ﬂ

e
¢ ir conseq!

G : anticipated, their CONS5E
Europe, and they express an attitude that is common in the industry. As may be p |

for the laying hens are not good. ! ome differences
Laying hgens g0 througl% many of the same procedures as bro11ersi§u:;2:§:i:erzzcur o their:_':;‘?
ers, layers have to be de-beaked, to prevent the cannibalism that wou thoough this operation W=
tions; but becayse they live much longer than broilers, they often go Orultr}’men to de-be his time
poultry specialist at the New Jersey College of Agriculture advising Pstress on the chicks &t 95 .
they are between one and two weeks old because there is, he SaYS’.lestShe laying flock as atf:y
Operation is done earlier, and in addition “there are fewer Cu]l)ls :;;_beaked again when tea ]
i)eaking,” In either case, the article coraltinues, the birds must be orth owner ©
aying, at around twenty weeks of age. 4 n Hainsworth
Laying hens get noymore indiv%dual attention th.?L171f'l)r0111:3‘;51-r SA:‘adaY is al.lhe ne
upstate New York, told an inquiring local reporter that ou(r s
laying hens, while his wife looks after the 20,000 pullets (a

; ir automatic
“It takes her about 15 minutes a day. All she checks is their
the night?”




FTHER wITH ANIMALS
(@1

[ o= ¢ make for a happy flock as the reporter’s description shows:
w2 > dOeS no
€

.  car 250 : . o
s gnd of € use and the reaction is immediate—complete pandemonium. The squawking is loud
it the pullet hg 000 birds shove to the farthest side of their cages in fear of the human intruders.®
yalk some 20,

« Egg City, 50 miles northwest of Los Angeles, is one of the world’s largest egg producing units,
Goldman$ &

Jius - hens divided into block long buildings containing 90,000 hens each, five birds to a 16 by 18
5]isliﬂ g0 m]”anarionﬂ | Geographic magazine did an enthusiastic survey of new farming methods, Ben
L r the

W= " W hen

3 utive vice-president, explained to its reporter the methods used to look after so many birds:
IS

\h dmes:
e keep

o City’s €xec
Fgg C ryk of the food eaten and the eggs collected in 2 rows of cages among the 110 rows in each
26 roduction drops to the uneconomic point, all 90,000 birds are sold to processors for
puilding- W}?i‘:;fn soup. It doesn't pay to keep track of every row in the house, let alone individual
EﬂfPie\ii?;z million birds on hand you have to rely on statistical samplings.’

ens;

carly all the big egg producers now keep their laying hens in cages. Originally there was only one bird to a

Ma:fthe idea was that the farmer could then tell which birds were not laying enough eggs to give an eco-
:age;i:l;emm on their food. Those birds were then killed. Then it was found that more birds could be housed
::Zln costs per bird reduced if two birds were put in each cage. That was only the first step, and as we have seen,
fereis no longer any question of keeping a tally of each bird’s eggs. The advantages of cages for the egg pro-
bxernow consist in the greater number of birds that can be housed, warmed, fed, and watered in one building,
adin the greater use that can be made of labor-saving automatic equipment.

The cages are stacked in tiers, with food and water troughs running along the rows, filled automatically from
sntral supply. They have sloping wire floors. The slope—usually a gradient of 1 in 5—makes it more difficult
frthe birds to stand comfortably, but it causes the eggs to roll to the front of the cage where they can easily be
eced by hand or, in the more modern plants, carried by conveyor belt to a packing plant.

) Whena reporter from the New York Daily News wanted to see a typical modern egg farm, he visited French-
om Poultry Farm, in New Jersey, where he found that

Ea S :
h18 by 24 inch cage on the Frenchtown farm contains nine hens who seemed jammed into them by

Some
A ;:;ieen ha?ld' They barely have enough room to turn around in the cages.
) You sho

Beary 1 uld have no more than eight birds in a cage that size}” conceded Oscar Grossman,
*550r. “But sometimes you have to do things to get the most out of your stock.™

o PIEMr,
Uiy, ca;e(iiossma“ had put only eight birds in his cages they would still have been grossly overcrowded;
In1g6g €Y have only1/3 square foot per bird. ;

:z:}%at_it haq ba;::l 'fzagaZine ﬂtmerican Agriculturalist advised its readers in an article heac?ed “Bird Squ.eez-
y Tﬁe ?‘5 Was app, arenltllnd Possible to stock at 1/3 square foot per bird by putting four birds in a 12-b.y 1§-1nch
Ney YQaCt that 5 1974 isy 4 novel step at the time; the steady increase in densities over the years is indicated
by, fku Meng; esue of the same magazine describing the Lannsdale Poultry Farml,znear Roo::hester,
Yty 1 482zineg av::afme housing density without any suggestion that it is unusual."” In reading egg
g L My 0w, & ‘ound numerous reports of similar high densities, and scarcely any that are sub-
;:Sq”e%ed Sity thag | SIS to poultry farms in the United States have shown the same pattern. The highest
n

. a ; : : ]
‘“dﬁ Whey Hl 0 Cages Ve read about s at the Hainsworth farm in Mt. Morris, New York, where four hens

g der 8 te g g ase thre birds than r

‘Hsf ! were Con itiofs Seet of quarto paper represents the living area oftwo to three hens.
", th ,bu?’lnatural instiStandard‘ on modern egg farms in the United States

Ny 2y anl dd 3 nest, o, ;Ct e birds have is frustrated. They cannot walk arou

Weake, ik sl' ';tCh their wings. They are not part of a flock.

long, . ave no escape from the gtt_acks of stronge

2j g ; P .
i StUckialnSWOrth 'nches by 1, inches, or just one square foot—and the reporter adds: “Some hpld f.ive ¢
: oom.™ This means 1/4, and sometimes 1/5, square foot per bu'c‘l_._’
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(tis common to see calves frantically trying to suck some part of their stalls, although there is usu-
corl’;1 ;i ; cuitables and if you offer a veal calf your finger he will immediately begin to suck on it, as a
in ; ¥
al notb aby sucks its thumb. . . : .
i e calf develops a desire to ruminate—that is, to take in roughage and chew the cud. But
?S strictly forbidden and so, again, the calf may resort to vain attempts to chew the sides of its

® estive disorders, including stomach ulcers, are common in veal calves, as are chronically loose
1

movements.
f this were not enoug

10
5’[311-
bawel
At
qumal has said,
| Color of veal is one of the primary factors involved in obtaining “topdollar” returns from the
fancy veal market . . “light color” veal is a premium item much in demand at better clubs, hotels

and restaurants. “Light color” or pink veal is partly associated with the amount of iron in the
muscle of the calves.”

h, there is the fact that the calf is deliberately kept anemic. As one veal produceré’

joveal feeds are deliberately kept low in iron. A normal calf would obtain iron from grass or other forms of
ughage, but since a veal calf is not allowed this he becomes anemic. Pale pink flesh is in fact anemic flesh. Thf _
semand for flesh of this color is a matter of snob appeal. The color does not affect the taste and it certainly does
not make the flesh more nourishing—rather the opposite. s
Calves kept in this manner are unhappy and unhealthy animals. Despite the fact that the veal producer
selects only the strongest, healthiest calves to begin with, uses a medicated feed as a routine measure, and
gives additional injections at the slightest sign of illness, digestive, respiratory and infectious diseases are
sdespread. It is common for a veal producer to find that one in ten of a batch of calves do not survive the
liteen weeks of confinement. Ten percent mortality over such a short period would be disastrous for anyone
rising calves for beef, but the veal producer can tolerate this loss because of the high price restaurants are
Pepared to pay for his product. If the reader will recall that this whole laborious, wasteful, and painful pro-

(s exists for the sole purpose of pandering to would-be gourmets who insist on pale, soft veal, no furth
“mment should be needed. : ' i Fioar

Ay

“Aaad
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ety
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rality is primarily about consequences b(f)ut dOlng the thlng it
. r people, morality 18 S pa >
_— 1l ; l} st unhappiness. Yet the crucia ques 1
ness and the leas

his Ontext, jg. hat Cr,
: X
or human beings, or does the circle extend beyond thjs?
. 5S q meé e
happiness for hu

" S

UTILITARIAN LOTCE::{ of Jeremy Bentham, utilitarianis cend
‘rom its origins in the w . _' itiy;
h“[m ml ;‘:;:1 in, for example, the Kantian tradition, For Bentham, the NOtable ty
mals not fc T T
1\ at is the suffering of animals or of human being : s - w
th N t all versions of utilitarianism share Bentham’s SENSILIVity to anjmyg) Sufferiy ki =

\ \ a JET'S ] A ) :
i ono-erned only with the happiness or pleasure of human beings ag Such, it doeq Ven yhe
1S ConcC /
\;b\]i\'ion When we consider consequences solely for human

Dy
: N0t cope: ity
beings, e Notice thyg this bOnslgn g la“-'inu
ur harmful treatment of animals in the past. Let’s look at WO examp]eg. eating Yo
0 . . -

First, consider eating meat. Although vegetarianism is

m has show

Sy,
At anq * ust
s is often €Spouseq fo, the sakecr;leltyto Mg
well be a strong, human-centered case for Vegetarianism. What are the oy, 0 the%
especially red meat, for human beings? This is an empirica

: Quenceg :‘:llfnals, ey
1 question, byt j Y well b, i let rigy i
all effects of vegetarianism are significantly more healthful thap the effectg of &

-centered constraints on our freatment of
animals themselves,

SPECIESISM

als, Regan ar
Name, haye rights, j

i1 ok 0

ection, “The Case for Animal R_ights’” Sfed ::e},lfs‘ifg

once suggesty lii(Ju“St as humap animals do, The Crucial factor about rights is ::;:h 'mgelse, e

atlong of o » lke trumplcards." In other words, they take prece.df:nce OVCI: i Sometim
o Ot utility, Thus, eyep, if from 4 utilitarian point of view the killing of anim

still may be Protecteq because they have a r &

ight to life.
WHO Hag RIGHTS), e
Imagine that yoy Wwer d that throug
issi tan
Yourself Marooneq oi :np?aStar Trek mission to an unexplored plane

h
the atmospH
Net that you know nothing about. Able to breathe

>
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ter, you ar¢
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- e Em e s e

immediately faced with th.e q.uestion of what in your environment you may—both safely and
. me. Let's imagine that there is little plant matter, and the little that is available lacks nutritional
ot y—const toward the living beings on the planet that are crawling, walking, hopping, running, and flying
1 o Fumasjde the question of safety, how would you decide which creatures had a right to be respected
" nd. Leaving res—if any—you were morally justified in eating?
o Creiﬁo ;11sxver this question, presumably we would look for certain things—such as intelligence,
, and the like—that would indicate these beings are deserving of respect and are not to be used
languag® Leans to our nutritional goals. Similarly, when we look on earth at the nonhuman animal world
4 ”:;:; nwe must ask which animals have rights. The answer that animal rights advocates give is simple: the
3"‘”1:1, o rjeel pain (sentience) is what confers rights. What if the criterion is the ability to think and use lan-
m;? Then certain kinds of animals—dolphins, chimps, and others—may qualify for rights, whereas other
{ndsof animals—slugs, worms, and so on—would not qualify, nor would certain human beings—most notably,
sose with severe mental disabilities and those in deep comas. The extent of animal rights depends directly on
e criterion for conferring rights.

[t
aflt] “‘hl .
As We trie

il

How DO WE RESOLVE CONFLICTS ABOUT RIGHTS?

Authors such as Alasdair MacIntyre and Mary Ann Glendon have criticized the growing philosophical and
plitical preoccupation with rights, and they have argued that the language of rights is only fiction and that it
wdsto polarization and increased conflict. Certainly one of the difficulties is that rights are often presented as
dolute, although the philosophically more defensible situation is to see virtually all rights as less than absolute.
Utherwise we are left with the irresolvable situation of what to do when one absolute right conflicts with another
wlute right. Obviously, we need some kind of hierarchy, some ordering of rights.

These considerations have a particular relevance in the area of animal rights. Advocates of animal
"ghts have to answer three questions. First, what particular rights do all animals have? Do all animals have
"eright to life? The right not to suffer needlessly? The right to liberty? Second, do rights vary by species or
“all types of animals have equal rights? Does a worm have the same rights as a chimp and as a baby
j“-fman being? Third, how do we resolve interspecies conflicts of rights? Is the right to life of a worm equal
d:tﬂral standing to the right to life of a chimp and the right to life of a human infant? These are difficult
1005, although not necessarily unanswerable. A strong defense of animal rights must, however, pro-

Y . . »
i e:: Plausible answer to these questions. In “The Case for Animal Rights,” Tom Regan addresses each of
Tt Questiong,

C

“NCERNS ABOUT CHARACTER
Dadd:s:
EESuei?:Z:(} concerns about religion, consequences, and rights, defenders of animals l‘1ave often pointed to the
:Jf&n that coa hag ‘_‘Cfﬁ‘r as providing a foundation for changing our attitudes tourard animals. The ar.gur?nent h.as
mep "Passionate people will be more responsive to the suffering of animals zu?d that continuing mis-
; “Mmals in our society dulls our capacity for compassion in regard to all beings.

Al MPASSION

Ut ey : :
& WamirYOne has had the experience of seeing an animal in pain and for most of us our immediate response
o [hath 0 relieve the animal’s suffering. We may nurse an injured bird back to health, wash the wounds of a
‘rﬁa)- Ctmc]zs “€Nin a fight, even try to set the broken leg of a kitten. Sometimes, whether rightly or wrongly, we
Mingig e that the animal cannot recover, and kill it to end its suffering. (Issues of animal rights prompt a

1 .

h Ye o o _°f euthanasia, not just abortion.) ‘ ; !
,I‘]mpath : Passion initially seems to be a shaky foundation for our moral attitude toward animals. Sometimes,
g ; X Loty ; 2

fo, fa“inc()mpassion can turn into mere sentimentality—and some have criticized the animal rights move-

§into the trap of sentimentality.
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. od in the preceding pages come.d1rectly into plaly When we seek
concerns outlined in in regard to our moral attitude toward animals. Let’s b
ing issues 1
pressing 1

im mmercial agriculture, th keen; Tefly Congjg,
imentation on animals, commercial ag S epa eePlngofpets,ando
dical exper

The various moral

of
ground on 2 number

areas: me
reral of these .
sever: h wild animals.

ONCERNS
EXPERIMENTATION: BALANCING COMPETING C
MEDICAL

.5 0t areas in which to assert animal rights is medical 'experimentation_. When the chic

One of the most dnfﬁa’l. athe lives of animals versus being able to save the lives of human beings, for oSt peg,

simply between Pre;er\hlzﬁ]an takes priority over the animal. Few would agree with Ingrid Newkirk, the Natio

tdhe c;ltlsricsflls) Eﬁ’;g& :\,EO claimed that “Animal liberationists do not stepar?te. out the. human allin)l'rll, 80 there i p

r;?onal basis for saying that a human being has special r1ght.s. Aratisapigisa d'og is a boy. They're all mampy-
The difficulty is that we are rarely, if ever, presented with such a stark choi

ce between the life of one humg
being and the life of one animal. The choices are more likely to be between th

e lives of hundreds of animals ang
the possible beneficial effects of some new drug for human beings. Often the i

about further confirmation of experimental results that are already available
would occur if some small variable were alter

ed. Sometimes the issue is sim
workers in experimental techniques.

The Middle Ground

interactions wit

or about determining what changs
ply training students and laboratory

qu much should anima] suffering count? If we are discontent with the wholesale endorsement of the usd
amimals in research, and if e have rejected th
human suffering and ap;

¢ reduced whenever possi

absolutely has to i

€Prive thepy, of

- oming
& Bven if ye 1 mapy of the natura] consolations of their lives, such as sucking, gro0m" i
JECLto i the Ve aside the fact t

‘ fus WO
e hat their lives eventually end in slaughter, many @ ot &8
Which gych animals are treated. |
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Y i theg fespond tq this sit
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T cround , - imals for food: their deaths and their live
0" G, cues arise in regard to raising ani
i 18

s. Presumably, it is
1] animals painlessly (including a minimum of anticipatory fear as well as a minimum of
0 etter O kill alil:j fully. If animals are slaughtered, it should be done in a way that m:im'miz-es their
m@l; 4in) than p@ terror. Second, their lives should be (1) as free as possible from pain inflicted by
ph?vslun p anticipator)yas natural as possible. The first requirement is clearly utilitarian in character, whereas
?ﬁmm beings 2nd (zwhat we might call "quality of life” Part of respecting a being is that we recognize the
” ond relates t(:i contours of that being’s life and we try to avoid unnecessarily disturbing them. For
an : it . 3
m:nn;sanimals groom themselves and such grooming activity provides them with comfort on a
le,
et

Is, psychological as well as physical. Whenever possible, we should raise animals in ways that
. of levels, o
u;ieﬂh‘;il:tvo follow their own natural inclinations.
Jowt

jstlnct

awral ]'h

Note .
K McCabe, “Who Will Live, Who Will Die?” Washingtonian Magazine (August 1986), p. 115.
1‘ . 3
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The Case for Animal Rights”

» Maintaining that those who take animal rights J
bolishing the use of animals in science, animal agri i a
b, eaetéindamentgi wrong,” he writes, “is the System that allows us to view animals' as our resources, here for 289
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te of animal rights—as a PC"l‘r ; (Tf he gt rights mo\’ement. That Inove\ Yy
I"“g“"d mysc‘“. F'I:;:E;\liktll\:it;100"1 number of goals, including meht,
conceive it, is ¢ “animals in science;
the use of anima : !
* the total abolitim.‘ “\t tlwlt?t'(:::nlcrcial animal agr;,curlltt?;&and trapping.
* the total diw?lu,l::ln of commercial and sport hu g
* the total elimina , people who profess to believe in anln?g'll nglhts butldO N0t ayg . ®Se gl act
There are, I know, pec }qolates animals’ rights—but tradltl().na anima Agticultyre all righ 2 oty
ing, they say, is “-Tongtltl-\t% their rights, but important medlcal. reseal‘Ch‘“CE\nCEI’ reS&al‘Ch for Xa Sy teg
\-o‘snu‘““\‘ on mumal:\ vio a‘ ~1 is abhorrent, but not the harves‘ung of adyt seals, | ed 1o thlnkImPIE\d°
not. The clubbing of baby b(_?a ; u don’t change unjust institutiong by tidying them u ““dErstu
this reasoning, Not Ry IDrG, ﬁ ' wrong—with the way animals ar€ treated jgppy the g ails thyg
What's \\'rong—fundan:,ent; }1 nness of the veal calf js pathetic, heart wrenching; the pulsiy Y frop, Case
case. Its the whole system. The Eleroémln 1s repulsive; the slow, torturous deqgy, of the Faccogn caE b thethim
with electrodes planted ?]eetpl:vroﬂg isnit the pain ffering, isryy ¢ deprivatior, These legy
oo sy \fiei—they make it much, much worse. But they ape not the fundamental "y
wrong, Somecilmf:‘];g Wrong is the system that allows s ' View animgls 4 OUr resourceg 1, gy
. The f‘::r ??ally manipulated, or exploited for SPOrt or money, Oy, e We accept thig View of s\a:m
S ot i dictable as it is regrettable, Why Wworry aboyt their lonehness, thei Pain, the;
resources—the rest is ag predic s their g
Since animals exist for s to benefit us in ope Way or another, what harms thep, really doegpyy &
ters only if it starts to bother us, makeg us feel a trifle Uneasy,
In the case of animals in science whether apng how
questions. People mygt

think, important, T € Currency of
and bolts of g legislative Process

N1ty organization, That's what I have be
nd talks ang, TOost recently, i my book, The Case for &
' Of conclusiong | reach in the oo are true becayge they are supported by the vei
of the be argumentg, | belieye the ideq of anima] rights hag réason, not just €motion, on its side o
In the SPace | haye at my disposal here | can only sketch, in the arest outline, some of the n'lmd:ep, i
the book, 1 Main theme —and we shoy)q not be SUrprised by this—involye asking and answermi v,
ationa] | Questiong about what Morality S, how it should be understood, and what is the be o
Ty, all “Onsidereq, 11,,, el can convey Something of (e shape I think this theory takes. The att;[::l) But
m_ll be (g S¢aword , frie dly Critic once used tq describe my work) cerebral, perhaps too cer;ongas o
Misleadip, My feelingg o1, tho ANimals aye SOmetimes treateq run just as deep and st as':le 1o theirb?
my More yola) “OMpatrigtg. p ilosophers 0—10 use the jargon of the day—have a rlgh.td Sltherek.' h
Its the | Side we “ontribyte (or Mainly should), that’s because what talents we havcz1 rer::iozd b'jff
eny l) Procesdt e‘begin by asking hoyy the morq) Status of animals l_las been unlliheY stand
i rights, T Nl We test the mettle of theijy ideas by seeing how we Je believe he
We start Oour thinking in thig Way, we soon find that sor.ne peOl: i hem.
> that we € nothing tq them, that we can do nothing thi;! none tothet
hat j vol ANima|g, and so we have duties regarding thetrf» thougkicks' Y‘" rd
Uty views By way of illustration: Suppose your neighbor
ing 8 But not ¢ your
Pset Peopl

b
dog. The wrong that has beensicf
s kicking your dog upsets you.
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= | damage an c')ther person’s property, your neighbor has done something wrong—to you, of course, not
(008 Jog, Your neighbor no more wrongs your dog than your car would be wronged if the windshield :
o ¥OUr Sour 1 eighbor’s duties involving your dog are indirect duties to you. More generally, all of o dwc?re
mast™ animals are indirect duties to one another—to humanity. > ur duties
could someone try t,o jl:IStify suclz a view? Someone might say that your dog doesn't feel anything and
ithurt by your nelghbor.s kick, dO(‘fsnt care abqut the pain since none is felt, is as unaware of anything as is
n r il shield. Someone might say this, but no rational person will, since, among other considerations, such a
U il commit anyone who holds it to the position that no human being feels pain either—that human beings
o dont care abogt.what happens to‘them. A second possibility is that though both humans and your dog are
jurt when kicked, it 1S only hu.man pain tha't matters. l?ut_, again, no rational person can believe this. Pain is pain
Jherever it occurs. If your neighbor’s causing you pain is wrong because of the pain that is caused, we cannot

qiionally ignore or dismiss the moral relevance of the pain that your dog feels.

philosophers who hold indirect duty views—and many still do—have come to understand that they must
soid the two defects just noted: that is, both the view that animals don’t feel anything as well as the idea that
oy human pain can be morally relevant. Among such thinkers the sort of view now favored is one or other

orm of what is called contractarianism.
Here, very crudely, is the root idea: morality consists of a set of rules that individuals voluntarily agree to

hide by, as we do when we sign a contract (hence the name contractarianism). Those who understand and
weept the terms of the contract are covered directly; they have rights created and recognized by, and protected
. the contract. And these contractors can also have protection spelled out for others who, though they lack the
ity to understand morality and so cannot sign the contract themselves, are loved or cherished by those who
an. Thus young children, for example, are unable to sign contracts and lack rights. But they are protected by the
wntract nonetheless because of the sentimental interests of others, most notably their parents. So we have, then,
duties involving these children, duties regarding them, but no duties to them. Our duties in their case are indi-

fect duties to other human beings, usually their parents.

Asfor animals, since they cannot understand contracts, they obviously cannot sign; and since they cannot sign,
they have no rights. Like children, however, some animals are the objects of the sentimental interest of others. You,
frexample, love your dog or cat. So those animals that enough people care about (companion animals, whales, baby
s the American bald eagle), though they lack rights themselves, will be protected because of the sentimental
mfere“s of people. I have, then, according to contractarianism, no duty directly to your dog or any other animal, not
“nthe duty not to cause them pain or suffering; my duty not to hurt them is a duty I have to those peop PO

“Utwhat happens to them. As for other animals, where no or little sentimental interest is present—in the case of

am gy, AN
"animals, for example, or laboratory rats—what duties we have grow weaker and weaker, perhaps toa vamshmg

Pﬁint‘ [‘h e k. } th
Pain and death th hough real, are not wron if no one cares about them. s |
i : could be a hard view to refute if it were an

€0 it comes to the moral status of animals, contractarianism y:-d

e oral sta ke foy o
: iiua;:at}?::tl:tical approach to the moral status of human beings. ¥t is nqt a:leqlli?tt:r;; ::;:t;i:‘::osgzic;’e:g; rél: e
% accorg; e question of its adequacy in the former casé, regard-mg anim st,h e bide by, What
Peopley g to the (crude) contractarian position before us, consists of rules that pe p el sl 4
e dra.wne L €nough to make a difference—enough, that is, collectively to have th: Pow:od o heTennt
e 1, Upin the contract. That is very well and good for the signatories bqt no i;o gth o it _
b eVerSlgn' And there is nothing in contractarianism of the sort we are disa;SS ofall tY Fu < resultisit
&Pprgac Yone will have a chance to participate equally in framing the n-lles.loral?aﬁ' : Oli ,
o a ' ethics could sanction the most blatant forms of social, econolmic" dists\s dﬂ@ Y
Inaker.repressive caste s tic racial or's exual discrimination. Migl;l :
. Dght. T, ystem to systematic Sesbon eyl [t matters
Ontract : et thOSB Who are the victims of mjustlce suﬁlefa's ey . ~ea] breat
0here Woy ' dog 100 few of them—cares about it. Such a thef(:Y %axsg g
a;;:‘it o li:ﬂ‘;othing wrong with apartheid m ?gllitiw:; pi pb

in & to recommend it at the levgl DL ich of how W

0 recommend it when it comes to/the efE S

« B o BT oW

yiew




I!IP][- l\’.l‘f‘\N[le‘-l 1]{
5 [\.\Rl AN . [ (
L T T T e ——

, ined is, as I have noteq, 5 Crude vq; oo
! f contractarianism JUSt examlned lsh re reﬁned SUth Va.rletx aIld 1]‘1 : 3
-[‘he version of cor e it must be noted that much mo h ] € and lngetli()us vara'l'rnes
> suasior ; i :

Bt per;gvls in his A Theory of Justice, Setz fort afversmn of contry, Tanjgp,

S ST, ]Ohn- ciden)tal features of being a human -elng——hofr €Xample, Whethe,

ik e dcor of modest intellect. Only by ignoring Sutcb ea(tiur esi)
s female, a genius on are no a8€d on b 1 (3

ks ttn‘me' e stice that contractors would agree up 2 \asior Udjce, D ensu’eﬂ

principles of justic Rawls’s represents over the cruder fo ntraCtarlanism

ment a view such as Ra have direct duties to those human beings who d, no

atically denies that we nd many mentally retarded humans, Anq Yetit see
: et a i i

children, for mSt?ng’ raretarded elder, we would be doing sometp;

" uao : ;

Sae afdolf i gif (and only if) other humang with a sense of jus

that would be wron ; :

case of these humans, we cannot rationally deny the e ey
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‘ EFTHER WITH ANIMALS

ance of totaled satisfacti_Ofls over totaled frustratiops. Whatever act would lead to this outcome is the
b btm orally to perform—it is where our moral duty lies. And that act quite clearly might not be the same
et © Jd bring about the best results for me personally, or for my family or friends, or for a lab animal. The
getht™ red consequences for everyone concerned are not necessarily the best for each individual.
et 87 itarianism is an aggregative theory—different individuals’ satisfactions or frustrations are added, or
That Uor otaled—is the key objection to this theory. My Aunt Bea is old, inactive, a cranky, sour pers:)n,
;umm}f n’ot physicalf)’ ill. She prefers _to go on living. She is also rather rich. I could make a fortune if I could get
fhoug 4 on her money; money she intends to give me in any event, after she dies, but which she refuses to give
) hﬂi. In order to avoid a huge tax bite, I plan to donate a handsome sum of my profits to a local children’s

E-n'fa]' Many, many children will benefit from my generosity, and much joy will be brought to their parents,
h“’p_]‘_es'and friends. If T don’t get the money rather soon, all these ambitions will come to naught. The once-in-
rEIia;;rime opportunity to make a real killing will be gone. Why, then, not kill my Aunt Bea? Oh, of course I

night get caught. But I'm no fool and, besides, her doctor can be counted on to cooperate (he has an eye for the

ame investment and I happen to know a good deal about his shady past). The deed can be done . . . profession-

v shall we say. There is very little chance of getting caught. And as for my conscience being guilt-ridden, [am
sourceful sort of fellow and will take more than sufficient comfort—as I lie on the beach at Acapulco—in
anemplating the joy and health I have brought to so many others.

suppose Aunt Bea is killed and the rest of the story comes out as told. Would I have done anything wrong?
Anthing immoral? One would have thought that I had. Not according to utilitarianism. Since what I have done
ksbrought about the best balance between totaled satisfaction and frustration for all those affected by the out-
ame, my action is not wrong. Indeed, in killing Aunt Bea the physician and I did what duty required.

This same kind of argument can be repeated in all sorts of cases, illustrating, time after time, how the utilitar-
s position leads to results that impartial people find morally callous. It is wrong to kill my Aunt Bea in the
e of bringing about the best results for others. A good end does not justify an evil means. Any adequate moral
eory will have to explain why this is so. Utilitarianism fails in this respect and so cannot be the theory we seek.

What to do? Where to begin anew? The place to begin, I think, is with the utilitarian’s view of the value of
#f individual—or, rather, lack of value. In its place, suppose we consider that you and I, for example, do have
na(],l:e s individuals—what we will call inherent value. To say we have such value s to say that we are something
uCh"I_‘haﬂ,.something different from, mere receptacles. Moreover, to ensure that we dcf not pave the way fqr
quaH”JUStlces as slavery or sexual discrimination, we must believe that all who ha?;e inherent .value have it
v tﬁl;egar dless. of their sex, race, religion, birthplace and so on. Similarly to be d1§carded as 1rrelev§ntd are
L its or skills, intelligence and wealth, personality or pathology, whether one is lovc.ed and admlr:ei ﬂ(::
"“ih’en;nd loathed. The genius and the retarded child, the prince and the pauper, Fhe brain surgeon an

or, Mother Teresa and the most unscrupulous used-car salesman—all have inherent value, all possess

“Qua)) - :
oy with respect, to be treated in ways that do not reduce them to

L individual is i nt of m)
ulne “f things, as if they existed as resources for others. My value as an individual is independe y

5 i rin ways
et fy) '0 you. Yours is not dependent on your usefulness to me. For either of us to treat the other in 4 ys

t e the imdividuals rights.

SOmeO Show respect for the other’s independent value is to act immorally, to wolat.e the mgiivlidtzzlrz (lilg)h c:n 2

Wy, Othe rational virtues of this view—what I call the rights view—should be ewdenti Unl e :
al tolerability of any and allforms .

1y oslssmf for example, the rights view in principle denies the mor Uity/olalis
g, Ocial discrimination; and unlike utilitarianism, this view in prm;iple demes :t_ha.t.
g tu “Ing evil means that violate an individual's rights—denies, for example, tl_l_at it coul
ldividual? 4Ivest beneficial consequences for others. That would be to sanctlon thﬁ |
" he rig?]tt he.name of the social good, something the rights view will not—ca
e tos View, I believe, is rationally the most satisfactory moral th
b?:a“ InOra]iwhlch it illuminates and explains the fou_n‘dap,qlr}_ of o
nmtt’ Shoy ttﬁ" On this score it has the best reasor’ls,..th.‘ebest '_
&lrighls at only human beings are included w1thl LR
»Would be obliged to look elsewhere.
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and all have an equal right to be treated
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: pe first is how the t_he_ory that underlies the case for animal rights shows th
the ">t antagonistic to, the human rights movement. The theory th:lt ai‘thei‘
rationa

‘lrt Ofs n . : )
also grounds the rights of humans. Thus those involved in the animal rights mlgvg rountds e B
ment are partners in

g1 1o secure respect for human rights—the rights of women, f :
e i | rights movement is cut from the same moral cloth as these, or example, or minorities, or workers.
. out the broad outli ’ ; :
hav ﬁng f;:ltds e botbiclois aﬁ:ieizf the rlght_S ‘Vlew, I can now say why its implications for . . . sci-
o amo other HEESs T ¥ OLIPROHUSLAR: In the case of the use of animals in scie h
at . s categorically abolitionist. Lab animals are not our tasters; we are not their kings. B nce,ht ]
treated routinely, systematically as if their value were reducible to their usefulness tgo 'ot}f;;uii; fi
tically treated with a lack of respect, and thus are their rights routinely, sys‘cematically)violzx\rtef:ile
hen they are used in trivial, duplicative, unnecessary or unwise research as it is when the;lr
ts. We can't justify harming or killing a human
example) just for these sorts of reason. Neither can we do so even in the case of so lowly
It is not just refinement or reduction that is called for, not just larger, cleaner cages,

elimination of multiple surgery, not just tidying up the system. It
cience is—not to use them.

nimal rights movement

hima]S aré

true w
ies that hold out real promise of human benefi

Irol_lﬁn
his is just 85

i used in Stud
. Aunt Bea, for

being (MY
jcreature s @ Jaboratory rat.
« more generous use of anesthetic or the

ot ju _ : . _
nt. The best we can do when it comes to using animals in s

is complete replaceme
Thatis where our duty lies, according to the rights view ...
most obviously, no substitute for political

My last two points are about philosophy, my profession. It is, . ‘
«tion. The words I have written here and in other places by themselves don’t change a thing. It is what we do
‘ hilosophy can do,

' hings. All that p
yith the thoughts that the words expre hat ch.anges t
udall T have attempted, is to offer a vision of what our deeds should aim at. And the why. But not the how.

Finally, I am reminded of my thoughtful critic, the one I mentioned earlier, w‘ho .chastised dlile ;or b;lfl;% 220
cerebral. Wel], cerebral I have been: indirect duty views, utilitarianism, cont.ractanamsm—hfar yt i :h ! imagz
pessions are made of. I am also reminded, however, of the image another fnendicl’ nc; lf)(:lte‘?iil::: ar;:l practice, of
ithe ballerina as expressive Of disciplined passion. Long hours of sweat atnhd t0t= 0 o Seres drive 10 €xceh 1
doubt and fatigue: those are the discipline of her craft..But the pa-SSIEH 1:[1 ; fif{;(l);ﬂosoph)f T would leave with
ek through her body;, to do it £ ight, to pierce our wan d.s ' That g ehlhasgbeen seen. As for the passion: there
1, not “too cerebral” but disciplined passion: Of the discipline enoug

wretched
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CARL COHEN ' R -

“The Case for the Use of Animals in Biomedicql Researc

About the Author: Carl Cohen is Professor of Philosophy at the University of Michi
Rights Debate (Rowman and Littlefield, 2001), a point-counterpoint volume wit Pf{?faen and algy
- i itical philosophy in philosophi i SS0r T 0r g,
lished many essays in moral and politica Phical, medical, ang oge - M Rega
? Egal 10urng| n, He ‘
8.
of ugin By

8 animals ir
ghts and suggests aisin
that if we con
o d rh

About the Article: Cohen offers a strong defense of the moral ap
He offers arguments against those who maintain that animals have
we will realize that these too permit animal use in research.

Propriateness
ri

As You Read, Consider This:

1. What arguments does Cohen advance against the claim that animals have rightsy
2. Defenders of animal rights and welfare often charge their opponents with * SDeciési i
that criticism? SM." How logg

[ ] sing animals as research subjects in medical investigations is widely cdn‘d%n e
because it wrongly violates the rights of animals,' and second, because it ﬁrdn'gly
tures much avoidable suffering. Neither of these ar :

guments is sound. The first relies on
ing of rights; the second relies on a mistaken calculation of consequences. Both deserve ¢
! SRRSO

WHY ANIMALS HAVE NO RIGHTS i e

A right, properly understood, is a claim, or potential claim, that one pm:ty I
target against whom such a claim may be registered can be a single person,
all humankind. The content of rights claims also varies greatly: repayment of Ic
employers, noninterference by the state, and so on. To comprehend any genuine ri
know who holds the right, against whom it is held, and to what itisaright.
Alternative sources of rights add complexity. Some rights are grounded
right of an accused to trial by jury); some rights are moral but give no
the promise you gave me); and some rights (e.g., against theft or as
The differing targets, contents, and sources of rights, and the
web. Notwithstanding all such complications, this much is
claims, or potential claims, within a community of moral
only among beings who actually do, or can, mal;e\:u_lo"ral d
be, therefore, they are necessarily human; their possessors
The attributes of human beings f_rom.wl%%, Lisr
philosophers, both ancient and modern: the inner cor ciot
human reason, of the binding character ‘_?-f,'
beings in an objective ethical order (Hege
the development of the human self thr
tive, intuitive cognition of the right
emphasis on the universal human |

Carl Cohen, “The Case for
Copyright © New England J¢
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2 ' pat are purely moral; humans—_but ?ertainly not dogs or mice—lay down moral laws, for oth-
"t choices Jves. Human beings are self-legislative, morally autonomous.
onffO rhem»‘??_‘ onhuman animals, the ordinary sense of that word) lack this capacity for free moral judgment.
|s (that 1S 1} kind capable of exercising or responding to moral claims. Animals therefore have no rights,
10t being® Onz This is the core of the argument about the alleged rights of animals. The holders of rights
y can ha‘\’f-’afcli‘?w t-o comprehend rules of duty, governing all including themselves. In applying such rules, the
st have tbfhfjij u5£ recognize possible conflicts between what is in their own interest and what is just. Only in a
olders G_f g gs capable of self-restricting moral judgments can the concept of a right be correctly invoked.
ch moral capacities. They are in this sense self-legislative, are members of communities gov-
Hum® al rules, and do possess rights. Animals do not have such moral capacities. They are not morally self-
aned DY lmjnnm,t possibly be members of a truly moral community, and therefore cannot possess rights. In
!Egi‘*]a{_l\.ﬁ’,L:,_\carch on animal subjects, therefore, we do not violate their rights, because they have none to violate.
mm.jl-tl: t::ﬁmm- life, even in its simplest forms, we give a ce_rta.in nat‘ur.al re\{erence. But the p(_)ssession of
ohts presupposes a moral status not attzfmed t.)y the :rsfst n:a}or'lty ‘?f living thmgs._ We must not 1.nfer, there-
ire, that a live being has, simply in being alive, a “right” to its life. The assertion that all animals, only
wecause they are alive and have interests, also possess the “Right to life”° is an abuse of that phrase, and
holly without warrant.
“hklltl does not follow from this, however, that we are morally free to do anything we please to animals. Certainly
nt In our dealings with animals, as in our dealings with other human beings, we have obligations that do not
aise from claims against us based on rights. Rights entail obligations, but many of the things one ought to do are
nno way tied to another’s entitlement. Rights and obligations are not reciprocals of one another, and it is a seri-
ous mistake to suppose that they are.
llustrations are helpful. Obligations may arise from internal commitments made: physicians have obliga-
tons to their patients not grounded merely in their patients’ rights. Teachers have such obligations to their stu-
“ents, shepherds to their dogs, and cowboys to their horses. Obligations may arise from differences of status:
fgﬁ:s owe Spec%al care when playing with young children, and children owe special care when' Playl:ng with
. & pets. Obligations may arise from special relationships: the payment of my son’s college tuition is some-
dol,;i :SJ :;)hifgh};i :ndayﬂhave no right(:l althoggh it may l;e lI;Yd obl:igaticl)ln tob?.ear .the :)urden' ciIf I tll'leasotr;;blyscf?;;hr:z
beations i - a gfexerc:lse.an vetermarx care, but 1 do have the o 1gat.10n 0 provlﬂ.l e fese ng.all v d_.
5 done, o l))llel”lse rom part1c1-11ar acts or cr,lrcur.nstan‘ces:'one may be ob‘h.ged to another or a special kin
5fnefaq0; nofthlgzd-to put' an animal out of its misery in view of its condition—although neither the human
oo inly, the :Ouwg : aF o bl h‘ave e Eght- imal ifold and cannot be formulated
mply. Some ho?d nds o our obligations to h_umans and to animals are manifold and can ula
{ that there is a general obligation to do no gratuitous harm to sentient creatures (the principle
A Ywict?c{?); some hold that there is a general obligation to do good to sent'ient creatuvz(ielsi :hen tltlhttlt is
“Uleggt gy 1:dones power (the principle of beneficence). 'In our dealings with animals, ﬂf)ev: eny tha we
.Lm A eign to act humanel.yh-that is, to treat them w1'th the decency and concern tha t\:r;a ?;Z; a:; 2(:;15;8
Mang g th 85 to other sentient creatures. To treat animals humanely, however, is no
€ holders of rights.

C()mm
ON ohiarss :
N objection, which deserves a response, may be paraphrased as follows:

hayini s _
h“mannsg rights Tequires being able to make moral claims, to grasp and apply moral law's, then many
thhOut :t £ brai“‘damaged, the comatose, the senile—who plainly lack those capacities must be
Prese%e ;ghts. But that is absurd. This proves [the cr_jtic concludes] that rights do not depend on the

Mora] Capacities, "

l Sohia @
'?tii] map J.e»;tlon fails; it mistakenly treats an essential feature of humanity as though it were a screen for so.rt-
Lo hu, ® €apacity for moral judgment that distinguishes humans from animals is not a test to be admin-
f”“ttionan beings one by one. Persons who are unable, because of some disability, to perform the full
"atural to human beings are certainly not for that reason ejected from the moral community.

.“- ‘V ‘.i
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The issue is one of kind. Humans are of such a kind that they may be the |

voluntary consent. The choices tl?ey mak.e freely must be respected. Animals g of ei, L

sible for them, in principle, to give or withhold voluntary consent o to make , Such 4 King t}(:n]h“lﬁ .

retain when disabled, animals have never had. mora] chojge i laimth“l
A second objection, also often made, may be paraphrased as follows: :

SUbject of e

Capacities will not succeed in distinguishing hurpans from the oth
animals also communicate with one another; animals also care pa
also exhibit desires and preferences.” Features of moral relevance
love—are not exhibited uniquely by human beings. Therefore [th
solid moral distinction between humans and other animals 3

er anlmals An'

ssmn.ately for thei:l;’:lso ’eason, £
__ratlonality, interdep:g,g’ a“"halg :7.

18 Critic conclyg es), s
€ can

This criticism misses the central point. It is not the ability to commun
one another, or care for the young, or the exhibition of preference,
divide. Analogies between human families and those of monkeys, or between human
wolves, and the like, are entirely beside the point. Patterns of conduct are not at issye
remarkable behavior at times. Conditioning, fear, y

instinct, and intelligence a]| ¢q
Membership in a community of moral agents nevertheless remains impossible for

judgment must be capable of grasping the generality of an ethical premise ina p
immorally often enough, but only they—never wolves or monkeys—can discern, by applyia g
to the facts of a case, that a given act ought or ought not to be performed. The mora{)
humans on themselves are thus highly abstract and are often in conflict with the self'intel'ést;o' it
munal behavior among animals, even when most intelligent and most endearing, do&»ﬁ 7

icate o t0 reag N
on, or 2
or any such behavioy that(:;ar ey,
Animgls 4
them. Actorg %
ractical syllogigy,

mous morality in this fundamental sense.

Genuinely moral acts have an internal as well as an external dimension. Thu‘a;, m
criminal only when the guilty deed, the actusreus, is done with a guilty mind, meﬁé-n;é'a
commit a crime; bringing animals to criminal trial is the mark of primitive ignorance. T
right are similarly inapplicable to them. Does a lion have a right to eat a baby zebra? Do
a right not to be eaten? Such questions, mistakenly invoking the concept of righ

do not make good sense. Those who condemn biomedical research because it /
mit the same blunder. - '

i

IN DEFENSE OF “SPECIESISM”

Abandoning reliance on animal rights, some critics resort instead to animal sen
and distress. We ought to desist from the imposition of pain insofar as we can.
tation on animals does impose pain and could be readily forgone, 'Say_-‘-thf&“
ends sought may be worthy, but those ends do not justify innposing\'~aggni§§;‘
agonies are felt no less. The laboratory use of animals (these critics conclude
least very sharply curtailed. Ve ;
Argument of this variety is essentially utilitarian, often expressly f?i“ .,
product, in pains and pleasures, resulting from experiments on Biltl.mal
and dogs with other sentient creatures, is thus commqgly quotec!: # Th¢
Can they talk? but, Can they suffer?”'s P
Animals certainly can suffer and surely ought not to be mﬂd : t°
these uncontroversial premises, that biomedical research cauSing' an
the critic commits two serious errors. PR
The first error is the assumption, often explicitly defendedéi@a‘ a_ll_
ing. Between a dog and a human being, according to this view, th
suffered by dogs must be weighed no differently from the
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e u n‘ ust l'efer i b
k .

jing 19 this critic, is 10 giv
ording - his moral € uality of speci
Au{-d] qalu‘rlu’f t of this 9 2/ peci e made by Peter Singer:
ol - . .
.+ violates the princl le of equality by givi : v

he r4° B - here isp a clasP;l betwgen t}:y- Y_glvmg ) weight to the interests of members of hi

nrace when there 1| 5 2 eir interests and the interests of those of another race. Th 5

exist viOIate® the principle of equa’ity by favoring the interests of his own sex. Similarly the sped :

§EM: -y i i : : ; eciesi

lows the interests f’f his own S?ﬁecles to override the greater interests of members of other s 2 it

tern 15 identical in each case. et R

[his argume 1t is WOrs€ than unsm'mdi it is atrocious. It draws an offensive moral conclusion from a deliber-
melvd“’i-““d verbal parallelism that is utterly specious. Racism has no rational ground whatever. Differing
jegrees of respect OF concern for_humans for no other reason than that they are members of different races is an
sistice otally without foundation in the nature of the races themselves. Racists, even if acting on the basis of
pistaken factual beliefs, do grave moral wrong precisely because there is no morally relevant distinction among

f such differences has led to outright horror. The same is true of the sexes, neither

he supposition ©
ter respect or concern than the other. No dispute here.

r—between (for example) humans on the one
us and almost universally ap

humans are members of mora
have rights; theirs is a mora

hand and cats or rats
preciated. Humans
| communities, Tec-
| status very differ-

the races. T
«x being entit

Between species 0
other—the morally rele
flection; humans are morall

ainst their own interest.

led by right to grea
f animate life, howeve
vant differences are enormo
y autonomous;

on the
Human beings do

engage in moral re

ognizing just claims ag

ot from that of cats or rats. _
[am a speciesist. Speciesism is not merely plauSible; it is essential for right conduct, because th?se who will

10t make the morally re ns among species are almost certain, in consequence, to m1sa_pprehend

: .+ insidious. Every sensitive moral Judgment

d. If all forms of ani-

Jevant distinctio
teir true obligations. The analogy between § iesi .
tequires that the differing natures of the beings t0 whom obligat d l?e considere i
nife—or vertebrate animal Jife?—must be treated equallys and if theregore in evlalgatzn)g t; rf;eai:h erph u;gnrans
S pii f ¢ are forced t0 conclude (1) that ne
el ecxually o Both alternatives ar¢

n with the pains 5 iohts that humans possess-
urrodents possess rights, or (2) that rodents PSS ghts gefended:

ss all the 11 AR

drd. Yet one or the other must be swallowed i gy P Ofti}le?;z:i:afimiﬂs. Some humans take

Humans owe to other humans a degree © moral regard tha! Ao D% duty in their 1ives the
al othel"S, bo

anlefn obligation to support and he ¢ and aniinels 220 jgators abandon the effec-
“liment of that d i sacrifice of mant g i
at duty may requiré the sa ® oc they are convinced that

lye ,
nq'il:rsl;l; of their professional objectives bec 1 :
of humans requir . 4 octivelys to :
i o i i roup 11 E »
; y e : ;mal subjects fascism :amal

e ame, will fail, obj Th rgest an
i ng species is a sure ath ity- £ ; ch using :
; kirk, calls e A s, “so there! n 7

lca] Ty, o dN amm

s ¢atment of Ani - i _directoh Ingti b

u of Animals; its €0 out the human an:)mis,a i3 Th ey’re T ol
: . ir oning

Prem 1 » «

baSisf acism” “Animal liberationists do not separate O = ° ., s

O saying th ; ial rights- A ratis 2 P8
g that a human being as spec! :

N fletosf who claim to base their objection *2

Nt Eteasures and pains produce m

:f Veig ;Ee pains of all animate beings must b t;:lo i

buowe‘fer ‘the consequences of the usé d of B

o ) Carghstakenl)’) on animal rights may ¢k
g, t0 which interest and advantag®

. eret
ting,~* a0d benefit for all over the long "

b
‘nrég?’itynf}?ts of their use is utterly b:hyon‘vﬁls 2
R 45 € avoidance ofgreatpain eSAYIED & (8
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o e shes not their conclusion but its reyerge, t0 refey ~<i8
tarian grounds, moral}y wrong. ain fr% s
O Jeasures and pains resulting from the use of animals ; v
the pled pains that would have resulted, woylq 55 sufr; resea;ch'w_

€req OW"';!

erl‘ible ( S
the tbee n used. Every disease eliminated, every Vaccine e
eveloped” e ok
lanteq €Ty
Anted;

2 pu[’Sued’

: t :
animals not =~ cal procedure invented, every prosthetic device i
.« due, in part or in whole, to experimentatioy, ,
sin

: cess, the predictable gains in human (and apjp, 8
. the balancing pro 11 not be achieved if the decision is made I'la;i:’:;ltll-be‘
esist &0. ._‘ d

jgnore, 10 future but that wi

it. M i :
or to curtail tors are seldom insensitive to the distress their work ma

e iga : b ca
Medical lr;‘cfistfing animals are frequently insensitive to the cruelty of the re S?lls:sm?mal
Ol the

8 Untold numbers of human beir}gs—real persons, although ot o

. ously as the consequence of this well-mee.mmg but sho.rtsighted tenderness, If the . -
grlevoll)letzveen humans and animals are borne in mind, and if all relevant considerations,‘
fa[:;; of long-term consequences must give overwhelming support for biomedica] res arel

ak

nents of resea
would impose.

iden ifiahy

CONCLUDING REMARKS e
Substitution. The humane treatment of animals requires that we desist from experimen
accomplish the same result using alternative methods—in vitro experimentation, com
others. Critics of some experiments using animals rightly make this point. =~
It would be a serious error to suppose, however, that alternative techniques coul
research now using live animal subjects. No other methods now on the horizon—or
able—can fully replace the testing of a drug, a procedure, or a vaccine, in live or.
medical possibilities being opened by the successes of recombinant DNA technology
ing on live animals is forbidden. When initial trials entail great risks, there may be no
ever without the use of live animal subjects. In seeking knowledge that may |
applications, the unavailability of animals for inquiry may spell complete stymie
regulations require the testing of new drugs and other products on animals, for effica
beings are exposed to them.'” We would not want it otherwise. =~
Every advance in medicine—every new drug, new operation, new therapy o
be tried on a living being for the first time. That trial, controlled or uncontr
subject of that experiment, if it is not an animal, will be a human being. P
biomedical research, therefore, or sharply restricting it, must result either
research or in the replacement of animal subjects with humamsubjeété:’?lfe@
able to most reasonable persons—of not using animals in research.
) p 4 e Il A KD

)

REDUCTION

Should we not at least reduce the use of animals in biomedical rese
e feasible the use of humans as experimental subjects. Medical
Some risk are numerous and greatly varied. The risks run it
(thanks to earlier experiments on anim als) Most su oh Hkksfai‘é} -. _-.
risks are substantia]. i pepage
boar\,:h;ﬁ . exPffrimc‘:ntal protocol that en ail .subm{ajiﬁﬂ{ ,-
long a’s vhat response is appropriate? The invest gation, :
H Its human subjects are protected against unneces
Ve you done all that your catt fo AL ARG '

or that device on animals? To ach: '
tion on animg] subjects before ha



